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When we speak of the Spirit we think of life an:i 1ots;
unpredictable growing points, of truth argd momert:.l :1
enlightenment. We also think of inspiration, crea p 2{1
and boundless ‘freedom. The ultimate sourcedca -
these is God himself. Any atter;:};t to1 elg;(iel;s;::? Lo oare

¢ activity i d must acknow! v

| acs;liltl); lanftt:lrleaWn(i;}stery. Therefore, the limitation of
words and the inadequacy qf conceptual forlxtnns alizé)e;&
haps nowhere more consciously to .b.e acknowledg
than in a discussion on the Holy Spirit.

The subject itself has become impm:tant for at 19&1;;
two reasons. First, it is being mcre'a.smglyf ri,coe%mze !
that all human life, not just an art1t'1.01a11y isolats .:hign
ment called the “religious” dimension, comes WI i
the purview of God’s activity. S.econd, thfere 1(s:h the
existential fact that all human beings, not just Chels
tians but people of all living faxt.hs, cuflt\rlrses;:ir‘l,gll oe;oior

i a common future, either 1o L )

il:;ihsill:xcem.This makes them inter-d?pendent in tltllt:u-'
search for the meaning of life and existence. Th:d e

ological significance of this fact cannot bc? 1.gnorf < :(tix’y
longer. That all people are open {0 t.he activity o ol tsl
Spirit seriously challenges a legalistic dogmatism W )
limits the work of the Spirit to a narrow .segment ct> |
time, to an isolated bit of geographic locat.lo.n, and 03
the history of a particular people. Th? Spirit o? G :
cannot be regarded as the monopolistic possession O

the Judaeo-Christian tradition imprisoned within ;he
steel and concrete structure of Western dogma and a g

permanent Atlantic Charter. As Metropolitan Khodr
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remarks, “It is totally inconceivable that theologians
should speak authoritatively of the relation between
Christianity and the religions without having first, criti-
cally yet creatively, integrated the data from outside
Christianity into their thinking.”* Therefore, what we
seek here is not so much to extend the work of the
Holy Spirit outside the hedges of the church as a more
inclusive doctrine of God himself. A more sensitive
recognition of the wider work of the Holy Spirit may
also help us to broaden our understanding of God’s
saving activity, thus correcting what our Orthodox
friends describe as a “Christo-monistic tendency” that
seems to dominate Protestant theology, and prevent-
ing our conceptions of God from becoming too small
and too static.
L

Certain observations are necessary at the outset.
There is the question of terminology—the Spirit, the
Spirit of God, the Holy Spirit, and the Spirit of Christ.
It would be unwise to attempt a clarification of the
terms here on the basis of biblical exegesis. That is a
task for more competent biblical scholars. All these
terms refer to the activity of God in the world. To
draw any sharp lines of demarcation between them
is like trying to slice a flowing river with a razor blade;
it cannot be done. Moreover, we acknowledge that we
speak within the community of Christians who believe
in God through Christ in the fellowship of the Holy
Spirit. We are already in dialogue with people of vari-
ous faiths and ideologies, and who therefore seek to
recognize, interpret and understand this larger relation-
ship in the light of our faith. In the Christian under-
standing of God and his activity, his transcendence is
balanced by the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. But there
are divergent views regarding the latter. There are those
who reserve the use of the term “Holy Spirit” to God’s
relationship with personal beings and who emphasize
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that, strictly speaking, the term Holy Spirit should be
reserved exclusively to describe God’s activity in mak-
ing Christ known, (John 7:39) in assuring his con-
tinuing presence in the church, and finally presenting
them to himself as sons and daughters in Christ. (Gal-
-atians 4:6, Romans 8:9-16) There are others who’
seem to be reluctant even to raise this question posi-
tively in relation to people of other faiths. Discussing
the connection between Spirit and mission, . Berkhof
points out that in Roman -Catholic theology the Spirit
is institutionalized because he is regarded mainly as
the soul and sustainer of the church. In Protestant
theology the Spirit is individualized because he is re~
garded mainly as the awakener of individual spiritual
life in justification and sanctification. He rightly con-
cludes that both these lead to a “common pattern. of
an introverted and static pneumatology.”” He makes
no reference to the possible work of the Spirit in the
world. of other religions, but in discussing the work of
the Spirit in the “secularized” world he says, “The
Spirit is not locked up in the church.” Does this mean
that there is more willingness to recognize the work
of the Spirit in the “secularized” world than in the
world of millions of people who follow *religions”
other than the Christian? In many of the more recent
books on the Holy Spirit there is no reference at all
to the possible work of the Spirit among people of
other faiths. The discussion is almost entirely limited
to the church and to the *“secular” world. There are
others, however—of the Orthodox tradition, for ex-
ample—who refuse to limit the work of the Holy
Spirit to the area of rational beings only but would

