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WALTER H. CAPPS

THE HOPE TENDENCY

The group of essays which follows is indicative of an attitude which has
already found its way into contemporary theology, philosophy, and polit-
ical theory. It claims to be able to resurrect realities which for a long time
have been neglected, and to point to some others of which men have not
been cognizant before. Perhaps most appropriately called the “school of
hope”—although, as yet, there is no school, no full-blown movement, but
rather a mood which expresses itself in a confederation of related propo-
sals—the attitude derives its impetus from a preoccupation with the
future. To a large degree the specifics of that interest in the future have
been inspired by a book Das Prinzip Hoffnung, written during the
1940’s by Ernst Bloch, an author in exile.! In this introductory essay
I should like to describe something of the scope of the mood, the forces
responsible for its appearance, and some of its chief characteristics. 1
regard this as an outside view of the attitude. The inside articulation we
shall leave to the representative essays included in our selection.

As Karl Braaten has recently recalled,2 Immanuel Kant observed in his
Critique of Pure Reason that “the whole interest of reason, specula-
tive as well as practical, is centered in the three following questions:
(1) What can I know? (2) What ought I to do? (3) What may I hope?”
Kant’s own programmatic suggests that the first question, the one treat-
ing epistemology, requires a critique of pure reason. In the same way, the
question about “oughtness,” the basis for morality, is the topic of atten-
tion in the critique of practical reason. Significantly, the third question,
the one concerning hope, is referred to the critique of judgment (or
aesthetic sensitivity). Kant’s format seems to suggest that hope is acces-
sible through an examination of the principles of aesthetic categorization.
By the same token, presumably, the accessibility of hope is linked to and
dependent upon an access to the future.®

Heretofore, Christian theology seems to have given a lot of attention to
the treatment of questions one and two in Kant’s index, as Braaten notes,
but very little to the third. Were one willing to put the matter in bald
terms, one could observe that the history of theology since Immanuel
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Kant is a series of attempts to reconcile theology with Kant’s analysis ot
pure reason. The watershed in Christian theology is Kant’s first Cri-
tique.* Over and over attempts have been made to square its epistemo-
logical account with the possibility that religious affirmations are making
truth claims. Or, to put it in even balder terms, the theological preoccu-
pation with morality and ethics since Kant seems almost to have issued
by default: it parallels a series of disenchantments regarding the success
of linking theology and pure reason. The formula has been Kant’s own:
reason (pure reason) has been denied—or, more properly, limited or cir-
cumscribed—in order to make room for faith, i.e., that faith which is de-
pendent upon moral sensitivity (practical reason). These twin interests
have endowed theology since the time of Kant.

But Kant’s third question, which has received only sporadic attention
by theologians until now, appears at last to be coming into its own. In
recent years the western world has witnessed not only Bloch’s Das Prin-
zip Hoffnung but also Gabriel Marcel’s Homo Viator (subtitled an In-
troduction to a Metaphysic of Hope, Frederick L. Polak’s Images of
the Future,® and, in 1965, Jiirgen Moltmann’s Theologie der Hoffnung.?
Each is future oriented. All depend—but to greater and lesser extents,
and in different ways—upon an examination of image-language and sym-
bolic worlds, thus re-illustrating that hope and imagination are tied
together. And all have found ready audiences. Perhaps this indicates
that the ideological—maybe even de-ideological-mentality of the west-
ern world has moved to a point of receptivity concerning investigations,
proposals, and discussions of the future. We note, for example, the rash
of symposia—sometimes even called “hope conferences’—dealing with
the future: the conference at St. Xavier College (John XXIII Institute),
Chicago, in October, 1967, on “The Future as the Presence of Shared
Hope”; the centennial symposium of the University of California, Santa
Barbara, in April, 1968, on “The Future of Hope”; the large conference
at Duke University in mid-April, 1968—to name only a few of the most
prominent. In addition, the National Academy of Arts and Sciences has
been sponsoring disciplined conversations on “The Year 2000.”% And,
as another indicator of a tendency of the times, the World Council of
Churches has chosen for its summer 1968 international conference in
Uppsala, Sweden; the following theme: “Behold, I make all things new.”
Hope and the future are in the air, and the incidence of their appear-
ance as topics of conversation and conference seems to be increasing.

The specific forces behind the new mood are at least four in number.
In the first place, the theological and philosophical schools who are im-
pelled by the mood can be understood to be articulating—in the mode of
categorization appropriate to each—a general tendency among men every-
where. The nuclear age, and the projected post-nuclear age, have made it
imperative that the human future not be allowed to become the product
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of accident, chance, or arbitrary will. Men sense that unless the future
can be planned, unless human responsibility possesses a creative function
with respect to that future, there may be no future at all for mankind.
Hence, scientists, humanists, some sensitive statesmen, and a host of citi-
zens from communities everywhere have begun to realize that the future
is approached only very superficially when techniques of prediction are
fashioned to provide access to it. Prediction is not enough. Rather, the
future must be mediated. And mediation occurs only when those who are
going to live in the future bear the capabilities of controlling and plan-
ning it. The future men have is, in some sense, the future men want. And
the future men want they can intend to be. But this is simply another way
of denominating the recent awareness that men now have the capacity to
influence the direction of evolutionary processes.

Industrial managers have been aware of this for some time. We note,
for example, the variety of exercises in role-playing which has been con-
ducted by the Rand Corporation in Santa Monica.? Once again, role-
playing is an appropriate stance vis--vis the future not only because play-
ing requires imagination or the employment of aesthetic categorization.
Playing is appropriate because play has a creative influence upon the
choice of alternative futures. If one follows the analysis of Johan Huizin-
ga, play can be seen to possess a constructive force in shaping a civiliza-
tion which is yet to be, just as it has been influential in structuring the
patterns of civilization which have already been.® In the same way
the highly acclaimed and magnificently illustrated study of the Kaiser
Aluminum Corporation, The Dynamics of Change, has as its purpose a
focusing of attention upon the future.l! Its function is to suggest some of
the ingredients of an anatomy of change so that the forces of change can
be guided. Referring to Alvin Toffler’s contention that we have no “herit-
age of the future,” the authors observe:

And so, not having one, and needing it, we will have to develop one.
This can be done, perhaps, by examining the forces of

around us and by trying to understand how they originated, where
they are likely to be going, and how we can to some extent, by guid-
ing them, cushion ourselves against “future shock.”

