Impeccability Of Christ Debate

John Carrol’s Second Affirmative
Mr. Donahue evidently had no problem with the definition of my proposition, as he did not point out any points of contention with it.  So, we do not have to worry with that.  The line of demarcation between us is in the arguments that I made.  I appreciated him responding to my arguments to the best of his ability that his position will allow him to.  Let us take a look at his responses and see if they provide an adequate answer to my affirmative arguments.

PROPHECY ARGUMENT

My first argument is on the prophecies that relate to the Messiah being offered as the sinless, perfect, sacrifice at Calvary.   Because it was prophesied that he would be the sinless sacrifice, if he had sinned he could not have been.  To this my opponent responds that it was simply foreknowledge and not predestination that Jesus would be the sacrifice.  Look at what he said about it.  

“But successfully foretelling the future and fixing the future are two different things”.  

This statement makes a basic mistake.  It assumes that Christ’s redemptive work on the cross was only foreknown by God and not predestined/predetermined.  Before I prove that it was predestined and not just foreknown let me ask, if it was not predetermined that Christ would die for the sins of the world, when was it determined that he would.  Was it an afterthought?  Did God decide after Jesus died on the cross that it would be for the sins of the world?  We may ask, if it was not predetermined/predestined then was it destined at all?

Is Pat telling us that God did not predestine or predetermine that Christ be the Saviour, but only foreknew it?   Does he mean by that God did not plan it to happen but just knew that it would?  I shall prove from the scriptures that it was predestined by God that Christ would be the Saviour and not just foreknown.  Let’s began by proving that it was more than foreknowledge.

“Him, being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain:” (Acts 2:23 KJV).  

This passage proves emphatically that it was not simply foreknowledge.  Him being delivered to be taken, crucified, and slain, was not just foreknowledge, but the determinate council of God.  It was the determinate council of God, and his council is unchangeable (Hebrews 6:17).  

“Therefore, what God determined, namely the redemptive work of Christ, could not be changed.  “The kings of the earth set themselves, and the rulers were gathered together, against the Lord and against his Anointed'-- for truly in this city there were gathered together against your holy servant Jesus, whom you anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, along with the Gentiles and the peoples of Israel, to do whatever your hand and your plan had predestined to take place (Acts 4:26-28 ESV)”.  

What did Herod, Pilate, the Gentiles, and the people do to Jesus?  They Crucified the sinless Saviour and it was predestined, not just foreknown.  See also verses like 1 Cor 2:6-8 and 1 Peter 1:19-20 as they all teach the same thing.  Not to mention that Revelation 13:8 says that the lamb was slain before the foundation of the world.

We have sufficiently proven that the sinless sacrifice of Christ was more that simple foreknowledge on God’s part.  Even if it was foreknowledge only, all that would do, if Pat is right, is to call into question God’s foreknowledge.  If it did not happen the way he foreknew it then you would have to say that he really did not foreknow it.  Be that as it may, God did not just simply foreknow, but the declared it to be so by causing the prophets to prophecy it.  I suggest that no prophecy could happen any other way than how God said it.  If it does God is a liar.  If the skeptic could point to one unfulfilled prophecy, that would discredit Christianity.  My friend says that it could happen.  

Pat makes the amazing claim that even though the prophecy is that Jesus would be betrayed for 30 pieces of silver it could have been 20 pieces.  If it had been 20 pieces then we could point to that and say Jesus was not the Messiah because Messiah will be betrayed for 30.  But, he says and I quote, 

“If they had picked twenty, then the Zechariah prophecy would have been different – it would have prophesied twenty.”  

Of course Pat, but what about after God spoke through the prophets that it would be 30, could it have been 20 after the prophecy was written, or even given for that matter?  If so, could Christ have fulfilled Micah 5:2 and been born in any other city.  Once you say that one prophecy did not have to be fulfilled, then none of them do, and you have no reliable criteria for determining who Messiah is.   The difference between Judas and Jesus is, God did not say that Judas would betray him, only that someone would.  It is different with Jesus because not only was someone said to be the Saviour, but that a specific someone would be, namely Messiah.  That is the difference.  Here is the point; whoever betrayed Jesus had to do it with 30 pieces because that is what the prophecy said would happen.   If he was not betrayed with 30 the prophecy, prophet, and the foreknowledge are all fallible and we have no basis for trusting the Bible.  So, let’s hold God to the same test as any other prophet, as in Deuteronomy 18:20-22.  If what God says does not come to pass then God like any other prophet would be a liar and thus false.  

