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Preface


    THE PURPOSE of The Reciprocating Self: Human Development in Theological Perspective is to present an integrated view of human development that is based on social science research and biblical truths. We do this by drawing on a biblical model of relationality, where the created goal or purpose of human development is to become a reciprocating self—fully and securely related to others and to God, which essentially enables us to become more like Christ. The reason for writing this second edition is threefold. The first is theological. In addition to our trinitarian perspective of human nature, we also wanted to emphasize a christological perspective. Thus, we propose a dynamic and directional understanding of telos, God’s purpose for humankind. Second is the need to update the research that has been done since our first edition. Third is the emergence of the relation development systems paradigm that is supported by the 2015 publication of the four-volume Handbook of Child Psychology and Developmental Science (Lerner, 2015). This landmark publication consists of over one hundred in-depth articles written by experts on specific aspects of human development, with a total of over four thousand pages in support of the claim that relational development systems (RDS) can be considered the new paradigm for human development science. Why our enthusiasm for RDS? Simply put, because our theological model of the reciprocating self and the RDS paradigm are both based on the recognition of and importance placed on the process of relationality.


    While the ideas for this book came to us as we struggled together to teach human development in a holistic manner, the suggestion for using reciprocating self as a reflection for trinitarian relationality was given by Pam. The major advancement we hope to achieve in writing an integrative model of human development is to address what we call the developmental dilemma—the fact that existing developmental models lack a comprehensive guiding teleology.


    A parallel purpose to providing an understanding of human development within a theological perspective is to provide a context for the reader to understand his or her own developmental issues. As we trace the reciprocating self through the lifespan stages we will be able to address stage-specific developmental issues. A developmental issue is a concern, opportunity, tension, worry, or crisis encountered by the self in the context of change. The source of change can be personal and internal—bodily, mental, emotional, social—or external—relational, familial, communal, societal. Since internal and external change are continual and interactive, life is a process of facing one developmental issue after another.


    Awareness of developmental issues is most salient at transitional points throughout the lifespan—learning to talk and walk, beginning to eat unassisted, going to school, developing secondary sexual physical features, leaving home, obtaining full-time employment, becoming engaged and then married, having a child for the first time, parenting an adolescent, watching your children move away from home, retiring, experiencing a decline in physical and mental health, and, finally, facing imminent death. God has created human beings for relationship with God and human others, and it is our contention that to be a self in reciprocating relationships is of major importance in negotiating the developmental issues.


    Jack


    Hi, I’m Jack and I have developmental issues. As I put the finishing touches on the second edition of this book I have just celebrated my seventy-seventh birthday and fifty-fifth wedding anniversary. At this age I find myself enjoying retirement, but reluctant to completely give up the academic side of my life that began over fifty years ago. Herein lies the crux of my developmental issue: I recognize the high level of teaching and writing expected at my seminary, and although desiring to continue contributing where I can, I recognize that I increasingly struggle to remember a scholarly citation and my speaking is not as free flowing as it once was. While I still enjoy writing, I find that my fingers don’t glide across the keyboard as quickly as they once did.


    Facing developmental issues is nothing new to me. When I began teaching some fifty years ago students were satisfied with a dynamic lecture that was coherent enough for them to take understandable notes. Along the way, I supplemented my lectures with overheads outlining what I was saying. With the computer revolution, I followed the younger professors in developing multimedia PowerPoint presentations. Before retiring I successfully transferred my lectures into PowerPoint presentations with all the bells and whistles. But now as I proudly marvel at the teaching and scholarly achievements of my younger coauthors, Pam and Kevin (although they themselves may now rightly identify themselves as middle age), I think I should just enjoy what they have become and “fade into the academic sunset.” Am I too old to continue to make any contribution to seminary work, or should I “move over” completely and let younger persons take my place? This questioning of my continued academic abilities is a core developmental issue.


    However, developmental issues are not only academic in nature. In our first edition I wrote that I played volleyball three times a week, but had moved from position of spiker to setter after suffering the good-natured taunts of the other players commenting on my spikes, “Was that a spike or a dink?” Since then my deteriorating knees and a neurologically based balance condition have limited my physical activities to cycling and swimming. My key developmental issue at present centers on the extent I can safely participate with my riding club on forty- to fifty-mile rides and extended multiday rides down the Pacific coast.


    I have been a grandfather for over thirty years. I grieve that I can no longer engage with my younger grandchildren in a variety of physical activities—acrobatic wrestling, surfing, snowboarding, mountain biking, and backpacking—as I did with my two oldest grandsons, Curtis and Jacob. I struggled to stay active with Liam and Taylor, who are now teenagers, and mourn that seven-year-old Elisabeth and three-year-old Ben must learn to be content with a grandfather who in some ways is a “shadow” of what he once was.


    Successfully addressing this developmental issue may mean that I more positively accept a traditional culture image of a grandfather who is gray- haired, slightly bent and feeble, but who is kind, gentle, full of wisdom, and gently reads and interacts with his sympathetic grandchildren. My desire to be a vital and involved, if less physically active, grandfather to my younger grandchildren means learning to be who I am in a new way (similar developmental issues can be found in chapters twelve and thirteen on middle and elderly adulthood.) However, I’m not the only one with developmental issues, as you will quickly learn from Pam’s and Kevin’s comments.


    Pam


    Hi, I’m Pam, and boy, do I have developmental issues. At the completion of this manuscript I am forty-seven years old and my firstborn just turned twelve. This week he asked me for face cleanser to help prevent pimples, and he sends “emojis” daily to a sweet girl at middle school. How did I get here? At the completion of the last manuscript he was ten weeks old. At that time, I was full of confidence in parenting my someday teen with my PhD and pretty extensive research in adolescence. But now that I have an official “tween,” and two other children that think they are teens, I am humbled by how unprepared I am to parent adolescents in our complex age. That said, I am grateful for a telos that points me toward encouraging them to deeply know God, his people and creation. I am also grateful for the lens of relational developmental systems theory that provides me a means of seeing the resources and assets (and challenges) within and surrounding my children.


    At this stage of life, witnessing my children become more themselves is a profound joy! My three, Aidan (twelve), Rhys (ten) and Jocelyn (eight), are each such unique people. My husband, Brad, and I marvel that they have any DNA in common. They help me teach all the time. Not only have they been coming to my classes for years—as infants to demonstrate Ainsworth’s Strange Situation or as children to play with various toys with my graduate students—but they also give me lots of great illustrations for lectures! Most importantly, they have taught me developmental insights and wisdom beyond that which is available in textbooks and empirical research articles. They sure keep me on my toes!


    This leads to my perhaps most significant developmental issues. I confess I still struggle to understand how to balance family and work. This was a major developmental issue at the time of publishing the first edition. I would have expected to have figured this parenting and professor/pastor thing out before now. Alas, this is not the case. I am still asking the same questions as twelve years ago when I decided to initially return to work part-time. I am still part-time. I am still ordained, but now I am tenured. Can I be a “good enough mother” and still work? No doubt, working part-time has hampered my professional trajectory as an aspiring researcher and professor, but that is okay. I have learned to be a “good enough professor or scholar or teacher or mentor or pastor.” I still struggle almost daily to strike a balance of my complex call as wife, parent, professor and minister.


    I have always understood my work as a calling from God and take very seriously being a steward of my training, gifts and resources to build God’s kingdom. For me, work is not only a job but a vocation in which I find great meaning and satisfaction. I have also come to understand being a wife and a mom as part of that call and vocation. I am grateful that I get to not only think, write, research and teach about human development—but I get to practice it every day!


    I am grateful to say that my professional identity has solidified a bit. I have been able to integrate my call as a minister, teacher and scholar. I have always felt like my call was to enable people to become what they were created to be. This has fueled my passion for understanding telos and human development. Given this love, I have been grateful to pursue theological and psychological understandings of thriving—and particularly the role of religion and spirituality in human thriving. I continue to look for collaborative opportunities where I can teach, pastor, reflect theologically, generate empirical psychological understanding and bring about social change. Projects such as this book delight me because they allow me to draw on biblical truth and theological understanding as well as psychological theory and research. For the past decade, much of my research and writing has focused on issues of spiritual and religious development in young people.


    I am grateful to Jack for referring to Kevin and me as the “young” professors. For although we are younger than Jack, we are officially middle age and there are new “young” professors. And I feel that. On good days, I can rest in my further differentiated professional identity and experience. On less secure days, I can begin to fret over my dated statistical knowledge and my realization that I am old enough to be my students’ mother!


    I will note as a personal spiritual developmental issue that writing the chapter on reciprocating spirituality was extremely challenging and gratifying. I am very intrigued by the paradox of attempting to grow in my understanding of God and transcendence (theologically and psychologically), but ultimately have come to know God more fully not through my efforts to understand, but rather to surrender and to experience God. As I have aged (and I hope matured), I have come to reconcile this simultaneous active pursuit of and receptive surrender to God as an earnest openness to both receive and extend God’s grace as God leads. I am humbled by the mystery of the transformative power of God’s love, grace and presence. Consequently, I lean into Paul’s admonition in Romans 12:1-2 and hope to intentionally offer my life daily as a living sacrifice, hoping for transformation and to enable others to know the fullness of life in Christ.


