Spirit christoleogy has generally been avoided in christian
theclogy because lt seems readlly apparent that an explanation of
tha persen of Jesus in terms of Spirit cannot be held in
conjunction with the doctrlne of the lmmanant Trinley. To
idantify Jesus in terms of Spirit reducea tha thresness of the
Trinity to at least two or poasibly one. Tha Athanasian creed
has been enough to scare off virtually all thecloglans from
exploring the possibilities of Spirilt christology.

In the presant century, however, the situation has changed
in at least two fundamental respects with the result that several
thaologlane have developad Spirit christologiea. The moat
important change for theologlana hae been an explosiocon of
biblical and historical research that lncreaslngly casts lnto
doubt any reasonabla continulty betwasn the thinking of the
biblical authors and thart of Nicaean and Chalcedonian orthodoxy.
Tha other major change for theologians has been their growing
inability to deny the redemptive activity of God outside the
Christian church.

If wa look in some detail at the twe naw factors which are
confronting traditional christologies it is possible to see =ome

indication of why the time for Spirit christelogy may finally

have coms.



The explosion in New Testament studies is producing a
growing concensus that Jesus and the apostolic writers were
firmly theocentric. This apostalic theocentricity is not == =%
consonant with the two central affirmations of Nicaea, namaly
homogugicog, "of orne substance," and the principle of "no
subordination® of the Seon to the Father. Wilhelm Thusing, a
biblical scholar, who coauthored A Mew Christology with Karl
Rahner, claims that the New Testament authors were consistently
and thoroughly monaotheistic and theocentric, as was Jesus
himself. He further shows that “this theccentricity of Jesus i=
maintained Iln a whole series of important Hew Testament writings
refarring te the risen and exalted Lord." (p.75). Thusing
inaistas that this new biblical understanding of the theccentric
rizan Christ is “the most important contribution that the MNew
Testament can make to this attempt to find new approaches to an
orthodox Christolegy" (p.75).

Many other hiblical schoalars could ba cited who racegnize
the theccentriclty of tha New Testament and the fact that the New
Testament doee not call Jesus God or support the principle of "no
gubordination.” One compelling example is J. Christlaan Beker of
Frinceton, p;;;;%s tha foremost Pauline scholar in our times. In
The Triumph of God: The Essence of Paul's Theought (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 199%0) he explains Paul's apecalyptic thought
which he says has been unacknowledged partly because of the
general reiection cf any apocalyptic worldview and, =zecondly,
because of the Christocentrism "that, especially aincée Nicaea and

Chalcedon, intended to protect the sevaraignty and unity of God



but actually fostared a type of Christomonism, particularly
within the construal of an immanant Trinity."™ Baker ohserves
that "A full immanental Trinitarian hermenautic seems to compal
an intarpretation of Paul's Christology Ln ontological rathar
than functlonal terms and thus fuses God and Christ to the
detrimant of the coming final glory of God, to which, accordling
to Paul, Christ i= sunbordinate and for which he lived and died.”
(p-xiil).

Bakar's allusion to the functional relatlonship batwesn
Jesus and God points to another widely held view among biblical
scholars, namely, that the biblical meaning of Jesus's sonship is
what John A. T. Robinson called a "functional conception of
sonship" which was later labelled adoptionlism and rejected by the
church.

Etill ancther anomaly in traditional Christology has been
lts citing of the protological passages in the New Testament in
support of the Trinitarian pre-existanca of Christ, wharasas a
number of New Testament scholars now say that it ls a mistake te
understand the protological passages ps meaning any kind of pre-
axistence for Christ. Ome can hardly affirm the immanent
Trinity, of course, without claiming pre-existance for Christ.

The historians of church history have not been ldle, either,
and some of their discoverles have monumental implications for
contemporary christology. The claim ls sade that the traditional
loegic of atonement by satisfaction or substitutionary punlshment
is not truly based in scripture but owas lts origin sainly to

lawyar-theologlians such as Tertullian, Anselm and Calvin who



favourad the legal metaphors of satisfaction from civil law or
punitive retributlion froam criminal law Lo explaln the saving work
of Christ or the cross. Thls logic of salvatlon which holds that
tha marit of Jesua' dsath must balanca or mors than balanca all
the gulilt of human history depends abssclutely on Jesus baing
"vary God of very God" becauss the death of any lesser belng
would not have sufficiant marit to cover all min., If this logle
is net truly biblical and God is not mollified by cultic
pacrifices then the main reason why Jesus was daclared to ba “of
ona subatance with Cod no longer applies,

Furthermors, some patristic acholars are saylng that Arius,
vho saspoused the ldea of some subordination of Jesus to God and
belisved that salvatlion is an advancing covenantal iiﬁ:ffaii,.--f-aﬂ'
etruggle and faith, was actually more Iln llna uith‘thn maln
stream of Christian thought prior to Wlcass than waas Athanaslus
whose ldeag prevalled at the Council in 325 and thereafter became
the unassailable paradigm of Christian orthodoxy.

