The Finality of Christ

reverses the disastrons results of Adam’s fall 17; it is because of
his obedicnee to God’s command that Christ is vindicated and
exalted and given the name of “Lord.” 18 But not only Christ;
those who are joined to him—those who are in Christ-——sharc
with him suffering, death, resurrection, and exaltation. It is in
Christ that man is restored and renewed in the image of his
creator.1® And not only man. For the final result of Christ’s
obedience is to be worked out in terms of the entire universe,
which was subjected to futility as a conscquence of Adam’s
sin2% with the final revelation of the glory of those who are,
in Christ, sons of God, the creation itself will be released
from the bondage of corruption which now shackles it and be
rencwed according to God's purpose. It is here, perhaps, that
we have the germ of the idea of the cosmic Christ developed in
Colossians, where Chnst, ruler of the world and tniumphant
over the usurping powers, stands within the created order and
yet over against it, at once firstborn among many brethren and
agent of thc cosmic salvation. It is Christ, the perfect immage
of the invisible God, in whom and through whom and for
whom all things were created, and in whom all things hold
together.

" Rom, 5:12-21.

18 Phil, 2:5-11.

1% Col. 3:10; II Cor. 3:18.
% Rom. 8:18-22.
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WORD, WISDOM, AND PROCESS

As a Christian I believe that Jesus Christ is of universal
and decisive significance. I am committed to the belicf that
Jesus s Lord. As a Christian professionally and personally con-
cerned with trends in current thought and present apologetic
possibilities, I am convinced that we need a new appreciation
of thesc truths about the Lordship of Christ afirmed traditional-
ly in terms of word and wisdom. We need, and have the
opportunity for, a new understanding of the cosmic significance
of Jesus which will match our modern understanding of the
cosmos. Unless this understanding of Jesus and the modern
understanding of the cosmos are brought together, we shall be
failing in preaching the gospcl for our age. We shall also be
leaving humanity to be swamped in the apparent vastness and
indifference of that cosmos as we are now coming to understand
it. But when I consider making some attempt to contribute to
this task, I find mysclf faced with an extremely daunting initial
question. What are the grounds for holding that speaking of
Jesus in terms of word and wisdom is anything more than
outmoded mythology, philosophy, and cosmology?

I do not find myself able to agree that it is good enough for
me that Paul used such language, still less that the carly church
developed such language. Nor do T find it sufficient when, say,
some Whiteheadian enthusiastically undertakes to show me
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that a metaphysical view of the cosmic process allegedly (and
probably largely actually) rooted in modern scientific de\_felop-
ments positively underwrites, or is completed by cosmic as-
sertions about, Jesus Christ. Still less am I easily cheered by
Tillichian assertions that the new being in Jesus assures me
that ultimate reality is both ultimate and real. The Pau]'ine
language is too much wrought out of an ancient world view
for me to have any immediate conviction that it still says any-
thing. Mctaphysical language troubles me becaus_e, however
neatly it coheres in itself and however plausibly it seems to
correspond to gencrally accepted facts about the world, I alw.ays
suspect that several other coherent systems using mctap}aysmal
language could be constructed. Correspondence to facts in tsqch
systems is achicved only by selection of facts and by definition
of correspondence. Mctaphysical systems as clues to the mean-
ing of the universc seems to get one no further than the com-
ment “Well, maybe,” uttered in tones varying from wistful
respect to skeptical scomn. This ties up with the basic worry as
to whether it is proper to use terms such as “Ultimate Reality
with capital letters at all. Capital letters suggest importance and
value. But the fundamental question is precisely whether the
cosmic stuff of the universe is in any way interested in or
capable of being related to importance and value. Thf: possi-
bility of making cosmic assertions of any sort on any basis seems
exceedingly thin. It seems more than ever necessary, there_forc,
to look at cosmic assertions about Jesus as near their origin as
we can get and to ask not only, “What did Paul rn_ean?" but
also, “Why did he feel himself justified in meaning this?” before
we can go on and ask whether and in what way we may mean-
ingfully usc similar assertions. What follows is the merest sketch
of the method and approach which the situation seems to me to
require. . _

In Colossians Paul is addressing himself to a particular situa-
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tion on the basis of a particular position which he has already
reached. From that position in addressing the situation he
reaches the “‘cosmic affirmations” which he makes about Jesus.
Now I said above that the Pauline language is too much
wrought out of an ancient world view for it to be immediately
accepted as meaningful. This does not imply that it cannot be
eventually accepted as meaningful; we have first to sce if we
can map out what I might be allowed to call the logic of the
mythology.

