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(ENTIRE BOOK) A classic inquiry into the ground of Christian hope and the responsible
exercise of hope in thought and action in the world today.

Preface
The theme of hope is considered in an eschatological light.

| ntroduction

The most serious objection to a theology of hope springs not from presumption or despair, for
these two basic attitudes of human existence presuppose hope. The objection to hope arises from
the religion of humble acquiescence in the present situation.

Chapter 1. Eschatology And Revelation

Christian theology will not be able to come to terms with, but will have to free itself from, the
cosmologico-mechanistic way of thinking such asis found in the positivistic sciences.

Chapter 2: Promise and History

Understanding world history in the perspective of the universal eschatological futureis of
tremendous importance for theology, for it makes eschatology the universal horizon of all
theology. Without the apocalyptic, atheological eschatology remains bogged down in the ethnic
history of mankind or the existential history of the individual.

Chapter 3. The Resurrection and the Future of Jesus Christ

What the future is bringing is something which, through the Christ event of the raising of the one
who was crucified, has become ‘once and for all’ a possible object of confident hope.

Chapter 4. Eschatology and History

If we are to understand the new present and to be able to live in it, then we must concern
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ourselves with the past, whether to bring the new experiences into harmony with the traditions of
the past or to rid ourselves of the burden of the past and become free for the new present.

Chapter 5. Exodus Church: Observations on the Eschatological

Under standing of Christianity in Modern Society

The world is not yet finished, but is engaged in a history. It is therefore the world of possibilities,
the world in which we can serve the future, in which we are promised truth and righteousness and
peace.
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Preface

The following efforts bear the title Theology of Hope, not because they
set out once again to present eschatology as a separate doctrine and to
compete with the well known textbooks. Rather, their aim isto show
how theology can set out from hope and begin to consider itsthemein
an eschatological light. For this reason they enquire into the ground of
the hope of Christian faith and into the responsible exercise of this hope
in thought and action in the world today. The various critical
discussions should not be understood as rejections and condemnations.
They are necessary conversations on a common subject which is so rich
that it demands continual new approaches. Hence | hope they may make
it clear that even critical questions can be a sign of theological
partnership. | have thusto thank all who have stimulated, and all who
have opposed me.

For the reading of the proofs and for many of the references| am
grateful to my assistant, Mr Karl-Adolf Bauer.

Jurgen Moltmann

ABBREVIATIONSUSED IN THE TEXT:

AGFNRW Verdffentlichungen der Arbeitsgemeinschaft fir Forschung
des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen
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|. What isthe ‘Logos’ of Christian Eschatology?

Eschatology was long called the ‘ doctrine of the last things' or the
‘doctrine of the end’. By these |ast things were meant events which will
one day break upon man, history and the world at the end of time. They
included the return of Christ in universal glory, the judgment of the
world and the consummation of the kingdom, the general resurrection of
the dead and the new creation of all things. These end events were to
break into this world from somewhere beyond history, and to put an end
to the history in which all things here live and move. But the relegating
of these eventsto the ‘last day’ robbed them of their directive, uplifting
and critical significance for all the days which are spent here, this side of
the end, in history. Thus these teachings about the end led a peculiarly
barren existence at the end of Christian dogmatics. They were like a
loosely attached appendix that wandered off into obscure irrelevancies.
They bore no relation to the doctrines of the cross and resurrection, the
exaltation and sovereignty of Christ, and did not derive from these by
any logical necessity. They were as far removed from them as All Souls
Day sermons are from Easter. The more Christianity became an
organization for discipleship under the auspices of the Roman state
religion and persistently upheld the claims of that religion, the more
eschatology and its mobilizing, revolutionizing, and critical effects upon
history as it has now to be lived were |eft to fanatical sects and
revolutionary groups. Owing to the fact that Christian faith banished
from itslife the future hope by which it is upheld, and relegated the
future to abeyond, or to eternity, whereas the biblical testimonies which
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it handed on are yet full to the brim with future hope of a messianic kind
for the world, -- owing to this, hope emigrated as it were from the
Church and turned in one distorted form or another against the Church.

In actual fact, however, eschatology means the doctrine of the Christian
hope, which embraces both the object hoped for and also the hope
inspired by it. From first to last, and not merely in the epilogue,
Christianity is eschatology, is hope, forward looking and forward
moving, and therefore aso revolutionizing and transforming the present.
The eschatological is not one element of Christianity, but it isthe
medium of Christian faith as such, the key in which everythinginitis
set, the glow that suffuses everything here in the dawn of an expected
new day. For Christian faith lives from the raising of the crucified
Christ, and strains after the promises of the universal future of Christ.
Eschatology is the passionate suffering and passionate longing kindled
by the Messiah. Hence eschatology cannot really be only a part of
Christian doctrine. Rather, the eschatological outlook is characteristic of
al Christian proclamation, of every Christian existence and of the whole
Church. There is therefore only one real problem in Christian theol ogy,
which its own object forces upon it and which it in turn forces on
mankind and on human thought: the problem of the future. For the
element of otherness that encounters usin the hope of the Old and New
Testaments -- the thing we cannot already think out and picture for
ourselves on the basis of the given world and of the experiences we
already have of that world -- is one that confronts us with a promise of
something new and with the hope of afuture given by God. The God
spoken of hereisno intraworldly or extraworldly God, but the ‘ God of
hope' (Rom. 15.13), a God with ‘future as his essential nature’ (asE.
Bloch putsit), as made known in Exodus and in Israglite prophecy, the
God whom we therefore cannot really have in us or over us but always
only before us, who encounters usin his promises for the future, and
whom we therefore cannot ‘have’ either, but can only await in active
hope. A proper theology would therefore have to be constructed in the
light of its future goal. Eschatology should not be its end, but its
beginning.

But how can anyone speak of the future, which is not yet here, and of
coming events in which he has not as yet had any part? Are these not
dreams, speculations, longings and fears, which must al remain vague
and indefinite because no one can verify them? The term ‘ eschatology’
iIswrong. There can be no ‘doctrine’ of the last things, if by ‘doctrine
we mean a collection of theses which can be understood on the basis of
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experiences that constantly recur and are open to anyone. The Greek
term logos refers to areality which is there, now and always, and is
given true expression in the word appropriate to it. In this sense there
can be no logos of the future, unless the future is the continuation or
regular recurrence of the present. If, however, the future were to bring
something startlingly new, we have nothing to say of that, and nothing
meaningful can be said of it either, for it isnot in what is new and
accidental, but only in things of an abiding and regularly recurring
character that there can be logical truth. Aristotle, it istrue, can call hope
a‘waking dream’, but for the Greeksit is nevertheless an evil out of
Pandora’s box.

But how, then, can Christian eschatology give expression to the future?
Christian eschatology does not speak of the future as such. It sets Out
from a definite reality in history and announces the future of that reality,
its future possibilities and its power over the future. Christian
eschatology speaks of Jesus Christ and his future. It recognizes the
reality of the raising of Jesus and proclaims the future of the risen Lord.
Hence the question whether all statements about the future are grounded
in the person and history of Jesus Christ providesit with the touchstone
by which to distinguish the spirit of eschatology from that of utopia.

If, however, the crucified Christ has afuture because of his resurrection,
then that means on the other hand that all statements and judgments
about him must at once imply something about the future which isto be
expected from him. Hence the form in which Christian theology speaks
of Christ cannot be the form of the Greek logos or of doctrinal
statements based on experience, but only the form of statements of hope
and of promises for the future. All predicates of Christ not only say who
he was and is, but imply statements as to who he will be and what isto
be expected from him. They all say: ‘He is our hope’ (Cal. 1.27). In thus
announcing his future in the world in terms of promise, they point
believersin him towards the hope of his still outstanding future. Hope's
statements of promise anticipate the future. In the promises, the hidden
future already announces itself and exerts its influence on the present
through the hope it awakens.

The truth of doctrinal statementsisfound in the fact that they can be
shown to agree with thc existing reality which we can all experience.
Hope' s statements of promise, however, must stand in contradiction to
the reality which can at present be experienced. They do not result from
experiences, but are the condition for the possibility of new experiences.
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They do not seek to illuminate the reality which exists, but the reality
which is coming. They do not seek to make a mental picture of existing
reality, but to lead existing reality towards the promised and hoped-for
transformation. They do not seek to bear the train of reality, but to carry
the torch before it. In so doing they give reality ahistoric character. But
if reality is perceived in terms of history, then we have to ask with J. G.
Hamann: ‘Who would form proper concepts of the present without
knowing the future?

Present and future, experience and hope, stand in contradiction to each
other in Christian eschatology, with the result that man is not brought
into harmony and agreement with the given situation, but is drawn into
the conflict between hope and experience. ‘We are saved by hope. But
hope that is seen is not hope; for what a man seeth, why doth he yet
hope for? But if we hope for that we see not, then do we with patience
wait for it’" (Rom. 8.24, 25). Everywhere in the New Testament the
Christian hope is directed towards what is not yet visible; it is
consequently a* hoping against hope' and thereby brands the visible
realm of present experience as a god-forsaken, transient reality that isto
be left behind. The contradiction to the existing reality of himself and
hisworld in which man is placed by hope is the very contradiction out of
which this hope itself is born -- it is the contradiction between the
resurrection and the cross. Christian hope is resurrection hope, and it
provesits truth in the contradiction of the future prospects thereby
offered and guaranteed for righteousness as opposed to sin, life as
opposed to death, glory as opposed to suffering, peace as opposed to
dissension. Calvin perceived very plainly the discrepancy involved in
the resurrection hope: ‘ To usis given the promise of eternal life -- but to
us, the dead. A blessed resurrection is proclaimed to us -- meantime we
are surrounded by decay. We are called righteous -- and yet sin livesin
us. We hear of ineffable blessedness -- but meantime we are here
oppressed by infinite misery. We are promised abundance of al good
things -- yet we arerich only in hunger and thirst. What would become
of usif we did not take our stand on hope, and if our heart did not hasten
beyond this world through the midst of the darkness upon the path
illumined by the word and Spirit of God!" (on Heb. 11.1).

It isin this contradiction that hope must prove its power. Hence
eschatology, too, is forbidden to ramble, and must formulate its
statements of hope in contradiction to our present experience of
suffering, evil and death. For that reason it will hardly ever be possible
to develop an eschatology on its own. It is much more important to
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present hope as the foundation and the mainspring of theological
thinking as such, and to introduce the eschatological perspective into our
statements on divine revelation, on the resurrection of Christ, on the
mission of faith and on history.

2. The Believing Hope

In the contradiction between the word of promise and the experiential
reality of suffering and death, faith takesits stand on hope and ‘ hastens
beyond thisworld’, said Calvin. He did not mean by this that Christian
faith flees the world, but he did mean that it strains after the future. To
believe does in fact mean to cross and transcend bounds, to be engaged
In an exodus. Y et this happens in away that does not suppress or skip
the unpleasant realities. Death isreal death, and decay is putrefying
decay. Guilt remains guilt and suffering remains, even for the believer, a
cry to which there is no ready-made answer. Faith does not overstep
these redlities into a heavenly utopia, does not dream itself into a reality
of adifferent kind. It can overstep the bounds of life, with their closed
wall of suffering, guilt and death, only at the point where they havein
actual fact been broken through. It is only in following the Christ who
was raised from suffering, from a god-forsaken death and from the grave
that it gains an open prospect in which there is nothing more to oppress
us, aview of the realm of freedom and of joy. Where the bounds that
mark the end of all human hopes are broken through in the raising of the
crucified one, there faith can and must expand into hope. There it
becomes and . There its hope becomes a‘ passion for what is possible’
(Kierkegaard), because it can be a passion for what has been made
possible. There the extensio animi ad magna, asit was called in the
Middle Ages, takes place in hope. Faith recognizes the dawning of this
future of openness and freedom in the Christ event. The hope thereby
kindled spans the horizons which then open over a closed existence.
Faith binds man to Christ. Hope sets this faith open to the
comprehensive future of Christ. Hope is therefore the ‘inseparable
companion’ of faith. ‘When this hope is taken away, however el oquently
or elegantly we discourse concerning faith, we are convicted of having
none. . . Hope is nothing else than the expectation of those things which
faith has believed to have been truly promised by God. This, faith
believes God to be true, hope awaits the time when this truth shall be
manifested; faith believes that he is our Father, hope anticipates that he
will ever show himself to be a Father toward us; faith believes that
eternal life has been given to us, hope anticipates that it will sometime
be revealed; faith is the foundation on which hope rests, hope nourishes
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and sustains faith. For as no one except him who already believes His
promises can look for anything from God, so again the weakness of our
faith must be sustained and nourished by patient hope and expectation,
lest it fail and grow faint. . . . By unremitting renewing and restoring, it
[hope] invigorates faith again and again with perseverance.’ (Calvin,
Institutio 111.2.42. ET: Institutes of the Christian Religion (Library of
Christian Classics vols. XX and XXI1), ed. John T, McNeil, trans. Ford
Lewis Battles, 1961 p. 590.) Thusin the Christian life faith has the
priority, but hope the primacy. Without faith’s knowledge of Christ,
hope becomes a utopia and remains hanging in the air. But without hope,
faith falls to pieces, becomes a fainthearted and ultimately a dead faith.
It is through faith that man finds the path of true life, but it is only hope
that keeps him on that path. Thusit isthat faith in Christ gives hope its
assurance. Thusit isthat hope givesfaith in Christ its breadth and leads
itinto life.

To believe means to cross in hope and anticipation the bounds that have
been penetrated by the raising of the crucified. If we bear that in mind,
then this faith can have nothing to do with fleeing the world, with
resignation and with escapism. In this hope the soul does not soar above
our vale of tearsto some imagined heavenly bliss, nor doesit sever itself
from the earth. For, in the words of Ludwig Feuerbach, it puts ‘in place
of the beyond that lies above our grave in heaven the beyond that lies
above our grave on earth, the historic future, the future of
mankind’.(Das Wesen der Religion, 1848.) It sees in the resurrection of
Christ not the eternity of heaven, but the future of the very earth on
which his cross stands. It seesin him the future of the very humanity for
which he died. That iswhy it finds the cross the hope of the earth. This
hope struggles for the obedience of the body, because it awaits the
quickening of the body. It espousesin all meekness the cause of the
devastated earth and of harassed humanity, because it is promised
possession of the earth. Ave crux -- unica spes'!

But on the other hand, al this must inevitably mean that the man who
thus hopes will never be able to reconcile himself with the laws and
constraints of this earth, neither with the inevitability of death nor with
the evil that constantly bears further evil. The raising of Christ is not
merely aconsolation to himin alifethat isfull of distress and doomed
todie, but it isalso God' s contradiction of suffering and death, of
humiliation and offence, and of the wickedness of evil. Hope findsin
Christ not only a consolation in suffering, but also the protest of the
divine promise against suffering. If Paul calls death the ‘last enemy’ (|
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Cor. 15.26), then the opposite is aso true: that the risen Christ, and with
him the resurrection hope, must be declared to be the enemy of death
and of aworld that puts up with death. Faith takes up this contradiction
and thus becomesiitself a contradiction to the world of death. That is
why faith, wherever it develops into hope, causes not rest but unrest, not
patience but impatience. It does not calm the unquiet heart, but isitself
this unquiet heart in man. Those who hope in Christ can no longer put
up with reality asit is, but begin to suffer under it, to contradict it. Peace
with God means conflict with the world, for the goad of the promised
future stabs inexorably into the flesh of every unfulfilled present. If we
had before our eyes only what we see, then we should cheerfully or
reluctantly reconcile ourselves with things as they happen to be. That we
do not reconcile ourselves, that there is no pleasant harmony between us
and redlity, is due to our unguenchable hope. This hope keeps man
unreconciled, until the great day of the fulfillment of all the promises of
God. It keeps him in statu viatoris, in that unresolved openness to world
guestions which hasits origin in the promise of God in the resurrection
of Christ and can therefore be resolved only when the same God fulfils
his promise. This hope makes the Christian Church a constant
disturbance in human society, seeking as the latter does to stabilize itself
into a‘continuing city’. It makes the Church the source of continual new
impul ses towards the realization of righteousness, freedom and
humanity here in the light of the promised future that isto come. This
Church is committed to ‘answer for the hope’ that isinit (I Peter 3.15).
It iscalled in question ‘on account of the hope and resurrection of the
dead’ (Acts 23.6). Wherever that happens, Christianity embraces its true
nature and becomes a witness of the future of Christ.

3. The Sin of Despair

If faith thus depends on hope for itslife, then the sin of unbelief is
manifestly grounded in hopelessness. To be sure, it is usually said that
sininitsoriginal form is man’s wanting to be as God. But that is only
the one side of sin. The other side of such pride is hopelessness,
resignation, inertia and melancholy. From this arise the tristesse and
frustration which fill all living things with the seeds of a sweet decay.
Among the sinners whose future is eternal death in Rev. 21.8, the
‘fearful’ are mentioned before unbelievers, idolaters, murderers and the
rest. For the Epistle to the Hebrews, falling away from the living hope,
in the sense of being disobedient to the promise in time of oppression, or
of being carried away from God's pilgrim people as by aflood, isthe
great sin which threatens the hopeful on their way. Temptation then
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consists not so much in the titanic desire to be as God, but in weakness,
timidity, weariness, not wanting to be what God requires of us.

God has exalted man and given him the prospect of alife that iswide
and free, but man hangs back and lets himself down. God promises a
new creation of all things in righteousness and peace, but man acts as if
everything were as before and remained as before. God honors him with
his promises, but man does not believe himself capable of what is
required of him. That is the sin which most profoundly threatens the
believer. It is not the evil he does, but the good he does not do, not his
misdeeds but his omissions, that accuse him. They accuse him of lack of
hope. For these so-called sins of omission al have their ground in

hopel essness and weakness of faith. ‘It is not so much sin that plunges
us into disaster, as rather despair’, said Chrysostom. That iswhy the
Middle Ages reckoned acedia or tristitia among the sins against the
Holy Spirit which lead to death.

Joseph Pieper in his treatise Uber die Hoffnung (1949) has very neatly
shown how this hopel essness can assume two forms: it can be
presumption, praesumptio, and it can be despair, desperatio. Both are
forms of the sin against hope. Presumption is a premature, selfwilled
anticipation of the fulfillment of what we hope for from God. Despair is
the premature, arbitrary anticipation of the non-fulfillment of what we
hope for from God. Both forms of hopelessness, by anticipating the
fulfillment or by giving up hope, cancel the wayfaring character of hope.
They rebel against the patience in which hope trusts in the God of the
promise. They demand impatiently either fulfillment ‘now already’ or
‘absolutely no’ hope. ‘In despair and presumption alike we have the
rigidifying and freezing of the truly human element, which hope alone
can keep flowing and free' (p. 51).

Thus despair, too, presupposes hope. ‘What we do not long for, can be
the object neither of our hope nor of our despair’ (Augustine). The pain
of despair surely liesin the fact that a hope is there, but no way opens up
towards its fulfillment. Thus the kindled hope turns against the one who
hopes and consumes him. ‘Living means burying hopes', says Fontane
in one of hisnovels, and it is these ‘dead hopes' that he portraysinit.
Our hopes are bereft of faith and confidence. Hence despair would seek
to preserve the soul from disappointments. * Hope as a rule makes many
afool.” Hence we try to remain on the solid ground of reality, ‘to think
clearly and not hope any more’ (Camus), and yet in adopting this so-
called realism dictated by the facts we fall victim to the worst of all
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utopias -- the utopia of the status quo, as R. Musil has called this kind of
realism.

The despairing surrender of hope does not even need to have a desperate
appearance. It can also be the mere tacit absence of meaning, prospects,
future and purpose. It can wear the face of smiling resignation: bonjour
tristessel All that remainsis a certain smile on the part of those who
have tried out the full range of their possibilities and found nothing in
them that could give cause for hope. All that remainsis ataedium vitae,
alifethat haslittle further interest in itself. Of all the attitudes produced
by the decay of a hon-eschatological, bourgeois Christianity, and then
consequently found in ano longer Christian world, there is hardly any
which is so general as acedia, tristesse, the cultivation and dandling
manipul ation of faded hopes. But where hope does not find its way to
the source of new, unknown possibilities, there the trifling, ironical play
with the existing possibilities ends in boredom, or in outbreaks of
absurdity.

