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(ENTIRE BOOK) A systematic study of the doctrine of lovein the form of adialectic. The
author, a process theol ogian, makes a significant contribution to classical Christian
understanding.

Preface

The purpose of this book isto interpret love from the perspective of process theology, that claims
God isinvolved in the world’ s becoming and his love takes new forms throughout history.

Chapter 1. Lovein Our History

The ground to be covered in this volume includes discussions of the biblical, historical and
patristic understandings of the love of God and human love as they encounter both ancient and
contemporary theology and philosophy.

Chapter 2: Lovein theBiblical Tradition: The Hebrew Faith

In order to get a clearer perspective on the development of the doctrine of love we must examine
the main themes of love in the Old Testament, including the covenant with the Hebrews as God’s
act of love, the human love required in faithfulness to the covenant, and the suffering of God as a
result of human sinin failing to keep the covenant.

Chapter 3: Lovein the New Testament

The centrality of love as agape in the New Testament brought a new understanding of God's
relation to mankind and our relation to God and to each other, characterized by the suffering of
God in the Messiah as the disclosure of the way love redeems.

Chapter 4. Three Forms of L ove
The three mgjor forms of the interpretation of love in the Christian tradition are: the Augustinian
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with its neo-platonic roots and existential developments; the Franciscan with its radical
nonconformity and nonintellectual approach; and the Lutheran with itsinsistence that love of
God can only be known by grace through faith.

Chapter 5. A Critique of St. Augustine's Doctrine of L ove

The rationale for process theology evolved from philosophical critiques of Augustine' s attempt to
combine the living God of the Bible with the changel ess being of neo-platonic metaphysics and
reframed the doctrine of God in relation to a contemporary view of nature and the new historical
CONSCi OUSNESS.

Chapter 6: Love and Being

Process theology undertakes a search for an alternative to the Augustinian understanding of love
and being in which the freedom and creativity of human loves have their place, and in which the
love of God is understood in hisinvolvement with areal history. Day lists 5 categories necessary
for love.

Chapter 7. God and Man

Following a dialectic with Augustine, Aquinas, the Reformers, Barth and others about man as
created in the image of God, the author offers process theology’ s response.

Chapter 8. Thelncarnation

A viable interpretation of the meaning of the Incarnation requires afocus on love as the center of
the gospel, and involves areinterpretation of traditional doctrines of Christology, election,
prevenient grace, Jesus suffering and resurrection, and the image of God.

Chapter 9: The Atonement

In reviewing different metaphors and images of the atonement in the New Testament and the
works of Brunner, Aulen, Luther and others, the author posits that the best approach is through an
understanding of God’ s reconciling love as seen in Christ and as experienced in disclosure,
suffering, communication and community.

Chapter 10: Love and Self-Sacrifice

The paradox of agape expressed in Jesus words that "He who saves hislife will loseit, and he
who loses hislife for my sake and the gospels will find it" is explored both in the critics of
Christian self-sacrifice, including Fromm, Camus and others, and in the more traditional
understandings of agape including the monastics, Luther, Kierkegaard and others.

Chapter 11: Love and Sexuality

Though sex is not love and love is not always sexual they are linked, and Christian doctrine
affirms that agape fulfills human loves including the sexual when sex transcends itself in self-
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giving to the beloved. The author explores this thesis in the light of Christian tradition, new
understandings of sexuality, and the meaning of faithfulness, and suggests a sexual ethic that
expresses justice, especially for women.

Chapter 12: Love and Social Justice

Assuming that agape requires justice in human affairs, the author explores the implication of
biblical love for social justice in its historical foundations, in the terms of justice, group loyalty,
humanitarianism, protest, nonviolence and nurturance.

Chapter 13: Love and the I ntellect

The relation of love to the intellect proceeds from three assumption: first, that faith transcends
rational categories through God’ s self-revelation in Christ; second, that intellectual understanding
Is necessary for the guidance of human life; and third, that both seek the same object in God’s
being and His revealed truth — namely, that it is through agape with its consequent repentance,
humility, and understanding of human limits that the intellect can appropriately function.
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Preface

There are so many books on love because love is at the core of human
existence. There are many loves, and innumerable angles of vision from
which they can be seen. This book interprets love in atheological
perspective. It seeks to answer the question, ‘What is the meaning and
truth of the Christian assertions that God is love, that love to God and
the neighbor are the two great commandments, that the fulfillment of
human love depends upon God'’ s action of reconciliation, and that the
love of God isthe ground of al hope?

We cannot escape the aura of implausibility which surrounds the claims
that loveisreal, that love transforms human life, that it is the key to the
foundation of all things. Y et along with the implausibility thereisa
blunt, solid truth. We live largely by our loves. Even our hates are
twisted and frustrated loves. Men fight one another, slaughter in war,
and kill in cold blood. Y et often they fight to defend something they
love, their land, their families, their view of life. Indeed men fight to
protect themselves, their securities, their sense of importance. Rather
than find this areason for cynicism | have come more and more to
regard it as one ground of hope. For the power of loveis great, and
those who love can find more adequate objects. Achievement of a way
of life beyond combat requires a transformation of our loves and their
embodiment in new ways of life. Thisiswhy the analysis of the forms
of loveisrelevant to human action. Far from being self-defining, love
needs the discipline of knowledge and rational criticism. And it needs
the clarification as well as the empowerment which faith can bring.
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What | try to present in this book is a perspective on the meaning of the
love of God and the loves of men derived from that mode of Christian
thought which has come to be called ‘ process theology’ . A revolution
has taken place in our view of the world. The concepts of evolution,
development, growth, and becoming have become indispensable terms
for concelving what things are. Process theologians believe that this
revolution in our world view must be incorporated in Christian doctrine
and that it brings us closer to the biblical view of the creative and
redemptive working of God than theology has been since the first
century. Among the recent books in process theology there are W.
Norman Pittenger’ s The Word Incarnate, Bernard Meland’' s The
Realities of Faith, John Cobb, Jr.’s Toward a Christian Natural
Theology and Schubert Ogden’ s The Reality of God. There are strong
resemblances between these Protestant expressions and the concern of
Roman Catholic thought with the evolutionary mysticism of Teilhard de
Chardin, the work of Peter Schoonenberg, and Leslie Dewart’s The
Future of Belief. Most of the process themes are found in Nicolas
Berdyaev’ s philosophical and religious writings. A specia indebtedness
must be expressed to my teacher and sometime colleague, Charles
Hartshorne, whose interpretation of Whitehead' s philosophy and whose
constructive metaphysical reflection has been one of the authentically
creative movements of religious and philosophical thought in our
century. It istime process theol ogians turned to the analysis of
particular Christian doctrinesin the light of the new metaphysical
outlook. This book hopefully is one small contribution to that end as it
seeks to interpret the doctrine of love on the basis of the conviction that
the eternal God isinvolved in the world's becoming, and that hislove
takes new formsin history.

In these days of complex academic pressures even a modest book
becomes a project depending upon the support and co-operation of
many institutions and persons. This book had its origin in lectures at the
General Council of the Congregational Christian Churchesin
Claremont, California, in 1952 and the Nathaniel W. Taylor lectures at
the Yale Divinity School in 1953. Some Christological themes were
first worked out in the Oren E. Scott lecturesin Christian Theological
Seminary in Indianapolis. None of these lectures appears herein its
original form but | am grateful for the opportunity to work out the ideas
which the lectureships provided.

Time to write was made possible by the Faculty Fellowship of the
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American Association of Theological Schools, and by sabbatical leave
and research aid from Union Theological Seminary in New Y ork City
where | am privileged to teach.

| remember with gratitude and affection students in Seminars on the
doctrine of love over a period of twenty-five years. The completion of
the manuscript was made possible by the critical work of Marvin Shaw,
and expert and painstaking editorial criticism by Mrs. Margot
Biersdorff. My wife, Eulalia, prepared the entire manuscript. More than
this, her patience and understanding has been for me a demonstration of
love deeper than any words can express.

‘Brotherly love’ has a broad meaning and a more special sense. | have
dedicated the book to my brothers and to one who has become a brother
to us.

D.D.W.
May 1967.
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Chapter 1. Lovein Our History

That loveisamystery all lovers know, al human lovers and all who
know the love of God. To discuss the mystery is not to dispel its
wonder, but to try to distinguish reality from illusion and truth from
sentimentality. Lovein all itsforms thrives on critical judgment and is
starved by evasion. Since all understanding is partial there will always
be more to say, and more books on love. The symposium goes on. Since
the discussion is so complex this first chapter will be a prospect of the
ground to be covered and an outline of the principal ideasto be
encountered.

This book has three main contentions. The first is that to understand
love in Western culture we have to know its roots in the tradition of
Israel and Christianity. The biblical faith has given shape to our culture.
Therefore our essay istheological in intention and perspective. We are
Inquiring after the meaning of the love of God and the loves of men as
these have been seen within the faith of the Christian community. Every
view of lovein our tradition has been shaped by this tradition. This does
not mean that we all agree on what love is. One of the dominant marks
of present-day discussion isthe revolt against traditional conceptions of
all the human loves. There are those who with Sartre believe that man
cannot really love in spite of his craving to belong with othersin a
society. There are also the humanists who believe that man can love but
needs no God to fulfil hislove. It is notable that the ‘ Death of God’
theol ogians have clung to the tradition of love of neighbour, holding
that the second commandment is the rule of life even though thereis no
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meaning for the first, the love of God. This humanism is often
expressed in psychological terms as by Erich Fromm and Herbert
Marcuse. Freedom to learn the art of loving is man’s high destiny. A
completely eroticized civilization is possible. Work and play, life and
death, are transformed by human love and the meaning of lifeis
fulfilled.1

Hereisacritical issue for our culture and for Christian faith: isthere a
love other than man’s and if so, what difference does it make? In this
book therefore we move again over some familiar ground. How does
the Bible understand the love of God and the human loves?

Before we go further we must look at one of the perplexitiesin all
discussions of love, the problem of language. English has one word for
love. Greek has at |east four. In the vocabulary of love we can
distinguish between epithemia, desire, often with the connotation of
impurity or lust; eros, which islove of the beautiful, the true, and the
good, the aspiration for fulfilment of the soul’ s yearning; philia,
brotherly love, which can mean either the comradely and affectionate
love of brother and friends, or the ethical love of neighbour; and agape,
which in Greek can be used for most of the loves, but in the New
Testament is the redeeming love of God shown in his action of

forgiveness and redemption in Jesus Christ.2

Even if we use these terms with the strictest definitions we still find that
the mystery of love creates its own difficulties, for the truth is that since
the loves are not wholly separate the meanings shade into one another.
Islove for the brother absolutely other than love for God? The Bible
links them closely together. The ecstatic and loyal union in the love of
man and woman suggests the bond of God with his people, and the Old
Testament often uses this analogy for the love of God for Israel. Isthe
agape of the New Testament, the love of God for sinners, utterly
different from eros, man’slove of the good and the beautiful as Anders
Nygren's great book, Agape and Eros, holds? Or is Paul Tillich right
that: ‘ If eros and agape cannot be united, agape toward God is
impossible.3 Evidently our language problem is more than a question of
dictionary definitions. It is the problem of love itself. We need not
belittle the difficulties here but we can be thankful that love never
allows itself to be precisely catalogued in alinguistic scheme.

L anguage, however, is our means of communication and we should be
as clear aswe can. | have adopted a simple device which may contribute
some clarity in usage. Whenever the context requires especial precision
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| distinguish between the * human loves' meaning man’s love for man,
other creatures, the world, beauty, al the things which call forth our
natural capacitiesfor love, and ‘the love of God’, meaning the gracious
love which God gives to man and which takes on the special character
of forgiveness and reconciliation. | use the word agape for God’s love
which the Bible sees taking form in God' s election of Israel, and which
isfinally manifest in the story of Jesus.

This |eaves ambiguities to be sure. What shall we say about man’slove
of God? Surely thisis one of the human loves. We accept the intention
of St. Thomas's doctrine that man naturally loves God. Man’s love of
God belongs to the human loves which express essential humanity.
When we speak of the human loves we mean those which belong to our
humanity, and distinguish these from God' s love as agape, that isthe
new love which God puts into the world through his dealing with man’s
sin and unlove. Man’s love of God can be renewed and transformed by
agape.

