The Substitutionary Death Of Christ

Typical description of concept – Summary Of Christian Doctrine, Louis Berkhof, pg.90:

It was a vicarious atonement.  God might have demanded a personal atonement of the sinner, but the latter would not have been able to render it.  In view of this fact God graciously ordained that Christ should take the place of man as his vicar (Latin for substitute, ptd) or substitute.  Christ as our vicar atoned for the sin of mankind by bearing the penalty of sin and meeting the demands of the law, and thus wrought an eternal redemption for man.  For that reason we speak of the atonement as a vicarious atonement.  The offended party Himself made provision for the atonement in this case.

I have seen at least five articles recently by our brethren claiming Jesus “was not a substitute for us,” that the concept of the substitutionary death of Jesus is Calvinism.

I have always thought of the sacrificial death of Christ and the substitutionary death of Christ as the same thing.  I had never really thought of the ideas separately until recently I became aware that some brethren teach Jesus’ death was only sacrificial, and not substitutionary.  I think that calls for us to re-examine the Bible to see if it really does teach our brotherhood’s long held belief that in his death - Jesus was our substitute.

Just what does God’s word have to say about the idea?  Did Jesus die in our place or not? 

Should We Reject Scriptural Truth

In Order To Help Fight False Doctrine?
One article stated that believing in the substitutionary death of Christ “leads us directly into other errors.”  For example, Jarrod Jacobs wrote “if God accounts/imputes man's sin to Christ, is He also imputing / accounting Christ's righteousness to us?  If not, why not?” (Facebook 2-11-14)
· first, this is a false claim
· second, it betrays the real reason some Christians have rejected this vital Bible truth about Christ’s death

· we should never accept or reject a particular doctrine based upon such perceived consequences
· we should always evaluate each position based upon - what do the texts say? - which is the only honest, godly way of searching for truth

The Bible’s teaching about the substitutionary death of Christ (our sins / our punishment are transferred to Jesus) reminds some of the false Calvinistic idea of Original Sin (Adam’s sin is transferred to us), but the fact is they are not the same.  And the most important difference between the two is that the Bible teaches the former, but not the latter.

Should We Reject Scriptural Truth

Because Calvinism Agrees With It?
It’s never right to reject a doctrine simply because some false church believes it.  That is a most ungodly reason.
Should we reject what the scriptures teach on the:

· virgin birth of Christ - Isaiah 7:14

· deity of Christ - John 1:1

· resurrection of Christ - I Cor 15:4

just because Calvin & many denominations also accept those truths?

Then why should we reject Isaiah 53:6c just because John Calvin agreed with it?
To the contrary, we should be honest enough to accept whatever the Bible verses actually say on this (and any other) topic, and let the chips fall where they may.
Gen 22 - Type And Antitype - Offering Isaac

Genesis 22:8 reads “My son, God will provide himself a lamb for a burnt offering.”  Isn’t that such an amazingly wonderful statement because it also describes how God would eventually provide the ultimate sacrifice for us?  Louis Berkhof’s comment says it well:  “God might have demanded a personal atonement of the sinner, but the latter would not have been able to render it.”
Verse 13 says Abraham “offered him (the ram) up for a burnt offering in the stead of his son.”  Isaac is the one that was supposed to die that day, but the ram died “in the stead of” (22:13) him.  That’s us, right?
Doesn’t “in the stead of” mean “in place of” or “substituting for”?

Maurice Barnett – Gospel Truths – June 2012 – “Certainly, the ram was killed on the altar in the place of Isaac because the text says so.”

Believers have always taught this story of Abraham and Isaac is a type pointing to Jesus’ sacrifice.  Surely we’re not going to backtrack now?
Conclusion: The ram dying in the place of Isaac is a type of Christ (Heb 10:1, John 1:29, etc.) - therefore Christ died in place of us.  See the proof?
Genesis 22

If A Sacrifice Is A Substitute,

For Whom Or What Was Isaac A Substitute?

If Isaac was to be a sacrifice for Abraham’s sins, then he would have been a substitute for Abraham.

But the text doesn’t indicate Isaac was to be a sacrifice for sin (it was just a test), therefore he wasn’t a substitute for anybody.

Now unless my opponent doesn’t think “My son, God will provide himself a lamb for a burnt offering” (verse 8) has a 2nd fulfillment in Christ, then he must agree with me the ram sacrifice was a type of Christ in this passage.  And the ram was a substitute – for Isaac; Genesis 22:13 says Abraham “offered him (the ram) up for a burnt offering in the stead of his son.”
Lev 16:21-22  -  The Scapegoat

Sins were placed on scapegoat before it was sent out into the wilderness.

Leviticus 16:21-22 - And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the head of the live goat, and confess over him all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins, putting them upon the head of the goat, and shall send him away by the hand of a fit man into the wilderness:  And the goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities unto a land not inhabited: and he shall let go the goat in the wilderness.
It’s no coincidence that Isaiah 53 refers back to the scapegoat:
v.6c  -  and the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
v.11b  -  for he shall bear their iniquities
It is type and antitype just like the lamb and Christ (John 1:29).  The lamb didn’t take away sin literally (only in type - Heb 10:4); instead Christ literally did.  Sins were not placed on the goat literally (only in type); instead they are literally placed on Jesus.  Jesus did literally take our sins away (Psalms 103:12 “As far as the east is from the west, so far hath he removed our transgressions from us.”), right?  Then they must have been literally placed on Him - because in type and real, sins were placed on a vehicle to be taken away.
The Scapegoat Isn’t Parallel To Jesus In All Respects?
Maurice Barnett (The Substitution Theory) - In fact, the scapegoat, an animal on this occasion, was not slain, its blood was not shed, so it could not have portrayed the death of Christ for our sins.
A Bible symbol only has to symbolize one thing.  For example, what did the rainbow symbolize in Genesis 9?

The only way a type or analogy could be parallel in every respect to something is if the type/analogy were that thing itself.

Mr. Barnett’s argument is tantamount to me saying → A lamb has 4 legs so it cannot serve as a type of Christ who only had 2 legs.

And it is like the Baptist argument on I Pet 3:21 → Noah was saved by the ark, therefore water baptism does not save.  Not every detail is supposed to be part of the type.
The scapegoat is a type of Christ - not in that it was sacrificed, but in that:

· sins were placed on both the scapegoat (Lev 16:21) and Jesus (Isaiah 53:6c)
· the scapegoat (Lev 16:22) and Jesus then both bore those sins (Isaiah 53:11)
Psalms 10:1 - David Representing A False Idea?

It is very true that sometimes the Bible tells us what uninspired people (like the “wicked”) say:

· Psalms 10:13,11 Wherefore doth the wicked condemn God?  he hath said in his heart, Thou wilt not require it.   He hath said … God hath forgotten: he hideth his face; he will never see it.”

But this is not what is happening in Psalms 10:1.  Here David is expressing inspired (true) thoughts.  David is lamenting the fact that the wicked “in his pride doth persecute the poor” (v.2a).  David is asking God to let the wicked “be taken in the devices that they have imagined” (v.2b).  After talking about the wicked in verses 2-13, David continues the thought of verse 1 in verse 14ff by saying “Thou hast seen it; for thou beholdest mischief and spite, to requite it with thy hand: the poor committeth himself unto thee; thou art the helper of the fatherless.  Break thou the arm of the wicked and the evil man: seek out his wickedness till thou find none.  The Lord is King for ever and ever: the heathen are perished out of his land.  Lord, thou hast heard the desire of the humble: … thou wilt cause thine ear to hear:  To judge the fatherless and the oppressed, that the man of the earth may no more oppress.”  So David is asking and expecting God to “break ... the arm of (defeat) the wicked” (v.15), and be a “helper of the fatherless” (v.14) and those “oppressed” (v.18) by the wicked.  But until then, v.1 states the current situation.
Conclusion:  In verse 1 then, David is asking God how long He will wait before He helps the “poor” by taking vengeance on the wicked.
David Just Thought He Was Forsaken In Psalms 22:1?

You mean David was inspired but wrong in Psalms 22:1-2 ???
· why hast thou forsaken me? = thou hast forsaken me; why?
· why art thou so far from helping me?

· [why are you so far from] the words of my groaning? - NKJV
· O my God, I cry in the day time, but thou hearest not
· [I cry] by night, but have no audience - Geneva Bible
The Holy Spirit is the real author of Psalms 22:1. Was the HS mistaken?
If the writer of Psalms 22:1 was inspired but wrong, then how can we trust anything in the Bible?
For example, how do we know Paul's prohibition against women preachers in I Tim 2:11-12 is truth, & not just how Paul "felt" at the time?

Suppose for the sake of argument that David was wrong.  Was Jesus also wrong when He applied these words to himself on the cross?  That would certainly open up a can of worms (a “sticky wicket”) wouldn't it?
“That’s How David Felt When He Wrote This Psalm”  22:1
Bob Myhan - 3-9-2014 Sermon
How do we know David only felt this way (but was wrong)?  Pure assumption?

Wouldn’t this also mean Jesus only felt like He was forsaken, but was wrong?

Jerry Hayes on premillennial view of the book of Revelation (Facebook, 7-8-14):

There is no escape for the Futurist (premillenialist, ptd) by suggesting that it was John’s perception (in Rev 1:1) that the fulfillment would be imminent, when God had proposed not to bring it to fruition for 2000 years in the future. In the first place, John prophesied by inspiration of the Holy Spirit. If we accept this premise, then these verses are no longer John’s ideas, but the inspired Word of God. Now, the question is: Did the Holy Spirit lie? … Or, was the Holy Spirit confused? Obviously, No - to all … of the preceding questions.
Now ask yourself the same two questions about David in Psalms 22:1-2.

And David was wrong (in verses 1-2) even though Bob Myhan preached?:

· 3-16-2014 - “David was inspired to write down these Psalms”

· 3-09-2014 - “Christ … helped the inspired David write that Psalm”

If we can’t trust Psalms 22:1-2 to be absolute truth, then we can’t trust anything else God says in the Bible.  To the contrary, everything God reveals is accurate.
Did God Allow David Just To Write

His Own Thoughts In Psalms 22:1-2?

Did God allow Paul to write his own “male chauvinist” thoughts in I Tim 2:11-2 (as the liberals say), but then he learned better by the time he wrote Gal 3:28, so that women preachers are really Biblical?

Did God allow Moses to write his own pre-scientific thoughts in Genesis 1-3 and so really the creation story is just a myth as the modernists claim?

Isn’t Psalms 22:1-2 inspired of God?  Is God’s revelation subject to the whims of the human mouthpieces?  Can my opponent list for us all the other things the Holy Spirit authored that are wrong?

Mark 12:36 For David himself said by the Holy Ghost …
II Pet 1:21 holy men of God spake as they were moved by the HG
We would say "this is inspiration saying this" - not just David himself
Psa 22:1 - Any Uninspired Statements In Bible?
John 9:31 Now we know that God heareth not sinners:  but if any man be a worshipper of God, and doeth his will, him he heareth.
· uninspired but happens to be correct
· John was inspired so we know for sure what the blind man said, but that doesn’t prove what he said was correct - see the difference?
I Peter 3:12 For the eyes of the Lord are over the righteous, and his ears are open unto their prayers:  but the face of the Lord is against them that do evil. - inspired and therefore correct
Job’s friends Eliphaz (4:7-8) and Bildad (8:4-6) claim sin was the cause of Job’s misfortunes - uninspired and incorrect
Psalms 73:2ff an inspired man relates what he had previously mistakenly concluded - uninspired and incorrect
Psalms 22:1-2 inspired therefore correct - just like I Pet 3:12 above
Whatever the inspired writer reveals as the book's author must be correct.  God is the actual author.
Psalms 22:1a Is A Question,

Therefore Not A Statement Of Fact?
“Why hast thou forsaken me?” is equivalent to “Thou hast forsaken me.  Why?”  So it is a statement of fact.

Verse 2 is a statement of fact & elaborates upon how David was forsaken:  O my God, I cry in the daytime, but thou hearest not …
Since the following verses in Psalms are in question form, does that mean they don’t teach truth either? …
· 2:1 Why do the heathen rage, and the people imagine a vain thing?  (46:6 confirms “the heathen raged”)
· 4:2 O ye sons of men, how long will ye turn my glory into shame? how long will ye love vanity, and seek after falsehoodNKJV?
· 35:10 … Lord, who is like unto thee, which deliverest the poor from him that is too strong for him, yea, the poor and the needy from him that spoileth him?
The Writer Of Psalms 22:1 Was Not Forsaken?
The subject was forsaken - “… my God, why hast thou forsaken me? why art thou so far from helping me, and from the words of my roaring?  O my God, I cry in the daytime, but thou hearest not ….”  The back end of the Psalm (19b and following) refers to the subject’s deliverance.

This is similar to how God forsook the people who murmured in Num 21, but healed them when they looked upon the brazen serpent on the pole.

