Impeccability Of Christ Debate
John Carroll’s First Affirmative
To my honorable opponent, Mr. Donahue, thank you for consenting to this written debate on the very important topic.  I have been wanting to discuss this issue in a debate for a long time.  I am also looking forward to the prospect of us doing an oral debate on this issue.  We have debated other issues in the past and you have always proven to be a gentleman.  I also count you as a friend.  

For you information as well as the readers I will be presenting my argumentation in the following way.  I will have three primary arguments in this order.  First, I will be arguing from the Messianic prophesies.  Secondly, I argue for the deity of Christ during the incarnation.  Thirdly, I will argue from the origin of sin.  As I foresee, all of my argumentation will fall under one of those categories.  
PROPOSITION

Resolved: The Scriptures teach that it was impossible for Jesus to sin.  

The definition of this proposition should be very self-explanatory.  By the scriptures I mean, the 66 books of both the Old & New Testaments.  By teach I mean, to instruct or to impart knowledge.  By impossible I mean, he could not.  For Jesus to sin I mean, to violate the law of God (1 John 3:4) or do that which was contrary to the will of the Father.
PROPHECY ARGUMENT

I will argue here that because it was prophesied that Christ would be the saviour that he could not have sinned.   I believe that all would agree that if Jesus had sinned he could not have saved man.  
This prophecy argument is based on the premise God cannot lie.  “In hope of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, promised before the world began;” (Titus 1:2 KJV).  Not only does the bible say that God cannot lie, It also says, it was impossible for God to lie (Hebrews 6:18).  So, since it was prophesied that Christ would redeem man, nothing including Jesus sinning, could keep it from happening.  When God says something will happen it is a guarantee.  “God is not a man, that he should lie; neither the son of man, that he should repent: hath he said, and shall he not do it? or hath he spoken, and shall he not make it good” “Numbers 23:19 KJV)?  I will not use a lot of different verses to prove that it was prophesied that Christ would redeem man since my opponent agrees that they do (1 Peter 1:11, Isaiah 53:1-10, Zechariah 12:10). 
If Jesus had sinned I would have rendered every one of the prophecies about the redemption of man by Messiah would have been rendered false and therefore making God, who inspired the prophets, a liar.  Again the point is, if God could not lie, then it would have been impossible for Jesus to do anything that would have made anything that he said untrue.  We all agree that Jesus sinning would have done just that.

What we have in the case of God speaking through the prophets of Christ dying for the sins of the world and redeeming us is God proclaiming that something specific would happen.  God was saying that someone specific, Christ, would do something specific, redeem man.  So, if Christ had not done what God said that he would do, then he would have made God a liar!  This is a plain, simple, and irrefutable argument.  Pat sometimes says in his debate of his opponents, they are going to work real hard to get around what these passages say.  I suggest this is exactly what Pat is going to do with this argument.  He will work real hard to get around them but will not be able.
DEITY OF CHRIST ARGUMENT

This argument is based on the nature of Christ deity during the incarnation.  Pat and I both agree that even during the incarnation that Christ was God.  Neither of us believes that Christ was two separate persons.  In other words Pat does not believe that Jesus as a man was one person and the Jesus as God was another person.  He and I agree that Jesus was at once both god and man (Romans 9:5, Philippians 2:6-8, 1 Timothy 3:16).  We also agree that God cannot sin.  So, at least as to his deity we agree that Jesus could not sin.  The point of contention between us is, could Jesus have sinned in his humanity alone apart from his deity.

