Impeccability Of Christ Debate
Patrick Donahue’s Third Negative

In his original article John made three arguments in support of his view that it would have been impossible for Jesus to have sinned while on this earth.  John is correct that if only one of those three arguments holds up, then his position is sustained.  In his third article John only has the space to continue to discuss one of those arguments, his prophecy argument.  I will follow his lead.
John states the reason “that Judas, as a specific individual, was not forced to betray Jesus is … it was not prophesied that Judas, as a specific person would betray Jesus, only that the betrayal would take place.”  But this reply “skips over” the point I make in both my previous articles, that Jesus did foreknow that Judas specifically would be the betrayer (Matthew 26:21-25, John 13:27).  According to John’s reasoning then, that would mean Judas had to betray Jesus; Judas had to sin; Judas did not have free will spiritually; else Jesus’ foreknowledge that Judas (that specific person) was to be the betrayer would have been wrong.

John makes the argument again that if Jesus was predestinnated to be the Saviour, and if He had to live sinlessly to be the Saviour, then the sinless life must have been predestinated.  But I have already answered that point by saying God could predestine some things based upon His foreknowledge that other events would occur.  For example, it was predestined that Jesus would die for our sins, but it was only foreknown that Judas would be the betrayer, but the betrayal led to the death.  Acts 2:23 says predestination and foreknowledge both were involved in the redemption plan, not just predestination as John’s argument implies.  John asks what part of the “perfect sacrifice” was predestined?  In summary, the sacrifice of Jesus was predestined and His perfect life was foreknown.  In detail, some events (like the virgin birth) were caused by God, and some events were only foreknown by God.  God is smart enough to use a combination of both types to carry out His plan for saving the world without taking away the free will of any man, including Jesus.  I could similarly ask John what part of “Judas’ betrayal” was predestined?  John would answer that the betrayal part was predestined; the Judas part was only foreknown.  See the parallel?  There is no difference in this respect between Jesus’ sinless life and Judas’ betrayal.  Both were foreknown, but neither was predestined (forced).  And both led to the predestinated sacrifice of Christ.
Next John wisely tries to respond to my affirmative arguments on this issue.  John acts like there is a difficulty in harmonizing James 1:13 which says God “cannot be tempted” and the fourteen times the Old Testament says God was tempted.  Sometimes the word “tempted” in the KJV is used in the sense of tried or tested as in Genesis 22:1 where God tempted (tested) Abraham in the matter involving the sacrifice of Isaac.  But God didn’t tempt Abraham to sin; that is the difference.  James 1:13 teaches that God does not tempt man to sin.  Likewise, James 1:13 says “God cannot be tempted with evil.”  None of those fourteen instances in the Old Testament where God was tempted was he tempted to sin.  Most of the time it was something like God being tempted to destroy the people for their sin as in Deuteronomy 6:15-16, which He had a perfect right to do.  As I said in my answer to John’s question #2, “tempted” always means possibility.  If we are tempted to sin, that suggests it is possible for us to sin.  Since Jesus was tempted to sin, that suggests it was possible for Him to sin.  God cannot be tempted to sin (James 1:13), therefore/because it is impossible for Him to sin.  But He can be tempted to destroy a nation for their sin.  And that does imply it is possible for God to perform such destruction.
The fact that God cannot be tempted to sin, while Jesus can be tempted to sin, shows the dual nature of Jesus.  This same dual nature explains how it was possible for Jesus to sin, even while God cannot.  Hebrews 2:17 says Jesus was “in all things … made like unto His brethren,” but John doesn’t believe Jesus was made like us in our most essential element, our human spirit (a man is still a man even if he has no body – for example, after he dies).  If John would truly recognize the dual nature of Jesus, that He was fully man, including having a human spirit, then John would more easily understand how Jesus could have sinned.  But John doesn’t believe Jesus was made like us in regard to temptation/sin as verses 17-18 teaches, because John believes we can sin but Jesus couldn’t.  It is unfortunate that John’s clear rejection of verses like Hebrews 2:17-18 leads to his false theory. 
So John is wrong on the dual nature of Jesus.  The correct position is that Jesus was one person with a divine spirit and a human spirit (and flesh).  If Jesus didn’t have a human spirit, then He wasn’t a man, because that is the most important part of the definition of what a man is.  If Jesus had sinned, it would have been his human spirit leading His flesh to sin; it would not have affected His divine spirit.  John’s position has to deny Jesus was a man (fully) in order to be sustained.  Sin obviously does not affect the whole person if that person is divine, it only affects the part of the person that can sin, the whole human part.  Just like → temptation to sin obviously does not affect the whole person if that person is divine, it only affects the part of the person that can be tempted to sin, the whole human part.
John says temptation must be two fold – “But every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed” (James 1:14).  Keep in the mind the word “lust” here simply means desire (NKJV), and does not necessarily refer to sinful lust.  It refers to any desire that a man has that may be used by Satan to entice that man to sin.  Jesus had desires that could have responded to temptation, but He always resisted.  For example, being a normal mature male, Jesus would have had a natural desire for a female.  But this desire would only have come from the human part of Jesus (mind/spirit and body).  God has no such sexual urge.  These type desires are what allowed Jesus to be tempted with sin, when God could not be.  Jesus could have allowed his sexual desire to cause him to lust for a woman (Matthew 5:28) or even commit outright fornication, but He never did, not even once.  Jesus’ dual nature is what opened up the possibility that He could sin, but when He refused, His dual nature led to the greatest achievement this world has ever known.  The phrase “yet without sin” in Hebrews 4:15 emphasizes that outstanding accomplishment by Jesus in overcoming all sin throughout His whole life.  But John’s position eliminates this feat.  Because according to John, it would have been impossible for Jesus to do otherwise.
John is missing the point of Hebrews 4:15.  It is not saying Jesus was tempted “like as we are” only in that he had to face the same categories of temptations that we do; it is also saying that He had to face each temptation like we face them (i.e., with the possibility of sin).  If He didn’t have to face temptations like we have to face them, then it is true that Jesus “cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities” which the text explicitly denies.  Jesus can only sympathize with our temptation if He had to face each temptation with the possibility of sin as we do (Hebrews 2:18).  Evidently John doesn’t really believe Jesus was tempted “like as we are.”
John’s Mt. Everest illustration assumes what it is supposed to be proving, that a man can be tempted to get to the very top of Mt. Everest when he knows he is fully incapable of doing so.  But the illustration does underscore the point being made by Hebrews 2:18 and 4:15.  How could I understand what a man goes through in climbing Mt. Everest if I haven’t been through the same myself?  I can’t fully understand if I am incapable of experiencing the same.  Likewise Jesus cannot sympathize with our struggle against sin unless He experienced the same struggle.  John denies Jesus’ human struggle against sin.  John denies Jesus’ accomplishment in overcoming sin.
John quotes John 14:30 which states Satan “hath nothing in me,” but this phrase likely has nothing to do with our issue.  If it is referring to Jesus and sin, it would mean that Satan had not successfully gotten Jesus to sin.  But we’ve already proven that Satan tried to get Jesus to sin.  So we ask John for the third time, why would Satan try to get Jesus to sin in Matthew 4:8-10 if it were impossible for Jesus to succumb?
My first article used the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit in faithful Christians to illustrate the fact that sin on the part of the human spirit does not affect the divine spirit within.  I don’t believe the personal indwelling makes us incarnated like Jesus, but one person or two persons make no difference to my argument here.  If Jesus’ human spirit had chosen to sin that wouldn’t have made His divine spirit within responsible for sin, any more than when my human spirit sins it makes the Holy Spirit within responsible for sin.  The only thing that runs contrary to this truth is John’s self-prescribed “Carroll’s rule” which states “the only way that Jesus could sin and not affect his divine nature is if the divine nature is a separate person from Christ.”  We previously proved this made-up rule false, by pointing out God cannot be tempted to sin (James 1:13), but Jesus was tempted to sin (Hebrews 4:15).  Is it true the only way Jesus could be tempted to sin and not affect his divine nature is if Christ’s divine nature is a separate person from Christ?
I agree with John there is a dual fulfillment of Isaiah 7:14-16.  I agree with John the phrase “the land that thou abhorrest shall be forsaken of both her kings” in verse 16 has only the immediate fulfillment.  But I ask John to reconsider verse 15.  The famous commentator Matthew Henry said it better than I can:

Of this child it is further foretold (v.15) that though he shall not be born like other children, but of a virgin, yet he shall be really and truly man, and shall be nursed and brought up like other children: Butter and honey shall he eat, as other children do, particularly the children of that land which flowed with milk and honey. Though he be conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, yet he shall not therefore be fed with angels’ food, but, as it becomes him, shall be in all things made like unto his brethren, Heb.2:17. Nor shall he, though born thus by extraordinary generation, be a man immediately, but, as other children, shall advance gradually through the several states of infancy, childhood, and youth, to that of manhood, and growing in wisdom and stature, shall at length wax strong in spirit, and come to maturity, so as to know how to refuse the evil and choose the good. See Lu.2:40,52. Note, Children are fed when they are little that they may be taught and instructed when they have grown up; they have their maintenance in order to their education.
Doesn’t it appear from a reading of the text that verse 15 is still talking about Immanuel?  If so, the phrase “refuse the evil, and choose the good” implies Immanuel had a choice about whether He chose evil or good.  This text states my position succinctly – that Jesus chose to do good, not that He was forced to do good.
I Peter 2:21-22 teaches 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 example, Jesus must have faced real temptation to sin like we do, and overcome it.  If Jesus didn’t sin because He was God (as John teaches), then He is not our example, because we are not God.
Hebrews 4:15 plainly says Jesus faced temptation just like we do.  John denies Jesus had to face sin as we do (i.e., with the possibility of sin).  Jesus’ perfect life removes all excuses for our sin, because if Jesus was able to overcome temptation, so can we.  John’s position rejects Jesus’ great accomplishment of overcoming sin and therefore provides excuse for a man to say he can’t help but sin.  John replies to this point by asking if this same excuse would have applied in Old Testament times before Jesus had a body.  But the difference is then it was not possible for the Son to sin; He was a Divine spirit only.  Jesus’ sinlessness then wouldn’t prove either way about whether it is possible for a man to overcome sin, because He wasn’t a man yet.  But now that Jesus has come in the flesh, and faced temptation just like us, and overcome temptation to sin every time, that proves it is possible for us (and Old Testament saints) to resist whenever we face temptation.  God didn’t make us so that we have to sin.  We can overcome each and every temptation.  When we do sin, it is our fault.  Jesus’ perfect life proves that.  But not according to John’s position.