But when it comes to dual fulfillment, we shouldn’t try to force every detail of the first and second fulfillment to be the same.  For example …
Matthew 2:15 (“Out of Egypt have I called my son”) is a quote from Hosea 11:1.  The first fulfillment is referring to calling a nation (“Israel”) out of Egyptian slavery.  Does that mean Matt 2:15 has to be talking about calling another nation out of Egyptian slavery, or can the same words be used to fit the one child Jesus being called out of Egypt to escape the wrath of Herod?

Why Was David Forsaken In Psalms 22:1?

Isn’t it possible David was forsaken because of sin unmentioned in the chapter?  I don’t presume to know what event in David’s life precipitated Psalms 22, but I could see how II Samuel 24 might fit - God punishing David/Israel (for David’s sin of numbering the people) thru verse 15, and then God relenting in verses 16-25.
Another good possibility is that David was forsaken through no fault of his own, but because of good (divine) reason on God’s part - like …

· Job is an example of a person who was forsaken (through no fault of his own) in the sense that God withdrew a layer of physical protection from him (Job 1:1ff).

· Jesus was “forsaken” at the cross (Matt 27:46), not because He had done anything wrong, but because God purposed His death for our salvation before time began.
· The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries say Psalms 22:1 “represents a cry … as God's familiar, protective presence is withdrawn.”  (Vol 14a, p.106, Derek Kidner)
My father-in-law’s 5-14-14 email:  Since it does not say, I cannot … hold any strong position.  There are times David was "forsaken" because of sin (Absalom’s usurpation) and there were times when he was, like Job, refined in the crucible of affliction (as in the case of his fleeing from the jealousy of Saul).  All I know is that he was forsaken.
We don’t have to know why David was forsaken to know he was.  At the very least, David was forsaken in the sense of verse 2 - “I cry in the daytime, but thou hearest not”
Psalms 22:1-2,24 Is All At One Particular Time

So David Couldn’t Be Forsaken & Delivered?
David was in the state of having been forsaken (1-2), and expecting deliverance (4-5).

David (using 2nd person) was asking for and expecting deliverance upcoming (19b-22):

… haste thee to help me.  (hadn’t happened yet, ptd)  Deliver my soul from the sword; my darling from the power of the dog.  Save me from the lion's mouth: for thou hast heard me from the horns of the unicorns.  I will declare thy name unto my brethren: in the midst of the congregation will I praise thee.
So three times (19-22) David implies he was forsaken by requesting - help, deliver, save.

Now let’s go to verse 24.  Here David is speaking in the third person.  As we have shown, David is expecting deliverance from his forsaken state, and in verse 24 he is stating the reason he expects such deliverance – because “he (God) hath not despised nor abhorred the affliction of the afflicted; neither hath he hid his face from him; but when he cried unto him, he heard.”  David is stating a general truth that if a person (any person) cries out to God, God will hear him.  So that is what David is expecting God to do for him (David) also – hear and deliver him.

So in verses 1-5 we have forsaken followed by expected deliverance, and we have the same thing in 19-24.  In both sections, David’s point is - others have been delivered, so I am expecting the same.  That’s the same for Jesus, isn’t it? (forsaken then delivered)
Psa 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 60

Forsaken 1,9-10:

O God, thou hast cast us off, thou hast scattered us, thou hast been displeased; O turn thyself to us again. … Who will bring me into the strong city? who will lead me into Edom?  Wilt not thou, O God, which hadst cast us off? and thou, O God, which didst not go out with our armies?
Expected Deliverance 5,12:

That thy beloved may be delivered … Through God we shall do valiantly:  for he it is that shall tread down our enemies.
If Psalms 60 is talking about forsaken, then why not Psa 22?

Psa 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 79
Forsaken 5,8:

How long, Lord? wilt thou be angry for ever? shall thy jealousy burn like fire? …O remember not against us former iniquities: let thy tender mercies speedily prevent us: for we are brought very low.
Expected Deliverance 9-10:

Help us, O God of our salvation, for the glory of thy name:  and deliver us, and purge away our sins, for thy name’s sake.  Wherefore should the heathen say, Where is their God? let him be known among the heathen in our sight by the revenging of the blood of thy servants which is shed.
If Psalms 79 is talking about forsaken, then why not Psa 22?
Psa 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Judges 6

Forsaken 1,13c:

And the children of Israel did evil in the sight of the Lord: and the Lord delivered them into the hand of Midian seven years. … but now the Lord hath forsaken us, and delivered us into the hands of the Midianites.
Expected Deliverance 14:

And the Lord looked upon him (Gideon), and said, Go in this thy might, and thou shalt save Israel from the hand of the Midianites:  have not I sent thee?
If Judges 6 is talking about being forsaken, why not Psalms 22?
Psa 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Isaiah 54

Forsaken in red; Deliverance in blue 7-8:
For a small moment have I forsaken thee (unspecified reason); but with great mercies will I gather thee.  In a little wrath I hid my face from thee for a moment; but with everlasting kindness will I have mercy on thee, saith the Lord …
If Isaiah 54 is talking about being forsaken, then why not Psalms 22?
Psalms 22:1 - Other Instances Of
God Forsaking David / Israelites Because Of Sin

Psalms 89:38-46 But thou hast cast off and abhorred, thou hast been wroth with thine anointed (David, v.35).  ... thou hast brought his strong holds to ruin.  … Thou hast set up the right hand of his adversaries; thou … hast not made him to stand in the battle.  Thou hast … cast his throne down to the ground. … How long, Lord? wilt thou hide thyself for ever? shall thy wrath burn like fire?
Psalms 80:4-6 O Lord God …, how long wilt thou be angry against the prayer of thy people?  Thou feedest them with the bread of tears; and givest them tears to drink in great measure.  Thou makest us a strife unto our neighbours: and our enemies laugh among themselves.
Jer 7:29-30 the Lord hath rejected & forsaken the generation of his wrath.  For the children of Judah have done evil in my sight, saith the Lord …
it shouldn’t surprise us that the HS said David was forsaken in Psa 22:1-2
Psalms 22:1 - Other Psalms Describing

God Forsaking David - Unspecified Divine Reason

43:1-2 Judge me, O God, and plead my cause against an ungodly nation:  O deliver me from the deceitful and unjust man.  For thou art the God of my strength:  why dost thou cast me off? why go I mourning because of the oppression of the enemy?
35:1,17 Plead my cause, O Lord, with them that strive with me: fight against them that fight against me. … Lord, how long wilt thou look on? rescue my soul from their destructions, my darling from the lions.

Considering these other instances, it shouldn’t surprise us then when the Holy Spirit said David was forsaken in Psa 22:1-2.
Isaiah 53:5 - Jesus Took Our Punishment

Some wonder how it could be fair that Jesus took our punishment.  But let’s look back again at Isaiah 53, this time verse 5.  Notice the following phrases which most definitely teach Jesus accepted punishment for our sins, “fair” or not:

· he was wounded for our transgressions

· he was bruised for our iniquities

· the chastisement of our peace was upon him

· with his stripes we are healed (spiritually, I Peter 2:24)

In one sense it is not “fair” for one man to be put to death for another man’s crimes, but that would be true even if you are talking about only a sacrificial death.  Hiram Hutto once explained to me that Jesus’ death was only fair because God volunteered himself (not another) to die for us. 

Isaiah 53:5 - Christ Became Our Substitute

Our Chastisement Was Put Upon Him

the chastisement of our peace was upon him
Think about what that is saying.  Chastisement means “punishment.”  God the Father placed our chastisement (punishment) upon Christ so we could have (spiritual) peace with God.

Question:  Whose sins was Jesus being chastised for – His sins or our sins?  If ours, that’s substitution, right?
Simply put - Jesus took the punishment for our sins so we wouldn’t have to = Substitition.  Doesn’t that settle this issue?
Chastisement = Discipline in Isaiah 53:5 ?

What does my opponent mean by “discipline” if not “punishment”?

The two main synonyms for discipline are (1) punishment and (2) training/correction.  Is my friend suggesting Jesus’ death was training/correction for Jesus?  If not, what then?
Regardless, if you want to call the idea of chastisement in Isaiah 53:5 “discipline,” Jesus wasn’t receiving that discipline because of anything he had done, was he?  It was for what we did.  We are the ones that deserved that discipline.  So Jesus received discipline in our place.  That would be called Substitution.

Chastisement = Punishment in Isaiah 53:5
A lot of translations have “punishment” instead of “chastisement,” for example:

NIV - “But he was pierced for our transgressions, he was crushed for our iniquities; the punishment that brought us peace was upon him, and by his wounds we are healed.”

wounded, bruised, stripes (v.5), bruised by God (v.10)  -  that’s not punishment?

The same Hebrew word is in Proverbs 3:11 which is quoted in Hebrews 12:5-11:

… despise not thou the chastening of the Lord, nor faint when thou art rebuked of him:  For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, and scourgeth every son whom he receiveth .  If ye endure chastening, God dealeth with you as with sons; for what son is he whom the father chasteneth not?  But if ye be without chastisement, whereof all are partakers, then are ye illegitimate, and not sons.  Furthermore we have had fathers of our flesh which corrected us, and we gave them reverence: shall we not much rather be in subjection unto the Father of spirits, and live?  For they verily for a few days chastened us after their own pleasure; but he for our profit, that we might be partakers of his holiness.  Now no chastening for the present seemeth to be joyous, but grievous: nevertheless afterward it yieldeth the peaceable fruit of righteousness unto them which are exercised thereby.

This isn’t the main point of Heb 12, but have you ever used the passage to justify punishing your children for wrongdoings?  We know what “chastisement” is.
Isaiah 53:6c
Our Sins Were Laid On Jesus = Calvinism ?
the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
The correct way to determine if our sins were laid upon Jesus (or if that concept is Calvinism instead) should be based upon what the Bible actually says on the topic, not supposed consequences.  With that in mind, why wouldn’t the words of Isaiah 53:6c settle this question once and for all?

Is there a verse elsewhere in the Bible that contradicts what Isaiah 53:6c is saying at face value, so that we must look for an interpretation other than the most obvious?

Or is it that we can’t accept the plain meaning of Isaiah 53:6c simply because Calvinists also teach it that way?

Isaiah 53:6c  =  My Proposition

Proposition = The Bible teaches that in his death Jesus took our sins upon Himself as our substitute.
Isaiah 53:6c = … the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.
I have had a lot of debates, but I don’t think I have ever had a proposition this close in wording to a verse.
Shouldn’t that at least give us pause, when our position runs contrary to the very wording of scripture itself?
Isaiah 53:6c - Why I Got Interested In Debating This Topic

Maurice Barnett - “It is said that Jesus took every sin of mankind into Himself on the cross … I deny that any … scripture says such a thing but to the contrary the scriptures deny it.”  (Gospel Truths, July 2010)
Isa 53:6c - the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all

Gene Frost – “To the Calvinist that means … they were put on Him … Where is the passage that says that God put the sins of the world on Jesus?”  (March 2000 sermon, Louisville, KY).

How about Isaiah 53:6c?
Hugh Walton “God has never put sin on anyone” (June 14, 2017 email)

Jesse Jenkins “Jesus took our sins upon Himself … It is plain Calvinism.” 2-21-14 email
Chris Peltz “I do not agree that the sins of the world were placed on Jesus.” 2-9-21 email
Calling Isaiah 53:6c Calvinism should bother us.  In effect it is saying Calvinists hold the scriptural ground, & we must try to get around it.
Isaiah 53:6c = Substitution

the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
our sins on Jesus instead of on us  =  Substitution
Isaiah 53:6c
Maurice Barnett Says - Would Be Substitution

the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
M.Barnett - “It is said that Jesus took every sin of mankind into Himself on the cross … I deny that any … scripture says such a thing but to the contrary the scriptures deny it.  If this doctrine of substitution …” (Gospel Truths, July 2010)
· denies that “Jesus took our sins upon Himself”

· understands if our sins were laid on Jesus = substitution

Does Bob Myhan agree with Maurice?  Bob wrote to me: “my understanding of Isaiah 53:6c is very close to Maurice's, far closer to his than to yours” (2-19-14 email)

Isaiah 53:6c
Our Sins Laid On Jesus – What Does That Mean?

Sometimes a basketball team craftily tries to get a foul charged to the wrong player, to a player with less fouls or with less ability.  Suppose that happened and it was correctly said - “the referee hath laid on Tom the foul of Dan.”  Wouldn’t that mean Tom took the penalty for Dan?

