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Jürgen Moltmann is one of the most widely published and influential theologians of the post-war period. Concerned with issues relevant to both Western and non-Western worlds, Moltmann ventures into doctrines relevant to Protestant, Catholic, and Orthodox theology. This article examines Moltmann through three areas of interest: 1) Generative experiences and influences; 2) Major themes of his theology; and 3) Significance.

Generative experiences and influences
Biography
Born April 8, 1926 in Hamburg, Germany, Moltmann grew up in a secular “enlightened” family, wishing to study science and mathematics, viewing Einstein, Planck, and Heisenberg as “heroes”  (Moltmann 1980, 7; Moltmann 1997, 3). His focus changed dramatically during his experience as a prisoner of war: after surrendering in February 1945, he spent the next three years as a prisoner-of-war in three locales: Mass Camp 2226 in Zedelgam, Belgium; Labour Camp 22 in Kilmarnock, Scotland; and finally in Norton Camp near Nottingham, England (Moltmann 1997, 3; Moltmann 1980, 7). These proved to be formative years. As a soldier his reading material consisted of the works of Nietzsche as well as Goethe’s poems and Faust. As a POW, an American military chaplain gave him a copy of the New Testament and the Psalms. His entrée into studying theology and scripture began in Norton Camp, where the YMCA supplied a theological library and brought in speakers. He heard lectures on ethics, theology, and history; he was taught Hebrew and New Testament; he read Dietrich Bonhoeffer (The Cost of Discipleship), Anders Nygren (Eros and Agape), and Reinhold Niebuhr (The Nature and Destiny of Man). The Psalms of lament (especially Ps. 39) displaced Goethe, as he discovered God, or perhaps more accurately: “[God] found me” (1997, 5). 
Upon returning to West Germany (he was repatriated in April 1948) he pursued not mathematics and science, but rather theology at the University of Göttingen, where he was heavily influenced by three professors: Hans Joachim Iwand, Ernst Wolf, and Otto Weber (Moltmann 2000, 87-91; Meeks 1974, 19ff.). In 1952 he completed his exams, married Elisabeth Moltmann-Wendell (a feminist theologian in her own right), and moved to Berlin where their attempts to move to East Germany were unsuccessful. The following year, after a brief stint as a chaplain, (with the help of Otto Weber) he became pastor of the Evangelical Church of Bremen-Wasserhorst for the following five years. In 1957 he completed his Habilitationschrift at Göttingen under Weber who convinced him to go to the Kirchliche Hochschule in Wuppertal in 1958, founded by the Confessing Church (where most notably Wolfhart Pannenberg also taught). In 1963, he moved to Bonn University, and in 1967, again at Weber’s urging, he moved to Tübingen University, where he was professor of systematic theology, until retiring as emeritus profess of theology in 1994. 
Context
Before proceeding to the key elements of Moltmann’s project, the role of context needs to be emphasized. Context is crucial in determining his approach, presuppositions, questions, and conclusions. Here are three examples. 

