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EBERHARD JUNGEL must be counted among the most prominent fig-
ures in contemporary German Protestant theology, yet his repu-
tation has been overshadowed in the English-speaking world by the
overwhelming attention directed toward Jiirgen Moltmann and Wolf-
hart Pannenberg. Such attention as he has received has been sparse
and, as John Webster has complained, “largely ill-informed and lack-
ing in astuteness.”! In addition, it has tended to focus, not without
justification, on God as the Mystery of the World, his largest work of
sustained theological reflection to date.

The discussion surrounding the latter work has occasionally at-
tempted a closer determination of the kind of theological procedure it
represents or of its antecedents.? But there has been little if any dis-
cussion devoted to Jungel’s own explicit reflections on the nature and
tasks of theology.® At the risk of providing further evidence for the
mediocrity of Jiingel scholarship in the English-speaking world, this
study will attempt a synthetic presentation of Jiingel’s programmatic
statements concerning theology, particularly those contained in four
essays from relatively early in his career.*

1 John Bainbridge Webster, Eberhard Jiingel: An Introduction to His Theology (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University, 1986) 2. Webster’s excellent overview of Jingel’s thought
is a welcome exception to the state of affairs indicated above.

2 See, e.g., Garrett Green, “The Mystery of Eberhard Jiingel: A Review of His Theo-
logical Program,” Religious Studies Review 5 (1979) 34—40. Green’s rather brusque and
unsympathetic review portrays the work as an unfortunate hybrid, essentially Bult-
mannian with the incongruous inclusion of some Barthian motifs.

3 The only exception with which I am familiar is Engelbert Paulus, Liebe—das Ge-
heimnis der Welt: Formale und materiale Aspekte der Theologie Eberhard Jiingels
(Wiirzburg: Echter, 1990). His study is relevant from the standpoint of this article
chiefly due to his intriguing attempt to integrate formally the theological reflections of
the later Jiingel (especially God as the Mystery of the World) with the earlier method-
ological scheme under consideration here. For Paulus, the concept of freedom is central
to this task, insofar as Jiingel’s early article on the freedom of theology (see n. 4 below)
presents freedom as the content determining the form of theology, while God as the
Mystery of the World thematizes freedom as the content determining the event of God’s
word (Liebe—das Geheimnis der Welt 40).

* (1) “ ‘Theologische Wissenschaft und Glaube’ im Blick auf die Armut Jesu,” Evange-
lische Theologie 24 (1964) 419-43; (2) Die Freiheit der Theologie (Zirich: EVZ, 1967); (3)
“Das Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen untereinander,” in E. Jingel, K. Rahner,
and M. Seitz, Die Praktische Theologie zwischen Wissenschaft und Praxis (Munich: Kai-
ser, 1968) 11-45; (4) Theologie in der Spannung zwischen Wissenschaft und Bekenntnis
(Stuttgart: Evangelische Zentralstelle fiir Weltanschauungsfragen, 1973). The first and
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The difficulty of Jiingel’s German prose along with the subtlety and
occasional obscurity of his thought have been often remarked. The task
of clear summary is rendered even more difficult in the case of this
topic, which touches the nerve center of the tangled interrelations of
the various theological loci. Nor can there be much more than a cur-
sory attempt to indicate the web of influences behind Jiingel’s concep-
tion of the theological program, although the immediate influence of
Barth, Bultmann, and the so-called neo-Bultmannians (Fuchs and
Ebeling) will be readily apparent to anyone familiar with German
theology since the Second World War. But Jiingel’s position cannot be
reduced to a mere function or convergence of these influences; his ideas
have their own internal connection and characteristic trajectory,
which this study will seek to delineate.

THE NATURE OF CHRISTIAN FAITH ACCORDING TO JUNGEL

The difficulties of summary are peculiarly acute at the outset; to
understand the nature of theology for Jiingel, the richness of his doc-
trine of faith must be given an inevitably cramped treatment.® To
begin with one of his typically dense and lapidary formulations: “the
event of faith corresponds to the event of truth; the event of truth is the
event of God’s coming to the world.”® Jiingel speaks of the “truth” of
the world as an event, that is, an occurrence, something that happens
(or does not happen), in order to indicate that the truth of the world,
the quintessence of what it is, the realization of its most genuine pos-
sibilities, is not immanent to the world.

The world’s truth is not a metaphysical “attribute” or a “state” of the
world, a static possession. The world only becomes true when God
takes up a certain disposition to the world; then, the truth of the world

third of these have been collected in E. Jingel, Unterwegs zur Sache: Theologische
Bemerkungen (Munich: Kaiser, 1972), while the second and fourth are contained in E.
Jingel, Entsprechungen: Gott—Wahrheit—Mensch: Theologische Erorterungen (Munich:
Kaiser, 1986); page citation will be to these latter two collections. All translations are
mine unless otherwise noted.

5The concept of faith outlined in this section is not delineated in detail in the pro-
grammatic articles of concern to this study, although they clearly presuppose it. There-
fore, this opening section will resort to some more explicit remarks on the idea of faith
contained in two of Jingel’s later writings: “Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist: Thesen,” in
Die Mitte des Neuen Testaments, ed. U. Luz and H. Weder (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1983); and Glauben und Verstehen: Zum Theologiebegriff Rudolf Bultmanns,
Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-
historische Klasse, 1985/1 (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1985). The latter work will be cited
from Eberhard Jingel, Wertlose Wahrheit: Zur Identitit und Relevanz des christlichen
Glaubens: Theologische Erorterungen III (Munich: Kaiser, 1990) 16—77. For a useful
critical analysis of Jiingel’s understanding of faith, see Walter Kern, S.J., “Theologie des
Glaubens, vorgestellt anhand von Eberhard Jiingel,” Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theol-
ogie 104 (1982) 129—46.

€ “Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist” 110.
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“happens.” Jiingel extends this complex of metaphors to the relation of
God to individual human beings within the world. If God’s interaction
with creation is God’s coming, then God’s interaction with humanity is
God’s speaking. God speaks a “word” to humanity, and when people
actually hear and respond to that word there then occurs that event
which is analogous to the world’s truth: faith.