And that’s exactly what we see in Isa 53.  Our sins were laid on Jesus in the sense that He took the responsibility for, the punishment for our sins
· the chastisement of our peace was upon him (verse 5)
· wounded, bruised, stripes (verse 5)

· it pleased the Lord to bruise him (verse 10)
If you pay my debt at the bank, somebody afterwards could say that you took the debt upon yourself (literal transference like Isaiah 53:6c) and then took care of it.
The punishment due us was upon Jesus instead  =  Substitution
Isaiah 53:6c comment - “It was by His sealing a covenant whereby we may all receive forgiveness that our iniquities were all laid on Him.”
Bob Myhan’s 3-2-14 power point sermon
What does Bob’s statement mean?  Does it agree with Isaiah 53:6c that our sins were laid upon Jesus, or is it really saying they were not?

For example, what if a Baptist debater were to say:

· It is in the sense of an outward sign of an inward grace that our sins are washed away at baptism (Acts 22:16).

· Baptism saves us (I Pet 3:21) in the sense we are showing others we are saved.

Is the Baptist saying our sins are washed away in baptism and that we are saved in baptism, or is he really saying just the opposite?

It sounds like Bob is agreeing with Barton Stone’s position that Jesus’ death provided no “sin debt payment,” but only brings into effect the new covenant which states the conditions of salvation, such conditions procuring our forgiveness from God.  Is that correct Bob?
Please state one good reason we can’t just accept Isa 53:6c at face value.
Isaiah 53:6c
Laid (Paga) Should Be Translated Intercede ?

Brown, Driver, Briggs and Gesenius defines “paga” as thus:

· to encounter, meet, reach, entreat, make intercession

· to meet, light upon, join

· to encounter, fall upon (of hostility), etc.

We see from the above “laid” is a good translation for this word “paga.”  It can be used for interceding because (for example) if a lawyer intercedes for his client with the judge, that usually means the lawyer is “meeting” with the judge.  They are coming together to discuss a third party.  Similarly, when Jesus intercedes to the Father for us, that means Jesus “meets” with the Father to plead our case.

But “intercede” won’t work here in Isaiah 53:6 because that would have Jesus meeting with / interceding to sin (not for sin).  When you intercede there is a person you meet to intercede to and there is a person you are interceding for.  This verse doesn’t have Jesus meeting with someone else about our sin, but instead it has Jesus meeting our sin.  My opponent’s position would have Jesus having a meeting with our sin to intercede for some unnamed third party.
Isaiah 53:6c
“Paga” Should Be “Intercession” Like In Verse 12 ?

I am told “paga” in verse 6 is in the “hiphil” stem which confirms what we see in the English - that the Father is causing something to happen.  I think my opponent would agree.
· Brown-Driver-Briggs – “Hiph. … cause to light upon … Is 53:6”
· Gesenius – “Hiphil … to cause anything to fall upon any one.  Isa 53:6”

Grammar wise:  The Father is the subject of Isa 53:6c, and Jesus is the object.  The Father is doing something to the Son  In contrast, Jesus is the one doing the interceding in verse 12.
In light of this fact that the Father is doing the paga’ing here (meaning He is the subject), I am curious as to how my opponent could translate verse 6c using the word intercede.  Who would be interceding to who, and for what?
Isaiah 53:6c  -  Bagster’s Has “Gave Up” ?
We can get into trouble when we take translations of translations.

Bagster’s is an English translation of the Septuagint Greek translation of the original Hebrew.  The Septuagint translates “paga” as “paradidomi” which (according to Maurice Barnett) means “to deliver up or intercede.”
Consider Rev 3:15 “I would thou wert cold or hot.”  Suppose someone translated the word “hot” to “sexy” since “hot” is sometimes used that way in our modern language.  Would they be getting at the original idea of the Greek word in such case?

If we are not satisfied with our English translations, we best go back to the original, not to a translation of a translation of the original.

“Paga” means “meet,” and so can mean “intercede,” but not “deliver up.”  (unless you mean the Father delivered up sin to lay it on Jesus)

Isaiah 53:6c
Other Old Testament Uses Of “paga” (#6293)

Gen 28:11 And he lighted upon a certain place, and tarried there all night, because the sun was set …
Exod 23:4 If thou meet thine enemy's ox … going astray, thou shalt surely bring it back to him again
I Kings 2:32 who fell upon two men
Gen 32:1 Jacob went on his way, & the angels of God met him
Josh 16:7 and came to Jericho
Amos 5:19 and a bear met him
Judges 8:21 Rise thou, and fall upon us
I Sam 22:18 Turn thou, and fall upon the priests
I Kings 2:29 Go, fall upon him
Isaiah 53:6c You see - our sins really were laid on Jesus!

Isaiah 53:6c – The Standard Translations
KJV - … the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
ASV - … hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.
ESV - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
NASB - has caused the iniquity of us all to fall on Him
NIV - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
NKJV - the Lord has laid on Him the iniquity of us all.
RSV - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
If there is anything that should be clear, it is that our sins were laid (placed) on Jesus.

Isaiah 53:6c
All The Rest Of The 27 Translations At BibleStudyTools.com
Bible in Basic English - … the Lord put on him the punishment of us all.
Common English Bible - … the Lord let fall on him all our crimes.
Complete Jewish Bible - … laid on him the guilt of all of us. Or: and in fellowship with him
Douay-Rheims - … the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.

God’s Word Translation - … the Lord has laid all our sins on him.
Good News - … the Lord made the punishment fall on him, the punishment all of us deserved.
Hebrew Names Version - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
Holman Christian Standard - … the Lord has punished Him for the iniquity of us all.
Lexham English Bible - … let fall on him the iniquity of us all.
New International Reader's Version - … the Lord has placed on his servant the sins of all of us.
New Living Translation - … the Lord laid on him the guilt and sins of us all.
New Revised Standard - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
The Darby Translation - … hath laid upon him the iniquity of us all.
The Message - … God has piled all our sins, everything we've done wrong, on him.
The Webster Bible - … the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.
Third Millennium Bible - … the Lord hath laid on Him the iniquity of us all.
Today's New International Version - … the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
World English Bible - … has laid on him the iniquity of us all.
Wycliffe - … the Lord put on him all of our wickednesses.
Young's Literal Translation - … hath caused to meet on him, The punishment of us all.
I guess my opponent thinks every translation out there is just wrong on this verse?
Isaiah 53:6c - If Our Sins Were Placed On Jesus, Then He Was Not Qualified (Sinless) To Die For Us?

There must be something wrong with this human reasoning since the Bible actually says our sins were laid on Jesus in Isaiah 53:6c.

This would be about like saying the Lev 16 scapegoat wouldn’t be qualified to be the scapegoat once the sins where laid on him.

This would be like saying when Jesus was hung on the tree he became cursed (Gal 3:13), and therefore wasn’t then qualified to die for us because he was cursed at that point.

No, hanging on that tree was part of the process of dying for us, and likewise taking on our sins was part of the process of Jesus dying in our place (as a substitute).

Don’t mix up Jesus’ taking (the punishment for) our sins with the qualifications He had to have in order to take that punishment for us

Isaiah 53:6c Is Figurative?

If it is figurative, what is it figurative for?

Literal or figurative if the bank debt of my son is transferred to me?

If Tom takes a basketball foul for Dan, is that literal or figurative?
Isaiah 53:6c is spiritual, not physical – just like Acts 22:16.
Literal or figurative is not the issue.  If I were to say it is figurative, you would still call my position Calvinism, right? …

· We don’t figuratively inherit Adam’s original sin do we?

· You don’t think there is a verse that teaches the figurative imputation of Christ’s righteousness to us, do you?

verses 3-10 - despised, wounded, bruised, chastisement, stripes, oppressed, afflicted, stricken – was the punishment Jesus took (what verse 6c is talking about) literal or figurative?
There is no reason to take Isaiah 53:6c figuratively.  But the transference of the responsibility for sin is spiritual not physical.
Isaiah 53:8b

To Whom The Stroke Was Due
… he was cut off out of the land of the living for the transgression of my people to whom the stroke was due …  (ASV)
The sure sounds like Jesus got what was due us, what we deserved.

Jesus got what we deserved instead of us getting what we deserved = Substitution
Isaiah 53:8b

The Word “Due” Is In Italics ?

That’s a good point, but isn’t Bob being a little inconsistent? …
Bob Myhan - “the word “hamartia,” though generally translated “sin,” is translated “sacrifices for sin,” “offerings for sin” or “sin offerings” in Heb. 10:8 in all of the following translations: KJV, ASV, NASB, … NKJV …” (The Error Of Penal Substitution …), but in all four of those translations of Heb 10:8, the word “offering” is in italics.

Isaiah 53:8b isn’t valid proof for my position because it has an italicized word in it, but Bob claims II Cor 5:21 should be “sin offering” because out of 172 uses, the Greek word for “sin” is accompanied by an italicized word “offering” in 1 or 2 places - not even in II Cor 5:21, but half way across the NT?
Ezek 18:20 - Our Sins Couldn’t Have Been Laid On Jesus?
The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, the … wickedness of the wicked shall be upon him

That would be like using Rom 3:23 (“For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God”) to prove Jesus must have sinned.  Yes, Ezek 18:20 says one person shall not “bear the iniquity” of another, but Isa 53:12 says Christ “bare (#5375 just as in Ezek 18:20) the sin of many” (is the exception to that rule).

So God couldn’t have delivered up / determined (Acts 2:23) Jesus’ death?:

· Exod 23:7 … the innocent and righteous slay thou not …
· Deut 24:16 The fathers shall not be put to death for the children, neither shall the children be put to death for the fathers: every man shall be put to death for his own sin.     (but we all agree “Christ died for” us - I Cor 15:3)
Doesn’t the Bible condemn human sacrifices (Deut 18:10, 12:31, II Kings 21:6)?  But Jesus was a human sacrifice (Heb 10:12, 7:27, 9:26, John 1:29, I Cor 5:7, 15:3, Eph 5:2, Matt 26:28, etc.).  So does that prove Jesus wasn’t human?, or that He wasn’t sacrificed?
If you agree Jesus didn’t deserve to physically die, then you agree Ezek 18:20 does not apply here.  It is talking about people getting what they deserve.  Ezek 18:20 is not talking about the transfer of guilt (it is “impossible for God lie” [Heb 6:18] about who done it - you can’t rewrite history), Isa 53:6c is talking about the transfer of punishment.
Isa 53:6c,11,12 “laid on him the iniquity of us all … he shall bear their iniquities … he bare the sin of many.”  God actually did what my opponent said God cannot do.
Matt 27:46 - My God, My God, Why Hast Thou Forsaken Me?
Means The Obvious - Jesus Was Forsaken

How could one deny the Father forsook Jesus when Jesus is plainly asking the Father why he did just that?

Asking “why hast thou forsaken me?” is the equivalent of asserting - “You have forsaken me.  Why?”  Was Jesus’ assertion wrong?  If yes, what else was He wrong about?
If Jack asks a friend John “why did you forsake me?” – doesn’t that mean one of three things?:

· Jack is lying

· Jack is mistaken
· Jack was forsaken
Which was it for Jesus?
If Matthew 27:46 Doesn’t Mean Jesus Was Forsaken, Then

Our Method Of Interpretation = Gone Completely Haywire

If we can read “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” or its equivalent (“Thou hast forsaken me.  Why?”) and somehow conclude Jesus was not really forsaken, then I suggest something has gone completely haywire with our method of Bible interpretation.  We surely can’t continue to claim the common man can understand the Bible.
We’ve always taught passages like Eph 3:3-4 (“How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as I wrote afore in few words, Whereby, when ye read, ye may understand my knowledge …”) teach the Bible can be understood just by reading and studying it – that is, it means what it says.

I personally don’t think one could reach this conclusion that Jesus was not forsaken without coaching / help from someone else, who just might have discovered this idea from some highfaluting commentary authored by a false teacher.  The idea would never occur to one just by reading the texts.
Matt 27:46 How Did The Father Forsake Jesus?

First, I don’t have to know the answer to that question to know that Jesus was forsaken.

But physically, Jesus was forsaken in that the Father didn’t deliver Jesus from His gruesome death (with good reason – our salvation):

· Isaiah 53:10 it pleased the Lord to bruise him
· Isaiah 53:4 smitten of God
· Acts 2:22-23 … Jesus … being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God …
· Rom 8:32 He … spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us
In this physical sense, “forsaken” in Matt 27:46 means the same as it does in Psalms 22:1 - not delivered immediately to safety from his enemies (Psalms 22:8, Matt 27:43).
Bottom line:  Jesus was forsaken is the plain meaning of the verse.

Matt 27:46 - Jesus Was Spiritually Separated From God
If our sins were laid on Jesus (Isa 53:6c), we should expect the following:

· Isaiah 59:2 the Father was “separated” from the Son

· Isaiah 59:2 the Father “hid his face” from the Son
· Hab 1:12-13 “O mighty God … Thou … canst not look on iniquity”

· Psalms 51:11a “Cast me not away from they presence”
Matt 27:46 and Isaiah 53:6c fit hand in glove.  Since sin is a spiritual idea not a physical object, the words of Isaiah 53:6c mean nothing (are just hollow words) unless there were some spiritual ramifications for Jesus.
R.L.Whiteside said it best when commenting on Matt 27:46 in his book Reflections - “Jesus died … as if he were a criminal.  … God withdrew his presence from him in the hour of death.  Hence, in full measure he took the place of the sinner.” (p.197)

I imagine this was the hardest thing Jesus ever had to endure, even above all the physical pain and torture He had to suffer on the cross.  It’s the only time in history Jesus was separated (spiritually) from his Father.