The terms in which he makes his assertions may well come
from an interplay of terms used in early Gnostic-like specula-
tions about the universe and Jewish wisdom speculation, which
is itself a mixture of QOld Testament talk about the Word,
language about Isis and her like, and smatterings of Hellenistic
philosophy. These sources of the terminology lie in language
which can properly be called mythological. For the language
is used to tell stories about the universe and the human pre-
dicament, which stories draw on other storics. The language
gets its force primarily from the part it plays in the stories.
(For example, much of the language used in Proverbs 8 and
Wisdom 7 is living and available for living use because it is
language about a goddess who has an existence and power
through her temples, her cult, her mythical “history,” and so
on.) The language does not depend for its initial force on the
fact that it is a scientifically accurate description either of what
did historically happen or of the way things actually are. It
gets its force from the stories, and so it is mythological,

Further, one can often trace the etiology of these myths. The
way in which one myth influences another can be perceived, as
can the combination which a particular person makes of par-
ticular myths under the influence of his own particular
philosophy so as to produce new uses of the language in the
older stories. W, L. Knox does a great deal of this with varying
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degrees of plausibility and illumination in his St. Paul and the
Church of the Gentiles. But the etiology of the details of the
mythological language which a man uses still does not neces-
sarily cither explain or settle what he nses this language for. The
source of the language in which a man expresses himsclf is not
necessarily the dccisive clue either to what he means by the
langnage or to the reasons which he has for meaning what he
docs mcan. Mythological language can be as reasonably vsed to
say rcasonable things as any other language—all of which has to
havc some degrce of symbolism and all of which takes its force
from thc patterns in which it is customarily used. Thus to
attcmpt to discern the logic of the use of mythological language
is to attempt to scc the structure of the language’s use and to
sec whether that structure has a reasonable basis and is used to
make a rcasonable and comprehensive point.

Qur problem, then, is whether the language and speaking of
Jesus dircctly or by implication as the Word and Wisdom of
God has a discernible structure in its use; whether it has a
recognizablc basts for its use which enables us both to recognize
its meaning and to judge that the meaning can be valid for
us. As a pilot cxperiment for this tvpe of investigation I am
concerned with the first chapter of Colossiaus. Here the basis
from which Paul starts is the preaching of the gospel concerning
Jesus, the acceptance of this among those to whom he is
writing, and the effccts of this acceptance among them and
others like them elsewhere.

The basis for Paul's preaching of this gospel lics primarily in
his own cxperience. This fact lies behind his description of
himsclf as “apostle of Christ Jesus through the will of God”
(1:1 ASV), Bat while his personal expericnce (whatever lies
bchind and in the “Damascus road” event) is clearly primary
for Paul (cf. his perhaps overstressed claims for independeuce
of the apostles in Galatians), that expericnce receives its in-
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terpreting context and its validation as something more than
a merely subjective and private experience from its rcecognizable
similarity with the experience and interpretation of those
apostles and others who were believers in Jesus before him
(cf. c.g, Gal 1:18-20; 2:1-10; I Cor. I5:1-11). Here it is very
important to notice that it is experience focused upon, and
interpretation associated with, the particular and actual man
Jesus, the occurrence of his death, and the conviction of certaiu
potentially specifable individuals in relation to particular expcri-
cnce of theirs that this crucified man was alive aud powerfully
active. Whatever language came to be used by those belicvers
in or, we may say, experiencers of Jesus was intended by them
to be grounded in and to be growing out of these experieuces;
also out of the cxperiences which followed iu the living out of
lives based individually and corporately on the acceptance of
the initial experiences and interpretation.

Thus, in Colossiaus, after his opening greeting Paul gives
thanks for their initial respouse to “the word of the truth of the
gospel which [eame] to you” (1:5 ASV) and refers to the fact
that this bears fruit and increases both in the whole world and
among them (vs. 6}. The basis for what he has to say to them
lies in the message about Jesus to which they have alrcady
assented and in the experieuced effects of commitment to the
living out of that asseut both at Colossae aud clsewherc. Now
the basic shape of the message about Jesus is clear enough. It is
that through, and in conncction with, Jesus the Father has
saved us from “the power of darkncss and translated us into
the kingdom of the Son of his love; in whom we have our
redempticn, the forgiveness of our sins” {1:13.14 ASV),