It is crucial to see that for Jiingel “faith” in the Christian sense is
simply not a general human possibility. The capacity for faith is not
“built-in” to the structure of human existence, at least not in the sense
that it could be actualized at will, or in the course of normal human
interaction. It is a response to the concrete occurrence of the word from
God, which is dependent on God’s coming to the world. Hence, the
event of truth is the ground of the event of faith. And so it must be said
that faith is not an anthropological category, nor is it an “expression”
of the human subject; it is an occurrence in which the human person
participates.”

Faith comes to a person, it comes from God, and it comes in the form
of the word (which, as the word of the one who comes to the world as
the world’s truth, can itself be called both the word of faith and the
word of truth).® These expressions are admittedly abstract. Two ques-
tions in particular demand attention. Materially, what is the content
of this word, what does it say? Formally, how is it communicated,
what happens when a human being “hears” and responds to this word?
The answer to both questions is implicit in Jiingel’s affirmation that
the word of God is none other than the man Jesus of Nazareth, a quite
traditional statement but in this case deeply informed by the particu-
lar developments associated with Barth and Bultmann. As a living
figure in the past this person is both a personal identity and a complex
of events and actions, the subject of a narrative or history (Geschichte).
The event of faith occurs when the word about this person is received
as the story of God’s own coming to the world, so that Jesus himself is
apprehended as God’s past and continuing word to humanity. A person
hears the word about Jesus, and in accepting Jesus as God’s decisive
activity within the world, as God’s “Christ,” that person participates in
the reality of faith.

Thus the answer to the first question about the content of the word
leads immediately to the second question about what it means to hear
this word. This close connection of the subjective and objective poles in
the event of faith is no accident; indeed, for Jiingel, the peculiar unity
of subject and object in faith touches on its deepest meaning. In fact, he

7 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 19. Herein lies for Jingel the cogency of Barth’s protest
against neo-Protestant “subjectivism.” Nevertheless, Jiingel follows Bultmann in ori-
enting Christian theology directly to the phenomenon of faith, Barth’s sardonic com-
ments about “pisteology” notwithstanding.

8 See “Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist” 115; also “Theologische Wissenschaft” 22.
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follows Bultmann in holding that human participation in faith opens
up a new self-understanding for the participant.® The term “under-
standing” (Verstehen) as used by Bultmann, following Heidegger, is
laden with existential significance. It is not simply a kind of knowl-
edge, but rather the permeation or conditioning of a person’s entire
existence by some determinate meaning. As a response of the total
person it involves knowledge, to be sure, but extends beyond that to
encompass all action in response to that knowledge.

Thus a person’s response to the word in faith is an act of that person’s
entire existence, in which acts both of knowledge and of will are in-
volved as essentially related moments.'® And as self-understanding it
means that one comes to a new understanding of one’s own reality. But
calling faith “self-understanding” seems to make the “object” of faith
to be one’s own self, whereas it has already been determined that faith
is oriented to the word of Jesus Christ. How can faith be at once the
unity of subject and object (the self coming to a new understanding of
itself) and also the response to a word from beyond the self?

The answer for Jiingel, again following Bultmann, can only be that
in hearing and accepting the word about Jesus Christ one is ipso facto
and at the same time accepting a new reality for one’s self. In the word,
Jesus is identified as the human being whose existence is in every way
a perfect correspondence (Entsprechung) to God’s reality. In accepting
this word, one elects to receive this existence as one’s own; in fact, in
making this very decision one is already actually participating in this
new existence and in the new self-understanding which comes with it.
In the word of Jesus one’s very reality is revealed as something coming
from beyond, from outside. The reality, the existence that had hitherto
been accepted as one’s own, the self painstakingly constructed from a
lifetime of acts, is now revealed as a deadly self-deception. It is, to use
Pauline language, a life according to “flesh” (sarx). This “natural”
existence only becomes visible to a person in the act of faith; only when
the new self-understanding is received is one’s old existence revealed
for what it was, a past now done away with.

In the old self-understanding one exists in accordance with what one
is or does; in the new self-understanding, one exists in accordance with
what one has received from God.!! Thus there is the closest connection
in faith between the internal and the external: faith is “ ‘a letting-be-
determined by what is known’ and thus ‘a being-in-what is known’.”12
The phrase “what is known” here refers of course to the word of Jesus
Christ. It points to a central issue in Jiingel’s conception of faith: the
relation of faith to knowledge.

9 For what follows, see Glauben und Verstehen 65 f¥.

10 Thid. 66. 11 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 21.

12 Glauben und Verstehen 66. The phrases are cited from Rudolf Bultmann, Theologie
des Neuen Testaments, ed. Otto Merk, 9th ed. (Tubingen: Mohr, 1984) 431: “ein sich
Bestimmenlassen durch das Erkannte”; “ein Sein im Erkannten.”
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In several places in his writings Jiingel has striven to distinguish
the genuine New Testament idea of faith (represented paradigmati-
cally by Paul) from the influential definition by Plato of faith (pistis) as
a species of mere opinion (doxa), to be distinguished from true knowl-
edge or epistémé. True knowledge is knowledge of being, whereas faith
is related to matters of becoming; it is a kind of knowing, but a defi-
cient kind.!2 For Jingel this makes the mistake of classifying faith as
one among a set of anthropological possibilities, whereas faith condi-
tions our total existence both in its cognitive and non-cognitive as-
pects. Faith is not a deficient mode of knowledge, but knowledge is an
inherent moment of faith. And as a distinct moment it has a certain
relative validity and independence.

Bultmann wants to subsume this moment completely within the
praxis of Christian existence. But for Jiingel the knowledge that faith
has of its object must be theoretical as well as practical, and this
theoretical aspect “indeed can never be isolated from the practical
character of this knowledge, but just as little can it be absorbed by
it.”* Hence he can say that faith as the human correspondence to
God’s word is not only the free act of “ex-centrically” grounding oneself
outside oneself (trust in God, Gottvertrauen), but is also a knowledge
directing itself to the ground of faith as its object, as the event of truth
(knowledge of God, Gotteserkenntnis).' This knowledge is not a kind of
supercession of faith. For Jiingel the Anselmian fides quaerens intel-
lectum cannot be understood to mean that faith finds its end or telos in
knowledge. Faith does not pass over into knowledge; instead, faith’s
knowledge is for the sake of faith itself: fides quaerens intellectum
quaerentem fidem.'®

It was seen above that the object of faith (the event of God’s word) is
at the same time the ground of faith’s possibility. This close coordina-
tion of ground (Grund) and object (Gegenstand) is central to the dis-
cussion of the cognitive dimension of faith. Jiingel agrees with Bult-
mann that God (in God’s word) is only given along with the act of faith,
but he goes on to argue that this means that God is also “given” for the
element of knowledge implicit in faith. Indeed, the word must be
known as something over against the individual (ein Gegeniiber) in
order for it to be the ground of belief.” In this way it could be said that
the fact that faith knows is grounded in what faith knows. The theo-
retical moment witnesses to the grounding of faith from beyond the
individual’s existence (ek-stasis)."