Suggesting a means of approach, the authors of Dynamics of Change
go on:

We might begin by seeing ourselves in a somewhat different rela-
tionship to time than we are accustomed to. We can agree that there
is not much we can do to affect the past, and that the present is so
fleeting, as we experience it, that it is transformed into the past as
we touch it. It is only the future that is amenable to our plans and
actions. Knowing this, we can draw a broad general outline of the
kind of future world we feel we would be most happy in. And be-
cause we have now arrived at a stage in our development, or shortly
will arrive there, where our most pressing problems are not techno-
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logical, but political and social-we can achieve the world that we
want by working together to get it.12
The statement is made by men who are willing to assume responsibility
for guiding the path of technological advance. Such men are aware that
the issues facing a world of increased industrialization and “scientifica-
tion” refer to the apprehension of time. They foresee that values will be
secured only if they are written into the future by intention.

Such observations—and similar ones multiply day by day—make it evi-
dent that a theology of the future is not a strictly isolatable phenomenon.
Such a theology does not belong simply to itself, nor can it be exhaus-
tively accounted for on the basis of developments within the history of
sophisticated reflection. On the contrary, it seems to be a manifestation of
a large and growing preoccupation. It shares interests with a variety of
other fields of endeavor. The question about the future interests theo-
logians and philosophers, but perhaps no more acutely than it entices
industrialists and management consultants. Indeed, because of his keen
interest in the future, R. Buckminster Fuller refers to himself as an “an-
ticipatory design scientist”—the first species of its kind.!® Hence, from
this vantage point, the significance of the theological and philosophical
entries into the discussion perhaps derives only secondarily from the in-
novations each implies within its own field. To be sure, such innovations
are important ones. Within theology and philosophy a stress on hope and
on future is sufficient to reconstitute conceptual patterns. And that is no
mean accomplishment. But the very interest in undertaking this reconsti-
tutive task may simply reflect the much larger, general temper. Hence,
the innovations within theology and philosophy cannot be exhaustively
accounted for on theological and philosophical grounds. And the ques-
tions cannot be reduced to whether or not such reconstituted conceptual
patterns still remain true to theological and philosophical origins, tradi-
tions, or rules of operation. Rather, these larger questions emerge: In
what ways, if at all, are such newly improvised positions resourceful to
men who are concerned about the future? In what ways, if at all, do they
provide insight—possibly even direction—for those who sense that the
path of the future is forged by human intention? In what ways, if at all,
does the content of the theological and philosophical accounts provide
workable substance to the concern for what the future ought to be? As the
general conversation makes clear, the theological and philosophical inter-
ests in the future can no longer be treated as self-sufficient portrayals.
They belong to the larger context. And in that context they are judged
on the basis of their resourcefulness to the context, and not simply by
reference to their own powers of innovative genius.

At the same time, there are more precise occasions for the emergence of
a school of hope within both philosophy and theology. To take the latter
first: the new—or renewed—interest in eschatology as the means of speci-
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fying the uniqueness of the Christian kerygma provides a scheme of theo-
logical referral for both “hope” and “future.” Ernst Kisemann’s thesis, for
example, that biblical theology is eschatology—and the confirmation this
thesis receives in the current writings of the Old Testament scholar, Ger-
hard van Rad—gives indication of a normative precedent for the disposi-
tion toward the future in the Judaeo-Christian tradition.’* But the sug-
gestions of such Old and New Testament scholars as Kdsemann and van
Rad that the eschatological tendency is characteristic of the biblical men-
tality gain force not principally for their exegetical value but rather as
indexes into a certain ideological typification. That eschatological dispo-
sition is the chief characteristic of biblical thought. It distinguishes bib-
lical reflection from the patterns of the Greeks, primarily, and from
others in surrounding cultures. Hence, the conjunction between escha-
tology and the primitive faith indicates that subsequent historical forms
of Christian reflection are at least once removed in style from the nor-
mative instance. De-eschatologized theology—so the judgment goes—runs
counter to the distinguishing marks of the primary theological disposition
in both Jewish and Christian communities.

It is within this discussion that Leslie Dewart, for example, can sound
the call for a return to the earliest patterns of Christian affirmation by de-
hellenizing the primitive kerygma.l® Dewart’s recommendation of dehel-
lenization of the faith derives from a recognition that the primary
eschatological perspective was replaced illegitimately by categorial
schemes in which linear projection and a reverent expectation of a future
Kingdom of God became absent. A dehellenization of the faith, in this
instance, would demand a “re-eschatologization” of the kerygma. That
recommendation is not very much different in kind from the recent pro-
posal of Abbot Christopher Butler.1¢ As Abbot Butler sees it, the recovery
of Christianity’s fundamental eschatological mode requires a scraping of
subsequent theology’s familiar metaphysical substructures. The substruc-
tures themselves are signs of a wholesale transportation of the kerygma
into a conceptual context which was neither a part of the original nor
enduringly helpful. The alternative is not to do away with substructures
altogether, but rather to replace “‘meta-physics” with “meta-chronics.”
The shift invokes horizontal projection instead of vertical projection. It
does away with substance terminology, and seeks access to that which is
neither permanent nor static. It opens awareness to the spontaneous and
to the changeable. It brings back the occasion for depicting the Christian
life in terms of a pilgrimage along the way toward a longed-for destina-
tion. But, more fundamentally, the shift reawakens sensitivity to the cen-
trality the biblical message gives to the eschatological mode. Apart from
that mode the message cannot be understood. In any other mode the
message (though rephrasable in part) is distorted. In short, the de-
hellenization of the kerygma is the first recuperative technique if the

WALTER H. CAPPS 261

This content downloaded from
132.174.249.166 on Sat, 14 Oct 2023 19:43:20 +00:00
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



primacy of the biblical orientation toward the future is to re-emerge out
of the maze of second-order language in which, for long centuries, it
has been engulfed. The judgment is that the future cannot be given
proper place in any hellenized reproduction of the kerygma: the future
has place only in that mode which is governed by its presence.

