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‘CHRISTOLOGY

Bernard M. loowmer

The problem of this paper is to present my‘underétaﬁding of what
I take to be the classic statement of the Christeloglieal foundation of Chris-
tian faith: "God was in Christ, reconciling the world to Himself." (I‘do not
rean to have the problem of the paper hang simply on the particular wording
of this statement. Goodspeed, for example, speaks of God reconciling the"
world to Himself through Christ. But I am dealing with the general ﬁotion
that God Himself was revealed in Jesus Christ.) My approach to this problem
involves an interpretation of the Gospel redord in conjunction with an orien=:
tation derived from prucess philosophy. The attempt to arrivé at a contenw-
perary understanding of the biblical basis cf our‘faith with the ald of a
philcsophic discipline exposes me to the charge that I am arbitrarily impos-
ing & philoscphical framework on material that does not ienﬁ iﬁself to such ’5
treatment. It could and perhaps will be sald that this is nct only another
example of the modernizing fallacy, but that £his kind of effort lnevitably
results in a corrupted aqd distroted picture of Christian faith. It may be
added}égéqpaps,'that this methodclogical procedure is question-begging aty
< the o;tset because 1t assumes that process philoscphy is a true ?icture of
- the world which can be used as the valid measure by which to aécertain and
gudge the truth-value of the Gospel records. It involves a trimming and a
watering down of Christian fgith to make it fit preconceived philcsophical
" categories. Therefore this kind of effort, by definition, must be Jjudged
to be inappropriate and inadequate. (In any event, if members of this group

do not make these charges, members cf other groups will.)
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My only reply to these presumed criticisms 1s simply to state that
I honestly cannot see any other alternative.‘ Or, mcre preclsely, it seems .
to me that othér upproaches Anvolve as great if not greater a1friculties.
- For example, I appreclate the intent of kerygmatic theology to state the.
meaning of Christian faith in its own terms so that its purity, vitality,
and proefoundness wiil be preserved, unalloyed with contemporaneous_philo-
sophic, psychological, and scientifiﬁ viewpoints (however good and valuable
these other modes of thought may be in their own areas) It has a commend-
able purpose in trying to protect the eternal Bignificance of the Christian
message from the corrosive effects of shifting, transitory, and culture~
bound winds of doctrine. But it is impossible to realize the goal of
kerygmatic theology. And.if i% ﬁere possible,” it woﬁld. be undesirable, or
or even idolatrous. Any attempt to state the meaning of any major Christian
doctrine involves the interpreter in some kind of a general world=-view. If
one says that Jesus was born of a virgin, there is implied in‘that state=
ment a picture of a world in which that kind of.on event is possible. I
would hazard the guess that we ﬁould not accept that statement as true even
if the supposed event were fully attested to in accordance with the highest
standards of bilblical and historical scholarship. We wouid‘not accept it
as true, I suggest, becouse we simply do not belleve that we are living in
that kind of a world (or that Jesus and the writers of the Gospels were
living in that kind of a world, even if they thought so).

The example is inconsequential, and we say that it is not decisive
for an adequate interpretation of Christian faith. The éxample ig trivial,
| but what is involved 1s 5 principle of interpretation thaf has implications

for the weightier matters of the Gospel, :
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As a matter of fact, it was this type of consideration (among others to
be sure) that caused many of us to undergo transformations of varying
degrees of radlcalness and profundity in‘our understanding and inter-
pretation of Christian faith. The principle of interpretation I am pro=-
posing, however,iis not that the present is the sole Ju@ge of the past
(a8 the particular illustration used might lead one tol%hink). Rather

the burden of my sontention is that a worldeview underlies all Interpre~ i -

tations of faith, whatever the intent may be. The trutn-of this conten~

tion becomes apparent when the Interpreter 1s asked apeqific questions

about the evidential meaning of his interpretation. Tga alternative for
the kerygmatic theologian, in the face of direct questioning, is to re=
fuse or to choose not to answer. This latter option might be similar in‘
kind to the type of reply Barth 1s reputed to have méde to Pauck's in-
_quiry as to whether Jesus literally rose from the dead: "The Bible says
he did." A repetitiqn of the guestion, with an emphasis on where Barth
himself stood, brought a repetition of the answer. “
The keryguatic viewpoint is akin if not identical with the
approach of those who want to prevent a modernizing and corrupting of
Christian faith by having the Bible speak for itself in its own terms
and categories. The aim of historical scholarship should be to let the
past speak for itself in its own terms. Otherwise the past loses its
integrity and significance by becoming only a tool of the present. But,
" in addition to the fact that our hiatorical research and interpretation
root in contempordry concerns and iésues, the historical ideal of letting
the past épeak for itself does not settle the problem of the contemporary
meaning of Christian faith. The cultural, intellectual and other limitae