This Christocentric Trinitarian paradigm is now being
assalled because of the findings of the biblical and historieal
schalars. The other major pressure upon it comes from thae
increasing occurrenca of interfaith relatienships. Tha
experience of thesze relaticnehips makes the legitimacy of
pluralism with its diversity of faith difficult to deny.

The exclusiveness of traditional high Christology is
increasingly unpalatable for theplogians and countless Christians
l;&-ﬂ; feel a strong compulsion to respect friends and neighbours who ¥

happen to be eof Jewish, Buddhist, Hindu, Muslim or some other



faith. Attempts to include such others by speaking of them as
anonymous or latent Christians are less than satisfactory,
espaclally if one triee to convince the neighbours of the case.

A regrettable reault of the consternation caused by these
two monumental changes has been a wldespread uncertalnty among
many clergy and lay people about what to say about Jesus., One
minister reported recently that she tends to aveid saying
anything about Jesus in her sermons and liturgies because the
traditional affirmations are unacceptable and thera are no
alternatives yet clearly in view, "Jasus is a gray area" was her
conclusion on the subject. Thare ia evidently A great urgency to
discover or recover an authentic biblical paradigm of explicitly
Christian faith and to develop approprlate christclogical models
in aczocordance with that paradigm.

It is gqulte clear that a new paradigm of cChristian falth
mest be ralational and ethical rathar than ontological and
cultic, Whereas the Nicaean/Chalcedonian paradigm waa based on
the ontologlical fusing of Jesus, Father and Spirit in one God in
order to dalfy Jesua for cultic soteriological reasons, a new
paradigm has to be basad on the biblical visaw of the functional
gonship of the man Jesus to God as well as on the biblical view
of atonement by Tsuvah which 18 moral or ethical rather than
cultlic, as were the traditional substitutionary wviews of
atonement. More about atonement later.

Epirit christology is one possible medel for such a
paradigm. In fact, i1t seems to me to be the most promising and

appropriate model in aight. It ie not posaible here to list all



the reaasons why this ls s¢ but some of the main reasons can be
gquickly cited.

Firet of all there is the fact that the Ribhle supports tha
spaclfic model of Spirit christology in a variety of ways. It
provides a rich Ecurca of meaning for Spirit that can illuminate
aa well as appropriately limit the understanding of the
ralationship between Jesus and God Iln termse of Spirit. The
Biblical witnesa to God's Spirit can contrel the extent of
spaculation that might be introduced into explanations of Jesus'
faith, i.e. his relationship with God.

A nmumber of scholara including Pannenberg, Reginald Fuller
and Schilleheecky agree that the relationship of Jesus with God
in the Spirit is the earliest and most influential undarstanding
of Jesus in the New Testament writings. Philip Rosatc [(The
Spirit as Loxrd: Tha Fneumatclogy of Karl Barxth, 1581) makes the
polint clear. He writes:

Except for the prologue of John's Gospel and
the beglinning of his firset Lattar, the
prevailing New Testament paradigm of Jesus'
being is the Bpirit kearer; Jesus im tha Christ,
one anointed fully with the Holy Spirit: for
this reascn he is Massiah and Lord,...With tima,
howaver, this paradigm gave way to that of tha
incarnate Word. (p.173).

Another advantaga of Spirit christolegy is that it amploys
tha languaga of Splrit which the Bible uses for describing Geod,
humans, salvation and church. In other words, Spirlt christology

can usafully integrate an understanding of biblical anthropology
sotarlolegy, eccleslology and creatlon theoclogy with christology.



The fact thar Epirit is clearly metaphorical rathar than
sainly conceptual is another advantage over Logos. Tha polint ls
that metaphors are inherently aniconie which is appropriats in
referring to God. They are awplicirly inadequate as well as
adaguate in some raspects and therefore cannot pretend to
parfection or absoluteness. Concepts tend to claim
correspondence and may more easily be idolatrous in referring to
the holy God. The methodaloglical "poverty® of matapharical
christology ls appropriate for Christian theclogy which is
theologla crucis.

