Impeccability Of Christ Debate

John Carroll’s Third Affirmative

I want to say at the beginning that I will deal primarily with two issues in this speech, my prophecy argument and his temptation argument, as the word limitations that we have placed on ourselves has proven to be my enemy.  May I add, my only enemy.  For, my only serious opponent in this debate is the word limit that I have and not the arguments of my opponent.  Also Pat, just for the reader’s sake, would you admit that my prophecy argument is not dependent on my other two, and that if you cannot defeat this one argument then you have not successfully defeated my proposition?

I want to very quickly reject a statement that Pat made in his first article.  

“John’s position provides excuse that we can’t help but commit sin; that God made us that way” (First Speech).  

If the fact that Jesus could not sin means that we can’t help but sin because God made us that way, Pat would it also mean that in the Old Testament, where we both agree that the Divine spirit could not sin, they could not help but sin because they were made that way?  If his view is right, the same statement would apply to the OT saints.  Just because Jesus could not sin does not mean that we must any more than God can’t sin mean the OT saints had to sin.

PROPHECY ARGUMENT

Pat once again failed to adequately deal with my prophecy argument as I presented it.  His response to this argument can be boiled down to this, God foreknew that Judas would sin but did not force it to happen, therefore God foreknew that Jesus would die as the sinless sacrifice but did not force it to happen.  There are number of problems with this and I will show them to you.  First of all Pat said that his argument about God’s foreknowledge of Judas betrayal was a critical point that I skipped over in my response to his first article.  Pat, you must have missed the part where I said, 

“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. (My first speech)”

Let me reiterate this point since Pat did not see it in my last article.  Pat the reason that Judas, as a specific individual, was not forced to betray Jesus is two-fold.  Firstly, it was not prophesied that Judas, as a specific person would betray Jesus, only that the betrayal would take place.  That is why Judas, a specific person, did not have to betray him.  Even though it did not have to be Judas, it had to be someone.  With the sinless sacrifice of Christ a specific person, namely Christ, was said to do it.  Therefore no one else but Christ could fulfill that prophecy.  Secondly, the difference between Christ and Judas is that Judas was not predestined (i.e. “forced” according to your question number 5). 

Since your question #5 equates “predestined” with “forced”, the fact that God predestined the sinless sacrifice of Christ, something you admit in your second article, proves that he forced the sinless sacrifice of Christ.   Not to mention, in answer to my first question, “If Jesus had sinned could he have still been the Savior?”  To which you answered, NO.  Patrick this ends the debate right here.  You admitted that Christ being the Savior was predestination, therefore it was forced to happen, and your answer to my first question said he could not be the Savior if he had sinned.  So, if he was forced to be the Savior, and sinned would have kept him from being the Savior, then he was forced to remain sinless according to your own reasoning.

Let’s quote Pat’s second negative again.

 “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.”  

That is not true, have I not said that Judas, as a specific individual, was not predestined/forced to betray Jesus, something that you admit were part of the details.  What I have argued was predestined was his sinless sacrifice on the Cross.  You admitted that Acts 2:23 proved that.  Not only Acts 2:23, but also Acts 4:26-28, 1 Corinthians 2:6-8, 1 Peter 1:20-21, and Revelation 13:8 also proved it.  It was the part that I proved was predestined, namely his redemptive crucifixion, that made it impossible for him to sin.

Pat, in connection with this following quote, we would like for you to be a little more specific.

“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.”

What specific part of the “perfect sacrifice” was predestined?  Was it that it would happen?  If no, you deny your own admission of Acts 2:33, if yes then you destroy your false view of this issue.

TEPMTATION 

Even though I am not in the negative, I want to deal with Pat’s misunderstanding of Temptation.  The first thing that I want to point out is that twice, once in his first speech, and once in his second speech, he quotes James 1:13 as saying, God cannot be tempted.  If God cannot be tempted then would he kindly explain the following verses?
“Harden not your hearts, as in the provocation, in the day of temptation in the wilderness: When your fathers tempted me, proved me, and saw my works forty years.” Hebrews 3:8-9 KJV

“And they tempted God in their heart by asking meat for their lust.”  Psalms 78:18 KJV

These verses alone are sufficient to make my point, not to mention the other 12 times, at least, in the OT that the Bible says that God was tempted.  Pat says that God cannot be tempted, the Bible says not only that he can, but he was.  In fact, the word tempted in reference to God in Hebrews 3:8-9, is the same word (πειράζω-peirazō) that is used in both Hebrews 2:18 and Hebrews 4:15.  In answer to my question #2, Pat says that the word tempted as used in Hebrews 2:18 and Hebrews 4:15 ALWAYS means possibility to sin.  So, if the word for tempted ALWAYS means possibility, when it is used in reference to God (Spirit/Pre-incarnate) then it means that it is possible for God to sin.  

