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Introduction: It is said that ‘Christianity is Christ’ and this shows that the person of Jesus Christ is the most important reality for Christianity. Therefore, believing rightly about him is absolutely crucial to preserving authentic Christianity. Moreover, the person (who he was) and the work (what he did) of Christ, that is, Christology and Soteriology are inseparably linked. So this study is of utmost significance not just for doctrinal reasons, but also for our understanding of human destiny or salvation. 

Since the time John wrote, “The Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1: 14) there have been many theological reflections and explanations of the coming together of divinity and humanity or the Divine-Human Interface in Jesus. The biblical teaching and Orthodox Christian view about the person of Christ is that ‘Jesus Christ was fully God and fully Man in one person and will be so forever’. 

But a number of questions arise when we consider this seriously: What does it mean to say that one person is both God and Human? How can Jesus be both divine and human at the same time? Is it possible for the deity to unite itself with humanity or how can deity with all its perfections unite with humanity with all its limitations and imperfections in a single integrated person? How did the two natures operate in him? Did Jesus have two distinct natures, two wills (finite and infinite), two centers of intelligence, and two centers of consciousness (fallible and infallible) or did he have only one nature, one will, and one center of intelligence and consciousness? Christians have been grappling with these questions right from the first century and many skeptics and critics have also raised other questions (some rude ones too): Does God need to eat, drink, sleep, and rest? Can God go to toilet? All these and more questions are related to the issue of who Jesus Christ (JC) was and is and it is this that we will deal with in this article. 

A Historical Overview of the Debate: The first several centuries of the Christian era witnessed fierce debates about the ‘person of Christ’ – his nature and identity and the debate that continued to rage throughout is relevant even today.
 After the Trinitarian controversies, the Christological controversies are the most important ones both chronologically and theologically. Some (e.g., Docetism, Monarchianism, and Marcion and Bultmann) denied or reduced the genuineness of Christ’s humanity for various reasons. Others (e.g., Ebionism, Adoptionism, Arianism, and many modern liberals) denied or reduced his divinity. Many attempts were made to relate deity and humanity within the one person of JC and there were broadly two tendencies: The Alexandrian school (Christology from Above) focused on the metaphysical aspect and was concerned to preserve the deity of Christ and hence stressed the unity of the Word and Jesus’ humanity. They were guided by John 1: 14. The Antiochene school (Christology from Below), on the contrary, focused on the genuine humanity of Jesus and appealed to Philippians 2: 6-8. Thus they downplayed either the humanity or the divinity of Jesus Christ. So some thought Jesus had two totally distinct natures without any organic union and hence concluded that Jesus was actually two persons and not one (e.g., Nestorianism) and others thought he had only one nature (e.g., Monophysitism or Eutychianism). Still others said that his humanity and divinity so mingled that the result was a hybrid of sorts of the two (e.g., Apollinarianism).
 All these early deviations or heresies can be found in some modern movements as well (for example, Jehovah’s Witnesses repackaged the Arian heresy). 

A careful study of the Christological controversies shows that most of the deviations came about because of a preoccupation with either the deity or humanity of JC leading to extreme views, rather than reflecting on the person of Christ in a biblically balanced and controlled or guided manner. So we need to learn to be Biblically Balanced Christians (BBCs!) and historically it was this (Biblically Balanced Christianity) that led to the formulation of the orthodox view. 

The Orthodox Christian View – The Unity of Two Natures in One Integrated Person: Right from the New Testament (NT) times Christians (followers of JC) have been responding to deviant views about the person of JC. For example, the apostle John refuted Docetism (see John 1: 14; 1 John 2: 22; 4: 2-3; 2 John 7) that we find in Gnosticism and Gnostic literature. Docetism (from Gk. Dokeō, to ‘seem’ or ‘appear’) taught that JC only appeared to have a human body but did not actually have one – he was a phantom of sorts. But the apostles and other NT writers make it very clear in their teachings (of course on the basis of JC’s own teachings) that his humanity was real and that they had seen, touched, and heard the one they were talking about (1 John 1: 1-4; 2 Peter 1: 16-18; 1 Cor. 15: 1-8; Acts 1: 1-4; Luke 1: 1-4). The Church Councils of the first 5 centuries, following the example of the Apostles, grappled with the issue of the unity and outworking of divinity and humanity in the one person of JC, refuted the heresies, and arrived at the standard orthodox doctrine (at the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD):
 

