FINAL QUESTIONS

1)    Please explain the issue of miracles in Christianity in connection with the new reality Jesus introduces that is referred to as “the kingdom of God.” Consider the biblical texts that support the two visions of the kingdom of God as being “already here” but “not yet fully realized.”
Miracles are a suspension of natural laws that people have come to understand, that could only be rationalized by the intervention or doings of a divine or supernatural being. Jesus performed various miracles as a means of providing humanity with a glimpse into an ideal world filled with all that humanity craved. The miracles discussed in Christianity are the following: turning water into wine, healing the sick, restoring life to the dead, casting devils out of the possessed and the multiplication of bread. These miracles were transmitted through the teachings of Jesus, who regarded them as signs of the presence of the Kingdom of God; a kingdom that was “already” here but yet “not fully” realized. Jesus set out to provide a glimpse into a better world through these miracles.
 In this new reality, there would be less if no suffering at all, complete justice and equality; ultimately, ideals humanity strives for. This new reality did not bode well with some and thus caused tension in people’s perceptions between the actual reality and the one that has yet to be realized. In other words there seemed to be a creative tension between a reality in which the Kingdom of God is already here and present in Jesus’ doings and the reality that has yet to come.  In the reality that is “here”, Jesus was “healing” people, but these people and others would still go on to die or get sick again, resulting in these conflicting perceptions. Individuals probably did not understand why these miracles could be performed but would not remain permanent. They probably wondered why this new reality would be realized later but could not be materialized now.  Ultimately, Jesus set out to provide humanity with a glimpse of what is to come, a teaser if you will, but not the full taste of the Kingdom of God as Professor Turcescu mentioned in his video from Lesson 1 regarding “Jesus’ Ministry”. Ultimately, the underlying message Jesus was trying to transmit was that this Kingdom would not be fully realized now but that these miracles should serve as proof that such a kingdom did in fact exist.
Biblical texts supporting the “already here” view include that of Matthew 12:28 by which he writes “But if I drive out demons by the Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God has come upon you.” This text here illustrates one of the miracles performed by Jesus; particularly that of casting devils out of the possessed. Another relevant text is that in which Jesus encounters John the Baptist’s disciples (Matthew 11:5-7). These disciples came to Jesus, saying they were expecting this important savior and asking whether he truly was the Messiah they were waiting for. In reply, Jesus neither confirms nor denies this inquiry. Instead, he tells them to look at the miracles he performed and to look at what was happening when these were carried out; regular reality was somewhat suspended and a new reality became present when he healed, forgave and provided justice to people. Alternatively, a well-known text in support of the “not yet fully realized” view is the prayer used in churches by the name of “Our Father” from Matthew 6.9-13. When Jesus was teaching his followers to pray he preached “your kingdom come”, indicating that this kingdom has yet to come.
Ultimately, the underlying message Jesus was trying to convey was the connection between the miracles he performed and the presence of the Kingdom of God. He preached that while the Kingdom of God has yet to be fully realized, these miracles should be seen as proof of its existence. 
2)    Explain Arianism and the impact it had on the fourth century Christian Church, including its condemnation at two major councils.
The Arians were a group of Christians who had a huge impact on the church because of their views of the trinity. This group was lead by Arius, a respected Libyan presbyter in Alexandria, who believed that the Son/Logos was a creature not equal to the father and had not always existed; he was created out of “nonexistence” if  you will. This faith believed that the Son was not God and became incarnate in Jesus. Jesus was not divine and was merely human. This position caused panic amongst the Alexandrian clerics and ministers and would ultimately lead to the formation of the Council of Nicea in 325.
Before 318, various positions were communicated when it came to the status of the Son. Some thought there should be no distinction in the Godhead, referred to as monarchianism. Others believed the Son was a man adopted by the Father (God), referred to as adoptionism. Finally, others believed he was inferior to God (subordinationism) or that he was fully God. An array of variations of these themes circulated at the time.
Arians were optimistic Christians who hoped to solve the disagreements of Christology (the doctrine of Jesus Christ as a person and his doings as well as the relationships between his human and divine natures). There were many gaps in the New Testament and other writings therefore clarifications were required concerning the trinity. The Arians hoped that the evidence of scripture and the authority of the bishops would solve the debates. Scripture was said to not have always been clear and bishops/teachers did not always agree amongst themselves. The beliefs of Arius and his followers caused a division of the church some people agreed with Arius that Christ was not eternal and others went against his beliefs. Since this group had much power, the church was forced to take a position on who Jesus actually was and settle these discrepancies. Was he divine? Human? Eternal? God?  In fact, between 318 and 382, over 20 conferences/trials were gathered to ascertain the church’s position on this matter.