First, one needs to appreciate fully his context as a POW returning to the Motherland after the Holocaust. His first moment of theological insight came in July 1943 in the form of two questions: “My God, where are you?” and “Why am I not dead too?”, prompted by the Royal Air Force “fire storm” that devastated his hometown, killing 40,000 people, including his friend who died standing next to him (1997, 2). His years-long experience of war, tragedy, and suffering, coupled with the subsequent collective guilt of Germany are powerful generative influences on his understanding of the necessity of theology to speak about both hope and suffering (Moltmann 2000, 4). 
Second, in the 1950s Moltmann became convinced that Karl Barth had unfortunately “transposed eschatology into eternity” by positing redemption as a category of the future beyond history and outside time (1996, 13ff.,  44-46). This was the initial impetus to go beyond the conclusions of the preceding generation and to investigate eschatology at the beginning of theology rather than at the end. His work constantly interacts with and advances beyond Barth. Other figures prove to be interesting dialogue partners (especially Rudolf Bultmann, Wolfhart Pannenberg, Karl Rahner, and Hans Urs von Balthasar), while still others provoke original insight (namely Ernst Bloch, Joachim of Fiore, and Isaac Luria), but from the outset he challenges some key Barthian claims: the nature, role, and importance of revelation, eschatology, soteriology, and the doctrine of God. If one does not understand this context, one will be ill-equipped to understand fully Moltmann’s project.
Third, although Moltmann is a white, male, German, Protestant he is bound by neither creed nor confession. This gives him the theological flexibility and freedom to challenge typical answers and constructions. An awareness of his Reformed background might lead some to take for granted his presuppositions, doctrinal stances, or conclusions. When reading Moltmann uninformed presuppositions will not do. Indeed, one can expect a surprise or two along the way as he tantalizingly lobbies attacks on some unexpected thinkers and theological claims. Over time, one sees that a cycle of questions and answers may be the closest discernible modus operandi in his project. His writing (especially through the mid-1980s) has a restless quality. He seems intent on questioning widely-held beliefs at virtually every turn, prepared to disabuse his readers of incorrect assumptions and beliefs, convinced that those that have come before him have invariably misunderstood the issues, asked the wrong questions, arrived at the wrong conclusions, or have combined these errors. 
Moltmann’s Theology
For Moltmann, theology is “an adventure of ideas. It is an open, inviting path” (2000, xv). This leads him to some unexpected places for sources and streams of thought. Convinced that theology has no clear boundaries, his interests lack typical confinement and restraint to only a few theological loci. Moltmann has been involved in many dialogues or reconciliation efforts: the Paulusgesellschaft, a society which brought together Christians and Marxists; Jewish-Christian dialogues; and ecumenical dialogues in the Faith and Order Commission of the World Council of Churches. Additionally, although it occupies relatively little explicit attention, his motivation for writing The Trinity and the Kingdom is a devotion to resolving the Filioque dispute, believing that a newly formed doctrine of the Trinity goes “hand in hand” with “overcoming the ecclesiastical dispute” (Moltmann 1981, 179). And at various times, his theology is in direct conversation with ecology, history and time, politics, and ethics. Related to this is his penchant for drawing on atypical sources for theological insight. For doctrinal sources he is unhindered by labels, citing heterodox, Orthodox, Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, and even atheist sources as they suit his needs (see the usage of Bloch and Luria, below).

Debate has ensued about the central doctrine in Moltmann’s theology. A variety of candidates appear for this title. History, Promise, Trinity, Christology, Messianic Theology, Theodicy, and Praxis have each been heralded (see Wakefield 2002, 295-316). While each of these is important, none is comprehensive; ultimately each fails in being too limiting, incapable of containing the diversity of themes across his entire career. The determining factor for Moltmann’s theological judgments, regardless of time or topic, is hope. Only hope proves capacious enough to contain the exhaustive array of concerns across such an expansive output, now stretched beyond four decades (Neal, Forthcoming). 

Writings

Moltmann’s writings exhibit his wide-ranging interests. His programmatic works are best grouped into two series: the early trilogy and the “systematic contributions.” The trilogy includes: Theology of Hope (1967), The Crucified God (1974), and The Church in the Power of the Spirit (1977). In each of these works he looks at theology from a particular angle: first, he approaches theology from the resurrection; second, from the angle of the cross; and the final book in the trilogy comes from an ecclesial vantage point, with a strong pneumatological emphasis. The second series comprises the six “systematic contributions to theology”: The Trinity and the Kingdom (1981), God in Creation (1985), The Way of Jesus Christ (1990), The Spirit of Life (1992), The Coming of God (1996), and Experiences in Theology (2000). In the contributions, each text is devoted to one doctrine, made plain by the title, with one notable feature: his methodology appears at the end, rather than the beginning.

While these nine works are the core of his program, they are far less than half of his overall oeuvre. Beyond solitary journal articles, he has a long list of works that are collections of essays and papers, typically centered on one theme or doctrine. The most important of these include: Religion, Revolution, and the Future (1969), The Experiment Hope (1975), Umkehr zur Zukunft (21977), The Future of Creation (1979), Creating a Just Future (1989), History and the Triune God (1991), God for a Secular Society (1999), and In the End – the Beginning (2004). (His autobiography, A Broad Place, is scheduled for release October 2007.) 
Major Themes

