FORGIVENESS OF SINS IN THE OLD TESTAMENT
Robert Stapleton
INTRODUCTION:
1. The questions is often asked whether there was the forgiveness of sins under the O.T.
A. Historically, it seems, the answer has been no.
1. But what does the Bible actually say?
B. Keep in mind, what has been historically believed is not an indication that it is
either right or wrong.
BODY:
1. FORGIVE
A. The word “forgive™ is found 28 times in the O.T. and 28 times in the N.T.
1. Ex. 32:32 - Why would Moses have asked God to forgive if such were not
possible?
Numbers 30:5, 8, 12
1 Kings 8:34, 36, 39, 50
2 Chronicles 6:21, 25, 27, 30, 39
2 Chronicles 7:14
Psalms 28:18; 86:5; 103:11, 12
Jeremiah 31:34; 36:3
Daniel 9:19
9. Amos7:2
2. FORGIVEN
A. The word ““forgiven” is found 18 times in the O.T. and 24 times in the N.T.
Leviticus 4:20, 26, 31, 35
Leviticus 5:10, 13, 16, 18
Leviticus 6:7
Leviticus 16:8, 10, 11, 14, 20-22, 30
Leviticus 19:22
Numbers 14:19
Numbers 15:25, 26, 28
Psalms 85.2
9. Isaiah 33:24
3. FORGIVENESS DURING THE LIFE OF JESUS UNDER THE O.T. ERA
A. If there was not forgiveness of sins until the death of Christ, how was it that Jesus,
on numerous occasions, pronounced the sins of people forgiven?
1. Matthew 9:2, 5
2. Mark 2:5,9, 10
3. Luke 5:20, 23; 7:47, 48
B. Keep in mind, it cannot be argued that Jesus, as God, could do anything.
1. He could not do that which was contrary to law.
4. SOME OBJECTIONS
A. The blood of bulls and goats cannot forgive sins - Hebrews 10:1-4.
1. Iam not claiming they did any more than water, by itself, saves.
2. See Hebrews 9:15.
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A. When was this?
1. See 1 Peter 1:19,20 and Revelation 13:8.
B. Perfection came not by the law - Acts 13:39; Galatians 3:21.
1. Again, I am not saying it did.
A. Consider the articles that I have included with this outline.
5. ADDITIONAL ARTICLES, ETC.
A. “Forgiveness of Sins in the Old Testament” by Lowell D. Wallace, Firm
Foundation, dates unknown.
B. “Forgiveness Before the Cross” by Roy H. Lanier, Sr., Frim Foundation, March 6,
1973, pp. 9, 11.
C. Commentary on Romans 3:25, Moses E. Lard, Commentray - Paul’s Letter To
Rome, pp 119-121.
D. See list relative to “atonement.”.



Forgiveness of Sins in the Old Testament (I

~

Confusion and misunderstanding are
commonly found in the church today re-
garding forgiveness of sins under the
Old Testament. Everywhere that I have
taught Bible lessons on the subject, I have
found a great interest and some what mild
surprise. While the matter has been ade-
quately, but infrequently, discussed in
print before, yet misconceptions are still
the rule. A common figure pictures OT
sins being “rolled forward” each vear, with
the implication that they would be waiting
for the person at the end of the probation
unless measure was taken to push them
forward another year.

Our emphasis on the contrast between
Old and New Covenants, when not set in
proper framework, has led some to jump
ta an untrue conclusion. A review of the
teaching of Old and New Testaments about
this matter may help.

First, note that the OT plainly and often
spoke of God forgiving those who lived
under the former covenant. (Much of the
misinformation is due to our general
ignorance of the OT.) The pertinent
passages fall under several categories.

The Law itself plainly promised_forgive-
ness for those who made its sacrifices. The
details of the “sin-offering’’ emphasized
that promise. “And if the whole congrega-
tion of Israel err . . . and the assembly
shall offer a young bullock for a sin-
offering . . . and they shall be {forgiven”

q This provision extended to

e rulers and {o the common people (4:
26, 31, 35; 5:10, 13, 16, 18: 19:22). The
“trespass-offering’™ emphatically
iscd “he shall be forgiven concerning
whatsoever he doeth so ns to be guilty
thereby” (Lev. 6:7). Other references to
God’s forgiveness under their law system
are found in Num, 15:22.28; 30:5, 8, 12;
. Deut. 21:8; Jer. 36:3; Isa. 55:6f.

Then there were statements of for-
giveness made to individuals. When David
confessed, “I have sinned against Jehovah'
in the matter of Bathsheba and Uriah,
Nathan said, “Jehovah also hath put away
thy sin; thou shalt not die” (2 Sam. 12:13).
Likewise when Isaiah lamented his un-
clean condition, a seraphim touched his
mouth with a live coal and said, “Lo this
hath touched thy lips; and thine iniquity
is taken away, and thy sin forgiven” (Isa,
7).

Solomon prayed at the dedication of the
temple that it would be a place for ob-
taining forgiveness. “And hearken thou

prom-

LOWELL D. WALLACE

to the supplications of thy servant, and of
thy people Israel, when they shall pray
toward this place: yea, hear thou from
thy dwelling-place, even from heaven; and
when thou hearest, forgive” (2 Chron. 6:

21). Also in his prayer he considered the

possibility of Israel sinning and being car-
ried away into captivity. “If they sin
against thee (for there is no man that
sinneth not) . . . yet if they shall bethink
themselves . , . We have sinned, we have
done perversely, and have dealt wickedly;
if they return unto thee with all their
heart and with all their soul . .. then hear
thou from heaven . . . their praver and
their supplications . . . and forgive thy
people who have sinned against thee” (6:
36-39). God responded, "“If my people, who
are called by my name, shall humble them-
selves, and pray, and seek my face, and
turn from their wicked ways; then will
I hear from heaven, and will forgive their

Other OT scriptures celebrated God's
forgiveness. “Blessed is he whose trans-
gression is forgiven, Whose sin is covered.
Blessed is the man unto whom Jehovah
imputeth not iniquity, And in whose spirit
there is no guile. . . . I acknowledged my
sin unto thee, And mine iniquity did 1 not
hide: I said, I will confess my transgres-
sions unto Jehovah; and thou forgavest the
iniquity of my sin” EPsn‘ 32:1-5§i Note as
well Psa. 63:3; 86:5; 103:3; Micah., 7:18f.

The evidence is overwhelming. The OT
sainls were promised forgiveness under
E)roper appeal and were assured that it had
reen granted when they found themselves
in such circumstances.

Sometimes in an effort to preserve a
misconception, teachers have resorled to
saying, "God forgave them, bul not in

the absolute.” Such a distinction cannot
Lo mamtained. What were David and
others to think when they were told they
were forgiven . . .! “but not in the abso-
lute”? There is no forgiveness if it is not
absolute. We try to dispel the myth, “I'l)
forgive, but I'll not forget,” from among
our people; it is time to do the same in
reference to God also.

"“But how could God forgive absolutely,
when the payment for sin had not yet
been paid?” someone nsks. More about that
in a moment, but let’s note that forgiveness
takes place i the mind of God. If he prom-
ised and gave assurance thot one was
forgiven, it was so whether it is understood
how it could be or not! After all, God is
the one affronted by our sins; it is He

who declares one absolved. No “Philadel-
phia lawyer”—not even Satan himself—
can overturn that verdict!