tions present within the thought-forms and modes of apprehenéion of past
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- generations camnot be mude>b1nding upoh the present, especlally within the
area of faith and iﬁs expressions. The past can no more be normative for
the present than the present can be the sole Judge of the past. The denial -
of either end of this proposition is idolatry. Consequently biblical faith
must be reinterp;eted to make It meaningful for the present and yet not to
nake it conform to the present . |

| A third alternative approach, saying that the bibligal interpre~
tation of life is mythological in form and content, and 18 to be understocd
seriously and imaginatively but not literally, is at best inconclusive., I
this viewpoint means that mythologleal statements or mythslin general ernbody
- modes of awareness which differ in quality and sometimes even in importance
from others forms of perception, the point may be granted. If it means
that myths may contain insights and depths of meaning which are not as
adequately artiéulated and conveyed by other medes of expreséion, no guarrel
need necessarily ensue. But these considerations do not pub mythological |
’interpretations beyond the pale of criticism. Myths are criticized not
only by other myths but alsoc by other forms of apprehension and expression.
Since myths embody meanings of some kind or other, these meanings can be
structured and analyzed. One does not have to contend that the structures
exhaust the full content of the meanings inherent in the myths in order to
sustain the more general point involved., But no mode of apprehension or -
expression is completely free fyon the restrictions of the particular cul-
ture in which it had its birth and came to maturity. I am not now advo-
cating the priorityiénd superiority of clear pndldistinct’ideas. But the
alternative to this positivistic ideal is not anti-intellectual obscuran-
tism which secks to defend the faith by ipsisting'fhat tﬁere are mytho=

logical truths too deep for analysis and in the face of which we can utter
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only wmonosyllabic cries of ectasy or anguish.

No one need assert that sbstract intellectual discernment is the
only type of acceptable understanding, sdequate for all rurposes. No one
need assert that abstract propositional knowledge is the only fully ac-
credited ﬁay of depicting truth in all of its aspects. No one need assert
that an intellectu@l kind of intuition is the only valid way of grasping a
"gestalt of neaning.: There is the concrete intuition of:immegiate encounter

and acquaintance. There is the discernment enbodied 1@ the various forms
of art. There is the wisdom apprehended and expressed in action and hig- .
torical novements. But it does not follow that only shstract modes of
apprehension and expression contain structure. We have tended to identify
intellectuality with one kind of awareness and knowledge, whereas all types
of knowledge involve intellectual sensitivity to some degree. Just as all
proceéses contain forms\to give them definiteness, so do all meanings em=
body structure. The essence of a meaning is a relationship of soﬁe kind.
Theréfore the concrete intuition of immediate acquaintance is not a pene-
tration into a structureless andlopaque surd, The structure as such is not
synonymous with the totality of the particular reality intuited or per-
ceived, to be sure. And there are obviocusly meanings that defy translation
~into abstractrpropositional formulafion. But whatever we can.appreciate or
grasﬁ as meaningful we can symbolize 1ﬁ some mahner, even if we can comnuni=-
cate only to purselves. There may be silences too‘deép for words, but not
for feelings. And feelings are as structured’as the self of which they are
parts. The transcendence of God over.man does not indicate the absence of
form in God. It rather points to a difference in structure and meaning.

