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The Problem wıth Moltmann
Le probleme pose DÜr la pensee de Moltmann
Anmerkungen Moltmanns Konzept der
Hoffnung
Stephen Wiılliams, Belfast

RESUM fassıons Un dıstınction entre ’amour et
La theologıe de Moltmann contınue l’esperance motıfs d’actıon
attırer beaucoup attentıon. Maıs ’un socıale, Dr ’amour peul determıner
des Ses5 themes DFINCLDAUX, la notıon nNOLre actıon de facon concrete, quı
d’esperance DOUTF monde, DOSE est DasS le CAas de l’esperance. ela OS

probleme. On voıt DAaS ıen qu’ıl ermettra de soulıgner l’iımportance de
entend lorsqu ul dıt QUE Dıeu faıt des "’actıon socıale evıtant les dıffıcultes
DFOMESSES DOUTF monde-cıi, alors GUE qQUE comporte le concept d’esperance chez
monde pourratt etre ravage DAr Un Moltmann. Bıen qQUE cet artıcle sSo1t tres

erıtıque l’egard de la pensee decatastrophe nucleaıre ecologıque. On
volıt DasS NO  - plus elaırement qu/’ıl Moltmann, A IuL saıt gre d’avoır donne /

veut dıre lorsqu’ıl parle d’esperance DOUTF ’amour de Dıeu Chrıst l’iımportance
la ereatıon entiere. quL Iu: est due, partıculıer Aans

La presente tude suggere GUE OUS l’ouvrage Le Dieu erucıNe.

USAMMENFASSUNG zwıschen Lıebe und Hoffnung als
Moltmanns Theologıe ruft ach WLe UVUOr Gründen für sozıales Engagement
große Aufmerksamkeıt hervor. Doch eıner unterscheiden, da Lıebe auf den
ıhrer zentralen Aspekte—das Konzept der Eınzelfall ausgerıichtet LSt, IWAasSs auf
dıesseitigen Hoffnung—ist problematısch. Hoffnung nıcht zutrıfft. Dıiıes verseitz: Ur

S0 ıst nıcht klar, IWas mıt der Aussage, Lın dıe Lage, dıe Bedeutung vVO sozıalem
daß ott Verheinungen für diese Weolt Engagement hervorzuheben und
gegeben hat, gemeınt ıst angesıchts gleichzeıtıig dıe Probleme UVO Moltmanns
dessen, daß dıese Welt durch eıne Konzept der Hoffnung vermeıden.
nukleare der ökologısche Katastrophe Obwohl der vorliegende Artıkel eıne
vernıiıchtet ıwerden könnte. Zudem ıst krıtische Posıtıon Moltmann
unklar, Was Moltmann meınt, Wwenn eiınnımmt, ıst doch anzuerkennen, daß
UO  B eıner Hoffnung für dıe gesamte Moltmann (vor allem Lın er gekreuziıgte
Schöpfung sprıicht. Gott) der Lıiebe (iottes ın Chrıstus eıne

Das Anlıegen dıeses Artıkels ıst eS, angemessene Bedeutung beimißt.
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Moltmann’s work contıinues to attract ted eschatologically.
lot of attentıon. ast VCAal, Rıchard So, hat 1s the problem? Moltmann
Bauckham publıshed second volume launched hıs theologıcal campaıgn 1ın T’he
Moltmann’s theology.* In the prevı1o0us ology of Hope wıth the claım that hrıs-
VCAaTl, Arne Rasmusson produced the Airst tıanıty 1s5 eschatology. Christology, far
ma)Jor study of Stanley Hauerwas’ work, from iıdentifyıng somethıng thematically
ın lengthy comparıson of Moltmann anı distinctive ın Chrıstianıty, o1ves partıc-
Hauerwas.2 'Thıs MoltmannVCAal, ular form tOo ıts essentıjal mess1anısm,
celebrates hıs seventijeth birthday. 'Thıs 1S mess]1anısm hıch makes ıt comparable
0)81 164501 why the tıtle of thıs artıcle 1n ıts intellectual structure tOo Marxısm
smacks of the ungenerously churlish. and to Natıional Socialısm.® Ideologies
second 15 that ıt 15 CasS Y tO detect that AIe mess1anıcally structured, such
problems, compoundıng the ungenerously these, OW! theır exıstence thıs-worldly
churlısh ıth the unduly negatıve. So, mess]anısms LO miıstake ın the hıstory of
hlıttle compensatıon 15 1n order both Christian thought What happened Wa
SCOTES Firstly, after eritical d1SCuss1o0n, that Chrıistianıty lost ıts tru!l eschato-
shall turn tO constructive proposal. logical orjentatıion. It maıntaıned prom1-
Secondly, and very brıefly, chall Lry qaT ent eschatology, but ıt W as
the end of z pıece LO locate anı y other-worldly OTE So hope for thıs world
elements for such construction that Ca emiı1grated from the church an the
be discovered ın Moltmann’s OW work. church, rather than recapturıng ıts OW:

true eschatological nature, allıed ıts M1S-
What i& the TODIem taken other-worldliness LO defens1ıve,

soclally conservatıve, antı-revolutionary
he problem ın mınd DOCS long WaY 1deology. From T’heology of Hope onwards,
back, tO the Theology of Hope ıtself. Moltmann has aspıred tOo restore LO hrıs-