    Kevin


    Hi, I’m Kevin, and I have developmental issues. I’m forty-six years old and father of two grown daughters, Naomi and Dee. The eldest, Naomi, is recently married. Weddings are a developmental milestone in the family system. More than a celebration, such events reshuffle personal adaptations (i.e., goals) that tend to define each step along the life course. Whereas I once found myself consumed with the financial details of supporting my kids through college, I now think more about building a good relationship with my son-in-law, Peter. Children grow, differentiate through adolescence, become emerging adults and finally leave home. There is much to be renegotiated as parents learn to relate to children as fellow adults on the journey. These changes coincide with almost twenty-five years of marriage. As “empty nesters” Lynn and I are revising goals for our relationship. These now have little to do with goals of the recent past—helping our daughters successfully navigate playground bullying, sports injuries and college entrance requirements. Lynn has decided to change careers in midlife, an increasingly common transition in our culture. Our refashioned goals are influenced by her decision to become a statistician and move into research academia. We are sharing new goals in unexpected ways. Yesterday everything was about juggling work along with the cooking and housecleaning. Today we are publishing scientific papers together and collaborating on research grants. It is important for middle-aged couples to find new opportunities for partnership, appropriately balanced with cultivation of individual interests and relationships.


    Middle age is a period of renegotiated relationships, goals and priorities. My development is impacted by the development of others, particularly in-laws moving into senescence. Ten years ago, I wrote that children provided the most immediate, powerfully reciprocal impetus to develop as a matter of time, place and role. Today my elders equally catalyze growth as their needs multiply toward the end of the life course. Midlife individuals apprehend the life course a bit differently, recognizing the brevity of time on earth in terms of opportunity for reciprocity—horizontally with other human beings and vertically with God. We rediscover our need for God, as children and elders mirror back to us the less attractive features of our brokenness. These relationships are both a great blessing and a struggle, influencing my understanding of human experience and the grace of a merciful God. For me, they are a present reminder of our fundamental identity as God’s beloved sons and daughters.
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    For Kevin this includes my two daughters, Naomi and Dee, who were an inspiration to study developmental psychology in the first place. This includes Peter, my wonderful son-in-law. I’m deeply indebted to Lynn, who affirmed my academic journey at every level. Much of the resulting fruit resides in this book. Finally, I am grateful for a remarkable friendship with Dr. Warren S. Brown. Whether fishing on the river or doing research in the lab, Warren has taught me more about reciprocity and development than anyone else.


    Finally, we would like to acknowledge and thank Gary Deddo, who was more than an editor as he guided us through the process of writing the first edition of this book, and David Congdon, who has expertly guided us through this second edition. We also thank an anonymous reviewer and our late teacher, colleague and friend Ray Anderson, whose imprint on this book can be seen from beginning to end.

  


  
    
PART I


    
Toward an Integrated Model of Human Development


    AN INTEGRATED MODEL OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT is stymied by a developmental dilemma—the fact that existing developmental theory lacks a guiding teleology. Developmental teleology refers to developmental completeness or a theologically informed understanding of the goal of development. Our goal in part one is to define and develop a working teleology that can usefully be used as a basis to understand and discuss human development and stages of human development. The developmental dilemma is important to acknowledge because it rears its nasty head in the face of the student of psychology who is looking for a coherent Christian perspective of development or who hopes for an integration between theology and psychology. Chapter one seeks to address this developmental dilemma as a necessary basis for developing a guiding teleology of human development.


    In the second chapter we provide the theological rationale behind the use of the concept of the reciprocating self. A trinitarian analogy of being and becoming will serve as our model for understanding the goal of human development as the capacity of being a reciprocating self.


    Developmental theories give an understanding of how development takes place, but as we indicated previously, they tend to be limited in providing a teleological focus capable of pointing to the type of relational context in which human development ideally takes place. Chapter three seeks to provide a biblical basis for such an ideal relational context. The biblical depiction of God’s relationship to human beings is used as a model for how God desires human beings to be in relationship with each other. We argue that a reciprocating self can develop best in a relational context that is characterized by unconditional love commitment, gracing, empowering and intimacy. The developing person is not only affected by but also affects the social context in which development takes place. Thus our model of human development is also one of reciprocal influence—of mutual influence between the person and the external social structure or the environment.


    Whereas no human developmental theory spells out the desired relational context as specifically as Scripture, there are significant aspects within each developmental theory that correspond to the biblical model we present. Thus chapters four and five provide a selected overview of developmental theories in light of their correspondence with our model. Chapter four focuses on the major developmental theories that conceptualize human development in terms of a developing self—psychoanalytic, object relations, social learning, symbolic interaction and cognitive-development theories. Chapter four concludes by giving a comparative overview of the capacity of developmental theories to handle such human phenomena as choice and agency, sin and internal conflict, and communal aspects of personhood. In chapter five we give an overview of the relational development systems (RDS) paradigm, together with a neurobiological and two sociocultural models (Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory and generational analysis) of human development. While each of these three views of human development is encompassed within the RDS paradigm, we believe a deeper understanding of each would enhance an understanding of lifespan development.

  


  
    
 1


    
The Developmental Dilemma


    OUR PURPOSE IN WRITING THIS BOOKis to address what we call the developmental dilemma—the fact that existing developmental theory lacks a guiding teleology. Developmental teleology refers to developmental completeness or a theologically informed understanding of the goal of development. Our goal in this book is to define and develop a working teleology and discuss it in regard to developmental stages. The developmental dilemma is important to acknowledge because it rears its nasty head in the face of the student of psychology who is looking for a coherent Christian perspective of development or who hopes for integration between theology and psychology.


    Developmental theories, whether they bend toward a biological, sociocultural or psychodynamic emphasis, all share a common commitment to a naturalistic worldview. The methodology of developmental psychology is to compare and contrast within cultural differences and crosscultural ­ethnographic evidence in order to determine what is normative or possible in terms of human development.


    At one level it might be argued that all developmental theories inherently possess either an explicit or implicit teleology. Thus, for example, adaptation might be proposed as the key teleological concept for Piaget’s cognitive development theory, pleasure seeking and ego integrity in Freud’s and Erikson’s developmental theories respectively, and complexity in neurological models of human development. Perhaps the closest to our theological understanding of teleology is given within the relational developmental systems paradigm. Lerner states, “Adaptive developmental regulation results in the emergence among young people of an orientation to transcend self-interest and place value on and commitments to actions supportive of their social system” (Lerner, Dowling & Anderson, 2003, p. 176). Although actions that support a specific social system will vary by culture and era, Lerner proposes that optimal development entails the capacity to reciprocate with one’s self, family, community and society (Lerner, 2004; Lerner, Lerner, Bowers & Geldhof, 2015). In short, from a RDS (relational developmental systems) perspective, the goal of development might be considered a reciprocating self.


    Although these theories suggest a teleology, in each case the teleology is limited by the possibilities provided by naturalistic assumptions. The question raised in the song made popular by the singer Peggy Lee was “Is That All There Is?” Are we to be content with a teleology of human development that is limited to the bounds of a naturalistic worldview? In understanding the purpose or goal of human development—is that all there is?


    Before answering this question we suggest that two additional factors have also contributed to the current developmental dilemma.


    The first barrier to the emergence of a more comprehensive theory of development is the presence of cultural and psychological therapies promoting the existence of an empty self. In Constructing the Self, Constructing America, Philip Cushman (1995) identifies the empty self as a result of the lack of a developmental teleology that would offer a solution other than self-focused therapies. He articulates how the development of modern psychotherapy is intertwined with the evolution of American consumerism and how both affect the way we perceive and experience the self. He describes how current theories and therapeutic practices promote a sense of self with an insatiable need to consume in the interminable human quest for self-fulfillment and for self-realization. The American values of independence and self-fulfillment have led to the American psychotherapeutic culture that nurtures individuals who are focused on self-care and personal fulfillment. He critiques the American therapeutic community for promoting individuals who are preoccupied and in perpetual need of filling and fulfilling themselves. Despite Cushman’s harangue, he gives no alternative, no teleology to cure this empty self.


    In addition to the perpetuating empty self, modern philosophies’ view of the human condition is the second factor contributing to the developmental dilemma. This empty self is a product of the modern project—the pursuit of truth, universals, freedom and control. The modern project has become the modern predicament, resulting in an era of fragmented, lonely, isolated people. One of the main moves of modernity has been to displace God from the transcendent to the immanent sphere, shifting the locus of the divine from a God who is Other to impersonal forces within the human mind and will—into human subjectivity. Playing a major role in this shift, Kant posits that the will is absolutely self-determining and infinite. By doing so he displaces the infinite divine will from the universe and makes the will a matter of a subjective, self-reflective process. The Creator is replaced by the created. Theologian-philosopher Colin Gunton describes the loss of sense of self as the result of self-reflection. He writes, “When individual self-contemplation becomes the basis of self, rather than the relation to the divine and human others on which our reality actually depends, the self begins to disappear” (Gunton, 1993, p. 118, italics added).


    Perpetuating the image of humans as empty selves in need of filling is neither helpful nor healthful. And we contend it is not theologically accurate either.


    It would be easy to address the teleological question strictly in theological terms. Thus the Westminster Shorter Catechism states that the goal of humanity is to know God and enjoy him forever. A more relevant answer for understanding the purpose or goal of development might be found in ­Gunton’s quote above: the goal is found in a person’s “relation to the divine and human other.” Christian theology and social science theory converge to suggest that the self does not need to be viewed from the perspective of being empty but rather as a reciprocating self. In this book we turn to theological anthropology as a source for understanding both the process and goals of human development.


    In the first edition of our book we listed a third factor that contributed to the developmental dilemma: the limited nature and fragmented scope of existing developmental theories.


    The enormous scope of material on human development can serve as a barrier to the emergence of a metatheory explaining development in its entirety. Consequently, existing theories describe aspects and portions of the developmental process—whether cognition in infants, identity development in adolescents or generativity in adulthood. As a result developmental theory lacks an organizing principle through which to understand and evaluate these theories. Psychological and sociological contributions may offer insights into developmental processes, but they do not provide a framework for understanding the goals or ends of development. (Balswick, King & Reimer, 2005, p. 18).


