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In the last half of the twentieth century North America was a net importer of theology. From mid-century to the century's end, the theological climate on this continent was influenced by currents from various parts of the world. The Barthianism of the 195os gave way to the 
pop theology of the z96os as theological catchphrases, such as "the 
death of God," "secular Christianity," and "being honest to God," were 
marketed to a "world come of age." Later, the liberation theme, first introduced by spokespersons for the economically marginalized as a gift 
from the Third World to the theologically impoverished North, was coopted by the establishment and made, together with "process," into a 
shibboleth for all truly relevant theology. At about the same time, narrative theology's call to storytelling began to vie for the attention of the 
theological community.
Yet the classical quest focusing on the systematic presentation of 
Christian doctrine, pushed aside in the era following the writing of 
Barth's Church Dogmatics by the call for relevancy, refused to be expunged from the Western theological consciousness. This was evidenced by the renewed interest that began in the z98os to delineate 
theological systems, a task that had been all but buried in the previous 
two decades. The impulse in this direction was especially strong in 
North America. But given the European roots of this endeavor, it is not 
surprising that the foremost voices in the renewed emphasis on systematic theology would be found on the Continent, especially in Germany.
German theology, which has always enjoyed great influence this side of the Atlantic, was dominated in the twentieth century by Barthian and existentialist approaches, as was evidenced by the publication of Gerhard Ebeling's three-volume magnum opus.'   But beginning in the z96os, a quite different approach developed alongside of the dominant mode, an approach that was shared by several theologians, including Wolfhart Pannenberg.


In the 196os Pannenberg's name was linked to one of the theological fashions of the day, the "theology of hope." But in subsequent decades, he demonstrated that his theological orientation cannot simply be characterized by a single phrase or dismissed as a passing fad. Rather, he must be included among the most creative thinkers of the twentieth century, and his program has continued to influence the theological conversation not only in Germany and North America, but throughout the world.
Since the publication of his first essays in the 19505 Pannenberg has been a prolific writer. Through his publications his theological orientation has become the object of an intense debate spilling beyond the borders of his own country. This debate, which has been intense in North America as well, has afforded him a mixed reception. Pannenberg has been widely acclaimed as one of the significant theologians of the post-death-of-God era. Nearly every major work in theology written since the 1970s makes at least passing reference to him. Furthermore, several of his emphases have gained acceptance among theologians of various persuasions and denominational traditions. Despite the nearly universal acknowledgment of his importance as a theologian, however, Pannenberg's work has received sharp criticism.2  
In 1965, Carl Braaten summarized the mixed reception that was already being afforded Pannenberg at that early stage in his career:
The neo-fundamentalists would enjoy his position on the historical verifiability of the resurrection as a datable event of past history. The orthodox would like the sound of notitia, assensus, and fiducia but wouldn't know what to do about his antisupernaturalism. Heils- geschicbte theologians would endorse his stress on history but would generally not approve of eliminating the prophetic word from the definition of revelation. Historians would applaud his devotion to the facts, but few would succeed in reading revelation right off the facts of history. Those who see Pannenberg's theology as a revival of conservatism need only to meet his doctrine of Scripture and of the confessions to be disabused of any illusions. Pannenberg's theology obviously escapes ready-made labels.3  


Braaten's appraisal remains appropriate. Yet one significant change has occurred. During the intervening time Pannenberg's reputation has soared. The "new, young voice from Germany" hailed in the z96os has become a respected "statesman" in the world theological community.
The Purpose of the Study
From the beginning of his career, Pannenberg's stature was quickly acknowledged, as is evidenced by the large number of journal articles interacting with aspects of his proposals and of references to him in the theological literature that emerged beginning in the late z96os. Yet prior to the first edition of this volume, only three books devoted to his thought, all published in 1973, were available in the English language, apart from unpublished dissertations or excerpts from such studies.4   This slowness in producing full-length treatments of Pannenberg's thought was likely due in part to the fact that his own systematic theology did not appear in print in its entirety until the 199os. Prior to the publication of his systematic statement of theology, Pannenberg devoted himself primarily to questions of theological method and only secondarily to an explication of his own theological system. Even his monograph on Christology, Jesus God and Man,-,   was no exception to this statement; for given the point of the book - to provide a proposal for method in Christology - and the methodological importance of Christology for Pannenberg's theology, this volume is best seen as a statement of method and not of doctrine, as the original German title, Grundzuge der Christologie, suggests.6   Prior to the publication of the definitive systematic presentation of Christian doctrine that flows from his method, extensive critical interaction with his theology was premature, and only informed speculation as to the exact form his system would finally assume could be offered.


This situation in Pannenberg studies, however, has changed. Beginning in the late 198os, he shifted his attention to the doctrinal phase of 
his writing schedule, directed toward what emerged as his threevolume Systematic Theology. For three decades in his lectures to students 
- first in Wuppertal and Mainz, and since 1968 in Munich - he has 
regularly presented a systematic unfolding of Christian doctrine; but a 
sense of provisionality remained in this presentation, more significant 
in a theology such as his that emphasizes the provisionality of all human knowledge. However, the definitive form of Pannenberg's dogmatics is now readily available, not only in the original German, but also in 
a definitive English translation.
The following study was initially occasioned by the significant 
transitional point in Pannenberg's career. The chapters of this volume 
were composed while Pannenberg was writing his Systematische Theologie 
in German. At that point, I had access to two major sources, in addition to Pannenberg's earlier writings. The first two chapters describing 
his approach and doctrine of God arose from the published first volume of Systematische Theologie. Chapters 3-6 (anthropology, Christology, 
ecclesiology, and eschatology) were based on the materials Pannenberg 
presented in 1987-88 in his lectures at the University of Munich. In preparing the second edition, these materials were compared with the En glish translation of Pannenberg's completed three-volume dogmatics. 
The study is directed toward three goals.


i. I propose to present a synopsis of Pannenberg's systematic theology, which in itself may provide a helpful service for study. Englishspeaking readers now have access to the content of Pannenberg's systematic delineation of the Christian faith. Nevertheless, those who are 
not acquainted with his approach may find his thought complex and 
somewhat difficult to follow. For such persons the synopsis offered 
here may provide assistance as an introduction and guide through the 
dogmatics even after it is available to the wider audience.
To this end these chapters look at the content of Pannenberg's description of Christian doctrine. They seek to outline the shape of the 
systematic theology that arises from the application to dogmatics of 
the methodological program developed in his earlier writings. To accomplish this the main direction of his argument is summarized. Like 
any synopsis, this summary cannot include a full presentation of the 
intricacy of his reasoning pattern. Yet I intend to present the central 
movement of Pannenberg's systematic theology.
2. This study views Pannenberg's theology in the context of the 
methodology and emphases he charts in his other works, with special 
attention given to those available in English. It seeks to show lines of 
continuity, indicating the extent to which the dogmatic presentation 
flows out of his methodological program. Lying behind this task is the 
question of internal coherence of Pannenberg's theology and method, 
a question in keeping with his own theological approach, which sets 
forth the coherence theory of truth - the internal coherence of the 
doctrines and the external coherence of doctrine with all knowledge. 
Although no one, specific section of the study is devoted to this task - 
nor is the question of coherence raised in terms of each theological 
topic - it is nevertheless implicitly found throughout the six chapters, 
and important assistance is offered by the noted sources.
3. Finally, the study attempts to interact with the discussion that 
Pannenberg's writings have generated. Of central interest is the relationship of this critical interaction to the systematic unfolding of doctrine that he has brought into final form. The overarching question in 
this task focuses on how the Systematic Theology raises the critical discussion to a higher plane. Thus, the study seeks to move between 
Pannenberg and his critics in a somewhat objective fashion, viewing the debate to date rather than interjecting the author's own evaluations of Pannenberg's theology or a projection of the future form that 
debate may take.


Because the secondary literature is so vast - and in accordance 
with my own setting - this interaction is largely limited to the Englishlanguage discussion, although certain works originally published in 
other languages are considered insofar as they are of special importance to this discussion. A reduction of the scope of the study in this 
way is an acknowledged shortcoming of the book. It is not intended to 
perpetrate an all-too-prevalent ethnocentricism of U.S. theology. 
Rather, size and language considerations require circumscribing the 
subject matter for the sake of its overall intent.
At the same time this limitation may be seen as an inevitable, and 
therefore helpful, decision. In this way some degree of effort can be devoted to indicating the significance of the work of this German theologian to the issues that make demands on the North American theological community. The vantage point of the German academic setting 
offered by Pannenberg may assist North American theologians who, 
like he, are struggling with the significance of the Christian view of life 
in the context of contemporary culture.
The study follows the flow of Pannenberg's dogmatics, which consists of fifteen chapters of varying lengths. These have been grouped 
together under six headings: approach (1-4), theology (5-6), creation/ 
anthropology (7-8), Christology (9-11), ecclesiology (12-14), and eschatology (ii). Because Pannenberg does not explicitly employ the traditional theological foci to organize his systematic theology, this grouping is somewhat artificial. Nevertheless, such a structure is implicitly 
present in the work. Although alternate formats reflecting the topics 
of theological concern in North America might have better facilitated 
the critical interaction with Pannenberg's thought, such arrangements 
have given place to this one, because of the overarching significance of 
the descriptive purpose of my study.
The Main Features of Pannenberg's Dogmatics
In his Systematic Theology Pannenberg carries out the program indicated 
in his methodological writings. He is seeking to provide a new direc tion in theological understanding in order to combat what he perceives 
to be a widespread privatization of religious belief in general and of 
theology in particular. For Pannenberg, in contrast, theology is a public discipline.


Basic to the public nature of theology are several interrelated, theological propositions widely known to be central to Pannenberg's thinking. At its foundation is his understanding of God as the power that 
determines everything. From this premise flows the far-reaching assertion that the deity of God is connected to the demonstration of God's 
lordship over all creation. This means that the idea of God, if it corresponds to an actual reality, must be able to illumine not only human 
existence but also experience of the world as a whole, providing the 
unity of all reality. To show the illuminating power of the Christian 
conception of God is Pannenberg's overarching task in the dogmatics.
A second central theological proposition relates to anthropology. 
According to Pannenberg the human person is in a certain sense naturally religious, for the structure of individual and social life is pervaded 
by a religious component. That this is the case is not surprising, in 
Pannenberg's view, for one would expect to find the mark of the Creator 
on creation. The destiny of humanity as created by God is existence in 
God's image, a destiny visible in human "openness to the world." But 
until the eschatological completion of this destiny humans are characterized by sin. For Pannenberg these considerations have implications 
not only for private life but also for one's view of human society.
Thirdly, central to Pannenberg's understanding is Barth's proposition that revelation occurs only as God gives himself to be known. The 
focal point of this revelation, however, is the historical process. For 
Pannenberg this history is in actuality the history of religions; for on 
the world historical stage conflicting truth claims, which are at their 
core religious, are struggling for supremacy. The religious orientation 
that best illumines the experience of all reality will in the end prevail 
and thereby demonstrate its truth value. Therefore, Pannenberg maintains, the final demonstration of the truth of God occurs at the end of 
history - at the eschaton. Until then all knowledge is provisional and 
subject to revision based on subsequent experience.
A fourth widely known proposition relates to Jesus of Nazareth. Although God's self-disclosure lies at the end of history, it is proleptically 
present in Jesus, he believes; that is to say, in Jesus the revelation that occurs only at the end has become visible in the midst of the struggle 
of history. The resurrection of Jesus as God's confirmation of the appearance and mission ofJesus is of great significance for this revelatory 
action. Through his resurrection Jesus experienced in the midst of history that eschatological transformation to which humanity is destined.


Pannenberg maintains that theological statements such as these are not grasped merely by some blind act, by "a decision of faith." Faith is not a way of knowing in addition to reason, he declares, but is grounded on public, historical knowledge. For this reason, he declares, theology cannot be a private, sheltered sphere of life. Instead, theological affirmations must be subjected to the rigor of critical inquiry concerning the historical reality on which they are based. Theology, in other words, must be evaluated on the basis of critical canons, just as the other sciences.
Generally the systematic presentation of the Christian faith offered by a theologian centers on one or more specific motifs that form a core illuminating the whole. Pannenberg's theology is also characterized by this feature. Although his thought is complex, offering many points of significance, two important characteristics that give rise to the central thrust of the whole are evident throughout the dogmatics.
First, as a public theology Pannenberg's dogmatics focuses on reason.7   The task of systematic theology, as the demonstration of the illuminating power of the concept of God, is fulfilled as Christian doctrine is shown to cohere with all human knowledge. On this basis he sees the doctrine of God as pervading the whole of dogmatics, for the individual doctrines are a further elaboration of this fundamental Christian understanding.
Second, Pannenberg's systematic theology focuses on the eschaton and thereby on hope. Foundational to the whole is the concept of the kingdom of God, not viewed in terms of an ethical community, as in much of nineteenth-century theology, but in accordance with the exegetical discoveries of the twentieth. This understanding of the kingdom finds the source of the term in the apocalyptic movement and the teaching ofJesus. The biblical message of the kingdom, it has been dis covered, is eschatological in orientation, for this message proclaims the 
final lordship of God over creation, which has already broken into history in the appearance of Jesus. En route to the eschaton the Christian 
community lives in hopeful expectation of the final consummation of 
God's rule over the entire world. Only then will the glory and reality of 
the triune God revealed in his rulership be fully demonstrated.


These two themes, reason and hope, combine to form the impact of Pannenberg's theology. For him this discipline is by nature directed toward the reasonable accounting of the Christian hope, both in the community of faith and in the world. This orientation is heralded already in the early z96os essay "Faith and Reason": "The understanding of the kerygma has rightly been joined to faith. The obedience of faith in relation to the kerygma would be an illusionary self-salvation by man if it were not motivated by understanding; if it did not mean being won over by the truth of the message.... Thus, the task of a rational account of the truth of faith has acquired an ever more acute urgency in the modern period."8   His theology, then, has a certain apologetic flavor,9   offering a delineation of Christian doctrine with the goal of showing the truth of the Christian conception of God.
The orientation to "rational accounting" central to Pannenberg's theology is actually foundational to the calling of the church itself as he understands it. As a people of hope whose eyes are directed to the eschatological consummation in the kingdom of God, the Christian community may not retreat into a privatized ghetto of individual or familial piety but is called to remain in the world to give reasonable account of the hope that characterizes its life. In 1962 Pannenberg bemoaned the "tendency toward a subjectivization and individualization of piety," which, he claimed, expressed itself in a crass doctrine of the Holy Spirit. In responding to this, he stated its link to the calling of the church: "The Spirit of which the New Testament speaks is no `haven of ignorance' [asylum ignorantiae] for pious experience, which exempts one from all obligation to account for its contents. The Christian message will not regain its missionary power ... unless this falsification of the Holy Spirit is set aside which has developed in the history of piety."10   His program has never wandered from this fundamental understanding. As an attempt to foster this calling of the church, to assist it in this task, and even to carry out this mandate on its behalf in the intellectual world, he offers his theological enterprise to the Christian community and to the world. When seen in its entirety, Pannenberg's theology is a grand attempt "to give reason for the hope" (i Pet. 3:15), an observation that motivated the original title of this treatment of his thought: Reason forHope: The Systematic Theology ofWolfbartPannenberg.
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In most treatments of systematic theology the author does not immediately launch into the unfolding of Christian doctrine that will occupy the bulk of the effort. Rather, the opening chapters are usually devoted to setting the stage for the presentation of doctrine. Various 
topics of a general nature are included in this stage-setting preliminary 
work. The nature and task of theology is discussed. The approach to 
theology is set forth. Methodological questions are raised and answered in accordance with the author's viewpoint and program. And a 
foundation for the systematic presentation of the Christian faith is 
laid, perhaps by describing a basic theological principle on which 
Christian doctrine is built (e.g., Scripture or revelation), perhaps by 
linking Christian faith to a more general or even universal human experience (e.g., the concept of religion).
In this sense Pannenberg does not differ from the norm. The stage 
for his systematic presentation of Christian doctrine, which begins 
with the doctrine of the Trinity in chapter S, is set in the opening four 
chapters of his Systematic Theology. Despite the seemingly conventional 
structure, however, the actual approach evidenced in this introductory 
development is uniquely his. The understanding of the course of systematic theology laid out here constitutes a fuller delineation of the 
approach sketched in his previous writings. Pannenberg's dogmatics, 
therefore, not only raises anew the debate over theological method that 
he and his critics waged over the decades prior to the publication of his 
magnum opus, but also lifts it to a new level.


Overview
Although the first four chapters of the Systematic Theology are viewed 
together here as "approach," the actual background discussion of 
the nature and task of dogmatics is limited to the first chapter. Here 
Pannenberg places his understanding in the context of generally 
held viewpoints as to what systematic theology is and how it should 
proceed.
With the beginning of the second chapter a significant aspect of 
Pannenberg's unique approach becomes visible. After the introductory 
chapter he launches directly into the doctrine of God without developing a prolegomenon in the usual sense. Pannenberg moves neither 
along the path of classical Protestantism, in which the doctrine of 
Scripture is laid out as the foundation for the systematic presentation 
of doctrine, nor along neo-Protestant lines, in which the experience of 
faith is employed for this purpose.
Although Pannenberg bypasses the standard development of a prolegomenon and moves directly into the doctrine of God in what for 
some may appear to be a nontraditional and therefore almost presumptuous fashion, a prolegomenon of sorts is indeed developed. He 
does not immediately move into a systematic formulation of the specifically Christian understanding of God because the starting point for 
such a formulation must first be won, he declares. The way he finds to 
do this places him in fundamental agreement with a line of modern 
theology dating at least to Schleiermacher, for Pannenberg views theology not merely as the systematic presentation of Christian doctrine but 
as a presentation within the context of the general religious nature of 
humankind. In the midst of the contemporary secular world the reasonable starting point for the unfolding of systematic theology, he 
maintains, can only be laid by showing that the idea of God is foundational to the structure of the human person and of human society. In 
this way he seeks to open a door for the discussion of the nature of 
God's self-disclosure, which, Pannenberg intends to show, has its focal 
point in history and in word.
Chapters 2-4 develop this starting point. In that they move from 
the general concept of God to the specifically Christian understanding 
of the Trinity, they are to be included under the doctrine of God. Insofar as they win the starting point for the systematic unfolding of the content of the Christian faith, beginning with the doctrine of the Trinity, they contribute to the delineation of Pannenberg's approach.


Pour phrases may be employed as an attempt to capture the essence of the opening four chapters of the Systematic Theology. These give an overview of his approach to theology and the flow of his argument in gaining the starting point for the doctrinal treatment. The synthesis of reason and hope characteristic of Pannenberg's systematic theology is indicated thereby as well. His understanding of dogmatics as a coherent presentation of the eschatological truth of God is developed in these chapters.
Truth and Theology
Above all, theology is for Pannenberg the quest for universal truth. This is evidenced by the title of the first chapter, "The Truth of Christian Doctrine as the Theme of Systematic Theology." The point of the dogmatic construction is to show the truth of the Christian faith for humankind and as illuminating all human knowledge.'  
Not only the goal of theology but also one important means to that goal is immediately evident - historical argumentation. The role played by the history of theology in Pannenberg's dogmatics is implicit in the structure of the first chapter, a structure found repeatedly in the discussions in the dogmatics. The author's own positions are not simply asserted apart from an awareness of their historical context. Rather, interspersed throughout are summaries of the flow of the discussion of the question at issue during important periods of Christian theological history. This structure provides a helpful clue to Pannenberg's understanding of truth: truth emerges from the flow of historical debate. The historical sketches the author provides in the unfolding of his dogmatics are not superfluous, then, but are integral to the development of his own position. In his understanding, the conclusions he reaches regarding theological issues are the products of careful consideration of the historical materials. At times these his torical sketches serve to provide a corrective to contemporary interpretations of theological history that Pannenberg views as inadequate, 
unhelpful, or even false.


The central interest in universal truth evidenced already in the opening pages of the dogmatics suggests a connection between Pannenberg and the classical theological tradition. In a sense this conclusion is valid. He sees himself as standing in continuity with the emphasis of the entire thrust of Christian theology, which in his understanding seeks the knowledge of God mediated by his own selfdisclosure. Reminiscent of the Scholastics, for whom he has great admiration, he develops this idea fully, so that God is viewed as the allinclusive object of theology. Even though Christian dogmatics moves beyond the doctrine of God to include anthropology, creation, Christology, ecclesiology, and so on, these must be seen as belonging to that one overarching topic.
It would be a mistake, however, to view Pannenberg as advocating a simple return to the theological enterprise of any earlier era. In this sense he is fully modern. He affirms the changed intellectual situation created by the Enlightenment. Further, although he agrees with the Scholastics that the intent of the dogmatic construction is to discover and unfold universal truth, Pannenberg does not fully share the concept of truth the Middle Ages inherited from the Greek philosophical tradition. In fact, this is a point at which he offers an innovative approach. Truth, he claims, is not found in the constant and unchanging essences lying behind the flow of time but is essentially historical and ultimately eschatological. Until the eschaton, truth will by its own nature always remain provisional, and truth claims contestable. This foundational metaphysical proposition, developed in this chapter, is of great significance for his thought.
Pannenberg's interest, as a theologian, in the question of truth is itself to be understood as the working out of a historical development in Christian theology. The rise of the historical-critical method, he explains, has resulted in a transferring of the focal point of the truth question from the Scriptures to dogmatics,2   so that the task of arguing for the truth of Christian God-talk has been given over to the dogmatician. As a result, the issue of the criteria for truth in theology has gained special significance. In this chapter of his Systematic Theology, Pannenberg acknowledges all three traditional criteria3   but argues that each is conditioned by the ultimately eschatological nature of truth and that the coherence theory is the most significant.


The validity of this conclusion arises from a historical sketch of the development of these criteria in Christian theology. The oldest theory of truth, Pannenberg notes, is that of consensus. But he finds neither the patristic view of dogma as the consensus of the church nor the Reformation concept of the "consensus of evangelical doctrine" to be sufficient. The former can easily become group convention; and the latter is dependent on the exegetical task, which has shown itself to be an ongoing activity. At the foundation of this conclusion regarding theological consensus is likewise a tacit acknowledgment of the reality of theological division in the church. Unity of conviction among Christians is not possible in this era4   and therefore cannot be the ultimate measure of truth. The concept of consensus, however, does indicate one task of dogmatics. On the basis of the history of this concept Pannenberg concludes with Barth that dogma is an eschatological term both in its content and in its truth claim. Dogmatics, therefore, has the task of the interpretation and testing of dogma.s  
The second traditional criterion, coherence, emerges as the most important. Pannenberg describes the historical move to coherence as coming with the shift to the understanding of theology as a science, a move related to the use of reason in theology. Beginning with the Scholastics, dogmatics, seen as systematic theology, has sought to show the 
truth of Christian doctrine through a representation of its coherence 
both internally (the relation of the various topics to each other) and externally (its relation to other knowledge).


Pannenberg's relationship to this tradition indicates again the interesting mix between the classical and the modern that characterizes his work. He agrees with the basic approach and task laid out by the Scholastics and early Protestant theology. But he criticizes the tendency of this tradition to reduce the role of reason to that of illuminating truth already presupposed from revelation. Such a move, he maintains, leads to the division of truth into autonomous spheres and to the attempt to shield the truth content of the Christian tradition from rational inquiry. Nothing could be more abhorrent to Pannenberg. For him the question of truth must be answered in the process of theological reflection and .6  
In this context Pannenberg faults the Protestant doctrine of inspiration for making the claim of divine activity in Scripture a presupposition of theology, rather than its goal. He finds this move historically problematic, because it served to place the Bible in contradiction to every new discovery of truth rather than to facilitate the integration of scientific discoveries into the truth claim of the Christian faith. In short, this doctrine failed to allow for the coherence of Christian theology with human knowledge. But the main target of Pannenberg's criticism is not the older traditions that acknowledge the authority of the Bible or of the church's teaching office. These authorities were destroyed by the Enlightenment, he believes. Rather, he directs his remarks toward a more recent foe, the neo-Protestant emphasis on the act of faith as the focus of revelation and the corresponding development of prolegomenon to dogmatics.


He describes in some detail the rise of neo-Protestantism from the post-Reformation era through Schleiermacher and into the twentieth century.7   Even Barth is included in this description, despite his sharp critique of Schleiermacher. In Pannenberg's estimation, Barth did not overcome the tendency to base theology on faith but stands as an example of the tragic development that occurs when one attempts to guard Christian theology by appeal to the act of faith.
Pannenberg opposes the subjectivist approach of the neo-Protestant tradition so strongly because of the sharp contradiction to the nature of truth - bordering on irrational fanaticism - he finds in it. He offers an anthropological basis for his critique: "To claim unconditional, independent certainty is forcibly to make oneself, the believing I, the locus of absolute truth" (I:47).8   The background for this somewhat obscure argument is delineated in the anthropology section, where he interacts with the problem of the development of the personal subject and its relationship to the self. In Pannenberg's understanding, the conscious subject is not an independent entity but is dependent for its identity, which it is to receive from its relationship as creature to God. For this reason any approach to theology that presupposes or fosters the independence of the believing subject, as Pannenberg sees in the subjectivist theological tradition, runs counter to the biblical emphasis on human dependence and finitude.9  
Lying behind the debate between Pannenberg and neo-Protestant ism, then, is a fundamental difference regarding the concept of truth. According to Pannenberg, truth by its very nature cannot be merely subjective. Rather, truth can only be personal when it can be claimed - at least in principle - to be true for all. On this basis, he concludes that dogmatics is universal in scope, encompassing all reality in its quest for coherence with all knowledge. The dogmatic task is grounded in the concept of God as the Creator of the world and pulls into itself knowledge of humanity, world, and history, representing them in the light of the revelation in Christ.10  


On the surface such an enterprise appears inconceivable, for the reality of God remains an open question in the contemporary world. This situation does not go unnoticed by Pannenberg but is taken into his understanding of theology's task. Even the present contestability of the divine reality must be grounded in God, he maintains, if God is indeed the Creator (or the "reality that determines everything," which Pannenberg, following Bultmann, prefers as a reference to God). Lying behind this necessity is Pannenberg's conception of theology as a science (developed subsequently), which views theological statements, like all human assertions, as hypotheses to be tested. The application to the Christian concept of God is obvious. If God is ultimate truth, then the God hypothesis - the claim that God is the unity of all reality - must include within itself the current situation, in which God's existence is contested."  
From this Pannenberg draws an important conclusion for theological method. Because God's reality is presently contested, the theologian cannot simply launch into the presentation of Christian doctrine. The theological task cannot assume God's reality but must place itself in this situation of contestability in order to win its own starting point.
Actually, two themes lie behind Pannenberg's understanding of the task and limits of theology. The first is the classical Augustinian linking of truth to God. Because theology deals with truth, Pannenberg de Glares, God is its ultimate subject matter.   12 The second is the coherence model of truth. If God is the Creator of all reality, then all truth must cohere in him. These two themes give theology its provisional nature. Because God is truth, the unity of all truth is grounded in him. But all human attempts to reach coherence remain an incomplete "thinking after" this divinely grounded unity. As a human attempt to understand God - or truth - theology is also affected, for it can never pack into formulas the truth of God. Like all human knowledge, it, too, is provisional.


The provisionality of human knowledge thrusts Pannenberg toward his proposed solution to this situation, namely, the appeal to the future as the focal point of ultimate truth. To develop this he builds on biblical precedence. According to the Scriptures, only at the end of history is the deity of God unquestionably open to all. In the biblical understanding, therefore, truth is not the eternal presence lying behind the stream of time, as in classical Greek understanding.   13 Rather, truth is what shows itself throughout the movement of time climaxing in the end event,14   which is anticipated in the present. Pannenberg finds this biblical concept of the anticipation of a future completion mirrored in general human life, as understandings are continually modified by subsequent experience.
The finite nature of all theological language implies three conclusions regarding the nature of theological discourse. First, such talk is - to use the term of Pannenberg's teacher Edmund Schlink - "doxological language."'-'   Rather than flowing from the world to God's es sence by means of analogy, God-talk affirms God's characteristics by means of the language of praise gained from the experience of his salvific activity. Second, all dogmatic statements are to be treated as hypotheses to be tested by means of their coherence with other knowledge. Finally, Christian doctrine is properly presented only as all its separate topics are related to the reality of God. These conclusions determine Pannenberg's understanding of the basic nature of systematic theology as a consistent presentation of a model of the world, humanity, and history as grounded in God, which demonstrates the reality of God and the truth of Christian doctrine.16  


This understanding of theology is evident in the structure of the 
dogmatics. In setting himself to the theological task, Pannenberg refuses to presuppose the reality of God. Rather, he attempts to lay the 
starting point for his dogmatic presentation by clarifying how human 
beings come to reckon with God as a reality. He admits that this procedure resembles the task of prolegomenon or fundamental theology 
(the clarifying of the fundament for dogmatics), but he consciously 
chooses to avoid such nomenclature. In a way reminiscent of Barth, he 
argues that only God's self-revelation in Jesus Christ is fundamental in 
theology. On the basis of this assertion, Pannenberg departs from the 
theological norm. He does not place the development of the foundation for the doctrine of God under a separate category, but includes it 
within this doctrine as the unfolding of God's reality in revelation.
Philosophical and Revealed Theology
In keeping with the theses that the contestability of the reality of God 
must become a theme of systematic theology and that the starting 
point for dogmatics lies with a clarification of the human religious 
phenomenon, the second chapter, "The Concept of God and the Question of Its Truth," focuses on the relationship between philosophical 
and revealed theology. In a lengthy line of reasoning that reaches its completion only with the conclusion of the doctrine of God in chapter 6, Pannenberg develops an innovative understanding of this relationship.   17 In so doing he rehabilitates the classical philosophical approach to the question of God, so that this discipline may replace the contemporary recourse to specific experience in providing the criterion for theological God-talk. This task is motivated as well by Pannenberg's concern to provide a bridge for the inclusion of all peoples in the worship of the God of Israel. In his understanding, the community of the followers of this God can be comprised from all nations only insofar as Yahweh is the only God. Pannenberg finds this bridge in the philosophical concept of one God.


The chapter begins by introducing the idea of God, a term that is problematic for contemporary culture. Pannenberg interacts with the current semantic discussion of the word, specifically with the question posed in philosophy of religion as to whether God functions primarily as a name or as a general concept. Although he emphasizes the predicate function of the term, Pannenberg criticizes the contemporary attempt to appeal to religious experience to provide a basis for a new understanding of the concept. In its place he offers a thesis central to the entire first volume of his dogmatics: the idea of God grows out of interpretation of experience and is related to the unity of the world as a whole.18  


In support of his approach Pannenberg appeals to the classical attempt to link the God of Israel and ofJesus to the philosophical concept of God. An early expression of such a link came in the Israelite use of the general term Elohim, he notes, which facilitated the development of the idea of Yahweh as the only God. But the full connecting of the two occurred in early Christian theology,19   as the God revealed in Jesus was related to the Greek philosophical idea of God as the source of the unity of the world. In offering this positive appraisal of the move of the church into the Hellenistic philosophical world, Pannenberg consciously sets himself against the dominant opinion in modern theology since Harnack,20   which he sees as climaxing in the position of Barth.
This classical philosophical approach may raise for many theologians the specter of natural theology and the largely discredited philosophical proofs for God's existence. Pannenberg meets this challenge by introducing natural theology in a new way, one that in turn provides the background for a positive evaluation of the religions as expressions of the fundamental human awareness of God, delineated in chapter 3. Important to the discussion are several historical differentiations, including that between natural theology and natural human knowledge of God, that between an innate and an acquired natural knowledge of God (cognitia ignata and cognitia acquisita) found in the patristic writings, and that between knowledge of God in philosophical theology and in the religions.
Pannenberg offers a historical sketch of the development of the concept of natural theology in order to show what he finds to be the naive way in which this complex topic has been dismissed during the last century of theological history. The historical outline begins with an impor tant observation: natural theology originally referred to God-talk that 
corresponded to the divine nature or essence. In accordance with this understanding the Greek philosophers sought to determine the attributes 
that had to characterize God as the ground of the cosmos. This attempt 
became a pedagogical point of contact for early Christian theology, 
which was interested in the truth of the Christian God as the one God of 
all humankind.


Pannenberg notes that a change in the relationship between philosophical and religious God-talk occurred in the Middle Ages. Natural theology was altered to mean "in accordance with human nature," and a division between natural and supernatural theology arose. This change opened the way for the modern form of the proofs for God's existence, which began with Descartes's move from a cosmological to an anthropological basis of argumentation. These proofs became the focal point of modern natural theology, which had as its goal to show that it belonged to the humanness of humanity to move from personal finitude to the idea of the infinite.
Pannenberg's evaluation of this development indicates the direction he subsequently follows in unfolding the doctrine of God. He finds that this anthropological approach does not provide an actual proof of God's existence. This is partly due to the fact that such an approach to the discussion of God is insufficient without the cosmological foundation, which stands as a reminder of the need to think of God as the ground of the world.21   Pannenberg's conclusion that the modern proofs are insufficient is likewise based on an important critique of Descartes, developed subsequently.22   The intuition of the infinite, he asserts against the French philosopher, is not itself an explicit consciousness of God from which a proof of God's existence can be drawn. Rather, that this basic intuition of the infinite relates to the theme of God is a conclusion that can be drawn only by reflection on the process of religious history.
At the same time, Pannenberg bemoans what he sees as an unfortu nate and ill-advised rejection of natural theology in modern Protestantism. He moves behind the modern era to the original meaning of 
natural theology noted earlier and finds that the proofs bring to light 
the foundational relationship between philosophical theology and the 
Christian doctrine of God. The question of God's truth cannot be answered by these proofs, for one cannot expect from philosophical theology a knowledge of God independent of revelation. Nevertheless, as 
expressions of philosophical theology these proofs function as a criterion for God-talk, determining what is entailed in the idea of an eternal 
being. Revealed theology in turn brings to explicit "thematization" the 
implicit awareness of the infinite presented in the proofs.


Pannenberg seeks to salvage as well the other older concept, the idea of an innate or natural knowledge of God (cognitio dei naturalis insita). He understands this to mean that by nature, that is, on the basis of creation, the God of the apostolic gospel is in a sense known to all human beings, albeit not explicitly.23   This idea becomes important subsequently, for it provides a foundation for his assertion of the religious nature of humanity and thereby serves as a step in the development of the starting point for Christian doctrine.
To move in this direction Pannenberg offers an intricate explanation and apologetic for the thesis of an innate knowledge. To this end, he draws from the insights of contemporary developmental psychology, which he correlates to a theological understanding. In so doing, he links a key idea of the early Schleiermacher24   to a reinterpretation of Descartes's concept of the infinite, which concept underlies the French philosopher's reformulation of the ontological proof of God's existence but is rooted in medieval discussions of what is first, if dimly, known to the human mind. Two terms are foundational to the discussion. The first is exocentricism, which is set forth by twentieth-century philosophical anthropology (one must ground one's identity outside oneself) but for which Pannenberg finds a foundation in Luther's understanding of faith. The second is Erik Erikson's well-known idea of basic trust. These two concepts, to which Pannenberg only alludes at this point, are developed in more detail in his book Anthropology in Theological Perspective   2.1 and they appear again in both the anthropology and ecclesiology sections of the Systematic Theology.


By means of these terms and with help from insights from Luther, 
Pannenberg sketches the development of religious awareness. This phenomenon arises out of the rudimentary consciousness of the difference between "I" and "world" found already in the act of trust, which is 
then augmented by one's presence in "the symbiotic life relationship" 
(the family). As the developing person experiences finitude and temporality in everyday life, his or her intuition of the infinite develops.
At this point, however, Pannenberg's innovative thesis reappears, 
and then forms a bridge to the religions. The intuition of the infinite 
does not itself comprise knowledge of God, he maintains. Rather, subsequent explicit knowledge mediated by religious traditions allows the 
individual to reflect on this earlier immediate experience and to conclude that therein lay an "unthematized knowledge," corresponding to 
Paul's claim that all persons have knowledge of God. Pannenberg finds 
an important correspondence between this religious phenomenon and 
a general experience of life. For in the light of later experiences, earlier 
experience presents itself with a changed meaning.
In this way Pannenberg avoids a simple equating of this basic religious phenomenon with philosophical natural theology. Rather, it is 
connected to the experience of God found in the religions, by means of 
which people come to an awareness of the activity and essence of the 
Godhead through the works of creation. This connection opens the way 
for the positive assessment of religions in general, developed in the next 
chapter. The link to actual religions forged here becomes important for 
another reason as well, as the rivalry of the religions is seen as the location of the revelation of truth.


In short, Pannenberg offers an alternative understanding of the traditional topic of philosophical theology. His discussion of the proofs for God's existence puts them into a different systematic context than is often the case in theology. For him, they raise the question of the infinite, which can only be answered by revelation. The idea of the infinite, he asserts, implicitly constitutes the theme of the entire conscious life and the human process of experience. But this theme is first made explicit, he avers against the tradition of Descartes, in the development of the religious consciousness, which thematizes what only then becomes the object of philosophical theology. The background in Gregory of Nyssa to this thesis, which is central to the entire first volume of the dogmatics, and the important contradiction it presents to the traditional understanding of God as first cause, emerge more clearly in the sixth chapter of the Systematic Theology.
God and the Religions
Pannenberg's theological quest for the truth of God leads next to the historical religions as the location where the question of God is thematized, that is, where the implicit presence of the infinite in the religious consciousness is made explicit. In the religions the theoretical discussion of the idea of God is replaced by human beings in concrete contact with what philosophical theology views as a human idea. Pannenberg finds the bridge from philosophical theology to the religions in the original function of philosophy as critical reflection on religious tradition. Such reflection leads to the conclusion that the basic intuition of the infinite relates to the theme of God. The implications of this for theology are the theme of the third chapter, "The Reality of God and the Gods in the Experience of the Religions."
The inclusion of this chapter fits well with Pannenberg's concern for issues of philosophy of religion. The detour through the phenomenon of religion is not surprising, given his ordering of the theological disciplines in his book, Theology and the Philosophy of Science.26   There Pannenberg bemoans the current situation in German university theological faculties, in which the disciplines of "science of religion" and "missions" remain linked. Until the two are separated and the former is freed to carry out its foundational function for systematic theology, Pannenberg warns, the systematician is required to fulfill this role.27   Pannenberg sets out to complete this necessary foundational task in chapter 3 of the dogmatics.28  


The chapter consists of a series of historical sketches, all of which contribute to Pannenberg's overarching attempt to gain a starting point for Christian doctrine.29   In accordance with this goal, the discussion moves from the religious nature of humankind and shows how the history of religions arising from it has led to the decisive Christian understanding of God. This chapter, therefore, sets the stage for the subsequent testing of the truth value of the Christian view of God, accomplished by means of its ability to illumine all reality, seen here as the history of religions.
In moving from religion to the Christian conception of God, Pannenberg stands in a tradition dating at least to Schleiermacher. But he differs with this tradition regarding the proper way of proceeding with the task. His desire to overcome past theological mistakes in this enterprise is the motivation for the first historical sketch in the chapter.
Since the loss of the doctrine of biblical inspiration, Pannenberg notes, the term "religion" has performed a foundational function in modern theology. He faults this development, however, in that it has resulted in an inversion. Whereas religion was previously seen as a working out of the knowledge of God arising from revelation (as mediated by Scripture in the case of early Protestantism), in the modern approach the knowledge of God becomes a function of religion, grounded, since Schleiermacher, in anthropology. At the same time, the truth of Christianity among the plurality of religions has become problematic.
In this situation Pannenberg sets forth the task of relating religion to the divine reality - in keeping with Barth's declaration that the reality of God stands or falls with the primacy of God and divine revelation over religion - while avoiding the subjectivity to which, in Pannenberg's opinion, all God-talk has been reduced. Central to the chapter is the thesis that the history of religions is the location where the dispute among religious truth claims is waged in the context of the modern denial of the validity of religion as a whole.30  


En route to presenting his own proposal Pannenberg rejects two inadequate means of accomplishing this goal. The first is the nowdiscredited attempt to discover some common "essence of religion" and use it as a religious foundation for theology. Formerly this essence was seen in anthropology, and religion was described as a purely anthropological phenomenon, the creation of the human consciousness. More recently the social aspect of religion has been emphasized. The second approach appeals to religious experience and faith, that is, to the subjectivity of the religious consciousness. Pannenberg's rejection of this alternative is not surprising. Such subjectivity, he maintains, can only result in a claim of subjective truth - the truth of the religious individual, not the truth of the religion itself.
Although rejecting the essence-of-religion approach, Pannenberg's own proposal builds from the research into the social aspect of religions it has produced, in order to show three advancements accomplished by the biblical tradition. Foundational to his argument is the sociological supposition that the deities developed by cultures found their source in the concept of the unity of the cultural world in which the people lived, which was seen as constituted through the work of the gods.31   From this insight Pannenberg concludes that religious convictions, as attempts to express the unity of the world, are the battleground for truth claims.


This research reveals, further, that primitive cultures were not able to overcome an important theological problem, the tension between the many gods and the one world. The religious history of Israel, however, overcame this tension, as Yahweh was able to assume a sphere of power relegated by other cultures to many gods, and this eventually led to the development of monotheism.32   Pannenberg finds in the Hebrew movement to monotheism the first advancement for theology, understood as the quest for the one, unified, coherent truth.33  
Pannenberg's response to the radical denial of the truth of the religions is at the same time an apologetic for his contention that the history of religions is the basis for the resolution of the truth claims of rival religions. In this response he accepts the anthropological argument of the tradition that followed from Schleiermacher, that is, that religion is constitutive for the essence of humanity. But he goes further. In accordance with the call issued in chapter 2 for a return to the cosmological orientation of an earlier era, he builds on the monotheistic base developed previously, which implied that God was the ground of the world as well as of the human person. The dispute over religious claims, he boldly asserts, finally finds its resolution in the sphere of the experience of the world, as the world - including human history - shows that it is determined by God.34  
To describe how this occurs Pannenberg postulates an interesting understanding of the relationship between religion and world experience. Against the theory of Max Weber - that religious developments are normally a function of social and political changes - historical data suggest to Pannenberg that the religious consciousness is called to provide an answer to such changes. The truth and continuing accep tance of religious beliefs are then decided on the basis of the answer they give.35   In religious terms, the gods must prove themselves able to do justice to the meaning-implications of world experiences.


In connection with this understanding Pannenberg finds in the 
history of Israel, especially in the exilic prophets and the apocalyptic 
movement, a second significant advancement. In this tradition, the 
question regarding a final self-demonstration of God was raised, and 
Israelite history, including its future, came to be seen as the history of 
the appearance of God. This provides the context for Pannenberg's 
understanding of revelation (developed more fully in the fourth chapter) as the coming into appearance of the divine reality even in the 
midst of the unconcluded conflict of religious and ideological truth 
claims.
For Pannenberg, therefore, the truth of God is the focal point of 
the debate of the religions. This means, contra Barth, that religions 
play a vital role in the revelatory process. At the same time, he readily 
admits that religions can be falsified. Pannenberg's understanding of 
the religious phenomenon explains how this falsification occurs. The 
Godhead, whose presence within world experience is perceived by the 
religions, is changed into the forms of the very finite, created things 
that mediate this presence. The falsification of religion, Pannenberg 
concludes, places the ambivalence of all religions and religious structures in a sharp light, for cultic practices readily contribute to this process. These practices are intended to give expression to the worship of 
God and the renunciation of the self, as the worshiper is taken into the 
action of the deity in the cultic enactment of myth. But they often become a magical means of exerting power over the god, a process enhanced by the division of life into sacred and profane.
This situation forms a third point of advancement in the biblical 
tradition, which occurred as the mythical orientation to the past was 
taken up into the orientation toward history and the eschatological future. The biblical tradition came to see God as encompassing all dimensions of life, so that at least from the perspective of the eschatological completion of the process of history, the division into holy and profane was overcome. For Pannenberg, this belongs to the significance of the Christian understanding of God.36  


Revelation as Word and History
In Pannenberg's understanding, theology is the quest for the truth of 
God, a quest related to the concerns of philosophical theology and 
thematized in the religions but definitively answered in neither. 
Rather, truth about God can arise only as he gives himself to be known, 
that is, only in God's self-disclosure found in history and word. The delineation of this final step in the development of the starting point for 
the unfolding of Christian doctrine is the task of the fourth chapter, 
"The Revelation of God."
The placement of this chapter is significant for Pannenberg's approach to theology. Traditional dogmatic presentations often begin 
the doctrine of God with a preliminary chapter in which the question 
of God's existence is raised and the philosophical proofs are evaluated. 
Chapters 2-3 in Pannenberg's dogmatics replace this discussion. In a 
similar way chapter 4 loosely corresponds to a second topic in the traditional approach, that of whether or not God can be known. 
Pannenberg's answer here is affirmative: God is known through the 
one revelation in history and in the word. In providing this answer, the 
chapter forms the link between the dispute about the reality of God in 
the religions (presented in chapter 3) and the Christian assertion of 
the sole divinity of the God of the Bible (explicated in the remainder 
of the dogmatics). Thus the fourth chapter is pivotal to the whole, for the doctrinal delineation that follows is but the unfolding of what lies 
undeveloped in revelation.


The flow of the main argument of this somewhat complex chapter is relatively straightforward. Pannenberg begins by emphasizing the importance of the concept of revelation for the question of truth in theology. In basic agreement with Barth, he declares that knowledge of God is possible only through revelation. But this raises the question of the nature of the revelation that mediates this knowledge. In response, Pannenberg turns to the multifaceted biblical concept of revelation, climaxing in the connection between revelation and eschatology that arose in the apocalyptic movement and in early Christianity as revelation came to be seen as the explication of what was now hidden in the eternal God.37  
Here Pannenberg purposely gives lengthy attention to exegetical materials, in order to develop the thesis that the bridge from the theme of chapter 3 - the competition of the religions - belongs to the idea of revelation that developed in the history of religions itself, namely, in the religion of Israel. Important to this thesis is Pannenberg's demonstration that the biblical concept of revelation that emerged in the prophetic movement and the New Testament had its genesis in earlier understandings (e.g., dreams, oracles, signs) found in most, if not all, other religions as well. This connection is crucial, for it seeks to indicate that Pannenberg's basic understanding of revelation is not foisted on the historical material but arises out of the religious history itself, in the history of Israel's religion. On this basis the subsequent chapters of the dogmatics then constitute the testing of the Christian revelatory claim, namely, that the God of the Bible is disclosed in Jesus.
The central development Pannenberg finds in biblical history is the move to an eschatological conception of revelation. He describes at some length the rise of an eschatological expectation, an anticipation of a final self-disclosure of the God of Israel that would demonstrate Yahweh's status as sole God and God of the whole world. In this context, Pannenberg develops further his widely known but controversial assertion that the apocalyptic tradition forms the immediate context for the message ofJesus and the apostolic proclamation. To the expectations of the prophetic community, he explains, the apocalyptic movement added the declaration that the appearance of the glory of God was not a new divine act but the realization of a plan present in the eternal God. This forms the background for the New Testament claim that God's eschatological revelation was proleptically present in Jesus, Pannenberg maintains, as the apocalyptic conception came to be modified by means of the "mystery" that was unveiled in Jesus, namely, that God's intent was to include all peoples in salvation. In his description of this process, Pannenberg draws on advancements in New Testament exegesis since the writing of his early co-authored work, Revelation As History. These advancements delineate more fully the revelational schema found in the biblical documents.38  


Unfolded as well is Pannenberg's equally assailed contention that this tradition is not to be dismissed as foreign or without consequence for subsequent history. The apocalyptic and early Christian concept of revelation, he maintains, is relevant to the question of the reality of God in the conflict with contradictory claims, because it encompasses within itself the temporal contestability of the divine reality. By declaring in the present the eschatological truth of God's deity, it includes in its own understanding of truth the contestability of religious assertions and seeks to prove itself in the reality of the world.
The chapter moves from this outline of the biblical materials to a historical sketch of the use of the term "revelation" from the patristic era to the contemporary discussion of Revelation As History. This survey emphasizes the importance of the nineteenth-century German discussion, largely unknown in the U.S. theological community,39   in which context Pannenberg places his own proposal for a proper understanding of the concept.
Crucial to this debate and forming the context for Pannenberg's work is Carl Ludwig Nitzsch's contrast between the "outer and public" revelation of God and the "inner and private" revelation received by the biblical authors. Richard Rothe combined this contrast with the new importance given to the concept of wonder by the followers of Schleiermacher. For Rothe the revelation of God is not to be thought of as focused on the inspired nature of Scripture but as a connected series of wonderful acts in history. In Rothe's thinking, the manifestation of God, however, is not based in the individual events but arises out of the concept of a series of such events constituting a supernatural history that includes only wonders. Further, in contrast to Nitzsch, for whom inspiration as inner revelation contains nothing that does not arise out of the outer revelation, for Rothe the inspired meaning of this outer manifestation must be augmented.40   Pannenberg commends the emphasis on the connectedness of manifestation and inspiration, of act-revelation and word-revelation, that developed in the ensuing years. In that discussion Martin Kahler sought to renew the unity of the idea of revelation through the concept of the word of God. He prepared the way for Barth, whom Pannenberg criticizes for reducing the concept of God's revelation to divine speech, in contrast to the complex many-sidedness of the biblical witness to revelation.


Pannenberg sees this situation as forming the background to his own attempt in 1961 to produce a new approach to the idea of revelation. But the book's reception was disappointing to its author. Critics tended to set up two alternatives - word of God or history - and to dismiss his position as theological Hegelianism, rather than viewing it in the context of the nineteenth-century discussion.41   Understood in this context, this chapter of the dogmatics constitutes Pannenberg's rejoinder to his critics, especially James Barr and the theologians of the word, as well as a reaffirmation and expansion of the basic theses of his previous book in view of the biblical materials offered in the chapter.42  
The major alternative against which Pannenberg sets himself is the widely held position that only in the form of word can God give himself to be known. To this he offers two main objections. First, he questions how the term "word" can be appropriately used by the proponents of this viewpoint, who claim that such communications are not to be understood anthropomorphically, that is, as telepathic speech utterances. Second, he claims that this position does not cohere with the biblical materials. Even though "the word of God" has God for its author, with the exception ofJohn i its content is not immediately identical with God. Therefore, Pannenberg concludes, self-revelation must be thought of as mediated through God's action, because this is the content of the biblical understanding of the phrase "word of God.   1143 Pannenberg, however, does not discount the significance of the concept of the word of God. Rather, his goal is a unified understanding, to which all biblical experiences of revelation contribute. To facilitate this he recounts and expands the main theses of Revelation As History, reflecting thereby a broader understanding of revelation than many saw in the earlier book.


Although admitting the presence of certain counterexamples in 
the early Hebrew understanding, he reaffirms the basically indirect nature of revelation in the Bible (thesis i). This is closely related to the 
Old Testament view that the knowledge of God first comes as one 
looks back on his acting in history, so that divine knowledge mediated 
by manifestations is found only at the end of the series of experiences 
that reveal his deity (thesis 2). In this context Pannenberg emphasizes 
again the importance of the development of eschatology in Israel, 
which forms the basis for the universalization of the understanding of 
God - the breakthrough to monotheism - in the exilic prophets, as 
well as for the universal Christian missionary proclamation. Although 
only the future completion of world history in the coming of the kingdom of God will reveal completely the divine glory (thesis 3), he declares, there are provisional, anticipatory revelations of the still hidden 
end event. With Jesus' appearance and work, the central aspect of the 
Jewish expectation - the coming of the kingdom - is now operative, so 
that one can speak of the anticipatory revelation of the deity of God in 
the person and history of Jesus (thesis 4).


Bound with the concept of revelation, in Pannenberg's view, is the question of the acknowledgment of revelation. This gives rise to one of the most strongly contested assertions of Revelation As History, his claim (contra Rothe) that the revelation of God is open to everyone who has eyes to see, requiring no additional inspiration. Pannenberg clarifies this thesis both here and in the discussion of reconciliation in the Christology section. He seeks to deny neither the function of the word (i.e., the apostolic kerygma) for faith nor the connection between word and Spirit. Rather, his purpose is to oppose the suggestion that the Spirit stands outside of, and must supplement the content of, the word, as if the apostolic kerygma itself were not already in its content Spirit-filled.44  
Related to this is a position that Pannenberg admits is not given sufficient consideration in the earlier book (specifically in thesis 3), namely, the impact on epistemology of the proleptic presence of God's eschatological revelation in the person and fate ofJesus. This proleptic presence implies a brokenness of knowledge of revelation in the present, so that the contestability of truth and the temptation to doubt are experienced even by believers. In this situation, Pannenberg declares, apostolic proclamation (the word) carries an important function in providing the knowledge that grounds faith (theses 3 and 7), a theme fundamental to the entire dogmatics and developed in Christology and ecclesiology.
To assist in an understanding of the function of the word of proclamation, Pannenberg attempts to indicate the connection between the biblical conceptions "word of God" and "revelation."45   In this context he offers a theological, eschatologically oriented definition of revelation as the coming into appearance of the future. He also finds other, related ideas bound up with this concept in the Bible - the selfdemonstration of God; the making visible of the presently hidden aspects of the eschaton, including God's glory, and most importantly the logos, insofar as the end-time revelation appeals to the divine plan of history. "Logos" forms the connection Pannenberg seeks between revelation and the word of God, for revelation integrates the biblical conception of the word of God into the idea of the self-demonstration of 
God through his acting in history. Jesus, in turn, is the word of God as 
the essence both of the divine plan for creation and history and of 
God's eschatological, but already anticipated, revelation.


