Robert’s first reason for rejecting God’s truth is his made-up rule “Do not draw a conclusion that has consequences that are unacceptable.”  That rule is the very opposite of truth.  Following that rule would have caused Abraham to rebel against God and not offer his son Isaac as a sacrifice in Genesis 22.  As a matter of fact, we really only prove we love God when we follow what He says (John 14:15) even if the consequences are unacceptable to us (we do not agree with God’s requirement or do not like it).

Robert says believing what God says on this issue means one “thinks he is living above sin” and has no “spiritual security.”  Neither assertion could be farther from the truth.  Again, Robert is deciding what truth is based upon a completely wrong basis.  He is doing exactly what the Sadducees did in Matt 22:23ff when they used a hypothetical to try prove there is no resurrection.  Jesus corrected them by appealing to what the scriptures actually said (verse 32).  For example, if we think nobody could be saved if we have to repent of “all” our sins (Ezek 18:21), then we can be sure we are not fully appreciating the power and providence of God (II Tim 4:7-8, I Cor 4:4).

Robert says Peter was not “fallen from grace” when he “walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel” in Gal 2:14. That position seems strange considering verse 17 says Peter was found to be a “sinner” as opposed to being “justified by Christ.”  But even granting Robert’s false assertion, Galatians 2 still proves it only took one sin to change Peter’s “walk.”  Now apply the same reasoning to I John 1:7.

It is true state medical boards don’t necessarily revoke a license for every transgression by a physician, but that doesn’t illustrate what we read in I John 1.  Verse 7 says we are to “walk in the light, as he is in the light” and verse 5 had just said “God is light, and in him is no darkness at all.”  If I John 1:7 had said a physician is to practice medicine as God does, wouldn’t that mean the physician is expected not to make errors, and that when he fails, he should make correction?  So I John 1:5 proves indisputably there is no sin in the light of verse 7; there is no way around those two statements of the inspired John.  Verse 5 actually says there is no darkness “at all” in the light; what do we have to gain by arguing against that?  Now this does not mean we can’t be forgiven if we sin (step out of the light); it just means we need forgiveness (based upon the blood of Christ) whenever we sin.

When you think about it, even though I John 1:7 is not written about non-Christians, the statement would be equally true about them.  If a sinner will walk in the light (he begins that walk by believing, repenting and be baptized – Acts 2:36-38), then he will be cleansed from all his sins.  Which sins?  The ones he committed while outside (previously to walking in) the light, right?  It is the same for a Christian; the conditions are just different.

Robert’s view is an earn your salvation with your works kind of theory, that is, a generally good “manner of life” (as he puts it) makes up for our occasional sins, as long as those sins are not too many or too big.  His view makes the grounds of our salvation based upon how we live, instead of by grace through the death of Christ.  No, we have to get forgiveness for every sin; forgiveness is always based upon the blood of Chist.  We don’t make up for a few little sins by doing a lot of things right – a good general life.

I John 1:9 actually says a Christian must confess his sins to be forgiven for them; Patrick didn’t assume that.  That’s the force of the little word “if” – “if” introduces a condition.  So the forgiveness of a Christian’s sins is conditioned upon him confessing those sins.  Read the verse for yourself; there is nothing ambiguous about it.  And there is absolutely nothing in the context that would even appear to run contrary to what the verse requires.  His context assertion really just amounts to Robert’s imagination.  The verse means what it says, period.

Robert brings up the Leviticus chapters 4-5 section on “sins committed in ignorance,” but notice what the section actually teaches in more than one place – “If a person sins, and commits any of these things which are forbidden to be done by the commandments of the Lord, though he does not know it, yet he is guilty and shall bear his iniquity” (NKJV).  Luke 12:46-48 teaches the same thing about sins of ignorance – “The lord of that servant will come … when he is not aware, and will cut him in sunder, and will appoint him his portion with the unbelievers.  And that servant, which knew his lord's will, and prepared not himself, neither did according to his will, shall be beaten with many stripes.  But he that knew not, and did commit things worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes … (will those few stripes be in heaven?).  So does Matt 15:14 (“Let them alone: they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the ditch”), Prov 14:12 (“There is a way which seemeth right unto a man, but the end thereof are the ways of death”), and II Thess 2:10-12.  Whenever the Bible talks about sins of ignorance, it consistently teaches ignorance is no excuse.

Robert asserts I John 1:8 contradicts my view of verse 7, but I want to ask Robert a question before I respond further:  Is verse 8 saying we all have forgiven sin or we all have unforgiven sin?  Does the reader see how my question reveals the hole in Robert’s argument?

Jesus is certainly Deity.  I actually affirmed that in debate with a Unitarian in Atlanta in 2006, and have agreed to debate the same topic again later this year.  But Jesus still proves “we do sin but we don’t have to” (Heb 4:15).

100% we should compare our teaching with II Pet 1:10 – “if ye do these things, ye shall never fall.”  I suggest Robert’s view is just the opposite; that we won’t fall even if we don’t “do these things.”  Isn’t that exactly what Robert taught about Peter in his article?  That even though Peter didn’t add/practice “brotherly kindness” with his Gentiles brothers in Gal 2:13, Peter didn’t fall?

We’ll get nowhere by compromising God’s word.  We must keep teaching non-Christians must believe, repent, and be baptized to be forgiven (ignorance notwithstanding), and similarly that Christians must repent and confess to be forgiven (Acts 8:22, I John 1:9).  Our salvation assurance is not based upon hoping God will overlook sin (Nahum 1:3a), but on having confidence in God’s guarantee that those who truly seek God and His righteousness will find (Matt 7:7,5:6).
