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ABSTRACT

Liberation Theology is currently being subjected to
a great deal of criticism, especially by the Sacred
Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, Rome. The
theology of liberation is Latin American in origin.
Situation of oppression and domination is the order of
the day in Latin American Countries. As the poor are
exploited in these countries which are dependent on
developed countries, the christian community of this
continent endeavours to identify with the aspiration
and the struggle of the poor and oppressed for libera-
tion. Iiberation Theology is purported to be worked
out from this 'preferential option for the poor'. It
¢laims to be & new way of doing theology in which the
concrete situation of the theologian plays an essential
hermeneutical role. The hermeneutical key is the
commitment to the struggle for liberation. Primacy is
given to praxis which is an action towards transforming
this unjust situation and to help build a kingdom of
justice and peace.

In this thesis, we have undertaken to examine the
Christologies of Jon Sobrino and Leonardo Boff which
are purportedly worked out within the framework of
liberation theology. In this thesis we have four main
chapters besides the introductory and concluding
chapters. In the introduction we see the origins of
liberation theology. In the first two chapters we shall
examine the main characteristics and the methodological
¢laim of this theology in generzl. The third and fourth
chapters compromise & critical examination of the
christologies of Sobrino and Boff in relation to the
methodological position of liberation theology 'in
particular that of Gutierrez' who is selected for the
purpose of specific references.
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INTRODUCTION
THE ORIGINS OF LIBERATION THEOLOGY

Liberation Theology is latin American in origin. This
movement or new way of doing theology began to take shape
in Latin America; in 1970. It undems¢ands itself ass & new
theological discourse in which the concrete situation of
the theologian plays an essential, hermeneutical role. It
c¢laims to have beén worked out-of the experience of the
extreme kind of oppression that the poor of the continent
have endured for so long. The situation in this continent
where the majority of the poor are Christians is one of
oppression. Hence the protagonist of liberation theology
of Latin American tradition ask the question: How are
people to be'Christian and to find the relevance of their
faith in the midst of an exploited and dependent continent,
subject to the violence of the established order, under the
sign of capitalist domination? In the middle of the 1960's
the christian community in Iatin America committed itself
to the process of liberation by a conscious and clear
identification with the interests and struggle of the
oppressea. This experience of commitment, the 'eruptidn of
the poor', is the basis on which the theological reflection
that we call liberation theology (or the: theology of

liberation) is founded. Hence by.Way of introduction to

the thesis on Christology in Liberation Theology we propose
to examine the origins of this theology and briefly
introduce the selected theologians, Gustavo Gutierrez, Jon

Sobrino, S.J., and Leonardo Boff, O.F.M.
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One only needs to look at the history of Iatin America

briefly to understand how the situation of domination has

existed ever since the Spanish landed. After arriving in

the Caribbean Region in 1492, Columbus placed the natives

under the charge of his own people (encomenderos). It was

here the subjugation of and domination over the Amerindians

started, and the encomienda system began. The encomienda
congsisted in giving the colpgnizers control over the land
and over the Indians who lived on it. The Indians were not
paid for their work. 1In exchange for the economic benefit

the encomendero was obliged to provide for the Christianiza-

tion of the Indians. The Colonizers took Amerindian women
as their eoncubines by force. Children bormn of this union
were the mestizos.l This cruelty to Indian .women was to
continue over the centuries, so much so that Bishop Juan

Ramirez of Guatemala wrote on March 10th 1603:

"The worst forms of force and violence, unheard of
-in other nations and kingdoms, are perpetrated
upon the Indian Women. The wives of Indian men
are raped forcibly by order of the authorities -
and fhey are obliged to work in the homes of
planters, on farms and in ILabour Camps where they
live in sin with the master of the house, with
mestizos, mulat03, blacks or with other cruel

men”.2

The Church in Rome enjoyed a good relationship with

the Spanish crown. Papal bulls, Inter cetera of

Alexander VI (1493) and Universalis Beclesia of Julius II

(1508), granted the Spanish crown the prerogative of

nominating bishops for episcopal sees in latin America.
the o

There was a council in.Spain calle@/“Council of the
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Indies' which had charge of everything happening in ILatin
America. In many instances the Head or Director of this
Council was a bishop, although the administration was done
by lay people. 'BishOps had economic power because they

collected tithes and had political influence.

By 1519 a-good‘number of Bishops had .arrived in Latin
America. With ‘their arrival the age of 'splendour' began
and the Church in Iatin America began to organise itself.
By 1551 the Colonial Church had two great centres in the
capital cities of Mexico and Peru. Although evangelization
en masse began in this period, the Church only managed to
have an apparent success in evangelization, because for-
many of the Spanish missionaries, the spreading of christi-
anity and the spreading of Spanish culture meant one and

5 But

the same thing. They supported Patronato Real.
their allegiance to.the crown led them into a deep dilemma
when the conquistadors raided, robbéd and killed Indians,
who came to identify Christianity with Spanish cruelty.
Many tribes of Indians and blacks were made slaves and
their plight at the hands of the conquistaddrs was:

miserable.

The Church began to resign itself to the defects of
the conquest. it oould-not officially éastigate the
colonialists fdr their cruelty. Nonetheless, many bishops
defendedi the rights of the Indians even to the point of
martyrdom. More than twenty bishops spoke openly against
the ill-treatment of the Indians. Bartolqmé de las Casas
was the most acclaimed of all who fought for the rights

of the Indians. He insisted that social justice was one
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of the demands of the Gospel. Justice, according to him,
wag closely bound to salvation. He could not accept that
in the name of evangelization exploitation could be
perpetrated. Hence he objected in strong terms when he

wrote the following words to the Emperor:

"It is not true that they want to save and convert
the Indians, rather they want to protect themselves
in this in order to rob, despoil, oppress and
enslave their neighbours. They do not want to save

the Indians, nor preach the faith, nor do any other

good".4

Bartolomé de las Casas condemned the fact of the conquest

and aimed to suppress the encomienda system.

In the seventeenth century a royal decree forced the
Indians to learn Spaﬁish. Many Indian Christians opposed
to this attempt to impose Spanish Culture retreated to
the hills and reverted to pagenism.A In the same period
there were conflicting factions émong the missionaries,
namely between the Jesuits, Dominicans and Franciscans.
The Jesuits had well established settlements forIndians.
They were anti-colonial and anti-authoritarian. By their
extraordinary projects they always stood apart. They had
their own university in Lima and refused?to:join hands
with the Dominicans to fun a joint university. They would

not force Spanish culture or language on the Indians at

their settlements, the so called 'Jesuit ¥educciones'.
Their experiments had led them to two conelusions: firstly,
no effective evangelization within a colonial structure

was possible, and secondly, theologically speaking,it was

, inadmissible to make an acceptance of christian faith



dependent on the abandonment of indigenous culture.5
Eventually the Jesuits were expelled - in 1767 from
Brazil and in 1769 elsewhere. While these things were
happening, Rome never spoke directly with Iatin America,
but: through the Spanish King and the Council of the
Indies. Several bishops, however, never flinched from

defending the Indians.

In 1808 events took & crucial turn, and the Church
in Latin America began to face a greater crisis, for it
was in this year that the struggle for independence
began. The indigenous creole oligarchy began to revolt
against the absolute authority of the Spanish Crown,
especially its economic exploitation and monopoly.
Between 1621-1630 alone the Spanish had eiported from
| Iatin America 19,104 million marvedis (the currency of
the period) worth of raw material from private sectors.
(For the Spanish Gold which they took fiom Iatin America
was the basis of their economy). For the raw material
they took out of their country they brought‘back finished
goods, about 27%, and the rest remained in Spain. This
kind of exploitation was no longer acceptable to the
creoles. They began to lead the revolt in 1808; and
this revolt was to last roughly about seventeen years.
The.French Revolution, the Nbrth American Revolution and
the Enlightenment in Burope seem to be some of the
factors that opened the eyes of the people of latin
America 1o the need for revolt against colonial power and
injustice. Because!of economic benefits, many developing

countries like England encouraged the creoles' struggle

for independence.



Many of the clergy, most of whom were creoles them-
selves, got involved in the national movements. Over one
hundred priests were in command of military groups in
Mexico. Seventeen priests were members of the Revolution-
ary Assembly in Buenos Aires in 1810. In Argentina,
fifteen out of thirty three representatives elected to the
first.Parliament of 1812 were clerics. Sixteen out of the
twehty nine members of the Congress of Tucumdn, who drew
up the Argenfina Declaration of Independénce, were again
clerics. . The bishops disapproved of this and opposed the
rupture with Séain with the threat of excommunication,
although a good number of them, even those that were
Spanish, did support the cause of independence. The
thrust of}%;ruggle for independence was, however, suppressed
by the Spanish, who quickly reacted and regained control.

By 1820, twenty eight new bishops were named by the King,

to make sure that they had unanimous support.

A second thrust erupted after. Two key figures led
this revolt. 1In the North, Bolivar (when in Burope he was
known as Simon Carrent Rodriguez and was a disciple of
Rousseau) wag: the leader of the struggle. He was probably
a freemason. &an Mart{n, also a freemason, was the
principal figure in Argentina's struggle against Spain.

At this stage there was not much anti-clerical or anti-
religious feeling. In fact, most of the revolutionaries
were staunch Catholics. The Church in Latin America was:
not sure of its'positibn as it was caught between loyalty
to the Spanish Crown and submission to the new Iatin

American revolutionary governments. There was no serious



theological reflection .on the part of the Church; and

hence the attitude of the Church towards ‘the struggle
between Latin American patriots and Spanish royalists
was, for the most part, very ambiguous. There were no
agreed criterié, at the episcdpal level, for assessing

the situation.

Given its ambiguous atfitude to the ‘independence
movement, the status of the Church weakened considerably.
When the first ever liberal government in Iatin America
was formed in Colombia in 1849, it proposed to sever the
Church from the State and declared itself anti-Christian
and anti-Catholic in particular. The new governments,
especially in Argentina, Mexico and Honduras, began'to
impose stringent sanctions, but were, for the most part,
anti-clerical rather than anti-religious. Argentina and
Honduras allowed foreign missionaries to work in the
country, but religious orders were suppressed and Church
propérties confiscated. Independence after 1825 had also
meant that there was no Patronato from Spain, hence no
missionaries would come even if Iatin American Countries
tolerated them. TLocal clergy were not well trained, and
the number of vocations dropped dramatically. The

situation of the Church deteriorated.

In the nineteenth century, powerful nations began to
show interest in the immense resourées of the Iatin
American Countries. A whole new project was sponsored by
" the liberal oligarchy of the continent. While conservative
governments were slow in this regard, many liberal govern-

ments looked up to France for cultural ideals and to the
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United States and Britain for theological ideas and assist-
ance. Their project was to introduce the dévelopment scheme
of these powefful countries into the Iatin American system.
The new and rising bourgeois oligarchy, being & late comer
~on the industrigl scene in invitation of developed countries,
‘proved fatal to Latin America and led to a very serious
economic crisis} Liberal governments lost favour in the
sight of the people, and from 1930 the anti-Catholic
liberal class lost power. Conservatives began to form
strongholds and the military class came to the fore.
Attempts to revive Catholicism were initiated. According

to J.A. Kirk, three significant moves were made to

mobilize the Church to face the social change. They were
'Catholic Action' (C.A.), 'The Catholic Trade Union Move-
ment' (CIASC) and 'The Christian Democratic Parties' (CDP).
The first two were éstabliéhed‘by episcopal decision and
the third by lay peoplé. These were mainly due to the
influence of one of .the most crucial encyclicals written

by any Pope, nameiy Rerum Novarum of Pope Leo XIII

(1891), and also Quadragesimo Anno of Pius XI (1931).

These movements began to try for a 'New Christendom'.

They wanted a Church with power.

The Catholic social teaching promulgated in papal
encyclicals had a profound influence on these movements.

Rerum Novarum concentrated on what was then regarded as

the 'Social Question', the condition of the working
classes. Since this encyclical the changes were reviewed

and Quadragesimo Anno condemned the fact that immense

power and economic domination were-concentrated in the

hands of a few. It also questioned the way in which



nations used their economic power to gain political
influence at the expénse of weaker countries. The message
of thesé two encyclicals was particulaf1y~relevant to
Latin American countries. The CDP took that message
seriously ahdrcombined this Catholic teaching with a

programme for social reform.

A new epoch began in the early 1960's. The events:
of the iast two decades provide the immediate contest of
the origins of the theology of liberation. The attitude
" of the Church to Social problems began to change very
dramatically in the person of Pope John XXIII and ever

since his encyclical Mater et Magistra of 1961. It was

a~significaﬁt encyclical as far as Iiberation Theology
wag concerned. ' It is expedient, therefore, to come to
grips with the message of John XXIII. He inaugurated a
practical optimism that broke with the o0ld method of
condemning theories current in the modern world. He
changed. the &ery tone of the Church's teaching and paid
close attention to hﬁman realities, especiaily to new
phenomena, the structures which éid or hinder justice and
charity. He emphasized the demands of justice in the
relafionship between nations differing in economic

development:

"Probably the most difficult problem concerns the
relationship between political communities that
are economically advanced (progressis) and those

| in the process of development (quarum oeconomicae
n6

progressiones sint in cursu).

As a solution to the problem, Pope John XXIII

suggested the following characteristics of 'development“7:
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TSocial progress (rei socialis incrementa) must be

accompanied by a corresponding sconomic progress (rei

oeconomicae incrementa), so that all classes of citizens

can participate ih the increased productivity. The
utmost vigilance and effort are needed to ensure thaf
social inequalities, so far from increasing, are reduced
to a minimum'.8 There was,little'comfort to conservative
Cafholics in this document of John XXIII as he had no
desire to return to the static moralism and individual-

ism which until then had been the characteristic of

pontifical documents.

Two years later and & month before his death, John

XXIII returned to the problem in Pacem in Terris. Here

he emphasized the sectors where peace must be promoted.
In the same vein he also hailed three splendid gains as: a
’sign of the times': improvement of the working classes
(No. 40); women's rights (No. 41); and the liberation of
subject peoples, those colonized by others (No. 42). He
established two principal distinctions: between 'error’
and 'the erring' (No. 158), and between philosophy and
programme (No. 159). 1In this way he opened the doors for
dialogue and collaboration with non-Christians, including
Marxists. He‘made concrete proposals which were to be
reiterated by the Second Vatican Council and by Paul VI-
He urged: Christians to take on political responsibili ties
(No. 146): . '‘Once again we exhort our chiidren to take an
active part in publie life'. He also clarified and re-
focused Pope Pius XII's radio broadcast of Christmas 1941

by extending the meaning of 'development'. His theology

was a theology of progressive change.
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The initiation of Vatican II was Pope John's supreme
and final work.

Vatican II in the "Pastoral Constitution on the

Church in the Modern World" (Gaudium et Spes), examined

the whole of economic and social life in the light of
development. The Council indiscreetly rejected ideologies
that foster oppression and domination indirectly. It
emphasized'christian responsibilities in development and
progress: "...it is 'clear that men are not deterred by
the christian message from building up the world, or
-impelled to neglect the welfare of their fellows. They
‘are rather, more stringently bound to do these very
things".9 The Council reiterates the principles of
justice and equity. Number 65 of the constitution also
most positively clarifies what man's control over the

economic development and laws of economy are in general.

Pope Paul VI devoted a new encyclical to the theme
that the Council had already treated. This encyclical,

Populorum Progressio, is more incisive, more explicit,

‘more imperative than the Council document. Paul VI did
not use the term 'socialization' of John XXIII. Taking

the lead from Gaudium et Spes, Paul VI tends<to g0

beyond the idea of 'aid' and emphasized the idea of 'joint
development'. He reminds the people of the rich nations
of their duty and bbligation towards the poor. He also
teaches that'the'underdeveloped peoples should be
"architects of their own deétiny".2 The encyclical also

denounces the "international imperialism of money".
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During the Second Vatican Council several bishops
from the_third world met together ihformally. As a result
of such meetings; eighteen of these bishops wrote 'A letter
to the Peoplesof the Third World' (August 15, 1967), in

response to the call made by Populorum Progressio. This

letter was to provoke much discussion and had its great
impact on the Medellirm Conference which took place in
1968. The main message of the letter was an interpretation

of Populorum Progressio to the concrete Iatin American

situation. The messége was couched in unémbiguéus terms:
"Peoples of the Third world are the proletariat of today's
humanity" and "The Church must not be attached to financial
imperialisms"”. This document judges the Iatin American
situation not ffom outside, but from within, from the

point of view of those who share the experience and aspir-

ations of the poor.lO

This letter provoked such a response that the bishops
of the Iatin American Conference, which had been formed in
1955, decided o convene for a second time in August and
September of 1968 in Medellin, Colombia. This second

General Conference of CELAM (Consejo Episcopal Latino-

Americano) had a great contribution to make to the Church
in Latin America. Pope Paul V's opening address to this'
Conference was a message of a pastor to his flock. But the
bishops gathered there had more concrete things in mind.
They gave concrete form and applicatioh to Vatican II, as
their concérn wag to apply Vatican II to the Reaiity of
Iatin America. But to accomplish this task, they had to
look at not only Vatican II, but the meséage of John XXIII,

which seemed to them to speak more powerfully than Vatican
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II. One of the working drafts of the Conference.presents &
critical overview of the ILatin American situation (i.e. its
population realities, economic, social, culfural, political

and religious situation).

The d&cuments of Medellin adopted the idiom of
'liberation'. It stresses the need to avoid the dualism
that separates temporal tasks from the work of sanctifica-
tion. It points out a theory of 'dependence' by which it
means dependence of the under-developed countries on the
developed countries, and views the under-development of
the third world countries as the product of the capitalist

countries.' Iike Quadragesimo Anno and Populorum Progressio,

it condemns the 'international imperialism of money',
especially the trading arrangements by which the countries
that produce raw materials remain poor, while the industri-
alized countries enrich theﬁselves. Hence a need for

liberation from such dependence is emphasized.

Before their deliberations the bishops of CELAM gave
a moving message to their people: "ILatin America appears
to live beneath the tragic sign of underdevelopment that
not only separates our brothers from enjoyment of material
goods, but from their proper human fulfilment".l2 "our
people seek their liberation and their grpwfh in humanity,
through the incorporation and participation of everyone in
the very conduct of the personalizing proceés".13 Their
detailed assessment of‘the situation may be summed up in
these words by Gutierrez: "What we are faced with is a
situation that takes no account of man's dignity or his
most elemental needs, that does not provide for biological

survival or his basic right to be free and autonomous".l4
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Medellin condemned as 'institutionalized violence' the
situation that was formed by a combination of poverty,
injustice, alienation end man's exploitation of his fellow
men. Medellin beckons 'the Christian Community of Latin
America to respond to the message of the Gospel and to
integfate their faith in their lives by commitment to a

process of liberation.’

As a result of the new ecclesiastical awareness whi ch
was triggered by John XXIII, reiterated by Vatican II and
fleshed out and endorsed in concrete terms by Medellin

several grass-root Communltles arose in latin America.

These tended to be manlfestatlon of the people committed
to developﬁent, people who were conscious of the still
unknown energies dormant in the passivity of the oppressed
masses. The poor are not unaware any more of the causes
of their situation. Hence their commitment to liberation:

an 'eruption of the poor'.

Most of the influential Iatin American thinkers,
theologians included, studied in Burope in the 1960's
They have Been much influehced by fhe 'political theology'
of J.B. Metz and J. Moltmann. Though initially quite
critical of this 'political theology', they have now
become very sympathetic towards it. This will become more

obvious as we proceed with our thesis.

These Catholic thinkers of Iatin America began to
study Latin Americam economists who rejected a purely
functionalist approach to sociology and began to use

Marxist categories. They were not pleased with the

condition of their countries' dependence on other
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developed countries, and the word 'development' was not
radical enough to face the situation and challenge the
exploitation. ILatin American economists concluded poverty
wag the direct result of exploitation. In every sector of
their lives the latin American poof are oppressed. Super-
powers, in the name of aid, have exercised éontrol over
the political'and economic situation in ILatin American
countries, and this instead affects the poor rather than
the elite minority. The upper five per cent control over
half the wealth, and the 1ower'thifty fiVe per cent of
the people, five per cent of the we&ith. In the light of
this reality of exploitation, Latin American theologians
began to reflect on the meaning of Christian faith. The
christian community's awareness, after Medellin, that
underdevelopment was caused by dependence, and that Latin
America should break away from the cycle of dependence on
advanced industrialized countries, was a crucial one.

This self-awareness of the christian community had two
aspects, a new understanding of the Latin American situa-
tion and the quest for new ways in which the people of

God might exert its presence therein.

Gustavo Gutierrez and several other theologians
trained in Burope found that they could not directly apply
what they had learnt to concrete situations'in Iatin
America. Gustavo Gutierrez was attracted by the work of
Augusto Salazsesr Bondy, a Peruvian Philosophér, who called
attention to theé fact of domination over ILatin America.

A. Methol Ferré: a layman, criticized Cardinal Suenens'
pr0pbsals relating to collegiality, episcopal conferences,

nuncios, the Curia and the Pope as egalitarianism in the
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style of the proclamations: of the bourgeoisie.l® It was
people like Salazsxr Bondy and Methoi-Ferré,Who helped the
theologians to think'within the basic context of oppression.
Moreover; the insfitutes,such as the ones established by
CBIAM ( FBRES (International Federation for Studies in

Religious Sociology) IIADES (Instituto Iatinoamericano

de Doctrina Y Bstudios Sociales)) and others, helped them

to describe sociological structures in christian terms.
These theologiahs, therefore, began to reflect on these
things they saw in the 'eruption of the poor' and based
their thinking on this factor, coupled with biblical themes
of liberation. ILiberation theology was expressed syste-
matically for the first time in the classical work of

. 7/
Gustavo Gutierrez: A Theology of Liberation (Teologia de

la liberacidn, Perspectivas, Lima, 1971).

Having spoken at length about the origins of liberation
theology of the Iatin American tradition, we must now have
a brief look at the definition of this theology. G.
Gutierrez has defined it as 'a critical reflection on
historical praxis'.l6 This definition has been accepted as
axiomatic by the Iatin American theologians of liberation.
By praxis, Gutierrez meang a 'transforming action', not any
kind of action, but historical $ransformation. Historical
Praxis means, according to him, a transforming change, a
transforming action of history. 1In his 'Statement' in 'The
Conference in Detroit' he says this:

"When we speak of a historical praxis we are speaking
of the transforming action of history understood as

transfomation of nature, as the relationship of the
person to nature, and as the relationship of the
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persons among themselves. By transforming praxis
we mean a transforming action by the poor and the

humiliated, by the despiséd races and marginated

cultures themselves".17

Theology is critical reflection on this hisforical praxis
of the poor, says Gutierrez, as;dq?iie theologians of
1ibefation; Liberation theology is a theology of (and for)
the poor and the oppressed. It gives primacy to ortho-
praxis over orthodoxy. By orthopraxis is means 'doing the
truth'. In the-light of Jn 3:21, it asserts that we can
discover the message of the Gospel only by 'doing the
truth'. VA'fundamental orthopraxis is required in order

to remain in the faith. And according to this understand-
ing of orthopraxis, the only valid truth is the effective
truth which contributes to the liberation struggle of the

oppressed poor. This means an active commitment to making

the world a better place.

The primacy of orthoPraxis over orthodoxy, Gutierrez
argues, does not deny the need for orthodoxy (orthodoxy
understood és a prociamatioh of and reflection on state-
ments considered to be true). It means, on the contrary,
that the goal is to balance the role of orthodoxy when it
is properly understood, and to reject it when orthodoxy
means fidelity‘fo an obsolete tradition or a debatable
interpretation.® This orthpraxis, in the light of the
Gospel message of charity, leads us continually to
identify with the poor and oppressed to seek a liberating
opportunity, however partial and fragmentary it may be,
becauée God who revealed himself in Jesus also reveals

himself in and by the struggle for liberation undertaken



I8

by all the poor of Latih America. Thus the liberation
theologiansjdefine theology as thinking about a God who
reveals himself in history. This theology has to .
comprehend and embracé the meaning of hisfory: it has to
'read the signs‘of the times'. It is a theology of |
critical reflection on the historiecel praxis; it is a
theology which is inexorably dependent on this praxis,
which involves a commitment to faith leading to action.
This presents a new way of doing theology. When primacy
is given to praxis (the commitment to liberation), then
theology as a scientific kind of discourse comes as the
second step. Theologj is a critical attitude; it
follows the second stép, says Gutierrez. His claim is as
follows:

"Theology of liberation offers not so much & new

theme for reflection m=s a new way to do theology

. a theology which does not stop with reflecting

on the world, but rather tries to be part of the

process through which the world is transformed".19

This claim is shared invariably by all the theologians of

1iberationAtradition.