At the beginning of the nineteenth century the figure of presumption is
found at many points in German idealism. For Goethe, Schiller, Ranke,
Karl Marx and many others, Prometheus became the great saint of the
modern age. Prometheus, who stole fire from the gods, stood in contrast
to the figure of the obedient servant of God. It was possible to transform
even Christ into a Promethean figure. Along with that there frequently
went a philosophical, revolutionary millenarianism which set itself to
build at last that realm of freedom and human dignity which had been
hoped for in vain from the God of the divine servant.

In the middle of the twentieth century we find in the literary writings of
the existentialists the other form of apostasy from hope. Thus the patron
saint that was Prometheus now assumes the form of Sisyphus, who
certainly knows the pilgrim way, and is fully acquainted with struggle
and decision and with patient toil, yet without any prospect of
fulfillment. Here the obedient servant of God can be transformed into
the figure of the honest failure. There is no hope and no God any more.
Thereisonly Camus' ‘thinking clearly and hoping no more’, and the
honest love and fellow-feeling exemplified in Jesus. As if thinking could
gain clarity without hope! Asif there could be love without hope for the
beloved!

Neither in presumption nor in despair does there lie the power to renew
life, but only in the hope that is enduring and sure. Presumption and
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despair live off this hope and regale themselves at its expense. ‘He who
does not hope for the unexpected, will not find it’, runs a saying of
Heraclitus. ‘ The uniform of the day is patience and its only decoration
the pale star of hope over its heart’ (I. Bachmann).

Hope aloneisto be caled ‘redlistic’, because it alone takes seriously the
possibilities with which all reality is fraught. It does not take things as
they happen to stand or to lie, but as progressing, moving things with
possibilities of change. Only aslong as the world and the peoplein it are
in afragmented and experimental state which is not yet resolved, isthere
any sense in earthly hopes. The latter anticipate what is possible to
reality, historic and moving asit is, and use their influence to decide the
processes of history. Thus hopes and anticipations of the future are not a
transfiguring glow superimposed upon a darkened existence, but are
realistic ways of perceiving the scope of our real possibilities, and as
such they set everything in motion and keep it in a state of change. Hope
and the kind of thinking that goes with it consequently cannot submit to
the reproach of being utopian, for they do not strive after things that
have ‘no place’, but after things that have ‘no place asyet’ but can
acquire one. On the other hand, the celebrated realism of the stark facts,
of established objects and laws, the attitude that despairs of its
possibilities and clings to redlity asit is, isinevitably much more open to
the charge of being utopian, for inits eyesthereis‘no place’ for
possibilities, for future novelty, and consequently for the historic
character of reality. Thus the despair which imagines it has reached the
end of itstether provesto beillusory, aslong as nothing has yet come to
an end but everything is still full of possibilities. Thus positivistic
realism also provesto beillusory, so long as the world is not afixed
body of facts but a network of paths and processes, so long as the world
does not only run according to laws but these laws themselves are also
flexible, so long asit isaream in which necessity means the possible,
but not the unalterable.

Statements of hope in Christian eschatology must also assert themselves
against therigidified utopia of realism, if they would keep faith alive
and would guide obedience in love on to the path towards earthly,
corporeal, social redlity. Inits eyesthe world isfull of all kinds of
possibilities, namely all the possibilities of the God of hope. It sees
reality and mankind in the hand of him whose voice callsinto history
from its end, saying, ‘Behold, | make all things new’, and from hearing
thisword of promise it acquires the freedom to renew life here and to
change the face of the world.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1888 (10 of 19) [2/4/03 8:37:17 PM]



Theology of Hope

4. Does Hope Cheat Man of the Happiness of the Present?

The most serious objection to atheology of hope springs not from
presumption or despair, for these two basic attitudes of human existence
presuppose hope, but the objection to hope arises from the religion of
humble acquiescence in the present. Isit not always in the present alone
that man istruly existent, real, contemporary with himself, acquiescent
and certain? Memory binds him to the past that no longer is. Hope casts
him upon the future that is not yet. He remembers having lived, but he
does not live. He remembers having loved, but he does not love. He
remembers the thoughts of others, but he does not think. It seemsto be
much the same with him in hope. He hopesto live, but he does not live.
He expects to be happy one day, and this expectation causes him to pass
over the happiness of the present. He is never, in memory and hope,
wholly himself and wholly in his present. Always he either limps behind
it or hastens ahead of it. Memories and hopes appear to cheat him of the
happiness of being undividedly present. They rob him of his present and
drag him into times that no longer exist or do not yet exist. They
surrender him to the non-existent and abandon him to vanity. For these
times subject him to the stream of transience -- the stream that sweeps
him to annihilation.

Pascal lamented this deceitful aspect of hope: ‘We do not rest satisfied
with the present. We anticipate the future astoo slow in coming, asif in
order to hasten its course; or we recall the past, to stop itstoo rapid
flight. So imprudent are we that we wander in times which are not ours,
and do not think of the only one which belongs to us; and so idle are we
that we dream of those times which are no more, and thoughtlessly
overlook that which alone exists. . . . We scarcely ever think of the
present; and if wethink of it, it isonly to take light from it to arrange the
future. The present is never our end. The past and the present are our
means, the future aloneis our end. So we never live, but we hopeto live;
and, as we are always preparing to be happy, it isinevitable we should
never be so.’ (Blaise Pascal, No. 172. ET by W. F. Trotter (Everyman
ed.), 1943, pp. 49f.) Always the protest against the Christian hope and
against the transcendent consciousness resulting from it has stubbornly
insisted on the rights of the present, on the good that surely lies always
to hand, and on the eternal truth in every moment. Is the ‘ present’ not
the only time in which man wholly exists, which belongs wholly to him
and to which he wholly belongs? Isthe ‘present’ not time and yet at
once aso more than time in the sense of coming and going -- namely, a
nunc stans and to that extent also a nunc aeternum? Only of the present
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canitbesaidthat it ‘is’, and only present being is constantly with us. If
we are wholly present -- tota simul -- then in the midst of time we are
snatched from the transient and annihilating workings of time.

Thus Goethe, too, could say: ‘ All these passing things we put up with; if
only the eternal remains present to us every moment, then we do not
suffer from the transience of time.” He had found this eternally resting
present in ‘nature’ itself, because he understood ‘ nature’ as the physis
that exists out of itself: ‘All isaways present in it. Past and future it
does not know. The present isits eternity.” Should not man, too,
therefore become present like nature?

Why go chasing distant
fancies?

Lo, the good is ever near!
Only learn to grasp your
chances

Happinessis always here.

Thus the true present is nothing else but the eternity that isimmanent in
time, and what matters is to perceive in the outward form of temporality
and transience the substance that isimmanent and the eternal that is
present -- so said the early Hegel. Likewise Nietzsche endeavored to get
rid of the burden and deceit of the Christian hope by seeking ‘the eternal
Y ea of existence' in the present and finding the love of eternity in
‘loyalty to the earth’. It isalways only in the present, the moment, the
kairos, the ‘now’, that being itself is present intime. It is like noon,
when the sun stands high and nothing casts a shadow any more, nor does
anything stand in the shadow.

But now, it is not merely the happiness of the present, but it ismore, itis
the God of the present, the eternally present God, and it is not merely the
present being of man, but still more the eternal presence of being, that
the Christian hope appears to cheat us of. Not merely man is cheated,

but still more God himself is cheated, where hope does not allow man to
discover an eternal present. It isonly here that the objection to our future
hopes on the ground of the ‘present’ attainsto its full magnitude. Not
merely does life protest against the torture of the hope that isimposed
upon it, but we are also accused of godlessness in the name of the God
whose essential attribute is the numen praesentiae. Y et what God isthis
in whose name the ‘ present’ isinsisted upon as against the hope of what
Isnot yet?
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It is at bottom ever and again the god of Parmenides, of whom it issaid
in Fragment 8 (Diels): ‘ The unity that is being never was, never will be,
for now it Isall at onceasawhole’ (v). This‘being’ does not exist
‘aways, asit was still said to do in Homer and Hesiod, but it ‘is’, and is
‘now’. It has no extension in time, its truth stands on the ‘now’, its
eternity ispresent, it ‘is’ all at once and in one (tota simul). In face of the
epiphany of the eternal presence of being, the timesin which life rises
and passes fade away to mere phenomenain which we have a mixture of
being and non-being, day and night, abiding and passing away. In the
contemplation of the eternal present, however, ‘origin is obliterated and
decay is vanished'. In the present of being, in the eternal Today, manis
immortal, invulnerable and inviolable (G. Picht). If, as Plutarch reports,
the divine name over the portal of the Delphic temple of Apollo was
given as El, then this, too, could mean ‘ Thou art’ in the sense of the
eternal present. It isin the eternal nearness and presence of the god that
we come to knowledge of man’s nature and to joy init.

The god of Parmenidesis ‘thinkable', because he is the eternal, single
fullness of being. The non-existent, the past and the future, however, are
not ‘thinkable’. In the contemplation of the present eternity of this god,
non-existence, movement and change, history and future become
unthinkable, because they ‘are’ not, The contemplation of this god does
not make a meaningful experience of history possible, but only the
meaningful negation of history. The logos of this being liberates and
raises us out of the power of history into the eternal present.

In the struggle against the seeming deceit of the Christian hope,
Parmenides concept of God has thrust its way deeply indeed into
Christian theology. When in the celebrated third chapter of

Kierkegaard' s treatise on The Concept of Dread the promised ‘fullness
of time' istaken out of the realm of expectation that attaches to promise
and history, and the ‘fullness of time' is called the ‘moment’ in the sense
of the eternal, then we find ourselvesin the field of Greek thinking
rather than of the Christian knowledge of God. It istrue that
Kierkegaard modified the Greek understanding of temporality in the
light of the Christian insight into our radical sinfulness, and that he
intensifies the Greek difference between logos and doxa into a paradox,
but does that really imply any more than a modification of the ‘ epiphany
of the eternal present’ ? ‘ The present is not a concept of time. The eternal
conceived as the present is arrested temporal succession. The moment
characterizes the present as a thing that has no past and no future. The
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moment is an atom of eternity. It isthefirst reflection of eternity in time,
itsfirst attempt asit were to halt time.’ It is understandable that then the
believer, too, must be described in parallel terms to the Parmenidean and
Platonic contemplator. The believer isthe man who is entirely present.
He isin the supreme sense contemporaneous with himself and one with
himself. * And to be with the eterna’ s help utterly and completely
contemporaneous with oneself today, isto gain eternity. The believer
turns his back on the eternal so to speak, precisely in order to have it by
him in the one day that istoday. The Christian believes, and thus heis
quit of tomorrow.’

Much the same isto be found in Ferdinand Ebner, whose personalist
thinking and pneumatology of language has had such an influence on
modern theology: ‘Eternal life is so to speak life in the absol ute present
and isin actual fact the life of man in his consciousness of the presence
of God.” For it isof the essence of God to be absolute spiritual presence.
Hence man s ‘present’ is nothing else but the presence of God. He steps
out of time and livesin the present. Thusit isthat helives‘in God'.
Faith and love are timeless acts which remove us out of time, because
they make uswholly ‘present’.

Christian faith then means tuning in to the nearness of God in which
Jesus lived and worked, for living amid the simple, everyday things of
today is of course living in the fullness of time and living in the nearness
of God. To grasp the never-returning moment, to be wholly one with
oneself, wholly self-possessed and on the mark, iswhat is meant by
‘God’. The concepts of God which are constructed in remoteness from
God and in his absence fall to piecesin his nearness, so that to be wholly
present means that ‘ God’ happens, for the * happening’ of the uncurtailed
present is the happening of God.

This mysticism of being, with its emphasis on the living of the present
moment, presupposes an immediacy to God which the faith that believes
in God on the ground of Christ cannot adopt without putting an end to
the historic mediation and reconciliation of God and man in the Christ
event, and so also, as aresult of this, putting an end to the observation of
history under the category of hope. Thisis not the ‘God of hope', for the
latter is present in promising the future -- his own and man’s and the
world s future -- and in sending men into the history that is not yet. The
God of the exodus and of the resurrection ‘is’ not eternal presence, but
he promises his presence and nearness to him who follows the path on
which heis sent into the future. YHWH, as the name of the God who
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first of all promises his presence and his kingdom and makes them
prospects for the future, isa God ‘with future as his essential nature’, a
God of promise and of leaving the present to face the future, a God
whose freedom is the source of new things that are to come. His hameis
not a cipher for the ‘eternal present’, nor can it be rendered by the word
El, ‘thou art’. His name is a wayfaring name, a name of promise that
discloses a new future, a name whose truth is experienced in history
Inasmuch as his promise discloses its future possibilities. He is therefore,
as Paul says, the God who raises the dead and calls into being the things
that are not (Rom. 4.17). This God is present where we wait upon his
promises in hope and transformation. When we have a God who calls
into being the things that are not, then the things that are not yet, that are
future, also become ‘thinkable’ because they can be hoped for.

The ‘now’ and ‘today’ of the New Testament is a different thing from
the ‘now’ of the eternal presence of being in Parmenides, for itisa
‘now’ and an ‘all of asudden’ in which the newness of the promised
futureislit up and seen in aflash. Only inthissenseisit to be called an
‘eschatological’ today. ‘Parousia’ for the Greeks was the epitome of the
presence of God, the epitome of the presence of being. The parousia of
Christ, however, is conceived in the New Testament only in categories
of expectation, so that it means not praesentia Christi but adventus
Christi, and is not his eternal presence bringing time to a standstill, but
his ‘coming’, as our Advent hymns say, opening the road to lifein time,
for the life of timeis hope. The believer is not set at the high noon of
life, but at the dawn of a new day at the point where night and day,
things passing and things to come, grapple with each other. Hence the
believer does not simply take the day as it comes, but looks beyond the
day to the things which according to the promise of him who isthe
creator ex nihilo and raiser of the dead are still to come. The present of
the coming parousia of God and of Christ in the promises of the gospel
of the crucified does not translate us out of time, nor does it bring time
to astandstill, but it opens the way for time and sets history in motion,
for it does not tone down the pain caused us by the non-existent, but
means the adoption and acceptance of the non-existent in memory and
hope. Can there be any such thing as an ‘eternal Y ea of being’ without a
Y eato what no longer is and to what is not yet? Can there be such a
thing as harmony and contemporaneity on man’s part in the moment of
today, unless hope reconciles him with what is non-contemporaneous
and disharmonious? Love does not snatch us from the pain of time, but
takes the pain of the temporal upon itself. Hope makes us ready to bear
the ‘ cross of the present’. It can hold to what is dead, and hope for the
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unexpected. It can approve of movement and be glad of history. For its
God is not he who ‘never was nor will be, because he now Is all at once
asawhole’, but God is he ‘who maketh the dead alive and calleth into
being the things that are not’. The spell of the dogma of hopel essness --
ex nihilo nihil fit -- is broken where he who raises the dead is recognized
to be God. Where in faith and hope we begin to live in the light of the
possibilities and promises of this God, the whole fullness of life
disclosesitself asalife of history and therefore alife to be loved. Only
in the perspective of this God can there possibly be alove that is more
than philia, love to the existent and the like -- namely, agape, love to the
non-existent, love to the unlike, the unworthy, the worthless, to the lost,
the transient and the dead; alove that can take upon it the annihilating
effects of pain and renunciation because it receives its power from hope
of acreatio ex nihilo. Love does not shut its eyes to the non-existent and
say it is nothing, but becomesitself the magic power that brings it into
being. In its hope, love surveys the open possibilities of history. In love,
hope brings al thingsinto the light of the promises of God.

Does this hope cheat man of the happiness of the present? How could it
do so! For it isitself the happiness of the present. It pronounces the poor
blessed, receives the weary and heavy laden, the humbled and wronged,
the hungry and the dying, because it perceives the parousia of the
kingdom for them. Expectation makes life good, for in expectation man
can accept hiswhole present and find joy not only initsjoy but also in
its sorrow, happiness not only in its happiness but also in its pain. Thus
hope goes on its way through the midst of happiness and pain, because
in the promises of God it can see afuture aso for the transient, the dying
and the dead. That iswhy it can be said that living without hopeis like
no longer living. Hell is hopelessness, and it is not for nothing that at the
entrance to Dante’' s hell there stand the words: * Abandon hope, all ye
who enter here.’

An acceptance of the present which cannot and will not see the dying of
the present isan illusion and a frivolity -- and one which cannot be
grounded on eternity either. The hope that is staked on the creator ex
nihilo becomes the happiness of the present when it loyally embraces all
thingsin love, abandoning nothing to annihilation but bringing to light
how open all things are to the possibilities in which they can live and
shall live. Presumption and despair have a paralyzing effect on this,
while the dream of the eternal present ignoresit.

5. Hoping and Thinking
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But now, all that we have so far said of hope might be no more than a
hymn in praise of a noble quality of the heart. And Christian eschatology
could regain its leading role in theology as awhole, yet still remain a
piece of sterile theologizing if we fail to attain to the new thought and
action that are consequently necessary in our dealings with the things
and conditions of thisworld. Aslong as hope does not embrace and
transform the thought and action of men, it remains topsy-turvy and
ineffective. Hence Christian eschatology must make the attempt to
introduce hope into worldly thinking, and thought into the believing
hope.

In the Middle Ages, Anselm of Canterbury set up what has since been
the standard basic principle of theology: fides quaerens intellectum --
credo, ut intelligam. This principle holds aso for eschatology, and it
could well be that it is of decisive importance for Christian theology
today to follow the basic principle: spes quaerens intellectum -- spero, ut
intelligam. If it is hope that maintains and upholds faith and keeps it
moving on, if it is hope that draws the believer into the life of love, then
it will also be hope that is the mobilizing and driving force of faith’s
thinking, of its knowledge of and reflections on, human nature, history
and society. Faith hopesin order to know what it believes. Hence all its
knowledge will be an anticipatory, fragmentary knowledge forming a
prelude to the promised future, and as such is committed to hope. Hence
also vice versa the hope which arises from faith in God’ s promise will
become the ferment in our thinking, its mainspring, the source of its
restlessness and torment. The hope that is continually led on further by
the promise of God reveals al thinking in history to be eschatologically
oriented and eschatologically stamped as provisional. If hope draws faith
into the realm of thought and of life, then it can no longer consider itself
to be an eschatological hope as distinct from the minor hopes that are
directed towards attainable goals and visible changes in human life,
neither can it as aresult dissociate itself from such hopes by relegating
them to a different sphere while considering its own future to be supra-
worldly and purely spiritual in character. The Christian hope is directed
towards a novum ultimum, towards a new creation of all things by the
God of the resurrection of Jesus Christ. It thereby opens a future outlook
that embraces all things, including also death, and into thisit can and
must also take the limited hopes of arenewal of life, stimulating them,
relativizing them, giving them direction. It will destroy the presumption
in these hopes of better human freedom, of successful life, of justice and
dignity for our fellow men, of control of the possibilities of nature,
because it does not find in these movements the salvation it awaits,
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because it refusesto let the entertaining and realizing of utopian ideas of
this kind reconcile it with existence. It will thus outstrip these future
visions of a better, more humane, more peaceable world -- because of its
own ‘better promises’ (Heb. 8.6), because it knows that nothing can be
‘very good’ until ‘all things are become new’. But it will not bein the
name of ‘calm despair’ that it seeks to destroy the presumption in these
movements of hope, for such kinds of presumption still contain more of
true hope than does skeptical realism, and more truth aswell. Thereis
no help against presumption to be found in the despair that says, ‘It will
always be the same in the end’, but only in a persevering, rectifying
hope that finds articulated expression in thought and action. Realism,
still less cynicism, was never agood ally of Christian faith. But if the
Christian hope destroys the presumption in futuristic movements, then it
does so not for its own sake, but in order to destroy in these hopes the
seeds of resignation, which emerge at the latest with the ideological
reign of terror in the utopias in which the hoped-for reconciliation with
existence becomes an enforced reconciliation. This, however, brings the
movements of historic change within the range of the novum ultimum of
hope. They are taken up into the Christian hope and carried further.
They become precursory, and therewith provisional, movements. Their
goals lose the utopian fixity and become provisional, penultimate, and
hence flexible goals. Over against impulses of this kind that seek to give
direction to the history of mankind, Christian hope cannot cling rigidly
to the past and the given and ally itself with the utopia of the status quo.
Rather, it isitself summoned and empowered to creative transformation
of redlity, for it has hope for the whole of reality. Finally, the believing
hope will itself provide inexhaustible resources for the creative,
inventive imagination of love. It constantly provokes and produces
thinking of an anticipatory kind in love to man and the world, in order to
give shape to the newly dawning possibilitiesin the light of the
promised future, in order as far as possible to create here the best that is
possible, because what is promised is within the bounds of possibility.
Thus it will constantly arouse the *passion for the possible’,
inventiveness and elasticity in self-transformation, in breaking with the
old and coming to terms with the new. Always the Christian hope has
had arevolutionary effect in this sense on the intellectual history of the
society affected by it. Only it was often not in church Christianity that its
impulses were at work, but in the Christianity of the fanatics. This has
had a detrimental result for both.