We have to use as best we can the tool of an incomplete language. The
question of the relation of God' s love, the agape of the New Testament,
to the human lovesis the central theme of our inquiry. Before we
explore our fundamental question more precisely let us state our second
main contention.

The guiding conception which informs our understanding of all loveis
that loveis spirit taking form in history. Love is an expression of spirit.
It is spirit seeking the enjoyment of freedom in communion with the
other. Spirit is the best word we have to indicate the concrete personal
expression of living creative beings. God is spirit. Man, created in

God’ simage, has spiritual existence, not as something added to his
bodily substance, but as the expression of that concrete body-mind unity
which heis as a person. The freedom of spirit is the freedom of God as
the ultimate form-giving and life-giving reality. The freedom of manis
also the freedom of spirit, but within the conditions of finite existence.

Here a complication appears, for while God' s spirit always remains one
in the integrity of Holy Love, man’s spirit is subject to the distortions,
estrangement and perversity of his finite freedom. Thus we use the term
spirit for many kinds of human expression. We speak of a mean spirit, a
prideful spirit, an artistic spirit, a courageous spirit, a perverse spirit.
Man'’s spirit can express love or the opposite of love.
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Loveisthat expression of spirit which has communion in freedom asits
goal. The word goal here covers innumerable forms. The Spirit of God
at work in the world creates a multitude of formsfor its expression. It
creates realms of conflict and of reconciliation. So also the human spirit
lives within many forms. The presence of love in the spirit’s work may
be difficult to locate. Thereis a classic theological doctrine that every
human act has love at work within it, even though it be a misguided or
perverse love. This may be so. We may hold the view that man is his
loves, or we may regard this as too ssimple. In any case we need to
identify within the working of the human spirit that intention which
leads toward the fulfilment of freedom in communion. Where that
intention is present in any form we will speak of the presence of love.4
In the divine life, that intention is always present, for God is spirit.
Since hisbeing isloveitself heis aways the Holy Spirit, the spirit of
ungualified love.

While therefore the forms of love are in one sense innumerable there are
certain archetypal forms which love takesin history which can be
distinguished and analysed. They are the forms in which the human
loves create communities and which embody man’s response to the
creative spirit of God.

When we search for the unity of love amidst those forms we discover
that love has a history. The spirit is not a static ideal but a creative
power which participatesin thelifeit informs. Here isthe key to
everything we shall be saying in the discussion of love. We understand
love when we see that it creates its own history. It changes form and
brings new forms into being. Thisis true of the human loves and of
God'slove, and al the loves are interwoven in history.

There should be nothing strange in this doctrine that love has a history.
Test it in the familiar experiences of life. Consider aworkman’s love
for histools. Thislove can only be known in the experience of long
usage, the community of skill, the touch of familiarity, the pride of
workmanship, the remembered accomplishments, the satisfaction in
what the tools do. We learn to love. That istrue of us asindividuals, and
it istrue of the human adventure. In the learning we know love in many
forms. We crave indeed the vision of love as one. Love drives toward
unity, but we cannot grasp its unity by force. We have to explore its
depth and mystery in the variety of modes encountered in experience.

We know that forms may hide the spirit and obstruct it. Nicolai
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Berdyaev felt profoundly the break between the personal reality of love
in human life and the demands of finite historical existence. He saw
form as the tragedy of spirit.> We need not take this as a universal
principle, but we can recognize its element of validity. All human loves
are marked by the estrangement and perversity which invades human
existence. That iswhy we continually seek the meaning of love within
our present experience but also in the intention and hope which lives
hidden in the human spirit. If we take an historical view of love' s work
in the world we know that work is manifested in the brokenness of
existence. Thisleads usto consider three implications of our thesis that
love has a history.

Three requirements follow from the doctrine that love has a history. The
first isthat we retrace the biblical outlook to seeit as a history of the
love of God moving amidst the human loves. This gives us a sway of
interpreting the biblical faith which has been too much neglected. The
love of God and the response of man create a new history in which the
forms of love's expression cannot be identified with only one pattern or
motif. God reveals his love by reconstructing the relationship between
himself and man and between man and man. He opens up new forms of
community. God in his creativity and freedom reforms the modes of
love' s expression.

This interpretation owes much to the modern achievement of the
historical interpretation of the Bible which is one of the outstanding
results of historical scholarship. We are applying the radically historical
view of the Bible and its faith to the understanding of love. The forms
of love known in the Bible are derived from those events in which men
come to knowledge of the meaning of life through what happensin
history. The discovery of the love of God is the discovery of his creative
power and redemptive action in historical experience.

Thus interpreted the Bible shows God'’ s love asinvolving his
participation in the history of his creatures. Love is known through the
divine action and the divine suffering. Mercy, forgiveness, and
reconciliation are not simply formal ideas of what love ideally is. They
are the rendering in human terms of what the love of God isdoingin
human life. This analysis of the biblical doctrine of love and of the
Christian claim that we know love decisively through the history which
has Jesus of Nazareth at its centre, is dependent upon the view that time,
freedom, and historical existence are the central realities of our self-
understanding.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1969 (5 of 16) [2/4/03 8:33:20 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

The Bible speaks of the love of God and of all the human loves and
their involvements: sex, comradeship, love of neighbour, love of self,
love of mammon, love of enemies. The Bible affirms the goodness of
man'’s created life. Man bears the image of God in hisresponsible
existence. Every human love shapes man’s life before God. The Bible
never leaves the human loves independent of their originin God and
their service to him. Hence the great ethical question is how the human
loves serve God. It is aquestion of the true ordering of life in the light
of the Kingdom of God. Nothing which belongs to man’s need and
vitality as man isrejected or disparaged. ‘ Our heavenly Father knoweth
that you have need of these things,” Jesus says concerning the goods of
this world. Here then the meaning of God’'s love in relation to human
vitalities becomes a central issue for Christian theology. We have to
review carefully the biblical faith about human needs for much in the
contemporary search for a new Christian style of life and much of the
estrangement between Christian faith and secular man lies just here. As
we retrace the development of the biblical view of love we are in search
of apoint of view from which the concrete relationship of God’slove
and the human loves can be understood.

Our second obligation is to say how we see the history of lovein the
Christian tradition. There have been many theologies of love and many
doctrines. A full history of the doctrine of loveis still to be written,
although there have been notable contributions to it. Anders Nygren's
Agape and Eros and Denis De Rougemont’s Love in the Western World
are indispensable to an historical understanding. Along with them
should be put C. S. Lewis's The Allegory of Love in the Middle Ages.
We are much indebted to these works.

A full historical study of love in the Christian tradition would be alife
task in itself. | adopt the alternative of offering atypology of the major
formsin which love has been viewed in the tradition. My typology
differs from Nygren's and De Rougemont’ s at some decisive points. |
see three main types: the first is the Augustinian which is a synthesis of
the New Testament faith with the neoplatonic vision of God and the
world. Thistypeisthe root of all Western philosophical theologies, and
of all doctrines of love which seek to bring agape and the human loves
into an ordered structure in which the being of God isreflected in al the
loves while his redemptive love transforms the whole.

The second type is the Franciscan. It isthe free, radical expression of

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1969 (6 of 16) [2/4/03 8:33:20 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

lovein asacrificial way of life. It isthe nearest love comes to finding
expression as pure spirit, breaking through the normal forms of life and
society, and enacting the soul’ s joyful self-giving in the world.

The third type isthe evangelical. It is clear that something radical
happened in the Protestant reformation to the understanding of the
freedom of the Gospel and the Christian style of life. What did happen
Isacomplex story. We can approach it through the new way in which
the love of God and the loves of men come to be understood within the
affirmation of salvation by grace alone. Luther and Calvin united their
radical doctrine of sin and of love as grace with a new freedom for the
service of God in the secular order. Hence all the human loves and
activities: marriage, production, politics — take on a new sense of
vocation as they are held within the restraints of God's law and the
ultimate reliance on God' s love as forgiveness.

So far we can go in distinguishing the main doctrines in the history. But
obviously these are insufficient, for when we come to the modern
period and begin to look for examples of these types we make a
discovery. All the types remain, but they undergo a transformation. Put
briefly, what we trace in the chapter on the types of love is the way that
the existentialist view of life has entered each of the classic typesto
transform it. Augustinians have come to terms with freedom, diversity
and secularity in the world. Here the book which has meant the most to
the present writer is Father M. C. D’ Arcy’s The Mind and Heart of
Love. | interpret D’ Arcy as a contemporary Augustinian seeking to
incorporate an existentialist doctrine of man. He seeks the relation of
the Christian agape to the two root loves in man, the love which seeks
to grasp and master, and the love which givesitself away. With the
spirit of D’ Arcy’sargument | am in fullest sympathy. The structure of
my doctrine is different from his because | do not separate the mastering
and the self-giving dimensions of love in quite the way he does. But |
should be glad to think that my view is akin to Father D’ Arcy’sin its
spirit and intent, and my indebtedness to him cannot be adequately
expressed.

The Franciscan type reappears again and again in the history of the
Church and beyond the Church. It thrusts its way into the complexity
and tragedy of every culture with a spontaneous goodness and a
renewing spirit. In our day it has reappeared in many great lives. The
one | select for interpretation is Albert Schweltzer. Thisis not only
because of Schweitzer’s ethical stature but also because in his
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philosophical reflections he shows the perplexity of the Franciscan way
as he attempts to meet some of its ultimate dilemmas in facing human
necessities.

The evangelical way has given rise to the broad stream of the modern
protestant ethic in al its forms — conservative, liberal and radical,
idealistic and pragmatic, individualistic and collectivistic. Reinhold
Niebuhr’s ethical thought with its profound analysis of love in relation
to political justice, and itsinsight into pride and idolatry, shows how the
evangelical view of love undergoes the existentialist transformation in
the contemporary scene.

Our typology leaves some blurred edges and unanswered questions as
every honest typology should, for the ‘ideal types do not exactly fit the
reality, and history outruns every classification. Y et the discovery of
thisinner transformation of the historic types helpsto confirm our thesis
about the development of the forms of love.

The third obligation which the interpretation of the history of love lays
upon usisto interpret what happened to the concept of love in the first
centuries when the Christian Gospel met the mind of the hellenistic
world. The Church Fathers worked out the synthesis of biblical faith
and Greek metaphysics which has been the foundation of most Christian
theology to the present day. Whatever view we take of that synthesis
there is no question that it made a difference in the way God' s love and
the human loves were understood.

We are led straight to St. Augustine’' s doctrine of love, for it was he
who worked out a theologica way of speaking of God as being itself.
He united the absolute of neo-platonic metaphysics with the Creator-
Redeemer of the New Testament who seeks and saves lost men with
mercy and forgiveness. God infuses his spirit into the human soul to
draw it back toward its true home. For Augustine all the human loves
reflect the love of God. It is constitutive of all being. Love flowsinto all
things from God who is being itself. Y et the human loves are distorted
and frustrated except as they are redeemed by the love exhibited in
Christ. Thisis Augusting’ s great synthesis of the classical doctrines.
What we do with it will be decisive for our view of love.

It is here that Anders Nygren's Agape and Eros helps define our
problem for Nygren sees the Augustinian doctrine, which he calls the
‘caritas synthesis', as a distortion of the agape of the Gospel. Nygren is
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a profound critic of St. Augustine. He shows clearly how the motif of an
eros love which seeks its own fulfilment entersinto Augustine’'s
description of the pilgrimage of the soul toward God. Nygren believesit
isonly in the Reformers, and especially Luther, that the New Testament
theme of love as God' s freely outpoured mercy for the unworthy is set
free again. For Nygren the agape of the Gospel is the spontaneous
unmotivated grace of God and it is contrasted with all eros love, which
seeks its own fulfilment in goodness, truth, and beauty.