    Since then, this barrier has been greatly reduced, if not eliminated, with the 2015 publication of the four-volume Handbook of Child Development and Developmental Science. In well over four thousand pages, a host of experts contributed over one hundred chapters that detail the evidence for the relational developmental systems (RDS) paradigm. The RDS model seeks to incorporate all developmental theories with their accumulated research evidence into one unique whole, and thus the claim to paradigmatic status, a concept that is used to identify a dominant scientific view of a phenomena—in this, case human development. The key unifying concept of RDS is relationality, which is the exact conceptual basis for the Reciprocating Self. Parenthetically, we should add that in our first edition we included a significant explanation of developmental systems theory, which contains the core elements of what Lerner, Overton and others have developed and refined into relational developmental systems.


    The Turn to Relationality


    It is worth noting that in his book The Trinity and an Entangled World: Relationality in Physical Science and Theology (2010), the eminent Oxford University physicist-theologian John Polkinghorne leads a number of scholars in applying the concept of trinitarian relationality to understanding the workings of the entire universe. In wanting to better understand a small but important part of that universe, we propose that a theological understanding of development will provide a lens through which to view and understand human development as revealed by the scientific approach. This book seeks to provide a Christian response to the empty self by drawing on theological anthropology and RDS in order to provide an alternative view of selfhood—the reciprocating self.


    In his book Reforming Theological Anthropology: After the Philosophical Turn to Relationality, F. LeRon Shults (2003) documents a paradigm shift in how social scientists, philosophers and theologians alike think about human nature. From Aristotle to Kant, the substance of particular things—such as an individual person—was of primary importance. Since Kant, relationality has become the key focus. Shults states,


    The philosophical turn to relationality has shaped not only the way we think about knowing and being, but also our understandings of human acting. In the early modern period human (free) agency had been dualistically separated from (mechanistically determined) nature, and this split registered its effect on anthropological theories. In contemporary psychology . . . humans and communities are more often described in ways that recognize that their relations are constitutive. A person is no longer defined as an “individual substance of a rational nature” (Boethius) or as a “punctual self” (Locke). Instead of autonomous subjects that stand over against the natural world and other subjects, today human self-consciousness is understood as always and already embedded in relations between self, other, and world. (p. 31)


    Another example of the move to relationality within theological anthropology can be seen in Stanley Grenz’s book The Social God and the Relational Self: A Trinitarian Theology of the Imago Dei (2001). Like Shults, Grenz develops his theological anthropology by focusing on relationality as the key aspect of being human. As the subtitle to his book suggests, Grenz anchors his understanding of the human self in trinitarian theology. Grenz states, “Theological insights regarding the manner in which the three Trinitarian persons are persons-in-relation and gain their personal identity by means of their interrelationality hold promise for understanding what it means to be human persons in the wake of the demise of the centered self and the advent of the Global Soul” (p. 9).


    As Grenz points out, the call to extend trinitarian theology to the understanding of the self is not new. It can be seen in Karl Barth’s Epistle to the Romans (1918) and in the writings of such eminent theologians as Emil Brunner, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Martin Buber, John Macmurry and James Torrance. Torrance (1989) argues, “What we need today is a better understanding of the person not just as an individual but as someone who finds his or her true being-in-communion with God and with others, the counter­part of a Trinitarian doctrine of God” (p. 15). The call to extend a trinitarian understanding of the self continues in the current writings of such theologians as Jürgen Moltmann (1996), Colin Gunton (1993), Miroslav Volf (1998), Ray Anderson (1982) and Gary Deddo (1999).


    Following the turn to relationality that began in philosophical thought, there has been a near parallel focus on relationality in the thought of social scientists as well as theologians. Shults (2003) observes, “In psychology proper, the turn is most obvious in ‘object relations’ theory where the agential relation of a person to objects is essential to his or her development identity” (p. 31). The view of the self that was seen in terms of its substance has been replaced in developmental theories by a new view of the self that is seen in terms of a person’s embeddedness in relationships.


    Like the theologians cited above we believe a correspondence exists between relationality in the holy Trinity and relationality in human beings. The specific purpose of this book is to draw on the biblical view of relationality within the holy Trinity as a basis for understanding the human self. This biblical model allows us to assess the human self as an interactive being. This we identify as the reciprocating self—the self that, in all its uniqueness and fullness of being, engages fully in relationship with another in all its particularity.


    There has been at least one previous attempt to accomplish what we seek to do in this book. Until his recent death, James Loder (1989, 1998) had sought to utilize a theological model in understanding the purpose of human development. Loder uses the concept of the human spirit in his discussion of human development. While he neither directly bases his analysis on trinitarian theology nor specifically defines what he means by human spirit, it is quite clear that he is using the term in a way similar to how we intend to use the term reciprocating self. Loder (1998) writes of the correspondence between the human spirit and the divine spirit, “Although distinctly different in origin, destiny, and magnitude, the human spirit and the Divine Spirit are made for each other, according to a relationality ultimately designed to replicate the relationality of the divine and the human in the person of Jesus” (p. 16). Note the common emphasis on the importance of relationality. Loder accepts what he calls a differentiated relationality of human spirit to Holy Spirit. He suggests that “the human spirit is to humanity what the Holy Spirit is to God (1 Cor. 2:10), so these two are interrelated according to the bipolar relationality” (p. 35). A reciprocating self is the internal self-structure that makes differentiated relationality possible.


    Loder’s discussion poses an interesting challenge to Christian psychologists who take seriously the substantial body of literature that demonstrates a connection between neurological activity in the brain with the mind, self and behavior. “Human spirit” in Loder’s understanding might be easily transposed into an interpretation of “soul,” yet we are reluctant to define the reciprocating self as a soul. Certainly a reciprocating self engaged in a vital relationship with God retains “soulish” characteristics. However, the reciprocating self in our understanding exists as an emerging aspect of embodied, personal identity understood in the context of relationship, both with God and with others. This is a complex idea that requires additional consideration with regard to traditional notions of human nature.


    Body, Soul and the Reciprocating Self


    In Christian theology the concept of soul has been used to argue for the special uniqueness of human beings among all of God’s creation. A body-soul dualism (or even a tripartite body-soul-spirit model) is a common way for Christians to understand human beings as unique and distinct created human spirits. In radical dualism the soul “is separable from the body, and the person is identified with the former” (Brown, Murphy & Malony, 1998, p. 24). In this view humans are seen as physical beings who also have a nonmaterial soul. Human beings experience God through the soul. Classic body-soul dualism had its origins in the philosopher Plato, but it can be traced through Augustine to Descartes. In a slightly modified view, holistic dualism holds that “the person is a composite of separable ‘parts’ but is to be identified with the whole, whose normal functioning is as a unity” (Brown, Murphy & Malony, 1998, p. 24). It is probably fair to say that most traditional Christian theologies have presented a version of one of these dualistic models.


    A third way to solve the body-soul issue can be seen in the eliminative/reductive materialism model. In this model “the person is a physical organism, whose emotional, moral, and religious experiences will ultimately be explained by the physical sciences” (Brown, Murphy & Malony, 1998, p. 25). Donald MacKay calls this position “nothingbuttery,” for within naturalistic assumptions, which this model is based on, human beings are nothing but material beings. This is the most common model within the natural and social sciences today.


    In their book Whatever Happened to the Soul (1998), Brown, Murphy and Malony propose the rather radical-sounding suggestion that there is no such thing as the soul, but rather human beings are distinguished by their capacity to have soulishness (pp. 24-25). In this model of nonreductive physicalism, “the person is a physical organism whose complex functioning, both in society and in relation to God, gives rise to ‘higher’ human capacities such as morality and spirituality.” In this model it is not necessary to postulate a second or third ontological entity (soul and mind) to account for brain capacities and distinctiveness. Soul and mind are understood as physiologically embodied. This model is nonreductive in the sense that human behavior cannot be exhaustively explained by analysis at the lowest level (bottom-up explanations). Rather, higher level (top-down) explanations supervene statements about the physiological. In this monist model, nature, body, soul, mind, spirit or any other description all refer to the same entity.


    An important element in the nonreductive physicalism model is the concept of emergent functions, where new functions emerge out of the complexities of lower levels. A formal definition of an emergent function is a mode of operation in a complex system that cannot be explained by scrutiny of lower levels, although it is dependent on the lower-level operation. The interactive operation of lower systems results in the emergence of higher functioning. However, once a higher-level system emerges, it exerts top-down determinative influences on the operations of lower system levels.


    In nonreductive physicalism there is no soul, but rather human beings have biologically embedded capacities that facilitate knowing and relating to God. This involves having the cognitive, affective, sensory (or perhaps otherwise) capacities needed to relate to God, others and self. A person does not have a soul, but rather in a sense, is soul. From this perspective, “soul,” for human beings, is not a separate spiritual entity, but rather is better understood as a constellation of physically embodied properties. Thus it is not an entity with distinctive existence, awareness and agency. These capacities that allow us to relate to God result from encounters between embodied humans and God (who is spirit) or with one another in a manner that reaches deeply into the essence of our creaturely, historical and communal selves. This does not suggest that God is not divine and transcendent, but offers an explanation of how God has created the human species with diverse capacities for relating to God.