Our confusion comes basically from a
leap in logie. The NT teaches clearly that
the Law of Moses could not save, but it is
unwarranted to conclude that therefore
those under the Law were not forgiven..
The sacrifice of animals could not take
away sin. but that doez not lead to the
conclusion that those who made such sacri-
fices could not obtain forgiveness through
some other means. The distinction lies in
the difference between “by the law" (i.e.,
how or through what it would come) and
“under the law.”

To illustrate: one may affirm that by
the Constitution of the United States one
cannot be forgiven of his sins. Shall we
conclude therefore that those who are
under that Constitution can have no
forgiveness? Certainly not. The first state-
ment merely affirms that the Constitu-
tion itself is powerless to obtain forgive-
ness with God. But that does not rule out
the possibility of those presently under
the Constitution obtaining forgiveness by
some other means.

Paul declared that through Jesus “js
proclaimed unto you remission of sins: and
by him every one that believeth is justified
from all things, from which ve could not
be justified by the Jaw of Moses” {Acts_
13:38{—emphasis mine, LDW. See also
Gal 3:11). Again it is affirmed, “For the
aw . .. can never with the same sacrifices
vear by vear ... make perfect them that
draw nigh. . .. For it is impossible that
the blood of bulls and goats should take
away sins” ;Heb. 10:1-4), This point can
never be in dispute. But it is not logical to
conclude that those who lived under such
Law never obtained forgiveness in their
earthly life-time. It could be obtained on
another basis than the Law itself with
its animal sacrifices.

What other basis? The same which Paul
affirmed in Acts 13—the blood of Christ,
which was effective for the transgressions
of those under the first covensant (Heb,
9:15). But how could God forgive them on
that basis before his blood was ever shed?
That question will be answered next week.
Suffice now to see the plain affirmation
of the OT and to make a careful distine-
tion belween what the NT actually says
and does not say.

(More Next Week)
407 N. Rockwall, Terrell, Texas 75160
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Forgiveness of Sins in the Old Testament (2

As noted last week we have a basic
qualm in thinking about God forgiving
those of the first covenant cven before
tho means of that forgiveness was al hand.
We are not alone in sensing that apparent
incongruity. Satan had been pushing that
point with God for a long time before the
death of Jesus robbed him of his platform,
according to Revelation 12.

—d L

The twelfth chapter of Revelation opens
with the expectations of the advent of
Christ. His earthly sojourn is not detailed,
but treated rather as the brief moment in-
deed occupied compared to the Iarge span of
human history. The dramsa focuses on the
accomplishment of his purpose and his
return to heaven (which followed, of
course, his death and resurrection). Notice
the ‘diabolical” nature of Satan who
played both the role of “deceiving the
world (v. 8) and subsequently becoming
the prosecuting attorney (v. 10). But the
key point of this chapter is that Satan
lost that position of accusation upon the
completion of Christ's mission: “the ac-
cuser of our brethren is cast down, who
accuseth them before our God day and
night (v. 10).

Why did Satan lose that position of
accuser? Why could he not continue to
accuse brethren? The answer is found in
another question. Satan was accusing the
brethren in regard to what? He was ac-
cusing them regarding the forgiveness that
the OT saints had obtained in former
times! In essence he was declaring, “God,
you cannot forgive David. You cannot for-
give Isaiah. Your own law declares that
the wages of sin is death. The sacrifice of
some dumb animal will not alter that
principle. David and Isaiah belong to me.
It is not just to have wiped away their
transgression. It is a violation of nll that
you represent.”

Little wonder his accusations were
maintained day and night. But when Jesus
paid the price of all sing, the very plat-
ferm upon which he stood had crumbled. It
was now apparent how and why God
could in actual fact grant forgiveness to

David, Isaiah, et al. And so Satan was
“cast down."”

This picture is_affirmed by the impor-
tant passage in iRom 3:25!] After declar-
ing justification through Jesus Christ, Paul
adds, “Whom God set forth to be a propi-
tiation, through faith, in his blood to show
his (i.e., God's) righteousness because of
the passing over of the sins done aforetime,
in the forebearance of God; for the show-
ing, 1 say, of his (God's) righteousness at
this present season: that he might himgelf
be just, and the justifier of him that hath
faith 'in Jesus (emphasis mine—LDW).
Notice that three times Paul speaks about
the crucial point of God's own justi{ication
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of whether God was righleous or just?
Exactly at the point of discussion: ‘‘be-
cause of the passing over of the sins done
aforetime!” The grounds of his action was
not apparent and needed the justification
provided in the full revelation of Christ's
sacrifice. If there had been no forgiveness
under the OT, there would have been no
need for God to justify himself! The reso-
lution of thig ancient problem wns s DACL

of the “mystery” nnd “good news” dis-

closed by the gospel.
If those who lived prior to Christ did
not obtain actual forgiveness, how could

Abraham be a proper example of the
nmeans by which we obtnin salyati i
the gospel &  1-9; Gal. 3:6-9)?
itself could not nlter God's
method of dealing with Abraham, or with
any of the faithful under whatever cove-
nant he had given them (Gal. 3:17f).

Could God act upon the grounds of
Christ's sacrifice even before it was an
actual fact in point of time? Yes. While
time and its Bequence poses & mental bar-
rier for some, time is man’'s limitation, not
God's. Consider the obvious fact that the
sacrifice does not have to occur at the time
of the sin or even after the sin, or else
Christ’s sacrifice would not avail for us
today. “Nor yet that he should offer him-
self often . . . else must he often have
suffered since the foundation of the world:
but now once at the end of the ages hath
he been manifested to put away sin by the
sacrifice (which was made before one’s
specific sin was committed, and its nature
or extent even known), why was he not
able to forgive one prior to the sacrifice
knowing that the price was forthcoming?
He simply drew against an account into
which a deposit was yet to be made—but
why not, since it is his bank anyway. Only,
God has to be satisfied in forgiveness, see-
ing that sin is an offense toward him.

God counted on the certainty that the
deposit would be made from the beginning
of time. In_God's view Christ ‘“was slain
from the_foundation ol the werld" (Rev.
13:8). The ASV and RSV change the word
order of the Greek text to make ““from the
foundation of the world” refer to the one
whose “name hath not been written in the
book of life.” The KJV and NIV retain the
proper order, In either case the same truth
holds. How could God write names in the
book of life from the foundation of the
world if he in fact were not counting on
the Lamb being slain?

Peter declared we are redeemed by the
precious blood of Christ “who was fore-
known indeed before the foundntion of the
world” (1 Peter 1:19f). Again God's pre-
supposition _of the fact of Christ’s _death
lies behind Paul's statement that ‘he chose
Us in him before the foundation ol the.

of himself!
Vhy does God need justifying? Upon
what point would there ever be a question

world, that we should be holy and without
blemish before  him in love” (EphTi4).
On Pentecost Peler proclaimed that Jesus

went to the cross by “the determinate
counsel and foreknowledge of God" (Acts
2.23). Paul wrote that God saved us
“according to his own purpose and grace,
which was given us in Christ Jesus before
times elernal, but hath now been mani-
fested by the appearance of our Savior
Jesus Christ” (2 Tim. 1:9{). Gor forgiving
in former ages on the basis of that which
was a sure fact, though yet future, should
be of littie surprise. ~

Some of our spiritual forefathers main-
tained the same conclusion. Robert Milli-
gan stated

That Ged did, in anticipation of the
shedding of Christ's blood, justify and
save believers, under both the Patri-
archal and the Jewish age, is of course
conceded. . . . But the ground on which
they were 8o justified and made happy,
was ye. a mystery to men and angels.
« « . Until the vail of Christ's flesh was
rent (Heb. 10:20), no man, and perhaps
no ange! (1 Peter 1:12), understood how
God could be just in justifying any of
Adam's race, and receiving them into
glory. (Hebrews, p. 249f).