COUTSC, er1ıtic1sms of thıs work Iso tıanıty ıts PTrODeCTr dimensıon of thıs-
long WaYy back and Moltmann’s thought worldly hope. Thıs-worldly hope
has goONeE SOTINE WaY forward 1ın the thırty stımulates, drıves an g1ves direction tO
od: SINCE iıt Was publıshed. How- mM1SsS10N, mı1ıssıon understood holıstically,
CVCI, the lıne of ernticısm want LO PUrSu«c but dıstınctively charged by Moltmann
here has not een marked Out clearly wıt soc1lal actıon behalf of the DPOOTLF
enough, belıeve, EVEenNn 1ın cognate lınes of and the oppressed Whatever hıs terg1-
er1tic1sm. although there has een versatıons eXpansı0ns, there has een
development ın Moltmann’s theology, let-up Over the COUTSEe of hıs authorshıp
there ATe Iso constants. Wrıtıing, at the 1ın Moltmann’s emphases these
begınnıng of thıs decade, of hıs theologıical poıints.
Carcel, Moltmann summarızed hıs effort So, repeat, hat 1s the problem? 'The

reflection theology hıch has problem 1s that the CONCept of thıs-worldly
— — A bıblıcal foundatıon,—an escha- hope 1S5 troublesome. the attempts LO
tologıcal orıentatıon,—a polıtıcal resSpoN- create ‘“ethıcal field-theory for hope’,
sıbılıty".® Sınce then, Moltmann has Douglas Meeks OMNCE put ıt, consequently
produced 0)81 INOTEe volume 1ın system- ınto trouble well.‘ As examıne
tıc ser1es which began ıth T’he Trınıty thıs CONCEPT, do ell LO invıte OoOu.
and the Kıngdom of (G(J0d, namely T’he theologıcal consclences to heed words
Spırıt of Life.* Whiıle he implıes that the wrıtten by Hugo Assmann INanYy
connectjons he NO makes between ag Theology 1S iıntended
pneumatology, christology an escha- express1ıo0n of the hope of lıberation, not
tology, constitute advance T’heology theoretical debate tO define hope’.®
of Hope, ATe not long ınto the book Whether not thıs 1S well salıd, shall
before realızıng that eschatological hope pıck thıs poıint 1n the COUTSEe of the
1S5 stil] tO the fore.° Pneumatology 1s5 trea- discussıon.
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instead ofThis-worldly hope broad schematıc features,
focussıng word, and EVEeNN when

Why 1S5 ‘this-worldly hope’ troublesome? allow for anı y posıtıve he MaYy
Because ıts meanıng 1S unclear. In terms ascr1ıbe LO ‘other-worldly’ hope.** We d1s-

thıs when recall theme hıchof hıs overall conceptual scheme, Molt-
INann has always intended tO dıstınguı1sh cropped 1ın hıs earlıer theology and 1n
between ultımate, eschatological hope much theology of that earlher per10d: the
an proxıimate hopes 'The former pro- prospec of nuclear disaster. Moltmann’s
duces the latter. The former 15 grounded Lliterature has exhıibıited the wıder soc1a|
1ın divine promıse. 'The bıblical test1- chıft from nuclear to ecologıical WOLILT Y, but
mon1es which ıt Chriıstıan faıth| handed the poınt at 1SsSsue applıes 1ın both

aAaTe yet full tLO the T1mM ıth future In hıs work OVeTr the > Moltmann
hope of mess]1anıc kınd for the world has taken ser10usly both the extreme
. declares the open1ıng pase of Theology nuclear and bleak ecological prospects,

of Hope, ın which Moltmann begıns LO which comprehend the devastatıon of thıs
unfold the logıc of promise.? The latter, planet know ıt He took hıs tıme LO
proximate hopes, ATeEe indırectly but not address these 1n Ve specıfic relatıon

to the theology of hope.** But the princıplediırectly grounded ın promıse. hat 1S,
do not have promıse that proxıimate of the problem W as taken 1n hıs °eCO-
realıtiıes 111 turn Out well, but AT logıcal doectrine of creatıon)’, G(Giod Lın Urea-
promised possıbılıtıes and, therefore, tion.1? Here, he rejected the apocalyptic
there 15 EXCUSE for despaır and expectatıon of annıhılatıio mundı, IC-

for mı1ıssıo0n. What 1S possıble 1S sented 1n tradıtional Lutheran dogmatıcs
derıved from hat 155 promised, but 1S5 DYy .JJohann Gerhard. He dıd not deny that
obvıously not ıdentical wıth ıt Those who the mundus could be annıhiılated. Dıyıne

the vocabulary of hope from Moaolt- promıse 15 guarantee agaınst that To
mann’s earhest works wıll find that ıt. thınk otherwiıse would be LO refuse to take

But ıtsfrequently oslıdes wıthout regulatıon from the nuclear threat ser10usly.
the OI LO the other meanıng, from apocalyptıc expectatıon 1S breach of faıth
confident, certaın hope, correlated to ın God Creator. aıth 1n (30d Crea-
promıse, LO hope 1n the ordınary- tor reinforces hat Moltmann had long

maıntaiıned the basıs of diıvıne eschato-language 9 where ıt 15 contrasted
ıth justifiable certaınty. Yet, there 1s logical promıiıse: whatever befalls, (+0d 1S5
clear schematıc iıntention to distinguısh. commıtted LO the OUCa creatıo, the N1e

In princıple, the distıiınetion between heaven and the NnNe earth What Molt-
INann 0eSs not offer 1S dogmatıc den1althıis-worldly and other-worldly hope MaYy

be ımportant enough. But there 1S5 SOTNE of eschatological annıhılatıo mund.ı 1N
question about the WaY ıt functions 1n the aine of alternatıve transformatıo
Moltmann’s wrıtiıng Moltmann!‘ hlıtera- mundı 1n tradıtional Reformed dog-
ture generally exhı1bıts rhetorical indıf- matıcs, erıtics from INOTeEe COMNSCEIVa-

ference tOo the distinetion between not tıve wıng of the Reformed tradıtıon have
an 6,  not only X but the explıcıt force of pointed Out
hıs contention that Chrıstianıty has been Here, then, 1S 0108 problem. How Ca

ou1llty of other-worldly instead of SaVv both (a) that (30d has gyıven promMıLSES
for the eschatological future of thıs worldthıs-worldly hope 15 obvıously lost ıf the

distinetion 1s not 1ın princıple clearly and (b) that thıs world IYLOY be subject LO
maıntaıned. Prıma facıe, the dıstınection 15 nuclear other devastatıon? Moltmann’s
not diffcult ONEC, and, apparently, only epistemologiıical 9 from the begın-
those cursed ıth the ıdle theologıcal nıng of T’heology of Hope onwards, st1ill
habıt of kıckıng dust and complaınıng enable hım tO ]Jo1n the Chrıstian tradıtıon
that they cCannot SCC, 111 wonder about ıt. 1n placıng confidence an havıng certaınty
Yet, the dıstınection 1n Moltmann’s work 1Ss 1ın OUT hope that (10d has delivered Pro
not qTt al clear, EVEeN when attend LO ıts 1sSes. Hope 155 not directed to precarıous
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eschatologiıical possıbılıty. But the PTrO- the final outcome. 'Thıs 1S relatıvely NON-
SDEeCTS for thıs world AaTre precarıo0us. Moalt- technical notion that emerged not Just 1n
1Nann argued that catastrophiıc Moltmann’s thought but the ecumen1-
nuclear effects would be lımıted, ın order cal INOTEe generally, Man Yy
tO sunt theologıcal convıctıon that thıs ago. *9 'The second 1s ‘process’. 'Thıs OIl 1sS
world Cannot realıze the darkest empPpIir1- harder.
cally foreseeable poss1bılıties. Whatever ‘Wıt h the resurrection of Christ from
‘thıs-worldly hope’’ 1ın ıts ultımate, the dead an the annıhılation of death
eschatologıical nature, ıt. 15 compatıble
ıth nuclear (or other) devastation.