    In Whatever Happened to the Soul? we conceptualize soul as an emergent property of personal relatedness. Thus in his chapter “‘Bodies—That Is, Human Lives’: A Re-examination of Human Nature in the Bible,” the New Testament scholar Joel Green points out that the concept of the soul in Scripture is primarily used to point to the capacity and experience of deep personal relatedness. Human uniqueness in God’s creation is primarily due to the capacity for covenantal relationships. Green (1998) states that


    the Old Testament does not locate human uniqueness in a doctrine of a (potentially disembodied) soul, but emphasizes instead the character of humanity as God’s covenant partner, his counterpart in relationship. The imago Dei tradition highlights the location of human beings within the larger human family, emphasizing the human’s covenantal relationships with other humans, and situates the human family in meaningful relationship with other whole cosmos. (p. 172)


    In chapter three we will elaborate on Green’s suggestion that covenantal relationship is an important foundation for the reciprocating self’s development. Perhaps more important than deciding how soul is defined—in terms of a person having a soul that engages with God or being embodied persons with diverse capacities to know and relate to God—is to understand that soul needs to be referred to not as a substance but in terms of relationality. In his chapter in Whatever Happened to the Soul? (Brown, Murphy & Malony, 1998), Ray Anderson defined the soul “as that which represents the whole person as a physical, personal, and spiritual being, especially the inner core of an individual’s life as created and upheld by God” (p. 193). Humans are unique from nonhuman creatures because they have been created to be in relationship with God. This intrinsic relationality is at the core of every individual human being and the basis for a reciprocating self.


    This emphasis on embodiment is crucial. God, Godself, came and lived among humankind as Jesus Christ the Son of God. He ate. He washed feet. He related to friends and to those less friendly. Being embodied is messy, and so is human development. Relationality is messy. Ask any married person. Of theological and psychological importance is the fact that the reciprocating self grows in everyday places with real people, communities and environments. Development contends with messy issues such as poverty and inequality. The telos of reciprocity is evident today and unfolding into the future. The “today” aspect can quickly become complicated—such as playground bullies, neglectful parents and adolescent depression. A full-bodied understanding of developing as a reciprocating self affirms our biological nature, created in the image of God but created nonetheless. As a result, we integrate theological and psychological discussion of the reciprocating self with honest recognition that purposeful development is fearfully and wonderfully made of bone, genes and neurons.


    
The Plan of This Book


    To accomplish our task we have divided this book into three parts. The first section offers an overview of theological approaches and psychological theories that we draw most heavily upon in our formulation of the reciprocating self. The second part provides an overview of the development of the reciprocating self through the various stages of the lifespan. The third and final section focuses on moral, religious and spiritual development and the role of congregations in promoting reciprocating selves.


    The first chapter has served to introduce the concept of the reciprocating self, present our dilemma in teaching human development as Christians and to provide an overview of the volume. In the second chapter we provide the theological rationale behind the use of the concept of the reciprocating self. A trinitarian analogy of being and becoming serves as our model for understanding the goal of human development—becoming a reciprocating self. In addition, we offer a christological focus by emphasizing the importance of becoming like Christ as our unique selves in and through relationships.


    Developmental theories give an understanding of how development takes place, but as we indicated previously, they tend to be limited in providing a teleological focus capable of pointing to the type of relational context in which human development ideally takes place. Chapter three seeks to provide a biblical basis for such an ideal relational context. The biblical depiction of God’s relationship to human beings is used as a model for how God desires human beings to be in relationship with each other. We argue that a reciprocating self can develop best in a relational context that is characterized by unconditional love commitment, gracing, empowering and intimacy. The developing person is not only affected by but also affects the social context in which development takes place. Thus our model of human development is also one of reciprocal influence—of mutual influence between the person and the external social structure or the environment.


    Whereas no human developmental theory spells out the desired relational context as specifically as Scripture, there are significant aspects within each developmental theory that correspond to the biblical model we present. Thus chapters four and five provide a selected overview of developmental theories in light of their correspondence with our model. Chapter four focuses on the major developmental theories that give a perspective on infant and child development—psychoanalytic, object relations, social learning, symbolic interaction, cognitive-development theories and Vygotsky’s social-context theory. Chapter four concludes by giving a comparative overview of the capacity of developmental theories to handle such human phenomena as choice and agency, sin and internal conflict, and communal aspects of personhood. In chapter five we give an overview of developmental theories that focus on the sociocultural context human development takes place in. Specifically we focus on Lerner and Overton’s relational theory, Lerner’s developmental systems theory, and Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory.


    In part two we trace the development of the self from birth to death, noting the relational context in which the self develops and changes. Daniel Levinson (1996) notes that development is continual and can be at the same time as up (adolescing) or down (senescing). Here we encounter the developmental dilemma, namely, what criteria can be used to distinguish adolescing from senescing. The developmental teleology and the concept of the reciprocating self as presented in part one will serve as the underlying principles to follow human development throughout life.


    Part two is divided into six sequential chapters, each devoted to a major human developmental lifespan stage. Each of the lifespan development chapters is organized according to the following outline. First, we give a brief overview of the developmental tasks of the present stage of development. A description of the type of scaffolding typically needed during this developmental stage follows. This helps us to examine the nested contexts development takes place in. Specifically, we begin by describing the microsystem, that level where dyadic relationships are the core focus of attention. Next, our attention moves to the mesosystem: the important group contexts where development takes place. Then we take up the influence of the exosystem, those systems that impact an individual even though they are not a participant in the system. Finally, we examine the macrosystem as a cultural context for understanding human development. The last section of each chapter gives an overview of the potential strengths, limitations and developmental issues of the person as a reciprocating self.


    In emphasizing a dimension of human development that is generally neglected—the theological—we obviously do not give proportional attention to the breath of physiological or socio-psycho-cultural factors that contribute to human development. Our bias can be seen in our attempt to move beyond the boundaries imposed by naturalistic assumptions and to consider the moral, spiritual and religious dimensions of human development. In part three we attempt to fill out these often-neglected developmental dimensions.


    In chapter twelve we utilize such concepts as moral identity and moral transformation in attempting to move the understanding of moral development beyond a traditional cognitive stage-development model. Drawing on the notion of reciprocity, in chapter thirteen we propose conceptualizing faith, religious and spiritual development as reciprocating spirituality that emphasizes relationality, personal transformation and contribution.


    Drawing on reciprocating spirituality, in chapter fourteen we suggest the concept of a differentiated faith as a means to personally conceptualize one’s own experience of faith in the context of the church. Chapter fourteen then focuses on the nature of the reciprocating religious community. Based on the theological insights of such theologians as Jürgen Moltmann and Miroslav Volf we find the trinitarian model of relationality to be appropriately applicable to the lived-out body of Christ. Given the obvious focus in this book on development throughout human life, this chapter includes discussions of intergenerational reciprocity and congregational differentiation.


    The source of the model we propose for the church—the body of Christ—is thus the same as for individual human development, which is not found in human wisdom but in the very relationality of our triune God, and in the relationship God seeks to establish with us.
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The Reciprocating Self


  A Trinitarian Analogy of Being and Becoming


  GIVEN THE COMPLEXITY AND DEPTH of this theological subject and the limitations of a book addressing human development, this chapter summarizes the main points of a christological and trinitarian anthropology in order to propose a developmental teleology. From a christological perspective, we point to Jesus Christ as the perfect image of God and recognize that becoming like Christ is God’s intention for all of humanity. How we are conformed to Christ occurs through and results in mutual, reciprocal relations with God, humans and creation. This we understand from a trinitarian perspective. We address the significance of the two relational polarities of the Trinity—particularity and relationality. Additionally, we explore reciprocity as the form of relationality exhibited among the three persons of the Trinity who exist as one being.


  Within the social sciences there is a renewed interest in the realm of spirituality and religion (Pargament, Mahoney, Exline, Jones & Shafranske, 2013; King & Boyatzis, 2015). This provides opportunity for a dialogue between theologians and psychologists that has not occurred since the early 1900s. For most of the twentieth century, psychologists’ commitment to modern science has precluded interest in spiritual, religious or theological issues related to human development (Kerestes & Youniss, 2002). Fortunately, things have changed a bit in the twenty-first century. Despite the increased interest in the relationship between the sciences and faith, there is a relatively small, albeit growing, body of research and theory on spiritual and religious development and a lack of theologically informed understanding of human development. Consequently, when teaching within a faith-based context, there are few sources to draw on for elucidating two crucial issues related to development: (1) a biblical or theological perspective on good or optimal development, and (2) the psychological processes that are involved in spiritual or religious development. The former is of central concern to this book and will be addressed throughout. The latter is of specific interest to us (the authors) and will be addressed directly in chapter thirteen.


  During the writing of the first edition of The Reciprocating Self, the field of systematic theology was in a major transition—especially as it related to theological anthropology. At that time of first publication, the theological Zeitgeist regarding the imago Dei, or the doctrine of the image of God, was beginning to be more often understood from a relational perspective and less from a structural or impersonal ontological perspective. This trend started to emerge with Karl Barth in the early 1900s and gained great momentum in the latter decades of the twentieth century, with growing consensus among theologians that the uniqueness of the imago Dei was best understood through categories of relationality rather than inert structure (see Anderson, 1982; Gunton, 2001; Grenz, 2001; Shults, 2003; Volf, 1996; Zizioulas, 1991; Webster, 2003 and others).


  Currently, theological perspectives are perhaps best understood as more expansive and less apt to limit the imago Dei to a single concept such as relationality, but rather emphasize that the image of God may be more fully understood from functional, directional and dynamic perspectives (see King & Whitney, 2015). More said on all this shortly. In the meantime, we note that the current theological climate continues to create opportunities for dialogue between psychology and theology in regard to human development.


  Within this book, our primary intention is to provide an integrated perspective of human development. By integrated we mean to draw on theology and developmental science as resources for understanding the processes and goals involved in human development. We hope to offer the reader a means of understanding what good or optimal development might be through presenting a developmental teleology, or a theological understanding of the goal of development.