Yet we can know God only if there is structure within the divine life.
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Philcscphy is simply the attempt to describe the mcst general structure
| of the world in which we live, I adobt the general orientation of process thought
. vecnouse, abt least up t1ll now I think it is more adequate than other comparable
systems, I uwse 1t to valldate 1deas In other areas of life, and I use more special
disciplines to test It. I belleve in o dialectical relatlonship not only between
1 faith end reason, phileoscphy and theclogy, but alsc in principle between the au-
; thorlity of the present and the authority of the past (hoﬁever unsuccessfully I
2 manage to maintain the tension involved in the dialectics). I hold that the Bible
| deals with authoritative events, yet 1t itself 1s not normative, Stated more ob=
1iquely, I regard the Bible as an authoritative source for materials pointing be~
. yond themselves to authoritative and declslve happenings. I accept it as data but
not a8 unconditioned historiography. This for me is simply an implication of the
Protestant principle of Justification by falth which, derived as' it was from the
. Bible is reflexively applied to the Bible itself, |
Ir

The Fact of Revelation

As I irdicated in my Green Lake paper of two yearé ago, my own central and
E abidiﬁg problem 18 that of the concrete nature of God, as I now term it. More gen=
é erally put, it is and has been the problem of the cbjective reality of God himself
; éiscolsed to man, I will not recount to you the various chronologlcal steps ine
volved in what I hope 1s a growing maturity of insight, except %o indicate there
has been and probably still 1s a‘déep-seated prejudice for cbjectivism within me
(or a "compulsion" if Reverend Hiltner will find his cbsessiveness relieved with
such a designation). The'general thesis and implications of the doctrine of cbe

jective relativism, and the blologlcal, psycholdgical, end soclological cone

ditioning. of all knowledge and experierice (or the point of view dnvolved in
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the perspective character of knowledge, experience, the self, and reality in
general) constituted an orientation that I had to confront. It was probably
first of all a threat for me. There is one part of me that is an urge to &
direct laying hold of whatever I am c.ncgfned about I can recall my sense of
lrritation at the New Testarent saying which runs to the effect that no one
has seen God (which I took to mean God, and not his agent, or his ambassador,
or his works, or his promises, etc.). This is one aspeét of my concern with
structure, which is related to a rationalistic streak within me. This is
alsc one of the reasons I was attracted to Wieman, Whitehead, the radical
enpiricists (and even the positiviets), and the whole objectivietic orienta-
tion in epistemology and value theory. l

You can say if you like that I have wanted to make God an dbéect.
alongside of or within other objects, as Tillich for one has so clearly in-
dicated, and go on to say with him that I wasn't really looking for God be-
cause God Just isn't thet kind of o reality or being. You can say that this
attitude is a denial of falth, that there is something dangerous and pro=-
fane about this compulsion, that I sacrifice the Gospel for the Law, that this
is o negation of the Protestant principle. And in some meAsure, ﬁerhaps to
o large degree, I would accept thie eriticism as true. In fact, it is a

- criticism I make of myself; and this is one of the reasons I accept the Pro=

testant principle so fully. Yet I am still uneasy sbout the ambiguous in-
ferential gquality of transcendent gymbols; the absolute that communicates
but never cormunes; the God who is concretely expressive but never 1s pre-
sent; the God one encounters but never meets; and "the philosophy of as if."
In any case this paper will give you my understanding of the come-
plex of events referred to by the term "Jesus Christ." In spite of the fact
the the Gospels are documents of faith, I sm concerned t¢ try to state vhat

happened and what it means, in so far as I can understand it and piece it
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together, and in so far as it nakes sense to me and rossibly to others.

By the term "revelation" I mean the disclosure or the presence of an
objective reality. More spocifically I mean that God made himsel® nown
in the event Jesus‘ghrist. By the event "Jesus Christ" I mean (following
John Knox, in part)che personality, life ang téachings of the historical
Jesus, the response of loyalty he awakened his death the resurrection
happening, the coming of the spirit, the faith with which the spirit was
recelved, and the creation uf the new cormunity, All this is to be under-

stocd as belng rooted in the Hebraic faith and culture. But the center of
this is the personal figure of Jésus.l Thé problem is, then, where and what

is God in all this? My major difficulty with most theological interpretations
I have encountered may simply be a matter of words, and yét I do not think

s0. Those views which attempt to do Justiceto Jesus? huﬁanity geem to be
inadequate in making clear how God himself was present. Those who try to

teke care of the latter point seem to make Jesus something other than really
hunan,