The Father Would Not Leave Jesus Alone (John 8:29, 16:32)
Opponent Is Arraying One Passage Against Another

This is the same argument Baptists make in debate with me when they array Matt 28:20b (“I am with you always, even unto the end of the world”) and Heb 13:5 (“I will never leave thee, nor forsake thee”) against passages that clearly teach “Once Saved Always Saved” is false.  They say if Jesus is to always be with us, that is the same as saying he will never, ever (under any circumstance) break fellowship with us.

If two verses look like they contradict, it has never been correct procedure to say one of the verses is wrong (my opponent thinks Psalms 22:1 is wrong).  Instead we are to find a way that both verses can be true.
The Father Would Not Leave Jesus Alone (John 8:29, 16:32)
How There Is No Contradiction

John 16:32 Behold … ye shall be scattered, every man to his own, and shall leave me alone: & yet I am not alone, because the Father is with me.
John 16:32 shows Jesus was left alone by his disciples in that they “scattered,” not that they broke spiritual fellowship from Jesus, right?  So we’re talking about two different things here.  There’s a difference in being “with” someone (support morale-wise) and spiritual fellowship.

Illustrations:

· I grew up a Baptist and after obeying the gospel I never could persuade my Dad to become a true Christian.  So at no time did I have spiritual fellowship with my Dad, but I was always “there for him” and he was certainly always there for me.  We never left each other “alone.”
· Suppose against God’s wishes a woman marries a non-Christian.  She cannot have spiritual fellowship with him, but does that mean she has to leave him utterly “alone”?, she can’t ever “be there for him”?, she can’t provide “moral support” for him, in his job, and etc.?
Matt 27:46 - All 31 Examples Of Jesus

Asking "Why" Somebody Did Something

Matt 6:28 And why take ye thought for raiment? Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow; they toil not, neither do they spin:

Matt 7:3 And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother's eye, but considerest not the beam that is in thine own eye?

Matt 8:26 he saith … Why are ye fearful …? Then he … rebuked the winds and the sea … - Doesn’t that mean the disciples were fearful?
Matt 19:17 … Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God … - Doesn’t that mean the RYR called Jesus good?
Matt 22:18 But Jesus perceived their wickedness, and said, Why tempt ye me, ye hypocrites?
Matt 26:10 … Jesus … said … Why trouble ye the woman? for she hath wrought a good work upon me. – Did they trouble her or not?
Mark 2:8 . when Jesus perceived in his spirit that they so reasoned within themselves, he said unto them, Why reason ye these things in your hearts?
Mark 4:40 … he said unto them, Why are ye so fearful? how is it that ye have no faith?
Mark 5:39 And when he was come in, he saith unto them, Why make ye this ado, and weep? the damsel is not dead, but sleepeth.

Mark 8:12 And he … saith, Why doth this generation seek after a sign? verily I say unto you, There shall no sign be given unto this generation.
Mark 8:17 …Jesus … saith unto them, Why reason ye, because ye have no bread? …
Mark 10:18 … Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God.
Mark 12:15 … But he, knowing their hypocrisy, said unto them, Why tempt ye me? bring me a penny, that I may see it.

Mark 14:6 And Jesus said, Let her alone; why trouble ye her? she hath wrought a good work on me.

Mark 15:34 … Jesus cried with a loud voice, saying, Eloi, Eloi, lama sabachthani? which is, … My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?

Luke 6:41 And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother's eye, but perceivest not the beam that is in thine own eye?

Luke 6:46 And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things which I say? – Doesn’t this imply they called Jesus Lord?
Luke 12:26 If ye then be not able to do that thing which is least, why take ye thought for the rest?
Luke 12:57 Yea, and why even of yourselves judge ye not what is right?
Matt 27:46 - All 31 Examples Of Jesus

Asking "Why" Somebody Did Something

(continued)

Luke 18:19 Jesus said unto him, Why callest thou me good? none is good, save one, that is, God.

Luke 20:23 But he perceived their craftiness, and said unto them, Why tempt ye me?

Luke 22:46 Why sleep ye? rise & pray … - “he found them sleeping”
Luke 24:38a And he said unto them, Why are ye troubled? …
Luke 24:38b … and why do thoughts arise in your hearts?

John 7:19 Why go ye about to kill me? - weren’t they conniving his death?  (Matt 12:14, 26:4 says the Pharisees were doing just that)
John 8:43 Why do ye not understand my speech? even because ye cannot hear my word.
John 8:46 … And if I say the truth, why do ye not believe me?
John 18:21 Why askest thou me? ask them which heard me , what I have said unto them …

John 18:23 If I have spoken … well, why smitest thou me? - was He struck, or was He only noting the Christ was to be “smitten” - Is 53:4?
John 20:15 Jesus saith … Woman, why weepest thou? - was weeping
Matt 27:46 . My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?
All agree “what Jesus is asking why about” actually happened in all 31 cases … except in this one instance!
Matt 27:46 - How Could God Forsake Someone

Who Had Done Everything Asked Of Him ?
One preacher wrote “Now if the Father did actually forsake Jesus on the cross, then this means that it is possible for God to forsake one who has done everything asked of him.”

Are you saying Jesus deserved to be crucified, but did not deserve to be forsaken?  Actually, He deserved neither.
This human rational ignores the very point we all agree on  →  What happened at the cross was not done because of something Jesus did, but because of what we did (our transgressions).

The Father couldn’t rescue Jesus from the cross, else that would spoil God’s whole eternal plan of salvation!
You Mean Jesus Didn’t Know Why He Was Forsaken?

Jesus knew the plan but still said in Matt 26:39 “O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt.”  You mean Jesus didn’t know for sure he had come to this earth to die?
I’ve been a jogger for years and many a time I’ve said to myself “why am I doing this?” not because I didn’t know why, or because I would choose differently, or even out of frustration, but out of pain.

I like the way J.T. Smith explained it in the April 2011 issue of Gospel Truths:  “Was it because the flesh was in such misery that He cried out from the torment of His situation?”
Again, the only three viable options are:  either (1) Jesus was mistaken, (2) Jesus was lying, or (3) Jesus was forsaken.

Since Jesus Asked Why He Was Forsaken

Then That Proves Jesus Wasn’t Forsaken ?

God asked Adam two questions in Genesis 3:11:

· Who told thee that thou wast naked?
· Hast thou eaten of the tree, whereof I commanded thee that thou shouldest not eat?”

Does this mean God didn’t know the answer to those two questions?

More to the point - Does this prove Adam had not eaten of the fruit?
Then how does Jesus asking why prove He wasn’t forsaken?
Jesus asks a question dozens of times in the gospels, and doubtless he already knew the answer every time.  He was omniscient, remember?
(1) Jesus was mistaken, (2) lying, or (3) forsaken  –  Which is it?
Matthew 27:46

When And For How Long

Was Jesus Forsaken By God?
When?:  At the very moment our iniquities were laid upon Him. – Isaiah 53:6c
How long?:  For the exact same length of time they were laid upon Him. - Isaiah 53:6c
· The Bible doesn’t tell us when and for how long Job lived.  Does that mean his life never happened?

· The Bible doesn’t always tell us when and how often we should pray.  Does that mean we don’t need to pray?

What would be the consequences for Jesus of our sins being laid upon Him if not what Isaiah 59:2 describes?

Matthew 27:46 Is Figurative ?

Which of these terms in verses 45-48 are figurative? …

Now from the sixth hour there was darkness over all the land unto the ninth hour.  And about the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, saying, Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani? that is to say, My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?  Some of them that stood there, when they heard that, said, This man calleth for Elias.  And straightway one of them ran, and took a spunge, and filled it with vinegar, and put it on a reed, and gave him to drink.
The context is literal, isn’t it?

Let’s don’t use the tactic of denominational preachers - who too quickly dismiss as figurative any text they don’t agree with.

Matt 27:46 Is A Quote, But Not Just A Quote

Jesus Is Actually Talking To The Father

Matt 27:46 … My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?
· Luke 23:34 Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do. …

· John 17:21 That they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us: that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.

· Matt 26:39 … O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt.
· Matt 26:42 He went away again … and prayed, saying, O my Father, if this cup may not pass away from me, except I drink it, thy will be done.

· Luke 10:21 … I thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto babes: even so, Father; for so it seemed good in thy sight.

· Luke 23:46 … Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit …

· John 11:41 … And Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said, Father, I thank thee that thou hast heard me.

· John 12:27 … Father, save me from this hour:  but for this cause came I unto this hour.

· John 12:28 Father, glorify thy name. Then came there a voice from heaven, saying, I have both glorified it, and will glorify it again.

· John 17:1 … Father, the hour is come; glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify thee:

· John 17:5 … O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.

· John 17:11 … Holy Father, keep through thine own name those whom thou hast given me, that they may be one, as we are.

· John 17:24 Father, I will that they also, whom thou hast given me, be with me where I am; that they may behold my glory, which thou hast given me: for thou lovedst me before the foundation of the world.

· John 17:25 … Father, the world hath not known thee: but I have known thee, and these have known that thou hast sent me.

In all 15 cases where He addresses God, the consistent pattern is that Jesus is conversing with the Father.  The thoughts expressed are always Jesus’ personally
Matt 26:47 Jesus Not Saying He Was Forsaken

Because That Would Confirm To His Enemies What They Thought All Along ?
Maurice Barnett – Gospel Truths – September 2012 – “Why would He make such a loud display of telling everyone present that God had forsaken Him when that would only confirm to His enemies what they thought all along.”

This is a moot point because when Jesus said “My God, My God, Why Hast Thou Forsaken Me?,” the crowd would have certainly thought (if they understood him at all) that He was forsaken - even if it weren’t true.  Remember, they would have naturally taken Jesus’s words at face value (like I do) without Mr. Barnett there to tell them otherwise.

If Jesus intended for those at the cross to hear what he said to the Father, then I imagine he wanted them to know he was forsaken, so they would understand the enormity of what he was going thru and accomplishing.
Matt 27:46 - “Shouted” Means Jesus Not Forsaken

But Only Speaking For The Benefit Of Onlookers ?

Does the fact that Jesus also cried with a “loud voice” “Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit” (Luke 23:46, ASV) prove:
· what Jesus said in Luke 23:46 wasn’t true either?

· Jesus was only speaking for the benefit of onlookers?
What about Elizabeth in Luke 1:42 and the unclean spirit in Mark 5:7, does the fact that they used a “loud voice” mean they were only speaking for the benefit of onlookers and didn’t mean what they said?

Jesus cried with a loud voice again in Matt 27:50, without saying any words evidently.  Who was He doing that for? Pain
A lot of times, when people are in excruciating pain, they speak or cry out with a loud voice.  I know I do.

Matt 27:46 Only Calling Attention To Psa 22?

(They Thought He Was Calling For Elias)
If Jesus was not really talking to the Father, but only calling attention to Psalms 22 (for the benefit of the onlookers), then it seems strange he didn’t bother to make himself clear enough to even keep his “audience” from mistakenly thinking he was calling for Elias (“Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani? … Some of them that stood there, when they heard that, said, This man calleth for Elias” – verse 47).

For all we know, the Father is the only one that correctly understood Jesus.  All we know for sure is Jesus was praying to the Father.  What effect He was trying to have on those below is just speculation.  Don’t build a doctrine based upon reading Jesus’ mind.
Why didn’t He just say “Like David it may look like I’m being forsaken by God, but I’m not really forsaken”  …  if that’s what Jesus meant?

I personally don’t think this idea (Jesus only calling attention to Psalms 22:1, but not really fulfilling it) would ever occur to someone just by reading the text.  They must have been coached to reach this conclusion.

Matt 27:46 - My God, My God, Why Hast Thou Forsaken Me?
Jesus Not Forsaken But Only Fulfilling Psalms 22:1?

Recently some brethren have been saying Jesus wasn’t really forsaken by God on the cross, but was only calling attention to the fact that he was fulfilling Psalms 22.  But if Jesus was fulfilling “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?,” then he was forsaken, right?

Since when does an event in the New Testament become untrue just because it was foretold in the Old?  I would have thought OT prophecy of a NT event makes the NT event even more certain to be true.

Of course what Jesus said in Matthew 27:46 is a quote from Psalms 22, but that doesn’t change the fact that Matthew 27:46 is still true, does it?

Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Alluding To

But Not Really Fulfilling Psalms 22:1?
22:6 “I am a … reproach of men” - didn’t Jesus fulfill that?