  Until the recent movements of positive psychology and positive youth development, defining good or optimal development has not been a traditional task of the psychological sciences. Similarly, psychology has not focused on teleological issues (Csikszentmihalyi & Rathunde, 1998; Lerner, Dowling & Anderson, 2003; Lerner et al., 2015). In general, developmental theories describe processes of specific domains of psychological development (e.g., cognitive development, identity development) and processes of normative development. For example, Erik Erikson’s psychosocial stages suggest normal developmental benchmarks for the eight stages of the life cycle. In addition, developmental theories also describe pathological development, or that which deviates from the norm (Cicchetti, 2015). In fact, the field of psychology has predominantly focused on pathology and healing mental illness. Although historically different theorists (Antonovosky, 1987; Jahoda, 1958; Erikson, 1959) and recent efforts within positive psychology (see Benson & Scales, 2009; Damon, 2004; Lerner, 2006; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) have explored positive aspects of psychology, a disproportionate amount of scientific psychology has focused on pathology and repair, rather than positive or optimal development.


  This emphasis on disease and treatment is more natural for the field of psychology. Given the limited “tools” of psychology as a scientific field of inquiry based on the modern values of reductionism and universals, making claims about ideal development is a challenge. When discussing and defining “ideals,” values and ideology are invoked. Disciplines that address issues of ultimacy such as theology and philosophy are better equipped to define ideals. The healing approach in psychology has been facilitated by the fact that it is easier to define the desired or adaptive direction of change if the goal is to restore an earlier or “normal” state. It is much messier to define optimal development without engaging diverse cultural or ideological opinions. Thus, it is conceptually simpler to restore normal functioning and bring persons back to an original state than to determine what is good or optimal.


  Psychology does not have the epistemological tools to address issues of teleology. Aspinwall and Staudinger (2003) point out that if psychologists intend to define good or optimal development, they must address several difficult questions. For example, do they determine optimal development based on adaptiveness or human functioning? If so, how do psychologists operationalize adaptiveness or functioning? Do they use subjective indicators and ask people for their subjective opinion if they are doing well or are mature? Or do they use objective measures and examine factors like longevity and define optimal development by those who live the longest? Do psychologists consult value or ethical systems? Do they consider democratic ideals as a lens for viewing good development? Do they consider the virtues of Aristotelian ethics? These are questions traditionally asked by theologians and philosophers, not psychologists.


  Furthermore, psychologists tend to follow a consensus criterion of truth, not absolute truth. As scientists, psychologists turn to empirical research to determine what people generally agree on. Consequently, truth is not deemed absolute but is determined by consensus opinion. This is referred to as “normative” or “conventional.” For example, research on wisdom has reliably demonstrated high levels of consensus or agreement about whether or not a judgment satisfies the definition of wisdom. In this case the research identifies the consensus understanding of wisdom and does not have to define wisdom based on one philosophical tradition or another.


  The Imago Dei and Human Development


  However, as Christian psychologists we have an advantage. We are not only scientists but also believers in a creation that reflects something of its Creator and Redeemer. We are not limited to the resources of psychology, but can tap into the resources of our theology. Although both these two traditions address issues pertaining to maturity and growth as humans, they are not parallel lines of inquiry and do not address questions of human nature on the same level.


  A Christian theological anthropology provides a worldview in which psychological theory can be critically engaged and shaped. The Bible offers a symbolic world that creates perceptual categories through which we can interpret reality (Hays, 1996). Our aim is to propose a developmental tel­eology—a theological understanding of becoming a complete human being. We recognize that Jesus Christ is the perfect image (Col 1:15 NIV) and acknowledge that God’s goal or purpose for humankind is to become conformed to Christ. Please note, conformity to Christ does not mean uniformity with Christ. As we discuss further below, we are all unique creations, and we are to become more like Christ as our unique selves. In my (Pam) spiritual direction group, members often remind each other, “Jesus in you looks a lot like you.” We are all given a unique constellation of gifts, strengths and passions—and we become like Christ with these distinctions. So if we are to become like Christ, rather than to become Christ—what does this mean? How do we become conformed to Christ or like Christ?


  To answer this question, we propose an understanding of ideal personhood in light of the interrelations of the triune God. In doing so we draw upon a theological analogy, warranted by the doctrine of the imago Dei, that makes a comparison from the unique trinitarian persons in relationship to human persons being and becoming in relationship (Gunton, 1993). This theologically grounded analogy, then, provides us a worldview or lens through which we can examine various developmental theories to see how they may contribute to our understanding of the human being as reciprocating self.


  The theological inquiry of the likeness of God found in human nature is referred to as theological anthropology. Theological anthropology is the pursuit of a biblical understanding of being human and is a core facet of systematic theology. Theological anthropology may take as its starting point the affirmation that humans are made according to imago Dei (Latin for “image of God”), found in Genesis 1:26-27:


  
    Then God said, “Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness. . . .”


    So God created humankind in his image,


    in the image of God he created them;


    male and female he created them. (Gen 1:26-27)

  


  Much ink has been spilled on interpreting what that “image,” or “likeness,” means. What does it mean to bear the image of God? Does being human mean being a part of a family? Does it have to do with being male and female? Being a certain ethnicity? Does it include things such as playing or having a sense of humor?


  Within the field of systematic theology debates continue regarding accepted interpretations of the imago Dei. Traditionally, the imago Dei was viewed from a structural perspective and thought to refer to certain characteristics or capacities inherent in the structure of human nature (Grenz, 2001; Shults, 2003). From this perspective humans reflect the image of God because they possess within the substantive form of human nature one or some of the qualities God possesses. Theologians have not always agreed on the specific feature(s) found in the human nature that marks the divine image and thus makes humans similar to God. Culture and context have often played a part in theologians’ interpretations of what specific charac­teristic(s) comprise the image of God. Reason, will and love have always been contenders for the attribute indicative of the image of God.


  However, this static structural view of the imago Dei is no longer unquestionably accepted as the correct view of theological anthropology. As the Christian tradition developed in dialogue with Western philosophical trends, the imago Dei passages were directed toward application to the individual self. During the last century, however, this emphasis on the individual self has been challenged. With the resurgence in the study of the Trinity—the threeness of the one God—an anthropology of the relational self has emerged. The perspective of the imago Dei presented in this volume draws on the relational understanding of the Trinity. With the teaching and authority of Scripture as our basis, we utilize the works of theologians such as Ray Anderson, Colin Gunton, Miroslav Volf, Stanley Grenz, Karl Barth, F. LeRon Shults, Katherine Tanner and others who share this relational understanding of the imago Dei.


  Being created according to the image of God is very important to a Christian view of human development. Grenz (2001) contends, “Throughout much of Christian history, the link made in scripture between humans and the divine image has served as the foundation for the task of constructing a Christian conception of the human person or the self” (p. 183). Interpretation of the imago Dei strongly influences our understanding of what it means to be human. Consequently it has a significant bearing on our understanding of the processes and goals of human development.


  The doctrine of the Trinity reveals that God exists as Father, Son and Holy Spirit. The three divine persons of the Godhead live in unity as one, yet remain three distinct persons. The communion of the Godhead does not compromise the distinctiveness of the three. In this way, particularity and relatedness co-occur because their relatedness is characterized by perfect reciprocity where the three live with and for each other. In the following paragraphs we conclude that to live as beings made in the image of God is to exist as reciprocating selves—as unique individuals living in relationship with others. We then assert that developmental teleology, the goal of human development as God intends, is the reciprocating self. To live according to God’s design is to glorify God as a distinct human being in communion with God and others in mutually giving and receiving relationships.


  Within the Trinity there is unity and uniqueness (or diversity). In trinitarian theology relatedness comes hand in hand with particularity. The theological concept of perichoresis refers to the mutual indwelling within the Godhead, meaning that the three persons of the Trinity dwell with and within each other. Thus it describes a mode of being in communion that does not sacrifice difference or diversity. “God is what he is only as a communion of persons, the particularity of whom remains at the center of all he is, for each has his own distinctive way of being” (Gunton, 1993, p. 191). John Zizioulas (1991) writes that the being of God is not some blank unity but a being in communion. The particularity of Father, Son and Spirit is as vital as their unity as one. In addition, there is an ontological interdependence and reciprocity of three persons of the Trinity.


  The Gospel of John emphasizes this conception of relatedness without absorption (Gunton, 1993). In the Fourth Gospel, Jesus the Son talks more about his relationship with the Father than he does in the Synoptic Gospels (Smith, 1995). Jesus claims simultaneous communion with and distinction from the Father. He paradoxically claims a degree of equality with the Father and that “the Father is greater than I” (Jn 14:28). Jesus testifies how he has no independent status apart from the Father. The Son does nothing by himself but only follows the actions of the Father (Jn 5:19). He has no independent will or judgment, for “there is complete unity of action between Father and Son, and complete dependence of the Son on the Father” (Barrett, 1978, p. 257). The Son reflects the character of the Father to the extent that to see Jesus is to see the Father (Jn 14:9). John’s depiction of Jesus clearly provides one of the main meanings of sonship: essential identity with the Father (Barrett, 1978). Jesus later attests to the unity of Father and Son when he prays, “You, Father, are in me and I am in you” (Jn 17:21). Not only does Jesus testify to the unity of the Father and Son but also to the distinction between the two. The Gospel clarifies that the Father has committed the power to give life and the responsibility of judgment to the Son. Making the case that the Father and the Son share unity within diversity, Jesus tells the disciples, “For just as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted the Son also to have life in himself” (Jn 5:26).


  
Theology of Particularity


  These passages suggest that the divine Being includes particularity and relationality. We will first develop a theology of particularity. Inherent in the imago Dei is the value of uniqueness. God exists as three distinct persons—the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. One is never compromised by another. The Father remains the Father; the Son remains the Son; and the Spirit remains the Spirit, each contributing uniquely to salvation history. Yet at the same time the three remain one. However, the unity of the Trinity does not jeopardize the uniqueness of the Father, Son and Spirit (Torrance, 1989, 1992). Through the Nicene Creed we affirm the unique relations among the members of the Trinity:


  
    We believe in one God,


    the Father, the Almighty,


    maker of heaven and earth. . . .