The purpose of our thesis is to examine some of the

main strands of this theology of liberation and take a
closer look at its methodological claim that commitment to
action for transforming society must come first, and that
theology comes as a second step of criticél reflection
upon what Jesus Christ and his gifts mean in the historical
situation of struggle for liberation. For this purpose we
have selected Gutierrez as the theologian who could provide

us with a general framework of liberation theology; and
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we have selected Jon Sobrino, S.J., and Leonardo Boff,
"0.F.M., for their Christology. And the task that lies
before us is to examine carefully if these liberation
theologians have come up with a Christology which does
fit within the methodological claims of their theology.
The fact that:we have selected these three theologians
does not mean that we: will not be referring to the works

of other liberation theologians.

Finally, we shall briefly introduce these theologians
we- have selected for the pufpose of our thesis. Gustavo
Gutierrez was born in Lima (Peru) in 1928. From 1951 to
1955 he studied philosophy and psychology at the
University of Louvain. He did his theology at Lyon

(France) from 1955-1959. His chief work is A Theology of

Iiberation, which is now the classic presentation of what

is called the 'Theology of Liberation'. He first presented
a sketch of a liberation theology at a Conference held in
Chimbote (Peru) in July 1968. This was later translated
into several languages, including Bnglish, (Notes on =
Theology of Liberation). He» is presently a Professor of
Theology in the Cétholic University of Lima, and =& |
National Adviser for the National Union of Catholic

Students (UNEC).

Jon Sobrino, S.J., is a Professor of Philosophy and
Theology at the Centre for Theological Reflection,
University of José Simeon Canas, San Salvador. His book,

Christology at the Crossroads, is the product of a course

in christology which he gave at the San Salvador Centre

for Theological Reflection in El1 Salvador (1975). Several

of the chapters from this book were initially published as



articles: in various publications.

Leonardo Boff is & Franciscan of Italian origin,
born in Brazil in 1938. He was a student of K. Rahner
at‘LudWig—Maximilian Universitat in Munich, where he
also took his doctorate in theology. At present he is
a Professor of Systematic Theology at the Petrépolis
Institute for Philosophy and Theology. He is & member
of the Theological Commission for the Brazilian
National Bpiscopal Conference (CNBB), the Brazilian
Religious Conference (CRB); and the Latin American

Confederation of Religious (CLAR). We are examining

his best known work, Jesus Christ Liberator’ which was

originally published as Jesus Cristo Libertador.

Bnsaio de Cristologia Critica Para O Nosso Tempo.

Recently he has been interviewed in Rome by Cardinal
Ratzinger for his contreversial views in one of his

latest works.
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15.

I
INTRODUCTION : NOTES

It has been statistically shown that over 45% of the
present pOpulatlon of the latin American continent.
is of mestizo origin, Indians proper being about 20%,
and the rest of some kind of mixed origin.

ARCHIVO GENERAL DE INDIAS SEVILLE AUDIENCIA DE
GUATEMALA 156, as cited by E. Dussel in 'Domination-
Iiberation', CONCILIUM 6/10, 1974, p- 37.

Patronato Real was the prerogative given by the
Church to the Spanish Crown to name bishops for ILatin
America. King Ferdinand made the most of such a

prerogative.

"Entre los remedios" (1542) O.E., V, p.118, as cited
by G. Gutierrez in 'Freedom and Salvation: A
Political Problem' in LIBERATION AND CHANGE, Ed.,
R.H. Stone, John Knox Press, Atlanta, 1277, p.62.

. - This was the approach of several Jesuit missionaries

in India as well.

'New Light on Social Problems - Encyclical Letter of
Pope John XXIII', MATER ET MAGISTRA No. 157, CTS,
London, 1961, p.43.

The term 'development' is relatively‘new in the
Magisterium of the Church in relation to Social
problems. Pope John XXIII was the first ©o broach
the subject in MATER ET MAGISTRA. PACEM IN TERRIS
would also. give special attention to it.

Ibid., No. 73.

Gaudium et Spes , No. 34, para. 3. THE DOCUMENTS
OF VATICAN II. Ed. Walter Abbot, Si.J.

"pA Letter to the Peoples of the Third: World" in-
BETWEEN HONBSTY AND HOPE, Peruvian Commission,
Maryknoll Publications, Maryknoll, New York, 1970.

"The Working Draft of the Medellin Conference" in
BETWEEN HONESTY AND HOPE, p.171-192.

MEDELLIN CONCLUSIONS Secretariat for latin American
Natlonal Conference of Catholic BlShOps, Washington
b.C., 1979, p.19.

Ibid., p.20.

G. Gutierrez, '"Introduction', in BETWEEN HONBSTY - AND
HOPE, op.cit., p.XX.

Alberto Methol Ferré wrote an article 'Iglesia Y
Sociedad Opulenta Una Critica a Suenens desde

America Iatima' in a special supplement to Vispera,
September, 1969.
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G. Gutierfez, A THEOLOGY OF LIBERATION, SCM, London,
1974 y PP . 6—15 .

G. Gutierrez, 'Statement', in THEOIOGY IN THE
AMERICAS, Bd. Sergio Torres and John Eagleson, Orbis
Books, Maryknoll, New York, 1976, p.310.

G. Gutierrez, A THEOIOGY OF LIBERATION, op.cit.,
p.10.

Ibid., p.15.

Cf. B. Dussel, HISTORY AND THE THEQILOGY OF LIBERATION,
Orbis Books, Maryknoll, New York, 1976.

Rev. John Murray, S.J. 'The Problems of Clergy in
Iatin America - II' in THE CLBRGY
RBVIEW, July, 1958, Vol. XLIII, No. 7,
p.404-415.

These two and:

G. Gutierrez, 'Freediom and Salvation' in
LIBERATION AND CHANGSE,

provide a good historical background of the origins
of the Latin American theology.
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CHAPTBR I

THE MAIN CHARACTERISTICS

oF
LIBERATION _THEOLOGY

Liberation theologians are united in their claim
that their theology in the Latin Ameriéan context is not
another system or a new school of theology,.but a
distinctively new way of theological knowing and under-
standing. They also claim that the starting point of
their new way of doing theology is the commitment to the
- liberative struggle of the people of God. From a
LEurOPéan‘point,of view the theologians of Iatin America
may seem to be something of a 'school'. But it is by no
means certain that the liberation theologians themselves
would agree with this. W¥hile there are important differ-
ences in individual authors,1 there are some basic
themes that form a common framework. It is with these
basic themes or characteristics that we would like to
come to grips in this first chapter. An examination of
these characteristics will provide uswith some sort of
@& framework to investigate the christologicai position of

the Iatin American liberation theologians.

(1)
VOICBE OF THE POOR
It is & familiar saying among liberation theologians
that theology is the voice of the poor, who had no voice
hitherto. This is the first characteristic we should like

to examine. Theology, these theologians claim, arises
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directly out of the experience of the oppressed. The poor,
by that process of education which Paulo Freire has called
‘conscientisation', have become committed to a process of
liberation. They are summoned by fheir conscience to ‘

help wipe out humiliating oppression and be involved in

2 In this context the

creating better:human conditions.
poor are notvonly hearers of the Géspel but its 'privileged
bearers'; 'they are no longer unaware of the causes of
oppression, and so they commit themselves to a struggle
for liberation, an 'eruption of the pobr’. It is this
'self—aWareness‘and experience of the poor themselves that
is at the r00t of the theology of liberation. Hence the
subject of this theology is not the academic theologian
but the exploited sectors of society, the despised races,
the marginalized cultures; the Oppressed themselves are
the historieal subject of a:new.undérstandiﬁg of theology.
For theologians familiaf with Marxism, this perspective of
liberation theoiogy may seem to be a pibjection of & self-
understanding into the minds of the poor, the imputation
of a consciousness that is not actually bresent. This may
even seem parallel to the situation under Marxism - -
Leninism where the party infellectuals stand over against
the proletariat in whose name and interests the party
operates:.3
However, the liberation theologians themselves deny
that they are guilty of such elitism. Theology arises .
direcfly out of the experience'of the oppressed, and

according to this understanding no one can claim to be a

liberation theologian who is not personally and concretely
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identified with the oppressed in their gtruggle for
libveration. Iatin American theologians claim that they
reflect on the basic theological question from the
perspective of their own awareness of oppression and tﬁeir
involvement in the struggle for liberation; they therefore
resist the tempfation to make themselves the subject of
theology. They consider their own position.at best trans-
itional. So the view that the poor are the historical
subjéct of'a new understanding of the faith has an import-

ant implication: praxis must have priority.

There are two points in the paragraph above that need
elarification. The firét is, what.do the liberation
theologians meén when they say that theology arises
directly out of the experience of the oppressed? They
mean simply that theology is done from the perspective of
the poor and the oppressed. The 1ife of the Christian
Community gathered by theword of God is the locus
theologicus, the context of theology in the life of the

Latin American Christian Community, which is conscious of,
and clearly identifies with, the interests and strugglé of
the oppressed people of the continent. Theology, however,
being reflection, a critical attitude,_bhxthis praxis,this
comnitment to transform the present reality. The first
step is this commitment. The second step is 'theology' as
a critical reflection. The functioh of theology is
basically to re-read and re-do hisfory in terms of the
humiliated and rejected. Hugo Assmann asserts that
1iberation theology‘demands theological reflection on the

faith to become & critical reflection on hiétorical

process; moreover, he argues that the proper subject-
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matter of theology is the complex totality of human
activity.

It seems to be agfeed that theology arises from the
struggle for liberation among.most liberation theologians.
H. Assmann emphasizes that it is the historieal situation,
the context of refleétion, which should be the primary
object énd focus of theological reflection. We may ailude
to a similar tendency noticeable in black liberation
theology and in feminist liberation theology. However,
this is @ dangerous and problematic position. in Assmann's
case it leads to theological relativism:

"The text we repeat is our situation. This is the
first theological reference point. The other
reference points (Bible, tradition, magisterium,
history of doctrine).....are not the first

reference point, a sphere of truth-in-itself,
unconnected to the historic 'now' of truth-

4

praxisﬂﬁ
This is a very dangerous statement indeed. It sounds like
a totally unéhristian interpretation of what christian
théology~is all about, for it seems to subordinate the
authoritonf scripture, tradition and the magisterium to
the demands of the historical situation. However, Assmann

goes on to assert, somewhat confusingly, that:

"Critical reflection on human history becomes
theological to the degree that it looks for the
presence of the christian faith in historical

experience".5

This would seem to contradict the previous statement,
since it implies that the historical situation is not

absolute and needs to be interpreted and judged by
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objective Christian criteria. He asserts that critical
reflection on human history; if it is to become theology,
must have the distiﬁctive characteristic of reference to
faith and the historical embodiments of this faith, i.e.,
the Bible and Christian tradition. Iiberation theologians,
even those who uige'direct-attention to the problem content
of oppression itself, (Assmann himself, for example), do
not deny that the objective focus of theoiogy should be
the gospel vision of liberation and not the context of

oppression.

What,then, exactly is their attitude towards scripture
and tradition? Some points related to the answer to this
guestion will become clearer in the lattér part of the
thesis. As fafias Scripture is concerned, the liberation
theologians' position has: been under criticism for its
political interpretation.‘ They assert that the Bible has:
to be interpreted in the-hiétoxical situation, but without
'the concrete exigencies manipulating the message of the
Scriptures. Their basic conviction is that it is impossible
to'approach the Scriptures without presuppositions. More-
over, they claim that the concrete situation, the pafticular
historieal context, is the hermeneutic.. for knowing the
gospel in the first place. Whether it is possible and
whether they themselves have lived up to tqf} claim is
disputable. However, it must be stated that their concern
is to use this hermeneutical key to the Scriﬁture within
their perspective of liberative strﬁggle. One implication
of the undersiahding of theology as arising out of the
experience of the poor is the primacy of praxis, which aims

at the transfomation of society.
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In the hext chapter we shall consider the primacy of

praxis in more detail. What can be said at this stage is
that the liberation theologians have not worked out a
proper hermeneutics. They speak of a 'hermeneutical
eircle', but this is not clearly sbelt out by them.
According to Gutierrez, there is a cirecular movement:

"....from people to God and from God to people;

from history to faith and from faith to history;

from the human word to theword of the Lord and

from theword of the Lord to the human word;

from fraternal love to the love of the Father

and from the love of the Father to fraternal

love; from human justice to the holiness of God

and from the holiness of God to human justice;

from poor to God and from God to poor".6
The implications of this hermeneutical cirecle, as well as
the role within it, have not been worked out by these
theologians, though they themselves are aware of the

(3

deficiency; H. Assmann has spoken ofz“hermeneutical gap'.'7

Hence liberation theolbgians are subject to criticism as

far as their hermeneutics of Scripture is concerned.

As for their attitude-towards.tradition, Sobrino has
said that Buropean theology is a dialogue with the |
tradition-of theology, whereas lLatin American theology is
a confrontation with reality. Segundo would seem to have
misgivings about the role of tradition in defining
theological problems when he observes that theology is
not chosen for theological feasons. Assmann admits thét

tradition is necessary to make theology christian, but

the.necessity is historical rather than theological. Most

of the theologians of Iatin American tradition show some

discomfort and dissatisfaction with tradition, and yet
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they also claim that they are faithful to tradition and
that they are simply re-expressing the tradition in their
Latin American situation. Iiberation theology on the
whole has an ambiguous attitude to tradition. The
liberation theologian may have some reservations, and
rightly so,aboutéihnﬁqjdirectly to tradition as if it were
the objectlof his search, but he will be wrong if he does
not claim it as a tool and indwell it so fully that he can
attend to the reality as a Christian. For he is &
christian theologian only if his wisdom of reality is

given him in and through the christian tradition.

Having examined the implications of the priority of
praxis for their approach to scripture and tradition, we
shall now consider the liberation theologians' claim that
their position as professional theologians is at best
transitional. Gutierrez remarks as follows:

"If our present theology of 1ibération, with all
its limitations, help to further that process
(process of liberation) and thereby open the way

for a new understanding of the faith, then it

will have fulfilled its role as a transitional

step“.8

Once the task is completed of re-reading, indeed re-doing,
hiStory in terms of the poor and humiliated, the theology
of liberation will have achieved its goal. Gutierrez

observes that the expression 're-reading history' can

appear to be an exercise for intellectuals if we do not
understand:it as the result of 're-doing' history by
being present in the successes. and failures of the
liberation struggle.9 .This may seem to be the Marxist -

Leninist notion of the education of the new man.
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The creation of the 'new man' was placed high on the list
of the ideological tasks of the party at the important
22nd Congress Qf the CPUSSR 1961. The congress avowed that:
"The Party régards the education of the new man as
the most difficult task in the Communist reshaping
of society. Until we remove bourgeois moral
principles, roots and all, train men in the spirit

of communist morality and renew them spiritually

and morally, it will not be possible to build a

communist society".lo

In this we can recognize a messianism that is characteristic
of Marxist revolution of the proletariat. However, in the
theology of liberation there is no messianism of this kind.
When it argues that 'conscientization' and political action
are necessary in the creation of new man (in the Christian
sehse) it is not asserting that man has a role that is
absolute to himself. On the contrary it is saying that
the poor and the oppressed have a role to play in the
temporal progress which is related to the growth of the
Kingdom of God. It is this relation between the temporal
progress and the growth of the Kingdom we shall be
considering in the next section.
(11)
HISTORY IS ONB

Iiberation theology is based upon a& 'political inter-
pretation of the Gospel' which maintains that 'history is
one'. We must now come to grips with what the liberation
theologians mean by this phrase. They use the word
'politieal' in a comprehensive sense whiéh includes all
that pertains to building a better world. This understand-

ing of the word 'political' was introduced into theology by
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J.B. Metz in the 1960's. As we have discussed in the
introduction, the liberation theologians are indebted to
Metz for this understanding. According to this point of
view the Gospel is viewed as 'subversive' in the sense
that it has the power to destroy all those structures
which are obstacles to the full human and spirituzl
development of human beings. Politics is not considered
as standing in opposition to the Gospel nor as an

appendage to it but as an essential part of it.

This understanding, according to many authors, is
central to the theology of liberation and is fundamental
to their view of history. The narrow interpretation of
God's savihg intervention as limited to the'confines of
Judaeo-Christian tradition andAto the internal affairs of
the Church is regarded'by them as outmoded. The salvific
action of God embraces the whole of humanity and indeed
the whole of human history. Salvation history is not to
be equated with the 'histoiy of salvation' as outlined in
Judaeo;christian tradition but is to be more broadly
understéod as 'salvation of history'. For these are.not
too parallel histories, one 'sacred' and the other
'profane'. 'The temporal-spiritual and profane-sacred
antitheses are based on the natural-supernatural
distinction'.ll This distinction of planes model is
eroded by a process of 'secularization', a process of
'break away from the tutelage of religion as a desacrali-
zation’12 and by = proper understanding of man's relation-
'ship with God, while maintaining God's grattitous gift of
grace.. 'Secularization' is the result of man's self-

understanding as a creative subject. He becomes an agent
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of history responsible for his own destiny. " 'This new
self-understanding of man necessarily brings in its wake a
different way of conceiving his relationship with God.13
This 'secularization' is not opposed to, but coincides
with, a Christian vision of man, of history, of the world,
as both\confribute to the possibility of being more fully
human. The Latin American forms of secularization are
revolutionary ideology, and political radicalization.

This point of view is similar to that of J.B. Metz as

expressed in his Theology of the World, where he argues

as follows:

"The task of theology is to show that the
historically irreversible process of seculari-
zation does not mean that christianity is
disappearing, but that it has become truly

historically effective".14

"The secularity of the world should not reveal
itself to us primarily as a dethroning of Christ
within the world, in an historically intensified
protest against him, but as the decisive point

of his dominion in'history".15

Another solution that challenges the distinction of

planes model is the idea that there is 'one call to

16

salvation'. As a result of man's infinite openness to

God (in his desire for God) and God's gratuitous inter-

vention there is a proper communion:

"In concrete situation there is but one vocation:
Communion with God through grace. In reality
there is no one who is not invited to Communion
with the Lord, no one who is not affected by

grace".17
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This is @ recovery of a historical and existential view-
point. From this view one can assert that the God of
salvation can be encountered in every concrete situation.
God is at work in human history, thus dualism is avoided.
Karl Rahner would also argue in similar vein as follows:
"The history of salvation as the concrete accom-
plishment of God's transcendental saving will,
which by the term on which it bears is itself

historical, forms a unity. Moreover, it is

constituted in its unity by all the dimensions

of man".18

.Christianity, in keeping with the rich biblical
tradition, believes that salvation orients, transforms and
guides history to its fulfilment. Gutierrez emphasizes
the need to place the historical destiny of humanity in
the‘salvific horizon. The salvific action of God, which
is actualized in the redemptive work of Christ, embraces
all dimensions of human existence. Therefore, according
to Gutierrez, there is only one history, the history of
galvation, which is the very heart of human history, and
it is a 'Christo-finalized history'. ILiberation
theologians emphasize the idea that the full significance
of God's action in history is understood only when it is
put in its eschatological perspective. Gutierrez argues

that:

"The Bible presents eschatology as the driving force

of salvific history radically oriented towards the
19 '

future".

Gutierrez argues for the concept of promise as that

which characterizes eschatology. He understands this very
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much the way J. Moltmann has defined@ 'promise' in his

Theology of Hope. It is the same understanding of

eschatology as promiée that is prominent in Sobrino's
understanding of the resurrection of Christ. This
eschatological.perSpective which presents God as: God of
the future is not & denial of God's action in history.
The transcendent qu)with'whom full encoﬁnter is possible
only in the future is also encountered in concrete
historical situations. God encounters man in history and
calls him to respond to his transcendent will. Man
responds and participates in God's.process'of salvation
by his action in transforming the society. There is =&
risk, however, of identifying God's transcendent will &ith
a particular position. Concern about this risk has been

expressed by Peter Hebblethwa-ite.20

In developing the idea of the unity of history, the
theologians of liberation have also emphasized the |
conception of man as a co-creator with God in nature and
history. Man is seen as the agent of history. They do
not by any means devalue the'concept of divine agency in
salvation but in maintaining the gift nature of salvation
they also emphésize human freedom. God's freedom and
action are not set over against, or aﬂongsi&e, man's
freedom and action. The gift of God is given within the
freedom of human persons. Man responds to the gift of God
not only by his attitude but also by his action. By his
labour he takes control of and transforms nature (a work
of creation), and by trying to build a society more just
and worthy of man, he 1inké his work of creation to the

liberating process and shares in the redemptive work of
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Christ. 1In the'bible creation and salvation are considered
as a single salvific act of God. And,'"creation and
salvation have....in the first plaée, a christological
sense: all things have been created in Christ, all things
have been served in him "(Col 1:15—2?0).21 Man has: a proper
role in participating in the work of Christ. "To work, to
transform this world, is to become a man and to build the

human community; it is also to save".

In this conneetion 'sin' has to be understood,
liberation theologians insist, in & collective and
concrete perspective and not merely as a personalized
(i.e. individual) spiritualized concept. Medellin speaks
of a 'situation of sin'. Gutierrez séys that sin is
evident in.oppressive structufes and is at the root of a
situation of 'injustice and exploitation'. It cannot be
encountered in itself ﬁut only in concrete instances, in

22 Wé shall have to examine the

particular alienations.
concept of sin as understood in liberation theology in the
fourth chapter of our work. At the moment it suffices to
say that man as eo-agent with God ﬁarticipates_in the
salvific work of God in Christ by challenging and destroy-

ing structures: that have their roots in sin. We may

allude here to the concern that is expressed by the recent

Instruction on Certain Aspgcts of the Theology of

Liberation (Liberitis Nuntius) about this idea of the

social nature of sin. The concern is expressed in the
following words:

"The full ambit of sin, whose first effect is %o
introduce disorder into the relationship between
‘God and man, cannot be restricted to Social Sin" .23
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It is not true,'howevér, that the theology of liberation
does not have the notion of sin asaseéaration of man from
God. = All that Gutierrez emphasizes is that this sin is
manifested in the world through the break of commmnion
between men creating oppressive structureé. Man's: partici-
pation in the process of_salvatibn takes nothing away from
Jesus' work of Redemption on the Cross but is its
realization in history and a movement towards new creation.
There is no Prometheanism of & Marxist kind.in this

basically chrigstian understanding. -

(1ii)
USE OF SOCIAL ANAILYSIS

There is another main characteristic of liberation
theology to be considered. This third element is
connected with the methodological elaim of the liberation
theologians that theology, properly speaking, is the
eritigue of the praxis of the life of the Christian
Community. Iiberation theologians have accepted
Gutierrez' definition of theology as critieal reflection
on historical praxis; What.is new in liberation theology
Ais that theolqu as: a critical'reflectioﬁ on praxis is
required to keep a closer relationship béfween itself and
the=huﬁan and social seiences, thén is usually granted in
other theologies. Charity.and justice have, for instaﬁce,
both objective and subjective dimensions. While the
subjective dimension can be scrutinized in terms of
reiatibnships of dependency and freedom that are created
by interaction, the objective dimension has to be tested

by statistical and seientific analysis of outcomes.
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'Once charity's objective dimension has,beén‘accepted one
could not acknowledge eonflict as: a universal condition of
human history. Human misery and conflict cannot be
explained away. Questions such as this must confront ‘..
the social sciences that are observations of human
experience. Praxis is therefore properly observed and
critically analysed by social seiences before it becomes
a matter for theological reflection. Whether this is.
really the case in the theology of liberation is disputable.
It at the very least seems to be the greétést concern of
the fheologians of liberation. SdciologyAfor instance can
play threefroleé in facilitating the work of the theologian:
a) it can provide the raw material for theologizing; b) it
can help theologians who are interested in relating to men
of their own time to understand who the men of their own
time are; c¢) it provides a perspective on the meaning of
religion that ought to enable the theologian to escape from
many of the difficult controversies in which he and his
. predecessors have been enmeshed for the last several
Centuries.zn Considerations similar to these have led
liberation theologians into a situation of & very close

relationship with Marxist economic and social analysis.

How far do these theologians go in, as it were,
'porrowing from' Marxism? The work of Iouis Althusser, a
French Marxist theoretician, has become the most popular-
ized form of Marxism in the Latin American countries.