include all creation within the scope of his presence §

and activity.* This would, by implication, have a more
generous attitude toward recognizing the work of the
Holy Spirit among people of other religions.

p——
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A whole series of questions might then be raised
which would have to be discussed in fresh ways for
many years to come. For example, how do Christians
clarify to themselves theologically the relationship be-
tween the work of the Holy Spirit in the church and
the: 'flctivity of God’s Spirit among people of different
religious traditions and ideological persuasions? Is it
the same Spirit that brooded upon the waters over all
creation, that spoke through the prophets of the Old
Testgment, that was with Jesus at the critical points
of his life and ministry, that manifested itself in “the
outpouring” in Acts which also activated Yajnavalkya,
the Buddha, the Prophet Mohammed, and, why not—
Ma.l}atma Gandhi, Karl Marx, and Mao Tse-tung?
Or is there a qualitative difference? Should we seek
a difference? Why? If so, on the basis of what criteria?
These are not easy questions but their implications
are serious not only because they touch such topics
as revelation, mission, peace, justice, and co-operation
with people of other faiths, but also because the ques-
tion of truth is involved. It certainly makes a difference
whether we regard the work of the Holy Spirit as
exclusive or inclusive. The style of Christian life and
the Christians’ attitude toward others would be dif-
ferent depending upon whether we regard God’s truth
to be confined to the historical limits of the church or
whether we accept his truth to be as free as his Spirit,
active at all times and working among all people.

A further consideration pertains to the nature of the
sources from which we derive our theological observa-
tions. Here we immediately face the fact that neither
the testimony of the Scripture nor the tradition of the
church gives ciear and consistent guidelines to discuss
the larger work of the Holy Spirit. The Old Testament
does make brief references to the Spirit of God and
his concern with other nations and individuals (see,
for example, Amos 9:7). George S. Hendry remarks
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that the New Testament contains no trace of any:
understanding of the Spirit as the principle that ani-
mates human life as God’s creature. Hendry draws
attention to the fact that the activity of the Spirit is
mentioned at the decisive points in the life and ministry
of Jesus Christ—his conception, baptism, temptation,
first preaching, the casting out of the demons, perhaps
his death on the Cross. He goes on to say: “Thus the
action of the Spirit is literally Christocentric inasmuch
as it is always centered on Christ, whether it comes
before or after the Incarnation. There is a difference
in distribution and degree, but none of focus. The
New Testament knows no work of the Spirit except in

relation to the historical manifestation of Christ.” §

The question which immediately arises is obvious:

How then can any criteria be derived from the New §
Testament to discuss the work of the Holy Spirit in
relation to people of other religions when the New

Testament writers were concerned exclusively with the §&
work of the Spirit within the community of the faithful? §&
Even in the Fourth Gospel the Spirit is the “remem- -3¢
brancer,” not innovator. The Spirit’s function is not |
to originate truth, but to recall, to represent, the scope ;
of which is limited to the believing and expectant com- |
munity of Christians. The references in the New Testa-
ment should be regarded as warmly personal, intensely ;
joyful, and strongly affirmative statements of the early :
Christian community in the pre-Constantine era about
the work of the Holy Spirit in their personal and com- |
munity life. They surely cannot be regarded as nega- ]
tive statements or judgments on people of other re-:
ligions about whom they knew nothing or very little. |
How then can theologians use them now as criteria |
to pass judgments on Hindus, Buddhists, Muslims, ]

and others?