There are numerous ways one could structure the key themes in Moltmann’s project. He has steadfastly refused to approach theology as if organizing a table of contents, with a pre-set menu of how doctrines fit together and form a unified whole. Theology is much more fluid and interrelated than an outline or system can exhibit or allow. And yet still, there is a certain ordered progression to Moltmann’s work, especially as his theology has matured. It is much simpler to understand a thinker when his/her views can be located in a text devoted to a specific topic. There are limitations to this procedure when approaching Moltmann’s work, due principally to the fact that in his hands theological lines are present, but often blurred, akin to a watercolor painting. Indeed, topical isolationism is not viewed positively by Moltmann, so for the sake of flow and clarity, this section has been arranged along lines that exhibit the intertwining nature of theological topics: 1) Resurrection and Future; 2) Crucifixion and Trinity; 3) The Spirit of Creation; 4) Eschatology and Divine Indwelling; and 5) Political Theology and Ethics. This arrangement allows readers to find salient information quickly, and also serves as a reminder of the theological interdependence and interconnectedness imprinted in Moltmann’s project.

Resurrection and Future 
In his first programmatic work, Theology of Hope (1967), Moltmann makes it clear that the content of eschatology is not limited merely to “the last things.” Eschatology is not theology’s appendix, but rather its centerpiece. Eschatology is “the keynote, the daybreak colours of a new expected day which bathe everything in their light” (Moltmann 1980, 11). Currently, this is an unexceptional premise; but theology has spanned quite a distance since the 1960s, thanks in part to Moltmann’s efforts. As noted before, his desire to move beyond Barth was crucial, but to understand Theology of Hope fully, it is also important to keep in mind the influence of the Jewish atheist heterodox philosopher Ernst Bloch (see Adams 2000). For better or worse, Bloch’s three volume magnum opus The Principle of Hope is an important antecedent to Theology of Hope (Moltmann 1977b, 10), and influences Moltmann’s understanding of the nature of hope and the future.
The importance of eschatology for Moltmann is located in the centrality of Jesus’ resurrection and the future. The second paragraph of Theology of Hope opens up the issue at hand: “There is therefore only one problem in Christian theology … the problem of the future” (Moltmann 1967, 16). Stated briefly, on Moltmann’s reading, Greek metaphysics has radically and negatively influenced theological claims for far too long, most notably regarding the doctrine of God, especially related to God’s nature as immutable, which rests on a faulty understanding of eternity related to divinity. In order to move beyond this problem, Moltmann concentrates on the importance of the resurrection.
In Theology of Hope, Moltmann has a positive view of the future compared with a negative view of the present. This view is the essence of the cross-resurrection dialectic at the beginning of his project, especially the first two works, Theology of Hope and The Crucified God. It is important to realize that the dialectic grounds his entire project (Neal, Forthcoming), and while the dialectic expands over the years, focusing more on the dialectical identity of Jesus Christ, its importance here is that the cross equals death and the present, while the resurrection equals life and the future. In the act of the resurrection, then, God guarantees divine promises, opens up the future, while simultaneously contradicting present reality. Following Gerhard von Rad, Moltmann shows the Old Testament background to this understanding (1967, 142ff.), but to understand best how his view of the resurrection supplies his solution to the problem of the future, one must appreciate its context. Primarily, he rejects: 1) Pannenberg’s view of the resurrection as historically verifiable (who follows Ernst Troeltsch’s understanding of historical investigation as analogy) (1967, 112-20), and 2) Bultmann’s perspective that the resurrection’s importance can be equated with subjectivity (1967, 172-90). For Moltmann, the resurrection is not only historically important, but rather eschatologically significant and necessitates not historical investigation for verification (which operates under the assumption that the resurrection is like any other event), but rather the eschaton. With greater force, he denounces equating the importance of the resurrection with an “existential moment” (à la Bultmann), reducing the relevance of theology to the subjective response of faith. This perspective fails because it divides theology from its proper historical grounding. In Jesus’ resurrection, God has acted in a new way, to bring a new future into existence: “Easter is the historical origin and the continuing basis of the Christian faith, the Christian church, and the Christian hope” (Moltmann 1975, 56). 
These distinctions for understanding the resurrection led to an important feature of Moltmann’s work. Beginning in 1966 (following Emil Brunner) Moltmann insists throughout his writings on distinguishing between two understandings of the future, a distinction which appropriately impinges on the essence of his project, but especially all that he says regarding resurrection, hope, and promise. The first term for future is futurum, which describes events that emerge from the past and continues through the present to the future. Essentially futurum is extrapolation, the future for which people can plan based on present experience and contingency. For Moltmann, this understanding of the future is unable to carry the weight of Christianity’s hope for the future, because futurum can never be totally new. So, he distinguishes between what will be (extrapolation) from that which is coming (anticipation) by employing a set of terms that he views as functionally equivalent (Zukunft, Adventus, and parousia) to convey the future as new, as coming, and most importantly as unhindered by present possibilities. Rather than being determined by the past and limited by present possibilities, Zukunft has the power to establish the ontological priority of the future over against futurum (Moltmann 1979b, 29). 
Here is a prime example of context serving as impetus for theological discovery. Undoubtedly his post-war return to Germany influences the value he accords anticipation over against extrapolation. This is not merely semantics; it is theologically central, providing Moltmann an intelligible rationale to pronounce the true nature of the eschatological future. Christian hope, in the face of Auschwitz, must rely on the future as anticipation as the category that can provide a new horizon. If the only future available is rooted in present possibilities, then death, fear, and resignation reign. Because of God’s new act in the resurrection of Jesus, however, Christians are convinced that death does not reign, ultimately. Contextually, this framework has extraordinary power, authority, and resonance to rehabilitate an emphasis on the future in the post-war period. Indeed, in Europe and beyond, Theology of Hope placed Moltmann as the leader of the “school of hope.” While the resurrection plays a crucial role in all his works, the other side of the dialectic must be expounded.
Crucifixion and Trinity 
While the distinctive elements of Moltmann’s views on the cross and Trinity warrant separate lengthy entries, here they are linked for clarity and relevance. It is important to understand that his views of the cross and the Trinity are intertwined and an alteration to one has ramifications on the other. Arguably, not since Luther has a theologian so forcibly and radically placed the cross at the center of the doctrine of God. Moltmann’s theology of the cross will be summarized first and then special attention can be devoted to how this informs his doctrine of the Trinity.