This puts us squarcly back to the understanding of Jesus as
the Messiah iu a strictly Jewish context and against an QOld
Testament background. “The sou of his love” or “his beloved
son” 1s a clear reference to the Baptism narrative of Mark (re-
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flected in the Transhguration narratives) where Jesus is identi-
ficd or designated as the one chosen or sent by God as the Son
who is to fulfill God’s purpose and promise for his people mani-
fest in his choosing of King David—and thus as the one chosen
by God to bring in the kingdom of God. The power of this
kingdom is manifested by the defeat of the power of darkness
{cf. the defcat of the demons in the Synoptic Goslnels). anq
the defeat of the powers of darkness is the redemption which is
manifcsted by and cffective in the forgiveness of sins. For the
kingdom of God is where God establishes himself as King.
Since God is known above all as the Holy and Rightecus God
who deals with his pcople in terms of holiness and righteous-
ness, the establishment of his kingdom is to be seen when the
hcart of resistance to him—that is sin, unholiness, and un-
rightcousness—is done away with. Thus the basis of the preach-
ing of the word of the gospel is the identification of Jesus as
the Messiah, The basis for this identification of Jesus as the
Mcssiah lies in the disciples’ experience of the livingness of
Jesus after his crucifixion. The meaning of this Messiahship
which is identified as belonging to Jesus is drawn from the
whole buildup of the Jewish experience of God Ieadipg to
the expectation that he would establish his kingdom in ac-
cordance with his experienced character.

But the precise way in which this Messiahship is to be
undcerstood is defined by this discovery that Jesus is the Mes-
siah. Jesus could not have been recognized as the Messiah
unless Messiahship already connoted something, something
pointed to by thc expectation of the Jews arising out of their
previous experience of God and consequent hopes of God. But
when Jesus was recognized to be the Messiah, as he was an
actual person with an actual particular history including death
in the service of the kingdom of God and vindication by living
on the gther side of death, his history and character now served
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to define that recognized Messiahship. So we are led back
from the hearing of the word of the truth of the gospel which
is the basis in Colossians for the further elucidation of the
significance of Jesus, to the basis of this word of the gospel in
the history and character of Jesus. Firstly, this is understood
against the background of the Jewish experience and expecta-
tion of God. Then it is interpreted in the disciples’ experience
that God had vindicated and interpreted this life of the cruci-
ficd Jesus by bringing him alive for them and in them. The
meaning of the language about Jesus is rooted firmly in the
Jews’ understanding of God which arises out of all that experi-
ence which produced the Old Testament. For the fact that
this meaning is rooted in truth, in the way things actually are,
and is not a mere story told by men about their predicament
in the world we are dependent on threc things. Firstly, the
evidence of the actuality of the life of Jesus; then on the re-
liability of the disciples’ testimony to the evidence for their
convictions and of the evidence of their conviction; and,
finally, on the fact that this word of the gospel when assented
to and followed out in individual and corporate commitinent
does bear fruit and increase in the particular places known to
us and throughout the world,

I suggest, then, that we have located the basis of Paul's
language about Jesus in Colossians in the basis of the preach-
mg of the gospel and that this basis lies in the actual lifc and
death of Jesus understood against the Jewish cxpectations of
God emerging from the experience of their history—with the
definmg dimension of this understanding provided by the
discovery of the disciples that the crucified servaut of the
kingdom of God was in fact powerfully alive. If the disciples’
discovery that Jesus was alive as a continuing power and
presence central to their relationship with God was not a rcal
discovery of an objective fact but only an attitude of theirs,
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an interpretation which they put upon the facts, then we have
no grounds for the further language about Jesus. In other wor‘ds,
the question of the objectivity and reality of the resurrection
of Jesus is central to the whole logic of talking about Jesus. This
is what the Ncw Testament itself would lead us to expect. The
belicvers who made the New Testament, or whose attitude is
reflected in the New Testament, did not believe that they were
simply telling a story about the world, man, and God with Jesus
as a character in that story. The story they felt able to tell
dcpended on the objective reality of the Resurrection. The
logical position of the New Testament is that there would be
no story to tcll if it were not for the Resurrcction. It does
violence to the whole logic of the Necw Testament use of
mythology to give an account of the Christian faith which seeks
to rcprescnt the Resurrection as simply part and, mdc.:ed, a
symbolic and mythological part of the Christian story, ie., of
the attitude which Christians adopt to the world and of the
story which they tell to represent that attitude. It may be the
case that the Resurrcction is and can only be myth and symbol.
But in that case Christianity is untrue. I am well aware that
mnany peoplc who profess and call themselves Christians. {and
whose claim as individuals to be such I would not wish to
deny) would deny this. I am, however, clcar that this _denial
of theirs is partly the result of a muddied view of the admittedly
uncomfortable force of the New Testament approach and part-
ly the result of a desire to rescue Christianity from the possi-
bility of falsification by rcmoving it from saying anything about
the world and confining it to an attitude to the world. I fear
that Christianity is much more risky than that. It doc§ say
things about the world and therefore cxposes itself to the judg-
ment that what it says is cither false or nonsense.