With the conclusion of chapter 4 the foundation is laid for the testing of the truth claim of the Christian faith. Although admitting that 
until the eschaton the revelation of God remains open to a future demonstration, Pannenberg declares that provisional answers are available, 
as revelation is able to illumine experience. The provisional theological 
answer, therefore, is to be found in the demonstration that the reality 
of humanity and the world can be understood as determined through 
the God of revelation. This is the task of the remainder of the dogmatics. In the subsequent eleven chapters Pannenberg carries out the theological testing of the truth claim of Christian revelation by means of a 
systematic reconstruction of Christian doctrine as arising out of its understanding of God. All that follows, therefore, is present in embryonic 
form in the discussion of revelation, for Christian doctrine is but the 
unfolding of what is implicitly given in God's self-disclosure. In the 
subsequent eleven chapters as in the first four, therefore, the overarching theme of providing reason for Christian hope is visible.
Issues
The opening chapters of the Systematic Theology constitute a lucid statement of Pannenberg's understanding of theology's task and the approach he follows in the systematic unfolding of Christian doctrine. In 
so doing he presents the systematic-theological outworking of the program described in his earlier methodological writings. The approach to 
this program as delineated anew here raises again several points of discussion between Pannenberg and his critics. A central question, of 
course, is that of the legitimacy of his approach to the theological task 
as a whole, a question discussed repeatedly and from different angles 
throughout this study. Here, however, several specific points are presented, grouped around three topics: the nature of theology, its religious grounding, and the concept of revelation.


The Nature and Task of Theology
Pannenberg's previous works offer extensive insight into his theological method and, at least tangentially, his understanding of the nature 
and task of theology. Although little space is afforded to this latter 
theme in the secondary literature, the existence of opposing viewpoints 
among his critics is evident. As the fuller development of what 
Pannenberg outlines elsewhere, the opening chapter of his systematic 
theology reintroduces a discussion of this, focusing on two issues.
i. The first issue is the nature of truth. The dogmatics is characterized from the beginning by an overriding interest in the question of 
truth. This concern comes in an age in which the presence of competing truth claims has resulted in a mass movement into private enclaves 
of individualized, subjective attempts to gain meaning for personal life. 
This forms the context for the conflict between Pannenberg and the 
major object of his attack, contemporary subjectivism. He issues a call 
to theology to come out of the ghetto into the public sphere and there 
to engage again in the struggle for the objectivity of truth and for truth 
itself, which he maintains is found as all human knowledge is brought 
together into one coherent whole. Although not everyone agrees with 
his position, the task of theology as he formulates it has stood at the 
center of much of Christian tradition from the second century until 
the modern era.
In spite of his commitment to the classical concern for the objectivity of truth, however, Pannenberg remains a modern theologian, 
parting company with the traditionalists at a crucial point. Although 
agreeing that truth is objective, he declares that complete coherence, 
which alone is the full measure of truth, is an eschatological expectation, incapable of being realized in any present moment.
Although conservatives tend to find here a return to subjectivity, 
to dismiss him in this way is to fail to grasp the subtlety of his position. 
According to Pannenberg, truth lies ever before the pilgrim en route to 
the eschatological celestial city. This leads him to call into question any 
claim to the possession of full truth in the present, a stance that harmonizes well with the modern conception of truth. Yet he has not 
budged from the concept of truth as an objective reality. In his thinking an objective standard remains against which all truth claims are to 
be measured, and this standard is the most significant imaginable, the eschatological revelation of the glory of God. In this way Pannenberg 
gives place to the provisionality of knowledge that is so much a part of 
the modern understanding, without falling prey to the relativization 
and subjectivization of truth that are so often seen as the unavoidable 
corollaries of this provisionality. Because truth is objective, good reasons can be given in the present for the Christian eschatological hope.


2. Related to the issue of the nature of truth is that of the role of reason in theology. As Pannenberg himself has noted, he is repeatedly characterized as being a rationalist. This charge moves in two directions.
Some find Pannenberg too optimistic and too bold in constructing a systematic theology. His intent to carry out this task is fully indicated in the opening chapter of the dogmatics. He proposes to offer a presentation of Christian doctrine that, although provisional and therefore subject to the ongoing process of the unfolding of truth, nevertheless is in some sense transcultural and transtemporal. Opponents, however, wonder how this aspect fits with his emphasis on provisionality, for the awareness of provisionality has led many contemporary theologians to question any such attempt to construct a "world theology." Theology, they argue, always entails an accommodation to the theologian who produces it and to the community in the context of which it is developed and to which it is intended to speak. Despite his emphasis on the eschatological nature of truth, some suggest that Pannenberg does not move far enough in taking seriously the partial and unavoidably contextual nature of truth in the present era.
In response it must be noted that Pannenberg knows full well that the human person by necessity grasps truth only within a specific context and that because all theological statements are provisional, they are culturally and temporally conditioned.46   At the same time, in his estimation this criticism overlooks the fact that notwithstanding all cultural and historical relativity, truth claims are inevitably raised any time a statement is voiced, and these truth claims are intended to be definitive. He maintains that one must do justice to both sides of the situation, that is, to cultural relativity and to what he considers to be 
"anticipatory" truth claims. Therefore, although the force of the argument of his critics must not be ignored, Pannenberg's attempt to develop a theological system in the classic sense while taking seriously 
the provisionality of all human knowledge stands as an important 
challenge to the contemporary rejection of this enterprise.


The other direction of the accusation of rationalism arises out of 
Pannenberg's focus on rational inquiry as the central, if not the only, 
arbiter of truth. To this critique, which lies at the heart of the differences between Pannenberg and his opponents regarding the issue of 
faith and reason (discussed subsequently), three preliminary considerations can be offered. First, Pannenberg recoils from the irrationality of 
the present age and identifies subjectivism as an unfortunate attempt 
to shield faith from rational scrutiny. This forms an important challenge to many forms of contemporary theology.
Second, the appeal to reason cannot be separated from the task of 
theology, for at least in part theology is the rational reflection on faith. 
In accordance with this, Pannenberg's systematic presentation of the 
Christian faith centers on the rational grounding of Christian hope, 
for theology is reason for hope. Of course, this does not settle the question as to whether the reflective process is the only means whereby the 
question of truth can be arbitrated. There may also be a nonrational aspect of truth that goes beyond human attempts to bring all of experience into coherence. This nonrational, at times even antirational, side 
of faith is revealed whenever faith is called on to hope against reason. 
The understanding of a faith that stands alone after all rational inquiry is completed has been an important emphasis of the Reformation tradition and plays an important role in the lives of many Christians. Although Pannenberg's emphasis on rationality is often taken to 
exclude this aspect, it remains to be seen whether it is not in fact included in his description of experiential verification of religious faith 
as related to the eschaton.
Thirdly, Pannenberg's purported rationalism must be placed in the 
context of the development of this section of his systematic theology. 
Chapters 2-3 describe the movement from the implicit presence of the 
divine in the form of the infinite to its reflective thematization. This 
movement opens the way for the rational element in theology. 
Pannenberg follows Karl Rahner in viewing God as the unspoken mys tery present in human experience prior to the development of the religious life, which in turn explicates this mystery, thereby giving rise to theology.47  


The Religious Grounding of Theology
One somewhat unconventional aspect of Pannenberg's approach is his grounding of theology in the religions rather than in the doctrine of Scripture. While corresponding to the emphasis on the importance of religion presented in his earlier writings, this aspect of his thinking has undergone expansion in recent years. In his earlier writings, he tends to focus more directly on the nature of the human person, specifically on human "openness to the world," in providing the starting point for theology.48   Although this foundation is maintained in the dogmatics, his anthropological appeal is now broader, encompassing both individual and social anthropology. Further, the foundation he develops here is not purely anthropological, for the anthropological findings are directed beyond the structure of the human person to the history of religions as the struggle of religious and therefore of divine truth. This broader foundation for the unfolding of Christian doctrine found in the dogmatics offers a response to two critical issues.
i. On the basis of his understanding of the natural intuition of the infinite in finite things, Pannenberg offers a reappraisal of natural theology and human religion as a whole. His appeal to a natural human religiousness has been the object of criticism. William Hamilton, for example, suggests that this presupposition fails to take seriously the world of modern unbelief49   Whether or not it was valid in 1967, this criticism cannot without further clarification be leveled at Pannenberg's approach in the Systematic Theology. Evident repeatedly in his earlier writings is his keen awareness of the atheistic challenge. In keeping 
with this, one important task he sets for himself in the dogmatics is 
the formulation of a response to it in which the reasonableness of faith 
is demonstrated. Further, his appeal to the religiousness of humankind 
is made at the descriptive, not the normative, level. And human religiousness, which for Pannenberg is a historical observation, is not intended to prove God's existence but only to raise the issue of the divine 
reality. He calls on secular thinkers to look again at the God postulate, 
which is all too readily and prematurely discarded.


Finally, the dogmatics reveals that Pannenberg's point is subtler than critics may suggest. He does not build on any supposed universal human religiosity. Rather, his thesis moves from the unthematized awareness of the infinite present in human experience, which comes to explicit thematization in the religions.
2. More significant is the discussion ignited by Pannenberg's appraisal of human religions, delineated in his earlier writings but more fully and systematically presented in the dogmatics. Although some have evaluated his outlook positively,-10   dissenting voices arise from all sides of the theological spectrum.
For many critics, the central issue lies in his evaluation of nonChristian traditions. Some have criticized Pannenberg for being insufficiently generous to the religions of the world. John Cobb, for example, is unhappy with Pannenberg's expectation that Christianity will supersede the other religions. This expectation fails to see them as complex wholes that lose something of their importance for the history of salvation when they are reduced to the status of contributions, Cobb declares.-"   Similarly, Paul Knitter faults Pannenberg for failing to see the salvific encounter with God in other religions. In Pannenberg's theology, Knitter maintains, the religions of the world cannot move beyond the stage of questioning and searching for God   S2 Those who follow the Barthian approach and traditional Protestants, in contrast, find Pannenberg too generous in speaking of the positive contributions of the religions.


It must be admitted that Pannenberg views Christianity as more clearly related to the revelation of God and therefore finds other religions as "provisional forms" of the "divine answer" to the human question.53   At the same time, however, both of these criticisms fail to appreciate the use to which he puts the human religious phenomenon. Religious history is significant as the plane on which the struggle of rival religious truth claims is played out, he maintains. Out of this struggle emerges true religion, at least eschatologically, for history in its entirety is the focal point of the divine self-disclosure. History indicates to Pannenberg the value of the Christian conception of God, because this conception more than others is able to illumine experience, including the religious struggle itself. This revelation of God is given proleptically in Jesus Christ, and for this reason only Christ as the revelation of God may be acknowledged as ultimate truth, Pannenberg concludes from the considerations found in these four chapters.
Pannenberg emphasizes that the struggle of rival religious truth claims is not only a fact of religious history but also characterizes the present situation. This means that the conflict of such claims cannot be avoided. In this context, he finds liberal presentations of the situation of world religion especially susceptible to the temptation of overlooking the seriousness and inevitability of conflict in religious encounters, which in his estimation are quite different from the noncommittal attitude he sees in liberalism. Fidelity to the nature of the world religious phenomenon itself, he argues, demands that the conflict of the Christian truth claim with those of other religions be made explicit.
Yet even Christianity falls under the provisionality of the present, he admits. As a result Christians must be open to the revelation of God found in other religious traditions or, in Pannenberg's understanding, 
to the glimpses of the eschatological truth of God that are found in 
history as a whole. For him, therefore, the point does not lie in the defense of one religious system against the others or in the denial of the 
work of the Spirit - even a salvific work of sorts - in other traditions. 
Rather, his concern is to engage in the quest for truth. In this quest he 
finds good reasons to acknowledge the claim that the God of the future is revealed in Jesus.


From Pannenberg's perspective critics who find his position insufficiently generous to other religions must engage and refute his claim of the illuminating power of the God revealed in Jesus. Such engagement must show that a rival religious conception is superior to the Christian understanding in the task of illuminating human experience of the world as a whole. This becomes for him the point of meaningful discussion. Critics who find his position too generous must show that other traditions have no relationship to the ongoing work of God in history.
Important issues lie in other directions as well. First, there is the foundational question of Pannenberg's use of the history of religions. Cobb, for example, sees no reason to assume that the history of salvation is bound up with the history of religions but prefers a secularized history of salvation.54   Yet this comment appears to move from a narrower concept of religion than Pannenberg's. For Pannenberg, religion extends beyond the organized, positive religions to include all rival explanations of reality and experience as a whole. Following Tillich to a degree, he claims that these explanations are at their core religious. With this broader understanding of the nature of religion, his approach pulls within its purview the "secularized history" that Cobb would advocate.
Finally, Pannenberg has been criticized for a "religious essentialism," to which Bollinger cites Buddhism as a counterexample.55   He maintains that not all religions find their true meaning and being in the same ultimate, for Buddhism looks to Emptiness, not God. In response to Bollinger's important argument it should be noted that Pannenberg's approach as presented in the dogmatics does not inher ently deny the possibility that different religions may have differing 
conceptions of the ultimate. Rather, it finds the point of congruence 
among the religions in the role of religion as providing a unified understanding of experienced reality. On this basis, Pannenberg looks to 
the history of religions, seen as the struggle of rival religious truth 
claims, for the determination as to which conception of the ultimate 
can best illumine experience, understood in the broad sense, and 
thereby prove itself as true.


Revelation
Although Pannenberg follows the modern shift to the concept of revelation to provide the foundation for Christian theology, his understanding of revelation has been a central point of debate in the critical literature. Chapter 4 of the dogmatics forms an important restatement of Pannenberg's position, incorporating insights and developments arising since the z96os and a rejoinder to his critics. Four aspects of this debate must be mentioned.
i. The methodological background to Pannenberg's understanding delineated in his earlier works is the object of intense discussion-16   focusing on two questions. The first arises from his attempt to propose a solution to the hermeneutical question of moving from ancient texts to the modern world, often termed the problem of "Lessing's ditch," namely, how a particular historical event in the past can be of significance for a person living in the present. Pannenberg's proposal centers on his concept of the history of the transmission of traditions. In his estimation, there is an inner connectedness of all history that binds the present to the past, because all events are part of a universal whole, the one process of universal history.   S7 This proposal has been sharply debated.


A major crucial point is offered by Pailin, who declares that universal history cannot bridge this gulf because history is not yet complete and therefore the character of universal history is unknown.58   Pailin's criticism, however, finds an implicit response in the dogmatics. It fails to deal with the complexity of Pannenberg's proposal, which speaks of the anticipation of the whole in each moment and the special role of the appearance of Jesus for all of history. Pannenberg maintains that it is anthropologically inevitable to posit some idea of the whole of reality even though history is yet incomplete. This necessity results in a tension between conceptions of the whole of reality and the incompleteness of the actual course of history. The tension, however, allows for the relating of ideas that anticipate the nature of reality as a whole and the ongoing process of experience. Pannenberg argues that the divine plan of salvation forms the unity of history Pailin denies is available, one that brings together the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity.
The second question relates to Pannenberg's attempt to develop a bridge from the ancient world to the modern era by showing the relevance of the apocalyptic hope to the hope of contemporary human- ity.59   The appeal to apocalyptic plays a central role in his understanding of the development of the history of religions, forming a background to the appearance ofJesus. It is not surprising that this understanding and its application to the hermeneutical problem have been questioned. Typical is the critique of Murdock. He claims that the end of history anticipated in apocalypticism did not entail the goal of history, as in Pannenberg's understanding, but the judgment of individuals and the destruction of the present aeon, that is, the destruction of history. Likewise, Pannenberg's proposal does not accurately reflect the apocalyptic view, Murdock maintains, in that the concept of revelation in apocalypticism was not the indirect divine revelation in history but a divine wisdom of the mysteries and secrets of God, because of the discontinuity between the ages. The apocalypticists located present revelation in word and sign that would be fulfilled by an eschatological revelation in deeds and wonders.60  


By incorporating recent exegetical and theological advances, chapter 4 largely supersedes these criticisms. Categories such as word, sign, divine wisdom, and hidden mysteries now revealed all find their place in Pannenberg's understanding of revelation. Presented in the dogmatics is a more complete delineation of this concept that seeks to reflect the important trajectory that climaxed in the New Testament revelation schema. For this reason the discussion of revelation is moved to a new level.
2. The second issue relates to Pannenberg's understanding of the doctrine of Scripture.61   Here he has been criticized from across the theological spectrum. Evangelical scholars have repeatedly faulted him for minimizing the Bible as divine revelation.62   Without a doubt Pannenberg does not adhere to the older Protestant doctrine of verbal inspiration.63   However, it would be erroneous to suggest that the Bible does not play a central role in his theology."  


Pannenberg's view of the nature of Scripture arises out of his understanding of revelation. For him the history of religions is the location of a dispute among rival religious truth claims. In this history, the 
religion of Israel, leading to the advent of Christianity, is crucial because of the religious insights that developed in this tradition. The Bible is for Pannenberg the sourcebook for this tradition. In keeping with 
this outlook, he includes lengthy and illuminating discussions of biblical materials throughout the dogmatics, including the delineation of 
the biblical understandings of revelation found in this chapter. In this 
way the Bible retains a central importance for theology, even in the 
post-Enlightenment situation.
Evangelicals would do well to take Pannenberg's criticism of the 
older Protestant doctrine of inspiration seriously at this point. In contemporary Western society, simple appeal to the Bible as an unquestioned authority is no longer possible. Therefore, Pannenberg's suggestion that the authority of the Bible is to be the goal, rather than the 
presupposition of theology, stands as a challenge to the classically 
Protestant approach that evangelicals continue to maintain. Perhaps 
this does not require that they agree with his appraisal that modern 
textual criticism destroys the doctrine of inspiration. An evangelical 
development of this doctrine may indeed be possible, a point discussed 
again in the Christology section in conjunction with the doctrine of 
reconciliation. But Pannenberg rightly points out that in the present 
context the doctrine of Scripture can no longer simply be set forth at 
the beginning of theological reflection.
Pannenberg's understanding of Scripture entails a challenge as 
well to the attempt to bypass the question of historicity by reading the 
Bible as literature or story. This approach is based on the trend to characterize the historical-critical method as a dead end. The lively debate between Pannenberg and James Barr, to which the fourth chapter of 
the Systematic Theology constitutes the most recent installment, is in 
part a working out of this issue. In contrast to his opponents, 
Pannenberg remains a stalwart defender of that method as a necessary 
step in coming to an understanding of the revelation of God in Jesus. 
Christianity, he maintains, is historically based. Therefore, the historical gate into the faith is tossed aside only at the peril of faith itself. The 
narrative approach to the Bible, he finds, evades the truth claims of the 
biblical narratives, which according to Pannenberg are largely historical and are basic to both faith and doctrine.


While remaining a staunch defender of the historical-critical method in an era of changing winds, Pannenberg is more optimistic than the earlier Bultmannians regarding the historical conclusions obtainable by that method, especially with respect to the history ofJesus. This theme is visible in the Christology section. Important here is the fact that for Pannenberg the theologian need not leave historical methodology behind in order to discover meaning in the biblical texts. Rather, only this method will ultimately bring the truth of the text alive.
3. Related to the doctrine of Scripture is Pannenberg's understanding of revelation as history and word. As he suggests, he has been roundly criticized at this point.6-1   Certain criticisms relate to his supposed hesitancy to use the concept of revelatory word. Some critics, especially evangelicals, maintain against Pannenberg the concept of prophetic word as divine communication.66   Events do not convey their own revelatory significance, critics declare, but must be interpreted by competent spokespersons (prophets) to whom the significance of events has been given by God.67  


This line of criticism may have carried some force against what is perceived to be Pannenberg's position in Revelation As History. But it must be reevaluated in the light of the dogmatics, where he does indeed give place to the concept of the word of God or the prophetic word, as I indicated previously. What he continues to deny is the equating of revelation with "the word of God," as is often the case both in evangelical and in dialectic theology. He insists on the diversities in the biblical use of the phrase "word of God" and contends that in the development of the biblical tradition, the prophetic word, and thus "the word of God," is subservient to the historical acts of God. The question of the exact relationship between these two poles is discussed later.
Some critics do find the concept of a "competent spokesperson" present in Pannenberg's system, and this too has been the object of intense criticism. He has been accused of elevating the historian to the position of spokesperson of truth. This in turn leads to various problems, in the estimation of critics, including making dogmatics totally dependent on historiography,68   undercutting the Reformation position that links law and gospel to revelation,69   narrowing the concept of revelation to a one-sided emphasis on historical events,70   and even dooming humanity to being deprived of revelation.71  
Pannenberg's critics rightly see that his emphasis on history as the focus of the self-revelation of God makes theology dependent on historical research. But any move away from this would raise the specter of disassociating the Christian faith from its roots in historical reality and grounding theology on a subjective decision of faith, which is anathema for Pannenberg. This, therefore, marks a central disagreement between Pannenberg and his critics. Nevertheless, he is not left without more specific responses. Against Dulles, for example, who maintains that the divine communication in events is best interpreted by persons who are qualified by grace rather than the technical historian, the dogmatics emphasizes that no "qualification by grace" would make something true that was not historically true.72   If Christianity is at its foundation a historical faith, then the road back to an authority beyond or apart from history, such as the church's teaching office, has been forever closed.


At the same time, it would be a mistake to conclude that Pannenberg is suggesting all decisions of faith be simply suspended until the work of the historian is completed. He realizes that historical research is an ongoing activity. Nor does he suggest every believer comes to faith by means of rational, scientific reflection on the world and experience.73   What he is calling for is not a suspension of decision but a willingness to realize the historical conditionedness of faith, based on the fact that the Christian message rests on historical events. Should this historical foundation be shattered, a situation that Pannenberg finds logically possible but actually unlikely, then faith would by necessity fall. In this claim he could appeal to the apostolic proclamation itself. It called for belief on the basis of an event - the resurrection - that it proclaimed as historical.
Some critics claim that Pannenberg's emphasis on the universal character of revelation leaves little room for the traditional category of special revelation. In accordance with this, the compatibility of his view with the idea that God was at work in the history of Israel has been questioned. Scaer, for example, declares that the Bible speaks of God's sovereign election of Israel apart from any human ability possessed by the nation. The Scriptures, he argues, suggest that Israel was characterized by spiritual ignorance, in contrast to indication he finds in Pannenberg's view that Israel was able to acquire a special consciousness of history.74   This criticism, however, appears to arise out of a misunderstanding of both Pannenberg's position and the scriptural statements. The New Testament presents Israel as spiritually ignorant, insofar as they failed to come to an understanding ofJesus as Messiah. This appraisal is not aimed at undervaluing the significance, even genius, of the development of religious consciousness in Israel, of which the New Testament authors were heirs.


Actually Pannenberg attempts to move beyond dichotomies such as general and special revelation. For him revelation is in a sense both. It is general in that it is public and coheres with the nature of the human person, as is demonstrated in the anthropology and Christology sections. At the same time revelation is special in that it is historical. The focus of revelation does not lie in some supposedly unchanging structures of the cosmos or in the disclosure of a timeless philosophical or gnostic insight, but in the process of history climaxing in the eschaton. This, however, leads to the question how the observer comes to see this historical revelation, that is, to the role of the Spirit in illuminating history.
4. One of the most tenacious critiques leveled by Pannenberg's opponents is the claim that he minimizes the role of the Holy Spirit in the epistemological process of grasping the revelation of God in history. This criticism has come from scholars of a wide variety of theological orientations. Daniel Fuller, for example, points to Paul's speech in Athens as the place where Pannenberg's system would most expect a response of faith. Yet Paul's words fell on deaf ears. The working of the Spirit was the missing element, Fuller maintains against Pannenberg's position, which requires the addition of no such supernatural element to the historical event carrying its own inherent meaning.7s   In a similar assessment, Hamilton charges Pannenberg with substituting proper method for the Spirit.76   McDermott, moving beyond mere negative criticism, offers a theological reason for the need of the Spirit in the knowing process. Pannenberg, he maintains, has underestimated the obscurity of faith's object, thereby neglecting the dimension of divine mystery. God is mystery to humans not only because of sin but also because of God's infinite nature. Thus the Spirit is needed not only to overcome sin but also to attune the human person to the things of God.77  


Pannenberg admits that this has been a key point in the debate over his concept of revelation. But in the dogmatics he faults his critics for failing to place his proposal in the context of the nineteenthcentury discussion of inner and outer revelation. He sees himself as attempting to develop an understanding of the unity of revelation in the face of the bifurcation of the concept. For this reason he tolerates no suggestion that some additional inspired word or some supernatural working of the Spirit must be added to events. Meaning arises out of the events themselves.
His position may be understood as an application to event of Luther's answer to the question of the inner and outer clarity of Scrip- ture,78   which Pannenberg gained from his Old Testament teacher, Gerhard von Rad.79   In Luther's view, the Spirit is not an additional principle that comes to the word from the outside, but is always actively present within it. Pannenberg sides with Luther and against Barth, who asserted that the word becomes the word of God when God chooses to endow it with the Spirit.
Although Pannenberg is adamant at this point, it would be incorrect to accuse him of seeing no role for the Spirit in the process of faith. Nor does he substitute proper method for the Spirit. The Spirit is indeed present in the process. The real question is how. Pannenberg sees 
his critics as wanting to introduce the Spirit as an external factor additional to the events themselves, which is precisely what he is unwilling 
to do. The Spirit does not come to events from the "outside," he maintains, but is already within them as the basis of their meaning. Thus he 
can declare that the apostolic message, as the report of the event, is already Spirit-filled. "Event" and "word" form for Pannenberg a unity in 
which the Spirit is already present, an idea that is reminiscent of the 
Lutheran concept of the sacramental power of the word.


The question of Puller, however, remains. How is it that some respond positively to the hearing of the report, whereas others reject the message? Already in an essay of 1962 Pannenberg admits that some fail to come to faith, despite the events of history. In response to Althaus he acknowledges the necessity of"a kind of illumination." But this illumination consists in sweeping out the prejudgments that prevent rational engagement with a historical event, and therefore it "adds nothing substantive to the content of this event."80   Pannenberg refuses to ground the answer to the question of faith and unbelief in the mystery of the action of the Spirit, as has been the case in much Reformed theology. He rejects as unbiblical and as contrary to Christian tradition the reduction of the role of the Spirit to that of being called on to clarify whatever lacks rational clarification. At the same time he claims to develop a much broader and more biblical doctrine of the Spirit and of the Spirit's all-pervasive, creative presence in nature and in human life, a presence that provides a new framework for the appreciation of the special activity of the Spirit in the church.
The problem as to how the word itself is Spirit-filled and why the truth of history is not seen by all must be raised again subsequently. A provisional response, however, can be offered here. Pannenberg's critics are asking him to give an answer to a question that he appears to prefer to leave open at this point. Why a person comes to faith or remains in unbelief resides in the mystery of human personhood, which Pannenberg sees as a gift of God. At the same time, he asserts that the facts of history remain open to all. This acknowledgment forms the basis for his rejection as unhelpful any introduction of a supernatural working of the Spirit as an additional factor beyond and apart from the reality of 
history. In the ecclesiology section, Pannenberg augments this conclusion with another. The parallel appeal to an eternal divine predestination of individuals to belief or unbelief also provides no answer and only 
serves to call into question the love and goodness of God.


One significant development on this point since 1961 must be noted, however. Pannenberg sees more clearly now the brokenness of the knowledge of revelation in the era before the consummation. In the dogmatics he acknowledges that the apostolic proclamation is of utmost significance for the understanding of revelation in history. This development in his thought raises the question as to whether a subtle shift in the direction of his critics is in fact evident in the Systematic Theology. Pannenberg continues to maintain that no inspired word must be added to events. Yet it is possible to see in this move a concession to the mysterious aspect in the epistemological process in this era of the contestability of truth claims.
The opening chapters of the Systematic Theology reveal Pannenberg's strong stance toward the primacy of reason and hope in the theological task, viewed as the attempt to grasp the final, eschatological unity of truth. In keeping with this, the systematic presentation of Christian doctrine that follows comprises an unfolding of the reason for Christian hope. At the same time, these first chapters form the foundation for Pannenberg's understanding of theology as related to the mystery of God, embedded in his entire dogmatics, which softens what some describe as a strict rationalism.81   It would surely be in keeping with his own thought to extend to all of systematic theology his comment regarding the incarnation: "True respect for the mystery can express itself, among other ways, just in the attempt to understand it fully."82   To Pannenberg's attempt to understand fully the mystery of God we must now turn our attention.
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The classical approach to the structuring of a systematic presentation 
of Christian dogmatics places the doctrine of God first, immediately 
following the discussion of introductory matters. Pannenberg's Systematic Theology corresponds to this basic arrangement. The doctrine of 
God begins immediately after the introductory chapter, for in chapters 
2-4 he develops the starting point for this doctrine by introducing 
questions relating to God's existence and knowability, among other 
topics. At the same time chapters 5-6 constitute the actual delineation 
of the doctrine of God, for here Pannenberg moves from the general 
concept to the specifically Christian understanding of God. Although 
this structuring of the dogmatics is reminiscent of the classical approach, Pannenberg's doctrine of God ought not to be simply equated 
with that of classical theology. It is evident in the dogmatics that his 
understanding entails significant development beyond more traditional outlooks.
In his autobiographical article for the Christian Century, "God's 
Presence in History," Pannenberg alerted his readership to such development. He alluded to two significant aspects of his newer understanding of the doctrine. Breaking with his former view, in which he, 
like several other modern theologians, saw the doctrine of God as constituting the final task of systematic theology, Pannenberg expressed in 
this article a new-found confidence to develop the doctrine itself and 
to treat the other subjects of dogmatics from its perspective. Likewise, 
he referred to the central role the doctrine of the Trinity would receive 
in his dogmatic presentation, which in his estimation would "be more thoroughly trinitarian than any example I know of."'   Pannenberg's declaration in 1981 put his critics on alert. His earlier articles gave rise to an important debate concerning his understanding of the nature of God. The fuller delineation of his position in the dogmatics serves to carry this earlier discussion to a higher plane.


Overview
The two significant developments in Pannenberg's understanding of God announced in his Christian Century article are reflected in the structure of this section of his three-volume Systematic Theology. First, in contrast to the approach of the modern presentations that present this doctrine, especially the triune God, as the concluding chapter,2   the doctrine of God is placed first in the dogmatics, immediately after the introductory discussions. In following this scheme, Pannenberg is not simply offering a concession to the more classical approach to theology. Rather, he seeks to emphasize thereby the central role of the doctrine of God for dogmatics. As he explains in the introductory chapters, the entire systematic presentation is to be seen as an unfolding of this doctrine, for the other foci are to be delineated in view of God. Further, as the delineation of the revelation of God in Jesus Christ, the doctrine of God explicates in a special way what is already implicit in the concept of revelation and therefore what is presented in the fourth chapter of the Systematic Theology.
The second development, the centrality of the doctrine of the Trinity, is also visible in the structure of the first volume of Pannenberg's work. The explication of the triune God (chapter S) follows immediately the discussion of revelation (chapter 4) and precedes the delineation of God's unity and attributes (chapter 6). This ordering of the discussion marks a significant break from the approach generally followed by both classical and modern theology, which moves from the divine oneness as arising out of the general understanding of God to the discussion of the 
Trinity. Pannenberg intends to indicate that the threeness of the Christian God arising out of God's self-revelation must be developed before 
attention can be turned to the unity of God found in his attributes.


In keeping with the older concept of natural theology as what is in accordance with the nature of God, outlined by Pannenberg in chapter 2, the topic in these two chapters is the nature of the God of revelation. God is revealed as three - Father, Son, and Spirit - but as nevertheless a unity. Pannenberg's description of the Christian understanding of God, therefore, may be captured by two phrases: the threeness of the one God and the unity of the triune God.
The orientation of Pannenberg's dogmatics as a synthesis of reason and hope is likewise evident here. His presentation implicitly appeals to its reasonableness when seen within the context of the historical development of doctrine and when brought into discussion with the concerns of philosophical theology. And with the doctrine of God the eschatological perspective, readily evident in the discussion of revelation, moves to the center, as Pannenberg concerns himself with the eschatological unity of the immanent Trinity (God in his eternal reality) and the economic Trinity (God in his activity in the world). In all of this, his understanding of systematic theology as the testing of the Christian conception of God is paramount.
The Threeness of the One God of Revelation
Chapter 5 marks the beginning of the explication of the Christian understanding of God as arising out of revelation and thus the explication of what is already implicit in chapter 4. This, Pannenberg states earlier, is actually the theme of the entire dogmatics. The one God of the revelation found in history shows himself to be fundamentally threefold. In accordance with this, the fifth chapter carries the simple title, "The Trinitarian God." Its major task is to show how the doctrine of the Trinity, the central theme of the Christian conception of God, arises out of God's self-revelation.3  


Characteristic of chapter S is Pannenberg's blending of historical and biblical materials as the basis for the development of his understanding of the doctrine under discussion. His use of history is not surprising, given his view of the historical process as the field in which truth emerges, that he developed in the opening chapters. The discussion of the Trinity stands as an example of the use to which Pannenberg puts the history of Christian doctrine. Although most systematic theologies refer to the history of the development of the doctrine, his historical presentation is unusually lengthy and is not quarantined in the opening pages of the chapter. In keeping with the emphasis on the importance of history to the manifestation of truth, he utilizes historical sketches as teaching tools in an attempt to draw conclusions from the major advances and errors of the past for his own development of the doctrine. Further, he draws from the entire doctrinal history rather than limiting his discussion to the patristic era, as is so often the case in systematic theologies.
Perhaps less anticipated is the liberal sprinkling of Bible references found in the chapter. This, however, is not incongruent with Pannenberg's rejection of the doctrine of inspiration articulated earlier. The Bible plays an important role here, as it does throughout the dogmatics, because in his estimation the Christian understanding of God as the triune one is the natural working out of the biblical conception of God.
The chapter is divided into three sections. The first and the second consist of an instructive description of the history of the doctrine from the first century to Barth. The third section presents Pannenberg's own constructive proposal in the context of contemporary theological discussions.4   Because of the importance of the historical summary to his delineation of the doctrine, it is sketched in some detail.


As is indicated by the title of the first section, "The God of Jesus and the Beginnings of the Doctrine of the Trinity," Pannenberg begins the historical materials with Jesus' message. In so doing, he claims that the genesis of the trinitarian understanding of both the Son and the Spirit lies in Jesus' announcement of the nearness of the rulership of the God of the Jewish faith. This message, he suggests, bound the concept of the fatherly care of the Creator to the eschatological theme of the coming completion of God's rulership. For Pannenberg, this means that the concept of God as heavenly Father cannot be eliminated from the message ofJesus,s   for his differentiation of God as Father from his own person was constitutive for Jesus' message and conduct. At the same time, Jesus viewed himself in his activity as closely connected to the Father. This self-understanding forms the basis for the description ofJesus as "Son," Pannenberg notes, which in turn became the starting point for early Christology and thus for the doctrine of the Trinity. He returns to this starting point later in the chapter, when he offers his understanding of God's triunity.
The trinitarian conception of the Spirit likewise developed from the coming of Jesus. The early church viewed the Spirit of God as the mediator ofJesus' community with the Father and of the believers' participation in Christ. Subsequent discussions in the church arose out of the lack of clarity in the New Testament concerning the actual nature of these relationships.
From the discussions of the patristic era, Pannenberg draws a conclusion that becomes important for the development of his own position. The Fathers came to see that the conception of the three divine persons implied their relationships to each other. But the Cappadocians unfortunately maintained the older idea of the Father as the source and principle of divinity in the Trinity. Later in the chapter Pannenberg addresses himself to the discovery of an alternative starting point.


In section two, which bears the long title "The Place of the Doctrine of the Trinity in the Dogmatic Structure and the Problem of 
Finding a Basis for Trinitarian Statements," the discussion shifts to the 
era from the Middle Ages onward. The major problem to be considered 
in these two chapters arises - the relationship of the doctrine of the 
Trinity to God's being and attributes. Since the high Middle Ages, 
theologians have generally inaugurated their delineations of the doctrine of God with the existence of the one God, then moved to God's 
being and attributes, and concluded with the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Pannenberg looks to a second tradition, however, for an indication of 
another, more promising theological direction.
This alternative tradition includes the twelfth-century theologian, 
Gilbert de la Porre, who declared that reason could only come to a 
knowledge of the unity of God, whereas God's triunity was purely a 
truth of faith known from revelation. The Reformation, building on 
Gilbert's contention, grounded the doctrine of the Trinity in Scripture. 
But because no connection was developed between the statements 
about the Trinity and those regarding the unity of the divine being and 
attributes, the doctrine fell to criticism beginning in the sixteenth century. In these chapters, Pannenberg seeks to delineate such a connection in order to avoid a repetition of this unfortunate development in 
theological history.
G. W. F. Hegel afforded the doctrine of the Trinity a new central 
significance for the Christian understanding of God by deriving the 
Trinity from the concept of God as Spirit. Pannenberg affirms the significance of the Hegelian renewal of an argument that he points out 
was characteristic of Western medieval theology as well. Without the 
doctrine of the Trinity the doctrine of the deity of Christ loses its contents, Pannenberg insists. Jesus can then only be viewed as a divinely inspired human, and the church can only be seen as a human community 
standing under the influence of the personality of Jesus.
According to Pannenberg, however, Hegel's position led to a deeper 
problem untouched by the discussion in the nineteenth century, for 
the personal differentiations in the Trinity were derived from the concept of the one God. In this observation a crucial, fundamental difference between Pannenberg and the Hegelian tradition becomes evident. 
Pannenberg maintains that every attempt to derive the plurality of the 
trinitarian persons from a concept of God as one being, whether this being be defined as Spirit or as love, leads either to modalism or to subordination, for in all such approaches God remains a single subject.


Pannenberg's response to this problem is reflected already in the ordering of the chapters in this volume of his magnum opus. The doctrine of the Trinity must be grounded on revelation, that is, on the economy of salvation - on the way that the Father, Son, and Spirit come to appearance in the event of revelation and relate to each other. This doctrine, in other words, cannot be developed from a consideration of the being and attributes of God. Instead, the latter can only be considered in connection with the trinitarian revelation of God as Father, Son, and Spirit. For this reason, the flow of thought moves from revelation (chapter 4) to the Trinity (chapter S) and finally to God's unity (chapter 6).
Pannenberg admits that Christian talk of the trinitarian persons presupposes a preliminary understanding of God. But he dexterously avoids the conclusion often drawn from this observation, namely, that theology must move from the one God to the three persons. Building on the groundwork laid in chapters 2 and 3, in the final section of the chapter, "Distinction and Unity of the Divine Persons," he denies that this preliminary understanding is that of philosophical monotheism.6   Rather, it is that of religion - specifically, religion in the sense of the uniqueness of the God revealed to Israel and climaxing in Jesus.
The historical sketch provides the background for the presentation of Pannenberg's own understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity, outlined in the second part of the chapter. As mentioned earlier, he builds from God's revelation in Jesus Christ, because the historical path to the development of this doctrine took its beginning point from the message and history of Jesus and from the proclamation of Christ by the apostles. More specifically, Pannenberg looks to Jesus' relationship to the Father, especially as it was expressed in his message about the rulership of God, for an understanding both ofJesus as the Son and of the Spirit as a third person who is different from, yet bound to, the Father and the Son. In this way the doctrine of the Trinity ultimately becomes the interpretation of the relationship ofJesus to the Father and to the Spirit.


At the heart of Pannenberg's understanding of the doctrine are two important ideas. The first, self-differentiation, is traditionally used to refer to the bringing forth of the second and third trinitarian persons through the Father. So understood, it implicitly emphasizes the priority of the Father in the Trinity. Pannenberg, however, offers a radical reinterpretation of self-differentiation developed in the context of discussion of Hegel's understanding of personhood, namely, that the essence of person lies in the act of giving oneself to one's counterpart and thereby gaining one's identity from the other. His point is that the concept of dependence is bound up with personal self-differentiation. The one who differentiates oneself from another is dependent on the other for one's identity. This position builds from the thesis that person is a correlative term. Pannenberg finds this thesis in the entire Western tradition of the doctrine of the Trinity prior to Hegel, beginning with Augustine and including Richard of St. Victor and Duns Scotus,7   and he sees it as reminiscent of Maximus the Confessor, who taught that unity and diversity do not exclude each other but increase proportionately. Yet for the substantial basis of this idea, Pannenberg looks to his analysis of the relationship of Jesus to the Father.
By applying this concept to the trinitarian persons, Pannenberg offers a thesis foundational to his entire understanding of God. The mutual self-differentiation of Father, Son, and Spirit - understood in this way - constitutes the concrete form of the trinitarian relations.8   Here he moves against certain other elements of Hegel's idea of subjectivity. As is explicitly evident in the Christology section of the dogmatics, he is especially critical of Hegel's understanding of self-differentiation as the division of the divine subject into the counterpart.
To develop a trinitarian theology on the basis of this concept of self-differentiation, Pannenberg begins with the Father-Son relation. He does so, because he sees the relationship of the historical Jesus to the one he called Father as foundational for the other relations in the divine life. Jesus differentiated himself from the Father - subordinated himself to the Father's will - and thereby gave place to the Father's claim to deity. In this way, Jesus is the Son. For Pannenberg, this is not 
merely a statement about the earthly Jesus. Rather, in that Jesus glorified the Father's deity, this relationship between Jesus and his Father 
belongs to God's eternity.


Pannenberg moves beyond this relatively straightforward argument to develop a similar understanding of the self-differentiation of the Father from the Son, and then of these two persons from the Spirit. Lying behind this is a second seminal idea, which he articulated already in several of his earlier essays.'   According to Pannenberg, God's being, which is likewise his deity, is linked to his rulership over the world. Although he credits this idea to Karl Barth, he finds it in embryonic form in the writings of Athanasius.
These two ideas, self-differentiation as dependency on the other and God's rule as determining his deity, provide an understanding of the self-differentiation of the Father. Pannenberg appeals to Athanasius' argument against the Arians that the Father could not be the Father without the Son and to New Testament assertions declaring that the Father has entrusted everything to the Son (e.g., Matt. 28:18; Luke 10:22; John 5:22). From these observations, he concludes that the Father's deity is dependent on his relationship to the Son. Pannenberg understands this in its fullest ontological sense, for dependency means that the Father's kingdom, and with it his own deity, is dependent on the activity of the Son in the world. This theme is presented again in the Christology section.
In developing the dependency of the Father and the Son on the Spirit and thus the self-differentiation of each of these two from the third member of the Trinity, Pannenberg appeals to the Johannine statements regarding the glorifying of the Son by the Spirit. This act also constitutes the Spirit as a special person next to the Father and the Son. As Jesus glorified the Father, not himself, and thereby is one with 
him, so the Spirit glorifies the Son and, with him, the Father. In this 
way, Pannenberg draws a connection between the biblical idea of glorification and the concept of self-differentiation, at least as these terms 
apply to the Son and the Spirit.


Not only is self-differentiation foundational to the doctrine of the 
Trinity, it also carries implications for several important issues surrounding the doctrine. Pannenberg applies this concept to the question of the terminology used in referring to the relations among the 
trinitarian members. His movement beyond the classic doctrine of the 
Trinity is again evident as he explicates this point. Classical theology 
differentiates "generation" and "spiration," as eternal processions in 
God, from "sending" the Son and "giving" the Spirit, as referring to the 
relationship of the eternal God to the world in the economy of salvation. Pannenberg rejects these differentiations. He finds them 
exegetically unjustifiable, claiming that the biblical statements about 
the generation of the Son refer just as much to the history of the person of Jesus as do those that speak about his being sent. Likewise, he 
finds the classical terms inadequate. They do not fully describe the mutuality of relations among the trinitarian persons evidenced in selfdifferentiation.
The concept of mutual self-differentiation also leads Pannenberg 
to reject the filioque doctrine (the view that the Spirit proceeds from 
both the Father and the Son). This theological position is erroneous, 
Pannenberg maintains, because it presupposes that Father-Son constitutes a relation of origin in the Godhead to which the spiration of the 
Spirit is secondary, and thus it entails a type of subordinationism in 
the Trinity. He likewise argues that this doctrine is not in accordance 
with the witness of Scripture that the Son receives the Spirit from the 
Father, which indicates that even for the Son the source of the Spirit 
lies in the Father.
Pannenberg's rejection of the filioque theology forms the theological foundation for the development of several other doctrines in subsequent sections. It leads to a fuller pneumatology than is often found in 
Western theology, as is evident throughout the dogmatics. It is determinative of his understanding of the relationship between reconciliation and the kingdom of God found in the Christology and ecclesiology sections. And it facilitates the development of the ecumenical doctrine of the church found in the ecclesiology section. In this manner, Pannenberg breaks with the Western theological tradition on an 
issue that more than any other has stood since the early Middle Ages at 
the center of the greatest schism in the church. Like that of Jurgen 
Moltmann, his movement as an ecumenically oriented Protestant theologian away from his tradition on the filioque controversy offers an important point for dialogue between the Eastern and Western churches.


The threeness of the persons revealed in the category of mutual self-differentiation serves as the beginning point for Pannenberg's discussion of the oneness of God, which is the main topic of the sixth chapter of the dogmatics. In chapter S he offers a preliminary, methodological discussion of this theme, that focuses on the implications of the concept of self-differentiation for the discussion.1°   In so doing, he eliminates several ways of deriving the oneness of God that are often found in theology.
First, Pannenberg distances himself from any approach to the oneness of God that focuses on God as the divine subject (e.g., idealism). His critique of this position arises from the concept of mutual selfdifferentiation, which implies that the three trinitarian persons are independent centers of action and not merely different ways in which the one divine subject exists.
Second, the three trinitarian persons cannot be reduced to relations of source in the one Godhead, as is reflected in the traditional terms generation and procession. Pannenberg declares that this terminology must be expanded to include concepts such as giving over and receiving back, obedience and glorification, and filling and glorifying, if the full New Testament presentation is to be reflected in the doctrine of God. He likewise finds that all these relations belong to the community of the three persons, so that none of the persons can be identified with one specific relation.
A third attempt comes by means of the term perichoresis, which Pannenberg defines elsewhere as "the reciprocal indwelling of the Three Persons in one another."11   Although it arises out of the discussions of the patristic era, perichoresis, as a way of understanding the oneness of the three persons, has been rediscovered by contemporary theology. Although he does not reject this doctrine, Pannenberg notes that it has 
two limitations. Perichoresis is not intended to account for the unity of 
the divine essence (the use to which Moltmann puts it), but presupposes that unity on the basis of the origin of the Son and the Spirit in 
the Father. Nor did the doctrine originally express interaction among 
the trinitarian persons, he argues, but the logical implications of the 
mutual indwelling of the Father in the Son and the Son in the Father.


Traditional theology offers a fourth approach, the monarchy of the Father, as a solution to the question of the unity of God. Because Jesus' message of the kingdom draws from monarchial vocabulary, Pannenberg does not simply reject this idea. Instead, he seeks to show in what sense his trinitarian theology is compatible with it. In so doing, he ties together the concept of self-differentiation and conclusions reached earlier in the chapter to develop an innovative understanding of the Father's monarchy.
Pannenberg's argument here is somewhat complex. The concept of self-differentiation indicates that the monarchy or kingdom of the Father is dependent on the work of the other two members of the Trinity. In terms of the divine activity in the world, this means that the Father's rule is validated in creation through the work of the Son and is completed through the work of the Spirit. Again, here, Pannenberg views the historical relationship of Jesus to the Father as foundational for understanding the trinitarian relations, for, as he shows earlier in the chapter, this relationship is constitutive for the inner life of the triune God. On this basis, he concludes that the Son is not ontologically inferior to the Father but subordinates himself to him, and thereby is the focus of the Father's monarchy and is one with him through the Spirit. Pannenberg, however, refuses to narrow this relation of the Son to the Father and his monarchy to the earthly life ofJesus. Rather, he declares that it summarizes the entire salvation economy, a thesis he develops again in the Christology section.
From this discussion Pannenberg offers a far-reaching conclusion. In contrast to traditional theology, he declares that the monarchy of the Father is not the presupposition but the result of the mutual activity of the three persons in their eternal communion as well as in history.'2   Therefore, the question of the unity of the trinitarian God cannot be answered from the perspective of God's essence apart from the mutual relationship of the three persons and, in relation to the world, not apart 
from the economy of salvation. This also means that the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity are bound together.


This conclusion introduces the final topic of the chapter, the relation between the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity. Here Pannenberg's dialogue with contemporary German theology, implicit in the chapter, becomes explicit. He summarizes the recent developments in this topic since Barth's call for the grounding of the doctrine of the Trinity in revelation.13   Rahner offered the thesis of an identity of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity. Eberhard Jungel, Moltmann, and Pannenberg himself elevated the cross as an example of the dependence of the deity of the Father on the movement of events in the world, with the related implication that the person of the Father is thereby involved in the flow of salvation history. Moltmann likewise delineated the eschatological perspective of the connection of the immanent Trinity with the economic Trinity.14  
Despite these developments, Pannenberg finds the problems relating to this doctrine still unresolved. He proposes that the unity of God in the threeness of the persons must serve as the ground of both the difference and the unity between the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity. Because the idea of perichoresis already presupposes the unity of the divine essence, it does not fulfill this function completely, he maintains against Moltmann.15   Rather, trinitarian theology must seek to understand the unity of the divine life expressed in the mutual activity of the three persons and their reciprocal perichoresis. This requires the introduction of the idea of the divine being as such, he concludes, a concept of being to which the category of relation is not external.


The delineation of such a theology is the task Pannenberg sets before himself in the remainder of his Systematic Theology. The doctrine of the Trinity comes to a preliminary conclusion in the sixth chapter, as he seeks to demonstrate the unity of the divine life of the three persons by means of the doctrine of the being and attributes of God. The rest of the dogmatics in turn is concerned with the demonstration of the unity of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity, as attention is focused on the divine activity in history.
The Unity of the Triune God
From the threeness of the one God, Pannenberg moves to the unity of the trinitarian God, completing thereby the discussion begun in chapter S. In his understanding, this unity focuses on the divine attributes, as is indicated in the chapter title, "The Unity and Attributes of the Divine Being." Yet chapter 6 is not a mere enumeration of the multiplicity of attributes. Rather, Pannenberg's overarching purpose is to show how the concept of divine attributes, understood as arising out of the activity of God in the world, facilitates a solution to the theological problem of the unity of the three trinitarian persons.16  
The chapter does not leave the triune nature of God behind, however. In Pannenberg's understanding the task of the doctrine of the attributes is not only that of demonstrating the unity of the three persons, but also that of indicating the presence of a trinitarian structure without which the complete meaning of each specific attribute would be lost. For this reason, he attempts to tie threeness and unity closely 
together in the doctrine of the attributes. Foundational in this task is 
his reflection on the logical structure of the concept of the infinite 
which he draws in part from Hegel, specifically, that the true meaning 
of the infinite encompasses both its contradiction to finitude and its 
immanence in the finite. This analysis becomes the basis for Pannenberg's understanding of the transcendence and immanence of God. 
This understanding is visible already in the discussion of existence and 
essence, comes forth in the delineation of various attributes, and finally builds the basis for his trinitarian interpretation of the attributes.


As the chapter unfolds, a far-reaching move that is foundational to this task emerges. Pannenberg abandons the traditional conception of God as reason and will, replacing it with the field concept as an interpretation of the biblical notion of spirit. The God of revelation (chapter 4) is person: Father, Son, and Spirit (chapter S). But the divine unity has a field character (chapter 6), as a power that is incomprehensible yet manifest in a personal way as the three trinitarian persons. The delineation of the doctrine of creation that follows (chapter 7) is the outworking of this shift in understanding.
The task of the sixth chapter is facilitated further by Pannenberg's understanding of theological language as doxology, a perspective that he outlined already in the 196os and restated in the first chapter of the dogmatics. In his essay "Analogy and Doxology,"   17 he explains that analogical statements offer assertions about God on the basis of the effects he produces, whereas doxological statements express adoration on the basis of his works. Although the doxological approach might be seen as leading to no statements about God's eternal being, Pannenberg claims the opposite, pointing to biblical speech that both is adoration and intends to speak of what God is from eternity to eternity. This understanding lies behind the argument in this chapter, in which the activity of God in the world (the economic Trinity) provides the ground for speaking about the immanent Trinity. Such speech is doxological, not analogical, according to Pannenberg. Because his overriding purpose here is to clarify the divine unity, he does not apply this innovative method to the attributes in order to view each one separately, as much as to show how the multiplicity of attributes is taken 
up into the unity of the divine essence.