In The Crucified God (1974), Moltmann turns to the cross as the criterion of Christianity: “the cross is the test of everything which deserves to be called Christian” (Moltmann 1974, 230). For Moltmann, the cross, seemingly without contradiction, is also the criticism of Christianity, as he relentlessly shows how it is iconoclastic, dismantling inappropriate images of the divine. He insists that the cross necessitates a “revolution” in the concept of God, by devoting his attention to answering one question: “how can the death of Jesus be a statement about God?” (1974, 201; italics original). Many threads come together in his second work, including his adoption of, and reaction to, Critical theory and also his appreciation for Bonhoeffer, but primarily he is following Luther’s concentration on the hiddenness of God (Deus absconditus) and relying heavily on Hegel’s insistence that God is in need of the world (to be sure, Moltmann’s view of Hegel is ambivalent, but he is greatly indebted to him). These threads are woven together as Moltmann sets out a bold picture: 

In Christ’s God-forsakenness, God goes out of himself, is there, present, dies with a cry for God, by whom he feels forsaken. Where is God in what happens on Golgotha? He is in the dying Christ. To the question “why” there are many answers, and none of them adequate. More important is the question “where.” And for that Christ himself is the answer (1994, 38).

Moltmann rejects two intertwining and commonly-held views that make his theology of the cross unique: divine impassibility and two-natures Christology.
In Moltmann’s view the cross mandates divine passibility. Grounded in analogy, impassibility is erroneous, funded by Greek metaphysics, and it removes God from active involvement in history. On Moltmann’s reading, the apathy axiom can only be understood as a foreign imposition onto the doctrine of God, forcing one to rely on the philosophical restraints of apophatic theology instead of the revelatory narrative history of Jesus. (Note: as with Barth, the primary location of divine revelation is Jesus Christ as recorded in the biblical witness, but not the Bible itself.) In place of the traditional view he inserts his own axiomatic claim: a being who loves is open to suffering; a being who cannot suffer, cannot love. Overthrowing impassibility leads him to take another step away from tradition: rejecting two-natures Christology. Moltmann fears that two-natures Christology specifically requires a static separation of suffering from divinity, since Jesus’ sufferings are thereby constrained to the human nature. This understanding is insufficient, Moltmann is convinced, because it prejudicially mutes the passion narratives of the true nature of Jesus’ suffering, threatening Christology with docetic tendencies (1974, 227). 
While there is room for debate on whether Moltmann has given the tradition fair treatment or whether his axiom must reject two-natures Christology, he operates under a key assumption: the particular informs his understanding of the universal. Accordingly, for Moltmann the historical activity of God in the life of Jesus governs one’s view of the Trinity. This method necessitates prioritizing the economic over the immanent Trinity. Thus, a proper theology of cross, removed of the philosophical presupposition of impassibility, avoids merely allowing divine passibility, it elevates it to a constitutive element of God’s experience. Passibility does not express weakness, but rather love, which is the true, essential nature of God. (Again, note the relevance of his context, living in Germany, post-Holocaust.) To press his point, Moltmann focuses on the Son’s abandonment by his Father. Claiming that the Markan record of Jesus’ cry points not to a recitation of Ps. 22 (and thus triumphant), but rather is a genuine cry of abandonment, Moltmann unyieldingly stresses divine abandonment, equating the incarnation of Jesus, especially the crucifixion, with the Trinitarian being of God. Indeed, he consistently maintains that the cross is rightly viewed as the theological shorthand for the doctrine of the Trinity (Moltmann 1974, 246; Moltmann 1981, 265). 

