Impeccability Of Christ Debate
Patrick Donahue’s Rejoinder
Since John’s last article was pretty much a rehash of things I’ve already answered, my primary objective in this final article will be to emphasize the arguments I have made that John has not dealt with.  And his omissions are glaring.
John’s prophecy argument is - since Jesus was prophesied to be the Saviour, and if He had to live sinlessly to be the Saviour, then His sinless life must have been predestinated, else the prophecies would be wrong.  By this reasoning, since Jesus was prophesied to be the Saviour of all men (Isaiah 53:6), and men must have sin for Jesus to save them from it, then all men are predestinated to sin, else the prophecies would be wrong.  See the parallel?  My repeated response to John’s argument has been that Jesus foreknew specifically Judas would be the betrayer (John 13:21,26, Matthew 26:21-25), therefore according to John’s reasoning, Judas had to betray Jesus (Judas had to sin; Judas didn’t have spiritual free will), else Jesus’ foreknowledge that Judas was to be the betrayer would have been wrong.  This is the fourth time I have made this reply and John has yet to even mention it!
The basic issue here John has failed to address is the difference in foreknowledge and predestination (Acts 2:23).  In both cases, God can depend upon something in the future happening, but in the case of foreknowledge, by its very definition, it leaves the free will choices of men intact.  God’s omniscience allows Him to predict the future with 100% certainty without forcing events to occur.  With predestination, a future event occurs because God causes it to happen.  Foreknowledge is different - God can know a future event is going to happen without causing it, therefore not eliminating man’s spiritual free will.  Predestination causes a future event.  Foreknowledge is caused by a future event.  See the distinction?  John is limiting the power of God when he fails to recognize God can depend upon future events occurring (through foreknowledge) without causing such events to occur.  God didn’t force Jesus to live sinlessly.  Instead God knew ahead of time Jesus would choose to live sinlessly.  God’s omniscience/foreknowledge meant God could depend upon Jesus’ choices as part of redemption’s plan.
Isaiah 7:14-15 establishes my contention that Jesus had a choice about sin.  John failed to address my last point on this passage, that the continuity from verse 14 to 15 (“he” in verse 15 naturally refers back to Immanuel in verse 14) indicates the one born of a virgin (Immanuel/Jesus) would be able to choose between good and evil.  It appears the repetition of the phrase “refuse the evil, and choose the good” is a device indicating verse 15 applies to Christ, while verse 16 applies to the more immediate fulfillment.  Contradicting verse 15 then, John’s theory says Immanuel had no choice regarding good and evil.
John says he has “proven that temptation does not mean ability.”  But his method of proof was pointing out God was tempted, but could not sin.  This again ignores my reply, which was that God was tempted to destroy nations, etc., but was never tempted “with evil” (James 1:13).  Temptation does indeed imply ability.  God was tempted to and had the ability to destroy a nation, but God cannot be tempted to sin (James 1:13), therefore there is no possibility He will sin.  On the other hand, Jesus was tempted to sin (Hebrews 2:18), therefore it was possible for Him to sin.
Continuing this point, James 1:13 says God cannot be tempted (with sin), while Hebrews 4:15 clearly says Jesus was tempted.  How can both verses be true if Jesus is God?  The answer lies in the dual nature of Jesus.  The divine, pre-existing part of Jesus could not have been tempted, but the human part of Jesus was tempted to sin.  Likewise, the divine, pre-existing part of Jesus couldn’t have sinned, but the human part of Jesus was susceptible to sin.  This scriptural parallel destroys John’s theory.  This dual nature of Christ defines how it was possible for the human part of Jesus to sin even while the divine part could not.
As I previously pointed out, if John would truly recognize the dual nature of Jesus, that Jesus was God and man fully, including having a human spirit, then John would conclude Jesus could have sinned.  But John never addressed my point that the most essential element of a human is the human spirit.  A human spirit without a fleshly body would still be a man (II Corinthians 12:2), but a body without the spirit is not a man (James 2:26).  Jesus was a man (I Timothy 2:5). He was “made like” man “in all things” (Hebrews 2:17).  Since Jesus couldn’t have been a man without having a human spirit (Hebrews 2:17-18, Daniel 7:15, I Corinthians 6:20, 7:34, I Thessalonians 5:23), He must have had a human spirit.  And if John could admit Jesus had a human spirit, then by his own previous reasoning (that Jesus couldn’t sin because he didn’t have a human spirit), John would have to admit Jesus could have sinned.

John said Jesus had nothing within himself that could have responded to temptation, but I refuted this in every speech, pointing out that among other things, being a normal mature male, Jesus would have had a natural desire for a woman.  It was possible for Jesus to commit sexual sin because He had that built in attraction for the opposite gender (beginning in puberty), but Jesus always overcame those temptations; never once did He succumb to sexual sin, lust, fornication or other.  The phrase “yet without sin” in Hebrews 4:15 emphasizes this outstanding accomplishment of Jesus in overcoming all sin throughout His whole life.  But John’s position eliminates that achievement.  Because according to John, it would have been impossible for Jesus to do otherwise.
The truth is John doesn’t really believe Jesus had to face temptation like we do (Hebrews 4:15).  We have to face temptations with the possibility of sin.  John says Jesus didn’t have to face that.  So John’s position implies Jesus didn’t actually face temptation like we do, and therefore Jesus really can’t empathize with our struggle against sin.  This plainly contradicts both Hebrews 2:18 and Hebrews 4:15.

I have referenced Matthew 4:8-10 in every article of mine.  But John has never even attempted to explain for us why Satan would attempt to get Jesus to sin if it were impossible for Jesus to succumb.  John’s position makes the temptations of Jesus in this chapter (and elsewhere) a farce since Jesus wasn’t really tempted by Satan’s overtures. 
And aren’t Jesus’ temptations part of how Jesus learned obedience (Hebrews 5:8)?  If it were impossible for Jesus to disobey (John’s position), then Jesus didn’t really learn to obey – obedience would have been automatic for Him (forced).
I have argued in every article:  How could Jesus be our example in avoiding sin (as I Peter 2:21-22 says) if it were impossible for Him to sin?  But John has completely ignored this passage each time.  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.  Verse 23 goes on to say about Jesus - “when he was reviled, reviled not again; when he suffered, he threatened not; but committed himself to him that judgeth righteously.”  The emphasis here is that Jesus could have reviled/threatened those who mistreated Him, but instead He committed the situation to God.  Jesus knew God would judge these evil-doers and so He refrained from striking back.  Notice this commitment by Jesus not to sinfully avenge Himself was a choice He made at the time of each mistreatment, not something forced upon Him from the beginning of time.  At each mistreatment He chose to leave judgment up to God instead of reviling or threatening in kind.
You would think with John being so eager to affirm in debate on this subject there would be a verse or two that at least seem on the surface to teach or imply Jesus could not sin.  I kept waiting throughout his four affirmative articles for John to produce such a passage.  But he didn’t produce any, not a single verse that even appears to prove his view.  If the Bible teaches it was impossible for Jesus to sin, where is the book/chapter/verse saying that? 
Jesus faced temptation just like we do (Hebrews 4:15), with the possibility of sin.  Jesus’ perfect life removes all excuses for our sin, because if Jesus the man could overcome temptation, so can any man.