The relevance of all this to our particular inquiry is that, if
talk about the Resurrcction is only symbolism and mythology,
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then any cosmic language about Christ is a fortiori mythology
and nothing more. I, however, am going to procecd from the
assumption, because I belicve it to be true, that the Resurrcction
is part of the basis of talk about Jcsus and not simply talk about
Jesus. I accept the testimony of the apostlcs that they dis-
covered that Jesus was alive, and I do not treat this testimony
as evidence simply that the apostles talked and acted as if Jesus
were alive or even that Jesus’ being alive consisted in the fact
that the apostles so talked and acted. There is an independent
fact, namely the “liveliness” of Jesus.

We return, therefore, to the asscrtion that the defining
dimension of the understanding of Jesus which is the basis of
the word of the truth of the gospel is the discovery of the dis-
ciples that the crucified servant of the kingdom of God was in
fact powerfully alive. I believe that the key to the understanding
of both the structure of, and the justification for, Pauline
cosmic language about Jesus lics in this concept of the kingdom
of God and that this can be seen as far as the language in
Colosstans goes from the key verses (1:13, 14 ASV—already re-
ferred to—"[God] delivered us out of the power of darkness and
translated us into the kingdom of the Son of his love; in whom
we have our redemption, the forgiveness of our sins”). Jesus,
when his life and death are understood in the light of his rcsur-
rection, on the basis of the experience of the powerful presence
of his Spirit among believers and against the background of the
understanding and expectation of God as built up through
the history behind and subsequent to the Old Testament, is
known to be the effective focal point of the kingdom of God.
Now God is already known to be the God of the whole earth,
the God who “fills heaven and earth” (Jer. 23:24; cf. Isa. 6:3,
etc.) Hence the scope of his kingdom is universal, hence thic
significance of him who is the focal point of the kingdom, “the
Son of his love,” is likewise universal.
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In Colossae Paul is up against some persons (the precise
nature of whose beliefs we do not need to inquire into) who
claim that another understanding of the world and man’s pre-
dicament and another story about the world is the really true
one which “bears fruit and increases” and that it is the knowl-
edge of this story (cf. epigndsis, epiginoskd 1:6, 9-11, etc.)
which is vital for the fulfillment of salvation. Against this Paul
uses deliberately Gnostic language but remains right in the
center of the Old Testament understanding of the character of
God and his dealings with men and asserts that the true ful-
fillment in knowledge is fulfillment in respect of the knowledge
of the will of God and to bear fruit is to bear fruit in good
works (cf. 1:9-10}. We have to do with the fulfillment of the
purpose of God who is concerned with persons and their rnpra]
fulhllment as persons (redemption—which is transference into
the kingdom of God—is forgiveness of sins). Then he goes on
to use the image and wisdom language of Jesus which makes
cosmic assertions about him. This simply follows from the
discovery, the basis of which I have already referred to, that
Jesus is the Christ, the focal point of the kingdom of God, and
the necd to apply the implications of this discovery to a situa-
tion where another claim is being made about the proper
understanding of, and reaction to, the human situation in the
universe as we cxperience it.

Since Jesus is of universal significance because he is the
Christ of the God of the whole earth, it must always be the
case that any claim about the true way of life required by a true
understanding of the world and man’s place in it has to be
confronted with this universal significance of Jesus and the
content of this significance which is given by the life and history
of Jesus, understood against the background of its Old Testa-
ment context and in the light of the Resurrection. Conversely,
any illumination which men may validly obtain from their
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own observations of, and reflections upon, their situation in the
universe which can be seen to be consistent with the purpose
and pattern of God's character and action as that is seen
focused in Jesus can be properly used to extend an understand-
ing of the significance of him who is the Christ of the God
who is known as the God of this whole universe.