Moltmann has found traditional Trinitarian thinking severely lacking because it has never provided an appropriate explanation for God as Trinity. The way past insufficient Trinitarianism is by altering linguistic and conceptual frameworks: over against depicting God using one absolute subject (or one supreme substance) and then moving to three persons, Moltmann insists on speaking of three persons in relationship. Related to this is his radical conclusion that monotheism is an inappropriate label to affix to the Christian doctrine of God, but rather the result of misplaced reductionism (Moltmann 1981, 172ff.; Moltmann 1986, 293-94; Moltmann 2002, 112-22). A social understanding of the Trinity, not monotheism, is the proper interpretation for the doctrine of God, since Jesus’ crucifixion is incoherent without a Trinitarian frame: 
The one divine life cannot be completed only by one subject or only by one person. Only the doctrine of the tri-unity of God is in the position to perceive the immense contradiction of the cross and to integrate it into the infinite life of God. Therefore the doctrine of the Trinity constitutes the sublation [Aufhebung] of that contradiction – “God is dead” and “God cannot die” (1979a, 175).

As is his custom, Moltmann diagnoses a problem in theology and offers a solution: “Only when we are capable of thinking in Persons, relations, and changes in the relations together does the idea of the Trinity lose its usual static, rigid quality” (1981, 174). “Strict monotheism obliges us to think of God without Christ, and consequently to think of Christ without God as well” (1981, 131). Moltmann promotes perichoresis as the correct framework, informed by the biblical history of salvation, which tells the story of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit. God is not distant, beyond time, but rather involved and active (Moltmann 1974, 249; Moltmann 1981, 148-50). 


To undermine assertions related to God’s inability to interact with history, Moltmann looks to the biblical narrative (especially the cross) and Jewish authors to ground his argument (especially Abraham Heschel, Gershom Scholem, and Franz Rosenzweig; see Moltmann 1981, 25-30). Because he prizes love over impassibility for God’s nature, his model of perichoresis is central to both divine ontology and action. Additionally, he rejects the traditional single taxis of Father – Son – Spirit, since in his view perichoresis necessitates speech of God related to three persons as three subjects, each distinct but involved in the other (Moltmann 1981, 174). This bold re-thinking of divine attributes and relations leads him to rethink a variety of relationships. In the section following, the effects will be apparent on the necessity of creation.

The Spirit of Creation 
Moltmann, when invited to present the prestigious Gifford Lectures, devoted his attention to creation (given 1984-1985, University of Edinburgh; published as God in Creation, 1985). This emphasis on creation is a switch from his early work, where human history was the primary focus of reality and the primary referent for divine action (Moltmann 1985, 31, 137-38). Moltmann’s concern for creation is situated in his then-emerging awareness of the ecological crisis. Christianity, when rightly understood, does not advocate anthropomorphic escapism, but rather envisions the redemption of creation, which is one community of nature and humanity. Moltmann believes the scriptural assertion that the life-giving Spirit will be poured out “on all flesh” (Joel 2.28) encompasses not only human life but also all living things (1990 258; 1996, xiii). His theology of creation includes his thoughts not merely on creation “in the beginning,” but also on the present and future. He develops a doctrine of creation through a wide-ranging discussion: the Spirit’s immanence, the Shekinah, the eschatological Sabbath, ecology, “creation as an open system,” creation’s consummation, the necessity of creation, and God’s experience of creation as kenosis. While Moltmann puts a distinctive stamp on each of these, the last two issues will be commented upon.