In his comments on Romans 3:25, Moses
Lard said,

But, inasmuch as he_remitted gins
before Christ died, he sets {orth Christ
an_an_ploning sacrilice, To prove that in

oing so he wa§ just"Had he remitted
them without such a sacrifice, the fact
might have argued him unjust. The point
is, not 1o show what God did, but that he
was just in doing what he did. . . . The
sins here referred to were sins commit-
ted prior to the time of Christ.

- . » Certainly men were saved before
the death of Christ™ 85 Enoch, and
others: Bul o say that these men were
saved without their sins being really re-
mitted, is too absurd to be entertained.
God never ignored a man’s sin, for the
time being, and saved him, leaving the
fact of actual remission to take place at
some future period. He may, during our
lifetime. pass by our sins and not punish
them, as we know he does; but when
after d:zath, he saves us, no sins remain
to be fergiven,

Nor is it necessary to assume that
Christ’s blood had no efficacy till after
it was shed, as it does; so may it have
acted through all time before it was
shed. The ransom of Christ touches all
human life, as well as all human sin,
and that without regard to time. It was
redemption to all who were saved be-
fore he died; it is redemption to all who
shall be saved subsequently.

In case of all the saved prior to
Christ’s death, God remitted their sins

through, or by reason of, trospec-
tixe_efficacy of bia bl he ieved
God ard obeyed hi -and __é;\ha_,c?ce_
perfecie 1eir  beljef. is done, Ie
ransor. of zfl:}?l?ff’tec}:)-gﬁ.effect in their be-
half, just as in our case. Their belief was
counted to them for justification; and
they were saved (Romans, pp. 119-121).
Next week this study will conclude with
a look at “rolling sins forward.”

407 N. Rockwell, Terrell, Tex. 75160
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As I was growing up, 1 frequently heard the expression,
“rolling sins forward year by year,” in explaining what God
did with sins under the Old Covenant. I cannot state what my
teachers meant entirely by that figure, but I know the impres-
sions Jeft with me.

I imagined living under that system wherein my personal sins_
kept accumulating into one large, nauseous mass as the years

went by, Each year a new blob was plastered on the growing
ball of transgressions which always threatened to engulf me
as I drew nearer to the end of the calendar year. Fortunately,
God made provision at that moment on the calendar to push the
thiné; off for another full year. Perhaps I wouldn't worry about
it quite so much during the early part of the year, but I am
sure my apprehensions would elevate the closer it came that

timé again. What incentive to make that aloning sacrifice at
the proper time! How welcome was Christ when he finally
removed that dreaded yearly confrontation!

But then I worried some about the one who may have done
reasonably well 364 days of the year, but somehow slipped up
at the appointed time and failed to make postponement for one
more year. (Oh, the vivid imagination of a voung mind!) The
poor fellow would slide right under the suspended collection.
God had no recourse but to cut the thread that held them and the
poor man would be drowned with every wrong doing he had ever
committed. Too bad that he hadn't chosen another day in the
middle of the yenr to grow lax., He might have recovered, made
restitution and been ready when the great Day of Atonement
arrived. Well, I suppose that was one of the hazards of living
under the Old Law. How privileged we are to live under the
New!

N

I recognized even then that tﬁg‘mlg_djgiJ_gig_gpileﬁL
that sins were “rollcgi__{g‘r;y_\;agi\_ycur by _vear.” But I did not
know any other explanation of Heb. 10:1-4. I certainly had not
investigated the OT itself in reference to forgiveness. So the
notion of God’s rather mechanical way of dealing with sin

prevailed.

In fact Heb. 10:1-4 says not one word about “rolling sins
forward.” The emphasis is upon the inability of the Law of Moses
to cleanse one from sin. There was no power in the blood of
nnimals! But if forgiveness were granted to OT saints, what
clse did they have beside animal sacrifices? As pointed out in
the previous two articles, they had just what we have—the
sacrifice of Christ{(Heb. 9:15).

But does not v. 3 say “there is a remembrance made of sins
year by year”? Yes, but one should not assume that God is
the one remembering as if he drags up all the previous wrongs

from the past again. No subject is specified in this verse. How-
cver the same expression, “year by year,” also occurs in 9:25.
There the subject is the high priest who enters annually
into the holy place to make the stonement. In that light, 1
would suggest the subject of 10:3 is the high priest, along with
all the congregation, who themselves were reminded of their
sinful condition. That is, their annus! observation of the Day
of Atonement kept before them their constant need of God's
grace. It was for their sakes that the reminder was made (in
the same way we are reminded of Christ’s death in the com-
munion), not for God’s calendar date of settling accounts.

One purpose of the Law of Moses was to create appreciation
of the need for forgiveness: “that through the commandment
sm might become exceeding sinful” (Rom. 7:13). The Law was
the servant that brought its subjects to Christ (Gal. 3:24) and
the shadow of the good thing coming (Meb. 10:1). Indeed
tho thoughtful Jew recognized the ineffectual remedy of ani-
mal sacrifices as far as the real problem of sin and forgiveness
were concerned (Rom. 7:22-25; Heb. 9:131). The question again
is not whether God did or could forgive sins, but rather‘ul;_éri
what grounds did_he remove guilt, Obviously animal blood
could n\o_i»;zall_,raﬂect that goal.

As a closing observation, it may be stated in broad terms
that all men of all ages are saved alike. On God's side is his

grace; on xnzu'{?j@_:;iS faith, But these two priTl-ciples reach-
ing toward one another can never be united except through the
blood of Christ. The concordance will yield ample references
to God's grace and favor with respect to many of the QT
saints; likewise their faith is abundantly evidenced. Only the
specifics of faith vary. For Noah faith meant building an ark.
For Abraham it meant offering his son. For the Israelite it
meant animal sacrifice. For man today it means none of theae,
but it does mean baptism into Christ. The key—the fact of God’s
great mystery upon which he acted through the ages—was the
blood of Christ.

These three—grace, faith, and the blood—constitute salvation
for any and all ages.

407 N. Rockwell, Terrell, Tex., 765160
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Forgiveness Before the Cross

ROY H. LANIER. SR.

From a preacher in Missouri comes this: “I have been taught
all my life that sins under the OId Law were simply ‘rolled for-
ward" until Christ shed his blood.” Now he wishes to know if
sins were forgiven before Jesus died, and upon what conditions?
and would that make the law of Moses a perfect lawP From Acts
18:39 we leam that justification could not come from the law of
Moses; and from Gal. 3:21 we learn that if the law of Moses could
make alive, justification (righteousness) would have been by that
law.  Although it is true that God forgave sins before Jesus died
on the cross, it is also true that these sins were not forgiven through
law. '

There are only two possible ways, or systems, by which sins can
be forgiven: one is by works of man; the other is by the grace
of God. Paul argues that if Abraham was justified by works, he
has whereof to glory; but even Abraham had nothing whereof to
glory toward God; therefore, he was not justified by works, but on
account of his faith (Rom. 4:1-4). And he concludes with this state-
ment, “Now to him that worketh, the reward is not reckoned as
of grace, but as of debt. But to him that worketh not, but belicv-
cth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned for right-
cougsness.”  And the word righteousness is to be understood as
right standing, or justification. To be justified by works man would
have to live a life of perfection,  Paul tells us that those who
would be justified by law are under a curse, beeause the law says,
“Cursed is everyone who continueth not jn all things that are writ-
ten in the book of the law, to do them” (Gal. 3:10). And since all
have sinned and come short of the glory of God, it follows that by
the works of the law shall no flesh be justified (Rom, 3:20; Gal.
2:16).