Whether Nygren has described fully and accurately the biblical account
of love may be questioned. Many critical discussions have been given
and | have offered one such criticism.6 In relation to the Augustinian
synthesis we must concentrate on one point. Nygren rightly sees that
something happens to the conception of God as freely giving his grace
to man when thisis joined with the metaphysical doctrine of God as
absolute being. But Nygren fails, it seems to me, to give sufficient
attention to the central point, which isthat not only did St. Augustine
work out arational doctrine of God's being but also he accepted the
Greek presuppositions about God' s absolute and timeless being in
doing so. Nygren thinks the difficulty liesin trying to achieve any
rational synthesis between agape and the human eros, but | hold that the
difficulty liesin the particular metaphysical outlook which St.
Augustine took over from the neo-platonists. Agape and eros are not
necessarily opposed.

This point is central to our discussion. What would it mean to relate the
Christian doctrine of God to a metaphysical outlook in which God's
being is conceived in dynamic temporal terms? Suppose God is joined
with hisworld in the adventure of areal history where both God and the
creatures have freedom to act and to respond, God supremely, and the
creatures within the limitations of their creaturely status?

It is such areconstruction of a metaphysical theology which is offered
here. After adetailed criticism of St. Augustin€e’ s doctrine we go on to
show what this metaphysical reconstruction means for the
understanding of all the loves. The meaning of love is understood in a
doctrine of God' s being and the nature of the world which can be called
‘process metaphysics'.

The background and meaning of ‘ process metaphysics', whose primary
modern source is Alfred North Whitehead, is sketched briefly in
Chapter V. It is necessary to say something here about the place of
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metaphysical analysisin the discussion of love because the very
possibility of metaphysical knowledge is a matter of considerable
debate at the present time. Why not just describe lovein its biblical
roots and human expressions? Why this concern with ‘being’ ?

Our answer can be put quite ssmply — it is beings who love. If we do
not develop our notion of what it means to be we leave the meaning of
love more obscure than it needs to be. We must keep clear the nature
and limits of our metaphysics, that is, our ideas about what it means to
be. | mean by metaphysics the search for a coherent scheme of those
general ideas which are necessary for the description of every aspect of
experience. Familiar terms appear: time and space, structure and
process, form and matter, freedom and law, individuality and
community, body and spirit. The precise statement of our scheme of
‘categories and the analysis of how they go together in the make-up of
the world is metaphysical inquiry. It is my view that all serious thought
has an implicit metaphysical dimension. The question is whether or not
we are going to get our categories into the open and criticize them.

Metaphysics then is not a search for being beyond all existence and
experience. it is not a speculation about remote causes. It isas
Whitehead has said, ‘a description of the generalities which apply to all
the details of practise’.” This statement, | hope, takes away from the
term ‘metaphysics some of the fog of esoteric suggestion which often
surrounds it. The inquiry is difficult enough, and it does lead usinto the
ultimate mysteries. But what we are doing is to inquire about what it
means to grow, to love, to create, to remember, to become, to hope, to
die, and in short, to be.

We shall not attempt here to establish the case for metaphysics against
the critical attack which has been directed against it. Our possible
contribution to that philosophical discussion would be to show the
consequences of metaphysical analysis for the understanding of love. In
this way we can demonstrate that metaphysical analysis hasits
relevance to a crucial area of human experience. There isthis further
point, one suspects much of the contemporary criticism of metaphysics
ought to be directed, not at the inquiry into being, but against aspects of
our inheritance from the Greek way of conceiving that inquiry. Much
contemporary thought is trying to get rid of ‘ metaphysics', meaning by
that trying to get rid of timeless, static, being. It is especially common in
contemporary theology to find metaphysics identified with such a
doctrine. But why not get rid of ‘timeless metaphysics' by exploring a
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temporalistic doctrine of being? Thisiswhat process philosophy
proposes to do. We explore itsradical consequences for the doctrine of
love. Contemporary thought isin process of making some discoveries
here about love which are hopeful and exciting. We discover that love
presupposes beings who can both give and receive in relation to one
another, and that therefore God must have ways of receiving and
responding to what happens in the world. We discover that suffering in
its ontological sense of ‘being acted upon’ isarequirement of al love,
and thus a new way is opened to reflection on the suffering of God. We
discover that love implies communication so that the language of loveis
a constituent of loveitself, and this opens the way to a reconception of
the human loves and of sexuality.

A metaphysical system is an instrument of vision, not adogmatic
statement of final truth. We elaborate our temporalistic doctrine of
being knowing that it is an abstraction from the full concreteness of
experience. God is ‘ more than we can think’ .8 We regject the very
respectable classic view of God which makeslove al but unintelligible.
If love has a history, then the categories through which we understand
the structure of love have their history. Process philosophy wants to
show that our categories must reflect the creative becoming which is
exhibited in the world. God as the ground and source of the world’ s life
really participatesin that life and history.

Our metaphysical analysisis not a detour around theology. It isan
Indispensable element in theological analysis; but metaphysicsis not the
interpretation of the faith of the Christian community. That is the work
of theology which interprets the faith which appears in the history
which produced the Hebrew Bible and the Christian New Testament. In
the Christian faith love is disclosed as the centre and spirit of that
history. To say what love isin the Christian way means to say what we
believe about God and man as known in Jesus Christ. Loveis not an
idea which we add to our beliefs about God and his self-revelation.
Loveiswhat God's spirit isin hisaction in history, as he deals with
human loves and lovel essness, and opens the way to a new community
of life whose spirit isinformed by love.

If we fulfil our three obligations, to interpret the biblical witness, to
analyse the historical development of Christian doctrine, and to show
the relation of the new metaphysics to the classical synthesis, we are
ready for the theological task of trying to see the meaning of the way of
God with man as the disclosure of what loveis and what it doesin

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1969 (11 of 16) [2/4/03 8:33:20 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

history. This discussion leads us to the themes of God and man, the
Incarnation, and the Atonement. We restate theological doctrine from
the standpoint of our interpretation of the meaning of love.

Our theological perspective stands in a close relation to the movement
of modern theology which was initiated by Karl Barth and Emil
Brunner, and which has had a broad influence upon all contemporary
theological thought. What Karl Barth has shown is that Christian
thought moves from within the action of God in Christ outward toward
the understanding of life. In Christian thought we do not first get an idea
of love which isthen illustrated by the history of Jesus. We come to the
Christian understanding of love through the history of Jesus. This
insistence of Barth's on the centrality of Christology, an insistence
which continues the insight of Schleiermacher, is of especial importance
in relation to our thesis that love has a history. Christian faith seesin the
story of Jesus the spirit of God reshaping human existence and opening
the way to new forms of understanding of what that existenceis. We
understand Christianity in the light of our conception of love; but we
derive that new conception from the history which has Jesus Christ as
its centre. | accept this situation fully, and what is offered hereisa
theological reflection on the meaning of the Incarnation and the
Atonement. What | shall argue against Karl Barth is that we should not
eliminate metaphysics from theology, but that traditional doctrines of
the Incarnation and Atonement have failed precisely because they have
never fully incorporated the historical, temporalistic aspect of the
Christian revelation. The new metaphysics of social relationship can
help to set free the theological insight which the Bible sustains. If this
seems alarge claim, it is offered in no spirit of Hegelian imperiousness,
but as a proposal for critical discussion. Where the meaning of love, and
therefore of human lifeis at stake, we need aradical attack on the
fundamental problems.

This point of view is relevant to the recent ‘ Death of God’ theologies.®
It is possible that the new humanism and the declaration of the absence
of God reflects a deep dissatisfaction with the traditional conceptions of
God. None of the prominent ‘ Death of God' theologians seemsto have
considered atemporalistic doctrine of God as a possible alternative to
traditional doctrine. The theological position of process thought does
offer such an aternative. It preserves the freedom, creativity, and
concern with the secular realms which the ‘ Death of God’ theol ogians
rightly hold. It is noteworthy that the * Death of God’ theol ogians want
to hold to the Christian community with Jesus asits centre as the
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context of ultimate loyalty. They see more clearly than the liberal
humanists that human devotion is shaped in communities of faith and
life. Our doctrine of love asserts that all the freedom, creativity and risk
which the new humanism asks for really obtainsin God' s life with man.
When the history of Jesusis set free from the traditional kind of
metaphysics, theology can recognize man’slife with God and his
neighbour in the authentic forms of freedom.

Theological interpretations have their ultimate validation in their power
to illustrate human experience. A doctrine of love cannot be proved as a
theorem, it must show that it can give intelligibility to the human loves.
Therefore the final part of our book is concerned with the relation of
Christian faith to four areas of human living:

the nature of self-sacrifice; sexuality and love; social justice; and the
intellectual life. Here are four realms of ethical decision, creative
experience, and moral perplexity. The Christian Gospel declares that the
love of God judges, fulfils and redeems these human realms from their
futilities, confusion and despair. We require a point of view from which
we can see how divine love and the human loves move against, toward
and through one another. Thisis the most difficult part of our task, and
it brings us into the concrete struggles of life today.

Among the many issues we follow one clue to the relation of the divine
and the human loves. Thisisthat all the loves work within the history of
the self’ s becoming. No love, whether it be the ethical love of
neighbour, or the love in the sexual life, or the love of God for man, isa
‘thing’, astatic pattern or form. It isa spirit at work in life and taking
form in the process of becoming. Therefore we have to understand love
as history, and we are concerned with its origins, development and
fruition.

In this point of view some new perspectives emerge. Thereisthe
question of the multiplicity of human loves and whether they are in any
sense one. From one point of view the human loves are many and
diverse; but from the dynamic point of view they may grow together
and inform one another. When we look at them in process we ask how
they inform, obstruct, and fulfil each other. There is the theological
question of the relation of the agape of the Gospel to the human love of
neighbour and all the forms of human eros. Looked at from one point of
view these are utterly different loves. The human loves may be present
without any reference whatever to the love of God. Thisiswhat
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humanists keep saying. Theologians agree that divine love breaksin
upon the human loves with aradically new judgment and demand.

But when we look at agape and erosin the self’s becoming we see that
the important question is how and where the human loves discover that
they cannot fulfil themselves, and how they are transformed by agape
so that they remain human and yet are fulfilled from beyond
themselves.

It isat this point, | believe, that the traditional Christian doctrine of love
Isin the deepest trouble with sensitive and critical minds in modern
culture. The humanists suspect, and rightly, that the Christian view of
love has become repressive, negates the full valuation of sexuality,
sentimentalizes charity and neglects justice. | accept these criticisms;
but | do not believe the way out is through the kind of humanism
proposed by such thinkers as Erich Fromm, or the completely eroticized
civilization envisioned by Herbert Marcuse, or through man’s assertion
of his autonomy without God as in the ‘Death of God’ theologies. The
answer liesin an examination of where the traditional Christian doctrine
has failed to grasp the rea life of the human lovesin their creativity and
their power, and in their tendency to reach their own limits. We shall try
to discover the point at which agape becomes the one viable answer to
the blocking of the human eros.

Our doctrine of love then looks toward a Christian humanism which
accepts the worth and creative power of all the human loves in both
sacred and secular contexts. The self-destructive restlessnessin modern
culture will not be cured by the Nietzschean Superman. It will be healed
when man discovers that hislovesin sex, family, nation, work and art
participate in the working of areality which lendsfinal significanceto
his broken efforts and which in forgiveness and mercy can restore his
shattered spirit.

Arguments about love are often unseemly, yet love needs the purging
and redirection which critical analysis can give. The present essay is
aimed at getting our bearings about love in aworld where the voices are
strident and the noise of conflict shattering. The problems of war and
survival are so pressing that it requires an act of inner redirection to
give attention to the life of the spirit. But such an inner re-orientation is
necessary if we are to speak about the truths which ultimately matter.
Every writer is grateful for the qualities of patience and charity on the
part of the reader. We finally depend upon the miracle of personal

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1969 (14 of 16) [2/4/03 8:33:20 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love
communication. Only love can do the work of reflection about love.