In developing his understanding of creation, Moltmann overturned the traditional understanding of God’s relationship to creating the world. While the tradition regards the divine act of creation as free, Moltmann thinks this is faulty and argues that God creates out of necessity because “it is impossible to conceive of a God who is not a creative God. A non-creative God would be incomplete compared with the God who is eternally creative” (1981, 106). This, he insists, does not mean that God is under duress or outer compulsion: “when we say that God created the world ‘out of freedom’, we must immediately add ‘out of love’ ” (Moltmann 1985, 75). Love, which was crucial for Moltmann’s extensive reworking of the Trinity, is again used to rework the relationship between God and creation. This issue reappears below, in relation to the eschaton. 
Whereas earlier Moltmann centrally located God’s capacity for suffering in the abandonment of the Son, when referencing creation he begins to draw on the Old Testament understanding of Shekinah, to argue that God’s suffering takes on many forms (1981, 28ff.). Moltmann asserts that divine self-humiliation occurs first in creation; the very act of creation is kenotic: “a self-limitation, a self-humiliation and a self-surrender of the Spirit” (1985, 102). Though it has strong pneumatological overtones, his argument relies heavily on Isaac Luria’s mystical concept of zimsum, which, at its most elementary, depicts creation as first a withdrawal of God’s space, which Moltmann employs as the first episode of divine kenosis. Though many disagree with this move, it is important to note for the present discussion that he subscribes to this Lurian vision because it allows him 1) to show that God is kenotic from the beginning of creation and 2) to situate creation’s need of redemption. The importance of creation’s redemption will become clear in the following section. Due to the Spirit’s immanence, creation is God’s home now, and in the eschaton the Trinity will fully dwell in the new creation.

Eschatology and Divine Indwelling
Throughout his career Moltmann has been exercised by the role of eschatology in Christian theology. Over thirty years after his first programmatic work, Moltmann issued his mature eschatology, The Coming of God (1996), for which he won the 2000 Louisville Grawemeyer Award in Religion. (Theology of Hope is eschatological, but not eschatology proper.) Two features of his eschatology merge together: universal salvation and divine indwelling. (For a helpful collection of essays on the key issues in Moltmann’s eschatology, see Bauckham 1999).
At a mere six words, Paul’s prognostication “God will be all in all” (1 Cor 15.28) is provocative. Its brevity belies its importance and is arguably the major scriptural source of Moltmann’s eschatology. This verse makes two decisive claims on his eschatological vision: God is the subject and all will participate. Regarding the fate of humanity, the question which leads Moltmann to universalism is not primarily related to Christology, soteriology, or anthropology, but rather is theocentric: “what does God lose in losing anyone?” (1996, 324). He rejects double predestination, whose only asset, in Moltmann’s view, is its artistic symmetry (1996, 247). Regarding soteriology, “yes” and “no” are not symmetrical, but rather asymmetrical:
In the divine Judgment all sinners, the wicked and the violent, the murderers and the children of Satan, the Devil and the fallen angels will be liberated and saved from their deadly perdition through transformation into their true, created being, because God remains true to himself, and does not give up what he has once created and affirmed, or allow it to be lost (Moltmann 1996, 255). 