    We believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ,


    the only Son of God, . . .


    For us and for our salvation . . .


    We believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the giver of life,


    who proceeds from the Father and the Son.

  


  At the heart of orthodox theology is the recognition of the coherence of the different activities attributed to the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. For example, it is the Holy Spirit that takes the lead enabling us to participate in the Son’s ongoing life of worship of the Father. Our salvation and our glorification of God is not possible without each member of the Trinity.


  The significance of uniqueness is further demonstrated through the work of the Spirit. Our Christian tradition often emphasizes the unifying work of the Spirit. The Spirit draws persons through Christ to the Father, and it is the Spirit that unifies the communion of saints. It is important to recognize that although the Spirit is the reconciling and unifying agent at work in human-divine relationships and among humans, such work does not abolish but rather maintains or even strengthens particularity. We are unified not for assimilation or homogenization but for relationship with others—­relationship that does not subvert but establishes and affirms the other, whether God or humans (Gunton, 1993). Through the same Spirit individuals are given different gifts—healing, wisdom, prophecy, preaching, discernment, speaking in tongues—and these gifts are given “for the common good” (1 Cor 12:7). These unique gifts contribute to our unity. The body of believers finds completeness in our diversity. Paul pointedly asks, “If the whole body were an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole body were hearing, where would the sense of smell be?” (1 Cor 12:17). The particularities enable a unified whole.


  As the analogy of the body and its many parts illustrates, relatedness comes hand in hand with particularity. For there is no distinction without unity. The personal identities of the members of the Trinity emerge out of their relationships. By definition there is no father without a son. An individual recognizes his or her uniqueness in relationship with another. In a sense the other provides an orientation for the self to be made known. I (Pam) have always told my classes that after I got married I began to know myself more fully and see my “particularities” more clearly. The closer and more intimately I have grown with my husband, the more I have learned about myself. It is in relationship with another that we more fully encounter—not only the other but ourselves. Spouses are excellent for helping us see our particularities! My experience of marriage has been like looking into a mirror. The closer I draw near to the mirror (in this instance my husband), the more I notice not only all the personality blemishes but also my strengths, unique aspects of my personality and my identity.


  Theology of Relationality


  Although Christians affirm the distinct members of the Trinity, Christianity is a monotheistic faith. We believe in one God. One of the greatest mysteries of the Christian faith is our understanding of the triune nature of God—that God can be simultaneously one being and three persons. Karl Barth (1975) wrote, “The divine modes of being mutually condition and permeate one another so completely that one is always in the other two” (p. 370). Although the three are distinct, they are not separate; they exist with and for each other. John commences his Gospel with this astounding reality: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God” (Jn 1:1). John testifies to the distinction between and unity of the Father and Son. Not only was the Father with the Word (the Son), but the Word was God. We have already seen that Jesus witnesses to the unity of the Father and the Son by recounting not only his utter dependence on the Father but also by declaring that those who see the Son see the Father.


  Thus we understand that relationality is at the heart of the Trinity. Human beings reflect this relationality. Just as God exists in relationship, humans are to exist in relationship: “To be human is to be created in and for relationship with divine and human others” (Gunton, 1993, p. 222). This concept is broadly represented in the New Testament. All believers are called by God to be a part of a relational community, placed in the body of Christ by the Spirit (1 Cor 12:13). In reminding us that community is what God intends, Bonhoeffer (1954) suggests that “Christian brotherhood is not an ideal we must realize; it is rather a reality created by God in Christ in which we may participate” (p. 30). For theologian Stan Grenz (2002), the image of God does not lie in the individual, but in the relationality of the persons in community.


  The Importance of Reciprocity


  Reciprocity is the glue that holds the relational polarities of uniqueness and unity together. Unity and uniqueness—in reciprocity—are at the heart of the triune God. The three persons remain unique through their mutual interrelatedness. The theological term perichoresis (coinherence, mutual indwelling) was applied to the Trinity to capture the unique nature of these reciprocal interrelations. Each person of the Trinity finds being in each other without coalescence. Reflections of the reciprocity between the Father and the Son can be found, for example, in the Gospel of John. The Father and the Son are one, and the Son was also sent by the Father. The Father has committed both the bestowal of life and the responsibility of judgment to the Son. Yet the Son judges and wills only as the Father does. The Father gives power and authority to the Son, and the Son reciprocates by following the Father’s example.


  The reciprocal dynamic is further seen in the high priestly prayer of John 17. Jesus prays, “Father, I desire that those also, whom you have given me, may be with me where I am, to see my glory, which you have given me because you loved me before the foundation of the world” (Jn 17:24). The Father lavishes divine love on the Son and thus glorifies him. In turn the Son reciprocates the love received from the Father and in this manner glorifies the Father eternally (Gunton, 1993, p. 327). This is not an example of co­dependent back scratching—I’ll give you glory if you give me glory. Rather, in love the Father gives life to the Son, and the Son chooses of his own will to glorify the Father.


  Moltmann (1996) nicely summarizes, “According to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity the three divine Persons exist with one another, for one another and in one another. They exist in one another because they mutually give each other space for full unfolding. By existing mutually in each other, they form their unique trinitarian fellowship” (p. 298). The mutual reciprocity among the Father, Son and Spirit allows them to experience diversity within union—to experience simultaneous unity and uniqueness. Within the Trinity there is no impinging on one another. They each contribute uniquely to their united working. The particularity of Father, Son and Spirit is as vital as their relatedness. Through the Spirit we participate in the Son’s life of communion with the Father (Torrance, 1989, 1992).


  Theological anthropology suggests that bearing the image of God means living as unique individuals in reciprocating relationships with others. To be human is to be a particular being in relationships, distinct and unique, yet inseparably bound up with the other, for “all particulars are formed by their relationship to God and the creator and redeemer and to each other” (Gunton, 1993, p. 207). Particularity is discovered in relationship with our Creator, our Redeemer, our Sustainer and with each other. If humankind is to realize its created intention, humankind must then be understood as “socialkind” (Gunton, 1993). It is the self’s encounter with divine and human other that enables it to realize its uniqueness. To be human is to be in relationship with another. Humans experience their unique selves most fully when in a healthy relationship with God or another. Macmurray (1961) states, “Persons constitute each other, make each other what they are” (p. 17). In Luke 17:20-21, Jesus proclaims, “The kingdom of God is among you,” suggesting to some commentators that God’s reign is initially evident in the relationships between believers and only a sign of what is to become—or to develop.


  This relational understanding of the imago Dei suggests that being human involves living in reciprocating, authentic relationships with others. Following the pattern of the trinitarian relationships, such relationships are characterized by mutuality, give and take, and they enable the self to be known most fully in the process of knowing another. In such relationships there is space to simultaneously be oneself and to be in relationship with each other. There is room to encounter the other and to encounter the self through the other. The self is never lost in face of the other. The other does not impinge on the self, but the other promotes the presence of the self. In the reciprocating relationship there is give and take, and take and give. A high view of both the self and other is required to value the giving and the receiving. In mathematics the definition of reciprocal reflects this simultaneous distinction within unity. According to Webster’s Dictionary, a reciprocal is “a pair of quantities whose product is unity.” We could say that to be human is to live as unique quantities whose product is unity.


  Who cannot help but pause and say, “Yes, that’s it!” As humans we all long to be known, to have the deepest and darkest parts of our soul and psyche uncovered, affirmed and loved. We all long to be loved and to know we are special—or even just okay. The deepest parts of ourselves rejoice when we read Psalm 139, poetically describing our uniquely created self as a wonderful work of the living God:


  
    For it was you who formed my inward parts;


    you knit me together in my mother’s womb.


    I praise you, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made.


    Wonderful are your works;


    that I know very well.


    My frame was not hidden from you,


    when I was being made in secret,


    intricately woven in the depths of the earth. (Ps 139:13-15)

  


  Everything is created by God to be and become what it is, and not another. We are distinct and particular beings.


  This concept of the reciprocating self can be graphically illustrated in a common tradition in Christian wedding ceremonies—the lighting of the unity candle. In this ritual the families of the bride and groom each light a candle symbolizing the life of the bride and groom, respectively. During the ceremony the bride and groom take their respective candles and simultaneously light another candle as a symbol of their lives coming together as one. One of my (Pam) most profound pastoral pet peeves is when, after lighting the unity candle, the bride and groom then blow out their individual candles. I want to scream at the top of my lungs, “No! Stop! Don’t blow yourself out. You keep on continuing!” Marriage is not about the abolition of the uniqueness of the two coming together as one. It is the unity of two distinct lives. Marriage at its best brings two individuals together through the Spirit in Christ to glorify God through a new life together and simultaneously enables each individual to become the person that God created them to be. By lighting the unity candle and allowing the individual flames to burn (and thus enacted correctly), this ritual beautifully illustrates our understanding of the reciprocating self.


  An important nuance to this reciprocity is highlighted by recent “functional” interpretations of the imago. This approach emphasizes how humans are to relate to the rest of creation and is based on the commission that God gave Adam and Eve in Genesis. This interpretation suggests that bearing the image of God is apparent when human beings act—when they rightly exercise the authority that God has given to them (Mouw, 2012). Harry Kuitert (1972) describes humans as “covenant partners,” which emphasizes a “role” that humans have been given by God to take on as God’s living image. From this perspective, our call as humans is to be image bearers, and we do so by being covenant partners. “Covenant” emphasizes the importance of relationships, while “partnership” points to the privilege and responsibility of living with God, fellow humans and creation.