It isdifficult to speak about this deeper level of communication, and
often it is better to remain silent about it. It may help the reader,
however, to sense the general direction of what is here written if |
indicate one aspect of what has happened in my reflections about love
through several years. | have come to believe that thereis a kind of
double vision necessary in the effort to see love clearly. On one hand
we see it as the consummation of life. The goal of love is communion.
The experiences of love are experiences of joyful ecstasy, delightful
companionship and reconciliation. The power of loveis the security
which it givesin our relations to one another, a security which in the
New Testament is marvelloudly affirmed by Paul’ s word, ‘ nothing can
separate us from the love of God'. Without this consummatory
experience we would not be able to speak about love at all. It isthe
reality to which we cling in a broken, confused and threatening
existence. It istheroot of life, and its binding power.

But if welook only at love’s consummation we do not see it whole.

L ove has another mode, of faithful, courageous waiting for a
consummation not yet realized. Love lives not only from the ecstasy of
fulfilment, but from aloyalty not yet fulfilled. Love realizes itself, not
only in the enjoyment of completion but in the suffering of the Not-yet.

Our cultureis grasping for immediate possession. We need to learn that
God waits and bears with hisworld. In no previous culture have the
forms of love been so unresolved, so difficult to exhibit with clarity and
precision. Therefore that form of love which is sustained loyalty to a
humanity yet-to-be is most important for us. It is the love which Josiah
Royce described in his philosophy of loyalty, alove which remains
faithful to the on-going community of interpretation in spite of its
brokenness. It is the love which sustains those who bear the heavy
burdens of political decisionswith al their ambiguity. It isthe love
which refuses to give up faith in reconciliation in spite of the abysses of
prejudice and hatred which divide men. It is the mode of love which
does not look for salvation through overriding power, but which allows
itself to be ‘edged out of the world’ on a cross, as Dietrich Bonhoeffer
saw.

Our search for the forms of love begins now with alook at the Bible
with its witness that God has disclosed who he is and what loveis
through what he has done in history.
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Chapter 2. Lovein the Biblical
Tradition: TheHebrew Faith

The biblical faith has given rise to more than one understanding of
God' s love and its relationship to our human loves. The meaning of
love in the scripture is nothing other than the meaning of the history of
God'’ s dealing with man. It is the mystery of the divine being. In the
Bible the relation of God’ s love to human loves is made explicit only in
part and is never given a systematic statement. All interpretations of the
biblical faith, therefore, are attempts to grasp the meaning of alove
which isinexhaustible. It is not the case then that we have one
normative concept in the scripture for which everything in later
Christian thought represents either a variation or a misunderstanding.
We shall see that there have been at |east three major interpretations of
the love of God in the history of Christian thought. Each hasits
integrity, its specific human expressions, and its grounding in the
scriptural witness to God' s actions which disclose hislove. In alater
chapter we shall be describing these three types. But our first task isto
look at the biblical sources and at the result of the meeting of
Christianity with Greek religion and philosophy in order to understand
the formative conceptions of love we have inherited.

The encounter of Christian faith with classical cultureisthe crux of the
development of the main structure of Christian theology. The attitude
we take toward that encounter will depend both upon our view of the
biblical faith and our understanding of the Greek metaphysical outlook.
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In the New Testament the Christian message found expression in
language and thought forms taken in part from the Hellenistic world.
The Fourth Gospel uses the Logos concept to speak of God and of
Christ. Whatever the writer intended by it, that word would be heard by
a Greek as involving the philosopher’ s conception of the intelligible
structure of the world. The apostle Paul used religious symbols familiar
in the world of Greek religion. This continued in the theology of the
Church Fathers as they sought to appropriate for Christian faith the
ways of speaking about God they found in Greek philosophy. Thus the
main structure of Christian theology as it became formulated in the
creeds of the Church reflects this process in which the biblical faith in
God became fused with the neo-platonic doctrine of God as absolute
being. We are today still trying to assess what really happened in the
first centuries of Christian thought. It isacomplex history, but broadly

speaking two main attitudes are taken toward it.1

One position is that the main lines of Christian doctrine were laid down
in the ecumenical creeds and the patristic theologies. They are the
established foundation of all Christian thought. The other view,
increasingly emphasized, as theology has become critical of the
tradition, isthat the fusing of Christian faith with Greek metaphysics
was, if not a disaster, awrong turn from which theology has yet to
recover. There must be either a purging of Christian theology of all
metaphysics, or we need a new metaphysical vision which embodies the
conception of God as living, creative and responsive to his world.

The view we take will have important consequences for the
understanding of love. For the classical tradition St. Augustineisthe
supreme doctor of love. It was he who worked out the synthesis of the
platonic doctrine of being with the redemptive action of God in Christ.
He brought ethics, metaphysics, and theology into a dynamic unity, and
showed how the Christian understanding of God both compl etes and
transcends the Greek doctrines. Christian faith satisfies the Greek
craving for intelligibility and the mystical craving for communion with
the divine. The critics of St. Augustine hold that the distinctive love of
the Gospel is obscured in his theology. Bishop Nygren has stated the
case in his Agape and Eros. According to Nygren, Augustine knows the
distinctive theme of agape as disclosed in Christ, but corrupts it by
synthesizing it with the Greek Eros. It was necessary for the reformers,
especialy Luther, to recover the biblical understanding. They had to
find an alternative to metaphysical structure to relate the agape of God

to the human loves and their requirements.2
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| shall try to show that the wise move for theology today is not to try to
prove one of these views right and the other wrong, but to ask whether
we can get aclearer perspective on the historical development of the
doctrine of love. We can be helped in such atask if we adopt the
presupposition that the understanding of the meaning of lovein the
Christian faith has a history. Love is spirit and the spirit shapes the
formsinwhich it is conceived. It can plough up old forms and create
new ones. We shall ook at the biblical tradition and what happened to it
in the first centuries as a disclosure of new facets of the meaning of love
in concrete historical development. We may then be in a position to
reconceive the meaning of love in the light of this development.

The view taken in this book is that the biblical withess to the meaning
of the love of God must be reassessed in our time as it has been in other
times. Christian theology has too often tried to grasp the meaning of
love through one set of concepts, taken to be the only valid ones,
whereas it may be that the truth liesin the history of developing
concepts. The spirit takes form in history, and because love is spirit its
capacity to take avariety of forms should be the first consideration in
our attempt to understand it. We certainly know that human loves have
a development, and have taken many formsin their self-expression. |
propose that thisis true of the divine love. We cannot grasp God’'s love
under asingle form. History exhibits the creativity of God's freedom
and of man’s freedom. If it isthe very nature of love to seek expression
in relation to the need of the other, then the unity of love must be found
in the spirit’sintention, not in any one form of its expression. Because
this aspect of our knowledge of God has not been given its due place,
the significance of love in relation to creativity, to suffering, to
forgiveness, and to fulfillment in communion has been obscured.

To justify such an understanding we must first re-examine the main
themes of lovein the Bible.

(1) GOD AND ISRAEL: THE COVENANT AND ITSHISTORY

The Hebrew people knew the love of God as the constitutive character
of hisrelation to his people, his faithfulness to them in the midst of their
wandering and suffering. While the Hebrew scripture uses various
words for love, aswe do in English, for attraction or desire or caring for
any object or person, the central meaning of God’'s love isthat he has
chosen to make this one people his own, and this choice is an act of his
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love. Once the covenant is established, God' s care for and faithfulness
to his erring people is his chesed, his loving-kindness (A.V.), his
steadfast love (R.S.V.), or his mercy, as the Septuagint translates chesed
into the Greek eleos.3

The terms ‘election-love’ and ‘ covenant-love' are used by Norman
Snaith to distinguish the two aspects of God's relationship to Isradl.
Snaith finds the first expressed in the verb ‘ahebh, and the second in
chesed. It is *ahebh which is used for many kinds of love, love for
things, and for other persons, and it can be used for man’s love of God
aswell as God' s love of man. Chesed in contrast alwaysimpliesa
covenant. It can be used for the faithfulness which is required between
man and man as in the making of the blood-brotherhood between David
and Jonathan (I Samuel 20: 14-16). They pledge to each other the
chesed of Jehovah, and David is not to withhold his chesed from
Jonathan’s house for ever.4

Before analysing the special aspects of the meaning of God' slove with
the help of this distinction, we see aready that we have the fundamental
example of the way in which for the Hebrews the love of God is
disclosed through his actions. What love does, its concrete mode of
expression, is always related to the actual history of God' s relationships
to men. Love as election is the act of choosing, of singling out and
establishing a new relationship. Love shows its obligation and its
character by the way the lover acts toward the other in the covenant.
Thus, caring for the other becomes patience with hisinfirmities, and
protection of the other may become resistance to his wrongdoing. These
themes are expressed in three aspects of the Hebraic conception of the
love of God.

First, the relationship between God and his people is described in
concrete personal terms and is expressed in the language of love
between father and son, and between husband and bride. Just here
appears one of the most remarkabl e aspects of the entire treatment of
lovein the Bible. It isthis: the metaphors and expressions of human
love between father and son and between husband and bride are
fundamental in the speech about the love of God, and yet never are the
erotic aspects and the emotional satisfactions of human love asserted to
be the key to the relationship of man and God. The Bible does not reject
the language of human emotion or even of passion for the divine love,
yet it never makes the ecstatic or emotional fullfilment of familial or
sexual experience the key to the experience of God. It isasif from the
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beginnings of the Hebraic faith human passion was aways taken up into
afully personalized relationship where feeling, emotional desire and
fullfilment were not rejected, but where their meaning was found in a
personal order which absorbed them into alarger pattern of devotion
and loyalty.

The love between God and his people is given and received on both
sides. It is commanded to be returned, as in the commandment, ‘thou
shalt love the Lord thy God’, and it has been returned in Israel’ s history.
Thisisthe view of the prophets.

Jeremiah, like other prophets, regarded the time in the wilderness as a
time of purity and loyalty in the life of Israel:

Thus saysthe Lord:

| remember the devotion of your youth
Your loveasabride,

How you followed me in the wilderness,
In aland not sown. (Jeremiah 2:2)

Here the image and metaphor of husband and bride is applied to the
relationship of God and the people, not individuals. But Jeremiah also
speaks of God's call to him and his ‘wooing’ him to become a prophet
in the concrete images of personal love. God has overpowered him:

O Lord, Thou hast seduced me,

And | am seduced,;

Thou hast raped me

And | am overcome. (Jeremiah 20:7)

Dr. Abraham Heschel helps us to enter into the concreteness of this
language.® He says, ‘ Jeremiah also knew the bliss of being engaged to
God, "the joy and delight” of being, asit were, abride'.

Thy words were found and | ate them,
Thy words became to me a joy,

The delight of my heart,

For | am called by thy name,

O Lord, God of hosts. (Jeremiah 15:16)

The question comes as to what love can do with failures and
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unfaithfulness. Isaiah puts his description of what has happened in the
history of Isragl in the form of alove song to Y ahweh's beloved:

Let me sing for my beloved

alove song concerning his vineyard:
My beloved had a vineyard

on avery fertile hill.

He digged it and cleared it of stones,
and planted it with choice vines:

He built awatchtower in the midst of it,
and hewed out awinevat in it

And he looked for it to yield grapes,

but it yielded wild grapes. (Isaiah 5:1-2)

This prophetic wrestling with the problem of Israel’s sin is concerned
with the question, what can God in hislove do with an unloving and
wandering people? The language of human faithfulness and
unfaithfulness is constantly used to describe the personal history in
which God and his people are involved. Hosea uses the metaphor of
harlotry to describe Isragl’ s defection from Y ahweh's love.

In the house of Israel | have seen ahorrible thing.
Ephraim’s harlotry isthere, Isragl is defiled. (Hosea 6:10)

It islove, chesed, faithfulness and not sacrifice which Y ahweh requires,
but Israel’sloveis like the morning cloud, like the dew that goes early
away (Hosea 6: 4). The classic eleventh chapter of Hosea penetrates to
the ultimate problem of love asit is known in the Hebraic faith. It
describes God' s tender love for his people as he took them up in his
arms and led them with the bands of love, easing their yoke. But the
yoke will be restored because they have turned away, and Assyria will
be their king. Now the crucial passage occurs in which God agonizes
within himself. “How can | give you up, O Ephraim, and how can |
hand you over, O Judah. . . My heart recoils within me, my compassion
grows warm and tender. | will not execute my fierce anger, | will not
again destroy Ephraim’ (Hosea 11: 8).