13 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 20. Jiingel refers specifically to Book 8 of the Republic.
: Glauben und Verstehen 1. 16 «Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist” 116—17.
Ibid.
17 Glauben und Verstehen 76. On Jesus Christ as the personal Gegeniiber of faith, see
“Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist” 117.
18 For more extended criticism of Bultmann, see Glauben und Verstehen 55. It should
be noted that while Jiingel defends the relative independence of the theoretical moment
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THEOLOGY AS THE THINKING OF FAITH

“Theology thinks faith.” This is Jiingel’s most succinct formulation of
the nature and task of theology.!® In and of itself, faith is not identical
with thought; it cannot be self-reflective and still be faith, since by its
very nature it is a correspondence to the word which comes to the
individual. “Because faith in every respect points away from itself, the
believer needs something like theology.”?° In other words, theology can
reflect on faith and the event of faith because theology is not itself an
act of faith—it is an act of thought. Faith does not, properly speaking,
think; thought thinks. This compact formulation indicates the tension
inherent in the theological endeavor, as well as the essence of its crit-
ical task vis-a-vis faith.

There is a constitutive tension in theology due to the fact that the
individual is attempting to bring under discursive, reflective scrutiny
the very power which determines and shapes his or her existence.
Jiingel speaks of faith and thought as two powers which put existence
into movement. Where there are two movements, there is the possi-
bility of an encounter between them, or even a clash.?! The potential
for conflict, and thus the internal tension of theology, is heightened in
the present time because theology as thought is part of the changing
history of thought. Discursive rationality is not a fixed structure; it is
part of the social and intellectual history of humanity, and assumes
different forms over time. In the modern epoch, thought aspires to the
ideal form of “science” (Wissenschaft); to be scientific is the goal driv-
ing responsible thought in our period.?? In short, theology must be a
science, despite the fact that science in our day prescinds utterly from
the question of God; it is a-theistic, at least with regard to its method.?

A more detailed examination of the scientific character of theology
for Jiingel will be the task of the next section. But at this point a more
basic question demands attention, namely, why faith needs theology at
all, i.e., why it must be reflected upon in thought. According to Jiingel,

of faith from the praxis of faithful existence, he is concerned that Pannenberg’s approach
attempts to secure a purely theoretical kind of knowledge of God. Jiingel agrees with
Pannenberg that the content of faith is not a product of the pure act of faith, rather that
the very possibility of the act is grounded in the content (i.e. in God as the object of faith).
But Jiingel insists that the content which grounds the act of faith is nevertheless only
given in the context of that act; see his “Nihil divinitatis, ubi non fides,” Zeitschrift fiir
Theologie und Kirche 86 (1989) 233-34.

19 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 13. 20 Die Freiheit der Theologie 25.

21 «“Theologische Wissenschaft” 12.

22 Ibid. 12-13. We use the word “science” to translate the German Wissenschaft, even
though the ranges of meaning of the two words do not exactly coincide. The Deutsches
Universal-Wérterbuch defines “Wissenschaft” as “research in a determinate area pro-
ducing knowledge supported by argument (argumentativ gestiitztes Wissen hervorbrin-
gende forschende Ttigkeit in einem bestimmten Bereich)” (Duden: Deutsches Universal-
Worterbuch [Mannheim: Bibliographisches Institut, 1983]).

23 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 12. Jingel cites Max Weber’s famous statement that
science is a “power specifically foreign to [the idea of] God (spezifisch gottfremde Macht).”
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faith stands in need of constant self-critique, a critique that only
thought can undertake, and that therefore can only be accomplished
for faith by theology. But what is the function of such a critique? The
simplest way to approach this admittedly complex question is to take
up J\"mgel’s language of a dual distinction. Granted that the event of
faith is an event in which God and the human person come into the
closest correspondence, then theology’s task is to dlstmgmsh faith from
God on the one hand, and from the believer on the other.?*

This is by no means as stralghtforward as it may sound. For Jiingel
knowledge of God is only given in the praxis of Christian existence;
indeed it is true in a certain sense that God is only present where faith
is present.2® Because of this reciprocal relationship faith is constantly
threatened with a “Feuerbachian” inversion, seeing itself as ground-
ing God rather than vice versa. Theology is the critique of faith; it
thinks the event of faith in such a way as to elucidate the foundational
role of God’s act, and this means the concrete history of Jesus, his
death and Resurrection. Otherwise, faith might become so absorbed in
its present existential reality as to turn the word “God” into a mere
cipher for the actual grounding of faith within the structure of human
existence itself. Were that to happen, the ultimate truth that God is
the “creator fidei in nobis” would be displaced by the equally ultimate
but perllously amblg;uous insight of Luther that faith is the “creatrix
divinitatis in nobis.”

The necessity of this act of dual differentiation is closely connected to
the event-character of faith. It is an occurrence in which God and
human beings enter into a determinate configuration, in fact into the
closest communication; but precisely because of this intimate proxim-
ity thought takes care that the two “moments” of faith, the divine and
the human, retain their respective identities. God and faith are not
identical, even though the event of faith is the locus of God’s very
presence. Nor is faith identical with the believer’s existence, even
though faith is an event radically conditioning that existence. “Were
faith not distinguished from God, then ‘God’ would become a superflu-
ous word. Were the believer not distinguished from falth then faith
would become a matter of course (selbstverstindlich).”?