And there is a third point which refers directly to our con-
cern about the logic of mythology. Any set of images which
have been used to tell a cosmic story in some mythology or
other can be validly used as part of the fruitful assertion of this
universal significance of Jesus and as part of the faithful ex-
ploration of the further implications of this universal signifi-
cance of Jesus. In such a use, however, great care has to be taken
to ensure that the use of the mythology is controlled by the
basic faithful understanding of Jesus which is determined by
his place in relation to the Old Testament background, the
shape of the actualities of his life and death, and the fact of his
resurrection. It is exceedingly difficult at any given stage of the
exploration of thc significance of Jesus to determine which of
two situations obtains. The first is when the current powerful
and evocative mythology is being used as the servant of the
further understanding of the significance of Jesus and of the
consequent significancc of our life in the world as we have now
come to undcrstand it. The second is when the mythology is
dominating the understanding of Jesus and of our place in the
world so that Jesus has become simply part of the story which
we feel obliged to tell about the world, and Jesus takes his
“color” from that story rather than giving his color to it. The
first position is Christian, the second is Gnostic, and 1 see no
reason to suppose either from history or from logic that we
shall ever be free from the difficulties of distinguishing one
from the other until the Last Day.
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I would venture to suggest, however, at this present day, that
Bultmann's refusal to give any weight to historie and to rely on
geschichte is a modern version of just that refusal to face the
risk of the involvement of the reality of God in the concrete
reality of the world which is unquestionably Gnostic, (I would
also maintain that Bultmann’s concerns are unquestionably
Christian and that his questions and investigations must be
faced and dealt with, not ignored and written off, if we are to
speak powerfully of the Christian faith in the modern situa-
tion). The risk of historicity is the risk of being so much a
part of an actual historical situation that there is a repeated risk
of seeming in every fresh historical situation to be simply part
of some outmoded and now nonsensical mythology. But this
risk is of the essence of “the word of the truth of the gospel.”
Without the basis of this historicity, taken as such on the
testimony of the first apostles, in themselves and as part of the
first Christian community, and of the basis of the fruit which
assent to this testimony bears in committed lives “increasing
in every place” we have no basis for telling any story about the
world and man in the world. The approach of Paul is certainly
mythological, but it is not mere mythology for it is rooted in
the actualities of Jesus. It is the approach of a Bultmann or a
Tillich which is, logically, mere mythology, mercly a story
which we choose to tcll about the world although we have,
ultimatcly, no evidence which ties it into that world but only
our prescnt consensus of opinion about “the way the world
really is.”

Paul, then, in Colossians is dealing with a situation in which
people are telling a story about the world and man’s life in it
which he holds to be contrary to the understanding required
by the word of thc truth of the gospel as it is based in the
actualities of Jesus. This story is told (of course, as the true
story with consequent demands for a corresponding way of
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life—one ought to accept the universe and live accordingly) by
men who apparently stress that the truc God is invisible (cf.
1:15—eikon tou theou tou aoratou) and that there must be a
proper understanding of the true wholeness of things (the
plerdma). They apparently require, therefore, that Jesus should
take his proper place in an understanding which stresses the
utter transcendence of the real God and a particular view of the
sum total of the realities of the world. But Paul has a gospel to
preach precisely because Jesus is the focal point of the kingdom,
1., the place where and the person in whom the purpose of
God for the establishment of that state of affairs which takes
its pattern from the pattern of his character is to be seen and
to be encountered. Against the use of Jesus in a pattern which
ts false to this he thcrefore restates the belicved truth about
Jesus by saying that it is Jesus who is the “image of the in-
visible God, the first-born of all creation” (Col. 1:15). This is
simply to say that the pattern of thc character of God, and
therefore the purpose and pattern which underlies the whole of
creation, is presented to us in, and in conncction with, Jesus.
And if Jesus is the focal point and person for the establishment
of the kingdom of God in relation to the realities of this world
then this is so.

Further it is perfectly proper to restate the significance of
Jesus in relation to the realities of the world as a whole and to
our life in that world in language taken from talk about the
wisdom of God. For that language, however much it is language
influenced by the mythology of goddesses and by particular
forms of Greek philosophy, is used in the biblical and Jewish
tradition to talk about the relation between the character of
God, the pattern and purpose of creation, and the way in which
God enables man to entecr into, understand and take part in
fulfilling, those patterns and purposcs. Since Jesus is under-
stood and proclaimed as the person in whom these purposes of
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God are finally vindicated in the actualities of the world and
since it is the experience of Paul and those with him “in Christ”
that it is in, and in connection with, Jesus that the power of
God to fulfill the pattern of his purposes is actually encountered
in mdividuals and in the community life, then to talk about
Jesus in wisdom language is a perfectly Iogical thing to do.