22:7 “shoot out the lip” - people really did shoot out the lip in Matt 27:39ff
22:7 “shake the head” - isn’t “wagging their heads” in Mt 27:39 its fulfillment?
22:8 “He trusted on the Lord that he would deliver him:  let him deliver him” - they really did say that in Matt 27:43
22:15 “thirst” Does the fact Jesus said “I thirst” in John 19:28 “that the scripture might be fulfilled” (in 22:15) mean He really wasn’t thirsty?, that Jesus’ statement was false? (Psa 69:21)
22:16 “they pierced my hands” - fulfilled in Christ - John 20:25
22:18 “They part my garments among them, and cast lots upon my vesture”- fulfilled in Matt 27:35
22:22 “I will declare thy name unto my brethren: in the midst of the congregation will I praise thee.” - fulfilled according to Heb 2:12
In all these Psalms 22 cases, Jesus fulfilled the OT verse quoted (it happened to Him); it wasn’t just an allusion to precedent.  Why should Matt 27:46’s quote of Psalms 22:1 be any different?  Jesus actually fulfilled Psa 22:1; He was forsaken.
Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Alluding To
But Not Really Fulfilling Psalms 22:1 ?

Other Cases - Part I
Matthew 2:15 quotes “Out of Egypt have I called my son” (Hosea 11:1).  The very point is that Jesus was fulfilling said precedent, right?
Acts 1:20 quotes Psalms 69:25 and 109:8 to say “For it is written in the book of Psalms, Let his habitation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein: and his bishoprick let another take” to refer to Judas’s demise and the choosing of a new apostle to take his place.  Was this a case of fulfillment or was it only alluding to a precedent?

Heb 8:8-9 quotes Jer 31:31-32 - “For finding fault with them, he saith, Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah:  Not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of the land of Egypt; because they continued not in my covenant, and I regarded them not, saith the Lord.” – was this a fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

Why should Matthew 27:46’s quote of Psalms 22:1 be any different?
Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Alluding To
But Not Really Fulfilling Psalms 22:1 ?
Other Cases - Part II
Rom 11:26 - “as it is written, There shall come out of Sion the Deliverer, & shall turn away ungodliness from Jacob” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

Luke 2:23 - referring to Jesus’ birth - “As it is written in the law of the Lord, Every male that openeth the womb shall be called holy to the Lord” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

Acts 3:25-26 - “saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the kindreds of the earth be blessed.  Unto you first God, having raised up his Son Jesus, sent him to bless you, in turning away every one of you from his iniquities” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

Galatians 4:30 quotes Genesis 21:10 to say “Cast out the bondwoman and her son:  for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with the son of the freewoman.”  While Sarah was only talking about Hagar, Ishmael, and Isaac, Paul uses the words to refer to something true about the two covenants.

That is the way prophecy and fulfillment of prophecy works, right?
Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Alluding To
But Not Really Fulfilling Psalms 22:1 ?
Other Cases - Part III
Mark 1:2-3 - “As it is written in the prophets, Behold, I send my messenger before thy face, which shall prepare thy way before thee.  The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straight.” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

Romans 15:9 - “And that the Gentiles might glorify God for his mercy; as it is written, For this cause I will confess to thee among the Gentiles, and sing unto thy name” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?
Romans 10:15 - “as it is written, How beautiful are the feet of them that preach the gospel of peace, and bring glad tidings of good things!”- fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

II Cor 10:17 quotes Jer 9:24 regarding one not boasting about his preaching accomplishments - “But he that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

I believe we could go on and on with this point.
Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Alluding To
But Not Really Fulfilling Psalms 22:1 ?
Other Cases - Part IV
I Corinthians 2:9-10 - “But as it is written, Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God hath prepared for them that love him.  But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit …” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

II Corinthians 8:14-15 - referring to helping needy saints - “But by an equality, that now at this time your abundance may be a supply for their want, that their abundance also may be a supply for your want: that there may be equality:  As it is written, He that had gathered much had nothing over; and he that had gathered little had no lack” - fulfillment or only alluding to a precedent?

When II Cor 9:9 reinforces helping needy saints by alluding to a precedent “As it is written, He hath dispersed abroad; he hath given to the poor; His righteousness remaineth for ever” (Psalms 112:9), doesn’t that mean it was being fulfilled?

I’m confident we could show dozens of cases where Old Testament prophecy is fulfilled in the New.  Is there a single case in the Bible where prophecy is just alluded to, but not fulfilled?

Matt 27:46 - Was Jesus Just Calling The Audience’s Attention To Psalms 22:1ff, But Not Fulfilling It ?

Then how do we know these fulfillments of prophecy ever really happened?:

Matt 2:16-18 Then Herod, when he saw that he was mocked of the wise men, was exceeding wroth, … and slew all the children that were in Bethlehem, and in all the coasts thereof, from two years old and under, according to the time which he had diligently enquired of the wise men.  Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jeremy the prophet, saying, In Rama was there a voice heard, lamentation, and weeping, and great mourning, Rachel weeping for her children, and would not be comforted, because they are not.  –  I guess for all we know, there was never any crying by mothers in Israel over Herod’s killing of their children; Matthew was just calling our attention to Jeremiah 31:15.

Matt 12:17,20 That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the prophet, saying, … A bruised reed shall he not break , and smoking flax shall he not quench …  -  I guess we don’t know for sure from this verse that Jesus didn’t break bruised reeds nor quench smoking flax (whatever that means).  Matthew might have just been calling the readers’ attention to Isaiah 42:3.
If anything, Jesus was “calling attention” to the fact he was fulfilling Psalm 22:1
Caiaphas’ Prophecy - Jesus Must Die Instead Of The Jews
John 11:50-52 -  … Caiaphas … said … consider that it is expedient for us, that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation perish not.  And this spake he not of himself: but being high priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus should die for that nation; And not for that nation only, but that also he should gather together in one the children of God that were scattered abroad.

Caiaphas was advising that Jesus should die for the Jewish nation.  Not just for their benefit, but Jesus rather than them (instead of them).  He was thinking that if Jesus caused too much of an uproar, the Romans would come down hard on the occupied nation and there would be much Jewish bloodshed (verse 48).  Caiaphas reasoned it is better that one man die instead of the nation as a whole.

Bob Myhan taught this truth in his article on “Penal Substitution” on 2-24-14 that said “It is true that Caiaphas wanted Jesus to die instead of or in place of Israel ….”

Tim Haile taught this fact in a 4-27-17 email to me – “Caiaphas proposed that it would be better for one man (Jesus) to die ‘for’ the nation, rather than the entire nation perish.”

Now Caiaphas meant Jesus should die for the physical salvation of the Jews, but God was prophesying through him and meant the Jews’ spiritual salvation.  So putting 2 and 2 together, Jesus was to die instead of, in the place of the Jewish nation (and the Gentiles, v.52) – for their spiritual salvation.  See the proof?
Acts 20:28, etc.  -  Jesus Paid For Our Sins

Opponent’s arguments only make sense if he doesn’t believe Jesus’ death provided any “sin debt payment” for our sins.  Because my opponent is basically saying if Jesus’ death did actually “pay” for our sins, then our sin debt would be fully satisfied & we wouldn’t need forgiveness.
If Jesus paid the price owed … - Bryan Garlock - 12-23-2014 email.

Just like we might purchase a foreclosed house by paying off its mortgage, Jesus purchased (spiritually) us by paying off our sin debt:
· Acts 20:28 Jesus “purchased” the church with his own blood

· Tit 2:14 Jesus did "redeem” us (“… payment …” – Thayer)
· I Tim 2:6 Jesus was a “ransom” for all (“price” - Thayer)
· I Cor 6:20 Jesus “bought” us with his blood (“buy” - Thayer, “to acquire the possession of … by paying … an equivalent” - Dictionary.com)
Jesus paid for our sins instead of us paying for our sins.  That’s what’s meant by Substitution
Rom 3:24-26 - Jesus’ Death Makes God Just When He Justifies

Bob Myhan - Penal Substitution … says that God demands the payment of the penalty for sin by a substitute in order to remain just while justifying man. In other words, God cannot justly forgive man unless the punishment for sin is suffered by a substitute for man. And, according to the theory, Jesus is that substitute. He died in your place . that you . might be justified … and God might remain just.  (The Error of Penal Substitution:  Jesus Did Not Die in My Place)

Contrast that with Rom 3:24-26:  Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption (a releasing effected by payment … - Thayer) that is in Christ Jesus:  Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, … that he might be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.

Rom 3:24-26 teaches Jesus’s death declared God’s “righteousness.”  I.e., the only way God could be “just and the justifier of him which believeth” was because Jesus died “for the remission of sins that are past.”  For God to forgive, penalty for sin had to be paid, else God would prove to be unjust (& capricious).  Isa 53:10-11 puts it this way - the death (bruising) of Christ “satisfied” (the justice of) God.
II Corinthians 5:21a

For He Hath Made Him To Be Sin For Us
II Cor 5:21 is saying the same thing as Isaiah 53:6c.  God “made him to be sin for us” = God “hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.”

Suppose a Mob boss ordered a lowly underling to take the rap for a crime more important mobsters committed.  The mobsters let off the hook could accurately say – “For the boss hath made him to be dirty for us.”  Wouldn’t that mean the low man on the totem-pole substituted for the big wigs, he took their penalty (the fall) for them?
Jesus was “made … to be sin” - literally treated like a sinner by God
· not in the sense Jesus sinned - in any shape, form, or fashion

· I like the way David Lipscomb explained it on page 81 of his Gospel Advocate commentary on II Corinthians - “God had made Jesus who committed no sin to suffer as though he had sinned.”

Jesus made to be sin for us = took our sins in our place = Substitute
II Corinthians 5:21a

Quoting This Verse Makes You A Heretic?
Bob Myhan - "Donahue - Myhan Debate" Facebook page – 3-31-14:

In a recent Facebook post, a certain woman preacher was called a heretic for teaching that Jesus became sin.  And so she is!
· KJV - for he hath made him to be sin for us
· New International Reader’s - God made him become sin for us
· New Century Version - God made him become sin
· ASV - he made to be sin on our behalf
Remember our illustration where a preacher just quotes Mark 16:16 word for word, and a lady replies “that’s just your interpretation.”  I guess we’re going to have to quit using that illustration – since we are doing the same thing now.
We are certainly no longer a “people of the book” - when the plain meanings of Bible passages no longer describe our doctrine.

II Cor 5:21a Should Have “Sin Offering” ?
BibleStudyTools.com says “harmatia” is in the KJV 174 times and is translated “sin” 172 times, “sinful” 1 time, and “offense” 1 time, “sin offering” 0 times.
But I admit the word “sin” could be used to refer to a “sin offering.”  I guess just about any word could be used as a metonymy (name one object to refer to a related object).  But is there any reason to conclude a metonymy is being used in II Cor 5:21 other than the fact it needs to be that way to fit my opponent’s theory?  Is that his only reason?
This rendering would make the Greek word “harmatia” mean opposite things (“sin” and “sin offering”) in the same verse.  Doesn’t that run contrary to a standard rule of hermeneutics somewhere?
And doesn’t this rendering run counter to the main point of the verse - the irony that Jesus became what he never did?
II Cor 5:21 “made him to be sin for us”   =   Gal 3:13 “made a curse for us”

The verses are talking about the same thing – that our sins were laid upon Jesus (Isaiah 53:6c).  Both verses are talking about Jesus having to take something negative instead of us.
II Cor 5:21a - “Sin” Is Translated

“Sin Offering” In Heb 10:8, “Sin Sacrifices” In 10:6

“offering” is in italics in Heb 10:8 in the KJV, ASV, NASB, NKJV
“sacrifices” is in italics in Heb 10:6 likewise
The phrase “unknown tongue” is in I Cor 14:2,4,13,14,19,27.  Does that mean the underlying Greek word means and has been translated “unknown tongue,” or does that mean the word “unknown” has been added in italics by the translators to help us understand what they think is the correct meaning of the passage?

I agree adding offering and sacrifices gets at the right idea in Heb 10, but it is not because of translation, but because of metonymy.  And this is only 2 out of 172 uses for the word “sin” in the NT.
Is there any evidence “offering” should be inserted into II Cor 5:21a, other than the fact my opponent needs that to fit his position?