hıch takes place through hım, the escha-
tologıcal PrFrOCCSS of the DNEW ereatiıon of all

Hence questions. Why should Our transıtory an mortal thıngs begıins’.*®hope be called thıs-worldly’ rather than What kınd of ‘process’ 15 thıs? The qQUuUeES-iındeterminate 1ın relatıon to thıs world? tıon 1S the harder LO aNnsSWer because the
One possıbılıty 1S that, vıa the notion of vocabulary of "process’ Was deployed 1n

thıs-worldly hope’, Moltmann 15 merely T’heology of Hope when rnst Bloch’s COIN-
insıstıng the corporeal an not 1NCOr- ceptualıties WerTe partıcularly promiınent.poreal nature of that for hıch hope. need to understand Bloch 1n order TO
Corporealıty, not continulty, 1S5 hat mat- understand Moltmann, INanYy 111 COTNMN-
ters about the future. Thıiıs, however, 1s clude that mMust penetrate the
not satısfactory SC., On Lteralıs- obscurum Der obscurıius. Wıthout, how-
tiıc readıng of hıs work, he does, indeed, CVCTL, dismı1ıssıng thıs possı1ıbıilıty, Ca
maıntaın the corporeal prospect. But certaınly ote the negatıve: “‘process’, 1ın
‘thıs-worldly hope’ Ca hardly INean Moltmann, 1s nOot 'progress’. The world
INOTeEe than thıs The poınt IMay be clearer Ca get, whatever ‘tendencıes’ AT
ıf substitute, Moltmann somet1ımes set 1ın motion by the resurrection.!‘ Molt-
does, the phrase ‘'hope for the historical INann belleves thıs because he bel1ıeves
future’ for thıs-worldly hope’.** The POST- strongly 1n human freedom understood, ıt
nuclear world 1S surely not the hıstorical would SCECH, 1ın liıbertarıan So the
future, 1ın the Moltmann ‘process’ 15 neıther 0)81 hıch definitelythat COUFrSe, ıf take Moltmann tO be prevents the devastation of the earth NT
affırmıng the compatıbıilıty of the nuclear 0)81 hıch prevents the degeneratıion of
prospec wiıt. proxımate thıs-worldly the human lot ın hıstory. What, then, 15
hope, there 1S5 Inconsistency. But then ıt? It 1S unclear.1®

aTre not talkıng of ultımate eschato- 'I1wo objections ATe possıble LO the fore-
logıcal hope, dıreetly grounded go1ng declaratıon of diıfficulties wıt. Moaolt-
promıse. INann. 'The first 1S that ıt evıdences

The dıffculties ATe compounded ıf profound faılure of theological ıimagına-ask hat prospects Moltmann has pos1- tıon, captıvıty LO style of theologıcaltıvely held out, OVerTr the y!  9 for OUTr thought that faıls tOo SEE the wood of
hıstorical future. 'T’he ultimate eschato- eschatological v1isıon for the trees of CONMN-
logıical future o0es not impıinge the ceptual lıght and shade In thıs CONNEC-
proxımate hıstorical future Just by g1ving tıon, ıt INaYy be argued that Scripture ıtself
stimulus and dırection LO ur efforts qat 0es not present the kınd of descr1ıptionsoc1a| change. There ATe at least LWO other that 1S apparently demanded 1ın the state-
CONCEePTS Moltmann has sed to make the ment of dıfficulties ıth Moltmann. Let ıt
connect.on between the ultımate eschato- be granted that perhaps weak theo-
logıcal and the proxıimate historical logıcal ımagınatıon 1sS culpably contrıbut-
futures. The fırst, the MOST pervasıve and Ing LO the fact that 0)81 1sS mı1ssıng hat
endurıng 0)81 ın hıs lıterature, 1s5 the Moltmann 1S tryıng tO SaY. Still, he 1S
CoONcept of 'antıcıpation'. In history, whıle unclear! On the matter of bıblıical descr1p-cannot eXpect Prosgress untiıl| the COIMN- tıon, must remember that nowhere
summatıon of the kingdom of God, aTt o0es the Bıble POSC the thıs-worldly”least thıngs C happen which antıcıpate other-worldly’ alternative 1ın the CONCCP-
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tually CONSCIOUS WaY that Moltmann does, EVEeN be siımple INOVE avaılable tO solve
1107 speak of historical “‘process’ sSet 1ın OU.  — problem, forestallıng the eed for an Yy
motıion by promıse resurrectıion. 'Those conceptual ingenulty. All claım 155 that
wh: would ın the arnlle of bıblical the posıtıon 1s problematic stated; OT,
theology beyond bıblıcal conceptualıty, 1ın INOTE modestly, that cannot follow Molt-
order LO explaın ıts IMESSaAHC, AT theo- mann’s meanıng. The Samne applıes ıf
logically welcome LO do 1n princıple, turn tO consıder ımportant eature of
provıded that they explaın hat they thıs-worldly hope, namely ıts unıversal-
themselves AT Sayıng. 15 By thıs, do nNnOt refer here LO the

second objection 1S that OUTL: whole question of iındıyvıdual human destiny.
dılemma stated arlses from lıteralıs- What 1S 1ın V1e W 1S5 Moltmann’s oft-
tıc readıng of Moltmann. It mMa Yy be argued reiterated claım that al] realıty 15 des-
that Moltmann takes ‘thıs-worldly hope’ tined for eschatologıical glory. It 15 spelled

symbol regulatıng OUT attıtudes Out 1ın all ıts glarıng obscurıty ın T’he Wayowards the world 1ın hıch lıve an of Jesus Chrıst, ın the discussıon of the
INOVEeEe and have u historical being On ‘Eschatological Resurrection of Christ’,thıs readıng, Moltmann I  9 Dy hıs
vocabulary, LO SECUTE OUTr incorporatıon

and especlally the remarks the CONNEC-
tıon between resurrection and nature.}?