Since no mere human being has ever lived without sin, and since
the wages of sin is etemal death and destruction from God, and
since there is no such thing as justification by works of law, it
follows that the only way any one can be saved is by the grace of
God. Sinee the time of Adam no one has been saved by perfect
law keeping. Every person who walks the strects of glory can
say, I am a sinner saved by the grace of God. Every sin that has
ever been forgiven, in every age of the world, has been forgiven by
grace, not by law,

Next, no sin has ever been forgiven, in any age of the world,
but on account of the shedding of the blood ‘of Jesus Christ, for
‘apart {from the shedding of blood there is no remission”  (IHeb.
3:22). All men are justified freely by his grace through the redemp-
ion that is in Christ Jesus (Rom. 3:24).  The déath of Jesus was
'or the redemption of the transgressions that were under the first
rovenant (Hob. 9:15) as well as for the sins ¢ommitted under the
iew covenant,  Jesus is the lamb of God 1o take away the sins of
he world (John 1:29); he is the propitiation for the sins of the
vhole world (1 John 2:2). And God set forth Jesus to be the pro-
iitiation for our sins by the shedding of his blood on his part, and
hrough faith on our part (Rom. 3:25), Here we have grace on
he part of the Father, shedding of blood, sacrifice, on the part of
esus, and faith on the part of man,

Though grace, sacrifice, and faith have always been the funda-
iental plan of salvation from sin, there have been different ways
v man to manifest his faith in order to sccure the remission of

ns.  During the patriarchal age animal sacrifice was necessary

sen. 4:30), but we know little else about what was required. Dur-

g the Mosaic age a great system of sacrifices was revealed through

the law of Moses. In Leviticus Moses details the law of offerings
and follows each with the promise that “he shall be forgiven” (Lev,
4:20; 26, 31, 35; 5:10, 13, 18, 18). The offering was not the ground
of forgiveness: it was the condition of forgiveness, The shedding
of the blood of Jesus is the ground of forgiveness; what we do in
faith, directed by the commandmient of God, is the condition of
forgiveness. Even today neither faith nor baptism is the meritori-
ous ground of forgiveness; nothing we can do will merit forgive-
ness. I we could do something to merit forgiveness of our sins,
we could be saved by works and would not need the grace of God,

But did God actually forgive sins before Jesus died on the cross?
Yes, he did, if we can rely on scripture statements to be true. When
the spies brought back their report of conditions in .Canaan, -the
people rebelled; Moses prayed for the Lord to forgive them: “And
Jehovah said, I have pardoned according to thy word” {(Num, 14:
20). Again, God is said to have forgiven his people, and covered
their sin (Ps. 85:2), And Cod s said to have forgiven the sin of
the people, though he took vengeance on their doings (Ps. 99:8).
But we have New Testament proof that God forgave sins belore
the cross. In Rom. 3:25, we are told that God set forth Jesus
to be the propitiation for our sins, “to show his rightcousness be-
cause of the passing over (remission, A.V.) of sins done aforctime”
{Rom. 3:25). This verse tells us that God had been forgiving sins
before the time of Jesus, so before propitiation, satisfaction, had
been made for these sins; so there was a question as to whether
God was righteous in doing so. And God sct forth Jesus as the
atoning sacrifice to show that he had been righteous in forgiving
sins.  If Jesus had never died for our sins, God would have been
proved to bhe unrighteous. DBut God's forcknowledge that Jesus
would die for our sins made him righteous in forgiving sins before
the cross; the actual death of Jesus for sins only showed him to
be righteous in that act,

When I was a boy attending school in a farming community,
school teachers got their Rrst check about the first to the middle
of October, before crops were harvested and before the school board
had any money in the bauk, because farmers did not pay their taxes
until after the first of the year. But the teachers had to have
money, so they look their checks to the bank and the banker “car-
ried” their checks, for a small fee, until the school board had money
in the bank. It was real, spendable, money the teachers got in
spite of the fact the board had no money in the bank. So God
forgave people their sins, on certain conditions, before there was
any bload of Jesus in the bank of heaven. It was real forgiveness.
God “earricd” these sinners and their sins in his own Person, on
his own authority, knowing that the blaod of \Jesus would come
and would be available for these people and their sins, If God had
not forgiven, think what a place Paradise would have been—people
defiled by murder, adultery, etc,, in Paradise unforgiven until
Jesus died,

But somcone is sure Heb, 10:1-4 teaches otherwise, If so, the
Bible contradicts itself. Certainly the blood of animals could not
take away sin; but the offering of them according to the law was
a condition of forgiveness through the blood of Jesus yet to be
offered.  Waler, nor the act of being immersed in water, can ever
take away sins, but being immersed in water in obedience to the
law of Christ is an indispensable condition of forgiveness to the
alien sinner, But what about the teaching that sins were “rolled

(Continued on page 11)
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FORGIVENESS BEFORE TiLE CROSS
{Continued from page 9)
forward™?  There is no such cxpression in
the Bible, though somec preachers use the
expression as if it were in half the chaplers
of the New Testament,  There was a re-
membrance made of sins once each ycar on
the day of atenement.  This means that once
cach year people were reminded that they
were sinuers and that alonement had to be
made for their sins.  Two goats were sclect-
cd: over onc all the sins of the pcople were
sonfessed and that goat was sent away into
the wildemess, denoting the removal of their
sins. The other goat was killed and its blood
uscd to make alonement for sins, and God
promised, “from all your sins shall ye be

clean before Jehovah™ (Lev, 10).
2727 S. Lamar, Denver, Colo. 80227
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JOHN’S BAPTISM
Robert Stapleton |

INTRODUCTION:
1. The questions has been asked concerning the baptism of John and the phrase “for the.
remission of sins” - Mark 1:4; Luke 3:3.

BODY:
GREEK REFERENCES
1. “For the remission of sins” ) oo E
. ATTIONT Erayoiag L QQEcty qua TV,
A' Mark 14 - ﬁbnptisu}x cf:r«:pcnlnnco jor rcx(lxbussxon 'Fo[(u’ms S #
B. Luke 3:3 - Bémropa peravoias tic dptow auapridwe
baptisim of repentance for rounaslou. of sing; .
ee oy Yuaprion,!
C. ACtS 238 - for rcl({xbulon 'lotehm. ’

1. Taken from The Interlinear Greek - English New Testament, pp. 88, 155, 317.

2. Remission - APHESIS - “N. a dismissal, release, is used of the forgiveness of sins and
translated “remission” in Matt. 26:28; Mk. 1:4; Lk. 1:77; 3:3; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31
(AV. ‘forgiveness’) 10:43; 13:38, RV (AV. “forgiveness’); Heb. 9:22; 10:18.” Vines
Expository Dictionary of N.T. Words, p. 957.

3. “Forgiveness, pardon, of sins (prop. the letting go, as if they had not been committed),
remission of penalty; Mt. 26:28; Mk. 1:4; Lk. 1:77; 3:3; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 10:43;
13:38; 26:18; Col. 1:14.” Thayer’s Greek - English Lexicon of the N.T., p. 88.