This constitutes a perhaps-unexpected application of the concept of doxological language, and it leads to an interesting result. Instead of setting aside the relational attributes (e.g., omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresence) as having no relevance for knowledge of the eternal divine essence apart from the world, the thesis of the unity of the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity allows Pannenberg to draw from the very attributes that arise out of the doxological response to God's activity in the world to offer insight into the nature of the divine essence.
The thesis of the chapter unfolds by means of a progressive argument, which, although divided into seven topics, comes in two basic stages. Lying behind this structure is an understanding proposed by Hermann Cremer regarding the significance of a twofold division of the attributes, in which the first group indicates the specific object of the attributes. The chapter is likewise the outworking of an innovative application of a widened doctrine of attributions to the problem of the divine unity.18   Traditionally, the activity of God in a particular phase of the economy of salvation is seen as appropriated to a particular trinitarian person. Pannenberg, however, brings the divinity of the three persons into the divine activity in history. Constitutive for this divinity is the activity of each person in view of the others. In this way the deity of the one God, that is, God's unity, is bound to the work of the three persons in the world (the economic Trinity), which itself is completed only eschatologically. All of this, in turn, is linked to the relations found in the eternal life of the trinitarian persons (the immanent Trinity).
This first stage of Pannenberg's intricate argument hinges largely on the unfolding of several major theses, which continue the line of reasoning begun in chapter 2. Humans first experience God as the unthematized infinite that stands against one's own finitude. This infinite one comes to be named by means of the purposeful activity of the trinitarian persons in the world. The process, however, is only completed eschato logically, and through it God's essence, God's internal unity of life, manifests itself. The God thereby revealed is the infinite spiritual essence understood not as mind but relationally as the dynamic field.


The second stage of the argument looks at the various attributes 
that together describe the divine action in the world. Pannenberg divides them between those that illume the conception of God as the infinite one, which Gregory of Nyssa elevated as the basic concept of the 
doctrine of God against the ancient philosophical theology, and those 
that describe the activity of the biblical God who is love. All of these attributes, Pannenberg then concludes, form a unified whole, for the loving God is also the infinite spirit. This conclusion reflects a central aspect of Pannenberg's theological method, namely, the concept of 
Aufhebung (the taking up of a multiplicity into a higher unity). The actual theme of the entire chapter - the conception of God as love, in 
which the various attributes introduced find their concrete reality - 
arises only at the end of the discussion. Pannenberg maintains that 
this structuring of the chapter, including the twofold division of the 
attributes, flows from the logic of the assertion of attributes itself. The 
object about which something is asserted is presupposed by the act of 
assertion. Yet this object is ultimately determined only by the process 
of assertion. For this reason, the development of the doctrine of God 
that begins in chapter 2 is brought to its climax only with the assertion 
that God is love.
The context for the entire chapter is provided by the opening topic, 
"The Majesty of God and the Task of Rational Discussion of Talk 
about God." After affirming the traditional concept of God's incomprehensibility as the beginning and end of theology's attempt to give a 
reasonable account regarding talk about God, Pannenberg summarizes 
the central problem of the discussion. According to the traditional understanding, the existence and essence of the one God are affirmed on 
the basis of reasonable knowledge gained from the work of creation, 
while the trinitarian differentiations come into view only through special revelation. Pannenberg asserts the opposite. The unity, not the 
threeness, of the trinitarian God is the central problem of the doctrine 
of the Trinity and has been so since the fourth century. For him, then, 
the crucial question is how the unity of the divine essence, hidden in 
the contradictions of historical experience, is to be conceived.
The chapter as a whole seeks to develop an alternative to the tradi tional attempts to derive the unity of God either from the monarchy of 
the Father or from the concept of God as a single subject understood as 
Spirit or love. Although the idea of God as love is also central to his position, Pannenberg differentiates himself from the viewpoint he rejects, 
in that he does not begin with the conception of God as one loving 
subject. Rather, he sees God's love for the world as the overflowing of 
the love eternally present among the trinitarian persons.


By focusing on the problem of "The Distinction between the Essence and the Existence of God," the second topic provides the preliminary philosophical ground rules for the discussion that follows. 
Pannenberg notes that this problem is generally solved by beginning either with the idea of God as the first cause of the world or with the idea 
of the divine infinity as the foundational attribute of God. Building on 
Gregory of Nyssa as well as on Descartes's claim that the concept of the 
infinite is the first intuition of the intellect, he accepts the second understanding, God as the infinite, which he later reintroduces as the 
philosophical "minimum condition" against which the Christian idea 
of God is measured. His reflection on this concept of the infinite lies at 
the foundation of the entire chapter.
From the viewpoint of theological history, Pannenberg's selection 
of infinity, with the attending rejection of the major alternative, God as 
the first cause of the world, which enjoys a long history of acceptance, 
constitutes a significant move and raises the question of the internal 
consistency of Pannenberg's theology. In a sense, the concept of God as 
first cause would appear to be more in keeping with Pannenberg's own 
program, given his understanding of God as the power that determines 
everything. This latter conception of God implies the assertion, articulated in the opening chapters of the Systematic Theology, that the postulate of God must be shown to be able to illumine all of created reality, if 
God is indeed God. It likewise produces the attendant interest in showing the relationship of the idea of God to the natural and human sciences that is evident in the subsequent two chapters of the dogmatics. 
Such emphases would appear more in keeping with the Thomist tradition and the concept of God as the first cause of the world, than with 
the Cartesian alternative.
The basis for Pannenberg's preference for the option of Descartes, 
however, is readily evident. As presented in chapters 2-3 of the dogmatics, the context for his delineation of Christian doctrine lies in the reli gious nature of the human person, a context that is fully in keeping 
with the philosophical notion of God as the infinite one. This religious 
nature finds its fundamental expression in the experience of the infinite, which stands against the finitude of the individual, and not in the 
concept of God as the Creator of the world. Hence, Pannenberg's fundamental understanding of God as the power that determines everything, while including the postulate of God as Creator, finds its most 
basic expression in the human experience of finitude.


This approach leads to two further conclusions that are important for the delineation of the unity of the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity, that are implicitly connected to the concepts of immanence and transcendence, and that are foundational to the structuring of the attributes so as to indicate that they all find their concrete reality in the conception of God as love. The first conclusion relates to epistemology. Pannenberg explains that in human experience of God, as in any experience of the presence of an essence, an unclarified existing thing is perceived to be present, which is only determined to be God as it becomes named and known in the process of revelation. The existence of God, therefore, is first experienced as an active presence in the world, he concludes. The second point concerns ontology. Reminiscent of a theme developed elsewhere,19   Pannenberg asserts that in any specific moment of existence the essence of the thing merely comes into appearance, so that the unity of the essence is found only in the totality of moments, which is determined ultimately by the last member of the series. This indicates that the "infinite" intuited by the human intellect does not itself define God. Instead, the divine essence finds the definite form of its existence in the Father, Son, and Spirit,20   that is, in the divine Trinity standing at the end of the temporal sequence.
The third topic develops further the concept of divine activity under the title, "God's Essence and Attributes and the Link between Them in Action." Pannenberg's thesis is that God comes into appearance through the activity of the divine power - through God's acts - and from the attributes of this activity the uniqueness of God's essence is recognized and differentiated from other essences. This assertion is 
central to the development of the entire chapter. Pannenberg intends 
to show that the link between the immanent Trinity and the economic 
Trinity, proposed in chapter S, flows through the concept of God's activity in the world. Because God's activity comes to completion only eschatologically and thereby forms an eschatological unity, he envisions 
an eschatological unity of the eternal God (the immanent Trinity) and 
the divine activity (the economic Trinity).


Important for the development of this thesis is the relational concept of the divine being that Pannenberg calls for at the close of chapter S. This concept is introduced in the context of a historical overview that begins with the traditional issue of realism versus nominalism. Pannenberg finds neither alternative to be without difficulties. In his opinion, the genesis of this theological cul-de-sac lies in the conception of God as the source of the world. Historically, this conception arose from the application of the Aristotelian differentiation between substance and accidents to the idea of God, which resulted in the relegation of divine relations to the status of accidents. Pannenberg finds in modern thought, however, a changed situation. The concept of relation now stands over substance, for essences are seen as having a relational structure.
This change in the philosophical understanding of essence provides the foundation for the subsequent discussions in the chapter. In Pannenberg's view this change not only requires a revision of the traditional conception of God, but it also offers an opportunity to rethink the unresolved difficulties inherent in the older theology. The divine essence can no longer be thought of as a relationless identity transcending the world, but must be seen as inherently relational.21   In his estimation, this relational concept of essence is more affable to the doctrine of the Trinity and more capable of providing an understanding of the relation of God to the world. This becomes clearer as the chapter unfolds.
Pannenberg's use of the concept of the divine activity to facilitate an understanding of the unity between the trinitarian persons and the one divine essence22   draws on Hermann Cremer's description of this concept, especially its connection to purpose or goal. Activity, according to Cremer, constitutes a mode of the being of the actor, in that through one's activity one shows and even decides who one is and what one wants. To this formal structure of activity Cremer adds a second foundation that is based on the central content of God's activity as the revelation of divine love in Jesus Christ.


Cremer's concept of God's activity presupposes a divine reason and will. In the fourth topic ("God's Spirituality, Knowledge, and Will"), however, Pannenberg takes a radical turn, as he seeks an appropriate understanding of the description of God as the infinite spiritual essence. In the context of a historical sketch, he rejects this traditional conception of God - God as reason and will - which has determined the theological approach since Origen. He argues instead for a new way of conceiving of God.23  
The traditional understanding of God's spiritual nature as that of the highest reason arose out of the patristic interest in clarifying the otherness of God, Pannenberg explains, and was chosen to the rejection of what was at that time the only alternative - the idea of God as physical. Despite its incongruence with the biblical conception of spirit, the idea of God as the highest reason gained ascendancy and was complemented in the high scholastic era with the idea of God as will   ' 24 he notes. This development opened the Christian idea of God to criticisms. One of the sharpest of these, that of Fichte, was overcome by Hegel's argument that self-consciousness entails being with oneself in the other. For this defense of God as the highest reason a price was paid, in Pannenberg's estimation, as both the Trinity and the world process became necessary to the self-unfolding of the divine Spirit.zs  


Pannenberg, however, finds in the atheistic critique of the traditional conception of God a positive aspect. He agrees with its critics 
that the older, nonmetaphorical understanding of God as reason and 
will is only a projection. In the context of this situation, he charts a new 
direction for the fundamental understanding of God. Under Pannenberg's direction, the conception of the one God, to which in his estimation the three trinitarian persons cannot be united, gives place to the 
divine unity understood as the incomprehensible reality of the divine 
Spirit as field.
This new direction arises out of two considerations. First, he proposes that the Hegelian model be applied to the mutual relationships 
of the three trinitarian persons, not to their relationship to the world. 
The intratrinitarian relations, however, are not to be seen as the derivation of the second and third persons from the first in the act of God's 
self-unfolding. Rather, constitutive for each person of the Trinity are 
the other two persons and the relation to them. The world, in turn, 
does not arise as a self-unfolding of the divine subject who makes the 
world but as God's free bringing forth of a world that differs from God 
out of the overflow of God's love. It is the product of the mutual activity of the Father, Son, and Spirit.
This conception, however, demands a rethinking of the divine attributes of reason and will. If God is no longer understood in the old 
way, talk of God as acting and the teleological structure of activity, 
which appear to presuppose this conception, becomes problematic. In 
the light of this, Pannenberg seeks to offer a solution that does not 
build on the older conception of God, but moves from the unity of the 
experience of the world - constituted by what the chapter on revelation terms the mystery of the divine plan of salvation - back to the divine reality underlying it. On this basis, he can speak metaphorically of 
God's activity, which in turn provides the foundation for all talk of 
God's attributes, even though what is generally seen as the presupposition for all activity cannot be applied to God.


In keeping with this, Pannenberg offers a metaphorical understanding of the attributes of reason and will. God's knowing, or omniscience, he suggests, refers to the inescapable nature of the presence of God. Building from the discussion in chapter 3 of the Systematic Theology, he declares that God's will is not to be understood in terms of the human experience of the willing self but from that of being confronted with a powerful reality that appears to make demands on the human person.
The second consideration is historical. Pannenberg suggests that the dilemma that gave rise to the patristic doctrine of God is no longer present. The Stoic doctrine of a physical pneuma, rejected in the patristic era in favor of the conception of God as spiritual mind, has itself developed into the noncorporal field theory of modern physics.26   In the connection between this newer scientific theory and the conception of God, Pannenberg finds "surprising possibilities" for a new delineation of the relationship between the trinitarian persons and the divine essence.
Pannenberg draws from this model to solve several related theological problems, including the important question of the relationship of the three persons to the one Godhead. The field concept is not by necessity oriented toward one divine subject, he explains, as is the case with the conception of Spirit as mind. Therefore, the Godhead thought of in terms of a dynamic field can appear in an equal way in all three persons. At the same time, the three persons are not independent from the Spirit of love that binds them, but are eternal manifestations and forms of the one divine essence.
Likewise, Pannenberg mines from the field theory insight into the two uses of Spirit in the biblical materials - Spirit as the divine essence as such and as the third person of the Trinity - both of which are theologically important. If the Spirit were solely the impersonal divine field, he notes, the divine essence, which is Spirit, would be impersonal. In the biblical materials, however, the Spirit is not only the common life of the Father and the Son but also appears as a personal center of activity. The somewhat difficult argument he offers here draws on the dialectic of selfdifferentiation. Although both the Father and the Son are differentiated from the essence of the Godhead that is Spirit, they are bound together through the Spirit, the third person of the Trinity. Likewise, in that the 
personal Spirit glorifies the others, that is, differentiates himself from 
them, he "knows" himself as connected to the Father and the Son.


The metaphorical concept of the divine activity developed in the preceding discussions forms the basis for the fifth topic, "The Concept of Divine Action and the Structure of the Doctrine of the Divine Attributes." Pannenberg's thesis is that although the activity of the three trinitarian persons can neither ground nor replace the unity of the divine essence, this unity manifests itself in that activity.
Two aspects of the general concept of activity provide the foundation for this thesis. The first declares that in activity, viewed as the external working of a will bringing forth works different from itself, the actor is "with oneself" in the other. Applied metaphorically to God, this suggests that the divine activity binds the eternal being of God to God's being in the world (that is, the immanent Trinity is thereby bound to the economic Trinity). Secondly, the teleological structure of activity as purposeful allows Pannenberg to describe the divine activity as the self-realization of God. To accomplish this, he notes that God's activity in the world is directed toward the completion of creation, which constitutes as well the revelation of God's divinity as the Creator of the world.27   In this sense, the divine acts may be seen as recapitulating God's eternal deity in the context of the world process, which entails the coming of God into the world.28   Applying this to the structure of the attributes leads Pannenberg to conclude that through the mutual activity of the three trinitarian persons the future of God comes into the present. In this manner, the attributes become associated not only with the three persons but also with the common divine essence.29  


This philosophical-theological conclusion forms the context for the 
second stage of the chapter, in which Pannenberg turns his attention to 
the enumeration of the divine attributes. Because this task presupposes 
a general conception of God, he reintroduces the philosophical issue of 
the minimum conditions for internally consistent talk about God, concerning which he offers two important assertions. First, the formulation 
of such conditions must not be confused with the concrete reality of God 
seen by means of the divine activity. Rather, it corresponds to the pregrasping of "God in general," without which assertions about the attributes would not be recognized as the attributes of God.
The second assertion spans the remainder of the chapter. From the 
results of the previous discussion of God as Spirit and from the related 
Johannine assertion, "God is love," Pannenberg seeks to show that the 
concept of God as the infinite one, chosen earlier in this chapter to the 
rejection of the other traditional option, God as the first cause, can 
function as the necessary philosophical minimum condition. This answer emerges as Pannenberg views God's infinity in conjunction with 
the attributes closely connected to it and then turns to the attributes 
related to the divine love. In this way, he indicates that love is the concrete form of that essence previously expressed as Spirit and described 
through the concept of the infinite.
The sixth topic, "The Infinity of God: His Holiness, Eternity, Omnipotence, and Omnipresence," stands at the end of a long path that 
began in chapter 2. Although Pannenberg admits that infinity is a philosophical, and not a biblical, description, it is nevertheless implicit in 
important biblical affirmations about God. In introducing the concept 
he appeals to Gregory of Nyssa who both was a result of, and at the 
same time reworked, the pre-Christian philosophical theology. According to Gregory the important biblical expressions about God imply the 
philosophical notion of infinity, a relationship that is made explicit 
first in philosophical reflection and Christian theology.
According to Pannenberg infinity is not to be understood primarily as unboundedness but as what stands against the finite and yet is 
immanent in the finite. This divine infinity is revealed in four attributes - holiness, eternality, omnipotence, and omnipresence. For each 
he seeks to show the presence of both immanence and transcendence 
and thereby the correspondence with the philosophical criterion of 
God as the truly infinite one. He sees holiness as differing from the other three attributes, however, in that it renders the infinite a concept 
of the divine reality, whereas the others are concrete manifestations of 
God's infinity under the viewpoints of time, power, and space. In other 
words, the concept of infinity, which is not in itself a conception of 
God, nevertheless becomes so in connection with the idea of holiness 
(or of the Holy One), which in turn implies infinity.


The discussion of holiness moves from the Old Testament concept, which speaks of the election of Israel to participation in God's holiness as entailing both judgment and the hope for a final salvation. Pannenberg finds in the postexilic expansion of this concept to include the entire secular reality a point of contact between holiness and the peculiar development of the notion of infinity, which Hegel called "true" infinity. Although God's holiness transcends the world, it also reaches toward the world to bring it into fellowship with the holiness of God. This corresponds to Hegel's definition of infinity as what moves beyond its own contradiction to finitude.
This basic structure offers Pannenberg a point of comparison between the concepts of the infinite and Spirit, which comparison indicates how the biblical conception of God transcends the philosophical idea without contradicting it. The structure of the infinite is shared by the conception of God as Spirit, for the Spirit both transcends the world and is the immanent source of all life and the sanctifier of creation. At the same time, "spirit" goes beyond the infinite, he argues, for as Spirit God brings the finite into existence, while not laying aside the difference between infinite and finite. Exactly how this difference is grounded and transcended remains a mystery in the biblical statements.
The next attribute, eternality,30   expressing the difference between what perishes and what remains, is developed in the context of a historical sketch. Pannenberg explains that in the patristic era the biblical understanding of eternality as all time standing before "the eye of God   1131 came under the influence of Platonism. This resulted in an emphasis on the contrast between the unchangeable eternal and the changeable temporal. Pannenberg's attempt to overcome this dualism draws on the work of Plotinus, who saw eternity as the presence of the totality of life and as the prerequisite for the understanding of time.32   Pannenberg finds this Neo-Platonic view theologically helpful. It forms a paradigm of the structure of the infinite, corresponding to the philosophical criterion of God as the infinite one. And it suggests that the future is constitutive for the essence of time, because only from the point of the future can the totality be divided into the temporal, making possible the unity and the continuation of the process of time.


On this basis, Pannenberg seeks to reclaim what he sees as the lost 
opportunity of Christian theology to utilize the help of Plotinus' analysis of time to bring together the eschatology of the New Testament with 
an understanding of the eternality of God. In this understanding, 
eternality means that God has no future outside of himself but is absolute freedom, the free source of himself and of creation. Important to 
this synthesis is the observation that the New Testament eschatology 
arose out of Jesus' proclamation of the coming lordship of God and its 
renewal of the life of creation for participation in the eternity of God. By 
uniting these two ideas, Pannenberg describes the creative activity of the 
eternal God in time as the breaking of his eschatological future into creation, for in God's rule eternity and time merge. And the experience of 
the time-bridging present, discovered by Augustine, may be viewed as an 
anticipation of that eschatological participation of creation in the eternity of God. This point is developed further in the eschatology section.
Pannenberg shows that the next attribute, God's omnipresence, is 
also characterized by the interplay of immanence and transcendence. It 
declares that while all things are present to God in themselves (immanence), because of his immensity his presence transcends creation. In 
this connection, Pannenberg sees in the biblical statements regarding 
God's presence in heaven an indication that God makes room for the 
existence of earthly creation while remaining present to it. One important form of the divine presence to the world is the creative immanence 
of the Spirit, through whom God calls creation into existence and 
holds it in existence. But Pannenberg utilizes the doctrine of the Trinity to move beyond this general conception and to offer a salvation historical clarification of the tension between God's transcendence and 
presence. The transcendent Father in heaven is nevertheless present in 
believers through the Son and the Spirit, he explains, because of the 
homoousia and perichoresis of the three persons. He concludes that in 
this way the trinitarian life of God shows itself in the economy of salvation to be the true infinity of his omnipresence.


In a similar manner, Pannenberg explicates the omnipotence of God. He sees this attribute as a further clarification of God's omnipresence through the Spirit, in that God's power knows no boundaries, in the same way that God's presence and extension through time know no boundaries. In this context, Pannenberg offers an innovative understanding of the divine power that links omnipotence to God's creative activity. In this manner, Pannenberg seeks to overcome what he sees as an unfortunate oversight in the history of theology. In contrast to the tyrannical situation that arises when the power of the determiner is set against that of the determined'33   Pannenberg understands the power of God as bringing forth that over which it is powerful. This creative activity is always directed toward the existence and life of creation, he adds, reaching its completion in the resurrection of the dead.
As a preview of a theme presented in subsequent sections of the dogmatics, Pannenberg shows the intimate connection between the concept of God's omnipotence and God as Creator by means of an explication of the biblical declaration that the Son has overcome the world. The world, he suggests, is the failure of creation, its revolt against its own boundedness. This world is overcome by God's omnipotence as the power of the divine love willing the existence of creatures and therefore eternally affirming creaturely finitude in its boundedness. In so doing, it gives to creation the opportunity to transcend its own boundaries by accepting them and thereby to participate in the infinite. In the eschatology section this theme is linked to the concept of glorification.
As elsewhere, Pannenberg is concerned to describe this divine activity in terms of its trinitarian foundation. Omnipotence is active as allpowerful love, he declares, both in the self-differentiation of the Son from the Father and in the sending of the Son by the Father. This activity finds its completion through the Spirit.


The final topic of the chapter is a lengthy discussion of the divine love, which moves in three directions. Pannenberg begins with an extended examination of the Johannine statement, "God is love," as forming the fundamental description of the intratrinitarian life. This is followed by a discussion of the attributes related to the divine love. The chapter then concludes with a delineation of the connection between the philosophical conception of the infinite and the God who is love.
The beginning point for the discussion of the divine love lies in the New Testament materials, especially i John 4:8 and 16. Following the findings of contemporary exegesis, Pannenberg maintains that these texts indicate three subjects at work in God's love for the world, and that they have in view not only the divine attribute (God as loving the world) but the very essence of God. From these exegetical considerations he offers a reformulation of the central problem of the chapter, that of the description of the relationship between the unity of the divine love and the threeness of the persons.
Pannenberg's solution builds from Jungel's understanding of love as the power that carries one above oneself and thereby constitutes one as oneself,34   that is, the mysterious power of love that moves between "I" and "You."35   From his exegesis of i John 4, Pannenberg argues that this binding power, love, is identical with the divine essence and therefore is the concrete form of the Spirit, who is God and who precedes all life in creation. As would be expected, Pannenberg avoids seeing this love as an independent subject apart from the three persons. It is rather the eternal power and deity that dwells in the three persons through their relations to each other and that builds the unity of the one God in the fellowship of the three trinitarian persons.
From the vantage point of the divine love, Pannenberg once again describes the differing relations of the three persons to each other. He argues that the going forth of the Son from the Father is the basic act of the divine love, for only through the Father's relation to the Son does the divine Spirit as creative power come into existence.36   This assertion coheres with his earlier conclusion that spirit (here meaning love) constitutes the common essence of the Godhead but also comes forth in the Holy Spirit as an independent hypostasis.


The discussion of the intratrinitarian relations introduces the issue of personhood, which has been a point of debate between Pannenberg and his critics. To clarify his understanding, he offers one point of similarity and two differences between human and divine personhood.37   Human personality resembles the divine, in that in both cases persons are related to others and thereby have their selfhood outside themselves in others. But human personhood is not as exclusively constituted through the relation to one or two others as is divine personhood. The human "I" always remains differentiated from the other, whereas the existence of the trinitarian persons as persons is constituted totally by their mutual relations and thereby coincides with the divine love. Further, the identity of a human person is never fully and exclusively determined by one's relation to the other, Pannenberg declares, whereas the Father and the Son are totally themselves in relation to each other, and the Spirit is nothing else but the Spirit of the unity between the other two.
The foundational discussion provides the basis for the explication of the attributes related to the divine love. The delineation of these, however, marks a contrast to that of the attributes of infinity. Pannenberg sees the attributes in this section as partial aspects of love, which in turn is the reality unifying them. Therefore, they do not tran scend the divine love but describe it in terms of the various sides of its 
activity. His complex relationship to classical theology, characterized 
by continuity and discontinuity, is readily evident here. As in traditional approaches, biblical materials form the foundation for the descriptions of each attribute. At the same time, he directs the discussion 
in accordance with his own theological purpose.


Goodness, mercifulness, graciousness, and favor are viewed together. These are followed by righteousness and faithfulness described in terms of God's covenant as the identity and constancy of God in turning to creation rather than in terms of judgment, as is often the case in traditional theology. Paithfulness38   is not to be seen in terms of unchangeability.39   Nor does it eliminate the historical nature and contingency of world events, which in turn may not be understood in contradiction to the eternality of God. To resolve this tension, Pannenberg appeals to the eschaton. Building on the earlier discussion of this attribute, he declares that eternity and time coincide only in the eschatological completion, a conclusion that indicates to him that one can speak of a becoming in God, specifically in the relationship of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity.40  
Related to faithfulness is another attribute, God's patience, for both speak about the identity of God throughout the changes of time. Patience, however, is a response to the behavior of creation, Pannenberg declares. For the sake of his salvific purpose, God has patience, not as indifferent tolerance or impotence but as a moment of the divine love that wills the existence of creatures. Yet patience can be mentioned only in the face of the threat of God's wrath, he adds, which is not an attribute, because in general God's activity is not determined by it.
Standing next to patience in Pannenberg's enumeration is God's wisdom. He notes that in Israel wisdom related not only to the order of the cosmos but also to God's decision lying at the basis of history but 
visible only at the end of the process. The in-breaking of this end event 
in Jesus led the early church to speak of him as the embodiment of the 
divine wisdom, for in him the divine love arrives at its goal, the reconciliation of the world.


The divine attribute of wisdom raises the problem of evil, in that 
history seems to deny the wisdom of God. In this context, Pannenberg 
again appeals to the eschaton. He understands the biblical materials as 
suggesting that no delineation of the attributes related to the divine 
love can prove this God to be the infinite one who moves in, and encompasses, all things. Rather, the "proof" of this postulate comes through 
God's activity in history. Reiterating a basic assertion found throughout 
his entire dogmatics, Pannenberg concludes from the eschatological nature of the divine activity that only the future completion can fully demonstrate that the deity of God is definitively revealed in the history ofJesus. Until then the Christian truth claim remains contestable.
This conclusion reaffirms the understanding of the task of theology that Pannenberg articulates in the opening chapter of the dogmatics. In his view, theology does not replace faith, but attempts to clarify 
to what extent faith as corresponding to the truth claim of the Christian proclamation can be known in covenant with reason. In the next 
section, he tackles the task of demonstrating that the reality of the 
world is at least conceivable as the creation of the God of the Bible. He 
accomplishes this by means of an explication of the need of the world 
and humankind for reconciliation and completion. This task forms the 
broader context for the issue of the present discussion, the unity of 
God as love with the multiplicity of the attributes relating to infinity.
Pannenberg's proposed answer to this narrower question arises out 
of the central theses of this chapter - the trinitarian nature of the divine love as the essence of God and the resultant grounding of God's 
love for the world in the eternal divine essence. As he describes earlier, 
divine love takes into itself the tension between the infinite and the finite without laying aside their differences, for in love God affirms creation in its boundedness and thereby overcomes the separation of the 
world while retaining its difference from God. He sees this same love as 
constituting the essence of the eternal trinitarian life. The divine love, 
then, is Pannenberg's answer to the problem with which the chapter 
opens, the unity of the essence of God with God's existence and attri butes (the unity of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity). 
This conception - God is love - which comes at the climax of the chapter, carries into itself and unifies the various other attributes, for these 
may be viewed either as forms of the appearance of love or as carried up 
into the movement of God's love. In this way, the inner structure of the 
entire discussion reflects the logic of its subject matter, the act of assertion; for the second group of attributes (delineating the divine love) becomes the fuller determination of the reality to which the former group 
of attributes (related to the concept of the infinite) points.


Left open as the chapter closes, however, is the issue regarding the 
function of the trinitarian persons in the relationship of the loving 
God to the world. Pannenberg's answer to this question arises in the remainder of the dogmatics, in keeping with his thesis that all of Christian dogmatics is the unfolding of the doctrine of God. This means 
that the love of God comes to its goal, and the doctrine of God comes 
to its conclusion, only with the completion of the world, as the 
contestability of the reality of God finds its final answer at the eschatological renewal. In Pannenberg's theology, therefore, an indestructible 
bond links the opening doctrine (theology proper) to the closing (eschatology), for eschatology offers but another answer to the question 
as to what it means to say, "God is love."
Issues
The publication of the first volume of the dogmatics marks the first 
time that Pannenberg put into print the full description of his doctrine 
of God. The understanding outlined in these chapters forms a highly 
original and promising approach to certain problems surrounding this 
doctrine. It serves likewise to raise the discussion of Pannenberg's understanding of God to a new level. Three aspects of these two chapters 
must be viewed more closely.
The Structure of the Doctrine of God
Among the most innovative aspects of this section of the three-volume 
Systematic Theology is its approach, reflected even in the structure, which moves from the threeness of the trinitarian persons to the divine unity. 
In working in this direction, Pannenberg, together with a few colleagues, stands against the main trajectory of the Western theological 
tradition. This aspect of his method in developing the doctrine of God 
raises anew three issues of debate.


i. A first issue is that of the proper structuring of the doctrine of 
God. Following Barth's lead, Pannenberg defends his approach on the 
basis of his desire to develop this doctrine from the self-revelation of 
God - God in revelation - rather than from the philosophical concept 
of God. Many contemporary theologians, however, continue to prefer 
the opposite alternative, the move from God's unity to the Trinity. This 
alternate approach could likewise be defended as arising out of God's 
self-disclosure, specifically on the basis of progressive revelation in salvation history. Unless the old arguments for the presence of the revelation of God's triune nature in the Old Testament are resurrected, it 
could readily be argued that the unity of God was revealed historically 
before the triune nature of God came to be known. "God is one" is a 
foundational postulate of the Old Testament, whereas the fuller revelation of God as the triune one arises only subsequently, with the acknowledgment of the deity of Jesus and the experience of the presence 
of God in the church through the Holy Spirit as a third person. 
Pannenberg rejects this move, however, because to him such reasoning 
means that a pre-Christian understanding of divine unity controls the 
idea of God.
In chapter 6 Pannenberg offers one answer to this challenge. Since 
the fourth century the crucial theological problem has not been the 
threeness of God, he points out, but God's unity. To this, another apologetic for Pannenberg's method could also be proposed, one that arises 
out of a central feature of his entire dogmatics. The move from the 
Trinity to the divine unity can be defended by appeal to the eschatological nature of revelation. Theology, in Pannenberg's understanding, 
must work from the viewpoint of the eschatological completion of revelatory history. Given this necessity, the revelation of God's triune nature, while historically subsequent to the Old Testament belief in God's 
unity, nevertheless is theologically and logically prior for the delineation of the Christian understanding of God.
2. A second issue centers on the relation between Pannenberg's 
method and tritheism. The move from the three persons to the one God is intended to combat undifferentiated philosophical monotheism and any position that conceives God as one divine subject. Pannenberg consciously emphasizes the three persons of the Trinity, because he finds this to be in accordance with the divine self-disclosure found in history. But in emphasizing the threeness of God his conception is open to the charge of being tritheistic,41   as Pannenberg himself is aware. His attempt to overcome this rests with his innovative development of the unity of the divine being as centering on the attributes shared by the three.42  


In this, Pannenberg provides a caution against the dominant position in Western theology, which often fails to give due recognition to 
the three persons of the Trinity as composing the actual life of God. 
Against this view he maintains that there is no God apart from the 
three persons, no "fourth" subject above the Father, Son, and Spirit. 
His position likewise carries a practical implication in that it encourages Christians to view and speak of God in terms of the three persons, 
rather than by using the less personal and more generic term, God.
3. By moving from the three persons to the one God, Pannenberg's 
approach to the doctrine of God raises again the question discussed in 
the previous chapter regarding the implications of his position for dialogue with other religions. The declaration that apart from the Father, 
the Son, and the Spirit there is no God, calls into question the status of 
the conceptions of God found in other religious traditions. In chapter 3 
of the dogmatics, Pannenberg interacts with the place of the religions 
in the historical rise of the Christian conception of God. But given its 
narrower context in the overall development of his systematic theology, 
the discussion does not attempt to give full consideration to the contemporary problem of Christianity in the world of competing conceptions of God. This issue arises again in the concluding chapter.


The Doctrine of the Trinity
Because Pannenberg does not fully develop his understanding of the Trinity in his earlier translated writings, it is not surprising that, until recently, the critical literature contained comparatively little discussion of this topic.43   What has appeared is often negative and sometimes reflects a lack of understanding of Pannenberg's position.44   The theses developed in the dogmatics raise this discussion to a higher level in respect to at least three issues.
i. A first issue relates to the challenge posed by feminist theology to Pannenberg's willingness to use the traditional names, especially Father, for the trinitarian persons. In the dogmatics, this use is grounded on the message of Jesus, who differentiated God as Father from his own person. From this phenomenon, Pannenberg concludes against Herbert Braun and others that the concept of God as heavenly Father cannot be eliminated from Jesus' message. Thus, in his Systematic Theology Pannenberg's position arises from the importance of the understanding of God reflected in Jesus' message for the development of a trinitarian theology. However, his argument at this point does not provide a full response to the feminist critique. It could be argued that in speaking of God as Father, Jesus was drawing a metaphor from his own cultural milieu that is no longer appropriate in Western society, so that theology must discover a different, less objectionable, and more expressive metaphor to communicate "the fatherly care of the God of Israel" in the context of contemporary Western culture.
The discussion of this theme here ought to be read in conjunction with the response to the feminist concern Pannenberg offers in his earlier work, The Apostles' Creed.45   In that book, he denies that the description of God as Father is a reflection of patriarchal society. And he argues that the reference to God as Father does not entail the claim that God is one's own Father. Moreover, he suggests that the language of fatherhood is an appropriate way of talking about God, for the use of the traditional term identifies God as the God of Jesus, whom he designated as "Father."


The more important discussion found in Pannenberg's earlier work is not repeated in the dogmatics. Although he indicates his awareness of feminist concerns over the use of traditional terminology, he chooses not to provide detailed interaction with this issue. This is due to Pannenberg's intent to write for the long term rather than for the present situation. Although the question of the proper terminology for God looms as an issue of great importance in contemporary theology, in his estimation it simply does not carry lasting significance.
2. Pannenberg's concept of self-differentiation, especially its application to the first person of the Trinity, lies at the heart of his trinitarian theology. This seminal idea forms a second important issue, for it raises one aspect of the complex question of Pannenberg's relationship to Hegel. The influence of German idealism on his approach to the doctrine of God is undeniable and is readily admitted by Pannenberg himself. He lauds Hegel for reestablishing the centrality of the doctrine of the Trinity to Christian theology and for seeing the importance of viewing the being of God and God's historical activity to- gether.46   For this reason, Pannenberg utilizes insights from Hegel in an attempt to overcome the problem of traditional trinitarian theology. In the classical view, God's historical relations to the world, including the incarnation, appear external to the eternal life of God, making the trinitarian God the God of history only in a secondary sense. By building on Hegel's insight, Pannenberg seeks to provide a corrective to this tendency.
Some critics, however, tend to dismiss Pannenberg's theology as Hegelian, without seeing at the same time the important ways in which he differs with idealism or without noting that Pannenberg never argues from Hegel alone but utilizes only the Hegelian insights that he also finds in earlier Christian theologians. Pannenberg criticizes his forebear for what he sees as the shortcomings of the Hegelian solution to the traditional theological problem. God and history are to be linked but not fused.47   God is to be thought of as fulfilled through the relationship to the world but not restricted by it.48   To delineate this, he introduces the concept of mutual self-differentiation'49   which means that the eternal deity of the Father is dependent on the work of the Son and the Spirit in salvation history.


This aspect of Pannenberg's trinitarian theology, which comprises an important move beyond Hegel, constitutes a major contribution of his thought. By means of a reconceived notion of self-differentiation and an emphasis on the reciprocal relationship of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity, he is able to develop a trinitarian understanding of the nature of God in which the triune God is truly involved with the historical process, even to the point of suffering with creation, but is not limited by this process.
3. This leads to a group of questions related to a third issue, Pannenberg's understanding of the relationship between the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity. Although Moltmann has offered a book-length treatment of the theme, Pannenberg's past work on this issue is not to be overlooked.50  
Underlying the contemporary discussion is the classical issue of the relation of God to the world process. Pannenberg, like many other contemporary theologians, seeks to delineate a close relationship be tween the intratrinitarian life of the eternal God (the immanent 
Trinity) and the work of the three trinitarian persons in the world (the 
economic Trinity). His contribution to the discussion lies in his application of the concept of self-differentiation to this problem. For 
Pannenberg, the existence of the world makes the deity of the Father 
dependent on the historical work of the Son and the eschatological 
work of the Spirit. As a result, the actual being of God becomes eschatological as well as eternal, in Pannenberg's understanding, for it is 
linked to the completion of the kingdom in the future.


In spite of its importance as a major contribution to theological metaphysics, Pannenberg's orientation to the future, visible already in the earlier writings in which he speaks of the future as God's mode of existence,5'   has met with negative response from opposite ends of the theological spectrum. Conservative critics reject his departure from the classical view that God is an extant being,52   which departure in turn makes suspect his proposal regarding the nature of the relationship of God to the world. These theologians follow the more classical approach, which begins with the immanent Trinity beyond the world and unaffected by historical process; and as a result, they are generally suspicious of any conception in which God is linked to the world.
The conservative caution at this point is well founded, for various attempts to develop a close relationship of God to the world process have led to the loss of important aspects of the Christian conception of God. Some have been open to the charge of pantheism, whereas others have sacrificed the doctrine of God's sovereignty over the world.53   Some varieties of process theology, for example, exemplify this, in that God is closely related to the world process, even to the point of dependency. Experiences in the world are seen as adding to the experience of God, sometimes to the extent that God becomes but one factor among others in the world. But in linking God to creation in this way, process theology endangers certain traditional doctrines, its critics have claimed.   S4 The danger to the classical doctrine of creatio ex nihilo is clearly visible. But the doctrine of grace is similarly threatened. The close link between God and the world often results in making God dependent on the world for the actualization of God's being and nature. Thereby the divine activity in creation and in salvation no longer flows as a free act, but comes by necessity. As the ancient church declared, however, what arises out of necessity is not from grace.


Pannenberg's dialectic of present and future delineated in the dogmatics attempts to provide a better solution to the problem of God and the world than that of process theology. Therefore the dogmatics constitutes an important development that must be taken into consideration by critics such as McKenzie, who virtually dismisses Pannenberg's entire concept of God, suggesting that process theology provides a more conducive setting for the crucial ideas in his work.--'   Through the concept of the relationship of the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity, Pannenberg desires to give full weight to contemporary concerns to link God to the world while maintaining the important aspects of the older theological tradition. His view does not bind God to the world process, for the future - that is, the eternal reality of God (the immanent Trinity) - affects the events of history. At the same time Pannenberg seeks to maintain the contingency and significance of historical events. What is true of God's eternal being, which is God's eschatological kingdom, is only decided in the future, as history unfolds, and then as a result of the work of God in the world (the economic Trinity). What is decided thereby is decided retroactively.


In this way, the dogmatics requires a rethinking of several earlier criticisms of Pannenberg's position. Gilkey, for example, seems to overstate his case in claiming that the trend to move God to the future divests present experience of any relation to the divine   S6 The same is the case with Hill's claim that Pannenberg equates God with history, insofar as history is the unfolding of the being of Gods?   Even Cobb seems to have missed the point. He declares that Pannenberg's perspective is nontheistic, in that God becomes merely another name for the end of history itself, which is the general resurrection. This is evident, Cobb declares, in Pannenberg's equating of God's deity with his rule over creation, which rule is eschatological.   S8
The dogmatics also serves as the best response to the related question of Pannenberg's delineation of his metaphysical proposal. In the past, critics have called for a clear definition of the ontological priority of the future.-19   In a sense, the dogmatics as a whole constitutes an explication of this concept. And a more specific development of the idea in the context of the history of religions is present in the opening chapters.
Finally, the presentation in volume i of the dogmatics raises anew the ticklish question of ontology and epistemology in Pannenberg's doctrine of God. The earlier essays appear to offer a genuinely radical ontology. In "Theology and the Kingdom of God," for example, Pannenberg clearly moves away from classical theology. He boldly declares that in a sense God does not yet exist, because God's existence and deity are bound together with God's future kingdom. There he explicitly speaks ontologically and not merely epistemologically, even though his actual intention is the object of some debate.60   His purpose in the dogmatics, however, is somewhat different. Here he seeks to avoid the position of Moltmann, which he criticizes for reducing the 
immanent Trinity to the economic Trinity. For this reason, he emphasizes the eschaton as the place where the decision is made that the trinitarian God has been from eternity to eternity the true God.


Pannenberg's position would be simplified and his distinction from Moltmann would be readily understandable were he only intending to speak epistemologically. In such a case, however, the dogmatics would not reflect the radical concept of God articulated in his earlier essay. Instead of retracing ground covered earlier, therefore, the dogmatics shifts the discussion to the question of the necessity of the radical revision of ontology Pannenberg envisions.61  
The Attributes of God
A limited discussion of several aspects of Pannenberg's understanding of God's attributes can be found in the critical literature. This discussion is heightened by the fuller delineation and development of his ideas in the dogmatics, in terms of two issues.
i. Pannenberg's understanding of theology as doxological language is a first significant issue. Some theologians maintain that such a move away from analogy to doxology entails a loss of actual knowledge of the essence of God, in that the doxological approach can lead to no assertions about God's eternal being.62   Indeed, Pannenberg does reject the traditional approach with its presupposition that an analogy exists between human language and God's essence that arises out of God's status as the first cause of the world. Yet those who desire to maintain the classical understanding of theology as the attempt to speak about the eternal God would do well to find in Pannenberg an articulate ally. While rejecting traditional analogical approaches, he boldly asserts that doxological language does speak about God in the eternal divine essence.


This combination - doxological speech and knowledge of God's essence - which at first glance appears impossible, is accomplished by means of the eschatological unity of the economic Trinity with the immanent Trinity. What is unfolded in God's activity in the world turns out to be the nature of God in all eternity. This position arises out of Pannenberg's keen assertion about the nature of God's deity: once the world is brought into existence, the eternal God can no longer be thought of apart from the world, that is, apart from those relational attributes that speak about God's relationship to creation. In this way, the dogmatics forms a response to critics who have not been satisfied that Pannenberg's position is able to do justice to the classical understanding of God's relationship to the world.63  
2. Among the various attributes of God, two emerge from the discussion in chapter 6 as the most crucial and perhaps the most controversial. The first is the divine eternality and the related question of God's relationship to time. Pannenberg's understanding of this problem has been a significant point of development in his thought in recent years and has kindled an interest in the writings of Plotinus.
In his Systematic Theology, Pannenberg delineates an understanding of God's relationship to time that seeks to do justice to his eternal being apart from the world while avoiding the distancing of God from the temporal world that is evident in much of traditional theology. Critics rightly find in his position a rejection of the divine eternality in the sense of timelessness.64   Yet to discount Pannenberg on this basis is to fail to see the significance of his proposal.
Pannenberg's position must be seen in the context of the modern criticism of the static ontology of Greek philosophy as incompatible with the biblical idea of God as active in history. His proposal constitutes a mediating position between the rejection of any concept of eter nity in favor of an unending time sequence, on the one hand, and the older Greek view, with its dualism between the temporal and the eternal, on the other. Pannenberg offers a way of understanding the relationship of time and eternity that seeks to do justice to both the continuity and the discontinuity between the two. Even some of Pannenberg's supporters suggest that more work will be required before a fully satisfying understanding of this relationship is presented.65   Yet the dogmatics presents Pannenberg's most complete statement of his position, and he would maintain that the solution to this problem lies in the direction he points.


The attribute that has received the most discussion in the critical literature has been that of omnipotence, insofar as it is closely related to Pannenberg's basic descriptions of God as the reality that determines everything and as the power of the future. This conception of God has been criticized in various ways. It has been decried as an "unfortunate" description66   or as constituting a failure to speak "personal- istically" about God.67   It has even been totally rejected, as constituting an arbitrary definition of God.68  
More important, however, Pannenberg's emphasis on God as the power of the future has evoked a repeated questioning of the value of this understanding for the problem of causality. Some critics find this position inadequate for describing God's positive activity in the world'69   a criticism called into question by the discussion of the metaphorical understanding of God's activity in the world found in chapter 6 of the dogmatics. More germane criticisms lie in two other areas. First, the ability of Pannenberg's conception to provide an an swer to the problem of evil has been questioned.70   In a sense, he might agree with the main contention of this criticism, for he does not intend to offer any answer to this problem that would focus on the present order of the world. In the discussion of this problem in chapter 6, Pannenberg appeals to the eschatological demonstration of God's lordship, which he admits remains contestable until that point.


To this eschatological appeal another consideration could be added. The Christian faith maintains the hope that in the eschatological renewal the evil of this present experience will be overcome for the eternal good of creation. This eschatological transformation will be brought about by the power of God, which will show itself in that event to be omnipotent, that is, to be able to bring forth a new creation, to "make all things new." In addition to the eschatological renewal and as a foretaste of this event, God's power from time to time already overrules evil for good in the present.
In spite of these considerations, the final evaluation of the ability of Pannenberg's eschatological theology to speak in the face of the problem of evil must await the discussion of his eschatology. Only with the completion of the dogmatics in this doctrine is his full answer given to this vexing problem.
The other criticism raises the question of the compatibility of the idea of God as the power of the future with the experience of human freedom.71   Pannenberg's earlier writings on this subject have been repeatedly scrutinized. Even critics normally sympathetic to him express concern that this understanding of God's power leaves no role for human will,72   at least in the form of freedom of"indifference   ."73 Thus, his theology has been termed a "Calvinism in reverse."74   One critic even concludes that Pannenberg's view is not so much a reasoned argument showing God to be the highest form of personal freedom, as a simple defining of God in this way.7s  


Criticisms such as these can easily overlook Pannenberg's own intention. The sixth chapter reveals that he is seeking to provide a new 
basis for the understanding of God that overcomes the tendency in 
theology since the Middle Ages to view the divine essence as a currently 
existing being, understood by means of the category of substance. This 
conception, arising out of an Aristotelian background, cannot speak 
about God in terms of relations. Pannenberg, in contrast, attempts to 
bring the idea of relation into the concept of God. God is to be shown 
as relational not only in the divine activity in the world but in the eternal intratrinitarian life.
Pannenberg's explicit intent is to develop a theological position on 
the basis of this new ontology that gives full weight to human freedom 
while not sacrificing traditional Christian theological emphases, such 
as God's omnipotence and providence. To this end, he offers a nuanced 
dialectic of present contingent events and the future reality of God's 
kingdom. This issue arises again in the next section, as focus shifts to 
anthropology.
Pannenberg's delineation of the doctrine of God does not come to an 
end with the conclusion of volume i of his Systematic Theology. The entire presentation of the Christian faith constitutes the development of 
this doctrine. At every juncture, therefore, he returns to the discussion 
of the triune God. The first step in this direction comes as Pannenberg 
seeks to view the world and humankind in the context of the Christian 
understanding of God as the triune one. To this attempt, delineated in 
the first half of the second volume of his magnum opus, we now turn.
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Systematic theology traditionally moves from the discussion of the nature of God to the delineation of the activity of God in the creation of the world. This perspective - the supposition of the reality of God as Creator - provides the context in which the doctrine of humanity is then developed. Christian anthropology generally encompasses the nature of the human being, the image of God, and human sin.
Pannenberg's Systematic Theology mirrors this structure. Following the discussions of the doctrine of the Trinity and of the attributes of God (chapters 5-6), he turns his attention to creation and humanity (chapters 7-8). This ordering of the material is not arbitrary. He sees a close connection between these two chapters and the previous two sections, for the doctrines of creation and humanity constitute a further explication of the Christian understanding of the God of revelation.
The two topics discussed in this section have always been of central interest to Pannenberg, as is evidenced in his ongoing dialogue with science. His conversation with the human sciences is well known, being detailed in various books and essays but especially in Anthropology in Theological Perspective. Although his dialogue with natural science has not crystallized in a book-length project, it is evident in the earlier articles dealing with modern atheism and is the specific focus of several recent essays.1  


Pannenberg's interaction with questions of anthropology has produced two books devoted exclusively to this subject. The original edition of his short work on the nature of humanity, What Is Man?, based on a series of radio addresses in 1961-1962, appeared in print two years before his monograph on Christology, Jesus God and Man.2   Anthropology in Theological Perspective, his fuller treatment of this same theme, is the last major work published prior to the writing of the first volume of the dogmatics.
At the heart of Pannenberg's earlier interest in anthropology lay a theological motivation. In the 196os he described his turn to the discussion of humanity as an endeavor "to identify an anthropological basis for the discussion of the question of God."3   Then in 1970 in his essay "Anthropology and the Question of God" he contended that modern theology and philosophy have "anthropologized" the idea of God, with the result that theological anthropology is elevated to the status of a type of fundamental theology. This situation, he concluded, requires that full attention be given to the empirically based human sciences and to modern understandings of the formation of human personality, such as Erikson's concept of "basic trust."4  
The monograph on anthropology, Anthropology in Theological Perspective, is the product of this concern. In this book, he attempts to develop "a fundamental-theological anthropology," as he calls it, not understood as the foundation for the construction of an entire systematic theology, but as constituting the methodological beginning point for the theological enterprise. To this end, he examines the findings of the human sciences regarding human existence "with an eye to implications that may be relevant to religion and theology."5  


Pannenberg's earlier interest in creation and humanity distilled in 
his writings on anthropology provides a frame of reference for approaching his systematic delineation of these doctrines. The emphasis 
on anthropology as fundamental theology, prominent in his earlier 
work, remains present to some extent. Yet the dogmatics is marked by 
an important difference in approach, as Pannenberg's main purpose 
shifts to the explication of Christian doctrine, albeit always in terms of 
contemporary human knowledge. Pannenberg's approach in the dogmatics, especially his argument in chapter 2, reverses the relationship 
between anthropology and theology, as primacy is given to the idea of 
God. In accordance with this purpose the systematic delineation of the 
doctrines of creation and humanity follows the doctrine of God. As a 
result, the use of anthropology as fundamental theology is subdued, 
giving place to the more traditional category of God in revelation, from 
which the discussion of these doctrines moves and which it presupposes. In contrast to the approach of Anthropology in Theological Perspective, therefore, anthropology is viewed here in the context of the subject 
matter of the dogmatics as a whole, namely, God. This development 
parallels the situation visible in the next section, for Pannenberg's 
Christology reveals a similar methodological change from his earlier 
book, Jesus God and Man.
The modification of methodology that sets the systematic presentation of doctrine apart from the monographs means that the dogmatics carries the discussion of Pannenberg's theology to a new level. These 
two chapters, which explicate his understanding of creation and anthropology, serve to lay the foundation for a renewed discussion of his 
views of these doctrines.
Overview
The chapters on creation and anthropology comprise a unit. They delineate related topics: God as Creator and the world and humanity as God's creation. Likewise, the first forms a natural bridge to the second, 
which in turn comprises part of the context for the subsequent Christology. When these chapters are viewed together, two general characteristics emerge.


The first characteristic is the integrative approach of this section. 
In delineating the doctrines of creation and humanity, Pannenberg follows the integrative pattern established earlier in the dogmatics and 
found in the work as a whole. This pattern, however, is evident here in a 
somewhat different way. In these chapters, perhaps even more than 
elsewhere, Pannenberg attempts to provide a careful blending of biblical themes with the findings of the sciences, without losing the perspective of the history of the development of ideas and doctrines. Underlying the discussion and present throughout is his contention that 
the nature of the created order and of humanity is evidenced both by 
the statements of Christian tradition, arising from the Scriptures, and 
by the findings of contemporary science. The fundamental truth about 
the world and the human person, therefore, is brought to light as the 
biblical statements are able to show their validity in the context of the 
modern natural and social sciences. Thus, Christian doctrine passes 
the test of reason, for it coheres with knowledge of the world and the 
human person. The demonstration of this is one challenge Pannenberg 
assumes here.
A second noteworthy characteristic is the predominance of pneumatology. In contrast to traditional Protestant theology, Pannenberg 
does not quarantine the doctrine of the Spirit to a specific section 
within his systematic theology. Of course, a basically trinitarian structure reflecting the more traditional flow of thought is evident in the 
work, for it moves from the Father as the ground of creation to the 
Son (Christology) and then to the Spirit (ecclesiology and eschatology). Yet beyond this trinitarian arrangement is a certain fluidity of 
structure that allows the development of pneumatology to pervade 
the entire dogmatics. Although the doctrine of the Spirit is presented 
at the beginning of the ecclesiology section, Pannenberg introduces 
the concept of spirit repeatedly, as it relates to specific topics under 
consideration.
In keeping with this fluidity of structure, the foundational delineation of spirit comes in these chapters. Prominent in this section is 
Pannenberg's basic pneumatological motif - spirit as the field concept - developed in chapter 6, which forms the basis for the discussion here. 
This theme is placed in the context of the universe as a whole in chapter 7. In chapter 8, spirit is viewed as the field of human existence.