We, then, following the holy Fathers, all with one consent, teach men to confess one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in Godhead and also perfect in manhood; truly God and truly man, of a reasonable [rational] soul and body; consubstantial [coessential]) with the Father according to the Godhead, and consubstantial with us according to the Manhood; in all things like unto us, without sin; begotten before all ages of the Father according to the Godhead, and in these later days, for us and for our salvation, born of the Virgin May, the Mother of God, according to the Manhood; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures, inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably; the distinction of natures being by no means taken away by the union, but rather the property of each nature being preserved, and concurring in one person and one subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, but the one and the same Son, and only begotten, God, the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ, the prophets from the beginning [have declared] concerning him, and the Lord Jesus Christ himself has taught us, and the Creed of the holy Fathers has been handed down to us.

This Chalcedonian Definition guarded against Apollinarianism, Netsorianism, and Eutychianism. Catholic, Protestant, and Orthodox branches of Christianity have accepted it as the orthodox definition of the biblical teaching on the person of JC. The union of JC’s human and divine natures in one person or being is called the hypostatic union, because the Greek word translated as ‘subsistence’ is the word hypostasis, ‘being’. Let us now see how this is just a summary of the biblical data. 

An Analysis of the Biblical Data: When we put all the biblical data related to the person of JC and systematically analyze it (as the Church Fathers did in their time) the following truths emerge about JC: 
1) The Pre-existence and divinity of JC – Jesus claimed his pre-existence, oneness with the Father and hence divinity when he made some astounding claims either explicitly or implicitly (John 14: 7-9; 3: 13; 10: 30; 8: 58; 14; 23; Mark 2: 5-10, 27-28; Matthew 22: 44 Cf. Psalm 110: 1; 25: 31-46; 16: 13; Luke 9: 18 Cf. Daniel 7: 13-14, etc.). Jesus’ disciples perceived and taught the same about JC (John 1: 1, 14, 18; 20: 28; Romans 9: 5; Titus 2: 13; Hebrews 1: 8; 2 Peter 1: 1; Matthew 11: 25-30; 17: 5; 1 Cor. 15: 28; Hebrew 1: 1-8, etc.). His complete divinity with all its aspects was present even in His Incarnate state, although its manifestation was restrained (Phil. 2: 5-11).

2) The Genuine Humanity of JC (without sin) – Jesus’ own words and actions clearly show his self-understanding and consciousness of his genuine humanity (John 19: 28; 12: 27; Mark 13: 32; John 16: 28; 17: 11, etc.). Others perceived and taught the same things about JC (Luke 2: 7, 40; Matt. 4: 2, 11; 8: 10; 13: 55; John 4: 6; 7: 5; Luke 23: 46; Hebrews 5: 8; Mark 6: 3, etc.). But this humanity is like the pre-fall human nature and should not be confused with the post-fall sinful humanity that we are familiar with. That is why Jesus could be tempted in all respects like we are but yet was without sin, because sinfulness is not an essential part of humanity (Luke 4: 13; John 8: 46; Acts 2: 27; 3: 14; 4: 30; 7: 52; 13: 35; Hebrews 4: 15; 1 John 3: 5; I Peter 2: 22, etc.). His humanity is complete and perfect with all of its aspects and yet without sin.

3) The Unified Functioning of the Two Natures in the One Integrated Person of JC – Although the divinity and humanity of JC are both affirmed unmistakably in the Bible, the personhood of JC is never divided and the two natures in the one person are never confounded. He was and is the same divine person before and after the incarnation (John 8: 18, 23, 58; 16: 7) and the names and attributes that refer to his humanity and deity applied to the whole Person or to the respective natures of the Same Person (Heb. 13: 8; Acts 20: 28; 1 Cor. 2: 8). In all his actions, the actor (the one who acted), JC was the united person with two natures, as Shedd notes (Dogmatic Theology, II, 318-19):

Both natures are displayed through the one united person of Christ. Neither natures acts independently. We don’t say that his human nature did or said something or similarly that his divine nature did or said something. Rather the person of Christ did it by virtue of his humanity or deity.