Another perspective on the same question of theology’s critical task
of thinking faith, one which more closely delineates the nature of con-
crete theological reflection, is provided by Jiingel’s statement that the-
ology mvolves properly relating the “richness” of faith to the “poverty”
of Jesus.2® Jesus’ poverty is the frailness of his utter humanity, the
fragility of a public human history, terminating in the catastrophic

24 Die Freiheit der Theologie 25. 25 See “Nihil divinitatis” 234.

26 Die Freiheit der Theologie 25. Note the various citations in this article of the “neo-
Bultmannians,” especially Ebeling, Kdsemann, and Jingel’s own teacher, Fuchs, all of
whom have influenced his argument at this point.

27 Ibid. “Theologische Wissenschaft” 27ff.
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exhaustion of crucifixion. This weakness of the man Jesus is his open-
ness to God’s act; the meaning of the Resurrection for Jingel is the
open announcement to faith that this human history and death are
God’s history and death. Jesus’ humanity, his poverty, is the holding
open of a place in history for God; “precisely in his poverty Jesus stands
in God’s place.”®® Faith is the richness of God’s presence as a power
determining the believer’s existence; but faith must not forget that
God'’s presence in history has been defined in the weakness of Jesus’
history, of the cross.®®

When theology thinks faith, it recalls it to its ground beyond itself.
To be sure it is grounded in God; but God here can only mean the word
of the crucified man Jesus as Christ. Jiingel’s insistence, mentioned
above, that the ground of faith must be brought into the closest rela-
tion to the object of faith holds true here as well. For Jiingel (in accord
with Christian tradition) God’s very Spirit is the ground of the believ-
er’s present faith. But the object of faith is the word of God, the history
of Jesus Christ. To say ground and object are one is to say that God the
Spirit and God in Christ are one; the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of Jesus
Christ.

This construal of theology as a kind of basic rational reflection on
faithful existence invites the question of its relation to philosophy, a
question all the more relevant given Jiingel’s constant probing of the
philosophical tradition. Much of his later writing involves critical con-
versations with the standard “classical” categories of anthropology and
metaphysics. Indeed, his careful and historically informed critiques of,
for example, the traditional ontological privilege enjoyed by actuality
over possibility, or of the metaphysical reading of God in terms of a
“highest” or “most perfect” being, are central to his material theolog-
ical project. The revision and ad hoc utilisation of philosophical motifs
according to theological criteria points to a conscious eclecticism justly
associated with the name of Barth. But this practical relationship of
the theologian to philosophy is grounded in a strict formal delimitation
of the two disciplines.

Already before the publication of the programmatic essays on the-
ology, Jiingel was struggling against any attempts to conflate theolog-
ical and philosophical thinking, particularly certain arguments for a
direct dependence of theological categories upon the kind of fundamen-
tal ontology propounded by Heidegger. In his first published work,
Jiingel registered sharp disagreement with Heinrich Ott’s demand for

29 Ibid. 28: “Denn gerade in seiner Armut ist Jesus der Statthalter Gottes.” The term
Statthalter literally means a satrap or viceroy, an official empowered to act with the
authority of the sovereign; as such he is the actual locus of the sovereign’s executive
presence in a province distant from the capital.

30 1hid. 29.
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“a kind of personal union” of theology with philosophy in the person of
the theologian.3!

For Jiingel, even the most basic philosophical categories of being and
existence must be radically reformulated under the decisive impact of
the founding event of Christian faith and its historically mediated
linguistic forms. “[TThe problematic determining every theology [has]
come to speech in the language-events characterizing the New Testa-
ment i in a manner which binds theology to preclsely these language-
events.”32 The same concern surfaces at key points in his well-known
book on Barth s doctrine of the Trinity; Barth’s language of God’s “be-
ing” is not grounded in a conception of being in §eneral but arises from
faith’s reflection on God’s revelation in Christ.>® For Jiingel, the inde-
pendence of theology from any philosophical grounding demands the
sharpest possible distinction between the two kinds of thinking.

This necessary distinction is touched on only briefly in the articles of
chief concern here, most notably in Die Freiheit der Theologie, where
the same distinction is made in a highly schematic way.®* Theology
“hands over” the word to thought, and does so in such a way that the
“otherness” of the word over against thought is preserved. That is, the
word itself is linguistically mediated via the event of proclamation and
is appropriated as word only in the facticity of the faith response. It is
not derived from the structure of thought itself as a general human
possibility. In contrast, Jiingel understands philosophy (formally
speaking) to be thought’s self-reflection, the “handing over” to thought
of thought itself. As such, phllosophy is its own justification: it “posits
itself absolutely,” being grounded in the very nature of thought.3®

31 Eberhard Jiingel, “Der Schritt zuriick: Eine Auseinandersetzung mit der
Heidegger-Deutung Heinrich Otts,” Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche 58 (1961) 104—
22, at 113; the citation is from Heinrich Ott, Denken und Sein: Der Weg Martin
Heideggers und der Weg der Theologie (Zollikon: Evangelischer, 1959) 14. On a similar
note, see also Eberhard Jiingel, review of Sein und Existenz, by Gerhard Noller, in
Evangelische Theologie 23 (1963) 218—23.

32 Thid. 115: “Ist nicht in den das Neue Testament auszeichnenden Sprachereignissen
die jede Theologie bestimmende Problematik in einer die Theologie an eben diese
Sprachereignisse bindenden Weise zur Sprache gekommen?”

33 Eberhard Jiingel, Gottes Sein ist im Werden, 4th ed. (Tdbingen: Mohr, 1986) 75-76.
Werner Jeanrond has stressed this point in a recent article. The hermeneutical element
of Jiingel’s theology is ontologically grounded, but only in the sense that it is grounded
in the doctrine of the Trinity as the “most adequate ontological approach to God’s dy-
namic and singular being” (Werner Jeanrond, “The Problem of the Starting-point of
Theological Thinking,” in The Possibilities of Theology: Studies in the Theology of Eber-
hard Jiingel in His Sixtieth Year, ed. John B. Webster [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994]
70-89, at 83).

34 Die Freiheit der Theologie 56—57.

35 Jiingel takes up this theme in the context of his discussion of the debate between
Fichte and Schleiermacher over the “positive” (as opposed to “speculative”) character of
theology (“Das Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 43); see also Paulus, Liebe—
das Geheimnis der Welt 22—23.



JONGEL ON THEOLOGY 55

Theology cannot posit itself; it is parasitic, so to speak, upon the oc-
currence of the word in history.