A related influence and stimulus to the school of hope is the increased
acceptance of what is called process philosophy. In general terms that
brand of philosophy has reference to the variety of horizontally modelled
conceptual patterns which tend to ascribe normativeness to time and to
change. One thinks in this regard of the patterns of philosophy of Alfred
North Whitehead and of Henri Bergson. Yet those two orientations are
extensions and refinements of the first appearance of process philosophy
in the classical position of Heraclitus that reality could be likened to a
“stream into which one could not step twice in the same place.” In
process philosophy time and change are regulative. Nothing escapes the
reality of temporal conditioning.

The school of hope is sensitive to process philosophy, and yet in no
sense can it be understood as a derivative from it. Its affinity to process
is the second-order manifestation of its primary disposition toward escha-
tology. When the primary eschatological mode is articulated, the language
and categories of process philosophy are frequently employed. It would be
a mistake, therefore, to regard any one proponent of the process position
(be he Whitehead, Bergson, any evolutionist, any neo-Hegelian dialecti-
cian) as having direct or exclusive formative influence upon the school of
hope. The situation is not that simple. The school of hope is not a
religio-philosophical derivative of a previous epistemological or meta-
physical orientation. It is an aggregate. Its basis is a mood. It is friendly
to process, but one cannot account for it on the basis of process philoso-
phy. It can find support in that philosophical position, yet it claims that
its proposals could stand without such support. The intrigue created by
process philosophy is that a position such as that of the late Teilhard
de Chardin became theologically acceptable at about the same time as it
was discovered that the eschatological mode is characteristic of the
biblical writings. The school of hope has endeavored to incorporate and
maintain the insights of both of these. Process philosophy provides a
mental framework within which these developments can be held together.
In formal terms they all seem to be saying the same: (a) that the sche-
matic model must be horizontally and not vertically conceived; (b) that
time and change, rather than permanence and staticity, are regulative;
and (c) that reality’s future orientation (and accompanying ever-restive-
ness) is calculated to allow for the increment of value via the realization
of possibility.

Hence, while one can be sure that process philosophy is able to give
support to the school of hope, he must also recognize that support to be
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in keeping with the recent acceptance of evolutionary theory as a forma-
tive factor in theological construction. There are precise parallels be-
tween the acceptance of evolutionism, for example, and the prominence
given John Henry Cardinal Newman’s understanding of the development
of doctrine. Both are instances of a gradual retailoring of theological
affirmation by means of horizontal models. For the same reason, there is
probably no single instigator whose presence is more to be felt in the
possibility for horizontal retailoring than Teilhard de Chardin.17 Yet
Teilhard too is party to the aggregation. The school of hope is not a
Teilhardian derivative. (As Jiirgen Moltmann commented: Teilhard
linked eschatology to nature; the theologians of hope have linked escha-
tology to history.) Yet the seriousness with which Teilhard’s horizontally
modelled innovations were received provided an occasion by which the
contentions of the school of hope could be heard. Once again, the school
of hope has been shown to be indicative of a tendency of the times.
Newman'’s notion of doctrinal development is in keeping with that ten-
dency. Teilhard’s evolutionary scheme is able to suggest some of the
language by which the tendency can be articulated as well as a direction
by which it can be charted. More importantly, perhaps, Teilhard’s
future-orientation has already earned a religious credibility which serves
to accelerate the acceptance of other instances of its kind. The emergence
of time, change, and historical events as formative terms in conceptual
categorization have also been influential. And, if need be, a process phi-
losophy can be called upon to give the tendency another kind of certifica-
tion. But the school of hope is not a process-philosophy derivative. It can
no more be derived from that than from any one source of inspiration.
Rather, it is the result of a convergence of a number of family interests.
And the mark of all of these is the attempt to make transcendence mean-
ingful not by isolating it (as previous vertical models were inclined to
do) but by conditioning it by the reality of time.

From a certain vantage point, then, the school of hope can suggest a
theological orientation which is viable even after the so-called processes
of secularization have done their damage.’® One of the marks of the
secular man is his unwillingness to be inserted into a frame of reference
in which the direction of interest and value is fundamentally “other-
worldly.” That unwillingness expresses itself in a desire to take “this
world” seriously: to let it be what it is, and, as it is, to let it be the occa-
sion for celebration. Thus, with the abolition of vertical transcendence
comes the impossibility of subordinating “this world” to some more per-
manent domain. Without vertical transcendence “other-worldliness” is all
but unthinkable. As historical references are able to document, the meta-
physical and religious support from which the secular man declares
emancipation has usually been of the vertical kind: “this world” has
been subordinated to some higher world because it depends upon the
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latter for its own reality and significance. But the theology influenced
by the school of hope acts in ways similar to the secular man. It also
seeks emancipation from the same sorts of dependencies. Hence, by virtue
of its apparent ability to outlive the process of secularization, such a
theology has been looked to as a means of articulating the Christian
kerygma in terms coincidental with a prevailing mentality.