Pannenberg's introduction of pneumatology here is an outgrowth of a concern voiced in the discussion of the Holy Spirit in his monograph on Christology6   and subsequently outlined more fully in his pioneer pneumatological article, "The Spirit of Life." In this essay he bemoans the secondary place given to this doctrine since the Middle Ages and the restriction of the action of the Spirit to soteriology in Reformation theology. He calls for a "new understanding of the Spirit in relation to the biblical statement of his role in creation" as the appropriate starting point for a renewed doctrine of the Spirit.?   The move to a pneumatological theology of nature outlined in this essay, which builds on the insights of Teilhard de Chardin and Tillich, is developed further in the dogmatics.
The pneumatological orientation of these chapters gives a decidedly eschatological character to this section as well. Life in the Spirit summarizes the destiny of all creation and most specifically the human person. But the fullness of life is an eschatological reality. In this way a correspondence is drawn to the eschatological orientation of the concept of revelation, outlined in chapter 4, which for Pannenberg forms the foundation for all theology.
These two characteristics suggest that chapters 7 and 8, like the dogmatics as a whole, bring together the twin emphases of reason and hope. Hence, the Christian hope in God is reasonable. It stands the test of rational inquiry and coheres with human knowledge gained by means of the scientific method. At the same time, the reasonable outlook of the Christian is characterized by hope. It is oriented toward the future, whence its point of integration is derived. The themes of reason and hope together demonstrate that the truth of the Christian understanding of the triune God is able to illume all reality. The presence in this section of the dialectic of reason and hope directed toward a dialogue with contemporary thought forms may be viewed in terms of two 
phrases: the world as God's creation and the human contradiction.


The World as God's Creation
In keeping with his basic understanding of God as the reality that determines everything, voiced already in the early essays, Pannenberg views the universe in a theocentric way. The world can be properly understood only when it is seen as the creation of God. Both of these terms, world and creation, are significant. For Pannenberg the apparent multiplicity of the universe actually forms a unity. For this reason it is proper to speak of "the world," that is, of one unified whole of reality. This unity, however, is ultimately only perceivable when the status of the universe as the creation of God is kept in view. The universe does not produce its own unity, nor is its unity inherently its own. Rather, God as the Creator brings to the world its foundational unity.
This contention, the world as God's creation, conforms to the overarching purpose of the dogmatics. Pannenberg carries out his systematic unfolding of Christian doctrine with a view toward showing that the supposition of the reality of the God of revelation is true because it illumines our understanding of the world. At the same time, this assertion conforms to Pannenberg's thesis that all doctrine is the unfolding of what is implicit in revelation, which is eschatological in orientation. The doctrine of creation offers an interpretation of finite reality that is simultaneously an explication of the eschatological structure of the concept of revelation. The delineation of this is the task to which he turns in chapter 7, "The Creation of the World."
Three major topics occupy Pannenberg in the seventh chapter. The threefold division of the chapter means that structurally it diverges somewhat from the division of the traditional doctrine of creation that he offers elsewhere. In "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," for example, he distinguishes between "creation as the act of God" and "creatures as the products of the divine activity."8   There he argues that the former theme should include discussions of providence as well as the work of the logos and the Spirit in creation, whereas the 
latter ought to seek to establish the order of creation. Although the 
structure of the chapter on creation in his Systematic Theology does not 
follow this twofold division of the doctrine, in its actual contents the 
chapter reflects this order.


Evident throughout the chapter, but especially prevalent in the third section, "Creation and Eschatology," is Pannenberg's desire to engage in dialogue with natural science. Such dialogue is necessitated by the fact that the theological doctrines about creation relate to the natural order, which is, of course, the subject matter of the inquiry of the sciences. This overlap has led to past differences in viewpoint between these disciplines.9   Also underlying Pannenberg's call for dialogue is a related motivation that lies at the heart of his entire program, namely, to return theology to the public arena. He decries the trend toward privatization that he finds in theology since the nineteenth century. Recalling an earlier era in which the reality of God illumined the understanding of the world, he suggests that the conflict between science and theology should be brought to an end. Dialogue is fully in keeping with this program. As Pannenberg aptly states in his essay "Theological Questions to Scientists,"
If the God of the Bible is the Creator of the universe, then it is not possible to understand fully or even appropriately the processes of nature without any reference to that God. If, on the contrary, nature can be appropriately understood without reference to the God of the Bible, then that God cannot be the Creator of the universe, and consequently he cannot be truly God and be trusted as a source of moral teaching either.10  
In accordance with this purpose, chapter 7 comprises an attempt to show how the Christian doctrine of creation illumines the world described by the scientist.


The first topic of the chapter speaks of "Creation as the Act of God" and focuses on the delineation of the Christian doctrine of creation itself. Pannenberg sets the stage for the discussion by sketching several developments in Western philosophy. The most important of these resulted in the replacement of the idea of the contingency of creation with that of the eternity of the world, followed by the reign of the law of inertia in physics.
Although he is no supernaturalist in the traditional sense, Pannenberg criticizes this development in Western science. Here he reformulates a theme raised elsewhere. In several essays he calls for a reappraisal of the principle of inertia on both scientific and philosophical grounds, for the principle as delineated in early modern science is incompatible with the concept of contingency required by the doctrine of creation.11   In the dogmatics, his critique focuses on the concept of a closed universe12   with its attendant rejection of miracle that arose from scientific advances. Against this view, he contends that no event is understandable in itself, but each one is a "miracle" worked by God.13   Lying behind this interpretation is Pannenberg's well-known hermeneutic of universal history,14   which sees each event as unique and as deriving its meaning from the whole of which it is a part. It likewise is readily connected to the field concept developed in the previous chapter.
Traditionally, the doctrine of creation, viewed as a description of what occurred at the beginning of the world, leads to a discussion of divine providence, seen as God's ongoing preservation, concurrence, and governance. Pannenberg discusses these themes. But based on his attempt to relate doctrine to recent theories in natural science, his approach entails a marked change from the traditional understanding. The background for his outlook lies in developments in science begin ping with Descartes and climaxing with Michael Faraday's field physics.ls   According to Faraday, forces are not to be reduced to the movement of bodies. Rather, bodies are the appearance of force fields.


On this basis Pannenberg reformulates the doctrines. In contrast to the deistic orientation of the traditional understanding, he defines creation not only as an event occurring sometime in the past, but as the continual grounding of the existence of created things as an expression of the faithfulness of God. Likewise, he refuses to view providence as placing God's action in competition with human agency,16   for the goal of God's activity in creation, Pannenberg maintains, is the independence of creatures and the integration of the actual results of this independent conduct into God's purposes for the world.
This understanding of independence as constituting the goal of creation is important for the connection between the doctrines of God and creation. Pannenberg's discussion of this connection moves from an important premise. Because creaturely independence presupposes God's transcendence, the category of contrast or differentiation, lying at the basis of creation as an "other" independent from God, must be already present in God if God is indeed the ground of all reality. The doctrine of creation, then, must be grounded in the nature of God. In his understanding of the nature of this relationship, Pannenberg agrees with the dominant strand in Christian tradition, which finds in the belief in creation the assertion of the contingence of the world and the claim that creation is a free act of God, an expression of divine love. But Pannenberg seeks to move deeper. His goal is to ground creation in the triune God, a task that leads him back to the main theme of the dogmatics, the doctrine of the Trinity. In his understanding, the act of creation involves all three trinitarian persons.
Because it is quite unique, Pannenberg's delineation of the trinitarian doctrine of creation is somewhat difficult to grasp. He affirms the classical assertions that God is the Father, the ground of the creation, and that in God's turning to creation the Son is involved. But his view of the nature of the Son's involvement is innovative, for the Son is the model of an "other" different from the Father. This understanding arises from an application of the category of self-differentiation, found 
in the fifth chapter, to the doctrine of creation. The Son's selfdifferentiation from the Father is the basis of the existence of the world 
as independent from the Father. As a result, the eternal Son is the mediator of creation, insofar as he is the ground of all creaturely existence as 
differentiated from God. Similarly, Pannenberg assigns the preservation 
of the world to the Son as the ground of the order in the created reality 
and as the exemplar of the independence that is the goal of creation.


The discussion found here has important links to previous and subsequent doctrines. Here and in the treatment of the concept of information, Pannenberg provides the foundation for the reintroduction of the logos idea in his Christology, as he gives to this idea the necessary cosmic function he outlined as the prerequisite for its use in the afterword to Jesus God and Man. This discussion likewise prefigures a theme of the doctrine of sin. When creation does not follow the pattern of the Son (the logos), alienation occurs, Pannenberg maintains. Prefigured here as well is another important thesis developed in the Christology section, namely, that the Son's relationship to the Father is visible in Jesus. Finally, the discussion looks back to a central thesis of his doctrine of God, which at the same time is central for the entire dogmatics: God can no longer be God without the acknowledgment of creation.
Significant for the flow of this chapter is Pannenberg's description of the role of the Spirit as the principle of the immanence of God in creation and as the principle of the participation of creation in the divine life.17   The goal of creation is the independence grounded in the Son. But participation in God - in the divine life - is likewise necessary. And for Pannenberg this is the role of the Spirit.
The delineation of the Spirit as the source of life in creation found here builds on a similar description offered already in the early 197008   Lying at its foundation is the claim arising from biology that "life is essentially ecstatic," to quote his earlier essay, "The Spirit of Life."19   By this phrase Pannenberg has in mind two ideas. Each organism lives in 
an environment that nurtures it, and each organism is oriented by its 
own drives beyond its immediate environment, on which it is dependent, to its future and to the future of its species.


Here Pannenberg develops the theological meaning of this biological understanding. By virtue of the fact that they are alive, creatures participate in God through the Spirit, he asserts. In this sense the Spirit may be understood as the environmental network or "field" in which and from which creatures live. Further, the work of the Spirit also includes the ecstatic nature of life, which ultimately leads to the self-transcendence that characterizes the human person.20   The Spirit is the "force" that lifts creatures above their environment and orients them toward the future. The fuller development of this thesis as it relates to the human person comes in the eighth chapter.
For Pannenberg, statements about creation such as these do not merely refer to the beginning of the world. Rather, he sees the doctrines of creation, preservation, and governance as building a unity. This unity, however, is grounded in the doctrine of God and is eschatological in orientation, for only from the viewpoint of the doctrine of the Trinity is it clear that these refer to one single happening. The eschatological nature of this single happening of creation is developed subsequently in the final topic of the chapter and is linked to the eschatology section.
In the second topic, "The World of Creatures," Pannenberg's focus shifts away from the creative act of God and beyond individual creatures to the created world as a unity. In this context he introduces the traditional concept of the logos as the principle of the unity of the world. The discussion moves from the presence of the logos in the world as a whole to the special connection between the logos and the human person and then to the concept of incarnation. In keeping with the understanding of the Son as the principle of creaturely independence, which he developed earlier, Pannenberg declares that the incarnation of the logos does not entail the addition of a foreign element to the created reality, nor is it merely a reaction to Adam's sin. Rather, the incarnation reveals the true model of independence inherent in the created order itse1f21  


The idea of the unity of the world raises the crucial question of theology and science. Pannenberg's dialogue with natural science, implicit throughout the chapter, becomes explicit here and focuses on four themes - contingence, field theory, energy and information, and evolution. In each of these areas, he seeks to show the relationship between the concepts and findings of modern science and the statements of Christian theology concerning the world as a created order.
Pannenberg offers as a first theme for dialogue the older idea of contingency, a rediscovery of which by modern science, he claims, would cohere with the theological assertion of the creatureliness of the world. To assist in such a rediscovery he points out a significant difference in approach between science and theology. Science speaks about regularities in temporal sequences, presupposing contingency, whereas theology discusses the contingency of events, representing their consequences as history. Both approaches have value, he declares. Because God's future acts cannot be deduced from the past, the principle of contingency must be affirmed. At the same time the regularities in created reality are important as expressions of the unity and continuity of the divine faithfulness surrounding contingent events.
The second dialogue theme is the concept of field. Pannenberg finds the metaphysical background of modern field theory, which developed in physics in the nineteenth century, to be of great theological importance.22   Their common roots in the Stoic concept of pneuma results in a relationship between this concept - that is, the mathemati cal formulation as an approximation of the field phenomenon in which every created reality exists - and the philosophical or theological use of the term to refer to the dynamic presence of the Spirit in all of creation.23   This background makes field theory an especially promising point of dialogue between theology and science. At the same time Pannenberg does not simply equate the concept of the cosmic field with the divine Spirit,24   but looks to the interesting coalescence of the language of the two disciplines as arising out of their common background.


Significant here is Pannenberg's preference of the field theory to quantum physics. This preference is understandable, given his interest in building a picture of the cosmos as a whole, that is, of the unification of all reality. Because it is a macro theory in a way that quantum physics is not, field theory is more serviceable to this purpose.21  
Pannenberg applies this model to two problems to demonstrate the connection between the disciplines of science and theology. In the first, the relation of individual force fields to the cosmic field is viewed in terms of the traditional doctrine of angels. The second relates to the integration of space and time as aspects of one cosmic field, such as Einstein's proposal of a space-time-material-energy field. A sketch of the philosophical discussion of the questions of space and time forms the background for Pannenberg's own view, which gives priority to time over space. In keeping with the delineation of eternity in chapter 6, he builds on the tradition of Plotinus in contrast to Aristotle and declares that the nature of time can only be seen under the supposition of the wholeness of life, called eternity. Thus eternity is the presupposition of the comprehension of the moment of time, he declares. This gives primacy to the future in the nature of time, a point developed further in the eschatology section.
From this discussion Pannenberg draws two conclusions, one an thropological and the other cosmological, the first of which is also 
found in the discussion of eternity as a divine attribute in the previous 
chapter. He asserts that the human experience of duration - that is, of 
the time-bridging present - and the experience of the continuity of the 
self-conscious, acting person (the "I") can be understood as the mode 
of participation in God's eternity. Likewise, the model of the spacetime-energy field must be viewed from the perspective of the eschatological future, that is, from the divine eternity, which constitutes the 
unity of the irreversible sequence of history.


The concept of logos arises again in the next theme of dialogue. 
Here the discussion centers on the modern concepts of energy and information. Pannenberg builds on the relationship these two concepts 
share with the ancient philosophical doctrine of logos, as proposed by 
the physicist C. P. von Weizsacker. Energy, the dynamic that brings 
forth change and ever-new forms as its creation, implies the work of the 
logos. Pannenberg links the goal of this ongoing process to the classical doctrine of the incarnation: the destiny of creation is fulfilled in the 
one human, Jesus Christ. In this way the foundation is laid for 
Pannenberg's subsequent reintroduction of the logos concept into 
Christology.
The final point of dialogue moves to the second concern of the traditional doctrine of creation, namely, creatures as the products of 
God's creative activity. At issue here is the series of forms of created reality or the sequence of the emergence of creatures. Two theories of 
modern biology lie behind the conclusions Pannenberg reaches on this 
topic - the field concept as applied to the biological environment, 
which declares that living beings are related to each other and dependent on each other, and the theory of evolution. These two principles 
form the point of contact for the encounter he offers between the biblical materials and science.
Pannenberg admits that the priestly creation report is colored by 
the natural science of its age and therefore cannot be the standard for 
all eras. Nevertheless, he finds common conceptions between it and 
contemporary knowledge. Both posit orders or steps leading to the differing life forms, understood in modern science as evolution. He looks 
to the modern idea of emergent evolution as an especially promising 
point of convergence between biblical theology and the life sciences. 
This theory views each step in the evolutionary development as medi ated by preceding steps but not mechanically derivable from them. 
Such mediation of creation through created substance is evident in the 
biblical materials as well, according to Pannenberg, for in the Genesis 
story the earth produces different forms of vegetation and land animals in response to the command of God. At the same time he sees in 
this theory a place for the theologically important concepts of creative 
novelty and contingency.


At one point, however, Pannenberg finds it necessary to move beyond the biblical presentation. In a way somewhat similar to Whiteheadian philosophy26   and the modern evolutionary description of nature, Pannenberg suggests that the beginning point for a theology of nature must see complex forms as derived from elementary processes that are, at their core, events.27   From this starting point he derives a series of principles, climaxing in two theses that prefigure discussions in the anthropology and Christology sections. Every "event" is a moment of the infinity of God. The series of the events makes possible the continual existence of things. Every form presupposes the preceding ones. The series of living beings is characterized by increasing independence, leading to the human being, who is able to differentiate the other from oneself and therefore is able to be "with oneself" in the other. This exocentric nature of human existence allows the differentiation of the human being from the Creator, which occurred in an exemplary way in Christ.
In the final topic of the chapter, "Creation and Eschatology," Pannenberg turns his attention to the relationship between creation and eschatology. This connection is mediated by the eschatological orientation of the concept of revelation, which forms the basis for talk of the prolepsis of the eschaton in the present. On this basis, he forges a link between the two doctrines in accordance with their common subject matter. Eschatology presents the creature as standing before God in its finitude, or "letting God be God," to cite Pannenberg's description of the essence of the divine destiny of creatures, which is the goal of creation. In this way, the doctrine of creation presents an understanding of finite creatures in terms of the eschatological structure of 
revelation.


In delineating this, Pannenberg introduces the idea of covenant, while turning once again to the problem of theodicy, mentioned in the previous chapter. He understands covenant as referring to the inner ground of creation or the purpose of the divine act of creation. For this he offers a biblical basis, namely, the account of the days of creation, especially as it was used by the early church to refer to the work of Christ. According to Pannenberg, the creation account came to be seen as eschatological in orientation, as presenting the totality of salvation history as grounded "in the beginning," that is, in creation. Echoing the position of chapter 6, he concludes that this gives a future orientation not only to revelation but also to the question of theodicy. In a preview of the ecclesiology and eschatology sections, he asserts that until the eschaton, where the final answer is found, the church gives praise to God in anticipation of the completion of creation.
The Human Contradiction
Above all, the human person is characterized as a contradiction, even a self-contradiction, in Pannenberg's dogmatics.28   This basic orientation to the doctrine of humanity is delineated in the eighth chapter. It carries the apt title, "The Dignity and Misery of Humanity," for these two characteristics, "dignity" and "misery," summarize his view of the human contradiction. Pannenberg's anthropology is developed in terms of four topics that form a progressive dialectic moving from the positive description of humanity as God's creature to the negative or contradictory aspect of present human existence in alienation from God and then returning to a description of the completion of God's work in humanity.
Foundational for the entire chapter is the first topic, "Personal Unity of Body and Soul," which delineates the ontological nature of the human person. Laid out here is Pannenberg's approach to anthropology as arising through the doctrine of God and a discussion of the patristic question of the distinctions among body, soul, and spirit. He follows the dominant stream of contemporary theology in seeing the individual as a unitary being, in contrast to the dualistic anthropology that predominates Christian tradition. In rejecting this dualism contemporary anthropology begins with the givenness of the human person as body and raises the issue of the reality and function of the soul. Pannenberg seeks to build on contemporary understandings while retaining what he finds helpful in Christian tradition. As a result he describes the individual as a "unity of body and soul." In this way the concept of spirit serves to connect anthropology with the doctrine of God.29  


This unitary understanding is derived from the interaction of 
Christian tradition and modern understandings. The discussion begins with a historical sketch of the rise of anthropological ideas starting from the Old Testament to modern behaviorism. Three historical 
developments form the background to Pannenberg's position. The 
first is the Hebrew idea of nephesh, which he claims does not refer to a 
reality that can be divided from the body but to the human person as a 
living being, dependent on the breath of life, the divine ruach.
The second development arose in the patristic era. In the second 
century a Hellenized anthropology emerged, which gave rise to the 
now-traditional categories, traducianism and creationism. Pannenberg 
finds some validity in both, for the former fits better with contemporary understandings, whereas the latter rightly emphasizes the immediacy of the human relationship to God. But more important was the 
simultaneous development of a tradition that continued the Old Testament anthropology. This perspective did not view the human person 
as essentially immortal, but as standing in continual need of spirit to 
live and eventually to participate in immortality.
In contrast to the patristic tradition the modern human sciences 
speak of the human person in terms of consciousness. This change in understanding, especially the rise of behaviorism, which looks to the continuity between human conduct and that of the animals for the source of consciousness, forms the third important development. Pannenberg builds from the viewpoint that self-consciousness is gained with the development of language and is preceded by consciousness of objects, present already in animals.30  


These developments lie behind Pannenberg's description of the human person. "Person" is not to be understood as an individual subject existing through time, he declares, not as an "I" that preexists the experience of the world.31   Rather, "person" refers to the totality of one's existence, the individual human reality as a whole.32   Thus in Pannenberg's view, a human being is in a sense always person. Yet in another sense one is always en route to becoming person, for the totality of one's existence arises in its fullness only at the completion of one's life.33  
The somewhat opaque position outlined here draws on the concept of "feeling" set forth in the opening chapters of the dogmatics. Pannenberg describes feeling as the immediate perception of the totality of existence, which in turn expresses itself in the experience of self.3a   At the foundation of this idea is the contemporary understanding of the development of the human person, self-consciousness, or mind, in which these core aspects of humanness are linked to the process of the individual's awareness of the external world and of the self as distinguished from other objects. Pannenberg's thesis is that this development transpires in, and presupposes, a pre-reflective awareness of the totality of existence.35   This awareness lying behind the emergence of self-consciousness he calls "feeling."36  


The concept of feeling likewise lays the foundation for the subsequent application of field theory to anthropology, for this totality of existence can be understood as the field in which a person lives. Of course, the totality of existence is only partially present in any given moment. In actuality, it is an eschatological concept, for it is fully actualized only at the end of life. This orientation to the future opens the way for Pannenberg to link this field of human existence to the Spirit, accomplished later in the chapter.
The unitary understanding of the nature of the human person leads to the second topic, "Human Destiny," which focuses on the image of God in humanity.37   Here again the argument flows from the biblical materials to the history of theology. From the significant Old Testament texts (e.g., Gen. 1:26f; 8:6; Ps. 8) and the discussion in Christian tradition of the Hebrew words, zalim (divine image, statue) and demot (similarity), Pannenberg concludes that in the Old Testament view the image of God lies in human relatedness to God and the freedom that arises from it.38   This idea forms a foundation for the discussions in the remainder of the chapter.
The New Testament offers a shift in the concept of the image of God from the universally human understanding found in the Old Tes tament to a predominantly Christological reference (2 Cor. 4:4; Col. m5; Heb. 1:3). This shift led to what becomes for Pannenberg an important declaration by Irenaeus, that only with Christ is creation "after the image of God" actualized. Christ is the image of God, and the human person is created after him as a copy. Subsequently Pannenberg utilizes Irenaeus' viewpoint as the basis for a resolution of the tension between the Old and New Testament texts and to develop an understanding of the relationship of anthropology to Christology.39  


An important component in Pannenberg's historical sketch is the change in understanding that occurred in the Reformation. Image and likeness came to be seen as referring to the same thing, the original righteousness of Adam, lost in the fall but regained in Christ and resulting in present fellowship with God. This indicates that two anthropological traditions had developed in Christian theology. One, stemming from Athanasius, equated the image of God with the status of original righteousness lost through sin. The other, following Irenaeus, said that the human person comes only gradually to the image of God. This second tradition, which had no place for original guilt, became the beginning point for the modern theory of development.
Foundational for Pannenberg's own view is the resolution of the tension between the two traditions offered by Protestant theology since the Enlightenment. This resolution views the original state of humanity as consisting of the possibility of developing the design of body and spirit, the actual development of which would bring the image of God into creation and thereby fulfill the destiny of humanity. This, Christian theology maintains, has occurred in Jesus.
The historical sketch leads Pannenberg to traverse ground covered in Anthropology in Theological Perspective and offer three significant anthropological conclusions, which reveal both his differences from traditional theology and his acceptance of Irenaeus and post-Enlightenment Protestant theology, especially the work of Johann Gottlieb Herder.40   The first answers the question of the point of the actualization of the image of God. In contrast to the traditional position, which describes the paradise state as lost in the fall, Pannenberg declares that the image of God is realized not from the beginning but through the destiny of humanity, which lies yet in the future.41  


The second conclusion builds on the first. The traditional view speaks of the recapturing of the original situation lost through the fall. But in place of the original state, Pannenberg emphasizes the destiny of humanity. In this way an answer is also provided to the older question of the extent of the fall. In contrast to views that see all remnants of the divine image eradicated, Pannenberg declares that something that tends toward the realization of the purpose of creation exists in the being of the human person, namely, a disposition pointing to the image of God. This emphasis also provides a solution to the tension between the Old Testament understanding of the image of God as present in humanity from the beginning and the New Testament declaration that this image is Christ. The image of God, Pannenberg concludes, is the destiny of humanity completed by, and proleptically present in, Jesus Christ.42  
Pannenberg's third conclusion relates to the Genesis stories. The idea of an original state found therein, he maintains, is a mythical presentation of human destiny, and the story of paradise is an etiological saga that seeks to clarify the current situation (i.e., death, pregnancy, work) by pointing to human sin. By understanding the opening chapters of Genesis in this manner, he is able to combine the stories of creation and fall with the modern concept of development. The story describes human destiny to be in the image of God as anchored in "the original beginning," even though this destiny lies in the future toward which humanity moves. For Pannenberg, this idea, the image of God as human destiny, constitutes the contribution of Christian thought to the modern development concept.
This conclusion leads to a fuller discussion of the relationship between the idea of the image of God in humanity and modern anthropology, especially the strand of philosophical anthropology that includes Scheler and Gehlen, who utilize the concept of openness to the world to 
speak of what differentiates humans from animals. Pannenberg finds 
an echo of "openness to the world" in Plessner's concept of the human 
person as the exocentric being, that is, as possessing the ability to take 
up a position outside oneself and thereby to transcend oneself.


Although he sees it as moving in the right direction,43   Pannenberg also faults this form of secular anthropology. Gehlen and Plessner, he claims, build on the work of Herder. But in contrast to the position of their predecessor, theology is not constitutive for their understanding of humanity. In fact, he judges Gehlen's declaration that humans transform their original poverty into advantages, creating themselves through their own actions, to be an example of a secular justification by works, characteristic of much secular anthropology. These viewpoints emphasize self-realization, in that one is seen as bringing forth one's own destiny. For Pannenberg, in contrast, "openness to God" becomes the bridge out of the poverty of the natural beginning point of humanity into human destiny.
In spite of this cautionary stance toward secular philosophical anthropology, the modern anthropological concept of personal selftranscendence, exocentricity, or openness to the world is of central significance for Pannenberg's understanding of the human person.44   The idea of exocentricity, he maintains, implies a "being-outside-ofoneself," corresponding to Luther's understanding of the structure of faith as extra se45   or ecstatic. According to Luther the human person cannot exist without living from trust, that is, without having a god. This trust, however, can be false, namely, when it is set on a false god. For trust to be true, it must be placed on the right God, the true God who can create heaven and earth. Pannenberg returns to this Lutheran understanding in the final topic of the chapter and again in the ecclesiology section. Important here is the interesting parallel between this Reformation concept and the findings of modern anthropology.


In the third section, "Sin and Original Sin," Pannenberg turns his attention to humans as sinners. As in his treatment of previous anthropological themes, Pannenberg begins with the biblical materials.46   The Old Testament views sin as the transgression of the law, whereas the New Testament focuses on missing the mark, which mark is the destiny of humanity, he observes.
This material forms the background for Pannenberg's appraisal of the three answers to the question of the root of sin found in the history of theology. The first answer sees sin as disobedience to God in the form of unbelief. This view presupposes an original relationship to God, leading to the problem of the original state. Further, if sin as unbelief is only known as such through faith, the non-Christian is free from the problem of sin, a position Pannenberg rejects, although he agrees that sin in its depths can only be recognized through faith.
The second proposal views sin as an anthropological structure. This view suggests that a human situation, such as pride, corresponds to unbelief. But this raises the question as to whether sin can begin with pride. This position is encompassed by the third, sin as concupiscence, which forms the starting point for Augustine's doctrine of sin. Pannenberg describes the view of this church father in some detail,47   thereby consciously placing himself in the Augustinian tradition. The connection between the viewpoints of the two theologians arises in Pannenberg's claim that in Augustine's understanding of sin as amor sui or superbia, concupiscence is the desire of the "I" for itself. Pannenberg speaks of a similar structure of sin.48   Sin arises from the dominance of centeredness over exocentricism bound up with the natural conditions of existence.


The dialogue between classic Christian doctrine and modern anthropological viewpoints, characteristic of this chapter and found as well in the anthropology monograph, continues as Pannenberg evaluates several modern explications of the nature of the human predicament. He rejects the well-known thesis of Kierkegaard that dread is the starting point of the rise of sin, the holding fast to finitude. In contrast to the melancholy Dane, Pannenberg maintains that dread already includes sin, because it consists in the placing of the "I" in the middle point of one's own interests. Despite this difference, he sees Kierkegaard as important for connecting the rise of sin to the modern problem of the relationship to the self.49   The various descriptions of sin as aggression found in Konrad Lorenz, Freud, and others, and Nietzsche's critique of Christianity as a case of self-aggression are also critically integrated into the emerging picture.
Pannenberg's interaction with the latter is of special interest as an example of his keen ability to build on positions he rejects. According to Nietzsche, the conscience is the control point of the repression ofin- stinct, and the deep sickness of humanity is a guilty conscience fostered by Christianity. Pannenberg goes part way with Nietzsche, agreeing that his critique applies to the pietistic strand of Christianity, which Pannenberg seeks to correct in the ecclesiology section. Pietism's neurotic falsification of Christian piety, he declares, falls under Nietzsche's attack, for the sinner's self-condemnation becomes the condition for participation in salvation. But Pannenberg's rejection of the traditional category of an original state provides a critique of Nietzsche's major thesis. Nietzsche's position is inadequate in that therein the doctrine of the original human situation reappears in the form of "original health." The human being is seen by the nineteenth-century German philosopher as only an animal that has been made sick by means of the conscience (which constitutes a secularized version of the doctrine of the fall).so  
A final modern conception with which Pannenberg takes issue is the description, stemming from Hegel, of sin as alienation.sl   According to Hegel one alienates oneself in the perception of objects, for therein 
one is given over to forgetting oneself. Pannenberg's acceptance of the 
concept of exocentrism as the basis for personhood necessitates a rejection of this position in that Hegel's view presupposes that one is originally "by oneself." For Pannenberg, in contrast, humans as exocentric 
beings move toward personhood by means of the ability to move out of 
themselves and "be" in the other.


Also qualified is the suggestion that alienation is located in the personal attempt to develop an "I"-identity. This theory declares that the "I" feels alienated in the areas that are not integrated into its identity. According to Christian understanding, Pannenberg declares, the foundation of alienation lies elsewhere, namely, in the fact that one never reaches one's final home in this world. From this understanding he concludes that the anticipation of home that characterizes the human person52   implies the temporality of the self-consciousness, so that persons are truly alienated when they do not see themselves in community with God.
This conclusion leads Pannenberg to consider sin as the aban- donedness of human existence. To this end, he develops what is traditionally the doctrine of original sin (peccatum originale) by means of a synthesis of insights from Augustine and modern philosophical anthropology, especially Plessner. He begins by building from the modern concept of self-consciousness and the dialectic between selfcenteredness and exocentricity found in Plessner. According to the contemporary understanding, the question concerning the unity of personal identity and the fact that one cannot constitute oneself in oneself come to expression in self-consciousness. In this process the dominance of the "I" gives rise to dread and worry (narcissism). But this "I"centeredness is contradicted by moments of exocentricity, producing the tension of human existence. On the basis of this understanding, Pannenberg develops the Augustinian theme of sin as self-love. Sin cannot be limited to the transgression of moral laws, he concludes, because self-love is not primarily moral but is the falsification of the natural conditions of human existence.
Pannenberg repeats the responses given in Anthropology in Theological Perspective to three theological questions that arise from this conclusion concerning the nature of sin   S3 First, if sin is anchored already in nature, is the human being not a sinner by nature? Pannenberg suggests that one is a sinner because of one's "I"-structure. He notes two uses of the term nature, one referring to the natural conditions of existence and the other to the essential nature of humanity. He understands the assertion that the human being is a sinner by nature in terms of the first sense, not the second, indicating that sin is anchored in the natural conditions of humanity and not in the essential human nature.


Second, if humans share this basic organizational form with animals, why are only humans sinners? Pannenberg finds the answer in the reality of human giftedness and commissioning. The human person is gifted with the relationship to the self and has a destiny, he notes, which means that only the human being, who has a destiny to fulfill, can fail oneself. Pannenberg defines this failure, this contradiction to one's destiny, as sin. In the same way, because of the gift of the relationship to oneself, a structure such as centrality, which humans share with the animals, becomes sin.
Third, if the structure of sinfulness is linked to human existence, how can sin be reckoned as guilt? In answering this query Pannenberg does not follow the strand of Christian tradition that sees freedom of choice (formal freedom) as the ground of sin. Instead, he appeals to the New Testament description of freedom as one's destiny to freedom through Christ (2 Cor. 3:17; John 8:36). Freedom understood as the fulfillment of one's destiny, in turn, is the prerequisite for formal freedom, for there is no neutral standpoint from which one can choose from a distance.-14   On this basis and in keeping with his answer to the previous question, Pannenberg concludes that responsibility for personal actions is not based so much on the human person as a final cause of that action as on the call to correspond to human destiny - to exist in the image of God - which is the essence of humanity. Because human beings are responsible to strive beyond human nature, sin becomes the expression of the contradiction of personal existence to human destiny.ss  


With this understanding in view, Pannenberg evaluates the traditional doctrine of original sin   ._16 Important to this evaluation is his differentiation between peccatum originale, a general term referring to the experience of existence, and the doctrine as traditionally formulated, which he sees as one of several ways of clarifying the experience of "original" sin. He finds a basis for such a differentiation in the biblical and apocryphal materials that speak of Adam as the source and model of sin in its universality. He notes that nowhere in the Old Testament is appeal made to the paradise story in this context and concludes that Adam is to be understood as the original picture of humankind as a whole. This means that there is no original inheritance of sin. Rather, sin passes from Adam to all other humans, insofar as one cannot free oneself from it. Liberation is possible only from the outside.
As the title, "Sin, Death, and Life," suggests, in the final section of the chapter Pannenberg offers a further delineation of the concept of human destiny to life and to participation in the Spirit. To this end, he engages with the idea that sin is connected to death. In this context, he engages with Romans S, the text traditionally used to support the Augustinian conception of an inheritance of sin. Rather than forming a contradiction to his own understanding, Pannenberg argues that the text speaks of death as the result of sin and as the evidence that sin has expanded universally, viewing this universality of death "in Adam." In a move found repeatedly in modern exegesis, he explains that the faulty Augustinian viewpoint arose from a mistake in the Latin translation of the twelfth verse. In support of this contention he notes that the Eastern fathers saw Adam as the mythical original picture of humanity and not as the father of the race, as in Augustine's understanding.
Pannenberg then evaluates the explanations of the doctrine devised in subsequent theological history - the medieval teaching of imputation, the social concept of the kingdom of evil found in Kant and Ritschl; and the existentialist interpretations of Kierkegaard, Barth, and Brunner. In spite of these various attempts to develop a reasonable understanding of it, he concludes that the doctrine of original sin is only a construction, an attempt to solve the problem of human responsibility, that has been superseded.57  


In returning to the idea of the human destiny to life, Pannenberg returns to the understanding of spirit developed in the opening discussion, which provides a connection between anthropology and the doctrines of creation and the Trinity found in the preceding chapters. Lying behind this connection is an interesting theological motivation, arising out of the relationship between the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity delineated in chapter S. The close connection between the deity of God and the completion of God's program in the world, which lies at the heart of Pannenberg's thought, results in the assertion voiced here that the life of the triune God is completed in the Spirit. In Pannenberg's theology, once creation exists as an "other" different from God, the glorification of God can only occur through creation. His understanding of the central role of the Spirit in creation, most specifically with the appearance of life, forms the theological context for his interest in relating humankind to the Spirit.58  
This relationship between the Spirit and life likewise provides the theological basis for the link Pannenberg repeatedly forges in these two chapters between the Spirit and the field concept, a link that turns out to be far-reaching in application. The divine Spirit is the most comprehensive and powerful field in which creatures move. The Spirit is related to the biological field, the environment from which the organism lives. Likewise, the Spirit stands as the source of the ecstatic nature of life, the ability to transcend oneself and the present.-19  
Most significant, however, is the relationship between humans and the Spirit. For Pannenberg, the theologically important contention that the human person is spirit, or "the creation of the spirit" as he de Glares elsewhere'60   and not merely body and soul, arises from the biblical concept of the image of God or the likeness of Christ that humans are destined to wear, to allude to the Pauline statement (i Cor. 15:45). The Spirit totally permeates the new human being, Pannenberg maintains, and thereby is truly the Spirit of life.


On the basis of the Spirit's permeation of the new human life, he posits a connection between the human person as spirit and the Spirit of God. The connection he envisions is somewhat complex. On the one hand, he does not simply equate the two.61   Pannenberg is careful to point out that the biblical hope of the Spirit's permeation of the new human being does not mean that the Spirit is merely a special human substance, for the Spirit transcends the purely human. On the other hand, he later criticizes the sharp distinction between the human spirit and the spirit of life that he finds in certain theologians, including Tillich.62  
Foundational for Pannenberg's understanding of spirit is the biblical view, described earlier, which he sees as differing from the Western philosophical tradition of Descartes, the Enlightenment, and German idealism. In contrast to this tradition, the biblical materials do not see spirit as primarily consciousness.63   Instead the Hebrew term ruach is related to moving air, which, as Pannenberg claims in the previous chapter, is more readily connected to the concept of field.64   From this arises an important conclusion for his understanding of the development of the human person. Rather than viewing spirit from the perspective of consciousness, consciousness must be seen from the perspective of spirit. Consciousness, he concludes, is the location of the awareness of the Spirit in the human being.
In developing the idea of human destiny as participation in the Spirit, Pannenberg draws from secular concepts, such as exocentricity 
and basic trust (described earlier), and mines from them important religious significance. The human destiny entails being bound continually to the living Spirit, he declares. Such fellowship with God realizes 
itself concretely in religious trust, in existence extra se. But this religious 
description is not unrelated to the general nature of human existence 
as exocentric living that he describes earlier. Rather, exocentricism, being outside oneself with objects, also means being with God. This connection allows him to conclude again that religion is not something 
additional to other human convictions and actions but is the deeper 
consciousness of what humans already are.


Pannenberg sees in the heightened exocentric capability of humans the basis for their uniqueness from other animal forms. In the beingwith-others that characterizes their existence, they are able to transcend themselves - to look back on themselves again - and thereby to develop self-consciousness.65   This exocentrically based development of self-consciousness indicates to him as well the connection between humans and Spirit. Pannenberg credits the self-transcendence required for this process to the action of the Spirit, who lifts humans above themselves, so that when they are ecstatically with others they are themselves.66   For this reason self-transcendence cannot be accomplished by the subject itself. Rather, all knowing is possible only through the Spirit.67  
By extension, the same ecstatic working of the Spirit found in the individual is the basis for the building of community. In fact, community is always an experience brought by the Spirit, who lifts one above oneself. This insight is developed further in the ecclesiology section, where Pannenberg describes the community of the church as the symbolic representation of the kingdom of God.
Given Pannenberg's contention that the Spirit constitutes selfconscious human existence, the question remains how this occurs. In seeking an answer, he again appeals to the concepts of exocentricity, feeling, and trust and offers a description of the process of human de velopment reminiscent of that found in the third chapter.68   Human identity is given originally as feeling, he explains, which is present in the experience of trust. But at the elementary stage, the developing human being does not differentiate between the world and the self, indicating that consciousness is not yet present. At the same time, the unity of consciousness developed subsequently finds its foundation in the unthematized presence of the totality of one's life present in feeling. As one comes to differentiate and equate "I" and "self" one reconstructs what is already present in feeling. As this occurs, beginning in adolescence, the identity of the "I" and the "self" is given to the individual in self-consciousness.


The implication of this somewhat involved description of the psychology of human development is that the human person is always on the path to self-identity, which, as the presupposition for subjectivity, is always realized or completed anew. As I noted earlier, Pannenberg rejects the suggestion that a continuing "I" is the ground of personal identity,69   for the ground of the self is the Spirit, he declares. His difference with idealism is evident here, for he rejects its thesis of the continuing subject, claiming instead with David Hume and William James that the subject must be constituted in each moment.
The process of human development allows Pannenberg to clarify the religious themes of trust and sin, introduced earlier. With Luther he affirms that what humans are they are extra se, and for this reason the "I" is always the representation of human finitude. The "I" is not originally sinful, however, he explains, but becomes sinful as it fixates on its own finitude. Only as the "I" and the "self" are integrated can the missing of the human destiny that characterizes sin be overcome. But according to Pannenberg, this occurs only at the eschaton, with the final transformation of the earthly person into the "spiritual body" of i Corinthians 15.
In spite of this eschatological orientation, Pannenberg finds significance to human life in the present. In anticipation, humans are what they will be, he declares, for they are on the way to becoming themselves, and to a degree they are this already. On the basis of this understanding, Pannenberg offers a definition of personal freedom. In his view, the root meaning of freedom is to be with another and in this way to be with oneself.70   Freedom, in turn, presupposes exocentricism, the ability to distance oneself from oneself, which he sees as the actual core of freedom of choice.71   Because the ground of the exocentric life is the Spirit, personal freedom is ultimately the Spirit's gift.72   This idea builds the connection of the religious concept of the human destiny to participation in the Spirit, which in turn indicates that humans are truly free only to the extent that they actualize this destiny. The means by which this occurs is the topic of the Christology section.


Issues
Chapters 7-8 of the dogmatics constitute Pannenberg's systematic delineation of the doctrines of creation and anthropology. The seventh chapter brings together themes outlined in several of his essays, whereas chapter 8 serves as the systematic theological companion to Anthropology in Theological Perspective. In this way the themes presented here call for a reopening of the discussion between Pannenberg and other thinkers on at least three crucial topics: the dialogue between anthropology and science, anthropology itself, and the doctrine of God.73  
The Dialogue between Theology and Science
As noted earlier, these two chapters express, within the context of the systematic unfolding of Christian doctrine, Pannenberg's interest in dialogue both with the human sciences (reflected in Anthropology in Theological Perspective) and with the natural sciences (revealed in several of his recent articles). These works all draw on the fundamental outlook given in Theology and the Philosophy of Science.74   Two important issues relate to this basic theme.


i. The first issue concerns the possibility of a dialogue between theology and the sciences. For some theologians and scientists a dialogue of this nature is immediately suspect, because they reject its underlying supposition, namely, that theology and science move in the same domain. Some maintain, in contrast to Pannenberg, that science speaks about the natural world, whereas theology talks about the human person before God.75   Others are less charitable to theology in their rejection of a call for dialogue. They claim that only the findings of the sciences reflect true knowledge. Theology is discredited as being merely a continuation of the metaphysical enterprise that has been displaced by the rise of the scientific method.
These understandings emphasize the importance of Pannenberg's position as moving against the trend in both science and theology since the Enlightenment and as contradicting a widely held conception of the nature of science. He points to the fundamentally metaphysical character of scientific theories and criticizes the now-outmoded antimetaphysical predisposition inherent in scientific positivism. To theologians who see no point of contact between their discipline and science, he claims that if the God of the Bible is truly God, he must be the God of the whole world. The postulate of the reality of God, if true, must illumine human understanding of the entire cosmos, as well as one's understanding of oneself.
This position arises out of Pannenberg's conception of the doctrine of providence, to which he offers a cosmic orientation and which, following the order of classical Protestant theology, he discusses under the broader topic of creation. Providence, understood as a declaration of the Christian understanding of God's relation to the world, necessi- Cates a dialogue with science, for it speaks about the cosmos, which is 
the subject matter of natural science as well. The cosmic reference 
point for the doctrine of providence marks an important move away 
from the understanding often proposed in modern theology, which 
discusses providence solely in terms of anthropology, thereby reducing 
it to statements about human existence. Pannenberg's attempt to move 
behind the anthropocentric approach in theology and reaffirm the 
classic Christian understanding of providence as referring to God's relationship to the entire created order forms an implicit challenge to 
theologians who follow this anthropocentric orientation.


2. A second issue concerns the relationship between science and theology that Pannenberg proposes. His attempt to engage in dialogue with science suggests that theological insights are not to be excluded from the scientific frame of view. But in what sense is God to be reintroduced into science? In the context of a dialogue on this issue, McMullin criticizes Pannenberg as proposing a too strong "implication relationship" between the two fields.76   He then seeks to understand Pannenberg in the weaker sense of calling for a harder look at scientific theories, so as to find interpretations acceptable to the Christian standpoint.
Pannenberg does understand that there are differences in purpose between theology and science. (For example, science views the regularity of events, whereas theology looks to their contingency.) Nevertheless, the dogmatics indicates that he advocates the stronger view rejected by his critic, namely, that Christian faith can at times lead to a critique of scientific theories. This is evidenced in his discussion of the principle of inertia in chapter 7, which in turn forms the basis of his rejection of the idea of a closed universe generally presupposed by modern science.
The critique of inertia found here is prefigured in several of his earlier writings, where Pannenberg voices a criticism of the principle based on the role its discovery played in the elimination of the postulate of God from physics.77   In a more recent article, he suggests that inertia may actually be scientifically questionable. Its self-evident status is called into question, he writes, "if the stuff of the universe is made up of events rather than of solid bodies."78   Here Pannenberg touches on an important point, which he hopes will serve to correct the displacement of God from modern science and open the way for a reintroduction of theological insight into the scientific process.


Anthropology
As I noted earlier, Pannenberg wrote on the subject of anthropology quite early in his career. Yet critical response directed specifically to this topic, which is fundamental to his theological program, is surprisingly meager, apart from the several reviews of his Anthropology in Theological Perspective.79   The appearance of the monograph inaugurated a lively discussion on the topic, one that is heightened by the unfolding of this doctrine in its systematic context. The questions here may be clustered around four issues.
i. A first issue focuses on Pannenberg's understanding of the image of God as human destiny. Walsh has criticized him for imprecision at this point.80   More important, however, are criticisms that move in the opposite direction, that find Pannenberg too precise regarding two aspects of the human destiny. His rejection of the concept of the image of God as an original possession lost through the fall runs counter to the understanding of most conservatives. And his strong affirmation of an eschatological reality of the image of God as the destiny of humankind, which he generally describes as the resurrection from the dead, is opposed by several process theologians.81   The proposal outlined in the dogmatics meets both criticisms, in that it attempts to integrate a truly 
biblical viewpoint with insights from modern anthropology. Opponents of his position, therefore, are called to interact with it on this 
level.


2. Pannenberg's understanding of sin is a second important anthropological issue, concerning which several related questions are raised. A first looks at his understanding of the nature of sin as arising out of his viewpoint on sin's source. Rather than positing an original state and a fall at the beginning of human history, he locates the source of sin in the conditions of human existence. Walsh maintains that this leads to two unfortunate results. Fallenness is made constitutive of creatureliness. Moreover, sin is identified with one dimension of human life - egocentrism - and redemption with the other.82  
From an analysis that at points parallels that of Walsh, feminist theologians often criticize all "male-dominated" concepts of sin, which see its essence in hubris (pride) or, in the case of Pannenberg's theology, the related concept of egocentricism. Feminists claim that pride might indeed be the sin of the male. But in the context of a maledominated world, the sin of the woman is often the exact opposite, an insufficient egocentrism.
The discussion in the dogmatics suggests that such criticisms are not quite on target, for they interpret Pannenberg as defining sin as the natural condition of personal centeredness. Although at times he may appear to be asserting such a position, to understand him this way is to fail to see the intricacy of his viewpoint. Rather than equating the two, he declares that centeredness in the positive form of independence belongs to the goal of creation, as exemplified by the Son incarnate inje- sus. Further, Pannenberg's intent in the discussion of human natural sinfulness is to show how sin arises in the individual, namely, out of the tension found in the interplay of two natural human drives, egocenteredness and exocentricity. His vision of wholeness, in turn, entails the overcoming of this natural tension in the higher order of life in the Spirit, in which the ego is present as independent from God while drawing its identity from its position beyond itself in God (i.e., extra se).


In speaking about sin, Pannenberg places more emphasis on the dominance of egocentricity over exocentricity as constituting human sin. Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to conclude from this that he sees the presence of this structure itself as sin.83   Seen in this light, his position cannot be judged as inherently inimical to the analysis and concerns of feminists. In a sense, it actually moves in the same direc- tion.84   Pannenberg would suggest that fullness of life is found in the proper balance of the two drives, with which feminist theologians would perhaps find themselves in agreement. At the same time, his understanding of the psychology of sin offers a cautionary word, lest the feminist analysis lead to the opposite error, the elevation of egocentrism over exocentricity.
Related to this question is a second, that of the fall itself, especially as it relates to the proper interpretation of the opening chapters of Genesis. Conservative theologians tend to take issue with positions such as Pannenberg's, which reject a literal, historical fall of humankind at the beginning of the human story. The elimination of this doctrine, it is often argued, makes sin inevitable as the working out of the natural order as created by God. Pannenberg's position, however, intends not only to call into question the traditional interpretation, but also to offer a more profound understanding of the Genesis story of the fall. Interaction with him at this point, therefore, must focus on the exegesis of this text.
Certain features of the story fit well with Pannenberg's position. First, a connection is indeed made in the story itself between nature and the fall, for the temptation to disobedience comes not from a being in the spiritual realm (e.g., Satan), as is often asserted, but from one of the creatures (the serpent). Further, the story portrays sin as occurring only as the tempted human gives full reign to the egocentric structure, resulting in the destruction of the harmonious relationship enjoyed in the garden. On this basis, it could be concluded that the story 
intends neither to state the inevitability of sin nor to offer a historical 
report. Rather, especially when seen as a contrast to the temptation of 
Jesus, the purpose of the Genesis account might be better served, when 
the reader is led to see the weakness of human nature in the face of 
temptation and to understand the destructive results of sin in effacing 
God's good creation.


A third related question concerns responsibility for sin. Olson's analysis of Pannenberg's discussion of this topic in the Anthropology is applicable to that found in the eighth chapter of the dogmatics, which closely parallels the earlier monograph at this point. He finds in Pannenberg two explanations of the source of responsibility.85   The first, responsibility for a condition of existence, he criticizes as being as arbitrary as the Augustinian conception Pannenberg rejects. More helpful is the second, Olson argues (responsibility for failure to achieve human destiny), which is also more consistent with the future destiny of humanity as the focus of the image of God.
As is evident in his discussion of human freedom, however, Pannenberg's position cannot be reduced to the second option described by Olson. In the dogmatics as well as in the monograph, he clearly maintains that freedom must be understood primarily in the New Testament sense of the actualization of human destiny and not merely as "formal freedom," which he sees as in a large measure illusionary. In the former sense the human person is not free, he argues.86   This lack of freedom may be related to the conditions of existence, but this situation does not excuse the human person from responsibility to live according to human destiny.
3. A third anthropological issue, the dialectic of divine and human action, including the accusation that Pannenberg proposes a deterministic system, has already been considered in the previous chapter of this volume. Additional insight into his understanding of this dialectic, however, is found in two theses developed in chapters 7 and 8 of the Systematic Theology, which indicate that he clearly seeks to describe a world 
in which actions are truly contingent and thereby to maintain both 
sides of the dialectic in a healthy tension.