It seems that, apart from the difficulties inherent in the concep-
tion itself, there is not too much support in the New Testament for the idesn
that Jesus was God in human form (aﬁd thus was not really huﬁan in any signi-
.. &icant sense). The writer of the Gospel of John dves have Jesus saying that
he and the father are ome. But this notion is not completely coneistent with
many other parts of that Gospel where a clear distinction between the two is
: indicated. The main thrust of this and all the cther Guspels isrthat Jesus is thg
wesslah, the anointed one, the son of God, the Christ., He is sent by God
but he is not God. |

Another widespread interpretation (current anong some liberals and

also others who theologize in ferms of the Inferentianl symbols which point

but don't quite get you there) holds that Jesus was wholly and completely a
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hunman figure who exenplifiied in his spirit, attitudes, and behavior the
will or the mind or the purpose of God, By his teachings, life, death, and
resurrection, Jesus 1llustrated the love God has for man and the love man
should have for God and his fellows. dJesus revealed that love was the es=-
sence of God. Thue 1n this Interpretation Godlhimself was not concretely
revealed in JEBﬁB; only the abstract character or structure of God was pyn-
bolized. My point would hold unless cne takes the view that the full real=
ity of God consists in an abstract character or princip}e guch as love, 3But
in this case God is not a living reality, an actual resource in deéling with
the problemé of life. Furthermore, this interpretation could apply to several
conceptions of God, including the platonic, delstic, ideallstic and humanistic
types. And it doesn't explain how ' Jesus got that way,

To my inind, the dominant New Testament picturé of'JEan is that of
o fully human figure, who was not God, but who was_able to do gfeat acts
because he was sent by God to announce and to help initiate the coming of the
kingdom of God on earth. He was enabled to do these mighty deeds and ubtter -
his tremendous sayings with suthority because he was empowered by God. He
wos empowered because the Holy Spirit, God's spirit, was present in him. The
Holy Spirit was an ennobling power, a causally efficaclous pbwer3 an effi-
. cient cause, if you will. A power that was also the wis@om of God. Why
Jesus was chosen for this role is o mystery, evidencing the freedom of God
to choose his own servants in his own way ond in his own time. But there
1s some warrant for the assertlon fhﬂt Jesus did not always hove this power,
that it descended on-him as it were at a certain time and place.

Beginning with Mark and continuing with Matthew, Luke, and John 1n
that order the Gospel writers increasingly attribute Jésuér unusual person=
ality and gﬁility to o power not his own, to the presence within him of a

Holy Spirit. The writer of John, more than the other writers, portrays Jesus
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o8 quite conscious of the fact ﬁhat he was able to do what he did, not because
of himgelf but because of the Holy Spirit within him. In terms of the logic
of this basic explanation Jesus would inevitebly think of himself &s the .- °
messiah,

Throughou£ the Bible the Holy Spirit or the spirit of @od seemed to
be present intermittently and to funcfion somewhat sporadically. It was not
present in all people. It apparently visited some prophets and other lesser
known individuals, But even with these favored few it dld notwoperate Urne
interruptedly. One couldn't absolutely count on it with any surety. Jesus
told his disciples, so wé read, to walt until the Holy Spirit came o them,
If this picture is understood in & literal and exclusive fashion, some theo=
logical ond philoséphiéal problems are encounteréd which become difficult if
not impossible to handle. I mean such problemes as the dmnipresence of God,
the sustaining love of God, etc. But apart from thi; type of consideration
there is theological insight involved in this conception of the Holy Spirit
vhich I will deal with shortly. ' | o

In the New Testament there is an obvious distinction between God as
Tather and the Holy Spirit. God is in heaven, that i1s he tranécends the
worid; and the Holy Spirit is in Jesus (and later on, the diséiples and others).
; .. Fhe ligic it seems to me 1s clear. If we say that Ged revealed himself in.
Jesus Christ; then God himself wae the Holy Spirit, the actual presence of God
literally, since it was thé Holy Sﬁirit and its working that was revealed in
Jesug Christ. God therefore is a power and s w;sdom, a‘dyngmic reality re-
sident within Jesgs and.iﬁ the tétal complex_of.even£§ that made up the revele
atory situation. (Note to Mr. Hiltner: the “substantive" conotation of this
language is difficult to overcome at this poinf.) ’The Holy Spirit was "in"
Jesus, but it should not be confused with Jesus., Theoretically fhere isla

distinction of kind or quality or essence between Jesus and the Holy Spirit,
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which from my point of view is the basis for the traditional two-nature
theory of the person of Christ. But 1t was the Holy Spirit that was present

