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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.
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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,

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



Theology of Hope

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

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1889 (5 of 56) [2/4/03 8:38:31 PM]



Theology of Hope

‘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

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1889 (28 of 56) [2/4/03 8:38:31 PM]



Theology of Hope

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.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1889 (31 of 56) [2/4/03 8:38:31 PM]



Theology of Hope

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
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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 of history is a transformatory
knowledge.

Now this revelation of God in the event of promise can always be
expressed only in relation to, and critical comparison with, man’s
experience of the world and of existence at any given moment. Here lies
the justification for the views of revelation we have discussed, which
seeit in the context of the proof of God from existence or of the proof of
God from the totality of reality. If God is not spoken of in relation to
man’s experience of himself and his world, then theology withdraws
into a ghetto and the reality with which man has to do is abandoned to
godlessness. Since the days of the early Christian apologists, the
promissio Dei of which the biblical scriptures speak has always been
considered in the form of the Greek logos. Y et it should be noted that
between the two extreme possibilities of ghetto and assimilation, the
promissio Dei has always worked as a ferment of destruction of the
Greek logos -- namely, in such away that the illuminating truth of the
Greek logos has been given eschatological, and therewith historic,
character,
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In this process, theology can give polemical and liberating proof of its
truth even today. Yet it isjust when we perceive the revelation of God in
the promise and are thereby led to ask what light this sheds on the
humanity of man and the reality of the world, that we then find
ourselvesin the neighbourhood of the proofs of God and of ‘ natural
theology’.

Following an ancient definition, ‘natural theology’ is understood
as a ‘theologia naturalis, generalis et immediata’, i.e. a
knowledge of God which is not mediated but given along with
reality, universally accessible and immediate. To thisthere
belonged the knowledge that the world is God’ s world, or that to
ask about the origin or the totality of reality isto ask about God,
and secondly, the knowledge of man’s peculiar standing in the
cosmos, a general ideathat to be man isto be subject to the
claims of God’s law -- in other words, the knowledge that the
guestion raised in the questionableness of human existenceisthe
guestion of God. Whatever the way in which these proofs of
God, or indications of the question of God, were presented by
Christian theology as universally accessible, they were always so
presented as to provide pointers to, and suitable agreements with,
the *supernatural. specia and historically mediated’ knowledge
of God. Whatever Western theology may have taken up and
represented in thisway as ‘natural theology’, it was never
‘natural’ and was neither ‘universally human nor ‘immediate’.
On closer ingpection, ‘ natural theology’ always contained
knowledge historically mediated from particular intellectua
traditions -- from the Stoa, from Plato and Aristotle, etc. The
common sense which was appealed to always provesto be a
common sense that has developed in history and bears a Western
stamp. The ‘natural’ element in natural theology’ was thus not at
all something that comes ‘ by nature’, but always came from
history and was an adoption of what society regarded as natural,
I.e. as axiomatic. The Aristotle who was held to be the father of
natural theology Is no longer by any means identical with the
historical Aristotle, but was an Aristotelian heritage worked over
by Christian theology. What was called ‘ nature’ and ‘ universal
consciousness of God’ in a Christian sense had always already
been determined by the content for which it was supposed to
provide a general framework. Thusit istrue that ‘ natural
theology’ is a presupposition of the theology of revelation -- in
the sense that revelation first posits, creates and fashionsit in its
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specific form. That is not by any means to put an end to the
business of natural theology. On the contrary, it is a necessary
part of reflection upon nature and human existence in the light of
revelation. It therefore continues to be a necessary part of
theology as such, if the latter would give expression to the
universal sweep of the revelation of God. But as a pre-sup-
position of theology -- a position already predetermined by
theology -- it belongs to the presentation of revelation’s
universal, eschatological outlook of expectation. In this sense H.
J. lwand’ sthesisis correct: ‘Natural theology is not that from
which we come, but the light to which we are going. The lumena
naturae is the reflection of the lumen gloriae. . . . The reform that
is required of theology today consistsin assigning revelation to
this age, but natural theology to the age to come.’ (H.J. Iwand,
Nachgelassene Werke |, Glauben und Wissen, 1962, pp. 290f.) In
this sense ‘ natural theology’ -- theology of existence and
theology of history -- isahalo, areflection of the future light of
God upon the inadequate material of present reality, aforetaste
and advance intimation of the promised universal glory of God,
who will prove himself to all and in all to be the Lord. What is
called ‘natural theology’ isin actual truth theologia viatorum, an
anticipation of the promised future in history as aresult of
obedient thinking. Hence it always remains historic, provisional,
variable and open. If it means perceiving and reflecting upon the
reality in which every man stands, but doing so on the basis of
faith and hope, then for that reason it does not have the appeal
that its statements are ‘ self-evident’, but it is essentially
polemical or, as E. Brunner says, ‘eristical’. We shall have to
turn the proofs of God the other way about and not demonstrate
God from the world but the world from God, not God from
existence but existence from God -- and that, too, in constant
critical debate with other ways of asserting truth and showing the
meaning of things. In this sense the work of ‘ natural theology’
belongs not to the praeambula fidei, but to fides quaerens
intellectum.

The man who is the recipient of thisrevelation of God in promiseis
identified, as what heis-- and at the same time differentiated, as what
he will be. He comes ‘to himself’ -- but in hope, for heis not yet freed
from contradiction and death. He finds the way of life -- but hidden in
the promised future of Christ that has not yet appeared. Thus the
believer becomes essentially one who hopes. Heis still future to

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1889 (52 of 56) [2/4/03 8:38:32 PM]



Theology of Hope

‘himself’ and is promised to himself. His future depends utterly and
entirely on the outcome of the risen Lord' s course, for he has staked his
future on the future of Christ. Thus he comes into harmony with himself
in spe, but into disharmony with himself in re. The man who trusts
himself to the promiseis of all people one who finds himself ariddie
and an open question, one who becomes in his own eyes a homo
absconditus. In pursuit of the promise, he finds he isin search of himself
and comes to regard himself as an open question addressed to the future
of God. Hence the man who hopesis of all people the one who does not
stand harmoniously and concentrically in himself; but stands ex-
centrically to himself in the facultas standi extra se coram Deo, as
Luther called it. He is ahead of himself in hopein God's promise. The
event of promise does not yet bring him to the haven of identity, but
involves him in the tensions and differentiations of hope, of mission and
of self-emptying. If revelation encounters him as promise, then it does
not identify him by disregarding what is negative, but opens him to pain,
patience and the ‘dreadful power of the negative', as Hegel has said. It
makes him ready to take the pain of love and of self-emptying upon
himself in the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead and who
quickens the dead, ‘ Yet it is not the life which abhors death and keeps
itself pure of corruption, but the life which endures it and maintains
itself in the midst of it, that is the life of the spirit.” * The power of the
spiritisonly so great as its outgoing, its depth only so deep as the extent
to which inits expending it ventures to spread itself and to lose

itself.” (G. W. F. Hegel, Phanomenol ogie des Geistes, ed. J. Hoffmeister
(Philosophische Bibliothek 114), 1949, pp. 29 and 15 (cf. ET by J. B.
Baillie, The Phenomenology of Miad, 2nd ed., 1935, pp. 93 and 74).
Thus the promised identity of man leads into the differentiation of self-
emptying. He gains himself by abandoning himself. He finds life by
taking death upon him. He attains to freedom by accepting the form of a
servant. That is how the truth that points forward to the resurrection of
the dead comes to him.

But if the event of promise in the resurrection identifies man by leading
him to the emptying of himself; this experience of self isimmediately
bound up with a corresponding experience of the world. Man does not
gain himself by distinguishing himself from ‘the world’, but by
emptying himself into it. But in what way must the ‘world’ then be
experienced? It cannot be taken as a ngid cosmos of established facts
and eternal laws. For where there is no longer any possibility of
anything new happening, there hope also comes to an end and loses all
prospect of the realizing of what it hopes for. Only when the world itself
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Is‘full of all kinds of possibilities’ can hope become effectivein love.
‘To hope there belongs the knowledge that in the outside world life is as
unfinished as in the Ego that works in that outside world.(E. Bloch, Das
Prinziip Hoffnug I, 1959, p. 285.) Thus hope has the chance of a
meaningful existence only when reality itself isin a state of historic flux
and when historic reality has room for open possibilities ahead.
Christian hope is meaningful only when the world can be changed by
him in whom this hope hopes, and is thus open to that for which this
hope hopes; when it isfull of all kinds of possibilities (possible for God)
and open to the resurrection of the dead. If the world were a self-
contained system of cause and effect, then hope could either regard this
world asitself the fulfillment, or else in gnostic fashion transcend and
reflect itself into the supra-worldly realm. That, however, would be to
abandon itself.

On the ground of the promised future of the truth the world can be
experienced as history. The eschatological sense of the event of promise
in the resurrection of Christ awakes in remembrance and expectation our
sense for history. Hence every view which sees the world as a self-
contained cosmos, or history as a universal whole that contains and
manifests the divine truth, is broken down and transposed into the
eschatological key of ‘not yet’. Our knowledge, as a knowledge of hope,
has a transcendent and provisional character marked by promise and
expectation, in virtue of which it recognizes the open horizon of the
future of reality and thus preserves the finitude of human experience. To
think God and history together on the ground of the event of promisein
the resurrection of Christ, does not mean to prove God from the world

or from history, but vice versa to show the world to be history that is
open to God and to the future. Christian theology will thus not be able to
come to terms with, but will have to free itself from, the cosmol ogico-
mechanistic way of thinking such asisfound in the positivistic sciences -
- whether in the positivism of the scientific disenchanting of the world,
by which the world not only becomes ‘godless’, as Max Weber has said,
but also becomes aworld without alternatives, without possibilities and
without any future, or in the factualized and institutionalized
relationships of the scientific civilization of modern society, whichin
the same way is threatened with the loss not only of its future but of its
own historic character aswell. Theology will be able to free itself;
however, only by breaking up this kind of thinking and these
relationships and striving to set them in the eschatol ogical movement of
history. It will not be able to free itself from them by falling back upon a
romanticist glorification of reality. The ‘firewood’ does not again
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become a‘forest’, nor the ‘tale of events’ again become ‘ sacred history’,
and the traditions of the West do not again become unequivocal linksin
the chain of historic tradition. The experience of the world as history can
hardly take the form of again considering the experience of history
either in terms of fate, in that passivity in which we suffer birth and
death, or in terms of chance. ‘ The universal endeavor of human reason
Is directed towards the abolition of chance’, as W. Humbol dt already
aptly remarked. The scientific and technical efforts of the modern age
have at |east since the French revolution been aimed at bringing about
the end of thiskind of history, the end of the history of chance, of
contingency, of surprise, crisis and catastrophe. To demonstrate to this
increasingly rounded scientific and technical cosmos its own historic
character does not mean revealing to it the critical nature of its own self;
but exhibiting to it and to the men in it that history which is experienced
in the light of the promised future of the truth. Both intellectual forms --
the objectification of the world and the subjectivity of existence -- stand
in contrast to the history which is experienced in the light of the future
of the truth. Hence for Christian theology ‘history’ cannot mean that it
has again to proclaim the truth of God in combination with the old
experiences of fate and chance, but that it has to give thisworld itself a
place in the process that begins with the promise and is kept going by
hope. The problem of history in the ‘modern age’ is presented not so
much in terms of the difference between Greek glorification of the
cosmos and the biblical hope in history, but rather in terms of the
difference between a scientific and technical millenarianism, which
seeks the end of history in history, on the one hand, and, on the other, an
eschatology of history, which arises from the event of promisein the
resurrection, and for which the ‘end of history’ in the ‘modern age’ can
no more be the promised and expected end than the ‘ modern age
(Neuzeit) itself can be the ‘new age’ (neue Zeit) in the apocalyptic sense -
- asthis expression (Neuzeit) was surely meant to be. Positivism, which
was originally intended by Auguste Comte to have athoroughly
millenarian sense, can therefore be given historic character only by
being transcended and superseded by the new expectations of an
eschatological outlook. Thiswill reveal its historic form and
significance and the finitude of its epistemological horizon.

Christian theology has one way in which it can proveitstruth by
reference to the reality of man and the reality of the world that concerns
man -- namely, by accepting the questionableness of human existence
and the questionableness of reality as a whole and taking them up into
that eschatological questionableness of human nature and the world
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which is disclosed by the event of promise. ‘ Threatened by death’ and
‘subjected to vanity’ -- that is the expression of our universal experience
of existence and the world. ‘In hope’ -- that is manifestly theway in
which Christian theology takes up these questions and directs them to

the promised future of God.

32
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Chapter 2: Promise and History

If we would trace out the Old Testament’ s peculiarly ambiguous,
unemphatic and yet widely broadcast observations on ‘revelation’ and
turn them to good account for dogmatics, then it is not advisable to set
out from the assumption that every man’s existence, threatened asit is
by chaos and transience, leads him to ask after ‘revelation’, nor yet to
start with the question how the hidden God, the Origin and the Absolute,
becomes manifest to men estranged from him. Rather, it is essential to
let the Old Testament itself not only provide the answers, but also pose
the problem of revelation, before we draw systematic conclusions. If
thisisto be attempted in the following pages, it is of course impossible
to enter into questions of a detailed exegesis. But it will haveto be a
case of clarifying and defining the concepts employed in exegesis. In so
doing we shall often come upon religious-historical ideas, and shall also
have to employ such ideas. That, however, is not intended to imply any
genera religious-historical presuppositions. Our task is not to take the
various religious ideas and forms of belief and subsume them under a
general concept of religion. But the contours of what is meant by
promise and hope stand out most clearly in face of other religions and
forms of belief which are grappled with and contested, and for that
reason they can best be illumined in comparison and contrast.

|. Epiphany Religionsand Faith in Terms of Promise

If we ask for a summary statement of the conclusions emerging from the
study of the history of religion in Israel and the surrounding oriental
world, then the Old Testament materials appear from this standpoint to
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be ‘ syncretistic documents'. ‘Israel achieved a syncretism between the
religion of the nomad and of the Canaanite peasant. It is through this
syncretism that it became what it wasin classical times.’ (V. Maag,
‘Malkat Jhwh', VT Sopl. VII (Congress Volume: Oxford 1959), 1960, p.
137) Theterm ‘syncretism’ here calls for further clarification. It
certainly cannot mean an easy blend of disparate el ements nor yet, of
course, an alliance between hostile brethren against a third, common
enemy, aswas originally the case with the Cretans. It cannot even mean
mere intermixture, but is intended to express the process of struggle
between two mutually incompatible forms of faith. It is astruggle which
iskindled in various historic situations by various matters about which
conflict arises and, precisely from the various tensions, we are enabled
to recognize the peculiarity of the contending parties. The exact nature
of the two opposing sides cannot at any point be defined in spatial or
temporal, and indeed hardly even in clearcut ideological terms. And yet
the process of struggle is apparent at every point, both in Israel’s
conflict with its neighbors and also within the empirical Isragl itself. It
can be seen specially clearly in specific historic situations. It can also be
latent for centuries and obscured to the point of being unrecognizable.
While the *peculiar religious position’ of Israel can consequently hardly
be stated in terms of aunique ‘religion of Israel’, it certainly does
emerge in the fact that such a process of tense struggle pervades its
whole history.

The definition of these tendencies of tension in general terms of the
history of culture and of religion has to my mind been most clearly
stated by Victor Maag, following Martin Buber and others. He sees the
tension in the fact that in the Israel of Palestine the vectoral and kinetic
elements of the old nomad religion and the static elements of the peasant
religion of Canaan meet each other. ‘Nomadic religionisareligion of
promise. The nomad does not live within the cycle of seed-time and
harvest, but in the world of migration.(Ibid., p. 140.) ‘ Thisinspiring,
guiding, protecting God of the nomads differs quite fundamentally in
various respects from the gods of the agrarian peoples. The gods of the
nations are locally bound. The transmigration God of the nomads,
however, is not bound territorially and locally. He journeys along with
them, is himself on the move.’ (Ibid., pp. 139f.) The result of thisisa
different understanding of existence: ‘Here existence isfelt as history.
This God leads men to a future which is not mere repetition and
confirmation of the present, but is the goal of the events that are now
taking place. The goal gives meaning to the journey and its distresses,
and today’ s decision to trust in the call of God is a decision pregnant
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with future. Thisisthe essence of promisein the light of
transmigration.’ (Ibid. p. 140.)

No doubt Maag’'s view of the nomad religion of promise in contrast to
the mythical and magical religion of peasant culture contains typical
ideal elements, but it does make intelligible the tension in which Israel
found itself and -- what is still more important -- it gives significance to
the question how and by what means it came about that when | srael
passed from the nomadic and semi-nomadic life to the settled life of
Canaan it did not, like all peoples and tribes on crossing thisfirst
cultural frontier of human life, abandon the nomad religion and the God
of promise in favor of the epiphany gods that sanctify land, life and
culture, but was able to take the occupation of the land and the fact of
building and dwelling in the land and incorporate them in the original
religion of promise as a new experience of history. The peculiar thing
about the Israel of history appearsto lie neither in its nomadic origin,
which it had in common with others, nor in the occupation of the land
and the transition to agricultural and municipal life, which it likewise
had in common with others, but in the fact which causes this process of
conflict and is manifested in various situations -- the fact that the

| sraglite tribes took the wilderness God of promise with them from the
wilderness along with the corresponding understanding of existence and
the world, retained them in the land amid the totally new experiences of
agrarian life, and endeavored to undergo and to master the new
experiences in the land in the light of the God of promise.

The process of conflict which this entailed is seen very clearly in the
relationship to God, and here in turn in the ideas of the appearing and
revealing of God. The oldest usage, and one presumably common to the
whole orient, isfound where the deity *‘discloses himself’.(R. Rendtorff,
‘Die Offenbarungsvorxtellungen im Alten Israel, in Offenbarung al's
Geschichte, 1951, pp. 23f.) The Niphal of ra’ah is a terminus technicus
for such hierophanies. These are originally bound to a specific place,
which is then honored in the cultus as a place of the divine epiphany. In
Exodus 3.2 we find an expression of this kind: * And the mal’ ak Jahwe
appeared unto him in aflame of fire out of the midst of the bush.” The
land of oriental cultureisfull to the brim of such appearances through
which places are sanctified to become places of the cultus. Stones,
waters, trees, groves, mountains, etc., can become the bearers of
hierophanies. There arise cult legends which provide the etiology of
such sacred places and rituals which bestow divine hallowing on the
land round about and on those who dwell on it and cultivate it. Such
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places of the cultus are gateways, as it were, through which the gods
come to hallow the land, and the men who dwell upon it experience the
sanctifying of their cultivation of the land. Men thus ‘live as close as
possible to the gods’ (M. Eliade).(M. Eliade, The Sacred and the
Profane: the Nature of Religion, ET by W.R. Trask, 1961, pp. 24 ff., 91
ff.) In the cultus at the place of the hierophany their culture is secured
against chaos by being anchored in the original sacred event of the
cosmogony, or by being connected with the sacred center of the world.
Constructive enterprise and residential life is sanctified and protected by
means of mythical, magical and ritual relationships of correspondence
with the eternal, the original, the holy, and the cosmic order.

In corresponding ways time, whose passage discloses the horrors of
chaos, is ordered and sanctified by means of sacred festivals which

cel ebrate the epiphany, the arrival of the gods, and so make men
‘contemporaries of the gods . Time the destroyer is regenerated by
means of periodic return to the time of the first beginning. To the
sanctification conferred at the places of epiphany upon the areain which
man lives and builds, menaced as it is by chaos, there corresponds the
sanctification of time in the cyclic recurrence of the epiphany of the
godsin times of festival.(W. F. Otto, Die Gestalt und das Sein, 1955, p.
255 ‘The festival always means the return of aworld hour at which the
most ancient, most venerable and most glorious state is here again; a
return of the golden age in which our ancestors had such close
intercourse with the gods and the spirits. Thisis the point of festive
exaltation which, wherever there are real festivals, is different from all
other gravity and al other joy.’)

Whether men polytheistically worship a number of local deities, or
pantheistically find all times and places full of the divine (Thales: ),(On
the fundamental significance of this statement for the religion and
philosophy pf ancient Greece, cf. W. Jaeger, Die Theologie der friihen
griechischen Denker, 1953, pp. 31ff.) whether the invisible, the original
divine world, becomes epiphanous through a series of intermediate
authorities, whether princes set up as, or teachers and miracle-workers
as, or whether this divine, absolute eternal Origin is conceived as
becoming epiphanous through itself -- all this makes no essential
difference here, but is a continuation and sublimation of this epiphany
religion which revolves around the . This epiphany religion forms the
presupposition and the abiding foundation of the natural theology of
Greek philosophy of religion, and of oriental philosophies of religion. It
givesrise to what is here the decisive question of the ‘self-disclosing’,
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‘appearing’, ‘revealing’ of the divine. It is here important to see that
these epiphanies have their point in themselves, in their coming about.
For where they come about, there comes the hallowing of place, of time
and of men in that act in which man’s ever-threatened culture is granted
correspondence with, and participation in, the eternal divine cosmos.
The threat to human existence from the forces of chaos and of
annihilation is overcome through the epiphany of the eternal present.
Man'’s being comes into congruence with eternal being, understands
itself in correspondence and participation as protected by the presence
of the eternal.

Now the striking thing is, that Israel was but little concerned to
understand the essential meaning of the ‘appearances’ of Yahweh in
terms of such hallowing of places and times, but for Israel the
‘appearing’ of God isimmediately linked up with the uttering of aword
of divine promise.(R. Rendtorfl op. ,At., p. 24. Likewise also W.
Zimmerli, ** Offenbarung” im Alten Testament’, EvTh 22, 1962, p. 16:
‘The sacredness of a place is supposed to be |legitimized through the
account of the appearing of the deity at this place. Then, however, we
find in the Old Testament a development in which it isincreasingly only
the mainstay of the that remains -- less and less weight attachesto the
sensually perceptible appearing of Y ahweh, but instead the divine word
of promiseis brought out ever more fully as the real content of the
scenes of revelation. The emphasisis shifted away from the sensually
perceptible appearance, the manifestation of Y ahweh, on to the
announcement of hisaction.”) Where Y ahweh ‘appears , it is manifestly
not in the first instance a question of cultivating the place and time of
his appearance. The point of the appearances to particular men in
particular situations lies in the promise. The promise, however, points
away from the appearances in which it is uttered, into the as yet
unrealized future which it announces. The point of the appearance then
lies not in itself, but in the promise which becomes audibleinit, and in
the future to which it points. In the various strata of the tradition of such
appearances of promise, the concomitant circumstances of epiphany
then actually take second placein Israel’ s faith to the call and the
pointer to the future. With that, the concept of revelation found in the
epiphany religionsis transformed. It is subordinated to the event of
promise. Revelation is understood from the standpoint of the promise
contained in the revelation. Here Y ahweh'’ s revelation manifestly does
not serve to bring the ever-threatened present into congruence with his
eternity. On the contrary, its effect is that the hearers of the promise
become incongruous with the reality around them, asthey strike out in
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hope towards the promised new future. The result is not the religious
sanctioning of the present, but a break-away from the present towards
the future. If the mythical and magical cults of the epiphany religions
have the purpose of annihilating the terrors of history by anchoring life
in the original sacred event, and if in tendency they are ‘anti-historical’
(M. Eliade),(M. Eliade, The Myth of the Eternal Return, ET by W.R.
Trask, 1955, p. 152.) then the God who gives his promises in the event
of promise is one who makes possible for the very first time the feeling
for history in the category of the future, and consequently has a
‘historicizing’ effect.(G. von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testamentes |1,
1960, p. 117 [ET by D.M.G. Stalker: Old Testament Theology, 1965, p.
104]) Thistendency to run counter to the mythical world by
understanding epiphany and revelation from the standpoint of the event
of promise is manifestly the reason why the words for ‘revelation’ are
employed in the Old Testament so ambiguously and unsystematically.
Y ahweh is not in this sense an ‘ apparitional God’. The sense and
purpose of his ‘appearances’ lies not in themselves, but in the promise
and itsfuture.

The effects of the struggle in the history of Israel between faith in terms
of promise and religion in terms of epiphany have been brought out by
Old Testament research at many points. Where the bands of Israel enter
the land, they receive the land and the new experiences of settled life as
‘fulfillment of the promise’, as realization of the pledge given in the
wilderness by the God of promise who had caused their fathers to
journey into it. Life amid the fullness and increase of their own peopleis
likewise understood in the light of the promise. Thus the assurance of
their own existence is attained through historic remembrance of the
previous promise of the God who guided their nomad fathers, and the
gift of land and people is seen as the visibly maintained faithfulness of
Y ahweh. Thisisan essentially different assurance of existence from
what Isragl found in the land and fertility cults of Palestine. Land and
life are not brought into congruence with the gods by means of an
epiphany religion, but are understood as a piece of history in the vast
course of the history of promise.(W. Zimmerli, ‘Verheissung und
Erfillung’ EvTh 12, 1952, pp. 39ff.)

The cyclic annual festivals of nature religion which Israel found waiting
for it and duly took over, are subjected to an important ‘historicizing’.
They are interpreted in terms of the historic data of the history of
promise.(G. von Rad, op. cit., pp. 117ff. [ET pp. 104ff.])
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The mythical and magical rituals which establish the above-mentioned
relationship of correspondence between threatened human existence and
the protecting divine being are ‘futurized’, i.e. they are interpreted in
terms of the future of the divine promise. V. Maag has pointed this out
in the case of the rituals of the kingdom cult of Jerusalem.(‘VV. Maag,
op. cit., p. 150: ‘When theritual of Jerusalem spoke of the king who
would bring world peace, then the heart of the former nomad still heard
thisin the categories of expectation and understood it in the same way
as the ancestral promises. Thus what was by origin amagical formula
became a divine promise for the future.” His observation on p. 114 is
also interesting: ‘What order isin thisworld, was settled by the
cosmogonic gods once for al at the start. The myth and ritual of the
New Y ear festival provide the most forceful sanction conceivable for
what has positive existence and validity in state and society. This static
positivism knows no new horizons towards which a people could be led,
no God who is on the way to letting men see what they have never yet
seen. . .. To apositivism of this kind, however, Y ahweh never really
submitted, even though court and temple circles naturally also tried to
impose it on him.”) What by their origin were magical formulae are
integrated into the divine promise for the future. The expression
‘eschatology’ which is employed at this point for the new sensein
which the mythical and magical formulae are re-interpreted, isrightly a
disputed term, since it normally meansthe ‘last’ things and not merely
‘future’ things. For that reason it will be better to refer to the basic
character of areligion of promise. In this we could find the continuing
source and driving force of such re-interpretations in these stages of the
history of Isragl. Asit isimpossible to find the source of ‘ eschatology’
in the empty heart that has experienced disappointment with cult and
ritual, so it is equally impossible to speak of eschatology of the nomads.
But it might well be that the faith which livesin terms of promise could
prove to be the primum movens which enabled Isragl, or at least specific
circlesin the empirical Israel, to master the situations of the land
settlement and later to master the situations of world history. The whole
force of promise, and of faith in terms of promise, is essentially to keep
men on the move in atense inadaequatio rei et intellectus aslong as the
promissio which governs the intellectus has not yet found its answer in
reality. It isin promise, which keeps the hoping mind in a‘not yet’
which transcends all experience and history, that we find the ground for
the breakdown of the mythical and magical relations of correspondence,
for the *historicizing’ of the nature festivalsin terms of the data of the
history of promise, and for the futurizing of their content in terms of the
future of the promise. It is from promise that there arises that element of
unrest which allows of no coming to terms with a present that is
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unfulfilled. Under the guiding star of promise thisreality is not
experienced as adivinely stabilized cosmos, but as history in terms of
moving on, leaving things behind and striking out towards new horizons
as yet unseen. The real question now is whether and how experiences of
anew kind in the occupation of the land and later in the conflicts of
world history are mastered by faith in the promise, how they are
incorporated into the promise that transcends every present, and how the
promise is expounded and unraveled in these experiences.