Having two distinct natures (united without confusion) makes it possible for the One Person of Christ to display both human characteristics and divine attributes. Shedd illustrates this by drawing a parallel with our human personality having two sets of attributes: We can say that a person is tall, fait, and healthy with reference to the body and wise, good, and kind with reference to the inner person (Dogmatic Theology, II, 318). Any view about JC that compromises on any of the above truths (or does not keep all three of them in proper balance) about JC will deviate from the full truth and become heretical or fallacious and that is how all the heresies arose historically.

Responding to the Questions and Objections: Lot of times the questions that people ask and the objections they raise against this truth, when we analyse them properly, reveal that the questioners/objectors are consciously or unconsciously committing this mistake. So when we respond to the questions/objections, we should be extra careful not to make this mistake. For example, when a Muslim asks: Does God need to eat, drink, sleep, and rest? Can God (does God need to) go to toilet? Can God die? Etc., we have to be very careful and not fall into any trap (that he might be laying) by quickly jumping to some extreme conclusion. We have to be very thoughtful and say something like this: Well, as you know, God in Himself does not need to eat, drink, rest and hence doesn’t go to toilet either, because God is a Spiritual Being. God cannot die, because He is infinite – beginningless and endless one. All these questions would have a built in logical error called ‘category mistake’, which is mixing two categories that cannot mix or fit together, as far as the pure divine-spiritual nature is concerned. But JC, the Divine Person who historically took humanity upon (or added permanently to) Himself ate, drank, rested, etc., and even died on the cross in His humanity or that he genuinely experienced all this by the virtue of His humanity. This is perfectly logical, because Divinity and Humanity are not contradictory or mutually exclusive (like a square and a circle), but are rather like a big (rather infinite) and a small circle or a set and a subset that perfectly fit together.

So talking about JC being both divine and human is not like talking about ‘square-circles’ (nonsensical), as the critics falsely assume, but it is rather like talking about a set that has a sub-set within itself. 

Conclusion: In conclusion, we just want to say that we have only given an overview of the different aspects of this vital and very big topic and encourage you to go to the sources that we have mentioned and many others that are available and pursue the study. This is critical, because if we end up with a) only Divine JC, b) only human JC, or c) some vague hybrid of divine and human JC, we cannot ultimately face and answer the question of our destiny or salvation. Only a Divine-Human Saviour can be a true Saviour, mediator between God and Man(kind) and Savior of Humanity. 

� A shorter version of this article, bearing this subtitle as its title has just been published in Apologia – Reasoned Answers for Life. 


� In line with the 20th century skepticism about the identity and nature of Jesus Christ, Dan Brown (in his novel The Da Vinci Code) makes a false claim that it was at the Council of Nicaea in 325 that the Church leaders decided by vote to make Jesus divine and that until that moment in history Jesus was viewed by his followers as a mere mortal human, a prophet (p. 233). We gave a critical response from different angles to this Novel in the Jan. – March issue of Apologia – Reasoned Answers to Life. Look for one of our articles on our website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.mondithokas.com" ��www.mondithokas.com�





� For a detailed explanation, dates, the Church’s response and other details of each of these please refer to the following: 1. Gordon R. Lewis & Bruce A. Demarest, Integrative Theology, Three Volumes in One (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 309-320. 2. Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 554-558. 3. Edward R. Hardy (Ed.), Christology of the Later Fathers (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1954), 327-387. 4. Richard A. Norris, Jr. (Ed.), The Christological Controversy (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980). 5. Roger E. Olson, The Mosaic of Christian Belief: Twenty Centuries of Unity & Diversity (Secunderabad: OM Books, 2004), 223-242. For a brief summarization of all these see Philip Eapen, “Major Christological Heresies in Early Church History,” in Apologia – Reasoned Answers for Life (October-December 2003 Issue).


� English translation is taken from Philip Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, 2:62-63, as Quoted by Grudem, 557.


� We have dealt with this issue, the rationality of the divine-human interface and other related issues in other articles. See Apologia – Reasoned Answers for Life (October-December 2003 and Jan.-March 2006 issues), particularly Stuart McAllister’s article and our article. You will find our/my articles related to this on our website or my blog: http://theapologia.blogspot.com/
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