4. “Freedom, (Fig.) pardon: deliverance, forgiveness, liberty, remission...(listed the same
references as above). Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Strong’s Greek
Dictionary of the N.T., p. 17.

COMMENTARIES

1. “This indicates the object of the repentance and baptism. Those who repented and
were baptized were pardoned. Both were needful to remission. Compare Acts 2:38.”
The People’s New Testament With Explanatory Notes by B.W. Johnson, Vol. 1. Mt. -
Acts, p. 164.

2. “Baptism connected:with the repentance as preached by John was for, or unto, the
remission of sins. This means God had appointed this act as the expression and
embodiment of repentance which brought the state and place in which God would
forgive sins.” A Commentary on The Gospel According to Mark, by C.E.W. Dorris, p.
18 (Gospel Advocate series).

3. “The baptism of John was a new rite; it was not founded on the immersions of the old
dispensation (this is the key to understanding John’s baptism, R.-W.S.), under which
persons performed the ceremony of bathing or immersing the whole body, not on
others, but on themselves (Lev. 15:6; 16:4). The remission of one person by
another, as a divinely appointed act is peculiar to Christianity, and was first
introduced by John: baptism was not practiced among the Jews or heathen. John
himself declared that he received his commission to baptize directly from God (John
1:33). Jesus intimated that the rite was revealed to John from heaven (Lk. 20:4). As
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baptism was a new rite it distinguished John’s ministry from all other prophets; hence
he is called “the Baptist.” (Lk. 7:20). John’s preaching is very specifically designated
as that of “baptism of repentance unto remission of sins.” A Commentary on The
Gospel According to Luke, by H. Leo Boles, pp. 77,78.
4. “Christ’s baptism was, therefore the perfection and consummation of the baptism of
John.” The Pulpit Commentary, Vol. 16, p. 2.
5. “They were to repent, and be baptized with reference to the remission of sins.” Adam
Clark’s Commentary on the Whole Bible, Abridged, p. 836.
6. “The purpose of John’s preaching was to bring men into the experience of
forgiveness.” The Wycliff Bible Commentary, p. 1034.
COMMENTS '
1. Were we to read the above in regard to Acts 2:38 we would all readily say amen.
A. Why not when said in reference to Mk. 1:4 and Lk. 3:3?
1. Isit perhaps that it goes against what we have always believed?
2. What, then, of those who had received John’s baptism, did they need to be baptized
after Pentecost?
A. T do not believe so.
1. Granted, I did not always think this.
2. Prior to an in-depth study of this I would have said yes, they needed to be
baptized.
B. This question needs to be answered - If they had already been baptized for the
remission of sins why would they need to do so again?
1. Remember, we are not talking about all the Jews.
A. Only about the ones who had received John’s baptism “for the remission of
sins.”
2. Those who had not received the baptism of John would have needed to be
submissive to Acts 2:38.
C. This would settle the question of whether the Apostles were baptized.
1. Some of them had been John’s disciples.
A. It would, therefore, stand to reason that these had been baptized by John
and the others during the three year ministry of Jesus.
D. It could also solve the “problem” of the thief on the cross.
1. Do we know that he was not baptized under John’s baptism?
3. Consider Acts 18:24-26
A. There is no record of Apollos being baptized again.
1. Isit not strange, if Apollos was baptized by Aquila, that it is not recorded?
2. What other record of teaching and subsequent baptism is not recorded?
A. In every case of conversion in Acts their baptism is recorded.
B. Isn’tit strange that if Apollos was baptized that there is no mention of it?
B. To argue, “Well, it doesn’t say he wasn’t,” won’t do the trick.
1. Although the evidence isn’t absolute on either side, it is stronger on the side of
his not being baptized again. .
4. Consider Acts 19:1-6
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A

To determine what this is saying we must first come to a decision as to when these

had received their baptism.

1. Prior to or after Pentecost?

Granted, it cannot be conclusively proven, but in light of Mk. 1:3 and Lk. 3:3 it

seems that their baptism was a baptism of John after Pentecost since the Holy

Spirit was connected with the baptism of Acts 2:38 and not connected with

the baptism of John - Lk. 3:16.

1. See Gospel Advocate Articles - March - April, 1982.

2. “While John’s baptism differed from that commanded in Christ’s commission,
the apostles, the one hundred and twenty, and the ‘five hundred brethren’ (1
Cor. 16:6), as far as we know, received no other. Why, then, were these
disciples re-baptized? The only explanation is that their baptism took place
after John’s baptism had been superseded by that of Christ, or after the Savior
had been crucified.” The Peoples N.T. With Explanatory Notes by B.W.
Johnson, Vol. 1, p. 499.

3. “We have no evidence that the apostles were re-baptized, neither others who
were baptized by John, their baptism was accepted...” A Commentary on Acts
of the Apostles by H. Leo Boles, p. 299.

4. See also Moffit-Langsford Discussion, p. 15.

5. Consider Mt. 11:12 and Lk. 16:16.

A

D.

“The idea is, that from the time when John began preaching, men of violence were
trying to force their way into the kingdom.” The Peoples N.T. With Notes, by
B.W. Johnson, Vol. 1, p. 66.

. “The idea seems to be that one forces oneself into this stage of the development of

the kingdom.” A Commentary on The Gospel According to Matthew, H. Leo
Boles, p. 245.
The kingdom was present at the preaching of John or else how could they “press
into it?”
1. However, it still needed refinement or further development in order to become
the kingdom of the New Covenant.
2. Nevertheless, it was present in some stage of incompleteness and those
baptized by John and his disciples became a part of it upon their baptism.
A. John was not a part of the completed kingdom (Mt. 11:11), the church.
B. His ministry was a prepatory ministry, but the “law and the prophets” work
had been a work of prediction of that which was some time in the future

(See NIV, NAS, RSV, Englishman’s Greek NT, Berry’s Greek-English

Interlinear, Word Studies in the N.T. by Vincent.).

1. John pointed out that the kingdom was now near.

2. The law and the prophets had been the working agencies for saving
men up to the coming of John; his preaching brought in some fresh
elements of power.

To this group were added those that obeyed according to Acts 2:41,47.
1. Note in regard to the phrase “church.”
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A. NASV - *. adding to their number day by day...”
B. RSV - “.added to them day by day...”
C. NIV - “...added to their number daily...”
D. EGNT - “...to the assembly...”
E. Inthis study one needs to realize that the cross is the answer to all.

1. As we would not have remission without the cross, likewise, those under
John’s baptism would not have remission.

A. They had remission depending upon a future event while we have remission
depending upon a past event.

2. A study of Hebrews chapters 9 and 10 would do well:in this area.

A. Note especially 10:3,4 along with Lev. 16:11-15, 20-22 regarding the
scape goat. y
3. See also Rom. 3:25. )
A. The word remission here is not the same as in Acts 2:38.
1. Here the word is PASESIN, and means to pass over, or let pass.
A. “No 2 (Pasesin) is a matter of forbearance, No 1 (aphesis) a matter
of grace.” Vines, p. 957.
F. Going back to Hebrews chapters 9 and 10 it seems that we may have overlooked a
word or two in our understanding of these passages.