But how can knowledge of reality and reflection upon it be pursued from
the standpoint of eschatological hope? Luther once had aflash of
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inspiration on this point, although it was not realized either by himself or
by Protestant philosophy. In 1516 he writes of the ‘ earnest expectation
of the creature’ of which Paul speaksin Rom. 8.19: ‘ The apostle
philosophizes and thinks about things in a different way from the
philosophers and metaphysicians. For the philosophers fix their eyeson
the presence of things and reflect only on their qualities and quiddities.
But the apostle drags our gaze away from contemplating the present
state of things, away from their essence and attributes, and directs it
towards their future. He does not speak of the essence or the workings of
the creature, of actio, passio or movement, but employs a new, strange,
theological term and speaks of the expectation of the creature
(exspectatio creaturae).” The important thing in our present context is,
that on the basis of atheological view of the ‘ expectation of the
creature’ and its anticipation he demands a new kind of thinking about
the world, an expectation-thinking that corresponds to the Christian
hope. Hence in the light of the prospects for the whole creation that are
promised in the raising of Christ, theology will have to attain to its own,
new way of reflecting on the history of men and things. In the field of
the world, of history and of reality as awhole, Christian eschatology
cannot renounce the intellectus fidei et spel. Creative action springing
from faith is impossible without new thinking and planning that springs
from hope.

For our knowledge and comprehension of reality, and our reflections on
it, that means at |east this. that in the medium of hope our theological
concepts become not judgments which nail reality down to what it is,
but anticipations which show reality its prospects and its future
possibilities. Theological concepts do not give afixed form to reality,
but they are expanded by hope and anticipate future being. They do not
limp after reality and gaze on it with the night eyes of Minerva' s owl,
but they illuminate reality by displaying its future. Their knowledgeis
grounded not in the will to dominate, but in love to the future of things.
Tantum cognoscitur, quantum diligitur (Augustine). They are thus
concepts which are engaged in a process of movement, and which call
forth practical movement and change.

‘Spes quaerensintellectum’ isthe first step towards eschatology, and
where it is successful it becomes docta spes.

15
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Chapter 1. Eschatology And Revelation

|. The Discovery of Eschatology and its | neffectiveness

The discovery of the central significance of eschatology for the message
and existence of Jesus and for early Christianity, which had its
beginnings at the end of the nineteenth century in Johannes Weiss and
Albert Schweitzer, is undoubtedly one of the most important eventsin
recent Protestant theology. It had a shattering effect, and was like an
earthquake shaking the foundations not only of scientific theology, but
also of the Church, of piety and of faith as existing within the
framework of nineteenth-century Protestant culture. Long before world
wars and revolutions had awakened the Western consciousness of crisis,
theologians like Ernst Troeltsch had the as yet hardly comprehended
Impression that ‘ everything istottering’. The recognition of the
eschatological character of early Christianity made it clear that the
automatically accepted idea of a harmonious synthesis between
Christianity and culture was a lie (Franz Overbeck). In this world with
its assured and axiomatic religious positions in the realm of thought and
will, Jesus appeared as a stranger with an apocalyptic message that was
foreign to it. At the same time there arose afeeling of estrangement and
asense of the lost and critical state of thisworld. ‘ The floods are rising --
the dams are bursting’, said Martin Kahler. It isall the more astonishing
that the ‘new’ element in the discovery of the eschatological dimension
of the whole Christian message was considered to represent for
traditional Christianity in its present and existing form only a‘crisis
which had to be assimilated, mastered and overcome. None of the
discovererstook his discovery realy seriously. The so-called ‘ consistent
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eschatology’ was never really consistent, and has therefore led a
peculiar shadow-existence to this day. The very concepts in which
attempts were made to comprehend the peculiarity of the eschatological
message of Jesus manifest atypical and almost helpless inadequacy.
Johannes Weissin his pioneer work, Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche
Gottes, in 1892 formulated hisinsight as follows: ‘ The kingdom of God
Isin Jesus' view an absolutely supra-worldly factor which standsin
exclusive contrast to thisworld. . . . The ethico-religious use of this
concept in recent theology, which wholly strips it of its original
eschatological and apocalyptic sense, isunjustified. It isonly seemingly
biblical, for it uses the expression in a different sense from Jesus.(J.
Weiss, Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes, 1892, pp. 49f.) As
compared with the picture of Jesus advanced by his father-in-law
Albrecht Ritschl, this statement provides a sharp antithesis. But isthe
‘supra-worldly’ aready the ‘eschatological’ ? Jesus here no longer
appears as the moral teacher of the Sermon on the Mount, but with his
eschatological message he becomes an apocalyptic fanatic. ‘He has
nothing more in common with this world, he has one foot already in the
next.’(Ibid., 2nd ed., p. 145. On the limitations of the recognition of the
eschatological message of Jesus in Johannes Welss, cf. F. Holmstrom,
Das eschatologische .Denkin der Gegenwart, 1936, pp. 61ff.. ‘Welss, it
Istrue, seeks to root out the Ritschlian idea of the kingdom of God from
New Testament theology, yet it remains still unbroken in systematic and
practical theology’ (p. 62); ‘ For Christianity today, hormative
significance thus attaches not to the eschatological figure of Jesus, but to
the traditional liberal ideal picture of the moral teacher of wisdom’ (p.
71). ‘The "time-conditioned" character of Johannes Weiss' own view of
the significance of the eschatological motif can thus be seen from the
fact that he regards it merely as a time-conditioned element in Jesus
own preaching.”) Thus after his sally into the no-man’ s-land of
eschatology Johannes Welss returned again at once to the liberal picture
of Jesus.

It was no different with Albert Schweitzer. The greatness of hiswork
lay in the fact that he took seriously the foreignness of Jesus and his
message as compared with all the liberal nineteenth-century pictures of
Jesus. ‘ Eschatology makes it impossible to attribute modern ideas to
Jesus and then by way of "New Testament Theology" take them back
from Him as aloan, as even Ritschl not so long ago did with such
naiveté.(A. Schweitzer, Von Reimarus zu Wrede. Eine Geschichte der
Leben-Jesu-Forschung, 1st ed. 1906, p. 322. ET by W. Montgomery:
The Quest of the Historical Jesus. a critical study of its progress from
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Reimarusto Wrede, 2nd English ed., 1911 (trans. of 1st German ed. of
1906), p. 250. (The 3rd English ed. of 1954 has a new Introduction by
the author, but is otherwise the same asin 1911.) But the startling thing
about Schweitzer’ s work on the other hand is that he had no
eschatological sense at al -- neither for theological nor for philosophical
eschatology. The consequences which he drew from his discovery of the
apocalyptic of Jesus were aimed at the final conquest and annihilation of
what he considered an illusionary eschatologism. His philosophy of life
and of culture is governed by the overcoming of that painful impression
which he described as follows in the first edition of his Quest of the
Historical Jesus: ‘ Thereis silence all around. The Baptist appears and
cries: "Repent, for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand." Soon after that
comes Jesus, and in the knowledge that He is the coming Son of Man
lays hold of the wheel of the world to set it moving on that last
revolution which isto bring all ordinary history to aclose. It refuses to
turn, and He throws Himself upon it. Then it does turn; and crushes
Him. Instead of bringing in the eschatological conditions, He has
destroyed them. The wheel rolls onward, and the mangled body of the
one immeasurably great Man, who was strong enough to think of
Himself as the spiritual ruler of mankind and to bend history to His
purpose, is hanging upon it still. That is His victory and His
reign.(.(lbid. 1906, p.367, ET pp. 368f. This passage was deleted in the
later (German) editions.) The ‘wheel of history’, symbol of the eternal
recurrence of the same cycle, takes the place of the eschatological arrow-
flight of history. The experience of two thousand years of delayed
parousia makes eschatology impossible today.

After the first World War the founders of ‘dialectical theology’ took the
eschatology that had thus been suppressed by idealism and condemned
to ineffectiveness, and set it in the centre not only of exegetical but now
also of dogmatic study. In the second edition of his Romerbrief, Karl
Barth in 1921 makes the programmatic announcement: ‘If Christianity
be not altogether and unreservedly eschatology, there remainsin it no
relationship whatever to Christ.(Der Romerbrief, 2nd ed. 1922, p. 298
[ET by E.C, Hoskyns: The Epistle to the Romans, 1933, p. 314.])Y et
what is the meaning of ‘eschatology’ here? It is not history, moving
silently and interminably onwards, that brings a crisis upon men’'s
eschatological hopes of the future, as Albert Schweitzer said, but on the
contrary it is now the eschaton, breaking transcendentally into history,
that brings all human history to itsfinal crisis. This, however, makes the
eschaton into a transcendental eternity, the transcendental meaning of
all ages, equally near to all the ages of history and equally far from all of
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them. Whether eternity was understood in transcendental terms, asin
Barth, who spoke of the unhistorical, supra-historical or ‘ proto-
historical’, or whether the eschaton was understood in existentialist
terms, asin Bultmann, who spoke of the ‘eschatological moment’, or
whether it was axiologically understood, asin Paul Althaus, who saw
‘every wave of the sea of time break as it were on the strand of eternity’,
-- everywhere in these years, even as they strove to get the better of the
historic eschatology which was construed by religion in terms of saving
history and by secularism in terms of belief in progress, men became the
victims of atranscendental eschatology which once again obscured
rather than devel oped the discovery of early Christian eschatology. It
was precisely the transcendentalist view of eschatology that prevented
the break-through of eschatological dimensionsin dogmatics. Thus all
that remains as the outcome of the ‘ eschatological struggle of today’ is
in the first instance the unsatisfactory result that there certainly exists a
Christian eschatology which sees history in terms of saving history and
regards eschatology as concerned merely with the final, closing events
of history, that there certainly exists a transcendental eschatology, for
which the eschaton as good as means the transcendental ‘ present of
eternity’, and that there exists an eschatology interpreted in existentialist
terms, for which the eschaton is the crisis of kerygmatic involvement,
but that Christian eschatology is not yet by any meansin a position to
break through the categories which provide the framework of these
forms of thinking. This, however, is the inescapable task of theological
thought, if the ‘discovery’ sixty years ago of the eschatol ogical message
of early Christianity isto be properly understood and isto involve
consequences for theology and for the existence of the Church.

Now these forms of thinking, in which the real language of eschatology
is still obscured today, are entirely the thought forms of the Greek mind,
which sees in the logos the epiphany of the eternal present of being and
finds the truth in that. Even where the modern age thinks in Kantian
terms, this conception of truth is at bottom intended. The real language
of Christian eschatology, however, is not the Greek logos, but the
promise which has stamped the language, the hope and the experience
of Isragl. It was not in the logos of the epiphany of the eternal present,
but in the hope-giving word of promise that Israel found God'’ s truth.
That iswhy history was here experienced in an entirely different and
entirely open form. Eschatology as a science is therefore not possible in
the Greek sense, nor yet in the sense of modern experimental science,
but only as a knowledge in terms of hope, and to that extent asa
knowledge of history and of the historic character of truth. These
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differences between Greek thought and that of Israel and Christianity,
between logos and promise, between epiphany and apokalypsis of the
truth have today been made clear in many fields and by various
methods. And yet Georg Picht is right when he says, ‘ The epiphany of
the eternal present of being distorts to this day the eschatol ogical
revelation of God.(G. Picht, Die Erfahrung der Geschichte, 1958, p. 42.)
In order to attain to areal understanding of the eschatol ogical message,
it isaccordingly necessary to acquire an openness and understanding vis-
a-viswhat ‘ promise’ meansin the Old and New Testaments, and how in
the wider sense aform of speech and thought and hope that is
determined by promise experiences God, truth, history and human
nature. It is further necessary to pay attention to the continual
controversies in which the promise-centered faith of Israel found itself,
in every field of life, engaged with the epiphany-based religions of the
world about it, and in which its own truth came to light. The
controversies continue also through the New Testament, especialy
where Christianity encountered the Greek mind. They are part of
Christianity’ s task also today -- and that, too, not only in what modern
theology has to say for itself, but also in reflecting on the world and in
the experience of history. Christian eschatology in the language of
promise will then be an essential key to the unlocking of Christian truth.
For the loss of eschatology -- not merely as an appendix to dogmatics,
but as the medium of theological thinking as such -- has always been the
condition that makes possible the adaptation of Christianity to its
environment and, as aresult of this, the self-surrender of faith. Just asin
theological thought the blending of Christianity with the Greek mind
made it no longer clear which God was really being spoken of, so
Christianity inits social form took over the heritage of the ancient state
religion. It installed itself asthe ‘crown of society’ and its ‘saving
centre’, and lost the disquieting, critical power of its eschatol ogical
hope. In place of what the Epistle to the Hebrews describes as an exodus
from the fixed camp and the continuing city, there came the solemn
entry into society of areligious transfiguration of the world. These
conseguences, too, have to be bornein mind if we areto attainto a
liberation of eschatological hope from the forms of thought and modes
of conduct belonging to the traditional syntheses of the West.

2. Promise and Revelation of God

In addressing ourselves to the combined topic of ‘ promise’ and
‘revelation’ the purposeis not only to enquire into the relation between
the two, but also to develop aview of the ‘revelation of God’ whichis
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‘eschatological’ in so far asit seeks to discover the language of promise.
The concepts of revelation in systematic theology have been fashioned
throughout in adoption of; and controversy with, the Greek metaphysic
of the proofs of God. ‘ Revelation theology’ today consequently stands
in emphatic antithesis to so-called ‘ natural theology’. That means,
however, that these concepts of revelation are constantly preoccupied
with the question of whether or not God can be proved. On thisfront, a
theology of revelation can ally itself with a negative natural theology
and be derived from the dogma of the non-provability of God. But a
concept of revelation arrived at in thisway is threatened with the loss of
all its content. Its reduction of everything to the problem of the
knowledge of God brings about the much lamented formalism of
revelation theology.

But now the more recent theology of the Old Testament has indeed
shown that the words and statements about the ‘revealing of God’ in the
Old Testament are combined throughout with statements about the
‘promise of God'. God reveals himself in the form of promise and in the
history that is marked by promise. This confronts systematic theol ogy
with the question whether the understanding of divine revelation by
which it is governed must not be dominated by the nature and trend of
the promise. The examination in the field of comparative religion of the
special peculiarity of Israglite faith istoday bringing out ever more
strongly the difference between its ‘religion of promise’ and the
epiphany religions of the revealed gods of the world around Isragl.
These epiphany religions are al ‘religions of revelation’ in their own
way. Any place in the world can become the epiphany of the divine and
the pictorial transparency of the deity. The essential difference hereis
accordingly not between the so-called nature gods and a God of
revelation, but between the God of the promise and the gods of the
epiphanies. Thus the difference does not lie already in the assertion of
divine ‘revelation’ as such, but in the different ways of conceiving and
speaking of the revelation and self-manifestation of the deity. The
decisively important question is obviously that of the context in which
thetalk of revelation arises. It is one thing to ask: where and when does
an epiphany of the divine, eternal, immutable and primordial take place
in the realm of the human, temporal and transient? And it is another
thing to ask: when and where does the God of the promise reveal his
faithfulness and in it himself and his presence? The one question asks
about the presence of the eternal, the other about the future of what is
promised. But if promiseis determinative of what is said of the
revealing of God, then every theological view of biblical revelation
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contains implicitly agoverning view of eschatology. Then, however, the
Christian doctrine of the revelation of God must explicitly belong
neither to the doctrine of God -- as an answer to the proofs of God or to
the proof of his non-provability -- nor to anthropology -- as an answer to
the question of God as asked by man and given along with the
guestionableness of human existence. It must be eschatologically
understood, namely, in the field of the promise and expectation of the
future of the truth.(So aso G. Gloege, RGG IV, col. 1611 ‘ The concept
of revelation belongs to eschatology.’) The question of the
understanding of the world in the light of God and of man in the light of
God -- this was the concern of the proofs of God -- can be answered
only when it is plain which God is being spoken of, and in what way or
with what purpose and intention he reveals himself. We shall therefore
have to take some of the concepts of revelation in more recent
systematic theology and examine them first in regard to the view of
eschatology by which they are governed and secondly in regard to their
immanent links with traditional proofs of God.

The other reason for understanding revelation in the light of promise
arises from the theology of the Reformers. The correlate of faith isfor
the Reformers not an idea of revelation, but is expressly described by
them asthe promissio dei: fides et promissio sunt correlativa. Faith is
called to life by promise and is therefore essentially hope, confidence,
trust in the God who will not lie but will remain faithful to his promise.
For the Reformers, indeed, the gospel isidentical with promissio. It was
only in Protestant orthodoxy that under the constraint of the question of
reason and revelation, nature and grace, the problem of revelation
became the central theme of dogmatic prolegomena. It was only when
theology began to employ a concept of reason and a concept of nature
which were not derived from aview of the promise but were now taken
over from Aristotle, that the problem of revelation appeared in its
familiar form. There arose that dualism of reason and revelation which
made theological talk of revelation increasingly irrelevant for man’s
knowledge of reality and his dealings with it. The result of this unhappy
story is, that our task isto set the subject of divine revelation no longer
in antithesis to man’s momentary understanding of the world and of
himself; but to take this very understanding of self and the world up
into, and open its eyes for, the eschatological outlook in which
revelation is seen as promise of the truth.