II Cor 5:21a And “Sin Offering” - Translations

There must be a reason no standard translation has “sin offering” in II Corinthians 5:21:
KJV - For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him.
ASV - Him who knew no sin he made to be sin …
ESV - For our sake he made him to be sin …
NASB - He made Him who knew no sin to be sin …
NIV - God made him who had no sin to be sin …
NKJV - For He made Him who knew no sin to be sin …
RSV- For our sake he made him to be sin …
Young's Literal Translation - for him who did not know sin, in our behalf He did make sin …
Will opponent admit – If all the standard translations are correct on this verse, my position is true?  And that his position is only true if all the standard translations are wrong?
II Cor 5:21a

Even If It Were “Sin Offering”

Suppose “sin offering” were the correct idea in II Cor 5:21a?  Still, according to Leviticus 10:17:

Wherefore have ye not eaten the sin offering in the holy place, seeing it is most holy, and God hath given it you to bear the iniquity of the congregation, to make atonement for them before the Lord?
· the “sin offering” was to “bear the iniquity of the congregation,” and Isa 53:11 paired with Isa 53:6c proves the bearing of sin by Jesus meant our sins were “laid on him”

· the sin offering was to make “atonement” for sin (pacified - Ezek 16:63, to make amends for - Dictionary.com)

II Corinthians 5:21a
New Living Translation (NLT)

My opponent has picked a translation I had never heard of before to mitigate against the force of II Cor 5:21a.  But how would he like the way the NLT reads in these passages? …

Gal 3:13 - But Christ has rescued us from the curse pronounced by the law. When he was hung on the cross, he took upon himself the curse for our wrongdoing. …
Isaiah 53:8 – From prison and trial they led him away to his death. But who among the people realized that he was dying for their sins -- that he was suffering their punishment?
If we have to go to the NLT or CJB translations to find our doctrine, we must be getting pretty desperate, don’t you think?
Pat Doesn’t Think II Cor 5:21a Is Literal Either?
I definitely think “he hath made him to be sin for us” is literal.  But I don’t think it is physical; instead I think it is spiritual.

Parallel:  Baptist debaters say “baptism doth also now save us” must be figurative since the death/blood of Christ is what saves us.  We respond - I Peter 3:21 is literal but is not talking about the earning basis for our salvation, but is instead specifying a condition that has to be met in order to receive that salvation.

Likewise II Cor 5:21 is literal, but you must understand what it is saying …
II Cor 5:21 is saying our sins were laid on Jesus (Isaiah 53:6c) - meaning he literally took the responsibility / punishment / consequences that we deserved for our sins.  He took “the fall.”
Galatians 3:13 – Jesus Cursed Instead Of Us
Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us …
· If not for Jesus’ death, we would have been cursed.

· In his death, Jesus was made a curse.

· So Jesus was cursed instead of us being cursed, right?

This is exactly what we mean by “substitutionary.”  Jesus took the curse we deserve (instead of us) - He did it “for us.”
Old West illustration:

Suppose in old Dodge City a father volunteered to take the death penalty by hanging for his guilty son.  Wouldn’t it be accurate to say – “The father hath redeemed his son from the curse of the law, being made a curse for his son:  for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree”?  Wouldn’t that be the father substituting for his son?  Wouldn’t that be the father taking the son’s penalty for him?
Galatians 3:13

Made A Curse  =  Put An End To The Curse?

He was made a curse … in that He nailed the law to the cross putting an end to the curse of the law …  - B.Myhan, “The Error Of PS”
Bob’s quote is really saying Jesus was not cursed, but the rest of the verse says Jesus was cursed - “being made a curse for us:  for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree.”
Gal 3:13 makes (1) the ending of the curse the result of (2) Jesus being made a curse, not that they are the same thing.

Parallel:  “Jesus was made a sacrifice to put an end to animal sacrifices.”  That example doesn’t mean Jesus is an animal sacrifice, but that His sacrifice ended animal sacrifices.  See the difference?
Ask yourself this question:  Why was Jesus cursed?  He didn’t sin himself to deserve to be cursed.  He was cursed because of our sin.
Galatians 3:13

“For” Means “On Our Behalf,” Not “In Place Of” ?
That misses the very point of the verse. It isn’t just saying Jesus became a curse “on our behalf,” but it is saying he took the curse we deserved for breaking that law. I think you will see this if you will just read the first part of the sentence leading up to the “being made a curse for us” part:
Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us …
We would have been cursed, but Jesus was cursed instead.

Galatians 3:13

Jesus Only Took On The Curse Of Being Hanged ?

Of course Gal 3:13b is a quote from Deut 21:22-23 - “And if a man have committed a sin worthy of death, and he be to be put to death, and thou hang him on a tree:  His body shall not remain all night upon the tree, but thou shalt in any wise bury him that day; (for he that is hanged is accursed of God;) that thy land be not defiled, which the Lord thy God giveth thee …”

The curse of Deut 21:22-23 was for a man:

· guilty of a crime worthy of death

· left to hang on the tree overnight

Neither of these two facts were true about Jesus, so might there be more to it than that?

The plain sense of Gal 3:13 = Jesus took the curse we deserved.
Gal 3:13 Jesus Only Appeared To Be Cursed?
Gal 3:13 says Jesus was “made a curse for us,” but Maurice Barnett says (in “The Substitution Theory”) - In fact, Jesus was not cursed but it appeared to others that He was.
If we add “appeared” to any verse that contradicts our theory …

Does the following “silly” ring a bell?:  The Bible says Jesus died, but the agnostics are correct that that means Jesus only appeared to die on the cross.  Because we can’t believe in Jesus’ death since  the Calvinists believe that.

Baptist debater against me in 1992 – Acts 22:16 teaches it appears our sins are washed away in baptism.  It can’t really be so since our sins are actually washed away by Jesus’ blood.  - Fred Vacaro
How about? - NT demon possession wasn’t real.  Certain maladies only appeared to be demon possession before modern medicine.

Galatians 3:13 Should Be “Curse-Offering” ?

Bauer's Lexicon, page 417, gives the following translation of Galatians 3:13- "by becoming a curse-offering (or an object of a curse) in our behalf." – Maurice Barnett

This is not a translation, but Bauer’s commentary on what Gal 3:13 means.

This interpretation also has Jesus being the "object of a curse."  My opponent certainly doesn't agree with that.

Let's try out "curse-offering" for curse in the other five places it is used in the NT:

· Gal 3:10 For as many as are of the works of the law are under the curse-offering: for it is written, Curse-offering is every one that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them.
· Gal 3:13a Christ hath redeemed us from the curse-offering of the law

· Heb 6:8 But that which beareth thorns and briers is rejected, and is nigh unto curse-offering; whose end is to be burned.
· James 3:10 Out of the same mouth proceedeth blessing and curse-offering. My brethren, these things ought not so to be.

· II Pet 2:14 4 Having eyes full of adultery, and that cannot cease from sin; … an heart they have exercised with covetous practices; curse-offering children:

Barnett also said - "In fact, Jesus was not cursed but it appeared to others that He was."  Putting these two arguments together, you have "Jesus appeared to be a curse-offering”?
Jesus “Bore” Our Sins - What Does It Mean?
I Peter 2:24 Who … bare our sins in his own body on the tree
Hebrews 9:28 Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many
Isa 53 reveals the meaning: verse 12b (“he bare the sin of many”) and 11b (“he shall bear their iniquities”) is detailed by 6c as “the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.”  So Jesus bore our sins in the sense our sins were laid on him (spiritually).  Like when a heavy load is “laid” on a pack mule, the mule “bears” or carries the pack (physically).  And like how Jesus went “bearing his cross” in John 19:17 means He carried His cross.
The scapegoat of Lev 16 affords the same definition for “bearing sin”:
v.22  the goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities

v.21  all their sins, putting them upon the head of the goat

In this case, “bearing sin” means Jesus took responsibility for our sin - Lev 24:15-16:

Whosoever curseth his God shall bear his sin.  … he that blasphemeth the name of the Lord, he shall … be put to death, and all the congregation shall certainly stone him …
If a father has to “bear” his son’s financial debt (we might say the debt was placed on his shoulders), that means Dad literally takes responsibility for his son’s debt, he pays his son’s debt.  Don’t we all agree Jesus paid our sin debt (Acts 20:28)?

Jesus took responsibility for our sins by taking our curse, our penalty, our consequences.
Punished Twice (Jesus And Us) For The Same Sins?

This is essentially the same “Limited Atonement” argument Calvinists make when they say “if Jesus ‘taketh away the sin of the world’ (John 1:29), not just the elect, then that would mean all will be saved (universalism), because how could someone be lost for whom Jesus died?”  For example, the famous Baptist preacher Charles H. Spurgeon once said “If Christ has died for you, you can never be lost.” (Gospel Truths, Feb 2011).
· Rom 13:4 shows God punishes the murderer in this life.  Wouldn’t that mean he can’t receive eternal punishment in the world to come according to my opponent’s logic?

· Another reply we make against this argument in debate is:  Calvinists agree with us a man could be “chastened” (Hebrews 12:5-11) in this life for his sin, but that doesn’t necessarily mean he won’t also be punished eternally for the same sin, does it?
· In the same vein, consider also God’s punishment of Assyria and Babylon for their wickedness (Isaiah 10:12, Jeremiah 50:18).  Their temporal punishment wouldn’t necessarily preclude their eventual eternal punishment would it?

Even in a human legal system one man can accept punishment for another, but then later the beneficiary refuse to accept the substitution and take the punishment he deserved in the first place.  I mean just because someone buys me frog legs doesn’t mean I am going to eat them.  All non-Calvinists know - just because Jesus died to take care of our sins (whether substitutionary or not), that doesn’t rule out the fact we will be punished for our sins eternally if we are unwilling to accept Jesus’ sacrifice on our behalf.
Jesus Didn’t Receive Equivalent Punishment?

I accept how Maurice Barnett casts my position – by “taking the sinner’s place,” Jesus had to experience what the sinner does, … Jesus “became sin” & sin separates from God.
The verses teaching Jesus died as a substitute don’t say the punishment has to be exactly the same.  This man-made rule ignores the fact that because Jesus is the Son of God, the value of his punishment was infinite.  Illustrations:
· II Sam 21:1-6 Seven men were considered as a substitute for many more.

· If you’ve watched Hogan’s Heroes, you know when an officer accepts punishment instead of an enlisted man, the punishment is often less because the rank is higher.  John 1:30 This is He on behalf of whom I said, ‘After me comes a Man who has a higher rank than I, for He existed before me.’ (NASB)
· How many prisoners of war would we trade for our President if he were captured?

Jesus “redeemed” (payment - Thayer, MS synonym = exchanged) us with his blood (I Pet 1:18-19).  Doesn’t that suggest equivalency in the eyes of the Father?  How did Jesus pay for our sins (Acts 20:28) if the purchase price wasn’t deemed “equivalent” by God?
The retribution Jesus received certainly wasn’t for his own sins; He had none.  So equivalent or not, that means Jesus received retribution in our place.  That’s substitution.
Some may not think it is a fair trade, but let’s just be thankful that God does.  He said He was “satisfied” (Isaiah 53:11) because our sins were “laid on” Jesus (v.6).
Different Punishments Is Not Really The Issue Anyway

The point about Jesus receiving the exact same punishment that we would have is not really even the issue.  The issue is whether or not Jesus was “punished” at all!

On chart #12 of the charts Bob Myhan posted to his ARE Facebook site, he wrote “He died on the cross, not as punishment but as a sacrifice for sin.”

Of course, Jesus died as a sacrifice, but it also constituted “punishment” - Isaiah 53:5:

KJV … the chastisement (“punishment”) of our peace was upon him …
NIV … the punishment that brought us peace was upon him …

BBE … he took the punishment by which we have peace …

CEB … He bore the punishment that made us whole …

GW … He was punished so that we could peace …

GNT … We are healed by the punishment he suffered …

CSB … punishment for our peace was on Him …

NCV … The punishment, which made us well, was given to him …

NIRV … He was punished to make us whole again …

NRS … upon him was the punishment that made us whole …

MSG … He took the punishment, and that made us whole …

TNIV … the punishment that brought us peace was on him …

WYC … he suffered what should have been our chastising, or our punishment …
NIV (Isa 53:8) … for the transgression of my people he was punished.
Did Jesus Suffer Spiritual Death ?

If you mean by “spiritual death” simply that Jesus was separated spiritually from the Father (Isaiah 59:2), then yes I believe Jesus experienced spiritual death.
But that is an over simplification of what spiritual death means.  I wouldn’t say Jesus was spiritually dead as that also involves action and attitude, not just state:

· dead - destitute of a life that recognizes and is devoted to God, ... inactive as respects doing right (Thayer)
· Jesus did not commit to sin, then sin, fail to repent, and then be separated from God because of it (James 1:14-15)
· Rom 8:6 equates spiritual death with being carnally minded, and spiritual life with being spiritually minded.  Jesus was most definitely spiritually minded.

A person who is spiritually alive, in addition to being in fellowship with God, is letting Christ live through them (Gal 2:20), something that you can have more abundantly (John 10:10) - he is living a spiritual life.  For example an infant is in fellowship with God, but not spiritually alive (living for Jesus, Gal 2:20), right?
The converse is that a person who is spiritually dead is not only separated from God, but is living in sin (Eph 2:1-4, John 8:34) - he is not living a spiritual life.
The issue is - Was Jesus forsaken by His Father?  Matt 27:46 says He was.
Could Have Been Translated ?