THEOLOGY AS SCIENCE AND THE THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINES

It can be seen why for Jiingel theology, since it critically thinks faith
for the sake of faith, is defined by a dual responsibility. As critical
thought it is caught up in the ongoing history of thought; it must be
current, true to its time (zeitgemdss). But as the self-criticism of faith
it must measure faith by the word; it must be responsible to the event
of the word as its object (sachgemdss).2® Theology is actualized in the
interaction of these two responsibilities and in the attempt to locate
the ground of their unity.

In the modern period, theology has repeatedly been conceived as a
scientific endeavor; this is part of what it means for theology to be true
to its time. It has long been a commonplace of German theory of science
that the nature and unity of a science is determined by the object of
that science.?” As will be seen, the object of theology has a certain
complexity which has resulted in the development of different sub-
disciplines of theology arising within the academy, each coordinated to
a different aspect of that object and each employing different methods.
Each of these sub-disciplines has tended to have a “natural” alliance
with its closest nontheological counterparts, looking to the latter for
methodological clarity and scientific legitimation. Biblical studies
might align itself with philology or ancient history, church history
with secular world history, systematic theology with philosophy, etc.
The obvious danger is that the unity of the former disciplines as part
of a single theological enterprise might be eroded, and each might drift
apart from the others, gradually becoming “naturalized,” or even van-
ishing altogether as separate disciplines.

For Jiingel this problem of the unity of the theological disciplines is
not merely an organizational difficulty; it is central to any configura-
tion of theology as a science.3® For the basis of his approach Jiingel
recurs to Schleiermacher’s dispute with Fichte on the propriety of the-
ology as a distinct faculty within the university.?® Jingel claims that
the aporia within theology exposed by Fichte (i.e. the tension between
its claim to a place within the realm of science and its appeal to a
particular revelation) was transformed b(y Schleiermacher into the
very foundation of its scientific character.*

According to Schleiermacher’s brilliant Brief Outline of the Study of

36 Die Freiheit der Theologie 13. 37 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 33.

38 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 54.

39 These debates were occasioned by the formation of the new University of Berlin in
1809. For a detailed discussion which recognizes the significance of this occasion for later
reflection on theology, see Hans Frei, Types of Christian Theology (New Haven: Yale
University, 1992) 92-116.

40 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 43.
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Theology, theology’s appeal to a particular revelation means that its
realm of investigation is a particular historical complex, the living
tradition of the Christian God-consciousness and its objectified forms
over time. In addition, the unity of the various disciplines comprising
theology is insured within the university not by the speculative con-
struction of its object, nor by its place within a system of sciences
derived from the nature of pure thought. The unity of theology lies in
its being ordered to the practical function of training leaders of the
Christian Church. It is the “positivity” of theology, its direct connec-
tion with concrete Bra.xis, which binds the various theological disci-
plines into a unity.*!

Jiingel constructs his own conception of theological science on the
two foundations laid by Schleiermacher: theology’s fundamentally his-
torical character (its Geschichtlichkeit) and its practical goal (its Po-
sitivitdt). “The historical nature of its scientific object brings theology
into the realm of the sciences.—The historical nature of its practical
aim grants theology the unity of a single science.”*? This statement
shows what Jiingel appropriates from Schleiermacher and at the same
time how he moves beyond him. Schleiermacher did not succeed in
thinking the historical goal of theology (the praxis of Christian exis-
tence) and the historical object of theology in their unity as one history.

In other words, theology must show how Christian praxis, the his-
torical task laid on the Church in the present, springs from the kind of
historical object it is concerned with in the past. Indeed, that object
must be capable in the present of calling forth faith and serving as its
criterion.*® The central integrating concept which allows the coales-
cence of historical praxis and historical object and determines the
proper organizational scheme of the theological disciplines is that of
the word-as-event, or word-event. The presupposition of theology as an
historical science is that the event of the word of God is only properly
historically elucidated (historisch erkldrt) when it is “answered for” by
activity in present history (geschichtliche Verantwortung).** To under-

41 Ibid. 43—44; see also Friedrich Schleiermacher, Kurze Darstellung des theologi-
schen Studiums, ed. Heinrich Scholz (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1973, original ed. 1910);
English translation: Brief Outline of the Study of Theology, trans. Terrence Tice (Rich-
mond: John Knox, 1966).

42 Ibid. 50: “Die Geschichtlichkeit ihres wissenschaftlichen Gegenstandes bringt die
Theologie in das Ganze der Wissenschaften.—Die Geschichtlichkeit ihres praktischen
Zvicaeckes 148t die Theologie als ein Ganzes Wissenschaft sein.”

Ibid.

44 1bid. 51. The elegant precision and extreme compression of Jiingel’s thought at this
point completely unravel in translation. Two points are crucial for comprehension: (1)
Historie and historisch connote the scholarly practice of historical science, whereas Ge-
schichte and geschichtlich indicate the actual temporal career of persons or social col-
lectives whether in the past or the present; (2) The verb verantworten means to answer
or account for; the noun Verantwortung means responsibility. When Jingel uses these
words or others with the same root he seems to have simultaneously in mind the fol-
lowing shades of meaning: (a) the activity of accounting for something, (b) the activity
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stand the past occurrence of the word is to recognize a word addressing
the present as well, an event which seeks its own repetition, its own
propagation as an ever renewed happening (als erneut geschehendes).

Theology must historically explicate and interpret the word of God
as an historical occurrence in the past, but it must do this only because
it seeks to be responsible to that word in the present. The word-event
conceptually and actually integrates theology’s object and theology’s
purpose. In his own determination of the different theological disci-
plines Jiingel’s use of the historical “repeatibility” of the word-event
provides a four-fold division in place of Schleiermacher’s tripartite
scheme.*® The complexities of this theological division of labor need
only be briefly sketched here.%¢

The first two disciplines, exegesis and church history, are concerned
with the past occurrence of the word-event. The one deals with the
biblical text, the other with the entire later history of Christian tra-
dition. The need for two separate disciplines might seem problematic,
especially since Jiingel has pointed out that the divine word is avail-
able to theology only in its human formulations; in other words, the
past event of the word is always historically mediated via its theolog-
ical interpretations by those concerned. Hence no strict historical dis-
tinction can be drawn between the words of the Bible and those of later
tradition.