' and felt or observed. If there is a radical difference between the Holy
Spirit and God as transcendent, then God as transc%éent was not experienced
or revealed. I am putting it this sharply to point out that if God as trans-
cendent is God himself, and if God himself was revealed in Jesus Christ, then
God as transcendent becomes a dimension of the Holy Spirit as 1mmahent. I
state the issue this way because I think it is the logicfbf tﬁé actual bib~

i
H

lical picture and becouse it makes better sense to me pgglosophicaily. My
iﬁtent is not to water down in any wﬁy.the Important 1q§;ghts cribodied in the
doctrine of the trenscendence of God; On the contrary iaam concerned to make
the idea of God's transcendence more functional. For part of wmy point is
that it was precieely.the transcendence of God, the "hiddenness" of God, that
was revealed. )

Thus in order to protect the transcendence of God (when revelation
is a disclosure of God himself), and also to protgct the initiative of God,
as well aé to'be true to the Biblical account, I find myseilf, stréngely encugh,

coming out with a version of the two-nature theory. The traditional account

is untenable from many points of view today, theologicaliy, psychologically,
E..ﬁ*and philosophically. . Yet 1t wos perhaps right in its aim. I would put the

matter in terms of structure and procesé instead of the categories of sub-

| tance and essence. The older view stated that there were two complete natures

.in one. I would say that within the one person of Jesus there was a process
of divine power that was in him but not of him. Or, as I have tried to state

';it elsevhere, there was within him en integrity not of his own making., It

s difficult to avoid wordslwith traditional substantive meanings (which, in-

¢ldentally, 18 a tribute.to the tremehdous power of substance philoscphy in

not only shaping our language but alsc in structuring our very minds).
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' And I am not sure that I can make my meaning much clesrer, even to myself,
in speaking of this integrity not of our own moking, yet witﬁin us as a dia-.
tinguishable and discernible process. I would differ from the older two-
nature theory in that this Holy Spirit, this God as presenﬁ, this process

within us, is to be found not only within us as though we;@ere independently

£y
fe

existing selves, but betﬁeen and amongst us--or between uﬁd’among Jesus and

his disciples. |
| This leads to a fufther point gbout the iden ofythe Holy Spirit., I

go along with Rylaarsdam both in his insistence on the continuity Ef the 014
‘and New Testaments and in his statements concerning their differences. I
agree with his view "that the New Testament event of faith differs from thé
- 01d in the sense that it is & human life." But from my pcint of view this
does not mean thnt the revelation of God in Jesus-Chriét established the on-
tologicﬁl status or basis of the Holy Spirit orAGod; The particular histor-
ical revelation we are concerned with dces not imply that God himself was
_revealed or became incarnate for the first time. Ontologically speaking God—

never had to "become" incarnate (in the genmeral sense). He always was. The
. aim of the revelatlon of God in Jesus Christ was redemptive in import. Per-
haps no willldisagfee ﬁitﬁ this point, but I make it at thisrjuncture not
. cnly for philosdphicxreasons but also in order to clarify what follows. The
intermittent character of the'appearance cf the Holy-Spirit has the merit of
Indicating the'initiating‘and free historical acts of God with regard to
nan's salvation. It cannot be interpreted in such a way that God is regarded
08 o historical reality who is sometimes present and sometimes absent. It is
clear that the power of God waa‘preseht in Jesus in a unique degree. This is
vhy he was the Christ. Yet the whole_picture-becomes incomprehensible if we
hold that what was present and operative in Jesus was totally absent from

men in general, say the disciples for example, The sporadic nature of the
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appesrances of the Holy Spirit testifies to the history of God's "breake
through" in the 1life of a people such that his will could become more doe
minant. This 48 the history of revelation wherein the h;dden presence of
God is disclosed sc a8 to be perceptible, ap it were.. These out-of-thé-blue
gccurrences of thé Holy Spirit discluse not sc much the presence aevthe
.power of God in human life.