I contend that though Jesus was a man, because he was also God he could not have acted as a man so as to violate his divine nature.  I think that this will be sufficient at this point, as the topic is not on the number of persons in the Godhead.  If necessary I will show what I believe about the deity of Christ as it differs greatly from what Mr. Donahue believes about the deity of Christ.  What I mean by that is he believes that Jesus was God because he shared the divine nature with two other persons in the Godhead, namely the Father and the Holy Ghost.  I believe Jesus was God because he was the Father, or that the deity of the Son was the Father. But I don’t think that this will be necessary to get sidetracked with in this debate as we both believe that Jesus was the God-Man.
I believe that his human nature and his divine nature were joined inseparably in one person.  Not indistinguishably, but inseparably.  That is to say that while the humanity of Jesus can be distinguished from the deity of Jesus, he could not act as a man in such a way that would violate and contradict his deity.  Notice very carefully Pat, I did not say that Jesus could not act as man or in reference to his humanity, but that he could not do it so as to contradict his deity.  Jesus definitely acted and spoke in his humanity, but could never do so in violation of his deity.  
So far I have only stated this; I have not really offered any proof to back up this claim.  That is what I will do now.  I believe that there are a couple passages of scripture that prove this very clearly.  “Then answered Jesus and said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, The Son can do nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do: for what things soever he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise” (John 5:19 KJV).  Notice the contrast of the language between John 5:19 and John 8:28.  John 8:28 says, “Then said Jesus unto them, When ye have lifted up the Son of man, then shall ye know that I am he, and that I do nothing of myself; but as my Father hath taught me, I speak these things.”  In John 8:28 Jesus said that he does nothing of himself, but in John 5:19 Jesus says that he can do nothing of himself.  So, not only did Jesus not do anything of himself, but he couldn’t do anything of himself.
So, if Jesus could not do anything but what he seeth the Father do, heard of the Father, shown by the Father, or is taught by the Father (John 5:19, 20, 30), then for Jesus to have sinned the Father would have had to shown or taught him to sin.  So, Jesus could do nothing apart from the Father.  Jesus could not have acted in his humanity in any way that would have contradicted the will of the Father (John 5:30).
I would also like to make an argument on the incorruptibility of the logos.  1 Peter 1:23 teaches that the logos is incorruptible.  I submit that the word in any form is incorruptible, including when it became flesh (John 1:14).  It was the incorruptible logos that became flesh, and even in the flesh retained its incorruptibility. 
ORIGIN OF SIN ARGUMENT

This is the third and final argument that I will present for this debate.  I will only present these arguments for this debate.  The only other material that I will present will be in response to Pat’s objections, but I will present no new arguments.  
I have called this argument the Origin of Sin argument as I feel that successfully refutes the idea that Jesus could sin and it only affect his flesh.  The idea that a person can sin with his flesh only is an incorrect and unbiblical position.  Sin originates and is committed in the spirit/heart of man and is only carried out by the flesh.  The very nature of man’s sin demands that it must take place in the spirit first before it is committed by the flesh.
“For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemies:” (Matthew 15:19 KJV).  Sin proceeds from the heart.  That is where it originates.  Sin does not originate in the flesh.  In fact, the flesh cannot commit any sin that is not committed first by the spirit or spiritual part of man, whether you call it the spirit or soul?  The point is that sin does not originate in the flesh.

Let’s notice one of the sins of this text, adultery.  This sin can be committed without the sexual act ever happening.  “But I say unto you, That whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart” (Matthew 5:28 KJV).  Here the sin of adultery is committed and no one even had sex.  It was committed in the heart, but was committed nonetheless.  You can be a murderer and not kill any one (1 John 3:15).  You can be an adulterer and never sleep with any one that you shouldn’t (Matt 5:28).  Sin is committed by the spirit.  I think that you can understand that when a person sins it affects the whole person
As you can see from the previous argument on the deity of Christ, the divine nature is an essential aspect of the person of Christ.  My opponent agrees with this premise as well.  So, if the divine nature of Christ is essential to his person, and if a person sins with his whole person, then if Christ had sinned he would have sinned with the divine nature.  The only way that Jesus could have sinned and not included the divine nature, is if Christ humanity was a separate person from the divine nature.  That is not the answer as Pat does not believe that Christ is two persons, one human and one divine.  He believes that the divine and human natures were both included in the person of Christ.

I am interested in seeing how Pat is going to have Christ being able to sin and in not affect his divine nature.  How can Christ truly be God and sin even with humanity?  Flesh cannot sin by itself.  The body without the spirit is dead according to James 2:26.    A body cannot sin alone; it must involve the entire person.  The entire person of Christ includes his deity.  I would be impossible for Christ to sin and God not sin if he is truly God!
CONCLUSION

Each of the three major arguments that I have presented could stand alone as proof.  If Pat is going to disprove my proposition he cannot do so by effectively answering only one of the arguments.  None of the 3 arguments that I presented are dependent on the other so he cannot answer them all by answering one.  If only one of my arguments stands then my proposition stands.  I suggest that each of the three arguments are irrefutable in and of themselves, but the only successful refutation of my proposition will come when all three are refuted.