But the words of the Bible are the original linguistic articulation of
the dimension of God’s decisive act; they are witnesses, born of the
actual encounter with the reality of God’s advent. They are thus “ca-
nonical,” since it is only as shaped by these original theological deci-
sions that the word is encountered by later generations.*” Church his-
tory is concerned with the historically interpreted and “fixed” word-
event, measuring the interpretations against the primal word-event
mediated in the words of Scripture. Exegesis, however, must engage in
“Sachkritik”; it can only measure the scriptural interpretations
against the reality which they themselves mediate.

The conception of the word-event and its repetition integrates the

of responding to something, and (c) the state of being responsible or accountable to
something. In this case the “something” is the same in all three meanings, namely the
event of the word of God.

45 For Jiingel the principle of Schleiermacher’s division remains sound: a historical
theology combining exegesis and dogmatics, a philosophical theology mediating the
relation of theology to the other sciences, and a practical theology mediating theology to
the practical task of church leadership. But both Schleiermacher and Jiingel stress that
these divisions are not exclusive, as all theological work must participate in all three
tasks, albeit in different degrees according to the context. Although Jiingel sometimes
uses similar terms, the principle of division is different, so that no one discipline in his
scheme precisely corresponds to any of Schleiermacher’s.

46 What follows synthesizes elements from the two detailed breakdowns of the theo-
logical disciplines offered in Die Freiheit der Theologie 33—34 and “Das Verhaltnis der
theologischen Disziplinen” 57—-59.

47 Die Freiheit der Theologie 20.
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object of theology (the continual occurrence of the word in the past, its
fixation in linguistic forms, springing from its original event) and the
present goal of theology (to achieve a new formulation of the word from
the canonical texts, a word for today). The latter is the specific task of
practical theology. It is the science of the word of God as event, not in
the sense of past event, but in the sense of something taking place now,
in the present. In short, its particular province is the determination of
church praxis, the responsibility of the believing community to re-
spond to the word of Jesus Christ in the concrete situation. It seeks the
possibility of proclaiming the present reality of Jesus Christ in
thoughts, words, and actions.®

Exegesis inquires after the original event of the word to be repeated.
The repetitions of the word occurring in the past are the concern of
church history. The repetition of the word in the present is sought for
by practical theology. But it is this very characteristic of the word, that
it is repeatable, that it occurs again and again in history with unal-
tered power and validity, that is the concern of systematic theology.*®
It asks about the relationship between the three forms of the word
dealt with in the other disciplines, demonstrating their unity as modes
of the one event of Jesus Christ.?® Jiingel describes the inexhaustible
reiteration of God’s word in Jesus, its ability to enter into every new
pattern of human self-understanding, as its truth. Systematic theology
is the science of the word of God as truth.

Each discipline takes up a special responsibility vis-a-vis the word,
thus achieving a partial “relieving” of the burden (Entlastung) which
the others must bear. But the essential meaning of such “responsibil-
ity” is that God’s word is the only object and goal of all theological
activity. Neither the biblical text, nor the ecclesial tradition, nor even
the presently existing Church can be mistaken for an end in
itself. Therefore each discipline has a critical function; exegesis,
church history, and practical theology are to be understood as critiques
of the biblical texts, tradition, and present ecclesial praxis respec-
tively. Because systematic theology considers all the disciplines in
their unity, it must prevent their centrifugal drift toward purely sec-
ular status. It seeks to understand the nature of the theological by

48 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 58.

49 Paulus devotes considerable attention to the notion of “systematicity” in theology.
In fact, he goes so far as to describe Jiingel’s own theology as a “system of freedom”
(Liebe—das Geheimnis der Welt 17). He admits that this represents a risky departure
from Jiingel’s own usage, and the specific justificatory citations he mentions are some-
what unconvincing. More helpful is his careful delimitation of the meaning of “system”
in this context (ibid. 15). Theology can be called a system insofar as it is a “methodically
presented doctrine of Christian faith” which, because of its character as discourse about
God, concerns the structure of reality as a whole. Theology is also a system in another
sense, as a unified interpretation of faith which in its separate parts and as a whole
claims the identity of a single science. These are justified insights, even if their relation
to Jiingel’s sparse use of the term “systematic” remains obscure.

50 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 58.



JUNGEL ON THEOLOGY 59

entering into a “a critical conversation of faith with unbelief,” and
therefore functions as the self-critique of theology.>

SCIENTIFIC THEOLOGY AS HISTORICAL AND AS DOGMATIC

We have seen that Jiingel distinguishes two types of disposition
toward the past. Historical explanation (historisches Erkliren) in-
volves application of the tools of historical science, the historical-
critical method, in the reconstruction of past events and their causal
interrelations. But there is also responsibility for or toward the past
(geschichtliche Verantwortung) which implies understanding the hu-
man past as both a demand and a possibility for human activity in the
present. It is characteristic of Christian theology for Jiingel that these
normally separable dispositions must be closely interrelated; the event
of God’s word and its repetition are to be ascertained and delineated
through historical research, but, paradoxically, the event itself can
only be recognized in faith, that is, as the power determining Christian
existence in the present.

The difficult feat of unifying these dispositions as single moments of
one concrete task is the condition for the very possibility of theology.
One of Jiingel’s several definitions of theology describes it as discern-
ing the freedom of Christian existence in the responsibility of thought.
Theology is challenged both by its special object (Sache) and by its
present time (Zeit). Jingel tends to associate the “discerning of Chris-
tian existence” with theology’s objective concern, and the “responsibil-
ity of thought” with the peculiar demand of the present.5? The histor-
ical nature of theology which he insists upon is not just a function of its
adopting the peculiarly modern form of historical understanding, his-
torical-critical method. It also demands the recognition of the “histo-
ricity” of theology’s object, which means to take up responsibility to the
word-event in faith. Historical-scientific explanation and historical-
existential responsibility are the two poles between which theology is
unified as “historical.”

This paradox that arises in the juxtaposition of explanation and
responsibility is resolved for Jiingel by carefully distinguishing be-
tween “historical” and “dogmatic” perception (Wahrnehmung) of the
past. Theology does not have direct access to the past event of God’s
word. Instead, it must reconstruct the shape of that event through the
faith testimony of those among whom the event occurred. In other
words, the divine word is available only through the historical medium
of human language, language in the form of theological interpretation.
Looking back to the word, theological interpretation always encoun-
ters an earlier theological interpretation.