And the universities of Iatin America use his structural
Mérxism, his idea that Marxism is essentially a 'science’

and that Marxism easily works on alienation and humanism



represent a romantie, pre-secientific approach. Althusser

defines ideology as: follows:

"An ideology is a.system (with its own logicand

~ vigour) of representations (images, myth, ideas
or concepts, depending on the case) endowed with
a historical existence and role within a given

s;ociety".z5
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We will do well to indicate that Althusser argues that the

historical materialiam if Marx cannot conceive of even a
Communist sociéty without ideology, be it ethics, art or
world outlook. Althusser would also want to argue that
if we are really determined to defend anvexisting science
against the ideology that threatens it, it is important
to determine what really forms part of an ideology;
otherwise we may end up by mistaking something genuinely

scientific for an ideology.26

The distinction between secientific analysis and

ideology has: enabled many christians to look more favour-

27

ably on Marxism. Moreover Gutierrez considers the con-

frontation of theology with Marxism as fruitful:

"Contemporary theology does in fact find itself

in direct and fruitful confrontation with Marxism,
and it is to a large extent due to Marxism's
"influence that théological thought, searching for
its own sources, has begun to reflect on the mean-

ing of the transformation of this world and the

action of man in history".28

Recently the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith in its Instruction meritioned above has expressed
éoncern about the use of Marxist analjsis of society.
Liberation theologians seem to favour in general a
distinction between the acceptance of the Marxist

t=
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ideology on the one hand and a rational, critical acceptance
of the political-economic functioning of society on the
other. However the recent document from the Vatican argues
for the inseparability of the ideoiogical principles from
the study of the social reality. It asserts that no
separation of the parts of this epistemologically unique
complex is poséible. To support this assertion it cites

the warning from Paul VI (Qctogesima Adveniens):

"It would be illusory and dangerous to 'ignore the
intimate bond which radically unites them, and to
accept elements of the Marxist analysis without
" recognizing its connections with the ideology, or
to enter into the practice of class-struggle and
of its Marxist interpretation while failing to see
the kind of totalitarian society to which this
process slowly leads".29
This question of the inseparabilify of fhe ideologibal
principles and the categories used to anélee society is
an open question. There is still much work and dialogue thet~

needs to be done. Hence it is impossible for us to enter

a full discussion of it within the scope of this thesis.

However, we will do well to outline briefly oné or
two of the Marxist categories employed by the theology of
liberation. Marxist emphasis on the primacy of action
can be discussed in the next chapter as it .is the category
that bears very much on the methodology of the liberation
theology.. The other categories that are diversely used
by theée«theologians are class struggle and the common
ownership of the means of production. As far as class
struggle is concerned, for Gutierrez it is a reality which
is the product of the effort of those who willingly keep

the working class in an unjust situation. He argues that
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such an unjust situation cannot be ignored. He emphatically

states that:

"Po advocate class struggle, therefore, is to reject

a situation in which there are oppressed and oppress-

ors..ﬂ.. To build a just society today necessarily

implies the active conscious part1c1patlon in the

class struggle before our eyes".
This class struggle is a fact and'neutrality in this case
is not possibie, says Gutierrez. The nommal christian
objection from the point of view of the Church is that
promoting'class struggle promotes violence, and the basic
notions of love and unity in chriétianity are undermined.
But the reply to this objection from the theologians of
liberation is that to love all men does not mean avoiding
confrontationé, Oor preserving a fictifious harmony.
Guttierez would argue that 'to participate in class
struggle is not only/gg%osed to universal love, this
commitment is. today the necessary apd inescapable means of
making this love concrete, as-reconciliation is the over-
coming of conflict'.31 The promise of unity is at the
heart of Christ's work. And the Church is a sign of unity.
However, argues Gutierrez, it is not something given
'already but a process inaugurated by Christ and into
which man enters. These are some main points of the
category of class struggle that are empﬁasized in varying
degrees by theologians of liberation. And these are some
of the points that the Church must analyse to see what

challenge such categories as class struggle offer to

christian notions of love, unity and brotherhood and

justice.
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By way of conclusion to this chapter, we must remind
ourselves that these three main characteristics (the
voice: of the poor, the claim fhat history isone, the use
of Social Analysis) have various underlying strands and
implications, to develop all of which is impossible
within the scope of this chapter. The purpose of out-
lining these main characteristics is not to deny diverse
emphaées fhat are advocated by the theologians of the
Latin American tradition, but to provide ourselves with
some sqrt of a framework to understand the Christological

statements of these theologians.



10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
-16.

42
CHAPTER 1 : NOTES

These important differenceé become obvious when we
read FRONTIERS OF THEOIOGY IN LATIN AMBRICA, ed.
Rosino Gibellini, SCM, ILondon,1980.

'Conscientization', 'cConscience', are two words that
should not be confused in spite of their etymological
relation. By the use of the word ‘conscience’we are
referring to the nomal sense of conscience,which is
of course aroused by the consciousness of the oppress-
ive situation.

,Leszek Kolakowski, MAIN CURRENTS OF MARXISM,

3. Breakdown. Tr. P.S. Falla, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1978, pp. 117 ff

Hugo Assmann, OPRESION LIBERACION, p.141 as cited in
J.A. Kirk's LIBERATION THROIOGY, Marshall, Morgan &
Scott, London, 1979, p.36.

H. Assmann, PRACTICAL THBOLOGY OF LIBERATION, Tr.
Paul Burns, Search Press, lLondon, 1975, p.b62.

Gustavo Gutierrez, "Ffeedom_and Salvation: A
Political Problem" in LIBERATION AND CHANGE, BRd. R.H.
Stone, John Knox Press, Atlanta, 1977, p.83.

H. Assmann, PRACTICAL THEOLOGY OF LIBBRATION, op.cit.
pp.104-105.

G. Gutierrez, "Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith"
in FRONTIBRS OF THEOILOGY IN LATIN AMBRICA, op.cit.,

p.25.

-G. Gutierrez, "Statement" in THEOLOGY IN THE AMERICAS,

Ed. Sergio Torres and John Bagleson, Orbis Books, New
York, 1976, p.310.

As cited in George Patterson, "Marxism: The Twentieth
Century Religion", CHRISTIANITY AND MARXISM, Ed. A.
Scarfe & P. Sookhdeo, The Paternoster Press, Exeter,

1982, p.19.

G. Gutierrez, A THEQIOGY OF LIBERATION, SCM, London,
1974, p.69.

Ibvid., p.66.

Ibid., p.67.

J.B. Metz, THEOLOGY OF THE WORLD, Tr. W. Glen-Doepel,
Burns & Oates, London, 1969, p. T6.

Ibid., p.19.

G. Gutierrez, A& THEOLOGY OF LIBBRATION, op.cit., pp.
70-72.




17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

43
Ibid., 70.

" K. Rahner, "Salvation", in ENCYCILOPEDIA OF THROLOGY,

Bd. K. Rahner, Burns & Oates, Iondon, 1975, p.1525.
G. Gutierrez, A THBOIOGY OF LIBERATION, op.cit., p.l162.

P. Hebblethwaite, THE CHRISTIAN MARXIST DIAIOGUB AND
BEYOND, DLT, London, p.47.

G. Gutierrez, A THEOIOGY OF LIBERATION, op.cit., p.159.

G. Gutierrez, ibid., pp.175-176.

Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith,
INSTRUCTIONS ON CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THE THEOIOGY OF
LIBRRATION (LIBERIATIS NUNTIUS), Do 560, CTS, LOndon,
1984, p.l2.

A. Greely, "The Uses of Sociology"™ in THE MONTH, vol.
CCXXX, February, 1972, pp.48-53.

Louis Althusser, FOR MARX, {r. Ben Brewster, Allen

‘Lane, The Penguin Press, ILondon, 1965, p.231.

Ibid., p.232.

Gutierrez criticizes the Marxism of Althugser for its
dependence on the scientific knowledge of an elite.
However he suggests that something of this position
of distinction should be retained.

G. Gutierrez, AVTHEOLOGY OF LIBBRATION, op.cit., p.9.

LIBERMIIS NUNTIUS, op.cit., p.18.
G. Gutierrez, & THEOIOGY OF LIBERATION, op.cit., p.274.

Ibid., p.276.



CHAPTER 2

THE METHODOIOGY OF LIBERATION THEOLOGY

"The method adopted in the theology of liberation can

be seen as. focussed in a single postulate: ‘'critical
reflection upon action'.. The Iatin American christian
experience of commitment to struggle for liberation is
seen as the praxis upon which theology as & theory must
reflect. Primacy is given to this praxis and theology
comes as: & second step. In this chapter we shall
attempt tO'examine-this methodological claim and its
implications: do the theologians of liberation mean
that there is a pfe—theoretical, i.e. pre-theological,
praxis of the historiecal proceés of liberation? It is
our purpose as well to relate the fhristologies of J.

Sobrino and L. Boff to this methodological claim.

(1)

"Theological thought right from the beginning
is a hemmeneutical exercise directed towards
the Church's: contemporary witness, not, as
has: often been the case in Burope, & self-
econtained academic hermeneutical procedure.
It should not begin with an intellectual
debate about the application of christian
faith to modern problems but with a project
to changé an unjust society into a just one,
using the accumulated wisdom of christian
refleection to illustrate, penetrate, challenge
and modify a praxis already engaged-upon".l

Gutierrez says: in the following words what theology

and its methodology mean:

44
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”Theoldgicml reflection would then necessarily be

@& criticism of society and the Church insofar as

they are called and addressed by the word of God;

it would be a critical theory, worked out in the

light of the Wordzccepted in faith and inspired by.

a practised purpose - and therefore indissolubly

linked to historieal praxis".?
Important poidtshighlighted in these words of Gutierrez are
that the community and the society in general are addressed
by the word of God; 1t is the word of God that guarantees
the theological character of ¢hristian praxis; once the:
word is accepted in faith it inspires one to action.
Therefore, theology is, according to him, a critical
reflection, & theory indissolubly linked to praxis.
Primacy is.givén to praxis, which consists in active

commitment 4o the process of liberation.

Underlying Gutierrez' argument here is the idea that
theological feflection must begin with 'historieal
reality', which in tumm presupposes the principle of the
unity of theory and practice. It is, however, not a
unity of identity, but a unity conceived in terms of
their inseparability. Liberation theology holds this
principle in common with the: German form of" 'political
theology', the inaugurator of which is J.B. Metz. In
this sense Alfredo Fierro is right to céll liberation
theology @& political theblogy.3 HoWever; it is quite a
different kind of politicél theology from its counterpart
in Germany. As we indicated earlier in the thesis,
liber&tion theologians were initially influenced by, but

became critical of,German political theology. According

to Professor Charles Davis, Metz in his work Glaube in



Geschichte und Gesellschaft (1977) states that 'the

starting-point of political theology was the primacy of
practice, so that for it the basic-problém of theology
became, not the relation between dogm= and history, but
the relation between faith and social practicé'.4 Both
Ge;man political theology and liberation theology
emphasize the relation between theory and practice.
However, Metz has been heavily criticized for being
inconsistent in his treatment of it, whefeés:the
theologians of liberation establish a more direct
relationship between faith and political aﬁtion than the
Germans are prepared to admit. However the basic
principle of both positions is the unity of theory and

practice.

Both of them, in using the principle of unity of
theory and practice, have drawn inSpiration from the
Marxist concépt of critigue. Karl Marx rejected the
notion of theory being divorced from practice. He
refused the claim that theoretical thought is pre-
suppositionless, contemplative recognition of a stable
.object, and affirmed that theory and practice are |

independent. In his Theses on Feuerbach, K. Marx says

what is meant by praxis: 'The philosophers have only
interpreted the world, in various ways: the point,

however, is to,change-it'.5 In the same work he adds:

"Tfhe question whether objective (gegenstédndliche)
truth can be attributed to human thinking is not
@& question of theory but a practical gquestion.
In practice man must prove truth, that is, the
reality and power, the this-sidedness
(Diesseitigkeit) of his thinking. The dispute
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over the reality or non-reality of thinking which

is isolated from practice is a purely scholastic

qﬁesxion".
Marx gives: priority to practice; according to him, it is
practice that verifies the truth. Bven Marx did not go as
far as saying that truth is created by praxis, but that
knowledge of ti;uth originates in praxis. He did not start
any projeet of revolution unless: there was'an implicit
theory. There was a dialectical relation between this

theory and praxis.

The liberation theologians attempt, as do the German
political theologians, by the use of the (Marxian)
dialectic of theory and practice, to give systematic
expression to the conviction that the identity and truth
of Christian faith can no longer be maintained by
doetrinal assertions of orthodoxy or by theoretical
interpretation, but'only by the experience of that
identity and truth as mediated in and through a social
practice of liberation, which means: 'doing the truth'
(6rthopraxis). Segundo represents the position in the
following words whén speaking about Cone's black theology:

"....0rthodoxy possesses no ultimate criterion in
itself because being orthodox does not mean

. possessing the final truth. We only arrive at
the latter by orthopraxis. It is the latter that
is the ultimate criterion of the former, both in

theology and in biblical interpretation. The

truth is truth only when it serves as: the basis

for truly human attitu&es".7

Segundo goes on to argue that:



"Interaction between social praxis and theology is

the most decisive methodological fact for actual

and future latin American theology".8

By 'social praxis’, Ségundo means what Gutierrez means by
'historiceal praxis', i.e., action that is oriented towards
transforming the society. There is an interaction between
this praxis and theolog&. The experience of this praxis
leads to doing the truth (orthopraxis). And this doing of
the truth contains in the very act the ecorrect understand-
ing of God for todmy, in the here and now. And in this
praxis the role of sociology is to combat the 'ideological
infiltration of dogma'. There is a need t§ study and to
unmask 'the human attitudes that are bound up with social

structures'.9

To analyse the social structures, Marxism or Neo-
Marxism is use&.as;aesociological tool or instrument. If
such a tool is used in the case of praxis, then this
praxis of commitment: to the process of liberation is not a
fore-theoretical commitment. Being concerned with trans-
forminé sociefy, 1iberatioﬁ theology is particularly
attracted to the Marxist analysis of society. Liberation
theologians use this Marxist analysis as an instrument and
2 pre-requisite in the hermeneutical task of reading the
signs of the times. They emphasize the scientific
character of Marxism and use it as a means of detecting

and liberating every false ideology. Libertatis Nuntius

has strong objections to the attribution of the term
tseientifie' to Marxist analysis of society. It points
out that a preliminary critical study by way of careful

epistemological critique is missing in more than one
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10 This problem of the insepara-

theology of liberation.
bility of Marxist amalysis of society and the ideological

presupposition will have to remain an open question.

The basdic concerﬁ of liberation theology to help
transform the soeciety is the reason why primacy to praxis
is given‘in liberation theology. As Jose Miguez Bonino
has said: 'They are saying, in fact, thaf there is no
truth outside or beyond the concrete historical events in
which men are involved zs agents'; and 'there is,
therefore, no knowledge except.in action itself, in the
process: of transforming the world through participation

11 The ‘first thing is & commitment of

in history".
charity, of service. Theology comes after, according to
Gutierrez and the: other liberation theologians. Some
critics of liberation theology have raised the guestion:
"Does this mean that theology has the task of finding

reasons for what one has already decided tb do on other

grounds? Is it a matter of post factum reenlizations;?"l2

We may rephrase the question in broader terms: when does
this eritical refleection on historical praxis acquire its
seientific: character together with christian content so
that we can call it theology? Can there be & theological
method grdunde& ostensibly on praxis alone? By what
right and to wﬁat degree can theology start from human

experience, and ought it to do so?

An attempt to answer these related questions is
important if we are to come: to grips with what liberation
theologians mean when they say that the ghristian'

experience of historical praxis is the starting-point.
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Experience is the immediate consciousness of reality. It

is characterized by immediate contaect. It is always felt
and lived. Experiencé and reason as far aé-human knowledge
is eoncerned are elements which can be isolated from each
other. They are distinet but not divided. ILiberation
theologians suggest that there is an implieit theory in
experience of struggle for liberation. It is not a praxis
without & theory. Praxis of transformation of society is
based on an implicit theory that is not worked out.
ATherefcre in the method of liberation of theology there
are two levels of Eieological activity. Charles Davis, in

o

his.book Theology/?olitical Socie:ty,13 has called these
7S

two levels 'original theology' and 'sciehtifinor'(better)

criticel theology'.

What Davis means by original~theology.is 'theology
as immediately bound up with religious living, & theology
that accompanies actién'. As every human action has;
meaning, theology begins from christian acfion, which has
a content of cﬁristian meaning. Christiané are addressed
by the word of God. In all his actions, therefore, the
christian has a distinctive way of life. This original
theology, which has not yet fully entered a reflective
stage, is, nevertheless, articulated eonsciousness of
christian practice (the meaning is unarticulated in
action). This theology is the creative source and origin
of all the rest of christian thinking, and it is to this
original theology that one must constantly return. The
next stage of theology is-when theology, like all forms

of knowledge; becomes methodical or scientifiec. Original
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theology which is articulated consciousness of human

experience gives rise to secientifie theology. To quote
Alfredo Fierro's words:

"We can and must have a second-stage of reflexive,
disciplined and eritical language that focuses: on
first-stage theologieal language as its object
and tries to work out its theoretical and seientific
import. Only then do we have theology in the
strict sense, whicech is not a languagé'about God but
a metalanguage.... Theology as & second-stage
diseourse has to do with relationship existing
between two empirical social realities: 'that is
between the profession of faith espoused by
Christians, and their political praxis".

This eritical theology is distinct from seientific
theology, which is nommally understood as: an elaboration
and grounding of the christian tradition as a place of
truth and value. Critical theology on the contrary
acknowledges that the christian tradition, like other
traditions, is not exclusively a source of truth and
value. Thus we come to understand the method of libera-
tion theology and reeognise the point of calling it a
theologically new method. However, wifhin this metho-
dology, liberation theologians have not yet provided a
satisfactory hermeneutical procedure for interpreting
seripture. Being conscious of this problem we should
_ask where christology  comes into this methodology
~of liberation theology? We shall briefly consider

below Sobrino and Boff from the point of view of their

methodology.



(i1)

SOBRINO - AND BOFF : METHODOLOGY

Sobrino describes: the Latin American Christology as
'christology at the-crossroads', For he feels that it
has aelong christian tradition behin& it, and in front
of it there is & new horizon, a new and authentically
Lztin American Ghristologylwhich does not yet exist.l5
He also claims that the theology of liberation serves as
the general frame of reference for Latin American
christology. In this section, therefore, we shall
examine the claims of Sobrino and Boff as far as: their

methodological approach to Christology is concerned.

These two theologians' works, Christology at the Cross-

roads and Jesus: Christ Liberator,16 respectively,; are
the most sysmematic:s¢a¢ements on christology claimed to
have been worked out in the specific. context of Latin
American struggle for liberation. We shéll examine how
far they are faithful to the methodologiéal ¢laims of
liberation theologians ds examined abo#ep This examina-
tion should‘pnovide us with some insighté that will heip
us to aﬁalyse the christological dimensions spoken 6f
ahd the various cétegorieﬁ,emﬁloye& in liberation
ehristology.

Sobrino and Boff are at one with the rest of the
liberation theologians when théy assert that liberation
theology is a by-product of & conerete faith that is
pon&efed and lived out in terms of thevqueStion raised

by involvement in the praxis of liberation. "Pondering

t
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the real-life situation only after it has been experienced

in concrete terms, ILatin Americans have been prompted to
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see Christ in very new and different terms ",17 says

Sobrino. Boff puts if rather more gtraightforwardly, "It
is the ovérall context of dependence and oppression at
every level of life that prompts christo;ogy in Latin
America to ponder aﬁ&}love Jesus Christ és 11iberator'.nt®
While his basicAaffirmation is that christology is an
ordered and elaborated knowledge of the faith and that it
takes shape within the content of a particular moment of
history, Boff goes on to add, "This brand of christology
presupposes aﬂd depends on specifie social practice '
designed to break with the existing context of domination”.
By this, Boff as well as Sobrino, seem to fit their

christology within the general frame of liBeration theology

and its method.

They also fit their christology into the dialectical
nature of liberation theology by emphasizing the dialectical
characcter of christology. To quote Boff:

' "Liberation Christology presupposes an option for
- the dialectical approach to soeial anallysis and
for the revolutionary projeet of the dominated.
To say 'liberation' is fto express a well defined
option that is neither reformist nor simply
progressionist. It is truly liberative because
it implies: & break with the statuquuo".lg
‘Sobrino reecognises; as: does: Boff, the ambiguity that lies
in the fact that not every kind of liberation signifies &
present anticipation and concretization of the kingdom of
God and that no liberation can be absolutized in and for
itself. The salvation proclaimed by christianity is an

all-embracing one. It is not restricted to economic,

political, soeisl and ideological emancipation but neither
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20 %o

‘can it be realized without them. Sobrino quotes Boff
make thislpoint of the tension that exists,According to
Sobrino, on thé one hand, the Kingdom of God becomes a
herméneutic principle of the study of christology (a
ppihr‘wn will be developing in the next chapter) as it
expressed!manﬂsvutOPian longing fox~1ibepmtion from
everything that alienates him: on the ofher hand, the
kingdom is not & mere organic extension of this world,
asjit is encountered in history. The kingdom does not
evolve but bresks in. This tension is alfeady present
in the life aﬁd proclamation of Jesus. Boff puts it
thus: "There exists & dialectic between the szlvifie
proposal of God and the human response bétwéen the
eoncreteness of reality and the transcendence: of human

liberty". 2t

And as: Sobrino expresses it, "The basic
guandary that inspires Latin American theology is summed
up in the term 'liberation'. It is embodied concretely
in the coexistence of two fundamental énd contradictory
experiences: the felt need for liberation as an
absolute necessity on the one hand, and the impossibility

of achieving it in history on the other",22

By preserv-
ing this tension in the language of liberation, both
Boff and Sobrino seem to be at one with a1l the

liberation theologians.

However, when Boff and Sobrino argue for the Jesus
of history, the historieal Jesus, as thebstérting—point
of christology they seem 1o fit in'more Wﬁth some
" Buropean progressivist theology than with the methodo-
logical framework of liberation theology. For Sobrino,

the proper key to the understanding of Christ as
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totality is the historieml Jesus. "If the end of

christology is to profess that Jesus is the Christ, its
starting point is the affirmation that this Christ is
the Jesus of history".23 Boff also streéseé the Jesus
" of history over the Christ of faith.

By'quoting's¢atements from H. Assmann, Gutierrez
and Ignacio Ellacuna, Sobrino argues that there exists a
consensus among Latin Americean theologians as: to the
historieal Jesus being the starting point for christolog%%
This theme and concern, he says, are constant in the work
of Latin American theologians, at least in so far as
concretizing the figure of Jesus is concerned. But it
is not very clear in the case of such methodological
theorists aSuGﬁtierrez, Assmann and Seguﬁdo, who seem to
be making @ different elaim from that of Boff and
Sobrino. Sobrino and Boff give priority to Jesus and so
apply the insights derived from Jesus of Nazareth to the
situation in Iatin America, whereas the theorigts we: have
just mentioned make the olesim that our image of God, and
so of Jegus, will appear differently at different
historieml situations. Is: there, therefore, a divergence
from the methodologiceml claim of the theorists we
examined in thé~finst section? Or, fo put it differently,
do Sobrino and Boff exﬁlain the relation between praxi-

-0logical starting-point and starting with the historical
Jesus?
"In Latin America, liberation theology has focused

spontaneously on the historical Jesus for guidanece and

orientation", says Sobrino. What he means by ‘spontane-

ously' is not entirely clear when he adds:
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"Since it arose out of the concrete experience praxis
of faith within a lived commitment to liberation, it
soon realized that the universality of Christ amid
those ecireumstances could only be grasped from the
standpoint of the concrete Christ of the historieal
Jesus would serve as a midway point between two
extremes;  turning Christ into an abstraection on the

one hand, putting him to direet and immediate ideo-

logicml uses on the other".2?

It is notAquite clear how Sobrino sees the relationship
between the general starting-point in praxis and his own

starting w1th/hlstor1cal Jesus.

A celoser examination of thbs:proﬁlem is necessary.
There are two aspeects of the starting-point of Christo-
logy, according to Sobrino. They_are»subjéctive and
objective. While-the-subjective aspeect of the starting-
point is faith as:live&.experiencé of christian disciple-
ship, and the objective aspect is to look from Christ's
own total reality by starting to look at the historieal
Jesus. His approach, he says, asserts that both for
reflection and life it is the historieml Jesus who is the
key providing access to the totality of Christ. .Sebrino is
to point those traits of Jesus which are most securély
guaranteed by exegesis,and'which offer a most truStworthy
image of thé historieal Jesus. However, when he looks
more closely, the reader discovers that Sobrino's
development of the 'hlstorical Jesus' theme is entirely
dependent on Mark's; Gospel, in Speelflc:terms'the Markan
pattern of Jesus' ministry. In doing so, Sobrino over-
looks guite a. few problems posed by exegesis; He himself
adnits that his book stands in need of more solid

exegetical grounding;26 Leavipg on one.side this



exegetical deficiehcy in Sobrino, there seems to be =
discrepancy when he says:

"We want to see what really happened rather than

to ponder the historical Jesus directly in terms

of our own situation and what he can mean for us.