The Spirit metaphor alsoc may be less susceptible to becoming
a basis for hlerarchical ecclesiology as Logos christology was
and is. With a Spirit christology, the speakers of words deo not
have any cbvicus primacy over those who manifest any of many
gifta and frults of the Spirit. »Along this line of thought,
Spirit im wheolistic and inclueiva of emotional, affactiva and
volitional as well as rational aspects of humanness and God.
Spirit christology unllke Logos christology does not tend to
dafina human beinge as only homo sapiens, or to see reavelation as
primarily propesitlional, or to conceive of salvation as dependent
assantially on orthodoxy rather than arthopraxis and therefore to
ba predominantly redemption-oriented to the virtual exclusion of
craadtlon-orientation. If orthodoxy is the main efficient
condition of salvation there may be relatively little attention
pald to the unbelleving subhuman parts of creation or unbelieving
humana, for that matter, Not least valuahle is the capacity of

the language of Spirit to crose many cultural and religious



boundaries thersby opaning a dialogua about the singularity of
Jesus in which people of other religlous and philcsophical
traditions may participats and possibly contribute.

Finally, Spirit is a relational Reallty and alsoc the Agent,
it can be sald, of morality. A Splrit model of christology does
exemplify the biblical paradigm of falth which is relational and
moral. At lsast an interpersonal Spirit christoleogy is
relational and moral. Waltar Kasper and Phillp Rosato have
advocated what might be called intrapersonal Spirit christologlas
in which splrit is conceived to be tha sssentlal ldentity of
Jeaus exactly analogous to the way in whilch lLogos christology
conceives of Logos to be the essantial jdentity of Jesus' parson.
Thesa intrapersonal models are not relational unless ohe
stretches the term to include God relating te Godself.

I believe that an interparsonal Eplels christology ls p

necessary because of the functional understanding of sonshlp in

g

the Newv Testament. It is necessary also because of the
scterioclogical need to see Jesus ap fully and essentially human ::r:::;;
which, despite the claims for Jesus' humanity made at Chalecedon, p=td -
tha anhypostatic Logos christology navar achjiaved.
For hsuristic reasons, too, Jesus must be regarded in our
tisme as fully human, interacting with God, rather than being
essentially God. As Schillebeeckx has said, Ythera are no ghosts
or gods in disguise wandering arocund in human history, only
peopla.”® Jasus can be commended more effectively to most peopla

in our time as a fully human person which he mest certainly was.

It is beneath his dignity, I believe, to be put in the same class



as the Emperor of Japan and other human belngs who are called God
by thelr devout followers usually for discernible political
reasona, Such a claim, though understandable in the time of lts
nistorical origln, now works to the detriment of proclaiming the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. ,"m;n if the majority
nf_;;;pln prefar magic and mystery, as the Crand Ingquisiter
maintained, to present Jesus as one of the mysterlous Trinlty ls
to risk leoeing what John Dominie Crossan calls the "comic
eschatology" and the irony and iconoclasm that were central to
Jesum' taeaching in parables. In short; to lose the central focus
on Jagua' humannesg & to risk missing the revelation of God that
is received by recovering the human stery of Jesus' falth,

With this rationale for considering Spirit christology we
can than look at the specific characteristices of one model of
lnterparsonal Spirilt christology.

christological method, I believa, is a matter of historical
recallection of Jesus combined with syatematlic reflection, The
reflection develops a model or models of interpretation which
combine, among othar things, soma preunderstandings of God and
the world with conasideration of the performative function of the
model, i.e., the results of the extension of the model'm loglec in
acclasinlogy and athics.

The interpersonal Spirit christology that I have developed
uses for its preunderstanding a biblical and contemporary
theology of Spirit which includes a Spirit anthropology and a
coamology in which systema theory ls related to the biblical view

of principalities and powars. In tha biblical and contemporary



theclogy of Spirit 1 have focussed on seven basic terms: energy,
information, imaglnatlon, discernment, attitude-virtues, vocatlon
and athoa. Aftar thase terms are analyzed and shown to have a
basis in scripture they are than usad as feocal points for
organizing the biblical recollection of Jesus. Discernment, for
example, (s analyzed in terms of law, wisdom, prophecy,
apocalytic and gospel. Attitude-virtues are what St. Paul called
the fruit of the Spirit., They are axplained in the way Donald
Evana ham analyzaed them in Struggle and Fulfilment. Each of the
saven terms of Spirit renders some valuable understanding of
Jesua' life and death and resurrection. Ethos, for example, is a
valuable concept for undarstanding the experience of the risan
Jasum in the apostoliz chureh.