His doctrine of universalism has been unfolding for decades, and in The Coming of God he develops a more sustained and substantial recommendation for the salvation of all. Only two surprises appear in Moltmann’s advancement of universalism: 1) (contra Barth) he pronounces it as dogmatic assertion, rather than as an eschatological hope; and 2) he includes Satan. The steps he takes to arrive at universalism are numerous, but the central points are the nature of eschatology coupled with God’s nature as sociality and love (Moltmann 1990, 337). God needs creation in the beginning and so God works to save creation at the consummation, so that God may indwell in the new creation. This understanding removes vestiges of an apocalyptic expectation of the last judgment where the judge simply enacts retaliation (Moltmann 1999b). Eschatology is not a mere accounting of one’s life, disclosing the accumulation of past events, rather it is open, unlimited by the past and allows God to work anew. By fusing his understanding of the future to 1 Cor 15.28 (“God will be all in all”), he concludes that when creation is “consummated through the indwelling of God, then the unlimited possibilities open to God will indwell the new creation and glorified [humanity] will be free to participate in the unlimited freedom of God” (1976, 130). A driving force in this understanding is panentheism, developed from the social Trinity and God’s need for relationship: “all created beings are drawn into the mutual relationships of the divine life, and into the wide space of the God who is sociality” (1996, 336).  


Because he has consistently tried to show how philosophical underpinnings have negatively influenced much of Christian theology, it is not surprising that Moltmann posits the coming God in contradistinction from the Greek pattern: “Zeus was, Zeus is, and Zeus will be: Zeus is eternal” (1996, 23; see also 1977b, 156; 1979, 25-27). Moltmann, here at least, looks to the biblical text to govern his ideas regarding time and divinity. Thus: “Grace to you and peace from him who is and who was and who is to come” (Rev. 1.4), is the proper description of the coming God. The last phrase provides the necessary correction; the future tense “who will be” is not asserted but instead the “ontological concept of eternity is broken through by the expression ‘who is to come’ ” (Moltmann 1979b, 26). Thus, his eschatology shows the ways in which his doctrine of God and creation cohere, both fuelled by his insistence on the future as anticipation. The eschaton will bring about a new relationship between God and creation: the divine will fully indwell the new creation, with restored humanity participating in the divine life of the social Trinity. 
Political Theology and Ethics 
With Moltmann’s early (and often) insistence that history, not eternity, is the central category for reality he overthrows dialectical theology’s overriding stress on both eternity and eternal presence (see especially 1967, 37-94). This move beyond dialectical theology’s stress on eternity is critical for understanding Moltmann’s emphatic insistence on history’s openness, fundamentally grounded in God’s promises. These claims hang together: a promised temporal future (over against timeless eternity) leads to possibilities of transforming the present world (Moltmann 1967, 18, 102ff., 328-31; Moltmann 2000, 51). Such a view enables humanity to set out to change present circumstances in light of the promised future.

Moltmann’s theology is emphatically political, which is to say that it insists on the validity of theological claims for contemporary issues in society. His view of the church’s relationship with society clearly draws upon Bonhoeffer: Christianity is not a religion of “equilibrium and harmony but … of conflict and hope” (Moltmann 1989, 96). The premise that he operates under is a revision of Karl Marx’s eleventh thesis: “The theologian is not concerned merely to supply a different interpretation of the world, of history and of human nature, but to transform them in expectation of a divine transformation” (Moltmann 1967, 84). By this he means, at the very least, that theology (when properly done) explains and engages reality, precisely because the present is inadequate, and needs correcting, improving, and transforming. This stems, of course, from his insistence on stressing the future as new. And while he grounds his views in the promised future, the prototype he uses to greatest effect is the crucifixion: “The crucified God is in fact a stateless and classless God. But that does not mean that he is an unpolitical [sic] God. He is the God of the poor, the oppressed and the humiliated” (1974, 329). This exhibits the application of the dialectic identity of Jesus as the crucified and resurrected one.

The best and most obvious example of Moltmann’s call for the church to be a social critic stems from his own reflections on Germany’s reaction to Hitler. The church can never be neutral, because the result is always the same: a collating of state and church interests. Christianity will find itself in fundamental “conflicts between the powers of the past and the forces of the future, between oppression and liberation” (Moltmann 1977a, 83). 
Moltmann’s stress on active, political engagement is a thread running throughout his career. (Early on he argued for revolution, but this term was dropped.) This feature has given his work a vital contemporary texture. Christianity, when interpreted correctly, avoids a dualism seeking retreat. On his reading, salvation is not oriented to a reality “above,” it has to do with this world. At its most extreme, the church has swerved too far and made salvation a flight from the present into the future or away from society. This, Moltmann insists, is insufficient. Whether the issue is nuclear weapons, war, the environment, minority rights, racism, or capitalism, the church needs to avoid simply interpreting reality, but must set out to change it. 
Unfortunately, Moltmann’s call for political engagement tends to get reduced to self-evidential references imploring Christians to change the status quo and to oppose oppression. Of course his comments are often correct, but too often they are extremely vague, and threaten to be inapplicable. There are seeds of great potential in developing the ethical application of his political theology, but many have been left undone. Indeed, the lacunae in Moltmann’s oeuvre is a fully developed “ethics of hope” which he advertised early on but never completed (1977b, 13; 1979a, 189). 