But that does not mean that we will not be

looking at the historieml Jesus from the stand-

point of our own situation. Certain traits of

his will take importance precisely because we

will be viewing them from the concrete situation

of Latin America".Zl
Hence to the question, "which is prior: +the situation of
Jesus or our own?", the answer one receives from Sobrino
is that the situation of Jesus is prior. Therefore
there seems to be a divergence from the general methodo-

logical claim that it is the Latin American situation in

which is first.

When one reads Boff's treatment of the gospel
material oﬁzgfétorical Jesus, one finds him squarely
within some Buropean progressivist world of theologians.
His uncritical use of historical-Jesus material is,
hoﬁever,'&ebatable. But what one ecould criticize him
most of all for is the simple lack of any concrete
reference to the situation in latin America. Boff says
that Christ is the 'absolute reference point' whose
humanity is the bridge to our contemporary understanding
of him. Christ, aas always, is a challenge to our
contemporary situation. Therefore Jesus. Christ and his
historical situation seems to be Boff's chronological
starting-point. Boff emphasizes that the social setting

of liberation® is the point of departure for christology

o7
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and is therefore determinative of it; there can be no

neutrality. For him, the gquestion is who or what cause
is served by a given chrisfology, as every given
christology, éccording to him, is relevant in its own way,
depending on its functional relationship'to the socio- |
historical situation.Z? A1l this seems to be in agreement:
with the theorists of liberation, Gutierrez in particular.
However, Boff seems to diverge from them when he goes on
to claim epistemological 'autonomy' for christology in
terms of 'its own methodology'. According to him,
although christology presupposes énd depends on a specific
soeial practiéeg such commitment does not guarantee the
intrinsictquality of any christology. Considerations of
relevance and.social setting seek to poiht ﬁp to the
inevitable link between practice and theory, politics and
christology. He distinguishes between the area of
autonomy and the area of dependence in cechristology and
theology in general.

"Christology enjoys autonomy in elaborating its

discourse in line with its own methodology. It

has: its own mode of theoretical praxis, and it

does not have to justify itself before some

outside tribunal".
The social setting becomes @ matter of 'external'
dependence of 'outward reference'. Accof&ing to him, the
socio-analytical articulation is required by christology
as a hermeneutics and has theological relevance. But the
theological movement is from the light of Christ to the

socio—analytical text:
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"Liberation Christology is fashioned through two
basic mediations on the theoreticaml level. One
is that of soecial analysis econcerned with the
reality to be changed} the other is hermeneutics,
which considers the theological relevance of the
social analysis. It considers the socio-
analytieml text in the light of Jesus Christ the
Saviour and the word of divine revelation thereby

guaranteeing the theologieal character of 11bera—

ation theony and praxis". 51

Boff's: questions - "What image of Jesus appears when we
examine him in the light of this liberation interest?
What interpretation do we get of his message and his

salvific praxig?"o?

- imply that a new christology is:
developing out of concrete refleection. His elaboration
of his christology, however, makes Jesus' proclamation
and praxis, culminating in the definitive liberation of
the resurrection, the absolute reference-point. The

actual situation in Latin America recedes into the back-

ground.

Our eonclusion is, then, that Sobrino and Boff seem
to be making different methodologié&l claims. The more
radical implications of the method as:prépoSed by
Gutierrez, Assmann and Segundo do not appear in the
christological productions of Sobrino and Boff. The
question that remains open is the methoddlogic&l congis-
teney of liberation christology in the light of what the
more radieal theorists of method are proposing. In the
next two chapters, in considering the christological
dimensions of liberation theology, we‘shall_critically
examine the claim that this christology is derived from

refleetion on the Latin American situation.
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CHAPTER 3
THE PERSON OF JEBSUS ~CHRIST

While Sobrino elaims that his starting-point of
Christology is the historical Jesus, by which he means:
"the person, teaching, attitudes and deeds of Jesus

‘of Nazareth, insofar as they are accessible, in 2

more or less general way, to historical and exeget-
ical invest-igation",l

Boff asserts:

"The liberation Christology elaborated from the
standpoint of Latin America stresses the
historical Jesus over the Christ of faith".2

Both theseftheologians would want to argue that
starting from the historical Jesus 6ne cap arrive at the
same christological dimensions as that of;traditional
christology. However'they insist that the traditional
dogmatic stand can be reinterpreted and the truths
contained: therein expounded ih a radically different
language, employing different categories to those found
in traditional christology, without nonetheless, losing.
sight of the truths. For instance, they do not want to
use Chalcedonian concepts of 'berson' (hypostasis)
'nature' (phusis) and the traditional notion of
'hypostatic union’. We=have already discussed in the
chapter above the difficulty of relating this starting-
point of the historical Jesus with the general methodo-
logical claims of the liberation theologians. Our
purpose in this chapter is to investigate the category

or the categories employed, as far as the person of
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Christ is concerned, in the works of two liberation
theologians, Sdbrino and Boff, and see if traditional
dogmatié elements of christology find expression in their
works. We'shall also endeavour to examine their position
and see how far it is radicaﬂ in the sense they claim
that they congider Christ from the standpoint of
christian ecclesial praxis at a‘given concrete moment in

history.

(1)
THE RESPONSE TO TRADITION

Sobrino and Boff have chosen categories that are
different from those of traditional dogmatié statements.
Before we go on to summarize and examine their statements
on chfistology~purported to have been worked out in ILatin
American perspeétive, we should see in this section how
they look at traditional dogmatic stateménts based on the
Chalcedonian formulation of the person of Christ, which
they prefer to re-express in different categories.
Sobrino declares that the christology presented in his

book Christology at the Crossroads is to be first of 'all

ecclesial. By ecclesial christology he means:

"on the one hand, the way Christ is conceived on
the basis of the concrete life and reality of a
given community, and on the other hand, the

meaning of a givén community's life and activity

as seen from the standpoint of Christ".3

"It gseeks to provide the christological under-
pinnings for all that Latin American theology of
liberation has to say about the nature of ecclesia;

theory and activity".3 '
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Sobrino, however, by defining his chriétology as
ecclesial, is forced not to deny another sense of ecclesial
christology which is based on the conciliar and papal
magisterium of the Church, although he views it as a second
stage in the ecclesial nature of christology. To him, the
first stage in the hermeneutic circle, acéording to which
one}reconsiders Christ from the standpoinf of christian
ecclesial praxis at a given moment in history, is more
important. However, according fo him, christology from
the étandpoint of dogma cannot be evaded, and he givds
reasons why this must be so. First of all,vbecause the
dogmatic definitions are authoritative declarations of the
magisterium which are solemnized embodiments of the
christological reflection based on the ecclesial life.
Secohdly, because of the pastoral reason that dogma gives
legitimate unity to the expression of the christian faith.
Thirdly, it is also a historical necessity, as the dogmas
provide an important historical perspective as well as
some precious content, and as authoritative words they '
give expression to our faith that can be reciprocally
communicated. Stressing the necessity of dogma, Sobrino
goes on to speak of the-significance-of dogma which he
defines as: "A doxological statement in which we seek to

formulate the mysterious reality of God himself".4

According to him, dogmas are doxologicai statements
as opposed to historical statements about God where one
does not talk specifically about God in himself but about
God in relation to some historical event. Sobrino has

borrowed this terminology of 'doxological statements' and

'historical statements' from Pannenberg and Schlink.l
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- He illustrates the distinction by alluding to the event of

the Hebrews being liberated from the Egyptian slavery. He
says: -

"Historically speaking, we can say that they were

liberated. This merely historical statement

becomes & historical statement about God when the

whole historical process of liberation is attributed

to God's intemvention".? .
And on the other hand, when the Psalms repeatedly call God
'Yahweh who is merciful, kind and just', such affirmations
are doxologicgl statements according to Sobrino. And he
would add that doxological statements cannot be intuited in
themselves; they are possible only on the basis of
historical statements. Two basic conclusions that Sobrino
derives from such a distinction are that, first, dogma is
afdoiological formulation that marks the culmination of a
whole process of christian living and chrisfian reflective
thinking; second, even though the‘historical statement may
make the doxological statement reasonable, it does: not strip
the latter of its character as a mystery, for dogma is not

a: straight line continuation of a historical statement.

Although such a distinction as outlined by Sobrino
seems necessary, nonetheless, as I see it, such a
distinction is not easy to make in theology. Taking
Sobrino's own example of the Exodus,one can illustrate
this difficulty. In the quotation we have just cited from
‘Sobrino, he sa&svthat @ merely historical statement becomes
a statement about God, when the historical process is
attributed to 'God's intervention'.® The point is that by

mentioning 'God's intervention' one makes = highly
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theological statement,which, I feel, cannot be made without
a doxological implication. Any event remains purely
historyf but as soon as one attributes it to God's inter=
vention there is much faith and hence doxology is involved.
'The'historical minimum available in the synoptic gospels
‘becauée of their theological (doxological) character will

again illustrate this difficulty.

After such a distinction, defining Christian dogma to
be a .doxological statement, Sobriﬂo goes on to verify the
truth of the christological formulas on the‘basis of the
things said about the person of the historiéal Jesus and
his destiny. He undertakes this task first.of all by
criticizing the basic christological dogmas in general and
the Chalcedonian formulation of the dogma of the person of
Christ in particular. It is pertinent that we quote thé
Chalcedonian formulation before we see Sobrino's and Boff's

criticism of it.

”Follow1ng therefore the holy Fathers, we: unanlmously
teach to confess one and the same Son Qur Lord

- Jesus Christ, the same perfect in divinity and
perfect in humanity, the same truly God and.truly
man composed of rational soul and body, the same
one in Being (homoousios) with the Father as to the
divinity and one in being with ug as to the humanity
like unto us in all things but sin. (cf. Heb. 4:15)

-------

"We confess that one and the same Lord Jesus Christ,
the only begotten Son, must be acknowledged in two
natures, without confusion or change, without
division or separation. The distinction between
natures was never abolished by their union but
rather the character proper to each of the two

natures was preserved as they came together in one
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person (prosopon) and one hypostasis. He is not
split or divided into two persons, but He is one
‘and the same only begotten, God the word, the
Lord Jesus Christ.......".7

Sobrino summariies this formulation thus:

"There exists in Christ only one person, one
ultimate principle of subsistence: but on the

other hand,the two natures are not separated nor

intermingled".B

Sobrino does not question the fact that the formulation
contains the truth which is valid for all ages. But he
emphasizes that in order that it may continue to do so,

it must be historically mediated in and through every
kind of cultural, soéiological, philosophicél and
theological analysis; hence the need for reinterpretation

or reshaping of the dogma of Chakedon.

-The basic difficulty with the chaloéaoﬁfaﬁ'fdgmula,
according to Sobfino, is not the difficulty of the modern
mind in understanding certain terms such as.person, nature
and hypostatic union, although it remains @& difficulty,
but it is the fact that the formulation gives the
impression that one knows at the very outset who God is
and'what‘it meang to be a human being. But the problem
that christology poses to us is quite the opposite, says
Sobrino:

"For it tells us that it is on the basis of Christ

that we know who .God is and what it means to be &

human being".9

Sobrino, by this,makes the point that God is not known
simply as a deity, as he is not just any deity, but he is

known first and foremost as the Father of Jesus. And the
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other point in this connection, which Sobrino considers
crucial to @hristology, is that christology calls into
.question the assumption of men that they know what human

nature is and what divine nature is.

‘The second difficulty that Sobrino observes in the
Chaieedonian formulation is that it suffers from lack of
historicity. He says that while the concépts of nature
and person are used td explain the mystery of the
incarnation, the humanity of Christ is subsumed under the
concéptual category of nature. The formula does not do
justice to the humanity of Christ, and hence the concept
of history is missing entirely. The conflict-ridden
reality of Jesus, his temptations, his ignorance, and the
internal and external process of development that he
experienced, which are the historical categories highlighted
in the New Testament, do not find expression in the Chalce-
donian formula. Bven his sinlessness is presented in

abstract language understood as part of his divine nature.

The third and final major difficulty with the Chalce-
donian formula, according to Sgbrinc, is that it suffers
from lack of relationality. Although it does talk about
Christ as the Son, and that implies & relationship with the
Father, the.anélysis of the keality of Christ it makes is
an emphasis on the relationship between humanity and
divinity in Christ himself. It is the formal relationship

of the Son as 'God of God' and 'Light of Light', and so on,
| that is préserved. Sobrino reckons that the fundamental
datum of the Synoptic Gospels, that the truth about Jesus

is to be found in his relation to his Pather, is lost sight

of in the Chalcedonian formula:
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"Insofar as the dogmatic formula centers on the
relationship between divinity and humanity in Christ
himself, it prompts us to overlook or forget the
more basic relationship in Jesus' life: - i.e., his
unconditional trust in the Father and his complete
obedience to the Father in his mission of proclaiming
and realizing the Kingdon of God".10

Sobrino continues:

"The New Testament tells us that the humanity of the

eternal Son has a concrete, well defined history;

and that the reference-pole of that history is the

Father and the Kingdom of‘God".10

Having seen Sobrino's view of dogma and his criticism

of the Chalcedonian formula in particular, we now briefly
outline thé criticism that Boff has to make of the
definition of Chalcedon. The most basic limitation of the
Chalcedonian formula, according to Boff, is that, when it
speaks 6f the natures of Jesus, divine and human, it runs
the grave risk of placing God and humanity, the infinite
and the finite, the creator and the creature, within the
same horizon and on the same level. This observation,
however, is not peculiar to Boff. Friedrich Schleiermacher
(d.183%4), who set a tone of uneasiness with the traditional
formulation of Chalcedon, undertook a critical examination
of its language. His question as regards the Chalcedonian
use of the term‘nature was this:

"How can divine and human be thus brought together

under any single conception, as if they could both

be more exact determinations coordinated to each

"other, of one and the same universwl?"l;
This tone of uneasiness with the language of Chalcedon

continued in the Protestant tradition and was highlighted



70

by the risé of biblical research and its application to the
person of Jesus in christological discussions. Some
Catholic theologians also have joined in criticism of this
kind. ©P. Schoonenberg, B. Schillebeeckx snd Rahner are

worth mentioning.

Boff rightly observes, as do most modern theologians,
another difficulty with the formula of Chalcedon. No
attempt was made by the definition of Chalcedon to
elucidate how the hypostasis of the logos assumes,
appropriates and unites itself with the:human phusis:

"This dogmatic formula does not try to explain how
God and man cooperate to form One and the Same Jesus,
but to settle the criteria that ought to be present
in every attempt at explanation, that is, the
complete humanity and the true divinity of Jesus
ought to simultaneously be maintained without
dividing his fundamental unity".12

Iike Sobrino, Boff also points out that the
Chalcedonian formula-does not take into account the
evolution in Christ that is characteristically depicted in
the Synoptic Gospels. Nor does:it perceive; says Boff, the
transformation that took place at the resﬁrrection, where
the‘Logos—flesh (sarx) became Logos-spirit (pneuma). He
reckons that as far as the content of evolution is concerned
the incarnation as presented by Chalcedon does not help us

to understand fully the Kenosis of God who humbles himself

and makes himself anonymous.

Another observation Boff makes: by way of criticism of
Chalcedon is phrased by him rather polemically. I would

rather quote his own words:
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"In the Chalcedonian formula one also notes an
absence of a universal, cosmic perspective. It is
@ christology without a Iogos. = The Incarnation not
only touches Jesus of Nazareth but all humanity".13
It is difficult to see what Boff means by calling
Chalcedonian christology a '€hristology without a logos'.

Behind Chalcedon lies a whole tradition of discussion of

the Logos-sarx and Logog-anthrdopos. This Logos had

always been understood as the Iogos of God the Creator,
who created the Universe with this logos. Moreover, the
Logos was the reason behind everything that exists. This
Logos was seen as a divine person, -the sepond person of

the Trinity, who is of the same essence (homoousios)as

the Father. Hence it is difficult to see what on earth
Boff means by calling Chalcedonian Christology as christ-
ology without a logos. Perhaps, what he means is that if
the nature or essence of Christ is under diécussion, then
for many a modern man this is no longer éoncerned with our
existence, and it represents Christ to us'mérely as an
object of knowledge. That such a view detaches christology
from soteriology might be the objection that lies behind

Boff's polemically expressed statement.

These points of criticism of dhalcedon from these two
theologians, Sobrino and Boff, do not exactly arise diréctly
from the Latin American situation. There is nothing specific
about their criticism that could be considered peculiar to
Iatin American theology. In fact,this sort of criticism is
common among quite a few Catholic theologiaﬁs, let alone
liberal Protestant theologians. For the purpose of our

main discussion, I do not consider it necessary to go through .
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even a summary list of them, and their criticisms. However,
one point that should be strongly emphasized before we:
proceed any further is that both Boff and Sobrino admit
their strong belief that the Chalcedonian formula eontains-
 the truth about the person of Christ, aithough they feel the
need-to re;express it in & language quite different from
that of Chalcedon. Our next step in this chapter is to
summarize their statements as far as the person of Christ

is concerned and examine the category they émploy in their

attempt to re-express the truth of Chalcedon.

(i)
THE CHRISTOLOGY OF SOBRINO

Sobrino asserts repeatedly that dogmatic statements
(which he calls doxological statements) about Christ can
only be obtained indirectly through the history of Jesus:

"We are justified in starting our christology with

the historical Jesus; +that is the only way in
which our dogmatic formulas can have any real

meaningfulness“.14 o

Arguing vehemently that for him the starfing point of
christology is the historical Jesus, Sobrino relies
heavily on Mark's gdspel, as we indicated in the previous
chapter. He traces stages: of Jesus' life and ministry
which, he claims, is christological. (His view of
chronology as far as the Synoptic Gospels are concerned
is problematic).15 Using the Markan framework of Jesus'
life, he studies the figure of Jesus amd, in doing so, he

concentrates on the 'relationship' of the figure of Jesus

with fhe one he calls his Father.
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"Jesus' distinctiveness and uniqueness shows up
first and foremost in his distinctive and unique
relationship with the one he calls his Father.

To the latter he shows complete confidence. To him
he offers perfect obedience in carrying out his
mission to proclaim and realize the Kingdom of God.

This relationship can be described as one of

filiation or sonship".l®

Sobrino expounds the person of Christ with this
relational category which has two aspects to it: one,
Jesus in his relation to the Father, and the other Jesus
in his relation to his mission of proclaiming the Kingdom.
Wevshall have to examine in the following féw pages this
'relational category; that Sobrino employs:

"In historical terms we can only come to Jnow the
historical Jesus in and through the notion of God's

Kingdom. By the same token,we can only come to

understand what is meant by the kingdom of God in

and through Jesus".l7 ‘

According to Sobrino, the most certain historical datum

~ about Jesus' life is that the concept which dominated his
preaching, the reality which'gave meaningfulness to all his
activity, was: 'the Kingdom of God'. To understand the
figure of Jesus in his relation to the Kingdom of God,
Sobrino feels compelled to follow the framework that Mark's
Gospel providés; Starting with Jesus' proclamation of the
Kingdom of God, as suggested by Mk 1:14, he traces two
distinct stages in his life: one, the pefiod that extends
till the crisis in Galilee and the other the period that
follows it. In these two phases Sobrino recognises g
rupture that, according to him, affected desus' attitude

not only towards his 1life and mission but also in the very
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depths of his person and his conception of God and his

kingdom.

Considering the first étage of Jesus' ministry of
proclaiming the kingdom of God, Sobrino emphasizes the
eschatological.character of this kingdom. In doing so he
calls Jesus the bringer of eschatological crisis who
preached that things could not go on as before and that
there was a need for conversion: "Repent, and believe in
the gospel@ (Mk 1:14), for the end was now at hand.
Sobrino reckons. that theology alwajs has interpreted this
eschatological crisis in two ways, either in temporal
terms which meéht that the chronological end of history is
now imminent, or in anthropological terms which meant that
the ultimate reality of humanity and history is now at
hand. Sobrino avers:

"The common feature in both interpretations is the
fact that Jesus offers us the possibility of

attaining our true identity by facing up to a crisis

and undergoing a conversion. Only in that way can

the kingdom come about".18

. Sobrino points out that this notion of the Kingdom of
God was not a new one for the contemporaries of Jesus. For

the Hebrews, the original expression Malkuth Yahweh had a

dynamic, as opposed to static, meaning. As a dynamic
concept,it meant that God is he who acts, he who acts with
power, and also that the existing order has to be transformed.
Jesus faithfuily observes the Jewish traditional expectations
of the Kingdom of God as they are embodied in the prophetic
and apocalyptic formulations. Yet Jesus seems to make some

implicit claims at least in his relation to the kingdom that
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make his proclamation of the kingdom distinctive. Hence
there is a need to examine the self-awareness of Jesus in
relation to the Kingdom of God. Therefore, Sobrino speaks
at length about Jesus' own consciousness vis-a-vis the
Kingdom. For Sobrino, the study of human consciousness is
vital to examine the category of relationship which he uses

to expound the person of Christ.

Several theologians have attempted to reconstruct a
christology based on the self-consciousness of Jesus.
Sobrino has also endeavoured to show that one way of coming
to know the reality of Jesus is to become familiar with his
consciousness. The problem of Jesus' own consciousness is
much debated in both enegesis and systematic theology. The
question normally raised is: "To what extent is Jesus'
human consciousness accessible to us?" Sobrino shows that
he is quite awafe of thisvproblem.19 He rightly points out
that modern exegetes rule out the possibilify that one can
know for certain what Jesus must have thought.of himself,
from what he said about himself, and that théy also show
the difficulties in any attempt to discern the explicit
consciousness of Jesus on the basis of the christological
titles he himself may have claimed or permitted others to
ascribe to him. The problem in brief,according to Sobrino,
-is: |

"The absolute self-awareness of Jesus can scarcely

be derived directly from the data provided by the

New Testament“.zo

Sobrino also argues that the traditional theology

began with the supposition of Jesus' personal union with

the eternal Iogos. It sought support from Johannine
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passages like "I and the Father are one" (Jn 10:30 and also

10:36, 38),and the so called Johannine logion in Matthew.
"No one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows
the Father except the Son (Mtt 11:27). Traditional
theology held that this union had to be an object of
awareness in'the human condition of Jesus. Sobrino is at
one with many modern theologians in asserting that the
traditional dogmatic supposition that Jesus had explicit
awaréness of his divine Sonship is no lonéer tenable.
Sobrino holds that the problem as regardsAthe self-
awareness of Jesus can be solved by focussing on relational
consciousness (Jesus' consciousness of his relationship
with the Father), z=nd not on absolute conéciousness (what
Jesus might haﬁe expiiCitly thought and said about himself).
He maintains that this relational consciousness, which is
Jesus' ownldistinctive.consciousness, can be deduced from
his general attitudes and actions toward the Father and the

Kingdom of God.

What are these attitudes and actioné towards the
kingdom that give us an insight into his self-awareness?
Jesus' actions included miraciles, Qasting out devils,
pardoning -sins, standing by the side of the helpldss and
defeated?émd throwing in his lot with the outcasts and

ginners (hamartE’loi)?l Jesus' action and words indicate
séme awareness on his part that he himself had a decisive
role to play insofar as the right moment or the proper time
(kairos) aé_he knew that the arrival of the kingdom had its
own kairos. The Synoptics.use to denote miracle - by using

terms like dunamig (act of power) ergon (work) and semeion

(sign). These terms indicated signs of the breaking in of



17

the kingdom as God's gracious act of salvation. By proclaim-

22 both .by his words and

ing the apéroaching of God in grace,
his whole activity of miracles and pardoning sins, Jesus
showed that in his pérson the kingdom wasfalready breaking
in. Hence he éays: "If it is by the finger‘of God that I
cast out devils, then the reign of God is upon you". (Ik
11:20). '

Sobrino therefore goes on to assert:

"Both his miracles and forgiveness of sins are
primarily signs of the arrival of the Kingdom of
God. They are signs of liberation, and .only in
that confext can they help to shed light on the

23

person of Jesus".

The whole point of Jesus' authority, which exceeds
that of any figure of the 014 Testament, is that, in all he
does, Jesus shows awareness of the fact that people's:
‘ultimate salvation or condemnation is functionélly related
to his own perso_n.24 Hence Jesus dalls people to conversion:
"Repent and believe in the gospel" (Mk 1:14). While Jesus
'proclaims fhe Kingdom as God's drawing close in grace, he
also demands radical conversion. This means that passive
acceptance of God's grace, even confidence, is not enough.
The Kingdom of God presupposes a radical change in one's
form of existence. Jesus invites everyone to follow his
life in all its radicalness. Their discipleship is typified
by Jesus in all his historical correctness. Jesus seems to
show awareness here that he himself is the only way to

enter the kingdom. As Sobrino puts it:

"Though he himself is distinct from the thing they
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hope for, his person and course is the only way to
enter the kingdom. No longer is Jesus simply the
one who proclaims and anticipates the Kingdom.

