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problems as far as Ebeling and Moltmann are concemed. 
Perhaps nuclear physics as much as anything else at 

present (such as the fine arts, and the realm of faith 
itself) illustrates the elusiveness of what finally are 
the "facts" of life in general. Logical positivism, or the 
positivistic empirical methodology, has been challenged 
ever since Einstein. The challenge has become increas­
ingly more public and culturally implicit since nuclear 
fission has become a part of the common thought and 
language of men. Contemporary physicists work in 
terms of the indefinite and the infinite as a matter of 
course. Also, they have developed ways of working with 
an aspect of knowledge and its process without fully 
understanding "why" something works a particular 
way.5 

The Future Surrounding the Past 

Both Ebeling and Moltmann emphasize that no one 
method of verification can claim exclusive authority 
for itself. Ebeling draws attention to the illegitimacy of 
any realm of the self-evident to exclude the problema­
tical. He emphasizes that the course of the history 
of modem thought itself, with its variety of systems 
succeeding and excluding each other, "refutes the 
possibility. of eliminating the dimensions of the prob­
lematical, or expanding the realm of the self-evident 
to cover it." Ebeling speaks in support of the histori­
cal-critical method over against the "self-evident" 
realm of a variety of metaphysical-theological views. 
But what he says applies to the positivistic methodology 
of historical criticism as well: 

For the realm of the self-evident mz.nifestly changes in the course 
of history. and it would betray an unhistorical way of thinking if 
we were to consider the present self-evident assumptions as finally 
and unchangeably established. The boundaries between the self­
evident and the problematical are much rather open. fluid boun­
daries.6 

In this context, we can also understand Ebeling when 
he talks about "the subjective conditionedness even of 
(an) objective examination ofnature."7 

Moltmann is more straight forward in his criticism 
of the exclusively positivistic approach to history and 
data in general. Emphasizing that the historical must 
include the realm of the future, Moltmann points out 
that "positivistic historicism reduces history to reali­
ties that can be dated and localized, without noticing 
the realm of future possibilities that surrounds these 
realities." He goes on to say that we "know historic 
phenomena in their own peculiar historic character 
only when we perceive their meaning for 'their' 
future."8 In other words, one must have a total, unified 
perspective in order to get at the significance of his­
toric detail. The term "fact" in itself is too limiting, he 
says, for it is incapable of expressing, for example, "what 
Israel experienced in history."9 

It is evident that a critical, historical method is neces­
sary. Moreover, the empirical by no means is to be 
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minimized. But, the historical-critical methodology with 
its logical positivistic presuppositions as refined by the 
nineteenth century "scientific" historicism does not 
eschew the subjectivism that it hoped to avoid.10 Also, 
it does not escape the brunt of its own relativity as seen. 
in the large perspective of "historic" faith. For, as Ebel­
ing points out, by granting self-evident exclusivity to 
empirical positivism, not only the dogmatic but also 
the historical statements become problematic in that 
the "historical Jesus becomes purely historical." II 

The Christian faith, of course, is historical. The point 
at issue is one of methodology and its presuppositions. 
Ebeling suggests that the category of linguisticality (spe­
cifically the linguisticality of the word-event) does 
justice both to theology and history without compromis­
ing either one. In fact, he states that "linguisticality is 
the same as historicality."12 Moltmann, also as stated 
previously, believes that a thought pattem needs to be 
developed which gives proper attention to historic 
phenomena's own future. Such a thought pattem, Molt­
mann thinks, does justice to the total perspective of 
history and correlates with - in fact, "arises from" 
- the thought pattem of the Biblical perspective of 
promise and fulfilment. 

The Christian must take historical phenomena ser­
iously, not only as a matter of intellectual honesty, but 
also as a theological obligation.13 In The Nature of 
Faith, Ebeling states that the "only possible course is to 
give an uncompromising account of the nature of 
Christian faith in the context of our total awareness of 
truth and understanding of reality."14 Actually, Ebel­
ing suggests that faith's confidence arises amidst chal­
lenges to it, and in the process serves as a directive for 
proper stewardship of man's faculties: 

Faith is so little threatened by knowledge that on the contrary if it 
is to be faith . it sets us free to conscientious examination of what is 
knowable and takes up the cudgels against unbelief's behaving as if 
it were knowledge. For that reason faith is never by any means in­
different towards scientific examination of reality. For faith actually 
demands and promotes the right and proper use of the reason. That 
is what distinguishes it from superstitioniS 

Ebeling states, furthermore, that the historical­
critical method enables us to see a situation "with a 
greater degree of precision." It follows, then, as he says, 
that "the character" of historical-critical study "con­
sists in bringing differences to light in order to destroy 
the mere semblance of unity and clarity." 16 Theology 
benefits from such precision and demand for genuine 
unity and clarity. Christian theology has "no other aim" 
than to speak correctly of the world, of history, of man, 
and of our reality, that is, "to speak to our reality in a 
way that is to the point."I7 

Ebeling writes that a historical method based on "the 
concept of fact" cannot be done with altogether. It must 
be clear, however, "as to the limits within which it is 
justified." He suggests that the "only thing" that can 
lead us out of the historical methodological difficulty 
is a view of history which "takes its bearings on the 
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word-event and consequently on the linguisticality of 
reality." The proper questions regarding the facts, then, 
are not simply "What happened? What were the facts? 
How are they to be explained?", but rather "What came 
to expression?" IS 

History Arises in the Light of its End 

Moltmann says that since we can "no longer regard 
the historical method and its view of history as being 
final," we need to "seek new ways of further developing 
the historical methods themselves" so that one can 
grasp the whole of history in all its variety.19 T he 
emphasis, then, might be not only on what happened in 
the past, but also, to Moltmann's way of thinking, what 
on the basis of the historical past might reasonably be 
expected to develop "historically" in the future. 