2. TheWord of Promise

If in the word promise we have before us a key-word of Isragl’s
‘religion of expectation’, then it must now be explained what we have to
understand by ‘promise’ and more specifically by the ‘promise of (the
guide-) God'.(For the expression ‘guide-God’ cf. M. Buber, Konigtum
Gottes, 2nd ed., 1936, p. xi, The Prophetic Faith, ET by C. Witton
Davies, 1949, p. 10.)

(a) A promiseis adeclaration which announces the coming of areality
that does not yet exist. Thus promise sets man’s heart on afuture history
in which the fulfilling of the promiseisto be expected. If itisacase of a
divine promise, then that indicates that the expected future does not

have to develop within the framework of the possibilities inherent in the
present, but arises from that which is possible to the God of the promise.
This can also be something which by the standard of present experience
appears impossible.(‘ For what follows cf. the definitions of promise by
W. Zimmerli, ‘Verheissung und Erfullung’, EvTh 12, 1952, pp. 38 ff.)

(b) The promise binds man to the future and gives him a sense for
history. It does not give him a sense for world history in general, nor yet
for the historic character of human existence as such, but it binds him to
itsown peculiar history. Its future is not the vague goal of possible
change, nor the hope aroused by the idea of possible change; it is not
openness towards coming events as such. The future which it discloses
Is made possible and determined by the promised fulfillment. It isin the
first instance always a question here of Buber’s ‘ hopes of history’. The
promise takes man up into its own history in hope and obedience, and in
so doing stamps his existence with a historic character of a specific
kind.

(c) The history which isinitiated and determined by promise does not
consist in cyclic recurrence, but has a definite trend towards the
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promised and outstanding fulfillment. Thisirreversible direction is not
determined by the urge of vague forces or by the emergence of laws of
its own, but by the word of direction that points us to the free power and
the faithfulness of God. It is not evolution, progress and advance that
separate time into yesterday and tomorrow, but the word of promise cuts
into events and divides reality into one reality which is passing and can
be left behind, and another which must be expected and sought. The
meaning of past and the meaning of future comesto light in the word of
promise.

(d) If the word isaword of promise, then that means that this word has
not yet found areality congruous with it, but that on the contrary it
stands in contradiction to the reality open to experience now and
heretofore. It isonly for that reason that the word of promise can give
rise to the doubt that measures the word by the standard of given readlity.
And itisonly for that reason that this word can give rise to the faith that
measures present reality by the standard of the word. ‘ Future' is here a
designation of that reality in which the word of promise findsits
counterpart, its answer and its fulfillment, in which it discovers or
creates areality which accords with it and in which it comesto rest.

(e) The word of promise therefore always creates an interval of tension
between the uttering and the redeeming of the promise. In so doing it
provides man with a peculiar area of freedom to obey or disobey, to be
hopeful or resigned. The promise institutes this period and obviously
stands in correspondence with what happensin it. This, asW. Zimmerli
has illuminatingly pointed out, distinguishes the promise from the
prophecies of a Cassandra and differentiates the resulting expectation of
history from belief in fate.(W. Zimmerli)

(f) If the promiseis not regarded abstractly apart from the God who
promises, but its fulfillment is entrusted directly to God in his freedom
and faithfulness, then there can be no burning interest in constructing a
hard and fast juridical system of historic necessities according to a
schema of promise and fulfillment -- neither by demonstrating the
functioning of such a schemain the past nor by making calculations for
the future. Rather, the fulfillments can very well contain an element of
newness and surprise over against the promise asit was received. That
Iswhy the promise aso does not fall to pieces along with the historical
circumstances or the historical thought formsin which it was received,
but can transform itself -- by interpretation -- without losing its
character of certainty, of expectation and of movement. If they are
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God' s promises, then God must also be regarded as the subject of their
fulfillment.

(g9) The peculiar character of the Old Testament promises can be seen in
the fact that the promises were not liquidated by the history of Isragl --
neither by disappointment nor by fulfillment -- but that on the contrary
Israel’ s experience of history gave them a constantly new and wider
Interpretation. This aspect comes to light when we ask how it came
about that the tribes of Israel did not proceed to change their gods on the
occupation of the promised land, but the wilderness God of promise
remained their God in Canaan. Actually, the ancestral promises are
fulfilled in the occupation of the land and the multiplication of the
people, and the wilderness God of promise makes himself superfluous
to the extent that his promises pass into fulfillment. The settled life to
which they have attained in the land has little more to do with the God
of promise on the journey through the wilderness. For the mastering of
the agrarian culture the local gods are to hand. It could of course be said
that the ancestral promises regarding the land have now been fulfilled
and liquidated but that, for example, the promises of guidance and
protection for the hosts of Israel in the holy wars continue and are still
liveissues. But it could also be said that the God who is recognized in
his promises remains superior to any fulfillment that can be
experienced, because in every fulfillment the promise, and what is still
contained in it, does not yet become wholly congruent with reality and
thus there always remains an overspill. The fulfillmentsin the
occupation of the land do not fulfil the promise in the sense that they
liguidate it like a cheque that is cashed and lock it away among the
documents of a glorious past. The ‘fulfillments' are taken as
expositions, confirmations and expansions of the promise. The greater
the fulfillments become, the greater the promise obviously also becomes
in the memory of the expositor at the various levels of the tradition in
which it is handed down. Thereis no trace here of what could be called
the ‘melancholy of fulfillment’. This peculiar fact of the promise that
goes on beyond experiences of fulfillment could also be illustrated by
the traces the promise leaves in the hopes and desires of men. It is
ultimately not the delays in the fulfillment and in the parousia that bring
men disappointment. ‘ Disappointing experiences of thiskind are
superficial and trite and come of regarding the promise in legalistic
abstraction apart from the God who promises. On the contrary, it is
every experience of fulfillment which, to the extent that we reflect on it
as an experience behind us, ultimately contains a disappointment. Man’s
hopes and longings and desires, once awakened by specific promises,
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stretch further than any fulfillment that can be conceived or
experienced. However limited the promises may be, once we have
caught in them aWhiff of the future, we remain restless and urgent,
seeking and searching beyond all experiences of fulfillment, and the
latter leave us an aftertaste of sadness. The ‘not yet’ of expectation
surpasses every fulfillment that is already taking place now. Hence
every reality in which afulfillment is already taking place now,
becomes the confirmation, exposition and liberation of a greater hope. If
we would use this as a help towards understanding the ‘ expanding and
broadening history of promise’,(G. von Rad, ‘ Typologische Auslegung
des Alten Testamentes', EvTh 12, 1952, pp. 25 f.) if we ask the reason
for the abiding overplus of promise as compared with history, then we
must again abandon every abstract schema-of promise and fulfillment.
We must then have recourse to the theological interpretation of this
process: the reason for the overplus of promise and for the fact that it
constantly overspills history liesin the inexhaustibility of the God of
promise, who never exhausts himself in any historic reality but comes
‘torest’ only in areality that wholly corresponds to him.(G. von Rad,
‘Esist noch eine Ruhe vorhanden dem Volke Gottes' (1933) in Ges.
Studien zum Alten Testament (Theologische Bulcherci 8), pp. 101 ff.
(ET ‘There Remains Still a Rest for the People of God’, The Problem of
the Hexateuch and Other Essays, 1966, pp. 94 ff.).

3. The Experience of History

Beneath the star of the promise of God it becomes possible to
experience reality as ‘history’. The stage for what can be experienced,
remembered and expected as ‘history’ is set and filled, revealed and
fashioned, by promise.

The promises of God disclose the horizons of history -- whereby
‘horizon’, asit isaptly put by H. G. Gadamer, is not to be understood as
‘arigid boundary’, but as ‘athing towards which we are moving, and
which moves along with us'.(H.G. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode,
1960, pp. 231 f., 286 ff.) Israel lived within these moving horizons of
promise and experienced reality within the fields of tension they
involve. Even when the period of homadic wanderings ended in
Palestine, this mode of experiencing, remembering and expecting reality
as history still remained and characterized this people’ s wholly peculiar
relation to time. The realm of Palestinian culture did not turn time for
them into afigure of cyclic recurrence, but on the contrary, a historic
experience of time repeatedly asserted itself prevailingly over an
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unhistoric experience of space and turned the occupied areas (bewohnte
Ralme) of the land into temporal periods (Zeitraume) of an all-
embracing history.

What could here be experienced as ‘history’ in the potential changes of
reality always reached as far as the promises of God stretched men’'s
memories and expectations. ‘Isragl’ s history existed only in so far as
God accompanied her, and it isonly this time-span which can properly
be described as her history.’ (G. von Rad, Theologie des Alten
Testamentes |1, 1960, p. 120 [ET p. 106]) Thisfact of God’'s
accompanying his people, however, was always seen within the area of
tension between a manifest promise on the one hand and the expected
redeeming of this promise on the other. It was within the span of this
tension that history became of interest to Isragl. * Only where Y ahweh
had revealed himself in hisword and acts did history exist for Isragl.’ (G.
von Rad, ‘ Offene Fragen im Umkreis einer Theologie des Alten
Testamentes', TLZ 88, 1963, col. 409.) This means, however, that the
experience of reality as history was made possible for Israel by the fact
that God was revealed to Israel in his promises and that Israel saw the
revealing of God again and again in the uttering of his promises.

Now, if events are thus experienced within the horizon of remembered
and expected promises, then they are experienced as truly ‘historic’
events. They do not then have only the accidental, individual and
relative character which we normally ascribed to historic events, but
then they have always at the same time also an unfinished and
provisional character that points forwards. Not only words of promise,
but also the events themselves, in so far asthey are experienced as
‘historic’ events within the horizon of promise and hope, bear the mask
of something that is still outstanding, not yet finalized, not yet realized.
‘Here everything isin motion, the accounts never balance, and
fulfillment unexpectedly givesrise in turn to another promise of
something greater still. Here nothing has its ultimate meaning in itself,
but is always an earnest of something still greater.’ (G. von Rad,
‘Typologische Auslegung’, op. cit., p. 29. cf. also p. 30: ‘Thusin the
presentation of afact thereisvery often something that transcends what
actually happened.’) The overspill of promise means that the facts of
history can never be regarded as processes complete in themselves
which have had their day and can manifest their own truth by
themselves. They must be understood as stages on aroad that goes
further and elements in a process that continues. Hence the events that
are ‘historically’ remembered in thisway do not yet have their ultimate
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truth in themselves, but receive it only from the goal that has been
promised by God and is to be expected from him. Then, however, the
events that are thus experienced as ‘ historic’ events give aforetaste of
the promised future. The overspill of promise means that they have
aways a provisional character. They contain the note of ‘provisio’, i.e.
they intimate and point forward to something which does not yet exist in
its fullness in themselves. Hence the history that is thus experienced and
transmitted forces every new present to analysis and to interpretation.
Events that have been experienced in thisway ‘must’ be passed on,
because in them something is seen which is determinative also for future
generations. They cast their shadow, or shed their light, on the way
ahead. On the other hand they may also be freely interpreted and
actualized by each new present, since they are never so firmly
established that we could restrict ourselves merely to ascertaining what
they once were.(On this point cf. H. W. Wolff, ‘Das
Geschichtsverstandnis der alttestamentlichen Prophetie’, EvTh 20, 1960,
pp. 258 ff., and G. von Rad’s comment in ‘ Offene Fragen’, op. cit., pp.
413f.)

The ancient historic traditions give expression to experiences which
Israel had of its God and his promises. But if these promises reach out
into that future which is still ahead of the present, then the historic
narratives concerned cannot merely narrate experiences of the past.
Rather, the whole narrative and representation of this past will lead us to
open ourselves and our present to that same future. The reality of history
(Wirklichkeit der Geschickte) is narrated within the horizon of the
history of the working (Wirkungsgeschichte) of God's promises. The
stories of Israglite history -- the histories of the patriarchs, of the
wilderness, of David -- are treated as themes pregnant with future. Even
where the historic tradition passes over into legendary tradition, the
peculiarly Israelite tradition is still dominated by the hopes and
expectations kindled by Y ahweh’ s promises. Since the history that was
once experienced contains an el ement that transcends history in its
pastness and is pregnant with future, and to the extent that thisis so, two
things follow: first, this history must again and again be recalled and
brought to mind in the present, and secondly, it must be so expounded to
the present that the latter can derive from history an understanding of
itself and its future path and can also find its own place in the history of
the working of God’ s promises.

The peculiarity of Israglite accounts of history as ‘historiography
conditioned by faith in the promise’ (W. Zimmerli, *Verheissung und
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Erfullung’, op. cit., p. 50.) is particularly outstanding in comparison
with the accounts of history in other peoples and other religions. ‘In the
Greek and Roman mythologies, the past is re-presented as an everlasting
foundation. In the Hebrew and Christian view of history the pastisa
promise to the future; consequently, the interpretation of the past
becomes a prophecy in reverse.’ (K. Lowith, Meaning in History, 1949,

p. 6.)

The history of Israel shows again and again that the promises to which
Israel owes its existence prove amid all the upheavals of history to be a
continuum in which Israel was able to recognize the faithfulness of its
God.(H. W. Wolff, ‘ Das Kerygma des Jahwisten’, EvTh 24, 1964, p.
97.) It could perhaps be said that the promises enter into fulfillment in
events, yet are not completely resolved in any event, but there remains
an overspill that points to the future. That iswhy redlity, asit comes and
iIsawaited and as it passes and is |eft behind, is experienced as history,
and not as a cosmic and ever-recurring constant. It is experienced not in
the epiphany of the eternal present, but in expectation of the
manifestation and fulfillment of a promised future. That is why the
present itself, too, is not the present of the Absolute -- a present with
which and in which we could abide -- but is, so to speak, the advancing
front line of time as directed purposefully towards its goal in the moving
horizon of promise. If the promise of God is the condition on which it
becomes possible to have historic experience of reality, then the
language of historic facts is the language of promise -- otherwise events
can be called neither ‘historic’ nor ‘eloquent’. The promises of God
initiate history for Israel and retain the control in all historic
experiences.

Where we abstract from the process of promise, historic events are
robbed of the outlook that makes them *historic’. Where the promises
lose their power and significance asinitiators of history, there the events
of history are rounded off, asit were, to become facts of the past,
processes complete in themselves. They are then treated and presented
in the light of other outlooks. Where God' s revelation is no longer seen
In promise and mission, we can, for example, reflect upon the eternal,
immortal and absolute being of the Deity. Then historic events belong
within the sphere of transience. They are then no longer provisional
events that point to the future of promise, but transient and relative
events that reflect the eternal intransience of the Deity. Then there can
In principle be ‘nothing new under the sun’. A history of such facts can
then be contemplated as a succession of completed processes, a series of
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images of eternal ideas. In what they have been, we then seek to
discover eternal Being. In their coherent working we then seek to
discover eternal laws. We have then, however, to look around for other
conditions for the possibility of perceiving reality as history. Y et here
the question constantly arises, whether this other picture of history and
the designations derived from it are really adequate to the understanding
of history in a historic sense and can stand theological and philosophical
comparison with Israel’ s experience of history, conditioned as it was by
faith in the promise and determined by hope.

The very use of the term ‘fact’, ‘divine fact of history’, isincapable of
expressing what Israel experienced in history. For thisterm impliesa
concept of being, of absoluteness, of immutability and finality, which
refuses to be combined with promise, hope and future, and therefore
also with *history’.(The use of the expression ‘divine fact of history’ in
G. von Rad’ s Theologie des Alten Testamentesis at many points unclear
and allows manifold interpretations. If according to val. I, p. 112 (ET p.
106) the ‘faith of Israel is fundamentally grounded in atheological view
of history’, i.e. ‘it knows itself founded on facts of history and knows
itself fashioned and refashioned by facts in which it saw the hand of
Jahweh at work’, then it is surely, as von Rad himself goes on to
emphasize, the ‘faith of Israel’ for which these ‘facts’ are pregnant with
future because of the divine promises in which they are interwoven -- it
Is not such an understanding of the facts as results from critical
historical examination. If according to val. I, p. 157 (ET p. 504) the
“historic acts by which Jahweh founded the community are absolute’,
then this surely means that because they have the character of promise
they overreach their temporal transience and move into the future -- it
does not mean absoluteness in the sense of intransience.)

Now it has also been observed that very many of the prophets' words
about the future, especialy their political predictions, did not come to
pass in the way they were originally meant, and that history has thus
outrun, and thereby antiquated, many words of promise. And this has
been made a reason for no longer understanding history from the
standpoint of promise but seeing in history areality which overreaches
these words of promise. ‘History has outrun the words.” (W. Pannenberg,
Offenbarung als Geschichte, postscript to the 2nd ed., p. 132.) Isit
possible where the Old Testament is concerned to speak in principle of
‘history’ s remaining short of the promise’ ,(W. Zimmerli,
“"Offenbarung" im Alten Testament’, EvTh 22, 1962, p. 31.) and thus of
expectations which again and again transcend the new situations of
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history and make them ‘historic’, or does * history outrun the promises’
and does the consciousness of Isragl already show some indication of a
view of history that no longer has promise, hope and mission for the
future as the condition that makes it possible?

Now it is certain that apart from the promises that fell by the way in the
course of history, there are also and above all othersto which Israel
owed itsexistence as ‘Israel’ in atheological and a historic sense, in the
constant recalling of which and the ever new embracing and
interpretation of which Isragl consequently found its identity and
continuity. These include not only the ‘basic promises’ of Exodus and
the Sinaitic covenant -- ‘| am the Lord thy God' (Thus F. Baumgartel,
Verheissung, 1952, p. 133.) -- but for example also the promises to
Abraham.(H. W. Woalff, ‘ Das Kerygma des Jahwisten’, op. cit., pp. 95
ff.) It cannot be said that mummified formulae of promise were capable
of mastering new experiences of history, neither can it be said that some
kind of numinous history as it ran mysteriously on rendered the
promises obsolete. The process of word and history surely went onin
such away that men were neither concerned to discover from history the
formal confirmation of the ancient promises, nor yet to take the
promises merely asinterpretations of history. Rather, the really new
experiences, such as the occupation of Canaan and then later on the
collapse of the kingdom, could be taken as explications of the traditional
promises by means of new acts of Y ahweh, and the new events could be
understood in the light of the attested promise of Y ahweh’s faithfulness.
Thus we find promise and history in a process of transformation, in
which the traditional accounts of the promises took their place in the
mastering of the new experiences of history, while the new experiences
of history were understood as transformations arid expositions of the
promises. The result of these processes of transformation, however, was
never the emergence of views of history that were no longer based on
promises and no longer bound to them. Never did men reflect on the
overwhelming power of history and the powerlessness of the out-dated
promises, and abandon the rest of the future to other powers than the
God of promise. The tension of promise and fulfillment was not |eft
behind by the ssimple progress of Israel’ s history, but was much more
strongly creative of Israel’s historic progress. As aresult of those
experiences of history for which the old election traditions were no
match, the tension was actually heightened in the prophets. Only, this
tension which hasitsorigin in promise and its goal in fulfillment must
not be represented in too schematic aform. Between promise and
fulfillment there is awhole variety of intermediate links and processes,
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such as exposition, development, validation, assertion, renewal, etc.
Between promise and fulfillment stretches the process of the history of
the working of the word -- an event of tradition, in which the promiseis
transmitted to coming generations in interpreted and actualized form,
and every new present is exposed to the promised future in hope and
obedience. This event of tradition, which creates continuity amid the
changes of history, cannot already be taken in itself as a profounder
concept of history. The process of tradition, in which we recall history
and undergo new historic experiences, is understandable only in the
light of the tradendum or object to be transmitted -- viz., the promise
and the future prospect it implies for events.

4. Revelation and Knowledge of God

How does God become knowable, if his revelations are essentially
promises which open up new, historic and eschatological horizons for
the future? How have we to understand the revelation of God, if
election, covenant, promise and mission belong not merely accidentally
but essentially to the event of revelation?

For W. Zimmerli,” revelation means * self-presentation’, * self-
representation’ and ‘ self-disclosure’ of God. This, he finds, is indicated
by the recurring formula, * And they shall know that | am

Y ahweh.(Gottes Offenbarung, p. 16.) In the strangely awkward
formulation of this statement about the knowledge of God, the place of
the object is taken by anoun clausein which Yahweh's ‘I’ appears as
subject. This means that knowledge of God isrelated not to a predicable
object (he -- Yahweh), but manifestly to an event of revelation in which
Y ahweh remains the subject even of the process of knowing. Zimmerli
accordingly calls the stereotype phrase ‘ani rahaeh’ a‘formula of self-
presentation’ and finds in it the standard view of revelation in the Old
Testament.

But (s) how does he understand and interpret the exegetical findingsin
regard to this constantly recurring formula? This self-disclosure of

Y ahweh isa‘word of revelation in which the "I" disclosesitself in its
"I" -character("Offenbarung” im AT, op. cit., p. 22.)" Self-presentation’
means emergence in the unmistakably unique "1" mystery expressed in
the proper name.(lbid., p. 21.) ‘A hitherto unnamed person emerges
from his unknownness by making it possible to know and name him by
his own name. The emphasis lies on the naming of Y ahweh'’s proper
name, which contains within it the whole fullness and glory of him who
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here names himself’ (Gottes " Offenbarung”, p.11) In the proper name
declared by his own self liesthe guarantee that the ‘I’ isthis
unmistakably individual person.("Offenbarung" im AT, op. cit., p. 21.)
The declaring of the nameis-- asalso in profane analogies: ‘1 am
Joseph’, ‘I am David’ -- not a predicative statement but an act of self-
disclosure, ‘athoroughly personal event’.(Gottes Offenbarung, p. 124.)
It is‘God proclaiming himself’ in his name as subject.(lbid., p. 126.)

(2) With this personalistic understanding of the self-revelation of God,
what is the meaning of ‘history’ ? History isthen a‘creaturely tool in the
free hand of God',("Offenbarung" im AT’, op. cit., p. 28.) the ‘ place of
the knowledge of God'’,( Ibid., p. 29.) the ‘ place where the truth of his
word of revelation becomes knowable in its execution’.(Gottes
Offenbarung, p. 22.) Events, where Y ahweh appoints speakersto
proclaim the name of Y ahweh over them, can become ‘address in bodily
form’ to man. Then they become events which seek to be heard in our
own day as a summons In the name of Y ahweh and to be answered in
obedience.(‘"Offenbarung” im AT’, op. cit., pp. 28f.) History isthen ‘a
penultimate thing’ and has only a ‘ subservient function’ as compared
with the personal self-demonstration of Y ahweh.(Ibid., p.29.)

(3) What is then the goal of the promises of God? If his self-revelationis
understood in such personal terms, then the things announced in the
promises obviously lose their importance. ‘ Rather, this formula (viz., the
formula of self-presentation) brings out how completely the material
content is swallowed up by the sole emergence of the "I".(lbid., p. 21.)
“Y ahweh himself is the future of which the prophets speak.
(‘Verheissung und Erfullung’, EvTh 12, 1952, p. 44.) ‘ Everything that

Y ahweh has to tell his people and to announce to them appears as a
development of the basic declaration: | am Y ahweh.” (Gottes
Offenbarung, p. 20.) The history of the promise then serves towards
ever profounder knowledge of God on man’s part.

Here several questions arise. With these personalistic descriptions of the
revelation of God, which doubtless bring out the indisputable lordship
of God even in the process of knowing, isit possible to avoid a
transcendental misunderstanding of the self-revelation of God?

If the words of promise are the real content of the Old Testament scenes
of revelation, can we then turn things the other way round and make the
personal epiphany of Y ahweh as Subject the real content of the scenes
that constitute the history of the promise? If the revelation of God is
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understood In such a persona way, why must the self-presentation of

Y ahweh find its explication in the word of promise? But if promiseis
constitutive for the revealing of Y ahweh, does the formula of self-
presentation not then contain more than merely a self-disclosing of the
mystery of aperson -- namely, a pledge of faithfulness which points to
events to come?(Gottes Offenbarung, p. 32 cf. also pp. 100 ff.) Then,
however, the history instituted by the promise of Y ahweh and by his
oath of faithfulness would not be in itself indifferent -- the mere place
and material for the knowledge of God. Then the name of Y ahweh
would not merely disclose the secret of his person, but would at the
same time also be a name of pilgrimage and a name of promise, which
shows what can be relied upon in the darkness of the future. All this
Zimmerli says aswell,(‘"Offenbarung” im AT, op. cit., p. 59: ‘God
thereby entersinto, and speaks from within, this history whose further
future is made visible in the promises that then follow.” Gottes
Offenbarung, pp. 100f.: ‘ Rather, the announcing of the name leads on
immediately to Y ahweh's promise that it is hiswill to have historic
dealings with Israel. Consequently if we would know Y ahweh in his
name, then it is not a matter of hearing secret things from the dark
background of this name, but of paying attention to the historic acts
towards Israel (Yahweh, ‘your God") of the one who thus reveals
himself in hisname.”) but the personalistic descriptions of the self-
revelation of God seem to stand in a certain tension with the recognized
theological significance of the promise. Revelation of Y ahweh surely
stands not only at the beginning of the history of promise, with the result
that the promises and commandments are given in his ‘name’, but there
iIsrevelation also in that future to which the promises point and towards
which the commandments set us on the way. There, however, it is not
only the personal name of Y ahweh that wrn be revealed, but his divinity
and glory will be revealed in all lands, so that the ancient promise ‘I am
Y ahweh' will be fulfilled in the ‘ kabod Yahweh’, the glory of God, that
fulfils al things. But then the things announced in the promises become
identical with the fact that the one and only divinity of God is glorified
in al things. That ‘Y ahweh himself’ is the future of which the prophets
speak, would then have to mean that the whole creation is made good
and comesto its own in his al-embracing lordship, his peace and his
righteousness as an event that is really to be expected. This, however,
can hardly be stated in terms of a personalistic, or indeed transcendental,
concept of revelation.

In objection to Zimmerli’s view of revelation R. Rendtorff has pointed
Out that Zimmerli himself says of Exodus 3 ‘ By pointing back to things
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already known, or to earlier events, God presents himself as the one who
is known.(Offenbarung als, Geschichte, p. 33.) It is not an unknown
God who emerges from his unknownness in naming his name, but ‘the
same’ who was with the fathers. Hence for Rendtorff the real God-
revealing factor liesin the reference back to previous and already
known history. ‘ The God who here speaksis he who has hitherto
already given repeated proof of his power.(lbid.) ‘ Thus men’'s eyes are
directed towards coming events; but by being combined with the
reference back to the previous action of the God of their fathers, the
event which is expected in the future is given its place in the whole
history of this God hitherto.(lbid., pp. 33 f.) Thus for Rendtorff it is
from the complex of the history wrought by him that God becomes
manifest, knowable and predicable. Through his historic actsheis
known to anyone who looks at events themsel ves with open eyes. The
‘events themselves' can and should produce knowledge of Yahweh in
those who see them. Hence the formula‘l am Y ahweh' especially when
attention is paid to the active verbs which are always combined with is
in the subordinate clauses, cannot be taken merely as a formula of
personal self-presentation, but is rather a pregnant expression for

Y ahweh'’s claim to power as manifested in events. Y ahweh’ would
accordingly be not a proper name that reveals the mystery of his‘I’, but
adivine predicate that is arrived at from the experience of history and is
synonymous with ‘the mighty one’. It is not the name that is the object
of knowledge, but the claim to power contained init. Yahweh s
revealed through his actsin history. ‘ The aim of thiswhole history is
thus to bring about knowledge of Y ahweh, knowledge of the fact that he
aloneis God and has power.(Ibid., p. 36.) Our question asto the full self-
revelation of God is answered in the Old Testament by the expression
‘kabod Yaweh'. The glory of Yahweh isreveaed in historic acts to
which Israel looks back. The prophets expect it to be ushered in by a
future event. Then all peoples will themselves know the glory of

Y ahweh.