Almost ironically, then, this post-secular theology, possessing many of
the features characteristic of a widely expressed contemporary mood, is
also being proffered as a restorer of the fundamental direction and un-
derlying stresses of New Testament Christianity. That faith is portrayed
as being eschatologically motivated, future oriented, horizontally con-
ceived, and as being devoid of such later accretions as “other-worldli-
ness,” creedal and societal institutionalization, and the succession of
graduated hierarchies which makes it appropriate to regard this world as
a vale of tears, rescue from which is synonymous with salvation. Because
of its insistence upon the necessity of this World—indeed, even upon
the way in which all religious truth as well as divine grace is conditioned
by the reality of this world—the theology built toward hope and the
future has been called a “political” orientation. Johannes B. Metz, for
example, is not unwilling to classify his own position as a “political
theology.”1® Nor does he shrink from having it received as a stance which
belongs to the polis, which, in this instance, seeks to be the secular city.

So far we have mentioned three factors which seem to be causally
implicit in the school of hope: 1) an interest in the future which is
shared with a variety of people from non-theological and non-philosoph-
ical fields and endeavors; 2) the recent stress in biblical scholarship—
but more exactly, in biblical theology—upon eschatology and apocalypti-
cism; and 3) a tendency in some forms of continental theology and
philosophy to restrict dependence upon metaphysics by conceiving and
cultivating models of linear progression. In addition to these three factors
there is at least a fourth, i.e., a development within a conversation which
has been burning in Hegel-influenced schools and thinkers since the
middle of the nineteenth century. Two tendencies bear particular provo-
cation: 1) the maturation of utopian thinking since Saint Simon,
Auguste Comte, Sismondi, Fourier, Weitling, Proudhon, Louis Blanc,
and both Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels; and 2) the preoccupation
with projection—sometimes interpreted as wish-fulfillment, sometimes
illusion—since Ludwig Feuerbach’s still-most-threatening-of-all-critiques
of religion, Das Wesen Des Christentums.?® In an interesting way, the
hope-school welds these two nineteenth-century occurrences together.
The interest in utopian progression and the allegations regarding the
similarities between religion and projection come eventually to influ-
ence each other. In both discussions Feuerbach and Marx serve as the

outstanding catalysts.
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This is saying something more than that the current representatives of
the school of hope have a definite interest in Marxism.?! That interest is
not at all faddish. At bottom, many of the roots of Marxism are the same
as those of the school of hope. Both accept Feuerbach’s criticism of reli-
.gion, for example, especially the side of it which judges “other-worldli-
ness” to be an obstacle to human progress. Both sense that the perpetua-
tion of the heaven syndrome has served to keep men poor by reconciling
them to their earthly poverty. Both believe that the restriction of salva-
tion to the life beyond the grave implies the obviation of human hope.
Each is sensitive to the plight of the underprivileged. And each pro-
poses that the underprivileged cannot be emancipated unless they are
also rescued from dependence upon obsolete theologisms. Each repudiates
the privatization of the benefits of religion. Each associates salvation
with an overcoming of corporate alienation, an alienation which is ap-
parent in societal class conflicts. Yet each judges traditional patterns of
Christian belief to be a source—rather than a mediator or moderator—of
that same alienation.

In effect, then, the school of hope is able to perpetuate Karl Marx’s
interest in an emancipated future. Because of Ludwig Feuerbach this
interest is not merely utopian for either Marx or the representatives of
the hope-school. Marx criticized the utopists who had preceded him, we
recall, because of the absence of realism in their desire to turn the world
inside out. In place of that he proposed a revolution which would turn
the world upside down. He acknowledged that Feuerbach’s correction of
the previous traditional God-world subordinationism enabled him to
alter the style of progressive schemes. Revolution was able to turn the
world upside down, in Marx’s terms, because Feuerbach had already re-
versed the prevalent God-man polarity by putting the latter in the place
of the former. But in Feuerbach, as also in Marx, that reversion was not
only a logical transposition. In addition it provided an occasion for a
new theoretical account of the reconciliation of man’s aspirations and his
capabilities. Whereas prior to the transposition man could look to God
to mediate the conflict, following the reversion alienation could be over-
come only by recourse to the human community. -Along with the logical
reversion came a new mythology. And in that mythology was the judg-
ment that the language of the earlier pre-reversionist schemes is excessive.
The excess was relegated to illusion. Illusion, in turn, was explained as
the product of fruitless attempts to escape from human weakness.

In principle, the Feuerbachian reversionist tendency is also accepted by
some of the theologians associated with the school of hope, especially
when it serves to place the premium on the future of mankind. But the
same theologians are unwilling to accept Feuerbach’s accompanying
mythological innovations. In the same way, they do not see all instances
of religion as a mere “opium of the people” which functions negatively
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to thwart human maturation, and which has productive use only after it
has been stripped of all pretensions of divine predication. But the alter-
native to that thorough-going reductionism is not another theological
attempt to escape from the charge that religion is projection. The theolo-
gians of hope will not restrict theology to language about man. To be
sure, there is also basis for language about God, even though the unful-
filled character of that future—the future which is not yet—demands that
such language be cautious. At the same time, the ability to speak about
God does not require a full rejection of the thesis that religion is projec-
tion. The theologians of hope do not deny that equation; rather, they
attempt to make it more precise. And, with certainty, they reject the
inference that calling religion projection explains it away.

In the same way, the theologians of hope would tend to react to
Sigmund Freud’'s commentary which identifies religion with illusion not
by regarding the identification as an improper one. Rather, they would
insist that ascribing “illusion” to projection involves an interpretative
extension which is possible only after a value judgment has been im-
posed. It may well be the case that religion implies projection. It is
certainly the case that a theology of the future must come to depend
upon techniques of projection. But these are not denials of religion’s
reality, nor signs that it need not be taken seriously. If men are devoted
to the projection, their adherence need not be a sign of weakness. On the
contrary, their devotion to the projection may be a sign of hope. To tie
religion to projection is to refer it to the future. And, to construe religion
in terms of refinements of projections is to acknowledge religion’s
dependence upon vision and imagination. The alternative to the frequent
post-Hegelian charge, that religion is nothing but projection, is not a
religion of manifestable objectivity. It is a religion which is self-conscious
regarding its dependence upon images and the rudiments of aesthetic
categorization. For, if Immanuel Kant is correct, the future is accessible
by no other devices. Projected hope is negotiable by means of the instru-
ments of aesthetic sensitivity.