Historically, as soon as the Christian faith moved '
into the wider world of Greek culture and philosophy }
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w1th its different religions and lofty vj
Spirit, the question of the largeryv‘&:)ervl: (:)ffﬂ;ﬁehl};:;n
Spirit was bpund to arise. In the aspiration of the hui’
xsn SpIft, in the very core of the created being, St
afﬁﬁlilstu:,e, for example, did recognize an ontolOgicai
A crg':ite gt\t»}!;etnb;he Creato; a}:Id creature. “Man was
means of that in him whj ~
::;nds he sh.ould attain to that which traﬁlslcc:nctl;arsl
th::)%s’ .that is the true and best and only God.” The
e coglcal emphasis of Qlement of Alexandria and
N azgia;n]zare well known. In this connection, Gregory
Aran: ejer!‘hsays that phllospphers such as Plato and
festotl ave caught a glimpse of the Holy Spirit,»”
e f}lllms up thf general trend in Patristic tra-
G l?o fe;o\;vnortc}ili, legere. is but one and the same
3 R eginning t ‘ i
glstll);r:isations,dcomes tog:he regsc:;e tgfe :gik?gd ",’?H'I‘oll::
ox tradition, following these insights. s
emphasizes a more generous  attitud oward othes
Metropolitan George Khodr’s add;ies: :gward oriit
- th :
gg:lbrglt_teel of the W(_)rld Council of ChurcheseatC ZI:itcri?sl
S llir;ﬁc9'v73(,’r;1deahtr;1ge \E"t:h the topéc “Christianity in
.drew a good deal from the(;:oll-?naiho A
1t]s implications to contemporary attii:fd:snfoszrgloﬂff
t;; eaof other religious traditions, and more particulr;rly
: new style of “mission.” It was not surprising
owever, that the strongest criticisms against his posi-,

ti
- Hon came from Protestant theologians, particularly

those heavily influenced b
. y Karl Barth and i-
hant {dea.s o_f‘the Heilsgeschichte school. el the dom
It is significant that Karl Barth’s section on “The

,’ l.lrlle:';:,lation of God as the Abolition of Religion” comes
€ context of his discussion on “The Outpouring

of the Holy Spirit.” Tt is well known that Barth’s

_judgment on “religion” as “ide
) m n . ology,” “self-righteous-
ness,” and “unbelief” applies both to Christiagity and
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other religions and that it has influenced generations
of theologians and missiologists in their understanding
of the work of the Holy Spirit and their attitude to
people of other faiths. If the premises of Karl Barth
are taken for granted, then the rigor of his logic would
probably lead to his conclusions. In the complex and
highly sophisticated discussion, it is fairly clear what
Barth means by “true religion.” “That there is a true
religion is an event in the act of the grace of God in
Jesus Christ. To be more precise, it is the outpouring
of the Holy Spirit.”** He goes on to say; “. . . in the
very encounter with God, the site of which we call
Peniel or, it may be Evangelical Reformed Christianity,
that the face of God is seen, and therefore Peniel or
Evangelical Reformed Christianity is the true reli-
gion.” ** And he goes further in drawing the implication,
“And it (Christianity) alone has the commission and
authority to be a missionary religion, i.e., to confront
the world of religions as the one true religion, with ab-
solute self-confidence to invite and challenge it to aban-
don its ways and to start on the Christian way.” **