First, he maintains that creation is not a solitary event in the past but is continuous, implying that in a sense creation remains open, oriented toward its future fulfillment. Second, he declares that the goal of creation is creaturely independence, not in the sense of independence against God but after the example of Christ. These two theses are incorporated into Pannenberg's understanding of history. History is more than a series of human actions. Rather, human actions occur in a context of meaning, which is actually the goal toward which history is moving. This goal is linked to God, who, Pannenberg maintains, brings about his purposes with the cooperation of creatures.87   As humans actualize their independence by cooperating with God's intentions, his goals are reached. Such a realization of human destiny, however, is in the final analysis eschatological, for only then will creation be complete.
4. A final anthropological issue is that of Pannenberg's method. Olson articulates a somewhat typical criticism of Pannenberg's earlier monograph by calling for a more Christocentric approach to anthropology. Further, he claims that the Christian understanding of the image of God and of sin is better grounded in special revelation than in general anthropological studies.88  
Three features of the dogmatics ought to be mentioned in the context of Olson's critique. Pannenberg does offer a Christological basis for at least one specific anthropological conclusion. Following Paul in Romans 3, he acknowledges the reality of the universality of sin on the basis of the universality of the salvation offered in Christ and not on the basis of the fall of Adam in the past.89   Second, in the dogmatics, Pannenberg proposes a Christological grounding for creaturely independence from God. The basis of this independence lies in the selfdifferentiation of the Son from the Father, as revealed in Jesus. Jesus is likewise the paradigm of true independence and the bearer of the human destiny, namely, to be the image of God. This theme, which is only announced here, is developed more fully in the Christology section. Finally, the structure of the dogmatics reveals a theocentric, as opposed to an anthropocentric, focus. The discussion moves from the God revealed in revelation to the nature of the human person as the creature of God. This forms the context for Christology, which actually becomes the completion of anthropology in that as the second Adam, Jesus transforms the understanding of humanity.90  


In spite of these considerations, it must be admitted that Olson's 
wish remains to a great extent unfulfilled in this section of the dogmatics. At the same time Pannenberg's development of anthropology 
before Christology points forward to the completion of the discussion 
in the next major section of the dogmatics.
The Doctrine of God
As Pannenberg himself indicates, these chapters, like the dogmatics as 
a whole, are a further delineation of the doctrine of the Trinity. For this 
reason and because of the role of pneumatology in this section, it is appropriate to introduce two issues regarding the doctrine of God.
i. A first issue centers on the purported Hegelian influences in 
Pannenberg's thought. The trinitarian doctrine of creation found in 
chapter 7 serves to heighten the ongoing discussion regarding the Hegelian underpinnings of Pannenberg's theology. In this section Pannenberg grounds the independence of creation in the second person of the 
Trinity and speaks of the Spirit as the one who mediates creaturely participation in the divine life. Suspicions on the part of critics that this is 
simply a reintroduction of Hegel's doctrine of the Trinity ought not to 
overshadow the important differences between the two positions.
Pannenberg and Hegel part company in their understanding of the 
eternal significance of the function of the trinitarian persons. For 
Hegel, the independence of creatures as grounded in the Son is a necessary requisite of the reconciliation mediated subsequently through the Spirit. In this way, the Spirit becomes in a sense the ultimate trinitarian person, and the independence of creatures appears to constitute no 
eternal reality but only a moment in the dialectical process, which is ultimately taken up into a higher unity. For Pannenberg, in contrast, the 
independence of creatures mediated by the Son is an eternal reality. 
This independence is the goal of creation itself and is grounded in the 
eternal differentiation between the Son and the Father. Although he 
likewise sees participation in the divine life through the Spirit as an 
eternal reality, he does not view the two as logically sequential moments. In Pannenberg's theology, the Spirit does not generate a higher 
synthesis overcoming creaturely independence, as appears to be the 
case in Hegel's doctrine of the Trinity.


Pannenberg differs from Hegel in his specific understanding of Spirit as well. In fact he sharply criticizes his forebear for viewing "spirit" in terms of consciousness. Pannenberg, in contrast, appropriates field theory to assist him in describing the participation in the divine life mediated by the Spirit. Thus, "spirit" is understood in terms of the environment on which creatures are dependent, the agency of exocentricity, or the field of meaning in which history transpires.
2. The second issue centers on Pannenberg's pneumatology, especially in connection with the field theory and what may appear to be the implications of the use of this theory both for the relationship of the human spirit to the divine Spirit and for the personhood of the Spirit. Classical theology since the patristic era has tended to deny any conception that posits a general human participation in the Spirit apart from regeneration. Pannenberg's critics suggest that he moves away from the Christian tradition at this point and fails to differentiate between the human and divine Spirit.91   This suspicion appears substantiated by his evaluation of Tillich, whom he criticizes for making a sharp distinction between the human spirit and the spirit of life.92  


Although he could possibly be read in this way, Pannenberg's actual position is more complex. As noted earlier, he does not simply equate the human with the divine. Nor is the transcendence of the divine Spirit lost in his proposal.93   The understanding of the Spirit delineated in this section of the dogmatics is prefigured in several earlier essays. In an essay originally written for an ecumenical forum in 1969, Pannenberg declares, "The spirit never belongs in a strict sense to the creature in his immanent nature, but the creature participates in the spirit - and I venture to say: in the divine spirit - by transcending itself, i.e., by being elevated beyond itself in the ecstatic experience that illustrates the working of the spirit."94   In another essay, he indicates more fully the relationship between the two and hints at its implication for the question of regeneration. Every form of life, especially the human being, shares in the divine Spirit, he notes, but not completely. Rather, "the human mind longs for full participation in the spirit that would satisfy his hunger for wholeness." The satisfaction of this yearning does not come in the form of a possession, "but only in the ecstasy of faith and of its hope, and in the creative love born from such faith."95  
Pannenberg, I would therefore conclude, posits a real distinction between the human spirit and the divine Spirit. This distinction opens the way for the development of a doctrine of spiritual regeneration found in the ecclesiology section.
Related to this is the question of the personal nature of the Spirit. Pannenberg has been accused of holding to an impersonal understand- ing,96   an accusation that appears substantiated by his use of the field concept to clarify the activity of the Spirit. In the context of this criticism two considerations are important. First, his use of field theory to describe the work of the Spirit in creation does not require that he carry the impersonal nature of the cosmic field into his understanding of the Spirit, because Pannenberg uses the concept of the cosmic field 
as a clarifying model that has acknowledged shortcomings.


The second consideration focuses on the central question of the 
discussion, that of the definition of person. Pannenberg finds the 
source of the concept of person in the phenomenology of religion, that 
is, in human religious experience. From this background he concludes 
that God is preeminently person, for God is mysterious, volitional, and 
beyond human control. This understanding of personhood fits well 
with the biblical description of the Spirit as "breath," from which 
Pannenberg draws his understanding. The same conclusion arises from 
his exocentric description of person. Personhood is ultimately found in 
the intratrinitarian life characterized by love, in which the Spirit 
shares. The Spirit, in turn, as the basis of the exocentric aspect of 
creaturely life, cannot be seen as impersonal, but is in fact the source of 
human personhood.
The discussion of creation and humanity offers Pannenberg's delineation of the status of the world and of humanity in particular as standing under God and in need of reconciliation. By means of the concept 
of the Spirit, he links anthropology to the doctrine of God. This step is 
facilitated and anticipated by his rejection of the filioque theology in 
chapter 5, which allows him to loose the Spirit from the traditional 
Western subordination of the third person to the second and to develop what may be characterized as a pneumatological, as well as a logos, theology. In this theology, the Spirit, not the Son, is the dynamic 
principle of the immanence of God. The coming into appearance of 
the logos structure ultimately in the incarnation of the Son is a result 
of the Spirit's activity, for the Son is the one who receives the Spirit.
The resultant understanding of the traditional logos doctrine and 
the further appraisal of the doctrine of the Trinity lead to the discussion of Christology. The unfolding of Pannenberg's understanding of 
the activity of the triune God as the economic Trinity to bring about 
the reconciliation of the world, which climaxes in eschatology, likewise 
begins in the Christology section. We must now turn our gaze to this 
aspect, which rounds out the second volume of the Systematic Theology.
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A Christological affirmation lies at the heart of the Christian faith, namely, that God is present in Jesus of Nazareth. Christian faith is directed toward the historical person of Jesus, who Christians claim is the focus of the revelation of God. For this reason, a central task of theology is the delineation of the meaning of this confession. As a result, Christology lies at the heart of any systematic presentation of Christian doctrine. Although this doctrine has always stood at the core of the theologian's task, in recent years a flood of literature on the topic has emerged, as many theologians have sensed a compulsion to deal at length with Christological issues. Perhaps no modern theologian has placed as great an emphasis on this doctrine as Karl Barth, whose work remains influential into the twenty-first century.
Christology has played an important role in the development of Pannenberg's theological program as well. Given this role and the centrality of Christology to theology in general, it is not surprising that he produced a monograph on this topic relatively early in his career.'   Since its publication that work, Jesus God and Man, has remained the object of controversy not only in Germany but in the English-speaking world and elsewhere.
In the afterword to the second English edition of Jesus God and Man, Pannenberg points in the direction that his delineation of the doctrine of Christ in the context of a systematic presentation of Chris tian doctrine would take.2   He notes several shortcomings of the work, based on its character as a monograph, and sketches three salient features that would characterize such an approach. First, rather than merely presupposing God, Christology would be delineated in connection with God's relation to the world, especially to humanity. Second, the significance of the cross would be developed in a trinitarian way with relevance not only for the Son, but also for the Father.3   Third, a renewed, eschatologically and historically oriented logos Christology would be developed as the starting point for the doctrine.


The systematic-theological unfolding of the doctrine of Christ 
outlined in the afterword to the monograph is crystallized in the dogmatics. This is visible both in its structure and in the specific contents 
of the Christology section that forms the second half of volume 2 of 
Pannenberg's Systematic Theology. The inclusion in the dogmatics of the 
features outlined at the end ofJesus God and Man means that his magnum opus moves the discussion of Christology generated by his previous work to a new plane.
Overview
The delineation of the doctrine of Christ in the dogmatics is divided 
into three chapters. The first forms a bridge to the preceding anthropology section. In the second, Pannenberg develops the central themes 
of Christology itself in the context of the doctrine of God. And the 
third provides a link between this section and the ecclesiology that follows. In this way, the main delineation of Christology (chapter io) is en compassed by two chapters that place Jesus in connection with humanity (chapters 9 and ii). The basic content of this section may be 
summarized by three phrases relating to three aspects of the person 
and work ofJesus emphasized respectively in these chapters: the eschatological new human, the man united with God, and God's reconciliation of humanity.


The central motif of Pannenberg's dogmatics, the interplay of reason and hope producing a systematic theology centered on the doctrine of God, is again visible in this section. His Christology is at its 
core eschatological, for Jesus' message and person can only be understood from this perspective. This doctrine speaks of the eschatological 
lordship of God proclaimed by Jesus, the eschatological destiny of humanity embodied by Jesus, and the eschatological salvation that 
springs from the appearance of Jesus. For Pannenberg all of this is 
"public," open to historical and rational scrutiny. When subjected to 
the canons of reason in an open-minded fashion, the assertions of 
Christology are able to withstand critical onslaught. Lying at the foundation of the doctrine is the resurrection of Jesus, which, Pannenberg 
boldly asserts, is itself a fact of history, demonstrable to the extent that 
any historical event is. Faith in Jesus, then, constitutes the reasonable 
response to the apostolic proclamation of God's presence in Jesus 
Christ.
Jesus Christ: The Eschatological New Human
Chapter 9 forms a bridge from the preceding section to the Christological heart of Pannenberg's dogmatics. This bridging function is reflected in the two purposes on which he focuses - the proper 
method in Christology and the first major thesis regarding the identity ofJesus, which turns out to be anthropological in orientation. In 
both, the conclusions of the chapter on anthropology are introduced 
into the Christological discussion. The close connection between the 
two doctrines is reflected in the chapter title, "Anthropology and 
Christology."
The discussion in the first section, "The Method of Christology," 
reflects both continuity with, and development of, Pannenberg's 
Christological thought beyond Jesus - God and Man. The basic ap proach found in the earlier work - Christology "from below"4   - reappears here. The dogmatics offers Pannenberg opportunity to interact with recent criticisms of this approach and to provide reasons why it continues to be appropriate. He remains convinced that Christology must show that the doctrinal confession of Christ (i.e., the church's proclamation) is the proper unfolding of Jesus' own historical reality, for it is the unfolding of the meaning inherent in the event.'   In these chapters Pannenberg sets himself to this task, repeating the bold claim found in the monograph that the bridge between the historical Jesus and the church's proclamation lies in the .6  


Yet as I indicated above, Pannenberg is not unaware of the shortcomings of the Christological approach "from below." A full doctrinal Christology cannot be developed solely from the perspective of Jesus' humanity, he declares, because assertions about God can never be derived from anthropology alone. In that Christology presupposes talk about God, it must also proceed from the idea of God.7   As the embodiment of this viewpoint, the systematic-theological development of Christology offers a fuller treatment than that presented in Jesus - God and Man.
Pannenberg's proposal is reflected in the structure of the dogmatics itself. It is no accident that the Christology section follows the doctrine of God and anthropology, for this facilitates the development of Christological assertions in a twofold context. The first context is that of the doctrine of humanity (chapter 9).8   Visible in the dogmatics is the somewhat independent status Pannenberg gives to anthropology. He follows the traditional sequence of topics as grounded in the salvationhistorical schema of theology present even in Barth's Church Dogmatics, in which anthropology precedes Christology. His intent in moving in this direction fits with his overall purpose in showing the coherence of the assertions of the Christian faith with all human knowledge, for in this way a door is opened for dialogue between theology and the human sciences. In keeping with this sequence, his Christology includes the theme of Jesus as the second Adam, the fulfillment of human hopes.


The doctrine of humanity that precedes Christology is not developed in an independent manner, however. Rather, its context lies in the assertion of God as Creator, forming thereby a uniquely Christian anthropology undertaken with an awareness of the doctrine of God. Central to this is Pannenberg's understanding of the human person as God's creature, based on the presence of the Creator Spirit in the world.9   This results in a decidedly pneumatological orientation in the anthropology section, as noted in the previous chapter. Reminiscent of the patristic use of the logos concept as the connection between creation and the incarnation, Pannenberg looks to the Spirit as the link between anthropology and Christology. On this basis he speaks of Jesus as the embodiment of the human destiny definitive for the determination of the nature of humanity.'°  
The second context is that of the doctrine of God itself (chapter io). Here the Christology section resembles the systematic formulation of the other doctrines, for all are to be unfolded in terms of the Christian understanding of God. Both contexts, Pannenberg maintains, offer to Christology the movement "from above" needed to complement 
the movement "from below."


As I pointed out already, the approach from an anthropology determined through the doctrine of God suggests to Pannenberg a first fruitful standpoint for the Christological task, namely, the attempt to understand the appearance ofJesus as the revelation and fulfillment of human destiny. To this end in the ninth chapter he brings together two traditional Christological starting points, the concept of the logos and salvation history."  
Pannenberg's reintroduction of the logos concept is the result of a discussion begun in Jesus God and Man. In this earlier work, he replaces this Christological theme with the concept of revelation as the point of departure for Christology.12   Yet that he would reintroduce the logos idea in a revised form in his dogmatic presentation is indicated both in the last chapter of the monograph and in his review of John Cobb's work on Christology.13   The foundation for this is laid in the chapter on creation, where Pannenberg links logos to the concept of information, among others, thereby giving it the cosmological function he finds necessary for its use in Christology. In response to the conditions put forth in Jesus God and Man,14   this understanding moves against the tendency in traditional physics to abstract laws from time, seeking rather to represent the order of the world as history. The historicization of the logos concept found in the dogmatics is also prefigured in the afterword to the monograph, where Pannenberg suggests that Christology speak of the election ofJesus in whom all of salvation history is recapitulated.
The logos concept that is in evidence here serves likewise as an example of the utilization of theology to condition anthropology. In the previous section, Pannenberg describes the logos as constituting the ground of creation as an independent reality. There he argues that the relationship of the individual to God is found in one's difference from God, for in this difference the finite creature is affirmed by God. Although this logos structure is inherent in creation,ls   he explains, it is especially significant for humanity, whose place in the cosmos is to bring to light that structure. Related to this is the Christological significance of the concept for Pannenberg's theology. Because Jesus reveals the proper relationship of the human person to God, he is the logos. But as Pannenberg repeatedly asserts, the self-differentiation of Jesus from the Father belongs to the intratrinitarian life as the selfdifferentiation of the logos (i.e., the Son) from the Father, which in turn is the basis for creation.


After the opening discussion of method, the chapter moves to a development of the anthropological orientation of Christology in terms of a central Christological theme, the Pauline affirmation of Jesus as the new Adam or the new human. The title, "The `New Man' in the Person and History ofJesus Christ," fits especially well with Pannenberg's methodological proposal. It serves as a bridging concept, bringing anthropological and Christological concerns together. But in addition it illustrates his understanding of the significance of Jesus' resurrection as the link between the historicalJesus and the risen Lord in the proclamation of the church and the resulting implications for Christological method.16   Evident as well in this discussion is Pannenberg's blending of the two starting points, the logos and salvation history, as I indicated above.
As is typical in the dogmatics, his position unfolds in the context of a historical discussion of the topic beginning with its biblical foundation, in Pauly   in this case, and climaxing in modern theology. At the center of the discussion lie two New Testament themes Pannenberg brings together. The first is the social dimension of the Pauline concept of the second, eschatological Adam. From Paul's assertion that all humans are to carry the image of the new Adam, Pannenberg concludes that as the second Adam Jesus is the archetype of the new humanity. The second theme forges a connection between this concept and Jesus' messiahship, a connection that in turn forms a bridge between humanity in general and the elected people of God, in that in Jesus the hope of a Messiah in Israel is expanded to the whole of humanity.18   This discussion, therefore, lays the groundwork for the development of the concepts of election and the people of God found in the ecclesiology section.


Foundational in this context is a third biblical theme important 
likewise in the subsequent discussion of ecclesiology, God's justice or 
righteousness, which, according to Pannenberg, constitutes the center 
of the Old Testament faith. It lies behind the Old Testament understanding of the election of Israel and led to the hope for a kingly Messiah who would be righteous in his judgments and make Zion the center of the world. In the context of this messianic hope, Pannenberg 
adds, Jesus proclaimed love as the fulfillment of the divine demand for 
justice in view of the nearness of the kingdom of God.
The blending of these biblical themes results in a far-reaching conclusion: in the human destiny the divine-human relationship is closely 
connected to the interhuman relationship. This assertion has several 
implications. It means that no one can fulfill the human destiny of fellowship with God as a solitary person and that the human destiny to 
fellowship, and thereby justice and peace, cannot be fulfilled without 
God. Likewise, it binds together personal and corporate eschatology; 
for the kingdom of God - the fulfillment of the divine call for justice - is realized only in the resurrection of the dead. Pannenberg develops 
these points further in the subsequent sections of the dogmatics.


In keeping with the method espoused earlier, he brings the salvation-historical perspective together with the logos concept. As I outlined above, the first leads to the conclusion that Jesus is the new human, in that as the Messiah he is the founder of the fellowship of humans with God and with each other. Foundational for the parallel assertion of Jesus' unity with the logos is the self-differentiation ofJesus from God, that is, the acknowledgment of his own nonequality with the Father, as the representative of all creation. The theme of selfdifferentiation is developed in the next chapter, which Pannenberg sees as forming the justification for the conclusions offered here. At the same time, that theme leads back to the discussion in the earlier sections, where he shows that this act is the prerequisite for the presence of God both in Jesus and in creation. The bringing together of these two themes results in a major conclusion of the chapter: Jesus is the new Adam insofar as he is the man connected with the logos.
In offering this assertion, Pannenberg consciously places himself in the tradition of the Alexandrian logos Christology. Yet he emphasizes one crucial difference as well. The older tradition failed to view the logos title as an expression of the human uniqueness of Jesus in terms of his messianic function. This shortcoming, Pannenberg maintains, is overcome in his emphasis on the connection between the new Adam Christology and Jesus' role as Messiah.19   On this basis, he concludes that exactly as, and only as, Jesus is the completer of Israel's hope for justice - through his message of the eschatological nearness of God as saving love - is Jesus the new Adam, the man who is one with the divine logos.


Jesus Christ: The Man United with God
As indicated in its title, "The Deity of Jesus Christ," the tenth chapter moves from the anthropological focus of chapter 9 to the main aspect of the doctrine of Christ formulated in connection with the doctrine of God. The affirmation ofJesus' divinity unfolds through the discussion of three topics, forming a logical progression in thought while offering at the same time a sketch of the development of the history of Christology. The discussion begins with Jesus' message and resurrection as the basis for the affirmation of his deity. It then flows to the Christological implications the early church drew from the event of the resurrection. Next, the problem of the two natures doctrine is presented, followed by Pannenberg's own proposal to utilize the concept of self-differentiation, introduced in chapter 5, as the key to an understanding of Jesus' unity with God. The chapter closes by returning to the doctrine of the Trinity, viewing it, in the context of Christology, as the self-actualization of God.
Reminiscent of chapter 5, in which the proclamation of Jesus forms the beginning point for the discussion of the doctrine of the Trinity, this chapter, which constitutes the heart of the Christology section, moves from the message and resurrection ofJesus. The goal of the first topic, "Reasons for Maintaining the Unity of Jesus with God," is the development of the historical basis for the Christological declaration of this central theme of Pannenberg's Christology, the unity ofJesus with God. Pannenberg finds this basis in the claim to authority implicit in Jesus' message and confirmed in his resurrection.20  
This thesis is unfolded through a weaving together of exegetical considerations with the resultant implications for the relationship of Jesus' proclamation to the Christology of the early church, which reveals Pannenberg's continuity with, and differences from, contemporary New Testament scholarship.21   The discussion focuses on two as sertions implicit in Jesus' message.22   First, in that Jesus proclaimed the nearness of the kingdom of God, his message implied a personal claim to authority, actually an ambiguity as to his own person that evoked a debate among his contemporaries about his relationship to God. By speaking about the lordship of God as a future reality but with power to determine the present, Jesus became the mediator of the presence of God's lordship to those who accepted his message and who thereby received God's available forgiveness. Because it implied a claim to authority vastly overstepping what a human creature could rightfully assert, Jesus' opponents viewed his message as a sign of arrogance, and this in the end led to the cross, Pannenberg declares.23  


Second, the message ofJesus looked to a future confirmation.24   Because the early church found this confirmation in Jesus' resurrection from the dead, Pannenberg explains, this event became the starting point for the Christological assertion of Jesus' unity with God. Pannenberg offers a summary of the further significance of the resurrection in its Jewish context.25   The message of the resurrection meant that in this one human the eschatological hope for the righteous had occurred'26   and thereby it became a message of God's salvation.27   Like wise, the resurrection became the beginning point for a connection between Jesus as the bearer of the future of God and the coming of that future itself; for the early Christian mission proclamation;28   and for a shift in the focal point of the relationship of the believer to God - from the expectation of the eschatological future to the presence of the resurrected Lord in his church.


This sketch of the meaning of the Easter message in the early church is germane to the flow of the discussion in two ways. First, although this point is not explicitly stated here, Pannenberg's sketch fits with his overarching intention in the Christology section to link the apostolic proclamation with the cross and resurrection as the further explication of the meaning of these events. This is in keeping with his contention that meaning is implicit in the event itself, a meaning that forms the basis for evaluating subsequent interpretation. Second, he finds in the various early Christian conclusions about the resurrection the same presupposition, the historicity of that event.
The discussion of the historicity question that follows parallels closely that found in chapter 3 of Jesus - God and Man.29   Pannenberg moves from the meaning of the term resurrection to the defense of its historicity based on the two Easter traditions found in Paul and in the Gospels,30   followed by a clarification of the nature of historicity. Important for the flow of the dogmatics and not emphasized to the same degree in the monograph is his observation that the reality pointed to by the metaphorical term, resurrection, is expressed nonmetaphorically in the New Testament by means of the religious concept of life.31   This forms a connection to the concept of spirit developed in the anthropology section, for life in the full sense has its source in the Spirit of God and entails fellowship with God. In Pannenberg's view the Easter message claims that this new incorruptible life has already occurred to Jesus through this event.


As in Jesus God and Man, Pannenberg argues for the historicity of the resurrection from the appearances of the risen Jesus as objective events, not merely "conversion visions,"32   and from the significance of the Jerusalem empty tomb tradition.33   He then reviews his debate with contemporary understandings of historicity. Central to this debate is his assertion that every statement about a historical event, including the Christian proclamation "Jesus is risen," implies a claim to historicity.34   Against his critics Pannenberg offers several additional clarifications of his understanding of historicity. A claim to historicity does not necessarily suggest that the event is analogous to everyday occurrences35   or that the historicity is not debatable, he declares. Further, the uniqueness of the eschatological reality of the resurrection ought not to prejudice its truth claim. And of most importance, the conclusion that one accepts regarding the resurrection is dependent on one's understanding of reality.36  
By showing that the resurrection, as the confirmation ofJesus' preEaster appearance, is the beginning point for the Christological expressions of the New Testament,37   the second topic of the chapter unfolds the meaning of the affirmation of Jesus' unity with God. To indicate this, the section is entitled, "The Christological Development of the 
Unity of Jesus with God." Central to Pannenberg's argument is his 
claim that the meaning of the Easter event, namely, God's confirmation of Jesus, is inherent in the event itself.


For Pannenberg this divine confirmation moves in two directions. It implies Jesus' unity with the future of God in that the future coming of the kingdom is now connected with Jesus.38   And it moves backwards to encompass Jesus' earthly life as a whole. In the face ofJesus' "failure" on the cross, the resurrection overcomes the ambiguity of Jesus' appearance, making clear that he was indeed the focal point of the presence of God.39   Pannenberg does not limit the reflective confirmation character of Easter to epistemology, however, but views it also ontologically, asserting that without Easter Jesus would not be the Son of God.
Lying behind this discussion is Pannenberg's understanding of the ontological priority of the future, which he defends here on the basis of the Hebrew view of time as revealing what actually is. He understands this to imply that not only the meaning of the events but also their actual essence changes in the context of history, so that the final essence is now present only in the form of an anticipation based on the appearance in history of what occurs at the end of history. Interestingly, Pannenberg includes even Jesus' resurrection under this outlook, claiming that its contestability will ultimately be answered only at the eschaton.
Pannenberg turns his attention as well to the Christological debates in the history of doctrine as they relate to the problem of this chapter, how the divine and human are linked in Jesus.40   The historical reflection begins with the idea of the incarnation, which formed the basis for the Christological discussion of the early church climaxing in Chalcedon. Pannenberg reaffirms the evaluation of the council decla ration voiced in Jesus - God and Man. Because it offered only a terminological differentiation between nature and person, Chalcedon failed to 
provide a final solution to the problem. Pannenberg's lesson in historical theology then traces the debate between the logos-sarx (Alexandria) 
and logos-man (Antioch) positions, leading to the Reformation conflict over the communicatio idiomatum and the rise of the kenosis theory.


The far-reaching alternative to this dominant Christological approach set forth in Jesus - God and Man is repeated here. Pannenberg proposes that the connection between Jesus and God not be viewed directly (via the unification of deity in the form of the logos with humanity) but indirectly, via Jesus' relationship to the Father.41   He finds the focal point for this relationship, which shows Jesus to be the Son, in Jesus' obedience to the vocation given him by the Father, through which he differentiated himself from the Father. For Pannenberg, this conclusion is dependent on the resurrection, for the Easter event confirmed the conduct of Jesus as the path of obedience to God.
The correspondence of this proposal to Pannenberg's overarching program is unmistakable. It fulfills the methodological requirement that the ontological constitution of the unity of the person ofJesus not bypass the history ofJesus (especially his cross and resurrection) but be derived from the relationship of the historical Jesus to the Father found in the unfolding of Jesus' history. This allows Pannenberg to conclude against the dominant Christology that the doctrine of the incarnation is not another means to Jesus' person but a summary statement as to the total reality of Jesus in his relationship to the Father.
Crucial as well is the concept ofJesus' vocation, developed in terms of Pannenberg's understanding of Jesus' self-differentiation from the Father as the inner ground of his unity with God.42   Brought to expression here is the New Testament emphasis on the cross as the focal point of Jesus' vocation, a connection that plays a greater role in the dogmatics than in Jesus God and Man. The conclusions reached previously in the chapter, that the cross is the working out ofJesus' life and the resurrection is the divine confirmation of Jesus' activity, are foundational to the discussion.


The conclusion regarding the cross suggests that Jesus' vocation required that he suffer the results of the ambiguity evoked by his message, his apparently blasphemous but inevitable presumption to deity. The separation from the Father he experienced on the cross, then, is the ultimate point of Jesus' self-differentiation from the Father and thus the climax of his obedience, Pannenberg declares. In the light of the resurrection, however, Jesus is shown to be the one who was obedient to his mission and is confirmed in the acceptance of his finitude as the one who embodies the proper relationship of humans to the Father.
Lying behind these conclusions is a somewhat complex argument. It moves from the premise that no finite being, not even Jesus in the continuation of his finitude, can be one with the infinite God. This means that Jesus needed to die. Only in that he allowed his finite existence to be consumed through service to his vocation, that is, in dying, could Jesus as a finite creature be one with God as the eternal Son of the Father. This forms the basis for his understanding ofJesus' death, for in death Jesus was carried beyond his own finitude into God's infinity, and his finite being became the paradigm of the new human.
This theme, Jesus as the new human, introduces an understanding of the meaning ofJesus' death developed more fully in the next chapter and characterized, for want of a better English term, by the somewhat inadequate word substitution.43   As in the monograph, Pannenberg moves away from the traditional doctrine of substitutionary atonement. For him the death of Jesus is the high point of Jesus' selfdifferentiation not merely from the Father but also from other creatures. At the same time, his death opens the door to the individual uniqueness of others in their finitude.
The present context, Jesus' vocation in the light of the cross and resurrection, allows for a preliminary discussion of the historical basis and nature of Jesus' substitutionary function. Pannenberg grounds this historically in the understanding of the interrelatedness of the cross and resurrection that I outlined above. Jesus suffered death innocently as the wages of sin, as the result of the ambiguity of his life, thereby experiencing the fate that actually should have come to those who crucified him.44   But, Pannenberg adds, because of the hope of life generated by Jesus' resurrection, through fellowship with Jesus one's own death no longer means separation from God. In this way the death ofJesus becomes in the light of Easter the completion of his mission of reconciliation and the sign of God's love for the world.


Pannenberg's understanding of the nature of Jesus' substitutionary function builds on a differentiation between inclusive and exclusive substitution found already in the nineteenth century, delineated in Jesus God and Man and taken over by Dorothee Soelle.45   In exclusive substitution the suffering a person experiences in the place of another means that the other need not suffer the same fate. Inclusive substitution, in contrast, means that the substitute shares the situation of the others (death, in the case of Jesus) and thereby alters that situation. Pannenberg finds an aspect of exclusive substitution present in Jesus' work, for Jesus himself achieved reconciliation with God, which through his own overcoming of death in the resurrection is made universal. Nevertheless, Pannenberg concludes that exclusive substitution is an inadequate understanding of the relationship between Jesus and humanity, a thesis developed in the next chapter.
The final topic, "The Incarnation of the Son as God's SelfActualization in the World," integrates Christology with the doctrine of God by means of the concept announced in the title, namely, the self-actualization of God. This is in keeping with Pannenberg's over arching purpose to unfold all the doctrines from their foundational connection to the understanding of God arising from the concept of revelation. With this discussion Pannenberg seeks to round out the chapter, which thus far has viewed only Jesus' self-differentiation from the Father.46   At the same time, he sees the development of this theme as giving to his Christology the needed dimension "from above" in addition to the approach "from below."47  


The task of integrating Christology with theology reintroduces the 
doctrine of the Trinity, viewed now from the Christological perspective. 
The development of this doctrine here, however, differs from that 
found earlier in the doctrine-of-God section. There Pannenberg's starting point lies in the mutual dependence of all three divine persons. In 
the doctrine of Christ, in contrast, he views a specific aspect of this mutual dependence, the self-differentiation of the Son from the Father, 
which in turn becomes the basis for the assertion of Jesus' deity. Because of this difference in orientation, Pannenberg sets as his goal the 
derivation of a corresponding self-differentiation of the Father from 
the Son.
He moves toward this goal in two ways. The first argument is based 
on the idea that the Father entrusted his lordship to the Son in the 
sending of Jesus and therefore suffered in Jesus' death. The exegetical 
foundation for this idea lies in John's Gospel, from which Pannenberg 
draws the significance of two New Testament themes, Jesus' glorification of the Father through his vocation and the working of the Father 
in Jesus. According to John, in the sending of the Son, the Father entrusted to the Son the Father's own power, especially the authority to 
judge (John 5:77; 5:19ff). Pannenberg understands this to mean that 
the "failure" of the Son on the cross calls into question the power of 
the Father. Because he made his own deity dependent on the sending of 
the Son, the Father suffers with the Son in his fate.
Pannenberg introduces the theological themes of creation and incarnation to clarify this dependency. By sending the Son into the 
world, he explains, the Father made himself absent from the world in order to be revealed in the Son. God's absence arises as well in the act of 
creation, for the apparent independence of the world hides the reality 
of God, and it entails judgment and death for creation, contrary to the 
divine intent. This forms the context for Pannenberg's understanding 
of the goal of Jesus' mission. By fulfilling the Creator's design for creation, through which the Father is glorified in the world, Jesus brought 
salvation.


Conclusions outlined previously move the discussion to the cross, 
as Pannenberg forges a link between the self-differentiation of the Father and Jesus' reconciling death. The absence of God in the world climaxes in the God-forsakenness of the Son on the cross, he declares. In 
this event, however, God's absence not only entails judgment but is the 
condition for the salvation of the world. Thus, he views the absence of 
the Father in Jesus' cross as a moment of the presence of God's salvation. And God-forsakenness, the sign of judgment, becomes in this way 
a decisive moment in bringing God present to creation. As a result, 
Pannenberg concludes that death no longer means separation from 
God for the one who is bound to Christ.
The self-differentiation of the Father is developed in a second way, 
namely, through a consideration of the role of the Spirit in the glorification of the Son. Here again Pannenberg builds from John. The 
Fourth Gospel declares that the glorifying of the Father by the Son 
leads to the glorifying of the Son through the sending of the Spirit 
(John iTi, 5)•
The overarching purpose of this discussion is found in the implication it carries for the doctrine of God. Pannenberg's basic thesis is that 
the self-differentiation of the Father in the sending ofJesus constitutes 
the self-actualization of the eternal God. Central to this thesis is the relationship of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity that 
Pannenberg developed in the doctrine of God. On the one hand, he understands the kingdom of the Father to be inseparable from his deity, 
for rulership over creation is integral to divinity. Therefore, the actualization of the divine lordship is the goal of God's activity in the world 
(the economic Trinity) and is accomplished by means of the sending of 
the Son by the Father and the glorifying of the Son by the Spirit. On 
the other hand, Pannenberg asserts that lordship belongs to God's 
eternity. Therefore, the Father's entrusting of his lordship to the Son 
and the Son's returning of this lordship to the Father belong to the intratrinitarian life (the immanent Trinity), for these processes signify 
the relationship of the persons to each other.


Pannenberg uses the term self-actualization to refer to this process that characterizes the life of the divine Trinity. He unfolds his understanding of the self-actualization of God in the context of a discussion of, and in distinction from, two other concepts, the self-differentiation of the Absolute and the self-emptying of God through the divine activity in revelation.
The idea of the self-differentiation of the Absolute has enjoyed a lengthy tradition in Christian theology, including Augustine, Anselm, Hegel, Barth, and Rahner.48   In keeping with his discussion in the section on the doctrine of God, however, Pannenberg rejects this position as incompatible with Christian doctrine. It reduces the Son and the Spirit to moments of the self-unfolding of the one divine subject (the Father), thereby destroying the equality of the three divine persons and the hypostatic independence of the Son and the Spirit from the Father. In short, the doctrine of the Trinity is lost, he boldly declares.
In addition to this theological critique Pannenberg finds a logical inconsistency in the philosophical foundation of this understanding. The self-differentiation of the Absolute presupposes that the divine subject is both the active subject of this process and its product. He connects this paradox to the problem, voiced by Fichte, of the identity between "I" and "me," that is, the problem of the "I" that knows itself and the "self" that is known. According to Fichte, as the product of the "I," the "me" cannot be identical to the "I," which sees itself at the beginning of the process as only the active subject without the resulting self-consciousness.
Better suited to Pannenberg's understanding of the Trinity as the self-actualization of God in revelation is another variety of the concept of the self-differentiation of the Absolute. Here self-differentiation is not viewed as a division of the One, giving rise to a second and a third derived out of the substance of the first. Rather, this process is under stood in terms of the differentiation of one from another, in which the other is presupposed by this act. In this understanding, what the three trinitarian persons are in themselves is constituted from the others.49  


Pannenberg finds the second term - the divine self-emptying or 
kenosis applicable only in a moral sense, as the self-humiliation of the 
divine logos in stooping to the level of the structures of creaturely existence in solidarity with creation and with the sinner. To avoid the loss 
of divinity entailed in the self-emptying of the logos inherent in the 
older doctrine, Pannenberg describes kenosis in terms of the selfactualization of God. This, however, presupposes a central theme of his 
Christology, that the self-differentiation of Jesus from God is the expression of the eternal self-differentiation of the Son from the Father. 
In this way the self-differentiation of Jesus, when viewed as the selfemptying of the logos, becomes for Pannenberg the ground both of the 
incarnation and of creation itself. Further, he finds the deepest point 
of this self-emptying in the cross, for in this event the Son's subordination to the Father's will brings God's plan into the world.
Pannenberg cautions against understanding the concept of God's 
self-actualization as the coming into being of something that was not 
realized before the process. He emphasizes instead the paradoxical aspect of this concept noted above, namely, that God appears as the subject and object of the process, which he links to the doctrine of God as 
causa sui. He likewise declares that the movement of God's selfactualization encompasses not only the eternal life of God but also 
God's economy of salvation. As a result, only at the eschaton is the deity 
of God realized in the world.
The Christology concludes, then, with a reintroduction of the relationship of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity set forth in 
the fifth chapter of the dogmatics. Lying behind this move is 
Pannenberg's understanding of the task of Christology, namely, to 
bring into discussion the unity of God's revelation in the Son with the 
eternal being of God. In his view this task can be accomplished only 
through the doctrine of the Trinity, for this doctrine delineates the unity of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity - the unity of 
the eternal being of God and the total process of history - as the location of God's self-disclosure in the world.


Jesus Christ: The Reconciliation of God
Just as chapter 9 forms a bridge to the anthropology section and chapter io views Christology in the context of the doctrine of God, so chapter ii, entitled "The Reconciliation of the World," comprises a bridge 
from this section to ecclesiology. This bridge is constructed by the concept of reconciliation, which Pannenberg understands as the divine activity bringing about the new creation as the remedy for the "nothingness" produced by the self-sufficient independence of creation.
The doctrine of reconciliation is important in Pannenberg's dogmatics because of its relationship to the process of the self-actualization 
of God in the world. Although he sees all three trinitarian persons involved in this activity, he finds that its completion introduces a relationship between the Son and the Spirit. The relationship between the Son 
and the Spirit that arises here parallels that between the Father and the 
Son developed in the previous chapter. In this way Pannenberg introduces this intratrinitarian relationship that is so crucial for the unity of 
the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity.
The delineation of Pannenberg's doctrine of reconciliation comes in 
five stages. He begins in the first two sections ("Salvation and Reconciliation" and "The Concept and Doctrine of Reconciliation") by viewing reconciliation in the context of the connection between Christology and 
soteriology. He then develops the central concept associated with this 
doctrine, namely, the idea of representation or substitution ("Representation as the Form of the Salvation Event"). Next, Pannenberg forges a 
connection between Jesus' salvific work and his glorification by the 
Spirit in order to show the trinitarian nature of the work of reconciliation ("The Triune God as Reconciler of the World"). He concludes with a 
discussion of the multifaceted dimensions of the gospel as the message 
of reconciliation ("The Gospel"). In this manner, the chapter constitutes 
a formulation of soteriology under the rubric of the doctrine of reconciliation, a formulation that serves to link the work of Christ to the church.
As is characteristic of the dogmatics as a whole, chapter ii begins by tracing the development of the doctrine under consideration from 
its New Testament roots, once again found in the Pauline literature, 
through Christian history to its climax in the modern era. Foundational for the entire chapter is an understanding of the concept 
Pannenberg draws from Paul. Reconciliation refers both to Christ's 
death itself and to the process that arose out of this event, including 
the apostolic proclamation, which serves to expand the reconciliation 
process further. By using this understanding as the standard, 
Pannenberg suggests that the descriptions of reconciliation developed 
in theological history tend to be one-sided, emphasizing either the 
event of Christ's death or the subsequent working out of that event. 
His task, therefore, is to delineate the doctrine of reconciliation in a 
way that shows the inner connection between these two aspects.


Pannenberg finds in the historical sketch certain helpful insights. Reconciliation, he discovers, consists in an act of God directed toward the world, not an act directed toward God (contra the satisfaction theory). Likewise, God's work of reconciliation is centered in a specific historical event, the cross, which brings about a new situation in the world (contra Abelard). Yet it goes beyond the cross to include both Jesus' preceding life and the subsequent gospel proclamation, together with the salvation mediated by it. For Pannenberg, therefore, reconciliation encompasses the entire process of the renewal of God's relationship to humanity, climaxing in the eschatological completion; therefore it is also the anticipation of future salvation in the present.
Implicit in this discussion is the issue of the relationship between Christology (the doctrine of the person of Jesus) and soteriology (which Pannenberg sees as expressing the connection between what occurred in the Christ event and the history of the working out of that event). He reiterates the interrelationship of these two doctrines articulated in Jesus God and Man.50   Christology must precede soteriology, he maintains, lest Christology be viewed as merely the projections of human longings on the form of Jesus. Yet the question of the universal salvific meaning ofJesus (soteriology) cannot be separated from statements about Jesus' person (Christology), he adds, because Christological assertions such as that Jesus is the Messiah, the second Adam, and the Son of the Father already refer to his universal human meaning. Soteriology, then, views Jesus in terms of the human salvation brought 
through the history ofJesus. It likewise builds a bridge to ecclesiology, 
Pannenberg maintains, in that it leads to pneumatology as the 
trinitarian-theological context for the presentation of the doctrine of 
the church. This is developed as the chapter unfolds.


The connection Pannenberg outlines between Christology and soteriology forms the context for his delineation of the doctrine of reconciliation, which, he declares, describes Jesus' death as the anticipation of the subsequent reconciliation of the world. Pannenberg finds the foundation for this connection in the theology of the early church, which developed not only a Christology but also a doctrine of the saving work ofJesus. This observation, in turn, lends support for the conclusion voiced earlier that the proclamation of the saving significance of Christ's death serves the process of the reconciliation of the world, thereby carrying farther what has already transpired in that event.
In this light Pannenberg revises the largely negative evaluation of the Reformation doctrine of the three offices of Christ found in Jesus  God and Man."   He now sees that statements about Christ's offices are not intended to refer to Jesus' history but to present his meaning for humans in every age in the form of the work of God in Jesus. The entire chapter is in a sense an implicit unfolding of this traditional doctrine understood in this way.   S2


Central to Pannenberg's understanding of the doctrine of reconciliation is the third topic, in which he presents his unique understanding of the concept of representation or substitution. He argues that by connecting the person of Christ to those in whose place he stood, this idea reflects the structure of reconciliation. The discussion of this concept serves the flow of the chapter as a whole by contributing to the development of a foundational thesis, that in the apostolic proclamation the exalted Lord is at work.
The understanding of substitution outlined here focuses on the relationship ofJesus' death to the death of others. Two related concepts, the inclusive substitution ofJesus in his death and the division of labor in society, lie at its heart   S3 Implicit in the discussion is Pannenberg's critique of the position of Barth.
As I indicated already, Pannenberg favors the inclusive understanding of substitution. Following Luther, he moves beyond the traditional understanding of substitution, explaining that Christ's work "for us" means that what occurs in the lives of all persons happens in Jesus in a paradigmatic sense and thus on behalf of all, giving new meaning to death - hope for life in the resurrection. But although Pannenberg judges the move beyond Anselm's satisfaction theory to be in keeping with the Pauline understanding of the new Adam, he finds inclusive substitution susceptible to the same disease that often infects the older view, the denigration of the independence of the individual. This problem arises whenever Jesus alone is seen as the "man before God" - when Jesus steps into the place of others so that they now have nothing to add to his work   S4 - as is the case, he declares, in theologies influenced by Barth.


To avoid this, Pannenberg draws on the Christological assertions presented in the previous chapter as a basis for his understanding of the Pauline declaration that the world was reconciled through the death of the Son. The explication of this theme moves from Paul's understanding of death as the consequence of the inappropriate human desire to be like God to Pannenberg's own conception of Jesus' acceptance of his death as the sealing of his self-differentiation from the Father and constitutive of his differentiation from other creatures as well. Jesus' death in this manner means that he did not die as the punishment for his sin but "for us," Pannenberg asserts following Paul, in that Jesus accepted his own death as arising out of his mission for the salvation of the world. Thereby Jesus can reconcile humans with God, because he takes their death into the fellowship of his own. And because his death did not entail the last step, Pannenberg adds, through his death the Christian gains the hope of participation in his life.
The concept of paradigm developed in chapter 9 becomes important in showing the inclusive substitutionary nature ofJesus' death. In Pannenberg's understanding, Jesus does not displace other humans in his death, because in the acceptance of his own finitude he is paradigmatically the Son. By taking to himself the death of his individual uniqueness he actually guards the place of the individual uniqueness of others in their finitude. For Pannenberg, in other words, Jesus' death is a paradigm death, inclusive in nature, for it reveals that the uniqueness of every human can participate in God's kingdom only through death, that is, through the acceptance of one's own finitude.
Related to inclusive substitution is a second concept, Durkheim's understanding of the division of labor, which Pannenberg connects with Ritschl's emphasis on Jesus' vocations   in order to develop further the idea of substitution in the general anthropological sense of paradigm. From the theory of the division of labor Pannenberg draws an important premise. Each member of society has a vocation, and because these differing vocations are carried out on behalf of the total so ciety, each of them has a substitutionary function. The application to 
Jesus is obvious. He too came with a vocation to fulfill, one that focused on the acceptance of individual finitude. Through the completion of his vocation to the point of death, Jesus is the Son who died as 
our substitute, that is, as the paradigm of the acceptance of personal 
finitude.


In the fourth topic Pannenberg moves to the relationship between the death of Christ and the post-Easter history of its interpretation. At issue is whether it can be said that the triune God was at work in that event. He builds from the previous conclusions of the chapter in order to develop a trinitarian-theological formulation for the event of reconciliation. This brings into focus the relationship between Christology and pneumatology as he links the reconciling work of Christ to the glorification of Jesus by the Spirit.
The first task of this trinitarian formulation is to show that Jesus' death is the joint work of the Son and the Father. To do so, Pannenberg begins with the seemingly contradictory Pauline statements that offer such an understanding. He finds the resolution to this tension in the concept of the unity of action that arises when the work of the Father is seen as presupposing the active working together of the Son and when the working of the Son is seen as not excluding the Father. In keeping with the Christological method articulated in chapter 9 and his understanding of reconciliation as encompassing the entire history ofJesus, Pannenberg relates this mutual activity to the history ofJesus, climaxing in the cross. The crucial issue here focuses on the ability of theology to speak of that history as the work of the Son.
To facilitate this, Pannenberg returns to the New Testament Christological assertion of Jesus' sonship. He finds three levels of description bound together in that assertion: the history ofJesus climaxing in the cross, the presence of the preexistent Son hidden in this act, and the activity of the same Son as the exalted one in the gospel proclamation of the cross.56   This observation forms the basis of Pannenberg's attempt to move beyond the classical doctrine of reconciliation, which he judges as deficient at this point. Rather than seeing the interrelatedness of these three levels, as he attempts to do, the classical doctrine tends to limit the understanding of reconciliation to the selfgiving of the Son on the cross.-17  


To the understanding of the activity of the Father and the Son in reconciliation, Pannenberg adds the activity of the Spirit, through whom reconciliation is mediated to the believer. Again a New Testament starting point is offered, specifically the link between the work of the Spirit and that of the exalted Lord found in Paul and John. Paul's identification of the risen Lord with the Spirit led to the claim that the apostolic message is filled with the Spirit and comes "with power" to humans, an exegetical conclusion important to Pannenberg's own understanding of the word as Spirit-filled.58  


Historically more significant, however, is John's more obvious differentiation between the Spirit and Christ, for it became the starting point for the church's understanding of the independence and personality of the Spirit that led to the doctrine of the Trinity.59   For John, the risen Jesus is not the exalted one who works through his Spirit, as in Paul, but the absent one who is dependent on the work of the Spirit in reconciliation. Pannenberg's systematic reflection on the relationship of the Spirit and the Son in the event of reconciliation builds from the Johannine differentiation between the two persons.
On this basis, Pannenberg unfolds a trinitarian understanding of the doctrine of reconciliation. He grounds the necessity of the Son's involvement in this work on the impossibility of beginning reconciliation solely with the Father. Because it entails the recapturing of a fellowship with God that does not destroy the independence of creation, reconciliation must also occur on the side of the human as an independent being. He finds such a fellowship demonstrated in an exemplary way in Jesus, for in his self-differentiation from the Father he is one with the Father as the Son, while reconciling the independence of creation to God as its substitute.6o  
The necessity of the Spirit's involvement arises from Jesus' absence. Foundational to Pannenberg's argument is the conclusion developed previously that Jesus' inclusive substitution must give place to creaturely activity in the process of reconciliation. This forms the background to his clarification that the ascension ofJesus is not simply the historical prelude to the work of the Spirit but a theological prerequisite for the completion of reconciliation. Only through Jesus' absence are humans put in the place as independent beings to come to see him as Son and therein to acknowledge their destiny by accepting the way of Jesus as the paradigm.
Pannenberg relegates to the Spirit the task of completing the reconciliation won in Jesus' death. This occurs in the apostolic proclamation, as the Spirit testifies to Christ and glorifies him as the one sent from God. And as the Spirit brings humans to acknowledge the glory of Jesus as the Son, their reconciliation with the Father is completed. From this understanding Pannenberg draws a conclusion about the 
general task of the Spirit in the divine economy. Through the Spirit, 
the crucified and exalted one comes to lordship, and thereby the lordship of the Father, the kingdom of God, is realized.


The understanding of reconciliation developed in this chapter is 
readily connected with the previous and subsequent sections. Implicit 
in it is a problem that arose in the anthropology section, the relationship between the divine Spirit and the human spirit. Reminiscent of 
his earlier discussion, Pannenberg emphasizes the importance of such 
a connection, which he finds in the doctrine of creation. The Spirit can 
bring reconciliation only when this work is not something alien but actually brings the individual to one's own being, he asserts, that is, when 
the reconciling Spirit is likewise the source of life. This discussion, 
therefore, serves to bring the earlier development of the Creator Spirit 
together with the Spirit's work in the glorification of the Son.
The doctrine of reconciliation described here points as well to 
ecclesiology and eschatology, as the work of the Spirit moves beyond 
the individual to encompass the collective character of the human destiny. Pannenberg's understanding of this destiny has a present aspect, 
in that the future of God's kingdom is present in the church in the 
form of a sign. But in his view, the reconciliation of the world finds its 
completion only in the future kingdom and in the resurrection of the 
dead, at which point the provisionality of the present is overcome.
The eschatological theme arises in another way also. Pannenberg 
finds in the future overcoming of the present provisionality an eschatological unity of the Son and the Spirit corresponding to the unity of 
their trinitarian fellowship. This suggests a connection between the 
doctrine of reconciliation and eschatology, for only the return of 
Christ marks the completion of the task of theodicy and the universal 
presence of the freedom won by Christ. This eschatological orientation, in turn, determines Pannenberg's pneumatology. He views the 
Spirit's work in God's kingdom as ultimately directed toward the completion of God's deity, which for Pannenberg entails the final justification of the reality of God.
The actual bridge from Christology to ecclesiology, from the event 
of reconciliation to the church, is built by the final topic of the chapter, 
the nature of the gospel as the message of reconciliation. Foundational 
to the discussion is Pannenberg's assertion, developed earlier in the chapter, that the reconciliation brought by Christ and the apostolic 
message belong together (contra Barth) on the grounds that reconciliation arrives at its goal only as the message is accepted.