1. 10:1 - “continually”

2. 10:2 - “ceased”, “once purged”

3. 10:3 - “remembrance”

4. 10:10 - “once for all”

G. Since God had said that upon the Jews making the sin offering as commanded,

“it shall be forgiven him,” it seems that there was forgiveness to the Jews (Lev.

4:20, 26, 31, 35, 5:10, 13; 5:15-19; 6:7; 19:22; Num. 14:19; 15:25-28, etc.).

1. This forgiveness was looking to the blood of Christ and was not a continuing
forgiveness.

2. The character of the Levitical offerings was such that one offering could atone
for the sin for which it was made, but could avail nothing for any sin that might
be committed afterward.

A. Hence, a new offering had to be made for every sin committed.
3. The offering of Christ was a complete and final sin offering.
A. It was sufficient for the sins of the world, and no further offerings have to
be made for future sins.
B. The offerings under the law could not permanently take away sins, but the
blood of Christ can - 1 John 1:7; Heb. 10:10-14.
H. Thus there was forgiveness under the Levitical Priesthood.
6. What Law Was In Affect At Pentecost?
A. Not the Law of Moses.
1. Col. 2:14 - “Nailed to cross”
2. Gal. 3:19 - “till see (Christ, 3:16) should come”
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3. Heb. 7:11,12 - “For the priesthood being changed, there is made of necessity a
change also of the law”
A. Cannot have two laws from God at the same time.
B. Since only those of the tribe of Levi could serve as priests, and Christ was
of the Aaronic tribe, the two laws could not serve together.
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“"Why were the twelve men at Ephesus rebap-
tized?” (Acts 19:1-7.) :

A Jew named Apollos, “an Alexandrian by race, an
eloquent man, came to Ephesus: and he was mighty.in
the scriptures. This man had been instructed in the way
of the Lord; and being fervent in spirit, he spake and
taught accurately the things concerning Jesus, knowing
only the baptism of John.” (Acts 18:24-28.) Aquila and
Priscilla had accompanied Paul as far as [xhesus when

the apostle was returning from Corinth to Antioch (Actw
18:18-21); and, when they heard Apolius speak they at
once percenved his errar {of teaching the baptism ot
John after it had been superseded by the baptism o1
the great commission), and thev therefore “expounded!

" unto him the way of God more accurately” (Acts 18:26-
Apollos readily accepted the correction and served e

fectively the cause he loved. Some people had beer
induced to accept John's baptism after the day of Pen
tecost when the haptism of the great commission be-
came effective.

Contacting "certain disciples’” he found in Ephesus
Paul said to them, "Did ye reccive the Holy Spirit when
ye believed? And they said unto him, Nay, we did no
so much as hear whether the Holy Spirit was given
(Alford: “We did not so much as hear him men
tioned.”) Paul’s purpose in raising the question of the:

reception of the Holy Spirit by these disciples was 1+

determine whether they had received a miraculou~
measure of the Spirit. ~«ince this was dependent on ths
laying on of an apostle’s hand, ahd not on the obedi
ence lo the gospel. When they answered that they had
not heard that the Spirit was given, the apostle aske
“Into what then were ye baprized? 4 Their answer, that
they did not know anything about the spirit at all, re-
vealed that their baptism was defective, since they could
have been scripturally baptized only if they were bap-
tized “into the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit.” (Matthew 28:18-20.) If this had been
done, they would have “heard” of the spirit. So the
apostle inguired, “/nto what then were ve baptized?”
They answered, “Into john’s baptism.”

The apostle explained that “john bap:ized with the
baptism of repentance, saying unto thc people that
they should believe on him that should come after him,
that is, on Jesus.” John's baptism was prompted by
repentance; it was not done in the name of Christ; it
required faith in one that'shéuld come—Christ Jesus.
The baptism of john was temporary in nature, desigr.

to be preached and practiced only until the baptism of
the great commission became  effective, .which oc-
curred on its first public proclamation—the day of Pen-
tecost. It was not performed into the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit; and it camed
with it no promise of the Holy Spirit.

And when they heard this, they were baptized into
the name of the Lord Jesus,” an abbreviation for Mat-
thew 28:18-20, “into the name of the Father, the Son
and the Holy Spirit.” This does not mean that all who
received John's baptism were required to be baptized
over; but, only those who received it after its purpose
had been served. Those who received it—including the
apostles—before Pentecost were not rebaptized. Paul
then “laid his hands upon them,” the Holy Spirit came
upon them miraculously, “and they spake with tongues
and prophesied.” The number of men involved was
twelve. Note that the miraculous measure of the Spirit
was beslowed, not because they had become Chris-
tians, but because Paul, an apost!e laid his hands upon
them. There are no apostles among us today and hence
such actions are limited to the apostolicage.

—Guy N. Woops

Fhmk And Ask Y@ur%ﬁ?

Doug!as Foster

With Wthh of the following statements would you
most nearly agree? :

1. Studying the Bible is really not essentlal for those

who have already oleyed the gospel.. ‘

2. Christians can receive sufficient Bible knowledge
by attending a Sunday or Wednesday evening Bible
vlass,

3. Each Christian is mdwndually respons:ble for a
constant, serious study of all of God’s Word.

4. The average Christian is not really capable of
deep, thoughtful study of the Bible.

Please. go back and reread these four statements,
considering'not just what we say we agree with, but
what we show by our actions we truly believe, and then
let us consider each statement briefly.

1. The first stalement cannot possibly be consistent
with the Christian religion. It would be the same as
saying that a newborn infant has no need of food, and
then watching it starve. To cut off a man’s food supply
» to cause slow agonizing death. God through Peter
tells Christians, “Desire the pure milk of the Word, that
ve may grow thereby.” (1 Peler 2:2.) To cease (o study
God’'s Word is to cease to grow, and eventually to cease
10 live spiritually. ’

2. The Bible school program which has been de-
signed and carried out under the supervision of the
feaders of each congregation should be one of the most
mportant parts «f each member’s individual gible study

(Continued on Pk yf)
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[Cuar. 3. v. 23, Cuar. 3, v. 25.] ROMANS. tig

mer.  “It is the
' See Lev. as

conditional eflicacy of his blood scems to me to be the very point
the Apostle is guarding, by placing through belicf where it
stands.  Christ is an atoning sacrifice througl belief. Without
belief he is not one, at least not an available one. We must be-
lieve In his blood in order to be ransomed by it. This is the fact
which the Apostle is seeking to protect.

for a proof of God’'s justice, Zndeixis signifies pointing
out, exhibition, proof. It must here be taken in the sense of full
exhibition or proof. Christ, as an :itoning sacrifice, demonstrates
God's juslice in remitting sin.  Iis justice therefore is not
mercly pointed out, but a full proof of itis given. The fact of
remission proves his favor and mercy, but not his justice. This
is proved by Christ as a Ailasierion.

Instead of saying, for a proof of /s justice, and during God’s
forbearance, I transpose God and /is, and fead as in the transla-
tion. By this, the sense remains the same; and an ambiguity is
removed from Zis which might be taken as referring to.Christ.

God’s justice not justification. 1 find myself wholly unable
“to translate dikaiosunes here justification.  The sense of the

assage clearly requires a different word.  Indeed, if we trans-
late it justification, then dia few paresin can not, without great
violence, be so rendered as to suit it, or make a consistent sense,
Stuart tries hard to do this, and yet, to my mind, completely
fails.  God does not set forth Christ as an atoning sacrifice for a
proof or an exhibition of his justification. But, inasmuch as he
remitted sins before Churist died, he sets forth Christ as an aton-
ing sacrifice, to prove that in doing so he was just. Had he
remitted them without such a sacrifice, the fact might have argued
him unjust.  The point is, not to show what God did, but that he
was just in doing what he did.