A few remarks may be made on this because of its
implications to our attitudes to, and relations with,
people of other religions. First; there is the use of the
word- “religion.” In this and numerous other similar
discussions coming from the West, the category of
“religion” and the norms of théological debate derived
entirely from within one dominant, historical culture
and thought pattern are used to measure and dismiss
apparently similar categories in other cultures. Thus it
is almost wholly taken for granted that Barth’s de-
scription of “religion” as “unbelief” includes Hindu-
ism, Buddhism, Islam, the Primal World Views, etc.,
and that “true religion,” that is, that which is the
bearer of God’s revelation through the Holy Spirit,
cannot be found among them. Is this conclusion justi-
fiable? In many of these cultures the totality of life is

-
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not split up into the “religious™ and the “secular,” and
the worq “religion” is not used in the same conc;ptual
way as in the Western context. Dharma, for Hindus
and B.uddhists for example, is far more inclusive than
‘what is denoted by “religion” in the West. It is both
a way of life and a view of life that is much more’ in-
‘c‘luswe. In addition to this, granting that for Christians
Pemel’j or “Evangelical Reformed Christianity” or
Metpodlsm are the sites of God’s encounter with hu-
manity, does it follow that one should declare that
Bar}aras, or Bodh Goya, or Mecca are outside the
orbit of God’s ‘Spirit.”*

Se‘c‘ond, it limits “religion” very much to “belief”
and “systems of thought” where people of other faiths
are concerned. A long discussion on certain religions
e.g., Y.'odo-Shin and Yodo-Shin-Shu, and on the Indian’
B{zaktz religion deals with ideas and techniques, not
w1th.people and their inner struggles to understam,i the
relation between grace and freedom in other cultures
One of the most important lessons some Christians.
have l-earned reluctantly through the experience of ac-
tual dialogues is this viz., that there can be no dialogue
petween “religions,” between Christianity and Hindu-
Ism, between one “belief” and another. Dialogue can
take plac; only between people, living persons sharing
the cqnﬂlcts, ambiguities, tragedies, and hope’s of hu-
man'hfe,. The co-existence of particular religions might
provide the historical context in which such living
encounters might take place. When a Christian and a
Hindu or a Muslim or a Marxist meet, sharing the
mystery of existence, longing for salvation and ljbera-
’él:n, gro;l)'ing fc;lr meaning and struggling for strength,

n one limit the work o iri
Christian oo e f the Holy Spirit only to the

Third, there is the difficult question of the relation
between the human spirit and the Holy Spirit, between
human freedom and the grace of God in the work ‘of
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salvation. It is obvious that the crucial point here—as
with the Reformers—is the primacy of God’s grace.
But while acknowledging this, is it justifiable to state
it in such a way as to deprive persons totally of their
freedom in encounter with the Gospel? (A similar
point was at issue in the Bhakti religion—the well-
known markata nyaya and marjala nyaya—in the per-
sistent debates between the priorities of Sankara and
Ramanuja.) Can persons be deprived of active . spirit,
which is the principle of their freedom, creativity, and
transcendence without ceasing to be human? Or, as
Hendry puts it, granting that as Christians we appre-
hend God through Christ in the Holy Spirit, does it
follow that apart from this spiritual relation, God and
humanity stand completely unrelated to each other?
To answer this in the affirmative would not only be
“to maintain the sovereignty of grace at too great a
cost,” but also to ignore the presence and fruits of
grace in the lives of countless people of other faiths.
This leads to a fourth observation viz., the question
of authority to which some reference was made earlier.
A discussion on the larger work of the Holy Spirit
cannot limit itself to the Scriptures alone. It must also
take into account the different trends within the tra-
dition of the church during the centuries. But if we
are serious when we say we believe in the living God
who is the Lord of history, then the present, the con-
temporary historic context in which people of various
faiths are inter-dependent and have to live together as
neighbors, is equally important. Thus scriptural evi-
dence, the trends in the tradition of the church, and
the sensitivity of Christians to the guidance of the
Holy Spirit, now in obedience to the living God and
in relation to other people, must all be taken into
account. Therefore, it is important to break out of the
narrow corridors of Heilsgeschichte theology which,
as a hermeneutical method, has unduly dominated bib-