In this regard, it is propitious that Ernst Bloch, now of the philo-
sophical faculty of the University of Tiibingen, has become one of the
most listened to contemporary Marxist theorists.?? Because of his creative
imagination, and the new combination of interests which that imagina-
tion is able to endow, Bloch has functioned in a mediating capacity. As
a Marxist philosopher he bears a certain representational function: he
belongs to and speaks for a revised form of Marxist tradition. At the
same time, the revisions for which he is responsible have made that tradi-
tion more attractive to thinkers who belong to and speak on behalf of the
Christian faith. In Bloch’s writings, the traditions which he represents
seem to bear certain affinities to the Christian theological tradition which
heretofore had gone unexplored. It is not simply that Bloch makes Marx-
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ism theologically palatable. Nor is it a case of giving unexpected support
to contentions which have always been a part of the theological tradition.
Bloch’s influence is much more complex. He has served as mediator not
because he has been able to give due place to already-established doc-
trines of two already-established schools of thought. Rather, the enthusi-
asm with which Bloch has been received as a conciliatory thinker is due
to the innovative excitement which he brings to both schools of thought.
No longer can either be understood as ‘“already-established doctrine.”
Each is creatively reinterpreted, not simply by insights from the others,
but, instead, in terms of imaginative horizons which have not been pres-
ent before in such resourceful combinations. After knowing Ernst Bloch
theologians have found their own tradition refreshed. They have also
been enabled to perceive possibility in the Marxist strategem instead of
nothing but fear-evoking threats. But their new awareness in both in-
stances is an accompaniment of Ernst Bloch’s larger influence. Through
his writings the imagination is stimulated to explore new ranges of
creative opportunity. In those ranges are resources which have not been
brought to light before. In these resources are the ingredients of a design
which has not been operative before. And in that design are patterns for
planning corporate existence which have not been concretized before.

At the same time, the novelty in Bloch—particularly in Das Prinzip
Hoffnung—is composed of familiar features. For example, there are
a variety of messianic strains. Many of the components of both escha-
tology and apocalypticism are not only present but are also given ample
illustration. There are embellishments—again, with ready citations—of
the Exodus theme. There are discussions of the typological extensions of
the basic fact, i.e., that man is a hoping animal, that his desire is for a
home which is not-yet, and that his pilgrimage is a kind of mystique of
transcendence which is always rooted in the world of ever-restive change.
These ingredients of Bloch’s portrayal are similar to the ones which
denominate the tendencies to which we have already called attention.
They are present in the new awareness of the formative characteristics of
biblical faith. They serve as influences in process, or in the philosophy
regulated by the reality of change. Their incorporation in any schematic
account requires that account to be modelled by horizontal or linear
progression. In addition, they are in keeping with the developing interest
in the future. And, as a kind of surprise feature, a rebirth of images
has been responsible for the retailoring and re-establishing of the fa-
miliar features of the apocalyptic mode.

Ludwig Feuerbach chastised day-dreaming, we recall, because he saw
it as a substitute for work. For him, both poverty and human alienation
could be overcome only by work. But Ernst Bloch regards day-dreaming
not as an escape from endeavors to overcome alienation, but, rather, as
an instrument of reconciliation. Here lies the difference in mood. In
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Bloch there is an openness to the realities of the imagination which was
not a part of Feuerbach’s position nor of original Marxism. In that open-
ness is a modification of the original opposition to religion. And in that
modification is a new opportunity for philosophers like Bloch and the-
ologians like Moltmann and Metz to talk together.28 Ernst Bloch is cer-
tainly not the sole creator of the school of hope. Without him, however,
there would undoubtedly be no such school, and possibly not even a
theology of hope. Yet his fostering of the school has been made possible
by the congealment of a number of interests from a variety of sources. We
have named four of them. But naming all of them is not as important as
recognizing in Ernst Bloch the instrumentation of their integration.
Later I shall have opportunity to suggest some of the lines of an as-
sessment of the theological side of the school, but only after allowing
four of the key figures to speak for themselves. The essays which follow
are representative of several of the innovations attributable to the hope-
tendency, and, in a certain way, are inaugural. The first is a statement
about man by Bloch. Unlike most of Bloch’s recorded statements, this
one was first spoken, not written; it was given informally to a group of
students in Vienna, and first appeared in 1965 in Forum (an important
journal which recently produced its first issue in English translation
under the name Dialogue). The article reflects the seriousness with which
Bloch takes the playfulness of daydreams, and, perhaps more fundamen-
tally, indicates the depth of the dependence of the oppenness of the world
upon the openness of man. Two of the essays are analyses of the con-
tent of belief in God. Wolfhart Pannenberg’s “The God of Hope” is a
critical assessment of some of the shifts in beliefs about God which have
occurred since Ludwig Feuerbach raised his provocative questions.
Johannes Metz’ “God Before Us” sketches some of the lines of recon-
struction regarding affirmations about God which are implicit in hope-
theology. The final essay, Jiirgen Moltmann’s “Hoping and Planning,”
takes up the question of the rapport between an eschatological commit-
ment to hope and a utopian obligation to progress. In so doing Molt-
mann suggests some new keys for interpreting relationships between pres-
ent-day religious and cultural interests. Together, the four essays rep-
resent some of the rudimentary motifs in the hope-tendency, and give
indication of the promise which, to a large extent, is still to come.

NOTES:

1 Ernst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffnung (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1959).