That the event of Jesus is God’s own advent is never directly visible
from historical facts, and was not so visible even to contemporaries of

51 Ibid. 59. 52 Die Freiheit der Theologie 30.
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the event.5® But the linguistic and conceptual form in which these
witnesses articulated their faith perception, and therefore that percep-
tion itself, are both very much a function of the social and intellectual
milieu or the symbolic universe within which they moved, and are thus
subject to historical investigation. “Of course, all these claims [i.e. of
faith] have entered into a necessary and close connection with a wealth
of [historical] delimitations and completely determinate representa-
tions.”® Faith must perceive the contours of the original word-event
through the interpretation of past faith confessions; the first step in
accomplishing this must be the most rigorous historical examination of
those testimonies which is possible.

Another way of grasping the task involved here is to say that the
word of revelation is only given to theology “according to human re-
ception (secundum recipientem hominem).” To move from the critical
or purely historical movement to the dogmatic one means to grasp (in
an historically informed way) the context of that human word of con-
fession as an original revelatory event, the event to which it is the
response and of which it is the linguistic articulation; the word of
revelation received mirrors, albeit with inevitable distortion, the word
as spoken by God (secundum dicentem Deum).?® The historical artifact
of linguistically fixed confession is for theology an abstraction from an
original concrete situation of correspondence between God and human
beings, a faith situation. The turn from historical to dogmatic percep-
tion is an act of faithful imaginative reconstruction of that situation.
That such reconstruction is fraught with uncertainty and the potential
for ideological deformation is manifest, but it is still the crux of theo-
logical interpretation.

The moment of historical explanation in theology is, so to speak, a
“secular” enclave within theological understanding. It “reckons with
the world ‘etsi Deus non daretur (as if there were no God)’.” But the act
of theological understanding always involves a complementary act of
dogmatic interpretation, which as the responsible answer in faith to
the past word will not allow theology to “reckon with God ‘etsi Deus
non daretur’”®® In this complementarity of historical and dogmatic
perception, neither properly grounds the other, and yet dogmatic per-
ception is dependent upon historical perception because of the linguis-
ticality of Christian faith. “Dogmatic perception is interpretation of
historically perceived language as the language of past faith for the

53 The Kierkegaardian influence here, perhaps mediated via Bultmann, is strikingly
obvious; see Sgren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments and Johannes Climacus, ed.
and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton: Princeton University, 1985)
55-71.

54 Theologie in der Spannung 43: “Zwar sind alle diese Behauptungen mit einer Fiille
von Feststellungen und erst recht mit ganz bestimmten Vorstellungen eine notwendige
und feste Verbindung eingegangen.”

55 Die Freiheit der Theologie 19.

56 “Dag Verhalinis der theologischen Disziplinen” 52.
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purpose 7of uncovering the language possible and necessary for faith
today.,’

Clearly, when Jiingel claims that “the historical-critical method is
the way to the word of theology” he does not imply that the dogmatic
method has been supplanted.’® Against an interpretation of theologi-
cal history such as that of Troeltsch, which sees the historical method
as the legitimate successor of a now obsolete dogmatic method, Jiingel
asserts the integral relation of the dogmatic and historical in every act
of theological understanding.®® In this he again claims to follow the
lead of Schleiermacher, who, by uniting exegesis and dogmatics under
the one heading of historical theology, was at once opposing Fichte’s
demand for a strictly nonhistorical (i.e. nonconfessional or philosoph-
ical) theology in the university, and rejecting the theological tradition
(running back to Gabler) of a strict separation of exegetical and dog-
matic theology.%®

Jiingel’s summary formula of his position shows his love for dialec-
tically balanced assertions. “Because theology is historically (geschich-
tlich) responsible for nothing which it has not also historically (histo-
risch) explicated, theology is in every respect historical. But because
theology is historically responsible for what it historically explicates,
it is in every respect dogmatic.”®' With regard to this difficult rela-
tionship, so central to his vision of theology, Jiingel makes the remark-
able claim that “[t]he tension between historical and dogmatic under-
standing is to be resolved in a critique of historical reason which has
yet to be written.”®2 Theology is still awaiting an analysis of the ra-
tional categories that determine both how past historical events are
apprehended and how these events are integrated within the present
historical trajectory of human understanding. Lacking such a categor-
ical framework, the theological integration of past history and present
historicity will appear as a tenuous and tension-filled procedure.

57 Eberhard Jiingel, “Thesen zur Grundlegung der Christologie,” in Unterwegs zur
Sache 285.

53 Die Freiheit der Theologie 32.

59 The classic statement of this position is found in Ernst Troeltsch, “Ober historische
und dogmatische Methode in der Theologie,” in Gesammelte Schriften, 4 vols. (Aalen:
Scientia, 1962; original editions 1913 and 1922) 2:729-53; now translated in Ernst
Troeltsch, Religion in History, trans. J. L. Adams and W. Bense (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1991) 11-32. It should be pointed out, however, that Jiingel evidently understands
“dogma” and “dogmatic” in a manner closer to Karl Barth’s “historicized” conception
than to Troeltsch’s more traditional usage. See also Gerhard Ebeling, “Die Bedeutung
der historischkritischen Methode fiir die protestantische Theologie und Kirche,” in Wort
und Glaube, vol. 1 (Tibingen: Mohr, 1960) 1-49.

60 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 47—50.

61 Ibid. 51; emphasis mine.

2 Die Freiheit der Theologie 34: “Die Spannung zwischen historischem und dogma-
tischem Verstehen ist auszutragen in einer noch ausstehenden Kritik der historischen
Vernunft.”
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CONCLUSION: CHALLENGING THE TERMS OF THE DISPUTE

Much of the attention Jiingel’s work has generated is directed to var-
ious material theological issues, such as his reformulation of the idea
of analogy or his debate with metaphysical theism. I have shown that
there is also a characteristically provocative approach implicit in his
formal reflections on the nature of theology. The relevance to contem-
porary academic theology of the theological project outlined in the
essays under examination lies in three related contributions.