The rececllection of Jesus could never be adequate, of
course, without focussing on his teaching about the Reigning of
God ovar tha principalities and powars, The latter ara
understood in the light of the biblical schelarship of Walter
Wink, Hendrick Berkheof, G. B, Calrd and others. Principalitles
and powers are the biblical lanquage that refara to what wa in
our understanding of reality would call systems=. In the creation
God has orderad things in physical, chemical, biclogiecal,
paychological, sociological, sconomic and other systems. &God's
Spirit provides the energy and information for all the systens
but tha systems have tha potential for, and chronic tendency
towarda, sutonomy that leads to conflict and death as systans
claim more contrel and power than God intended for theam. An
axampla is the way in which the economic systems conflict with

14



the biologlcal and ecolegical systems to cause suffaring and
death, Evil in this view is understood as whatever is "against
tha Splrit" (Gal 5:17) Jesus anncunced the good news of the
possibility of return to the Reigning of God which overcomsas the
pin and death endemic in the creation with its principalities and
powars. Tha Relgning of God is undarstood to be synonymous with
what John calls eternal life and the Pauline apistles call life
In the Spiric.

Cantral to Jesus' teaching was the understanding of
atonement by Teuvah (return) which aleng with the understanding
of royal metaphor came to be the key for the sarly church to
undarstand his death. The rasurraction conflrmad the atonament,
while the royal metaphor regquired the followers of Jesua to dle
and rise with him, sacramentally in baptism and eucharist as wall
as in praxis as they love thair nelghbours and thair anamies.

Since sotericlogy has always been the most decisive factor
in the formation of christologiss ecmething more neads to be said
about the sotericlogy in this Spirit christology.

The understanding of atonement by Tsuvah 1s essential
bacausse it was and still is the ﬁkhiub'?ilﬂ of atonamant that was
shared by Jesus and the apostles. All the prophets called on
paople to return (Tsuvah) to God who would than have compassion
on them. (Eg. Deut 30:2-3; Isa 55:7; Jer 3:112) Hos l4:1-4; Jo=sl
2:13) Mal 3:7). Jesus, according to Mark 1:15 came into the
ragion of Galilaes preaching the gospel of God saying "The time
has arrived; the kingdom of God lg upon you. HRepent and belieave

the gospel.® The word for "repant" wasm elthar the Hebrew word
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Tsuvah or its Aramaic eguivalent. The story of tha Preodigal Scon
was Jesus' classic 1llustratlon of atonemant by TaUYAN.

Jesus' daath as atonement ls understood correctly, I
believe, in terms of Tguvah and the royal metaphor. In hie death
Jesus was living cut the rlghtecusness and paace of the Relgning
of God, He was loving his anamies rathar than fighting them to
the death. #His death represents tﬂJ.:IEiQEE: copmltment to life
in the Spirit which la the Relgn of God. It is the epltone of
what Teuvah means, namaly, At-onsa-nesa with God which is accapted
by God Ln compassion, as all the prophets promised.

Tha passngss in tha Newv Testament that refar to Jesus' death
as an explatlon or ransom "for ua", "for the sins of the world”
need to be understood in light of the royal metaphor. The royal
mataphor refers to the reprasentative actions of a king or a high
prisst who acts on behalf of the paople but certainly not as a
subatitute for them. The people of Japan, for example, Wers
apalogieing with thae Empearor of Japan aftar the war whan he made
his apoloegy. He was not a substitute for them. Similarly, the
Habraw high prisst was no substitute for tha peopla whan ha
afferad the sacrifices of atonement. The logic of the roval
metaphor is entirely different from the logic of substitutionary
satisfaction or punishment which pravalled in the traditional
soterlology of the church. 7The logic of substitution required
the affirmaticen of Jasus as full deity whose death had sufficient
marit to cover the guilt of the whala world. This logic isa not a
true reflection of the biblical understanding of atonement by

sacrifice, The biblical view of the atonement sacrifices was a
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moral view rather than pultle. At least the moral view of
atonement certainly prevaliled in Judaismm which after the
destruction of tha Tample continued to celebrate Yom Kippur. On
that day Jews even today reaad the story of Jonah which is a
claselc story of atonement by Tsuvah.