The formalism which is everywhere so striking in the modern
concept of revelation has its ground in the approach which adopts
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the seemingly perfectly natural method of deriving the
theological content of ‘revelation’ from the word ‘revelation’. ‘In
general, we understand by revelation the disclosure of what is
veiled, the opening up of what is hidden.” (R.
Bultmann).(Glauben und Verstehen, I11, 1960, p.1 [ET by
Schubert M. Ogden, Existence and Faith, 1960, p. 59]) ‘In the
New Testament, refers to the removing of aveil, to the emerging
of the hidden, to the making known of what is other wise
unknown, and to the imparting of what is otherwise not
avallable’ (O. Weber).(Grundlagen der Dogmatik, I, 1955, p.
188.) ‘A closed door is opened, acovering is taken away. In the
darkness light dawns, a question finds its answer, ariddle its
solution’ (K. Barth).(Das christliche Verstandnis der
Offenbarung (Theologische Existenz heute, NF vol. 12), 1948, p.
3 (cf. ET by R. Gregor Smith in Against the Stream: Shorter Post-
war Writings 1946-52, 1954, p. 205, slightly atered). Cf. aso p.5
[ET p. 207] ‘Revelation in the Christian sense of the term means
revelation, disclosure of something which is hidden from man
not only in fact but in principle.”) This general explanation of the
word then results for Bultmann in what for him is the decisive
guestion whether revelation is an importation of knowledge or an
event which transposes me into a new state of my self.(Glauben
und Verstehen, 111, 1960, p. 2 [ET p. 59]) Aslong as every man
knows of his death, and his existence is placed by it in a state of
radical questionableness, he can also know in advance what
revelation and lifeis. God' s revelation proves to be an event
affecting the peculiar existence of the particular individual, and
therewith an answer to the question raised by the
guestionableness of his being. Barth on the other hand defined
the general use of the word revelation in the Christian sense by
saying that here revelation is the self-revelation of the Creator of
al that is, of the Lord of all being, and hence transcendent self-
revelation of God. While Bultmann endeavors to bring out as
against the supra-naturalistic orthodox concept of revelation the
fact that revelation has the character of an event in history, Barth
was concerned for the absol ute independence, unprovability,
underivability and incomparability of the self-revelation of God.
Just as Bultmann developed his understanding of revelation
within the framework of a new proof of God from existence, so
the concept of the self-revelation of God developed by Barth
corresponds with Anselm’ s onto-logical proof of God as
interpreted in his book Fides quaerens intellectum (1930). This
book on Anselm contains highly significant prolegomenato the
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Church Dogmatics. This means, however, that both writers are
wrestling with specific theological traditions and find in the
concept of revelation the starting point for anew way of speaking
of the revelation of God, without first asking what is the
reference and bearing of the words for the revelation of God in
the Old and New Testaments. To set out from ageneral
explanation of terms means to let these expressions remain in the
first instance where they originally belong, i.e. where they stand
in the epiphany religions. It then becomes all the more difficult
later on to discover specifically in the ‘revelation of God' the
new content of the biblical proclamation. Too little attention is
paid to the fact that the expressions for ‘revelation’ in the biblical
scriptures have completely broken out of their original religious
context and are employed with a meaning of a different kind.
This different kind of meaning is mainly determined by the
events of promise.

3. Transcendental Eschatology

What is the underlying view of eschatology which governs and
dominates the concept of the ‘self-revelation of God' as found in Barth,
and the understanding of revelation as the *disclosure of authentic
selfhood’ as found in Bultmann?

We shall find that the idea of self-revelation both in its theological and
in its anthropological form has been formulated under the spell of a
‘transcendental eschatology’. | choose the expression * transcendental
eschatology’, which Jakob Taubes and Hans Urs von Balthasar have
used to designate Immanuel Kant’s doctrine of the end, because it
accords better than the usual designation * presentative eschatology’ with
the categories of thought in which the corresponding view of revelation
IS here formul ated.

Within the framework of atranscendental eschatology, the question of
the future and the goal of revelation is answered by means of a
reflection: the wherefore and the whence are the same, the goal of
revelation isidentical with itsorigin. If God reveals nothing other than
“himself’, then the goal and the future of hisrevelation liesin himself. If
revelation happens to man’s self then its goal is that man should attain to
his authenticity and primordiality, that is, to himself. This means,
however, that revelation and the eschaton coincide in either casein the
point which is designated God’ s or man’s ‘ self’. Revelation does not
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then open up afuture in terms of promise, nor doesit have any future
that would be greater than itself but revelation of God is then the coming
of the eternal to man or the coming of man to himself. It is precisely this
reflection on the transcendent ‘self’ that makes eschatology a
transcendental eschatology. ‘Revelation” consequently becomes the
apocalypse of the transcendent subjectivity of God or of man.

The classical philosophical form of transcendental eschatology isfound
in Immanuel Kant. Its basic features recur where-ever Kantian thinking
Isfound in the revelational theology of modern times. In his short,
almost forgotten treatise on Das Ende aller Dinge (1794), Kant
addressed himself to the eschatology of the eighteenth century as
expressed in terms of cosmology and saving history, and subjected it to
a critigue corresponding to his great critiques of theological
metaphysics.(Quoted according to the edition: I. Kant, Zur
Geschichtsphilosophie (1784-1798), ed. A. Buchenau, Berlin, 947, pp.
31 ff. For an analysis and assessment, cf. Hans Urs von Balthasar,
Prometheus, Studien zur Geschichte des deutschen Idealismus, 1947,
pp. 91 ff.; J. Taubes, Abendlandische Eschatologie, 1947, pp. 139 ff.; H.

A. Salmony, Kants Schrift: Das Ende aller Dinge, 1962.) There can be
no such thing as an intellectual knowledge of the ‘last things', since
these ‘objects . . lie wholly beyond our field of vision(Op. cit., p. 40.) It
iIsthereforeidle to ‘brood over what they are in themselvesand in
essence’.(Ibid.) Taken as particular objects accessible to the intellect,
they are ‘wholly void'.(Ibid.) No provable and convincing knowledge of
them can be attained. Y et they are not for that reason to be considered
‘void’ in every respect. For what the intellect finds itself certainly bound
to dismiss as null and void, acquires through the practical reason a
significance of its own that is highly existential, namely moral. The
ideas of the last things have therefore to be ethically examined, and
considered in the sphere of the moral reason, of the practical ability to
be a self. The method will beto start asif we had ‘here to do merely
withideas. . . which reason creates for itself’, asif we were ‘playing’
with ideas which *are given us by the legidative reason itself with a
practical purpose’, in order to reflect on them according to ‘moral
principles concerned with the ultimate goal of all things'.(Op. cit., p. 44.
The whole passage runs: ‘ Since we have here to do merely with ideas
(or are playing with ideas) which reason creates for itself, the objects of
which (if they have any) lie wholly beyond our field of vision, yet
which, although for speculative knowledge they are extravagant, are
nevertheless not for that reason to be considered void in all respects, but
are given us by the legidlative reason itself with a practical purpose, not
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in order that we should brood over what their objects are in themselves
and in essence, but in order that we should ask what we have to make of
them with aview to the moral principles concerned with the ultimate
goal of al things (with the result that these things which would
otherwise be wholly void acquire objective, practical reality) -- since all
thisis so, we have aclear field before us to take this product of our own
reason, the general concept of an end of all things, and to classify it and
order its subordinate concepts according to the relation it bears to our
perceptive faculty’ (my italics).)

Now with this critical appropriation of traditional eschatological ideas
Kant has not only brought about an ethical reduction of eschatology.
Rather, itsimmediate effect is, that though excluding the eschatological
categories of hope, the reality appearing to, and perceptible by, the
theoretic reason can now be rationalized on the basis of eternal
conditions of possible experience.(‘ Kant: ‘ The abiding and unchanging
"“I" (of pure apperception) forms the correlate of all our representations’
(Critique of Pure Reason, A 523, ET by N. Kemp Smith, 1929, p. 546).
‘Thus the time in which all change of appearances has to be thought,
remains and does not change’ (ibid., B 225, ET p. 213) ‘ Time is nothing
but the form of inner sense, that is, of the intuition of ourselves and of
our inner state’ (ibid.,B 49, ET p. 77). On this, cf. G. Picht, op cit., p.40:
‘The abiding present of eternity -- that is the ground of the of the
concept of timein Kant. . . . It isthe religions experience of traditional
metaphysical theology, which conceived God as the Absolute, i.e. asthe
immutable substance of Being in its eternal presence.’) If the eschata
are supra-sensible and as such beyond all possibility of knowledge, then
eschatological perspectives arein turn also completely irrelevant for the
knowledge of the world of experience. ‘ And since our intuition is
always sensible, no object can ever be given to usin experience which
does not conform to the condition of time.’ (Critique of Pure Reason, B
52, ET p. 78.) Whereas for Herder eschatology still meant the inner
Impetus and the Orientation towards the future of adynamically open
cosmos of all living things, Kant has the sensual impression of a ‘world
machine’ and a‘mechanism of nature'.” The res gestae of history are
consequently for the intellect the same in principle as the res extensae of
nature. Thus along with cosmological eschatology his criticism applies
also to every conceivable eschatology expressed in terms of history and
saving history. It is not simply that its place is taken by an ethical
eschatology of moral ends. That is only one consequence. Rather, the
eschata form themselves into eternal, transcendental conditions for the
possibility of experiencing oneself in a practical way. Man, who ‘as
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bel onging to the sensuous world recognizes himself to be necessarily
subject to the laws of causality’, nevertheless becomes ‘in practical
matters, in his other aspect as abeing in himself conscious of his
existence as determinable in an intelligible order of things'.” In moral
action man gets ‘ beyond the mechanism of blindly working

causes (Ibid., A 191) ‘into an order of thingstotally other than that of a
mere mechanism of nature’.(lbid., A 74.) He attains to the non-
objective, non-objectifiable realm of freedom and of ability to be a self.
Thus, as Hans Urs von Balthasar aptly remarks, ‘transcendental
philosophy becomes the method towards inward apocalypse’ .(Hans Urs
von Balthasar, op. cit., p. 92.) In place of cosmological and historic
eschatol ogies comes the practical realization of eschatological existence.

G. W. F. Hegel in his early treatise Glauben und Wissen with the sub-
title oder die Reflexionsphilosophie der Subjektivitat (1802) has
impressively described his dissatisfaction with the results of this
reflective philosophy:

The great form of the world spirit, however, which has
discovered itself in these philosophies, is the principle of the
North and, from the religious point of view, of Protestantism, the
subjectivity in which beauty and truth presentsitself in feelings
and dispositions, in love and understanding. Religion builds its
temples and altars in the heart of the individual, and sighs and
prayers seek the God whose contemplation is forbidden because
there is always the danger of the intellect, which would see the
contemplated object as athing, the forest as firewood. It istrue
that the inward must also become outward, the intention attain to
reality in action, the immediate religious feeling expressitself in
outward movement, and the faith that flees the objectivity of
knowledge take objective form in thoughts, concepts and words;
but the objectiveis very carefully distinguished by the intellect
from the subjective, and it is the e ement which has no value and
Is nothing, just as the struggle of subjective beauty must be
precisaly to take all due precautions against the necessity of the
subjectives becoming objective. . . . It is precisely as aresult of
its fleeing the finite and holding fast to subjectivity that it finds
the beautiful turned altogether into things, the forest into
firewood, picturesinto things that have eyes and do not see, ears
and do not hear, while the ideals that cannot be taken in wholly
intelligible reality like sticks and stones become fabrications of
the imagination and every relation to them is seen as empty play,
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or as dependence on objects and as superstition.(Quoted
according to the edition in the Philosophische Bibliothek 62b, ed.
F. Meiner, 1962, p. 3. Note the amost verbal polemical allusion
to the Kant passage quoted above, p. 47 n 1.)

This critique of the reflective philosophy of Kant’s transcendental
subjectivity Hegel later developed further in his critique of
romanticism.(Cf. G. Rohrmoser, Subjektivitat und Verdinglichung:
Theologie und Gesellschaft im Denken des jungen Hegel, 1961, pp. 75
ff.; O. Poggeler, Hegels Kritik der Romantik, Phil. Diss., Bonn 1956; J.
Ritter, Hegel und die franzosische Revolution (AGFNRW 63), 1957.) In
doing so he had in view what has been called the ‘dual track in the
history of modern thought’ (J. Ritter) in which Descartes methodizing
approach to world experience isinevitably joined dialectically by
Pascal’ s logique du coeur, the rational system of the Enlightenment by
aesthetic subjectivity, historical skepticism by the non-historical
mysticism of the solitary soul, the positivism of a science that is
independent of values (Max Weber) by the appealing tones of the
philosophy of existence (Karl Jaspers). For theology, this resulted in the
dilemmathat according as the story of Christ became for the intellect an
‘accidental truth of history’, so faith was transformed into an immediate
contemplation of ‘eternal truths of reason’ -- that according as the
proclamation in history degenerated into the ‘ mere historical faith of the
Church’, so faith exalted itself into the ‘ pure, immediately God-given
faith of reason’. Hegel here perceived that both elementsin this process,
objectification and subjectivity, are abstract products of reflective
philosophy and therefore dialectically condition each other. Both
involve a negation and a break-away from history: ‘ The world has
congealed, asit were, it isnot a sea of being, but a being that has turned
into mechanical clockwork.’ (K. Jasper., Descartes und die Philosophie,
2nd ed. 1948, p. 85.) A new concept of the cosmos in terms of natural
science obscures the experience of reality as history; while on the other
hand human existence palesto an ineffable, solitary subjectivity, which
must flee all Contact with reality and all concessions towards it in order
to abide by itself. This cleavage into objectification and subjectivity is
not to be escaped -- nor can theology escape it in bringing the gospel to
the modern world -- by declaring one side of this kind of thinking to be
vain, deficient, corrupt and decadent. Rather, theology will have to take
the hardened antitheses and make them fluid once more, to mediatein
the contradiction between them and reconcile them. That, however, is
only possible when the category of history, which drops out in this
dualism, is rediscovered in such away that it does not deny the
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antithesis in question, but spans it and understands it as an element in an
advancing process. The revelation of God can neither be presented
within the framework of the reflective philosophy of transcendental
subjectivity, for which history is reduced to the ‘ mechanism’ of a closed
system of causes and effects, nor can it be presented in the anachronism
of atheology of saving history, for which the ‘forest’ has not yet
become ‘firewood’ and ‘sacred history’ has not yet been subjected to
critical historical thinning. Rather, the essential thing will be to make
these abstract products of the modern denial of history fluid once more,
and to understand them as forms assumed in history by the spirit in the
course of an eschatological process which is kept in hope and in motion
by the promise grounded in the cross and resurrection of Christ, The
conditions of possible experience which were understood by Kant in a
transcendental sense must be understood instead as historically flowing
conditions. It is not that time at a standstill is the category of history, but
the history which is experienced from the eschatological future of the
truth is the category of time.

4. The Theology of the Transcendental Subjectivity of God

Karl Barth gave as one of the reasons for the complete recasting of his
commentary on Romans in the second edition of 1921 the fact that he
was indebted to his brother Heinrich Barth for * better acquaintance with
the real orientation of the ideas of Plato and Kant’.(Der Romerbrief, 2nd
ed. 1922, p. 483 [ET p. 4]). It will be owing to this influence that the
eschatology which in the first edition of 1919 was not unfriendly
towards dynamic and cosmic perspectives retreated from now on into
the background of Barth’s thinking, and that early dialectical theology
set to work in terms of the dialectic of time and eternity and came under
the bane of the transcendental eschatology of Kant. Here ‘end’ cameto
be the equivalent of ‘origin’, and the eschaton became the
transcendental boundary of time and eternity. ‘Being the transcendent
meaning of all moments, the eternal "Moment" can be compared with
no moment in time’, says Barth in comment on Rom. 13.12: ‘ The night
isfar spent, the day isat hand.’(Ibid., p. 484 [ET p. 498]) ‘ Of thereal
end of history it may be said at any time: The end is near!’ (Die
Auferstehung der Toten, 2nd ed. 1926, p.60 (ET by H. J. Stenning: The
Resurrection of the Dead, 1933, p. 112). His exposition of | Cor. 15
shows a corresponding lack of interest in an eschatology that deals with
the history of the end: ‘ The history of the end must be for him [the
radical biblical thinker] synonymous with the pre-history, the limits of
time of which he speaks must be the limits of all and every time and
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thus necessarily the origin of time.(Ibid., p. 59 [ET p. 110).

From the point of view of the history of philosophy this transcendental
eschatology was working with a combination of Ranke's saying that
‘every epoch has an immediate relation to God’ and Kierkegaard’'s
dictum that ‘where the eternal is concerned there is only one time: the
present’. ‘Every moment in time bears within it the unborn secret of
revelation, and every moment can thus be qualified’, said Barth in 1922,
and Bultmann in 1958 in the last paragraph of History and Eschatol ogy
says the same in amost the same words -- though to be sure with the
addition, ‘Y ou must awaken it.’ ( Cf. .Romerbrief, 2nd ed. 1922, p. 483
(ET p. 497) and R. Bultmann, History und Eschatology, 1957, p. 155.)

What do these eschatological statements -- if we would call them
‘eschatological’ -- imply for the understanding of the revelation of God?

Karl Barth’s doctrine of the ‘ self-revelation’ of God was first devel oped
in detail in 1925 in his essay on ‘ The Principles of Dogmatics according
to Wilhelm Herrmann’, in taking up and surmounting the celebrated
‘self’ of Herrmann.(In Die Theologie und die Kirche [Ges. Vortrage 1],
1928, pp. 240 ff. [ET by L. P. Smith: Theology and Church, 1962, pp.
238 ff.]) Theideaof ‘self-revelation’ has a previous history in the
nineteenth century in the school of the Hegelian theologians. For the
twentieth century, however, and especially for Barth and Bultmann, the
emphasizing of ‘self’ in connection with revelation comes from
Herrmann, whose pupils both of them were in Marburg. Without
entering further into Hermann’ s theol ogy,(On this cf. the latest study by
T. Mahlmann, ‘ Das Axiom des Erlebnisses bel Wilhelm Herrmann’,
Neue Zeitschrift fir systematische Theologie, 4, 1962, pp. 11 ff.) we can
preface our enquiry here by a quotation from his book Gottas
Offenbarung an uns (1908), in order to indicate the problem involved in
theidea of ‘self-revelation’: *We have no other means of knowing God
except that he reveals himself to us ourselves by acting upon us.’ (Gottes
Offenbarung an uns, 1908, p. 76. (The German -- dass er sich uns selbst
offenbart -- can a'so mean, ‘that he himself reveals himself to us’ --
Trandator.)

With the actualism which in this statement links together revelation,
action, and knowledge of God, Barth and Bultmann are in agreement.
The question -- not for the understanding of the Statement as Herrmann
meant it, but for the point at which Barth and Bultmann start with, and
depart from, Herrmann -- is how the content is to be understood. Does
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the statement mean that God himself must reveal himself to us, or that
God must reveal himself to us ourselves? Does the ‘self’ of the self-
revelation refer essentially to God or to man?

What Herrmann meant by this statement is plain. Revelation is not
instruction, and not an emotional impulse. Revelation of God cannot be
objectively explained, but it can certainly be experienced in man’s own
self, namely, in the non-objectifiable subjectivity of the dark,
defensel ess depths in which we live the moment of involvement. The
revealing of God in hisworking upon ourselvesis therefore as
unfathomable, as non-derivable, as much grounded in itself as the living
of life, which no one can explain, but everyone can experience.(These
areideas and parallels arrived at by Herrmann is, his encounter with the
rising vitalist philosophy of Bergson, Simmel and Driesch. Cf. T.
Mahlmann, op. cit., p. 29: ‘Life creates its own justification by its action
(ZTK 12, 1952. P. 75). That life is grounded in itself, hasits origin only
initself, accordingly meansthat life is self-assertion, that it assert, itself
continually without demonstrable ground.”) That is why no catchword is
more characteristic of the theology of Herrmann than the word ‘ self’ in
an anthropological sense.

Barth, however, arguesin his essay that the word ‘self’ in this sense
cannot after all be the last word in the theology of revelation. ‘Herrmann
knows that one does not "experience" God the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit, the mystery of God. "Even where he reveals himself God
continues to dwell in darkness." (K. Barth, op. cit., p. 262 [ET p. 254.])
Precisely when it comes to the doctrine of the Trinity, he says, there
appears areservation even in Herrmann, despite all the emphasis on our
own personal experience. Whether thisis true of Herrmann need not
concern us here. For the development of Barth’s theology it isimportant
that he starts at this point, and goes on by putting the subjectivity of God
in place of the subjectivity of man which Herrmann means by ‘self’. He
asks whether in speaking of ‘the majesty of the Triune God’, we have
not to think of ‘the unabrogable subjectivity of God, who exclusively
determines himself, and is knowable exclusively through himself in the
"purest act" (actus purissimus) of his Triune Personality’.(Ibid., p. 264
[ET p. 256, slightly altered]) ‘ The lion breaks his cage; a wholly
different "Self" has stepped on to the scene with his own validity.” ‘Man
asks about his"self" only because and if God is pleased to give him
knowledge of his"Self", only because and if God's Word is spoken to
him. Dogmatics should begin with "God said" (Deus dixit), repudiating
the wholly futile attempt to recover it, if at al, only as amere "reflection
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of faith" on the heights of some alleged "experience" (asif there were
such athing as an "experience" of it!).’ (Ibid., pp. 266f. [ET p. 258,
dlightly altered]) For Barth, the science of theology is accordingly
grounded not in religious experience, but in the autopistia of Christian
truth, in the fact that it is grounded in itself, and ‘what is aready
established can well be left without proof.” (Ibid., p. 267 [ET p. 258).