Let me use my opponent’s method by illustrating what happened with prophecy.  If I were to tell you that on this coming Friday I am throwing a party for my wife’s birthday and I want you come, because I told you, you foreknow it, but because I planned it, I predestined it.  The prophecies were the same.  What God predestined, Christ sinless sacrifice, the prophets foreknew because God revealed it to them before it happened.  They foreknew only, therefore they did not force it to happen, but he foreknew it because he predestined it and therefore according to Pat’s logic forced it to happen.

Pat, you have not adequately answered the argument of prophecy.  This you will not be able to do.  I am sure you will try again in your next speech.  Reader as you can see, he will have to come up with something better than foreknowledge.

DEITY OF CHRIST ARGUMENT

Pat says that this argument “completely overlooks” the dual nature of Christ.  I contend that is not so, as I argued in this very argument that Christ was both God and man, and that in the one person of Christ was both divine nature and human nature.  Pat how can it “completely overlook” the dual nature of Christ when I mentioned it more than once during this argument.  From your perspective, I may have completely misrepresented it, but I did not completely overlook it.

Then Pat points out the way that Christ can sin and it not be the responsibility of the divine nature, is like when we sin and it is not the responsibility of the Holy Spirit that dwells in us.  The problem with that is the Holy Spirit is not something we are, it is something we possess, therefore is not included in our person.  We are a separate person from the Holy Spirit.  We have the Holy Spirit, but we are not the Holy Spirit.  For that analogy to work you would have to say that Jesus is a separate person from deity and only possessed it, therefore was not deity himself.  

The only way for Jesus to sin is exactly the analogy that Pat gives.  Just as we are not the Holy Ghost and our sin does not affect him, so Jesus is not deity and his sin does not affect deity because he is a separate person.  If I was the Holy Ghost in the form of a man, then my sin would affect me as the Holy Ghost.  As my next argument proves, sin is committed by the entire person and not just the flesh.  So, whatever is included in the person of Christ, it would have sinned.  

Pat’s view has Christ being two separate persons, one human and the other divine.  He has more than two natures, he is two persons.  Let us ask Pat, could Jesus exist as a human person apart from is deity?  Could Jesus be just a human person alone?  If he says yes, then he has denied his deity.  That would make Jesus no different that you or I.  Unlike us, Jesus does not just possess Deity; he is deity, which is the difference.

Pat failingly tries to respond to John 5:19 by saying that Jesus flesh went to the bathroom and ate, things that deity (Father) does not do.  First of all, you do not have to have a fleshly body to eat.  In Genesis 18:1-10 God (Father) and two Angels ate cornbread, buttermilk, and barbeque with Abraham and neither God nor the Angels had fleshly bodies.  So, the Father did eat!  That is beside the point anyway.  Evidently you were not paying real close attention to my argument.  I plainly said that I believed Jesus could act in his human nature, thus could go to the bathroom and other things that men do, but what I used John 5:19 to prove is what I said in my first speech, that Jesus could not act in his humanity contrary to the Father.  Not that he could not do things in his flesh at all.

This is precisely the point of John 5:19.  I did not use it to prove that Jesus could not go to the bathroom without seeing the Father go, as I admitted in my first speech that he could do things like that, I used it to prove that he could not do things contrary to the will of the Father without seeing the Father do it.  In case you are interested in the context, let’s take a look and see what Jesus was saying that he could not do without the Father.

“Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only had broken the Sabbath, but said also that God was his Father, making himself equal with God (John 5:18 KJV)”.  It was in reference to their claim that he had broken the Sabbath, which if he had would have been a sin, and that he blasphemed by making himself equal with God.  It is to these two acts that Jesus answered in verse 19 and says that the Son can do nothing of himself but what he sees the Father do.  Therefore, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that for Jesus to break the Sabbath or blaspheme, both of which would have been sin, he would have to see the Father or be taught by the Father to do it.  The issue in the context Pat is sin, breaking the law of God; he said that he could not.

ORGIN OF SIN ARGUMENT

I don’t have a lot of words left in this article, but suffice to say that the spirit being of Christ was divine and that sin originates in the Spirit therefore for him to sin it would have originated in his deity.  I do not believe that Jesus had a separate human life spirit apart from the divine spirit because Jesus said that he lived by the Father (John 6:57).  I am sure that we will have more to say on this issue as we go along.

PAT’S AGRUMENT

As I see it Pat’s only argument of his own was on the temptations of Christ.  I do not have the words left to respond in this speech, but I will in my next one.  If Pat really wants me to deal with his arguments in full I suggest that he agree to affirm his view so that I can fully respond to his arguments.
