Impeccability Of Christ Debate

John Carroll’s Rejoinder

Since this is my last article, I would like to say again that I appreciate Mr. Donahue for participating in this debate.  I have waited a long time to discuss this issue in debate.  I also anticipate a future oral debate on this topic with Mr. Donahue.  Since we are limited in this article to half the words of the previous articles I will follow the same format as my last article, and deal primarily with my prophecy and his temptation arguments.  Let me state here that regardless of how much I deal with his temptation material I will have much more to say about it in our oral debate.

PROPHECY ARGUMENT

The bottom line concerning the predestined “perfect sacrifice”, something my opponents has admitted was the case, is that because it was predestined nothing could have prevented it.  We have proven that the redemptive sacrifice was predestined with these verses, Acts 2:23, Hebrews 6:17, Acts 4:26-28 ESV, 1 Corinthians 2:6-8, 1 Peter 1:19-20, and Revelation 13:8.  Even Pat’s logic demands the same thing.  In answer to my question #1 he answered that Jesus could not have been the Saviour if he had sinned.  He also admits that Jesus being the Saviour was predestined (i.e. forced according to him).  Therefore, according to his own logic my proposition stands.  I could use Pat’s words to prove my proposition.  Mr. Donahue I know that you work for NASA, but answering your objections is not rocket science.

Once again he failingly attempts to answer with his peccable argument of mere foreknowledge, my impeccable argument of mighty predestination, by appealing to God’s foreknowledge concerning Judas.  To this end Pat says, 

“I could similarly ask John what part of “Judas’ betrayal” was predestined?”

To his question, what part of Judas betrayal of Jesus was predestined, I answer none.  The betrayal of Jesus was predestined, but Judas betrayal of Jesus was not predestined.  On the other hand, not only was a perfect (i.e. sinless) sacrifice predestined, but Christ was predestined to be the perfect sacrifice.  You can see that fundamental difference between Jesus and Judas.  

My opponent’s view of the “perfect sacrifice” makes it a maybe, an if, a hope-so, and a possibility.  You see my opponent’s view denies the predestination of a sinless, perfect, or redemptive sacrifice, and only allows for the predestination of just some sort of sacrifice.  Because if a perfect sacrifice is what is predestined then we all understand that nothing could prevent it.  He admits the sacrifice was predestined, so the point of contention between us is, what kind of sacrifice was predestined.  I submit that the sacrifice that was predestined was saving and redemptive one.  Do we suppose that God predestined a non-efficacious, non-saving, and non-redemptive sacrifice?  The only thing that God could guarantee, according to my opponent, was that Christ was going to die, but could not guarantee that it would work.  If you can see how a saving and redemptive sacrifice was predestined then you can see how nothing could have prevented it, including Jesus sinning.

TEMPTATION

In this section I want to begin by addressing Pat’s response to my Mt. Everest illustration.  Pat says, 

“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.”

Patrick this statement misses the boat on more levels that I have the words to point out so let’s make is simple.  From the above quote Pat thinks my illustration assumes that a man can be tempted to climb Mt. Everest when he “knows he is fully incapable of doing so”.  Pat did you not pay attention to any part of the illustration at all?  Did you not read the part where I said, 

“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.”

In my illustration the man did not know he was fully incapable of doing so, he was so tempted to climb it that he tried a dozen times.  Why would a man try a dozen times if he was not tempted to do it?  He tried a dozen times to climb Mt. Everest and was not tempted in the least to climb it!  You see the utter absurdity of that position.  Pat also sets forward the following absurdity, 

“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.”  

Do you really expect intelligent, rational, and thinking people to accept that the man in my illustration cannot understand what a man has to go through to climb to the top of Mt. Everest even though he could not make it to the top after a dozen attempts?  He can absolutely understand what a man goes through to climb Mt. Everest.  Everyone who does not have a false theological position to defend can see that.  The temptation is what led him to try.  It was only after his desire responded to the temptation that he discovered that he was incapable.  

I have proven that temptation does not mean ability.  I have also proven that tempted to do what you are not able to do does enable you to empathize with another person in a similar situation!  Let’s ask Pat a final question on temptation before we conclude this part of our debate.  Can one try to get God to do what is evil?   

IMMANUEL 

Pat admits that Isaiah 7:14-16 has an immediate fulfillment in, I assume, Isaiah’s son (Isaiah 8:3-4, 18).  Now, if he wants to show dual fulfillment of verses 15 & 16 like verse 14 then we demand, prove it!  Prove it the same way you do with verse 14, find the NT applying it to Christ.

FINALLY

We have finally figured out what NASA stands for in reference to our debater friend Pat.  He N.ever A.ccepts S.uperior A.rgumentation