Herrmann -- this was his Kantian heritage -- had taken it to be self-
evident that revelation cannot be objectively grounded, proved to the
theoretic reason. The non-objectifiability of God and the non-
objectifiability of each peculiar existence or each peculiar ‘ self’
constituted one and the same mystery for him. The ungroundable
character of God and the ungroundable character and gratuité of life that
islived merged for him into one. That is why he held knowledge of God
to be the ‘ defensel ess expression of religious experience’ . He saw the
‘danger’ of the intellect and of objectification precisely as Hegel had
described it. ‘ Everything that science can grasp is --

dead.’ (Realencyklopadie fir prot. Theo. und Kirche 16, p. 592, Quoted
by T. Mahlmann, op. cit., p.21). ‘To know athing isto gain control of it,
to make it serviceableto us. The living world, inaccessible asit isto
science. . . isdisclosed to us through self-reflection, i.e. through honest
reflection on what we in actual fact experience.(ZTK 22, 1912, p.73,
guoted by T. Mahlmann, op. cit., p. 35.) For that reason we cannot say
of God what he himself objectively is, but only what effect he has on
ourselves.

For Barth, however, this defensel ess non-groundability of religious
experience cannot yet claim the required autopistia and autousia, but
can only be a pointer towards the ground that isreally grounded in itself;
that ‘is never in any sense "object”, but is always unchangeably
subject’.(K. Barth, op. cit., p. 269 [ET p. 260]) It isthe sovereignty of
the self-existent God in contrast and in counter to all propositions of
man’s consciousness. Nor does the negative talk of the non-provability,
the non-groundability and the non-objectifiability of God yet achieve
that change of thought which Barth demands -- the change to the
transcendental subjectivity, expressed in trinitarian terms, of the God
who reveals himself to man in the act of the Deus dixit. It is a change of
thought that was foreshadowed in the ontological proof of God in
Ansaelm and then executed by Hegel, and was later carried further by
Barth in the idea of the self-revelation of God in his name.

In thisway Herrmann’s ‘self’ acquires in Barth atheological form. Yet
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it should be noted that it still retains all the attributes, all the relations
and distinctions, in which it had been formulated by Herrmann.

God cannot be proved, neither from the cosmos nor from the depths of
human existence. He proves himself through himself. Hisrevelation is
the proof of God given by God himself.(Das christliche Verstandnis der
Offenbarung [ Theologische Existenz heute, NF 12], 1948, p.7 (ET p.
209). No one reveals God but himself alone. Who thisGod is, isfirst
learned from his revelation. He reveals not this and that, but himself. By
being the one who actsin hisrevelation, God is the one who describes
himself. (Ibid., p.8) God cannot be commended and defended in his self-
revelation, but he can only be believed -- and that, too, as aresult of his
making himself credible.(lbid., p. 13.) Hisword, in which he himself is
present, cannot and need not be proved. It vindicates itself. Where the
knowledge of God stood in Herrmann as the ‘ defensel ess expression of
religious experience’, there we now have the self-revelation of God in
the proclamation of the Deus dixit in the same defensel essness --
namely, non-groundable and therefore indestructible, unprovable and
therefore irrefutable, grounding and proving itself.

Now all these reflections on the subjectivity of God could also be
sublime speculations on God. Barth, however, when he speaks of the
self-revelation of God, would speak of nothing else but ‘that little
bundle of reports’ on the existence of Jesus Christ which date from the
days of the Roman Empire. But it isjust here, where this history is
concerned, that there arises a series of questions:

Does ‘ self-revelation of God’” mean God' s eternal self-understanding?
Does the doctrine of the Trinity mean the eternal trinitarian reflection of
God upon himself? Does * self-revelation’ mean the pure present of the
eternal, without history or future? The adoption of the term ‘self’ still
retains even in the idea of the self-revelation of God its old reflective
note from the thought of Herrmann. It contains the reflection that arises
when God can no longer be proved from the world after the manner of
the proofs of God, and it isto that extent a polemic term encumbered by
the problem complex of the provability of God. It istherefore difficult to
apply it to that bundle of reports about Jesus of Nazareth, for these
statements and communications did not arise in the realm of the Greek
metaphysics of the proofs of God, but in awholly different context.

Initself it would here be a simple matter to transfer to God the
structures of personality, personal selfhood, persona self-reflection and
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self-disclosure. Barth, however, did not take this path towards
theological personalism, but developed the idea of self-revelation in the
context of the doctrine of the Trinity and linked it with the proclamation
of the lordship of God. The doctrine of the Trinity results from the
developing of the self-revelation, i.e. from the questions of the subject,
predicate and object of the event, Deus dixit. God himself isthe
revealer, the act of revealing, and the revealed. Whereas in the first
outline of Barth’s dogmatics, in his Christliche Dogmatik | (1927),
Herrmann’s idea of subjectivity is still dominant, in the Church
Dogmatics I/l (1932) it recedes in favor of adetailed doctrine of the
immanent Trinity. Y et even here the immanent form of the divine
Trinity appears to give the revelation of God the character of
transcendental exclusiveness as a ‘ self-contained novum'.(Kirchliche
Dogmatik I/1, 1932, p. 323 [ET p. 352]) What seems in this context to
be more important than the trinitarian development of the self-revelation
of God isthe connecting of it with the ‘lordship of God’. That God
reveals ‘himself’ means that he reveals himself ‘as God and Lord’. Self-
revelation accordingly does not mean for Barth personalistic self-
disclosure of God after the analogy of the I-Thou relationship between
men. God reveals himself in actual fact as ‘somebody’ and ‘ something’
for man, not as pure, absolute Thou. That would in any case, like the
individual, be ‘ineffable’. Hereveals himself ‘as’ the Lord. The
announcing of the basileia is the concrete content of the revelation. The
meaning of God'’ s lordship, however, is again to be learned from his
concrete action in relation to man in his revelation, so that here, too, act
and content still fall together in the first instance. What does * self-
revelation’ mean in this context? It means that in his revelation God
does not disguise himself; does not appear behind a mask, does not
identify himself with something other than what he himself is -- that
what he reveals himself as, he is ‘beforehand in himself’ -- that
consequently in the revelation of God as the Lord, man has to do with
God himself, can depend on himself. Thusin revealing ‘something’ (his
lordship) and ‘somebody’ (namely, himself in his Son), God reveals
himself.

Once this connection is realized, then G. Gloege'sand W.
Pannenberg’s criticism(‘ G. Gloege, art. ‘ Offenbarung,
dogmatisch’, RGG, 3rd ed., col. 1611. W. Pannenberg,
Offenbarung als Geschichte, 1961, p. 14.) of Barth’s theology of
self-revelation, in which they suspect a gnostic use of terms and a
modem personalism, proves to be unjust. But then W. Kreck’s
interpretation of self-revelation also appears questionable: ‘We
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must therefore here abide by Barth’s fundamental
epistemological proposition: God (and therefore also man as
God'’ s creature and image) can be known only through God.’ (In
Antwort, Festschrift fir Karl Barth, 1956, p. 285.) Kreck setsthis
proposition in antithesis to any knowledge of God by way of the
analogia entis. This well-known proposition, however, is not one
of Christian theology, but has its source in Neoplatonic
gnosticism, appears in the reflections of mediaeval mysticism,
and isfound also in Hegel’ s philosophy of religion. Taken in
itself, it represents the highest stage of the self-reflection of the
Absolute that was attained within the sphere of Greek philosophy
of religion. On this principle the question of revelation and of
knowledge of God would form a closed circle which is strictly
speaking impenetrable. It is not applicable to that bundle of
historic reports from which Christian faith lives, but rather to an
esoteric gnosis. ‘ Revelation’, however, must at once involve the
crossing of the boundary between like and unlike, if it isto be
revelation. Where there is knowledge of God on the ground of
revelation, we should sooner have to assert the opposite
principle: only unlikes know each other. God is known only by
non-God, namely by man, as God' and ‘Lord’. Now of course
Kreck in this proposition is thinking of pneumatology: ‘No man
can say that Jesusisthe Lord, but by the Holy Spirit’ (I Cor.
12.3). But this Spirit has his place in the event of Christ and in
the word, not in adivine circle supra nos. The immanent form of
the doctrine of the Trinity isaways in danger of obscuring the
historical and eschatological character of the Holy Spirit, who is
the Spirit of the resurrection of the dead.

Barth later himself revised the transcendental eschatology of his
dialectical phase. ‘It showed that although | was confident to treat the
beyondness of the coming kingdom with absolute seriousness, | had no
such confidence in relation to its coming as such.’ (Kirchliche Dogmatik
[1/1 On the passage we quoted from the commentary on Rom. 13:12 he
now says. ‘Itisalso clear that . . . | missed the distinctive feature of the
passage, the teleology which it ascribes to time as it moves towards a
real end. . . . The one thing that remained as the only tangible result was
precisely that one-sided supra-temporal understanding of God which |
had set out to combat.’ (Ibid., 11/l That, however, surely means that in
this ‘ supra-temporal understanding’ the truth of God, in regard both to
the concept of the eschaton and to the concept of revelation, had been
taken as epiphany of the eternal present and not as apocalypse of the
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promised future. But now if; as we have seen, Barth's concept of the self-
revelation of God was shaped precisely by this transcendental
eschatology, must there not then come a corresponding revision in the
understanding of revelation? Can the impression then be allowed to
stand that ‘ self-revelation of God’” means the ‘ pure presence of God’, an
‘eternal presence of God in time', a‘ present without any

future’ AKirchliche Dogmatik 1/2, pp. 125f. (ET pp. 114f.). Alsoin 1/1,
pp. 486f. (ET pp. 530f.), ‘eschatological’ can be synonymous with
‘related to the eternal reality’, and ‘future’ with ‘what accrues to us from
the side of God’.) Can it then be said that the story of Easter ‘ does not
speak eschatologically’? If that were so, then the event of the
resurrection of Christ would in itself already be the eschatological
fulfillment, and would not point beyond itself to something still
outstanding that is to be hoped for and awaited. To understand the
revelation in Christ as self-revelation of God, isto take the question as
to the future and the goal indicated by revelation, and answer it with a
reflection on the origin of revelation, on God himself. With this
reflection, however, it becomes amost impossible- to see the revelation
of therisen Lord as the ground for still speaking of an outstanding future
of Jesus Christ. If the idea of self-revelation is not to change tacitly into
an expression for the God of Parmenides, then it must have an open eye
for the statements of promise in the third article of the Creed. Yet this
must not happen in such away that the future redemption which is
promised in the revelation of Christ would become only a supplement,
only a noetic unveiling of the reconciliation effected in Christ, but in
such away that it gives promise of the real goal and true intention of
that reconciliation, and therefore of its future as really outstanding, not
yet attained and not yet realized. Then the word of God -- Deus dixit --
would not be the naked self-proof of the eternal present, but a promise
which as such discloses and guarantees an outstanding future. Then the
result of thisrevelation in promise would be a new perception of

history’ s openness towards the future. Not all ages would have an
equally immediate relation to God and an equal value in the light of
eternity, but they would be perceived to be in a process determined by
the promised eschaton. If the revelation of God in the resurrection of
Christ contains within itself an eschatological differentiation, then it
opens the way for history in the category of expectation and
remembrance, of assurance and imperilment, of promise and repentance.

5. The Theology of the Transcendental Subjectivity of Man

The fact that Rudolf Bultmann is by far the more faithful pupil of W.
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Herrmann has been noted by many, both in positive and in negative
terms. Some hold that Bultmann’s existentialistic approach merely lifts
Herrmann’s principles into the sphere of ontological conceptuality,(O.
Schniibbe, Der Existenzbegriff in der Theologie R. Bultmanns, 1959, p.
82.) while others find on the contrary already in Herrmann a conquest of
Kantian idealism and an anticipation of the dimensions of modern
existentialistic questions and insights.(E. Fuchs, Hermeneutik, 1954, p.
30.) It is Bultmann’sinheritance from Herrmann that excites also
Barth’ s criticism.(‘ K. Barth, Rudolf Bultmann:. Ein Versuch, ihn zu

ver stehen (Theologische Studien, 34), 1952, p. 47 (cf. ET by R. H.
Fuller: Kerygma and Myth 11, 1962, pp. 122f.) ‘Can one do him justice
without seeing that his main characteristics, the simplification, the
concentration, the ethical and anthropological form he gives to the
Christian message and to Christian faith, but also his holy respect for the
"profane” laws of the world and or its science, and also his horror of the
good work of accepting the truth of what cannot really be accepted -- are
all things he could, and probably did, learn from Herrmann long before
he appropriated Heidegger’ s methods and concepts? ) And in actual fact
Herrmann’s passionate sense of ‘self’ does enter into Bultmann’s
emphasis on the ‘ self-understanding’, while the problem of personal,
individual appropriation of the faith, which Herrmann felt so keenly,
appears again in the problem of understanding. The transition from the
Kantianism of the early Herrmann to the existentialist theology of
Bultmann was doubtless made possible by the influence of vitalist
philosophy on the later Herrmann.

Of Herrmann’ s basic principles, the most outstanding in the theology of
Bultmann is the exclusive relation to existence, or self, of all statements
about God and his action. To be sure, in hisessay of 1924 on ‘Die
liberale Theologie und die jlingste theol ogische Bewegung’, in which he
expresses his agreement with dialectical theology, he says:. ‘ The object
of theology is God, and the objection to liberal theology is, that it treated
not of God but of man. God means the radical negation and cancellation
of man.’ (Glauben und Verstehen |, 1933, p.2.) Nevertheless this very
essay ends with the programmatic statement: ‘ The object of theology is
certainly God, and theology speaks of God by speaking of man asheis
confronted by God, that is, in the light of faith.(lbid., p. 25.)Thus God
can be spoken of only in connection with our own existence. If faithisa
matter of comprehending our own existence, then that means at the
same time comprehending God, and vice versa. ‘ If we would speak of
God, then manifestly we must speak of ourselves.(lbid., p. 28.)
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The relation which all statements about God and his action bear to
existence, or self; isexclusive. This, too, isinherited from Herrmann. It
involves the rejection of all objective statements about God which are
not existentially verifiable but are derived from the realms of mythology
and world-picture without regard to our own existence -- indeed, it is
only arrived at in the light of the antithesis that has continually to be
stated anew between Weltanschauung and self-understanding, between
objectified statements and the non-objectifiability of God and of
existence. Here, ever since hisreview of Barth’s Romerbrief in 1922,
lies the main emphasisin his criticism of Barth’s theological
development.(In Christlichte Welt 1922, Nos. 18-22. Now in Anfange
dialektischer Theologie, | [ Theologische Blicherei 17,2), 1962, pp. 119

f.])

Let us consider first of all Bultmann’sthesis of the unobservable, hidden
correlation of God and the ‘self’ of man. For him, as for Herrmann, God
and the ‘self’ of man stand in unsevered relation to each other. Man by
his creation is appointed to be himself, Hence questionablenessis the
structure of human existence, Man is by nature in quest of himself. In
and with the question raised by his existence there arises the question of
God. ‘We cannot speak about our existence when we cannot speak
about God; and we cannot speak about God when we cannot speak
about our existence. We could only do the one along with the other.... If
it is asked how it can be possible to speak of God, then the answer must
be: only in speaking of us.’ (Glauben und Verstehen, I, 1933, p. 33.)
Hence man attains to himself only in God, and only where he attains to
himself does he attain to God. To both -- God and the human self; or
rather each peculiar existence -- belongs the characteristic of non-
objectifiability. The closed system of cause and effect in the discernible,
explicable, objectively demonstrable world of things and of history is
therefore set aside (a) when | speak of God's action, and (b) when |
speak of myself. ‘In faith the closed weft presented or produced by
objective observation is transcended . . . when it (faith) speaks of the
activity of God. In the last resort it is already transcended when | speak
of myself.’(Kerygma und Mythos, 11, 1952, p. 598 (ET by R. H. Fuller:
Kerygma and Myth, 1957, pp. 198f.). The statements of scripture arise
out of existence and are addressed to existence. They have not to justify
themselves at the forum of an objectifying science of nature and history,
since the latter does not even set eyes on the non-objectifiable existence
of man.(Ibid., p. 187.)That determines the programme of existentialist
interpretation and of demythologizing. Thisinterpretation is governed
by the question of God that is given with the questionableness of
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existence, and it is accordingly directed towards an understanding that
has neither mythical nor scientific objectivity but isin each several
instance individual appropriation in the spontaneity of that subjectivity
which is nonobjectifiable because transcendental .(On Bultmann’'s
eguating of theological anthropology with the anthropology of
transcendental subjectivity, cf. W. Anz, ‘Verkindigung und
theologische Reflexion’, ZTK 58, 1961, Beiheft 2, pp. 47ff,. esp. 68ff.)

Whereas Barth broke away from Herrmann by separating, as we have
seen, the non-objectifiable subjectivity of God in the act of the Deus
dixit from the subjectivity of man, that is, God’'s ‘self’ from ‘man’s self’,
Bultmann remains under the spell of the hidden correlation of God and
self. Hence for him the self-revelation of God finds its measure and
development not in adoctrine of the Trinity, but in place of that we find
the disclosing of the authenticity or selfhood of man. It is true that

God' s action, God' srevelation, God' s future are unprovable, yet that
does not by any means imply that our statements are arbitrary, but all
the statements in question find non-objectified verification, so to speak,
in man’s coming to himself. The place of the proofs of God from nature
and from history is taken, not by an unprovability of God that opens the
door to arbitrariness, but by an existential proof of God, by speaking and
thinking of God as the factor that is inquired after in the question raised
by man’s existence. That is an advanced, deepened and reshaped form
of the only proof of God left over by Kant -- the moral proof of God
supplied by the practical reason. God is -- objectively -- unprovable, and
so likewise is his action and revelation. But he proves himself to the
believing ‘self’. Thisis no proof of the existence of God, but a proof of
God through existing authentically. It istrue that in thisinterpretation
the Christian hope leaves the future as God'’ s future ‘empty’ asfar as
mythological, prognosticative pictures of the future are concerned, and
renounces all wishful thinking. Y et there is a very precise criterion for
determining what God'’s ‘future’ then is -- namely, ‘the realization of
human life ( The Christian Hope and the Problem of Demythologizing’,
Exp. T 65, 1954, p. 278.) which is the object of the question raised by
the questionableness of human existence. ‘ Eschatology has wholly lost
its sense as goal of history, and isin fact understood as the goal of the
individual human being.’ (History and Eschatology in the New
Testament’, NTS 1, 1954, p. 13.) It istherefore just asimpossible for
Bultmann as for Kant that eschatology should provide a doctrine of the
‘last things' in the world process, but the logos of the eschaton becomes
the power of liberation from history, the power of the desecularization
of existence in the sense of liberating us from understanding ourselves
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on the basis of the world and of works.

This proof of God from existence, in the framework of which
theological questions are here asked and theological statements made,
has along previous history in dogmatic thought. Karl Jaspers points out
that ‘ existence and transcendence’ is the rendering in philosophical
language of what the language of myth calls *soul and God’, and that in
both languages it is defined as ‘ not world' .(Philosophie |1, 1932, p. 1.)
This, like occasional quotations also in Bultmann, (E.g. Kerygmaund
Mythos 11, 1952, p. 192 [ET p.192]) refers us back to Augustine. From
Augustine via mediaeval mysticism and the Reformation to the
rationalism of the Enlightenment, and on to Herrmann, this proof of God
has left its mark on the Western consciousness.