The first is his grand attempt to reconcile the divergent trajectories
of the dialectical theology tradition. His synthetic approach employs
the material dogmatic category of the Trinity appropriated from Barth
to provide the ontological framework for the formal structure of the-
ology, which for its part is largely couched in terms of a Bultmannian
hermeneutic of the faith-event. Language is the key integrator here;
the central category of “the word” is at once theological and supremely
anthropological (human being as linguistic being).®® Behind the sche-
matism of the different forms of the word-event is discernible not only
Barth’s “threefold form of the word of God” (i.e. revealed, written,
preached) but also a linguistic figuring of the Trinity (the Son as the
word, the Father as speaker of the word, and the Spirit as the historical
event of the word’s reception). Much more research needs to be devoted
to this issue, but at the very least these articles are a salutary attempt
to recover the original concerns of dialectical theology in their contem-
porary relevance by reconceiving ossified polemical categories (Barth
vs. Bultmann, “neoorthodoxy” vs. “demythologization,” etc.).

The second contribution follows upon this recovery of the motive
impulse of dialectical theology. These early articles lay the ground-
work for the brilliant delineation of a “theology of the word” contained
in God as the Mystery of the World.®* As a theology oriented strictly to
God'’s self-revelation in Christ and its appropriation in faith, it repre-
sents a continued vigorous protest against any attempt to provide a
criteriological framework for theological concepts grounded outside of
theological thought, whether by means of a general metaphysics or
through some normative socio-ethical praxis. That Jiingel is abun-
dantly aware of the difficulties of this position and the dangers of
theological isolationism is clear from his writings on the problem of

63 The move was made possible by the concept of “word-event” in Fuchs and Ebeling,
who followed Bultmann in rejecting the old idealistic notion of a prelinguistic faith-
experience which is then objectified in linguistic form as confession. As response to God’s
word, faith is linguistic primarily, at its very core; as a linguistic event it is integrated
within the linguistic context of human culture, and as a tradition of confession is lin-
guistically mediated in human history.

64 See Eberhard Jiingel, Gott als Geheimnis der Welt: Zur Begriindung der Theologie
des Gekreuzigten im Streit zwischen Theismus und Atheismus, 6th ed. (Tibingen: Mohr,
1992) 203 -26; English translation: God as the Mystery of the World: On the Foundation
of the Theology of the Crucified One in the Dispute between Theism and Atheism, trans.
Darrell Guder (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983) 152—69.



JUNGEL ON THEOLOGY 63

so-called “natural theology.” At any rate, this insistent grounding of
theological judgment within the interpretive circle of faith does not
imply a rejection of dialogue in favor of a cozily insulated dogmatism.®®

These two contributions point to Jiingel’s stubborn refusal to accept
the current terms of theological debate as somehow inviolable. Indeed,
this refusal is a manifestation of that freedom and creativity which he
considers an ingredient in all genuine theological thinking, and which
renders theology a potent contributor to rethinking the nature of hu-
man being and of intellectual culture. This conception of theology as
positioned simultaneously “outside” and “inside” the institutions of
human thought, particularly the academy and its disciplines, is a third
contribution of Jiingel’s theological project.

In finding a place within the academy for theology as an historical
discipline, Jingel is inspired by the founder of modern theology,
Schleiermacher; but Schleiermacher is exemplary not only in the con-
tent of his thought but also due to his historical role in the intellectual
culture of his day. On the conceptual level, Jiingel, like Schleierma-
cher, makes history the concept which not only integrates theology by
combining “exegesis” (i.e. history) and “dogmatics” but also incorpo-
rates it into the academy. On the historical level, Schleiermacher’s
dispute with Fichte about the place of theology in the University of
Berlin provides a model for the “dispute over the dispute” to which
Jiingel calls theology.

In The Conflict of the Faculties, Kant portrayed a dispute between
traditionally defined disciplines, a strife to be adjudicated through the
apphcatlon of autonomous reason, represented by the philesophical
faculty.®® But according to Jiingel, theology cannot allow the condi-
tions of this dispute to be dictated to it from outside, so to speak. 67 As
the “thinking of faith” theology points toward a rigorous and radical
application of thought not only to faith, but also to thought itself.®® To
“think faith” means to think faithful human existence and therefore to
rethink the essence of human thought; in theology, thought thinks
itself anew in light of the new possibilities of human being revealed to
it in its thinking of faith. Theology thus claims to demand a reflection
upon thought more radical than a putatively unsituated or “autono-

5 Jingel’'s complex and subtle appropriation of various strands of the theological
tradition makes his theology rather difficult to “place” among the standard positions.
For a brief but suggestive characterization utilizing Hans Frei’s typology, see John
Webster, “Introduction,” in The Possibilities of Theology, ed. John Webster (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1994) 1-6. A similar attempt by Jeanrond to situate Jiingel with respect
to the so-called Chicago-Yale debate is less satisfactory, largely due to a sketchy and at
points superficial portrayal of the opposed positions (Werner Jeanrond, “The Problem of
the Starting Point of Theological Thinking,” in ibid. 70—-89).

%6 Immanuel Kant, The Conflict of the Faculties (Der Streit der Fakultdten), trans.
Mary J. Gregor (New York: Abaris, 1979) passim.

67 “Dag Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 39.

68 “Theologische Wissenschaft” 17.
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mous” thought is capable of. It initiates a struggle within reason over
the very nature of rationality. Thus theology not merely participates
in the dispute of the faculties; it must simultaneously challenge the
very terms of the dispute. The encounter with faith turns thought back
upon itself; the dispute is transformed into “a dispute over the dispute
itself (einen Streit um den Streit selbst).”®®

The current ferment in Western universities, whether seen as the
death throes of “late modernity” or the birth pangs of a new intellec-
tual situation transcending the modern (“postmodernity”), is inti-
mately linked to a radical questioning and rethinking of the role and
structure of the academy and the constructions of rationality imbedded
within it. By implication, the kind of theology envisaged by Jiingel
cannot sit back and await the result of the current disputes. It must be
an active participant, and not just because of tactical or “apologetic”
considerations. It is an essential function of the theological project to
question and to examine the traditions of human thought in light of
their encounter with faith, or rather in light of faith’s encounter with
the radical truth of humanity disclosed in God’s address.

69 “Das Verhiltnis der theologischen Disziplinen” 39.
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