  This view is not only consistent with our suggestion of the reciprocating self, but nicely amplifies the honor and responsibility we have in relating to not just God and fellow humans, but also to the rest of creation. Although a concern at the time of writing the first edition of this book, environmental mindfulness is a dominant social issue for people today. For example, seminal to characteristics descriptive of millennials is living in awareness of their environmental impact. Millennials are known for recycling, shopping locally and carrying water bottles. (No doubt, we see more reusable water bottles in our classes these days!) We affirm this trend and acknowledge that living as a reciprocating self includes living as covenant partners with the natural order. Joel Green (2004) helpfully summarizes, “Our human vocation [is] given and enabled by God, to relate to God as God’s partner in covenant and to join in companionship of the human family and in relation to the whole cosmos in ways that reflect the covenant love of God. [This] is realized in and modeled by Jesus Christ” (p. 197).


  It is important to step back and clarify a couple of points that could be misconstrued regarding the imago Dei. Although some theologians suggest that human nature is endowed with the image of God, we are not equipped to comment with certainty about the substantive nature of the imago. That said, we align with nonreductive physicalists1 (see Brown & Strawn, 2012) and can safely say that humans image God when they live in reciprocity with God, humans and the rest of the created order. From this perspective reciprocity is both the means and the end of human life. Our telos, God’s goal for humans, is to live in perfect reciprocity with God, others and creation (though this will fully occur on the other side of eternity!), and the means by which we realize this is through relating to God, others and creation.


  Developmental psychology describes in detail the importance of relationships for human development at every stage of the lifespan. Recent psychological research on spiritual development also highlights the developmental importance of transcendence—the awareness of our connection or relationship to God (King & Boyatzis, 2015; Miller, 2015). In addition, at the heart of the gospel is a God who desired to relate to his creation in such a profound manner that God became human and sacrificed his beloved son in order to be in communion with us. We understand our salvation to be dependent on our relationship with God—upon receiving and accepting this gift of grace from God. As a response to this magnanimous gift we offer our lives as living sacrifices (Rom 12:1). Our lives as Christians are based on an ongoing love relationship with God. Furthermore, it is through the ongoing work of the Holy Spirit in and through us, and through our response to the Spirit, that we are brought closer to the likeness of Christ.


  This view can be described as a “dynamic understanding” of the imago and argues that the image is not a static capacity or ability, but rather that the image of God becomes apparent through human interactions with each other, God and creation (King & Whitney, 2015). From this perspective it might be more helpful to discuss how humans image God, rather than what the image is. The first is a verb, suggesting that imaging God involves action, whereas the latter is a noun and suggests the image is an entity. This dynamic perspective also stresses that imaging God is a dynamic or ongoing process. Through the ongoing work of the Spirit we image God more fully as we grow in unity with God and others.


  We couple this dynamic understanding with a directional understanding that emphasizes that imaging God is on a trajectory and headed toward becoming more like Christ as we live out the relatedness modeled by the Trinity. This is our telos. Although we do not come to completion/perfection in our earthly lives, through the work of the Spirit, the Sustainer and Perfecter of our faith, we live more fully the life of love that Christ exemplified. We were created with the capacity for transformation, and thus Jesus is the pattern for humanity (Crisp, in press). The old nature is what we have become as a result of sin, while the new nature is what we are becoming as the result of being conformed to the image of Christ. The ideal for humanity is characterized by compassion, kindness, gentleness, patience, forbearance, forgiveness, love, peaceableness, thankfulness and inspiration by Christ’s Word (Marshall, 2001, p. 56).


  Turning to another potential point of confusion, although through our interactions with God and others human beings reflect the triune nature, human beings are not constituted by the triune nature. We recognize that God is triune and human beings are not (Anderson, 1982). Humans are not identical with the imago but bear the imago. Nor are we trying to build the case that individual humans are composed of three entities, aspects or functions—whether they are Father, Son and Spirit; id, ego and superego; or body, mind and spirit. This is not our intention. We are suggesting that to bear the imago Dei is to reflect the Trinity’s unity and uniqueness within our own relations with the divine and the human other. The relational life of the triune God is not represented within ourselves but among ourselves.


  The Self and the Divine Other


  We are created to be in relationship with God. This relationship is to be characterized by uniqueness, unity and reciprocity. Similar to the interrelationships within the Trinity, humans are to experience simultaneous communion with God that does not jeopardize our particularity.


  Throughout the Bible, God continually affirms human uniqueness. Jesus’ interaction with the woman at the well in Samaria (Jn 4:1-42) illustrates this point. He interacts with her as a unique individual with specific needs. He recognizes and accepts her as a woman and a Samaritan. He not only addresses the felt need of her thirst, but he speaks to her specific emotional and relational problems. Jesus also gradually reveals his own unique identity. The woman recognizes him first as a Jew, then as a rabbi and finally as a prophet. Jesus responds by declaring his distinct status as the Messiah and the means by which to worship God. In this interaction, both the particularities of the woman and of Christ remain intact. The encounter between Jesus and the woman at the well also illustrates reciprocal giving—Christ recognizes the woman’s needs and offers to quench her spiritual thirst. She in turn goes out and proclaims the truth given by Jesus and draws others to believe and worship Jesus.


  A person’s relationship with God is characterized by the uniqueness of both the created and the Creator, and the unity between the two. This is evident when Jesus prays, “As you, Father, are in me and I am in you, may they also be in us” (Jn 17:21). Throughout the Bible life is found in Christ—not on our own: “I came that they may have life, and have it abundantly” (Jn 10:10). Full life is found in relationship with Christ. The Spirit’s role in this is to “realize the true being of each created thing by bringing it, through Christ, into saving relation with God the Father” (Gunton, 1993, p. 189). We are most human when we are jointly united to Christ through the Holy Spirit, enabling us to participate in the Son’s union with and glorification of the Father. Grenz (2001) declares that this is the telos for which we were created: “Glorifying the Father in the Son together with all creation is the ultimate expression of the imago Dei and therefore marks the telos for which humans were created in the beginning” (p. 327).


  The goal of our lives—the point of human life—is to glorify the Father in the Son and through the Spirit. Being drawn into the worship life of the Trinity not only involves the glorification of God but also includes the glorification of all creation, for “by being drawn into the dynamic of the triune life, the new humanity participates in this eternal reciprocal glorification” (Grenz, 2001, p. 327). In the end the Spirit will bring together all believers with all of creation, gathering them into the Son, the one in whom all things “hold together” or find interconnectedness (Col 1:17). Thus while the Spirit leads those who are found “in Christ” to glorify the Father through the Son, the Father glorifies them in the Son by the Spirit (Grenz, 2001). Because Christ and his people are unified as one, his people will also share in his glorification (Hoekema, 1986).


  It is a marvel that in this union and reciprocity with the life of the Trinity, human particularity is not lost. In our relationship with God we not only encounter the living God, but we become most fully ourselves. Just as within the Godhead the three persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, exist with, for and in one another, so God does this with creation, giving us the space we need to be ourselves while remaining in relation to him: God’s indwelling presence gives to created beings forever the “wide space in which there is no more cramping” (Moltmann, 1996, p. 308). God acts not as a dominating Other but the One in whom we live and move and have our being. Moltmann (1996) explains that relatedness to God does not threaten the distinctiveness of creation—“It is neither necessary for the world to dissolve into God, as pantheism says, nor for God to be dissolved in the world, as atheism maintains. God remains God, and the world remains creation” (p. 307). Our relationship with God does not sacrifice our particularity, but rather it allows us to become more fully who God created us to be. Trinitarian theology reminds us that we are most human when Jesus Christ brings us into the presence of the Father, drawing us to him by the Holy Spirit.


  A graphic counterexample is of the early desert followers known as the pillar saints. These monastic saints permanently perched upon tall pillars, raising and lowering food and supplies to live. In this way their quest for holiness and closeness to God was minimally disturbed. But, according to our relational understanding of the imago Dei—to live in the likeness of God is to live as distinct individuals in relationship with God and fellow believers—these pillar saints only got it half right. Yes, they nobly dedicated their lives to communion with God, but they neglected fellowship and Christian community. They missed out on part of their God-designed nature.


  Perhaps a better image than a pillar for the Christian life is the cross. For when we look at the cross, our eyes are directed heavenward toward God, and we are reminded that our humanity is found in our relationship with God. Simultaneously, just as Christ stretched out his arms on the cross, our eyes are directed horizontally, reaching to our fellow sisters and brothers. To be human is not to live in exclusive relationship with God but to live in relationship with God and humans. For it is in and through these relationships that we not only grow to become the unique persons that God created us to be, but we will enable others to become who God created them to be, all the while participating in the life of the Son, through the Spirit, bringing glory to the Father.


  
The Self and the Human Other


  To bear the image of God is to live in reciprocating relationships with God and our fellow human beings. Martin Buber, a Jewish theologian, referred to this type of relationship as an “I-Thou” relationship. Buber’s (1970) theological anthropology was that human beings are to be in relationships where a whole self, the I, is in mutual relationship with a whole other, the Thou. This supposes an authentic personal encounter of both the I and the Thou. One is not dominant; the other is not inferior. The relationship is characterized especially by the reciprocity of communication. Buber starkly contrasted I-Thou with I-it ways of relating—the former being appropriate to the way a person should relate to humans and God, the latter the way to relate properly to the impersonal natural world. Buber regarded relating to persons as if they were things as a violation of humanity and God. Engaging in such I-it relationships among persons, the I could only experience him- or herself as superior, while also failing to see the other as a whole self and experiencing the other only as an impersonal it. Both persons were thereby dehumanized.


  In an I-Thou relationship a person would acknowledge and respect the difference between themselves and others while maintaining a communicative relationship with them. They would experience unity in their mutual recognition of being Thou to each other but each remain personally distinct as I. Only in the context of encountering the other as Thou does the self truly encounter itself. In such a relationship, both “persons encounter their own being in the other” (Anderson, 1982, p. 46). Buber (1970) writes, “I require a Thou to become; becoming I, I say Thou” (p. 62).