2 Carl E. Braaten, “Toward a Theology of Hope,” in Theology Today. Vol. XXIV,
No. 2 (1967), pp. 208-226; reprinted in New Theology No. 5, eds. Martin E. Marty
and Dean G. Peerman (New York: Macmillan, 1968), pp. 90-111.

8 Robert S. Brumbaugh suggests that “each of Kant's Critiques is exact in its
description of one aspect of reality, and that each describes one and only one of the
three modalities of time” (p. 650), in “Applied Metaphysics: Truth and Passing
Time,” in The Review of Metaphysics. Vol. XIX, No. 4 (1966), pp. 647-666.
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4 This becomes clear not only when one studies and traces the general direction
of theological developments post-Kant but also when he notes the interest Kant
implies with reference to theological positions prior to his day. See, for example,
Kant und die Scholastik Heute, ed. Johannes B. Lotz (Pullach: Berchmanskolleg, 1955);
Emerich Coreth, Metaphysik. ‘Eine methodisch-systematische Grundlegung (Innsbruck:
Tyrolia Verlag, 1961); Bernard Lonergan, “Metaphysics as Horizon,” in Gregorianum.
Vol. XLIV (1963), pp. 307-318; reprinted in Collection. Papers by Bernard Lonergan,
S.J. ed. F. E. Crowe (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967), pp. 202-220, and in
Cross Currents. Vol. XVI, No. 4 (1966), pp. 481-494; George A. Lindbeck, “The 4
Priori in St. Thomas’ Theory of Knowledge,” in The Heritage of Christian Thought:
Essays in Homor of Robert Lowry Calhoun, eds. Robert E. Cushman and Egil
Grislis (New York: Harper and Row, 1962), and in a host of others. See my forth-
coming study “A Via Positiva in Kant.”

6 Gabriel Marcel, Homo Viator. Introduction to a Metaphysic of Hope, trans.
Emma Craufurd (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1962).

6 Frederik L. Polak, The Images of the Future (Leyden and Dobbs Ferry, New York:
Oceana, 1961).

7 Jiirgen Moltmann, Theologie der Hoffnung (Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1965).
The English edition of this book, translated by James W. Leitch, appeared in 1967:
Theology of Hope (London: SCM Press and New York: Harper and Row). The
appendix to the fifth German edition, translated as “Hope and Confidence: A Con-
versation with Ernst Bloch,” is published in Dialog. Vol. VII, No. 1 (1968), pp. 42-55.

8 Cf. “Toward the Year 2000: work in progress,” Daedalus. Journal of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences. Vol. 96, No. 3 (Summer 1967).

9 See Futuribles (Studies in Conjecture), a paper given to the Interdepartmental
Seminar of the Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California, November 30, 1964,
by Bertrand de Jouvenel, editor of Sedeis, and author of The Art of Conjecture,
trans. Nikita Lary (New York: Basic Books, 1967). De Jouvenel defines “stochastic art”
(the art of conjecture) as “the art of evaluating as exactly as possible the probabilities
of things, so that in our judgments and actions we can always base ourselves on
what has been found to be the best, the most appropriate, the most certain, the
best advised; this is the only object of the wisdom of the philosopher and the prudence
of the statesman.” (The Art of Conjecture, p. 21.)

10 Johan Huizinga, Homo Ludens. A Study of the Play-Element in Culture (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1955). On this subject, see also Roger Caillois, Man, Play and Games,
trans. Meyer Barash (New York: Macmillan, 1961), and Erik H. Erikson, “Play, Work
and Growth,” in Childhood and Society (New York: Norton, 1950), pp. 180-195.

11 Don Fabun, The Dynamics of Change (Englewood Cliffs;: Prentice-Hall, 1967).

12 Ibid., p. 5.

13 Cf. R. Buckminster Fuller, “Man With a Chronofile,” in Saturday Review, April
1, 1967, pp. 14-18; and “Report on the ‘Geosocial Revolution,’” in Saturday Review,
September 16, 1967, pp. 31-33, 63 ff. See also the articles by Marshall McLuhan and
Fuller in “The Electronic Revolution,” special issue of The American Scholar. Vol.
XXXV, No. 2 (1966), especially Fuller’s “Vision 65 Summary Lecture,” pp. 206-218. A
similar kind of discussion occurs in Gunnar Myrdal, “The Necessity and Difficulty
of Planning the Future Society,” in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, special issue
The Margin of Hope (1968).

14 Ernst Kisemann assesses the breakdown of eschatology and the movement to-
ward catholic orthodoxy which is reflected in the Second Epistle of Peter, in “An
Apologia for Primitive Christian Eschatology,” in Essays on New Testament Themes
(Naperville: Alec R. Allenson, 1960), pp. 169-195. Recently Professor Dieter Georgi
read a paper to the Pacific Coast Theological Group which treated “The Concept of
Hope in the Works of Ernst Kisemann.”
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18 Leslie Dewart, The Future of Belief. Theism in a World Come of Age (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1966). Among the many reviews of Dewart’s book, two very
good ones appeared in Theological Studies. Vol. XXVIII, No. 2, (1967): Jaroslav
Pelikan, “The Past of Belief: Reflections of a Historian of Doctrine on Dewart’s The
Future of Belief,” pp. 352-356; and Bernard J. F. Lonergan, “The Dechellenization of
Dogma,” pp. 336-351. Lonergan’s article has been reprinted in New Theology No. 5,
op. cit., pp. 156-177. See also the several articles in Continuum, Vol. V, No. 4 (1968)
which are devoted to Dewart, notably John W. M. Verhaar, “Dewart and the New
Neo-Thomism,” pp. 634-642, and Walter H. Capps, “Vertical v. Horizontal Theology,”
pp. 616-633.

16 Christopher Butler, in Vatican II: An Interfaith Appraisal, ed. John H. Miller
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1966), p. 316. The distinction is given
fuller elaboration in “Eschatology and History,” in Butler’s The Theology of Vatican
II (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1967), pp. 141-158.