The identification of the hiddenness of God and of man’s self, or
his soul (not as a substance in Aristotle' s sense, but as subject)
presupposes aready in Augustine that for himself man is
immediately given and that he can therefore be immediately
certain of himself, whereas the world, the things of nature and
the events of history are accessible to him only through the
mediation of the senses. ‘ Of all the things that we can perceive,
know and love, noneis so certain to us as that we exist. Here we
are not troubled by the deception of a mere semblance of the
truth. For we grasp this truth not as we grasp things external to
us, by means of any of our bodily senses; but without the
intrusion of any illusory fantasies | am completely certain that |
exist, that | know and that | love.(De civitate Del XI, 26.
Similarly also Delib. arb, Il, 3 and De trinitate X, 10.) Because
of thisimmediacy, this proof of God is superior to the others
known to Augustine, such as the cosmological and aesthetic:
‘Noli forasire, inteipsumredi, in interiore homine habitat
veritas.” Thisway to knowledge of God from knowledge of self
found afollowing in the Augustinian mysticism of the Middle
Ages; especially in Bernard of Clairvaux. It is against the
background of the Augustine renaissance in the Reformers that
we have to understand Calvin when he says: All our wisdom, so
far asit really deservesto be called wisdom and istrue and
dependable, ultimately embraces two things: the knowledge of
God and our self-knowledge. These two, however, are
interconnected in manifold ways, and thereforeit is not at all
such a simple matter to say which comes first and produces the
other asitsresult.(Institutio I, i, I Calvin worked out athoroughly
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dialectic relation between the two: without knowledge of God no
self-knowledge, without self-knowledge no knowledge of God. It
Is likewise under the bane of the Augustinian tradition that

L uther roundly asserts: Cognitio Dei et hominis est sapientia
divina et proprie theologica. El ita cognitio Dei et hominis, ut
referatur tandem ad deum justificantem et hominem peccatorem,
ut proprie sit subjectum Theologiae homo reus et perditus et deus
justificans vel salvator. quicquid extra istud argumentum vel
subjectum quaeritur, hoc plane est error et vanitas in Theologia
(‘ The knowledge of God and man is wisdom that is divine and
properly speaking theological. And the knowledge of God and
man is such that it refers ultimately to the God who justifies and
the man who is a sinner, so that the proper subject of theology is
man as condemned and lost and God as Justifier or Savior. Any
guestion which lies outside this argument or subject is plainly
idle and wrong in theology.’)(WA 40, 11, 327f.) Whereas in
Augustinian mysticism, however, the correlation of knowledge
of God and self-knowledge could be taken as immediate and
unmediated, for the Reformers, and still for Pascal, both are
mediated by the knowledge of Christ: the crucified Christ isthe
mirror of God and the mirror of ourself. Neverthelessin the
Reformers, too, as already in Augustine, this concentration of
theology upon the knowledge of God and of self leaves no room
over for any consideration of God’s world. On the contrary, this
threatens to be banished from theology. Descartes then drops all
proofs of God from the world. Semper existimavi duas
guaestiones, de Deo et de Anima, praecipuas esse ex iis quae
Philosophiae potius quam Theol ogiae ope sunt demonstrandae
(‘1 have always considered two questions -- that of God and that
of the soul -- to be chief among those that require to be proved by
means of philosophy rather than theology’).(Descartes,
Meditationes de prima philosophia. For the proof of God from
the immediate self-consciousness, cf. the third Meditation.)
Descartes’ third Meditation on the immediate self-consciousness
and the consciousness of God therein given takes up -- via the
French Augustine renaissance of the seventeenth century -- the
reflection of Augustine quoted above. Since, however, the proof
of God isfound in the immediate self-consciousness and the
reflecting subject knows himself and God ‘ per eandem
facultatem’ and ‘simul’, the field of res extensaeisleft to a
calculability that is void of God and oblivious of being. Ever
since the scientific and historical Enlightenment, what theol ogy
says, thinks and proclaims about the action of God has been
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directed ever more strongly to that subjectivity of man which was
given afreerein precisely by the secularization of the world
effected by the Enlightenment. Much asin the passages cited
from Bultmann, wefind also in G. Ebeling: ‘ Thus the fact of
man'’ s identity being open to question opens al so the question of
God.( Wort und Glaube, 1960, p. 441 (ET by J. W. Leitch: Word
and Faith, 1963, pp. 418f.). On pp. 366f. (ET pp. 348f.) it is
shown in detail how far the comprehensive analysis of readlity,
whose final result today is held to be the observing of the ‘radical
guestionableness of reality’, has certain things in common with
the undertaking of the so-called proofs of God. This anaogy,
however, is at once restricted by Ebeling: ‘ The problem of true
transcendence seemsto usto arise at atotally different point
from where the usual so-called proofs of God placed it: not with
the question of the primum movens or such like, but with the
problems relating to personal being, like the question of
meaning, the question of guilt, the question of communication,
etc.’ These questions which arise in the realm of personal being,
however, are not ‘totally different’ from those posed by
experience of the world.) This proof of God from existence, in
the form of the question of God that arises from the question-
ability of human existence, involves the same presupposition as
the proofs of God from the world or from history. It presupposes
an antecedently given relation to God of the soul, the self or
existence, even if thisrelation cannot be objectively proved but
only subjectively experienced in the experience of certainty. In
the restless heart that is due to his creation, man is engaged in the
guest for God, whether he knows it or not.

The peculiar radicality of this proof of God from existence is due to the
form now assumed by subjectivity as a product of reflective philosophy.
Inasmuch as this subjectivity understands itself as the incomprehensible
immediacy of our existing, it is attained by distinguishing itself from the
non-seW from the world of observable, calculable and disposable things
and of our own objectifications. If heisto be able to be aperson in the
proper sense, man must distinguish himself radically from hisworld. All
statements on the relation of the person to God become definable only
by means of the opposite, relation to the world. Man then continually
distinguishes between his being part of the world and his being his own
self, and so makes the world a secularized world and his self the pure
receiving of his person from God. This process of abstracting our own
individual subjectivity from al relationships to the world in endless
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reflection is a modern phenomenon. The proof of God from existence
was not found in this antithesis either in Augustine or in the Reformers.
On the contrary, they knew of God' s working -- albeit a hidden working
-- inthe world, in nature and in history, and expounded it in the doctrine
of created orders. The concept of science which Herrmann and
Bultmann have taken over from Kantianism, however, no longer allows
of this. For them, scientific knowledge is thought to be of an
objectifying kind and its categories are designed for a ‘ closed system of
cause and effect’ and aworld-order regulated by set laws, both in
natural and in historical science. For the experience we have of reality
under these categories, God and his action remain hidden in principle.
Hence theresult is, asfor Kierkegaard, the alliance of atheoretic
atheism and a believing heart. Theological importance can therefore
attach only to these scientific efforts as such -- and that, too, for the
existing subject of the act of knowing. If this scientific way of thinking
about reality and of dealing with it hasits ground in man’s practical turn
of mind and hiswill to power, in his desire to command, to survey, to
calculate, to assert himself and make himself secure, then from the
theological point of view that comes near to man'’s attaining to self-
assurance from hisworks. This means that for the man who is
confronted by the message of grace, the dimension ‘world’ is now
relevant only within the framework of the question of justification -- in
the question whether he seeks to understand himself ‘from the world’ as
the disposable realm of hisworks, or ‘from God' the Indisposable. For
the subject in search of himself; ‘world’ and ‘God’ thereby become
radical aternatives. Man comesto stand ‘ between God and the world’
(Gogarten). There is no need to mention that this view of ‘God’ and
‘world’ as aternatives has a previous history in gnosticism and in
mysticism. More important is the fact that this kind of theological
understanding of ‘world’ forces both man’s scientific and his practical
dealings with reality into alegalism which does not accord with this
reality. Does the objective knowledge of the world and of history
necessarily fall, in the view of theology, under ‘the law’? |s any self-
understanding of man conceivable at all which isnot determined by his
relation to the world, to history, to society? Can human life have
subsistence and duration without outgoing and objectification, and
without this does it not evaporate into nothingness in endless reflection?
It is the task of theology to expound the knowledge of God in a
correlation between understanding of the world and self-understanding.

The categorical framework of atranscendental subjectivity also
dominates Bultmann’s understanding of revelation. The revelation of
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God is accordingly a matter of man’s coming to himself; truly
understanding himself. * Revelation means that opening up of what is
hidden which is absolutely necessary and decisive for man if heisto
achieve "salvation" or authenticity.’ (Glauben und Verstehen 111, 1960,
P,2[ET p. 59]) This presupposes for one thing that man cannot of
himself attain to his authenticity, but must seek for revelation, but
secondly that he is necessarily destined to come to his authenticity. If his
authenticity is disclosed to him by revelation, then the divinity of God
discloses itself to him therein. Christian proclamation and Christian faith
answer this anterior question of man about himself -- the question which
in virtue of his questionable nature he himself is -- not by what they say
and what they mediate, but by what they are. * Revelation does not
mediate any speculative knowledge, but it addresses us. The fact that in
it man learns to understand himself; means that he learns to under stand
each several "now" of hislife, each several moment, as one qualified by
the proclamation. For to be in the moment is his authentic being."
Revelation in this sense is the event of preaching and faith. Revelation is
the coming about of the . ‘ The preaching isitself revelation and does not
merely speak about it.’ (Ibid., p. 21[ET p. 78]). ‘It isonly in faith that the
object of faith is disclosed; therefore, faith itself belongsto

revelation.’ (1bid. p.23 [ET p. 79]). Not in what the word of proclamation
saysor in what it points to, but in the fact that it ‘ happens’, addressing,
accosting, appealing, lies the event of revelation. ‘What, then, is
revealed? Nothing at all, so far as the quest for revelation is a quest for
doctrines. . . .But everything, so far as man has his eyes opened
regarding himself and can understand himself again.’ (Ibid., p. 29 [ET p.
85, dlightly altered]) Thus here the event of the proclamation that
addresses us, and of the decision of faith that understands and
appropriatesit, isitself revelation. Since the governing question of
revelation is constituted by the questionableness of human existence
itself; the revelation discloses a self-understanding in authenticity,
certainty and identity with oneself. The active event of revelation is
itself the presence of the eschaton, for ‘to be in the moment’ of
proclamation and faith is the ‘authentic being’ of man. Authentic being,
however, means the restoring of man’s original being in the sense of
creatureliness and the attaining of finality in the sense of eschatology.
Both are fulfilled in the historicality determined by word and faith. In
the ‘moment’ of revelation, creation and redemption coincide.(lbid., p.
29 ‘There did not appear in Jesus a different light from the light that
always shone already in the creation. Man does not learn a different
understanding of himself in the light of the revelation of redemption
from the understanding he ought always to have of himself already in
view of the revelation in creation and law, namely, as God’ s creature’
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(cf. ET p. 86). What isrevealed isidentical with the event, the fact that
revelation takes place.

Here two questions arise:

1. When the questionableness of human existence is exclusively made
the governing question of revelation and salvation, and this question is
narrowed down to the alternative of understanding oneself either from
the disposable ‘world’ or the indisposable ‘ God’, then the self-evidence
of the ‘self-understanding’ is manifestly not called in question, neither
hermeneutically in relation to the received texts nor theologically. Yet
why should the anterior understanding which causes man to ask for
‘revelation’ be only an ‘unknowing knowledge’ ‘about himself’ and ‘ not
aknowledge of the world' (Ibid., p. 26 (ET p. 83) ‘Thusthereisa
"natural revelation”. . . But . . . the knowledge of it is not a knowledge
of theworld, atheistic view of God. Rather it is a knowledge by man of
himself.”) Why is the word that has all aong been the light of men
‘naturally. . . not acosmological or theological theory but . . . an
understanding of oneself through acknowledging the Creator’ (1bid., p.
26 [ET p. 82]: cf. also Das Evangelium des Johannes, 12th ed., 1952,
pp. 27 ff.) Why does revelation not supply a ‘Weltanschauung’, but a
new ‘ self-understanding’ ? What Bultmann presupposes in this context
asa‘natural’ and self-evident aternative, is not in the least ‘natural’, but
Is an exact description of a definite Weltanschauung, a definite view of
history and a definite analysis of time, according to which man has
become questionable to himself in his social, corporeal and historic
relations to the world and attains his self-hood by differentiation from
the external world and reflection upon his objectifications. Basically,
however, *Weltanschauung' and ‘ self-understanding’ lie on the same
plane. The one presupposes the other and is inseparably bound up with
it. Only in his outgoing towards the world does man experience himself.
Without objectification no experience of oneself is possible. Always
man’ s self-understanding is socially, materially and historically
mediated. An immediate self-consciousness and a non-dialectical
identity with himself is not possible to man -- that is shown precisely by
the dialectical antithesis of world and self in Bultmann.

2. The theological question arises whether it isreally true that in the
event of revelation in proclamation and faith man aready comes ‘to
himself’ in that authenticity which is at once both original and final. In
that case faith would itself be the practical end of history and the
believer would himself already be perfected. There would be nothing
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more that still awaits him, and nothing more towards which heison his
way in the world in the body and in history. God's *futurity’ would be
‘constant’ and man’s opennessin his ‘wayfaring’ would likewise be
‘constant’ and ‘ never-ending’ .(Glauben und Verstehen 11, p. 121 °. ..
his constant futurity is his beyondness' .P. 165: ‘. . . the God of history . .
. the ever coming God' . Das Urchristentum im Rahmen der antiken
Religionen, 2nd ed., 1954, p. 228 (ET by R. H. Fuller: Primitive
Christianity in its Contemporary Setting, 1956, p. 208) ‘ The openness of
Christian existence is never-ending.” This, however, isjust what would
cause believing existence, understood in an ‘eschatological’ sense of
this sort, to turn into a new form of the ‘ epiphany of the eternal
present’.(J. Schniewind already saw and criticized this, Kerygma und
Mythos |, pp. 100 ff. (ET pp. 75 ff.). P. 103 (ET p. 78) ‘If the
"eschatological attitude" means alife based on invisible, intangible
realities, that is much too wide a definition. For it is then identical with
religion assuch.” P. 105 (ET p. 85) ‘Eschatology deals with the eisti
and the telos, with the meaning and goal of the time process, but not
with the eternal present.’) If Jesus with hisword has already reached his
‘god’ (‘ G. Ebeling, Das Wesen des christlichen Glaubens, 1959, pp. 68,
72 (ET by R. Gregor Smith: The Nature of Faith, 1961, pp. 60, 62),
Wort und Glaube, 1960, p. 311 (ET p. 298) and frequently. This does
not prevent Ebeling from understanding faith as ‘ essentially afaith that
relates to the future’ (p. 248, ET p. 245) and saying, ‘. . .faith. . . isthe
future’ (Wesen des christlichen Glaubens, p. 231, ET p. 175). This
future of faith, however, appears only in reflection on the dimension of
faith itself, and is understood as ‘ pure (that surely means unmediated)
future’ or ‘futurity’. But that isto regard faith as being eternally hope.
Future in the sense of futurity, and hope in the sense of hoping, thereby
become dimensions or ecstatic extensions of the ‘now of eternity’. Cf.
Theologie und Verkundigung, 1962, pp. 89f. (ET by John Riches,
Theology and Proclamation,1966, pp. 89 f.), and the criticism of H.
Schmidt, ‘ Das Verhdtnis von neuzeitlichem Wirklichkeitsverstandnis
und christlichem Glauben in der Theologie G. Ebelings’, Kerygma und
Dogma 9, 1963, pp. 71ff.) in faith itself; then it is hardly conceivable
that faith is directed towards promissio and that faith hasitself agoal (|
Peter 1 ..9) to which it is on the way, that ‘it doth not yet appear what we
shall be’ (I John 3.2), and that faith is thus out for something which is
promised to it but which is not yet fulfilled. If it is precisely believers
who wait for the redemption of the body, on the ground of the
eschatologically understood ‘ earnest of the Spirit’ who is the Spirit of
the raising of the dead, then in so doing they make it known that they
have not yet attained to identity with themselves, but that in hope and
confidence they are living to that end and here defy the reality of death.
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It is precisely in the context of the eschatological distinction of ‘not yet’,
in which faith stretches out towards the future, that it becomes possible
to perceive aworld that is not identical with ‘world’ in the antithetical
sense in which the doctrine of justification uses the term to denote the
epitome of corruption, law and death. If faith awaits the ‘ redemption of
the body’, and a bodily resurrection from the dead, and the annihilation
of death, then it begins to seeitself in a profound bodily solidarity with
the ‘earnest expectation of the creature’ (Rom. 8.19 ff.), both in its
subjection to vanity and in the universal hope. Then it does not regard
the world from the standpoint of the ‘law’. It seesit not merely as
‘world’ in the sense of being unable to understand itself from the world,
but perceivesit in the eschatological perspective of promise. The world
itself is subjected along with it to vanity, in hope. The future which the
promise of the God of the resurrection opensto faith is given to the
creature along with it and to it along with the creature. The creature
itself isa‘wayfarer’, and the homo viator is engaged along with reality
in a history that is open towards the future. Thus he does not find
himself ‘inthe air’, ‘between God and the world’, but he finds himself
along with the world in that process to which the way is opened by the
eschatological promise of Christ. It is not possible to speak of believing
existence in hope and in radical openness, and at the same time consider
the ‘world’ to be a mechanism or self-contained system of cause and
effect in objective antithesis to man. Hope then fades away to the hope
of the solitary soul in the prison of a petrified world, and becomes the
expression of agnostic longing for redemption. Talk of the openness of
man is bereft of its ground, if the world itself isnot open at al butisa
closed shell. Without a cosmic eschatology there can be no assertion of
an eschatological existence of man. Christian eschatology therefore
cannot reconcile itself with the Kantian concepts of science and of
reality. The very mode of our experience of the world is not
adiaphorous. On the contrary, world-picture and faith are inseparable --
precisely because faith cannot suffer the world to become a picture of
God, nor a picture of man.