Tt 1s the concrete presence of God himself in us which is the found-
ation of our true selves from. which we cannét escape, It is~this ganme con=-
crete presence or power within us that makes the Judgement of God a causal
force or factor which is the thorn in our Bpirité,.an irritation that we
must deal with in one way or ancther--either to seek forgiveness or.self-de-
struction., Ged could'be_liferélly disregarde& unless as a power he is pree
sént within the VEry-structure of our being. Judas Iscartot and Paul are the
two classic illﬁatraticnS'of this point.

Our kncwledge of Jesus' relation with hié disciples is very scanty.
The Gospel writers picture them as belng aware of the unusual power resident -
within Jesgp and_manifested also in his relations with them. It is also clear
from the records that the disciples didn't know what it was all about. Yet,
in spite of their apparent misconceptions, scme transférmatiGns nust have
been taking place wilthin the lives of the disciples as they lifed with him.

We certainly cannot be specific, and yéf in part the resurrection occurrences
depend on the relationship established in the somewhat daily association of
Jesus and his followers. They were. caught u§ in something that was gréater
than they knew. -

Yet Jesus was crucified. - This means that God himself, as concretely
present within'the lifé of Jesus énd within the agsociation of Jesus and his.
disciples (as_Hoiy Spirit), was crucified. The crucifi%ion"of any man is the

crucifixion of God. This statement is simply involved in the whole weaning
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of the revelatory presence of God in human life. Jesus, os human, died as an
act of obedience. Tt was an act of faith. Its purpose was to advance the
coring of the kingdom of God. Its alm was o release the powerlof God, the
—Hoiy Spirit, already'preéent in men. Yet before this power could be released
in human life, or (as the Gospel writers put 1t) before the Holy Spifit could
come to men and particularly the disciples, men had to be broken in spirit.

God could mot become sovereign until the obstacles of man'é refusal were re-
moved. God could not save men until the ppaqﬁeness of their biindﬁesé and
willfulness had been shattered and dissolved. Only then could the'presepce

cf the Holy Spirit become transparent. Because of the freedonm of men ond its
riisuse, the'crbss was an ontolOgicél neceselity within the life of God in his
relationship to men. Thus in the death of Jesus fhe hope, the security, and
the meaning of life clung to by the disciples and friends of Jesus were brok-
en, completely and irrevocably. o |

| The cross of Jesus, syrbolizing and yet weighted down with the sins

of fhose who rejected Jesus and the Holy gpirit, became the cross of God him=
gelf. Jesus endured the pain of the cross and ihe sﬁffering of being hated,
desplsed, and rejected,Whia wap endurable orly because Pi hie fg}th 1§.tha pro-
sence and power of God within him, Thus God‘is pletured as a éuffering God.
~/God suffered the hatred and rejection of men. Yet God had to suffer if God
was to redeem. This is but another 5m@1ication of the notion that God revealul
ed himself, that God is present in- History. It is onother aspect of the
divine=humon mutuality ivherent in the divine-human relafion. We must identify
ourselveé with those -whom we would forgive. We must take their feelings into
ourselves. We cannot forgive others from a distonce, in aloof untouchability,
*or in absentia, Therefore God had té gsuffer 1f he was to;forgive and redeem .
men, He could forgive only if he took the gins of man unto bimself. The