This “could have been translated” refrain can go on and on, and destroy every sound doctrine we know …

· John 3:5 and/kai could have been translated “even” (“born of water even the Spirit” - water being a figure for the Spirit)

· Matt 19:9 “adultery” is sometimes used figuratively for breaking a covenant

· I Cor 6:9 “malakos” could have been translated “soft” but I think we all know the NKJV gets it right with “homosexuals”

The question should be how did the language experts translate it, and what right to do we have to substitute in an unusual meaning for a word unless the context (or another verse) dictates such?

My opponent’s cherry picking of definitions reminds me of the Dutchman … in debate on baptism.  His opponent kept suggesting secondary meanings of the word baptism.  Finally he said, “A secondary meaning of ‘believe’ is ‘have an opinion.’  A secondary meaning of ‘baptism’ is ‘sprinkled.’  A secondary meaning of ‘salvation’ is ‘pickled.’  The resultant conclusion is that ‘he who has an opinion and is sprinkled shall be pickled.’”  (quote supplied by Rick Duggin)
Our tactic must not be:  it’s a bad translation because it doesn’t fit my position.

The Septuagint Is Not Inerrant
The LXX omits Jeremiah 39:4-13.  “In fact, it differs from Jeremiah in many passages, due to addition, omission, and arrangement.” -Rick Duggin
The LXX adds to I Kings 8:53.  Can you find Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton’s translation of the added text in I Kings 8:53 in your Bible?:  Then spoke Solomon concerning the house, when he had finished building it -- He manifested the sun in the heaven: the Lord said he would dwell in darkness:  build thou my house, a beautiful house for thyself to dwell in anew.  Behold, is not this written in the book of the song?
Notice Hosea 11:1:

· The Hebrew has "called my son out of Egypt"

· But the Septuagint has "out of Egypt have I called his children"

· This verse is quoted in Matthew 2:15 with a rendering of “son.”  “Children” has to be incorrect because the quote is applied to Jesus (a son, not children).
The modern day LXX has the Apocrypha in it.
I debated a Oneness Pentecostal (Jason Weatherly) 4 or 5 times who uses this same “Septuagint is inerrant” tactic to bolster his position that the miraculous gifts are still for today.  The Hebrew and the English translation of that Hebrew damage his position, so he appeals to the Septuagint reading of the passage.
If Substitution True, Calvinism Would Follow?

I have debated Calvinists on “Once Saved Always Saved” and the “Limited Atonement” on a number of occasions, and actually their point is “Jesus died for the elect.”  They don’t use the word “substitute” in their argument.  For example the famous Baptist preacher Charles H. Spurgeon said “If Christ has died for you, you can never be lost.” (Gospel Truths, Feb 2011).  What this means is if my opponent is right that the Substitution position makes Once Saved Always Saved and the Limited Atonement true, then by the same logic the fact that Jesus “taketh away the sin of the world” (John 1:29) also makes Once Saved Always Saved and the Limited Atonement true.

It seems my opponent is making an argument he doesn’t really even believe.  But I am not accusing him of dishonesty.  No, I don’t think he is aware he is doing such.  But this does seem to show he is desperate to come up with something, anything to get around the plain meaning of the substitution proof texts.

Universal Provision, Individual Application (Kevin Kay) is the answer to both responses - Calvinism and my opponent’s argument.

If Substitution True, Universalism Would Follow?

Actually Universalism’s argument is - “Jesus died for all, therefore all will be saved.”  The “substitution” concept is not in their argument.  So if my opponent is right (that Substitution makes Universalism true), then the fact Jesus died for all would also make Universalism true.  If not, why not?
Notice Jesus “purged” (past tense) everybody’s sins on the cross (Heb 1:3).  If everybody’s sins were purged at the cross, how could anybody be held accountable for their sin?  Eddie Garrett puts the argument this way in his debate with Thomas Thrasher in 1972 (page 46) – “Is it possible for a man to go to h-e-l-l that has his sins purged?”  So wouldn’t that mean everybody is going to be saved?  If you can understand why not, then why make the same argument against Jesus dying in our place (John 11:48-52)?

And Heb 9:12 says Jesus “by his own blood … obtained eternal redemption for us.”  Garrett’s argument against Thrasher was – “can a man that has been redeemed end up in h-e-l-l?  … If he does – would not God be punishing two men for the same sins?”

Isn’t my opponent making an argument he doesn’t really even believe?  I’m not accusing him of dishonesty.  No, I don’t think he realizes he is doing such.  But this does show how desperate he is to come up with something, anything to get around the plain meaning of the substitution proof texts.

Universal Provision, Individual Application (Kevin Kay) is the answer to both – Universalism and my opponent’s argument.

If Substitution True, Don’t Need Forgiveness?

Again this is the same argument as the Calvinists make:
a. If Jesus paid for the sins of a person (Acts 20:28, etc.), then those for whose sins He paid will not have to pay for them a second time.
b. Furthermore, they wouldn’t need forgiveness since their sins have already been paid for.
Here is how Robert Sungenis (famous Catholic apologist) put it on a video I watched – “Christ didn’t pay for your sins.  If he did … that means nobody should go to h-e-l-l.  Because if the sins are paid for by someone else, then there can’t be double jeopardy.”

Payment and forgiveness are not mutually exclusive:
Rom 3:24 Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption (a releasing effected by payment … - Thayer) …
Universal Provision, Individual Application (Kevin Kay) is the answer to both - Calvinism’s argument and my opponent’s argument.
Is This Barton Stone’s No Sin Debt Payment Position?

It sounds like my opponent subscribes to Barton Stone’s theory - that Jesus died for our sins only in the sense that us knowing about Jesus’ death motivates us to repent, and our repentance is all God needs to forgive us:
· If the surety pays the debt, due according to law … then is the person free from obligation, and is justified on the principle of law, not of grace; for there can be no grace, pardon, nor mercy in the justifier on this principle. (Millennial Harbinger, Jul 1841)
· If the debt … be fully paid …, where is grace seen in the pardon of the debtor! (Feb 1841)
· … without the blood …, the remission of the least sin could not be obtained, for the reason already given, because none without that blood could be led to believe in him -- none to repent … (Apr 1841)
· The sacrifice of Christ then, in your opinion, has an effect on heaven – on God to propitiate him to man.  “To propitiate is to appease one offended, and to render him favorable.” Webster.  Do brother Campbell, point us to the scriptures that say that sacrifices either under the Old or New Testament, were ever designed to propitiate God, or that such as effect was ever produced or effected on him. (Mar 1840)
· The death of Christ influences the sinner alone, but produced no direct effect on God. (Oct 1840)
· … all the blood of the universe, the blood of Christ not excepted, could not take away our sin .... (Apr 1841)
· On what grounds was this pardon granted?  Not on the ground of sacrifice, but according to the greatness of thy mercy … (Apr 1841)
I agree with what Alexander Campbell said in refutation, for example – “no repentance nor amendment of life, without shedding of blood, could obtain remission.” (May 1841) – Heb 9:22b, Rom 3:24-26, Acts 20:28, etc.
By Stone’s logic, how do we explain Heb 9:15 & Rom 3:24-26 that teach Jesus died for the sins of the saints who lived under the OT?  They didn’t have the historical story of the death of Christ to motivate them to repent.

If Substitution True, We Wouldn’t Need Forgiveness?

Is Bob Also Saying Jesus Didn’t Pay For Our Sins ?
Bob Myhan - The Error Of Penal Substitution:

· Jesus … to … die so that man might be motivated not only to love God but to demonstrate that love by his faithful obedience to the conditions of that covenant.
· It also provides a focal point for man’s faith in God & in His Son .
· Yes, we were “redeemed by the blood of the Lamb” but only in the sense ... His blood purchased our potential release from sin by dedicating the covenant that provided conditions of forgiveness.
Bob doesn’t say in his article Jesus died to pay for our sins.  Maybe that’s because if Jesus provided remuneration for our sins, we wouldn’t need forgiveness - according to Bob’s logic.
If you want to know what the opposite of the Bible’s truth about Substitution is, this is it – Jesus didn’t pay for our sins.
If God Required Payment For Sin,

Then That Is Not Really Forgiveness?

This sounds like the faith only advocates  →  If obedience is required, then salvation is not really by grace.

God himself is the one who provided the solution (Gen 22:8); he is the one that actually paid the penalty (atoned) for our sins.  That is why it is still grace when he forgives us of our sins.
Jesus paid the price for all, but God doesn’t necessarily forgive all.  He only forgives those who meet his conditions of pardon.

Just like you might buy a foreclosure by paying off the debt, Jesus bought us by paying off our sin debt.  He paid the sin debt instead of us paying for it.  That’s Substitution.

This “no sin debt payment” theory contradicts a central fact of the gospel, that Jesus “bought” our forgiveness of sins with his blood.
If Jesus Died In Our Place
We Don’t Have To Do Anything = Universalism?

In my personal work studies, I like to illustrate the General Atonement this way:  A star baseball player buys tickets for all 100 kids in an orphanage to go to his MLB game.  But some of those orphans may choose not to go, not to take advantage of the free tickets.  Similarly, we have to meet God’s conditions to take advantage of Jesus’ sacrificial death for all mankind.
We can illustrate the Vicarious Atonement in the same way:  A benevolent King offers to die in the place of all his soldiers who are prisoners of war, and does so.  But some rebellious POWs may choose not to accept their King’s substitution.  Likewise, those who do not meet God’s conditions of salvation do not take advantage of Jesus’ vicarious death for all mankind.
If Our Sins Were Laid On Jesus

We Don’t Have To Do Anything = Universalism?

But doesn’t Isa 53:6c actually say our sins were laid on Jesus?

Leviticus 16:21-22 - And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the head of the live goat, and confess over him all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins, putting them upon the head of the goat, and shall send him away by the hand of a fit man into the wilderness:  And the goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities unto a land not inhabited: & he shall let go the goat in the wilderness.
Does the fact that the Israelites’ sins were laid on the scapegoat (in type) mean they didn’t have to meet any conditions (see Lev 4-5 for example) to be forgiven = Universalism?
The Christological Truths
I don’t plan on giving up any of the great Christological truths even if many are giving them up:

· pre-existence of Christ

· virgin birth of Christ

· deity of Christ

· humanity of Christ

· vicarious atonement of Christ

· resurrection of Christ

I refuse to give up any Scriptural Truth simply because John Calvin agreed with it, and therefore brethren label me a Calvinist.  I certainly hope you won’t be intimidated by such scare tactics either.
Many Of My Proof Texts
Say The Same Thing In Essence
· Isaiah 53:6c the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all
· II Corinthians 5:21a for he hath made him to be sin for us
· Galatians 3:13 Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us …
· Matt 27:46 My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?

Our iniquities were laid upon Jesus.  That’s equivalent to “made to be sin” and being “made a curse.”  All three are talking about Jesus taking the “fall” / responsibility / consequences / punishment / penalty for our sin.  So because our sins were laid on Him, Jesus had to be forsaken by the Father, that is, treated like a sinner so we wouldn’t have to be.
Dan King said it best – “Whenever one has to spend an inordinate amount of time and considerable genius attempting to explain why a group of passages do not mean what they say and say what they mean - you would think that they might have a clue that they are off on the wrong track!”

Substitution Position Just Appears To Be True?
Gal 3:13 says Jesus was “made a curse for us,” but Maurice Barnett says (in “The Substitution Theory”) - In fact, Jesus was not cursed but it appeared to others that He was.
God had not forsaken Jesus; it just appeared that way. - Maurice Barnett (Did Jesus Die Spiritually?)
In the psalm (22:1), the … phrase does not intend to express the idea that God has literally and actually forsaken anyone. The forsaking is in appearance, not in reality. - Doy Moyer (Was Jesus Literally Forsaken?, The Auburn Beacon, 2010, http://www.aubeacon.com/Articles2010/Article_WasJesusLiterallyForsaken.htm )

Sounds just like - “Christ did not actually partake of humanity - He only ‘seemed to’” - docetism - “an early Christian doctrine that the sufferings of Christ were apparent …” (dictionary.com)

Sounds like – “Biology is the study of complicated things that give the appearance of having been designed for a purpose.” (Richard Dawkins, “Pope Of Evolution,” The Blind Watchmaker, p.1).

Ask yourself this question.  How did Barnett and Moyer know Jesus appeared to be cursed or appeared to be forsaken?  The Bible doesn’t use a word synonymous with “appear” in those texts, does it?  Isn’t it because the texts say Jesus was cursed and forsaken, and Barnett and Moyer conclude from that he was only cursed or forsaken in appearance?  In other words, the only verses Barnett and Moyer have to prove Jesus only appeared to be cursed or forsaken are verses that say he was!  I guess the Bible isn’t supposed to tell us what is actually so; instead it just tells us what appears to be so.
My Opponent Is Right - I Can’t Prove My Position

If “Appear” Is Added To My Affirmative Proof Texts

Isaiah 53:6c our iniquities appear to have been laid on him
II Corinthians 5:21 it appeared he was made sin for us

Galatians 3:13 Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, appearing to be made a curse for us …

Matthew 27:46 My God, my God, it appears to those around me that thou hast forsaken me!
It seems the Bible doesn’t actually tell us what is so; instead it just tells us what appears to be so!