Here history has not merely the function of serving the personal
encounter with God, but history ‘itself’ isrevealing. Yahweh is
recognizable as ‘the mighty one’ in the mirror of his historic acts. The
historic connection between God' s new action and his action hitherto
makes God’ s divinity recognizable. If, however, history itself is
understood in thisway asindirect self-revelation of God, then the place
of the cosmos as a theophany is obviously taken by history as a
theophany.(Cf. pp. 77f.) Thisleads perforce to the idea that the one God
can be indirectly known in the unity of universal history as seen from its
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end. But now, in the Old Testament practice of referring back new
revelations of God to things already known, it is not a case of arguing
back from effect to cause or from the act to the doer, but it is a question
of recognizing again that God is the same God all the way from promise
to fulfillment: *Ye shall know that I, Y ahweh, have spoken it, and
performed it’ (Ezek. 37.54). The promise that was given is remembered
where the faithfulness of Y ahweh isrevealed in the event. So also the
future kabod Yahweh, which will reveal the divinity of God to all
peoples, is no event without awitness, but Isragl is appointed ‘for a
witness to the peoples’ (Isa. 55.4). It is not that consummated history
reveals God, but God’ s universal revelation in the coming of the fullness
of his glory brings history to its consummation. Despite these
objections, however, we must hold fast to Rendtorff’ s extension of
Zimmerli’ s concept of revelation: ‘God himself’ cannot merely mean
God in person, God in the mystery of his‘I’, but must always al'so mean
God as God and Lord, God in the mystery of hislordship. Where God
himself is revealed, there hislordship and his power are revealed, and
his lordship and power are revealed where his promises of blessing,
peace and righteousness are fulfilled by him himself. To know ‘I am

Y ahweh' and to know his glory which comes to pass, are one and the
same thing.

If we are prepared to understand divine revelation and the knowledge of
God within the horizon of history as the sphere of promise, then we
shall be able to reach the following conclusions:

1. God revedls himself as‘God’ where he shows himself as the same
and is thus known as the same. He becomes identifiable where he
identifies himself with himself in the historic act of his faithfulness. The
presupposition for the knowledge of God is the revealing of God by
God. To that extent God remains Subject and Lord even of the process
of man’s knowing. Man’s knowing is responsible knowing. But if the
revelations of God are promises, then God ‘himself’ isrevealed where
he ‘ keeps covenant and faithfulness for ever’ (Ps. 146.6). Where God, in
his faithfulness to a promise he has given, stands to that which he has
promised to be, he becomes manifest and knowable as the selfsame Self.
‘God himself’ cannot then be understood as reflection on his
transcendent ‘1-ness’, but must be understood as his selfsame-nessin
historic faithfulness to his promises. If God confesses to his covenant
and promises in adopting, confirming, renewing, continuing and
fulfilling them, then God confesses to God, then he confesses to himsalf.
In proving his faithfulness in history, he reveals himself. For the essence
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and the identity of the God of promise lies not in his absol uteness over
and beyond history, but in the constancy of his freely chosen relation to
his creatures, in the constancy of his electing mercy and faithful ness.
Hence knowledge of God comes about not in view of atranscendent
Super-Ego, nor yet in view of the course of an obscure history, but in
view of the historic action of God within the horizon of the promises of
God. God reveals himself in his name, which discloses the mystery of
his Person to the extent that it discloses the mystery of his faithfulness.
The name of God is a name of promise, which promises his presence on
the road on which we are set by promise and calling. The name of God
and the promises contained in the name of God are therefore not only
formulae of self-presentation, but they also tell us something * about’
God, for in them he gives surety for his future. They tell us who he will
be. They tell usthat he will be found on the road his promises point to
the future, and where he will be found on that road. That is why the
revelation of God and the corresponding knowledge of God are always
bound up with the recounting and recalling of history and with prophetic
expectation. These two things are not merely developments of his self-
revelation, but are obviously a constitutive part of the revelation of his
faithfulness and sameness and unigueness.

Martin Buber has declared: ‘It may be claimed to be a fundamental
principle of the history of religion that experience of God begins with
the experience of a single phenomenon, but knowledge of God begins
with the identification of two, i.e. cognition begins with re-

cognition.” (M. Buber, Koénigtum Gottes, 2nd ed. 1936, p. xliii.) Thisis
to my mind a specifically Old Testament thought. To know God means
to re-cognize him. But to re-cognize him isto know himin his historic
faithfulnessto his promises, to know him therein as the selfsame Self
and therefore to know himself. The identifying of two experiencesis
possible only where there is self-identification, or the revelation of
historic faithfulness, because this God guarantees his promises by his
name.

2. If knowledge of God is are-cognizing of God, because revelation of
God means that God confesses to God in historic faithfulnessto his
promises, then it can hardly be said that the historic complex of
particular historic events ‘itself’ reveals God. But the history of promise,
I.e. the history initiated by promise and covenant and expected as a
result of them, does reveal the faithfulness of God to the extent that in it
he keeps faith with his promises and thereby remains true to himself. It
would again be taking over the Greek concept of knowledge, if we were

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1890 (22 of 41) [2/4/03 8:39:19 PM]



Theology of Hope

to say that knowledge of God would aways be possible only a
posteriori on the ground of fulfilled promisesif it isin the historic issue
that the God of promise proves himself to be the God who gives a
successful issue to his prophets. God is not first known at the end of
history, but in the midst of history whileit isin the making, remains
open and depends on the play of the promises. That iswhy this
knowledge must constantly remain mindful of the promises that have
been issued and of the past exercise of God' s faithfulness, and at the
same time be a peculiarly hopeful knowledge. It must be a knowledge
that does not merely reflect past history -- as a mental picture of
completed facts of history -- but it must be an interested knowledge, a
practical knowledge, a knowledge that is upheld by confidence in the
promised faithfulness of God. To know God isto suffer God, says an
old adage. But to suffer means to be changed and transformed.
Knowledge of God is then aii anticipatory knowledge of the future of
God, aknowledge of the faithfulness of God which is upheld by the
hopes that are called to life by his promises. Knowledge of God isthen a
knowledge that draws us onwards -- not upwards -- into situations that
are not yet finalized but still outstanding. It is a knowledge not of the
looks of past history, but of the outlooks involved in the past promises
and past faithfulness of God. Knowledge of God will then anticipate the
promised future of God in constant remembrance of the past emergence
of God’'s election, his covenant, his promises and hisfaithfulness. It isa
knowledge that oversteps our bounds and moves within the horizon of
remembrance and expectation opened up by the promise, for to know
about God is aways at the same time to know ourselves called in
history by God.

Just as the promises are not descriptive words for existing reality, but
dynamic words about acts of faithfulness to be awaited from God, so
knowledge of God cannot consist in arésumé of the language of
completed facts. The truth of the promise lies not in any demonstrable
correspondence with the reality which was or which is. It liesnot in the
adaequatio rei et intellectus. The promise here provesits truth, on the
contrary, in the specific inadaequatio intellectus et rei in which it places
the hearer. It stands in a demonstrable contradiction to the historic
reality.( Over against Deut. 18.21f. and Jer. 28.9, which see the criterion
of true prophecy in the ‘ coming to pass of the word’, do we not find a
different criterion in Jer. 23.22 and 29: ‘Is not my word like as afire?
saith the Lord; and like a hammer that breaketh the rock in pieces?) It
has not yet found its answer, and therefore draws the mind to the future,
to obedient and creative expectation, and brings it into opposition to the
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existing reality which has not the truth in it. It thus provokes a peculiar
incongruence with being, in the consciousness of hoping and trusting. It
does not glorify reality in the spirit, but is out for its transformation.
Hence it does not give rise to powers of accommodation, but sets |loose
powers that are critical of being. It transcends reality not by rising to an
unreal realm of dreams, but by pressing forwards to the future of a new
reality.

3. The guarantee of the promise's congruity with reality liesin the
credibility and faithfulness of him who givesit. Y et this argument
would remain abstract, and would fail to do justice to the character of
the promise as the word in which God promises himself and confronts
man as‘l Yahweh', if it disregarded the fact that promises effectually
strain towards a real, future event of fulfillment. This future to which the
promise points can be expressed by a theological personalism only as
the personal future of God ‘himself’. Our hope in the promises of God,
however, is not hope in God himself or in God as such, but it hopes that
his future faithfulness will bring it aso the fullness of what has been
promised. To be sure, it can be said that our hope is hope in the coming
of the faithfulness of God, that it expects the promised future from the
coming of God himself and not apart from him. Y et it would surely be
an abstraction which would not do justice to the Old Testament hope, if
we were to describe this hope as spes purissima in Deum

purissimum.(‘ Luther, WA 5, p. 166: Adeo scil. omnia a nobis aufferenda
sunt, ut nec optima del dona, idest ipsa merita, reliqua sint, in quibus
sSi,st, is quibus fidamus, ut Sit spes purissisma in purissimum deum: tunc
demum homo vere purus et sanctus est (‘ For so completely have we to
renounce all things that not even the best gifts of God, i.e. not even his
merits, remain to be objects of our faith, that our hope be purely hope
purely in God: only then isaman truly pure and holy’).” Hope, where it
holds to the promises, hopes that the coming of God will bring it also
‘this and that’ -- namely, his redeeming and restoring lordship in al
things. It does not merely hope personally ‘in him'’, but has also
substantial hopes of his lordship, his peace and his righteousness on
earth. Otherwise hope itself could unobtrusively change into akind of
fulfillment and there would be nothing more in which our hopes could
be fulfilled.

An understanding of the promise must combine both the personalistic
and the historic and substantial concepts of truth. Hope' s assurance
springs from the credibility and faithfulness of the God of promise.
Hope' s knowledge recalls the faithfulness of this God in history and
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anticipates the real fulfillment in a multitude of pre-conceptions, not to
say readlistic utopias -- yet all this without prejudice to the freedom of
the God who promises. An assurance of hope without such knowledge
would be vague adventuring. A knowledge without such assurance
would be historical speculation.

The God who is present in his promisesis for the human spirit an ob-
ject (Gegen-stand) in the sense that he stands opposed to (entgegen-
steht)(The play here on the German words Gegenstand and
entgegenstehen is to some extent contained also in the English word
‘object’, which by derivation means ‘lying before’ or ‘lying opposite’.
Tranglator) the human spirit until areality is created and becomes
knowable which wholly accords with his promises and can be called
‘very good'. Hence it is not our experiences which make faith and hope,
but it is faith and hope that make experiences and bring the human spirit
to an ever new and restless transcending of itself.

5. Promiseand L aw

If the promises of God create an interval of tension between their being
issued and their coming to pass, and thereby institute freedom for
obedience, then importance attaches to the question of directions for the
filling out of thisinterval and of the existence thus constituted in it. This
IS understandable, since a promise does not announce an inescapable
fate, but sets men on aroad that leads to another land and another
reality. If we again take our cue from the theme of nomadic life, then we
can say that originally promise is combined with obedience, and
obedience with a change of place and a change of existence. It is
necessary to arise and go to the place to which the promise points, if one
would have part in its fulfillment. Promise and command, the pointing
of the goal and the pointing of the way, therefore belong immediately
together.

In this context the judicial character of promise will also haveto be
taken into account. Promise is the one side of the covenant in which
God'’ s association with the people of his choiceis grounded. To this
extent promise founds upon election, and election always means being
called into the history of promise. Whoever receives the promises, God
enters into covenant with him and he with God. In the covenant, God in
his freedom binds himself to be faithful to the promise he has given; and
If this covenant extends to a future in which fulfillments are to ensue,
then it cannot be regarded as a historical fact, but isto be understood as

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1890 (25 of 41) [2/4/03 8:39:19 PM]



Theology of Hope

a historic event which points beyond itself to the future that is
announced. The covenant will have to be understood as a history-
making event which opens up specific possibilities of history. The
covenant must be understood as a ‘ historic process' or, as Jacques Ellul
callsit on the basis of parallelsin law, a‘contract requiring adherence’
which is not exhausted in a single transaction, but whose effects
continue until the promised fulfillment.(J. Ellul, The Theological
Foundation of Law, ET by M. Weiser, 1961, p. 50.) To this extent the
promise of the covenant and the injunctions of the covenant have an
abiding and guiding significance until the fulfillment.

The obedience which the injunctions demand springs of firm
confidence, and is a natural consequence of the promises. To ‘keep’ the
covenant which God has founded means both to ‘keep’ the words of the
promise and ‘to keep his commandments'. We ‘keep’ the
commandments by obedience. We ‘keep’ the promises when ‘with all
our heart and all our strength’ we trust and hope in them and do not
doubt. All the commandments are explications of the one
commandment, to love God and to cleave to him (Deut. 6.5), and this
one commandment is but the reverse side of the promise. It commands
(gebietet) what the promise offers (bietet). Hence not only disobedience
IS punished by not experiencing the fulfillment, but so alsois
resignation, weariness, departure from the living hope. Despondency
and despair are sin -- indeed they are the origin of all sins.(Despair and
despondency are merely the reverse side of that superbia in which
Luther saw the origin of al sins. On this point cf. the fine treatise by J.
Pieper, Uber die Hoffung, 1949, pp. 51 ff. and K. Barth, Church
Dogmatics1V/2, § 65: ‘ The Sloth and Misery of Man'.) Hence vice
versa the commandments are ‘easy’ to fulfil in the power that comes of
hoping in God and waiting upon him. The commandments of the
covenant, which point our hopes in the promise to the path of physical
obedience, are nothing else but the ethical reverse of the promise itself.
The promised life here appears as the life that is commanded. Hence the
demands for obedience and the demands for hope are alike related to
that horizon which opens up before the present in the light of the
historic datum of the covenant, and which makes the present the front-
line for the onset of the promised new life. In this conjunction with the
promises of the covenant, the commandments all have a paracletic and
parenetic significance, but they are not legal conditions or what

theol ogians commonly call ‘law’.(On this paragraph cf. G. von Rad,
Theologie des Alten Testamentes |1, pp. 402 ff.; ‘Das Gestz' [ET pp.
388 ff... ‘The Law’]) If the commandments are the ethical side of the
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promise and obedience is the fruit of hope, then the commandments are
just aslittle rigid norms as the promises are, but they go along with the
promise, producing history and transforming themselves on the path
through the ages towards the fulfillment. They are not abstract norms of
ideal ordersthat always exist and reflect their images in time, but they
are areal foreshadowing of the historic prospects extended to specific
men by the historic datum of the covenant. The commandments have
accordingly just as much afuture tenor as the promises. Their goal isthe
reality of that human dignity which is vouchsafed to men through
fellowship with the God of promise.

It is therefore plain that theological reflection on the law can begin at
the point where the promise itself is rendered questionable by non-
realization or by delay in its fulfillment. The theological reflection
which separates the law from its future can arise in the vacuum created
by the postponement of the promise, and on the basis of historic
experiences which contradict the promised future. The non-realization
of promises upon which we had depended, the distress that arises when
the protection and guidance of the God of promise fail to come, makes
the following theological reflections possible:

(a) God lies. They were his promise and his covenant, but he has not
kept them. “Wilt thou indeed be unto me as a deceitful brook, as waters
that fail? (Jer. 15.18, RV).

(b) God isfaithful. He does not deny himself. What he says comes to
pass. Thereforeif it does not come to pass, it was not the promise of
God, but the lie of false prophets. History itself proves them to be false
prophets. Reflections of this kind were manifestly often brought forward
even against the charismatic leaders of Isragl.

(c) Thereflection turns against the sorely tried, or even already
disappointed man himself. The reason for the withholding of the
fulfillment, for the distance and absence of God and for his judgment,
lies in man, whether because he has departed from the hope in the God
of the promise and fallen into idolatry (the golden calf) or the worship
of other gods, or because of his disobedience to the injunctions of the
commandments. Then the hidden uncleanness and sin must be searched
out and purification and atonement sought, in order to establish the
promise once more.

Thislast reflection, however, turns the promise into an object and
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regardsit in abstraction from the God who promises. It becomes an
object whose power can be manipulated by means of repentance and the
rites of the cultus. Whereas in essence adivine promise itself contains
the power of its fulfillment in the faithfulness and might of the God who
promises, in reflection in the vacuum caused by its delay there arises a
peculiar conditionalizing of the promise. Its fulfillment is made to
depend on obedience, and obedience is understood as a conditio sine
gua non and as a return achievement on man’s part. Perfect obedience to
the promise and its injunctions must bring its fulfillment, while every
imperfection gives further cause for delay. Here we have areversal of
subjects which is often subtle and from the historical standpoint calls for
very careful differentiation: if obedience is a consequence of the
promise that incites us to arise and set off towards a definite goal and
entrusts the fulfillment to the power of the God who promises, so now
vice versa the fulfillment can be regarded as the consequence of human
obedience. Here the obedience of man need not as yet be understood as
the efficient cause of the fulfillment, but can also be taken merely asthe
occasion for the fulfillment by God himself. But this means that the
power of the promise to attain to fulfillment lies no longer in the
faithfulness of God himself, but in the obedience of man.

In the Old Testament, too, such reflections are not unknown. It is plain
that they already arise very early. They arise at every point wherein the
absence of the promised salvation, in misfortune and god-forsakenness,
the people begin to raise the questions of why and wherefore and how
long. These questions become acute in popular complaint, and the
attempted answers are given on the basis of the covenant and of divine
justice. Isit conceivable that this last reflection dominates the rabbinical
teaching of late Judaism? Could it possibly be that the Torah theology of
late Judaism has a formative influence in what New Testament scholars
often describe as *delay of the parousia’ ? In modern Jewish theology the
reversing of the subjectsis plainly the ground of its remarkable
proximity to German idealism, to activistic messianism and to the
Russian ‘ husbandmen of God’. Then ‘the redemption of the world is | eft
to the power of our conversion. God has no wish for any other means of
perfecting his creation than by our help. He will not reveal his kingdom
until we have laid its foundations.” (* M. Buber, Gog und Magog, 1949,
p. 297. H.-J. Kraus, ‘ Gesprach mit M. Buber’, EvTh 12, 1952, pp. 76 ff.
Combined with thisis also another thought -- that Y ahweh mysteriously
requires the action of Israel as his son. Cf. L. Baeck, Das Wesen des
Judentums, 2nd ed. 1959, pp. 132 ff.; C. Cohen, Relgion der Vernunft
aus den Quellen des Judentums, 2nd ed. 1929, pp. 140, 172, 233, 431.)
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One could call this ‘the promise in the form of the law’. Then it would
have to be pointed out in this context that while Paul’ s controversy with
the Judaism of the Torah and with Jewish Christiansis certainly on the
question of the law, yet its concern is surely the promise (Gal. 3.15 ff.).
Promise in the form of gospel, or promise in the form of law -- that is
the question. And it could well be that ‘ promise in the form of gospe!’
brings to light once more the original meaning of the law as being the
injunctions that are bound up with the promise.

6. Promisein the Eschatology of the Prophets

(‘ For what follows cf. M. Buber, The Prophetic Faith, ET 1949; T. C.
Vriezen, ‘ Prophecy and Eschatology’, VT Suppl. | (Congress Volume:
Copenhagen 1953), 1953. pp. 199-229; H. W. Waolff, ‘Das
Geschichtsverstandnis der alttestamentlichen Prophetic’, EvTh 20. 1960,
pp. 218-235; G. von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testamentes |1, pp. 125
ff.: * Die Eschatologisierung des Geschichtsdenkens durch die
Propheten’ (ET pp. 112 ff.: ‘History related to Eschatology: Israel’s
|deas about Time and History, and the Prophetic Eschatology’); O.
Ploger, Theokratie und Eschatologie, 1959; D. Rossler, Gesetz und
Geschichte,, 1960; K. Koch, ‘ Spétisraelitisches Geschichtsdenken am
Beispiel des Buches Daniel’, Historische Zeitschrift, 1961, vol. 193, pp.
1-32)

Since the rediscovery of the eschatological character of the words of the
Bible witnesses, the concept ‘ eschatology’ has become hazy. Whereas
in orthodox dogmaticsit referred to the last, often unrelated and
supplementary, article ‘de novissimis’, in dogmatics and exegesis today
it has acquired various senses and means, according to the particular
material to which it is applied, smply ‘future’, or ‘extending beyond the
present’, or ‘last age’, or ‘transcendent’, or ‘directed towards afinal
goa’, or ‘finally valid’. Among Old Testament scholars the
terminological dispute narrows down to the question whether hopes
within history can already be called eschatological, or whether the term
should be reserved for prophecies which speak of the end of history as
such, and thus of events which lie outside the realm of history.(G. von
Rad, op. cit., p. 528 (ET p. 114) in the form of a question to G.
Hdlscher, S. Mowinckel and G. Fobrer.) Can adistinction be made
between historic eschatol ogies and cosmic eschatol ogies, between
eschatol ogies within history and transcendental eschatologies? Does the
eschaton mean merely ‘future’, or isit applied to the absolute future as
opposed to history?
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It is hardly possible to expound specific complexes of ideas as
‘eschatological schemata'. It is aso scarcely possible to establish the
points at which we can say, ‘Here prophetic promise ends, and there
eschatology begins.” But it can be said in the first instance that those
promises and expectations are eschatol ogical which are directed towards
a historic future in the sense of the ultimate horizon. Now, the concept
‘horizon’, as meaning a boundary of expectation which moves along
with us and invites us to press further ahead, already fitsin with the
general concept of promise. ‘Israel’ s faith in God has a future content.(
Cf. aso O. Procksch, Theologie des Alten Testamentes, 1950, p. 582.

Cf. aso M. Buber, op. cit., p. 8.) And it is quite true that picturing the
future in terms of the threat of judgment and the promise of salvation is
not a specific characteristic of the prophets of classical times, but that it
could rather be said, on the contrary, that classical prophecy is a specific
characteristic of Israglite belief in the promise.(‘ Cf. here the new
guestions in the study of the prophets R. Bach, Dis Aufforderung zur
Flutch und Kampf im alttestamentlichen Prophetenspruch, 1962; R.
Rendtorff, ‘ Erwagungen zur Frihgeschichte des Prophetentumsin
Israel’, ZTK 59, 1962, pp. 145 ff.) ‘ This faith that looks to the future
took over various themes in order to make plain what the future of God
meant in various particular circumstances.’ (Jepsen, Art. ‘ Eschatologi€’
in RGG3 11, col. 661.) That presupposes faith in the God of promise,
who is the God who will be, and cannot be psychologically explained on
the basis of disappointment with the cultic who is subsequently
‘eschatologized.’ (Thus e.g. M. Buber, Konigtum Gottes, 2nd ed. 1936,
p. X, and S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien I, p. 324. On this, G. von Rad,
op. cit., p. 130 (ET p. 116): ‘If we hold by what the prophets say, it will
not do to put the "experience of disillusionment™ at the head as the
evocative factor proper.)

This would mean, however, that the eschatology of the prophets grew
up on the soil of Israel’ sfaith in the promise, and that in prophetic
eschatology faith in the promise is wrestling with new experiences of
God, of judgment and of history and thereby undergoing new, profound
changes. In the prophets, despite all the newness of their message, the
God who confronts Israel with his claimsis no other than the Deus spel,
the God of hope.

What part of the promised future is the ultimate future, what part of the
historic novum is the novum ultimum, is determined by the perspective
in which the viewer sees the time that is now void but will then be filled.
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Theideas of time are first determined by the expectations. Hereit is
guite possible for the eschatological perspectivesto expand, and for that
which appeared to one generation as ‘ ultimate’ to be seen by alater
generation as within history and surpassable. The ideas of ‘end’ and
‘goal’ al depend on what athing is supposed to be the end of and for
what it is supposed to be the goal. What is here regarded as ‘time’ is
then concrete time as seen in the processes of historic and expected
changes. To that extent the sense of time and the ideas of time also
change along with the expectations, The abstract scientific concept of
time, which has categorically determined modern thinking since Kant,
must not be applied here until we have tested its eschatological scope --
which in Kant’s case means its transcendental scope.

But when and how do hopes for history become hopes that are to be
called ‘ eschatological’ ? When does a promise become an eschatol ogical
promise? Is it demonstrable and conceivable that the historic, moving
horizon of promise can reach ultimate bounds?

The concept ‘eschatology’ is here. intended to mark the peculiarity of
the prophets as distinct from those who had earlier spoken for the
religion of Y ahweh and also as distinct from later apocalyptic writers.

From the standpoint of the history of religion, the ‘ mastering’ of
agrarian culturein Israel’ s occupation of Canaan has been described as
the first decisive frontier crossed by the tribes of Isragl. In this*opening
up of the realm of sedentary experience by Yahwism’,” the latter itself
underwent considerable expansion. The ‘mastering’ of those great
experiences in the world history of the seventh and sixth centuries, in
which Isragl perished as a nation and yet survived itself in the religious
sphere,a could be called the second major frontier. On this frontier, too,
faith in the promise undergoes tremendous expansion: in the message of
the classical prophets, which is closely bound up with these experiences
of history and of judgment, it develops into the prophetic eschatology.

The message of these prophets arises in the shadow of the increasing
menace from Assyria, Babylon and Persia, the gathering storm of
destruction that broods over the national, political and Palestinian life of
Israel in both kingdoms. The prophets see before them the annihilation
of Isragl’ s existence and of the whole history of promise and fulfillment
thus far vouchsafed to Isragl by its God. They interpret this history of
collapse as Y ahweh'’ s judgment on his apostate people. This means that
the new historic action of Y ahweh in the history of the nations, which
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for Israel becomes the history of its destruction, is seen by them as being
on the same level as, and even competing with, the historic acts of

Y ahweh in their own past as remembered in the cultus and the festivals.
This new, and as yet dark and unfathomabl e action of Y ahweh will even
go the length of outreaching and replacing his past action upon his
people. In the historic judgment on Isragl, Y ahweh not only annuls the
debts of Israel, but he annuls also the institutions of his own covenant in
his unfathomabl e freedom to adopt new ways.

‘The message of the prophets has to be termed eschatol ogical wherever
it regards the old historic bases of salvation as null and void,” says G.
von Rad in his new view of the matter, ‘but we ought then to go on and
limit the term. It should not be applied to cases where Israel gave a
genera expression of her faith in her future, or, as does happen, in the
future of her sacred institutions. The prophetic teaching is only
eschatological when the prophets expelled Isragl from the safety of the
old saving actions and suddenly shifted the basis of salvation to afuture
action of God." (G. von Rad, op. cit., pp. 131f. [ET p. 118]). Thisallows
no recognition to the psychological explanation of ‘ eschatology’ as
given by Mowinckel and Buber following the example of Albert
Schweitzer. It was not that the * disappointments of history’ in regard to
promises in which they had believed, and which depended on the land,
the cultus and the temple, caused men to give eschatological form to
their hopes for history. What did cause them to do this was experiences
which were understood as judgments of Y ahweh, and indeed not merely
as judgment upon what by the standard of the ancient covenant
ordinances was a disobedient people, but also as judgment on the history
of Yahweh's relationship with this people hitherto. How far, amid the
breakdown of what has hitherto been and the breaking in of new,
hitherto unknown action on God’ s part, does the message of the
prophets become ‘ eschatological’ ? This surely cannot lie merely in the
break-away from the ‘future of the Y ahweh who has come’, which up to
that point had also been known, to the ‘future of the Y ahweh who isto
come’, which up to that point had not been known.

The threat that the history of the attacking peoples will bring Y ahweh’'s
judgment upon Israel marks a quite decisive universalizing of the divine
action. The experience of being crushed between the great world powers
Is understood as a judgment of Y ahweh. Y et even as early as Amos this
threat of judgment is universal: God judges all wrong, including that
among the peoples who do not know his law. Consequently the God
who uses the nations to judge his apostate peopleis also their Lord and
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will also be their Judge. For if he appoints the nations to execute
judgment on Israel, then heis obvioudy their God and Lord. If he uses
these nations to judge Israel according to his law, then he will also judge
these nations according to his law, given though it isin the first instance
only to Israel. Asaresult of their onslaught upon Israel, and because
according to the message of the prophets Israel must take this onslaught
as a judgment of its God, the nations are involved in the fate of Israel
and come within the range of Y ahweh’s working in judgment and in
blessing. On its political deathbed Isragl brings the nations, asit were,
into the hands of its God and into his future. By this very means

Y ahweh' s threats and promises for the future are set free from their
restriction to the one specific people and its particular future in history,
and become eschatological. The moving horizon of the assurances for
the future given by the God of promise, once it is extended to embrace
‘al peoples’, then reaches the utmost bounds of human reality as such,
and becomes universal and so also eschatological. The horizon of the
coming God thereby attains a non plus ultra.