In light of the controversy surrounding these diverging positions and acting out of concern for peace and unity of the estate, Constantine was required to call a meeting of bishops and theologians that helped to establish clarifications of the Trinitarian Controversy and decide whether or not Arius was right. This meeting was called the Council of Nicea and had a huge impact on Arianism. The first was the Council of Nicea in 325 in which Arius and Athanasius were the main actors. Two main theses were settled during this council. The first clarification was that Arius was wrong and that it was appropriate to call Jesus God and he was perfectly equal to the father and of one substance with the father (homoousios) but distinct as persons. The second clarification was that Jesus had a real, human body. These clarifications were part of what came to be called the Nicene Creed. The findings of the council were granted imperial approval and penalities were dished out to those who disagreed as those who didn’t share this opinion were considered to be committing a “thought crime”. So, the church was divided in the sense of siding with Arius or against him. Thus, at the end of this council, Arius was condemned as a Heretic, removed from his position as a priest in Alexandria, and sent into exile.  

Although some clarifications were made during this council another was needed to reaffirm the council of Nicea. The problem that arose was that in the creed (profession of belief, what the people believe) a non biblical word was used to describe Jesus. This word was ‘consubstantial’, which meant of the same nature, the same substance. The uses of this word in the creed lead to more debates about the trinity and the Holy Spirit that were clarified in the Council of Constantinople in 381. The main discussion at this council was about God as being one in nature/substance and three in persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit). The issue of the divinity of Jesus was clear but the divinity of the Holy Spirit was now brought up. The Holy Spirit is different from the Son and the Father because it is said that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the father. The council declared the Holy Spirit also as God but did not use non biblical words such as consubstantial. It was also clarified that the father is God and has that in common with the Son and the Holy Spirit. The difference between the father and the other two is that the father is not begotten and is absolute. 
Through these two councils a much clearer understanding of the trinity was established. 

3)    Who is Jesus Christ according to the understanding developed in the Church in the fourth and fifth centuries?
In the fourth and fifth centuries, there were great debates about the true nature of Jesus Christ. These debates were settled in various important councils. Who was he? Was he divine or human? Or both? 
BRING UP THE 2 OTHER COUNCILS FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION

The condemnation of Arianism caused a stir in Christian thinking. At this point, Jesus was named God and Son, having existed prior to his earthly form, fully and truly God from all eternity, and was to be worshipped as such. Questions were raised regarding his humanity and his human limitations. The council of Nicaea said little about the incarnate nature of the Logos, even avoiding the use of this term in favour of personal-relations metaphors `Father-Son`. What the council had affirmed however was that Christ had a true boy and didn’t simply appear to have one. 
In the fifth century, the Church was further trying to understand the true nature of Jesus. It was through the council of Ephesus in 431 AD that the theologies of Nestorius, the patriarch of Constantinople and Cyril, the patriarch of Alexandria were challenged. First up for debate was whether the word of God was changed and made flesh following the incarnation of the son of God in the human being Jesus Christ. Cyril emphasized that this was not the case. The nature of the word of God or God did not become less God when God became incarnated. While there was a union between a divine nature and a human nature, both natures remained separate in the sense that both natures maintained their own properties, fullness. Instead, he talked about a person, about a body animated by a rational soul and about a union that took place without his being able to fully comprehend it. Prior to the council, Cyril believed that there was a mixing of the natures in Jesus Christ, a notion he would part with in 433 AD.