The loglc of royal mataphor when applled to Jesus' death as
tha supreme act of Tguvah requires the followars of Jesus to die
with him sacramentally ln baptism and sucharist and practically
in thelr moral relationshlps. BSalvatlon s not a juridical
transaction accompllshed by Jesus under ths influance of
irresistible grace. Salvation is a covenantal struggle of

P
raturning to the Ralgn of God In all aspacts of 1ife, perscnal
and social, in solidarity of Spirit with Jesus who picneered and
perfected the way of salvatlon. His way of the cross was an
active, subversive, non-violent, prophetic strategy for loving
God and one's snemies, CLemel b o PR oo '11*"'" sande vt S5 L '.l'r; '

The resurrection conflrmed that Jesus' way of tha cross and
wvay of atonamant ware indeed the way of life in the Spirit and
the vay of the Kingdem, Jesus was seen as no longer dead but a
live option, a living lord to ba followad and remembarsd and
hopad for - tha promiae of God for Shalom on the earth. Jesus in
this vliew ls a catalytic agent of processive salvation rather
than causative agent of a universal "transactional" asalvation.
The royal work of Chriast as the second Adam, the representative
of all humanity, has universal ralevance, we belisve, but this
must be affirmed proleptically and provislonally as we wait and

watch and work for the reallzatlon of the Reigning of God in our
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povenanted cemmunity. ESince the Reigning of God extends far
beyond our communlty alone and since our covenant is only one af
the covenants derpivative sf the univereal covenant of God with
Hoah we can only proclaim in trust and hope that the Reigning of
God everywhere will eventually he seen as expressive of the glory
of Ged that we have ssen in the face of Jesus Christ.

So help ws God, we cannot concealve of any return ta God
whlch ls not consistent with the way of Jesus, although It need
not be explicitly disciplaship aof Jesus. Wa have bean called to
our vocatien by Jesus and we must "test the spirits® by reference
te him until someone convinces us that there is a more legitimate
revelation of God elsewhere. It was, In fact, the vocation of
Jesus as picneer and perfecter of the way of salvatlon, the way
af the Kingdeom, that constitutes his singularity asz Messlah, the
ultimate or eschatological prophet, the one by whom the spirits
are to be tested.

The logic of atonement by Tsuvah and by the royal metaphor
do not regqulire a claim for the full deity of Jesus. On the
contrary the logic of royval metaphor requires the claim for tha
full humanity of Jesus, "He had to pe made like his brethren in
evary respect, so that he might become a maraiful and faithrul
high prieat in the service of God." (Heb 2:17)

Interpersonal Spirit christology consequently affirms the
full humanness of Jesus as orne in every respect a human being who
wae "full of the Holy Spirit."™ (Lk 4:1) The presence of God as
Spirit in human beings dces not make them divine but truly human.

Thia 1a the meaning of the image of God understood in dyssamie-
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dynamic tarms as reflectlon of the Spirit of God, rather than In
statioc terms as substantial or ontological similarity to God.

It follows that Jesus' godliness was different from ours
only in degrea, not ln kind. His godliness, llke curs, was a
function nf?::;T:i;ru--n:u as Spirit in him. He was not
ontologically some kind of unimaginable God-man who in the final
analysias has to be sesn am God the incarnate Logos which somehow
manages a temporary stint in human form. An appropriately
biblical soterlolegy does not require such a claim and there is
na other reascon to make it.

If Jesus' full humanness ls affirmed, consistent with the
theocentricity of Jasus himsalf and tha apostles it is necesszary
to hold to the view of exclusive monotheisa that le
charactaristic of the Bible. It le not possible to opt for an
ontological or immanent viaw of the Trinity although the triadie
language of the so-called economic trinity may still ba used
because it recalls different important aspescts of our
understanding of God's saving work.

Finally, may I say that Interpersonal Spirit christology
doas not antail any olaim to be tha acle authentic model of
christolegy. Tt may insist that & relational paradigm of
undarstanding humanity, salvatlon, Jesus and God are necessary
for consonance with the scripturas but it can recognize that many
models of christology might ke daveloped to axpress the
relaticnal paradligm. This was clearly the case within the Kew
Testament itself,

P :mlyr
How 28,90
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