However widely it extends to embrace all peoples, and however deeply
it goes to the roots of earthly existence, the prophets message of
judgment neverthel ess points once more to a different future, to a day of
Y ahweh, which will arise out of the night of judgment. This judgment
certainly means the annihilation of the people and of the history to
which this people owes its existence, but it does not mean the
annihilation of Y ahweh’s faithfulness to himself. It can therefore be
conceived as ajudgment that paves the way for something finaly new,
and as annihilation for the sake of greater perfection. Thus there arise
visions of the end, of the unheard-of new salvation that is on the way, of
the new covenant, of the coming glory of Yahweh in his sovereignty
over all the earth -- and all this, too, not only for Isragl, but so to speak
for all the peoples that have participated in the judgment upon Israel and
have thus been involved in the history of Y ahweh’s relationship with
Israel. It is only through the above-mentioned universalizing of the
judgment that the coming salvation of Y ahweh first becomes
eschatological in its breadth and unrestrictedness.

How is this concelved? To begin with, ‘the new thing’ whose coming is
foretold is conceived in analogy to the previous saving acts of God in
the history of the fulfilling of his promisesin his people’s past -- asthe
occupation of anew land, as the setting up of a new David and a new
Zion, as anew exodus, as anew covenant. That isto say, it is conceived
asa‘renewa’ and return of what is past and lost, so that beginning and
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end correspond to each other.(G. von Rad, op. cit. Il, p. 131 [ET p. 117];
H.W. Wolff, op. cit., pp. 224 f.) But these are analogies which seek to
interpret the wholly non-analogous. It cannot be a question merely of
the restitution of the good old days, for new and unheard-of things have
already been done by Y ahweh. The judgement has become universal,
and therefore the nations -- in the first instance those participating in the
judgment, then, pars pro toto, through them *all peoples’ -- are taken up
into the new, coming acts of God. Already in the judgment Y ahweh
glorifies himself upon them. How much more will he glorify himself
upon them when his new saving actsin Israel cometo light. ‘ Salvation
has become universal, evenif itislsraglite and evenif it is received via
Israel.’ (T.C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology, ET, 1958,
p. 360). To be sure these visions of salvation, which are to be called
‘eschatological’ in virtue of the fact that in their unrestrictedness they
break through all spatial and racial limitations and extend to the utmost
bounds of human readlity in ‘all peoples’, are Israelo-centric
eschatologies. Thisis already implied in the fact that they are expressed
in the form of analogy to the past saving history of Yahweh's
relationship with his people and on the ground of the basic experience of
judgment in the history that is concentrated upon Israel. Y et the
extension to all peoples of the threat of judgment and of the promise of
salvation in itself already involveswhat T. C. Vriezen calls the
‘missionary task of Isragl’ -- the task of being alight to the Gentiles and
awitness for Yahweh in his controversy with the gods of the nations.
But the more the new saving action of God that isto come outstrips al
anaogies from the history of Israel’ s dealings with its God in past
experience and tradition, and the more the judgment that begins with
Israel moves on through the history of the nations, the more clearly
there appear the first signs of a universal eschatology of mankind. Here,
however, we have presumably already the beginning of what must be
called apocalyptic.

Thus we can speak of areal ‘eschatology’ only at the points where, in
the limitations and perspectives of history, the horizon of the promised
future embraces in the eschaton the proton of the whole creation, where
the horizon of the God who announces himself and is on his way
extends to all peoples, for there is nothing that can be conceived as
wider in extent than that.

Along with this universalizing, however, there goes also an
intensification of the promise up to the limits of existence as such. What
the ancient faith in the promise expected from the nearness and then
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from the presence of the God of promise was guidance, preservation,
protection, blessing, fullness of life, etc., and these expectations were
given content from the concrete experience of deprivations, of being
abandoned to hunger, thirst, wretchedness and the oppression and
menace of their enemies. That is, the expectations receive their content
in the mind' s eye from the contrary experiences that were endured under
the absence and hiddenness of the God of promise. The positive content
of theideasis all supplied by negation of the negative. In the same way
the visionary ideas of the prophetic promises receive their content from
the negative experiences of Y ahweh’s judgment. This means, however,
that the visions of the promised glorifying of Y ahweh develop in the
light of the new experiences of judgment. Y ahweh’'s coming glory
showsiitself in overcoming the experienced judgment and turning it to
blessing. If this were to be expressed in theological terms, we should
have to say: it showsitself in the overcoming of God by God -- of the
judging, annihilating God by the saving, life-giving God, of the wrath of
God by his goodness. If we would illustrate it by the people concerned,
then the coming new action of Y ahweh must be exemplifiable in the
overcoming of the experiences of judgment, in the overcoming of
hunger and poverty, of humiliation and offence, of international wars
and polytheism, and finally of a god-forsaken death. These conquests of
the experienced negative aspects of existence that are understood as
judgments of Y ahweh are all summed up in the content of the
expectation that is bound up with the coming fullness of the glory of

Y ahweh. The content of the expectation in the ‘predictions’ is thus
supplied on the one hand by recollections and anal ogies from the history
of the fulfillment of Y ahweh's promises in the good old days of his
people’s past whose return is hoped for -- while on the other hand it is
provided by negation of the negative elements in the new experiences of
judgment. To thisend, ideas of international peace, etc., can then also be
taken over from other peoples, so far asthey can be given eschatological
form.

But in the message of the prophets there still remains at first one
boundary -- death. Aslong as death is felt to be the natural boundary of
life, God remains a God of the living. But if death -- or at |east early
death -- is experienced as exclusion from the promise of fullness and
consummation of life, and thus as an effect of judgment, then the hope
of the overcoming of God'’ s judgment by his life-creating glory must be
exemplified also in relation to this boundary. Hence on the periphery of
the prophetic message death appears as a suffering of divine judgment,
and the messianic salvation in which the judgment is annulled is
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exemplified in a conquest of dying and of death. Y ahweh remains a God
of the living. The suffering endured at the ultimate boundary of life does
not lead to the adoption of Egyptian ideas of a Beyond. But if the death-
boundary is understood as a judgment of Y ahweh, then his power
extends also beyond death. The dead, too, can be recognized as included
within the realm of his promise and glory, and even death itself is seen
as atransformable possibility in his hand and no longer as afixed reality
that sets alimit to his working. Thus the term ‘ eschatological’ would
now have to be used for a promise whose horizon of expectation
surmounts and overcomes all experiences of the total judgment of God
in life and death. Only when the horizon of expectation extends beyond
what isfelt to be the final boundary of existence, i.e. beyond the bounds
of death, does it reach an eschaton, a non plus ultra, a novum ultimum.

The universalizing of the promise finds its eschaton in the promise of
Yahweh's lordship over all peoples.

The intensification of the promise finds its approach to the
eschatological in the negation of death.

Now of course it must be noted that these limits of the eschatological, as
they have here been terminologically defined, are nowhere so plain and
clear-cut in the classical prophets. The latter stand in the midst of the
history of their people and in the transition from the breakdown of the
old to the breaking in of the new. History for them does not stand still as
in the apocalyptic visions of the end. They do not, like the apocalyptic
sects, stand in unworldly detachment over against the ‘world’, the
nations and the people of Israel, so that they could give themselves over
to contemplating the worldliness of the world and its future fate. On the
contrary, here everything is still in flux and the history whose future
they announceis still mobile. They know that they themselves and their
message are a factor in the movement of the history of God. Thus they
certainly speak of ‘history’ asthe ‘work of Yahweh' or the ‘plan of
Yahweh' (Isa. 28.29), and also of the ‘whole work of Yahweh' (Isa.
10.12). Yet that is not a history surveyed apocalyptically from the
standpoint of the end at which all things stand still, but it isafuture
announced from the midst of the process of history. When they speak of
Y ahweh'’ s plan, they are not thinking of insight into the divine
determination of the world, but mean the constancy of his historic
faithfulness. They see judgment and history in the light of the freedom
of Yahweh, not asimmutable fate. Hence the plans of Y ahweh can be
‘repented of’ by Y ahweh, and the proclamation of them leads the
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present into decisions which have an influence on the future of the
divine action also. As distinct from any fatalistic apocalyptic view of
history, the mobility of history as the prophets see it, and as they stand
in it with their own witness, can therefore be called ‘ a purposeful
conversation of the Lord of the future with Israel’.(H.W. Wolff, op. cit.,
p. 231.) It could thus be said that while the prophetic messagein its
breadth and in its existential depth does reach the utmost bounds of
reality and thereby become eschatological, yet these bounds are not
predetermined but are themselves flexible.

7. The Historifying of the Cosmosin Apocalyptic Eschatology

It is difficult to explain the phenomenon of |ate Jewish apocalyptic and
its contents.(* Cf. the completely divergent verdicts of G. von Rad, op.
cit. 11, pp. 354 ff (ET pp. 301 ff.) on the one hand, and on the other hand
of K. Koch, op. cit., and W. Pannenberg, Offenberg als Geschichte,
1961, pp. 103 ff.) Have we here to do with alegitimate continuation of
the prophetic message, or with afalling away from the prophetic faith in
the promise? Isit acase of the intrusion of the dualistic world-picture of
Iranianism or, if thisis so, had an inward openness for it already been
prepared by the message of the prophets?

It can be said in the first instance that the futuristic and eschatol ogical
outlook is common to both the prophets and the apocalyptists. Then,
however, distinctions will at once have to be made.

(a) Apocalyptic cherishes areligious, deterministic view of history. The
temporal sequence of the aeonsis settled from the start and history
gradually unfolds a plan of Yahweh'’s. In the prophets, however, thereis
no trace of the idea that the eschata have been firmly determined since
the beginning of time.

(b) In apocalyptic the factor standing over against the God who actsin
history isthe ‘world’ that lies under the power of evil. In the prophets,
however, we have ‘Isragl and the nations'.

(c) The apocalyptic expectation is no longer directed towards a
consummation of the creation through the overcoming of evil by good,
but towards the separation of good and evil and hence the replacement
of the ‘world that lies under the power of evil’ by the coming ‘world of
righteousness . This shows afatalistic dualism which is not yet so found
in the prophets.
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(d) The judgment is not seen as something which in the freedom of God
can be recalled and which can be averted, if it may be, by repentance,
but as an immutable fate that is assuredly coming, as a fatum
irreparabile.

(e) The prophets stood in the midst of the people of Isragl and thus also
In the midst of its history. The apocalyptists stand in the post-exilic
congregation of the righteous of Y ahweh.(O. Ploger, op. cit., pp. 63 ff.)

(f) The prophetsin their predictions quite openly took their stand in their
own historic present. From that standpoint they unfold their historic
perspectives. The apocalyptist, however, veils his own place in history.

In short, the question arises whether apocalyptic thinking does not
ultimately show signs of non-historic thinking. Does the apocalyptic
division of world history into periods according to the plan of Yahweh
not merely interpret in terms of universal history earlier, foreign
schemata of a cosmological kind? Apocalyptic as the ‘ science of the
highest’ has such an encyclopedic character, just like the esoteric
apocalyptic of the pietistic theology of saving history in the seventeenth
and eighteenth Christian centuries.

On the other hand, it has been pointed out with good reason how firmly
the apocalyptic picture of history isrooted in the historic thinking of
Israel and bound up with the prophetic eschatology. In this context
Daniel becomes the executor of the testament of the prophets with his
first ‘sketch of world history in terms of universal history’.(K. Koch, op.
cit., p. 31.)

This contradictory impression arises from the fact that in the
eschatology of the prophets the horizon of the promise, both in its
breadth and in its depth, reaches the limits of what can be described as
cosmic finitude. When, however, the moving historic horizon of the
historic hopes reaches these eschata, then there arises the possibility of
abandoning the point of perspective in history and reading the course of
world history backwards from the end now contemplated, asif universal
history were a universum, a predetermined cosmos of history.

Numerical speculations from ancient cosmology are introduced in order
to provide an order for the periods of world history corresponding to the
gpatial order. The world empires are fixed. The eschaton becomes a
fatum. Then the place of election, which determines the ground of
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obedience and hope, is taken by providence which determines events.
The place of the promise which istrusted in hope contrary to all
apparent hope is taken by the end drama. The place of the eschaton
which is brought about by God in his freedom istaken by ahistoric
finale that comes about in the course of time. The place of the
faithfulness of God to which, in his freedom, the fulfillment of the
promised future is entrusted is taken by the plan of God which isfirmly
established from the beginning of time and gradually disclosed by
history. In place of a historic theology we have a theology of history and
in place of ahistoric eschatology comes an eschatol ogical

contemplation of history. Like the eighteenth-century theology of saving
history, apocalyptic contains perceptible traces of the distant God of
deism. On the other hand it must not be overlooked that in the
speculative apocalypses there is also always a note of exhortation to be
found. It is the exhortation to persevere in the faith of the righteous: he
who endures to the end will be saved. It follows that faith and unbelief,
good and evil, election and reprobation, righteous and unrighteous are
firmly established, and what matters is to abide by what we are. This
again iswholly in harmony with the place of apocalyptic in the life of
those who form a community apart.

What is the result of thus comparing the eschatology of the prophets
with the historic hopes of early Israel on the one hand and with
cosmological apocalyptic on the other? In asking this, we are now
asking about the systematic consequences for the outline of eschatology
as such.

In the first instance we find an extreme contradiction in the theol ogical
evaluation of apocalyptic. G. von Rad holds that the characteristic
apocalyptic division of world history into periods from the standpoint of
the world consummation is ‘ssmply the interpretation and actualization
of earlier cosmological schemata found in myth'.(G. von Rad, op. cit. |1,
p. 321 [ET p. 308]). K. Koch and W. Pannenberg see it asthe first
attempt to provide a sketch of world history on the basis of the prophetic
eschatology. Both verdicts have their ground in the recognition of the
fact that apocalyptic applies cosmological patterns to history, with the
result that either ‘history’ comesto a standstill or else *history’ becomes
intelligible as a summary representation of reality in its totality.

But now, when we consider the relation between eschatology and
cosmology in apocalyptic, there arises still athird possible interpretation
and athird possible theological evaluation. The application of
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cosmological patterns to history as determined by the eschaton naturally
does have the effects noted by von Rad and Koch. Y et the peculiarity
and the theological significance of apocalyptic could lie contrariwisein
the fact that what we have here is not by any means a cosmol ogical
interpretation of eschatological history, but an eschatological and
historic interpretation of the cosmos. It might well be that the existing
cosmic bounds of reality, which the moving historic horizon of the
promise reaches in eschatology, are not regarded as fixed and
predetermined things, but are themselves found to be in motion. It might
well be that once the promise becomes eschatological it breaks the
bounds even of that which etiology had hitherto considered to be
creation and cosmos, with the result that the eschaton would not be a
repetition of the beginning, nor areturn from the condition of
estrangement and the world of sin to the state of original purity, but is
ultimately wider than the beginning ever was. Then it would not be the
case that eschatology becomes cosmological in apocalyptic,, and is
thereby stabilized, but vice versa cosmology would become
eschatological and the cosmos would be taken up in terms of history
into the process of the eschaton. This would then be the other side of the
struggle in apocalyptic between eschatology and cosmology -- aside
which has hitherto remained unnoticed, because theology was interested
only in eschatology but not in cosmology. If, as we might say, in the
message of the prophets the Israelite ‘hope for history’ was struggling
with the experiences of world history, and if in this struggle world
history was understood as a function of the eschatological future of

Y ahweh, so it isalso in apocalyptic: historic eschatology is here
struggling with cosmology and in this struggle makes the cosmos
understandable as a historic process of aeons in apocalyptic perspective.
Then it would not by any means be the case that in the apocalyptic
outlook the history that is motivated by our hopes for history is brought
to astandstill, but on the contrary, the now universal hope for history
would here be setting the cosmos in motion. In a struggle of this kind
eschatology naturally suffers serious losses. Y et we must not ook only
at these, but must also see what is gained in them. The ‘universe’ isno
longer, as in pagan cosmology, athing to be interpreted in astro-
mythical or pantheistic or mechanistic terms as the sum total of the
world and of our satisfaction with it. Instead, it splitsinto aeonsin the
apocalyptic process -- into aworld that is coming and one that is passing
away. The totum of apocalyptic means a different thing from the
universe of cosmology. The whole world is now involved in God's
eschatological process of history, not only the world of men and nations.
The conversion of man in the prophetic message then finds its correlate
in the conversion of the whole cosmos, of which apocalyptic speaks.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1890 (40 of 41) [2/4/03 8:39:19 PM]



Theology of Hope

The prophetic revolution among the nations expands to become the
cosmic revolution of all things. Not only the martyrs are included in the
eschatological suffering of the Servant of God, but the whole creation is
included in the suffering of the last days. The suffering becomes
universal and destroys the all-sufficiency of the cosmos, just as the
eschatological joy will then resound in a‘new heaven and anew earth’.
In other words, while apocalyptic does conceive its eschatology in
cosmological terms, yet that is not the end of eschatology, but the
beginning of an eschatological cosmology or an eschatological ontology
for which being becomes historic and the cosmos opensitself to the
apocalyptic process. This historifying of the world in the category of the
universal eschatological futureis of tremendous importance for
theology, for indeed it makes eschatology the universal horizon of all
theology as such. Without apocalyptic a theological eschatology
remains bogged down in the ethnic history of men or the existential
history of the individual. The New Testament did not close the window
which apocalyptic had opened for it towards the wide vistas of the
cosmos and beyond the limitations of the given cosmic redlity.

31
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Chapter 3. The Resurrection and the
Future of Jesus Christ

1. Gospel and Promise

When we come to the question of the view of the revelation of Godin
the New Testament, then we discover the fact, already familiar from the
Old Testament, that there is no unequivocal concept of revelation. What
the New Testament understands by revelation is thus again not to be
learned from the original content of the words employed, but only from
the event to which they are here applied. The event to which the New
Testament applies the expressions for revelation imparts to them a
peculiar dynamic which is messianic in kind and implies a history of
promise. The general impression could be described in the first instance
by saying that with the cross and resurrection of Christ the one
revelation of God, the glory of hislordship which embraces
righteousness, life and freedom, has begun to move towards
man.(H.Schulte, Der Begriff der Offenbarung im Neuen Testament
(Beitrage zur Evangelischen Theologie 13), 1949, p. 23.) In the gospel
of the event of Christ thisfutureis already present in the promises of
Christ. It proclaims the present breaking in of this future, and thus vzce
ver sa this future announces itself in the promises of the gospel. The
proclamation of Christ thus places men in the midst of an event of

revel ation which embraces the nearness of the coming Lord. It thereby
makes the reality of man ‘historic’ and stakes it on history.

The eschatological tendency of the revelation in Christ is manifested by
the fact that the revealing word is and in one. J. Schniewind has rightly
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described in Pauline theology as the ‘ complement’ of .(TWNT I, p. 575,
art."” by J. Schniewind and G. Friedrich.) The gospel of the revelation of
God in Christ is thusin danger of being incomplete and of collapsing
altogether, if we fail to notice the dimension of promisein it.
Christology likewise deteriorates if the dimension of the ‘future of
Christ’ is not regarded as a constitutive element in it.

But how is‘promise’ proclaimed in the New Testament as compared
with the Old Testament history of promise? How is the future horizon of
promise asserted in the New Testament as against the views of the
Hellenistic mystery religions?

The approach to Christology has been sought in Christian dogmatics
along different lines. We here select two basic types asillustrations of
the problem.

Since the shaping of Christian dogmatics by Greek thought, it has been
the general custom to approach the mystery of Jesus from the general
iIdea of God in Greek metaphysics: the one God, for whom all men are
seeking on the ground of their experience of reality, has appeared in
Jesus of Nazareth -- be it that the highest eternal idea of goodness and
truth has found its most perfect teacher in him, or beit that in him
eternal Being, the Source of all things, has become flesh and appeared in
the multifarious world of transience and mortality. The mystery of Jesus
Is then the incarnation of the one, eternal, original, true and immutable
divine Being. Thisline of approach was adopted in the Christology of
the ancient Church in manifold forms. Its problems accordingly resulted
from the fact that the Father of Jesus Christ was identified with the one
God of Greek metaphysics and had the attributes of this God ascribed to
him. If, however, the divinity of God is seen in his unchangeableness,
immutability, impassibility and unity, then the historic working of this
God in the Christ event of the cross and resurrection becomes as
Impossible to assert as does his eschatological promise for the future.

In modern times the approach to the mystery of Jesus has often been
from ageneral view of the being of man in history. History has aways
existed, ever since man existed. But the actual experiencing and
conceiving of the existence of man as historic, the radical disclosure of
the historic character of human existence, came into the world with
Jesus. The word and work of Jesus brought the decisive change in man’'s
understanding of himself and the world, for by him man’s self-
understanding in history was given its true expression as an
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understanding of the historic character of human existence. Instead of a
general gquestion of God and a general idea of God, which finds its true
expression in Jesus and is thus verified by him, what is here presupposed
Isageneral concept of the being of man, a general questionableness of
human existence, which finds its true expression in Jesus and is thus
verified by him.

Both approaches to the mystery of Jesus set out from the universal, in
order to find its true expression in the concrete instance of his person
and his history. Neither of these approaches to Christology, to be sure,
need bypass the Old Testament, but their way does not necessarily lie
through it. The approach of Jesusto all men, however, hasthe Old
Testament with itslaw and its promise as a necessary presupposition. It
istherefore areal question whether we do not have to take seriously the
importance for theology of the following two propositions:

1. It was Yahweh, the God of Abraham, of Isaac and of Jacob, the God
of the promise, who raised Jesus from the dead. Who the God iswho is
revealed in and by Jesus, emerges only in his difference from, and
identity with, the God of the Old Testament.

2. Jesus was a Jew. Who Jesus is, and what the human nature iswhichis
revealed by him, emerges from his conflict with the law and the promise
of the Old Testament.

If we take these starting points seriously, then the path of theological
knowledge leads irreversibly from the particular to the general, from the
historic to the eschatological and universal.

The first proposition would mean, that the God who reveals himself in
Jesus must be thought of as the God of the Old Testament, as the God of
the exodus and the promise, as the God with ‘future as his essential
nature’, and therefore must not be identified with the Greek view of
God, with Parmenides’ ‘eternal present’ of Being, with Plato’s highest
|dea and with the Unmoved Mover of Aristotle, not even in his
attributes. Who heis, is not declared by the world asawhole, but is
declared by Isragl’ s history of promise. His attributes cannot be
expressed by negation of the sphere of the earthly, human, mortal and
transient, but only in recalling and recounting the history of his promise.
In Jesus Christ, however, the God of Israel has revealed himself as the
God of all mankind. Thus the path leads from the concretum to the
concretum universale, not the other way round. Christian theology has to
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think along thisline. It is not that a general truth became concretein
Jesus, but the concrete, unigue, historic event of the crucifying and
raising of Jesus by Y ahweh, the God of promise who creates being out
of nothing, becomes general through the universal eschatological
horizon it anticipates.(The trend is expressed in the New Testament in
the, in which the thoughts of being once for all in history and of being
universally eschatologically binding intermerge. Cf. E. K&semann, ‘Das
Problem des historischen Jesus', in Exegetische Versuche und
Besinnungen I, 1960, pp. 200f. (ET by W. J. Montague: Essays on New
Testament Themes [Studies in Biblical Theology 41), 1964, pp. 30f.).
Through the raising of Jesus from the dead the God of the promises of
|srael becomes the God of all men. The Christian proclamation of this
God will accordingly always move within a horizon of general truth
which it projects ahead of it and towards which it tends, and will claim
in advance to be general in character and generally binding, even if its
own universality is of an eschatological kind and does not come of
abstract argument from the particular to the general.

If on the other hand theology takes seriously the fact that Jesus was a
Jew, then this means that he is not to be understood as a particular case
of human being in general, but only in connection with the Old
Testament history of promise and in conflict with it. It is through the
event of the cross and resurrection, which is understandable only in the
context of the conflict between law and promise, that he becomes the
salvation of all men, both Jews and Gentiles. It is the Christ event that
first gives birth to what can be theologically described as ‘man’, ‘true
man’, ‘humanity’ -- ‘neither Jew nor Greek, neither bond nor free,
neither male nor female’ (Gal. 3.28). Only when the real, historic and
religious differences between peoples, groups and classes are broken
down in the Christ event in which the sinner isjustified, does there come
a prospect of what true humanity can be and will be. The path |eads here
from the historic and unigue to the universal, because it leads from the
concrete event to the general in the sense of eschatological direction.
Christian proclamation will consequently here again move within the
horizon of general truth and make the claim to be universally binding. It
will have to expound this claim in contra-distinction to other kinds of
general anthropological concepts of humanitas, precisely because its
own general concept of humanity has an eschatological content. It will
not be able, for example, to set Out from the fact that man is the being
which possesses reason and language, and then go on to verify this
aspect of hisbeing by means of the event of justification, but it will set
out on the contrary from the event of justification and calling, and then
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go on in face of other assertions as to the nature of man to uphold this
event which makes man, theologically speaking, true man.

2. The God of the Promise

When we take this approach to Christology into consideration, then it is
peculiarly significant that in the New Testament God is known and
described as the * God of promise’. Heisthe (Heb. 10.23; I1.11, and
frequently elsewhere). The essential predicate of God accordingly liesin
the statement: , ‘faithful is he that promised’. His essenceis not his
absoluteness as such, but the faithfulness with which he reveals and
identifies himself in the history of his promise as ‘the same’. His divinity
consists in the constancy of his faithfulness, which becomes credible in
the contradiction of judgment and grace. The word which reveals God
has thus fundamentally the character of promise and is therefore
eschatological in kind. It is grounded upon the event of God's
faithfulness and open towardsiit. It sets us on a path whose goal it shows
and guarantees in terms of promise. It places the one who receivesitin a
position of insurmountable antithesis and hostility to the existing reality
of thisworld. It gives ground for hope and criticism, and expects us to
endure in hope.

The result of thisis aknowledge of God fundamentally different from
the knowledge of the in the surrounding world of the epiphany religions,
of the Hellenistic mystery religions and finally of Greek metaphysics,
even if in actual fact signs of syncretism are to be seen everywherein
the New Testament. The life, work, death and resurrection of Jesus are
therefore not described after the pattern of the appearance of epiphany
gods, but in the categories of expectation that are appropriate to the God
of promise. Jesusisno, no divine man, although ideas of thiskind are
employed at many levelsin the tradition. The gospels are not cult
legends, but offer historical recollections under the auspices of
eschatological hope, although traits of the cult legend are also to be
found. The language of Christian mission is not the language of gnostic
revelation,(Cf. G. Bornkamm, Studien zu Antike und Unchristentum,
1959, pp. 28 ff. The Pauline proclamation is to be distinguished from the
revelatory speeches of ., who present themselves as the commissioners
or representatives of some deity, bring news from heaven, summon to
repentance and promise salvation. Their characteristic mark isthe
‘hierophantic style’ of their message. The style of Pauline preaching, on
the contrary, is more like the style of the Cynic and Stoic diatribe,
although he obviously understood himself and his preaching not as
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delivering Stoic wisdom, but spoke in apocalyptic expectation as a
‘precursor of the end of the world' (cf. E. Kéasemann, ZTK 60, 1963, p.
80) although this type of language, too, is used on occasion. ‘ Thus
although Christianity stands in the midst of the religious life of its time,
epiphany faith can influence it in the first instance only as a formal
element in its presentation. For it stands under the protection of the Old
Testament thought of God, which expects God to act uniquely and
comprehensively upon the world.(H. Schulte, op. cit., p. 66. A similar
conclusion is arrived at by Elpidius Pax, Epiphaneia. Ein
religionsgeschichtlicher Beitrag zur biblischen Theologie (Munchener
Theologische Studien), 1955.)