Now he is also, the new, unknown, and painful way -
the only way - in which one can come to understand
that God is drawing near to human beings and how he

is doing it".%?

These considerations on the relational consciousness of
Jesus as far as the kingdom of God was concerned makes
Sobrino conclude that any initial attempt tq approach the
historicail Jesﬁs must be done from the standpoint of the
:kingdom. And his first basic thesis about Jesus is:

"He did not preach about himself, or even simply

about God, but rather about the kingdom of God".26

The next pole of reference for Jesus' relational
consciousness is the Father. In his pursuit of the
investigation of Jesus' relationship with the Father,
Sobrino examines the concept of faith as that which
characterizes the life of Jesus and his relation to the
one he calls Father. The prayer life of Jesus is also seen
by Sobrino as a feature that throws light on the person of
Christ. Sobrino's iﬁvestigation may be summarized aé
follows. The doncept of faith is to be understood in its
0ld Testament sense. It is seen as a waylof life vis-a-vis
God:

"Faith is seen to be a way of life vis-a-vis God,
quite in line with the 014 Testament view. Faith
is trust in God, a way of life grounded in Another

who gives security and meaning to one's own

existence".



Faith is not an act of cognition but of loyal
surrender of self to God and the mission entrusted by the
same, which impliess fidelity to them both. While on the
one hand Jesus had unconditional trust and absolute
obedience, his faith on the other hand had to undergo

growth and development because it was imméréed in history.

Sobrino alludes to chapter 8 of Mark's Gospel, where
the evangelist narrates Jesus' leaving Galilee and heading
towards'Caesareé Philippi and Jerusalem, and argues that
Mark, like the other Synoptics, each with its own
theological interest, depicts a crisis which is based on
some historical event in Jesus' life. There is a rupture,
therefore, in his own consciousness and external activity.
This suggests also a rupture in his faith. His absolute
confidence, an aspect of his faith, which was character-
istic of the first phase of his life undergoes a crisis.
Jesus predicts his passion, as death seems to stare him in
the face. His mission seems to have failed as it leads
him to death. There is some confusion and doubt on his

part a.s far as the imminence of the kingdom is concerned.
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Although the basic elements of absolute trust and confidence

in the Father and total obedience to his mission seem to
continue, it was not a direct continuation, but a rupture
due to the crisis; however, it was not a complete rupture

either ag the second phase of his life was not completely

opposed to the first. Thus Sobrino would like to maintain

that Jesus' faith went hand in hand with his concrete
history, and that it grew in the historical mediation of

conflict-ridden situations.
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SoBriﬁo views the faith of Jesus also from the point of
view of the human condition of Jesus. Two elements of this
human condition on which he focuseé attention are the
temptations and the ignorance of Jesus:
"Faith does not signify possession of Goa and his
kingdom but rather an ongoing search for them.

And paradoxically enough, temptation and ignorance

are part and parcel of the historical completion

and perfection of this search",28

As regards the temptation écenes found in the beginning
of the Synoptic Gospels, Sobrino admits that they are ana-
chronistically placed‘at the start of Jesus' public life,

" as they are the result of theologiqal reflection rather
than historical description of what happened at the
beginning of Jesus' public ministry. The temptations of
- Jesus offer a key to understanding his féith in its aspects
of trust in the Father and obedience to the mission of the
kingdomn. Jesus was tempted with a choice of either
surrendering to of rejecting the Father and he also had a
choice between true énd false messianism; Sobrino observes
that éfter the‘Galilean crisis there is the growing satis-
faction of Jesus' conflicts, the climax df which is
depicted in the temptation écene of Gethsemane, and on the
cross, where he feels abandoned by the Father (Mark 15:34).
Temptation as a pervasive atmosphere historically- |
conditions Jesus' faith:

"The concrete actualizing of the basic sonship

which he experiences at the start (Mk léll) takes

place through the overcoming of temptation in

history. It is this process that gives him a new

conerete Sonship (Mark 14:37). The faith of Jesus
is fashioned through his history".29
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Sobrino considers the positive features of Jesus' ignorance
as they are portrayed in the Gospels. On the anthropologi-
cal level there is no reason to be surprised about some
poséible ignorance Or error on the part of Jesus, says
Sébrino. Jesus was ignorant not merely in ﬁatters of
incidental detail but right to the core of his own person
and mission. He was ignorant of the day or'time of the
~arrival of‘thé'kingdom and of the day of fevelation of the
Father. Sobrino asserts that while ignofance may be an
imperfection according to the Hellenistic conception, such
ignorance and érror on the part of Jesus, in terms of
bibiical_faith, lead to the height of peffection, as it is
the essence of faith to let God be God. While the ignorance
of Jesus presents.him'as fully human, yet if supports him

in his faith in a transcendent God.

Sobrino also briefly considers the fact that Jesus
'addfeSSes the same transcendent God as 'Abba', showing
filial relationship. Joachim Jeremias, in his scholarly

30 and New Testament Theology 1,31

works The Prayers of Jesus
has examined the distinctive character of the use of_'Abba'
in his prayers. His conclusions are accgpted by most
scholars as presuppositions for their study.of the filial
relationship of the historical Jesus with his Father and of
his consciousneés of this relationship. Sobrino also uses
the conclusions of Jeremiasg as presuppositibns for his
consideration of Jesus' life of prayer wﬁich again shows an
explicit relétionship‘between Jesus and the Father. Jesus'
prayer implies that the meaning of his 1life cannot be
complete without reference to someone elée, even though

Jesus himself is gradually fashioning the meaning of his

life, says Sobrino.
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From these considerations of Jesus' relationship with

the Father, Sobrino attempts to bring out the implications
of such an understanding for systematic christology. He
reckons that although classical christology points out that
the human and divine elements in Jesus are indivisible and
unconfusedly united, it does not give an adequate explana-
tion of the categories used to explain this union. |
Sobrino proposesy, therefore, to reformulate the divinity
of Jesus Christ in 'relational categories':
"From the standpoint of the history of Jesus' faith,
however, the first evident thing is that it is the
Father, not the eternal Iogos, that is directly
correlated with Jesus. It is his relationship to

the Father that constitutes the essence of his
person".32

"The divinity of Jesus consists of his concrete
_relationship to the Father. This unique, peculiar,
and unrepeatable way of being in relationship with

the Father is what constitutes his concrete way of

participating in divinity".32

Asserting that_Jesus"relationshiﬁ to the Father is the
history of that relationship, Sobrino goes as far as to
say that Jesus.beCOmes the Son of God rather than that he
simply is the Son of God. Jesus of Nazareth becomes the
Son of God in and through his concrete history. Sobrino
is aware of the implications of this statement, which
might shock some theologians, as it hasra strong
'adoptionistic' tendency. He confesses.that both in
classic christology of descent, as well as in his own
christology of ascent, there is the limitation of the

human mind in trying to understand what 'becoming'



might mean in-God.33 The advantage of his own model, he
says, is that it does justice to the history of Jesus as
presented in the New Testament. Our discussion however
of Sobrino's adoptionistic tendency will have to wait
until our cnitigism of his position in the last part of

this chapter.

The second important implication of this sort of
understanding of Christ's person is that Jesus reveals
himself as the Son, as the way to the Father, as the way
one becomes Son of God: '

"Jesus does not reveal the absolute mystery.
He' reveals how one may respond to that
absolute mystery through trust and obedience
to the mission of the Kingdom".34

This is an operational or functional understanding
of Chriét's person, because according to Sobrino this also
is a very important aSpect'in our understanding of Jesus'
divinity. In this model Jesus is seen as the 'first bom'
as it signifies his sonship as well as his brotherliness,
thereby suggesting his relationship with other human
beings.

"Hence being the 'first born' is part and parcel
of Jesus' divinity. He traverses the way to God
and makes it possible for his brothers and
sisters to do the sa:me".35

In this relational category,'therefdre, his approach
to the person'of Jesus is to find out to whom Jesus
surrendered himself and how he did it. Underlying this
approach is the Hegelian understanding of what the person

is: Jesus is a person who becomes the person he is
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precisely through his surrender to the other, who is #he

Father. Sobrino cites Hegel:

"In friendship and love I renounce my abstract

personality and thereby obtain a concrete

personality. The authentic reality of the

person, then, consists in submerging oneself

ontologically in the other".36

Sobrino's exposition of the person of Christ in this

relational category as above still raises a question in
the mind of the reader. And the question is, what is the
difference between Jesus and us? How does one arrive at
the uniqueness of Jesus by using this relational category
in historical terms?

"The fundamental difference is that", says Sobrino,

"Jesus is the one who has lived faith in all its

pristine fullness, who has opened up the pathway of

faith and traversed it to the very end. We might

also say that he is the one who ‘has lived hope

absolutely, precisely insofar as he experienced the

Father's total abandonment on the cross, whereas in

the case of the christian we: find that the kingdom

has become something definitive, at least as a

promise".37v

This explanation of Sobrino's does not bring out the

uniqueness of Jesus as the God-Man.

From thé'examination above we can summarize Sobrino's
position as follows: The person of Jesus is essentially
relational, not absolute in itself. Jesus should be
understood in terms of something quite distinct from,
nonetheless quite bound up with,his self, i.e. God and his
Kingdom. We may just allude here that Sobrino is heavily

dependent on W. Pannenberg's way of understanding this
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relational category. For Pannenberg argues that the Son-
ship of Jesus can adequately be understood only in terms
of,his.relationship with God the Father, and that 6nly the
personal communion of Jesus with the Fatheripioves that he

is one and the same as the Son of that Father.38

(iii)
THE CHRISTOIOGY OF BOFF

In this section we shall briefly examine the christo-
logical statements of Boff as far as the person of Christ
was concerned. Boff is in full agreementwith Sobrino when
he asserts that hisfstarting-point of christology is the
historical Jesus himself.. He says his attempt to under-
stand the human Eeing and God with Jesus himself as his
starting-point is an inverse route when compared to the
route of most other attempts that begin either with the

human or divine nature or the meaning of-person.39

It is the Jesus of Nazareth who is his starting
point. In his study of the Jesus of history, Boff, like
Sobrino, examines the relation of Jesus foAGod and the
Kingdom. This Jesus of Nazareth, according to him, as it
is also according to Sobrino, is to be seen in terms of
the Kingdom. For Jesus preached the kingdom of God and
understood his own person and mission iﬁ rélation to the
kingdom. The kingdom of God, accoxding to Boff, signifies
total liberation: |



"Kingdom of God signifies the realization of a
utopia cherished in human hearts, total human and
cosmic liberatioﬁ It is the new situation of an
old world now replete with God and reconciled with
itself". 40

And he adds:

"Total 1iberationland its attendant freedom is the

essence of God's kingdom, and that is an eschato-

logical favour from God".41

Boff emphasizes that when Jesus preacheﬁ the kingdom as
an eschatological gift against the back drop of the
apocalyptic vision of reality, he understood himself as
the essential element of the kingdom:
"Christ understdod himself not only asva.preacﬁer
and prophet of this good news (Gospel) but as: an

element of the new transformed situation He is -

the new human person, the kingdom already present

though veiled in weakness". 42

It is in this sense that Boff desdribes Jesus as the
liberator. He: argues against regionalizing the Kingdom
of God in one way or'another, for the Kingdom, he says,
rétainsvits totality and universality. The liberation
that Jesus preaches is a total 1iberation‘of all history,
not just'part.of it. The kingdom of God hel announces is
not a liberation from this or that evil, from political
oppression of the Romans, from the economic difficulties
of the people or from sin alone. However, from Jesus'
p01nt of view, says Boff, the total liberation was
anticipated in a process inaugurated in his own person,
and this process embodied partial liberations that remain

open to fulfilment.
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‘As Jesus understood himself in relation to the kingdom,
he coméorte&.himself with extreme sovereignty. He spoke with
God and of God in a manner regarded as blasphemous by his
contgmporaries (Mk 2:7, Jn 5:18). He seemed to act in the
name and the plade of God. He spoke with such authority -that
possession of the kingdom was made dependent on adhesion to
his own person. If Jesus comported himself with such
sovereignty, then the Question is 'how did;he'understand
himself?'. Boff like Sobrino reflects on Jesus' attitude,
actions and words} He argues that Jesus in the Synoptic
Gospels never directly applied the expression 'Son of God'
o himself. He also asserts that it was the post-
resurrectionlfaith that was to confer this:title on him.43
According to Boff it was the profound experience of the
Father, asgs well athhe corresponding sonship, that constitute
the basis of Jesus' awareness of being the:messenger and the
inaugurator of the Kingdom of God. Jesus did not use the
title"Son of God' to express this profound experience of his.
It is not clear, however, how Bbff arrives at the conclusion
that Jesus had a profound experience of the Father. It seems
to me that he is making.the same assertion that Sobrinb also
makeslwhen he speaks of the relational consciousness of Jesus
in terms of absolute obedience. Boff is also indebted to J'.
Jeremias fof thé understanding of Jesus' use of the term
'Abba' to address his Father. On the whole Sobrino and Boff
aré similar in their understanding of the historical Jesus'
consciousness of himseif in relation to the Father and the
KingdomL

From this understanding of thev'relational category'

(although he does not use this phrase explicitly) with
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regard to the historical Jesus, Boff moves on to expound
theologically his understanding of the person of Christ.
According to Boff, Jesus is the man who is God. Before we
see the way he explains this, it must be said that Boff
acknowledges the mystery of the truth contained in the
traditional'presentation'of Christ, especially in the
Chalcedonian central thesis which affimms the unity of the
concrete being Jesus: ‘'one and the same Iord'. Boff
~affimms that the person (hypostasis), according to the
dogmatic formula, is the principie‘of unity.

"Person (hypostasis) in the dogmatic formula only

seeks: to express the principle of unity in being,

that which makes anything.one".44 ‘
This is aa datum which must not be lost, says Boff. Thus
his assertion seems to be soundly based on the traditional
position.

Althougﬁ:he seems to assert the truth and the
traditionai formula, a closer look at his exposition of
the person of Christ is necessary. Christian dogma
always reiterated thé truth that Christ fs one person with
two natures, divine and human, and that consequently |
human nature cammot of itself mean human person. According
to this traditional position, Christ is & human being
but not a human person. . According to the Chalcedonian
formula only the divine pérson and not the human one
subsists in Jesus. This point is not denied by Boff. In
fact he affirms the traditional position in a more

specific way as follows:
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"The eternal Person assumed to itself the 'human'
‘person of Jesus; +this human person was not
annihilated but totally realizéd, not in itself,
but in the divine Person.... The basis of his
life (the man Jesus' life) did not reside in
himself, but in the divine Pe;rson".45

Thus Boff's understanding of the person of Christ is in
keeping with the traditional concepts of hypostatic union

and enhypostates. Boff however moves from the traditional

concepts of nature and person which are static. His

definitions of nature and person are as follows.
Nature as a dynamic concept, says Boff:

"....consists in ali that is physically, psychically,
-historically, sociologically, and spiritually given -
all that which precedes a free decision and makes it

possible".46'
From this dynamic concept of nature in human beings he

goes on to define person thus:

"'Person'is'this same nature thus marked, insofar
&g 1t is in possession of itself gnd realizes
itself dynamically and relationally in communion
with the totality of surrounding reality".

" Person is possession of self, self-

consciousness and interior autonomy".46

The notions of self possession and relationality in self-
awareness or_COnscioﬁsness are important to underline in
this definition of person by Boff. Although 'person' is

an 'I' in itself and for itself, it is a relational
reality, says Boff:

"Phe 'I' exists and subsists only if it opens
itself to a 'You'. The original word is not 'I'
but 'I - You - We'. It is only by means of the
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'"You' that the 'I' discovers itself as ah 'I'. The
person is indeed autonomy and freedom though not
freedom from others: but freedom for others".47
This is not & new and original insight of Boff. Many
modern thinkers have come to understand human personality
. as a centre of felationships through self-consciousness
(self—possession) and self giving. A person in the
modern understanding is someone complete in himself but

also someone who is constituted by his relations.

Based on this modern dynamic conéept of person Boff
would want to expound the person of Christ as follows.
The more the human beings relate to others and go out of
themselves, the more they grow and become human; and the
more they are in the other the more they are in themselves
and become'themselves. So it was the case with Jesus.
The more he resided in God the more God resided in him.

Boff also adds:

"The more the man-Jesus dwelled in God, the more

he was divinized. The more God existed. in Jesus

the more God was'humanized".48

In this use of relation categoiy the personal-identity of
Jesus with the eternal Son means, éccording to Boff, that
Jesus was a human being who could relate to God amd be
in God to the point of being his Son. If we understand
him rightly, Boff seems to say that it waS>when_Jesus'
openness to the point of becoming fully human, and the
self-emptying of God coincided, that God became human in
Jesus of Nazareth. This is the dynamic way in which
Boff would like us to understand the incarnation. For

him the concept of incarnation signifies.not merely that
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God assumed znd penetrated the concrete human reality of
Jesus of Nazareth, but that Jesus also actively assumes
and penetrates the divine reality of the Second Person of

the Blessed' Trinity.

That Jesus assumes and penetrates the divine reality
of the eternal Son is éxplained in terms of kenosis.
There seems to be a. twofold kenosis in the incarnation as
understood by Boff. ‘While he does hqt deny - the self-
emptying of God on the one hand, he affifﬁs on the other
hand the kenosis of the man Jesus. Jesus does not have an
'hypostasis', a subsistence, enduring in himself and for
himself. He was completely.emptied of himself to be
completely filled by the reality of the dther, of God the
Father. Boff goes on to emphasize that Jesus realized
himself radieally in the other; and that he was not
anything for himself, but all for others and for God.
This understanding of the kenosis of Jesus of Nazareth
is not without problems. We shall discuss these in the

final section of the chapter.

One positive point of Boff's dynamic concept of. the
incarnation is to be noted. While affirming that the
ihcarnation was not 6ver when the Word wés;conceived in
the ﬁomb of the Virgin, he also agserts that God assumed,
not an abstract humanity, but rather a concrete,
individualized, and historically conditioned man, Jesus
of Nazareth. In the growth and the historical develop-
ment of this Jesus & truly incarnating process exists.
God‘is seen in this understanding as God who went on
assuming the human concrete nature of Jesus according to

how this manifested itself and developed. The inverse
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also is true that the human nature of Jesus revealed the
divinity according to how it increased and matured.49
Jesus did have temptations but he conquefed them from
- within. Jesus was without sin. Boff alludes to W.
Pannenberg's understanding of sinlessness of Jesus.50
According to Boff, the.sinlessness'of Christ came not from
@& speeizl quality of his nature, but from an intimate and
uninterrupted uhion'with God. Boff understands sin as

follows:
"It (gsin) consists in closing in on oneself to =

point where one exeludes God, in a centering of

the 'I' on itself, an incapaeity to love without

egoism".51

By arguing that Jesus emptied himself of his own self and
completely entered in God so as to be without sin, Boff
would say in what exactly the sinlessness of Jesus
consists:
"....the siﬁlessneés of Jesus does not consist so
much in the purity of his ethical attitudes, in

the rectitude of his individual acts, but in the

fundamental situation of his being in God's

presence and unifgd‘with Goar.°1

‘Congidering this more positively, Boff asserts the
sinlessness of Jesus @s: a more deeply rooted reality which
is based on the fundamental fact that there was no

separation from God in the life of Jesus.

The implication from all these considerations of
the person of Christ is, according to Boff, that like
Jesus, all human beings find themselves in a situation

of openness tD'all of reality. Through love we can open

ourselves, adds Boff, in such a way to God and others
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that we completely empty ourselves and fill ourselves in
the same proportion with reality of others and God. Boff
sums up his dynamic and relational concept of the

incarnation as follows:

"The Incarnation contains a message that concerns
not only Jesus Christ but also the nature and
destiny of every person. By means of the
Incarnation we come to know who in fact we are and .
what we are destin&d for. We .come to know the
nature of God, who in Jesus Christ comes to our
encounter with a face like ours - respecting our
otherness - in order to assume human‘nature and
£i11 it with his divine reality".”2

(iv)
A THEOIOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Having exaﬁined the christologies of Sobrino and
Boff in the last two sections of this chapter, we shall
now attempt, in this last section, a theological assess-
ment dealing summarily with their positions. As is
obvibus from the sections above, their positions are
basically similar. Hence a summary dealing with them
would be sufficient for our general argument. Both
Sobrino and Boff employ, as we obsérved above, the
relational category to expound the person of Christ.
Sobrino alludes to St. Augustine's use of this category
in the psychological ﬁode&s of his exposition of the
doctrine of Trinity. Since St. Augustine, the Church
‘also has used this category as far as the doctrine of
the Trinity was concérned; However, when we analyse

~this category és used by Sobrino and Boff there are some
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problems. We shall consider these briefly in the remaining

few pages.

a) THE DIVINITY:

Sobrino and Boff speak of the divinity of Jesus in
terms of his relation to the Father, which was: character-
ized by absolute obedience, unconditional trust and
confidence. These characteristics of his relation to the
Father and his kingdom are traced from the general
attitude and actions of the historical Jesus. By this
term 'general attitude' they mean, not the assured facfs
about his words and deeds, but the manner in which he
preached the kingdom and the relational awareness of the
.mission entrusted to him by the Father. Ouf objeetion is,
can we speak of the absolute obedience of Jesus on the
grounds ofAthis so called genenal-attitude. Is: it not the
case that only in the light of the totaIIChrist, encountered
by the fii-‘st christians as the Risen Iord, that we can
affirm with theological certitude that Jesus lived to the
end @ life of absolute obedience and unconditional child-
like trust and confidence. Sobrino in particular seems
either to confuse the term 'historical with the term
'kerygmatib' in this case, or to claim too much about the
historical Jesus without sufficient evidence. Now I am by
no means suggesting that these should be a sharp distinction
betweeh the historieal Jesus and the Rigen Christ as

suggested by Harnack.

It is one thing to be a man and another to be God.

How then cam it be established simply from Jesus' general
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attitude and actions that he is the etemnal in the midst of
time? Sobrino's answer seems to be given in the following
statement which we have cited earliér:
"The divinity of Jesus consists of his concrete
relationship to the Father. This unique, peculiar,
unrepeatable way of being in relationship with the
Father is what constitutes his concrete way of
participating in divinity".>>
This statement of Sobrino, in spite of thé terms 'unique’,
'peculiar', and unrepeatable (the terms he does not
explain), doess not make it clear how Jesus, although he
was one of.us,'ﬁas also different from us. Moreover it
is not clear how he could use the terms 'unique',
'peculiar' and 'unrepeatable' on the basis of the
historical investigation, which could ne?er'conclusively
demonstrate Jesus' consciousness (the relational aware-
ness) to be unique. Sobrino as we cited earlier on pagea4,
argues that Jesus was different from us in the way he lived
his faith to the pristine fullness. There seems to be some
sort of reductionism in this understanding. It seems
similar to the reductionism of Dr. J.A.T. Robinson when he
refers to the 'adequacy' of Jesus' moral quality and
stature.54 Professor S.W. Sykes has argued that such
terminology is inadequate,55 a criticism that holdé good
against Sobrino's reduction of Jesus' divinity to his
faith 1lived in pristine fulness. It is true that
'christologies from below' endeavour to establish the
fullness of Christ's humanity; however, as Professor
Sykes has indiéated, the difficulty is when one has

asserted that Jesus was one of us and yet goes on to say
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that Jesus was: different from us in that he was God. The

two liberation theologies, Sobrino and Boff, seem to want
to argue on the one hand that there wgs néthing remarkable
about Jesus' history amnd yet, on the othér, that it points
to the absolute so that we canAsay‘that»to have seen Jesus
was to have seen the Father (cf. Jn 14:9), and that indeed
Jesﬁs w2s divine. To make such statements much more is
needed than the reductionistic assertion that Jesus'
concrete faith lived in pristine fullnesé constituted his
divinity. It is true, but not sufficient, to say that
Jesus was different from us merely in the way he lived his

faith.