Again the systematic reflection flows from biblical exegesis, this 
time, however, from a comparison of the use of gospel in Paul and in 
the Synoptics. Here Pannenberg finds helpful the work of Peter Stuhl- 
macher. He cites the Tubingen New Testament scholar for showing 
that the New Testament use of this term as the proclamation of joy 
and peace has its background in the Old Testament concept of the eschatological proclaimer of peace (e.g., Isaiah 52:7), mediated through 
the Qumran community, which linked the idea to the figure of the 
Teacher of Righteousness. These findings indicate to Pannenberg a 
connection between Jesus' own message and the use of the term in the 
early church. Jesus could indeed have seen himself as the proclaimer of 
freedom of Deutero-Isaiah, he declares, which would in turn indicate 
that the early church's proclamation ofJesus as the content of the gospel was motivated by Jesus' own proclamation and in fact was a working out of it.
The link Pannenberg forges between the message of Jesus and the 
apostolic proclamation lies in the concept of the dynamic word (gospel). Jesus' message of the coming lordship of God is gospel, because it 
mediates that lordship whenever it is accepted. Although the apostolic 
proclamation differs from that of Jesus insofar as it refers to an event 
that has already occurred, such preaching is nevertheless the channel 
for the operation of the history ofJesus. Pannenberg finds this description to be in keeping with Paul, who viewed the apostolic message as 
filled with the Spirit because of its content and working, for therein 
the risen Lord himself speaks from heaven to all peoples.
With this exegetical-theological work in mind, he offers a critique 
of the Lutheran concept of law and gospel, which not only reveals his 
difference with his tradition as a whole on this point, but also indicates 
the direction he subsequently takes in the ecclesiology section. 
Pannenberg's thesis is that Lutheran theology narrows the multifaceted New Testament understanding of gospel to the single dimension 
of forgiveness of sins. This, he maintains, entails dire consequences for 
the understanding of salvation.
Pannenberg finds this difficulty, as well as its foundation in the Lutheran understanding of law and gospel, exemplified in the theology of one of his major discussion partners, Gerhard Ebeling. Pannenberg commends Ebeling for his discussion of the "power-filled" aspect of the word of God. Nevertheless, Pannenberg notes that Ebeling does not relate the concept specifically to the gospel but rather to the word of God in general and by extension to the law. Pannenberg rejects this development of a general concept of the word of God in that it bestows on the law a continuing importance contrary to the Pauline view. For Paul, he argues, gospel is in no way a correlate of law, for the law carries only a historical, not a continuing, function as a preparation for the gospel.61  


What is faulty in Ebeling characterizes Lutheran tradition as a whole, Pannenberg concludes, even though the Reformation was correct in returning the concept of gospel to the center of theology. When compared to Pau1,62   the Reformation advanced a narrow concept of the gospel, he contends, developing it solely in terms of the convicting function of the law, to which the gospel brings forgiveness of sin. He finds the genesis of this phenomenon in the medieval sacrament of penance, out of which Luther derived his understanding of the gospel. While admitting the historical importance of Luther's view, Pannenberg insists that the gospel is broader in scope, for it speaks of the presence of God's eschatological salvation. Forgiveness of sins is implied in the acceptance of Jesus' message of the lordship of God, in Pannenberg's understanding,63   but it is only the negative side of participation in the salvation of God   .64


Pannenberg finds two problems arising out of the narrowing of the gospel to the forgiveness of sins. First, it binds the Christian understanding of salvation to the consciousness of guilt, which actually is to be overcome in the presence of God's salvation. Second, it produces an individualized understanding of salvation. This second criticism constitutes a preview of a foundational thesis of Pannenberg's ecclesiology. In contrast to what he sees as the individualism of the Reformation, he builds on the New Testament emphasis on the founding of the church as the goal of the apostolic gospel.65  
This interconnectedness of gospel and church is central for the link Pannenberg forges between Christology and ecclesiology. In keeping with his basic Christological emphasis on the lordship of God and its in-breaking through Jesus, he speaks of the gospel as the proclamation of the kingdom of God among humans. Building on the New Testament considerations mentioned above, Pannenberg describes the goal of the gospel proclamation as the founding of congregations that are to represent the universal human society as the destiny of humanity. In his understanding, the church serves the ultimate goal of the divine activity, the extending of the kingdom of God over humankind, in that it is the proleptic presence of the reconciliation that seeks to include all. This theme forms an unmistakable connection to his Christological emphasis on the relationship between Jesus' messiahship and his status as the example human, developed especially in chapter 9. The founding of the church from all peoples as a new form of the one people of God, described here, forms the starting point for Pannenberg's ecclesiology. In that section his understanding of the relationship of gospel and law is developed more fully.
Issues
No area of Pannenberg's theology has been subjected to as much scrutiny or has generated so widespread controversy and extensive critique as his Christology. At the same time perhaps none undergoes so great a degree of reformulation when moved from the context of a monograph to that of systematic theology. In the dogmatics Pannenberg offers a 
delineation of Christology that shifts the discussion of this doctrine 
away from the Christocentricity characteristic of much of theology in 
the post-Barthian era. This marks a change from Jesus God and Man as 
well, which, by virtue of its monographic nature, carries a somewhat 
Christocentric tendency. The earlier work looks to Christological 
themes such as the self-differentiation ofJesus from the Father and the 
resurrection as constituting basic building blocks for its methodological proposal. Pannenberg's goal in the dogmatics, in contrast, is to unfold all doctrine, including the doctrine of Christ, in terms of the connection to the doctrine of God. Christology may lie at the heart of 
theology and form its middle point, but for Pannenberg the center of 
theology clearly is the doctrine of God, more specifically the doctrine 
of the Trinity. This move marks both an advance in contemporary theology and a renaissance of the more classical approach, albeit offered in 
the context of a changed theological climate.


Because this shift to the doctrine of God is readily visible in the 
Christology section, the development of Pannenberg's systematictheological doctrine of Christ constitutes an important contribution 
to the discussion of his Christology that began in the mid-z96os with 
the publication ofJesus God and Man. As a further clarification of his 
views, the dogmatics serves to lay to rest some of the criticisms that the 
older work generated while introducing new angles into the discussion. 
In this context, several of the important issues surrounding the presentation in the dogmatics are noted, grouped under four topics: 
Christological method, Christology itself, Jesus' resurrection, and the 
doctrine of reconciliation.
Christological Method
From the beginning of his theological career Pannenberg's name has 
been connected with issues of theological method. Since the appearance ofJesus God and Man, a central focus of the methodological discussion sparked by his writings has been the narrower question of 
Christological method. The debate over method remains one of the important focuses for discussion of Pannenberg's systematic theology, especially in that he reiterates his Christological method at the begin ping of the three chapters that comprise his systematic-theological 
Christology.


i. The first issue in this debate relates to the specific method found within the Christology section itself. In keeping with his positive relationship to the new quest of the historical Jesus, Pannenberg moves to the affirmation ofJesus' deity from the history ofJesus, which he takes seriously as an objective reality. His Christology proceeds from the implicit claim in Jesus' life leading to the cross and from the event of the resurrection as God's confirmation.
The method observable here is similar to the approach followed in Jesus - God and Man, which some conservative theologians judge to be truncated. According to Henry, for example, Pannenberg fails to see that the teaching and deeds ofJesus disclose his divine being.66   In the sense Henry intended this is true, for Pannenberg grounds the deity of Jesus elsewhere. Yet the implications of his position are more intricate than this criticism would suggest. When viewed in the light of Easter as the confirmation of the life of Jesus, his teachings and deeds do disclose who he is.
The dogmatics likewise shows that Hanson's claim that Pannenberg builds his entire Christology on Jesus' filial self-consciousness is wide of the mark.67   Actually his method marks an important departure from proposals that focus on Jesus' self-consciousness or on Christological titles as arising from it. This move is significant in that it frees theology from being totally dependent on either the rediscovery of Jesus' self-consciousness or on establishing the credibility of the Christological assertions of the early church as reflections of Jesus' self-understanding. At the same time, Pannenberg provides a way of linking the Christological developments of the early church - that is, the apostolic message of the cross and resurrection - to the life of Jesus. As the continuation of the process of reconciliation set in motion by Jesus, this proclamation is the ongoing work of Jesus as the risen Lord through his Spirit.
In following this method, Pannenberg does not fail to give a place to Christological titles. The new Adam, for example, looms as especially important. Further, in the course of his argument in the doctrine of reconciliation, he views the apostolic reflection on the significance ofJesus' life, death, and resurrection leading to the development 
of the Christological titles as the work of the risen Lord through the 
Spirit. This, however, raises again the question of biblical inspiration. 
Pannenberg may be providing here a new foundation for such a doctrine.


2. One of the most vexing issues in Christological method in recent years has been described in terms of the opposition between Christology "from above" and "from below." Pannenberg's importance as a participant in this discussion is largely connected with the defense of the latter approach and the rejection of the former found in Jesus God and Man. The position he outlines in the mid-196os has been the object of much debate.
Although his proposal has been widely acclaimed, certain criticisms have been raised concerning it, the most important of which are noted by Pannenberg himself.68   His attempt to overcome these problems in the dogmatics diffuses some of the negative responses to his earlier position. For example, the dogmatics reflects agreement with Colin Brown's observation that because judgments about Jesus did not begin with the resurrection, this event is to be seen as a vindication of Jesus and of the faith of his followers.69   Further, the dogmatics indicates that Pannenberg has moved beyond Lash's discussion of his rejection of the approach "from above"70   and that his position actually has certain similarities to Tracy's assertion that the distinction might be theologically incorrect.71  
More difficult is the criticism concerning the radicality of Pannenberg's proposal, voiced especially by liberation theologians. Segundo, for example, suggests that Pannenberg returns to the old Christology by beginning with the question of the relationship of the historical Jesus to God, a question for which Jesus himself had no answer.72   On this point Pannenberg remains adamant, however, claiming that only by beginning here can the Christological question of the person ofJesus be answered. This discussion reveals a fundamental difference in understanding between the two. As a liberation theologian, Segundo sees theology, and therefore Christology, as the reflection on praxis. Pannenberg, in contrast, follows the more classical understanding that links theology to the pursuit of the truth about a divine reality that transcends the world of human praxis and thus a pursuit that determines such praxis.


3. A final methodological issue focuses on the placement of soteriology relative to Christology proper. In Jesus - God and Man Pannenberg offers a thoroughgoing critique of the tendency in modern theology to move from the work of Christ pro me to the Christological confession of his deity. His critique of this position is based in part on his concern to overcome Feuerbach's challenge to theology. He finds a way around this challenge by refusing to construct a Christology based on the projection of human longings on the figure ofJesus. Pannenberg's position, however, has been vigorously debated by critics who emphasize the importance ofJesus' work for a full understanding of the nature of his person.73   Concerning this, three observations are important.
First, Pannenberg is not advocating a strict separation of Christology from soteriology but readily admits, even emphasizes, the integral connection between affirmations about Jesus' person and his universal human significance. In accordance with this, he does not simply lay aside human longings and hopes as of no consequence for Christology. Rather, their importance is reflected in the structure of the dogmatics, as Christian anthropology forms the context for the development of Christology.
Second, one of the weightiest arguments for the soteriological approach builds from the order of the experience of salvation. To use McGrath's words, "our experience of Christ is prior to our recognition of the identity of the source of this experience."74   Although this point is well taken, it does not require that Christology follow the same approach. Pannenberg opts for the logical, rather than the epistemological order.


This leads to the third point. The advantage of Pannenberg's method is its objective nature, gained by its fundamental rejection of the experiential approach to Christology. By moving from the grounding of salvation in the deity of the triune God active in this process - in the case of Christology, in the deity ofJesus as arising out of his history - he avoids a question that remains unresolvable in the experiential approach: How can I know that what I am experiencing is actually the salvation of God? For Pannenberg, this experiential knowledge is grounded in the objective knowledge that the savior is the divine one.
The Christology Itself
The major lines of Pannenberg's Christology are given in chapter io of the dogmatics, which moves from the history of Jesus to the doctrine of the Trinity. His development of the Christological task raises the critical discussion to a new level in terms of at least four issues.
i. As noted already, an important aspect in the development of Pannenberg's Christology is his reintroduction of a radically altered understanding of the logos concept under the conditions set forth in the afterword to Jesus God and Man. The renewed logos idea then forms an additional context for the development of the assertion ofJesus' deity.75   Jesus is the logos, he argues, because he reveals the perfect relationship of creature to Creator inherent in the structure of creation itself. This, however, raises the question about the uniqueness of Jesus 
as the logos, a question that moves in two directions.


First, some critics find Pannenberg's understanding to be an inadequate expression of the uniqueness of Jesus, a criticism motivated by the debate as to whether Jesus differs from the rest of humanity in degree only or also ontologically.76   Is it true that a human who lives fully in accordance with the divinely determined human destiny of selfdifferentiation is divine? And does a perfect relationship to God constitute deity?
Of course, Pannenberg is keenly interested in establishing the unique position of Jesus. In the dogmatics he offers an important means to this goal. Jesus' deity is not abstracted from his life as an individual human being but lies in his uniqueness as a human who is obedient to the Father. Further, Pannenberg's Christology proposes a proper line of argumentation. The assertion that Jesus is the logos (i.e., that Jesus reveals the perfect fulfillment of human destiny) follows from the affirmation of Jesus' divinity, which Pannenberg shows is grounded in the history of Jesus.
Second, Pannenberg's emphasis on the divinization of humanity in this context leads some critics to charge him with pantheism. According to Pannenberg humans participate, at least eschatologically, in the fullness of the human destiny revealed in Jesus, that is, in the fullness of obedience to God that characterizes the life of the Son. Does this place human beings on the ontological level of the divine Son in the eschaton, thereby erasing all distinctions between humanity and deity? Although he could be understood in this manner, the dogmatics suggests that Pannenberg's position is quite the opposite. Rather than the difference between the infinite and finitude being eschatologically eradicated, he declares, it is eternally affirmed by God.
Pannenberg's assertion regarding the difference between Jesus and the rest of humanity could be reformulated in terms of the concepts of sin and grace. Even though humans participate with Jesus in the corporate human destiny, one difference remains. Their inclusion comes as the gracious gift of God to those who were previously characterized 
by failure to actualize that destiny. Jesus, in contrast, is the paradigm of 
the one who was fully faithful to his divinely given vocation.


2. The delineation of Pannenberg's understanding of the selfactualization of God stands as another important contribution of the Christology section to the ongoing discussion both of Christology and of theology proper. He uses this term to refer to the divine activity in this world process directed to the goal of demonstrating the reality of God. The resultant issue of ontology is discussed in chapter 2.
In the present context another question emerges, one that arises out of the purported Hegelian background to Pannenberg's understanding of God's self-actualization. Olson, for example, attempts to demonstrate a close connection between the two thinkers. On this basis he then criticizes Pannenberg's Christology as undermining the "graciousness of God's redemptive activity in the history of Jesus Christ," which occurs in that "God must save the world by unifying it with himself in order to realize his own deity."   77
The problem that Olson distills from several essays, however, is overcome in the dogmatics by appeal to God as causa sui. This is evident in the tenth chapter, where Pannenberg clearly distances his view from that of idealism. God's being is not completed by the world process as a "me" not yet given to the active "I." Rather, the process of God's self-actualization in the world is but the revelation in the history of the world of the eternal self-actualization of God found in the intratrinitarian life. In this way, Pannenberg avoids the Hegelian problem of the necessity of the world for the self-actualization of God, which is likewise present in certain lines of process theology. That a critique such as Olson's can arise is understandable, for Pannenberg admits that once creation exists, God's deity requires demonstration. Nevertheless, the critique is inappropriate, in that his understanding of the doctrine of God means that creation itself is a nonnecessary event.
3. A third Christological issue is that of the virgin birth, which in contemporary theology has receded to the background. Like many Protestant theologians, Pannenberg rejects the virgin birth on theological grounds, specifically in that he finds it incompatible with the more important doctrine of the preexistence of Christ. Although his position on this issue is generally passed over in silence in the secondary literature, a few critics have offered counterargument to it.78   Of these, two related criticisms loom as the most important. Delwin Brown contends that Pannenberg has made a conceptual mistake. Even if Matthew and Luke intended to mark Jesus' birth as the beginning of the existence of the Son of God by means of the virgin birth story, as Pannenberg suggests, it does not follow, Brown argues, that one who accepts the doctrine must so intend.79   Raymond Brown offers the second criticism. In contradiction to Pannenberg's contention that the virgin birth opposes the concept of preexistence, he claims that natural generation would only result in a new person, whereas the virgin birth alone could bring the incarnation of a preexistent one. He also notes that the denial of the virgin birth has favored an adoptionist, more often than a preexistence, Christology.80  


The dogmatics does not raise the discussion of this issue above what is outlined in Jesus - God and Man. The virgin birth story has played an important role in theological history and remains an important part of the faith of many Christians. Pannenberg's awareness of this called forth an attempt to offer an understanding of the development of the story that would allow contemporary Christians to continue to recite the Apostles' Creed.81   Beyond this, however, he seems content to follow the lead of the New Testament in elevating the resurrection above the virgin birth as the ground of faith.
4. Pannenberg's understanding of the doctrine of the incarnation provides a fourth topic of debate. Here again he offers a significant contribution to Christology. Based on the concept of retroactivity, he proposes to view the affirmation of the incarnation as the final Christological assertion rather than as the presupposition for all others. This understanding has not escaped criticism from those who see it as an inadequate understanding of the doctrine. Olson, for example, declares that retroactivity "has more in common with adoptionism than with classical incarnational Christology."82  


To dismiss Pannenberg's understanding in this manner, however, 
would be premature for two reasons. First, as is evident in the dogmatics he must be credited as attempting to present Jesus as "God manifest 
under the conditions of humanity," Archbishop Temple's criterion for 
an incarnational Christology. This is visible, for example, in his emphasis both on the self-differentiation ofJesus as belonging to the eternity 
of the intratrinitarian life and on the life ofJesus as the demonstration 
of the love that forms the essence of the Godhead.
Second, an important advantage of Pannenberg's understanding 
of the incarnation is that it is able to emphasize traditional aspects of 
the doctrine without describing it as the descent of the logos into human flesh. The traditional terminology is difficult to combine with the 
doctrine of God's eternality, and it also leads to a problematic division 
of the preexistent logos from the historical person of Jesus. Pannenberg offers a step in another direction.
Jesus' Resurrection
The topic that has received the greatest amount of attention in the critical literature is Pannenberg's outlook toward the resurrection ofJesus. 
Already in his earlier writings the crucial role that his understanding of 
this event plays in his theological enterprise is evident. In the dogmatics it remains of central significance, at least for the systematictheological development of Christology. Visible in the dogmatics is 
Pannenberg's staunch commitment to the historicity of the resurrection. Present as well, however, is the development in his understanding 
of the nature of this event since the mid-196os. For this reason, the 
dogmatics serves to carry the discussion of several issues concerning 
his outlook on the resurrection to a new level.
i. A first issue is Pannenberg's understanding of the nature of the resurrection. Here critical interaction largely centers on his description of this term as a metaphor, giving rise to problems moving in four directions. First, some critics are surprised at Pannenberg's use of the term metaphor to describe the resurrection. Michalson, for example, claims that Pannenberg's attack on the historicist's principle of analogy would lead one to expect a defense of the resuscitation of a corpse.83   Others conclude that contrary to his intent Pannenberg has actually placed the resurrection into a type of "metahistory,"84   giving to it a special historicity,85   in that it functions as the clue to the meaning of all history.86  


In the dogmatics, however, Pannenberg goes beyond the concept of metaphor in his discussion of the nature of the resurrection. While indicating the presence of the term in the New Testament, he draws on another New Testament concept, the religious conception of life (which likewise is used in certain texts to talk about the risen Jesus), asserting that the Easter event has brought Jesus into the sphere of new life. On this basis the link Pannenberg develops in the previous section between the Spirit and life is applied to Jesus by means of a type of Spirit-Christology of the risen Lord. In Pannenberg's understanding, therefore, the resurrection does not thrust Jesus beyond history but into the end of history, a view fully in keeping with the major lines of his theology.
Second, critics have questioned the clarity of the event.87   The most significant expression Pannenberg uses to speak of the risen Lord is "spiritual body." His use of this description, however, has been criticized. Clark, for example, does not find it to be a symbol with an obvious meaning.88   Although no word will be adequate to express the full reality of what happens in the resurrection, Pannenberg deems Paul's term to be the best available. In the dogmatics he then explains this conception in terms of participation of the whole human in the fullness of the divine life of the Creator Spirit.


Third, critics have objected to Pannenberg's contention that Jesus' resurrection ought to be seen as unique from similar events in the New Testament. Clark, for example, argues forcefully that the distinction between resurrection (i.e., Jesus') and resuscitation (all others') is not in keeping with the view of the Fourth Gospel.89   Although weighty, this argument misses a crucial point. John does indeed link Jesus' resurrection to Jesus' life-restoring miracles. Yet even he seeks to indicate that Jesus' resurrection led to a higher order of life than experienced in the other events of this kind. The concept of resuscitation must therefore be judged as too simple a picture to represent the new life experienced by Jesus through the Easter event. This consideration, it would seem, lies behind Pannenberg's strict refusal to link Jesus' resurrection to the concept of a return to earthly existence, as indicated by his rejection of the historicity of the postresurrection appearance stories found in the Gospels.
Cobb raises a fourth problem, that of the present location of the resurrected body ofJesus.90   In an interesting argument he suggests that to locate the body in the future would mean that the future must be seen as in some sense already extant, producing the very dualism Pannenberg is seeking to avoid. Although Pannenberg does not discuss this question in the Christology section, an answer arises indirectly in his ecclesiology. There he describes the body of the risen Jesus in terms of the church, explaining that the Pauline description of the church as the body of Christ must not be dismissed as merely poetic. On this ba sis Pannenberg could respond to Cobb's query by pointing to the church, in which the kingdom of God is present in a proleptic manner, as currently being the focal point of the "spiritual body" of the risen Lord.91   Although for Pannenberg the church does not exhaust the reality of the exalted Lord who exists in communion with God the Father as the heavenly head of his body, the "spiritual body" of the risen Christ is not completely absent from the world but present in a hidden sense in the communion of the faithful.


2. A second area of discussion is the relation of the resurrection of Jesus to that of humanity in general. Of the various criticisms, the most penetrating is that of Clark, who suggests the presence of a selfcontradiction in Pannenberg's thought at this point. If Pannenberg maintains that human life cannot be fulfilled individually, Clark asks, how did Jesus find his true fate in resurrection so as to be the guarantor of ours?92   In response it ought to be noted that Pannenberg's understanding of the relationship between Jesus' resurrection and the general resurrection is more intricate than is suggested by this criticism.93   Jesus is not the guarantor of our resurrection. Rather, this is the task of the Spirit of life, who is active in Jesus' resurrection. His resurrection is the prolepsis of the general eschatological resurrection, and it remains incomplete until the eschaton.
In this way Pannenberg applies to the resurrection the same structure that he develops in his discussion of the concept of reconciliation. The Spirit is the active agent in the process of reconciliation that climaxes at the eschaton. This nuanced understanding forms a reply as well to Van Buren, who suggests that Pannenberg's claim - that with the resurrection ofJesus the end of history has come - in effect sweeps all following history "into the bin of insignificance." For Pannenberg, however, the resurrection of Jesus is the prolepsis of the end, and because its historicity remains contestable, subsequent history takes on grave importance.94  


3. The central questions dividing Pannenberg and his critics concern the historicity of this event and its significance for people today. Pour aspects of his approach have received the most criticism.
First, critics have assailed Pannenberg's appeal to the two major traditions that arose in the early church, the appearances tradition and the empty tomb tradition, in arguing for the historicity of the resurrection. The discussion of the first of these traditions has included both exegetical95   and more theoretical considerations arising out of the disciplines of psychology96   and history.97   Even more problematic, however, has been Pannenberg's appeal to the empty tomb tradition. Placher, for example, claims, against Pannenberg, that talk of a resurrection in first-century Judaism need not have implied an empty tomb.98   In support of this contention, he cites the apocalyptic literature and Paul, who never speaks of the empty tomb of Jesus.
Although exegetical differences such as these are difficult to resolve, several points ought to be noted. Criticisms of Pannenberg's position arise from various places in the theological spectrum and for that reason understandably contradict each other.99   Further, the dogmatics indicates that the thrust of his case rests on the convergence of both traditions. The appearances form the primary historical data, according to Pannenberg, but the empty tomb provides insight into the kind of reality that appeared. Finally, he does not claim that the historical question is thereby closed. Rather, these considerations provide 
sound historical argument to a question that will be debated until the 
eschatological general resurrection.


Equally contested has been a second aspect, Pannenberg's attempt to use the apocalyptic movement as providing a context by means of which the understanding of the resurrection can arise out of the event itself.100   Some critics claim that he is simply wrong in grounding the Pauline concept of the glorified body on the Jewish apocalyptic move- ment.101   Others point to the presence of nonapocalyptic understanding of the resurrection in the New Testament.102   More important are the various suggestions that Pannenberg misunderstands the apocalyptic view of history and the world. It is claimed against Pannenberg that the apocalypticists were not concerned with history as the sphere of God's revelatory activity but with the eschaton, when the present evil world would be done away with,103   and that the resurrection did not play as prominent a role in the apocalyptic movement as he maintains.104  
When taken together with the discussion of apocalypticism in the fourth chapter of the dogmatics, the Christology section constitutes a fuller statement of his position leading to a heightening of the debate on this issue. Here Pannenberg is less dependent on a specific understanding of apocalypticism than might appear to be the case in his earlier writings. Rather, as I mentioned previously, his understanding of this movement is now more deeply bedded in the trajectory of the development of revelation in the biblical era. Further, some of the exegetical points offered by his critics are reflected in this section. For example, he speaks of the fundamental change that the resurrection of Jesus brought to the question of the resurrection at that time.


The third aspect is related to the second. Critics have asked whether the apocalyptic outlook is relevant for contemporary humans, even if Pannenberg's understanding of the first-century thought world is accurate.10s   The most germane criticism in this context is raised by Burhenn. Pannenberg asks readers to step out of the modern context into Jewish apocalyptic, Burhenn declares, a move he finds Pannenberg defending philosophically, by appeal to anthropology, rather than historically. Burhenn finds this defense unconvincing. Pannenberg's doctrine of humanity is but one of many, he maintains. It is shared by only a few contemporary philosophers and is clearly not that of the majority of historians.106  
Burhenn's analysis is basically accurate. Pannenberg's shift to the anthropological question, however, rather than being a negative aspect of his argument, actually serves to indicate the crucial point at issue, namely, the differing views of the nature of humanity that have always separated him from many modern philosophers and historians. Important for this debate is the call for an appeal to the coherence theory of truth, which lies at the foundation of the dogmatics. This shifts the discussion to the question as to which anthropologically based understanding best fits with the totality of knowledge. Pannenberg is confident that when given a fair hearing, the perspective of the Christian faith, which includes the assertion of the resurrection as the fulfillment of the human hope for life beyond death, can demonstrate its validity.107   This question arises again in the eschatology section.
Finally, critics have assailed Pannenberg's historical method. As noted previously, Pailin perceives here an illegitimate attempt to use the resurrection to solve the problem of Lessing's ditch.108   Herzog appeals to the absence of New Testament evidence that the resurrection ofJesus was less puzzling to the disciples than the cross, a result he anticipates, because the meaning of the resurrection simply cannot be read off the bare events of history by means of the right method.109  


Here again, however, Burhenn's criticism is the most significant. He finds Pannenberg's argument as coming in two phases, the first historical (i.e., relating to the data of history) and the second methodological. This argument, he maintains, presupposes that the historian must opt for what is believed to be the best account of the event, which is a misreading of the logic of the historian's enterprise. Further, Burhenn adds, the historian simply cannot opt for Pannenberg's explanation of the resurrection. The historian cannot use the concepts Pannenberg employs in his explanation of the event, for they do not belong to the commonsense body of knowledge of contemporary society, which forms the source of the historian's concepts."°  
This argument, like the previous one, reveals a strong difference of opinion between Pannenberg and his critic. His response could readily appeal to anthropology as indeed providing a "commonsense body of knowledge" from which to draw. Here the opening chapters of the dogmatics are important, where he builds a case from the results of the human sciences to show that the human person is a religious being in a specific sense. Humans hope for life beyond death, Pannenberg observes, a hope that in turn forms the context for the New Testament assertion that in one man this hope has been attained.
Even as sympathetic an interpreter as Braaten, however, finds a methodological difficulty at this point. He maintains that Pannenberg's argument should be seen as removing false objections to belief. The historical method cannot go beyond establishing that the earliest Christians believed Jesus had been resurrected.'1'   Perhaps this indicates the point of impasse. In the end, the cleft between Pannenberg and his critics focuses on the limits of the historical method: To what extent can the historian establish the historicity of a purported historical event, such as the resurrection of Jesus? In answer to this question Pannenberg fervently contends that the historical case for the resurrection is strong, so that faith need not be seen as aligned with irrationality and pitted against reason.


4. The issue of ontology is heightened by the discussion of the resurrection in the dogmatics. The ontological question lies at the heart of several points raised in the discussion ofJesus God and Man regarding the retroactive significance of the resurrection. McDermott, for example, asks whether for Pannenberg the resurrection was a contingent or a necessary event in Jesus' life. If contingent, which seems to be the preferred response, then in what sense can it be said that Jesus was the presence of God in history during his earthly life?"2   The ontological priority of the future outlined in the dogmatics suggests a twofold answer to McDermott's query. First, Jesus' resurrection was in a sense both contingent and necessary, necessary from the viewpoint of the eschatological future but contingent in that it was linked to the events surrounding it. Second, the confession ofJesus as the presence of God remained unconfirmed until Easter; yet in the light of the resurrection it is affirmed that Jesus is the Son in his earthly life.
Pannenberg asserts that the resurrection ofJesus remains an open event not only epistemologically, in the sense that its truth remains contestable until the eschaton, but also ontologically, in that its final meaning has not yet been determined. Although the presence of this assertion in the dogmatics is somewhat surprising, given the strong defense of the historicity of the resurrection in Jesus God and Man, it is consistent with his ontology, which leaves the final significance of all 
events and the final determination of all essences open until the eschatological completion. In keeping with this assertion that the end of history is both contestable and open, he declares that the theologian must 
give reasons not only to justify the claim that Jesus is risen but also to 
support belief in the final, general resurrection. Such reasons may be 
based on an understanding of human hope and the relevance of the 
apocalyptic expectation, as I sketched above, as well as on the historicity ofJesus' resurrection. This raises, however, the question of the circularity of the argument: that Jesus is risen is affirmed because of the expectation of the general resurrection, and the general resurrection is 
expected because Jesus is risen.


It would seem that circularity is a natural result of the ontological 
priority of the future, which contends that ultimate truth is only found in 
the eschaton. Yet two further considerations could be offered. First, 
Pannenberg's ultimate appeal is directed to the coherence of the whole of 
his doctrinal delineation, so that what appears within the presentation to 
be a circular argument becomes less so when the presentation in its entirety comes into view. This may be applied to the resurrection. Jesus' 
proleptic experience and the eschatological general resurrection form a 
composite event, each aspect of which is dependent on the other. The 
truth question asks whether this composite event fits with human knowledge as a whole. Second, this argument is reminiscent of Paul's approach 
in i Corinthians 15. The apostle himself found it necessary, or perhaps sufficient, to appeal to this two-sided, apparently circular argument. The situation of the theologian may ultimately remain on the same level.
The Doctrine of Reconciliation
Apart from the dogmatics Pannenberg's understanding of the doctrine 
of reconciliation is nowhere fully delineated, although certain aspects 
relating to Jesus' death are found in Jesus God and Man. It is therefore 
not surprising that the doctrine as such is not discussed in the critical 
literature. Yet critics do point to several issues related to this theme 
that are heightened by the discussion in his Systematic Theology.
I. One issue is Pannenberg's understanding of the role of the cross 
in Christology. Because the dogmatics entails significant development beyond earlier statements, the criticisms offered previously are largely superseded. For example, in his earlier writings Pannenberg characterizes the cross as a fate that befell Jesus, of whose significance Jesus had no clear perception, and in which he was not an active agent. This conception is revised in the dogmatics, reflecting Pannenberg's new appreciation for the foresight of the earthly Jesus in finding meaning in his impending death.   113


2. Another example concerns the method underlying Pannenberg's explication of Jesus' death questioned by Moltmann and the liberation theologians. Sobrino suggests that Pannenberg's philosophical presuppositions result in almost no role given to the cross and that he overlooks its revelatory meaning, because he makes use only of apocalyptic traditions to the exclusion of the Servant-ofYahweh Christology.114   Although this criticism may not do justice to the interconnection between Jesus' message and the fate of his cross even in Pannenberg's earlier work (for this was in principle already present in Jesus God and Man), in the dogmatics the cross plays an important role, both as a crucial aspect of the reconciliating work of Jesus and as a central revelatory moment. For Pannenberg the cross constitutes the depth of the self-differentiation of Jesus from the Father in obedience to his vocation, as well as the depth of the suffering of the Father in Jesus' fate. Sobrino's desire to see evidence of the Servant Christology in Pannenberg's thought remains largely unfulfilled in the dogmatics in the form of an explicit handling of this theme. At the same time, this idea is implicitly present in Pannenberg's concept of Jesus' obedience to the Father.
3. A third issue relates to Pannenberg's understanding of the apostolic proclamation as the continuation of Jesus' work. In developing this theme, his appreciation for, and differences with, Barth are apparent, as has been noted in the first chapter. Pannenberg seeks to take seriously the concept of the apostolic message as "word." This message is the report of the cross and the resurrection, he maintains. At the same time, it is the dynamic word that is Spirit-filled and therefore active as 
it is proclaimed. As noted in the earlier discussion, critics are not convinced that Pannenberg has solved all the inherent problems. If the 
Spirit is present in the proclaimed word, then why do not all its hearers 
receive that word? Because this question raises the issue of divine election and eternal judgment, fuller interaction with it must be suspended until the discussion of Pannenberg's understanding of these 
concepts in the ecclesiology and eschatology sections.


4. A final issue is related to the widespread concern voiced by evangelicals, liberation theologians, and Roman Catholics that Pannenberg's Christology fails to do justice to present experiences of Christ.   us In this context the criticism of Cone is important. In contrast to Pannenberg's elevation of the historical Jesus as the sole criterion for Christology, he declares, the witness of the black church tradition is that the meaning of Christ for today is found in the encounter with the historical Jesus as the crucified and risen Lord present in the struggle for freedom.   116 Cone adds that interest in Jesus' past cannot be separated from an encounter with his presence in contemporary existence. In a similar way, van Beeck complains that Pannenberg's Christology leaves too little room for the actuality ofJesus present in the Spirit now and omits the performative function of Christology.117  
These criticisms hit on an important feature of Pannenberg's Christology not only found in Jesus - God and Man but reiterated in the dogmatics. He is adamant in asserting that there is no evidence for the present work of Christ apart from the history ofJesus' life, death, and resurrection. His point is that a historical criterion must stand in judgment over present experience, if subjectivism and an irrelevant pluralism are to be avoided. Yet the Christology section leaves open the question of the place in Pannenberg's theological understanding for traditional evangelical aspects of living faith bound up with the experience of the presence of the Lord, including signs and wonders, a personal relationship of the believer with Christ through prayer, and a sense of divine guidance in one's walk as a Christian. Given the struc ture of the dogmatics these questions look to Pannenberg's understanding of the Spirit's presence in the corporate fellowship, the 
church, for their answer.


The Christology section, with which volume 2 of the Systematic Theology 
ends, unfolds the overarching theme of the dogmatics from the viewpoint ofJesus as the Christ. Here Pannenberg's development of the unity 
of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity moves to the history 
ofJesus and to the continuing history of the risen Lord in the apostolic 
message of reconciliation. The theme of reconciliation brings into view 
the Spirit as the active presence of God in the gospel proclamation. The 
message of the gospel has as its goal the actualization of God's kingdom 
in the world and the establishment of the church as its proleptic sign. We 
must now explore the delineation of this in Pannenberg's ecclesiology, 
which occupies most of volume 3.
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As Pannenberg points out, ecclesiology did not emerge as a separate 
doctrine in systematic theology until the late Middle Ages and then 
only in the context of the dispute about the true church, which formed 
the basis for the discussion of the other divisive questions, such as the 
means of salvation, the nature and number of the sacraments, and the 
source and function of the ordained office. Since its inception as an independent topic of dogmatics, therefore, the doctrine of the church 
has been the focus of interconfessional controversy. The twentieth century, however, inaugurated a change of climate, brought about by the 
dawning of the age of ecumenism. It is in the context of this new climate, this era when the disputes of the past, while present, are no longer the basis from which ecclesiology is delineated, that Pannenberg's 
Systematic Theology appeared.
In keeping with this changed situation, his personal interest in issues of ecclesiology has expressed itself more in terms of practical involvement in the ecumenical movement than in the production of 
scholarly works. Pannenberg was a participant in the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue for more than thirty years. Together with 
Bishop Karl Lehmann, he co-chaired a working circle of German 
theologians, which eventually published an investigation of the mutual condemnations of the sixteenth century, which was commissioned by the churches in the wake of the papal visit to Germany in 
1980. In addition, he served on the Faith and Order Commission of 
the World Council of Churches and participated in the drafting of 
the monumental ecumenical document, Baptism, Eucharist, and Minis try.'   Pannenberg's writing efforts include a summary of a set of lectures published in German as Thesen zur Theologie der Kirche (1970, revised 1974),2   the collection of essays on the church that appeared in German in 1977 but remained unavailable in English until 1983,3   and the English lectures on election published in 1977 as Human Nature, Election, and History.4   Given Pannenberg's practical interest in ecclesiology and the relatively meager attention afforded to the doctrine of the church in his earlier writings, the full treatment of the doctrine of the church that comprises the lengthiest section of his threevolume Systematic Theology is an important development. It likewise constitutes the point at which the churchly aspect of Pannenberg's theology becomes explicitly evident.


Overview
Protestant systematic theology often moves from Christology and 
soteriology to pneumatology, delineated as a separate theological focus, 
before advancing to ecclesiology. Such a doctrine of the Spirit discusses 
the Spirit's work in individual salvation, which then sets the stage for 
the description of the corporate fellowship of believers. Pannenberg's 
dogmatics offers three distinct deviations from this pattern. First, as I 
noted previously, his pneumatology is not limited to a special section 
but is placed throughout the dogmatics, as the major aspects of the 
Spirit's person and work are described in various contexts. Pneumatology is presented in terms of the Spirit's role in creation in the anthro pology section. In Christology, the Spirit is linked to the appearance of 
Jesus and to the ongoing work of reconciliation in the apostolic witness 
to his death and resurrection. In ecclesiology, pneumatology is viewed 
in terms of the Spirit's function in producing fellowship within the 
church and the fellowship of the church with Christ.


Second, although Pannenberg acknowledges that fellowship among 
Christians is mediated by their fellowship with Christ, he does not develop the church from a presumed prior relationship of believers to 
Christ, as if the communal aspect were secondary to the individual. He 
consciously avoids what he sees as the typically Lutheran approach, offering instead a more intricate understanding of the believers' relationship to the church, which is characterized by a dialectical interplay between the individual and corporate aspects of fellowship with Christ. 
Third, the doctrine of election is appended to the ecclesiology rather 
than being presented with the doctrine of God.
Three chapters form the ecclesiology section, a foundational chapter, a lengthier treatment of the major aspects of the doctrine of the 
church, and a concluding discussion of election and the historical people of God. In chapter 12, the church is described in the context of salvation history, the kingdom of God and in relationship to the political 
order, and thereby the church comes to be viewed as the sign of the 
kingdom to the world. Chapter 13, in turn, looks more specifically at its 
inner life and presents the church as the messianic community, the location of the fellowship of believers with Christ and each other. This 
leads to chapter 14, in which Pannenberg integrates ecclesiology into 
the history of the divine economy, presenting the church as the elected 
community within the process of history.
In the three chapters that comprise the ecclesiology section, the 
emphases of reason and hope characteristic of the entire dogmatics are 
prominent, mediated in part by the pneumatological orientation of 
Pannenberg's ecclesiology. Because the Spirit at work in salvation is the 
Spirit of creation, a continuity exists between the order of life in creation and the order of higher life in the church. This lends a rational 
flavor to the Christian conception of salvation, for the soteriological 
activity of the Spirit marks the completion of the Spirit's creative work. 
At the same time, the Spirit of salvation is the eschatological Spirit 
who makes present the future reality of the kingdom of God. This eschatological orientation lends a hopeful character to ecclesiology. For Pannenberg, the church is a proleptic sign of the kingdom, and the 
people of God live from the proleptic presence of the future among 
them mediated by the Spirit.


Closely connected with this is the ecumenical emphasis evident in this section. In keeping with the thrust of the dogmatics to present a public theology that has worldwide ramifications, Pannenberg offers an ecclesiology for the entire church, not merely for one denomination. He draws insights from the major Christian traditions - Orthodox, Roman Catholic, and Protestant - in working toward the very practical goal that underlies his involvement with the ecumenical movement, bringing the church to a fundamental unity in major points of doctrine that can overcome Christian plurality without destroying it. At the same time, he speaks especially to his own Lutheran church in an attempt to show how its tradition can be used to direct it further along the ecumenical trail.
Pannenberg is not interested in Christian ecumenism for its own sake, however, but sees it as integral to the hope of humanity in general, which it serves. It constitutes a nonnegotiable step toward the unity of humanity, the final human destiny in the kingdom of God, of which the church is to be the sign.-'   Therefore, the unity of the church, more than proposals that delineate Christian positions on contemporary problems, is the prerequisite for a renewal of Christian influence in modern society.6   Already in the early 1970s, Pannenberg articulated this understanding: "If Christians succeed in solving the problems of their own pluralism, they may be able to produce a model combining pluralism and the widest moral unity which will also be valid for political life."7   As a contribution toward this end, he offers his ecclesiology, at the heart of which lies a sacramental spirituality.


The Sign of the Kingdom
By laying the foundation for ecclesiology in pneumatology and in the concept of the kingdom of God, chapter 12 forms a bridge from the earlier sections to the doctrine of the church, as reflected in its title, "The Outpouring of the Spirit, the Kingdom of God, and the Church." The previous discussions ofpneumatology focus on what for Pannenberg is the basic, cosmic function of the Spirit as the Creator of life that forms the context for the soteriological function, presented here because its focal point lies in the church. The idea of the kingdom is likewise foundational for Pannenberg's view of the church, and it gives rise to his understanding of the relationship of the church to society. As a result, this chapter, together with that on election, presents his political theology as well.8  
The chapter moves through three topics. By sounding the basic theme of Pannenberg's ecclesiology, the church as the location of the Spirit's soteriological presence, the first, "The Consummating of God's Plan of Salvation by the Spirit," sets the stage for the rest. The founding of the church in the dual perspective of the Spirit as the source of both life and of eschatological completion, delineated here, provides the connection not only between the church and earlier doctrines but to the kingdom of God as well, as Pannenberg describes the church as the anticipation of a new eschatological humanity. This forms the basis for a central ecclesiological conclusion: the Spirit grounds not only the individual assurance of faith but also the fellowship of believers.
This pneumatological approach to ecclesiology lies behind Pannenberg's central departure from Lutheran tradition, which I noted already. In the Reformation conception of the gospel as immediately linked to the salvific work of Christ, he finds the basis for the order of theology that moves from individual salvation to ecclesiology. In contrast, Pannenberg seeks to discover how ecclesiology is related to Christology, while finding its primary context in pneumatology. The answer to this lies in the doctrine of reconciliation, which connects Christol ogy to the doctrine of the church as the body of Christ and forms the 
transition from Christology to pneumatology. But because the doctrine of reconciliation leads only indirectly to ecclesiology, that is, 
through the idea of the reconciliation of the world, it introduces the 
concept of the kingdom of God.


As a result, Pannenberg connects the gospel to reconciliation, as we saw in the previous chapter, and speaks of the reception of salvation through the church. In this way, the church and the sacraments are not simply viewed as means to individual salvation, but are described in the context of the kingdom of God, a point presented in the second topic of the chapter ("The Kingdom of God, the Church, and Society"). For Pannenberg the church is the anticipation of the kingdom;9   therefore its essence is constituted by the kingdom, of which it is the sign. Correspondingly, in the systematic framework of his dogmatics, the doctrine of the church culminates in the concluding chapter on eschatology.
In an important departure from both Luther and Barth, Pannenberg places not only the church but also society under the kingdom.'°   To do so he forges a link, found in the task of bringing peace and justice in societal life, between Israel's hope of the kingdom of God and the ancient understanding of the purpose of political order, which order represented the divine rule."   Pannenberg sets God's rulership over all such orders, however, for they tend to usurp its place as the guarantor of peace and justice. On this basis, he delineates the task of the church in relationship to society. It serves both as a sign, pointing to a future society of peace and justice, which no political system can bring into existence, and as a reminder of the transience of all social orders in contrast to the finality of God's rule.


Pannenberg's explication of the church as the sign of the kingdom1z   arises from New Testament considerations and a historical sketch that climaxes in what he finds as a contemporary convergence of Roman Catholic and Protestant thought. The biblical discussion focuses on Jesus' own purpose, to proclaim the kingdom, which for Pannenberg means that ecclesiology is not to be grounded directly on the concept of the fellowship of believers but on the kingdom. Further, like that ofJesus, the purpose of the church13   lies in corporate human life and thus is directed toward the world and determined by God's future rule.
The historical discussion moves from Vatican II, which describes the church as the sacrament and instrument of the unity of humanity with God and of humans with each other.14   Pannenberg finds this statement significant, because it replaces the older Roman Catholic definition of the church as consisting in its hierarchical order of offices, a point important to the discussion of the nature of the church and church offices (chapter 13) and of election (chapter 14). In this context, Pannenberg faults Protestant ecclesiology for viewing the purpose of the church as directed toward individual salvation and not toward the kingdom of God.
His understanding of the relationship between the church and the kingdom emerges in the context of a discussion of Barth and contemporary theology. On the one hand, Pannenberg distances himself from Barth's Christocentrism, claiming that Jesus cannot be identified with the kingdom of God but, as Messiah, is himself directed to the future kingdom that he proclaimed. Christocentrism leads to an unfortunate de-emphasis of the Spirit, he explains, whose function is reduced to bringing about the conformity of the church (as the image of the king dom of God) to Christ (as its original), an understanding he deems reminiscent of the older Platonic tradition of theology. Pannenberg seeks to offer a far more pneumatocentric theology in which the kingdom is understood as made present through the Spirit.'-'  


On the other hand, he lauds Barth for seeing the kingdom as directed not merely to the church, but to the totality of humankind in connection with the divine plan of salvation. Moving beyond the postBarthian tendency to view the church's mission as witnessing to the coming kingdom, Pannenberg describes the church as the anticipating representation of the future divine rule.16   This concept of the church is foundational for the emphasis on the worship aspect of church life and for the church's divine election, described in the subsequent two chapters.
Pannenberg intends to show how the founding of the church inje- sus' mission forms the basis for the overcoming of its historical divisions and for its relationship to the world. Because of its importance for the latter, he introduces the concept of justice and speaks of the kingdom of God as the rulership of justice,17   which in turn forms a bridge to the subsequent discussion of law and gospel. Crucial here is the premise that the concept of God's rule is indirectly present in the idea of justice, for the practice of justice is dependent on a religious motivation in the form of a consciousness of responsibility.18   Building on the conclusions of previous chapters, Pannenberg asserts that this 
concept of divine rulership arose through the experience of a divine 
will subsequently linked to a divine name in the history of religions.


A sketch of the development of this idea in Israel serves as the basis for a critique of the understanding of Western society. In a preview of a thesis found in chapter 14, Pannenberg notes that the link between Yahweh and justice was mediated by election more than by creation (God as the Creator of the cosmic order to which the earthly order must cohere). According to the prophets, Yahweh elected Israel to a special purpose, to witness to his will for justice among the peoples. But as Israel learned from historical experience that neither the Jewish kingship nor the nations behave according to the divine will, hope was directed to God's rule alone as bringing justice. In the intertestamental era this was viewed as being connected to cosmic changes, a perspective that revealed that a deep pessimism was combined with that hope. The coming of justice required not merely moral or political-social changes, but resurrection and a new heaven and earth.
Pannenberg finds here an obvious contrast to the moralism of the post-Enlightenment understanding. He argues that because it sees the kingdom as a reachable goal, this view makes the biblical hope for God's coming "harmless"19   and susceptible to self-delusion. With the apocalyptists he asserts that humans will not bring about the ultimate just order. This observation forms the basis for Pannenberg's critique of contemporary activism. Although the presence of injustice must not be minimized, he argues, the current situation must not be viewed as the enemy, lest one fall into gnostic dualism.
As the title, "The Law and the Gospel," indicates, the third topic continues the discussion of law and gospel introduced at the close of the previous section. Pannenberg's intent is to offer a revision of the Lutheran emphasis on the second use of the law by means of the development of a broader perspective, justice understood primarily as a liv ing reality of the community life rather than a formalized norm. In this 
way he seeks to show how love is the fulfillment of natural justice.


The critique of the Lutheran approach and the presentation of his own position build from Paul's use of the terms law and gospel to refer to two different salvation-historical epochs and to Paul's assertion that the period of the law had come to an end. For Pannenberg this means that Paul's claim that Christ is the end of the law does not suggest that God's demand for justice is ended, but that it is now fulfilled through the Spirit in love. This distinction between succeeding periods in the history of salvation is preserved in the patristic thesis of the gospel as nova lex. Unfortunately, in the idea of the new law, the profound intuition of the freedom of love, present in Jesus' teaching as well as in Paul, was obscured by the typological parallel asserted between the new and the old law. God's continuing claim was nevertheless expressed in the reception of the idea of natural law, which Augustine deepened by means of his view of love as the Spirit's power that brings the natural law to fulfillment. This provides the context for Pannenberg's thesis that love is higher than the law. Whereas law is bound to one form of life situation and its function in society is to show "boundary mistakes," love seeks to make fellowship durative and alive, he declares. "The fantasy of love" develops new forms and therefore is active in situations that are unforeseen by the law.20  
The critique of the Reformation doctrine of law and gospel offered in this context parallels that of the previous chapter. Pannenberg finds its genesis in Luther's failure to see the law as an epoch in salvation history21   and in the penance situation, which limited his understanding of the theological task of the Old Testament law to that of showing sin. This forms the background for the Reformation doctrine ofjustifi- cation (and thereby for Lutheran piety), which Pannenberg judges as inappropriately focused on the proclamation of forgiveness, as losing the finality of the change from the old life to the new, and as containing an "inner apriori" leading to legalism.


Introduced in Pannenberg's critique are two important themes developed in the next chapter, his theology of baptism and his view of love. As the parallel of the death and resurrection of Christ, which founded the church as a new human history, baptism, not penance, corresponds to the once-for-all change in one's history brought by Christ, leading to a new life history and identity, he argues. And love viewed as the eternal desire of God and leading to a true understanding of freedom forms his solution to the legalism arising from Luther's emphasis on the continuing necessity of the law for the Christian.
These conclusions about law and love provide the context for an explication of the concept of natural justice. In contrast to the nineteenth-century declaration that the term is a construct in that the laws of justice are not the same in all societies, Pannenberg maintains that the rule of reciprocity is found universally. He argues that the construction of special laws on the basis of an understanding of justice and directed toward building lasting relationships among people corresponds to the essence of love, which is related to the same goal. He finds the positive formulation of the golden rule especially important in this context, for it seeks to build fellowship in society.22   Therefore love, which is the goal of the justice of God, fulfills the demands of natural justice, he concludes.
The concept of justice leads to the question of the need for a civil order, given the critique of any political claim to reflect the kingdom of God embodied in the existence of the church. Basic to the discussion are the previous conclusions that justice and law are not the same and that love as the source of fellowship among people is both the central content of justice and the fulfillment of the law. Because justice does not always arise spontaneously in the interaction of individuals, Pannenberg concludes, the power of the state and civil laws are necessary to protect the common destiny to a corporate life in freedom and justice. For him, therefore, the state is not simply a vehicle for putting down the reign of sin, as Luther declared, but also a real, albeit broken, representation of the destiny of persons to corporate life in reciprocal acknowledgment and peace, which will be actualized in the kingdom of God. At the same time, Pannenberg denies that the political order can embody the human destiny, because it is able to enforce only an external peace and because it always offers the possibility of abuse of power by those who wield it.23  


He is similarly pessimistic about the church. As a bridge to the next 
chapter, Pannenberg declares that the eschatological fellowship is not 
fully realized in the church's structures but only in the form of a sign 
found in its worship life focused on the Lord's Supper. In faith in the 
crucified and resurrected one, he concludes, the Spirit is present, igniting the love that fulfills the law.
The Messianic Fellowship
The foundation for the discussion of the church is laid in chapter 12, as 
Pannenberg shows that the fulfillment of human destiny cannot be 
found in the political order but comes only in the kingdom of God. 
Participation in this occurs in a preliminary way, however, as believers 
experience fellowship with Christ and each other in the church. Hence, 
the kingdom is represented in a messianic fellowship, the proleptic 
sign of the renewed humanity. This emphasis is reflected in the title of 
the lengthy (338 page) thirteenth chapter, "The Messianic Community 
and Individuals." Pannenberg's doctrine of the church unfolds in the 
context of five major topics: the relationship of personal fellowship 
with Christ to the corporate fellowship, the Spirit's work in the individual Christian seen in terms of the Christian virtues (faith, hope, and 
love) and justification, the sacraments as mediating fellowship with 
Christ, the ordained office as the sign of church unity, and the church 
as the people of God.
Throughout the chapter Pannenberg's ecumenical interest is evident. His intent is to mine insights from the heritage of the Lutheran 
Reformation for the contemporary ecumenical discussion. For this reason, the historical sketches so prevalent throughout the dogmatics are 
largely oriented to the disputes of the sixteenth century. Likewise, the Lutheran confessional documents are repeatedly cited as a basis for the development of positions on important issues that are both true to the Lutheran heritage and capable of providing movement toward ecumenical convergence.24   Pannenberg's dexterity in using these documents is noteworthy. At times he shows how they sit in judgment on the Lutheran tradition; at other times he indicates how the Roman Catholic tradition has moved in the direction of the Reformation critique. Always, however, he seeks to be truly Lutheran and truly ecumenical.