Again: whatever dikadosine means in v. 26, it means in v. 25.
Verse 26 reads thus: for a proof of his dikaiosune at this time,
that he may be just, while justifying him that belicves in Jesus.
A proof of God’s justification is a prool of nothing beyond the
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fact. It has no power to show him as just while justifying the
believer in Jesus. Dut a proof that he is just,is conclusive that ,
he will continuc to be so.  God's justice in forgiving sin is the
thing to be proved. To cstablish this is the Apostle’s object.
Fustice, then, and not justification, is the meaning of the word. |

on account of remitting the sins formerly committed ;
The sins here referred to were sins committed prior to the time




120 COMMENTARY, [Ciar. 3, v. 25,

of Christ. But in what acceptation shall we take paresin?
Some think, in the scnsc of passing by. Those who thus think,
insist that no sins committed prior to Christ were really remitted
till his death. They contend that the sins of that period, even in
the case of the saved, were merely passed by or overlooked, as it
were, till Christ died; and that then, but not before, they were
actually forgiven. They rest their theory on the meaning of
paresin, and on the assumed fact, that sing could not be really
forgiven till Christ had shed his blood.

But as to paresis the theory fails. True, paresis means pass-
ing by, or letting pass.  But nothing decisive can be inferred
from this. Aplesis, in like manner, means sending away, send-
ing from; yet it is the usual word for remission.  Both words are
derived from Ademi, the one by prefixing pare, the other, apo.
Now, as aphests means sending away, or sending from, in the
sense of remitling or forgiving; so paresis means passing by, or
.ctting pass, in the same sense.  When used of sin, as here, it
means remitting it.  When God passes by sin, or lets it pass,
he is done with it; just as when he sends sin away, he is done
with it.

Nor is the theory tenable on the basis of the assumed fact.
Certainly men were saved before the death of Christ, as Enoch,
and others. DBut to say that these men were saved without
their sins being really remitted, is too absurd to be entertained,
God .never ignored a man’s sin, for the time being, and saved
him, leaving the fact of actual remission to take place at some
future period. e may, during our lifetime, pass by our sins
and not!’punish them, as we know he does; but when, after
death, he saves us, no sins remain to be forgiven. Nor is it
necessary to assume that Christ’s blood had no efficacy till after
it was shed.  All men lived prior to his death in virtue of the
ransom which is in him, Just as conceivably could sins be remit-
ted through his blood before it was shed. If his blood acts
through all time since it was shed, as it does; so may it have
acted through all time before it was shed.  The ransom of Christ
touches all human life, as well as all human sin, and that with-
out regard to time. It was redemption to all who were saved
before he died; it is redemption to all who shall be saved sub-
sequently.

In the case of all the saved prior to Christ’s death, God remitted
their sins through, or by reason of, the retrospective efficacy of
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his blood. They belicved God and obeyed him, and
ence perfected their belicf,  This done, the ransom of Chris
effect in their behalf, just as in our case. Their b :
counted te them for justification; and they were saved. Now,
es proof that in all this,God was strictly just, he has set forth
Christ as an atoning sacrifice.  On account of what he did, or as
a reason for it, this proof became neces t

that God can do all he does in the way of saving sinners, and
r

still remain perfectly just.  DNeither his honor nor his justice is
thereby taraished or compromised.

26. during his forbearance, ZEven before Christ's death,
God was bearing with the human family for his sake. By his
ransom they had been bought ofl’ from immediate death, theugh
for no definite period.  That period God lengthened out, not-

withstanding they were constantly sinning, to give all an oppor-.

tunity to be saved.  Ile Dbore then, as hie bears now, that nohe
might be lost except these who wilfully refused to be saved.

also for a proof of his justicc at this time, I supply the
word also merely because it makes a fuller and better sentence.
It is not necessary, but still is of service. The gros fen endeixin
of this verse is identical in sense with the ofs endeixin of the
preceding one. No successful ¢fTort has been made to show a
distinction between them. I can see none, and hence do not
affect to draw any.  The phrase af his Zime signifies the time
since Christ.  God has set forth Christ as an atoning sacrifice,
for a proof to all men now that, in remitting sin, he is just, and
neither arbitrary nor unjust.

that he may be just while justifying him that believes
in Jesus. Not merely that God may be skown to be just
though this is neccessary, but that he may e absolutely just in
forgiving the believer. e sets forth Christ as a sacrifice to
¥

1
n the condition of such an offering could he be just while justi-

B

,
L
prove that he 45 just, and that he will continue to be so. On
1
P

fying the unjust.  The reader will notice that I render dad while.
On its use in the place of a particle of time, sce McIl Prelim.
Ess. 210, or any good grammar,

Ton ek pisteos literally means 2w who is of belicf. DBut this,
though perfectly clear, is awkward to English ears. It is best,
thercfore, to usc some more familiar form of speech, as in the

franslation. Between the two expressions, him who is of delief
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“What was the purpose of John’s baptism? Were those who submitted to John’s
baptism rebaptized on the day of Pentecost or thereafter? Explain why those whom we
read in Acts 19: 1 were required to be baptized again.”

“John was the ‘harbinger’ -- the forerunner -- of Christ whose work was to
prepare a people for the Lord (Isaizh 40:3; Matthew 3:3), and this work consisted {in
part) of inducing people to repent and be baptized (Mark 1:4; Luke 3:3). Those who thus
did became a part of that body which, on the day of Pentecost, constituted the New
Testament church. None of these was rebaptized. To assume otherwise is to conclude that
even the apostles were in their sins until that day; and, there is no indication whatsoever
that any were baptized on that day except those addressed by Peter as having been a part
of the movement, either actually or substantially, who had previously condemned the
Christ and who encouraged his death. (Acts 2:36.) Moreover, it is specifically stated that
those who responded to Peter’s command to be baptized “for the remission of sins” were
added to THE CHURCH (KJV), UNTO THEM (ASV). Cne does not add something to
nothing; it follows, therefore that the body of disciples which became the nucleus of the
New Testament church on the day of Pentecost consisted of John’s disciples plus those
garnered by the Lord and his associates prior to the day of Pentecost. These became the
infant church when the spirit brought life into the body at 9 a.m. that morning.

The twelve who were baptized by Paul at Ephesus (Acts 19: 1), were those who
had submitted to John’s baptism affer the day of Pentecost, affer the baptism of the Great
Commission became effective, affer the beginning of the Christian dispensation. All of
those, including the apostles, who were baptized ‘unto John’s baptism,” prior to the cross
and the establishment of the church, when only the baptism of John was available, had
acceptable baptism and were not rebaptized.” -Guy N. Woods

As quoted in the Gospel Advocate, date unknown. See also Questions and Answers,
Volume II, p. 135. Emphasis his.
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telling His apostles to baptize into the name of Jesus and into the name
of Jesus and into the name of Jesus. But since they say there is only one
Person in the Godhead, they are forced into this position.

A Texas reader wishes to know if the baptism administered by John
the Baptist was “for the remission of sins” in the same sense that Peter
used the expression in Acts 2:38. And if the two expressions in Mark
1:4 and Acts 2:38 mean the same thing, why do brethren preach that
no sin was ever forgiven before Jesus died? And do Hebrews 9:292
and 10:1-4 teach that no sin was forgiven before Jesus died?