\
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llcgl studies for decades—and as g consequence of
\r.Vl'EICh, Christian attitude toward people of other re-
ligious traditipns has been almost exclusively negative
tIts narrow view of revelation, and exclusive attitude:
é)l:vgrq the .work of the Holy Spirit, have marked
rfstla.ns with an arrogance which is at variance with
C‘h_nst-hke humility. It has confused Christian commu-
nities whegever they have sought to be responsibl
1nvolv§d w1t.h their neighbors in tackling common conz,
Cerns 1n society. In recent years it has been challenged
on various grounds. For one thing, it is now more
c!ear]y recognized that the Bible contains many theolo
gies and different historical perspectives. Therefore n(;
single me_thod of interpretation should be taken as’the
norm to Jl}dge all others. For another, there are man
v&fho question whether Israel’s faith and conception o)f,
history was as “distinctive” or “unique” in the ancient
world as it is claimed. Bertil Albrektson remarks that
:1 ctlet:;llled comparison of Near Eastern and biblical
‘g § have convinced him that on point after point
) ;is?gd Tt‘;star-nept has no rea! c}aim to a special kind
of b ’mryM at Is in any way distinct from its environ-
ment oré important, the basic assumption that
°Te are two kinds of history—Geschichte and Historie
—18 seriously questioned by many scholars as being un-
necessary and artificial. Weiss says the distinction be-
tween two l.evels of history “is not only necessary but
an exercise in self-defeat.”™ Lastly, one should ask the
question: Are Heilsgeschichte and the attitudes en-
gendered by it really relevant to Christians now in
Inescapably multi-religious and multi-cultural societies

~ struggling with the question of how to live together in

g::tcc? and harrpony? Or does it merely refer back to
o amn ideological assumptions of the colonial era?*
ontemporary theology must therefore transcend the

o p . = -
notion of ‘salvation history’ in order to recover the

meaning of oikonomia. The economy of Christ cannot
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be reduced to its unfolding in history; Fhe heart of. it
is the fact that it makes us participants in th'e very life
of God. It must involve reference to eternity and to
the work of the Holy Spirit. For inherent in the term
of ‘economy’ is the idea of mystery.”""

II.

It would be premature and less than h?lpful to
attempt any systematic treatment of the topic before
us. The data are insufficient, criteria ha.ve to be de-
veloped responsibly and the insights gained through
actual dialogues have to be carefull'y eval}lated. The
most that-can be done at this stage is to give reasons
to reject the negative attitudes, to raise explc?ratory
questions in more positive ways, and to emphasue :(he
context of living in dialogue in which this question
can more fruitfully be discussed in a more cha.llen.glng
manner. In view of the lack of authontgtlve guldellpes,
perhaps it would be wiser at this stage in our r.elatlo.n-1
ships with people of other faiths to l.ook for existentia
criteria rather than conceptual criteria. In qther words,
the question seems to be not what theological reasons
we can advance to ourselves and to our fellow the<.)Io-
gians to justify why we are talking kindly to our neigh-
bors of other faiths—sometimes condescendm.g.ly—'—
but how do we understand the work of thsa Spirit in
our relationships to each other and to God in a wor}d
that is becoming increasinglly inter-dependent? Certain

i eem to be fairly clear.
pmln.tsTilere is little said in the Scriptures on th-e' ques-
tion of the relationship between t.he Holy Spmt.a.n,d
people of other faiths. What is salc! about the Spmlt1 s
activity is within the context of the life and work ofi the
believing community and should not be reggrde acs1
negative judgment on Hindus, Buddhists, Musllqls, an
others today. Therefore, one may at lqast raise t}1e
question whether it is the most fruitful attltudef to claim
the authority of the Scriptures for an exclusive or an
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inclusive attitude toward the work of the Spirit in re-
lation to people of other fajths.