To fully evaluate and validate wisdom language about Jesus
it would be necessary to investigate all the relevant language
in Colossians and in such passages as 11 Cor. 4:1-6 and I Cor. 1
and 2 on these lines together with a further examination of such
passages as Proverbs 8§ and Wisdom 7. A similar investigation
can be made of the language which talks about Jesus in terms
of “Word.” Here, I believe, the basic structure of the language
would turn out to be not so much that of talk about the rela-
tion between the character of God and the pattern of the
universe but of talk about the effective and powerful com-
munication of God's will for, firstly, his “peculiar” people and
then for men at large in the universe. Here again, the centrality
of Jesus understood primarily on the basis of the recognition of
his centrality to the kingdom of God would justify the applica-
tion of this language to him as long as the language was used in
a manner appropriate to the actualities of Jesus’ life. The most
famous and seminal example of this control of the language
by the life of Jesus as that language is used to speak of Jesus is,
of course, John 1:14—"the Word became flesh.” But I fear I
have no time in this present chapter to work out my own
program further.

What I have been seeking to do is to begin to prepare a
case for the argument that language drawn from mythology,
from current stories about the nature of the world and of man’s
condition and possibilities in the world, can be both compre-
hensibly and validly used to express the significance of Jesus,
providing the lauguage can be seen to be related to the actuali-
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ties of the life of Jesus and the defining understanding of the
significance of Jesus which arose for the first apostles and
disciples. Under such circumstances we do have a valid basis
for language such as wisdom language and word language which
is making assertions about the significance of Jesus in the form
of assertions about the underlying pattern and purpose of the
universe and about the way in which men individually and
corporately can be related to that pattern. This is a perfectly
valid way of talking for Christians, and it Is, moreover, a way
in which Christians are making assertions about the way things
really are and not just talking about their subjective attitude to
the universe.

The full working out of this program with regard to the
biblical use of this language would be a preparation for two
further stages in the program. The first would be to investigate
the developments in the cosmic language about Jesus Christ
which went on from the second century onward and is to be
notably encountered in such works as the De Incarnatione of
St. Athanasius and is reflected in the classical creeds and
dogmatic statements. The purpose of this investigation would
be to see how far this development is still a justifiable restate-
ment of the centrality of Jesus related to the basis of the
gospel in the actuality of Jesus, to the fruit of the gospel in the
lives of the believers, and to the current understanding of the
realities of the universe then prevailing.

When this part of the program is worked through, we should
then be in a position to consider how Christians today are
called upon to make assertions about our undcrstanding of the
realitics of the universe and of man’s place in that universe,
once again in the light of the centrality of Jesus which is at the
basis of the gospel, combined with the fruits of commitment
to that gospcl and our current understanding of the realitics
of the universe. It is here, I believe, we shall find that word
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and wisdom language needs to be related to process language
for I believe that our present understanding of patterns large
and small in the universe is very largely a process one. What
this restatement should enable us to do is to show that the
basic gospel centered on Jesus Christ gives us grounds for
claiming that the process and processes of tl}e universe are to
be understood in relation to the word and wisdom of the God
and Father of Jesus so that we may face these processes and be
part of these processcs with every hope not of disappearance
into cosmic randomness but of personal fulfillment and of the

fulfillment of personality.
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NON-CHRISTIAN. VIEWS OF CHRIST

Buddhism

There appears to be a growing tendency among the
Western people to take an interest in the teachings of other
races and not infrequently to seek a better understanding of
their own Christian religious teachings in relation to other
religions. Among such non-Christian religions, Buddhism is
recelving great attention.

It is interesting to note that certain eminent Chnstian
religious dignitaries are making an effort to bring about a
synthesis between Buddhist and Chrstian teachings. What-
ever be the motive in their attempts, one significant point
may be stressed. If the intention of such Western writers is to
bring about religious harmony among nations aiming at toler-
ance, peace, and the progress of mankind, this indeed deserves
the highest credit. Unfortunately, however, many of the ob-
servations made by people of the caliber of the Reverend
George Appleton are very misleading. It is very regrettable that
many non-Buddhist Western writers are misrepresenting the
facts regarding the Buddhist system of thought.

Not only the non-Buddhist writers but some of the well-
known Western writers who have adopted the Buddhist re-
ligion also misrepresent these teachings, because they do not
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