No more concrete description of an inner conflict between love for
another and the righteous indignation which judges the other could be
given than this. Does it mean that God has two sides to his being? Some
theology, notably Luther’s, has come close to asserting that thereisa
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conflict within God and love must contend with and overcome wrath.
This question of the relation of love to judgment and punishment is one
of the profoundest in all the discussion of love, and it will occupy us
many times. Here we need to consider how the matter stands in the
Hebraic faith.

It is not uncommon to find those who stand outside the Hebrew faith
characterizing the God of the Old Testament as one whose nature is
essentially that of the righteous law-giver who demands conformity to
hislaw. The possibility of mercy istherefore a problem for God.
Judgment is fundamental, mercy only a new and disturbing possibility.
But this surely is awrongheaded view of the Hebrew faith. God’s love
and mercy, his care and compassion, are the very foundation of his
covenant with Israel. Hiswrath is the reaction of the righteous God to
the unfaithfulness of his people. Much has been made of the
‘unmotivated’ character of God'slove in the election of Israel. Whether
that isthe correct word is debatable; but what is clear isthat hiswrath
and punishment are never unmotivated. They are occasioned by the
peopl€e’ s violation of their obligations to God. The language does
become vindictive and exaggerated, it istrue; but it is the exaggeration
of arighteous indignation. What calls forth God’ s wrath is the violation
of the covenant of love which he has established. That is the
fundamental connection between love and judgment.

It should also be remembered that God' s judgment falls upon those
outside the covenant, as in the prophecies of Amos, where many nations
are punished for violations of the moral requirements of human
decencies. For example, the charge against Edom is precisealy that he
‘pursued his brother with the sword, and cast off al pity, and his anger
tore perpetually and he kept hiswrath forever’ (Amos 1:11). Herein the
words of the prophet who is usually associated with the message of
divine wrath, the charge against the nations is that they have not
honoured the basic requirements of ethical brotherhood and community.
Thisisaclear case where the Hebraic faith strains against the bonds of
anarrow interpretation of election.

Love and wrath then are woven together in the divine character as
constituents of God’ s righteousness, that is the order which God wills
and which he works out in history. That righteous order includes the
divine care for the weak. The place to look for the meaning of loveisin
the history of a people who have been called into an intimate, personal
relationship with God, and who have begun to learn the meaning of
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responsibility and the consequences of irresponsibility in that
relationship.

So far, then, the love of God is known as his concern, his devoted care,
hiswillingnessto share in the life of a particular people to set them free
and to deal with them gracioudly in their desires and passions, health
and sickness, worship and pleasure, warfare and peace, life and death.6

(22 HUMAN LOVESIN THE OLD TESTAMENT

We have seen how the language of human loves in friendship, in
marriage, and in the forms of human passion has entered into the
Hebraic speech about God. The relation of God’ s love to the human
loves requires interpretation. It is not obvious, for God is God and not
man. Thereis, for example, no simple and clear relationship between

Y ahweh'’s claim to complete worship from Isragl and the Hebrew view
of marriage. Thereis no strict monogamy in Israel until very late in the
pre-Christian period, as David R. Mace has shown in his Hebrew
Marriage.” This makesit al the more remarkable that the faithfulness
of husband and bride becomes such a compelling image for the
covenant between God and his people. It isasif the theological sense of
the meaning of married love ran ahead of the social practice.

The great poem of sexual love, the Song of Songs, is a celebration of
love in profoundly emotional and ecstatic terms, but it is not areligious
poem, and makes no claim to throw light upon the relation of man’s
love and God’s love. It is now clearly agreed that any esoteric
theological significance read into the poem by allegorizing theologians
and mystics has no basis in the book itself. Itsinclusion in the canon,
whatever the original motive, shows that sexual love is accepted as
natural and good. There is no asceticism in the Hebrew mind with
respect to natural human loves. What God requiresislove to him, that is
faithfulness within the covenant, and obedience to the moral
requirements which God has established as the laws of the covenant.

These moral requirements include love to the neighbour. Thisloveis
commanded as obedience to the will of God, and is supported by the
memory of God's love for Israel. The decisive statements come,
curiously, in the book of Leviticus with its conglomeration of primitive
and sophisticated morality, its elements of vengeance and its crudities.
But it rises to this height:
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Y ou shall not hate your brother in your heart,

but you shall reason with your neighbour,

lest you bear sin because of him.

Y ou shall not take vengeance or bear any grudge
against the sins of your own people,

but you shall love your neighbour as yourself;

| am the Lord. (Leviticus 19:17-18)

Thisloveis not restricted to one' s people. ‘ The stranger who sojourns
with you shall be to you as the native among you, and you shall love
him as yourself; for you were strangersin the land of Egypt’ (Leviticus
19: 34).

We have not reached here the prophetic conception of a universal
requirement of love to men, and the question, ‘Who is my neighbour?
will still be asked at a crucial juncture in the history of the ethics of
love. But throughout the development of the Hebrew faith love asa
concerned generous spirit toward the other was understood as a
fundamental element in God'’ s requirement of faithfulnessto the
covenant.

The prophetic and priestly interpreters avoid the systematizing of a
doctrine of love. It isasif they assume the meaning of love for the
neighbour and the source of this assumption is God’ s care and
faithfulnessto his people. To love isto seek the other’ s good, to give
another the consideration and understanding one givesto one' s self. It is
avoidance of hate and destructive anger. It is personal expression of
concern. Every human love belongs to the wholeness of life which God
wills, and man’s achievement or failure isjudged in the light of the
divine righteousness. But the various forms and expressions of human
love are appropriate within specific conditions of life, its needs, its
passions, and its values and limitations. Thus the Hebraic religion never
commands particular forms of emotional experience either in worship or
in sexual love. Neither does it become ascetic. We can see beginning
here what might be called the ‘ secularizing’ of life, not in the sense of
separating the spheres of human action from the divine command, but

of asserting the unity of all life within the order which God intends for it
with no separation of ‘sacred’ from ‘secular’ experience. Perhaps here
the secret of Isragl’ s ethic lies, in the capacity to accept the natural
requirements of human existence in man’s creaturely state, and thus to
keep every part of life ordered within man’s single responsibility to the
Lord and giver of life. Certainly thisisthe direction in which the
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prophetic ethic moves. Martin Buber puts the point powerfully:

The world is not something which must be overcome. It is created
reality, but reality created to be hallowed. Everything created has a need
to be hallowed and is capable of receiving it: all created corporeadlity, all
created urges and elemental forces of the body. Hallowing enables the
body to fulfil the meaning for which it was created.8

In consequence, human love is understood in its goodness within the
intent of creation, but no human expression of love isto be deified. It is
the Hebraic insight which embodies the truth later found in Plutarch’s
aphorism, ‘ The passions are not gods and the gods are not passions.’

(3) LOVE AND THE SUFFERING OF GOD

We have now to observe that the Hebrew scripture leaves us with two
major perplexities about the love of God. The first stems from the
meaning of election and what this implies for the conception of God as
the loving father of all. The second has to do with redemption. It isthe
guestion of how the loving God can and will deal with the sins of his
people, and the meaning of God’ s suffering in redemption. We need to
formulate these questions as sharply as possible, for they underlie the
situation in which the New Testament faith speaks of the decisive
disclosure of God’s love in Jesus Christ.

The knowledge of the love of God which Israel professesis bound up
with election. ‘Y ou only have | known of all the nations of the earth.’
(Amos 3: 2a)) Theverb ‘know’ hereisthe intimate verb which is used
for sexual love. Israel knows the love of God only through the covenant.
Thisisthe clear implication of most of the Old Testament. Where, then,
doesit leave us with God’ s relation to everyman? Does God love some
and not others? This question produces an ultimate tension in the
Hebraic faith. Norman Snaith says:

Either we must accept thisidea of choice on the part of God with its
necessary accompaniment of exclusiveness, or we haveto hold to a

doctrine of the love of God other than that which is biblical .9

While thisis true to the Old Testament way of thinking with itsrootsin
the experience of Israel as the people of God, it also raises the deepest
issue in the faith of that people, and the failure to see this can leave our
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view of the biblical witness in intolerable confusion. The problem is
whether the God of Isragl isthe sameloving, caring God in his dealing
with all of his creation and with all nations? Snaith does not even raise
that question, which is curious in one seeking to expound the logic of
Israel’ sfaith. For if God isfaithful is he lessfaithful to other people
than to this one?

H. Richard Niebuhr says, ‘It does seem clear from any study of the
Hebrew Scriptures that the history of Israel is marked by an almost
continuous struggle between social henotheism and radical
monotheism.’ 10 Now radical monotheism isimpossible unless the God
to whom the people is covenanted is the one God who deserves and
requires the loyalty of all creatures. Richard Niebuhr believesthis
principle was coming to recognition in the word which God speaksin
Exodus, ‘| amthel am,” and he agrees with Gilson and al catholic
theology which has understood this text to say that, ‘ God is nothing less
than being, and being is God, namely valuer and savior’ .11 Niebuhr
quite rightly does not want to speak of this biblical statement as
metaphysical, but it is clearly out of this conviction that the One God is
the lord of all being that a doctrine of God' s being in any way congruent
with the biblical faith must come.

The implicit logic of the trust in God which Israel knows leads to God's
universal concern expressed in the doctrine of creation. Here we must
criticize the tendency in contemporary theology to discount the
significance of the doctrine of creation for Isragl. Karl Barth treats the
theme of God' s self-revelation in the creation asa‘side-line’ in the Old
Testament.12 In Barth' s view the fundamental theme is the covenant
with Isragl, and thisis later read back into a doctrine of creation.13

Gerhard von Rad supports Barth’ s view in his commentary on the
creation narrative in Genesis:

The position of the creation story at the beginning of our Bible has often
led to misunderstanding, as though the ‘doctrine’ of creation were a
central subject of Old Testament faith. That is not the case. Neither
here, nor in Deutero-lsaiah is the witness to creation given for itsown
sake. Faith in creation is neither the position nor the goal of the
declarations in Genesis, chs. 1 and 2. Rather, the position of both the

Y ahwist and the Priestly document is basically faith in salvation and
election They undergird this faith by the testimony that this 'Y ahweh
who made a covenant with Abraham and at Sinal, is aso the creator of
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the world.14

But von Rad does not ask how this assertion that God is creator does
undergird the faith in salvation, indeed is absolutely essentia to it. If

Y ahweh is not in control of the heavens and the earth, he cannot be the
saving God. If there really are other gods, the claim for absolute trust in
Y ahweh breaks down. The doctrine of creation is essential to the
relationship which Israel has with him. That surely isthe implicit logic
of the Old Testament. We should not forget that the men of the Old
Testament were human beings with the same interest and concern about
origins that men have shown in every culture. The final form of the
creation narrative is late, but it shows quite clearly its rootage in
mythological and primitive histories which gave form to the primordial
intuitions of men reflecting upon their origin. The attempt of Barth and
von Rad to relegate these elements to a position of unimportance is
strained and unconvincing. It reflects the bias of contemporary
theologies which have felt it necessary to try to show that Israel’ s faith
had nothing in common with any other ancient outlook.

|srael’ s mature faith is clear about who Yahweh is: heis the creator of
the world and every man. The story of Isragl is set within the story of
mankind, and both the care of God and the sin of man are known not
only in Israel, but also as the ground theme of the whole human venture.
The problem posed for the meaning of the love of God is, ‘If the love of
God isknown in the election of Israel, what does it mean for God's
dealing with the whole of mankind? Has God created the world in
love? Perhaps there is nothing in the Hebrew scripture which explicitly
identifies God'’ s act of creation as an act of love. Y et the creation of
man in the divine image has the implicit undertone of God’ s recognition
of the creation as good and of man as his handiwork. Universalistic
passages which suggest that God' s care for all nationsis of the same
character asthat for Israel do occur asin Amos 9: 7, Ruth, Isaiah 19: 19-
25,42:1-6, and 49:6. Thistheme is also beautifully reflected in a
Talmudic story. When the Egyptians are drowning at the Red Sea the
angels want to sing, and God rebukes them: ‘My handiwork is dying,
and you wish to sing? 15

Of course there is one answer to the question of the relation of God's
love for Isragl to the other nations which appears formally satisfying.
Through his elect people God will bless all. Whether this hope was put
in form of imperialistic domination of the nations by Israel (Isaiah 60-1)
or in more universalistic terms, it did serve to hold together the doctrine
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of election with the integrity of the divine character. In Abraham all
generations of the earth should be blessed. But when we ask how this
universal blessing isto come through Israel, we raise again the question
of the place of love in redemption. In what sense does the hope for
salvation rest upon the love of God? This question involves the complex
and fascinating development of Israel’ s hope from the days of the exile
and restoration to the time of Jesus with the rise of apocalyptic

eschatol ogies and the messianic expectation. That God will right the
world and fulfil his purpose in history is the constant theme. ‘ How?

and ‘When? are the perennial questions.

