Impeccability Of Christ Debate
Patrick Donahue’s Second Negative

I appreciate John Carroll and his willingness to defend what he believes the Bible teaches.  He is my personal friend as well.  But he misunderstands a few things relating to the topic of this debate.
John Misunderstands Foreknowledge
In his second affirmative, John says I assume “Christ’s redemptive work on the cross was only foreknown by God and not predestined/predetermined.”  I don’t even believe what John says I assume.  The process of the salvation of mankind through the perfect sacrifice of Christ involved some predestination and some foreknowledge, just like John’s proof text (Acts 2:23) says.  Contrary to Acts 2:23, John argues as if all the details of our redemption plan had to be predestinated, that none were only foreknown, or the redemption prophecies would be false.  Jesus’ virgin birth could not have been just foreknowledge, as that would have never happened without God making it happen.  But John agreed in his answer to my first official question for him that Judas’ betrayal of Jesus was by choice.  Therefore Jesus’ pre-knowledge (Matthew 26:21-25, John 13:27) of Judas’ horrific sin must have been only foreknowledge and not predestination, right John?  This was a critical point in my last article that John has skipped over.  So God fixed some events ahead of time, and God foreknew some events ahead of time.  God often used the free will choices of individuals for His own good purposes.  God predetermined that Christ would be the Saviour, but He only foreknew that Judas would be the betrayer.  And likewise God knew Jesus would live a sinless life, but He didn’t force Jesus to do so.  Jesus had a choice about whether or not He sinned, as I proved with five separate passages in my first article.
I don’t think John is thinking through the concept of foreknowledge properly.  God did not force Judas and the chief priests to agree upon thirty pieces of silver as Jesus’ betrayal price.  They chose thirty of their own free will.  God foreknew that detail and was therefore predicted it successfully.  If they had chosen twenty pieces of silver, then God is smart enough that He would have known that ahead of time and prophesied the number twenty.  Please mark what I say here John - the prophecy would have been fulfilled successfully.  John has it backwards.  John thinks they had to pick thirty because God prophesied thirty.  But the truth is God prophesied thirty because they picked thirty.  See the difference?  Every prophecy of God always comes to pass, some because God makes it happen that way, and some because God knows it is going to happen that way (without forcing it).
If Judas had changed his mind at the last minute, would that mean Jesus’ foreknowledge (that Judas was to be the betrayer) would have been wrong?  No, assuming that someone else had betrayed Jesus (call him Bill) as my opponent suggested, then Jesus’ foreknowledge would have been different.  He would have foreknown that Judas would change his mind and that Bill was to be the actual betrayer.  Judas didn’t betray Jesus because Jesus foreknew Judas was to be the betrayer; instead, Jesus foreknew Judas was to be the betrayer because Judas chose to be the betrayer.  God’s omniscience allows Him to predict the future with 100% certainty without forcing events to occur, without eliminating anyone’s spiritual free will.
The truth is God knew from the beginning Jesus would live sinlessly, but God didn’t force Jesus not to sin.  God also foreknew Judas would have the heart to betray Jesus, but God didn’t force Judas to betray Him.  In addition God caused/predestinated many other events (like the virgin birth).  God could predestinate these things because he knew other critical things were going to happen that He didn’t predestinate.  All these events, some predestinated, some only foreknown, together make up our redemptive plan. 
John Pays Lip Service To The Dual Nature Of Christ
John did mention the dual nature of Jesus in his first affirmative, but the last two of his three arguments will only work if that dual nature did not exist.  Slipping into the one nature concept, John makes up a rule that if the human part of Jesus had sinned, that would necessarily have involved the deity part of Jesus.  Since that rule is nowhere to be found in the Bible, I will hereafter call it “Carroll’s rule” to save space.