When discussing Jesus' faith in terms of obedience
and trust, Sobrino uses language which shows some tendency
towards adOptiQnism.56 Although Boff also shows the same
tendency, in Sobrino's case it seems to bé more obvious.
When using the relational category, Sobrino‘actually
suggests that Jesus becomés the Son of God rather than
that he simply-is the Son of God. When he says this he
seems to say much more than that Jesus becomes aware that
he was the Son of God. It is one thing fo suggest that
Jesus gradually became aware of being the Son of God, and
yet another to claim that Jesus becomes the Son of God.
Although Sobrino tries: to avoid all ontoiogical categories
and prefers the relational, yet ﬁhen he uses the word
'becomes' he holds on to an ontological term. Moreover
" he emphagsizes that some language of 'becoming' is
necessary, and that this 'becoming' is a mystery. However,
from our point of view, Sobrino seems to suggest some sort

of adoptionism'when he says that: "Jesus gradually



97

fashioned himself into the Son of God, became the Son of
God".?T and the explanation he gives for the need to use
such a language, @3- we indicated here and in page 83 , is

not convincing enough.-

Boff in his tum seems to soften out such adoption-
istic tendency in his approach to the person of Christ.
In his use of the coﬁcept of kenosis, for instance, Jesus
of Nazareth is seen as: emptying himself to such an-extent
that he is filled by the Second Person of the Trinity.
Boff seems to imply that God's self-emptying and the man-
'Jesus' self-emptying reach a climax at sdme point when
Jesus actually becomes the Son of God.ss As we indicated
earlier, Boff uses kenosis in a twqfold way, the kenosis
of God and the kenosis of the man Jesus. He argues: that
Jesus of Nazareth realizes himself radically in the Other,
the Other being-God. This language, with ifs Hegelian
connotation of the spirit coming to realize itself as the
other, seems to suggest that there was a person of Jesus
of Nazareth who emptied himself so much as to become the
Son of God. Thus we could see an underlying tendency of

adoptionism in Boff as well.

b) THE HUMANITY:

As far as the hﬁmanity of Jesus is conéerned, Sobrino
and'Boff have endeavoured to maintain thé fullness of
humanity of Jesus. In point of fact, as we indicated
above, they seem to have argued for Jesus' humanity even
at the expense of a good explanation of his divinity. A
closer look at the way they speak of the;human conscious-

ness of Jesus is necessary. Some comparison with
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Eufopean discussion of this issue, in parficular with
that of K. Rahner, may throw light on the approach of
these theologians of liberation. First of all, it
should be reiterated here that neither Sobrino's
&iscussion, nor that of Boff, is concerned with the ,
explicit self-consciousness of Jesus as that is not
available from the New Testament data. Their
discussions are based on what they call relational
consciousness. According to them, Christ's knowledge
&g: being 'immediate' has no credibility if we have to
maintain that Jesus was truly human and thaf he grew
@&s normal human_beingsldo. lThey aiso assert that Jesus
had limitations to his knowledge even regav&ing his own
future. They, like Rahner, would see it not as a sign
of imperfection, but as a necessary condition for true
freedom and total surrender, in faith, to his Father.
They also deny, as: K. Rahner does, the traditional idea
of the 'beatific vision' as conferring on Jesus an
immediate and adequate knowledge of God ‘and his own
identity. |

In this fegard we will do well to.summarize K.
Rahner's: views on the human consciousness of Jesus.59
He speaks of a multilayered consciousness of Jesus, and
draws a distinction between objective and unobjective
human knoﬁledgeu He argues that in Jesu34 case the
consciousness of his being one with God was not in the
sense of God's esseﬁce being before his»hind's-eye, as
it were, as;ah objeet, as if standing opposite an

object. Bmphasizing the concept of hypostatic union as
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an ontologically highest possible union, he argues that
Christ's human spirit was-wware=of~God unobjectively, in a
manner analogous to the awareness which - human spirits
have of their own pufely human spirit and of its capacity
to transcend. Rahner would say, therefore, that Jesus
thematized and interpreted to himself this unobjective
knowledge in proportion to his growth according to his
ciréumstaﬁces. On this view, Jesﬁs had to go through a
history of self—interﬁretation and'was'thus capable of &

genuine dialogue with God.

This understanding of his consciousﬁess also portrays
' Jesus as the recipient of revelation. And this is
important to the understanding that Jesus Christ is the
fullness of revelation. Jesus did not mérely bring
revelation, rather he is the revelation. He is the focus
of revelation history in person. And Christ had to
interpret this to himself in the concreté historical
conditions of his human growth. 1In this:cqnnection Rahner
indicates that the basic factor of the incarnation was not
the idea of 'assumption' in the sense of taking on somé—
thing completely in itself as an alien element; but

rather the idea of the self-emptying and becoming of the
logos.

. When we compare Rahner's concept of the self-
emptying logos with the concept of the self-emptying of
Jesus, which according to Sobrino and Boff constitutes his
divinity, the two approaches seem to have much in common:
the same aynamic concept of the incarnation is found in
both cases. What is more, according to Sobrino and Boff,

Jesus is a recipient of reielation.who interprets the
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revelation to himself in every concrete situation. But,
on the other hand, there seems to be some difference in
theif posifions. Rahner, followihg the Johannine
formula, 'the Word became flesh', boldly asserts that God
who is unchangeable in himself can changé in another.
This change is not an imperfection, but on the contrary
is a mark of perfection. Rahner thinks in terms of the
pre-existent Logos becoming man, the humanity not in any
way existing prior to the becoming, whereés Sobrino and
Boff seem to think in adoptionistic terms of a prior
humanity (concrete in the person of Jesus of Nazareth)

which by self-emptying becomes God.

One positive point, however, in Boff's is his view of
the sinlessness of Jesus. Of course sinlessness is one
of the most. powerful ways of speaking of the communion
between Jesus and God. It is not to be qnderstood merely
as moral rectitude. But rather as a reality robbed in
his manner of 1iving a life in which as a recipient of
grace and re&elation he responds to God in the most
perfect way poésible. This sinlessness again should not
be taken to mean that Jesus did not expexiénce temptation.
The temptations that Jesus had indicate, not that Jesus
could not sin, but that he did not sin. The truth is not

that Jesus was not able to sin (non posse peccare) but

that Jesus able not to sin (posse non peccare).

From these considerations in the four sections of
this chapter our assessment can be summed up as follows.
There seems to be nothing particularly original that these

Latin American theologians, Sobrino and Boff, have
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contributed tO.ConfempOrary diseussions of éhristology.
They use mostly the language used by many contemporary
theologians from e lsewhere. Many of these theologians
have drawn insights from new perspectives on human
personality. These theological insights have resulted in
a new vitality in theological discussion of the person of
Christ. They have considered the new perspective of
human personality seen as & centre of relationships
through se1f¥cdnsciousness (self-possession) and self-
giving. A person is therefore someone complete in
himself but also someone who is constituted by his
relations.‘ Soﬁrino and Boff by using the same relational
category in terms of self-possession and-self—giving have
fallen in line with these theologiéns to a certain extent.
However they bécome-radical when they suggest that Jesus
becomes: the Son of God. This seems not only reductionist

but dangerously close to the language of adoptionism.
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CHAPTER 4

THE DBATH AND RESURRECTION OF JESUS

It was the resurrection event that iﬁspired the
first christians to ﬁroclaim Jesus és the Christ, and
to look upon the significance of Jesus' death on the
cross. Any christological discussion should, therefore,
take into account the theological significance of the
cross andl the resurrection without haking too sharp>i
distinction between soteriology and christology, for
these two are aspects of & single whole. Moreover the
person and the history of Jesus aré ingeparable from
their universal significance. As W. Kasper puts it:

"The actual meaning of @ profession of faith
in Jesus Christ and of christological.teaching
~is only apparent if we inquire into the
liberating and redemptive meaning of Jesus".1

In this chapter our intent is to examine fhe
statements of Sobrino amnd Boff as regards the cross and
the resurrectioh of Jesus Christ. 'The situation in
Latin America for christians is oné of involvement in
the effort fqr‘socia; change. For them the resurrec-
tion, according to the liberation theologians, remains
a paradigm'of 'liberation'. But, Sobrino asserts, the
resurrection without the cross is idealistic and for

christian 1ife the utopia of christian resurrection

becomes real only in terms of the cross:
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"From their concrete experience in the effort
to achieve liberation, people are now

beginning to realise that they cannot prescind

from the cross of Jesus if their experience is

to be truly christian®.?
In the light of this stress upon the significance of
the death and resurrection, we shall divide this
chapter into four méin parts. In the first we shall
briefly summarize the statements\Sobrino and Boff makeA
about the death and resurrection of Jesus: in the
second we'shall gee how their position is to be
understood within the framework of liberation theology,
in particular with reference to Gutierrez; in the
third we shall'examine some traditional categories of
the soteriological motif of the death and resurrection
of Jesus; andl fourthly we shall try to establish if the
traditidnél undergstanding of salvafion finds expression

in liberation theology.
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(1)

SOBRINO AND BOFF : A SUMMARY

a) SOUBRENO :

In this first part we shall briefly examine the
discussion of Sobrino and Boff on the signifieance of
the death and resurrection of Jesus. According to
Sobrino there arevét least two levels of theological
reflection on the death of Jesus. The first is to do
with theology in the strict sense:

"Theology must consider how the cross-of Jesus,
as a real happening in history, affects God
himself ...... where it could become a: theology
of the crucified God".->

The second level is to do with the consideration of
suppositions and implications of this particular concept
of God for christian life: |

"To see whether the notion of a_'crucifie&.Gdd'
should ﬁot have some impact on-the way we
configure our historical praxis",4

If we are to enter these levels of discussion we -
have to avoid two common dangers; one is the danger of
isolating the cross from Jesus' own history and the
other is that of isélating it from God. In the following
few pages we: shall outline the way in which Sobrino
considers these two levels: the theology of the
crucified God, and the practical'implicafion of this
notion of God.

According to Sobrino one thing that differentiates

Jesus' death from that of any martyr is that Jesus died
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in complete rupture_with'his own cause. Jesus cried out
in abandonment: "My God, my God,why have you forsaken me".
(Mk 15:34; Mf'27i46);5 He felt abandoned by God, the
neafness of whosewkingdom hé had proclaimed Henoe thefe
is the scandaal of the cross which is the feature of this
abandonment. ‘Sobrino avers:

"The scandal of this death in theological abandon-

ment is irretrievable even after the resurrection,

for the resurrection does not eliminate it".6
Acéording $0 Sobrino this raises m set of new questions
about God; the question in the main is: "What kind of a
God is he who has abandoned his Son on the-cross?". And
this question entails = new revel&tion of God.

Sobrino obsgervés briefly by way of theses that there
is a tendencj'in'the postrresurreétion faith of the New
Testament and in christian'tradition either to overlook
or explain away the scwn@al df the cross. His arguments
for the theses to explore this tendenay in the New
Testament may be summarized as follows ' While Mark amd
Matthew preserve the cry of dereliction, a:verse used
from Psalm 22, ILuke and John nbt.oniy'do'not have this
- verse but in tﬁe place of the final cry they have:
"Father into &our,hands I commend my spirit" (Lk 23:46);
"Now it is finished" (Jn 19:30). Iuke and John have
avoided the scandalous element of the abandonment. The
next indication of this tendency is thé;way in which -

- various christblogies'of the New Testamént concentrate
on the hbhorific titles they ascribed to Jesus on account
of hié resuriection.,'The point is that this attempt qf
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christologi031 titles lose sight of the "servant of Yahweh"

title which is the most direct pointer to Jesus' cross.

Anpther way in‘which the New Testamént lost sight of
the séandal of the cross, according to Sobrino, is to be
seen in that the cross was ré@uce&.to & ‘noetic mystery'.
By 'noetic‘mystery' he means a cognitive mystery that
underlies God's plan of salvation. The cross in the New
Testament is viewed in soteriologicesl terms, in terms of
its salvific implications for human beings. Attention
was focusgg on the why and whefefore of the cross. And,
thereforé,/grbsg vas seen as the part of the plan of God:
"Jeaus délivered.up'&cco:ding to the dlefinite plan and.
foreknowledge of God" (Acts 2:25)}A it was'necessary that
Jesus should die on the cross (Ik 24;25){ and it was also
predicted in the scripfures (1 24:25} 1 Cor 15:4). And
various models are used to explain that Jesus &ied“for_bur
sins: "to‘bring repentance to Israel, and forgiveness of
“sine" (Acts $:31); to expiate sin (Mk 10:45); he shed
his blood for ﬁs'(Mk_14:23 ff:f;Lk*éZ;ZO).f,He‘dies as an
Ve#piatory]victim:(Rom:3:25). Thégs-gotifsiare basically
fgbm a centain conception of énitic«wéi%hip. This is an
attémpt to find the'inteznal connection between death on
the cross, s&l&ation,tand ﬁheAfbrgiveness,of sins.

Sobrino admits that fhere is @ positive éiement about
these models, because: they stressed that Jesus' death on
thé cross broﬁghf-salvaéion.' Eut{ he says, they, however,
do not say emough, for they do not bring out the scandal

" of the cross. The negative thing about them is that they
draw our~atteﬁtion-gwmy from God himself and his relation-

ship to the crosé.
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Accordingrto Sobrino;the whole logical (it is not

cleawr what he meéns'by 'logical' here) scheme of the New
Testament in which the first christians frame the question
of the cross presupposes from the outset a particular
knowledge oﬁ‘God. In thsir sociocultural milieu the
notion of God @s sueh did not pose any problem to them.
But such an approssh cannot be taken for granted as self-
ev1dent in St Paul's ‘theologicail situation nor in ours.
‘Sobrino argues'in support of this that:

"We cannot explain the cross logicadly by appealing

-t0 God, who supposedly is known adrea@y, because the

first thing thaty%%oss does here is raise guestions

about God himself and the authentic reality of the
. deity“ 7 "

This understanding of the New Testament evidencse on the

whole, however, is not without problems.

Sobrino also obServes~that there was a similar kind
of tendency in the Chureh's tradition and theology ;to
bypass3the,scsndal'Ofdthe*onoss; .He:outiines four
important'trends in the‘tradition %Z iﬁaiche this
tendency.s First of all, christians of the early _
centuries found - it impossible - to understand the abandon-
ment of.Jesus-by the Father. Therefore some of them
considered the use of Psalm 22 in Jesus'-ory as
netgphorical and said that Jesus spoke on behalf of the
sinful-humanity. There were other Fathers‘since, like
Tertullian, Ambrose and S%. Thomas.Aquinas, who admitted
_"that Jesus suffered,abandonment, psychologically speaking,

and that this caused.him great,mnxietx not despair.
Jesus was thought to be complaining that the logos was
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going to abandon his body in the tomb in the short interval

between his death and resurrection.

Secondly, the same tendency is also:ncticeable in
Anselm's theory of vicarious satisfaction‘which has been
extremely infiuential in christian-traditicn. Sobrino
does not come up ﬁith a:thoroﬁghgging cniticism of Anselm'ss
theory. However he points cut fhat Anselm's explanaticn
assumes that God cannot be affected by evil; and that it
also assumes tyat sgivaticn consists in the pardon of sins
overlooking the much broader biblical conception of
salvation as the feign of God and integrﬁl salvation.
Anselm's theory views the death of‘Jesus:in_isolation from
the rest of his lifcﬂ This has given rise to a mystique Of
the:sﬁffering of Jesus, for it is ahistorical. |

Thirdly, Soﬁrino makes an observaticn,‘which
incidentally is-cufrectly discussed by ecumeniecal grbups,8
that there is this inisiéad‘ing tradition of referring to
| Mass as the Holy Sacrifice of, the Mass. The dangé; hoﬁever
according to Sobrino is that this might reduce the real
irrepeatable, historical cross of Jesus to nothing more

than a cultic, rltualized cross. '

Fourthly, Sobrino criticizes the~Grcek metaphysical
and,epistemoloéical framework which was very much absorbed.
into c¢hristian theology. The Greek concept of perfection
made christians insist on the impasgibility of God.
Suffering could no% be_thcught of as a mode of being
_belonging to God. The Gregk,epistemclcgy used. by
traditiona]l christian theology was based on the principle
of-cnalogf andiinsiéted that one came‘fo;know something

through its resemblance to something ailready kmown. For
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chrigtians it meant that the reality of God is to be
recognise&.ﬁhggggh'what is positive in the creaturee.:
Hence for them/eross cannot revesml anything about God
himself. HoweVer, Sabrino asserts that true knowledge
would be impqssible‘without'some kind of analogy.9 But
this should be compiemented by the prinéiple~of dialectical
knowledige, i.e. knowing something through its contrary.
G:eek eonceptual categories alone would not help christians

to arrive at for-instance @ concept of’the cnucified God.

After showing dissatisfaction thus with the ways the
cross’ and ite 'significance had been hitherto explained,
Sobrino moves on to demonstrate that one initial way to
recover the original_meaning of the~cross is to see it as=

10 As opposed to

the historical conseguence of his life.
Anselm's: shistoriesl understanding of God's plan or
design;‘Sobrino sﬁggestelthat God's plan‘ehould be

understood in terms of‘real authentic incarnation of God:

/

"If God did become incarnate ‘in history .and. accepted
-1ts meahanisms, ambiguities, and eontra&ictions,
then the cross reveals. God not Just. in himself but
in conjunction with the historieal path that leads
Jesus to the eross". 1L :

"fhe cross is the outcome of an incarnation situated
-in a world of sin that is revealed. to be & power
working against the God of Jesus" 11

Sobrino describes sin in this:context{not merely as:
an intermal ‘state but also @s in secio-pelitical systems
that give shape and structure to the-oveiall‘situation,'
Sin is against God ingofar ss it is sin against the reign
of God. While Jesus proelaimed~thernearness of God's

kingdom, he is thrown into w.conflict-ridden situation.
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It is -ultimatelj.thi.s situation that leads him to his death

on the cross. -

Jesus was condemned to-death aas a blasohemer by the

Jewish authorities. The verdiet in Mark 14: 63-64 of

guilty , Claims Scbrino is important not to see whether
the condemnation of Jesus was' correct in the light of
theology and laws of the day. but because it enables us to
see. the historieal causes that led Jesus' condemnation.
Jesus practised his religion az an orthodox Jew but _
denounced the dee:facto situation of religion as manipulated
by the religious leaders. Hee challengedl their status quo.

He questioned the way in which they wieldead power in the
name of the law:, thus manipulating the mystery of God. .In
thea last analysis Jesns is hostile to the religious leadears
of his~<iay_-and .is _eventually c.ondmnnedi because of his .
co'ncep.tion‘ 'of':God."

Jesu&ms also czondemned as a politieal rebel

Sobrino says: : 3 «

"The only reaal point of: conflict and the one that
-came. to the fore in. Jesus' case, wzas the use of
- power. What kind of power should ‘be used to =

organise society in accordance wvith God's wishes""lz
Jesus did not espouse _nationalism, as’ zealots did; nor
did he favour political theocratism. For him God's
coming was an act of God's gra;e. His basic te‘mptation
was, as it wass for others, to establish God's kingdom
through the use of political power. Howéver his concept
' of the kingdom aj:Lso ,.involw;edj. some form of social organiza-
tion that would necessarily take ~so'ci~ety-: and politics .

into account. -' 'Jesus was not a zealot, but he does not
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basically disagree with the zealots on the_idea that there

must be some historical amd sociogpolitical,medimtion of
 the kingdom of God. Eventually he suffered the punishment
impose&.on politicaifagitators which wasﬁcnucifixion as
| Oppose.di to stoning which was the punishment for blasphemers.
Thus his;lifegis'a.journey that leads to the eross.

"The cross is not the result of some divine decision

independent of’ history, it is the outcome of the
basic 0ption for incarnation in a given situation”. 13

In this'phrase,"the basic option for incarnation in a
given situation', Sobrino presupposes a.dynamic concept of
inoarnation; Jesus was" not bom to die on the cross as
such but he came to terms with a given situation and grew
up in a;situation of conflicts. Eventuaily it was this
situation‘that,ied}him3to the cross..

’Whilentne“steosaﬁove:was %o nécoten the original
sense.of the cnoss as ‘the outcnme of Jesus' historicml
path, the next sxep is theological consideration in the
strict‘sense. And_in.this.stepy as“we:shali briefly
consider below,;Sobfino:or0posesfto*ponder{suffering a8
the mode of being for God. S

Sobrino maintains, as ve: indicated,zight at the
beginning of the ‘summary of his position, that the
distinctive chamaoter of Jesus' death lies.in the
questions about God that arise from the abandonment of -
Jesus on the cnoss. According to Sobrino the cross of
AmJesus firgt of all radicalizes the” transcendence of God.
What;he means by ra&icmlizing the transcendence of God
is as follows.: The transcendence of Go&fwas;alreaqy

recognised.in the. 0ld Testament basically in two ways
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both of. which ware 0penationa1 mnd practicad rather than

metaphyeicml
"Pirgt, there is the prohibition against fashioning
-images of God (Deut 5:8). :
Second, there is: the formulated belief ‘that the
‘ authentic reality of God will only show up &t the
end of hietory, thanks to some definitive action on
God's part (Is'65 17)" 14
The emne underetending:ofitraneenndenoe is”radicalized-on
the cmoee,_eeyessohrino:f fi;etly;~there,is no image of
God on'the '-Qross;' "wsedondi}f there ig no hint 'of divine
power, besuty or perfec::tion On the cross: the relation-
ship between God end power appeare in veny different terms.
God on the anoee ie ‘seen enbmergeﬁ'wdthin the negative.

Sobrino also maintaine ‘that the cross calls into_
question all knowledge of God based on natunal theology
While: natuxml theology by wmy of analogy ettempts to gain
access’ to God on the baeie of. what is positive in
existenee Sobnino adde "

"On the cross, however) we find nothing eimilar to
what 18. usuelly regardied as divine.- "Iff there is

' gome knowledge of God-to be found ‘on-the eross,
then some other. principle of‘knowle&ge:muet be
operative bec&uee the deity appears totally unlike
enything we know" 15

Therefore.the,cnoss foroeenne to reformulate the whole
problam of God. God 1s to' be recognised through what
seems to-be qnite the'oppoeite:of~divine, i.e. suffering.
It is in this content of theodioy that theology is to be

formulated.eaye;Sobrino,, Suffering ie exemplified most
emphaticmlly'On the cross. It is in thie -mode .of suffering

that God hae %0 . be renngnieed
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The central thesis in these reflections of Sobrino on

the c'itoss' is:

"On the- cross of Jesus God himself is crucified.
The Father suffers the death of the Son and takes

" upon -himself all the pain and: suffering of history.
In this ultimate solidarity with humanity he
reveals: himsel'f @ the God of love,. who opens up & -
hope and a future through the most negative glide

- of. histoxy Thus christian existence is nothing
else but.a process ‘of ‘participating in this same
process wrhereby God loves the world amd henes in
the very life of Goar.l7

Sobrino thereiom, has recourse to the seemingly
paradionicel notion of the "crucifiedi God". 18 On the
cross God may,,,_be smid to question.God_. ' We:’ find a process’
on the crvss within God himself; God takes the form of
mbandbning the S.nn surrendering him to. the inertia of a
monld that really ought to be calledl into q_uee;tion The
transcendent God as the“: Father enters in direot eqnflict

Wid.th the history of the¢ ot 19

4;::4 S et

On the cross, God in abandoning the Son enters into
solidarity wn.th the world. This love relationship of God
with the world is expressed in historieml tems. This
historie=zl love presuppoeee a diGJecties of passivity and
activj_ty, and a: dialeotics 'of presencs a-nd absence. God
is passive in that he let himsel:ff be affected by the
death of his Son. In the son ® passion God does not die,
but, as a complete e@ression of love, he himsel:t suffers.
- Love is made credible on the cross Fnom this standpoint
of the c:ross the important problems of theology can be

refomulated says Sobrino. We come to know who God is,
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and wzho we eare, ’ amd the: meaning of history and s&lvation
-From the stan@point of _the cross he aargues; in the

same line as J. Moltmannzo for ehnistian belief in the
Trinity in a diynamic vaay The ’etemal love between the
Father and the Son is" historioally mediated sands reaches
its parado;Kicalzionn._ofv abandbnmant on the éross. In God
himself the S»pirit"i-sf the fruit of the love between Father
and Son, the Spirit in history becomes the Spirit of love
| designedx to effem liberation in’ history. Thus the Trinity
is geen. in historiml tems '

"God is ‘& trinitarian procese' on the’ vay towards °

-its’ ultimate f‘ulfilment (1 Cor 15: 28), but it takes

aall history into itselﬂ" 2l

By the work of the épirit ‘we come to know what we =re,

ﬂbr the Spirit incorpormtes the- human individfuaal and all
people into the very pmcess of God himself. The _spirit
makes. ue~ the ehildren o:f God by making us participate in
the very pnocess of God Then christian existenczee would
mean the following of JesaJ.s not simply in eethioaal tems
but by participating in the love. that God manife&ted on the
cross” and making it reagl in history. '

The next quesstion is, :'What d’foesit mean, therefore,
to insist that we have been saved by the cross?' Sobrino

o~

gives thi 8 answ:er

"In - my Opinion, however, we are ssying two things
-when' we sqy that ‘the: ‘eross brings: saglvation:
firat, we are saying that in it is revealed. God's
unconditional love. : Salvation is both gratuitous
and possible in histozioml existenoe.. If God-has. .
lovedL us-first: (l Jn 4 10, Rom- 5:8), then there is
some ultimate meaning in history Second we are

e i yeon
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_ saying that thé culmination of our being loved by
God is his work. of preparing us to be introduced
o into his own historiml process, to move from

Sobrino aaontinues the argument a&s- follows

' "The cross, in other words, does not oi’fer us any

~explanatory model Jhat- ‘would: make us unde!rstand

whart saﬂ.vation is and ‘how it itself might be

salvation. Instead it invites us to. participate

in & process within ‘which we can aactually ‘

expenience history as salvation" 22 -
This foregoing qguotation, shocking aass it may be, is not
seemingly in line wfith the waw the catholic tradition has
alwaayer understood the redemptive work of Christ on the
-cross. - The- cross has been regarded as the ingtrument of
salvation by which God reconciled the world to himself.
Sobrino and as we would see liberation theology in
generaal hass apparently rediucedl the - croes merely to &
pamdigm o:f salvation._ For the moment we will refrain
fnom any further dﬁ.scussion of this issue, .as in the final
section oi’ this chapter wzea shall compare the position oi’
liberaation theology with the traditional position

| Now we come to what Sobrino calls the second level
of theological discussion of the cross, i.e., to 'see the
implica:tions which he elaborates from the cnnsiderations
above for christian living _These- implications may be
outlined as. follows.  First o‘f”fall ass the'cross makes one
to reformulate the transcendence of God, this transc:endence-
of God must be grasPed not as an explanation but rather as
, an appeml to human conscience to overcnme the sinfulness '
andi-inju_stice, in thAe. -‘79?14"‘. - 80 long as evil exists in the
world",_.:i"aith cansnot" butbe attacked by unbelief. . As this
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ig- the abmndonment of Jesus “on . the cross, so abandonment is
expenienced in- injustice wmd Oppression.. It is in this
context that christian faith is & process that has to take
shape As Sobrino argues secondly

"christian hope is not aAhOpeful optimism which looks

beyond injustice, oppression and [death; it is a

hope against injustice, oppression, and death". 23
Christian hope is thus set against any'situation in which
injustice seems to triumph over goodness. "Hope derives
its nourishment from the eross and from the service

renderew.to those who aro suffering in our own day

" Thirdly, Sobrino argues that christian lovo shows

its’ life fromﬂthe dialeaticai interplay between love and

alienation 'Itmmust positively fashion & new person - and

itfis not only personal but also

ealistic, neither is it pragmatic
2;death accepted out of love is
can speak of,” ‘or even: better, do.