2. Sufficient weight must be given to the fact that
within the tradition of the church there are divergent
tendencies in the Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant
heritages and that, therefore, it is possible for Chris-
tians to hold different views on the work of the Holy
Spirit in relation to people of other religions. No one
particular tendency can be regarded as the norm to
judge others. Perhaps there is need for clarification of
related questions within the Christian tradition itself,
€.g., it would be worthwhile to see what the real issues
are if the position of the early Greek Fathers is con-
fronted with that of the Reformers, not in abstract de-
bate, but in the. living context of multi-religious and
ideological relationships. The real issue may turn out
to be not how the two might be theologically divergent
but how, together as Christians, those who feel per-
suaded to follow these respective tendencies relate
themselves now to others under God. The present and
future dimensions of our response to the guidance of
the Spirit are more important than obsessive clinging
to the controversies of the past.

3. The context of living in dialogue is of particular
significance and has to be taken more seriously. Perhaps
it is too early to draw theological conclusions on the
basis of insights gained and lessons learned in recent
meetings. It must be emphasized that our concern here
i$ not just with organized inter-religious meetings lim-
ited to intellectual exchanges. Murray Rogers rightly
points out that to those who belong to the monotheistic
family “true religion” is always a dialogue. First, it is
a dialogue of God with us, followed by our response
to him, as was most vividly lived by our Lord Jesus
Christ. Second, it is dialogue between persons in shar-
ing our experience and knowledge of the mystery of
God in Christ. “This human exchange is always a
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giving and receiving used by the Holy Spirit to awaken
and to bring nearer to fulfillment what was already im-
planted by God in every man in the first step of cre-
ation, the first innumerable calls to participate in the
Divine Life.”* In a real sense, therefore, the Holy
Spirit is not a subject for reflection and talking, but
for prayer and meditation. Third, it is an inner dia-
logue within us, with God, in “the cave of the heart,”
at the very source of our consciousness.

But one should also take into account those who
do not belong to the “monotheistic family” of religions.
There is a vast unexplored area here which, in the
past, has been more or less dismissed as being outside
the realm of revelation. For example, a fresh examin-
ation of the Hindu view of atman and of shakti in con-
nection with the nature and work of the Spirit is yet
to be done. The experience of and attitude toward
spirits or Spirit in primal world-views, e.g., in Africa,
is yet another area to be explored.”® There is also
the question whether God’s activity through the work
of the Spirit should be confined to the realm
of “religions” only, and whether the connection
between Spirit and history is the exclusive mark
of the Judaeo-Christian tradition. If the prophet, in-

spired by the. Spirit, should then describe Cyrus as,

“The Lord’s shepherd” (Isaiah 44:28), and as “his
anointed whose right hand I have grasped” (45:1),
why not Mahatma Gandhi, Fidel Castro, or Mao Tse-
tung now? Is the liberation of India under Gandhi, of
Cuba under Castro, of China under Mao theologically
less significant than the Exodus? Does not the Spirit
of God touch other people in their history to trans-
form a certain moment from being part of mere chro-
nos to become a significant kairos? Or, have we started
from a false premise and reached a faulty conclusion
limiting him who cannot and should not be limited?
“A heathen asked Rabbi Joshua ben Kaska, ‘Why did

—
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God speak to Moses from the thorn bush? Rabbi
Joshua replied, ‘If he had spoken from a carob tree or
from a sycamore you would have asked me the same
question! But so as not to dismiss you without an
answer, God spoke from the thorn bush to teach you
that there is no place where the Shekinah is not, not
even a thorn bush’.” *° '

4. The moment we talk about criteria to discern the
activity of the Spirit we are in a dilemma. If “boundless
freedom” is of the very essence of the Spirit, then to
put any limits on the Spirit’s activity is to negate that
freedom. However, without some discernible “signs”
to recognize the work of the Spirit we could be lost like
a bpat without a rudder in a sea of relativism. The
Scriptures, the tradition of the church and our obedi-
ence to the living God now do give us some signs to
recognize his continuing work. Spirit means life, not
death, and so vitality, creativity, and growth. Spirit
means order, not chaos, and so meaning, significance,
and truth become important. Spirit means community,
not separation, and so sharing, fellowship, bearing one
another’s burden is another’ mark. Wherever these
marks are found—life, order, and community—there
one should sense the work of the Spirit. But these can-

..not be too heavily drawn up or over-emphasized in

structures because any orderly patterns can be broken
up by the “boundless freedom” of that very Spirit who
.refl.lses to be organized and smothered by human lim-
1tations.