ınto the world of the biıblical narratıve by KEven Rıchard Bauckham, staunch,usıng well-grounded theologıcal symbol- though nNnOot uncritical, advocate of Molt-
1sSm whiıich 1S correlated LO desirable ypes
of actıon. What ATeEe to make of thıs mann’s theologıcal enterprıse, states that

” he apparen implıcatıon of Moltmann’sob)ection? 1e W that ındıvıdual creature thatWe Trıve here qT hat SOINE MaYy has ever lıved—every marıgold,regard the problem Tea 1ın Moltmann’s termıiıte, CVEIYV small-pox virus— will betheology, the subject that really deserves
LO under the headıng: "The Problem resurrected 1ın the 1E creatıon INa Yy SEEIN

bızarre and do not understand howıth oltmann), namely, the problem of thıs problem 1S5 eased, Bauckham Saysthe status of hıs relıg10us Janguage. Per- ıt 15 Bauckham’s words MaYy iındeedhaps ATe NnOt LO antıcıpate clarıficatıon
thıs poınt untiıl the productıon of the confirm the SUSP1ICIONS of those who hold

that problems wıt Moltmann stemfinal volume ın hıs projected systematıcs, from ıteral hıteralıstic readıng. Butthe volume theologıical method. The then ATe back ıth another get ofhermeneutical exercCcıIse iınvolved 1ın inter-
preting Moltmann’s language symbolıc diffculties 1ın understandıng quıte hat
would take tıme and certaınly entaıl Moltmann 15 Sayıng. Wıth thıs, rest the

Case for obscurıty and submıiıtredescrıption of hıs claıms have trea- problem.ted them But SUPPDOSC grant that
the poınt of ‘symbolıc’, agaınst ‘hıteral’,
interpretatıion of Moltmann, the objection possibility
aTt least presents wıth possıble read-

'The problem encountered 1ın the theologying Nevertheless, tOo Cut long STLOFY
short, ıf the symbolısm of thıs-worldly of Jürgen Moltmann does, however, DCN-
hope 1s consıstent both ıth the prospect erate interesting and, thınk, frutful
of empiırıcal holocaust and hıstorıical theologıcal possıbilıty ıf want LO

constructive Suppose thatdeclıne, iıt to dissocıi1ate OU hıstor1-
resıist the claım that al iındıyıdual CTEA-cal actıons for the proxımate future from

an Yy connection wıth hat miıght tures 111 be raısed an Yy theologıcal
meanıngfully call ‘promı1se’. thıs tendency that ımpels ın that diırection.

Does ıt reduce OuUu. incentıve imperıl OUu.surely ruptures the fabrıc of Moltmann’s
thought grounds for commMıtment tO the earth?

far from claımıng that there 1S5 Most of 111 Sa y ‘No Our hope for
WaY round the diıfficulties. There INaVYy hat thınk of the COSm1C whole 0eSs

FUuroJIn 161



tephen lıams

not entaıl hope for COoSsmıc partıc- Love, Hope and Social ction
ular. In that Cas-C, OUT COMNCETI for the
partıcular 15 not governed Dy Our hope for 'The prıma facıe dıfficulty wıth the PrO-

posed distinetion between hope and love 155partıculars. 'The theologıical basıs for COIN-
Cern for the earth Ca  - anı has een laıd Cas y to detect. Apparently, it dissociates
Out 1ın INOTe less sophısticated WAaVYSs, lovıng actıon from an convıction about

human destiny. So ıt. looks though ıtbut ıt 15 especlally pertinent to alıght here faıls to regard human beings 1ın escha-the question of love INaYy Care for the
earth Out of love for God anı for dog tologıcal lıght Sınce eschatologıcal realıty
Love SOVETNS relatıonshıp LO partıc- 1s the consummatıon of salvatıon and

reconcılıation, it OUStTtS lovıng actıon fromulars, where eschatologıical hope o0es not. soteriologıical context. ıt 1S5 not hard
COUTSC, ON could elaborate. Eschato- to SEeeE where thıs leads It creates

logıcal hope INaYy have role to play ın the dualıism: love, ımpellıng soc1al actıon, PCI-formatıon of love; eschatologıcal hope taıns LO soteri1ologıcally iındıfferent
for the COSI1NO0üS IMaYy have SOINE role to play sphere whiıle hope, hıch [012S not SOVern1ın the formatıon of love for the partıc- the partıculars of soc1al actıon, pertaıns LO
ular; the nature of love IMNaYy eed logıical, soterlologıical realm, the ultiımate-escha-
phenomenological an theologıcal elabo- tologıical. Are not headed for
ratıon LO avo1ld OUT talk of love being INeTe Lutheran dualısm of LWwO kıngdoms?
truısm. Havıng saıd a ]] that, love SOVETNNS Moltmann has wrıtten interesting

Luther’s doctrine of the LWwOpartıculars where hope 0€es nOt.
KExactly the s \AINe obtaıns 1N the Case of kıngdoms, interesting because he 1S5 quıte

the eschatological destiny of human 1n hıs appraısal, though he 1S
entical. According to Moltmann, becausebeings. Nonuniversalıists will SaVvy that of the brand of apocalyptic dualısm whichINAaYy not hope for the salvatıon of all, iın

the of entertaınıng certaın, COIMN-
characterızes hıs theology of hıstory,

fident dısposıtıon generated by the Pro
Luther SEES the worldly orders wıthın
which OI! exercıses love orders of1Se of unıversal salvatıon. But they 111 preservatıon, aTt best, ‘hut not the antıcı-not Sa Y that C should not love all patory realızatıon of the kıngdom of (G0dHere, agaın, love SOVeENNS the partıcular earth’.21 In thıs connection: "T’he

where hope 0es not. (Naturally, LWO kıngdoms doctrine g91ves erıter1a
should modıfy thıs ave Just OoOnNne 1ın for specıfic Chrıiıstian ethıcs Ilt ıs a
relatıon tO the earth). Let AaSSUumMe, al theology of hıstory but not foundatıon

for Christian ethıcsthıs point, the viabılıty an valıdıty of thıs It brings iınto
posıtıon. The question then arıses of Christian ethıcs realısm which reckons
whether should deploy the distinetion ıth the gı1ven facts But it 0€eSs not
between hope an love 1n relatıon LO sSoc1al motivate world-transforming hope. hat