We find two contrasting tendencies in the development of Isragl’s
salvation faith. They are interwoven themes and they cannot be neatly
disentangled. By analysing them we may define the issues concerning
love which concern us as we approach the New Testament doctrine.

One tendency isto interpret the redemptive action of God primarily in
terms of the divine power. It is not a question of love, or of dealing with
the wrongdoer as one who must be won back. It is the sheer assertion of
the divine majesty in an act which restores the whole earth to its rightful
obedience to the divine order. The prophetic faith looks forward to such
an act of God, and it is not always asserted as a consequence of the
divine love, or a necessary implication of what God has done in the
past, but as the sheer fiat of the divine sovereignty in which the
righteous God will do what he will do.

This expectation of the fulfilment of God’ s righteous purpose is the
source of Israel’s messianic hope. The messianic expectation has a
complex history. The word messiah, God's ‘anointed one’, isused in
the Old Testament for kings who rule through God’' s will and favour.
There probably is no use of the word ‘messiah’ in the Old Testament to
refer to a future messenger of God who will fulfil God’ s redemptive
purpose. It isonly gradually that the eschatological perspective becomes
the significant content of the messianic prophecies. With the
development of the apocalyptic pictures of the world’s end in the period
between the testaments, as in the book of Enoch and the Psalms of
Solomon, the messianic hope is identified with the coming of the
supernatural ‘ Son of Man’ in a cosmic cataclysm which will bring

God'sreign asit ends history.16

These differences between the original forms of messianic hope and its
later development are vital for understanding Israel’ s faith and for the
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New Testament assertion that Jesus is the Messiah. But our analysis
here is focused on a single point, the meaning of the love of God for
redemption. It is clear that in the Old Testament the messianic figure
brings salvation through the will and power of God to create a righteous
order. He is never a suffering messiah in these visions. He is the
effective agent of the divine power, fulfilling righteousness in history.

When this side of God’s majesty is stressed, his power to save as he
will, the perplexity iswhy God stays his omnipotent arm and does not
act now. It isnot an issue about the nature of God'’ s love or its mode of
working; but only the question, ‘Why does he not do what his almighty
power makes it possible for him to do? and stop the perversion of
justice. Habakkuk stands and waits, in faith, for salvation will surely
come because God isjust. In the book of Job the only answer which
comes to the individual sufferer is God' s assertion of his omnipotent
power to create and to rule. Job is awed to silence, not by divine love,
but by God’ s absolute power.

But alongside this power motif there is another theme more hidden and
indirect, yet more profound. It is the theme of the salvation of God as a
renewal of the marriage bond between God and Israel. Thisrenewal is
an expression of the faithful and forgiving love in which God has
created the original covenant. Deutero-1saiah makes use of the theme of
the bride taken back by her husband with everlasting mercy.

For your maker is your husband,

the Lord of hostsis his name;

And the Holy One of Isragl isyour Redeemer,
the God of the whole earth heis called.

For the Lord has called you

like awife forsaken and grieved in spirit,

like awife of youth when sheis cast off,

says your God.

For abrief moment | forsook you,

but with great compassion | will gather you.
In overflowing wrath for a moment

| hid my face from you,

but with everlasting love | will have compassion on you,
saysthe Lord, your Redeemer. (Isaiah 54:5-8)

Similarly Jeremiah’s vision of the new covenant expresses God’ s power
to create a new situation and to raise up a new and righteous people, but

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1970 (14 of 21) [2/4/03 8:33:33 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

this requires atransformation of the heart (spirit) of men, and Jeremiah
seems here close to envisioning a redemption of individuals rather than
the people as awhole.

We see here, then, salvation depending upon the divine mercy whichis
the forgiveness and faithfulness of God and his care for his people. It s,
therefore, an expression of the same love which Israel has known from
the beginning of the marriage (covenant) relationship. But a new
guestion appears. If God loves this erring people then does not the
restoration and forgiveness involve the suffering which isa
conseguence of sin and the suffering of God who yearns for his people’s
redemption? If salvation is costly for aloving God does the suffering
enter into the work of salvation? This problem of the divine suffering is
of critical importance for a doctrine of love rooted in the biblical faith.

The general tendency of interpretation of the Hebraic faith seems
against the idea that God suffers. Heis ‘long-suffering’ indeed. That is,
he is patient, and he withholds his righteous wrath. He yearns for and
broods over his people. But God, the omnipotent Lord, does not suffer
In the sense that heis hurt or shaken, or moved in his being by the
action of men. The Old Testament isindeed reticent on this point. The
passages which come close to suggesting the divine suffering such as
Hosea s picture of God agonizing within himself over his beloved
people are sometimes treated as too anthropomorphic to be taken with
ultimate seriousness as they suggest that God can be in difficulty with
hisworld.

It isusualy held that the messianic expectation does not change this
dominant picture. The messianic ruler of Isaiah 11 isjust and
compassionate; but he rulesin the power of the Spirit. Through him
God'’ s righteousness becomes effectual in all the earth:

with righteousness he shall judge the poor,

and decide with equity for the meek of the earth;

and he shall smite the earth with the rod of his mouth,

and with the breath of hislips he shall slay the wicked. (Isaiah 11:4)

The messiah of God in the earlier apocalypses, for example in Enoch,
does not suffer. It may be argued that pre-Christian Judaism never
asserted a suffering messiah. The suffering servant of Deutero-Isaiah is
in all probability not a messianic figure, however the servant is to be
interpreted.
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Y et two factors combine to make us ook more closely at the theme of
suffering love in the Hebrew faith. Oneisthe result of researchesin
Hellenistic Judaism, the results of which have been critically appraised
by W. D. Daviesin his Paul and Rabbinic Judaism. The other isthe
putting of the question about God' s suffering in a new way, which is
free of some of the rigid presuppositions about the being of God which
have shaped |ater theology. This possibility is given acompelling
statement by Abraham Heschel in his study, The Prophets, to which we
shall turn in a moment.

It isat least possible that there was a conception of a suffering messiah
in pre-Christian Judaism, so W. D. Davies holds.17 He reminds us that
there was the poignant awareness of the suffering of the prophets, and
that their suffering was in many instances a constituent element in their
witness. Thereis the classic example of Jeremiah’s rebellion against the
divine call. The Son of Man in Daniel, a pre-messianic figure, suffers.
The Teacher of Righteousness in the Qumran community appears as a
prototype of the leader killed by wicked men, the martyr who leaves a
sacred and saving memory for the community.18

Certainly by the second century A.D. the figure of a suffering messiah
was afamiliar theme in Jewish teaching. Davies suggests that the
element of offence in the Christian proclamation may have been, not the
suffering or even the death of Jesus, but the shameful manner of the
death.

The Suffering Servant of Deutero-1saiah is usually taken as the most
important anticipation in the Old Testament of the later doctrine of
redemption through the vicarious sacrifice of God’'s man who bears the
penalty of all man’ssin. It is now argued by many New Testament
scholars that Jesus himself did not identify himself with the Suffering
Servant. However, Paul and later Christianity certainly did make the
identification. It is tempting to find here the degpest link between the
Old Testament and the New in the understanding of how God redeems
the world.

The problem here is one of the most fascinating and, so far, unresolved,
of all the questions about the Old Testament faith. Who is the Servant,
and whom does he represent? Whoever heis, thereis certainly a
conception of vicarious sacrifice obliterating a penalty. ‘ Thou hast laid
on him the iniquity of usall, and by his stripes we are healed.” (Isaiah
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53: 5-6.) We know something about the historical development of this
conception. The notion of the vicarious suffering of the King who
atones for the sin of the peopleisacardinal item in the ideology of
sacral kingship all over the ancient Near East.20 But the connection of
this politico-religious imagery with the Servant Songs of the Old
Testament is still obscure. Dr. James Muilenburg suggests that the
Hebrew poet-prophet may have taken over aform of Akkadian

liturgical speech in order to express his own vision.21 We seem to be
dealing with a conception which trembles on the verge of clarity but
which remains obscure and in which the precise identification of the
Servant cannot be made. It isasif the spirit of loveisgiving birth to a
new form but is still in labour. In any case, if we ask, ‘Isthe suffering of
the Servant the suffering of God? we are not given an unequivocal
answer in the text unlesswe read Isaiah 63: 9 in thisway, ‘in al their
affliction he was afflicted,” but it is not certain what the text means. The
Revised Standard Version translators, for example, read it: ‘In all their
affliction he did not afflict.” James Muilenburg thinks it possible that
the affliction of the Servant is understood as being also the affliction of
God.22

We are left, then, with a question about the understanding of God's
love. Does divine love become suffering love in order to deal with the
waywardness and suffering of the world? Does God’ s suffering become
the way of his redemption of his people? Dr. Abraham Heschel, to
whose book, The Prophets, we have referred, has given aradical and
profound answer to this question. He suggests that we should remember
as we read the prophets that they had a certain reticence about
expressing the divine suffering directly. A sense of delicacy before the
Holy prevented them from making it too explicit, and later rabbinic
commentators sensed this.23 For Heschel the divine pathos means God' s
involvement in history. It isthe result of his personal participation in the
life of hisfree and irresponsible people:

Pathos, then, is not an attitude taken arbitrarily. Itsinner law isthe
moral law; ethosisinherent in pathos. God is concerned about the
world, and sharesin its fate. Indeed thisis the essence of God' s moral
nature: His willingness to be intimately involved in the history of

man.24

We must realize that the Bible has strata of meaning which lie beneath
the surface. Penetration to them is difficult, and we can never claim that
we are grasping the ultimate themes. Y et some such conclusion as
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follows about the Hebraic witness to the love of God is necessary if we
are to put the New Testament interpretation in its proper context.

In the Hebrew scripture God is known by Isragl asthe loving God who
reveals himself in his actions toward the people with whom he has
bound himself in a personal community of loving concern. His love
takes on new expressions with the waywardness of his people. It
becomes compassion, patience, a mourning for one who has turned
away and the longing for hisreturn. It takes form as merciful concern
and the will to restoration of the familial bond. In consequence, man’s
concern for the other person, the giving of what is needful, and a just
and merciful regard for every person are the human expression of love's
ethical responsibility. All human passions and relationships have their
ground form and criterion of judgment in this ethos.

God' s dealing with his world does involve his own suffering. Hislove
manifests itself in the communication of hislonging, his agonizing over
hisworld. His rower remains sovereign, and its work will be done, but
God does not live untouched by what happens. The insight that the
work of love gets done in the world through the suffering of God's
prophets, his messengers and finally his Messiah, beginsto find its
expression in the faith of Israel.

Thereisafinal obscurity, however, about the way of the divine love
which the Old Testament does not resolve. It concerns the question of
whether and how the suffering of God becomes the decisive action
through which he meets the need, not only of Israel, but of the whole
creation. The problem of God’'s dealing with all of history still stands
out as the unresolved source of tension in the Old Testament. Isthe
suffering of Israel the way in which the nations are finally made to
know the love of God? We have no clear affirmation of this. Does God
make the disclosure of hislove the real meaning of the suffering of his
Servant? We again do not have an unequivocal answer. How does the
suffering of God in love become decisive for salvation? It is here that
the New Testament begins.