John, can you prove “Carroll’s rule?  I proved Carroll’s rule is not true in my first negative.  Jesus was tempted (Hebrews 4:15).  According to Carroll’s rule, that would mean the deity part of Jesus had to be tempted also.  But that contradicts James 1:13 which says God cannot be tempted.  Therefore either Carroll’s rule is false, or the Bible is false.  I will accept the Bible over a man-made rule anytime.  Carroll’s rule denies the dual nature of the GodMan.
John claims John 6:57 proves Jesus didn’t have a “separate human life spirit apart from the divine spirit.”  But the fact that Jesus lived “by the Father” would have nothing whatsoever to do with whether Jesus had a human spirit.  The verse goes on to teach Christians shall “live by” Jesus, but this doesn’t mean Christians don’t have a “separate human life spirit apart from Jesus’ divine spirit,” does it?  “Living by” the Father means living by His direction just like “living by the word of God” would mean living by the Bible’s direction. 
I agree with John that Jesus could not be a human person alone.  In John’s words, “Jesus does not just possess deity; He is deity,” fully.  But John doesn’t understand Jesus was also human, fully.  Jesus was one person with a divine spirit, and a human spirit with flesh.  If Jesus didn’t have a human spirit, then He wasn’t a man (Hebrews 2:17-18, Daniel 7:15, I Corinthians 6:20, 7:34, I Thessalonians 5:23).  John conveniently didn’t address this point in his last article.  Jesus’ human spirit/heart was tempted / susceptible to sin, not Jesus’ divine spirit.  Divinity cannot be tempted/sin. 
Let’s elaborate upon another illustration I briefly alluded to in my first negative.  Homosexuals are always talking about “sexual orientation” and how their orientation is “same sex” without having any actual relations.  What they are talking about is the gender that would appeal to them in their mind/heart.  Jesus, being a normal mature male, would have had a heterosexual orientation (not sinful lust, but the gender Jesus would have picked if He had decided to marry).  Now did Jesus’ divine spirit have this “orientation”?  No, sexual orientation does not exist with God.  This heterosexual orientation existed only in the human spirit of Christ.  This human spirit is what could have been tempted by (and yielded to) sexual sin (via the flesh).  All I am showing here is that Jesus had a human spirit and therefore was subject to temptation and sin just like any man would be.  Please forgive me for bringing up the unpleasant and sinful.
John says John 5:19 proves it was impossible for Jesus to “act … contrary to the Father,” but that is not what the verse says.  The verse says Jesus could do nothing but “what he seeth the Father do.”  I already proved John’s application of this verse was incorrect by pointing out Jesus did many things the Father had never done (John agreed to this in his answer to my third question).  The point of John 5:16-19 is that what the Jews called working on the Sabbath, Jesus had done by the authority of and with the approval of the Father.  John 5:19 indeed teaches Jesus “can do nothing” without the Father, but John 15:5 teaches we “can do nothing” without Christ.  Does that mean it is impossible for us to sin?  II Corinthians 13:8 reads “we can do nothing against the truth,” but does that mean the “we” couldn’t sin?  Christians can do nothing without the authority of God (Colossians 3:17), but that doesn’t mean it is impossible for us to sin.  Suppose I tell my daughter Leah to drive down to the store and get a loaf of bread and bring it right back for supper.  Suppose a friend Leah sees at the store says she is on her way to a ballgame and asks Leah to go with her.  Leah should answer “I can do nothing except what my Father has instructed,” but this wouldn’t mean it is impossible for Leah to go with her friend to the ballgame.  It would simply mean Leah couldn’t do such and remain in obedience to her Dad.  The Christian “cannot” sin (I John 3:9), but this doesn’t mean it is impossible to sin.  A Christian cannot sin without acting inconsistent with who he is (a follower of Christ), and Jesus could not go contrary to His Father’s authority without acting inconsistent with who He (Jesus) was.
Passages That Prove Jesus Could Have Sinned

John’s three arguments do not stand the test of scrutiny, so we might be left wondering if it were possible for Jesus to sin, if it were not for all the Bible passages proving conclusively He could sin.  Hebrews 2:17-18 says Jesus was “made like unto his brethren” and goes on to say Jesus was tempted and is therefore able to “succour them that are tempted.”  John’s position makes a farce of these scriptural facts.  John doesn’t believe Jesus was made like us in regard to temptation/sin, because John believes we can sin but Jesus couldn’t.  And according to John’s position, Jesus can’t actually succour / empathize with our struggle against sin, because Jesus never had to face the actual possibility of sin as we do.

Hebrews 4:15 says Jesus was “tempted like as we are.”  Not only does “tempted” here imply the possibility of His sin, but the fact Jesus was tempted “like as we are” emphasizes He could have sinned just as we can.  If it were impossible for Jesus to sin, then He wasn’t really tempted “like as we are,” was He?  Temptation without the possibility of sin would be an empty temptation.  Why did Satan try to get Jesus to sin in Matthew 4:8-10 if it were impossible for Jesus to succumb?
The phrase “yet without sin” in Hebrews 4:15 emphasizes Jesus’ astounding accomplishment in overcoming sin throughout His whole life.  But John’s position eliminates perhaps the greatest feat in the history of mankind - the perfect life of Jesus.  If Jesus couldn’t have sinned, then there is no real achievement in His having lived sinlessly.  Because according to John, it would have been impossible for Jesus to do otherwise.

I Peter 2:21-22 reveals that Jesus’ perfect life is an example for us to try to emulate.  But how could He be our example in avoiding sin if it were impossible for Him to sin?  To be our perfect example, Jesus must have faced real temptation to sin like we do, and overcome it.  Like He did, we should attempt to overcome every sin.

Isaiah 7:14-16 prophesies that the coming virgin born son (Messiah) will “refuse the evil, and choose the good.”  This phrase implies the possibility of Christ choosing evil, else His choice of good wouldn’t actually be a choice, but set in stone long before His birth.  “Choose” implies “choice,” does it not?  This passage states my position succinctly – that Jesus chose to do good, not that He was forced to do good.
Jesus faced temptation just like we do (Hebrews 4:15), so He could have sinned, but He didn’t.  This provides us a lofty goal to shoot for.  His perfect life removes all excuses for our sin, because if Jesus was able to overcome temptation, so can we.  Teaching like John’s that contradicts God’s clear teaching on this will only tend to encourage Christians to sin.  That’s why we oppose it.