  Using Buber’s theory of relatedness, we present a circumplex model (figure 2.1) in order to illustrate the reciprocating self and its violations. The names of the four models of relatedness are derived from Buber’s writing on the I-Thou relationship and are to be interpreted according to the theological anthropology we have been presenting. We also offer a number of artistic expressions that capture much of the contrasting qualities of relationality we are here considering.


  These four models of relatedness are presented in a circumplex model that is organized on two axes. The two axes represent the view of the self and the view of the other. The x axis represents a continuum of the perception of self. The high end indicates having a strong and secure sense of self, and the low end indicates an unclear and insecure sense of self. The y axis represents the view of the other. The high end suggests a recognition of a unique other that is both recognized and respected. The upper-right quadrant, indicated by a high sense of self and other, represents the I-Thou relationship. The lower-right quadrant, measured by a higher view of self than other, represents the I-it relationship; the lower-left quadrant indicates a low sense of self and other, representing the dissociated it-it relationship; and finally the upper-left quadrant represents the it-thou relationship, suggesting a lower view of self than other.


  [image: ]


  Figure 2.1. Circumplex model


  I-Thou relationship. The upper-right quadrant represents the I-Thou relationship, which is characterized by a high view of the self and a high view of the other. As explained by Buber, the I-Thou relationship simultaneously facilitates uniqueness and unity. The self and other both experience the presence of the other in such a way that enables both to develop. Ideally neither impingement nor domination occurs in the context of the relationship. Rather, both the self and other are recognized and appreciated as unique, differentiated selves. Such a relationship enables the self and other to become more fully what God created them to be and to experience their particularity more fully in their unity.
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      Figure 2.2. Mary Cassatt’s Baby’s First Caress

    

  


  Mary Cassatt’s Baby’s First Caress literally paints a picture of the I-Thou relationship (fig. 2.2). The mutual touch and expression of the mother and child portray a simultaneous encountering of the self and other. As the baby caresses the mother’s chin, the mother not only encounters her child but becomes aware of her own feelings as her face tingles at the finger tips of her child’s fingers. As the mother touches the baby’s foot, the baby’s own caress is validated by the mirroring action of the mother, and the child becomes aware of his or her own feet through the touch of the mother’s hand.


  In addition to the convergence of the gazes of mother and child, even the technique and style of the artist give a sense of unity and connection between them. The lines of the baby’s arms follow the neckline and upper-arm line of the mother. The baby’s thighs are almost perfectly parallel with the mother’s forearm, neck line and the line connecting the baby’s and mother’s eyes. Cassatt’s brush strokes create a harmonious melody that intertwines the two and that at no time distracts the viewer from the uniqueness of the beautiful babe and the tender, adoring mother. This painting vividly illustrates the following remark by Hans Urs von Balthasar: “And yet the child is aware, in the first opening of its mind’s eyes. Its ‘I’ awakens in the experience of a ‘Thou’: in its mother’s smile through which it learns that it is contained, affirmed, and loved in a relationship which is incomprehensibly encompassing, already actual, sheltering and nourishing” (cited in Neuhaus, 2000, p. 98).


  I-it relationship. The I-it relationship is in sharp contrast to the I-Thou. The I-it relationship is characterized by a high view of the self and a low view of the other. The other is not experienced as a whole being, is not appreciated in its entirety. In the I-it relationship the other serves as an object, in a functional or utilitarian role for the self, regardless of the created uniqueness of the object. The self in the I-it relationship merely interacts with human others as objects. The other is instrumental, not integral, to the I’s being. Individuals who relate to the other as an it are often dismissing. They have a positive view of themselves and a negative view of others. Such individuals avoid closeness with others because of negative expectations. However, they maintain a sense of self-worth through defensively denying the value of intimate relationships. Such individuals experience superficial relationships with others. Thus the interconnectedness of the I-Thou represents to them a struggle.
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      Figure 2.3. George Seurat’s A Sunday Afternoon on the Island of la Grande Jatte

    

  


  The neoimpressionist George Seurat’s A Sunday Afternoon on the Island of la Grande Jatte (fig. 2.3) exemplifies the I-it relationship. The artist, who is known to be the ultimate example of the artist as scientist, used the technique of pointillism, or divisionism, on a massive canvas in order to depict a number of people enjoying a sunny afternoon in a park. Looking closely, we notice that the individuals in the picture are just that—individuals. Although people are walking or sitting side by side, with the exception of one couple, there is no engagement between individuals. There appears to be no true encounter of the other. Except for geographic proximity there is no evidence of relationality. Additionally, on closer examination we realize that these people are made of dots. Consistent with the thought and science of the modern era that sought universal laws, systems of natural order and reduction of matter into parts, people in Seurat’s painting are reducible to mere particles. The painting does not portray humans as interconnected beings but rather as entities composed of individual parts.


  Fusion: The it-thou relationship. Another distortion of the I-Thou relationship is the fused relationship in which the individual holds a low view of self and a high view of the other. Although the other is more highly regarded than the self, this is not done in a healthy, differentiated manner. Rather the other is seen as a source of security or identity for the self. The other is not recognized as a unique, respected individual but rather as one who exists in order to conform to the needs of the self. Such individuals seek close relationships with another in order to gain a sense of acceptance or validation. They seem to believe that if others will act properly toward them, they will attain a secure self. This can lead to a fused personality. Individual uniqueness and distinctiveness are lost. No space for individual self-expression exists in this model of relatedness. Nor is there room for reciprocity. Neither the self nor the other has any space for personal development. Consequently, the other’s unique self is not validated and is lost as it conforms to the thoughts, feelings and needs of the wounded self. In “Buberian” terms this form of relatedness could be called it-thou. In this formulation the self is referred to an it rather than an I in order to emphasize the low view of the self. Because the self sees the other as having something to contribute, the word thou rather than it is used to convey that the other is perceived as necessary to the self’s being. The word thou is not capitalized in order to denote that the other is not mutually related to as in the I-Thou relationship.


  The Viennese Art Deco painter Gustav Klimt reflects this tendency in his work. Time and again one body is conformed to another in a way that insinuates a fusion, a loss of uniqueness, especially by the other. For example, in The Kiss, the most evident distinction in the painting is the boundary surrounding the joined bodies, separating them from the background (fig. 2.4). In contrast, the boundary between the two selves is hardly visible. The woman’s body, as the other, is being conformed to fit to the man’s form, as the self. The self and other lose their distinction as they become one. The conformity of the other to the self and the lack of a distinct boundary between the two illustrate a neurotic fusion. This painting illustrates how the “other”—in this case the woman—has no space for developing. Rather she is forced to conform to the man’s needs. This is a vivid illustration of a person seeking out another to complete the self. This might represent an attempt to reduce anxiety because the person does not have an internalized sense of self. In popular culture this painting has been romanticized and can be found on Valentine’s Day cards, mugs and calendars. At first glance the union between the lovers appears romantic, but on viewing the image through the lens of the reciprocating self, the sacrifice of individuality becomes more apparent and the painting must be regarded as more neurotic than romantic.
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      Figure 2.4. Gustav Klimt’s The Kiss

    

  


  Dissociation: The it-it relationship. The opposite of fusion is dissociation, where the self attempts to exist on its own, not in relationship with another. In the final quadrant the it-it relationship is characterized by a low view of self and low view of other. Unlike the previous model, where not enough space between self and other exists for self-expression, there is too much space in this dynamic. The self does not perceive itself worthy of closeness with another, nor does it expect the other to offer closeness. Such individuals have often been hurt in close relationships. The negative expectations they form cause them to avoid interpersonal closeness to avoid the pain of loss and rejection. Defensively, they remain in isolation.


  The modern architect Ludwig Mies van der Rohe graphically illustrates this detachment in his Farnsworth House (fig. 2.5). The architect designed his buildings to be perfectly self-contained systems that reflect what he understood to be the natural order. They exist on their own, irrespective of their environment. Such is the case with the Farnsworth House, which suggests no continuity with its surroundings. The house stands on its own as a self-contained system. There is no relationship between the severe, modern building and the rural landscape. This building reflects the dissociation experienced by the fearful individual. Just like the modern building, the fearful self looks out on the world from its isolated existence in ontological aloneness, not experiencing intimacy.
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      Figure 2.5. Farnsworth House by Ludwig Mies van der Rohe

    

  


  The Reciprocating Self


  Exploring the above stances of relatedness provides a basis by which the reciprocating self may be understood. The reciprocating self is the self that in all its uniqueness and fullness of being engages fully in relationship with another in all its particularity. The reciprocating self is the I or Thou in the I-Thou relationship. Buber (1970) writes, “Relation is reciprocity” (p. 62). It is the self that enters into mutual relationships with another, where distinction and unity are experienced simultaneously. The I-Thou selves reciprocate, having the capacity to give and to take. The reciprocating self does not treat the other as a mere utilitarian object from which it only takes. It does not seek fusion, where it takes to the extent that it demands the loss and sacrifice of the other. It is not dissociated—where there is no give or take. Rather the reciprocating self lives in a mutual relationship of sharing and receiving with another.


  
Conclusion


  The purpose of this book is to provide a theological perspective on human development. As such, the notion of the reciprocating self serves as our developmental teleology. In other words, our understanding of God’s intention for human development is for us to become particular beings in relationship with the divine and the human other. In mutually reciprocating relationships we encounter the other and ourselves most fully as we become more like Christ. Although this is an eschatological goal, meaning that reciprocating selves will only come to completion in the eschaton, we affirm the significance of enabling others now, as much as possible, to become reciprocating selves. This not only enables us to more fully image God, but allows humankind to participate more fully in God’s ongoing activity in this world.
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