NOTES:

1. The literature here is extensive. Supporting the view taken in the text
isC. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge
University Press, 1953).
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Chapter 3: Lovein the New Testament

Love has a history, and acritical part of that history is the development
from the faith of Judaism to the Christian faith. In this chapter we need
to identify the most important features of that development. The faith
that Jesus is the Messiah, the Redeemer, created a new understanding of
what the love of God is and how God redeems. Our attention centres
upon two main topics: first, the shift from the old covenant with the
nation to the new covenant established through the one Elect Man who
IS recognized as the Messiah. The question about the universality of love
and itsrelation to election is seen in this new context. Second, thereis
the meaning of the suffering of the Messiah, and consequently the
guestion about the suffering of God as disclosure of the way love
redeems.

A new and significant discussion between Christianity and Judaism
should be possible. This chapter is not written with the view that
Christianity answers every question raised in Judaism, or to prove that
the Christian way of understanding God' s redemptive work is superior
to that of Judaism. The two faiths belong together while each has its
distinctive outlook and its characteristic problems. We shall see how the
unresolved issues in the New Testament witness have led to centuries of
further search for the meaning of the love of God. Seymour Siegel has
put the central issue for the two faiths concisely:

For Judaism the problem is, with the world in the condition in which it
IS, why does not the Messiah come? For Christianity the question is,
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since the Messiah has come, why is the world in the condition that it is.t
(1) THE CENTRALITY OF LOVE

The New Testament keeps the ground pattern of the Old in its assertion
that the love of God isrevealed in the election of a people to be his
servant. It uses the family analogies of husband and bride and father and
son. But in the New Testament the love of God is made manifest in his
relation to His Son, Jesus, the Elect Man, and through him to the new
people which are made a people through what God does through the
Son. This, | am asserting, is the key to the New Testament doctrine of
love. The failure to see that the understanding of love in Christian faith
Is given in the Father-Son relationship in God himself has vitiated many
Christian theol ogies of love. However we take the doctrine of the
Trinity, as ontological affirmation or as symbolic expression, itis
essential to the way in which the New Testament sees the relation of
God'’ s love to his redemptive action in Jesus Christ.

Contemporary theology is indebted to this Christocentric emphasis as it
has developed in the century and a half since Schleiermacher, Ritschl
and other liberal theologians pressed further the position that the
Christian knowledge of God is based upon the history of Jesus. Now
Karl Barth has carried through in the most radical way the interpretation
of Christian doctrine on the exclusive foundation of God's actionin
Jesus Christ. He finds here his solution of the meaning of election. Love
as grasped in the Christian faith is inseparabl e from the history of Jesus
of Nazareth. While | do not share Barth’ s exclusive view of revelation in
history, | believe we must follow thisinsight that Jesusis the Elect Man
to the end if we are to understand the meaning of love in the New
Testament.2

Barth has seen that in the New Testament the theme of electionis
transposed from the nation, Israel, to the person, Jesus. The theme of
|srael as God'’ s beloved is fundamental for the Old Testament. The
Septuagint trand ators used the Greek word meaning ‘ Son of hislove'
for Isragl. In the New Testament this ascription is given to Christ. The
term ‘beloved’ had already appeared in messianic prophecies, as in the
Ascension of Isaiah, and it does not always have a Christian source in
that work. James Moffat says that the evidence of the quotation of the
prophecy of Isaiah in Matthew 12:18, ‘ Behold my servant whom | have
chosen, my beloved in whom my soul iswell pleased,” shows that
‘Beloved’ was interchangeable with ‘Elect’ as a description of Jesus.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1971 (2 of 19) [2/4/03 8:33:46 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

The same is shown by Luke' s account of the transfiguration, ‘ Thisis my
Son, my Chosen, listen to him’ .3

Thus the love between God and his son is the pattern and ground of the
communion of man with God. ‘Love one another as | have loved you.’ It
Is also characteristic of the Fourth Evangelist to see love as promised to
those who obey Christ: ‘If anyone loves me, he will obey my word, and
my Father will love him, and we will come to him’'4 (John 14: 23).

We have taken two important steps in understanding the New Testament
when we see the significance of the Christological theme for the
meaning of love. First, love is known in its ultimate depth as the
mystery of personal communion. The relation of Father and Son isthe
image of that communion in God. Loveis being, the very being of God
in an eternally outgoing, creative life. The spirit makes itself manifest as
the form of personal communion. Thisisas far as our language can
reach. We can no more exhaust its meaning than we can confine the life
of God in a human pattern.

The second gain isto see that the meaning of love expressed in the life
of Jesus becomes the basis of an ethic for human relationships. It gives
the criterion of the ethical commandment to love. Thus the concrete
human meaning of loveisto haveitsfina definition through the
relationship of every human history to the history of Jesus. In one sense
then the theme of election now takes on an even sharper tension than in
the Old Testament. There is one elect man, and in some way all human
history hasto be interpreted from within his election. Jesusisthe
representative of God and of Everyman. All those who are to know God
have been *chosen in him, that isin Christ, before the world was
founded, that we should be holy and blameless before him'. This
‘predestining’ is an act of love. ‘He destined usin love to be his sons
through Jesus Christ’ (Ephesians 1: 4-5).

Who are the predestined? Isit all or some, and are some chosen for
eternal life and some for eternal death? Here the tension in the meaning
of election reaches its sharpest point; but now it is shifted from the
guestion about a particular people to a question about the meaning of the
one man who bears God' swill for all. It is possible to hold that in thus
concentrating the concept of election on the one man, the eternal son of
God through whom all things are made, the New Testament actually
universalizes the concept of election in away different from the Old
Testament. We can conclude as Karl Barth seemsto do, that it isthe
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sense of the New Testament that all are elected to salvation in Jesus
Christ. The mystery of love in itsrelation to the lostness of men
remains, and there is the long and dreary history of Christian theology
on the theme of predestination. But it may be that the real direction of
the New Testament is at last being brought to clearer light. The real
sense of election is God’ s loving communion between himself and his
son. Thisisthe spirit of love in God, and in hislove God wills
communion with all. The incarnate Christ represents God' s love for
everyman, and everyman’sreal situation before God. Love isthe will to
that communion between God and man and between every man and his
neighbour which hasits ontological ground expressed in the Trinitarian
symbol of the love of the Father for His Son.

From this standpoint we can see why it is inadequate to describe the
agape of God only as the spontaneous, unmotivated, uncal culated self-
giving of the Holy God, regardless of the value of its object. Agapeis
first and primordially the spirit of communion willing the divine
relationship between Father and Son as the ground and pattern of the
fulfilment of al things.

Now, however, we have to take afurther step and see that the love of
God becomes the suffering, self-giving love of the merciful God for
sinners, actualized when God gives his only son to share the human lot,
to suffer the limitations of human existence and to die that the world
might be reconciled to him. Love has a history in the very life of God as
he deals with his recalcitrant creatures.

Without pressing too far the typological relationship of Old Testament
and New Testament we can see here a repetition of the Old Testament
experience of love. God's election love raises up his peopleinto a
covenanted fellowship. Then, in the history of their disloyalty, hislove
becomes a patient, merciful, redemptive sharing in the life of his people
and the will to restoration. Love thus hasits history in God’s meeting of
the concrete need of man.

So again in the New Testament, the love of God means the complete
spiritual communion for which the human image of father and son offers
the most important analogy. God loves his Son and he loves the world
with an unshakeable will to communion (John 3:16). But the history of
man isthe history of hisfall into lovelessness. God has to deal with a
humanity which can learn to love and be reached by love only through
the divine self-giving and suffering. The story of Jesusis the story of the
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only begotten Son, the beloved, now fulfilling the divine purpose
through enacting the life of love in the midst of the world’s need. God's
giving of hisson isthe decisive action in hisrevelation of hislove. The
character of the divine love is shown by Jesus' obedience, his
acceptance of hisvocation, and his giving of himself for al. *God has
shown hislove for us, in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for
us' (Romans5: 8).

In this history God'’ s love has taken on the character of suffering for the
sinner. When Jesus says, as in the Fourth Gospel’ s interpretative words,
‘Love one another as | have loved you, greater love hath no man than
this, that he lay down hislife for hisfriends,” the very quality of the love
which God has expressed through Jesus becomes the quality and
character of suffering love poured out for another beyond the worthiness
of that other.

Thisisthe justification of Bishop Nygren’s interpretation of agapein
the New Testament. In the light of God'’ s action in Christ we can think
truly of the love of God only as we see it as forgiveness poured out for
the sinner, the grace of God toward the unworthy. We sinning men do
not know what the love of God is apart from this. But where Nygren s
view islimited is that the love which is poured out in forgivenessis not
only sheer forgiveness for the unworthy, it is God the Father’slove for
the Son. It is the fulfilled communion of spirit. The love which wills
communion and sharesit, becomes forgiving love in the light of the
need of man. As Gregory of Nyssa says, God became man because it
was man who was in trouble.>

We may ask if this gives us the right to speak of a“‘motivation’ in God.
Does he love because men are in need, or in order to restore them to
fellowship in the sense that there is some value to be added to God's
being through his action? If God loves the world enough to give his son,
does this mean that there is a calculated value in the result? All such
language seems strangely out of place. The action of love is aways the
action of the spirit, creatively moving out to the other, without a mere
calculation of results. Y et the action of God does create a new
fellowship. It is motivated in the sense that love seeks out the other.
That is surely akind of motivation. Thereis no sense in denying
motivation to the action of God any more than to the action of a human
lover who desires reconciliation with another. Love can seek
reconciliation without assurance of fulfilment.
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Thereis a powerful theological tradition which settles this matter of the
divine motivation in another way. God, it issaid, is complete in hisown
being. He needs nothing and nothing can be added to him, hence
whatever he does for man and the world in creation or redemption must
be a sheer spontaneous act without any goal or purpose, for it can add
nothing to God'’ s being. We shall have much to say about this tradition
later, but even in its extreme form, it does not reject the notion that God
does will the reconciliation of the world to himself. The action of loveis
not a pointless fancy. It has an aim, the Kingdom of God.

(2) LOVE AND FORGIVENESS

We have seen how the Old Testament faith understands that God' s
relation to his people in some way involved his suffering. Thereisthe
strange figure of the Servant in Second | saiah whose suffering, even if it
Is not the suffering of God, isthe way to redemption. We have said that
the Hebrew faith does not come to a clear resolution of the question of
how the suffering either of God or the Servant entersinto the
redemptive work of love.

On this theme the New Testament offers an answer, but the nature of
that answer has led to some unresolved problems. We have cometo the
guestion of the meaning of Jesus' suffering as atonement. The New
Testament makes the clear affirmation that it is through the suffering of
Jesus that the way has been opened for the redemptive work of love.
Thisis the centre of the New Testament faith. God’ s love has done its
work through the life and suffering and death of the son. But the
meaning of this action is embodied in agallery of metaphors. Emil
Brunner has distinguished five major themes in which the significance
of the death of Christ is described.® There is the sacrifice, the ransom,
the penal suffering, the victory over evil powers, and the symbol of the
Paschal Lamb. All these metaphors have been worked into theories of
the atonement in Christian history; but it is remarkable that no single
doctrine of atonement has ever become the accepted theory to the
exclusion of the others. It isasif at the centre of the Christian faith the
redemptive action of God explodes all theories and formulas. The spirit

breaks and creates many forms, and no one of them can contain it.”

The way in which the meaning of death is woven into the history of sin
and reconciliation creates especially difficult problemsin the doctrine of
atonement. In the apocalyptic setting of late Jewish thought the idea of
resurrection and personal immortality appears. In the New Testament
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death is sometimes represented as the penalty for sin, or it becomes the
symbol for separation from God, and thus Christ’ s victory over sinis
also the victory over death.