Theword . hasitsrootsin Hellenistic usage.(I am here following the
articlein TWNT. Thereit is generally used of promises, vows and
pledges which men make to their gods. That God is the ‘ God who
promisesis here obviously unknown. Linguistically speaking it appears
to have no previous history in the Old Testament, although it is actually
only in the Old Testament traditions that a previous history exists. ‘It
was through Judaism that received its peculiar character as revealing
word of God in the history of salvation.” (TWNT II, p. 578.) Here a
theology of the promises of God was developed -- and that, too, both in
the rabbinical Torah theology and in the apocalyptic traditions. Whilein
the former case promise means the promised reward of the righteous and
Is bound up with righteousness in the sense of the Torah, in the latter
case it isused in the context of election and law to describe the ‘future
world’ as opposed to this world, which is not able to bear what is
promised to the righteous. In both traditions God is recognized as the
God who promises, and whose faithfulness guarantees the fulfillment.

Just as for rabbinism and apocalyptic the figure of Abraham asthe
example of righteousness becomes the focal point of the interest in the
promise, law and righteousness of God, so also Paul setsthisfigurein
the center of his exposition of gospel and promise.(‘ Cf. C.
Dietzfelbinger, Paulus und das Alte Testament (Theol ogische Existenz
heute, NF 95), 1961; E. Schlink, ‘ Gesetz und Paraklese', in Antwort
Festschrift fur K. Barth, 1956, pp. 323 ff.; U. Wilckens, ‘Die
Rechtfertigung Abrahams nach Rom. 4’, in Sudien zur
alttestamentlichen , Uberlieferung, 1961, pp. 111ff.; G. Klein, ‘Rom. 4
und die Idee der Heilsgeschichte’, EvTh 23, 1963, pp. 424ff.; E. Jingd,
‘Das Gesetz zwischen Adam und Chistus', ZTK 60, 1963, pp. 42 ff.) Yet
his reason for going back to Abraham as the ‘father of the promise’ in
contrast to Moses and the law liesin the fact that for Paul the Christ
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event is not arenewal of the people of God, but bringsto lifea‘new
people of God' made up of Jews and Gentiles. His quarrel with the
Jewish Christians is concerned, to be sure, with law and gospel, but it is
really centered on the promise. If for him Christ isthe ‘end of the law’
(Rom. 10.4), yet he does not see him as the end of the promise, but on
the contrary asitsrebirth, its liberation and validation.

Paul links the traditional Abrahamitic promises with the promise of life
and obviousdly understands ‘life’ no longer in the context of possessing
the land, being fruitful and multiplying, but as ‘ quickening of the dead’
(Rom. 4.15, 17). Asin Judaism, so also he, too, is certain that God keeps
his promises. Y et the ground of this assurance is new: because God has
the power to quicken the dead and call into being things that are not,
therefore the fulfillment of his promiseis possible, and because he has
raised Christ from the dead, therefore the fulfillment of his promiseis
certain. Lack of assurancein, or doubt of God'swill to fulfil itis
therefore robbing God of hisglory. Unbelief is doubt of God's
truthfulness, of his omnipotence and his faithfulness (Rom. 4.20).
Unbelief does not let God be God, for it doubts the dependability of God
which guarantees his promises. Paul manifestly sees the concrete form
of such unbelief in the theology of Torah, righteousness, in which the
power of the promise towards its fulfillment is bound to the fulfilling of
the law. If, however, the promise of God is bound to the law, then the
promiseisinvalidated: it then depends no longer on the power of the
God who has promised, but on the power of the man who obeys. But the
wrath of God will be revealed upon all who leave the law unfulfilled or
transgress it. Hence law and promise are mutually exclusive, just as
glorying in the works of the law and glorying in the God who justifies
sinners and quickens the dead are mutually exclusive. The law does not
have within it the power of the promised life and of the resurrection, but
exposes life to death and leads it to death. The law does not have within
it the power of justification, but the power to expose sins and to make
them exceeding sinful. For the promise hasin the form of the law been
made of no effect. Just as for Paul the justification of the godless and the
life that comes of the raising of the dead belong together, so also for him
the righteousness of faith and the validation of the promise in the raising
of Christ belong together. ‘If they which are of the law be heirs, faith is
made void, and the promise made of none effect’ (Rom. 4.14). But if; on
the contrary, the promiseis set in force by God, then it confers
righteousness by faith. ‘ Thereforeit is"of faith”, that it might be by
grace; to the end the promise might be sure (av) to al the seed; not to
that only which is of the law, but to that also which is of the faith of
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Abraham; who isthe father of usall’ (Rom. 4.16). Promise would no
longer be the promise of God, who quickens the dead and callsinto
being what is not, if it had anything to do with the law. ‘If the
inheritance be of the law, it is no more of promise’ (Gal. 3.18). If we
sought to attain the inheritance of the promise through fulfilling the law,
then we should lose this inheritance, for by the promise God showed
himself to Abraham as gracious (Gal. 3.18). The true heirs of the
promise and children of Abraham are therefore those who are partakers
of the promisein faith in Christ (Gal. 3.29). For by the gospel the
Gentiles become partakers of the promise in Christ (Eph. 3.6).

It is plainly recognizable how the gospel in its antithesisto the law is
here related to the promise. Paul does not use Abraham as an example
by which to illustrate his new understanding of righteousness by faith,
but the struggle for the inheritance of Abraham as between the gospel of
the raising of the crucified Christ and the Torah is concerned with the
‘power of the promise'. If Christ isthe ‘end of the Torah’ (Rom. 10.4),
yet heistherefor Isragl ‘for the sake of the truth of God, to confirm the
promises made unto the fathers' (Rom. 15.8). If the true heirs of
Abraham, the father of the promise, are those in whom the Abrahamitic
promise gives proof of itself in the Christ event in the power of the God
who justifies men and creates life out of death, then that is the end of the
Jew’ s precedence over the Gentile in the history of salvation. What was
promised to Israel is now valid for al believers, both Jews and Gentiles.
The promise is no longer exclusive, but becomesinclusive. It becomes
universal. This universalizing of the promise comes of its being liberated
from the confining grip of the law and the election of Isradl. If in the
power of God, as seen in the raising of the Crucified and, as a result of
that, in the justification and calling of the godless, the promise has
become unconditional of grace and not of the law -- then it has also
become unrestricted and is therefore valid ‘without distinction’. If the
Christ event thus contains the validation () of the promise, then this
means no less than that through the faithfulness and truth of God the
promise is made true in Christ -- and made true wholly, unbreakably, for
ever and for all. Nothing more stands in the way of its fulfillment, for
sins are forgiven in him (Heb. 9.15). Between this once-for-all validation
of the promise and its fulfillment in the glory of God there stands only
the dependability of God himself. Hence the promise now determines
the existence of the recipient and all he does and suffers. Itis not that
vice versa the fulfilling of the promise is determined by the existence
and behavior of the recipient.
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The gospel has its inabrogable presupposition in the Old Testament
history of promise. In the gospel the Old Testament history of promise
finds more than a fulfillment which does away with it; it finds its future.
‘All the promises of God in him are yea, and in him Amen’ (Il Cor.
1.20). They have become an eschatological certainty in Christ, by being
liberated and validated, made unconditional and universal. The history
of promise which the gospel presupposesis not annulled. The Israel
which comes into view with the presupposed promise is not
paganized,(Against G. Klein, op. cit., p. 436.) but on the contrary it has
disclosed to it in the gospel the future and the certainty of its own
promises. The Christ event can be understood as areversal of the history
of promise: the first will belast. It is not that the Gentiles will come and
worship when Zion is at the last redeemed from its shame, but Israel will
come when the fullness of the Gentiles have become partakers of the
promise in Christ (Rom. 9-11). Thus the gospel is not to be understood
as antiquating the promises of Isragl or even putting an end to them. In
the ultimate, eschatological sense of these promisesit isin fact identical
with them.

On the other hand, the gospel itself becomes unintelligible, if the
contours of the promise are not recognized in it itself. It would lose its
power to give eschatological direction, and would become either gnostic
talk of revelation or else preaching of morals, if it were not made clear
that the gospel constitutes on earth and in time the promise of the future
of Christ. The gospel is promise and as promiseit is an earnest of the
promised future. ‘ The divine word in Christ is new solely because its
fulfillment can no longer be endangered or abolished, as was once the
case, but has become incontestable; and it is unique, despite all its varied
earthly movement and manifold testimony and despite its prolepsisin
the Old Testament, because in Christ it not only reveals anew the one
eschatological salvation, but in addition also conclusively guarantees the
realizing of that salvation. As such it is already present and
apprehensible in history, yet solely in the form of promisg, i.e. as
pointing and directing us towards a still outstanding future.(E.
Késemann, Das wander nde Gottesvolk, 4th ed. 1961, pp. 12f.)

3. Paul and Abraham

How are we to regard the connection between gospel and promise, and
thus in awider sense also the relation between the New and the Old
Testaments? Two radically opposed conceptions suggest themselves: the
continuity can be understood in terms of aview of history as history of
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salvation,(‘ Thisis best shown by U. Wilckens' essay, ‘Die
Rechtfertigung Abrahams nach Rom. 4,” op. cit.) or the discontinuity
can be understood in terms of an existentialist interpretation of the
gospel.(‘ This emerges most clearly in G. Klein'sreply to Wilckens,
‘Rom. 4 und die Idee der Hellsgeschichte', op. cit.) Both methods
employ concepts of history with which it is barely possible to
comprehend the manifold perspectivesin which Paul expounds the
gospel’ s relation to law and promise.

A view of the continuity in terms of the history of election or of
salvation, whatever its precise form, understands the gospel asthe
fulfillment of the history that has preceded it. The event of Christ
accordingly cannot be taken by itself as an isolated fact. It always
requires the witness of the history which it fulfils, if its significance as
an event of universal eschatological salvationisto beintelligible. Itis
only by the witness of the Old Testament ‘ scripture’ that the gospel
shows the Christ event to be the fulfillment of the history of God's
election. Thisis done not only by taking the saving events of the New
Testament as the clue to the exposition of the Old Testament, but also
vice versa by taking the saving events of the Old Testament as the clue
to the understanding of the event of Christ. It istrue of course that Paul
set the Old Testament promise to Abraham in a universal eschatological
context: the ‘land’ has become the world, and his ‘seed’ has become all
nations.(Whereas U. Wilckens speaks of an extension of the promise to
Abraham in Pauline exegesis [op. cit., p.124] the tendency elsewhereis
apparently to speak of a‘Pauline reduction’ of the Abrahamitic promises
to the fact of the promise having been given to Abraham, with little
regard to its content. Cf. C. Dietzfelbinger, op. cit., pp. 7 ff.) But this
reinterpretation must prove itself to be atrue interpretation of what was
to be interpreted. The Christian interpretation of Abraham must make
the claim that ‘this beginning of the history of election in the promise of
God and the faith of Abraham’ points ‘in essence to its end as its
fulfillment’.(U. Wilckens, op. cit., p. 125) The result of thisis on the one
hand a view of the fulfillment in the Christ event in terms of ‘ history of
election’, and secondly, an ‘essential’ view of the meaning of this
history, i.e. aview which isarrived at in the light of its end and which
‘intruth’ underlies the story of Abraham. The Christ event thus has its
place in adefinite history: it is the fulfillment of that history and as such
revealsits essence and truth. Christian faith is grounded in history, itself
standsin history, and trusts in history. Faith and history belong together.
Faith is not a possibility which is severaly, and to that extent generally,
open to individuals, but is due to a definite history of election and is
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concrete trust in future divine action.

What is here asserted as a continuity in the history of election and
salvation from Abraham to Christ is no doubt noetically accessible only
from the standpoint of the Christ event. The exposition and
appropriation of the promise to Abraham in Christian faith cannot,
however, present itself asinsight into an ‘essentially’ coherent chain
from Abraham to Christ. Christian faith is not aview of the essence of
history underlying the temporal and concrete statements of the Old
Testament tradition. The ‘newness’ of the New Testament is not to be
seen merely in the disclosing of the essence and truth of the Old
Testament. The continuity cannot be defined merely in terms of an
essence of history which becomes apparent in the light of its end.

An existentialist interpretation of the discontinuity, on the other hand,
takes ‘history’ out of the light of the promise and setsit in the light of
the law. History here becomes the epitome of existence under the law --
of the fact that man must understand himself from his works and, in
analogy thereto, from established, demonstrable complexes of history.
‘History’ is here understood as a genealogical force. It becomes the
epitome of transience and degeneration. It becomes the realm of the
things that are ready to man’s hand, calculable, objectively
demonstrable, at his disposal. All views of history which provide
surveyable complexes thus belong in principle to the realm of deficient,
objectifying thought. Understanding oneself from history istherefore
synonymous with man’s understanding of himself from the world. If
history is understood in thisway in the light of the law, then faith and
history never belong together; on the contrary, faith lies *athwart’ history
and destroys every kind of historic continuity, including that which is
understood in terms of the history of election and salvation. Faith brings
liberation from history and isitself the eschatological crisis of history in
theindividual. The element of continuity between Abraham and the
believer is accordingly not to be regarded as a ‘ product of historic
development’, but can only be understood as ‘ a retrospective projection
of faith’,(Cf. G. Klein, op. cit., p. 440.) which is not demonstrable by
historical science and must therefore itself again be an object of faith.

But now, in this antithesis of history and faith, faith is dialectically
anchored to a negative concept of history from which it must repeatedly
distinguish itself. On the other hand, history is dialectically anchored to
a subjectivistic concept of faith, as aresult of which it must repeatedly
be seen in terms of the above-mentioned identification of legalistic and
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objectifying thought. It is easy to see how strongly the modern
positivistic concept of history prevailsin thisidentification of legalistic
and objectifying thought. The result of this concept is that the searching,
knowing and objectifying subject frees itself from the power of history,
of genealogy and of tradition by means of this reflection, and withdraws
into the objectively incomprehensible background of a transcendental
subjectivity and spontaneity. What a thus subjectified faith seesin
history, must then become an ‘expression’ of faith itself. What afaith
understood in such terms has to say of Abraham, becomes a ‘ projection’
of faith -- a projection which, because it is unprovable, faith believes.
This, however, makesit unintelligible why Paul does not use the figure
of Abraham merely to illustrate his own view of righteousness by faith,
but enters into a dispute with Jews and Jewish Christians over the
inheritance of Abraham. In this antithesisto ‘history’ as such, which
then includes automatically also the Old Testament history of promise, it
becomes as impossible to say what is ‘new’ in the New Testament as to
say what is‘new’ in gnosticism. But when the ‘old’ isthus defined in the
light of our antithesis to a history that is seen as the realm of the
objective, demonstrable and disposable, then the ‘new’ becomes nothing
else but faith in the form of immediate subjectivity, of pure, subjective
conception from the realm of the indisposable. When we seeit in this
light, the ‘new’ is not very new -- not at least as compared with the
ecstatic gnostic passion for newness. The Old Testament is not then
regarded as being historic testimony to the promise and as such having
present relevance along with its fulfillment in the New Testament, but it
can be presented by a transcendentally understood faith in Christ only in
terms of antithesis, as a thing we have always | eft beneath us.

Now it is no doubt true that Paul rejects the idea of the Jews
genealogical connection with Abraham being in itself soteriological. Y et
what he putsin its place is hardly a picture of Abraham as projected by
Christian faith, but he manifestly regards Abraham and his promise as
forming both theologically and materially a necessary bone of
contention with Torah Judaism. Projections of faith which are
undemonstrable and have to be believed are not things one can contend
about. A view of the essence of history, too, isreally only athing one
either can or cannot see. Paul, however, deals ‘ objectively’ with
Abraham and his promise, in the sense that he understands them as an
object of contention in necessary proceedings against the Jews. Thusitis
really a question of the correct exposition of the Abrahamitic promise as
between the claims of the Torah and the claims of the gospel. The
continuity with the Abrahamitic promise can therefore be taken neither
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as a product of historic development nor as a retrospective projection of
faith. The continuity of the promise to Abraham exists according to Paul
where the promise is eschatologically validated. If Paul is concerned in
this sense with the ‘object’ of the promise to Abraham, then his
exposition and appropriation of it is neither a dictate of the historic
development nor a creation of his believing fantasy. His gospel does not
derive by necessity from the essence of the history of election, but
neither does the promise to Abraham appear in his gospel by chance.
Because his gospel proclaims the promise as validated in the event of
Christ, it starts the traditional promise to Abraham off on anew history.
The promise finds in the gospel its eschatological future, while the law
findsitsend. The ‘newness of the gospel isthus not ‘totally new’. It
proves its newness by asserting itself against the old, against human
nature in the context of law, sin and death, and thereby bringing about
the ‘oldness’ of the old. It proves its eschatological newness, however,
by using the previously proclaimed promise of God as the means of its
explication. Paul rediscovers the promise to Abraham in the gospel of
Christ and therefore recalls along with the gospel of Christ the promise
to Abraham aswell. The history of law and gospel takes its bearings
from the theological problem of the past. The history of promise and
gospel, however, takes its bearings from the eschatol ogical problem of
the future. Without the relating of the gospel to what was promised in
advance, it loses its own bearing on the eschatological future and
threatens to transform itself into gnostic talk of revelation. Without
relation to the promise in the gospel, faith loses the driving-power of
hope and becomes credulity.

Because the gospel presentsitself as validation of the promise of the
God of Abraham by the same God, it must enter into ajudicial process
with Judaism concerning the future of the promise, while on the other
hand it must bring Gentiles to hope in the God of promise. It has then
the Old Testament at its side neither as a historic documentation of its
fulfillment nor as a history of examples of human failure in the things of
God. Just asthe promiseis validated in the gospel, so also the Old
Testament, inasmuch as it is witness to the history of the promise, is
validated and renewed in the New Testament.

Formally speaking, between the promise to Abraham that is witnessed at
many levels of the Old Testament and the gospel of Christ that is
witnessed in the New Testament, there takes place a ‘word-history’,(So
E. Jingel, ZTK 60, 1963, p.46.) ahistory of tradition or the history of the
working of the traditional hope. This history of word and tradition is

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1891 (13 of 83) [2/4/03 8:40:35 PM]



Theology of Hope

materially determined by that future which is announced and promised
in the transmission and constantly new reception of the promise. That is
why Paul apparently sees the continuity as being given in the ‘ scripture’,
whose meaning and goal he findsin the present hope (Rom. 15.4). What
the scripture that was ‘written before our time’ offers must therefore
contain possibilities and a future to which present hope can be directed.
The exposition and presentation of what was written ‘aforetime’ must
accordingly pay attention to that in it which is promised, open, unsettled
and points to the future. Because the gospel directs men to the future of
eschatological salvation, it has its presupposition in the promises that
were issued and written aforetime, and along with the future of Christ it
presents also the future of what was aforetime promised (Rom. 1.2).(‘E.
Jingel, op. cit., p. 45 ‘' To the past there belongs, as compared with the
gospel, on the one hand the promise and on the other hand the law. The
promise belongs to the past as the historic presupposition of the gospel --
and that, too, in the sense that the gospel makes the promise the
presupposition of itself (cf. Rom. 5.2).Since the promise hasits futurein
the gospel and has its own time because of thisfuture, | call the modein
which the promise belongs to the past as compared with the gospel the
anticipation of the gospel [das Zwor des Evangeliums]. Because the law
hasits end in the gospel and is made past because of this end, | call the
mode in which the law belongs to the past as compared with the gospel
the antecedent of the gospel [das Vorher des Evangeliums]).’ It links on
to promises that have been issued but not yet fulfilled and takes them up
into itself. Thisisaprocess belonging to the sphere of the history of the
promise. The promise which was promised aforetimeis not interpreted
in terms of the history of salvation, nor isit taken as an opportune
occasion for anew projection of faith, but it is validated. Something
thereby happensto it -- something the New Testament understands as
eschatologically ‘new’ -- but this new thing does happen to it.
Remembering the promise issued af oretime means asking about the
future in the past. It is dominated by that expectation which is made
possible by the eschatological validation and liberation of the promise.
The promise to Abraham is called to mind in order to proclaim the
gospel of Christ to Jews and Gentiles and to call them into the new
people of God. The calling to mind is thus a necessary part of the
proclamation of the gospel. In thisway of calling to mind past promises
and in this hope in the form of remembrance we are no longer presented
with the alternative between a complex of saving history whichisa
product of history, and unprovable retrospective projections of faith
which are products of subjective faith. We take the past promises up into
our own eschatological future as disclosed by the gospel and give them
breadth. We do not interpret past history. We do not emancipate
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ourselves from history altogether, but we enter into the history that is
determined by the promised and guaranteed eschaton, and we expect
from it not only the future of the present but also the future of the past.

4. Fulfillment Ecstasy in Primitive Christianity and the eschatologia
crucis

The promissory character of the gospel can be seen not only from the
language used especially by Paul and in Hebrews. It shows itself still
more plainly in the conflicts in which Paul was involved with various
tendenciesin primitive Christianity. Aslong as Christianity remained
within the sphere of Judaism with its apocalyptic outlook and its
expectation of the Messiah, it was only natural that it should take an
eschatological view of the Christ event and of the gospel. Only, here the
Christians also remained within the bounds of the Jewish expectations
and understood themselves as the ‘ renewed people of God' and
maintained the gospel as the ‘renewed covenant’ of Isragl. It was only
the move into the Gentile world that compelled them to a new
understanding of the gospel. The gospel shows itself effective by
justifying the godless and calling the Gentiles to the God of hope. The
Church which thereby arises and consists of both Jews and Gentiles, can
therefore no longer be understood as the ‘ renewed people of God’ but
now only as the ‘new people of God'. This crossing of the frontiers of
Israel on to Hellenistic soil, however, brought with it problems of
considerable magnitude. If it was here no longer possible to understand
the Church as a Christian synagogue, then it was a short step on the
other hand to the misunderstanding of the Church as a Christian mystery
religion. The question arises, what it was that prevented Christianity
from presenting itself to the Hellenistic world as a Christian mystery
religion. What was it in itsinheritance that proved resistant to an
assimilation of this kind?

The view of the Christian faith as a mystery religion takes pal pable form
for usin that ecstatic Hellenistic fervor with which Paul finds himself
embroiled in Corinth.(I am here following E. Kéasemann’s studiesin
exegetical theology.) Y et the various hymns and fragments of
confessions in the Pauline and deutero-Pauline epistles also show that
similar ideas presumably lay at the root of the whole Christian outlook
where it came within the influence of the Hellenistic mystery religions.
It is generally a question here of the influence exerted upon Christianity
by the epiphany religion of the time, of which it can be said:
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‘Since the man of myth lives only for the present, epiphany isfor him
already fulfillment. Eschatological thinking is foreign to him.’ (Elpidius
Pax, op. cit., p. 266) The influence of thiskind of piety shows itself not
only as aformal element in the self-presentation of Christianity on
Hellenistic soil, but quite certainly extends also to the understanding of
the event of Christ. The Christ event can here be understood in awholly
non-eschatological way as epiphany of the eternal present in the form of
the dying and rising Kyrios of the cultus. Then, however, the place of
the scriptural authentication is taken by the cultic epiphany as proof of
its own self in atimeless sense. Baptism into the death and resurrection
of Christ then means that the goal of redemption is already attained, for
in this baptism eternity is sacramentally present. The believing
participant is transposed from the realm of death, of constraining forces
and of the old aeon of transience into the eternally present realm of
freedom, of heavenly life and of resurrection. All that now remains for
him on earth isto exhibit his new, heavenly nature in freedom. In the
sacramental and spiritual presence of Christ, resurrection from the dead
is already imparted to the receivers and is eternally present to them. The
earthly body and the things of the world fade away to become for them
an unreal semblance, in the disregarding of which they must give proof
of their heavenly freedom.(* Schniewind, ‘Die Leugner der Auferstehung
in Korinth’, in Nachgelassne und Aufsatze, 1952, pp. 110 ff.; E.
Kéasemann, ‘Zum Thema der urchristlichen Apokalyptik’, ZTK 59, 1962,
p. 277.) ‘Among these Gentile Christians, as | Corinthians amply shows,
thereisatotal view of the tradition at work within aframework of ideas
which is not -- as with Paul himself -- that of the primitive Christian
eschatology of the early Jewish tradition, but manifestly that of
Hellenistic ideas of epiphany. Asaresult of this, all religious thought
and experience is so strongly oriented towards the ever present event of
the coming of the Spirit as the epiphanous presentation of the exalted
Kyrios, that the content of the eschatologically oriented tradition is
included within this total view.’ (*U. Wilckens, ‘ Der Ursprung der
Uberlieferung der Erscheinung des Auferstandenen’, in Dogma und
Denkstruktur, 1063, p. 61.)

What is the relation between this Christian mystery religion, which we
have here only roughly outlined, and the primitive Christian apocalyptic
expectations that were kindled by the riddle and the open question of the
Easter appearance of Jesus? Did the original apocalyptic already contain
the conditions of its possible transformation into terms of the epiphany
piety of Hellenistic mystery religion? Did Hellenistic mystery religionin
its Christian form still remain what it originally was?
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It is plain that the ecstasy of Christian mystery religion hasits
presupposition in an apocalyptic ecstasy which was a feature of
primitive Christianity, and which thought to perceive in the experience
of the Spirit the fulfillment of long awaited promises. This non-
Hellenistic, apocalyptic ecstasy, which arose from the consciousness of
living in the age of the fulfillment of the divine promises, was then
certainly able later on to identify this fulfillment with the timeless
epiphany of the eternal presence of God. It was theologically able to take
the original, temporal and teleological statements about the fulfillment
of promises and translate them into timeless types of the presence of the
eternal. It was therefore also able vice versa, in face of the Greek search
for the eternal present in the mystery cults, to offer the cult of Christ as
the true presence of the eternal. Thusit isareciprocal process, whose
result could be a ‘ presentative eschatology’ on the one hand, but also on
the other hand a‘ presence of eternity’. The ecstatic eschatology of
fulfillment could present itself in Greek terms, and the Greek idea of the
presence of eternity could offer itself as a fulfillment of eschatological
expectations. Thus even the Christian mystery religion still retained the
appeal of finality and uniqueness, even when the explicit connection
with the old eschatological hopes for the future was lost. Y et the
temporally final (das Endzeitliche) now became the conclusively final
(das Endguiltige), and the conclusively final became the eternal.(‘ This
transformation has been very acutely perceived by H. von Soden. Cf.
Urchristentum und Geschichte 1951, p. 29 ‘ Christianity was of course
originally a message of the end of the world, of the new, heavenly aeon,
and to that extent was critical of all culture. Yet it wasjust the strictly
transcendental view of the new aeon, as arenewal that wasto be
miraculously brought about by God, that caused the critical attitude
towards the old, existing aeon to be in practice extremely conservative.
The existing order of things, as being the temporally final order, was felt
to be historically speaking the conclusively final order. . . . Itis
extremely important to be clear about this most peculiar view in early
Christianity of the temporally final as the conclusively final, in other
words the transformation of the temporally final into the conclusively
final, of the transient into the immutable; and thus to be clear that the
eschatological revolution necessarily worked out as a most conservative
force....") Inthelight of this process of transformation it is possible to
understand the early Church’s passion for absoluteness; for with the
departure from the eschatological categories of expectation the Church
did not by any means turn itself into arelative body among the existing
religions and cults, but took its confession of the one God, which could
then be formulated in the terms of Greek metaphysics, and combined it
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quite definitely with a passionate assertion of the final and unique
revelation of the one and only God in Christ. This process of
transformation, which has often been described, took place not so much
on the ground of an eschatology that had been abandoned because of the
delayed parousia of Christ and the disappointed hopes of his nearness, as
rather on the ground of an ecstasy of fulfillment which took the eschaton
that was to be expected and transformed it into the presence of eternity
as experienced in cultus and in spirit. It was not so much disappointed
hopes but rather the supposed fulfillment of all hopes that led the acute
Hellenization of Christianity but also to the acute Christianizing of
Hellenism. ‘ Expectation of the nearness of Christ and his parousia has
now become meaningless, because all that apocalyptic still hoped for
appears to be already realized.’ (E. Késemann, ZTK 59, 1962, p. 278.)