Secondly, my opponent has said repeatedly that Jesus was tempted like we are.  Like his misquotation and misunderstanding of James 1:13, he misquotes Hebrews 4:15.  Hebrews 4:15 does not simply say that he was tempted the way we are, Pat leaves out THE critical part of this verse.

“For we have not a high priest which cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin.” Hebrews 4:15 KJV

You see the verse does not say that he was tempted like we are, but in the points like we are tempted.  Those points are the three that is listed in 1 John 2:16, lust of the flesh, lust of the eye, and the pride of life.  He fulfilled that in the wilderness temptations of Matthew 4:1-10.  

But, let’s assume for a moment that Pat is right that Jesus was tempted just like we are, that still would not prove his point.  He argues that if he could not do what we do then he was not tempted like we are.  Let’s say a man is tempted to climb Mt. Everest, but finds out that he is physically incapable of climbing it.  Maybe he even attempts to climb it a dozen times before he decides that he is not able.  Does that mean that he was not tempted to climb Mt. Everest like the person was that was able to climb it was tempted?  Just because he was not able, does not make his temptation any less.  You see how faulty that kind of reasoning is.   As you can see, tempted to do something does not always equal ability to do it.  People are tempted all the time to do things that it is impossible for them to do.
Here is the real truth about temptation, it is two-fold!  In order for it to be complete or successful, it must include both an outward enticement and an inner desire.  James said it like this,

“But every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed.” James 1:14 KJV

It requires both.  The reason God cannot be tempted with evil is not because someone cannot tempt him with it, but that God cannot be tempted by it. 

One can try to get God to sin, but there is nothing in God that can respond to that temptation, so he is not tempted by it (See James 1:13 ALT, BBE, CEV, DARBY, GNB, GW, ISV, LITV, MKJV, NKJV, WEB, NIV, AMP, NASU, NASB, EMTV).  Just as God has no desire for sin, even so, neither did Jesus.  Jesus said, 

“Hereafter I will not talk much with you: for the prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me.” John 14:30 KJV

I conclude my comments on this verse with a quote from Albert Barnes commentary on this verse.

“There is in me no principle or feeling that accords with his, and nothing, therefore, by which he can prevail. Temptation has only power because there are some principles in us which accord with the designs of the tempter, and which may be excited by presenting corresponding objects until our virtue be overcome. Where there is no such propensity, temptation has no power.

DUAL NATURE

Pat says, according to John’s view that Jesus can’t empathize with our struggle with sin if could not.  No Pat, he could empathize because he was man, he could not yield because he was God.  Pat says my view ignores his dual nature, but only my view preserves his dual nature.  My view, as opposed to Pat’s view, allows for Jesus to be in one person actually God and man.  Therefore, in one person, he could empathize with us through temptation in his humanity, but not be subject to our sinfulness as to his Deity. 

Pat on the on the other hand, has Jesus acting a human person completely separate from his deity.  According to Pat the whole human person of Christ can sin, but Pat will tell you that Jesus was also a divine person who could not sin; therefore Pat has two separate persons of Jesus.  If Jesus is in fact only one person, and sin affects the whole person, then Jesus divine person would be included in that sin.  So you see Pat’s view does not have one person with two natures, but two separate persons. 

I would like for Pat to answer my response to his argument that Jesus had divine nature like we have the Holy Spirit.  As I pointed out the reason that our sin does not affect the HS is because the HS is a separate person from us.  Likewise the only way that Jesus could sin and not affect his divine nature is if the divine nature is a separate person from Christ.

FINALLY 

Pat mentions Isaiah 7:14-16 in both of his speeches to show that Jesus would choose good.  If Pat will be honest with all of the Messianic prophecies, he will admit that a lot of them have dual fulfillment and that every verse surrounding the one that the NT applies to Christ does not always apply to him as well.  Will Pat explain when the land abhorred was forsaken of both her kings before Christ was able to know good from evil?  Verses 16 & 17 were fulfilled by the House of David during the reign of Ahaz (see verses 10 & 13).  Verse 14 has the immediate, but not ultimate, fulfillment in Isaiah’s son (Isaiah 8:3 and compare 7:14 with 8:18).  To this agrees most of scholarship, including W.E. Vine on the word virgin, and I quote,  

“The child immediately in view was the son of the prophet and his wife (cf. Isa 8:3) who served as a sign to Ahaz that his enemies would be defeated by God”.