17 Teilhard de Chardin frequently talks of the tendency which moves “upward by
way of forward.” For example, in his essay “The Herat of the Problem,” in The Future
of Man, trans. Norman Denny (New York: Harper and Row, 1964), pp. 260-269,
Teilhard writes; “The supernaturalising Christian Upward is incorporated (not
immersed) in the human Forward!” (p. 268) The same disposition is instrumental in
Teilhard’s Building the 'Earth (Wilkes-Barre: Dimension Books, 1965).

18 The most sensitive appraisal of the technical theological difficulties posed by
“secularization” of which I am aware is Regin Prenter, “Secularization as a Problem
for Christian Dogmatics,” in Lutheran World. Vol. XIII, No. 4 (1966), pp. 357-865.
Larry Shiner has surveyed the several ways in which “secularization” is used in “The
Concept of Secularization in Empirical Research, in Journal for the Scientific Study
of Religion. Vol. VI, No. 2 (1967), pp. 207-220. Bernhard Groethuysen’s essay, “Secu-
larism,” in the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences. 1934, Vol. XII, pp. 631-685, retains
its usefulness in giving a historical introduction to the problem. See also the provoc-
ative discussion of issues by Emil L. Fackenheim, “On the Self-Exposure of Faith to the
Modern-Secular World: Philosophical Reflections in the Light of Jewish Experience,”
in Daedalus. Vol. 96, No. 1 (Winter, 1967), pp. 193-215.

19 Johannes B. Metz, “Creative Hope,” in Cross Currents. Vol. XVII, No. 2 (1967),
pp. 171-179. See also the chapter “Religion and Society in Light of a Political The-
ology,” in Metz’s forthcoming book, Toward a Theology of the World, to be pub-
lished by Herder and Herder.

20 Ludwig Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. George Eliot (New York:
Harper Torchbooks, 1957). See also Feuerbach’s Principles of the Philosophy of the Fu-
ture, trans. Manfred H. Vogel (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1966, and Hans W. Frei,
“Feuerbach and Theology,” in Journal of the American Academy of Religion. Vol.
XXXV, No. 8 (1967), pp. 250-256.

21 The literature on this subject is growing rapidly. See, for example, Roger
Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialog, trans. L. O'Neill (New York: Herder and Herder,
1966); Erich Kellner, ed., Christentum und Marxismus — Heute (Frankfurt: Europa
Verlag, 1966); Milan Opocensky, “Christian-Marxist Dialogue in Prague,” in Bruce
Douglass, ed., Reflections on Protest (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1968), pp. 121-132;
Peter Horden, “A Protestant Comment on the Christian-Marxist Dialogue,” in Cross
Currents. Vol. XVII, No. 4 (1967), pp. 488-493; Roger Caraudy, “Christian-Marxist
Dialogue,” in Journal of Ecumenical Studies. Vol. IV, No. 2 (1967), pp. 207-222;
Johann Baptist Metz, “The Controversy about the Future of Man: An Answer to
Roger Garaudy,” in Journal of Ecumenical Studies. Vol. IV, No. 2 (1967) , pp. 223-234:
Markus Barth, “Developing Dialogue Between Marxists and Christians,” in Journal
of Ecumenical Studies. Vol. IV, No. 3 (1967), pp. 385-405, especially the bibliography,
pp. 404-405; Edward Schaper, “Christliche Endzeit — Kommunistische Weltzeit,” in
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Deutsche Rundschau. Vol. 89 (June, 1963), pp. 18-25; Kurt M. Berger, “Christentum
und Marxismus,” in Zeitschrift fiir Geopolitik. Vol. XXXV (1964), pp. 294-295; a
verbatim account of a Spring 1967 discussion between Garaudy, Dewart, James,
Luther Adams, Harvey Cox, Myron Bloy, Oliva Blanchette, and others is included in
an occasional paper Initiative in History: a Christian-Marxist Exchange, published by
The Church Society for College Work, Cambridge, Massachusetts, May, 1967. Peter
Hebblethwaite, “Gesprich mit Marxisten,” in Stimmen der Zeit. Vol. 180, No. 7 (1967),
Pp. 48-54; and Roger Garaudy, “The Marxist-Christian Dialogue: Possibilities, Prob-
lems, Necessity,” in Continuum. Vol. I1I, No. 4 (1966), pp. 403-417; and Irving Fetscher,
“Developments in the Marxist Critique of Religion,” in Concilium. Vol. VI, No. 2
(1966), pp. 57-58.

22 Articles in English on Ernst Bloch of which I am aware are the following:
S. Paul Schilling, “Ernst Bloch: Philosopher of the Not-Yet,” in The Christian Cen-
tury. Vol. LXXXIV, No. 46 (November 15, 1967), pp. 1455-1458; Kenneth Heinitz,
“The Theology of Hope According to Ernst Bloch,” in Dialog, Vol. VII, No. 7 (1968),
pp. 34-41; Jiirgen Moltmann, “Hope and Confidence: A Conversation with Ernst
Bloch,” in Dialog, ibid., pp. 42-55; Jiirgen Riihle, “The Philosopher of Hope:
Ernst Bloch,” in Revisionism: Essays on the History of Marxist Ideas, ed. Leopold
Labedz (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1962), pp. 166-178; Harvey Cox, “Ernst
Bloch and ‘The Pull of the Future,,’” in New Theology No. 5, op. cit., pp. 191-203; and
the extensive review of Das Prinzip Hoffnung in the Times Literary Supplement.
Vol. XXXIV (1960), pp. 358-359. An extensive bibliography of Bloch’s writings is
appended to the Emnst Bloch Festschrift, Siegfried Unseld, editor, op. cit. Das Prinzip
Hoffnung is summarized by its author in (a report of that summary) “Die Kategorie
Novum. Das Prinzip Hoffnung,” in Der evangelische Erzicher, Vol. XVIII, No. 8
(1966), pp. 93-101. This particular issue of Der evangelische Erzieher also contains a
conversation between Bloch, Wolf-Dieter Marsch, and Jirgen Moltmann, “Aus einem
Forumsgesprich iiber die Kategorie Novum,” op. cit., pp. 110-113.