5. This leads us to the observation that, at this
stage, to be sensitive to the contemporary working of
the Holy Spirit might mean getting into areas which
may as yet be unfamiliar to most of us and that, there-
fore, we should probably look for existential rather
than conceptual criteria. This does not mean that the-
ological imperatives are to be solely determined by the
pressures of history. Neither does it mean that Chris-
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tians should be theologically indifferent to their basic
commitments. But it does mean that when existential
involvement of Christians with people of living faiths
and ideologies is taken seriously, older methods  of
theological approach will inevitably be affected. Life
may be recognized to be larger than logic; love may
take precedence over truth; the neighbor as a person
may become more important than his belief. Reflection
on the work of the Spirit may be subordinated to a
readiness to be led by the Spirit together with the
partners into the depths of God’s mystery. Meeting
urgent human needs of neighbors may suddenly be-
come more important than prior theological discussion
about basis, purpose, and motivations. I wish to illus-
trate this briefly first by referring to certain ongoing
dialogues between Christians and people of living faiths
and ideologies, and second by pointing to a contem-
porary situation in Britain itself.

It is striking that in our recent dialogues the question
was mainly: How do we live together, how do we
understand our relationship to each other and to God
even though we are committed to particular faiths?
This surely was not avoiding fundamental issues be-
cause such matters as revelation, truth, worship, mis-
sion, etc., have come up openly during discussions and
these organized dialogues have by no means been with-
out tensions. But these tensions were accepted within
a milieu of freedom and friendliness, of confidence and
trust where attempts were made to be open to God
and to each other. At Ajaltoun, Lebanon, 1970, Chris-

tians, Muslims, Hindus, and Buddhists shared with ¥ |

each other their respective experience of -dialogues in
their particular countries. For the first time, an attempt

was made to go beyond religious “ideas” and to open .|

ourselves to the symbols of worship and devotion in a

multi-religious context. The Spirit was not a topic for §
discussion but the milieu in which we met as persons
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and -hul_nan beings. The Christian-Jewish meetings are
continuing on a regular basis on the theme “The Search
f9r World_ Community: Christian and Jewish Perspec-
tives.”** Significantly, the questions of “election,” “peo-
Ple of God,” “revelation,” etc., have not come up prom-
Inently in the conversations. The Jews seem to be less
keen on “election” at present than some of the “neo-
elec.t”.Christians! In July, 1972, a group of forty-six
Christians and Muslims, almost equally divided be-
tween the two communities of faith, met at Broumana
Lebar'lon, to consider the theme “In Search of Under:
st.and{ng and Cooperation: Christian and Muslim Con-
tr1b1.1t10ns.”22 In September, 1973, a consultation in
A.frlca explored the theme: “The Wholeness of Human
Life: C_hristian Involvement in Mankind’s Inner Dia-
logue with Primal World-Views.” A multi-religious dia-
logue on the theme “Towards World Community:
Rc?sources and Responsibilities for Living Together” is
being prepared for 1974. This would bring together
abopt‘flfty people from the Hindu, Buddhist, Jewish
(;hn.span, and Muslim communities of faith. What i;
significant is perhaps not so much the topics discussed
as .the fact of their coming together and living together.
It is the personal, living context and its inevitable con-
sequences on the hearts and minds of people that must
be: taken seriously. This must increasingly provide us
with the milieu in which the question of the continuing
work of the Holy Spirit now must be experienced and

‘ ' pondered upon.