6. ‘Progressive Revelation’ and the Eschatology of Salvation History

The intention behind the old idea of understanding God'’ s revelation as
‘progressive revelation’ was to construe revelation in historic terms and
see the history of the world as revelation. Ideas of this kind go back to
late federal theology (J. Cocceius) and the early pietistic theology of
history, the so-called ‘ prophetic’ and ‘economic’ theology of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.(G. Schrenk. Gottesreich und Bund
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im alteren Protestantimus, vornehmlich bel J. Cocceius, 1923; G.
Moller, ‘ Foderalismus und Geschichtsbetrachtung im 17, und 18.
Jahrhundert’, Zeitschrift, fur Kirchengeschichte, 3rd Series, I, vol. 50,
1931, pp. 397 ff.; J. Moltmann, ‘J. Brocard as Vorlaufer der Reich-
Gottes-Theologi€’, Zeitschrift flr Kirchengeschichte, 4th Series, 1X, vol.
71, 1960, pp. 110 ff.; G. Weth, Die Heilsgeschichte,1931; F. W.
Kantzenbach, ‘Vom L ebensgedanken zum Entwicklungsdenken in der
Theologie der Neuzeit’, Zeitschrift fir Religions-- und
Geistesgeschichte, 15, 1963, pp. 55 ff.; E. Fllling, Geschichte als
Offenbarung, 1956. For a critical assessment cf. K. G. Steck, Die Idee
der Heil sgeschichte, Hofmann --Schlatter-- Cullman (Theologische
Studien 56), 1959. Steck’ s concluding recommendation that new
consideration should today be given to Fichte's statement, ‘It is only the
metaphysical that brings blessedness, and not by any means the
historical; the latter brings only prudence’, certainly does not seem to
me to offer any solution, in view of the context in which this statement
standsin Fichte himself.) In contrast to Orthodoxy’ s supranaturalistic
and doctrinaire view of revelation, the Bible was here read as a history
book, as the divine commentary upon the divine actsin world history.
This new historic understanding of revelation had its ground in the
rebirth of eschatological millenarianism in the post-reformation age. It
was the start of a new, eschatological way of thinking, which called to
life the feeling for history. The revelation in Christ was accordingly seen
in the light of history as atransitional stage in a more far-reaching
‘kingdom of God’ process, and taken as an ultimate datum for the
future, yet also one that points beyond itself. The revelation of God is
consequently not an ‘eternal moment’, and the eschaton that comes to
light in it is not a futurum aeternum’, but the revelation in Christ is then
the last, decisive element in the history of a kingdom whose pre-history
beginsin the Fall and indeed aready in the Creation -- whether with the
proto-gospel of Gen. 3.15 or with the promise of the divineimage in
Gen. 1,28 -- and whose final history extends historically and noetically
beyond the revelation in Christ. The revelation in Christ is thus placed
under the head of a history of revelation, whose progressivenessis
expressed in the idea of the developing of salvation stage by stage
according to a previously fixed plan of salvation. This theology of the
‘plan’ of saving history has many striking parallels with the scientific
deism of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and isin every sense a
religious product of the Enlightenment. For that reason it can find
expression in terms both of pietism and of rationalism, both of history of
salvation and of history of progress(One need think only of the
astonishing parallel between pietistic and enlightened millenarianism, of
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Bengel and Lessing, C. A. Crusius and Otinger, Herder and Menken,
Hegel and von Hofmann, Rothe and Blumhardt. On this point cf. F.
Gerlich, Der Kommunismus als Lehre vom tausendjahrigen Reich,
1921.) Yet itsreal appeal lies not so much in the enlightened
explanation of the divine saving plan of history, but rather in taking the
testimonies of scripture, which point historically towards each other and
also beyond themselves, and using them to turn history into a‘ system of
hope' (J. A. Bengel) by which to answer the question of the future and
goal which the Christian revelation contains for the nations, for our
bodily existence, for nature and for Israel. This theology of a
progressive revelation of God in the history of salvation -- conceived as
esoteric knowledge on the part of those in initiated circles-- is
‘economic’ to the extent that it brings to light the *economies’, or saving
dispensations, of God in the past and thus turns past history into
comprehended history, while on the other hand it draws conclusions for
God'’ s future action from hiswaysin the past. It is ‘prophetic’ in the
ultimate sense, since it seeks to take prophecies and events in the past
which point beyond the present, and use them as a means of discovering
and portraying the future.

Its truth surely liesin the mere fact of its taking the trouble to enquire at
al into the inward tendency and eschatological outlook which the divine
revelation in history has towards the future. Its mistake, however, isto
be seen in the fact that it sought to discover the eschatol ogical
progressiveness of salvation history not from the cross and the
resurrection, but from other ‘signs of thetimes' -- from an apocalyptic
view of the corruption of the Church and the decay of the world, or from
an optimistic view of the progress of culture and knowledge -- so that
revelation became a predicate of history, and ‘history’ was turned
deistically into a substitute for God.

What made this theology of salvation history possible was that
resurgence of apocalyptic thought and hope which both in the
theological and in the secular realm accompanied the birth of the
‘modern age’. Yet it isan apocalyptic which is evolved from the
standpoint of cosmology and world history and based on a historico-
theological proof of God from history. It did not pass through the fires
of Kantian criticism, nor did it -- even in its nineteenth-century
representatives -- ever submit itself to that criticism, while for its own
part it was hardly ever critical of that criticism either. Where it appears
In the theology of salvation history in nineteenth-century romanticism, it
retains this uncritical character throughout. That means, however, that it
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never really entered into the spirit of the modern age but assumed the
remoteness of esoteric church teaching. Y et that is not to dismiss the
truth contained in this kind of theological thinking. Its underlying
polemic against an abstract materialism and an unhistoric historicism
must be noted, even if that polemic failed on the whole to succeed.

In the pietism of Wirttemberg, history was understood by J. A. Bengel
and F. Otinger as aliving ‘organism’. Otinger’ s Theologia ex idea vitae
deducta (1765) introduced the concept of life into theology and
attempted by this means to make room for thinking of a comprehensive
kind.(W. A. Hauck, Das Geheimnis, des Lebens. Naturanschauung und
Gottesauffassung Fr Chr. Otingers, 1947.) This concept of life and of
organism was not so much naturalistic, but rather had an eschatological
orientation towards the awaited break-through of the glorious heavenly
life in the resurrection. Its polemic was directed against the mechanistic
world picture of the natural science of the Enlightenment, and against
the idealistic subjectivism which went along with it. History, it
maintained, should not be regarded as a collection of facts existing
outside of man, but should be understood as a ‘ stream of life’ which
organically’ surrounds man. Although the terms employed are derived
from the life of nature and appear little suited for the comprehending of
history, yet the criticism they express of Lamettrie’s L' homme machine
and of the unhistoric scientific materialism of the Enlightenment of
Western Europe is noteworthy. The idea of the ‘world machine' and of
the ‘forest’ that has turned to ‘firewood’ is assailed by the salvation
history school’ s theology of life. The new central concepts ‘ history’ and
‘life’ thereby acquire significance for the overcoming of the modern
antithesis of ‘ subjectivity and objectification’. They were also taken
over by Hegel in this sense, presumably from the Wrttemberg tradition.
At al eventsit isin harmony with the intentions of Otinger when Karl
Marx in his critique of abstract scientific materialism and of Ludwig
Feuerbach says. ‘ As soon as we have this active life process before us,
history ceases to be a collection of dead facts, asin the still abstract
thought even of the empiricists, or a series of imagined actions on the
part of imagined subjects, as with the idealists.” (* Fruhschriften, ed.
Landshut, 1953, p. 350. Cf. also p. 330: ‘ Of the inborn attributes of
matter, movement is the first and foremost, not merely in the sense of
mechanical and mathematical movement, but still more as the impetus,
the vital spirit, the tension, the pain (to use Jacob Bohme's word) of
matter. . . . In the course of its further development materialism becomes
one-sided. . . . Sensuality loses its blossom and becomes the abstract
sensuality of the geometrist. Physical is sacrificed to mechanical or
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mathematical movement. Materialism becomes misanthropic’, because,
asitissaid elsewhere, it ‘shutsitself off from history’. This romanticist
struggle on Man'’s part against the sensual materialism of Feuerbach and
against abstract, scientific materialism repeated itself in the Russian
revolution in practical termsin the conflict between Trotsky and Stalin.
Trotsky understood the revolutionary not as the ‘ mechanic of force’, but
as ‘doctor’ to the life process of the social organism. This conflict
repeated itself in theoretical terms in the discussion between G. Lukacs,
K. Korsch and Lenin.) Both abstractions, subjectivity and
objectification, acquire reality and lose their abstract, non-historic
character in the dialectical process. The only question is, what
constitutes this process, what is the subject of it, and what isits goal.

The idea of salvation history has furthermore an emphatically anti-
historical tenor. Auberlen declared: ‘ The task of theology today consists
In overcoming rationalistic unhistorical historicism. . . through the
knowledge of sacred history.’ (Quoted by G. Weth, op. cit., p. 97.) The
only noteworthy thing about this statement is the assertion that
historicism is ‘unhistorical’. The overcoming of it by means of a
manifestly non-rational knowledge of ‘sacred history’ remains an
illusion unless and until a new understanding of ratio can be acquired.
The theology of salvation history was never itself able to bring about a
critical change in the epistemological principles of historical science,
and consequently always appears in the age of critical historical research
to be an anachronistic means of glossing over the crisisin which the
theology of revelation findsitself in the modern age. The
‘disenchanting’ of history by historical science certainly cannot be
undone by weaving a romantic, metahistorical, believing spell into
history again. Only when critical historical science discoversitsown
historicality and learns to take it as a presupposition and a
methodological principle, isthere any chance of its realizing the
possibility of attaining a ‘historic’ understanding of history and getting
beyond an ‘unhistorical historicism’. The traditional theology of
salvation history bears much the same relationship to historical criticism
as does Goethe' s theory of colour to Newton’s analysis of light It has
aesthetic and poetic categories of its own, but none by which the reality
of history today could be grasped and altered.

Thereal concern of the theology of salvation history, however, lay not
so much in the metahistorical grasp of ‘ sacred history’, but was rather to
show that revelation has a face towards world history and eschatol ogy.
This purpose underlies the concept of ‘ progressive revelation’.
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Within the confines of atranscendental eschatology, revelation, aswe
have seen, becomes indifferent towards the ages of history. All ages are
given an equally immediate relation to eternity, and history becomes the
epitome of transience. R. Rothe rightly observesin his celebrated essay
on revelation: ‘It (scripture) shows us arevelation of atotally different
kind. It describesit above all as a series -- and that, too, a constantly self-
coherent series -- of wondrous facts of history and dispensationsin
history which then form the starting point for instances of supernatural
prophetic illumination that have a definite pragmatical connection with
them and assume manifold forms, as visions and as inward experiences
of being addressed by the Spirit of God, not so much in order to
communicate new knowledge of religious truth asto give advance
intimation of future eventsin history.’(R. Rothe, Zur Dogmatik, 1863, p.
59.) Both forms of revelation, that of ‘ outward manifestation’ and that
of ‘inward inspiration’ -- adistinction which is made again and again
between ‘revelation in act’ and ‘revelation in word’ -- are historically
conditioned, from which it follows that the divine revelation takes place
gradually through the dialectic of word and event in a succession of
happenings which are foretold and come to pass, and that it presses
towards an end in which it isitself fulfilled. * The advancing
development of the kingdom of the Redeemer is at the sametime also a
continually advancing revelation of the absolute truth and perfection of
the same.’ (Ethik, 1867. 8 570. Cf. adso A. E. Biedermann, Christliche
Dogmatik. 1884, §8987.) Thusin R. Rothe, and then with modifications
also in Biedermann and E. Troeltsch, God’ srevelation is certainly
understood as self-revelation, yet is linked with the idea which the
concept of salvation history provides of an eschatological and
progressive, dialectically advancing self-realization of the Reveder.
That means, however, that present history, the history of the modern age
inits cultural, scientific and technical progress, must be represented as
an element in the process of the self-realizing revelation of God and his
kingdom. When, therefore, an outmoded and antiquated Christianity
raised the apol ogetic question of its own present relevance, the theol ogy
of progressive revelation characteristic of cultural Protestantism had to
answer by showing that the modem age which was superseding
traditional Christianity was secretly Christian or had a secret part in the
history of the kingdom. ‘Why is the Church opposed to cultural
development? asked R. Rothe, and answered: *Oh, | blush to set it
down: because it fears for belief in Christ. That isfor me not faith, but
faint-heartedness. But that is precisely what comes of disbelief in the
real, effective world-dominion of the Saviour.(R. Rothe, Vortrage,
1886, p. 21.) In E. Troeltsch this question takes the form: * Are we il
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to be seen in continuity with Christianity, or are we growing towards a
religious future which is no longer Christian? (Glaubenslehre, 1925, p.
49.) His answer was the idea of a progressive revelation which in every
age anew brings the spirit of the age into synthesis with the traditional
Christian message. Similar questions and answers played an active part
in the circles around the Blumhardts and among the ‘religious
socialists'.

Although the theology of progressive revelation never succeeded, in
Rosenstock-Huessy’ s phrase, in ‘overcoming modernity’, yet it does
contain elements that are not to be dismissed simply by the fact that a
transcendental eschatology makes all ages of history indifferent.
Although the idea of salvation history is philosophically anachronistic
and theologically deistic, yet it does preserve the question of the
eschatological future outlook which the Christian revelation holds for a
world involved in history. That isto say, al the themes of the
eschatology of salvation history -- such as the mission to the nations, the
discussion of the future of Israel, the future of world history, of creation
and of the body -- are the proper themes of Christian eschatology as
such, only they cannot be conceived in the traditional terms of salvation
history. The decisive question is, whether ‘revelation’ isthe illuminating
interpretation of an existing, obscure life process in history, or whether
revelation itself originates drives and directs the process of history;
whether consequently, as Barth has asked, revelation is a predicate of
history, or whether history has to be understood as a predicate of the
eschatological revelation and to be experienced, expected and
obediently willed as such.

7. ‘History’ asIndirect Self-Revelation of God

Another attempt to free theological consideration of the ‘ self-revelation’
of God from the fetters of the reflective philosophy of transcendental
subjectivity -- an attempt, moreover, which in many respects leaves the
discussion still open -- isfound in the programmatic volume
Offenbarung als Geschichte (1961) by W. Pannenberg, R. Rendtorff U.
Wilckensand T. Rendtorff.(Cf. further, W. Pannenberg.
‘Heilsgeschehen und Geschichte’, Kerygma und Dogma 5, 1959, pp.
218-237, 259-288; R. Rendtorff. ‘" Offenbarung” im Alten Testament’,
TLZ 85, 1960, cols. 833-838; K. Koch, ‘ Spétisraglitisches
Geschichtsdenken’, Historische Zeitschrift, Aug. 1961; W. Pannenberg,
‘Hermeneutik und Universalgeschichte’, ZTK 60, 1963, pp. 90 ff.; R.
Rendtorff ‘ Geschichte und Wort im Alten Testament’, Ev Th 22, 1962,
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pp. 621 ff.)

Since Kant’ s critique and the concept of science that was based on it, the
impression had arisen that there can be n~ proof of God and of his
action in history, and no objective demonstration of revelation, and this
had compelled theology to speak of revelation only in the context and
framework of transcendental subjectivity. That, however, is not by any
means to say that theology had at last settled down to its own business,
but rather that it had entered into a negative alliance with a particular,
modern mode of experiencing the world. If this spell isto be broken and
an alternative to this kind of theology of revelation is to be found, then
that must of necessity be bound up with an alternative to the modern,
post-Kantian concept of science, to the critical concept of reason, and to
the historicism of acritical historical treatment of reality. An alternative
to faith’ stheology of revelation must then also bring criticism to bear on
that critique of knowledge which Kant set up ‘in order to find a place for
faith’. It must raise the question of God no longer in an exclusive sense
on the ground of the questionableness of man’s subjectivity, but in an
inclusive sense on the ground of the questionableness of reality as a
whole, and it isin this comprehensive context that it must speak of

God'’ srevelation and action.

Offenbarung als Geschichte therefore sets out not from the proof of God
from existence, or from showing that the question of God arises from
the questionableness of existence. Rather, it starts from the proof of God
from the cosmos, or by showing that the question of God arises from
consideration of the question of reality as awhole. The place of the
‘kerygmatheology’, and of the idea of an immediate self-revelation of
God in the appeal of the word, is therefore taken by the recognition of
an ‘indirect self-revelation of God in the mirror of hisactionin
history’.(Offenbarung als Geschichte, p. 15.) ‘ The facts as acts of God
shed areflected light on God himself; tell usindirectly something about
God himself.’ (lbid., p.17) Since, however, each individual event, taken
as an act of God, only partialy illumines the nature of God, revelation in
the sense of the full self-revelation of God in his glory can be possible
only where the whole of history is understood as revelation. ‘History as
awholeisthusrevelation of God. Sinceit is not yet finished, it isonly
in the light of itsend that it is recognizable as revelation.’ (R Rendtorff,
TLZ 85, 1960, col. 836.) Hence the full self-revelation of God takes
place ‘not at the beginning but at the end of the revealing
history’.(Offenbarung als Geschichte, p. 95.) The apocalyptic writers of
late Judaism had extraordinary visions in which they foresaw such an
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end of history in the general resurrection of the dead. In the (risen)
‘destiny’ of Jesus of Nazareth the end of history has accordingly been
forestalled. For in his resurrection there has already happened to him
what still awaits all men.(Ibid., p. 104.) If hisresurrection is the
‘forestalling’, the anticipation, the prolepsis of the universal end, then it
follows that in his destiny God himself isindirectly revealed as the God
of all men.(Ibid., pp. 98, 104 ff.)

Thistheology of universal history obviously intendsin the first instance
to extend and supersede the Greek cosmic theology. The place of the
cosmological proof of God, which argued from ‘reality as cosmos' to
the one divine arche and so provided proof of a cosmological
monotheism, is taken by atheology of history which argues back in the
same way from the unity of ‘reality as history’ to the one God of
history.(For the application of the retroflexive argument cf. W.
Pannenberg, ‘ Die Aufnahme des philos. Gottesbegriffes als
dogmatisches Problem’, Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte 70, 1959, p.
11; ‘Hellsgeschehen und Geschichte', op. cit., p. 129; Offenbarung als
Geschichte, p. 104. This retroflexive argument presupposes an unbroken
link between God and history, on the ground of which we can argue
back from it to him. Since thisisthe basis of the cosmological proof of
God, ‘history’ is here understood as indirect theophany, just as the
cosmos then was in Greek cosmology. It is a question, however,
whether thisis abiblical understanding of history.) The epistemol ogical
method remains the same, only in place of the self-contained cosmos
whose eternally recurring sameness makes it a theophany inits
symmetry and harmony, we have an open-ended cosmos with a
teleological trend towards the future. ‘History’ thus becomes the new
summary term for ‘reality initstotality’.(* Heil sgeschehen und
Geschichte', op. cit., p. 222.) In place of the metaphysical point in
which the unity of the cosmos culminates, we have the eschatol ogical
point in which history finds its unity and its goal. Just as in the light of
that culminating metaphysical unity the cosmos could be recognized as
indirect revelation of God, so now in the light of the end of history,
history can be recognized as indirect revelation of God. The retention of
the retroflexive argument in the knowledge of God -- ‘in the mirror of
his actsin history’ -- has the result that knowledge of God becomes
possible in principle only post festum and a posteriori, in looking back
upon completed facts in history and on prophecies that have come true
init, That, however, would be knowing God with the eyes of ‘Minerva's
owl’, which according to Hegel beginsits flight only ‘when aform of
life has grown old and reached perfection’ ,('G. W. F. Hegel,
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Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechtes, ed. J. Hoffmeister, 4th ed.,
1956, Vorrede 17.) The place of the kerygma theology, which perceived
God in the event of being addressed by the word, would then be taken
by atheology of history, which hears God in the ‘language of the facts'.
Just asin Greek cosmic theology the eternal being of God isindirectly
manifest in that which is, and can be inferred from it, so here God's
being would be recognized in the hasbeens of history. Now of course the
fact that the ‘end of history’ is not yet here, but has only been forestalled
in the destiny of Jesus, also makes the recognition of God in history into
aknowledge that is always only of proleptic, anticipatory character. Y et
the basic Old Testament insight that ‘history is that which happens
between promise and fulfillment’ -- the insight from which Pannenberg
and Rendtorff set out -- is ultimately abandoned in favor of an
eschatology which is expressed in terms of universal history and which
provesitself by referenceto ‘reality asawhole' in an effort to improve
on Greek cosmic theology.(This critical observation has aready been
made also by James M. Robinson, ‘ The Historicality of Biblical
Language’, The Old Testament and Christian Faith, ed. B.W. Anderson,
1963, pp. 128f.) This eschatology acquires its eschatological character
only from the fact that reality cannot yet be contemplated as awhole
because it has not yet come to an end. With this, however, the Old
Testament God of promise threatens to become a, whose epiphany will
be represented by the totality of reality in its completed form. The world
will one day be theophany, indirect self-revelation of God in toto.
Becauseit is not yet so, redlity is open-ended towards the future and all
knowledge of God and the world has an eschatologically qualified
‘provisional’ character. This, however, would mean that the thought
structures of Greek cosmic theology remain in principle, and are ssimply
given an eschatological application. The retention of the retroflexive
method thereby leads to aview of ‘historic fact’ which, with itsimplied
concept of being, of ‘mirror’ and ‘image’, appears to resist any
combination with faith and hope and even with ‘history’ (‘Here H. G.
Greyer, ‘ Geschichte al's theol ogisches Problem’, EvTh 22, 1962, p. 103,
Isright when he says: ‘A fact is a completed event (factum) and as such
has had its day, and the form of consciousness appropriatetoitis
memory and its methodically developed form in the knowledge of
historical science; promise, however, always has its day still ahead of

it.” To be sure, there is aso such athing as hope in the modus of
memory and as a historical event that hasits future still ahead of it. Only
that would have to be formulated in a new concept of memory and
historical knowledge. Cf. J. Moltmann, ‘Verkiindigung als Problem der
Exegese’, Monatsschrift flr Pastoraltheolgie 52, 1963, pp. 24ff; K.
Barth, Romerbrief, 2nd ed., 1922, p. 298 (ET p. 314): ‘All that is not
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hope, is wooden, dead, hampering, as ponderous and awkward as the
word readlity. There is no freedom, but only imprisonment.” E. Bloch,
Das Prinzip Hoffnung I, 1959, p. 242 ‘ A fact (factum) is alump of dead
matter alien to history.”) It remains unclear whether the place of the
theophany in nature is taken merely by atheophany in history regarded
as open-ended nature, or whether what is meant is the fundamentally
different condition on which it becomes possible to perceive reality as
history, namely, from the standpoint of promise. This theology of
history as opposed to the theology of the word remains subject to Kant’s
critique of theological metaphysics, aslong asit itself failsto undertake
critical reflection on the conditions of the possibility of perceiving
reality as history iii the eschatological and theologica sense. We are
told that this ‘theology of history’ differsfrom the traditional theology
of salvation history in that it seeksto be ‘historically verifiablein
principle’ .(W. Pannenberg, ‘ Heilsgeschehen und Geschichte’, op. cit.)
But that isjust what cannot be maintained, unless and until the concept
of the ‘historical’ is transformed and the theology of history becomes
the very ground of its redefinition.