At the heart of the ecumenical convergence Pannenberg envisions is a sacramental spirituality, an orientation to Christian piety that focuses on the rites of the church, especially the Lord's Supper. He finds this spirituality promising not only in that it is central to the Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches, but also because it lies at the genesis of Lutheranism as indicated by its confessional documents.
Pannenberg's goal in the first topic, "The Fellowship of Individuals with Jesus Christ and the Church as the Fellowship of Believers," is to clarify the dialectic between the individual and communal dimensions that characterizes his ecclesiology. The discussion moves through three main points, which together form an explication of article 7 of the Confessio Augustana. Foundational to the whole is the Reformation emphasis on the church as the communion of the saints,25   seen not as a voluntary fellowship of believers in their common faith but, following Confessio Augustana 7, as the location where the word is purely taught and the sacraments are correctly practiced. Pannenberg emphasizes word and sacrament because they bring about personal fellowship with Jesus Christ himself, which in turn results in fellowship among believers.
As he develops this thesis further by means of an explication of the four notae ecclesiae,26   Pannenberg's sacramental spirituality becomes ev ident. Unity, the fundamental characteristic, is constituted by the fellowship of believers represented in the Lord's Supper but is structurally 
found in baptism and proclamation. The church is holy not because of 
the morality of its members but because of its connection to Christ. 
His understanding of apostolicity appeals to its original sense, referring to the church's mission in the world as a continuation of the sending of the apostles. As apostolicity is directed to the renewal of all humanity, it leads to catholicity, which entails a consciousness of one's 
own provisionality and of one's unity with the church's forebears and 
its future. Pannenberg finds the manifestation of catholicity in each local eucharistic service, for there the universal church is present.


The second point focuses on personal confession of faith as the individual answer to the gospe1,27   which, since the early church, has been seen as the entrance into church fellowship.28   Pannenberg finds its genesis in the New Testament concept of the public confession ofJesus, the criterion for which came to be the church's teaching concerning Christ. To the question as to the extent to which the church can be the criterion of individual confession, he answers that church confessions must be measured against the truth claims of Jesus' eschatological message, which they presuppose.
This assertion introduces the dialectic between finality and provisionality characteristic of Pannenberg's dogmatics as a whole. Because the fellowship of the church is the sign of the future fellowship of humanity in the rule of God, he argues, membership in the church mediates membership in the kingdom, giving priority to the confession of the church. Pannenberg, therefore, stands with the Lutheran, and opposed to the Reformed, understanding in maintaining that the church's confession is definitive, and he agrees with the contemporary emphasis on the Nicene-Constantinople Confession as the central ecu menical symbol.29   At the same time, he acknowledges that the church must be conscious of the partial nature of the present form of its life and knowledge, so that further teaching is always needed, arising from New Testament exegesis and consideration of the relevance of the Scriptures in the present world context.


The dialectic between the individual and the corporate is explicated further in the third point, which describes the believer in the fellowship of the church. Here the dialectic is viewed in terms of a tension between the church (as mediating the personal relationship to Christ) and the individual's immediate relationship with Christ (as producing the fellowship of the believers). Pannenberg's resolution of this tension is based on the dialectic between corporate transmission and individual reception. Although personal confession of faith is mediated by the church's transmission of the message of Jesus' history, the message must be acknowledged anew by the receivers of the tradition. The goal of the process, he declares, is the personal relationship of the believer to Jesus Christ, an immediacy that Pannenberg finds expressed in the Reformation teaching of the priesthood of all believers and in Luther's concept of the Christian freedom of faith.30  
Underlying the entire discussion is the pneumatological orientation. Pannenberg's thesis is that the tension between the personal and the corporate, or between immediate and mediate fellowship, can only be resolved by appeal to pneumatology. His resolution points back to a central theme of the anthropology section, for this dialectic corresponds to the general tension between freedom and society. From simi lar recent attempts31   he concludes that in order to develop a proper ecclesiological function of the Spirit, pneumatology must combine creation and eschatology. To do so Pannenberg applies to the church his thesis that the Spirit's activity lifts the individual above one's particularity into an ecstatic existence extra se in Christ, which he sees as the location both of the freedom of faith and of fellowship with others. Because this communal fellowship, like individual faith, is focused beyond the group to the position in Christ, future salvation (i.e., the overcoming of the anthropological tension of individual and society) is present in the church as the prolepsis of the new humanity in the kingdom of God.


In that it raises the question how fellowship can be understood as extra se, this conclusion forms the context for the second major topic of the chapter, "The Basic Saving Works of the Spirit in Individual Christians." Foundational to the discussion is the thesis that all activity of the Spirit is ecstatic in character, a thesis that provides a pneumatological bridge between ecclesiology and previous doctrines. Pannenberg describes this aspect of the Spirit's activity in terms of the structures of faith, hope, and love, and then in view of the doctrine of justification.
Of the three traditional theological virtues, faith receives the most extensive treatment.32   Pannenberg's first task is to develop his understanding of the central Reformation view of faith as trust (fiducia) and its link to the other moments of faith, recognition (notitia) and agreement (assensus).33   This occurs in the context of a historical sketch of the Lutheran tradition, implicit in which is the question of the legacy of 
Luther as well as an apologetic directed against Pannenberg's critics. 
Foundational to his argument is the observation that Luther did not 
equate "historical faith" with faith itself, but viewed it as faith's necessary presupposition.


The historical sketch shows how theology dealt with the destruction of the Reformation connection between notitia, assensus, and fiducia 
that occurred when the Augustinian concept of the authoritative mediation of historical knowledge, accepted by Luther, was replaced by science and the historical basis for faith was called into question. Rather 
than relegating faith to uncertainty and dependency on historical research, most theologians asserted that saving faith was found in the experience of conversion, which provides its own certainty. Either the historical content of Christian tradition was seen as irrelevant (radical 
pietism), or the plausibility of the historical aspects of the faith was 
grounded on the experience of faith (conservative pietism). Pannenberg 
denies that either of these positions can claim the legacy of Luther.
In response Pannenberg offers his position, at the heart of which is 
Luther's thesis that by nature faith is not derived from itself but must 
be extra se. On this basis Pannenberg concludes that faith lives from its 
historical basis, the historical revelation of God that must precede the 
act of trust if faith is to be trust in God and not in itself. He admits 
that the revelation that grounds faith remains contestable. Nevertheless, he adamantly declares that only the field of argument, not a decision of faith, can meet the philosophical and historical critique of this 
knowledge of God.
Important in this context is a differentiation first proposed by Wilhelm Herrmann between the ground of faith and the reflection on (the 
content of) faith. At issue is the relationship of the historical basis for 
faith, found in Jesus' person and history, to the history of the interpretation of that event. Important for Pannenberg's resolution of this 
problem is his understanding of the interrelationship between the 
provisionality and finality of all assertions. The modern relativizing of all knowledge, he declares, does not eliminate the fact that both the 
New Testament and later reconstructions appeal to the history ofJesus, 
which they presuppose and against which they must be measured. 
They are bound to a belief in a final interpretation identical with Jesus 
and his message. This indicates that present in the history of interpretation is the absolute eschatological truth itself, albeit in the provisional form of anticipation.


On this basis and in accordance with modern hermeneutical understandings, Pannenberg alters Herrmann's thesis. Because the ground of faith can only be grasped by means of some idea of faith, he argues, ground and interpretation can be separated only through critical reflection on a specific, exegetically based picture of Jesus.34   He finds this ground of faith to lie in the historical reality ofJesus (including the res- urrection),35   which is the source of knowledge of Jesus' person.
This conclusion raises Kierkegaard's question as to how a historical reality can be the sufficient ground of faith, when it is only understandable in a provisional way. Pannenberg appeals to the promise structure of Jesus' history and its similarity to the anticipatory structure of faith. Because in Jesus the future is proleptically present, he reasons, the history of Jesus bears the structure of a promise that will show itself as true, to which faith, as discovered by the Reformation, corresponds.
To resolve the related issue of the assurance of faith, Pannenberg places this concept under the general idea of assurance, in that for him assurance does not only deal with the factual nature of its object but also with self-assurance, that is, with integration and identity.36   His connection between the assurance of faith and the general assurance of truth draws from John Henry Newman's thesis that assurance arises out of the process of reflection and judgment building,37   which Pannenberg links to the anticipation of final truth.38   The connection comes in the correspondence between faith's explicit appeal to God as the source and completer of the totality of the world and the appeal to the infinite that is found in the general judgment process. On the basis of this and from the promise structure of Jesus' life and message that he developed previously, Pannenberg concludes that assurance of faith arises (i.e., that the church's proclamation can be received as God's promise), when the future of the world and of one's own life is seen as present in the promissory history of Jesus.


Related to faith is the structure of hope. Foundational to the development of this theme is the Pauline statement regarding Abraham (Rom. 4:9ff.), which Pannenberg views as the paradigm for the connection between faith and hope. Hope, he explains, makes explicit what is implicit in trust, for it is directed toward the promised salvation viewed as "for me." Corresponding to the Pauline paradigm, Pannenberg's conception of hope reflects a tension between continuity and discontinuity with the structures of life. Christian hope differs from general hope in that it believes in the promise of life beyond death given inje- sus' resurrection, a promise that moves against all experience. Yet hope belongs to the general structure of self-transcendence, for the believer is en route to a future actualization of being that transcends present experience.39  


Pannenberg hails this approach, the grounding of hope on faith in the appearance of God's future in the risen Christ, as facilitating an overcoming of the egoistic structure of human hope in a way not fully developed in theology to date. To show this, he moves beyond the Lutheran tradition to assert that hope is not only personal hope but primarily hope for the world, for faith lifts the individual above the self. He finds this especially significant for the discussion with Feuerbach, who criticized the Christian idea of a hope beyond death as an unwillingness to dissolve individualism into "the general rationality." For Pannenberg, the way through this critique lies in the concept of resurrection, for in this event the individual and the communal aspects are joined.
Love, which arises out of faith and hope, is presented in terms of its relationship to faith, grace, and prayer. The connection between love and faith provides Pannenberg's response to the question of the relationship between love for neighbor and love for God. On the basis of relevant New Testament texts and the doctrine of the Trinity, he puts forth the thesis that constitutive for faith is a love of God himself, the dynamics of which seizes the believer and leads to participation in God's love for the world that is found specifically in love for neighbor.
Here, as elsewhere, Pannenberg's differences with both the traditional approach and modern theology are evident. He offers a critique of the theological tradition that focuses on love for God as an independent theme, rather than asserting the unity of love for God and others. But he is unwilling to follow the modern trend, exemplified in Herbert Braun and Joseph Fletcher, to equate love for neighbor with love for God.
Crucial to his thesis is Paul's statement that the love of God is poured out in believers' hearts through the Spirit (Rom. 5:5). Following Peter Lombard and against the later Scholastics, Pannenberg interprets this as referring to the presence of the divine essence itself in the believer through the Spirit.40   He appeals to the concept of exocentricity, declaring that an ecstatic unity of the human and the divine occurs through faith in Christ, and sees his position as the working out of the trinitarian understanding of the statement "God is love." Love for God is the Spirit-induced human response to God's love, by means of which the believer participates in the Son's relationship to the Father, he declares; and in love for others the believer participates in the movement of God outwards. For Pannenberg, then, love for neighbor flows from God's own love poured out into our hearts, just as the economic Trinity flows from the immanent Trinity, so that these two aspects constitute but one love.41   On the basis of this understanding of God's love for the world as the expression of trinitarian love, Pannenberg offers a positive evaluation of the emphasis of the Eastern church, especially as found in the teaching of Maximus the Confessor, that the cosmos is the work of the divine eros.42  


The discussion of love and grace is intended to describe human participation in the fellowship of love between the Father and the Son43   expressed theologically by the term grace. A summary of the historical debate about the source of this participation forms the context for Pannenberg's conclusion that the disagreement is not irreconcilable. Grace, he declares, is neither simply the graciousness of God (the early Reformation position) nor a supernatural gift (as claimed by the Scholastics). Rather, by appeal to the exegesis of Romans 5:5 outlined earlier, he declares that this grace is the Holy Spirit, who is the gift mediated by faith, so that the very love of God (God's essence as Spirit and love) is given to the believer by the Spirit.44  
Pannenberg follows his teacher Edmund Schlink in including a discussion of prayer under the category of love. For him prayer, as the Pauline paradigm of sonship, is the primary expression of the love for God that arises out of the presence of God's love in the believer. Arguing against the classic study of Friedrich Heiler, he sees in this thesis the difference between Christian prayer and other types. In contrast to general human prayer, which finds its basis in asking in the face of the needs of life, Pannenberg maintains that the beginning point of the Christian understanding lies in thanksgiving for salvation in Christ. This thanksgiving comes to the center of Christian worship in the Eucharist celebration and encompasses the other aspects of prayer, namely, praise and petition.4s  


His conclusion that the work of the Spirit reaches its completion as the believer, by means of faith and hope, participates in God's love, forms the background for Pannenberg's discussion of fellowship with Christ, unfolded in view of the doctrine of justification. Here, again, his conscious departure from the Reformation tradition and his willingness to be schooled by the Eastern church is evident, for the concept of participation in Christ, rather than justification, is the central theme of his understanding of salvation.
As is typical for the dogmatics, Pannenberg offers a historical sketch, which here traces the doctrine of justification and the attendant idea of imputation in Protestant theology from Luther to Barth. This lesson in theological history suggests that the contemporary problem of the doctrine of justification arises out of its close connection to the doctrine of sin that has become so problematic to the modern mindset.46   Likewise, the concept of imputation cannot form the basis for human identity, Pannenberg concludes, because identity must be grounded extra se in community. He faults traditional Reformation theology for failing to show the relationship of its Christologically based doctrine of justification to ecclesiology. Christ is not just the private redeemer, but the Messiah of the people of God, the head of the new humanity, he declares. Further, the Holy Spirit produces the fellowship of believers, not just personal new birth, so that participation in Jesus Christ entails membership in the community.


This ecclesiological orientation of the doctrine of justification 
forms the context for the third major topic, "The Significatory Form of 
the Presence of Christ's Salvation in the Life of the Church." Pannenberg's theological departure from the general approach is evident 
in the ordering of the discussion. The delineation of baptism and the 
Lord's Supper that one would expect in a theological treatment of the 
sacraments comes first, followed by a discussion of the worship life of 
the church and concluding with the concept of sacrament, placed last 
in that historically the acts preceded the development of an overarching term. Here his ecumenical intent and sacramental spirituality implicit throughout the section are explicitly developed.
Because it expresses the dialectic between the individual and the 
community, baptism is for Pannenberg the hub of ecclesiology. In this 
act of the church the believer's existence extra se is signified and 
grounded. In launching into his understanding of baptism, Pannenberg explicates the terms new birth, repentance, and sanctification, which 
facilitates a description of baptism as fellowship with Christ. From the 
New Testament and Luther, Pannenberg unfolds a theology of the rite 
that he rarely finds reflected in modern discussions. At its center is an 
emphasis on the significance of the act for personal life. Just as the process ofJesus' life was once-for-all, Pannenberg declares, so also baptism 
is a once-for-all event, which nevertheless is related to the entire life of 
the believer previewed therein. The Christian life, in turn, consists in 
making personally real what is signified in baptism.
Pannenberg argues that this understanding is fully in keeping with 
the nature of baptism as a sacramental sign, an act that represents 
what it accomplishes or accomplishes what it represents. Its efficacy, 
however, is not the product of any physical causality but is present as 
the signified reality is carried into life.
On this basis he interacts with three divisive problems illustrative 
of the relationship of baptism to faith: infant baptism, confirmation, 
and the anointing of the sick. A historical sketch provides the context 
for the discussion of infant baptism. Pannenberg notes that the early 
missionary church viewed the act as the goal and seal of the gospel 
proclamation. He also agrees with modern scholarship that there is 
no record of infant baptism before Hippolytus. Although the house 
baptisms in Acts do not necessitate the presence of infants, they indicate that the move to faith was on occasion a social movement, which Pannenberg sees as the source of the rise of infant baptism sometime 
prior to the third century. In the fourth century infant baptism was 
defended by appeal to the mysterious aspect of the rite, by means of 
which the candidate is bound to Christ, and the emphasis on baptism as God's act replaced viewing it as the response of faith. Not until Barth, Pannenberg concludes, was the connection between faith 
and baptism used in the major churches to deny the validity of infant 
baptism.


For Pannenberg the question of the essence of baptism is crucial to the infant baptism controversy. If the rite is only a confession of faith, the practice is illegitimate, he explains, but if in baptism a gift is received, making a claim on the one baptized, then the situation is more complex. In support of this latter view, he offers several arguments drawn from Luther. By appeal to the observation that no one baptizes oneself and to Luther's declaration that to be baptized in God's name means to be baptized by God, he argues that the rite is not merely a human act. Although Luther did declare that baptism is always performed as a correlate to the recipient's faith, the reformer added that personal faith does not create baptism but receives it. From this understanding of baptism as the reception of a gift, Pannenberg concludes that the absence of infant baptism in the ancient church is no argument against the practice. He also draws from an aspect of Luther's view generally rejected today, infant faith. In children one must reckon with a readiness to trust, Pannenberg argues, understood not as the acceptance of God's promise, but in the wider sense of a basic anthropological reality not dependent on the development of reason.
Pannenberg shies away from indiscriminate baptisms, however. Infant baptism, he declares, ought not to be linked with salvation from original sin. Likewise, the parents must be willing to accept some responsibility for the child, a requirement that he defends by appeal to the contemporary discovery that the "significant other," especially the mother, represents God to the child.47   Most crucial, however, is the subsequent conscious acceptance of this act as one's own.48  


The second controversial act, confirmation practiced as an independent rite, Pannenberg rejects as lacking a biblical foundation. He 
does locate a place for it within the context of its original relationship 
to baptism, however, as an expression of the need to bring the significance of baptism into personal life.
Underlying his response to both issues is Pannenberg's intent to 
develop what he sees as the full Lutheran position, in order to combat 
the subjectivist tendency of Protestant theology. He claims that the 
source of this tendency lies in the late Middle Ages, as the doctrine of 
penance, not baptism, became the context for the doctrine of justification. This opened the way for a separation of Luther's theology ofjusti- 
fication from his theology of baptism, leading to a loss of Luther's basic thesis, the believer's place in Christ extra se. To combat this 
tendency, Pannenberg seeks to reintroduce Luther's understanding of 
the close relationship between faith and baptism, which rite Pannenberg sees not merely as an illustration of a spiritual reality but as the 
actual reconstitution of personal identity in the anticipatory form of a 
sign. As an anticipation, it is dependent on the life that follows. But 
this life is derived from baptism as God's work preceding the human 
response.
Pannenberg's understanding of baptism presupposes an institution of the rite by Jesus. He acknowledges that the historical-critical 
method has shown the secondary status of both texts generally cited as 
demonstrating such an institution (Matt. 28:16ff. and Mark 16:16). Nevertheless, he is able to find a primary source in the connection between 
the church's rite and the baptism ofJesus, noted already in the patristic 
era. This argument indicates Pannenberg's broader understanding of 
institution, which he does not limit to dominical command, but sees as 
comprised by a grounding of the sacrament in the salvation-historical 
events and their meaning.
The discussion of the Lord's Supper moves in a somewhat different 
direction. It begins with the question of institution, a crucial issue for 
Pannenberg because of his emphasis on the rite's centrality for Christian worship. Despite the fact that contemporary exegesis makes the 
traditional concept of an institution through Jesus' word historically 
difficult, he finds a basis for the practice in the table fellowship ofJesus, which forms the context for the Last Supper. As with baptism, this 
move is indicative of Pannenberg's attempt to provide a revision of the understanding of institution in Lutheran theology.49   Foundational for the discussion is a twofold meaning he derives from Jesus' practice. Pannenberg explains that as the proleptic celebration of the kingdom of God in sign form, Jesus' meals constituted both a "real symbol" of fellowship with God (one in which the meaning of the symbol is present in it) and the fellowship of the celebrants together.


He discovers this latter meaning especially in the presentation, in 
Paul and Luke, of the Last Supper as a covenant meal. In contrast to 
much contemporary scholarship and in a move beyondJesus God and 
Man, Pannenberg declares that the connection between the eschatological new covenant idea and Jesus' blood offering as analogous to 
the Mosaic covenant had its source in Jesus' own understanding of his 
fate. Yet Pannenberg does not interpret the covenant idea as referring 
to a propitiatory sacrifice, but to the durable relationship of persons 
to each other. Taking this a step further, he argues that the Last Supper is Jesus' institution both of the Lord's Supper and of the church, 
and he draws two conclusions from the resultant close relationship 
between them. Personal fellowship with God through Jesus is the 
foundation for the fellowship of the celebrants with each other. And 
the essence of the church is constituted not by its offices but primarily in the Lord's Supper as the sign of the presence of God's lordship 
and the future completion of human fellowship in God's kingdom. 
This celebration declares that the church has its existence extra se in 
the eschatological fulfillment, he declares. In this sense, it is analogous to baptism, which asserts that the extra se of the believer is 
founded on faith in Christ. For Pannenberg, both acts are no mere illustrations, for through the representation the actuality is brought 
into existence. Therefore, wherever the Lord's Supper is celebrated, 
there is church.
Pannenberg presents the connection between the Lord's Supper 
and church fellowship in terms of an explication of i Corinthians 
11:28ff. He moves away from the older understanding of "unworthiness" as requiring either penance or an intellectual understanding of the sacrament prior to participation. Rather, following Bornkamm he views the text as an admonition to guard the fellowship and an implicit condemnation of current church division.-'O  


The issue of the presence of Christ in the sacrament has been at the heart of interconfessional differences since the sixteenth century. Pannenberg seeks to offer a way through the impasse by means of a reinterpretation of the concept of transubstantiation that moves from the modern exegetical discovery that Christ's words in the gospel accounts refer to the presence of his person, not his material body. This is developed in the context of a discussion of two related questions: What happens to the elements? And how is the risen Lord present at the celebration?
Historically the question of the elements has focused on the appropriateness of the term transubstantiation.51   Pannenberg affirms the attempt by Roman Catholic theologians such as Rahner to move beyond the historical problem by differentiating between the meaning of the dogma and its time-bound formulations.   52 This has given rise to the use of transignification, referring to the change of meaning that transforms the very identity of a thing (e.g., a piece of paper becoming a letter). Foundational to this is the development of the modern understanding of substance that Pannenberg describes in chapter 6. He credits especially Schillebeeckx with the attempt to mine the farreaching implications of this philosophical development   S3 If essence is determined by relations, then a new relationship opens a thing to a new determination of its essence, a transignification, with the final purpose determining what a thing is. In the same way, Schillebeeckx adds, the communion elements receive a new meaning and essence as they stand under the consecration words and thereby are given a new 
purpose drawn from God's eschatological future.


Building on this, Pannenberg offers an understanding of the presence of the Lord in the elements based on a general aspect of the epistemological process.54   Until the end, an ongoing transignification occurs that could be seen as a coming closer to the true substance of a thing, he explains. Every assertion regarding essence has the form of a pre-grasping of the eschatological truth of a thing and therefore remains a hypothesis in need of revision. Pannenberg applies this to the Lord's Supper. Because Jesus' eschatological future is already present in his earthly activity, a transubstantiation (a definitive change of meaning) occurs at the table ofJesus, as it comes to be seen in the light of the eschatological future.
Pannenberg hails this understanding as carrying far-reaching ecumenical significance, for it brings together the concerns of the three Western traditions. It offers a realist understanding of the change of the elements, in accordance with Lutheran and Roman Catholic emphases. But because this transubstantiation is viewed as a specific case of the general process of the experience of the thing and its meaning, the transformation is not narrowed to the words of consecration but includes the entire celebration, reflecting thereby the concern of the Orthodox and Reformed traditions.
To the other problem, how the risen Lord is present in the elements, Pannenberg offers a similar innovative solution as an attempt to overcome confessional differences. He finds the genesis of this problem in the use of an analogy from the incarnation, the presence of the risen Christ in the elements seen as analogous to the presence of the logos in Jesus, which led historically to the conflict between Luther and Zwingli. Pannenberg suggests that the exegetical discovery that Christ's presence in the celebration is a personal presence facilitates an overcoming of this intra-Protestant difference while relativizing the one-sided emphasis on the elements found in the Middle Ages and the sixteenth century. On the basis of this discovery, he views Christ's presence as extending to the entire celebration understood as an offering of Christ.


This conclusion introduces the final point of the discussion, how the Lord's Supper can be an offering of Christ. In response Pannenberg explicates three related terms, anamnesis (memorial), epiklesis (prayer for the Spirit), and Eucharist (thanksgiving). Drawing on the pioneer work of the Roman Catholic scholar Odo Casel regarding "cult mystery" as the memorial of what is the object of the celebration,ss   Pannenberg looks to the character of the Lord's Supper as anamnesis, found in Paul and Luke, for a way of bringing together the Roman Catholic position and its Protestant critique. He declares that the difficulties of the sixteenth century arose from the separation of the communion and offering aspects of the Lord's Supper from its memorial aspect, in contrast to the early church, which viewed the act as the memorial of Christ's cross. Progress beyond this historical dispute, he declares, flows from Casel's discovery that the memorial itself is to be seen as the location of the real presence. This facilitates an overcoming both of Zwingli's "naked memorial" and of the problem of the separation of the many memorial celebrations from the one offering of Christ. For Pannenberg, the centrality of the memorial aspect means that Christ's presence is not the descent of the risen Lord into the elements, but is to be understood in connection with Jesus' way to the cross.
This, however, raises the question of how the difference in time between then and now can be overcome. Pannenberg declares that the gap is spanned by faith, existence extra se in Christ. To show this, he reintroduces Luther's understanding of faith as participation in the object of faith via the act of faith. When applied to the Lord's Supper, this means that participation in the sacrament constitutes participation in Christ's own offering,56   which is represented by the rite.


Crucial to his argument is the nonsatisfaction understanding of the atonement developed in the Christology section. Building on Schillebeeckx's declaration that the foundation of the Lord's Supper lies in Jesus' giving himself to others and thereby to the Father, Pannenberg finds in the obedience ofJesus to his vocation the foundation for the offering character of the sacrament. In keeping with the Old Testament concept of covenant meal, Jesus offers himself to others in eschatological fellowship through the Lord's Supper, he explains, so that believers participate in Jesus' relationship to God and thereby have fellowship with each other. Such participation occurs by means of the memorial character of the meal, as Jesus is present through the power of the kingdom. Christ's presence is mediated by the Spirit, Pannenberg adds, who makes present the same eschatological activity of the kingdom evident in Jesus' life.
This conclusion introduces the concepts of epiklesis and Eucharist. The former term is prominent in the Eastern tradition, which does not bind the transformation of the elements to the consecrating act of the priest, Pannenberg notes, but sees it present in the entire celebration, especially in the prayer for the coming of the Spirit. On this basis, he views the transformation as the creative activity of the Spirit in connection with the memorializing of Christ by the congregation and describes the entire celebration as a thanksgiving that results in the Spirit's transformation of the celebrants, as is represented by the sacrament. Although the completion of this transformation is future, Pannenberg finds it present in the sacrament in the form of a sign-act.
The emphasis on the centrality of anamnesis, epiklesis, and Eucharist forms a bridge to a discussion of the worship service and the function of the sermon. In disagreement with Barth,   -17 Pannenberg declares that the task of the sermon is not the advancement of the missionary mandate of the church, but the deepening of the believers' understanding of the salvation already received. The memorial to Christ, he argues, should be the middle point of the worship service and be served by the sermon. As it speaks to those present as baptized Christians, the sermon serves as a memorial of baptism as well.58  


To the question of the necessity of corporate worship, which question has gained importance in the face of the contemporary phenomenon of "churchless Christians,"59   Pannenberg offers an anthropological response, based on the cultic festival as the representation of the cosmic order and of the place of the individual in society. The church developed a connection between salvation history and cosmology in the celebration of Sunday and Easter as the day of the resurrection and of the in-breaking of the eschatological new creation.60   This suggests the importance of the sacraments in the context of worship. Insofar as the human destiny - which no political order can fulfill - is present in the form of a sign in the memorial of Jesus, Pannenberg declares, the worship service testifies that this world is not yet the kingdom.61  
The discussion of the sacraments concludes with a delineation of the concept of sacrament itself in the context of the ecumenically problematic question of the number of sacraments. Because the historicalcritical method has called into question the institution of any acts by Jesus in word form, Pannenberg turns to mysterium for a summary term for these acts, a concept lost in the Latin tradition but rediscovered in the twentieth century.62   Following Bornkamm and in keeping with the conclusions of chapter 4, he explains that the word arose out of the apocalyptic movement and refers to God's plan for history, the essence of which is Jesus Christ and the goal of which is the fellowship of all heirs, the church.63   In the patristic era this Christological term came to refer to baptism and the Lord's Supper, in that in them the salvation mystery of Christ was seen as present in the church. But the Middle Ages lost the connection among these three aspects - the events ofJesus' life toward which faith is directed, its presence in the church, and the understanding of mystery in Ephesians - and the term sacrament came to be limited to the church's acts.64  


Pannenberg rejects this narrowing of the concept, because it separates the sign from its reality, namely, the salvation event in Jesus   .6s He views these acts not merely as signs but as "real symbols," for by means of the plea for the Spirit they link past salvation-historical events with the present and the future. Because they appeal to the anticipation evidenced in Jesus' cross and resurrection, which is the proleptic form of the eschatalogical completion, the sacraments are the prefigurement of the future, yet present salvation. In this way, Pannenberg moves beyond the Reformation emphasis on their institution by Jesus as the criterion for the sacraments, offering in addition the relationship of the rites to God's eschatological salvation.
He finds this same sacramental structure in various other acts of the church, two of which are most significant. As in Reformation theology, Pannenberg speaks of the sermon as sacramental, because it par ticipates in its contents as their real symbol. Building on Melanchthon but in contrast to Protestantism as a whole, he also affirms the sacramental nature of marriage on the basis of its typological meaning found in Ephesians 5.66  


While leaving the number of the sacraments open, an important 
position for ecumenical discussions, he cautions against their undue 
multiplication. Any such act should also present the unity of the 
church and demonstrate a beginning point in the apostolic era, he argues. Pannenberg finds this structure present in worship practices in 
general. Even the worship service has sacramental character, he concludes, for it participates in the eschatological salvation present in the 
memorial and proclamation of Jesus Christ and is the context for all 
the acts historically referred to as sacraments.
The fourth topic of the chapter looks at the final problematic area 
in current ecumenical discussions, the ordained office, which Pannenberg describes in terms of the role of the clergy as the sign of 
church unity. This theme is clearly evident in the section title, "The 
Ministry as Sign and Instrument of the Unity of the Church." The context for this understanding lies in the connection between fellowship 
with Christ and church unity that he developed previously. Because 
they engage in word and sacrament, that is, in the activities that express church unity, ordained clergy carry a special responsibility for 
this unity, which Pannenberg argues is foundational for the essence of 
the church.
To delineate this position with a view toward ecumenism, he offers 
an understanding of the relationship of the clergy to the laity that 
forms a middle way between the contemporary Protestant and Roman 
Catholic emphases. Pannenberg judges as illegitimate the modern 
Protestant tendency to resolve the tension between the participation of 
all believers in the church and the special function of ordained pastors 
by presenting the Reformation as deriving the office from the priest hood of the believers. He points out that although Luther drew farreaching consequences from this doctrine (including the idea that on the basis of the authority given in baptism, all stand on the same spiritual level and all have the same spiritual power in carrying out the task of the church, even to the ministry of word and sacrament), the reformer did not conclude that all are to engage in these functions in the church. Rather, Luther declared that the public exercise of this authority requires a special calling.67  


At the same time, in keeping with Lutheran concerns Pannenberg declares that the difference between the clergy and the laity does not lie on the spiritual level (for all Christians are equal) or in the task of representing Christ (which is the calling of all).68   Instead, it lies in the public character of the office committed to the clergy, visible especially at the Lord's Supper, which grounds the unity of the church, and in the proclamation of the word, in which the pastor engages based on the authority of Christ and in the name of all Christians. In this way, the pastor is the focal point of the presence of Jesus and therefore of church unity, Pannenberg concludes.
Pannenberg sees much movement toward agreement in understanding the nature of the ordained office as the office of unity. Yet he finds a central divisive point in the act of ordination, for on this basis the Roman Catholic Church views the Reformation office as "defective." He offers a discussion of four aspects of ordination directed toward a resolution of this difficulty. Pannenberg notes ecumenical convergence in the first, the sacramental status of ordination, when seen as the setting aside of a person for the preaching office by means of the laying on of hands and prayer. Since Vatican II, a similar convergence is possible regarding the second, the sacramental working of ordination, in that the grace given in this act is viewed in terms of a nonrepeatable 
bestowal of a charisma for functioning in the office.


The point of difficulty, however, lies in the third issue, apostolic 
succession as requiring ordination by bishops. By reconstructing the 
original Lutheran position, Pannenberg offers a way forward. He notes 
that Luther accepted this practice as the norm and appealed to the 
emergency situation posed by the need to provide pastors for the Reformation churches for the development of a separate ordination practice. Pannenberg calls on contemporary Lutherans to reaffirm the position of their forebear and thereby reject the view that on the basis of 
believer priesthood their practice is the norm.
The final issue concerns higher ordained offices. Here Pannenberg 
notes that the Reformation did not reject a hierarchy of offices as such, 
for levels of church life beyond the local congregation were acknowledged. From this historical consideration he concludes that an openness to the level of the life of the church as a whole could pave the way 
for the recognition of the authority of an ecumenical council for the 
entire church. Further, the pope could be recognized as the first in 
honor among the bishops of the church and thus, on conditions yet to 
be specified, as on occasion representing the whole family of Christian 
churches. He advocates, however, that the Protestant churches be officially released from the canonical claim to jurisdiction by the pope in 
his capacity as patriarch of Western Christendom.
The central ecclesiological chapter concludes with a short, fifth 
topic, "The Church and the People of God," which provides the bridge to 
chapter 14. Pannenberg reiterates the constitutive role of the Lord's Supper in forming the church as the body of Christ. On this basis, he affirms 
the provisional status of the church as the representation of the future of 
humankind and in this sense as the people of God. This idea, however, 
leads to the concept of election, which, together with the idea of the 
church as God's people, forms the central theme of the next chapter.
The Elected Community
By directing attention to the church as a concrete, historical reality, 
chapter 14 forms a bridge between normative ecclesiology (chapter 13) 
and eschatology (chapter 15). This bridge is constructed by means of the doctrine of election, which Pannenberg relates to the actual pilgrimage of the church in the process of history. Election links these 
two doctrines, because it forms the basis for a theology of the history 
of the church, and because the path of the church in history has as its 
goal the eschatological consummation of the kingdom of God.


Foundational for the chapter is Pannenberg's reinterpretation of the concept of election. The contrast between his understanding and the Augustinian view that predominates in Christian tradition is visible even in the positioning of the doctrine within the dogmatics. The dominant conception discusses election under the doctrine of God and describes it largely in terms of the predestination of individuals to eternal salvation. Pannenberg, however, follows Melanchthon in placing the doctrine at the end of the ecclesiology section. He sees it as a conclusion arising out of a reflection from an eschatological perspective on the course of the corporate history of the people of God, a connection indicated in the chapter title itself, "Election and History."
The chapter moves through five topics. Pannenberg's departure from the Augustinian tradition, which in his view fails to give place to the corporate and historical aspects of election, forms the motivation for the first topic dealing with the question of"The Election of Individuals." The beginning point for the discussion lies in a historical sketch in which Pannenberg narrates the story of the pendulum shifts between the two sides of the concept, the abstract-individual and the historical-universal.69  
Pannenberg reports that this process began already in the biblical era. The dominant tradition, visible especially in Second Isaiah, views election in terms of the function of the elected one within the community and of the corporate people in conjunction with its mission to humankind. It carries an anticipatory aspect, he notes, for participation in the community constitutes a prolepsis of the future consummation of salvation in the kingdom of God. This functional understanding is reflected in the New Testament concept of the church as the sign of the eschatological community.
In the exilic era the individualist understanding arose, Pannenberg reports, whereas the New Testament, especially Paul's statements in 
Romans 8 and 9, marks a return to the historical perspective. Beginning with Origen and even more with Augustine, however, these texts 
were interpreted apart from their salvation-historical connection, leading to what Pannenberg calls the "abstract" concept of election. In this 
view God's eternal elective decision is abstracted from the divine action 
in history, the election of individuals is abstracted from their connection to elected communities, and the act of election is seen only in 
terms of otherworldly salvation, separated from the function of the 
elected ones in history. This understanding allows only for two equally 
unfortunate options, he declares: determinism with its darkened understanding of God that contradicts the portrait of God as love, or 
Pelagianism leading to universalism.


Pannenberg's story climaxes with the rediscovery of the Pauline view by modern theology, which brought together the eternal election of God with the historical process. He especially applauds Schleiermacher for relating personal election to participation in the community of the church and for speaking of both election and reprobation as occurring in each moment of time, thereby leaving the future open to new possibilities.70  
From the functional, historical- and community-oriented understanding of election, Pannenberg draws certain conclusions regarding the classical problem of election and reprobation. Drawing from Schleiermacher and the postexilic concept of the remnant, he asserts that this understanding leaves open the question of who among the present members of the elected community will participate in the eschatological community. Further, it means that the reprobation bound to the concept of election is temporal in nature, at least until the final judgment. Election, therefore, offers neither a guarantee of salvation nor the certainty of reprobation (damnation). On the contrary, for Pannenberg the historical process of reprobation is to be seen in terms of God's judgment of God's people.


Although Pannenberg sees election as largely a corporate concept, 
it also refers to the individual in the context of the corporate people. 
On the basis of baptism, he explains, the believer senses a calling (election) to participation in the one human destiny, namely, the image of 
God as is proleptically signified in Jesus. Through the process of Christian life, the clarity of this new identity arises, just as the corporate fellowship pulls its identity into itself through its history. Following the 
Lutheran tradition, he maintains that assurance of salvation does not 
arise through certainty of election or speculation about God's eternal 
decision, but through the word of forgiveness found in the gospel and 
the call to faith.
The second topic, "The Church as the People of God," which begins the main development of the chapter's thesis, moves to the community, as election is brought together with the concept of God's people. Three questions are posed: In what sense is the church the people 
of God? How does this relate to the Old Testament people? And to 
what extent does this refer to the institutional church? Foundational 
to Pannenberg's answer to all three is the link he forges between God's 
elective activity in history and the establishment of a people constituted by God's will to justice, that is, the just human order based on fellowship with God that he described in chapter 12.
The church as a historical fellowship is the people of God, he maintains, as the anticipation of the renewed humanity. Pannenberg draws 
this view from a trajectory of thought in the biblical era. Crucial in its 
development, he notes, is the universalization of God's will to justice by 
the exilic prophets, for this paved the way for seeing election as directed 
toward a ministry to all humankind, which led to the universalization 
of the concept. In the light of the eschatological message of Jesus, 
Christian theology came to view the election of Israel as election to be a 
testimony to God's will to justice among the peoples and the election 
of the church as oriented toward its function as a sign of the new humanity in God's kingdom.
A sketch of Christian theological history places Pannenberg's understanding in sharper relief. The concept of the church as the people 
of God was important in the patristic church until Augustine, he declares, at which time it was overshadowed by the individualistic doctrine of election. Beginning in the fifth century, the question of the relationship between the earthly and spiritual authorities came to the fore. As a result, the Middle Ages developed the sacerdotal view of the 
church, giving rise to the emphasis on its institutional form. This position prevailed in Roman Catholic teaching until Vatican II reintroduced the concept of the church as the people of God.


The discussion of the relationship between the church and Israel, which Pannenberg finds not fully answered by Vatican II, likewise moves from a historical sketch. The beginning point lies in Paul, who by means of the postexilic idea of the remnant held to the unity of the people of God in spite of the breach in Israel. But in the second century, the church came to be seen as the people of God in contrast to Israel. This developed into an exclusivistic understanding of election and the loss of the tension between the "already" and the "not-yet." According to Pannenberg, this change resulted in theological intolerance and schism, as finality was asserted not only for the revelation in Jesus but also for the church   .71
Although he bemoans this development and maintains that there is only one people of God, Pannenberg does not advocate that the church give up its commitment to Jesus as the focal point of the unity of humanity. Rather, the Jews are to be called to see in Jesus their Messiah. For Pannenberg, the crucial issue is how this mission is to proceed. He calls for a return to the Pauline method, which entailed a competition as to which faith is a better expression of God's will to justice.
The discussion of the relationship of the concept of the people of God to the institutional church moves from the nature of the church as a spiritual fellowship. Pannenberg declares that the tendency to reduce the church to its worship function in separation from other aspects of life fits well with the modern secular world, but it does not reflect Paul's view of the church as a spiritual fellowship. Although such fellowship is represented in the Lord's Supper, as Pannenberg argued in chapter 13, he declares that it must be reflected in all aspects of life, including the economic-political order. To this end he calls for a "Christian solidarity," a special bond and sense of responsibility that unites all Christians. In this sense, the expression the people of God may be used of the church.
The background for this call is found in what Pannenberg sees as the broader perspective of the patristic church, which was characterized by a heightened consciousness of its identity as a separate people 
spanning political boundaries. Even during the Byzantine era there remained an awareness that the church is linked to a heavenly kingdom, 
an understanding of the distinction between the spiritual and worldly 
realms, and a realization that the kingdom of God cannot find its representation in any human-devised political form. But with the rise of 
the sacerdotal understanding of the church in the West and the equation of the church with its office structure rather than with the people, 
this outlook was partially lost.


To Pannenberg, this historical perspective indicates that Western society is at a crucial juncture. In the aftermath of the confessional wars of the sixteenth century, the world has grown increasingly secularized.72   The growing loss of loyalty to the secular state that has cut itself off from its religious roots, however, brings an increasing danger of anarchy and eventual dictatorship, for every stable political order requires a quasi-religious grounding and legitimization.73   In his estimation, the crucial question is whether Christian influence will lead to an institutionalization of the difference between the temporal and the eternal - the worldly and the spiritual - basic to the social order itself, or will only result in a marginalization of Christianity. In this context, he hails the ecumenical movement as an important element in promoting the former and overcoming the tendency toward the latter. Ecumenism holds promise for a renewal of the fellowship of the church as the people of God and a revision of the dogmatic stance of all Christian traditions. Such developments, he maintains, could lead to a new understanding of the relationship between church and state.74  
The third topic, "The Election of the People of God and the Experience of History," explores the extent to which the expression the people of God can be used in a historical sense, thereby providing the basis for Pannenberg's theology of Christian history. Important for his attempt to universalize the concept of election is his observation that in Israel the unity of the social order and of the nation as a people developed in view of its source in the electing action of God, indicating a connection between "election," "people," and "history." He admits that other ancient cultures tended to ground the political order in the cosmic order of the gods, and therefore they did not develop a social order and a historical consciousness on the basis of a consciousness of election. Modern research, however, suggests that in actuality such cultures did emerge to some extent from a historical, religious foundation.75   This discovery, he maintains, facilitates the move from the fundamental nature of the development in Israel to its general relevance for human society itself.


Pour basic concepts, all related to election - revelation, covenant, mission, and judgment76   - form the categories for Pannenberg's theology of history.77   He seeks to answer the question of the universal application of these terms for the construction of a theology of history by using them to provide a theological interpretation of Christian history since the closing of the canon. This, in turn, would constitute a model for a biblical interpretation of other cultural histories, he declares.
Integral to such an interpretation, in Pannenberg's estimation, is the fundamental category of God's activity in history, which he develops in the fourth section of the chapter, bearing the lengthy title, "The Task of Interpreting Theologically the History of the Church and Christianity in the Light of the Doctrine of Election." In using this category, he consciously places himself in opposition to the understanding of church history since the seventeenth century, which, in contrast to the point of view of the Bible, no longer speaks of the historical process as the locus of God's activity.78   He does not advocate that the activity of God in history be simply presupposed, however. Rather, in keeping with his understanding of systematic theology as a whole, Pannenberg proposes to construct a theological description of history that demonstrates the activity of God in history in the context of the contestability of this Christian claim.


Central to Pannenberg's interpretation of church history79   are two theses. The first is his characterization of the Byzantine era not as the fall of Christianity but as the model of a political order that understood itself to be grounded in its religious identity. The second thesis forms a contrast to the first. In the era of nationalism, which is the result of the secularization of the Christian concept of election following the demise of the unified political empire encompassing the Christian people, religion no longer serves as the foundation for society. In this situation, Pannenberg looks to the ecumenical movement as providing a model of unity in plurality that can serve as an example for a renewed political order.80  
The final topic of the chapter, "The Goal of Election and God's Government of the World in the Process of History," indicates how the doctrine of election functions as a bridge from ecclesiology to eschatol ogy. The link is found in the functional nature of election, developed 
earlier. Just as the election of Jesus is directed toward the bringing of 
believers to share in the fellowship the Son enjoys with the Father, 
Pannenberg argues, so also the election of the corporate people (and of 
the individual as a participant in the people of God) is directed to the 
whole of humanity. The goal of election, then, which at the same time 
is the goal of human political history, is the renewed humanity in the 
kingdom of God and hence the institutionalization of God's justice 
that brings to completion creation and the human destiny. This is the 
theme of eschatology, which stands as the culmination of the other 
doctrines.


Issues
Pannenberg's ecclesiology has received less attention in the Englishlanguage secondary literature than doctrines such as Christology. This is not surprising, given the fact that he has produced no monograph on the subject and that his major essays, although written earlier, did not appear in English until the 198os. Nevertheless, certain points have emerged both in the critical interaction with Pannenberg's writings to date and in the discussion of the broader ecumenical ecclesiology reflected in these chapters. Two clusters of issues have been central to the debate, the church in society and the nature of faith, both of which are carried to a higher level by the ecclesiology section of his Systematic Theology. To these should be added two additional topics, the ecumenical significance of Pannenberg's ecclesiology and election in history.
The Church in Society
Pannenberg indicated as early as 1969 in "The Kingdom of God and the Church" that he would describe the church in the context of the kingdom of God and in relationship to the world.81   This approach to ecclesiology is an important contribution of the dogmatics. In contrast to the obvious question of the validity of his approach - which, because his position reflects widespread ecumenical thinking, as 
Pannenberg himself indicates, has received little attention in the critical literature - four other issues have generated debate. All of these relate to the explosive question of the Christian and politics, and they 
carry far-reaching ramifications for the church in society.


i. Pannenberg introduces the concept of justice to build the connection between the church and the political order as two aspects of the one kingdom of God. He thereby seeks to provide a foundation for political theology that does not set the future in opposition to the present, in contrast to what he perceives to be the thrust of the earlier theology of hope.82   Through an appeal to the biblical theme of God's justice, he attempts to move beyond the traditional Lutheran dualism of law and gospel, which parallels the two-kingdoms theory. By developing further his understanding of justice, the ecclesiology section forms a response to critics who have claimed that Pannenberg had not given sufficient attention to justice in the past.83   Especially important is his delineation of the interconnectedness between justice and love.84  
2. The relationship between church and state has received special attention in the United States. This issue occupies Pannenberg in several of his essays8s   and is given additional treatment in the ecclesiology section, thereby reopening two related questions settled for many in the Enlightenment. First, he reintroduces the question of the legitimization of the political order. Similar to Talcott Parsons and Robert Bellah, Pannenberg declares that a stable order requires a foundation transcending the world, that is, a quasi-religious foundation, in contrast to the social contract theory, which appeals to no authority higher than the will of the people. In this way, he provides both a challenge to the widespread acceptance of the modern secular state and the theoretical foundation for the cry against the "naked public square" that eventually results from an elimination of religion from the public arena.86  


Second, Pannenberg reintroduces the question of the basis for the separation of church and state. From its inception, the American republic has followed a model of church-state relations built in part on the concept of a twofold source of truth. Truths of reason are the interest of the civil order and can be encoded by laws, whereas truths of revelation are properly the domain of the church alone and therefore cannot be enforced by the civil sphere. Because he refuses to divide truth in this manner, Pannenberg's position implicitly calls into question this model of church-state separation. The importance of his critique is heightened by the present uncertainty regarding the roles of church and state in the United States. Two hundred years of United States history indicate there may be flaws in the Enlightenment mode1.87  
In spite of Pannenberg's contribution to this discussion, some critics remain skeptical of the practical working out of his proposal. Specifically, they wonder how a modern pluralistic society, in which many truth claims are competing for adherence, can nevertheless appeal to a religious understanding of reality for the legitimization of its political order. Pannenberg's Systematic Theology lays the theoretical foundation for a new understanding of society that begins with the ecumenical movement. In keeping with a preview of the function a united Christianity could have on the political orientation of society which he offered in an earlier essay, Pannenberg argues that the church would remind democracy of its religious roots, would reveal the danger of collapse that comes if secular society forgets the religiously transmitted concept of justice, and would protect the basic values of freedom and equality.""   That he does not fully describe the details of the model of church-state relations is due to the fact that Pannenberg considers the establishment of any such model premature until the problem of the unity of the church is solved.


3. The third issue focuses on the critique of liberation theology that arises from Pannenberg's political theology, one that has not endeared him to sympathizers of liberation movements. In an essay written in 1987, he criticized this theological orientation on the basis of what he sees as the faulty Marxist anthropology that underlies it.89   Implicit in this section of the dogmatics, however, is an ecclesiological cri- tique.90   Pannenberg faults liberation theology for its tendency to blur the distinction between the kingdom of God and the political order, as well as between the finality of God's rule and the limitations and transient nature of all human attempts to bring about peace and justice. Pannenberg acknowledges that the kingdom of God is an appropriate political symbol. Yet he declares that the divine reign does not come through a political agenda, but without human action, as individuals place their trust in the future of God. He sees the kingdom as present primarily in the way of a sign. The kingdom is present as a sign primarily in the sacraments and especially in the Lord's Supper.
Further, he sees liberation theology as perpetrating the mistake of nationalism in viewing election in terms of one specific people rather than of the people of God as a whole. This ecclesiological critique 
forms the framework in which the discussion of Pannenberg's position 
vis-a-vis liberation theology must be built.


4. The perceived working out of Pannenberg's political theology has also generated an important controversy. Activist political theologians assail what they see as the conservative orientation of his proposal. In their estimation, it implies a stance toward the church in the world that fails to provide a theology for social change.91   Moltmann has sought to discover its systematic-theological source in Christology.92   The dogmatics, however, indicates that a more important setting lies in the doctrine of the church, for on the basis of his ecclesiological understanding, Pannenberg sharply articulates the limits of Christian political action. Emphasized here is the church's function as a witness to the incomplete nature of any human political structure, a witness that comes primarily by means of the celebration of the proleptic presence of the future rule of God in the worship life of the messianic fellowship.
Although in practice this may appear to follow closely the twokingdoms theory he rejects, Pannenberg's political theology ought not to be prematurely dismissed without giving due consideration to his own intention. First, he seeks to provide a caution against the contemporary tendency in the West to overestimate the role of the church and the ability of human efforts to bring about lasting, positive social change. In the final analysis, the kingdom of God, which alone will effect the reign of justice and love, comes as God's gracious gift, he maintains. And until the arrival of God's rule, injustice will remain, despite the good intentions of human reformers. In this situation, he calls on the church to rediscover its worship life as the location where God's es chatological kingdom is celebrated and to reaffirm its function to act as a continual reminder of the not-yet status of this world.93  


Second, Pannenberg is not advocating disengagement from the world. On the contrary, the dogmatics attempts to provide a public theology that can promote the Christian voice in the marketplace. To this end, his ecclesiology offers a twofold impetus. At its heart lies the vision of the kingdom of God. This vision can serve as the beginning point for a theology of engagement, for it provides a powerful encouragement for involvement in the world, and it forms the context for a broad understanding of the nature of the church's mandate.94   Likewise, his ecclesiology is aimed at the unity of the church, not as an end in itself but in service to the world. Pannenberg is convinced that the church can only have a profound impact on society, it can only be the pioneer of the way to the new society in which plurality is overcome in a higher unity, when this goal is first accomplished within the community of Christ. Worship and ecumenism, therefore, rather than being a withdrawal from the world, constitute a profound type of engagement with the world.
Finally, Pannenberg's intent is to bring to light the danger that modern, irreligious secularism holds for the Western world and for the church. The free and liberal society cannot endure, he cautions, if it cuts itself off from its religious - and specifically Christian - roots. In this context, the church must not succumb to the temptation to be molded by the mood of the times. It must not allow itself to be used for political ends that are not in keeping with its primary purpose.95  
Debate with Pannenberg must occur on this level. Here several important questions emerge, including the accuracy of his perception of the place of church and society under the kingdom of God, whether the unity of the church that he envisions is a necessary prerequisite to 
the reemergence of Christian influence in society or even the best way 
to proceed with this task, and the implications of his emphasis on the 
kingdom of God for Christian involvement in the world seen in terms 
of the specific activities mandated by the kingdom ideal. Regarding 
such questions, Pannenberg forcefully presents a point of view that he 
maintains is overlooked to the peril of the church, but that is often not 
given the consideration it deserves in an age when the left-leaning 
politicization of the church is accepted as self-evident.