What are the consequences of this view of presentative eschatology as
the presence of eternity? The event of promise, which iswhat the life
and teaching, dying and raising of Jesus were held to be, now becomes
an event of redemption, which can be subsequently repeated in the
cultusin the form of a mystery drama. The sacramental event bestows
participation in the dying and rising of the God. The solemn
representation regarded the raising of Jesus as his enthronement as
exated Kyrios and took it to be already completed and therefore now
awaiting only representation. ‘In place of the hidden Lord of the world,
who in truth is as yet only designated as such and whose return in glory
to assume earthly power is still awaited by the Church, we have the Lord
who now already reigns over all forces and powers and thus over the
world hitherto dominated by them.’ (Ibid., p. 278.) With this change from
the apocalyptic of the promised and still outstanding lordship of Christ
to the cultic presence of his eternal, heavenly lordship there goes at the
same time also a waning of theological interest in the cross. The
resurrection of Jesus is regarded as his exaltation and enthronement and
isrelated to hisincarnation. To be sure, his humiliation even to the cross
can be understood as the perfecting of hisincarnation, by means of
which he draws all things into the sphere of hislordship, yet the crossis
in thisway made only atransitional stage on his way to heavenly
lordship. The cross does not remain until the fulfillment of the eschaton
the abiding key-signature of hislordship in the world. If his resurrection
Is understood in this sense as his heavenly enthronement, then the
sacramental event which represents him in the cultus becomes a parallel
to hisincarnation and is taken as an earthly adumbration and
accomplishment of his heavenly lordship, his heavenly lifein theream
of the things that are earthly, transient and split up into a multitude of

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1891 (18 of 83) [2/4/03 8:40:35 PM]



Theology of Hope
forces.

History thus loses its eschatological direction. It isnot therealm in
which men suffer and hope, groaning and travailing in expectation of
Christ’s future for the world, but it becomes the field in which the
heavenly lordship of Christ isdisclosed in Church and sacrament. In
place of the eschatological ‘not yet’ (noch nicht) we have a cultic ‘ now
only’ (nur noch), and this becomes the key-signature of history post
Christum. It is understandable that this disclosure of the eternal,
heavenly lordship of Christ can then be regarded as a continuation of his
incarnation. Here the transient continues in the light of the intransigent
things of heaven, the mortal continuesin the light of the immortal things
of heaven, and what is split up into multiplicity istransfigured in the
lordship of the divinely one. A future expectation which is expressed
sacramentally and in terms of salvation history takes the place of that of
earthly eschatology: the Church gradually permeates the world with
heavenly truth, with powers of heavenly life and with heavenly
salvation. The world is led by the one Church to the Christ who is one
with the one God, and is thus brought to unity and salvation. The
eschatological expectation of what has ‘not yet’ happened becomes a
noetic expectation of the universal disclosure and glorification of what
has aready happened in heaven. The old apocalyptic dualism which
distinguished the passing aeon from the coming aeon is transformed into
ametaphysical dualism which understands the coming as the eternal and
the passing as transience. Instead of citizens of the coming kingdom we
have a people redeemed from heaven. Instead of the citizens of the
passing aeon we have those that are earthly and of the world. And
finaly, the cross becomes a timeless sacrament of martyrdom which
perfects the martyr and unites him with the heavenly Christ.

With these few examples we can let the matter rest. The trend towards
early Catholicism and the life and thought of the ancient Church is plain.
The ecstasy of eschatological fulfillment in the Christ event isthe
presupposition for this process of the transformation of Christianity into
an ecstatic form of Hellenistic mystery religion and into an ecumenical
world Church. Thisform of ‘presentative eschatology’, this religion of
the presence of the eternal whose eschatological determination is now
only subliminal, can be called an eschatologia gloriae, if it is still
possible to comprehend it in eschatological categories at all.

In this context Paul’ s passionate polemic against Hellenistic ecstasy in
Corinth acquires an abiding significance, as do also his correctivesto
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that Hellenistic type of Christian theology which afterwards became
standard. His criticism clearly has two focal points. For one thing, there
Is an ‘eschatological proviso’ (E. Kéasemann, ZTK 59, 1962, p. 279.)
which he maintains against this fulfillment ecstasy. It consists of the so-
called ‘relics of apocalyptic theology’ which assert themselvesin his
view of the resurrection of Christ, of the sacrament, of the presence of
the Spirit, of the earthly obedience of the believer, and of coursein his
future expectations. And secondly, thereis his theology of the cross, in
which he opposes the ecstasy that abandons the earth on which that cross
stands. Thereis a profound material connection between these two
starting points of his criticism. We shall therefore call the basis of his
criticism the eschatologia crucis, meaning by this both objectionsin
one.

When Bultmann interprets Paul by seeing the heart of Pauline theology
in Paul’ s anthropological and existentialist interpretation of the
peculiarity of presentative eschatology, then he has undoubtedly
discovered an important modification of the theology of the eternal
present, but not really afundamental alternative to it. Presentative
eschatology can appear equally well both in mythological dressandin
existentialist interpretation. The ‘ presence of eternity’ can be expressed
both in the language of world-picture and myth, and can also be stated in
paradoxical terms as a nunc aeternumin the history of existence. If
Pauline criticism consisted merely in this transposition, then it would
certainly contain an important modification of the theology of the
Hellenistic church, but not atruly transforming corrective. But now, the
polemic in which Paul attacks Hellenism is marked both by a new
recognition of the significance of the cross of Christ and also by anew
recognition of atruly futurist eschatology, and thus becomes a criticism
of presentative eschatology as such.(E. Késemann, ZTK 54, 1957, p.14.)
‘The apostle’ s anti-ecstatic struggle, however, isin the last and deepest
analysis fought out in the name of apocalyptic.’(‘ E. Késemann, ZTK 59,
1962, p. 279.) This does not refer to mere repetitions or tiresome relics
of late Jewish apocalyptic in Paul, but means his own apocalyptic, which
iskindled by an eschatology of the cross and is therefore hostile to every
eschatological ecstasy of fulfillment.

Against the uniting of the believer with the dying and rising Lord of the
cultus after the fashion of the mysteries Paul asserts an eschatol ogical
distinction: baptism is the means of participation in the Christ event of
the crucifixion and death of Christ. Fellowship with Christ is fellowship
in suffering with the crucified Christ. The baptized are dead with Christ,
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if they are baptized into his death. But they are not already risen with
him and translated into heaven in the perfect tense of the cultus. They
attain participation in the resurrection of Christ by new obedience, which
unfoldsitself in the realm of the hope of resurrection. In the power of the
Spirit who raised Christ from the dead, they can obediently take upon
them the sufferings of discipleship and in these very sufferings await the
future glory. ‘ Participation in the resurrection is spoken of not in the
perfect, but in the future tense.’ (Ibid.) Christ is risen and beyond the
reach of death, yet hisfollowers are not yet beyond the reach of death,
but it is only through their hope that they here attain to participation in
the life of the resurrection. Thus resurrection is present to them in hope
and as promise. Thisis an eschatological presentness of the future, not a
cultic presence of the eternal. The believer does not already in the cultus
and in spirit find full participation in the lordship of Christ, but heisled
by hope into the tensions and antitheses of obedience and suffering in
the world. The life of everyday accordingly becomes the sphere of the
true service of God (Rom. 12.1 ff.). Inasmuch as call and promise point
the believer on the way of obedience in the body and on earth, earth and
the body are set within the horizon of the expectation of the coming
lordship of Christ. ‘ The reality of the new life stands or falls with the
promise that God remains faithful and does not abandon hiswork.’ (‘ E.
Kéasemann, ‘ Paulus und der Frihkatholizismus', ZTK 60, 1963 p. 83.)
Hence the trials of the body and the opposition of the world are not
understood as signs of a paradoxical presence of the eternal but are
accepted in terms of seeking after, and calling for, the coming freedom
in the kingdom of Christ. Thisisnot ‘now only’ the sphere of transience,
in which the believer has to demonstrate his heavenly freedom, but it is
the reality in which the

Church along with the whole creation groans for its redemption from the
powers of annihilation in the future of Christ and earnestly awaits it
(Rom. 8.18 ff.). The imperative of the Pauline call to new obedienceis
accordingly not to be understood merely as a summons to demonstrate
the indicative of the new being in Christ, but it has also its
eschatological presupposition in the future that has been promised and is
to be expected -- the coming of the Lord to judge and to reign. Hence it
ought not to be rendered merely by saying: ‘Become what you are!’, but
emphatically also by saying: ‘Become what you will be!’

The believer is given not the eternal Spirit of heaven, but the
eschatological ‘earnest of the Spirit’ -- of the Spirit, moreover, who has
raised Christ from the dead and will quicken our mortal bodies (Rom.
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8.11). For the word which |eads the believer into the truth is promise of
eterna life, but not yet that life itself. The observance of this
eschatological distinction manifests itself also in the apostle’s
Christology. If in | Cor. 15.3-5 he takes over a primitive Christian
tradition of the resurrection kerygma, yet his expositions of it in the
verses that follow are nevertheless original. He extends the picture into
the future and shows what is to be expected because with the
resurrection of Christ it isheld in prospect and has been made a certainty
(I Cor. 15.25): ‘He must reign, till he hath put all enemies under his
feet.’ (Paul’ s eschatol ogical thinking always combines the perfect tense
of the raising of Jesus with the future tense of the eschatological future.
Both are seen m a context in which each is the ground of the other. The
primitive Christian confession, ‘that Jesus died and isrisen’, is thus
expounded in away totally different from the mystery cult of the dying
and rising God. The Christ event is presented within the framework of
an eschatological expectation of what isto come, and the future
expectation is grounded in the Christ event. | Thess. 4.54 (‘if we believe
that Jesus died and rose again, even so them also which sleep in Jesus
will God bring with him’) isas typical of thisasisthe exposition of the
confession of | Cor. 15.3-5in| Cor. 15.20 ff. In all this, the connection
between the resurrection of Jesus and the future which is expected is
neither uniformly apocalyptic nor uniformly christological, but mutually
complementary: If there is no resurrection of the dead, then neither is
Christ risen. If Christ isrisen, then the dead will rise and Christ ‘ must’
reign over al his enemies, including also death. It isnot a (‘must’) in
terms of salvation history, but one that discloses the future necessity and
future tendency inherent in the event of the resurrection of Jesus. That is
why it is linked not to the expectation of afate, asin apocalyptic, but to
the Kyrios title of Jesus. Cf. U. Wilckens, ‘Der Ursprung der
Uberlieferung. . ., in Dogma und Denkstruktur 1963, pp. 55 ff.) This
shows that in the future possibilities there is an element of necessity in
the sense that they can be relied on and are to be expected. The
tendencies and latent implications in the resurrection event are drawn
out into the future opened up by it. With the raising of Jesus all has not
yet been done. The end of death’s domination is still outstanding. The
overcoming of all opposition to God is still outstanding in that future
reality of which Paul saysthat ‘God will beall inall’ (I Cor. 15.28).
Finally, even the coming world lordship of Christ over al his enemies
can once again be eschatologically surpassed, in that not even his
lordship isinitself the eternal presence of God, but has an
eschatologically provisional character in which it serves the sole and all-
embracing lordship of God.
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When these perspectives are borne in mind, then it becomes clear that
the Easter appearances of the risen Christ are not covered by the
theological answer that he is the presence of the eternal, but require the
development of anew eschatology. The resurrection has set in motion an
eschatologically determined process of history, whose goal isthe
annihilation of death in the victory of the life of the resurrection, and
which ends in that righteousness in which God receivesin all things his
due and the creature thereby findsits salvation. It is only from the
standpoint of a presentative eschatology or atheology of the eternal
present that the eschatological and anticipatory thinking displayed by
Paul in | Cor. 15 can be regarded as a rel apse into outmoded apocalyptic
mythology. Y et it isnot by an existentialist interpretation of the religion
of the eternal present that the mythology of that religion is overcome,
but only an eschatology of promise can overcome its mythical and
Illusionary view of the world and of human existence, because it alone
takes thetrials, the contradictions and the godlessness of thisworld
seriously in ameaningful way, because it makes faith and obedience
possible in the world not by regarding the contradictions as of no
account, but by enabling us to believe and obey on the ground of our
hope in the overcoming of these contradictions by God. Faith does not
come to its own in becoming radically unworldly, but by hopeful
outgoing into the world it becomes a benefit to the world. By accepting
the cross, the suffering and the death of Christ, by taking upon it the
trials and struggles of obedience in the body and surrendering itself to
the pain of love, it proclaimsin the everyday world the future of the
resurrection, of life and the righteousness of God. The future of the
resurrection comesto it asit takes upon itself the cross. Thusthe
eschatology of the future and the theology of the cross are interwoven. It
Is neither that futuristic eschatology isisolated, asin late Jewish
apocalyptic, nor does the cross become the mark of the paradoxical
presence of eternity in every moment, asin Kierkegaard. The
eschatological expectation of the all-embracing lordship of Christ for the
corporeal, earthly world brings the clear perception and acceptance of
the distinction of the cross and the resurrection.

Finally, it should be noticed that Paul is not so much concerned with a
compromise between presentative and futuristic eschatology, that is,
with a compromise between apocalyptic and Hellenism. Rather, the
content of the Hellenistic idea of the presence of the eternal is futurized
by him and applied to the still outstanding eschaton. That all-embracing
truth in which the creature comes into saving harmony with God, that all-
embracing righteousness in which God receives hisduein al things and
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all becomeswell, that glory of God in whose reflected light all things are
transfigured and the hidden face of man disclosed -- all thisis set by

Paul within the realm of hope in that future to which faith looks forward
on the ground of the raising of the crucified Lord. The fullness of all
things from God, in God and to God lies for him in the still outstanding
fulfillment of the promises guaranteed in Christ. ‘ Eternal presence’ is
therefore the eschatological, future goal of history, not its inmost
essence. Creation is therefore not the things that are given and lie to
hand, but the future of these things, the resurrection and the new being.

God is not somewhere in the Beyond, but he is coming and as the
coming One heis present. He promises a new world of all-embracing
life, of righteousness and truth, and with this promise he constantly calls
thisworld in question -- not because to the eye of hopeit is as nothing,
but because to the eye of hope It is not yet what it has the prospect of
being. When the world and the human nature bound up with it are called
In question in this way, then they become ‘historic’, for they are staked
upon, and submitted to the crisis of, the promised future. Where the new
begins, the old becomes manifest. Where the new is promised, the old
becomes transient and surpassable. Where the new is hoped for and
expected, the old can be left behind. Thus *history’ arisesin the light of
its end, in the things which happen because of, and become perceptible
through, the promise that lights up the way ahead. Eschatology does not
disappear in the quicksands of history, but it keeps history moving by its
criticism and hope; it isitself something like a sort of quicksand of
history from afar. The impression of general transience that comes of
looking back sorrowfully upon the things that cannot endure, hasin
actual fact as such nothing to do with history. Rather, that transience is
historic which comes of hope, of exodus, of setting out towards the
promised, not yet visible future. The reason why the Church of Christ
has here no ‘ continuing city’ is, that it seeks the ‘city to come’ and
therefore goes forth without the camp to bear the reproach of Christ. The
reason for its here having no continuing city is not that in history thereis
nothing that continues at all. In the eyes of Christian hope the epithet
‘transient’ belongs not only to the things which we generally feel are
destined to pass away, but it sees as transient those very things which are
generally felt to be always there and to cause the transience of all life,
namely, evil and death. Death becomes transient in the promised
resurrection. Sin becomes transient in the justification of the sinner and
the righteousness for which we have to hope.

It is neither that history swallows up eschatology (Albert Schweitzer)
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nor does eschatology swallow up history (Rudolf Bultmann). The logos
of the eschaton is promise of that which is not yet, and for that reason it
makes history. The promise which announces the eschaton, and in which
the eschaton announces itself; is the motive power, the mainspring, the
driving force and the torture of history.

5. The ‘Death of God’ and the Resurrection of Christ

Christianity stands or falls with the reality of the raising of Jesus from
the dead by God. In the New Testament there is no faith that does not
start a priori with the resurrection of Jesus. Paul is clearly taking over a
basic form of the primitive Christian confession when he saysin Rom.
10.9: ‘If thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt
believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt
be saved.” The confession to the person of Jesus as the Lord and the
confession to the work of God who raised him from the dead belong
Inseparably together, although the two formulae do not coincide but
mutually expound each other. A Christian faith that is not resurrection
faith can therefore be called neither Christian nor faith. It isthe
knowledge of the risen Lord and the confession to him who raised him
that form the basis on which the memory of the life, work, sufferings
and death of Jesusis kept alive and presented in the gospels. It isthe
recognition of the risen Christ that givesrise to the Church’s recognition
of itsown commission in the mission to the nations. It isthe
remembrance of his resurrection that is the ground of the inclusive hope
in the universal future of Christ. The central statements of the primitive
Christian missionary proclamation are therefore: |. *God has raised the
crucified Jesus from the dead’ (Acts 2.24 3.15; 5.31; | Cor. 15.4; and
frequently elsewhere). 2. * Of thiswe are witnesses.” 3. Inhimis
grounded the future of righteousness for sinners and the future of life for
those subject to death. The fact, the witness and the eschatological hope
belong together in the Easter kerygma. It istrue that in the different
angles of approach adopted in more detailed study of the circumstances,
Ideas and expectations they can be distinguished, but they cannot be
separated from each other. The question, ‘What can | know of the
historical facts? cannot here be separated from the ethical and
existential question, ‘What am | to do? and from the eschatol ogi cal
question, ‘What may | hope for? -- just as the other questionsin turn
cannot be isolated. Only when concerted attention is given to these three
questions does the redlity of the resurrection disclose itself.

When the question of the reality of the resurrection is raised today, then
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it mostly takes the form: Is he risen? In what modus of esseisthe reality
of the resurrection to be understood? Is he risen in the sense of areality
accessible to ‘historical science’ ? Is herisen in the sense of areality
belonging to the history of ideas and traditions? s he risen in the sense
of areality that affects our own existence? Is he risen in the sense of a
wishful reality of human longings and hopes?

The question of the redlity of the resurrection of Christ can thus be asked
in the light of a number of very different views of reality that are
possible today. Hence it is not only the nature of the reality of the
resurrection that stands in question, but also the reality on the basis of
which the question of the reality of the resurrection is shaped, motivated
and formulated.

We shall therefore have to try first of al to discover the point of
approach at which the answer to the question of the reality of the
resurrection of Christ can become plain. This approach cannot be by any
single question within the context of those that can be asked on the basis
of reality today, but it can only be a question which embraces the whole
modern experience of the world, of self and of the future -- a question
which we ourselves constitute with our whole reality. If the question of
the reality of the resurrection istied down, say, to the question of the
relevance and significance of this piece of church teaching, or to the
question of the historical probability of the fact of Jesus’ resurrection, or
to the question of itsreal meaning for heart and conscience, or to the
question of the hopes it may possibly contain, then the situation out of
which the question arises and towards which it is directed is tacitly |eft
asit was and ssmply taken for granted. It might well be, however, that
the recognition of the reality of the resurrection calls this very situation
In question.

Now of courseit isdifficult to find a single designation for the situation
out of which the question of the reality of the resurrection of Christ can
arise one way or another today. Yet it is no accident when this situation
Isinterpreted by expounding the statement of Hegel and Nietzsche:

‘God isdead.’
For that is not merely a statement of philosophical metaphysics or of
theology, but is one which aso seemsto lie at the foundations of modern

experience of self and the world and to provide the ground for the
atheism that characterizes the methods of science. All possible questions
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asto the reality of the resurrection which are asked in such away asto
define thisreality in ‘historical’ or ‘existentialist’ or ‘utopian’ terms,
have their ground in the a-theistic form of the historian’s view of history,
of man’sview of himself; and of his utopian view of the future. In none
of these ways of dealing with reality does the idea of God thrust itself
upon us as necessary. It has become partly superfluous, partly optional --
at al eventsin itstraditional theological and metaphysical form. Hence
the proclamation of the raising of Jesus from the dead by God has aso
become partly superfluous, partly optional, aslong as ‘God’ is
understood as something that is known to us from history, from the
world or from human existence. Only when along with the knowledge of
the resurrection of Jesus the *God of the resurrection’ can be shown to
be ‘God’ in terms of the ‘death of God' that has become familiar to us
from history, from the world and from our own existence -- only thenis
the proclamation of the resurrection, and only then are faith and hope in
the God of promise, something that is necessary, that isnew, that is
possible in an objectively real sense.

The origin of the impression that ‘God is dead’ gives some indication of
this. The early romantic poet Jean Paul in his nightmare vision, ‘Die
Rede des toten Christus vom Weltgebaude herab, dass kein Gott sci’
(‘Address by the Dead Christ from the Heights of the Cosmic System to
the Effect that there isno God’), placed this statement appropriately on
the lips of the risen and returning Christ.(Cf. the text in G. Bornkamm,
Studien zu Antike und Urchristentum, 1959, pp. 245 ff.) He himself
wished only to give an idea of how it would feel if atheism were true --
yet he had a greater effect than any other upon the romanticist nihilism
of modern times. His marks are found in Stifter, Keller, Dostoievsky and
Nietzsche. Heine's MOnche des Atheismus, the martyrsin F. Schlegel’s
Diktatur des Nichts, and also Dostoievski’ s The Possessed, were all
influenced by him.(W. Rehm, Experimentum medietatis. Sudien zur
Geistes- und Literaturgeschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts, 1947, now partly
reprinted in Jean Paul -- Dostojewski. Zur dichterischen Gestaltung des
Unglaubens, 1962.) The setting of Jean Paul’ s piece is the hour of the
Last Judgment. The Christ who is awaited by the dead comes and
proclaims: ‘ Thereis no God. | was mistaken. Everywhereis only stark,
staring nothing, the death rigor of infinity. Eternity liesin chaos, gnaws
at it and turns self-ruminant.” Thisvision is like acommentary on | Cor.
15.13 ff. Hence it is significant that the message, ‘ Thereisno God', is
proclaimed in terms of despair of the hope of resurrection. It is plain that
for Jean Paul the reality of God and the hope of resurrection depend on
each other both for faith and for unbelief.
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Hegel in 1802 described the ‘death of God’ as the basic feeling of the
religion of modern times and saw in it a new interpretation of Good
Friday: ‘ The pure notion, however, or infinity as the abyss which engulfs
all being, must take the infinite pain -- which till now was historic only
in culture and in the form of the feeling upon which the religion of
modern times rests, the feeling that God himself is dead (that feeling
which was merely empirically expressed, so to speak, in Pascal’ s words:
‘lanature est telle qu’ elle marque partout un Dieu perdu et dans
I"homme et hors de |’ homme’) -- and designate it purely as an element,
but also no more than an element, of the highest idea, and so givea
philosophical existence to that which, as could also happen, was either a
moral demand for sacrifice of empirical being or else the concept of
formal abstraction, and thereby restore to philosophy the idea of absolute
freedom, thus taking absol ute suffering, or the speculative Good Friday
which was otherwise historical, and restoring it in nothing less than the
full truth and stringency of its godlessness, out of which stringency
alone -- because the cheerful, more unfathomable and more individual
aspects of the dogmatic philosophies and of the nature religions must
disappear -- the highest totality can and must rise again in all its
seriousness and from its deepest foundation, as also al-embracingly, and
in the most cheerful freedom of form’ (Glauben und Wissen, in op. cit.,
pp. 123f.). Hegel meant by this that modern atheism and nihilism, which
causes the disappearance of al dogmatic philosophies and all nature
religions, can be understood as a universalizing of the historic Good
Friday of the god-forsakenness of Jesus, so that it becomes a speculative
Good Friday of the forsakenness of all that is. Only then does
resurrection, as a resurrection of the totality of being out of nothing, and
only then does the birth of freedom and cheerfulness out of infinite pain,
become a prospect necessary to al that is. If the modern a-theistic world
thus comes to stand in the shadow of Good Friday, and Good Friday is
conceived by it as the abyss of nothingness that engulfs all being, then
there arises on the other hand the possibility of conceiving this
foundering world in theological terms as an element in the process of the
now all-embracing and universal revelation of God in the cross and
resurrection of reality. Then the stringency of the world’s god-
forsakennessis not in itself enough to ruin it, but its ruination comes
only when it abstracts the element of the expending and death of God
from the dialectical process of God and fastens on that. The romanticist
nihilism of the ‘death of God’, like the methodical atheism of science
(etsi Deus non daretur), is an element that has been isolated from the
diaectical process and is therefore no longer engaged in the movement
of the process to which it belongs. From the theological standpoint one
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thing at least is unforgettably plain in Hegel -- that the resurrection and
the future of God must manifest themselves not only in the case of the
god-forsakenness of the crucified Jesus, but also in that of the god-
forsakenness of the world.(For an exposition cf. G. Rohrmoser.
ubjektivitat und Verdinglichung, 1961, pp. 83 ff.; K. Lowith, ‘Hegels
Aufhebung der christlichen Religion’, in Einsichten: Festschrift fur G.
Kriger, 1962, pp. 156 ff.)

This speculative dialectic even in the very matter of God or the highest
idea had aready €luded the grasp of Kierkegaard. Kierkegaard returned
to the dualism of Kant and radicalized it. The age of infinite reflection
no longer alows of any objective certainty in regard to the being or the
self-motion of objects. Doubt and criticism do away with all mediation
of the absolute in the objective. Thus all that remainsis, in irreconcilable
dialectic, the paradoxical antithesis of atheoretical atheism and an
existential inner life, of objective godlessness and subjective piety. The
inner life of the immediate and unmediated relationship of existence and
transcendence goes hand in hand with contempt for outward things as
absurd, meaningless and godless. Kierkegaard's ‘individual’ falls out of
the dialectic of mediation and reconciliation and falls back upon pure
immediacy. His‘inner life’ is, even to the extent of verbal paralels, the
“unhappy consciousness of Hegel’ s Phenomenol ogy of Mind, only
isolated from Hegel’ s dialectic and abstracted from its movement. When
the unhappy consciousness of the ‘beautiful soul’ fastens upon itself and
seeksin its own inward immediacy all that is glorious along with all that
Is transcendent, then at the same time it fastens down the world of
objectsto rigid immutability and sanctions its inhuman and godless
conditions. Since no reconciliation between the inward and the outward
can be hoped for, it is aso pointless to expend oneself on the pain of the
negative, to take upon oneself the cross of reality. The god-forsaken-
ness and absurdity of aworld that has become a calculable world of
wares and techniques can now serve only as a negative urge towards the
attaining of pure inwardness. This diaectic that has frozen into an
eternal paradox isthe mark of romanticism and of all romanticist

theol ogy.