suffering of God is not a sufficient cause of God's ability to forgive, but it’
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is o necessary condition. The other clements ﬁhat are needed ﬁre the brokep~
ness of man :Ln the face of the Judgement of God, and the powez,él of God to re~
1ease himself in redemptive activity in buman life. But the puffering of God
is needed unless God himeelf is to deny the baaic connnunity between men and
between men and God. The community between man and God wou;g be broken if
God did not suffer, because there would be no motivation within God for come
munity or the sense of togetherness.
| Jesus is crucified. The Holy Sp;lrit existing within Jeéus and be=-
tween Jesus and his disciples ‘is crweified., .}‘e_sus suffers. God suffers. - The
disciples are broken in spiri't;. Yet theré is a resurrection. But this , 1T you
will, is the resurrection of God and not of Jesus, although I am not sure we
should use the term "resurrection" at all, The historical Jesus died and
appareﬁtly was buried. He a8 an individual, either as hﬁman Or as transfigu.‘red’
"-_‘-is no more,ns far as we know. We do not now encounter a transfigured living
Jesus, even if we add the word "Christ." We, like the disciples and early
VChristians, encounter the living God, the Holy Spirit, who was revealed in and
‘through Jesus the Christ. The earthly Jesus died and"*ia remembered in the
cormmnity tﬂat he and and the Holy Spirit established. But the tern "resur-
rection” isr arbilguous unless you meaﬁ literally that the pei-sén of Jegus the
*Christ was raised from the dead and became transfigured and glorified. But
this position I do not hold. I realize that this is the generally pervasive
New Testament account, But, I 4o not accept this on the basis of the same pris”
cip_le in terms of which I do not acc;ept the virgin birth oyth.
| In a somewhat literal sense, there was no resurrection; The Holy

Spirit concretely present in the human Jesus was crucified along with Jesus.

N -

That pa.rticular and. numerically iden‘bical Anstance of the Holx Sgirit wags not -

resurrected., unlesa one is to hold that the Holy Spirit :l.s o non-material pre~

L]

sence of some kind which is more or lesn mechanically det»achable from the; con~




crete human person in whom it is embedded. But in this case the two naturee are

b
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never "one," or intertwined aspects of one person. On the other hand, i1f you hold
that the human Jesus and the Holy Spirt were really "oné" rerson (as I do), and if
you fgrther hold that that particuler instance of the Holy Spirit was raised from
the dead (on the grounds that it is blasphémoua'to think of God or any part of him
as dead), then it would logically follow that you should believe that the human
Jesus was resurrected, either in his bodlly or transfigured form. This would follow
because of the integrity 1nvolved in one person. In this case you can spesk 1it-
era;ly of & resurrected Chfist or Jesus Christ., Or you.come to the same conclusion
from the other end. If you hold that the Holy Spirit and Jesus are “one" person,
and if you also hold that Jesus was raised from the dead; then it would follow fhat
the particular instance of the Holy Spirit in Jesus was also raised form the dead, |
In other worde, I am inclined to conclude that the coﬁception.mr resgurecs
,tion neﬁessarily involves the resurrection of the hnmanlJesus,eith?r in his bodily .

or transfigured form, Any other position involves us in double~talk. I have spell~

o

ed thié out in this way because I am usually confused by most discussions on the
resurrection. |

From my peint of view, the term "resurrection” must be used figur-
atively, The term has reference to tﬁe ldea that the Holy Spirit, the power of God,
became not present but menifest and rgleased in the lives of the disciples and
eafi? Christians. This was the same Holy Spirit that was present in Jesus, not the
numerically identical exemplification that was in Jesus, but another instance of the
saie¢ power, ﬁecauae of their association with Jesus, his teachings, his acts and
his death, and because of the power of God within Jesus and within themselves ,and
btecause of thelr brokennesgnand God's suffering, they were freed'by_the Holy Spirit
to receive God's grace, hisrforgiveness,and his redemptive actigity. They, the
disciples; are reputed to have seen the risen Jesus because it was th:bugh him apd in
Bin that they eneownttered the Holy Sﬁirit. Thererore,'for.them, the coming'of the

-

Holy Spirit was an experience with the risen Christ.f__;



God in his suffering, his mércy , ond his power is triumphant over de=
gpair, brokenness and sin (thot is, spiritual death). The death of hie son, his
chosen one, ensbled him to redeen his people and to establish a new community, .
the church. Thus our falth has been bought for us, and we have only to accept
it s our own. And out of this faith the eschatalogical hope is born.

111

THE MEANING OF REVELATION

Finally, I would like to discuss quite briefly a fagr aspects of the
problem of the meaning of revelation.