The second is an illustration taken from Britain itself.
_The reference is to the British Council of Churches’
1nv01ve1.nent with the question of the use of church
properties for worship or other activities in multi-
religious and multi-racial areas.” This has a bearing
on our subject for several reasons. F irst, the theological
qu?gthn of what is holy and the work of the Holy
Spirit is here discussed not in academic isolation, but -
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~ in response to actual and urgent human needs. People
—not just Christians, but Hindus, Buddhists, Muslims,
and Sikhs—are waiting. Seeond, not only a few the-
ologians but committee members and congregations—
and in an indirect way, people of other faiths—are
already involved in the discussion. Clearly, existential
urgency has become influential in considering priorities.
Third, obviously the decisions taken will have conse-
quences that will go far beyond the local context. This
seems to be one of the questions where theological
issues are inextricably bound up with political, eco-
nomic, and sociological realities.

In the continuing debate, it was pointed out that the
majority of churches hold “the moderate view which
affirms both that Jesus Christ is unique and that God’s
Spirit is and always has been at work in cultures and
faiths of men.”* There is a certain impatience with
ponderous theological deliberations. “Are we in danger
of playing with the familiar game of discovering re-
spectable and weighty reasons for supporting disreput-
able positions? Is not the essence of the matter en-
shrined in the parable of the Good Samaritan crystal
clear?” “Let us not become Christian dogs in redundant
mangers.”* In spite of this impatience, there is a con-
siderable theological discussion on the question of what
is “holy,” particularly in connection with church build-
ings once “consecrated,” but later on not used by
Christians and now being asked for use by people of
other faiths for their worship. It is recognized that
“Asian Muslims living in our midst, far from being a
threat, may prove to be catalysts who will help English
Christians to rediscover the substance of the Gospel
(often obscured by the inherited cubic footage of re-
dundant fabric).*® This would apply not only to Mus-
lims but also to Hindus, Buddhists, Sikhs, and others,
and may bring before Christians the question of the
larger work of the Holy Spirit in more urgent and con-
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crete ways. Similar multi-religious and multi-racial
situations are already developing in other parts of the
world, particularly in Europe and America. Such sit-
uations are likely to raise perplexing issues to Chris-
tians unfamiliar with such experiences. Therefore, the
issues raised and attitudes called for will be of con-
siderable interest to others as well.

In many of the textbooks on theology, even in those
devoted particularly to the work of the Holy Spirit,
one looks in vain for a careful, sympathetic, and ex-
tended treatment of the work of the Spirit in relation
to the life and thought of people of other faiths, cul-
tures, and ideologies. It may be that one has looked
at the wrong type of books but it looks as if, after a

~ long period of neglect, the question of the Holy Spirit

and people of other faiths is only now beginning to
enter into the spiritual consciousness of people. How-
ever, it is yet to be taken seriously into the total spec-
trum of theological reflection in the church. And the
question of the Holy Spirit must inevitably lead to the
doctrine of God himself and of the Trinity in far more
inclusive ways than Christian theology has ever done
before. It must take into account the unknowability, the
incomprehensibleness, and the mystery of God and the
work of his Spirit among others no less than revelation
in Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit. Questions of
peace and justice, of development and education, of
dialogue and cooperation, of truth and love, and the
almost desperate search for a quality of life that can
sustain personal values in an age of technology—these
are matters that bring together various people as they

share a troubled past and look into a common future.

The noise of old crusades, .the shelter of ancient for-
tresses, and the spent bullets of theological armories
of the past must be left behind. What we need today is
a theology that is not less but more true to God by being
generous and open, a theology not less but more loving
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toward the neighbor by being friendly and willing to
listen, a theology that does not separate us from our
fellow human beings but supports us in our common
struggles and hopes. As we live together with our
neighbors, what we need today is a theology that re-
fuses to be impregnable, but which, in the spirit of
Christ, is both ready and willing to be vulnerable.
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