A different exposition of the statement, ‘God is dead’, appearsin
Nietzsche and Feuerbach. ‘God is dead! God stays dead! And it iswe
who havekilled him! . . . Is not the greatness of this deed too great for
us? Must we not ourselves become gods, if we are to appear worthy of
It? There was never a greater deed -- and whosoever is born after us
belongs because of this deed to a history higher than any history wasttill
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now!” [F. Nietzsche, Die frohliche Wissenschaft, No. 125.] Here the
death of God is ascribed to man, who has killed him, not to God's
expending of his own self God' s death is the exaltation of man above
himself. History, which man takes into his own hands, is built upon the
corpse of God. The cross becomes the symbol of the victory of man over
God and himself. ‘Dead are all gods: let us now see the superman live!’
When the feeling of the modern age that God is dead is thus based on
saying that we have killed him, then thisisin very close proximity to
Feuerbach’ s abolition of God through which man is said to come to
himself. Only, Nietzsche is thinking of an event and of a new destiny
given to our being, and not merely of are-subjectifying of religious
objectifications. The result is not man’s coming to himself in his sensual
presence and immediacy, but man’ s self-transcendence and hisrising
beyond himself. Y et even here in Nietzsche the place which for
metaphysical thinking would belong to God, as being the place of
effective cause, is now no longer experienced in the passivity of the
human subject, but in his activity (M. Heidegger, Holzwege, 1957, pp.
236 ff.). The ‘world’ isthe projection and object of our subjectivity. Itis
consequently *‘disenchanted’ to become the material for possible
changes. It isno longer able to reconcile our subjectivity with itself The
all-powerful self becomes abstract identity. This new self-transcendence
in the experience of being able to dominate the world is. to be sure, the
end of all cosmologica metaphysics and theology, but not by any means
the end of metaphysics as such, for it contains a metaphysic of
subjectivity. Its ‘atheism’ is merely theoretic atheism in regard to the
world of objects. The subject, on the other hand -- that fundamentum
inconcussum which is so certain of itself in all human activity --
arrogates to itself all the traditional divine predicates of metaphysics and
theology (causa sui in Feuerbach and Marx, transcendencein
Nietzsche). If Christian faith is given its theological homein this
subjectivity, then it inevitably becomes a creatrix divinitatis, a god-
creating and god-venturing force. This faith -- mysticism becomes the
necessary complement of the mathematics which man uses to prescribe
to the world itslaws. This means, however, that here, too, we have an
exposition of the statement, ‘ God is dead’, which returnsin the end to
those antitheses in the modern consciousness which Hegel’ s dialectic
was meant to reconcile. Hegel had addressed himself both to the
banishing of God from the world on the part of mathematics and to the
corresponding rise of man to the throne of immediate subjectivity, and
had sought to understand and accept both of these as elementsin the
process of the self-movement of absolute Spirit. The following
sentences, in which Feuerbach characterizes Hegel’ s solution and seeks
to reduce it ad absurdum, give much food for theological thought:
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‘Hegel’ s philosophy was the last great attempt to restore alost and
ruined Christianity by means of philosophy -- whereby, asis general in
recent times, the negation of Christianity isidentified with Christianity
itself. This contradiction is obscured and hidden from sight in Hegel
only by turning the negation of God, or atheism, into an objective
determination of God -- God is defined as a process, and atheism as an
element in this process. But just as the faith that is reconstructed on the
basis of unbelief isno true faith, because it is constantly entrammelled
with its opposite, so the God who reconstructs himself on the basis of his
own negation is no true God, but on the contrary a self-contradictory,
atheistic God' (Grundsatze der Philosophie der Zukunft, 1843, § 21).

Here it becomes plain that Feuerbach knows only the God of dogmatic
philosophy and nature religion, for it is only this God who in his abstract
identity can be reduced to man. Christian faith, however, constantly rises
on the ground of the conquest of unbelief and has the latter always at its
sideto vex it. Therisen Christ is and remains the crucified Christ. The
God who in the event of the cross and resurrection reveals himself as
‘the same’ is the God who reveals himself in his own contradiction. Out
of the night of the ‘death of God’ on the cross, out of the pain of the
negation of himself, he is experienced in the resurrection of the crucified
one, in the negation of the negation, as the God of promise, as the
coming God. If ‘atheism’ findsits radical form in the recognition of the
universal significance of Good Friday, then it isafact that the God of
the resurrection isin some sort an ‘a-theistic’ God. Thisis presumably
also what Dietrich Bonhoeffer means -- in Hegel’ s sense, and not in
Feuerbach’s -- when he writes: ‘ And we cannot be honest unless we
recognize that we have to live in the world "etsi deus non daretur”. And
thisisjust what we do recognize -- before God! . . . God would have us
know that we must live as men who manage our lives without him. The
God who iswith usisthe God who forsakes us. . . . Before God and with
God we live without God. God lets himself be pushed out of the world
on to the cross. He isweak and powerlessin the world, and that is
precisely the way, the only way, in which heiswith us and helps
us.(Widerdstand und Ergebung, 1951, pp. 241 f.; ET by R. H. Fuller:
Letters and Papers from Prison (1953), 3rd ed. revised by F. Clarke,
1967, p. 196.) Only, the god-forsakenness of the cross cannot, asin
Hegel, be made into an element belonging to the divine process and thus
immanent in God. A theology of the dialectical self-movement of
absolute Spirit would then be only a modification of the dialectical
epiphany of the eternal as subject. Hegel attempted to reconcile faith and
knowledge -- but at the price of doing away with the historicity of the
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event of revelation and understanding it as an eternal event. ‘ For concept
cancelstime.’ But the cross -- the hiddenness of God and the
independence of man -- isnot at once ‘done away with’ in the logos of
reflection and of consciousness, but is taken up for the time being into
the promise and hope of a still outstanding, real eschaton, whichisa
stimulus to the consciousness but is not resolved into the believing
consciousness. The crossis the mark of an eschatological openness
which is not yet closed by the resurrection of Christ and the spirit of the
Church, but remains open beyond both of these until the future of God
and the annihilation of death. When it is precisely Nietzsche's ‘frantic
man’ who criesincessantly, ‘| seek God’, then that surely pointsin this
direction. It is one thing whether the ‘ death of God’ leadsto the
enthronement of deified man, and quite another thing whether the ‘ death
of God’ causes us, on the ground of our preview of resurrection in the
raising of Christ, to ask, seek and hope for resurrection, life, kingdom
and righteousness and thus, through this asking, seeking and hoping and
the criticism, opposition and suffering that result from them, gives the
world that has established itself upon the corpse of God its proper setting
in the historic process of the future of the truth. The world is then not
engulfed in the abyss of nothingness, but its negative aspects are taken
up into the ‘not yet’ of hope. The world is not stabilized in eternal being,
but is‘held’ inthe ‘not yet being’ of a history open towards the future.

6. The Historical Question of the Resurrection of Christ and the
Questionableness of the Historical Approach to History

The first question regarding the reality of the resurrection of Christ will
always be concerned with the fact which is reported and proclaimed by
the Easter witnesses. Since thisfact is reported as an event -- namely, as
the ‘raising of Jesus from the dead by God' -- the question asto the
reality of thisevent will in the first instance take the form of a historical
question. Even if the witnesses did not attempt after the fashion of
ancient chroniclers or modern historians only to report what happened,
yet they did speak of afact and an event whose reality lay for them
outside their own consciousness and their own faith, whose reality was
indeed the origin of their consciousness in remembrance and hope. They
did not merely wish to tell of their own new self-understanding in the
Easter faith, but in that faith and as aresult of it they reported something
also about the way of Jesus and about the event of the raising of Jesus.
Their statements contain not only existential certainty in the sense of
saying, ‘| am certain,” but also and together with this objective certainty
In the sense of saying, ‘Itiscertain.’” They did not merely proclaim that
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they believe, and what they believe, but therewith and therein also the
fact they have recognized. They are ‘ selfless withesses', so to speak.(For
this expression cf. H. G. Gadamer, ‘ Zur Problematik des
Selbstverstandnisses ,in Einsichten. Festschrift fur G. Kriger, 1962, p.
84.) Hence it is not by any means self-evident that the point of their
statements is the new self-understanding of faith.(Cf. R. Bultmann, Das
Verhaltnis der urchristlichen Christusbotschaft zum historischen Jesus,
1960, p. 27 [ET: ‘The Primitive Christian Kerygma and the Historical
Jesus in The Historical Jesus and the Kerygmatic Christ, ed. and trans.
C. E. Braaten and R. A. Harrisville, 1964, p. 39]; H. Conzelmann, ‘ Jesus
von Nazareth und der Glaube an den Auferstandenen’, in Der
historische Jesus und der kerygmatische Christus, 1961, p.191: ‘The
appearances of the risen Lord are of course understood as taking place in
space and time, that is, in the world. But the question is, what is the
point of the appearances and consequently recounting them. . . . The
point of the statement is simply to affirm the salvation of God as the end
of worldly being.”) Rather, the Easter narratives themselves compel usto
ask about the reality of the event of which they tell. It is not their own
faith, nor the demand for faith or offer of faith bound up with their
proclamation, that constitutes the reality underlying their statements, but
it issolely the reality of the fact declared and proclaimed that must
correspond with their declarations and their proclamation. It would be
foreign to the intention of the Easter texts themselves, if the ‘point’ of
their statements were to be sought solely in the birth of faith. There can
thus be no forbidding the attempt to go behind their kerygma and ask
about the reality which underlies their statements and makes them
dependable and credible.(This has rightly been emphasized by von
Campenhausen, Grass, Pannenberg, Wilckens and others.)

Now these questions as to the certainty of the reality which underlies the
proclamation of the resurrection and makes it legitimate and credible
have al, ever since the collapse of the orthodox way of asserting the
truth, taken the form of historical examination. Thisisin harmony with
the texts, in so far as they themselves speak of an event which can be
dated. But it isaliento thetextsif; and in so far as, the historical form of
the question implies a definite anterior understanding of what is
historically possible, and one which since the birth of the modern age
does not coincide with the understanding which these texts themselves
have of the historically possible as being the divinely possible. The
concept of the historical, of the historically possible and the historically
probable, has been developed in the modern age on the basis of
experiences of history other than the experience of the raising of Jesus
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from the dead -- namely, since the Enlightenment, on the basis of the
experience of man’s ability to calculate history and to make it. The
controversy between the disciples and the Jews was concerned with the
guestion: has God raised him from the dead according to his promises,
or can God according to his promises not have raised him? The modern
controversy on the resurrection, however, is concerned with the question
whether resurrection is historically possible. If, as has frequently been
pointed out, (K. Lowith, Meaning in History, 1949.) it is true that the
experiences of history on the basis of which the concepts of the
historical have been constructed have nowadays an anthropocentric
character, that ‘history’ is here man’s history and man is the real subject
of history in the sense of its metaphysical hypokeimenon, thenitisplain
that on this presupposition the assertion of the raising of Jesus by God is
a‘historicaly’ impossible and therefore a‘ historically’ meaningless
statement. Y et even on this presupposition there is point in asking ‘ how
far and with what degree of probability the actual facts and the actual
course of events can still be ascertained’, (‘ Hans von Campenhausen,
Der Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das leere Grab, 1952, p.7.) even if
that brings us to the limits of the historical as these are prescribed by the
presupposed view of historic fact as such. Enquiries conducted in the
light of the modem concept of the historical lead neither to the
fundamental provability of the resurrection nor to fundamental historical
scepticism. But they prevent theology from postulating ‘ historical’ facts
on dogmatic grounds, and they prevent theology from abandoning the
ground of history altogether in despair. Neither the historian nor the
theologian can allow methods based on the principle that what must not
be cannot be.

But now, the historian who enquires into the reality of the resurrection of
Jesus is confronted in the biblical texts not only by realities of history,
but also with a different outlook on the experience and significance of
history, which sets the event here recounted in adifferent light. The
experience of history which is expressed in the historical approach is
here confronted not merely by events which are more or less well
testified, more or less imaginatively embellished, but this experience of
history is confronted also by a different experience of history. Hence the
historical question asto the reality of the resurrection of Jesus also
recoils upon the historical inquirer and callsin question the basic
experience of history which isthe ground of his historical enquiry. The
historical question asto the historicity of the resurrection of Christis
thereby expanded to include the questionability of the historical
approach to history as such. For in the historical question of the
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resurrection, the texts which tell of the resurrection of Jesus have always
a historical view of the world also brought to bear on them. This latter
must be subjected to questioning in the process of understanding, as
surely as the proclaimed resurrection of Jesusis subjected to historical
guestioning. Let us therefore now consider the way the historical
guestion as to the resurrection of Jesus recoils upon the questioner.

It is generally acknowledged that historical understanding nowadaysis
always analogical understanding and must therefore always remain
within the realm of what is understandable in terms of analogy. This
method of analogy in historical understanding had been ontologically
grounded by E. Troeltsch in the ‘ correlation which exists between all
historical processes . ‘ For the means by which criticism becomes
possible at al isthe application of analogy. The analogy of that which
happens before our eyes. . . isthe key to criticism. Theillusions, . . . the
formation of myths, the deceptions, the party spirit, which we see before
our eyes, are the means of recognizing such things also in the tradition.
Agreement with normal, usual, or at least variously attested, happenings
... aswe know them, is the mark of probability for happenings which
the critic can recognize as really having happened or can leave aside.
The observation of analogies between past events of the same kind
makes it possible to ascribe probability to them and to interpret the
unknown aspects of the one on the basis of the known aspects of the
other. The omnipotence thus attaching to analogy implies, however, the
basic similarity of al historical events, which is not, of course, identity .
.. but presupposes that there is always a common core of similarity, on
the basis of which the differences can be sensed and perceived.’ (E.
Troelsch, ‘Ueber historische und dogmatische Methode’ [1898]
Gesammelte Schriften [1, pp. 729 ff. [esp. p. 731]) If historical
understanding and historical criticism thus depend on the postul ate and
presupposition of afundamental similarity underlying all events, then
historical understanding and historical criticism manifestly depend on a
specific view of the world. In this view of the world, much asin Greek
cosmology, it is presupposed that a‘common core of similarity’
underlies all the changes and chances of history and that ‘al things are
eternally related at heart’. In terms of this core of similarity, however,
the historic now becomes only accidental. Historic events become
understandable when they are conceived as ‘ manifestations’ of this
common core of similarity. This, however, isto put an end to their
nature as events and to abandon the historic character of history in favor
of a metaphysic which sees all historical thingsin terms of substance. In
L. von Ranke and the great historians of romanticism this core was felt
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to be pantheistic: all ages and all events follow each other in meaningful
succession ‘in order that what is not possible to any of them individually
may happen in all, in order that the whole fullness of the spiritual life
breathed into the human race by the deity should cometo light in the
course of the centuries'.(Quoted according to C. Hinrichs, Ranke und die
Geschichstheologie der Goethezeit, 1954, p. 168.) For H. von Sybel the
similarity acquired a mechanistic appearance: ‘ The presupposition by
which the certainty of knowledge stands or fallsis the regulation of all
development by absolute laws, the common unity in the constitution of
al earthly things.’ (Uber die Gesetze historischen Wissens, 1864, p. 16.)
S0, too, in W. Dilthey’ s philosophical hermeneutic of the history of the
expressions of human life, historical understanding rests on the
presupposed similarity of the underlying, unfathomable life. To be sure,
there is no hard and fast nature of man which exists as a self-identical
factor anterior to history and independent of it. ‘ The human type meltsin
the process of history’ (Werke VI, p. 6, cf. dso VII, p. 278 and O. F.
Bollnow’ s comment, Die Lebensphilosophie, 1958, p. 41.) But the fact
that human existence in itself has a hermeneutic structure provesto be
the abiding core that motivates the history of man’s expressions of his
life and expositions of his self. From the depths of his creative
unfathomableness man must ever again seek and find himself; ever
again form and determine himself; and it is this that constitutes that
common core of similarity which makes historical understanding
possible and also necessary.

In face of this basing of historical understanding on a metaphysical
definition of the core, the substance or the subject of history, Christian
theology findsitself in grave difficulties as it seeks to reflect upon the
proclamation of the resurrection. In face of the pantheistic definition of
the nature of history, according to which the eternal idea does not delight
to present itself wholly in an individual, it becomes impossible to regard
aperson and an event in history as absolute. (D. F. Strauss, Das Leben
Jesu, 1835, p. 734.) In face of the positivistic and mechanistic definition
of the nature of history as a self-contained system of cause and effect,
the assertion of araising of Jesus by God appears as a myth concerning a
supernatural incursion which is contradicted by all our experience of the
world. And finally, in face of the philosophy of life with its definition of
the creative ground of life that manifests and objectifiesitself in history,
the Easter texts can be taken only as expressions of the life acts of afaith
which isin itself unfathomable.

A theology of the resurrection can try severa ways of solving the
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problem of history thus presented to it. If, asis plain from the above few
references, the risen Lord does not fit in with our concept of the
historical,(Cf. O. Weber, Grundlagen der Dogmatik |1, 1962, p. 83.) itis
possible to grant that the report of the raising of Jesus by God is
‘“unhistorical’ and to look around for other ways for modern, historically
determined man to approach to and appropriate the reality of the
resurrection.(Cf. my essay, ‘ Exegese und Eschatologie der Geschichte’,
EvTh 22, 1962, pp. 40f.) Yet in so doing, the whole realm of our
knowledge of history \and our dealings with it is abandoned to historical
expositions of the world. If the reality of the resurrection cannot be
comprehended by the historical means of the modern age, neither isthe
modern intellectual way of dealing with history theologically
comprehensible for faith. The fides qunerens intellectum must then give
up al claim to an intellectus fidei in the realm of history. Thisis
primarily done by theology’s leaving aside the historical question asto
the reality of the resurrection and concentrating on the second question --
the question of the character of witness and of claim that attaches to the
proclamation of the Easter faith. It then leaves the knowledge of history
to all possible kinds of pantheistic or atheistic principles and
concentrates on the personal encounter, the non-objectifiable experience
or the existential decision, to which the Easter kerygma leads. ‘ Thus we
are simply asked whether we believe that in such things (visionary
Easter experiences) God acts in the way they themselves believe and in
the way the proclamation asserts.’ (R. Bultmann, TLZ 65, 1940, col.
246.) The word ‘simply’ here plainly recommends the leap from
mediating, objectifying, historical knowledge to personal decision. The
resurrection of Christ isthen to be grasped neither mythically nor
historically but ‘only in the category of revelation’ (K. Barth, Die

Aufer stehung der Toten, 1934, pp. 79 1., ET by H. J. Stenning: The
Resurrection of the Dead, 1933, pp. 145 f.) But then the message of the
resurrection is left hanging in the air, and so also is the existence
affected by it, without it being possible to understand the need for the
proclamation and the necessity for decision in face of it at all.

Another possibility is, that we no longer regard the historical method
and its view of history as being final and inescapable in its substantio-
metaphysical form, and thus veer off into the subjective decision of
faith, but that we seek new ways of further developing the historical
methods themselves in such away ‘that they become adequate to grasp
the whole of history in al itsvariety’.(R. Rendtorff, ‘ Geschichte und
Ueberlieferung’, in Sudien zur Theologie der alttestamentlichen
Uberlieferungen, 1961, p. 94, n.39.) Such an extension of the historical
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approach to history and the historical mediation of it can have an eye to
the other side of the analogical processin historical understanding. For
indeed the cognitive power of a comparative understanding need not lie
merely in recognizing only the similar and common elements amid the
dissimilaritiesin historical events and expressions of life, but can also be
directed towards observing what is dissimilar and individual, accidental
and suddenly new, in the similar and the like.(W. Pannenberg,
‘Hellsgeschehen und Geschichte', Kerygma und Dogma 5,1959, p. 266.)
A one-sided interest in the similar, ever-recurring, typical and regular,
would level down the really historic element, which liesin the
contingent and new, and would thus end up by losing the feeling for
history altogether. The method of understanding by comparison can thus
be expanded in the direction of bringing to light the incomparable,
hitherto non-existent and new. To be sure, it comesto light only in the
comparison. But if we are to set eyes on it in this comparison, then we
must divest ourselves of all hard and fast presuppositions about the core
or the substance of history and must regard these ideas themselves as
provisional and alterable. But if, as compared with the historical
methods that are interested in the regular and the similar, Christian
theology were to manifest merely a supplementary interest in the
individual, contingent and new, then that would be only an interesting
variant in the historical picture of history as awhole, yet one that would
be possible and conceivable also without a theology of the resurrection.
The rediscovery of the category of the contingent does not in itself
necessarily involve the discovery of atheological category.(lbid., p. 277,
cf. H. G. Geyer’scriticism in EVTh 22, 1962, p.97.) For the raising of
Christ involves not the category of the accidentally new, but the
expectational category of the eschatologically new. The eschatologically
new event of the resurrection of Christ, how- ever, proves to be anovum
ultimum both as against the similarity in ever-recurring reality and also
as against the comparative dissimilarity of new possibilities emerging in
history. To expand the historical approach to the extent of taking
account of the contingent does not as yet bring the reality of the
resurrection itself into view. It is quite possible to overcome the
anthropocentric form of historical analogy, but this does not necessarily
give the latter atheological character. Only if the whole historical
picture, contingency and continuity and all, could be shown to bein
itself not necessary but contingent, should we come within sight of that
which can be called the eschatologically new fact of the resurrection of
Christ. The resurrection of Christ does not mean a possibility within the
world and its history, but a new possibility altogether for the world, for
existence and for history. Only when the world can be understood as
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contingent creation out of the freedom of God and ex nihilo -- only on
the basis of this contingentia mundi -- does the raising of Christ become
intelligible as nova creatio. In view of what is meant and what is
promised when we speak of the raising of Chrigt, it istherefore
necessary to expose the profound irrationality of the rational cosmos of
the modern, technico-scientific world. By the raising of Christ we do not
mean a possible process in world history, but the eschatological process
to which world history is subjected.

Finally, theology has the possibility of constructing its own concept of
history and its own view of the tale of history on the basis of a
theological and eschatological understanding of the reality of the
resurrection.(R.R. Niehuhr, Resurrection and Historical Reason, 1957.
Cf. L. Landgrebe’s comment in * Philosophie mid Theologie', Neue
Zeitschrift flr systematische Theologie 23, 1963, pp. 10f.) Then the
theology of the resurrection would no longer be fitted in with an existing
concept of history, but an attempt would have to be made, in comparison
with and contradistinction to the existing views of history, to arrive at a
new understanding of history with the ultimate possibilities and hopes
that attach to it on the presupposition of the raising of Christ from the
dead. In conflict with other concepts of history, an intellectus fidel
resurrectionis must then be developed which makes it possible to speak
‘Christianly’ of God, history and nature. The resurrection of Christ is
without parallel in the history known to us. But it can for that very
reason be regarded as a * history-making event’ in the light of which all
other history isillumined, called in question and transformed.(L.
Landgrebe, op. cit., pp. 10f.) The mode of proclaiming and hopefully
remembering this event must then be presented as a mode of historical
remembrance which iswholly governed by this event both in content
and in procedure. It is not that from the hopeful remembrance of this
event we then derive genera laws of world history, but in remembering
this one, unigque event, we remember the hope for the future of al world
history. Then the resurrection of Christ does not offer itself as an
analogy to that which can be experienced any time and anywhere, but as
an analogy to what isto come to all. The expectation of what isto come
on the ground of the resurrection of Christ, must then turn all reality that
can be experienced and all real experience into an experiencethat is
provisional and areality that does not yet contain within it what is held
in prospect for it. It must therefore contradict all rigid substantio-
metaphysical definitions of the common core of similarity in world
events, and therefore also the corresponding historical understanding
that works with analogy. It must develop a historical understanding
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which works with eschatological analogy as a foreshadowing and
anticipation of the future. The raising of Christ isthen to be called
‘historic’, not because it took place in the history to which other
categories of some sort provide akey, but it isto be called historic
because, by pointing the way for future events, it makes history in which
we can and must live. It is historic, because it discloses an eschatological
future. This assertion history, al of which are ultimately based on other
‘history- must then give proof of itself in conflict with other concepts of
making' events, shocks or revolutions in history. Here of course there
arises an objection in the form of the question whether such theological
statements are universally binding. If the modern, historical approach to
history is taken as the only one that is possible, honest and binding
today, then the view of reality and history which is presupposed by it has
to be accepted as inevitable also for theological thought. This view of
reality isthen ‘imposed upon us by our placein history’.(‘ Thisis F.
Mildenberger’ s objection, Ev/Th 23, 1963, pp. 5, 274.) In the society in
which Christians and non-Christians live together, it is the axiom within
the framework of which alone we are able and willing to ‘understand’ . If
according to this now universally binding and universally recognized
view of reality, scientifically and historically speaking, the gods are
silent -- or hearing them is optional and left to the individual’ s discretion
-- then atheology of the resurrection can be developed only at a point
which is not affected by this view of reality and comes under the aegis
of theindividual’ s subjectivity -- which, however, means only in that
realm of human subjectivity and inwardness which is set free by the
rationalizing of the world and the historicizing of history. A theology of
the resurrection can then no longer speak of facts of the resurrection, in
terms of a metaphysic of history, but in terms of a metaphysic of
subjectivity it can certainly still speak of an Easter faith for which
‘resurrection of Jesus' is merely an expression of faith, and one that can
be left behind in the course of history. In thisform the resurrection faith
that makes no assertions of the resurrection fitsin exactly with the
modern world s view of reality and isin a sense the ultimate religion of
our society. If theology on the other hand strives to attain a theological
view of history and arevolution in the historical way of thinking, then
there isjustification for the objection that theology is thereby driven into
the ghetto of an esoteric church ideology and can no longer make itself
intelligible to anyone else.(F. Mildenberger, EVTh 23, 1963, p. 275.)

But the Church -- including theology -- is neither the religion of this or
that society, nor yet isit asect. It can neither be required to adapt itself
to the view of reality which is generally binding in society at the
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moment, nor may it be expected to present itself asthe arbitrary jargon
of an exclusive group and to exist only for believers. Asthe churchis
engaged with its surrounding society in astruggle for the truth, so
theology, too, has a part in the mission of the church. It must engage
with views of history and historical world-views in a struggle for the
future of the truth and therefore also in a battle for the reality of the
resurrection of Jesus. If in contesting and exploding the modern
historical concepts of reality we are wrestling for the mysterious reality
of the resurrection of Jesus, then that is no mere wrangle about a detail
of the distant past, but this reality becomes the ground for questioning
also the historical means of attaining certainty about history. Itisa
struggle for the future of history and for the right way of recognizing,
hoping and working for that future. It is a battle for the recognition of
the mission of the present, and for the place and the task of human
naturein it.

The point of the historical debate on the resurrection of Christ was never
merely historical. Thus the specialist’s question asto the historical
reality of the resurrection -- ‘what can | know? -- points him on to the
neighboring questions, ‘what am | to do? and ‘what may | hope for?
What future horizon of possibilities and dangers is opened up by past
history? To put the question of the resurrection in exclusively historical
termsisto alienate the texts of the Easter narrative, as we have seen,
These, however, as we have seen, alienate the historian from that context
of experience of the world in which he seeks to read the texts. All real
understanding begins with such alienations.

7. The Approach of Form-Criticism to the Easter Narratives and the
Questionableness of its Existentialist I nter pretation

The critical examination of the resurrection narratives in regard to their
historical correctness, which has been usual since the Enlightenment, has
been transformed, and largely also supplanted in scholarly interest, by
form-critical examination of the narratives.(Cf. E. Fascher, Die
formgeschichtliche Methode, 1924.) The form-critical approach no
longer asks about the historically accessible events which the accounts
relate and which possibly made the accounts necessary, but it enquires
into the kerygmatic motives which shaped the accounts, and examines
their placein the life and conduct of specific societies. It argues from the
formsto the life of the society, and from the life of the society to the
forms. The real subject of the accountsis then not the matter to be
recounted but the social life which findsits expression in them. The
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form-critical method is originally a sociological method. From its
standpoint the Easter texts present themselves primarily as kerygma, as
proclamation by the Church in faith and to faith. The texts are found to
exist in a specific tradition of proclamation in which, according to the
circumstances, the addressees and the opponents, they could be very
freely varied in the various stages of the tradition and could to acertain
extent be theologically enriched and transformed according to the new
situations. The discovery of such kerygmatic transformationsin
particular elements of the tradition and in the history of the formsin
which they are stated in worship, instruction, exhortation, polemic, etc.,
brought out an abundance of new insights. The question of the
underlying events in which they have their ground was not thereby
discarded, yet there was a decisive shift in the center of the researcher’s
interest. It was no longer a question of the historicity of the statementsin
the old sense of historical criticism, but it was now a historical question
of the motives and forms of the statements themselves, and of the
changes undergone by these motives and forms. Y et the insight into the
fact that in these texts we have to do not with historical reports but with
testimonies of faith on the part of the primitive Christian Church, isalso
ahistorical insight.

The important question for theology arises only when the results of the
form-critical analyses of the primitive Christian message are removed
from their own historic ground and theologically grounded in a different
reality from that of which they speak, when the inquirer has no desire at
al to know how things really were, but only how the believers saw them
and how they represented them in terms of their faith, when the texts are
no longer taken as statements about a reality, but are understood only as
expressions of the Church’s faith. Do these pieces of witness and of
proclamation have their ground in a new self-understanding of the
existence of the witnesses and proclaimers? Is the kerygmatic character
of these statements grounded in arevelational commission which can no
longer be grasped historically? The form-critical approach clearly
provided the possibility of conceiving these statements as grounded
elsewhere than in the reality of the events to be proclaimed -- the
possibility of understanding them no longer as ‘ statements about’
something, but as ‘expressions of’ personal or corporate faith. This
change of subject has come about through the alliance between form-
critical research and dialectical theology, especially in existentialist
Interpretation since the twenties.