Moltmann maintains that one can understand, how­
ever, how the positivistic, historical methodology tend­
ed to become a closed system and to develop such dom­
inance. Analyzing the decline of the Hellenic and medi­
eval world-orientation in terms of cosmology and 
metaphysics, by hindsight one can see that when h is­
toric continuity seemed to have collapsed history it­
self rose to the challenge. Moltmann says that it was 
precisely this collapse that triggered "that apotheosis 
of 'history' which led to the religion of history in the 
messianic movements of the nineteenth century." Now, 
however, at another time of unrest, new possibilities 
that hitherto were "unknown and unsuspected" have 
begun to develop. This does not mean that the sense of 
history becomes unimportant or even declines. Act~al­
ly, it is at such critical times that the interest in history 
and the necessity to understand history always arise.20 

On the basis of (1) the dominance of the categories 
of future, hope, and "the new" in contemporary culture 
and (2) the essential place of eschatology in Christian 
theology, Moltmann asserts that the structure of his­
torical thought needs to be oriented in such a way as 
to include in total perspective the future as well as the 
past. In view of contemporary culture and its theologi­
cal developments, it will no longer be possible to regard 
the past archeologically and to take it as the origin of a 
particular present. The past will have to be "examined 
in regard to its own future." Since history is not simply 
a record, but a witness to potentialities, past ages will 
have to be understood also "from the standpoint of 
their hopes." 21 

Since history is not closed, but open to the future, we 
need to inquire into "what is open, unfinished, un­
settled and outstanding."22 This openness and expecta­
tion emphasize a significant dimension of the over-all 
concept of history. History itself, then, needs to be re­
called and expounded to the present, so that the present 
can develop an understanding of itself and also see the 
perspective for the future in terms of the past's own 
future.23 

The insight that Christian theology can give here is 
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not only concretely illustrative, but eschatologically 
determinative. In view of God's promises to man and 
their fulfilment, God by Word and action makes Him­
self known as the One who, fulfilling His promise, 
stands ahead of man. He is not the God somewhere in 
the Beyond, nor is He the God only of the Source or 
of the Past. He is the "Coming One." As such He was 
at the beginning, and he is also present. Accordingly, 
Moltmann says, "'history' arises in the light of its end, 
in the things which happen because of, and become per­
ceptible through, the promise that lights up the way 

ahead."24 

This perspective does not imply that God makes 
Himself known fi~st at the end of history. God makes 
Himself known "in the midst of history while it is in 
the making." 25 He addresses Himself to man in the 
midst of his thoughts, actions, hopes. The promises of 
God open up for man the future, the horizons of his 
history in the making, his "history" to come. It is within 
the tension and the "moving horizons of promise and 
experienced reality" that Israel, for instance, lived.26 

Within the perspective of this thought-structure of 
history as oriented by the dimension of the future, 
Moltmann maintains that a methodology devised to 
cope primarily in terms of the past can soon come up 
against its own limitations. Moreover, while the posi­
tivistic cause and effect process makes an essential 
contribution to what is historical, it cannot exclusively 
determine the reality and the dimensions of the totality 
of history. 

As an example, we might consider Moltmann's ap­
proach to the problem of the "historical" resurrection 
of the crucified Jesus. Since the resurrection of Christ 
is "without parallel in the history known to us,"27 we 
might expect that the historical question as to the reality 
of the resurrection would recoil upon the "historical 
enquirer" and call into "question the basic experience 
of history which is the ground of his historical in­
quiry." 28 Moltmann also states that although there 
were no witnesses to the event itself of the Resurrec­
tion, there is a definite historicalness in that there were 
witnesses to Jesus' appearances. Moltmann points out 
that there is an "objective certainty" in the certainty of 
these witnesses.29 In this connection, Ebeling draws at­
tention to the historicality implicit in the fact that 
Paul stated that many of the witnesses were still alive 
(I Cor. 15:6), and that Paul "knew the chief witnesses 
personally." 30 

The point here is that the resurrection of Christ, 
which has historical evidence for it, cannot be dealt 
with adequately by the logical positivistic method alone. 
Moltmann believes, however, that from the perspec­
tive of history as oriented by the future one can more 
fully perceive the historicalness and also the historical 
dimensions of the Resurrection. For, the historical 
dimensions of the present and the future are what the 
resurrection of Christ points to. 

The historical in general, then, might also verify 
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