T Nk

These-are.the implicmtions tha'=Sobrino draws from his

the ultimat e."';that humanityu

: historicml &nd theologicad understanding of the significance
of the cross Thus faith hope andLlove, when viewed from
the vantage point of the CXOSS, have very practical

implications for christian living. .

, Having outlineﬁithe main aspects of SObrino s under-
'standing of the deatviof Jesus on ‘the crogs, we now tum to
his conception of the resurrection, the culminating point
of any: historicml christology Sobrino defines the
""resurrection of Jesus as follows "

"It 1s an:eschatological event in which the final
' -reality of history mekes its appearance in the.



: - I20
: midst of history = whatever that final readity may

‘be understood to be" 24

Being en eschatological event the resurrection has a
distinctive relationship of its own with what is historical.
Sobrino considers the resurrection under its three aspects:
the historieel, the henmeneutical end the theologioal
Sobrino argues that examination of the historical aspect of
the" resurrection reveals two typee of 4radition in the.
gospel narratives that deal.with the resurrection of Jesus,

one, dealing‘mith the empty tomb and the other with gppear—

anees of the risen Christ Any question of the historicity
of the resurrection ham to come to terms wdth these two

traditions. L

Sobrino suggests that the historicity of ‘the 'empty
tomb' traditiongis:" moot queemion. This has;been

a&n apologetie purpose On the contrary I concur with C.H.

Dodd, who in his book The Founder of christianity', argues

that the evangelists ha&.in "their hands = solid piece of a.

very early tradition.2§

Several hypotheses have. beeni
proffered, all of which enuld not be examined either by

Sobrino,gorhby us within the ecOpe of this thesis. All

that m.theologian need assert is that when the resurrection
"“narrative states 'he was raised from the dead', all it may -
initially mewn is that Jesus underwent a.transition, or a

transformation of a personal nature of which no one.has



d\irect: expenience in‘*"--ithis'life.ﬁ Sobrino asserts that themI
resurrection o:f Jesus fnom the dead must not therefore be
'understood 1iterally in temns of & physiosal resuscitation
or merely as a- restoration to a normal state of life. 27
Consequently the:.:ty_f,o-..basic,;points_that Sobrino makes are
based on .the:understanding:_that ' something_'f happenedi to
Jesus to s—u:ggestl thi‘s 't'ransformation 'J.‘his 'gsomething’

is all. that is needed by way of a minimmn for a historical
understanding of the resurrection narratives which have been

written from &, selfoonsciously theologioal standpoint And

those two important points are

(&) "In the New Testament itself faith in the risen .
Jesus does; not depend on .the existence: (or non-
existence) of the empty tomb, but on the
concrete experience of Jesus' apparitions®.

(b) "Centening the whole discmssion ‘around the empty:
ltomb may" ypr‘“' udice one's conception of Jesus'

L -.resurrec io eading one incorrectly to _
_;-‘-:.envis on:itias: 'he;:reVIvification of'a corpse«.

......

aaffims that they are more decisive, amd ‘are more important

The oldesat of the traditions, accord’ing tto him, as according
to most scholars, is the one found in'1 Cor 15:3-5,T.

spite of. the disorepaancies which are . inevitable due: to. the

‘ lateness of the reports and ‘the nature of the communities to
which they were intendedi there can be .no doubt that the
disciples (both women a:nd‘ff,others) had some sort of
wprivileged experiencewhich transfomed their whole lives

Sobrino also argues that these apparitions ‘could hardly be
calledi sub;j ective hallucinations as .the atmosphere after



the shattering experience of Jesus' death on the cross
could scarcely have been conducive to such an experience.

1

Sobrino concludes that the resurrection is either a

'trans-historical' event;(i o. in his terms it indwells
‘_ | _' ens .‘:; éds history) or en eathatological
event (i e it expresses a.final reality within history).
In either of these=ways the other—worldly new reality of

Jesus is sustained.

This brings us te a consideration of- the hermeneu-
tical mspect which should provide us with the correct '
horizon for understanding;the resurrection of Jesus,
which assan eschatologicai event is not as such readily

and immedﬂately comprehensible

Sobrino insists that an adequate hermeneutic should

do justice to the New Testament evidence and at the s&me'

time sustain the n’f make the resurreetion compre-

hensible for'usﬁto Tht‘possible hermeneutic that

Sobrino suggestsﬂfa“ three characteristics consisting of

in. the resurrection of its very essence cannot be

separated fr.om a hope i the future of history.29 The
expression 'resurrection from ths ‘dead" is based on the
apocalypse expectation of the Old Testament and later °
Judaism rather than the Greek fbrmulation of the '
immortality of the soul It was the same apocalyptic
m“expectation that provided the disciples with a. horizon
for'understanding what happened to Jesus. at the '
resurrection Therefore it is hOped that that is the -
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‘ first condition for understanding the resurrection of

Jesus It is not*

:?owever, just a,merely human hope but

one that looks forward to the vindication of God'

"e who was.crucified It is afhope against

Sobrino then presents history a8 a.promise to

xnﬁewgrreotion &5 8- historica& event.%He

esent anﬁobjective history According

ol event Notwithstanding,,

understand,the re frrection as the past historicalf

action of God.mndnas;an event pointing tOWards the

temﬁoiéigfuﬁﬁé; Sobrinq,also cf'ticizes Pannenberg,_

w.’;"

ogy rejects anthropological

whose historical metho

:and thersu'”d cy of analogy, maintaining that

prejudices;
£ the risen'Christ are’ explicablé only.

WA

the appearances o

insofar as:they can Fe deduced fnom the reality of- Jesus'

resurrectionlitsel Sobrino borrowing from J. Moltmann,

cites the fbllowing crucial passage pIOpOSing to view
history a8 ai promise-~7w=b*
"When the word is ‘8. word of promise, it means that

-1t has not yet found its guarantee in reality.
On- the contrary, it stands;in contradiction to the -
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| reality that can{be expemi.enoed now or that could
‘be’ experienoed’in theﬁpaet" 31

Thereforefthi: 'derstanding of. history as promise

allows Sobrino to ‘asgert hat the revelation of God

QWﬁhiEforwa In the brief statement

+.6od himeelf‘in historical terme., God is
God isndefined as

salvifio action axdpn‘ﬁnd revitaiization. “Jesus is

raised_fro'f fd and thus becomes the firstbom

of manyf rothers rthermore the resurrection says some-

thing about Jesue himself.= By raising him from the dead,

God has confirme&.his person ‘and approved his aotions.:




'-f_ relationship. Sobrino adds

; "In personal terms, J e.sus is the Son. . "\I‘n-ﬁmctional
temns "Jesus_ﬂis the on"' -who ‘holds- ' In

christo'logical‘ 'aspect alone.- Beyond~.’this ‘the resurrection

b)

: d resurrection. In essence

very imilar to ;:’chat- of Sobrino. Boff
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“sequencs of his 1ife. Jesus' death,

'proclamatio_fand hisj ractioal activities.- He preached

he showed awareness of

from those who were holding political, economic and
religious power.; He denounced their'way of looking at

traditional lams His authority, however, goes beyond

this proph‘tic denunci tion, he assumed attitudes that

blasphemer.; He presents a God who'is different. from the

God.of: the status quo.;iSecondly, ‘Boff maintains that

Jesus was condemned as a guerilla fighter.- His preaching

was. seen as that of the'liberation projeot .of the zealots.

However it‘has to be”'mphasized desPite this that he
i ¥ essianism of a political cast. 36

"Messianism'grounde&;on the use of foroe and power
would not succeed in concretizing the kingdom, he

I26
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felt. The kingdom entails a more radical liberation,
one that gets beyond the breakdown of brotherhood and
calls for the creation of ney human beings". 37

Boff argues that, although Jesus' death was: surrounded
by political conflict, nonetheless it should be affirmed
bthat Jesus died abandoned by God. Boff adds that this
aﬁahdonment was meaningless from human point of view. It
seemed @& total failure of Jesus' mission. Jesus lived in
communion with God, and &s a being-for-others to the end.
But on the cndss~he.expeniended tﬁe depths.of despair of
the death (absence) of God on the cross.f In spite of the
total disastef and debacle he did not despair. There is &
theological relevance'of~his death, according to Boff:

"The univeféal meaning of the life and death of
Christ, therefore, is that he sustained the
fundamental conflict of human existence to the

end.... For Jesus, evil does not exist in order

to be comprehended, but to be taken over and

conquered by love". >8

This comportment of Jesus means that christians should
live in faith, an existence of faith with absolute meaning
even when faced with absurdity-of suffering and death.
This faith is understood by Boff as participation in the
weakness of God in the world in an image drawn from
Bonhoeffer. The significance of the death of Jesus is,
therefore, summed up by Boff thus: ' :

"The cross demonstrates the conflict-ridden nature of
-every process of liberation undertaken when the
structure of injustice has gained the upper hand.
Under such conditions liberation can come about
only. through martyrdom and sacrifice on behalf of

others and God's cause in the world. That is the
route which Jesus consciously chose and accepted".40
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Thus Sobrino and Boff do not seem to differ in their
understanding of the significanee of the death of Jesus

on the cross.

As far as the resurrection of Jesus is concerned,
Boff views it in terms of the proclamatibn_of the
kingdom. Jesus' death gains meaning only in the light
of the resurrection. Jesus by his resurrection makes
hié mission of the kingdom & utopia realized. According
to Boff:

"Kingddm of God signifies the fealization of &

‘utopia cherished in human hearts, total human
and cosmic 1iberation".41

"The resurrection is the realization of his

-(Jesus') announcement of total liberation,

especially from the reign of death. The

resurrection signifies a concretization of the

kingdom of God in the life of-Jesus".42

Boff also discusses the two decisive facts in the

reéuiredtion narratives: the empty tomb and the
appearances of the‘risen Christ.43 He ié in agreement
with most scholars inAassérting that the empty sepulchre
was not adducéd_as proof of the resurrection nor d&id it
provoke faith in the resurrection.: Taken By itself, he
argues, the empty toﬁb is an ambiguous sign; subject to
various interﬁretations. Boff also affirms what most
scholars have'agreed, that those appearaﬁces of the risen
Jesus were not subjective visions,'produéts of faith of
the community,'but on the contrary, faith in the
resurrection was the fruit of the impact on the apostlés

of the apparitions of the living Lord. Without such an

impact the apostles would not have preached the crucified
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Jesus, who, for all apparent reasons, waé a  failure. They
began to proclaim the same crucified one as their lord.
They deciphered the mystery of Jesus as God's: Son. They

believed that with the resurrection,a new heaven and a

)
new earth had élready‘begun)and that the résurrection of
the human race was: imminent (Rom 5:12; 1 Cor 15:45; |
2 Cor 5:10) and Christ was the first born. The
resurrection also revemled to them that Jesus had died
for their sins. It is the faith in the reéurrection,
which was due to thé impact ofvthe appeaiances, that

gives origin to the community of believers who are

entrusted with a mission of proclaiming the kingdom.

Christians have drawn @ meaning for human existence
from the resurrection of Jesus. Does christianity offer
an answer to the bagdic anthropological question: 'What
is to become of mankind?' Boff says yes, and considers
the anthropological relevance of the resurrection of
Jesus:

"The human persbn is essentially a being on the
‘road to itself. People seek to realize themselves
on all levels: in body, soul and spirit; in
biological, spiritual and cultural l1life. But this
desire is continuously obstructed by frustration,
suffering, the absence of love, and the lack of
unity with self and others. The hope-principle
that is part of human nature leads people
continuously to elaborate utopias".

For us christians the resurrection of Jesus seeks
$o be this utopia realized. in this world, and, therefore,

there is ﬁo more 'u-topia' (that which does not exist

anywhere) but onlY~t0pié (that which exists somewhere).
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Human hope was realized in Jesus' resurrection and is

realized in each person. Hence to;the qges¢ion raised
above the christian‘ansmer is resurrectién, as total
transfiguration of the human reality, both'corporal and
spiritual. Although Boff does not say as explicitly as:
-Sobrino does,.if is, however,-not fo be understood that
Boff gives juét an anthropological answer but that some-
thing of the christian apocalthic.expecfation lies
beneath his answer. Besides Boff's understénding of the
resurrection in temms of Jesus' struggle to establish
his kingdom is summed up in his own words as follows:
"Thanks to his résurrection, JeSus:cohtinues to
-exist among human beings, giving impetus to ‘
their struggle for liberation. All authentically
human growth, all authentic justice in social
relationships, and all real increase and growth
in life represent a way in whiceh the resurrection
is actualized here and now while its future
fulfilment is being prepared".%?

The ﬁractical implication_of this way of understand-
ing of JeSus"déath and resurrection is that it is in
following[ihe crucified and risen Jesus Christ thal” the
realizatidn of the kingdom comg§true in real life here
and now; although it is to be emphasized that the coming
of the kingdom in its fuull completion is left to o -
futuré in hope. First of all, foiloﬁing Jesus in his
death.and‘resurrection entails the proclamation of the
kingdom @s: absolute meaning of the world that is offered
to all by God. Secondly, this utopia of the kingdom hgs
to be.translated into'practice. This utopia is not a.

mere ideology but nonetheless gives rise to functional



| , ‘ 131
ideologies. Thirdly, Jesus' own journey throws light on

the situations of conflict and struggle that are entailed
| when God's liberation translates into a process. As we
have examined above, Sobrino and Boff are very similar in
their treatment of the significance of the death and
resurrection of Jesus. Hence we shall treat them
together in thé remgining sections where we shall compare
them with the traditional catholic teaching. Below this,
however, we: shall set their work in the widler context of

liberation theology.

- (11D
LIBERATION AND SALVATION
In this second part of the chapter it is our
purpose to relate the statements of Sobrino and Boff,
as outlined above, to the language of liberation and

salvation in the theology of liberation with reference,

in particular, to Gutierrez.

Gutierrez rightly observes that one of the great
deficiencies of contemporary theology is the absence of
@ profound and lucid reflection on the theme of
salvation. He joins with Yves Congar and others in
saying that the question "In what does salvation consist?”,
important though as: it is, still remains.a-vaguely
answered question, énd that there is an urgent need for
adequate elaboration. Universality of salvation, as
understood by most'scholérs;now, is oppose&.to the

quanfitative view of salvation. It has & qualitative
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character about it which means more than the possibility
of salvation outside the church. This qualitative
intensive approach, as opposed to quantitative and
extensive approach, emphasizes openness of man's being to
God's gratuitous gift through grace which is God's
initiative to communion. Therefore, emphasizing this
aspect of man's openness to communion with God and men,
Gutierrez views salvation as something that is not other
worldly, in regard to which the present life is merely a
test. His view of salvation is thét it is something
which embraces all human reality, transforming it, and
leading it to its fullness in Christ: '

"Thus the centre of God's salvific design is Jesus
-Christ, who by his death and resurrection
transforms the universe and makes it possible for
men to reach fulfilment as a human being. The
fulfilment embraces every aspect of humanity: body
and spirit, individual and society, person and
ecosmos, time and eternity. Christ, the image of
the Father and the perfect God-Man, takes on all
the dimensions of human existence.*®
vThe«salvific &ction of God, which is actualized or
rather concretized in the redemptive work of Christ,
embraces all dimensions of human existence. Iiberation
theologians, including Sobrino and Boff,fwould emphasize
that the work of redemption achieved by Christ is not to
be narrovly understood as a rescue from sin. This narrow
understanding which was due to Gnostic anthropologies
emptied concepts of redemption and salvation of a good
deal of their content. This narrow view pays no

attention to the proclamation of salvation of human kind
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within history. It could be thought (as: by some critics
of the theology of liﬁeration) that this new emphasis upon
'liberation' and its breadth might in fact eclipse the
traditional concept of 'sin'. Whether in fact the
"collective and individual dimensions are held together is

& matter of dispute.

This leads Gutierrez to consider a socio-politicai
perspective of salvation. As it is typical of all
liberation theologians the Bxodus remains a-great paradigm
for liberation. ForiGutiérrez, however; it is even more
important to look at the death of Jesus &s a consequence
of his life and mission. He would argue that there are
three indisputably factual aspects of Jesus' life which
indicate his inevitablevinvolvement in socio-political
reaiity'of his time. They are the same three aspects
thaf Sobrino and Boff have considered as those that
surround the death of Jesus. These facts are as we have
seen the complex relationship between Jesus andi the
zealots, his attitude towards the Jewiéh'leaders, and his
death at the hand of political authorities. Most
liberation theologians underline these facts when they
consider Jesus' death as the result of his attitude which
was not apoliticalbbut had considerable political
significance. Gutierresz would say that these features of
his attitude and ministry ratify the universality and
totality of his work: '

"This universality .and totality touch the very heart
-of political behayiour, giving it its true dimension
and depth. Misery and social injustice reveal 'a
sinful situation', a disintegration of brotherhood.

and communion; by freeing it from sin, Jesus
attacks the roots of an unjust order".47
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_Gutierrez speaks of liberation at three levels:

first at the eponomip, social and political level,
second at the level of man's acquifing his full human
 dignity and becoming‘a new man through thevhistorical
evolution of society, third at the level of faith where
liberation from sin occurs ams entrance into communion

48

~with God and with all mankingd. Gutierrez would like

to add that:

"These three levels mutually effect each other,
but they are distinct: they are all part of a
single, all-encompassing salvific process, but
they are to be found at different levels."4d

Such a diétinction of the levels of liberation is
 not elaborated by other liberation theologians although
some have cited Gutierrez in their discussion. But oné
thing that is common throughout is the consideration of
sin in its socio-political structural nature.
"In the liberation approach sin is not considered
as an individual, private, or merely interior
reality - ..... Sin is regarded as a social,
historicml fact, the absence of brotherhood and
love in relationships among men, the breach of
friendship with God and with other mem,; and,
therefore, an interior, personal fracture. When
it is considered in this way, the collective
dimensions of sin are rediscovered."sof
Sobrino, for instance, would'assert the soeial or
collective nature of sin in reference to_Jesus' own
proclamation of the kingdom:
"For Jesus,ein is the rejection-of God's kingdom

-which is drawing near in grace: and the anthro-
pological essence of sin in people's self-
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.affirmation which leads them to assert their own

power in two negative ways. On the one hand they
use it to secure themselves against God; on the
other hand they use it to oppress othei‘s".51
The same point again is stated by Gutierrez in the
following words:
"Sin is evident in oppressive structures, in the
-exploitation of man by man, in the domination and
- glavery of peoples, races and soeial classes. Sin
appears, therefore, as the fundamental alienation,
the root of a situation of injustice and exploita-
tion. It cannot be encountered in ifself, but only
in concrete instances, in particular alienations.
It is impossible to understand the concrete
manifestations without underlying basis and vice
versa".52_
It would appear from these representative remarks that sin
underlies all socioepolitical'structureslin the form of
alienation. One may recognise in this uhdérstanding of
sin some similarities with Marxist view of alienation.
But I do not think the liberation theologians depénd on

Marxist concept of alienation as such. It is worth

looking briefly at the concept of alienation in Marx for

the purpose of our argument. .

The concept of alienation is that which remains .
central to Karl Marx's writings. This concept is not,
however, entirely Marx's: own innovation. Although one
could argue that Marx's understanding of this notion came
most.directly'from Hegel, it can be safeiy said that there
is no single source for Marx's concept of alienation.53

Marx affirmed that for man, the root of his reality is

'man himself - a basic reality gelf-derived and self-
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justified. Rejecting Hegel's idealism, and accepting

Feuerbach's naturalism, Marx's concept of man becomes
naturaliasm in which mind is conceived as part of nature.54
Although this notion of man seems philosbphical in origin,
it is also sociological and empirical becauge for Marx man
was ultimately é social being. Man is the ensemble of.
social relationé. There is no such thing as a fixed
human nature, says Marx. The human essence of nature
first exists only for social man; for only here does
nature exist for him as a bond with man. According to
Marx:

"Conscious life-activity directly disfinguishes

man frqm animal life-activity. It is just

because of this he is a conscious species-being.

Or it is only because he is a species being that

" he is @& conscious, i.e. that his own life is an
object for him"

and

"while society is produced by man, society itself
-produces man as man".

The term "species-éeing" (Gattungswesen) is derived
from Feuerbachf By this term Marx means a being who
treats himself as the present, living Spécies. He argues
that since this species-being defines the nature of man,
man is only living and acting authentically, i.e. in
accordance with his nature, when he lives and acts

deliberately as a species-being, that is, as a social
being.
Marx had initially been attracted by Feuerbachian

enthropological understanding of alienation, which

affimmed that God was_the projected concentration of
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human values, and it is consciousness itéeif which creates
this concentration that is at the root of alienation. For
Marx the criticism of religion, therefore, was the founda-
tion of all criticism. Marx himself is‘feported to have
said: 'die Kritik der Religion ist die Voraussetzung aller
Kritik', the precise meaning of which is disputed among
scholars.  However, it is gquite ob&ious that Marx,
réalizing that religious aliehation as ohly one fom of
alienation, moved in his thought to a more concrete
understanding. His.intention of moving from the criticism
of religion to political economy, as it seems to me, was
in order to be able to criticize every Sphere of alienated
human existence, for he saw man and his society very much

conditioned by their economic conditions.

Marx indicates alienated labour as the essential
qonnéction between the whole estrangement and money-system.

According to the Paris Manuscripts (1844) the process that

engenders all other forms of alienation is that of alienated
labour. Man produces something by his_lébqur and that

- product becomes an externalized object.. And the worker
relates to the product of his labour aS'toian alien object.
The more the product the more the.alienation that the

labourer faces. Marx argues in this line:

"The alienation of the worker in his product means
‘not only that his labour becomes an object, an
external existence, but that it exists outside him,
independently, as something alien to him, and that
it becomes a power. on its own confronting him.

That means that the life which he has conferred on
the obJect confronts him as somethlng hostile and

alien". 56
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The argument is that man in his labouf cannot be
unalienated if the product of his-activity is alienated
for the product is nothing but the sum of activity, of
production. Private property is only segondary as it is
the necessary consequence of alienated labour, and in
its turm, of course, it profoundly affects human
aspirations. And man alienates himself from himself in
the very act of pfoduétion. Marx, however, inquires
into what gives rise to @&lienated labour ifself; all he
does is to affirm it és a réality; ag it is for him merely
a: fact of political economy. Alienation affects not only
the worker, as~it estranges from man his own body, asa
well as external nature and his spiritual aspect, his

human aspect,57 but also everyone who gtands in relation

with him.