If the reality of the resurrection is not to be concelved as a historically
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accessible reality, then it can of course still become real for man in
another sense of the word ‘reality’. It can be reality for man in the sense
in which heisreal to himself. It isnot from a historical detachment that
he becomes aware of his own existential redlity, but only in the
immediate experience of himself as aredlity that has constantly to come
about anew. Similarly, the resurrection of Christ then no longer
confronts him in the doubtful image of historical tradition and historical
reconstructions, but then, in the Easter faith of the disciples and in the
proclamation, the resurrection of Christ becomes for him areality which
affects him in the questionableness of his own existence and faces him
with adecision. Doubtful as the resurrection may appear from the
objectifying standpoint of historical science, itisyet in all closeness and
immediacy that the Easter faith of the disciples encounters man in the
claim of the proclamation and in the decisive question of faith. The
Easter faith of the disciples presentsitself as a possibility of existence
which we can repeat and re-echo in the questionable-ness of our own
existence. Only in being thus immediately involved by the preaching of
faith today, only in beholding the Lord today, only in today obeying his
absolute claim, in which salvation is disclosed for today, do we then
discover the reality of the resurrection.(Cf. H. Conzelmann, op. cit., p.
196.) The ‘reality’ of the resurrection encounters us as word of God, as
kerygma, to which we can no longer put the question of its historical
legitimacy, but which asks us whether or not we are willing to
believe.(R. Bultmann, Kerygma und Mythos |, 3rd ed. 1954, p. 46 [ET p.
41]). The message which proclaims Jesus as the risen Lord must
convince ‘our heart and conscience’. It must speak of his resurrection in
such away that the latter no longer appears as a historical or mythical
event, but as ‘areality that concerns our own existence’.(R. Bultmann,
TLZ 65, 1040, col. 245. Cf. H. Grass comment in Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte, 2nd ed. 1962, pp. 268 ff.)

Here the question of the ‘reality’ of the resurrection israised in away
different from that of the historian. The questioner is not concerned to
arrive at a historically assured picture of that event, but the question
which he putsto the Easter narratives is the questionableness of hisown
historic existence. He does not stand outside history, in order to survey
its correlations, but he stands with his own existence and decisions in the
midst of history. Hisinterest in history is therefore identical with his
interest in his own historic existence. Hence in this encounter with the
Easter texts he will seek an existentialist exegesisin which the
exposition of history and the exposition of himself correspond. If;
however, the radical questionableness of his own historic existence
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provides the angle from which he approaches the kerygma of the
resurrection, then his question is no longer as to whether the resurrection
once took place in terms of possible analogies in world history, but is
directed towards the understanding of human existence which comes to
expression in these narratives.(Cf. here the hermeneutic principles
developed by R. Bultmann in Glauben, und Verstehen 11, p. 232 (ET by
J. C. G. Grieg, Essays Philosophical and Theolgical, 1955, pp.
258f.).The place of the substantio-metaphysically conceived common
core of similarity in al events, which makes analogical understanding
possible, istaken by a similarity in the historic character of human
existence, which is conceived in terms of fundamental ontology and
makes understanding possible between one existence and another in
encounter. That the resurrection actually took place is not thereby
denied, but does not lie within the field of interest. That God is not
perceptible apart from faith, certainly need not mean that he does not
exist apart from faith, nor yet that ‘God' is merely an ‘expression’ for
believing existence, but this question of whether God and his action
exist extra nos does not lie within the field of our interest. Of vital
interest to our existence, on the other hand, is the Easter faith of the
witnesses, and the understanding of existence which emerged in
primitive Christianity as a new possibility for human existence. This
view of ‘reality’ as an event which concerns existence, or an event that
happens ‘to heart and conscience’, can then also lead to a new mode of
historical understanding. ‘ The Easter event of the resurrection of Christ
isnot a historical event; the only thing that can be grasped as a historical
event isthe Easter faith of the first disciples.” This historical statement is
wholly in accord with the theological statement that the Easter faith has
no interest in the historical question. ‘ For the historical event of therise
of the Easter faith means for us what it meant for the first disciples,
namely, the self-manifestation of the risen Lord, the act of God in which
the redemption event of the crossis completed.’ (R. Bultmann, Keryma
und Mythos 1, p. 47 [ET p. 42]). This, however, isto shift the ‘reality’ of
the resurrection from something that happens to the crucified Jesus to
something that happens to the existence of the disciples. The act of God
iIsthen the rise of the Easter faith, in so far as this Easter faith
understands itself as brought about by the self-manifestation of the risen
Lord. Thereality’ of the resurrection isthen no longer areality about
Jesus, but isidentical with the reality of kerygma and faith in a ‘today’
which cannot be historically authenticated but is ever and again without
past or future.

It is an undeniably true insight that the Easter narratives are not meant to
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be ‘narratives', but to be proclamation directed to faith, and that the
reality of the resurrection of Jesusis inseparably bound up with the
witness of universal missionary proclamation; but it is an insight that can
lead in the way just indicated to no longer inquiring into the historical
legitimacy of this proclamation, but putting in place of that an existential
verification of it to heart and conscience or to a historic self-
understanding in terms of a general historic questionableness of human
existence. The transition from form-critical research to existentialist
interpretation often proceeds by the following stages:

1. The place of the question, ‘What do the accounts in substance say? ,
istaken by the question, ‘Who speaks in these accounts?

2. Once it has been established that the Church in these accounts and in
the forms assumed by them is expressing its relation to Jesus, there
follows the further question, ‘How does the Church understand its
relation to Jesus?

3. Once the Church’s christological conceptions of Jesus have been
established, the next question is, ‘ How does the Church understand
itself? Then its understanding of Christ is grounded in its understanding
of faith, and its understanding of faith is grounded in its self-
understanding and is understood as an expression of the self-
understanding that is sought by all men. Christology is then the variable,
anthropol ogy the constant. Just as the historical question presupposes a
historical approach which sets the proclamation of the resurrection in the
alien light of a mere report about the events, so too the question asto the
self-understanding announced and expressed in it pre-supposes an
approach from the angle of the general question- ableness of human
existence, which also sets these textsin an aien light. Thiswhole
approach interms of ‘reality’ as areality which concerns existence
leaves out of account the fact that these texts speak of God and his
action on Jesus, and purposely so speak -- that they speak of the world
and the future and certainly do not mean al this merely as an
‘expression’ of anew self-understanding. The existentialist
Interpretation examines the texts in order to find the ‘meaning’ of what
they say, and takes it for granted from the start that this meaning is
existential truth and not factual truth. Thisistoday no doubt a
“meaningful’ way of appropriating what was then proclaimed, but is not
at al in harmony with its own original intention. On the other hand it is
not by any means self-evident that ‘ understanding’ today must take
place only in the context of ‘ self-understanding’ of our own particul ar

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1891 (45 of 83) [2/4/03 8:40:36 PM]



Theology of Hope

existence. Thisisasfar from being self-evident as is the modern custom
of defining the reality of the world in terms of a hard and fast ‘world
picture’ and projecting our age’ s concept of aworld picture back into
ages which had a completely different relation to the world.

The Easter reports in the New Testament proclaim in the form of
narrative, and narrate history in the form of proclamation. The modern
alternative, reading them either as historical sources or as kerygmatic
callsto decision, isforeign to them, as the modern distinction between
factual truth and existential truth is also foreign to them. The question
therefore arises whether the insights of form-criticism into the fact that,
briefly speaking, it was not archivists but missionaries who shaped this
tradition, would not have to be combined again in anew way with the
intention of the historical question which inquires about the events
which this proclamation brings to expression. If the redlity of the
resurrection of Jesus is transmitted and mediated to us only in the form
of missionary proclamation, and this form of transmission and mediation
manifestly belongs to the reality of the resurrection itself; then it must be
asked whether the inner compulsion to this kind of statement and
communication is not grounded in the peculiarity of the event itself. For
it cannot really be accounted for as supplement or accident. The reality
which stands behind the proclamatory reports must plainly be of such a
kind that it compelled proclamation to all peoples and the continual
formation of new christological conceptions. The commission and
authorization to this universal mission must then be a constitutive part of
the very event of which this mission tells. If we no longer ask merely
how the Church preached and to what changes the form of its
proclamation was subjected, but why it spoke asit did and what
provoked its proclamation, then we are on the road to raising the
historical question in anew way and seeing the existential truth of faith
as grounded in the factual truth of what isto be believed. The question is
then no longer whether this proclamation is correct in the ‘historical’
sense, but whether and how the proclamation is legitimated and
necessarily called to life by the event of which it speaks. We cannot then
merely embark on a historical examination of the past that once was, nor
yet merely provide an existentialist interpretation of present claims, but
we must inquire into what is open, unfinished, unsettled and outstanding,
and consequently into the future announced by this event. If in this event
there lies something which has not yet been realized and strains after a
particular future, then it is understandabl e that this event cannot be
spoken of in historical detachment in the form of areport on a process
completein itself; but it can be spoken of only in the form of
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remembrance and hope. If this event of the raising of Jesus can be
rightly understood only in conjunction with his universal eschatological
future, then the only mode of communication appropriate to this event
must be missionary proclamation to all peoples without distinction -- a
mission which knows itself in the service of the promised future of this
event. Only missionary proclamation does justice to the historical and
eschatological character of this event. It is, in the light of this event, the
only appropriate way of experiencing history, historic existence and
historic expectation.

What unites our present age with past agesin history is, to the extent that
we have here a‘historic’ relationship, not acommon core of similarity
nor agenera historic character attaching to human existence as such, but
the problem of the future. The meaning of each severa present becomes
clear only in the light of hopes for the future. Hence a “ historic’
relationship to history will not seek merely to illumine the factual
sequences of events and their laws, nor merely to explore past
possibilities of existence in order possibly to repeat them, but will search
the reality of the past for the possibilities that lie within it. Unborn future
liesin the past. Fulfilled past can be expected from the future.
Positivistic historicism reduces history to realities that can be dated and
localized, without noticing the realm of future possibilities that
surrounds these realities so long as they are ‘historic’ realities. We have
here a process of exclusion and abstraction which the historian can and
must employ in order to reach plain conclusions, but he must also
always be clear that his picture is painted in perspective. The
existentialist interpretation on the other hand seeks the existential
possibilities attaching to past existence in order to repeat and re-echo
them, yet without noticing that they are made possible by events which
institute history and provide the gateway to the historic character of
existence. This, too, is a process of exclusion and abstraction which the
interpreter must employ in order to reach conclusions, but he, too, must
always be clear that his picture is painted in perspective. Beyond both
historicism and existentialism stands the attempt to find the ground of
historic phenomena neither in a positivistic system of laws nor in the
historic character of human existence, but to see them in their
significance for the future.(This third possibility isindicated by R.
Bultmann himself in Glauben und Verstehen 111, 1960, pp. 113 ff., 148
f.) This does not mean that the future, and indeed eschatological,
significance of historic phenomena s confined within the framework of
ateleology of universal history. Nor does it mean that the future of
historic phenomena is exhausted in a present summoned to responsibility
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by the future. ‘Meaning’ (Bedeuten) is something which strains and
stretches towards that which it seeks to indicate (be-deuten), to announce
and to pre-figure, and which is not yet present in all its fullness. We
know historic phenomenain their own peculiar historic character only
when we perceive their meaning for ‘their’ future. Only in that light do
we then also attain to a perception of their meaning for our future and to
the perception of our meaning for their future.

In this sense the event of the raising of Christ from the dead is an event
which is understood only in the modus of promise. It hasits time still
ahead of it, is grasped as a ‘ historic phenomenon’ only inits relation to
its future, and mediates to those who know it a future towards which
they have to move in history. Hence the reports of the resurrection will
always have to be read aso eschatologically in the light of the question,
“What may | hope for? It isonly with thisthird question that our
remembrance and the corresponding historical knowledge are set within
a horizon appropriate to the thing to be remembered. It isonly in the
light of this question that the historic character of existence and the
corresponding self-understanding are set within a horizon appropriate to
the history which provides the ground of;; and the gateway to, the
historic character of existence.

8. The Eschatological Question asto the Future Horizon of the
Proclamation of the Risen Lord

Experience and judgment are always bound up with a horizon of
openness towards reality, in which athing comes to view and can be
experienced and in which judgments become meaningful. A horizon of
this kind contains a certain anterior knowledge of that which we learn. It
Is not a closed system, but includes also open questions and anticipations
and is therefore open towards the new and the unknown.(We are here
adopting the concept of ‘horizon’ as developed in the phenomenol ogy of
Edmund Husserl. Cf. E. Husserl, Erfahrung und Urteil, 1939, pp. 26 ff.;
L. Landgrebe, Der Weg der Phanomrnologie, 1963, pp. 181 ff.; H. O.
Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, 1960, pp. 286 ff., 356 ff.) Horizons of
this kind can come from our traditions, and they can also arise from the
context of our own experience and our familiarity with the world. They
can arise out of the incal culable significance attaching to specific
experiences we have undergone, and they can also have their source in
ideas of our own which we use for the purpose of attaining to knowledge
of history. Without a horizon of this kind, and in abstraction from it, no
event can be experienced and stated.
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In the resurrection narratives experience and judgment manifestly take
place within a decidedly eschatological horizon of expectations, hopes
and questions about the promised future. The very designations ‘raising’,
‘resurrection’, etc., contain awhole world of memories and hopes. Thus
the resurrection narratives do not stand directly within a cosmological
horizon of questions as to the origin, meaning and nature of the world.
Nor do they stand directly within an existentialist horizon of questions as
to the origin, meaning and nature of human existence. Nor, finaly, do
they stand directly within a general theological horizon of questions as
to the nature and appearance of the deity. They stand directly within the
special horizon of prophetic and apocal yptic expectations, hopes and
questions about that which according to the promises of this God isto
come. What is spotlighted in the resurrection appearances is therefore
expounded in terms of the earlier promises, and this exposition in turn
takes place in the form of prophetic proclamation of; and eschatol ogical
outlook towards, the future of Christ which was spotlighted in these
appearances. Christian eschatology arose from the Easter experience,
and Christian prophecy determined the Easter faith. But Christian
eschatology expounded and expressed the Easter experiencesin
recalling and taking up the earlier promises and -- in regard to Jesus
himself -- in recalling and taking up what had earlier been promised and
proclaimed. The Easter appearances are bound up with this
eschatological horizon, both in that which they presuppose and call to
mind and also in that which they themselves prefigure and provoke. The
question of the divinity of God, the question of the worldliness of the
world and the question of the human nature of man are not thereby
rendered irrelevant, but in the light of the Easter appearances they are set
within a peculiar horizon, both in regard to the way they are asked and
also in regard to the point at which the answer is sought. To the extent
that the earlier promises become general and universal in the
resurrection event, these questions concerning the universal become
relevant. But to the extent that this universality and generality appearsin
the Easter event in eschatological form, i.e. in hope and in looking
forward, the questions are asked in a different way, and they are no
longer answered on the basis of experience of the world, of man’s
experience of himself; or of the concept of God, but on the basis of the
event of the resurrection and within the eschatological horizon of this
event.

Christian eschatology differs from Old Testament faith in the promise,
as also from prophetic and apocalyptic eschatology, by being Christian
eschatology and speaking of ‘ Christ and his future’.(Cf. E. Thurneysen’'s
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happy phase, ‘ Christ and his future’ --  Christus und seine Zukunft’,
Zwischen den Zeiten 9,1931, pp. 187 ff). It isrelated in content to the
person of Jesus of Nazareth and the event of his raising, and speaks of
the future for which the ground is laid in this person and this event.
Christian eschatology does not examine the general future possibilities
of history. Nor doesit unfold the general possibilities of human nature in
its dependence on the future. It is therefore right to emphasi ze that
Christian eschatology is at heart Christology in an eschatological
perspective.(W. Kreck, Die Zukunft des Gekommenen. Grundprobleme
der Eschtologie, 1961, pp. 120 ff.)

Whileit istrue that in the Easter experiences the modes of experiencing
the ‘revelation of Jesus Christ’, and the forms of communicating it,
Incorporate apocalyptic ideas and hopes from the tradition of late
Judaism, yet it is equally true that the content of this revelation breaks
the bounds of late Jewish apocalyptic. For what God made manifest,
according to the statements of the Easter narratives, was not the course
of history, not the secrets of the higher world of heaven, not the outcome
of the future world judgment, but the future of the crucified Christ for
the world.(‘ Cf. U. Wilckens, Der Ursprung der Uberlieferung der
Erscheinung der Auferstandenen, 1963, pp. 63 ff.) Christian eschatology
or eschatological Christology is therefore not to be understood as a
special case of general apocalyptic. Christian eschatology is not
Christianized apocalyptic. The adoption of apocalyptic ideas and
apocalyptic hopes in the Easter narratives and in the Easter theology of
the primitive Church is plainly eclectic. Specific memories are aroused
by this event and are recalled along with the Easter proclamation, while
others are dropped. Particular ideas of God'’ s revelation of the end are
used, yet the Weltanschauung of late Jewish apocalyptic and its attitude
to life are not restored as a whole. ‘ Resurrection from the dead’ does, to
be sure, also belong to the apocalyptic expectations of God' s revelation
of the end, but certainly not in every case and not even centrally. When,
however, Jesus is described as ‘ the firstfruits of them that slept’, then
that goes beyond the bounds of apocalyptic inasmuch as it means that
the raising of the dead has already taken place in this one case for all,
and that the raising was performed not on one faithful to the law but on
one who was crucified, and consequently future resurrection isto be
expected not from obedience to the law but from the justification of
sinners and from faith in Christ. The central place of the Torah in late
Jewish apocalyptic is thus taken by the person and the cross of Christ.
The place of lifein the law is taken by fellowship with Christ in the
following of the crucified one. The place of the self-preservation of the

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1891 (50 of 83) [2/4/03 8:40:36 PM]



Theology of Hope

righteous from the world is taken by the mission of the believer to the
world. The place of the Torah shining in the light of the fullness of
divine glory istaken by the, the judgment seat of Jesus Christ before
whom all things will be revealed. It is not that the secrets of what awaits
world history and the cosmos at the end of time are disclosed in advance
according to a heavenly plan -- ‘what shall befall thy people in the latter
days (Dan. 10.14) -- but the universal future of the lordship of the
crucified Christ over al is spotlighted in the Easter appearances. Y et the
Old Testament, prophetic and apocalyptic expectation of a universal
revelation and glorification of God in all thingsis still maintained. Thus
the adoption and recalling of apocalyptic ideas and apocalyptic
expectations does not by any means lead to leveling down the
uniqueness of the Christ event, but it becomes possible to state the
eschatological ‘oncefor al’ by means of recalling the earlier promises.

The Christian hope for the future comes of observing a specific, unique
event -- that of the resurrection and appearing of Jesus Christ. The
hopeful theological mind, however, can observe this event only in
seeking to span the future horizon projected by this event. Hence to
recognize the resurrection of Christ means to recognize in this event the
future of God for the world and the future which man finds in this God
and his acts. Wherever this recognition takes place, there comes also a
recalling of the Old Testament history of promise now seen in acritical
and transforming light. Christian eschatology, which seeks to span the
inexhaustible future of Christ, does not set the event of the resurrection
within a framework of apocalyptic and world history. Rather, it
examines the inner tendency of the resurrection event, asking what
rightly can and must be expected from the risen and exalted Lord. It
Inquires about the mission of Christ and the intention of God in raising
him from the dead. It recognizes as the inner tendency of this event his
future lordship over every enemy, including death. ‘ For he must reign . .
. (I Cor. 15.25). It recognizes as the outer tendency, or asthe
consequence of thistendency, its own mission: ‘ The gospel must be
published among all nations’ (Mark 13.10).(Cf. aso the corresponding,
eschatologically determined or compulsion to preach in Paul, | Cor.
9.56, and E. Késemann’s comment ZTK 56, 1959, pp. 138 -154, esp.
552f.) Christian eschatology speaks of the future of Christ which brings
man and the world to light. It does not, on the contrary, speak of aworld
history and a time which brings Christ to light, nor yet of man whose
good will Christ brings to light. It is therefore out of the question to
classify the resurrection event among the events of world history and
apocalyptic and to give a date for hisfuture or his coming again. It is not
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that ‘time’ brings hisday and it is not that history proves him right, but
he guides time to his day. The return of Christ does not come ‘of itself’,
like the year 1965, but comes from himself when and as God will
according to his promise. It istherefore also out of the question to
eternalize the openness of the Christian hope towards the future. Thereis
an end to the openness of Christian existence, for it is not openness for a
future that remains empty, but it presupposes the future of Christ and
findsin that future its fulfillment.

One could say that Christian eschatology is the study of the tendency of
the resurrection and future of Christ and therefore leads immediately to
the practical knowledge of mission. In that caseit isfalse to lay down
the alternative: either apocalyptic calculation of the times and
apocalyptic belief in afinal destiny, or else the ethic of hope. The
speculative interpretation of history on the part of cosmic apocalypticis
not ssmply re- placed by a moral eschatology. To be sure, alternatives of
this kind do appear in many sayings: Y e know not when the end cometh,
therefore watch and pray. Nevertheless, experiences of history are
important for Christian eschatology. These are the experiences involved
in relation to Jesus and his mission -- namely, persecution, accusation,
suffering and martyrdom. The Revelation of John and also the Little
Apocalypse of Mark 13 show that what we have here is not merely
apocalyptic speculations or moral appeals, but an eschatological grasp of
that history which isto be expected, and is experienced, in martyrdom in
the mission of Christ. Thus the experiential content of Christian
eschatology is not that ‘world history’ which is arrived at by exploring
and comparing great events of world history and stringing them together
in atemporal succession to form an apocalyptic system of universal
history; rather, it comprises the experiences which are undergone in the
course of the mission undertaken in world history ‘to all peoples'. The
Christian consciousness of history is not a consciousness of the
millennia of al history, in some mysterious knowledge of adivine plan
for history, but it isamissionary consciousness in the knowledge of a
divine commission, and is therefore a consciousness of the contradiction
inherent in this unredeemed world, and of the sign of the cross under
which the Christian mission and the Christian hope stand.

The Easter appearances of Christ are manifestly phenomena of vocation.
That is why the knowledge of Jesus Christ and the knowledge of his
mission and future coincide in them. That, too, is why self-knowledge
and the knowledge of being called and sent into his future also coincide.
The horizon within which the resurrection of Christ becomes knowable
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as ‘resurrection’, is the horizon of promise and mission, beckoning us on
to his future and the future of hislordship. It isonly in this context, on
this basis and for this reason, that these other questions arise concerning
the future of world history. Hence they arise in the form of the question
asto the destiny of ‘Israel and the nations', and are answered at that
cardinal point in history constituted by the crucifixion of Christ by Jews
and Gentiles and his resurrection for Jews and Gentiles. They are
answered within the horizon of the mission of Christ and the mission of
the Jewish and Gentile church.

It isonly in this context, too, that the question of ‘true human nature’
arises -- the question of what makes man to be true man -- and is
answered by the disclosure of away, a promise and a future in which
‘the truth’ comes to man and he himself is brought into the truth.
Communion with Christ, the new being in Christ, proves to be the way
for man to become man. In it true human nature emerges, and the still
hidden and unfulfilled future of human nature can be sought init. Thisis
an openness of human existence towards the world and towards the
future -- an openness grounded, manifested and kept alive by that
openness of the revelation of God which is announced in the event of the
resurrection of Christ and in which this event points beyond itself to an
eschaton of the fullness of all things. The openness of Christian
existence is not a specia case of general human openness. It isnhot a
special form of the cor inquietum, the restless heart that is part of man’s
created makeup. Rather, the historic and history-making cor inquietum
of man arises from the promissio inquieta, and clingstoitandis
dependent on it. The resurrection of Christ goes on being a promissio
inquieta until it finds rest in the resurrection of the dead and a totality of
new being. Through the knowledge of the resurrection of the crucified
the contradiction that is always and everywhere perceptible in an
unredeemed world, and the sorrow and suffering caused by that world,
are taken up into the confidence of hope, while on the other hand hope's
confidence becomes earthly and universal. Any kind of docetic hope
which leaves earthly conditions or corporeal existence to the mercy of
their own contradictoriness and restricts itself to the Church, to the
cultus or to believing inwardness, is therefore a denial of the cross. The
hope that is born of the cross and the resurrection transforms the
negative, contradi ctory and torturing aspects of the world into terms of
‘not yet’, and does not suffer them to end in ‘nothing’.

9. The ldentity of the Lord who Appear s as Risen with the Crucified
Christ
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How are the cross and resurrection of Jesus, that isto say, the historical
and eschatological notes, combined with each other in the Easter
proclamation? None of the Easter narratives goes back any further than
to the appearance of the risen Lord. Nowhere is the actual process of the
raising of Jesus described in ahistoricizing or mythological way. What
actually happened between the experience of his crucifixion and burial
and his Easter appearances, isleft in the darkness of the still unknown
and still hidden God. Y et this event that took place between the two
experiences of the cross of Jesus and his living appearance was already
very early described as ‘raising from the dead’. It is covered by aterm
for which there is no basis in experience hitherto and elsewhere. That is
to say, it is described as something for which there are no analogies in
the history we know, but only apocalyptic promises and hopes that
where death is concerned God will give proof of his divinity at the last.
‘Raising of the dead’ is an expression which looks expectantly towards
the future proof of God’s creative power over the non-existent. What
‘resurrection of the dead’ readlly is, and what * actually happened’ in the
raising of Jesus, is thus a thing which not even the New Testament
Easter narratives profess to know. From the two mutually radically
contradictory experiences of the cross and the appearances of Jesus, they
argue to the event in between as an eschatological event for which the
verifying analogy isasyet only in prospect and is still to come. That is,
they use the term ‘raising’ to express not only ajudgment about
something that happened to Jesus, but at the same time also an
eschatological expectation. This expectation isfulfilled in Jesus own
case in the experiences of the cross and of the appearances, and yet it
still remains an expectation and a hope that precedes our own experience
of being raised.

Now there is more to be said about the process of the raising of the
crucified than merely that it is an eschatological mystery and that the
assertions of the disciples have to be believed. The disciples
proclamation that he was raised from the dead does not arise from
peculiar powers of imagination or from a unique kind of inspiration, but
it arises from, and is made necessary by, the comparing of the two
contradictory experiences which they have of Christ. The experience of
the cross of Jesus means for them the experience of the god-
forsakenness of God’ s ambassador -- that is, an absolute nihil embracing
also God. The experience of the appearance of the crucified one as the
living Lord therefore means for them the experience of the nearness of
God in the god-forsaken one, of the divineness of God in the crucified
and dead Christ -- that is, a new totality which annihilates the total nihil.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1891 (54 of 83) [2/4/03 8:40:36 PM]



Theology of Hope

The two experiences stand in aradical contradiction to each other, like
death and life, nothing and everything, godlessness and the divinity of
God. But how can it be possible to identify both experiences in one and
the same person without resolving either the one experience or the other
and making it of no account?

If this process of identification isto be made intelligible, then we must
surely start from the fact that in the Easter appearances we have not
merely dumb visions, but at the same time, and at bottom no doubt first
and foremost, so-called auditions as well. Thisisindicated by the fact
that these visions were entirely a matter of vocatory visions. Without the
speaking and hearing of words it would have been unlikely -- indeed
impossible -- to identify the one who appeared with the crucified Jesus.
Without words spoken and heard the Easter appearances would have
remained ghostly things. The appearances -- for such things also exist
elsawhere in the history of religion -- would have been taken as
hierophanies of a strange, new heavenly Being, if they had not been
coupled with the speaking of the one who appeared here. The
phenomenon of primitive Christian ecstasy shows that this possibility of
understanding the Easter appearances as hierophanies of anew, divine
spiritual Being was one that lay very close to hand. Moreover, it is
surely afact that the appearances themselves hardly provided the
possibility of identifying the one who appeared with the one who was
crucified. This possibility will therefore have to be looked for in what is
said by the one who appeared. What he said must have contained
something in the nature of a self-