First, if we- ask what was a.ccomplished by the revelation of God in
;f_gashs Christ, we coma back ultimately to the idea of a newg Qmmu.nity. Revelow
tion is an historical disclosure of a divine reality, and not ‘an esoteric re=-
vealing of propositional xnowledge. I am quite ready to accept the idea that
all the ethical and religious insights of the New Testoment are contained in
the 0l1d. T would sgree that the God plctured in the New Testament is fund=
amentally the same as the one pictured in the profoundest parts of the 014
Tfﬂtmnent. I gladly go along with the notion of the fundamental continiity. be= -
ﬁeen the two testaments. On the other hand I see no reason to question the
iden that the union of the suffering servant and the messioh figures represents
on odvance of the New beyond the 01d. There is rather a new relationship pos-
‘s{ble between God and man. Because of the éomplex of events that we call the
revela-b'ion of God in Jesus Christ, God ‘3s more accessible to us or we to hinm.
The redemptive power of God was re-estpblished or fe-procured. He wos nble to
break'through'the power of sin by means of a new community’g A deeper faith and
a greater hopé were and -are now possible. The chains of the law, a.lthou;gh not
the law.itself, were broké_n. There is still sin, despair ,'1§ck of faith, idol=
a‘tr&, injustice. and meaning;eésnesé. fet these aspects ‘df e;cperience need not

'be snd are not final. They can be overcome, and they have been overcome in
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many generations, because'they wére overcome in one‘particﬁlﬁr.cﬁﬁéiégfﬁ}“e§és$h;
They were not eradicated or abolished. They are as prevalent as evéé;f.£;£:fﬁé f;n -
resqurces of God for dealiﬁg with them have been made more aécessible or nearer;
Thus in prihéiple the strength of evil is weakened and in fact 18 so 1n countless.
instances.

Secondly, I find Richard-Niebuhr's conclusion sbout the meaning of reve=
lation very suggestive. It runs to the effect that reveldation involves a perms .
nentlrevolution ¢f faith itself. I woculd understand this to ﬁe énother formuia-
tiun or at least an implication, of thé Protestant principle of Juatifiéatiun by
faith This nution means several things tu me

It means fa) that the cruss is nut an ethicai ncrm but a norm of faith.
The idea of the cross as an ethical norm leads to Reinhold Nieﬁuhr's pusiticn,
where theolcgical ultimacy is attributed to the statement, "be ye perfect as your
neavenly father is perfect." Apart from the pcint that the word "perfect“ should
perhaps redd "merciful” and apart from the pacifism inherent in Niébuhr's p-6i-
tiun,.this cutlook really makes love into another law which must be (althcugh i%
can't_be) fulfilled. The norm means that we are in pfinciple buund to sacrifice"/d
curselves literally because perfect love stipulates that we cannut engage in the
cloims and counter-claims.of historieal existence. The logic cf this pusiticn is
that God does not 80 engage ﬁimself. But in one real sense, %he-whole idea of
revelation implies_that God does 5o struggle in the interests of a divine-hﬁman
matunlity.

It means (b) that the transcendent gocdness of God is revealed in such
a way that there is always a distance between God and man which requires cur
transformation in terms of Judgment and grace. It me;ns that God is thus free,
that he is not bound to cur expectations or even cur faith. He is always un-
expected, Thus, in spite of the fact that Rylaarsdam may cl;im that the messiah
" who came was the one exﬁected in the 014 Testament, nunetheless, he was unexpect~

ed by the pecple Jesus encountered. Thus Gcd 18 always first rejected.
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. Tt means (c) that our interpretation of the nature of God's characfer'gﬁd?a;f;ﬁ”:

the content of his will for us must be put in very geperal terms (witness the
ggnerality of Jesus' teachings). We 4o not really know what 1ové, mercy, Justice,-'
judgﬁent and furgiveness rmean in the full sense of the word. Thus , God cannob |
be tied to specific conditions. The revelation of God in Jesus Christ 1arfinal
in the sense that the hidden or transcending govdness cf God was revealed as in-
| dicaiing God's love for Us; but the full content and power sf the love were Tre-

-

vealed as still transcendent.

T+ weans (d)'that‘faith is to dve fbund and lived in the dialectical rela-
tian between what we are and what we may becume by God's grace between the love
disclosed and the 1ove yet to be revealed, between being unacceptable and being
dccepted. Thus, the 1dea that cne gives up his sin only wﬁen he hes found & '

greater secu}ity needs qualificatibn. The security Jf faith lies in the 1nsecur§

jty of temsioum. b

Bernard M. Loomer
April 17, 1952
Orientaticn Committee
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