Apollinarius of Laodicaea was saying that when the incarnation was taking place, the Logos may have replaced the material human soul and this human nature was not complete anymore. This, however, did not bode well with the early Church which is one of the things Cyril was rebutting in this council. It was said that this union had to have been very strong in order for the transformation to take place, for salvation to take place, the human nature had to be helped by the presence of the divine nature in Jesus and as Cyril developed later on in his theology , this salvation that Jesus brings first to his own human nature had been communicated to the rest of humanity by means of the sacrament of communion (by receiving communion, one is united with Christ in a way that is similar to how Christ’s own human nature was united with Christ’s divine nature). Cyril did not like the term used by Nestorius to describe the union. The latter referred to the union as a moral union, like between spouses and Cyril felt such a union could be considered weak. In the various gospels, we get a taste of the manifestation of both these natures. Some speak of Jesus as performing miracles, forgiving sins, being capable of things that regular humans are not capable of (emphasis of divine nature). Other gospels speak about how he was hungry, thirsty, sleepy, suffering (human aspect). Thus, the Bible spoke of both natures and the Church was looking to figure out the formula balancing these 2 natures. Ultimately, these 2 natures came together and formed one subject of worship. When people prayed to Christ, they weren’t simply praying to his divine nature, they were praying to this whole subject. This letter of Cyril to Nestorius also dealt with the title of the Virgin Mary as the mother of God. It was said she was a virgin before, during the conception and after the birth (miraculous) and she played an important role in Christian doctrine as she is the one who provided the word of God with a human nature. Nestorius preferred she be referred to as the Mother of Christ and not that of God. Alternatively, Cyril stated that there was this tradition represented by Holy Fathers who didn’t hesitate to refer to her as such (not in the sense that she gave birth to the eternal God which would be impossible for a human but because of the strong unity between the 2 natures in Christ, it is possible to take attributes from one nature and apply it to the other). The result of the council was the following: the Virgin Mary was appropriately called the Mother of God and in mainstream churches she is still referred to as such.
The Church did not feel that these explanations concerning the Christology of Christ were clear and 20 years later, a second council was convened.  A key player in this council was the Bishop of Rome, Leo I, who sent a letter to the council that would go on to be adopted as the official Christological formula. He would later come to be referred to as `Leo the Great` for his contribution and his formula was embraced as Orthodox Christology.
The Chalcedon is the most explicit statement about who Christ is. "The fourth ecumenical council of the Christian Church, held in Chalcedon (modern Kadiköy, Turkey) in 451. Convoked by the emperor Marcian, it was attended by about 520 bishops or their representatives and was the largest and best-documented of the early councils. It approved the creed of Nicaea (325), the creed of Constantinople (381; subsequently known as the Nicene Creed), two letters of Cyril against Nestorius, which insisted on the unity of divine and human persons in Christ, and the Tome of Pope Leo I confirming two distinct natures in Christ and rejecting the Monophysite doctrine that Christ had only one nature (the divine one, and that Christ`s body came from above). The council then explained these doctrines in its own confession of faith." 1 This council added important qualification to the formulation of the hypostatic union in Christ (1 body, 2 natures). Ultimately, the council took elements of Monophysites and Nestorians.
The ultimate decision was the following: 2 natures present in one subject; Jesus Christ. This council followed the definition of other `saintly fathers` which thus placed the definition in a larger tradition. This definition was not an innovation and was in line with what other theologians were saying. Emphasis on Jesus being perfect in divinity and perfect in humanity, neither nature being deficient in any way. He was considered to be TRULY GOD and TRULY MAN. Also, the term consubstantial was brought up and confirmed (of the same substance) in the sense that Jesus has the same nature as the Father with regards to divinity and has the same nature as us with regards to humanity with one exception—SIN. Jesus was born without sin. IN order to be capable of saving humanity, Jesus Christ was seen by Christians as being sinless. That`s why he was born in such a unique, exceptional and PURE way. There was also mention of the presence of a rational soul in Christ, emphasizing that his human nature was perfect in nature. It was declared that Jesus was BEGOTTEN from the Father, he got his divine nature from God and was born for us and our salvation from the God-Bearer (Theotokos), the Virgin Mary, in regards to his humanity. Ultimately, it was decided that Jesus Christ was one subject of worship with 2 natures and that there was no confusion, no change and no separation or division when it came to these. However, these natures were able to communicate with eachother and this is how Jesus was able to provide grace, salvation.
4)    Explain the notion of original sin in Augustine of Hippo and its relationship with the human free will.
Augustine of Hippo was the bishop of Hippo (today’s Algeria in North Africa) from 396 until his death in 430. He studied and was influenced by the best of the Greeks and Romans such as Plato (stoic knowledge and ethical assertations), Aristotle, Cicero (prose and oratory as well as his philosophical dialogues depicting the debates between Greek philosophical schools) as well as Horace and Virgil (poetry). 