First, the expression “for” or “unto the remission of sins” in Mark 1:4
and Acts 2:38 mean the same thing. The words are the same in both
places in both the Greek and the English translation. The phrase con-
sists of three words in Greek (eis aphesin hamartion) that are translated
by Thayer, “to obtain the forgiveness of sins” {Lexicon, p. 94). And the
Interlinear Greek-English New Testament, using the Nestle Text, gives
the literal translation “with a view to forgiveness of sins” (p. 470). So
since John the Baptist baptized people eis aphesin hamartion, he must
have baptized them “to obtain the forgiveness of sins.” And since that
was the purpose of his bapiism, we may safely conclude that they
received the forgiveness of their sins when they were baptized the same
as the people on Pentecost received the forgiveness of their sins when
they were baptized.

But the idea has prevailed among brethren for many years that no sin
was ever forgiven before Jesus died on the cross as the propitiation,
satisfaction, for sins. Jesus forgave the sins of the man sick with palsy
(Mark 2:5-10); the sinful woman {(Luke 7:47}; and the thief on the cross
{(Luke 23:43). Jesus had authority on earth to forgive sins, and He did
$0 before He died. This alone proves that sins were forgiven before His
death and that the idea that no sin could be forgiven before His death is
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false.

But someone is ready to say that the personal action of Jesus does
not disprove the rule. However, we have other statements in the Old
Testament concerning the forgiveness of sins. In Leviticus 4:20 to 5: 18,
we are told eight times that if people would do certain things in obe-
dience to the law of Moses they would be forgiven. This is in that por-
tion of the law where people were told what they were to do for the
remission of their sins. The offerings were explained in detail, and the
people were promised forgiveness when they had complied with the
demands of the law. If they were not forgiven, God failed to do what He
promised.

Do we have statements to the effect that God actually forgave sins?
When the spies brought back their report of conditions in Canaan, the
people rebelled; Moses prayed for the Lord to forgive them; “and
Jehovah said, I have pardoned according to thy word’ ” (Numbers
14:20). In Psalm 85:2 we read, “Thou has forgiven the iniquity of the
people; Thou hast covered all their sin.” Psalm 78:38 says the same
thing. Psalm 99:8 says God forgave His people but took vengeance of
their doings. David praised Jehovah who forgiveth all iniquities (Psalm
103:3). In 1 Kings 8 and 2 Chronicles 6 we read repeatedly that
Solomon asked God to hear His people and forgive them of their sins.
in Psalm 51 we have David’s prayer for forgivesness of his sin with
Bathsheba, and Nathan tells us Jehovah had “put away” his sin, had
forgiven him. In Romans 3:25 we learn that God set forth Jesus to be
the propitiation for our sins, “to show His righteousness because of the
passing over {remission, AV) of sins done aforetime.” This verse tells us
that God had been forgiving sins before the time of Jesus, so there was
a question whether God had been righteous in doing so. And His gift of
Jesus to die for sins proved God righteous in forgiving sins.

But we are told that “without the shedding of blood there is no remis-
sion” (Hebrews 9:22). And, of course, this is right. No sin was ever
forgiven, from the day that Adam sinned in Eden to the present,
without the shedding of the blood of the Son of God. But God could
forgive in view of the coming death of Jesus, as well as in view of the
past death of Jesus. When I was a boy attending school in a farming
community, school teachers got their first check in October; but the
farmers did not harvest and sell their crop until late Noverber and did
not pay their taxes until after the first of the year. Although the school
board had no money in the bank to redeem those checks, the banker,
for a small fee, cashed the checks and carried them until the money
came into the bank. It was real, spendable money the teachers got in
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spite of the fact that the school board did not have any money in the
bank.

So God forgave people their sins, on certain conditions, before the
blood of Jesus was in the bank of heaven. It was real forgiveness. God
“carried” these sinners and their sins in His own person, on His own
authority, knowing that the blood of Jesus would come and would be
available for these people and their sins. If God had not forgiven, think
what a place Paradise would have been — people defiled by murder,
adultery, etc., in Paradise unforgiven until Jesus died. Sin is a defiling
thing and renders people unholy. If no sin had been forgiven before the
cross, all the inhabitants of Paradise would have been unholy.

But someone is ready fo quote Paul:as saying that no one could be
justified by the law of Moses (Acts 13:39). And that is right, for by law
shall no one ever be justified. Justification by law demands perfect
sinlessness; but justification by grace through faith allows for mistakes,
sins. The people who lived under the law of Moses were not saved by
that law; they were saved by grace through faith. We are not saved by
keeping the law of Christ. One sin makes impossible salvation by law.
The law of Moses stated the conditions upon which people might be
saved by grace. The death of Jesus is the meritorious ground of salva-
tion for everyone from Adam to the end of time; laws, covenants, state
the conditions upon which we are saved.

But does not Hebrews 10:1-4 teach that sins were “rolled forward”
under the law of Moses? In spite of the fact that brethren have used that
expression, there is no use of it in the Bible nor is the idea to be found
in the Bible. This passage says there was a rememberance of sins made
each year on the day of atonement. People were reminded that they
were sinners and that atonement had to be made for their sins. Two
goats were selected: over one all the sins of the people were confessed
and that goat was sent away into the wilderness, signifying the removal
of their sins. The other goat was killed and its blood used to make
atonement for their sins, and God promised, “From all your sins shall ye
be clean before Jehovah” (Leviticus 16:30). The blood of the goat did
not merit forgiveness; it was a type of the blood of Jesus which takes
away the sins of the whole world.

A reader in California wishes to see the harmony between 2 Corin-
thians 5:1 and 1 Corinthians 15:50#. The latter passage indicates that
we do not get the spiritual body until in the resurrection but since Paul
says in the former passage that “we have a building from God, a house
not made with hands, eternal in the heavens,” it seemns that we already
have that spiritual body in heaven and waiting for us to put off this
earthly body.

In the first place, Paul does teach in 1 Corinthians 15 that our bodies
be raised. It is becoming fashionable in some circles to deny that this
disease-ridden and corruptible body will be raised. The argument is
made that it would be a scientific impossibility for this body to be raised,
since some of the elements of my present body may possibly become
elements in the body of a fish which may be eaten by another man. Or,
a fruit tree might be planted over my grave and an element of my body
would go into the fruit which will be eaten and become a part of another
man'’s body. But Jesus did not stagger at such difficulties when He said,
“all that are in their tombs shall hear His voice, and shall come
forth . . . (John 5:28,29). Jesus taught that something is going to
come forth from the tombs. But Paul thought it should not be counted a
thing incredible that God should raise the dead (Acts 26:8). Paul was
surprised to know that anyone would think God incapable of raising the
dead. He who created man from the dust of the earth can surely raise
up the body which has returned to the dust.

These brethren who deny the resurrection of the body would feel in-
sulted, at least mistreated, if we should suggest that they do not believe in
the final general resurrection. But | charge that they do not believe in
the “resurrection of the dead.” Since the body is all there is about a per-
son that dies, if the body is not raised, there is no resurrection of the
dead. The spirit returns to God who gave it (Ecclesiastes 12:7). The
body returns to the dust, the grave, or tomb. "Many of them that sleep
in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life and some to
shame and everlasting contemnpt” (Daniel 12:2). Corpare this with the
statement of our Lord in John 5:28,29. If the graves, tombs, are not
opened on the last day, the Lord has used language which deceives the
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