The identification of death as the last enemy by Paul in | Corinthians 15
reflects the view that man has fallen into the hands of powers which
must be broken by God’ s power. Dying with Christ means participating
in hisvictory over everything that separates man from God. Forgiveness
brings the promise of eternal life, and thus atonement and the
eschatological hope are linked together. All thisis said in images and
metaphors which defy systematic analysis. Rudolph Bultmann uses
somewhat drastic language but he puts our dilemma:

The Jesus who was crucified was the pre-existent, incarnate Son of God,
and as such he was without sin. He is the victim whose blood atones for
our sins. He bears vicarioudly the sin of the world, and by enduring the
punishment for sin on our behalf he delivers us from death. This
mythological interpretation is a hotch-potch of sacrificial and juridical
analogies, which have ceased to be tenable for us today. And in any case

they fail to do justice to what the New Testament istrying to say.8

What then isthe New Testament trying to say? Our concernisto see
within the history of the atonement metaphors what happens to the
understanding of God’ s love. The first answer must be that the
conception of redemption as the work of God'’ s love has often become
obscured in the attempt to account for the suffering of Christ. The
concepts of ransom, of vicarious suffering for the guilt of men, of
propitiation and sacrifice al too easily turn into descriptions of how God
Is appeased through suffering, and thus the point that the atonement
stemsfrom hisloveislost. Again, the victory over the powers of Death
and Satan can be described in such military terms that the personal
meaning of the forgiveness of God islost in the drama of the divine
conquest. Yet all the New Testament metaphors do have thisin
common, they see God'sloveinvolved in area struggle with evil.
Love swork must be done in a situation riddled with the consequences
of man’s separation from God. All the metaphors find a redemptive
meaning in the suffering and death of the Christ, God's Son and
Mediator. Here the theme that the love of God has a history receivesits
decisive expression in the Christian faith.

We may go beyond the traditional theories of atonement and ask a
radical question: ‘What account would be given of atonement if we were
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to interpret it from the standpoint of the most realistic analogies we
know to human love when it deals with broken relationships and the
consequent suffering? We shall ask this question and try to find an
answer in Chapter 7.

We have seen how the history of God’s action in the world becomes
reinterpreted in the New Testament as a history to be understood with
Jesus Christ at its centre. It is now the history of humanity as lived under
the impact of the new faith which is born out of response to Jesus, and
through which anew ‘people’ has come into being which lives by the
mercy God has shown in him. We have now to look at the New
Testament teaching about the human expressions and forms of love.

(3) LOVE AND ETHICS

The New Testament ethic of love hasits foundation in the Old
Testament. The two commandments, to love God and the neighbour, are
at the centre of the mature tradition in Isragl. In the New Testament love
is affirmed, not as a new ethical principle, but as the spirit of a new
relationship of man and God. The New Testament is marked by the
radical insight that the spirit of love transcends every ethic of specific
commandments and laws. Y et neither the law as Israel has known it, nor
human laws are despised. New tensions appear as the history of love
leads to new ethical forms. There are three vital pointsin the New
Testament outlook on ethics.

First, there is the doctrine, especially as interpreted by Paul, that the
spirit of loveisthe fulfilment of al righteousness, conjoined with a
conception of the new life in Christ as committed to specific patterns of
pure and responsible living. Paul sees love as the ground of ethical
freedom. *Neither circumcision, nor uncircumcision avails, but faith
working through love.” ‘ Through love be servants one of another for the
whole law is fulfilled in one word, "you shall love your neighbour as
yourself".” Again, ‘Bear ye one another’ s burdens and so fulfil the law
of Christ’ (Galatians 5: 6,13-14; 6: 2). Y et Paul goes on to give scores of
specific warnings and judgments against all kinds of unacceptable
behaviour: impurity, jealousy, strife, party spirit, envy, drunkenness,
carousing and the like (Galatians 5: 19-2l). He gives practical
Injunctions concerning marriage, and the treatment of those who will not
work. He advises concerning the attitudes of parents toward children,
husband toward wife, master toward slave. Paul makes some
qualifications concerning the adequacy of human judgment, even his
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own, in specific cases; but we see that commitment to the spirit of love
as an alternative to legal obedience requires responsible living and the
honouring of authentic forms of behaviour appropriate to the new life.
So Paul repeats in his way the pattern in Jesus' teaching asrecorded in
the Synoptic Gospels. Jesus puts the command to love at the centre of
the message of the Kingdom, and couples it with concrete judgments on
forms of human exploitation, on the responsibilities of God's peoplein
law courts, in marriage, in buying and selling, in religious duties. The
ethic of love is not formless. When it comesinto its full spiritua
significance it beginsto cut its own channels in human behaviour, but it
has to cut them in the hard soil of human conditions. The freedom of the
spirit is maintained so long as the meaning of ethical action is kept as
response to the love of God rather than simply as obedience to law. The
new commandment is to love one another as Christ has loved. That
means the final ethical normisin the action of God in the person of

Jesus in whom the Spirit has become incarnate.®

In the New Testament the meaning of ethical loveis given by the divine
action in the history of Jesus. Thisisthe second vital point in the New
Testament ethic. When we ask what love s, or what isto be donein the
spirit of love we are to look at the action of Christ in becoming the
servant for the sake of the ungodly. ‘Have thismind in you which was in
Christ Jesus,” Paul says, as he adapts the kenotic hymn in which Christ
who is equal to God humbles himself, takes the form of a servant, and
becomes obedient unto death (Philippians 2: 5). Paul’ s conception of the
Christian life is that we become conformed to the way of Christ. ‘As
therefore you received Christ Jesus the Lord, so livein him' (Colossians
2: 6). Paul thinks of the sufferings of the life of faith as bearing in the
body the dying of Jesus that his life might also be manifest (l1
Corinthians 4). This cruciform life is the meaning of the new creation.
Paul speaks of the new life in the freedom of love as being itself the
‘rule’ (canon). ‘ Peace and mercy be upon all who walk by thisrule,
upon the Israel of God’ (Galatians 6: 16).

We can sum up by saying that the ethical impulse in the spirit of love as
released in the Gospel takes new forms and fulfils old demands because
the spirit has become incarnate in the form of the Servant. What is given
for the ethical life in Jesus Christ isnot alaw in the form of specific
prescriptions, but an action which releases power to accept
responsibility for that action which will serve the neighbour. This new
form of being involves aradical new relation to all things. Paul seesthe
cross of Christ asthe way in which the world has been crucified to us
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and we to the world (Galatians 6:14). It is not only that a new idea of
what love is has come into the world, though we need not deny thereis
something new in the way the idea of love will ever after be understood.
The decisive matter is that the spirit of God has come into history in
such away as to plough up the old forms of human existence and to
open the way to new human actions. The spirit has shattered the
foundations of the old order of history in which man’slovelessness has
the last word. A new history has begun.

We have, then, sufficient warning in the New Testament against |etting
any interpretation of the ethical life be turned into a set of objective
rules which are simply to be obeyed as rules. We are to be prepared for
the extravagance, the radical spontaneity, the unruliness of lovein
human existence. We say the warning is sufficient, yet legalism has
plagued Christian life and ethics through the centuries. How isit
possible for this radical new Gospel to be caught in the perennial forms
of legalism?

We have to consider as part of the explanation the situation in which the
ethic of love had to be appropriated. The world’ s history movesonin its
worldly way, and the history of sin continuesin the history of man. The
issues of life remain. Men are born, grow, are taught, buy and sell,
contend with one another as individuals, and fight as nations and people.
Human loyalties arc divided, human fears drive the spirit to self-
protection and to desperation. Even the new spirituality bringsits
temptations with it. There is no absolute protection against turning
spiritual wisdom and grace into pride. The history of the Christian
community is a history of the old world being confronted by a new
spirit. Here is a double reason why the forms of legalistic ethics remain.
It is partly the sin of man’s search for amoral security through obeying
an imposed set of objective prescriptions. It is also the result of the
necessity for some kinds of principles for the guidance of life, the
organization of society, and the adjustment of the claims and counter
clamsin human living. Both the irresponsibility of sin, and the
responsibility of love areinvolved in the struggle to realize an ethic
conformable to the spirit of love.

It is sometimes held that the initial impulse of Christian ethicsin its
absolutizing of love was the search for a supernatural purity, and a
refusal to compromise in any way the simplicity of the commandment to
love. Martin Buber says Paul seesfaith as the only condition of
salvation so that personal holiness and salvation become the sole

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1971 (10 of 19) [2/4/03 8:33:46 PM]



The Spirit and the Forms of Love

concern, and the sphere of the person is separated from that of public
affairs.10

Certainly Paul makes faith the sole condition of salvation. But Buber
believes that Paul means by faith belief in atruth, akind of objective
knowledge, whereas surely for Paul faith in Christ is never separated
from love to all the members of the body of Christ and to every man.
The letters of Paul as well as the Gospel records show that the Christian
community from the beginning made ethical decisions within the
community and in relation to buying and selling in the market, and the
problem of obedience to the state. There wasindeed a brief period in the
time following the experience of the resurrection when the believers
expected the return of the Lord and the end of history so that a certain
indifference to normal responsibilities in an ongoing history appears.
This colours perhaps some of Paul’ s teaching about ‘remaining in the
calling wherein each is called’. What is remarkable is how quickly the
need of the church to make ethical judgments on many problems entered
into the shaping of the tradition, as appears to have happened with the
modification of Jesus’ word about marriage and the injunctions
concerning the handling of disputes (Matthew 19: 7ff.; 18: 15ff.). In
Romans 12 Paul writes about the state and its rightful powersin terms
which have both guided and troubled the Christian conscience ever
since. The pastoral epistles are filled with moral injunctions for wives,
husbands, servants, teachers, philanthropists, ministers, citizens. ‘ Obey
the emperor,” writes the author of the First Epistle of Peter (1 Peter 2:
13). Loveisthe fulfilment of the law, but it does not provide answersto
all of thelaws questions. Love has to cut some new channels as well as
use those that are already present asit doesitswork in history.

The love which is to be given to the neighbour is the same love that God
has given to usin Jesus Christ. The New Testament does sometimes use
another word for love than agape, the word philein, asin ‘Love one
another earnestly from the heart’ (I Peter 1: 22; | Thessalonians 4: 9).
There is however no sharp difference in the usage of thisword for love
of the brother, as against the love spoken of as agape. Paul usesthe
forms of agape to express hislove for the saints in Philippi (Philippians
4:1). Both words are used in various contexts for all the dimensions of
God' s love for man, man’s love for God, and man’s love for man.11 The
new ethical relationship demanded by the action of God'slovein Christ
Isthe giving of concrete help to the neighbour, the spirit of mercy and
compassion, the creative concern which is the human anal ogue of what
God has shown to man. It is an analogue which means the imitation of a
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divine pattern through participation in history.

We come to the third important dimension of New Testament ethics, the
question of human affection and desire, and the relation of agape to the
manifold human loves. We are to see every human love in the light of
the central message about God' s love in Christ. That is the way the New
Testament approaches al human behaviour. It sees man in the spiritual
crisis of repentance and the need for grace. It tells of what God doesin
that crisis, and in the light of that history all human experienceisto be
viewed. Certainly human experience is not ignored. All the human loves
are there — family love, love for home and country, love of life and
love of self, and also the perversions of love and its rejection.

|s there, however, afina and absolute gulf between the agape of God
known in Christ and the love which rules human desire? That question
must be asked, and it must be admitted that there is no clear answer to it.
Thisisthe critical issue about the relation of God’ s being to our being as
creatures, and of God’s love to finite creaturely desire, vitality and
comradeship. Here the theologies have divided. We shall try to say in
summary form how the New Testament presents the mystery and the
dilemmas of love without wholly resolving them.

On one point we can be clear. Thereis no rejection of desire or passion
or sexuality or the eros of the beautiful in the New Testament, though
there are expressions and tendencies which could be used to support
ascetic tendenciesin later religious practice. Even in Paul’ s |etters,
where these tendencies appear, he keeps free from any identification of
the body with evil, and from any disparagement of the natural loves.
Paul uses the marriage metaphor of the Old Testament tradition as the
image for the relationship of the Christian people to Christ. ‘| betrothed
you to Christ to present you as a pure bride to her husband’ (11
Corinthians 11: 2). It may be that the use of thisimage as the foundation
for the interpretation of marriage in Ephesia