Augustine himself did not become a Christian until his thirties. He was first inspired by the Gnostic group Manichaeism and was a Manichee for 10 years. The Manichees considered the crucifixion and death of Christ to be symbols as opposed to actual events. They believed sin originated in a pre-world and continuing cosmic conflict between Light and Dark. Thus, Jesus to them was a fictional character and not necessarily the redeemer that the Christians believed him to be. He then became inspired by Neo-Platonist Plotinus (talked about weakness in the human soul and this weakness was absorbed into external, material things; evil was just a fault of being and goodness) which eventually led him to Christ to make sense of this. 
Augustine invented the phrase original sin which makes him very important to Christianity because although the religion discussed sin prior to Augustine he helped to make an easier understanding of our sinfulness. What Augustine was basically trying to rationalize was the unruliness that we feel within us that causes injustice in the world, the reason people consume more and more drugs and inflict pain and suffering on other human beings. For a long while, the church and various theologians used the Genesis story as an indication of some original disobedience the first humans carried out. God forbid Adam and Eve from eating from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil (moral knowledge) and the two disregarded his commandment. This disregard upset God who subsequently cast them from this ideal reality where everything they wanted was at reach. As a result, future generations had to work hard to earn a living and did not have such things so readily available. With the help of Augustine and other theologians and councils, the Church embraced the view of this original disobedience and accepted that this may have affected human nature dramatically, including our free will, our reason and feelings and as a result we feel that we cannot do what we would like to do. Apostle Paul made a point about wanting to choose the good but ending up choosing evil many times. Prior to converting to Christianity, Augustine believed that the Manichees had the answer to this occurrence within us. They believed that evil was present in the world because our souls reflected the war between Light and Dark mentioned above and as a result we are unable to concentrate well on our choices and has impacted our free will. Augustine would eventually come to find this explanation unsatisfactory when he started reading Platonism. Plato talked about a more intellectual reasoning when it came to the origins of evil. He explained that the souls were at some point in an ideal world of ideas where one could contemplate beauty and justice, among other things. These souls subsequently fell and were sent into material bodies and as a result our knowledge has been affected by this. So, every time we set out to make a choice, we often confuse good for evil and that is due to the fact that we no longer possess this pure vision. If we did, we wouldn’t make the wrong choices. Plato and Plotinus believed that philosophers like themselves were the only ones qualified to make right choices because they engaged daily in discussions and worked towards understanding what reality is and that helps them make the right choices. Prompted by his yearning to live with a community of friends who also shared his enthusiasm for Plato, St. Paul and Cicero, he abandoned any ambitions he had about pursuing a successful career and marrying. 

 Again, for awhile, Augustine was satisfied with the Platonic explanation until he read into Christianity. It is at this point that Augustine considered what Paul was saying regarding choosing evil over good. He felt that the explanation should not be limited to intellectual power. He felt he knew what the good was but that there was something in him that was preventing him from choosing it and sought to explain this phenomenon. He went on to rationalize that this notion of original sin was what was affecting our power of free will, choices, our struggles with realities around us, not limited to our intellectual level but also to our feelings, knowledge, determination to pursue things. Ultimately, this original sin impacted us in deeper ways. Thin sin was somehow transmitted (he could not explain how) to all of humanity hereditarily, genetically and has affected the way we make decisions today. He even went on to say, it affected his sexuality. He spoke of how humans are full of lust and how they are really trying to guide their life according to this lust and has affected the way we run institutions and understand reality. He mirrored Cicero’s views when it came to the bodily pursuit of pleasure in food, drink and sex and that these were distracting the mind in pursuit of higher things. The way he saw it, passion of the sexual nature was but a mere obstacle between one’s soul and God. Instead, he focused all his efforts on writing about authority (Christ) and reason (Plato), the 2 sources he considered for knowing the truth. He focused his writings on creation (genesis) and the Trinity.
Augustine’s solution: Christ was sent to reverse this dissonance, to provide salvation from this original sin and the consequences it incurred. Thus, God is transmitting grace to all of humanity to help overcome the dramatic consequences of original sin because it is not in the power of human beings to save themselves as an opponent (Pelagius, he believed after a child was baptised free will allowed them to live a life without sin and that we did not need God’s helping hand, original sin had no impact, free will not hurt) stated. Alternatively, Augustine believed that we were bound by sin and that we needed God’s grace to be freed from this bind and subsequently made good choices and do good deeds.