1S5 ıts weakness’22 So ımportant CY1-actıon, well, hıch has always een at
terıon for Christian ethıics 1s whether ıtthe heart of Moltmann’s 'Io put

it sharply an al rısk of courting motivates world-transforming hope. Moalt-
Iannn belıeves that ıf eschatologıcal hopeexaggerated Ca not maın- 1S transformıng 1ın hıstory,taın that Ou. soc1al actıon 1s work of love have basıs for Chrıistian ethıcs. 'TIherather than of hope? do S do

reduce the incentive an ımperı]l the CONCEePTS of ethıcs and of mı1ıssıon ATe
interwoven ın Moltmann’s theology, angrounds for soclal actıon? Certainly, ıf ATe iınter-related and correlated COTITNN-do nOot, the problems ıth Moltmann’s 110  - eschatologıical basıs).eschatology logıcally expand iınto prob- Now Moltmann o0es nNnOot iınto the

lems wıt hıs WaYy of relating eschatology kınds of distincetions between motives an
LO soc1al actıon. Let Er y LO explore the grounds, for example, which would ınto
optıon have tabled. moral-philosophical look at Christian
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ethıcs and shall not SE1ZEe the lan- Brunner Was not arguıng that the comıng
guage of ‘motive’ that he deploys ere. of Christ has impact hat happens
But Suppos1ing dwell Lutheran love ın hıstory. He W as refusıng LO place the
Luther hımself has powerftful statement object of an partıcular hope under the

constraın of necessıty arısıng from hısof it ın hıs short eformatıon classıc, T’he
Freedom of the Chrıistian. In ıt, Luther COom1ng.
first expounds Justificatıon by faıth Wrıting agaınst the background of dıs-

that transforms the self. But, Just1- cuss1ıon of belief 1ın progress, Brunner
then proceeded LO SaYy that 0)81  (D of thefed by faıth, the COChrıstian 1S bound LO

love: indeed, the belıever dwells 1ın faırytales of hıs age W as ‘Tthat INEe  - need
Christ by faıth, the believer ındwells the ıdea of ProOSreSSs to make them actıve).
the ne1ghbour by love. It looks though, He responded ollows: ‘What really
ıf OIl took thıs ser10usly, OI would O need tO make actıve 1S5 love, an ıf

have love eed other stimulus’. Welong WaY ın the diıreecetion of world-trans-
formatıon. Hor r the ne1ghbour abours AT ‘called by Christ LO become co-workers
under oppressıion of an Yy descr1ıptıion, for wıth hım for the Kıngdom of God— and
instance, of polıtical kınd, an ıf the thıs call 1S sufficıent TLO actıvate man’s
structure creates the Ooppress10n, OIl 1s5 total effort’.?4 Brunner DaVC eschato-
bound to work for ıts removal. What logıical dımens1ıon LO these remarks 1ın LWO
apparently prevents 0)81 from go1Ng far WaYys Fırst, he thought that the hope of
1n Lutheran OI Ca ın Reformed eternal lıfe 15 based love. Contra Marx-
theology qaT. thıs poıint, 1s5 the dıffering 1SM, ıt ollows that ıt cCannot be oplate,
conceptions of government an rıght of because, based love, hope of eternal lıfe
res1ıstance. Just how settled these dıffer- °cannot but create love’. Secondly, the

really aAarce, shall leave OPDECI ere hope of eternal lıfe 1s not Just hope for
But ıf Lutheran world-transforming destiny. It 15 hope for the perfection

of the whole of creatıon, for worldactıon 1S5 comparatıvely limiıted, ıts lımıts
do not TY1SEe from the logıc of love On the redemption’ and world salvatıon..
CONtrarYy, the love established bDy Luther do nOot wısh LO be bound by al the

the heart of Chrıstian lıfe, lıfe Justi- maın elements of Brunner’s theology qat
fied by faıth, tOo strıke Out 1n thıs poıint, INOTeE than by those of Luther.

But hıs stark qasseveratıons throw OoOWNpowerful an posıtıve descrıption owards
maxımal soc1al transformatıon. gauntlet. It 15 hard tO ad LO the motıiva-

Still, quıte apart from the lımıts get by tıon of love How can one lımıt hat ıt
peculıarly Lutheran 1e W of SOVEIN- wants LO accomplısh 1ın thıs world? It 155

ment, 1sS the soc1al dimensı1ıon of iıts love not dissoc1iated from faıth and hope, but ıt.
detached from the soterl1ologıical 1ssue of oes not eed the sphere of ıts ıinterest TtO
hıstory that ıt reduces motivatıon tO be cotermınous wıt the sphere of hope
change the world? Eimıil Brunner before ıt CXPIrCeSSCS that interest. Indeed,
remarked aptly cognate poıint forty properly speakıng, hope applıes TLO the

a9O, though hıs statements aAaTe Ve eschatologıical sphere alone. Now know
succınct. In hıs discussıon of hope, Brun- that Moltmann admıts distinetion of
Ner focussed Christ ıts sole object. hopes, albeıt 0)81 that he consıstently
Nothing whiıich lacks thıs object deserves blurs But he refuses LO dıstinguı1sh
LO be called Chrıstian hope He empha- soteriologıically and LO ascr1ıbe salvatıon LO
s1zed that Chrıistian hope 1S only that hat 1S5 ultımate and eschatological, but
hope for hıch have certaınty 1ın Jesus not LO that whiıich 15 proxıimate and eMDPpO-
Chrıst himself”. Other hopes, such the ral Here, he makes sıgnıficant er1t1ce1sm
hope of increased Justice, ATe legıtımate, of the Reformers. "The Reformatıon rela-
CVEeIN mandatory, but theır fruntion 15 nOot 1Vv1zed the polıtical orders, makıng them
guaranteed. We cannot Sa y of hat mMaYy NECCESSaL Y orders 1n thıs world whiıich Ca

happen 1ın history: "T’hey ıll |mMYy SETVEC the welfare of all, and ought LO do
emphasıs| because Christ has COINECD 97 S but do not mınıster to salvatıon.. 'The
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Reformers made :cerıtical distinetion not allow SOTINE kınd of hıerarchy of lıbera-
between salvatıon and welfare’26 The WaY tions. So ıt 1S5 that tru: orıentatıon tO
Moltmann Ta  - thıs argument, found 1ın faıth an hope entaıls rejection of the