Significance
Measured by his prodigious output, the commentators engaging his thought, and the numerous doctoral works devoted to his theology, Moltmann is one of the leading figures in contemporary theology in the post-Barthian period. Even among scholars who have engaged Moltmann’s work, he remains a divisive figure (for a very helpful bibliography, see Wakefield 2002). At one extreme are readers who dismiss his project fully, due perhaps to methodology, (in)consistency, or perceived lack of philosophical refinement. At the other extreme are readers who agree with virtually everything he writes, finding nothing objectionable and thus who are unable to offer a helpful appraisal. Thus, scholarship (whether too dismissive or too generous) often fails to engage his work at the level of its fundamental premises, causing his defenders and accusers alike to miss or misunderstand his projects inner-workings. This level of polarity is also due, it seems, to his methodology, which exhibits his penchant for variety and spontaneity.
Methodological variety
Moltmann equates the theologian to “Jacob, who wrestled all night with the angel of God and emerged from his encounter with a lame hip but also with a blessing” (1987, viii). One of his methodological presuppositions is the nature of theological development and outline. Indeed, if there is a method to his approach it is a refusal to be led by a pre-set method (recall that his methodology appeared as the final, not the first, volume in the “contributions”); he never intended a comprehensive theology, a multi-volume “systematics” wherein he authoritatively and conclusively said all that was necessary (Moltmann 1981, xiii; Moltmann 2000, xiv-xix). The explicit underlying basis of his refusal to promote a one-sided authoritative approach is his conviction that theology is likened to a conversation. (And yet, there is a good measure of conviction in his works, as he boldly pronounces judgment on key issues.) While this approach certainly has its detractors, Moltmann’s influence will be in part gauged by the long-term acceptance or rejection of such a method.
Regarding the contextual features mentioned at the beginning, some will undoubtedly view them as unnecessary distractions from Moltmann’s wider project. This would be a serious error. His context is interwoven into his program and losing sight of this fact promotes misreadings of his project. The manner of his response to these issues is revealing. Because Moltmann’s work is strongly self-aware, a good bit of his writing is arguably more than “contextual”; it is reactionary. This seems to be both positive and negative. It gives his writing energy, élan, and texture, but it might be off-putting to some, and furthermore, it may have led him to swerve too far in correcting theological claims (recall his rejection of the label monotheism for Christianity and his dogmatic universalism).
Near the beginning of this article the importance of theology as a questioning enterprise was emphasized. Questions (some rhetorical) are asked of his interlocutors and his readers alike. Some will welcome this feature; others will not. Such restless questioning ends up being, it seems, both a credit and deficit to his program. One’s reaction to this feature may serve as a good indicator for how one will view Moltmann’s writing as a whole: those applauding his unabashed criticisms of either specific doctrines or those espousing such doctrines will appreciate much of his work (if not his conclusions), while those disapproving (viewing it as audacity) may find his project lacking and his reinterpretations faulty. 
It is notable that in the topics discussed above, Moltmann sets out to overthrow a set of presuppositions and truth claims regarding a doctrine and replace it with a properly conceived set. He intentionally reclaims the biblical narrative of the Israelites, the Apostles, and Jesus as instructional and determinative over against philosophy (whether Hellenism or German Idealism). Whether one finds persuasive the arguments and conclusions he makes, this feature heightens Moltmann’s significance. Recovery of the testimony of God’s faithfulness and activity in human history is sorely needed. Hopefully, his importance extends in depth and breadth as others join him in the task of Christian theology. His is one voice in a conversation. Regardless of whether one agrees with his project, his wide-ranging and bold approach to issues in search of truth, correct teaching, and application is commendable. 
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