23 A list of representative essays by Jiirgen Moltmann would include the following:
Theology of Hope, trans. James W. Leitch (New York: Harper and Roy, 1967); a
summary of the argument of Theologie der Hoffnung: “Gottesoffenbarung und Wahr-
heitsfrage,” in Parrhesia. Karl Barth zum achtzisgsten Geburistag (Zurich: 1966), pp.
149-172; a translation of the appendix to the fifth edition of Theologie der Hoffnung:
“Hope and Confidence: A Conversation with Ernst Bloch,” translated by James W.
Leitch, in Dialog. Vol. VII, No. 1 (1968), pp. 42-55; “Die Kategorie Novuum in der
christlichen Theologie,” in Ernst Bloch zu ehren, ed. Siegfried Unseld (Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp, 1965), pp. 243-263; “Hoffnung und Planung. Erhoffte und geplante Zu-
kunft,” in Merkur. Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Europaischen Denk. Vol. XIX (July, 1965),
pp- 609-622, and in Modelle der Gesellschaft von Morgen, edited by Paul Reiger
(Gottingen: Evangelisches Forum 6, 1966), pp. 67-87; “Emst Bloch: Messianismus und
Marxismus,” in Kirche in der Zeit. Vol. XV (1960), pp. 291-295; “Die Theologie in
der Welt der modernen Wissenschaften,” in Bayrisches Arzteblatt. Vol. XIX (1964),
Pp- 6-12; “Die Kirche als Fakter einer kommenden Weltgemeinschaft,” in Kirche in
der Zeit. Vol. XXI, No. 7 (1966), pp. 307-310; “Hope without Faith: An Eschatological
Humanism Without God,” in Is God Dead? (Concilium), edited by Johannes B. Metz
(New York: Paulist Press, 1966), pp. 25-40; and “The Theology of Hope Today,” in
The Critic. Vol. XXVI, No. 5 (April-May, 1968), pp. 18-23.

A list of representative essays by Johannes B. Metz would include the following:
“Creative Hope,” in The Month. Vol. XXXVI, No. 3 (1966), pp. 105-113, and in
Cross Currents. Vol. XVII, No. 2 (1967), pp. 171-180; “Politische Theologie,” in
Neues Forum. Vol. XIV (1965), pp. 13-17; “Gott vor uns,” in Ernst Bloch zu ehren,
op. cit, pp. 227-241; “Die Zukunft des Glaubens in einer hominisierten Welt,” in
Weltverstandnis im Glauben, ed. Metz (Mainz, 1966), vp. 45-62; “Verantwortung der
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Hoffnung,” in Stimmen der Zeit. Vol. 177, No. 6 (1966), pp. 451-462, translated as
“The Responsibility of Hope,” in Philosophy Today. Vol. X, No. 4 (1966), pp. 280-288;
“The Church and the World,” in The Word in History, edited by T. Patrick Burke
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1966), pp. 69-85; “Experientia spei,” in Diakonia. In-
ternationale Zeitschrift fiir Praktische Theologie. Vol. 1, No. 4 (1966), pp. 186-191;
“Schopferische Eschatologie,” in Orientierung. Vol. III, No. 9 (1966), pp. 107-109;
“Through Religion to Revolution,” in Dialogue (published by Forum, Vienna), Vol.
I, No. 1 (1968), pp. 42-46. Metz's student, Francis P. Fiorenza, has introduced and
summarized the thought of his teacher in “The Thought of J. B. Metz: Origin,
Positions, Development,” in Philosophy Today. Vol. X, No. 4 (1966) pp. 247-252.

A list of representative essays by Wolfhart Pannenberg on the hope-subject would
include the following: “Appearance as the Arrival of the Future,” in Journal of the
American Academy of Religion. Vol. XXXV, No. 2 (1967), pp. 107-118, and in New
Theology No. 5, op. cit., pp. 112-129; “Theology and the Kingdom of God,” in Una
Sancta. Vol. XXIV, No. 2 (1967), pp. 3-19; “Der Gott der Hoffnung,” in Ernst Bloch
zu ehren, op. cit., pp. 209-225; and Was ist der Mensch? (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck and
Ruprecht, 1964).

Gerhard Sauter’s writings are reviewed by Gerald G. O’Collins, in “Spes Quaerens
Intellectum,” in Interpretation. Vol. XXII, No. 1 (1968), pp. 836-52, and include
Zukunft und Verheissung (Ziirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1965); and “Die Zeit Todes,” in
Evangelische Theologie. Vol. XXV (1965), pp. 628-643.

The perpetually expanding literature on the ‘hope-movement’ must also in-
clude the essays of Wolf-Dieter Marsch—see his “Bildung des Menschen—durch Arbeit
und Kommunikation,” in Kann ein Massenmedium bilden? Schriftenreihe der Evan-
gelischen Akademie fiir Rundfunk und Fernsehen. No. 11 (1966), pp. 15-29; and Hoffen
werauf?, Studenbuch 28 (Hamburg: Furche-Verlag, 1963) .—Walter Kreck (see his Die
Zuhkunft des Gekommenen. Grund probleme die Eschatologie. Miinchen: Kaiser, 1961),
Paul Schiitz, Das Waignis des Menschen (Hamburg, 1966), and Hans Hoekendijk. The
most thorough study of the school is Heinz Kimmerle, Die Zukunfts bedeutung der
Hoffnung (Bonn: Bouvier, 1966).
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