If Jesus Our Substitute In Physical Death, Why Do We Still Die?

Bob Myhan (Power Point Charts) - “Physical death – consequence for sin; Adam’s sin caused all mankind to lose access to the tree of life (Genesis 3:22-24).”  Gen 3:19 states that penalty this way “unto dust shalt thou return.”
Jesus took our place in physical death, not that we don’t physically die but …
· Jesus’ death eventually causes the elimination of all physical death - “The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death” (I Cor 15:26)

· resurrection … For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive (I Cor 15:21-22). Jesus’ physical death substitutes for our physical death in that His death eliminates (the results of) our death thru our physical resurrection.
· II Tim 1:10 “… our Saviour Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death …”
· Heb 2:14 “that through death He might destroy him that had the power of death …”
Jesus’ death was also Substitutional in that:

· our sins were laid on him instead of on us (Isaiah 53:6c)

· he became a curse instead of us (Gal 3:13)

· he was made to be sin (took the fall) for sinners (II Cor 5:21)
It shouldn’t be a matter of “if” Jesus took our place.  Jesus (represented by the ram) was sacrificed “in the stead of” us (represented by Isaac) – Gen 22:13.  Whose sins was Jesus chastised for (Isa 53:5c) if it wasn’t ours?
The Blood Of Christ Is Sufficient ?
The blood of Christ is most definitely sufficient, but by that we don’t mean Jesus’ death was not necessary, that the loss of blood from the scourging and etc. would have been enough.

No, by the blood of Christ we mean the shedding of his blood in his death (I Cor 15:3).

And that death was substitutionary – Gal 3:13

Conclusion
You might say we should have been the ones on that cruel Jerusalem cross, but Jesus took our place.  Again as Isaiah 53:6c states, “the Lord hath laid on him the iniquities of us all.”  On the cross Jesus received the punishment that we deserved for our sins.  He “tasted death for every man” (Hebrews 2:9b).

Far from encouraging Calvinism, that directly contradicts Calvinism’s most critical tenet – that Jesus died for the elect only.

Jesus provided the gift of eternal life (Romans 6:23).  But it is up to us to accept that gift through humble obedience to his word.  On the cross Jesus “became the author (source) of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him” (Hebrews 5:9).  We have so much to be thankful for in the death of Christ.  He did it for us; he took our place; he suffered what we deserved to suffer!
Isaiah 53:6c Definition Of Hebrew Word Paga
from Brown, Driver, Briggs, Gesenius Lexicon …
to encounter, meet, reach, entreat, make intercession

(Qal)

to meet, light upon, join

to meet (of kindness)

to encounter, fall upon (of hostility)

to encounter, entreat (of request)

to strike, touch (of boundary)

(Hiphil)

to cause to light upon

to cause to entreat

to make entreaty, interpose

to make attack

to reach the mark
Isaiah 53:6c - If My Sin Is Literally Transferred To Someone Else, I Don’t Have It Anymore.

I think you are right that it is not a transference like that.  As a matter of fact, Pat ’s sins did not even exist at the time Jesus accomplished this great deed.  But Pat’s sins did still literally transfer to Jesus in the sense that He was literally officially credited with them (so I could be uncredited of my sins later after I met the conditions of such).  Being officially credited with those sins (as a substitute), He had to literally pay the penalty for them, take the punishment for him.  The foul of Dan literally transferred to Tom in the sense that Tom was credited with the foul and so had to take the punishment for the foul.  When the brethren I have been debating / arguing with say Isaiah 53:6c is figurative, they mean that Jesus did not substitute for us, he did not take our punishment - “that (what I believe, ptd) is Calvinism.”

I think you are over thinking this.  Let’s look at a few passages …

Acts 20:28 “which he hath purchased with his own blood”
Matt 20:28 “give his life a ransom for many”
I Pet 1:18 “redeemed … with the precious blood of Christ”
Rev 1:5 “washed us from our sins in his own blood”
I John 3:5 “he was manifested to take away our sins”
Col 1:21-22 “he reconciled in the body of his flesh through death”

When did this happen?  Didn’t Jesus purchase us, ransom us, redeem us, wash us from our sins, take away our sins, reconcile us to God ON THE CROSS?  Does that mean these things were all appropriated unconditionally at the time of the cross?  That is the Calvinist argument.  The Calvinist says if we have already been purchased, ransomed, redeemed, washed, sins taken away, reconciled, then there is nothing left for us to do.  I think the phrase “Universal Provision, Individual Application” (Kevin Kay) is the answer to their argument … and yours.  Jesus reconciled us to God at the cross, but that was not appropriated (realized) until we obeyed the gospel.  Same with redeem, purchased, ransom, washed, take way.  And it is the same with our sins being laid on Him.  He was officially credited with our sins (as Tom was the foul), but the benefit was not appropriated to us until we obeyed the gospel.  Jesus took away our sins (they were laid on him) at the cross, but they didn’t leave us until we obeyed the gospel.

Consider Isaiah 53:5 - “with his stripes we are healed.”  Regarding basis that occurred at the time of Jesus’ death (when the stripes occurred).  But because it was conditional, the appropriation of the spiritual healing did not take place until we repented.

Consider the first part of I Pet 2:24 that you have been talking about.  Jesus “”bare our sins in this own body on the tree.”  He bore them, he took them is the analogy.  Does that mean we don’t have them anymore?  Yes, but not until we meet the conditions.

Do you think it would be right to say that Jesus reconciled us to God on the cross but it was in the sense of “potentially”?
Gen 22:13 – My Proof In Two Parts
Genesis 22:13 says Abraham “offered him (the ram) up for a burnt offering in the stead of his son.”

My proof (in this case) takes two parts:

1.
the ram was offered instead of Isaac
2.
OT animal sacrifices are a type of Christ
Which part do you disagree with?

One gospel preacher (Gantt Carter, email 4-26-2017) finally responded:  “I don't believe that ‘any sacrifice before Jesus was a type.’"
His problem was - how would you find a verse that teaches one animal sacrifice was a type of Christ, but another (i.e. Gen 22:13) was not?
That’s what this has come to.  In order to consistently oppose the Bible’s teaching on the Substitutionary Death Of Christ, a person has to deny that “any sacrifice before Jesus was a type.”

Doesn’t that fly in the face of passages like Heb 10:1, John 1:29, Isaiah 53:5-7, I Pet 1:18-19, Rev 14:4, etc.?
Psalms 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 13
Forsaken 1-2:

How long wilt thou forget me, O Lord? for ever? how long wilt thou hide thy face from me?  How long shall I take counsel in my soul, having sorrow in my heart daily? how long shall mine enemy be exalted over me?
Expected Deliverance 3-6:

Consider and hear me, O Lord my God: lighten mine eyes, lest I sleep the sleep of death; Lest mine enemy say, I have prevailed against him; and those that trouble me rejoice when I am moved.  But I have trusted in thy mercy; my heart shall rejoice in thy salvation.  I will sing unto the Lord, because he hath dealt bountifully with me.

If Psalms 13 is talking about forsaken, then why not Psa 22?
Psalms 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 44:22-26
Yea, for thy sake are we killed all the day long; we are counted as sheep for the slaughter.  Awake, why sleepest thou, O Lord? arise, cast us not off for ever.  Wherefore hidest thou thy face, and forgettest our affliction and our oppression?  For our soul is bowed down to the dust: our belly cleaveth unto the earth.  Arise for our help, and redeem us for thy mercies' sake.

If Psalms 44 means forsaken; why not Psa 22?
Psalms 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 88
Forsaken 14,6-7 (NIV):

Why, Lord, do you reject me and hide your face from me? … You have put me in the lowest pit, in the darkest depths.  Your wrath lies heavily on me; you have overwhelmed me with all your waves.

Expected Deliverance 1-2 (NIV):
Lord, you are the God who saves me; day and night I cry out to you.  May my prayer come before you; turn your ear to my cry.

If Psalms 88 means forsaken; why not Psa 22?
Psalms 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance

Just Like Psalms 108
Forsaken 11 (NIV):

Is it not you, God, you who have rejected us and no longer go out with our armies?

Expected Deliverance 12-13 (NIV):
Give us aid against the enemy, for human help is worthless.  With God we will gain the victory, and he will trample down our enemies.
If Psalms 108 is forsaken; why not Psa 22?
Psalms 22 - Forsaken Then Expected Deliverance Just Like
Psalms 69
Forsaken 1-3, 9:

Save me, O God; for the waters are come in unto my soul.  I sink in deep mire, where there is no standing: I am come into deep waters, where the floods overflow me.  I am weary of my crying: my throat is dried: mine eyes fail while I wait for my God.  They that hate me without a cause are more than the hairs of mine head: they that would destroy me, being mine enemies wrongfully, are mighty … For the zeal of thine house hath eaten me up; and the reproaches of them that reproached thee are fallen upon me.
Expected Deliverance 13-14, 16-17, 24-25, 28-29:
But as for me, my prayer is unto thee, O Lord, in an acceptable time: O God, in the multitude of thy mercy hear me, in the truth of thy salvation.  Deliver me out of the mire, and let me not sink: let me be delivered from them that hate me, and out of the deep waters. … Hear me, O Lord; for thy lovingkindness is good: turn unto me according to the multitude of thy tender mercies.  And hide not thy face from thy servant; for I am in trouble: hear me speedily. … Pour out thine indignation upon them, and let thy wrathful anger take hold of them.  Let their habitation be desolate; and let none dwell in their tents. … Let them be blotted out of the book of the living, and not be written with the righteous.  But I am poor and sorrowful: let thy salvation, O God, set me up on high.
Jesus Became Spiritually Poor In Our Place
II Cor 8:9 For ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became poor, that ye through his poverty might be rich.
Jesus became spiritually poor in our place so we could change from poor to rich.

I don’t understand why that is not teaching Jesus’ death was substitutionary.  What is everybody so scared of that (scared of being called a Calvinist), they can’t admit the truth?
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II Corinthians 5:21a For He Hath Made Him To Be Sin For Us

73
II Corinthians 5:21a Quoting This Verse Makes You A Heretic?

74
II Cor 5:21a Should Have “Sin Offering”? 
75
II Cor 5:21a - “Sin” Is Translated “Sin Offering” In Heb 10:8, “Sin Sacrifices” In 10:6
76
II Cor 5:21a And “Sin Offering” - Translations
77
II Cor 5:21a Even If It Were “Sin Offering”

78
II Corinthians 5:21a New Living Translation (NLT)

79
Pat Doesn’t Think II Cor 5:21a Is Literal Either?

116.
Jesus Became Spiritually Poor In Our Place
Galatians 3:13

80
Galatians 3:13 – Jesus Cursed Instead Of Us

81
Galatians 3:13 Made A Curse  =  Put An End To The Curse?

82
Galatians 3:13 “For” Means “On Our Behalf,” Not “In Place Of”?

83
Galatians 3:13 Jesus Only Took On The Curse Of Being Hanged?

84
Gal 3:13 – Jesus Only Appeared To Be Cursed

85
Galatians 3:13 Should Be “Curse-Offering”?

86
I Peter 2:24 - Jesus “Bore” Our Sins - What Does It Mean?
Miscellaneous – Not Passage Specific

87
Punished Twice (Jesus And Us) For The Same Sins?

88
Jesus Didn’t Receive Equivalent Punishment?

89
Different Punishments Is Not Really The Issue Anyway

90
Did Jesus Suffer Spiritual Death?

91
Could Have Been Translated?

92
The Septuagint Is Not Inerrant
93
If Substitution True, Calvinism Would Follow?

94
If Substitution True, Universalism Would Follow?

95
If Substitution True, Don’t Need Forgiveness?

96
Is Barton Stone’s No Sin Debt Payment Position?

97
If Substitution True, We Wouldn’t Need Forgiveness? - Bob Also Saying Jesus Didn’t Pay For Our Sins?

98
If God Required Payment For Sin, Then That Is Not Really Forgiveness?

99
If Jesus Died In Our Place We Don’t Have To Do Anything = Universalism?

100
If Our Sins Were Laid On Jesus We Don’t Have To Do Anything = Universalism?

101
The Christological Truths

102
Many Of My Proof Texts Say The Same Thing In Essence

103
Substitution Position Just Appears To Be True ?

104
My Opponent Is Right - I Can’t Prove My Position If “Appear” Is Added To My Affirmative Proof Texts

105
If Jesus Our Substitute In Physical Death, Why Do We Still Die?
106
The Blood Of Christ Is Sufficient?

107
Conclusion
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