Reformers’ ‘“eritical distinetion betweenT’he Church ın the Power of the Spiırıt, 155
worth lookıng at INOTeEe closely. salvatıon and welfare.’ (p 178)

'Iwo ernticısm of thıs aAre 1ın order.
The Church ın the Power of the First, the equal soteri10logıical weıght

attached tO dıverse forms of lıberationSpirit
cannot be derıved from ıts eschatologı1-

In thıs volume, orıented to the oppressed, cally holistic form nature. The eschato-
Moltmann almed ‘°to poınt AWAY from the logıcal kıngdom INaY, ındeed, be OT of

personal reconcılıatıon, soc1al freedompastoral church, that looks after the PCO- and envıronmental health. It o0es notple, LO the people’s OW:' communal church
Nn the people’26, As the COTDUS chrıs- follow that there Aare pertinent dıstiınc-
tianum decays, the congregatıon 15 LO tıons that apply 1ın the proxıimate sphere.

the envıronmental sıtuatıon deterlor-LO total testımony of salvatıon
ates, INaYy belıeve that God will restorewhich leaves sphere of lıfe wıthout

hope, from faıth tOo polıtics, an from ıt. eschatologıically; soc1a|l achjıevements
polıtıcs to economıcs.’ (p 10) Thıs test1- Ca be largely undone ın tıme, but IMNaYy

believe that (G0d wiıll eschatologicallyINONY 1S grounded 1ın the church’s COMMPTE- establısh shalom ın ıts perfection. Buthens1ıon of ıts commM1sSsSION 1ın world
hıstory, 1ın the ONTLEext of 0d’s hıstory (p hat ıf one’s personal relatıonshiıip to God
2), whiıich 15 INOTe than church hıstory. The 1S marked by increasıng indıfference, CON-

emp for hıs law and, bıtterness. Is alltestımonYy 155 integrated by the convıctıon thıs eschatologıically reversıble, INOTeEethat, although Liberation takes dıfferent
forms, ‘the freedom that 15 sought Ca ıimperiıllıng OoOu. eschatological destiny
only be sıngle and COINIMNON freedom. It than envıronmental disaster imperiıls the

eschatological destiny of the earth? The1S5 the freedom for fellowshiıp wiıt. God, AT not the Samne. hat 1S, theINa an nature.’ (p 17) So ‘Mıssıon fluctuating condıtions of the envıronmentembraces al actıvıtiıes that SETVE toO lıber-
ate INa  3 from hıs slavery 1n the soc1o-polıtical order do not affect one’s
of the Comıng God, slavery hıch extends enti:tlement to eschatological hope for

“envıronment’ °soc1al order’; but thefrom ecCconNOMI1C necessıty an Godforsake- nature of 0108 personal relatıonshıp LO God
N1EeSss (p 10) Agaın mıssıon 15 C  ınfect-
iIng people, whatever theır relıg10n, wıth does affect OUT entıtlement LO hope for ıts
the spırıt of hope, love and responsıbıilıty posıtıve eschatological consummatıon.

Secondly, let trıtely consıder thefor the world’ (D 152) Although Molt- following. One Person 15 materı1ally PDOOT,INann mıght ave 1n princıple, and INaYy educatıionally dıisadvantaged, polıticallyhave 1ın fact, derıved thıs convıctıon about
the unıty of TrTeedom from INOTeEe SOUTCEeS

deprıved—but lıves trustingly 1ın God
Another 1S materı1ally com({Tortable, free forthat on the stated ground of hıs belief 15 intellectual self-development, partıcıpanteschatology. KEschatology 1sS about sıngle, 1n relatıvely democratic PrOCCSS, butundıvıded reedom and Our ques for ıt

must be ONE, ıts elements (fellowshiıp wıth
heedless of (G10d In bıblıcal perspectıve,
hıch 1S NeaTeTr to the kıngdom of God? 'ToGod, INa  } an nature) equally weıghted. ask the question 15 tO AaLLSWerTr ıt. LOMoltmann has characteristically interpre- aD SWeTr ıt 1s5 LO dıstinguıish the relatıon-

ted the mess]1anıc m1ıssıon of Jesus 1ın shıp of dıfferent forms of reedom LO theır
eschatological lıght, m1ıssıon which 1Ss eschatological consummatıon ın WaVYVcomprehensive and indıvıisıble. 'The POOT that forces to dıfferentiate soter10-
and the captıves MaYy be spırıtually, physi- logıcally between dıfferent freedoms.
cally, soclally polıtically bound the New Testament 1S not tellıng that,deprived, but dıfferences of condıtions do there 1S tellıng hat ıt 15 sayıng
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COUTTSC, SOONeT 0€eSs OIl SaVvyY thıs More positively
than the C of ‘dualism’ Mngs through the
theological alr and al ıts assoclated evıls On the negatıve sıde, have trıed LO do
crowd LO mınd But ‘Aualısm’ 15 nOot two thıngs. Fırst, have quarrelled wıth

the intellıg1bılıty of the Concept of thıs-fehcıtous word to usSe for the posıtıon
being adopted here, partıcularly ıf iıt 1s5 worldliness 1n Moltmann’s theology. Sec-
pejoratıve term T’he proper commıtment ondly, have quarrelled wıth the WaYy he

allows hope LO the grounds forand holistic passıon of love ın diverse socıal actıon. Certaınnly, mMust lımıt thesıtuations 1S5 neıther cCompromised NOr