"The estrangement of man, and in fact. every
-relationship in which man (stands) to himself,
is realized and expressed only in reiationship
in which a man stands to other men".5 '

The transcendence of alienation is for Marx another
name for communism. By communism is meant & total
transformation of human existence, the recovery by man of
his species-being. Communion would be a negation of
private property and it would destroy the power of the
objectified relations over human beings,  give man control
over his own works, and it would also restore the social

operation of his mind and senses, and bridge the gulf

between humanity and nature.

There is, as one can observe from the above outline

of Marx's concept of alienation, the Promethean idea of

man's absolute self-sufficiency which constantly recurs
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in his writings. Marx's Prometheanism,abo%e all relates to
Species and~ndt fhe.individual. Person becomes of interest
only when involved at the level of the gpecies, as man.is
defined in.ﬁurely social terms. A typical feature of
Marx's Prometheanism is his lack of interest in the natural
(as opposed to économic) conditions Qf human existence.

Marx did nof give a great deal of attention in the
essential finitude and limitations of man, or the obstacles

to his creativity.

Whereas in the liberation theologians' understanding
of 'sinful situation', and of human effort towards
liberation from all oppression, exploitation and injustice
that is ehtai;ed in this 'sinful situation', there is no
Prometheanism of Marxian kind, or of any other for that
matter, involved. They may have used certain Marxian
categories to expound this sinful situation, but this.
'sinful situation' is understood primarily‘in reference
to the rich christian concept of the kingdom.of God in
which there is mo place for injustice‘and 6ppression.
Transcehdénce'qf 'alienation' that,underliés the situation
of oppresSionfﬁhich is the bréakdown of brotherly .
communionlis purely a gift of salfationAin'true christian
sense of the term. The human effort dfftransforming such
a society, as these theologians argue, is related to the
- growth of the kingdom. As Gutierrez puts it, (we cite
the passage once again):

"Moreover, we can say that the historical, political
liberating event is the growth of the kingdom and

is a salvific event; but it is not the coming of -
the kingdom, not all of salvation".58
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For Marx, salvation is man's salvation of himself;

not the work of God, but that of a collective Prometheus
- who in principle is capable of achieving absolute command
over the ﬁorld he lives. AIn this sense.man's freedom is
his creativity, where he overcomes nature and himself. It
is not in this sense that liberation theologians speak of
man's participaf%on in the historical process of libera-
tion. For them(liberation process in specific temms,
means transforming society that is characterized by a
'sinful situafion?,-which is not to be identified with the
coming of the kingdom as such. For the kingdom is a gift
of God by which in Christ the all-comprehensiveness of the
liberating process'reaches its fullness. In him and
through him salvation is present at the heart of man's
history, sa?s Gutierrez. Does, then, the traditional
understanding of the redemptive work of Christ find
expression in libération theology in partiéular in
Sobrino and Boff, whose views we summarized in the first
part and compared with Gutierrez in the second part? In
the remaining two sections of the chapter we shall briefly
summarize the traditional understanding and compare .
Sobriho's and Boff's understanding of the redemptive
significance of Jesus' death and resurrection with the
traditional understanding.
(111)
THE ~CATEGORIBS OF TRADITION

In this section we shall briefly outline some of the
tféditional cafegorieé that were used as images to speak
about fhe'redémptive signﬁicénce of Jesus' death on the

cross. It is necessary to come to grips with the under-
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lying significance to see if that significance also finds

expression in liberation theology. The underlying
significance of the traditional notion %2’that'me-have
been sawed by the cross. On the whole{bhurch's official
pronouncements simply repeat the doctrine of scripture.
The basic christian belief is that God has reconciled man
with himsélf.: The.wor&.'afonement},which is of Anglo-
Saxon OIigin,s%Egifies this theological»ﬁoctrine, whi ch
basically means/getting 'at one' of two parties that were
estranged.59 'This basic understanding has been portrayed
by several modéls.some of which are more‘prominent than
others. We shall consider those prominent ones from the

history of the Church's tradition.

For the Fathers of the early church it was central
to their belief that the death of Christ effected an
atonement, but they never felt the need to theorize, but

they used somé‘mbdels to express their belief.

One such modél wés;the model of victory over the :
devil, which had also an image of ransom related to it.
St. Irenaeus who together with his theme of 'recapitu-
lation' (which we shall consider bglow) uses the imége of
ransom when he says that jﬁstice=of Goa reQuifedithat man
should be bought back. In origin also we find the idea
that man needs to.be rescued from the powef of evil and
the penalty of sin. Gregory of Nyssa goes so far as
describing this victory and ransom in terms of deceit:
God offers the bait of Chrigt to the devil by which he
deceived the devil. It was/fair deal according to
Gregory of Nyséa,,bﬁt such an idea was indignantly
repudiated by Gregory Nazzianzen , accofding to whom the



thé’whole concept of ransom was repugnant. ‘He argues that
such a ransom.was due neither #o the devil nor to the
Father. However the whole model of victory over the devil
0.r ransom fo him is no longer acceptable as: theological
explanation of redemption. Such images focus on the role
of Satan as if He were eentral to the notion of
redemption. This strong mythologidal elemant in the image
of ransom is not acceptable to modern thinking.

Christological controversies made the Fathers look at
the incarnation in the light of salvific role. St.
Irenaeus on the basis of Bph 1:10 says against the
Gnostics:

‘"When he Vas incarnate and made man, he summed@ up (or
recapitulated) in himself the long roll of the human
race, gsecuring for us all a summary sslvation, so
that we should regain in Christ Jesus what he had
lost in Adam, namely, the being in the image amnd
likeness of God". ‘

This mystical-incarnational theory of redemption has been
adapted by Teilhard de Chardin in the modem times. This
incarnational view of redemption was formulated in various

ways, by the Fathers of the Bast. It was most emphatically

put by St. Athanasius as follows:

"He became man, in order that we might become divine".6l

This became a maxim expressed by most of the Greek Fathers.
This theory econveys only half the truth as-incarnation :
" itgelf seen as effeeting the redemption, the cross role is

- not emphasized.

Another theory was put'forward by St. Anselm of

Canterbury in his Cur Deus Homo #nd has been extremely

influential in tradition. It is the theory of

satisfaction. Tertullien was the first to use the temm

I42
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satisfaction. But he used it, not in the sense of

vicarious satisfaction but in reference to the doctrine
and practice of the sacrament of penance. BEven at the
present time the'Church'sIpronouncemenisusé this term
lsatisfactioni~glthough without precise eiplanation of
~the term. Theologians are divided as td‘how precisely

to interpret it in relation to Jesus' death on the cross.

St. Anselm's concept of sin was that it was sin when
one withdrew one's will from God by which one inflicts
dishonour to God. His concept of God as he expressed in
his Proslogium andAMonolpgium is presupposed in his
arguments in Cur Deus Homo. Basiﬁg on these pre-

suppositions Anselm points out his idea of satisfaction:

"And so everyone who sins ought to pay back the
-honour of which he has robbed God; and this is
the satisfaction which every sinner owes to God".6?

Anselm's argument may be summed up as follows:
a) None but God canAmake the satisfaction, because of

the infinity of the offence involved;

b) None but man ought to meke satisfaction, because he
is the offender; ‘

, the
c) It is necessary that/God-Man makes it.

One could turn this argumentlaround,and arrive at a
different conclusion altogether: God-Man d@s man could

not make the satisfaction; and as God needed not; and

therefore satisfaction is impossible. The terms Anselm

necessitas, débet, decet have German 1egél connotations
 and do not translate well in other situations. This
legal terminology is not adequate enough to explain the

relation between God and man. Bven when Anselm speaks
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of God's: mercy he speaks of it in abstract terms. The 44

major difficulty, however, according to me, is that, he

. 6
views salvation as merely as a consequence of sin, 3

'necessity’', he stresses, suggests some failure in God's
original plan, and fhis 'necessity' also. imperils the
grétuitous nature of God's gift of,salvatidn. Anselm's
theory, however, gainéd éﬁrrency in the middld ages. It
has been maintained over the centuries. It is summed up

ag follows by K. Rahner:

"Redemption‘primarily concerns guilt, which
-involves an infinite offence against:God,
because it is measured by the dignity df the
person offended. It is to be made good (and
not just forgiven by a free act of God's grace,
the possibility of which in principle on God's
part is not contested), then this fully
adequate (condigna) reparation (satisfactio =
iniuriae alteri illatae compensatio : atechismus
Romanus, II, 5,59) can only be effected by a
divine person. For the worth of the satisfactio
is measured by the dignity of the offerer, not by
that of the person to whom it is addressed. Such
reparation can be made by some person other than
the offender on condition that the person offended
is‘willing freeiy to accept a vicarious satisfaction
(vicaria satisfactigo). In this sense Christ by his
A obedience . even unto death on the cross presented a
fully adequate (condigna), infinite (infinita)
vicarious (vicaria) reparation»(satiéfactio) for
the infinite offence offered by sin to the holiness
and justice of God. And in view of this, God is
prepared to forgive man's sin".%%

In spite of its many defects, this theory has become
the most profoundly influential theory. It is true that
it does not explain_everyfhing about the redemptive work

of Christ. It does not say how salvation and participation
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‘in divine life is communicated to men. No single doctrine
can be simply identified with the unique redemptive work of
Christ on the'gross, and it is also the case with this
doctrine of satisfaction. However, the ?aluable point that
this theory aims at imparting to us is that our personal
reparation in §ur need for salvation from éod is, hence

our persoﬁal felationship, eipressed in terms of Jesus'
personal relationship with his Father, as he died in our

stead.

This theory of safisfaction can be better understood
in relétion to another powerful image, the doctrine of sacri-
fice. . The Barly Fathers use this rich image as spoken
in the Scriptufes, and as found in Judaism; Considering
Christ's attitude of obedience unto the cross they have
also viewed the whole christian life as a sacrifice.65.
There are a few points that one can emphasize by looking
at the notion of sacrifice as applied to Christ's death
on the cross. It méy be of cultic origin, but this image
of sacrifice when it is used to portray Christ's death on
the cross does not simply reduce it to a cultic evept, as

Sobrino seems to fear it does, but serves as a powerful

model to bring out the redemptive significance.

As the aﬁthor of the epistie'to the Hebreﬁ portrays,
Jesus is a high priest, but a unique high priest who is
beyond all priesthood of the frontiers of Judaism (as
this is sﬁggested'by the figure of Melchizedek applied to
. him - Heb 7:15-17). The epistle also suggests that his
priesthood is one of mediatorship, (and not in a narrow
sense of suffering sacrifice). His mediatorship (Heb 3:315,

8:6) implies his sharing our humanity (Heb 4:15). And the
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sacrifice he offers is no longer in the order of profigu-

rafions. Christ has entered the real sanctuary (Heb 9:24)
and his sacrifice is unique (Heb 9:24) and it is offered
once and for all (Heb 7:27). Although the bay of Atonement
(Yom Kippur) provides some contex@ all the anterior
sacrifices are seen by the author of this epistle as
having no value in themselves. They did not attain the
goal for which they were,intend¢d. This goal is attained
only by the one sacrifice of Christ. One may recognise
some essential elements of sacrificial rites of Judaism
and other religious, as Martin Heﬁgel shéws in his study
of the origins of the.dbctrine of the atbnément in the

66 But what christian theology should

New Testament.
emphasiée is that any meaning of sacrifice is to be looked
for first of ail in Christ, as his sacrifice supersedes

every other notion of sacrifice.

Taking the sacrificial expiatory action of the high
priest on the day of the.Atonement - Yom Kippur (ILev 16:
1-34;  23%:26-32; Nm 29:7:11) one cén, as the epistle to
the Hebréws showsg, arrive at a broad notion of expiatia-
tory sacrifice of Christ's Sacrifice. 4But‘the samevldtter
emphasizes that the purpose of Christ's sacrifice is not
just remission of sins but to effect sanctification of
men, totai sanctification (Heb 10:14). Christ's obedience
unto. death on'the cross adds a very personal significance
to this notion of sacrifice. That in Christ's sacrifiée
on the cross the human nature is made perfect by God's
communlcatlon of this perfectlon 1s[h1ghly 51gn1flcant Af“

conclu51on for christian belief.
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In the middle ages another doctrine was developed,

although it can be traced back tgé%gtristiq age. It is
the doctrine of merit. By merit is understood a work
completed.for=the benefit of another on ﬁhom it
establishes a Qlaim for reward. The Thomists emphasized
condign (ig_ggggigng) merit, which implied a proportion-
ality between the work accomplished and fhe result
obtained. The Scotists emphasized meritlof fittingness
(gg_gggg;ng).'.The‘Council of Trent teaches that the
origin of the merit of Jesus Christ's justification is
that he, thromgh his holy passion on the cross, has
merited jﬁstification for ﬁs. This doctrine has been
challenged very much. Its extremely juridical under-
standing is not satisfactory. |

From the Eonéiderations above one arrives at the
conclusion that in christian tradition various images were
necessary to say that Christ died~for'us, that there is a
neceéssity in affirming that Chriét died in our stead, and
there is meaning in.speaking of the.substﬁfution (not in
the sense of penal‘substitution) implied in the represent-
ative value ofAChrist's-déath on the cross. This répre—
sentative is ﬁot a scapegoat figu:e, for the scapegoat
according'to Leviticus 16:10 was ﬁot immolated, besides
Christ was not with blemish as theé goat was defiled. None-
theless some notion of substitution is necessary. And

Christ's redemptive work on the cross is a once and for

all event.
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AV
SOBRINO AND BOFF IN THE LIGHT OF TRADITION

In the fiﬁal paft of the chaptéf we shall compare
Sobrino and Boff with the tradition we have discussed
abbve. Sobrino says he appreciates the deeper underlying
significance of a traditional notion; namély; that we
have been saved by the cross. But he 0pposes‘traditiohal
Ways of presenting this significance, because they, hei
says, assume we know who God is and what salvation is.

It is the cross which reveals the notion of God: God who
has entered into & process of suffering because of his-
solidarity with man and revealed himself as the

crucified God. According to Sobrino there are two things
' implied when one says that cross brings salvation: first,
on the éross God's unconditional love is,révealed as a
gratuitous gift of salvation; second, by this uncon-
difional love one is initiated into a process of partici-
pation in this'love and move from‘paSSive love to active

love (commitmentlto 1iberation).67

As for the first aspect of Sobrino's interpretation
of the saving significance of the cross, i.e., God's
unconditional love being revealed on the cross, it seems
to me that this notion of God's unconditional love does
not include specifically the redemptive significance of
Jesus on the cross. It is taken to be a love par
excellence that moves one to participatejin the same
suffering process of the,crucified God. ‘Jésus' death on
'fhe cross is reconciliatioﬁ of man with God. Sobrino
assertsg that the New Testament makes it clear that

reconciliation with God must be understood in an entirely
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new way on the basis of the cross.68 He adds that this is
a
not a magical conception, but down-to-earth one. There

was reconciliation because there #as love, and there was
love because?fhere was suffering and death. This
rhetdrical emphasis'of Sobfino on reconciliation in terms
of love does nof‘seem to include the spécific nature of
such love in the particular event of death on the cross.
The deflnite saving nature of the cross is reduced to a
paradlgm of love whlch enables one to partlcipate in the
process of llberatlon, This is ev1nce&,by‘Sobrino =
statement: |

"The cross, in other words, does not bffer us any

-explanatory model that would make us understand

what salvation is and how it itself might be

salvation. Instead it invites us to participate

in a process within which we can actually experience

history of salvatién".69

We move on to coﬁsiaer the second aspect which

Sobrirnio observes as implied in the saving significance of
the cross. My intention is not to suggeét;that talkiné in
terms df participation in the process of salvation is
wrong. My argumeht is that this participation should not
reduce Jesus' death to a model for it is more than a
model. It could, however, be said to be a model if, and
only if the redemptive significance of the event of the
cross is understood properly, and only if this uncon-
ditional love is understood to inciude the 'essence of the
no tion of’vicarious role of Jesus bn the cross; Sobrino
~agrees with tradition that the redemptive work of Jesus
is gratuitous. 'Sobrino dpes>nof define this gift, but

understands it broadly in terms of communication of love.
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These two aspects of the saving significance of Jesus'
death are not spoken of explicitly by Boff. But it is the
basic understanding that is implied in his statements.
_Agcording to him it is the resurrection that gives meaning
to the meaningless death on the cross. And this meaning
is to be realized‘in terms of the kingdom, which entails
radical liberation that gets beyond the breakdown of
brotherhood and calls for the creation offnew human

beings. The cross becomes a paradigm of saivation.

This position of Sobrino and Boff would appear to
come dangerousl& close to the liberal protestantism
advocated by Sch%éermacher and Ritsbhl ampnést others.
According to Schyﬁermacher, the death of Christ produces
no objective result and does not liberate mankind. If
Christ is considered as redeemer, it is, he says, in the
sense that his action consists in evoking a divine
coﬁsciousness similar to the one he himself had. Those
who contemplate on Jesus' image, through this divine
consciousness, wipe out their sin and their illusory
notidn of being under a divine curse. Thus it can be s=zid
that Christ is the source of eternal life. -According to
Ritschl, Chrisf saves means that in revealing divine love,
he inspires us to trust, love and generosity. Jesus |
reconcilediusv;ith God, by showing that God loves us and
forgives our sins, and tha£ he had no need of being
reconciled with us. The death of Jesus had value as: an
example of union with God amid trials. There are others

who -assert moreover that Jesus' influence was purely moral

@s he assisted man to repentance.
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We: might add, however, that Sobrino asserts elsewhere

that christian existence would mean following Jesus not
simply in ethical terms but by participating in the love
God manifested on the cross and making it real in history.
Nonetheless he does not make it clear in what this God's
unconditional love doeé consist of in the particular

context of Jesus' death on the cross.

One positive thing about Sobrino, Boff.and the liberal
protestants with whom we have just bompared them ig their
basic concern to- show rediemption as the most astounding
manifestation of God's love. Of course rédemption is
essentially the expression of God's love for mem, and
whole economy of salvation is to be understood on the basis
of this principle. It is also true that contemplation of
such love moves one fo progréss, in the liberation
theologians' terms, to participation in the'process of
liberation. Any over-emphasis ﬁpon such én'idea of
participation, which iﬁplies some sort of psychological
converSion; woﬁld tend to reduce the objective character
of the redémptive'work of Jesus a&s fhe cause of our |
salvation. Hence myApbint'is that it is éimply not enough
to régard the éross as the attestation of God's forgiving
love which moves one to believe in and acf according to
this love. The texts of Scripture and the traditional
testimony both émphatically bring out the jdea that Christ
suffered and died for us, and did not merely suffer and
die with us. Hence the idea of solidarity that is implied
by Sobrino and Boff must be further qualified. If their.
notioh-of solidarity just means the Christ éuffered with us,

and if it does not iﬁclude the notion of substitution
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(understood non-mythologicaliy) then it remains far removed
from the traditional position. For the tradition emphasizes
solidarity that‘went to the point of substitution, to bring
'out the objective significance of the death of Jesus. i am
not suggesting that any notion of substitution is acceptable
without limits mﬁd according to certain modes. And this
subgtitution is:also not to be understood as dispensing one
from taking part in the work of redemptioh. My point against
the liberation theologians Sobrino»and Boff is as follows:
whereas substitution as seen by fradition'(with objective

significance - fides quae) does not exclude the necessity of

man's participating with total freedom .(subjective signifi-
cance - fides éua), these theologians speaking of participa-
tion do not seem to include the notion of substitution which
Brings out clearly the objective significanqe that Christ
saved us. It should be pointed out, however, that these
theélogians speak of participation,-not in the sensge of
Marxian self-deliverance of man, and hence no dilemma of
'self-deliverance' and 'rescue', but only a broad use of the
term God's unconditional love. Any christian theology which
speaks-df the saving significance of Jesus' death, while
emphasizing the unconditional love that God revealed on the
e¢ross, in the process should not re&uce tﬁe cross to & mere
paradigm of salvation; The death of Jesus oh the cross is
more than @ paradigm, for it brings salvation; it is ;/

itself, in a sense, salvation.
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CONCIUSION
(1)
. RECAPITULATION

By way of‘conclusion we shall briefly summarize the
main points of the thesis and then offef,an assessment of
the metho&ology of liberation theology. The liberation
theology of Latin Ameries has three main characteristics.
Firgt, it claims to be a theology based on ecommitment: to
the struggle of the oppressed fbr‘freedoh and justice;
here, so its pr0ponents claim, speaks the voice: of the
poor, a voice: which. has: not been heard before. This |
involves class struggle, but, according to the theologians
whose work werhave-examine&, it does not deny the meaning
of uni?ersal love and peace. Secondly, it maintains that
history is one, and that g¢alvation histoiy‘embraces all
dimensioné of human existence, including the political
action of man to create a better society. - Commitment to
the praxié of the liberative process is true participation
in the growth of the:kiﬁgdom, which is a,gift. It is a
participation in the work of creation and redemption in
Christ. The third characteristic is the primacy given
to praxis, which ﬁe&ns:that it emﬁloys certain tools of
soecial anélysis, especially Marxist analysis, with a view
to transform this society.

From & methodological point of view it is claimed
that liberatidn theology is a distinctly new way of
'~doing theology. .Commitmeht to praxis comes first, and
theology as 2 thedry is the second step. In this

process the concrete historieal situation of the
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theologian plays an essential, hermeneuticéi role. This
implies that it is the commitment to praxis of brotherly
love and service that helps us to arrive at an image of
God. However, the hermeneutics has: not yet been clearly

spelt out by the theology of liberation.

With regard to 'Iiberation Christology', there seems
to be some divergence of paths as regards the starting-
point. Sobrino aﬁdABoff start with the historical Jesus.
Even when other liberation theologians claim that they
insist on the historical Jesus as the sfarting pbint of
Latin American chrisfology, the motivation behind such
insistenée is, not any theological.reason.as:such, but
the practicél reason that there are similarities between
the situation of cohflict in which Jesué lived and the
present Latiﬁ American situation of struggle. Sobrinb
and Boff claim to have proferred Christélogies within the
general framework of liberation theology. However,
basicélly they are not saying anything new, nor have
they succeeded fully in presenting a theology arising
from}%urely Latin American context, The~diménsions‘of
christology they explore are basically orthodox, and the
truths they want to expound are basically'truths
contained in tradifion. But when they:go‘on to re-
expresé fhe same truths, their language comes danger-

ously close to adoptionism.
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(ii)
AN ASSESSMENT
The'Libération theologians have accepted Karl Marx's
understanding of the dialectical relation between theory
and practice. - However, whereas Mérx would not start any
projeet of re#olutionary praxis withouf an underlying
theory, the protagonists of liberation theology would
seem’ to be suggesting that praxis can be untheoretical,
unreflecfe&. A closer lodk shows{that they do not
actually mean that in their commitment to praxis there
is no theory involved. For example, Gutierrez would say
that commitment to praxis is from-thers¢an& point of the
word of God received in faith. BEven the most radieal
liberation theologian, H. Assmann, would say that praxis
has a;refefenceAto.the faith of the Christian Community.
By the very fact that commitment to pra#is presupposeé
faith inspire&_by:the word of God, theory is involved.
This theory is implicit and is the underlying justifica-

tion of praxis as: christian action.

However, if this ehristian ekperience of commitment
to action is coupled with social analysis,_equcially
with that of a Marxist kind, and when experience becomes
the key to the interpretation of the fzith, then there
is & risk of relativism and reductionism. However, the
‘liberation theologians' use of Marxist analysis as an
instrument (which is strongly objected to by the recent
instruction from Rome) is problematic. Whether Marxist
categoriés can be separated from the ideological stand
point of Marxism remains an open question. It is beyond

the scope of our thesis to discuss it.
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The basic gquestion whether the main interest of

liberation theology is Christ or 1iberation has not been
éatisfactorily_posed by christological statements that
are available in the theology of Iatin American tradition.
However it must be asserted that liberation theology
endeavours to be a theology which is profoundly Christo-
logical. It does so in the sense that Christ is seen as
the liberator of all dimensions of reality by his
proclamation of the kingdom that is distinctly relate&‘to
his own person. Jesus himself is seen as the way to
1ibera¢ioﬁ. The kingdom is his gift and anyone who
fOllOWS?hiS path has to work in support 6f'this kingdom
by es&ablishing,peace and justice émong meﬁ. ILiberation
christology'hoﬁever:does not try to deduce everything
from chrisfology. Within christology itself emphasis is
placed on the cross and resurrection as the paradigm of
liberation.. The cross offérs a pafh of fiollowing Jesus
and the-resurrection offers hope, and exéresses man's
utopian longing for 1iberation from-anything that

alienate3>him{
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