Aslong as this theology of history regards‘God’ as the object that isin
guestion when we enguire about the unity and wholeness of reality, then
its starting point is obviously different from that of the question about
God and his faithfulness to his promisesin history -- a question which
first arises only in the context of promise and expectation, asin the Old
Testament. Thisis certainly not to say that Pannenberg’ s question as to
an appropriate understanding of the world on the part of theology, or a
proof of its statements about God by reference to the whole of redlity, is
any less relevant than the question as to an appropriate self-
understanding or the proving of our statements about God by reference
to human existence in Bultmann. On the contrary, the ‘theology of
history’ is anecessary supplement to the ‘theology of existence’.

The conflict between atheology of revelation in terms of word and one
in terms of history isirresolvable, unless and until these two end-
products of abstraction from reflective philosophy are surmounted by a
third view which is either comprehensive or open in character. This
attempt is made in a second aspect of the development of ‘revelation as
history’ in the concept of the ‘ history of tradition’ (This phraseis used
with special emphasis inthe essays by W. Pannenberg and R. Rendtorff
in Studien zur Theologie der alttestamentlichen Uberlieferungen, 1961.)
When history is regarded as the history of tradition, then we have no
longer an alternative to the kerygma theology, as in the expression
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‘language of the facts' (which was after all intended only polemically),
but we have here an attempt to bring together again the separated
elements, namely, ‘word’, word-event, interpretation, evaluation, etc.,
on the one hand, and ‘factum’, facts and coherent groups of facts on the
other. The theology of history with its ‘language of the facts' does not
mean the bruta facta, which present themselves to positivistic
historicism as the end-products of abstraction from tradition, but means
the divine ‘language of the factsin that context of tradition and
expectation in which the events in question take place’.(W. Pannenberg,
Offenbarung als Geschichte, p. 112.) In this sense ‘history is always
also the history of tradition’.(Offenbarung als Geschichte, p. 112.)
‘History of tradition isin fact to be regarded as the profounder term for
history as such.’ (W. Pannenberg Sudien zur Theolgie der
alttestamentlichen Uberlieferungen, p. 139.)The events which reveal
God must be taken in and with the context in tradition in which they
took place and along with which alone they have their original
significance. Thus when history is regarded as the history of tradition,
the modern distinction between ‘factuality’ and ‘significance’ is set
aside in away analogous to that of G. Ebeling’s ‘theology of the word-
event’. Asinthe latter case the events are asserted along with the word
in which they were originally announced, so here the words and
traditions are asserted along with the historic events.(G. Ebeling,
Theologie und Verkundigung, 1962, p. 55 [ET p. 57]) The decisive
guestion, however, is how the Cartesian and Kantian distinction between
reality and the perception of it isovercome. If our intention isto seered
eventsin that original context in experience and tradition in which they
found expression at the time, then we can set out either hermeneutically
from the word-event or in terms of universal history from the particular
event in the totality of historic reality. In both cases, however, we must
stand the test of that historical criticism to which the traditions are, and
must be, subjected by the modern consciousness. The fact that the past
encounters usin the ‘language of tradition’ and is accessible only
therein has never been disputed. The only question has been, whether
this ‘language of the tradition’ is‘correct’ asfar asthe reality accessible
to historical criticismis concerned. The historical criticism of the
Christian traditions has ever since the Enlightenment presupposed with
increasing radicalness a crisisin the traditions, if not indeed a
revolutionary break in them.(Cf. J Ritter’ s verdict in the discussion on J.
Pieper, Uber den Begriff der Tradtion [AGFNRW 72], 1958, pp. 45 ff.)
Since thiscrisis and this criticism, ‘tradition’ is no longer ‘taken for
granted’. The relationship to history as tradition has become one of
reflection and has lost its immediacy. If; therefore, we would understand
‘history astradition’, then we shall have to find a new concept of
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‘tradition’, which cancels out historical criticism and its sense of the
crisisin history, yet without negating or muzzling it. This problem is not
solved simply by showing that in many and devious ways modern
historic thinking derives by historic tradition from the historic thinking
of the Bible, for of course the point is not so much the origin of the
modem historical consciousness, but rather its future.

Particularly difficult from the theological standpoint is the thesis that the
raising of Jesus from the dead is the historically demonstrable prolepsis,
the anticipation and forestalling of the end of universal history, so that in
it the totality of reality as history can be contemplated in a provisional
way. The thesis that this event of the raising of Jesus must be
‘historically’ verifiable in principle, would require usfirst of all so to
alter the concept of the historical that it would allow of God' s raising the
dead and would make it possible to see in thisraising of the dead the
prophesied end of history. To call the raising of Jesus historically
verifiable isto presuppose a concept of history which is dominated by
the expectation of ageneral resurrection of the dead as the end and
consummation of history. Resurrection and the concept of history then
contain avicious circle for the understanding.

The important question for theology, however, is whether such an
apocalyptic view of history -- and, moreover, one reduced to the
expectation of a general resurrection of the dead -- is adequate to
embrace the Easter appearance of the risen Lord in the context of
tradition and expectation in which it was perceived by the disciples. If it
were solely the risen ‘destiny’ of Jesus that constituted the forestalling
of the end of all history and the anticipation of the ‘destiny’ still
awaiting all men, then the risen Jesus himself would have no further
future. Nor would it be for Jesus himself that those who know him
would wait, but only for the repetition of his destiny in themselves. The
Church would be waiting for that which has already happened to Jesus
to be repeated for itself; but not for the future of therisen Lord. Certain
asit isthat the Easter appearances of Jesus were experienced and
proclaimed in the apocalyptic categories of the expectation of the
general resurrection of the dead and as a beginning of the end of all
history, it is nevertheless equally certain that the raising of Jesus was not
merely conceived solely as the first instance of the final resurrection of
the dead, but as the source of the risen life of al believers. It is not
merely said that Jesusisthefirst to arise and that believers will attain
like him to resurrection, but it is proclaimed that he is himself the
resurrection and the life and that consequently believers find their future
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in him and not merely like him. Hence they wait for their future by
waiting for hisfuture. The horizon of apocalyptic expectation is not by
any means wide enough to embrace the post-Easter apocalyptic of the
Church. The place of apocalyptic self-preservation to the end is taken by
the mission of the Church. That mission can be understood only when
the risen Christ himself has still afuture, a universal future for the
nations. Only then does the Church'’s approach to the nationsin the
apostolate have any historic meaning. The apocalyptic outlook which
interprets the whole of reality in terms of universal history is secondary
compared with this world-transforming outlook in terms of promise and
missionary history.

Finally, from the theological standpoint it may be due to the one-track
character of the apocalyptic of universal history that the theological
significance of the cross of Jesus recedes in favor of his resurrection.
Between the expectations of |ate Jewish apocalyptic and of Christian
eschatology stands the cross of Jesus. Hence all Christian resurrection
eschatology bears the mark of an eschatologia crucis. That is more than
merely a break in the coherent historic tradition of apocalyptic
expectations. The contradiction of the cross permeates also the whole
existence, life and theological thinking of the Church in the world.

If the program of ‘Revelation as History’ is concerned to construct on
the basis of the resurrection hope theological concepts and approaches
to reality which will put an end to the above-mentioned negative
alliance with the spirit of the modern age, then it is completely in accord
with the demand made by Barth and Bonhoeffer that the ‘lordship of
Christ” must be consistently testified and presented all the way to the
very heart of secular reality. Whether the statement about ‘ proving the
divinity of the biblical God by reference to the totality of the momentary
experience of reality(Offenbarung als Geschichte, p. 104 n. 17, and
frequently.) is appropriate to this, remains the question, for that is a task
which will end not so much in confirming or superseding as in conflict
and divergence. The uncritical use of such termsas ‘historical’,
‘history’, ‘facts’, ‘tradition’, ‘reason’, etc., in atheological sense,
appears to show that the methodical, practical and speculative atheism
of the modern age is here circumvented rather than taken serioudly. If
thisvery atheism -- asit has been most profoundly understood by Hegel
and Nietzsche -- derives from the nihilistic discovery made on the
‘speculative Good Friday’, that * God is dead’ ,(G.W.F. Hegel, Glauben
und Wissen, ed. F. Meiner [Philosophische Bibliothek 62b] 1962, pp.
123 1,) then the only real way of vindicating theology in face of this
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reality, in face of this reason, and in face of a society thus constituted,
will be in terms of atheology of resurrection -- in fact, in terms of an
eschatology of the resurrection in the sense of the future of the crucified
Lord. Such atheology must accept the ‘ cross of the present’ (Hegel), its
godlessness and godforsakenness, and there give theoretical and
practical proof of the ‘spirit of the resurrection’. Then, however,
revelation would not manifest and verify itself as history of our present
society, but would disclose to this society and this age for the very first
time the eschatological process of history. The theologian is not
concerned merely to supply a different interpretation of the world, of
history and of human nature, but to transform them in expectation of a
divine transformation.

8. The Eschatalogy of Revelation

It isultimately always a result of the influence of Greek methods of
thought and enquiry when the revelation of God which iswitnessed in
the biblical scripturesis understood as ‘ epiphany of the eternal present’.
That describes the God of Parmenides rather than the God of the exodus
and the resurrection. The revelation of the risen Christ is not aform of
this epiphany of the eternal present, but necessitates a view of revelation
as apocalypse of the promised future of the truth In the light of this
future of the truth, manifest in the promise, man experiencesreality as
history in all its possibilities and dangers, and is broken of that fixed
view of reality in which it becomes an image of the deity.

Christian theology speaks of ‘revelation’, when on the ground of the
Easter appearances of the risen Lord it perceives and proclaims the
identity of the risen one with the crucified one. Jesusis recognized in
the Easter appearances as what he really was. That is the ground of
faith’s “historical’ remembrance of the life and work, claims and
sufferings of Jesus of Nazareth. But the messianic titles, in which this
identity of Jesusin cross and resurrection is claimed and described, all
anticipate at the same time the not yet apparent future of the risen Lord.
This means that the Easter appearances and revelations of the risen Lord
are manifestly understood as foretaste and promise of his still future
glory and lordship. Jesus is recognized in the Easter appearances as
what he really will be. The ‘vital point’ for a Christian view of

revelation accordingly lies neither in ‘that which cameto expressionin
the man Jesus (Ebeling) nor in the ‘destiny of Jesus’ (Pannenberg) but --
combining both of these -- in the fact that in all the qualitative difference
of cross and resurrection Jesus is the same. Thisidentity in infinite

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1889 (46 of 56) [2/4/03 8:38:32 PM]



Theology of Hope

contradiction is theologically understood as an event of identification,

an act of the faithfulness of God. It is this that forms the ground of the
promise of the still outstanding future of Jesus Christ. It isthisthat isthe
ground of the hope which carries faith through the trials of the god-
forsaken world and of death.

‘Revelation’ in this event has not the character of logos-determined
illumination of the existing reality of man and the world, but has here
constitutively and basically the character of promise and is therefore of
an eschatological kind. ‘Promise’ is afundamentally different thing
from a ‘word-event’ which brings truth and harmony between man and
the reality that concerns him. ‘Promise’ isin the first instance aso a
different thing from an eschatologically oriented view of reality as
universal history. Promise announces the coming of a not yet existing
reality from the future of the truth. Its relation to the existing and given
reality isthat of a specific inadaequatio rei et intellectus. On the other
hand, it does not merely anticipate and clarify the realm of coming
history and the realistic possibilitiesit contains. Rather, ‘the possible’,
and therewith ‘the future’, arises entirely from God' s word of promise
and therefore goes beyond what is possible and impossible in the
realistic sense. It does not illuminate a future which is always somehow
already inherent in reality. Rather, ‘future’ isthat reality which fulfils
and satisfies the promise because it completely correspondsto it and
accordswith it. It isonly in that event which is spoken of as ‘new
creation Out of nothing’, as ‘resurrection of the dead’, as ‘ kingdom’ and
‘righteousness’ of God, that the promise contained in the resurrection of
Christ finds areality which accords with it and completely corresponds
toit. The revealing of the divinity of God therefore depends entirely on
the real fulfillment of the promise, as vice versa the fulfillment of the
promise has the ground of its possibility and of itsreality in the
faithfulness and the divinity of God. To that extent ‘ promise’ doesnot in
the first instance have the function of illuminating the existing reality of
the world or of human nature, interpreting it, bringing out its truth and
using a proper understanding of it to secure man’s agreement with it.
Rather, it contradicts existing reality and discloses its own process
concerning the future of Christ for man and the world. Revelation,
recognized as promise and embraced in hope, thus sets an open stage for
history, and fills it with missionary enterprise and the responsible
exercise of hope, accepting the suffering that isinvolved in the
contradiction of reality, and setting out towards the promised future.

This certainly does not mean that the need to attain to an appropriate
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understanding of existence and to find our bearingsin universal history
is rendered superfluous. Only both of these, the illumination of the
historic character of human existence and the anticipatory illumination
of contexts and prospects in terms of universal history, will have to be
coordinated with the apostolic process of history which God' s revelation
callsto lifein promise. The God-revealing event of promise can find
articulated expression only in the midst of and by reference to, the
guestionableness of the world as awhole and of human nature itself, but
it is neither exhausted therein nor identical therewith. It takes up both
into the peculiar context of its own enquiry, in which context the
knowledge of the truth presentsitself in the form of a question that is
open towards the fulfillment of the promise.

If it istrue that the appearances of therisen Lord are to betaken asa
foretaste of his own future, then they are to be understood in the context
of the Old Testament history of promise, and not in analogy to an
epiphany of the truth in the Greek sense. The witnesses of Easter do not
recognize the risen Lord m a blaze of heavenly, supra-worldly eternity,
but in the foretaste and dawn of his eschatological future for the world.
They do not regard him as the one who has been ‘immortalized’, but as
the one who ‘isto come’. They saw him not aswhat he isin timeless
eternity, but as what he will be in his coming lordship. We can therefore
say: the risen Lord encounters us as the living Lord, inasmuch as heisin
motion, on the march towards his goal.(K. Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatic
IV/3, p. 377 (ET pp. 326f.): ‘He Himself encounters us here as the
Living One also in the concrete sense that. . . precisely here He
obviously finds Himself in motion or on His way as divine-human
Mediator, striding from His commencement to the goal already included
and indicated init. . . . Asthe Revealer of Hiswork He has not yet
reached His goal. Heis still moving towardsit. He is marching from its
beginning in the revelation of His life to the end of His not yet
accomplished revelation of the life of all men and all creation as
enclosed in Hislife, of their life as new creation on a new earth and
under anew heaven.” Whereas in Barth’ s doctrine of revelation the
resurrection event stands under the head of the ‘ pure presence of God’,
in his doctrine of reconciliation it comes to stand under the head of
‘anticipation’ of the universal redemption and consummation.) ‘Heis
still future to himself.(Ibid., p.378 [ET p.327, dlightly altered]). With the
resurrection, hiswork is ‘not yet completed, not yet concluded' .(Ibid.,
p.385[ET p.334]). These statements come from Barth’s later work and
show plainly the direction which the revision of his eschatology of
eternity must take. The appearances of the risen Lord were recognized
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as the promise and anticipation of areally outstanding future. Because
In these appearances a process was manifestly perceptible, they
provoked testimony and mission. The future of therisen Lord is
accordingly here present in promise; it is accepted in a hope that is
prepared to suffer, and it is grasped by the critical mind that reflects on
men and things in hope.

But what does it mean to say that the risen Lord in hisrevelation is the
promise of hisown future? It would have to mean that Jesus reveals and
identifies himself as the Christ both in identity with himself and in
differentiation from himself. He reveals and identifies himself as the
crucified one, and to that extent in identity with himself. He reveals
himself asthe Lord on the way to his coming lordship, and to that extent
in differentiation from what he will be. The revelation of hisfuturein
his appearancesis therefore a‘hidden’ one. Heis the hidden Lord and
the hidden Savior. Through hope the life of believersis hidden with him
in God -- yet in a hiddenness that is made for future unveiling, and ams
at it, and presses towardsit. The future of Jesus Christ isin this context
the revelation and manifestation of him who has come. Faith is directed
in hope and expectation towards the revelation of what it has

already found hidden in Christ. And yet the future of the risen Lord, that
which in his resurrection is promised, intended and held in prospect,
involves not merely a noetic expectation. His future is not merely the
unveiling of something that was hidden, but also the fulfilment of
something that was promised. The revelation in the appearances of the
risen Christ has therefore to be described not only as ‘hidden’, but also
as ‘unfinished’, and has to be related to areality which is not yet here. It
Is still outstanding, has not yet come about, has not yet appeared, but it
Is promised and guaranteed in his resurrection, and indeed is given
along with his resurrection as a necessary consequence: the end of
death, and anew creation in which amid the life and righteousness of all
things God isall in al. Thus the future of the risen Lord involves also
the expectation of acreative act. The word in which this comes to
expression is therefore gospel and promisein one. If ‘revelation’ in the
context of the Easter appearances does not refer to a completed, self-
contained process or to the presence of eternity, then it must be
understood as an open-ended revelation that points forwards and leads
forwards. This, its eschatological openness, will certainly not be filled
up, carried on and completed by the subsequent Church and its history.
If it istowards his own future and promise that the revelation of the
risen Lord is open, then its openness to the future surpasses all
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subsequent Church history and is absolutely superior to it. The
remembrance of the promise that has been given -- of the promisein its
givenness (Ergangenheit), not in its pastness (Ver-gangenheit) -- bores
like athorn in the flesh of every present and opensit for the future. In
this sense the revelation of the risen Lord does not become *historic’ as
aresult of the fact that history continues willy-nilly, but it stands as a
sort of primum movens at the head of the process of history. Itisin
virtue of thisrevelation that the reality of man and his world becomes
‘historic’, and it is the hope set ‘ upon this revelation that makes all
reality inadequate and as such transient and surpassable. It isthe
promissio inquieta that is the true source of Augusting’s cor inquietum.
It isthe promissio inquieta that will not suffer man’s experience of the
world to become a self-contained cosmic image of the deity, but keeps
our experience of the world open to history.

If revelation is promise in this sense, then it has to be related to the
process which is brought about by missionary enterprise. The process of
witness to the eschatological hope by those who in each succeeding
present have to answer for their hope, the apostolate which involves the
world of the nationsin this process, and the exodus from the present of a
self-contained existence into the promised future -- these are the things
that constitute the history which ‘ corresponds' to this kind of revelation,
becauseit is called to life by this revelation. Awareness of history is
awareness of mission, and the knowledge