enervated by the perceived soteri0logıical Tea of quarrel. On the first poıint, the
distinections. Irue, soteriologıcal PCEICCP- argument 15 nOot that the claım ‘“eschato-

logıical hope should be thıs-worldly andtıon 111 shape one’s actıons. 'The relatıve NnOt other-worldly’ 15 intrinsıcally unın-
ımportance accorded tO polıtical lıberatıon tellıgıble unımportant. dealıngand personal reconcılıatıon respectively
111 doubtless be affected by theological specıfically ıth the problem ın Moaolt-

mann’s theology. On the second, not
soter1010gy. Forced, 1ın partıcular sıtua- sayıng that Christian love 1s unınformed
tıon, to choose between tıme gıven an by eschatological hope Love and hope ATe
ıimportance relatıvely attached LO and not partıtıoned: they AL distinguished ad
LO Yy, 0)81 MaYy indeed, V1eW, accord hoc The hopeful passıon of love—hopeful,
less weıight tO polıtical lıberatıon than to 1n the of uncertaınty about partıc-
personal reconcıiliation.*‘ But the charge lar outcome-—«can still be fuelled by
of dualısm 15 1ın aın here. Hor the soter10- eschatologıical hope. Chrıistian lıfe an
logıical convıctiıon of those wh adopt Molt- convıctiıon ATe deeply disintegrated ıf
mann’s posıtıon MUST Iso affect there 1S5 INOVE LO compartmentalıze faıth,
exıistentıial priorıties ın partıcular hope and love.

Is there anythıng 1n Moltmann’s'T ’hose who, 1ın the ame of holısm, insıst
that love of ne1ghbour entaiıls polıitical thought that 15 consonant ıth the PIO-
actıon, INa Yy easıly be accused of eX1S- posed emphasıs love? Eıght aQO,
entıjal neglect ın the CONCETN for personal the proceedings of conference ın the

often Unıited States, held LO celebrate the Molt-reconcılı1atıon wıth God, manns’ sixtieth birthdays, WerTe publıshedalleged dualists ATeEe accused of exıstentıal
neglect 1n theır CONCEeTN for polıtical under the tıtle of Love: the Foundatıon of
lıberatıon. Hope.* The tıtle refers prımarıly LO divıne

love, although Douglas Meeks (one of theWe have framed thıs discussıon by the edıtors) poss1ıbly had human love 1ın M1nconvıctıon that love o0es entaıl transform- ell when he WTrote that °'No OIl 1n OUTıng actıon, and that the loss of Moltmann:- tıme has INOTE convıncıngly shown that1an hope Causes relınaquıshment of ıts love 1s the foundatıon, SOUTCE and
PFrODCI v1gour. hope, however, that, of Justice than Jürgen Moltmann.’ (p 42)whatever the truth contaıned ın Hugo
ssmann’s warnıng about theoretical He SUPPOrTS thıs judgement Dby reference

LO the CSSay>S collected together under the
debates about hope, ıts potentıal practical tıtle On Human Dıgnity. 'T’he reference 15
ımportance 1S clear. 'Io proceed further Surprı1ısSıng, not Just because Meeks usSes
the traıl of praxıs, should need LO put such strong language LO deseribe Molt-
partıcular sıtuatiıons under the mi1cro- mann’s achıevement, but because On
scope—theorı1zıng Ca apPpCar extremely Human Dıgnity 15 characterıstically dom1-
VaCUuUOUS otherwıse. The meanıng of one’s nated by the emphasıs hope, increas-
theologıcal claıms 155 grasped when OIl ingly the volume progresses.“
observes how OnNne’s language functions 1ın However, Moltmann does, ın z volume,

form of lıfe beg the pardon of NONMN- Sa VYy the followıng, ınter alıa, about love. In
Wittgensteinian readers ıf thıs WaY of the conclusıon LO hıs ‘Mess1anıc
putting thıngs complıcates lıfe! Atheism)’, he refers LO Dietrich Bonhoeffer

FuroJIh 165



® tephen lıams

the connect.on between love of the stoke Marshall ickering,
earth and the resurrection of the dead Rasmusson, T’he Church OLLS un

und Universiıty Press,Only after ONM loves IMaYy on! believe 1n
ıstory and the TIrıune (i0d London SCM,the resurrection of the dead an 1ın NEe

world”’. Moltmann comments: 182
Moltmann, The Spırıt of Life London

There 18 then transcending of hope SCM,
wıthout the paradoxıical countermove- See, C 1
ment of the incarnatıon of love, break- C - , MI3 CD “Polhitic. Theology Polhitical Herme-

neutiıic of the Gospel’, 100{T, Onıng Out tOo Nne horizons without the Human Dignity London SCM,sacrıfice of lıfe, antıcıpatıng of the
future wıthout first investing 1n 1t.90 ee  S, Orıgins of the Theology of

Hope (Phıladelphia: Wortress, See
'Thıs last phrase threatens tOo SCUPPECT AT an 129

contrast Bonıno offered 1n hıs Assmann, Practıcal T’heology of Liıb-
contrıbution tOo the birthday conference. eratıon London Search Press,

59{ft.Here he claımed that whiıle the hope of
Liberation theolog1ans Was awakened by of Hope London SCM,
the experıence of love 1ın communıty: ‘On 'i‘£ough the language 1S or of other-the other hand, ın European theology, OT worldly hope’, ote Bonıino’s °Pro-usually starts wıt. “the promıise”, fessor Moltmann rightly rejects the
promıiıse that draws “the project” to ıtself.” ıcChotomy between thıs-worldly S0oc1a.
(p (2) an “other sıde” (personal) eschatology’

(‘Love Social TIransformation Lab-At the least, Moltmann’s words sıgnal
cautıon 1ın an y attempt tOo schematıze hıs eratıon Theology-,, 20,
eschatological thıinkıng ın relatıon toO lıfe Burnham e al., Love: the Foundatıon of
and mı1ıssıon wıthout factorıng love ınto ıt Hope (San Franc1sco: Harper KROW,

an the he has especlally mınd,have wrıtten thıs artıcle though oltmann'’s ‘Love, ea Eternal Lıfe theMoltmann WeI’e not the author of T’he Theology of Hope—the Personal ıde’, pub-Crucıified God, theology of love, ell lished the SAarne volume, 3—22)theology of hope. It evıdences SOTINE 44 Rıchard Bauckham pressed eology ofkınshıp wıth the work of Bonhoeffer, hope this poınt "T’heology fter Hır-
whose Ethics, LO whiıich Moltmann W as oshıma', Scottish Journal of Theology 38
alludıng 1n the reference above, advances (1985) 583—-601

vVerYy powerful chrıstologıical ground for oltmann, G(0d Lın Creatıon London
SCM, Gf. 8S6—93 an 343,discıpleship, eschatology being present n.26ff.but NnOt domiıinant.®! T’he Crucıfied God

13W as tru to ıts predecessor, T’heology of als "T’heology of Hope an the
Hope, 1ın groundıng ıts chrıstological- Doectrine of Creation: Appraisal of ‚Jür-
eschatological basıs for actıon ın SCNH Moltmann’, Evangelıcal Quarterly 59

(1987) 3—7/6; Schuurman, °Crea-erucıfixion an not Just resurrection.®2 It tıon, Schaton Ethics’ analysıs ofimpossıble LO challenge Moltmann’s Theology an Ethics ürgen oltmann  9brand of eschatological theology wıthout Calvın T’heological Journal DD (1987)attackıng the heart of hıs proposal. But 42-—671; 1D1d., Schuurman, Creatıon,
ATe talkıng here about the heart of Eschaton and Ethics The Ethical Sıg

conceptual structure. Moltmann’s v1isıon nıfiıcance of the Creation-Eschaton Relatıon
of love, and of the WaYy of ‚Jesus Christ, ın the T’hought of mıl Brunner and Jur:

gen Moltmann New orkINaVYy In SOINE ımportant respects SUFTVIVe 'The phrase must be interpreted synecdoch-eriticı1sm. there, ıt INaYy be, shall 1cally;find the heart of the theolog1an. oltmann’s interest hıstory
expande LO comprehen iınterest

Bauckham  9 The eology of Jürgen nature
Moltmann (Edinburgh: ar. 15 See T’he Crucified London SCM,Hıs prev1ous work W as Moltmann: Mes- 2Ö1, n.125
SLANLC LT’heology Lın the Makıng (Basıng- 16 ıstory and the Trıune God,
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1L 'The Janguage of ‘tendency’ 15 agaın ec  1 Hope and Love London Lutterworth,
cal, but INOTE ımportant 1ın eology of 4858
Hope (pp 203{f1) than subsequently. Op cıt., 57

Moltmann, The Church Lın the Power of15 According LO Rıchard Bauckham 1S
proOCe>SS 15S the unıversal m1ıssıon of the the Spiırıt London SCM, 178

church’, The eology of Jürgen Molt 26 Op cıt., XV1 Subsequent Dase references

MANN , 38 nOoLt SUTeE that STrasp the LO thıs work ATe gıven ın the Lext of the
artıclemeanıng of 185 ere But, far AA 'T hıs WaY of putting matters 185 shorthand,tell, thıs interpretation applhlıes ‘process’ LO CONCEeSS10NATY an Presumes the g0o0d wıll

C.  ur rather than WOT. hıstory.
19 Moltmann, T’he Way of ‚Jesus Chrıst

of the reader. do nOot that ‘perso-
nal reconcılıatıon’ an! ‘polıitic. lıberation

London SCM, oltmann SUucCcCeeds constitute SOINeE kınd of alternatıve 1110110-
1n the of thıs sectıon tellıng lıthıc entities.
that Christ’s resurrection 15 bodily; that Op cıt. Page references LO thıs work 11

1O0 appear 1ın the Lext of the artıicle.the symbo. of the raısıng of the dead
excludes ıdeas about lıfe fter ea that 29 In thıs collection, oltmann CONTLrAaSts the
‘al Lıfe endures ea ıth paın (p 253) prımacy of love medieval theology an
an that resurrection has become the unl- the prımacy of faıth eIormatıon eol-

O: ıth the pPrımacCcy of hope, disclosed byversal law for stones (p 258) modernıty an laıd uDON the theologıcalThe eology of Jürgen Moltmann ,, 210 consclence.T‘hiıs problem 15 alleviated by the novel COUTSEC, throughout hıs
consıiderableoncept of resurrection which oltmann works, Moltmann g1ves

introduces thıs book It 15 that the ole weıight LO the importance of love, we as
LO hope, 1n relatıon LO m1ıss1ıon an soclal

ofhıstory the hıstory ofnature an uman actıon.
beings) 311 be redeemed from evıl 30 Op CIt., 1586
ean an transformed the schato- 31 If thıs LO play OWN the perceived
logıcal eternıty 1C all its tımes importance of eschatology 1n onhoeffer’s
be sımultaneous. So not SIMPLY creatures Ethics, eschatology nevertheless 0S NOL
1ın hat they ave become 1n theır PpO- the role it. AasSsSumes Moltmann’s
ral h1ıstory, but all creatures they AT work. Here, oltmann has een taken
diachronically the PTFrOCCS>S of theır hıs- constıtutiın advance Bonhoeffer.
LOTY an 1ın al theır temporal relationshıps See Chapman, ope the ethıcs
ıth other creatures, wıll be resurrected of ormatıon: oltmann interpreter

of Bonhoeffer’, Studıes Lın Relıgion 12an transfigure eternity. una
(1983) 449-—60) Although notLO understand these sentence
aAarsguec the poınt here, believe that hat-21 The 15 utNer’s Doctrine of the 1wo

Kingdoms an ıts Use01ın On Human EVeTr ma be gaine by stren  ening the
eschatological element onhoeffer the-

Dıgnity, though ave wandered ınto ology, he grounds OUT sSoclal actıon MOTe,subsequent the S\amnle collection an! nOLT less, effectıvely than 0eSs
(°Political Theology Political Herme- oltmann
neutic of the Gospel’, 108) LO eitl ese 3
words.

‘Christological-eschatological‘ that chrıs-
Ology 15 the substance of eschatology ın

292 Op cıt., Theology of Hope, Just Moltmann sub-
For thıs discussı1on, SEE Brunner, aı  2 equent work 155 triınıtarıan eschatology.
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