The Nature of Faith
Beyond its contribution to the discussion of the concept of salvation itself,96   Pannenberg's delineation of the Spirit's salvific work in the individual forms the context for a further unfolding of the nature of faith. Found here is what may be the most complete description of his understanding of the necessity of a historical basis for faith and the relationships among faith, reason, and certainty. This section of the dogmatics thereby serves as an important answer to his critics in at least two directions. First, the presence of the description of faith in the context of ecclesiology and the delineation of the place of the church in the transmission and interpretation of Jesus' history provide an implicit response to those who have called for a greater emphasis on the role of the church in the process of illumination.97  
The second direction arises from the careful discussion of the question of the historical basis of faith offered here. Against his existentialist opponents, Pannenberg maintains that any theology claiming the heritage of the Reformation must take seriously the historicity of salvationhistorical events as nonnegotiable for the basis for faith. Further, the understanding of the relationship between provisionality and assurance he presents is important for his discussion with conservatives. And his delineation of the connection between the anticipatory structure of faith and Jesus' history provides an eschatologically oriented solution to the problem of Lessing's ditch in response to several critics.98  


The discussion in the dogmatics, then, speaks to some of the misconceptions of what Pannenberg actually advocates. His goal is a balanced understanding of the role of reason in establishing faith. While 
emphasizing that only a provisional answer can be made to the overarching question as to which religious worldview allows a deeper entrance to 
the life reality of humanity - in that the final demonstration comes only 
with the completion of the kingdom - he nevertheless claims that Christians can obtain a greater degree of certainty than is often admitted. 
They have good reasons to affirm their faith, which is not based on an irrational decision. Although he admits that humans do not live solely on 
the basis of reason and cautions against thinking that through rational 
arguments people will be brought to faith, Pannenberg points out that if 
the reasonableness of Christianity is not indicated, the step to faith is 
made difficult. In the midst of a situation characterized by the presence 
of irrational barriers, he sets himself to the task of changing the climate 
that presupposes that Christianity fails the test of reason.
Ecumenical Ecclesiology
In his magnum opus, Pannenberg presents an important statement of 
ecclesiology that takes seriously the author's own position as a theologian in the context of the Lutheran tradition and the contemporary ecumenical situation. Two areas of discussion arise in relationship to this.
i. Central to the purpose of Pannenberg's ecclesiology is his desire 
to serve the task of ecumenical convergence. In fact, one important goal of chapter 13, parts of which could be seen as an extended commentary on Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry by one of its architects,99   is to provide an ecumenical understanding that facilitates the overcoming of confessional differences in accordance with the strides reflected in that document. Perhaps Pannenberg's most important contribution to this endeavor lies in the emphasis on the kingdom of God as the context for the description of the church. This moves the discussion away from alternatives oriented toward either the past (the church as the elect before the foundation of the world) or the present (the church as the earthly copy of the heavenly original), and toward the future (the church as the messianic community, the proleptic fellowship of the renewed humanity). Likewise, his understanding avoids the Roman Catholic emphasis on the church as constituted by its offices, while maintaining the centrality of the sacraments.


His positions on these questions have not been a focal point in the 
critical literature to date. Nevertheless, mention should be made of the 
general contribution of the dogmatics to the ecumenical discussion of 
the topics traversed by the Lima statement. Basically, Pannenberg provides an eschatological orientation to the sacraments. These acts are 
prefigurements of the completion of the human destiny in the kingdom of God, just as the worship life of the church itself carries an eschatological structure. In its sacramentalism - that is, its high view of 
the rites of the church - his position echoes that of mainstream Christianity. Yet Pannenberg's emphasis on the necessity of bringing into life 
the reality symbolized in these acts guards against the charge of being 
merely a "magical" sacramentalism.
One contribution to the ecumenical discussion of baptism lies in 
the anticipatory aspect of Pannenberg's theology of the rite, which 
might assist in pointing the way beyond the differences between 
pedobaptists and believer's baptists. He declares that the act anticipates the subsequent life of faith and faithfulness unto death. This orientation is readily evident in believer's baptism. But infant baptism 
bears a relationship to it as well, for infants are baptized in view of a 
coming to faith at some future time.
Central to Pannenberg's proposal regarding the Eucharist is the blending of the eschatological perspective with the newer understanding of transubstantiation in terms of transignification, which seeks to move beyond the impasse among the Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and Reformed traditions, while introducing insights from the Orthodox Church. At the same time, the dogmatics provides a response to the growing tendency among Protestants to question the entire discussion of the real presence of the Lord in the elements as foreign to the concerns of the New Testament.'°°   Pannenberg's description of the Eucharist facilitates a way of taking this concern seriously, while not ignoring the historically important issue of the real presence. He shifts the focus away from the elements as such toward the celebration as a whole, emphasizes the centrality of the memorial aspect, and provides an eschatological orientation of the rite as arising out of the meals of Jesus. In so doing, he offers a way in which the older preoccupation with the elements can be taken into an understanding of the celebration more in keeping with the New Testament and with the ecumenical concern to overcome the disputes of the past.


A contribution to the ecumenically sensitive issue of the ordained ministry lies in the question of apostolic succession. In spite of the advances reflected in the BEM document, from the standpoint of some Reformation churches the crucial problem of the primacy of this model as proposed by the Lima statement remains. Although the historical connectedness of the church as expressed by the succession of bishops is easily lost in churches of other traditions, opponents ask if this is the only way, or even the best way, of achieving this goal.101   Related to this is the unresolved question of the twofold, versus threefold, office structure.102  


Pannenberg's chief goal is directed to providing a way forward for convergence in the continuing disagreement over the nature and function of the ordained office among churches characterized by a strong sacramental ecclesiology.103   In this context, he provides a middle way. He moves far in the direction of the episcopal traditions by supporting the reinstitution of apostolic succession, the function of the office of bishop, ordination as the prerogative of the bishop, and even the recognition of a modified papacy. At the same time, the episcopacy Pannenberg envisions does not follow the hierarchical model. Rather, on the basis of the exegetical discovery that elder and bishop are interchangeable terms in the New Testament and in accordance with his own Lutheran heritage, he declares that there is but one office, and this office serves the ministry of unity.104  
2. Important as well is the issue of the nature of Christian spirituality, which is often overlooked even though a specific understanding of spirituality lies at the heart of every ecclesiology. Pannenberg's position, which he sees as both a contribution to the contemporary ecumenical process and a way beyond traditional Lutheran piety with its focus on personal guilt,los   may be termed "sacramental spirituality" or "eucharistic piety."106  
The presentation of this sacramental spirituality in the dogmatics raises to a higher level the discussion of two related questions. The first is the question of the extent to which Pannenberg's position constitutes a full-orbed spirituality. Some critics suggest, for example, that his Eucharist-centered spirituality has too little to say about the daily living of the Christian and the Christian community.1   ' This criticism is understandable insofar as the dogmatics is directed to the worship life of the church. But the church is more than what happens on Sunday morning, and Christian living extends beyond presence in the gathered community to presence in the world. In addition to eucharistic piety, the significance of which ought not to be minimized, there are, then, other aspects of Christian piety and other models of Christian spirituality.


In this context two points ought to be noted. First, Pannenberg is 
aware that the church's mandate demands that Christians live in the 
world as the people of God. In fact, the dogmatics articulates his special concern that the Christian community fulfill its mandate vis-a-vis 
the political order. Second, his elevation of this form of piety arises 
from what he sees as the centrality of the Lord's Supper to Christian 
worship from the beginning. Yet he admits that his dogmatics has not 
exhausted Christian doctrine. Pannenberg appears open to accepting 
additional models of spirituality, so long as they do not claim to replace the centrality of eucharistic piety but fit into its framework.
The second question is that of the place of the free church tradition in Pannenberg's ecclesiology. His doctrine of the church is developed primarily in the German setting of the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue, with the Reformed tradition on occasion included as a 
third discussion partner. This constitutes a strength of the work, for it 
speaks to what was historically the first and what remains the primary 
division in Western European Christianity. But the uniqueness of the 
English Reformation, resulting in the rise of a strong free church tradition, makes the context of the English-speaking world more complex. 
Pannenberg's ecclesiology is not without application to all confessional traditions. And he cannot be expected to speak with equal force 
to all contexts. Nevertheless, the importance of the setting of his Systematic Theology as a limiting factor must be acknowledged. He does not 
always give place to the unique concerns and the robust spirituality of 
the free church tradition. Despite this deficiency, Pannenberg's at tempt to provide an ecumenically open ecclesiology aimed at the 
church as a whole may encourage theologians from this tradition to 
supplement his emphasis on sacramental spirituality with their own 
particular contributions.


Election in History
In contrast to the lively debate generated in Germany by Pannenberg's theology of history as arising out of the concept of election, the response in the English-speaking world to his collection of lectures on the subject published as Human Nature, Election, and History has been disappointing to its author. The dogmatics provides the systematictheological context for the position presented in the earlier work, providing thereby a fuller basis for a discussion of Pannenberg's proposal.
One related idea, his concept of universal history, has generated some debate. In a criticism of Pannenberg, for example, Pailin claims that because history is incomplete, the character of universal history is unknown and that universal history in fact lies beyond the concern of the historian.108   By providing an additional angle from which to view the category of universal history, the ecclesiology section provides a response to both aspects of Pailin's claim.
Pannenberg rebuts the assertion that the meaning of history remains totally unknown until the end of history. Although he is aware that history is yet unfinished, he declares that the whole is nevertheless present.109   Emerging from the process of history itself are certain categories, he maintains - election coupled with revelation, covenant, mission, and judgment, that is, the activity in history of the God of history - which provide the basis for the development of a theology of history.
To the second claim, Pannenberg offers a related response. The historian is indeed interested in universal history, he asserts, for each utilizes certain overarching concepts to give coherence to the whole. His point is that modern history, even church history, has generally followed the secularist trend and eliminated the category of the activity of God from the description, substituting in its place humanity as the subject of history. In the dogmatics, he seeks to combat this trend. In so doing, he provides a response as well to Burhenn's contention that Pannenberg is not engaged in theology of history at all, for he does not indicate the value of Christ as prolepsis for the writing of history today.110  


Pannenberg's Systematic Theology constitutes an important contribution 
to the development of an ecclesiology that can serve the needs of the 
church in an ecumenical context. He offers an understanding of each of 
the three major issues that the Faith and Order Commission of the 
World Council of Churches sees as crucial for progress toward the goal 
of church unity. At the same time, he provides a context and rationale 
for the ecumenical thrust in his understanding of the church as a focal 
point of God's activity directed toward the eschatological unity of humanity. With this in view, we are in a position to consider his description of that eschatological reality, which occupies the final chapter of 
Pannenberg's magnum opus.
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Classical systematic theology concludes with the doctrine of last things, which generally explores first the culmination of the individual human life in death, the intermediate state and the eternal reality beyond the judgment, and then the culmination of human history in the second coming of Jesus, which inaugurates the eternal kingdom of God. In response to the challenge of the Enlightenment, thinkers tended either to secularize these themes or reduce them to the ethical realm. Beginning with the turn of the twentieth century, however, Christian theologians have sought to come to terms with Johannes Weiss's rediscovery of the centrality of futurist eschatology to Jesus' life and teaching. Weiss's discovery means that the doctrine of last things cannot be treated as logically last or relegated to the status of an addendum to the delineation of doctrine, but must be seen as foundational to systematic theology as a whole.
Pannenberg stands as an important voice in the attempt to restore eschatology to its rightful position. Although only a few of his writings are devoted explicitly to this doctrine,'   that the eschatological under standing of the kingdom would serve as a controlling motif of his systematic theology was indicated already in the seminal essay "Theology and the Kingdom of God."2   The outlook sketched in that programmatic piece is given a fuller expression in the dogmatics as a whole, insofar as the entire work is written from an eschatological perspective. And it is explicitly presented in its closing chapter. This chapter constitutes Pannenberg's delineation of the doctrine, which in his view has as its theme the relationship between Jesus and the salvation that will be culminated in the future. As the explication of his understanding of "last things," the chapter raises the discussion of the eschatological orientation of his theology to a new level.


Overview
Although it follows the traditional order in treating eschatology last, 
Pannenberg's Systematic Theology reveals a keen understanding of the relationship between this doctrine and the others. In contrast to the approach commonly found in the nineteenth century, he treats eschatology as an independent focus of systematic theology, rather than as 
merely a part of ecclesiology. This independent status arises out of the 
direct connection he finds between pneumatology and eschatology, a 
connection that in his view does not flow through the doctrine of the 
church. Furthermore, Pannenberg posits a reciprocal relationship between eschatology and the previous doctrines. The present realities explicated in each are conditioned by their yet future consummation, he 
maintains. At the same time what is given its final form in eschatology 
is in a sense already implicit in the present.


In keeping with this, Pannenberg asserts that the doctrine of creation speaks not only of the existence of an independent world "at the 
beginning," but also of God's governance over the historical process 
that leads to its eschatological consummation. Anthropology moves 
beyond any merely empirical description of humanness and speaks of 
the image of God as our human destiny. This theme not only links anthropology to Christology (insofar as Jesus is the new human) but also 
to eschatology, for this destiny is present in Jesus only as the anticipation of the universal human consummation. In the same way, the sign 
of the kingdom present in the church is the anticipation of the future 
reality. All of this is encompassed by the doctrine of God, which refers 
not merely to God as the source of creation, but also as the transformer 
of creation. Finally, according to Pannenberg the question of theodicy 
is resolved only in the eschaton, for until then the God-hypothesis remains contestable. In short, only the future marks the answer to the 
questions regarding the reality of God, of the actual salvation of the 
world, and of the nature of the destiny of humankind. To show this 
comprises the central task of eschatology.
As is indicated by the chapter title "The Consummation of Creation in the Kingdom of God," the doctrine of last things brings into 
full view the future orientation of the theological task evident 
throughout the dogmatics. In so doing, the interconnectedness of reason and hope that characterizes the entire work is visible. The unfolding of eschatology, like that of the other doctrines, is intended to demonstrate the reasonableness of the Christian conception of God. At the 
same time, because this hypothesis remains contestable until the end, 
the people of God must remain a people of hope. For Pannenberg, this 
hopeful orientation is present in all created reality, for the essence of all 
things is derived from the future consummation.
Pannenberg's eschatology is presented in five topics. The first, 
simply entitled "The Theme of Eschatology," constructs the methodological foundation for the rest. Introduced next are the two major aspects of the doctrine, individual eschatology ("Death and Resurrection") and social or general eschatology ("The Kingdom of God and 
the End of Time"), whose unity constitutes the major problem resolved in the chapter. The latter includes a discussion of the relationship between time and eternity, put forth as the central problem of eschatology. This flows into a treatment of "The Judgment and the Return of Christ," which comprises the fourth topic. The chapter and 
the dogmatics as a whole are brought to a conclusion as Pannenberg 
returns to the underlying theme of theodicy ("The justification of 
God by the Spirit").


To set the stage for the entire chapter, the opening discussion presents the doctrine of last things both as a special focus of dogmatics and as carrying a fundamental-theological function in providing a perspective for systematic theology as a whole. A historical sketch3   shows the development of the contemporary understanding of this function. Pannenberg's history lesson begins with the Enlightenment critique of the older concept of eschatology as referring to the completion of God's work in history. This led to the ethical interpretation dominant in the nineteenth century but revised in the twentieth in the light of Weiss's work. Pannenberg agrees with Moltmann's claim in Theology of Hope that the proposals of Barth and Bultmann, devised as a way of dealing with this new situation, actually destroy the temporal nature of the eschaton. But in Pannenberg's estimation, even Moltmann fails to construct a new basis for eschatology.
This conclusion is based on the critique of Moltmann voiced in the discussion of hope in chapter 13 and repeated here, which likewise forms the context for Pannenberg's own position. In contrast to Moltmann, for whom, following Barth, the promised future is the destruction of the present, Pannenberg understands promise as standing in a positive relationship to the present. By connecting eschatology to the doctrine of God as Creator he is able to view the present world as constituted by the future of God.4   This connection is accomplished by means ofpneumatology, which for Pannenberg is the present aspect of eschatology, analogous to the Pauline assertion that the Spirit is the principle of fellowship with God now given to believers as an "earnest." For Pannenberg, the connection between the future and the present lies in the work of the Spirit, the trinitarian person related most closely to eschatology. On this basis, he concludes that the Spirit is the focus for the unity of the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity, a thesis that underlies the entire development of the dogmatics beginning already in the fourth chapter.s  


To provide the actual foundation for his theological eschatology, Pannenberg looks more closely at the difference between its individual and social aspects. Central to the entire chapter is his desire to overcome the splitting of these two aspects characteristic of the postEnlightenment era and show how the individual and social human destiny are realized together.
A lesson in theological history again proves helpful in providing the context for the contemporary situation. Pannenberg notes that in Israel the eschatological hope for the individual was tied to the hope for the corporate people until the exile. The experience of the destruction of Jerusalem, however, shook the earlier sense of God's justice in history and led to the development of individual eschatology (the belief in a continuing existence after death for those who did not experience during their lifetime the results of their good or evil deeds) as a postulate of God's justice. This was paralleled by an otherworldly concept of corporate salvation, he reports, a hope for a kingdom of peace that would bring the present era to an end.
According to Pannenberg, Augustine's spiritualization of the corporate hope and its transference to the church influenced the conception from the Middle Ages through the Reformation. He claims that Protestant orthodoxy prepared the way for the disconnection of individual and social eschatology that climaxed in the Enlightenment, as the individual aspect came to be narrowed to the belief in the immortality of the soul, a belief requiring no general human resurrection and judgment.6   The demise of individual eschatology was facilitated by Feuerbach's critique of Enlightenment Christianity, which attacked the concept of immortality as an expression of individual egoism understood as the refusal to be meshed with the corporate whole. At the 
same time, Pannenberg adds, social eschatological expectations were 
severed from the church and given a secular content, namely, the anticipation of a consummation of human history in a perfected human society fashioned solely by human efforts. Although these developments 
later become the object of his criticism, Pannenberg finds in them support for a thesis important to the entire chapter: social eschatology is 
not merely a theme of revealed theology but is bound to the general 
question regarding our human destiny.


This situation forms the context for Pannenberg's attempt to find a new foundation for eschatology in keeping with Weiss's rediscovery of the centrality of futurist eschatology to the message ofJesus. His approach seeks to take seriously the various this-worldly expectations, characteristic of the modern era, as the prerequisites for a renewal of an otherworldly eschatology, while maintaining that these expectations are largely illusionary. His proposal is formed in view of the two major ways theology in the twentieth century has sought to respond to the eschatology of the New Testament, namely, either by reinterpreting its futuristic orientation in terms of human decision in the face of death (e.g., Bultmann, following Schweitzer) or by looking to the concept of promise for the foundation for future hope (especially Moltmann, following Althaus).
Although substantially in agreement with the second alternative, Pannenberg offers an important alteration. As the explication of the divine completion of creation, in keeping with the general lines of the dogmatics as a whole he maintains that eschatology must be developed in the context of the doctrines of God and of creation.7   He finds the necessity of the former context inherent in the concept of promise itself, for promise must appeal to the promising God. The context in the doctrine of creation, especially anthropology, is necessitated, he argues, because God can be thought of as the foundation of the future completion of the world only as the power over everything (the Creator God) and because the concept of promise necessitates a positive relationship 
between its content and recipient. For this reason, Pannenberg looks 
for a link between the doctrine of creation and eschatology, which he 
finds in the thesis that the hope for a future consummation of the 
world and of human existence is anticipated in creation itself, especially in the human reality. He emphasizes, however, that anthropology 
provides only the preliminary answer to the question of eschatology, as 
in the case of the question of God, for it forms only the basis whereby 
the discussion can continue.


The anticipatory presence in Jesus of the promised eschatological reality that he introduced in the Christology section takes on importance here. It provides Pannenberg with the needed foundation for eschatology, and it serves to bring together its individual and social dimensions so central to the entire chapter. Of crucial importance for this Christologically based connection is the concept of Jesus as the new Adam, that is, as the one in whom the antagonism between the individual and social dimensions is overcome.8   According to Pannenberg, this reconciliation is accomplished in Jesus' resurrection, which opens the way both to personal salvation and to corporate fellowship as the individual becomes a member of the body of Christ. It is accomplished as well in the missionary mandate of the church, which because of the yet-hidden cosmic lordship of Christ9   has its goal in the universal human society of the kingdom of God. This theme is developed further as the chapter unfolds.
These preliminary, methodological conclusions provide the setting for the presentation of the main themes of the chapter. The second topic introduces individual eschatology with the goal of demonstrating the plausibility of a future life of the individual beyond death.1°   To this end, Pannenberg develops a theology of death before introducing the concept of resurrection.
His theology of death forms a contrast to Heidegger's thesis that the awareness of personal death, which separates humans from the ani mals, provides the possibility of seeing one's life as a whole."   Crucial to this contrast is Pannenberg's understanding of the biblical assertions, which he sees as standing closer to Sartre, who argued against Heidegger that death marks an abrupt break in life and calls into question life's meaning. The New Testament, Pannenberg argues against the position widely put forth in modern Protestant theology, does not speak of death as belonging to the natural conditions of existence but as being the result of sin. Further, the biblical assertion of the continuance of human finitude beyond the resurrection (in the case both ofJesus and of the believer) leads to the important conclusion that human finitude can be identified with neither sin nor death.


These biblical considerations constitute the beginning point for 
the central thesis of Pannenberg's theology of death: in sin humans 
seek to negate personal finitude - they seek to be like God - but are 
taken captive to finitude by means of death. Two assertions are crucial 
to the development of this view. First, he maintains, against a tradition 
dating to Plotinus, that time did not arise with the coming of sin but 
belongs to creatureliness itself. Second, Pannenberg builds from the 
concepts of exocentricity and egocentricity that he put forth in the anthropology section. The identity and integration with the self desired 
by the "I" is never fully given in any moment of life, he declares, and as a 
result sin in the form of amor sui is always present. This means that for 
Pannenberg the existence of the ego is ambiguous. In that the "I" lives 
in the time-bridging present, it participates in eternity, so that the totality of life is in a sense present; but in that the future divides the individual from what one was in the past and is in the present, each moment is separated from the whole, so that the person is "overwhelmed 
by the future" and cannot exist as the totality of one's being. In this 
sense, Pannenberg declares, personal finitude is experienced as the 
death of the "I."
This theology of death sets the stage for the discussion of time 
and eternity that comes at the end of the third topic. More immediately, however, it forms the background for Pannenberg's assertion 
that the Christian conception of bodily resurrection constitutes the proper hope for life after death, developed as an alternative to the Greek idea of the immortality of the soul.12   His primary apologetic appeals to the idea of resurrection as being more in keeping with modern anthropological understandings that view the body as constitutive of humanness. This conclusion is supported by several points of difference between the classical descriptions of the two conceptions, which value the physical aspect of the human person quite differently. The Christian conception views human immortality as God's gracious gift and not as intrinsic to the soul, as the alternative position maintains. And whereas Plato viewed the immortality of the soul in terms of reincarnation, the Christian message speaks of the salvation of the individual.   13


The emphasis on resurrection, however, introduces problems relating to the renewal of the physical body and the inner logic of the event itself. En route to a solution to these, Pannenberg turns to the question of the continuity of personal identity between earthly and resurrected life. The context for his position lies in the patristic attempt to solve this difficulty by reformulating the Greek concept of the soul, viewing it as a specific part or substantial entity of the human person. This move gave rise to three ways of conceiving the continuity of personal identity, all of which Pannenberg finds problematic.
The proposal of the apocalyptic tradition anticipates the restoration of the body to its original shape and constitution on the grounds that the earth gives back the dead as they were.14   Pannenberg dismisses this suggestion on the basis of its incompatibility with biology: after death bodily elements become components of other organisms.
A historically more important alternative is the view that the soul continues to live after its separation from the earthly body at death and carries with it the "construction plan" for the resurrected body. This suggestion, however, runs counter both to Pannenberg's emphasis on 
the constitutive importance of earthly life for eternity and to his understanding of the relationship between time and eternity, which he develops in the next section of the chapter. The linear understanding of 
time presupposed by this position necessitates that in the intermediate 
state the soul have new experiences apart from the body (e.g., in purgatory). As a result, Pannenberg declares, in this view the resurrected person who meets God in eternity for judgment or glorification is not 
identical with the earthly person.


A third position, offered recently by several Roman Catholic theologians, moves from the statement of Benedict XII in 1336 that at death the souls of the saints attain the vision of God. It asserts that the resurrection is experienced at death, for at this point each person enters eternity. Pannenberg rejects this view on the basis of what he finds to be the inner logic of the biblical conception of resurrection. The "resurrection in death" position separates individual and social consummation, he declares, whereas the connection between the two, visible in the resurrection ofJesus as the Messiah of the people of God, is central both to the biblical view and to the anthropological foundation of eschatology, the unity of individual and social destiny."   Thus, against this third alternative Pannenberg argues that belief in a future general resurrection must not be lost, because the connection between individual and social consummation is dependent on it.
This conclusion leads to the third topic, which presents the connection between these two dimensions in terms of the concepts of the kingdom of God and the end of time. Central to the discussion is a theme developed in the ecclesiology section that for Pannenberg comprises the anthropological counterpart to the theological expectation of God being all in all, namely, the kingdom of God as the consummation of society in eternal peace and justice. Reminiscent of the earlier discussion, he insists that the kingdom toward which the aspirations of all societies are directed cannot be realized by human political orders but only as God comes to rule in human hearts. As in the argument of the twelfth chapter, this assertion is supported by appeal to the apoca lyptic connection of hope for the kingdom with the transformation of 
the conditions of nature and of human existence, to which belongs the 
resurrection itself.


On this basis, Pannenberg forges a link between the conception of the kingdom of God and that of the general resurrection. He argues that the kingdom concept entails the idea of the reconciliation of the individual and society, which comprises the final overcoming of the tension between these two dimensions that he set forth in the anthropology section. Foundational to his argument is his understanding of the kingdom of God as the coming of justice, in contrast to the unavoidable sense of injustice that leads to the alienation of individuals from society characteristic of all human social orders. As the just order, the kingdom marks the reconciliation of humans to each other, which, he maintains, is expressed in the connection between the kingdom and the resurrection.
The discussion here marks an interesting reversal in the flow of the argument. Whereas Pannenberg argues previously from individual to general resurrection, this understanding of reconciliation results in a move in the opposite direction. It indicates that human consummation can only occur on a collective basis, one that includes the participation of past generations;16   otherwise the consummation of some would come at the expense of others. This consideration forms a basis for Pannenberg's rejection of the tradition from Kant to Marx, against which he declares that there can be no this-worldly, secular eschatology on the grounds that such positions have no place for preceding generations in their consummated society.
This conclusion introduces the question of the end of time and eternal life, which forms a bridge to the next topic. From the inner logic of the concept of consummation itself Pannenberg argues that the eschaton constitutes the end of earthly time and history. He develops this position, which he finds fully in keeping with the apocalyptic tradition, the message of Jesus, and theology until the modern era, in the context of the modern claim that the idea of a temporal end contradicts the picture of the world presented by natural science. With Moltmann, Pannenberg criticizes modern theology's at tempt to circumvent the concept of an actual end of the world, especially the detemporalization of the concept that he finds in dialectic 
theology.


In this situation, Pannenberg seeks to develop a new foundation for temporal eschatology. He rejects, however, current attempts to link the apocalyptic expectation of an end of the world to predictions of a catastrophic or natural disintegration of the universe. He finds instead a basis for appeal in the inner logic of the relationship of human experience of events to universal history. Repeating a theme developed in several earlier writings that builds on the insights of Dilthey,'7   he asserts that every experience has its meaning in the context in which it occurs and that each context stands in a larger context, leading to the context of the whole of experienced reality. In this way, each event is dependent on the totality of reality itself, for it possesses specific meaning (its essence) and can be differentiated from other events only insofar as it is an anticipation of the not-yet-completed whole. Each event presupposes the totality, and thus the consummation, of the process, he argues, for without this presupposition there would be no specific experiences. According to Pannenberg, therefore, the acknowledgment of the historical character of the world necessitates the thought of its end.18  
This position is open to two possible rebuttals. One follows the lines of the first antinomy found in Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. Because an end is conceivable only as an event within time, the question arises as to what happens after the supposed end, that is, what forms the next moment in the sequence.19   Pannenberg's response builds from his discovery of another understanding in Kant's transcendental aes thetics: time, like space, is to be conceived as a totality preceding and 
presupposed by individual moments of time. For Pannenberg, this observation about the structure of human experience points to the concept of an end. Yet he admits that because it is formal in character, it 
does not actually prove the metaphysical reality of an end as the consummation of the world. This, he declares, can only be grounded in religious tradition.


The other rebuttal follows a point raised by Schleiermacher and D. F. Strauss and argues that the idea of eternal life contradicts the concept of the end of time and history, for such an end would mark the cessation of all processes and therefore corresponds more readily to the image of eternal death. Pannenberg's response draws from the theology of Maximus the Confessor and builds on three important theses. The end of time is not nothingness - it is not the annihilation of time - but God, who lifts temporal history into the divine eternal presence. Further, eternal life is participation in the life of the Spirit, who is also the source of life, so that the future is not totally different from the present. Finally, the differences among the moments of time are not dissolved in eternity, only their separateness from each other.
From these considerations Pannenberg concludes that eternal life entails the elimination of creaturely separation from God, but not the destruction of the difference between creation and God.20   This thesis fits well with Pannenberg's assertion, developed in the anthropology and Christology sections, that such differentiation is the basis of life. In keeping with this, Pannenberg finds the vital nature of eternal life more readily reflected in the image of creaturely praise to God than in the traditional image of the vision of God, for in the act of praise they differentiate themselves from God - they let God be God - and yet are one with God. This conclusion forms the foundation for the connection that he subsequently draws between eternal life and glorification.
Reminiscent of the discussion of eternity in chapter 6 of Systematic Theology, Pannenberg presents the relationship between time and eternity as the central problem of eschatology.21   He formulates his under standing of this crucial issue in conscious opposition to the contradiction between eternity and the temporal process that he finds in much of twentieth-century theology.22   His thesis, following Plotinus, is that eternity is the unbounded and perfect possession of the totality of life viewed together as a unity.


The formulation of this thesis builds from Augustine's assertion in the Confessions (book ii) that the soul is the location of the experience of eternity and that the present is the intersection of time and eternity. This arises from the second meaning of present observed by Augustine. Although as the boundary between past and future the present is a vanishing point without spatiality, it is likewise the foundation of continuity, for the human person remains in the present throughout life, and this gives to the present a time-bridging function. For Augustine, this expansion of the present occurs in the soul itself, which is able to make present both the future and the past. Further, the human person experiences the present as a unity, a phenomenon that Augustine found especially well illustrated in music and language. Although this experience of the unity of the present is finite - it too becomes past - for him it provides a way of understanding eternity as unbounded, timebridging presence.
The understanding of eternity as the unity of what is divided in the moments of time, derived from Plotinus via Boethius, assists Pannenberg in developing further the argumentation, begun in his discussion of death, regarding participation in God's eternity. The context of the discussion lies in Tillich's understanding of "essentialization," which Pannenberg rejects as making time inconsequential for eternity.23   In contrast, he maintains that time and eternity can be properly related 
only when the process of history is seen as determinative for being, for 
in this way essence is not a timeless structure but the consummation of 
the temporal process.


These considerations lead Pannenberg to an understanding of the eschatological consummation as both future and present. His point is that the experience of the time-bridging present constitutes an anticipatory participation in an actual consummation. This view marks an important break with Plotinus, for in contrast to his forebear, who claimed that the final return to the unity found at the beginning but lost by the temporal process is never attained, Pannenberg argues for an actual consummation of history and therefore for an eschatological unity of what is divided in the moments of time. For the formal philosophical concept of anticipation in the history of religions, he finds a concrete example in the positive outlook toward time found in the apocalyptic tradition and the New Testament, both of which lead to the development of the concept of the kingdom of God.24   Pannenberg argues that this forms a contrast to the mythical religions, for by conceiving of eternity as the return to some pretemporal original condition made present through the cult they actually serve to destroy the temporal process.25   The biblical tradition came to a positive view, because it developed an awareness of the interconnection of the present and the future, he explains, for the future was seen to be hidden in the present.
Pannenberg sees an expression of this in the concept of "heaven" as the place where the hidden future is already present26   and visible to the seers. More important for him, however, is the additional step taken in 
the New Testament, which sees the in-breaking of the eschaton in Jesus. 
The future - even the reality of the resurrection and the judgment, according to John - is now present in an anticipatory way among human 
beings, as they accept Jesus' message.


Underlying this schema, which Pannenberg finds present in a variety of New Testament Christological and soteriological assertions, is a general ontology of reality: all things are constituted by their eschatological future. To him this ontology, which directs attention to the future consummation for the answer to the question of the identity of all things, forms the basis for the plausibility of Christian expressions of hope.
Pannenberg applies this discovery to the central theme of the entire chapter, the content and relationship of individual and general eschatology. The application to the individual dimension focuses on the specific problem of the continuity of the human person beyond death. In an important move, he looks to the eternal now of God, in which all events remain forever present as themselves, and not to some aspect of human earthly existence (e.g., the soul) along a postmortem timeline, as the ground for the possibility of individual continuity. This forms the context for a reintroduction of the concept of resurrection. Pannenberg sees this event and the renewal of creation as the acts through which the Creator restores self-awareness to creatures.
The application of his future-oriented ontology to the social dimension moves in a similar direction. For the solution to the parallel problem of the renewed eschatological society as the consummation of all humanity and not merely the inheritance of the last generation, he looks to the concept of eternity. In the eternity of God, all generations are present, and thereby they transcend the boundaries of time.
Participation in God's eternity, however, raises the problem not only of the identity of the person between earthly and resurrection life but also of the possibility of eternal life itself, given the sin and brokenness of human existence. Pannenberg's response to this issue focuses on the concept of transformation.27   The remaining two topics of the chapter explicate the two interrelated terms, judgment and glorification, that constitute his understanding of this.


In the fourth topic Pannenberg, following the New Testament, links the eschatological judgment to the return of Christ.28   The position explicated here reveals his desire both to maintain traditional eschatological concepts in the face of the modern trend to dismiss them as outmoded, and to understand them in innovative ways. Integral to the presentation is the development of his position from a basis in the biblical materials, an approach that characterizes the dogmatics as a whole.
Crucial to the argument in this section is Pannenberg's thesis that eternity itself constitutes judgment,29   not as the destruction of the temporality of the created world (as in dialectic theology) but as the bringing to light of one's temporal life in view of the truth of time as revealed by eternity. This thesis arises from two other themes. The first is the understanding, developed earlier, of the quest for identity, that is, for the integration of all moments in an encompassing unity Pannenberg finds characteristic of creaturely life. Whereas earthly life allows for the attainment of unity only by means of such tactics as hypocrisy and the wearing of masks, all such false attempts at forming personal identity are eliminated when in eternity the truth of life, the coherence of all moments to which the unity of one's life is related, is revealed. For him this "shrill dissonance" constitutes judgment.
The second basis is formed by a comparison between the final judgment and judgments in time. These moments carry out what is already inherent in human actions, as God allows sinful creatures to experience the consequences of their own deeds. Because God holds to the divine creative purpose, an assertion Pannenberg finds inherent in the doctrine of creation, God does not allow creation to destroy itself in the dissonance revealed by eternity. This conclusion and the assertion that Jesus is the criterion of judgment (which Pannenberg develops later in the chapter) allow him, in contrast to traditional theology, to see a positive function in the final judgment, for thereby God purifies creatures from the discord of sin and the contradiction in which they have been living.30   The concept of purification, in turn, opens the way for an understanding of repentance as the present anticipation of the eschatological cleansing.


The acceptance of a final judgment raises the question of the role 
of Christ and his return in this event. Pannenberg follows Bultmann in 
finding the genesis of the link between the expectation of the return of 
Christ and the concept of judgment in the apocalyptic message ofJesus 
regarding the future coming of the Son of Man, which led to the New 
Testament idea that as the Son of Man, the risen Jesus himself is the final judge. He notes, however, that the documents contain other conceptions as well, including the idea that God is the judge of the world 
and that Jesus is the one who rescues from judgment. Of these, 
Pannenberg finds the Johannine assertion that the word is the standard for judgment to be closest to Jesus' own proclamation of the coming judge, which idea led to the belief that Jesus' message is the criterion of judgment.
On the basis of this function of Jesus' message and the New Testament emphasis on the all-encompassing love of God (e.g., Matt. 8:11; 
John zo:16), Pannenberg asserts that correspondence with the will of 
God as reflected in Jesus' proclamation - that is, the command to seek 
first God's kingdom and the double command to love - rather than an 
actual encounter with the Christian message, is the basis of final judgment (Matt. 25:41ff). The step in this direction is prepared by a thesis, 
developed in the Christology and ecclesiology sections, that love for 
others entails participation in God's love for the world. This understanding of the criterion for judgment means that persons who live in 
accordance with Jesus' message will be included in the divine salvation, whereas nominal Christians may find themselves excluded.31   To the resultant question, If an encounter with Jesus is not the sole condition for salvation, what is the Christians' advantage? he replies that Christians have an advantage in that they know what the standard of judgment is. Although he emphasizes the universality of the possibility of salvation in this manner and even moves the concept of eternal condemnation to that of a border situation, Pannenberg is unwilling to embrace universalism.32  


The discussion of the return of Christ and the eternal life it inaugurates leads again (albeit after an excursus on eschatological language) to pneumatology. On the basis of several biblical themes developed earlier, Pannenberg seeks to present a viable understanding of the 
image of the return of Jesus. A first such theme is the function of the 
Spirit as the anticipatory presence in the believer of the eschatological 
salvation. The related biblical theme that he invokes throughout the 
dogmatics, the Spirit as the source of life as a whole and the dynamic 
field in which creatures exist, in turn, finds its eschatological counterpart in the Spirit's role as the Creator of renewed life. In accordance 
with this theme and against the view of Bultmann, Pannenberg interprets Paul's description of the resurrected person as a "spiritual body" 
to refer to life that is connected to the Spirit, who is the source of life.
The biblical connection between the Spirit and judgment is the 
third theme Pannenberg utilizes. This connection indicates to him the 
Spirit's role in the transformation of mortal life in the resurrection, 
which he finds intimately linked to the judgment idea. In anticipation 
of this future event the Spirit now leads humans to repentance.


The most important biblical theme, however, is the eschatological work of the Spirit as related to the other aspect of Pannenberg's understanding of transformation, glorification as participation in the glory of God, introduced earlier in the chapter, which for him constitutes the most encompassing aspect of the consummation.33   Important in this context is a thesis presented previously. In the final consummation, creatures glorify God as they praise God through the Holy Spirit. In so doing, they differentiate themselves from God, thereby participating in the life of Jesus, who likewise allowed God to be God.
Closely connected to glorification is the Pauline understanding of the Spirit as the author of peace, which Pannenberg relates to the idea that truth is the coherence of all things in the unity of the whole. He links this thought, in turn, to the concept of a mutuality of glorification - the glorification of God as creatures let God be God and the glorification of creatures by God - both of which he finds to be products of the work of the Spirit, according to the New Testament. Building especially from John, for whom this mutuality relates primarily to the relationship between Father and Son in which believers participate, Pannenberg concludes that the content of the idea of Christ's return is creaturely participation in his glory, which is accomplished by the Spirit.
In Pannenberg's vision, therefore, the glorifying work of the Spirit, which includes the incarnation and Jesus' resurrection, is completed in the parousia. As all creation participates in Christ's glory and thereby in the glorification of God through the Son, the New Testament hope of all things being brought together in Christ is fulfilled. Pannenberg declares that from the point of view of eternity, the three separate Christological events - incarnation, resurrection, and return - constitute a single whole. In this way, he brings to completion a theme begun in the Christology section.
The concluding reinterpretation of the image of Jesus' second coming is derived from the main theme of the chapter, the unity of individual and social eschatology.34   Important here are several themes developed previously, namely, the thesis that this unity is anticipated in Jesus' resurrection and the ecclesiological thesis regarding the differentiation and ordering of the head (Christ) to the body (the church). By 
means of these themes, Pannenberg visualizes the return of Christ not 
as the coming of an individual in the clouds but as the revelation of a 
way of life together, in which individual independence is transformed 
into individual membership in the whole. Pannenberg finds the paradigm for this new social life in the life of the Trinity itself. In keeping 
with his understanding of the reciprocal relationship between judgment and transformation, he concludes that through the Spirit the 
"dissonance of judgment" is "transubstantiated" into the "harmony of 
eternity."


The final topic of the chapter completes the pneumatological theodicy of the entire dogmatics by speaking of the justification of God through the Spirit. A historical sketch introduces the problem. Pannenberg notes that the issue of theodicy arises only in monotheism, for polytheistic religions give place to both good and evil gods. Furthermore, in Israel this problem did not emerge until the exile, for prior to that time God was viewed as the ground of evil as well as good.35   Although the Christian message of reconciliation constituted the basic answer to the problem of theodicy, the question remained as to how God as Creator could allow the existence of evil.
Pannenberg sketches the various attempts to offer a response to this question. The Alexandrian tradition, for example, declared that evil was the product of sin, understood as arising by the will of humanity or of some superhuman being, and in this way transferred the source of evil from God to creation. Augustine put forth the thesis that evil was not an independent, positive reality. In the Middle Ages, theologians declared that by allowing evil, God was able to complete the design for the world.
Pannenberg's own point of departure lies in an important development that came in the wake of the Enlightenment critique of earlier theodicies36   as idealism made the overcoming of evil the theme of the process of world history. While accepting the basic approach of idealism, Pannenberg criticizes its this-worldly eschatology for elevating the 
universal at the cost of the individual, and he concludes that a genuine 
history of reconciliation is required in order to clarify the problem of 
theodicy. In keeping with this, his position focuses on the overcoming 
of evil through the consummation of reconciliation in terms first of individual and then of social eschatology.


Central to the individual dimension are the concepts of resurrection, transformation, and identity formation, and the thesis, which he developed previously, that the reconciliation won on the cross must be completed. Because of Christ's work, Pannenberg explains, God views the life of the individual in the light of the human destiny that is the believer's actual identity. Yet Pannenberg finds identity and transformation bound together even in this life, in that human destiny always transcends the present reality of personal life. This means that the eschatological consummation, as the fusion of identity and destiny, is the completion of a this-worldly process that is already present in the hidden reality of the manner in which God views believers.
Pannenberg presents the social dimension in terms of the completion of creation in the kingdom of God.37   The goal of God's activity is the realization of the divine creative purpose, he declares, a thesis that gives rise to the question as to why creation does not exist in this eschatological form immediately. Pannenberg voices agreement with the early church in seeing sin and evil as implicit in the freedom of creation, for the permission of evil is implicit in God's desire to create independent creatures. But this does not provide the final answer to the problem of theodicy, he maintains, in that human decision-making ability is a necessary, but not an adequate, condition of freedom. For the ultimate answer, Pannenberg turns to the idea of glorification developed previously. Sin is the price of this possibility, he explains, for glorification can arise only on the basis of the spontaneity of creation.
From the nature of eschatology as speech about the completion of creation Pannenberg concludes that this doctrine brings to light the relation of creation to God that he described previously in the dogmatics, because the eschaton confirms the existence of the world as created by God. Only in the light of eschatology, therefore, can God's pronouncement that creation is good (Gen. 1:3o) be asserted of the world as it now is.38   He emphasizes as well the point made previously, that even in the consummation creation remains created reality, for its distinction from God remains, even though creatures are bound to God. As they allow God to be God and acknowledge their own creaturely status, they reflect the intratrinitarian relations. This fellowship of creation with God is the kingdom, and through this creaturely praise of God, Pannenberg concludes, God is with creatures and is "all in all."


Issues
Because Pannenberg's writings have not focused on the articulation of 
his eschatology as such, the critical literature devotes relatively meager 
attention specifically to themes associated with the doctrine of last 
things. Nevertheless, certain aspects of his eschatology have evoked 
critical response, especially as they relate either to his theological 
method or to other doctrines. Several aspects of that discussion are 
presented in previous chapters of this study. Several of these, as well as 
others, are reintroduced here insofar as they relate to the materials 
found in the fifteenth chapter, which offers Pannenberg's concluding 
systematic-theological answer to several points of the debate with his 
critics. These may be grouped around five headings.
The End of History
Pannenberg's concept of universal history - as a means of overcoming 
Lessing's ditch, as necessitating God as its subject, and so on - has re peatedly been a topic of discussion in my treatment of Pannenberg's theology. One further aspect of the critical interaction with this idea remains, however, namely, Pannenberg's expectation of an actual end of the historical process. Several issues surrounding his insistence on a climax to history have emerged in the critical literature, especially from process theologians, who understandably are outspoken critics of Pannenberg at this point.39  


i. In relation to this, the general issue of the validity of the concept arises. Williams, for example, argues from a Whiteheadian perspective that the unity of the creative process is to be found in the community of God's being with creatures, that is, in an inevitable plurality of being. On the basis of the biblical image of lostness and the ethical notion of love as the acceptance of risk, he declares untenable the expectation of a final event.40   Pannenberg does differ fundamentally from process philosophy in several ways, including with regard to the question of the one and the many.41   Yet the strict, eternal differentiation he maintains between creatures and the Creator as well as the vision of the kingdom as God dwelling with creatures (which he develops in chapter zs of his magnum opus) suggest that his eschatological conception is not far removed from that advocated by his critic. At the same time, he seeks to offer a position that reflects the dialectic of the one and the many that he finds both in the Bible and in philosophy.
Ford, who more than any other process thinker has sought to bring together Pannenberg and Whitehead, raises the related question of the coherence of Pannenberg's assertion of an end of history with other theological emphases. He suggests that the expectation of an end, together with the thesis of the retroactive power of the future on the past, cannot fit with Pannenberg's radical, open-ended nature of history. Further, he maintains that if the kingdom of God becomes a present reality, as is necessitated in Pannenberg's theology, God can no longer be seen as the power of an absolute inexhaustible future.42  


At the heart of Ford's observation is the issue of the relationship between present and future, which I took up in previous chapters of this study. As these discussions indicate, Pannenberg attempts to articulate a model of this relationship that takes seriously both the importance of historical events and the priority of the retroactive working of the future. In presenting his understanding of the relationship of time and eternity, chapter zs adds another dimension to this discussion. Pannenberg maintains that eternity brings to light the connection among the separate events of history in judgment and in glorification, a situation introduced by the temporal end of history. For this reason, the future remains open but not open-ended, and God's eternity, while inexhaustible in its unboundedness, can nevertheless actually arrive.
2. A second issue is the plausibility of a consummation when seen from the perspective of the universe in its entirety. From this viewpoint James, for example, finds unconvincing Pannenberg's assertion that a particular event consummates the history of creation. He claims that Pannenberg fails to clarify the ontological status of this finite particular event.43   This criticism finds its answer in the fifteenth chapter of the dogmatics. As is evident in his discussion of time and eternity in the light of Kant's first antinomy, the event Pannenberg envisions as consummating history is not to be seen as a finite particular event added to the stream of individual moments, but as the full revelation of the eternal reality that encompasses the separate moments of time as both their presupposition and their fulfillment.
Perhaps more difficult is Roth's call for a recognition of the role of history as one story in the larger story of the cosmos.44   Indeed Pannenberg implicitly makes the seemingly audacious claim, albeit in the context of a dialogue with natural science, that human history is 
the history of the cosmos, for the consummation of anthropology in 
the kingdom of God is at the same time the consummation of creation 
in its eternal praise to the Creator. In so doing, he is following the approach of the Bible itself. The apparent anthropocentrism of this 
serves to raise again the awe-filled question of the eighth Psalm as to 
why God should be concerned about the human family, given the immensity of the universe. It must be added, however, that Pannenberg 
chooses neither to raise the question of the possibility of a separate history of creation nor to develop explicitly the ramifications of theology 
for ecological problems, points that he does not see as central to the 
theologian's task.


3. Important as well is the question of universalism in Pannenberg's theology. Although one would expect this concern to be voiced by conservatives, the charge of universalism is leveled by the process theologian Williams.45   That Pannenberg could be viewed as tending toward this position is understandable. He puts forth as a condition for a social realization of human destiny, for example, "that all individuals participate in it,"46   an assertion with a universalistic ring.
Yet at least two considerations in chapter zs confirm that Pannenberg is unwilling to move all the way to this position. The first is his assertion that the participation of all in the human consummation must be understood in the context in which it arises, namely, a discussion of the relationship of previous generations to the eschatological new society. In this context, it functions as an argument favoring the conception of a general resurrection and as a demonstration of the inadequacy of all this-worldly eschatologies, which have no place for the generations preceding the final utopian society. The point of the assertion, therefore, is not to affirm the final salvation of each human person - that is, universalism - but that a proper eschatology must pull together all of human history.
Second, Pannenberg explicitly leaves open the possibility that not all persons will participate in the fullness of eternity, a point made in the discussion of election in chapter 14 and reaffirmed here. He antic ipates that the boundaries of eternal salvation are neither restricted 
to, nor coterminous with, the boundaries of the church. And he 
speaks of eternity as entailing both judgment and glorification. Beyond these statements, however, Pannenberg simply does not speculate about the results of God's final judgment of human beings, except to indicate that condemnation constitutes a very real, albeit 
boundary, possibility. Any more definite conclusion, he maintains, 
would impinge on the sovereignty of God either to invoke or to set 
aside this possibility.


The Resurrection and Human Hope
Related to the topic of the end of history is that of the specific content of that event. Chapter zs comprises Pannenberg's most definitive explication of his understanding of the resurrection as constituting that event, in response to earlier calls for further clarification.47   Three major issues regarding his anticipation of the resurrection of humanity as the climax of history emerge in the literature.
i. The foundational issue as to the relevancy of the apocalyptic expectation of resurrection for contemporary humans is presented in the previous discussion of Pannenberg's Christology. Chapter 15, however, brings to completion his systematic-theological response to his critics, especially Burhenn.48   By forging a link between eschatology and anthropology, and between individual and social eschatology, Pannenberg contends that the expectation of the resurrection is the most promising expression of the hope for life beyond death, for more than any alternative it coheres with the totality of our knowledge about humanity. The delineation of this assertion, therefore, constitutes the conclusion of his testing of the Christian understanding of human hope found throughout the dogmatics.49  


2. A second issue concerns the value of the resurrection as the symbol of the end of universal history. In this context, several theologians have found Pannenberg's view problematic. Cobb, for example, sees in the use of this concept a deprecation of history and a contradiction to the contemporary sense that human history could end in an explosion whereas the cosmos might continue forever.50   Both of these points have been discussed already.
Important here is Cobb's further contention that the bodiliness of the symbol promotes an untenable private individuality.51   In his response to Cobb's Christology, Pannenberg offers a preliminary answer to this criticism,52   which finds further development in chapter zs of the dogmatics. This answer has two points of appeal. The first is the connection Pannenberg draws between the individual and social dimensions of eschatology, for he does not propose the bodily resurrection of the individual in isolation but links it to the kingdom of God. Thus, rather than opting for either an exclusively private or a social eschatology, he maintains that each requires the other. The central burden of the closing chapter of the dogmatics is to develop such a balanced view.
Pannenberg's second appeal in response to Cobb rests with the relationship between God's eternity and present events. Pannenberg has articulated the point of this appeal in an earlier essay:
If it is sufficiently considered that every actual event remains present in all its aspects to the eternity of God, then the bodiliness of the resurrection, which actualizes this divine memory of temporal events in a creatively new manner, should cause no insurmountable difficulties for understanding.


The explication of this relationship between the sequence of human events and God's eternity is one task of chapter 15.
Voicing a complaint similar to Cobb's, Clark calls Pannenberg's symbol of the resurrection, which postulates an actual fulfillment and not simply the anticipation of fulfillment, "frustrating" rather than healing.53   Further, he declares that an eschaton that includes a general resurrection makes the distinction between humans and God imperceptible. Again chapter zs offers an answer. It implicitly calls into question Clark's contention that only anticipation and not fulfillment fosters human healing, for in Pannenberg's view an anticipation that finds no ultimate fulfillment is thereby proven false. Clark's second point is contradicted by a central aspect of Pannenberg's vision of eternity, namely, the maintenance of the distinction between creature and Creator, which he describes in terms of eternal creaturely praise to God. This symbol contains the constructive value that Clark desires, for it expresses a truth of creation, that participation in the divine life itself comes by means of letting God be God.
3. Chapter 15 constitutes a further installment in the discussion of eschatology between Pannenberg and John Hick. Of the various points of debate that focus on the question of the nature of the afterlife, two are most important. First, in an earlier work Hick criticizes Pannenberg's doctrine as limiting the content of eternal life to that of human temporal life, a perspective that disadvantages those whose lives have been unfulfilled.   S4 The dogmatics indicates, however, that Pannenberg's conception of resurrected life is not to be so mechanically envisioned. For him, this reality is not limited to the content of temporal life in itself but as it is transformed in accordance with our human destiny and glorified in the eternity of God. To this glorification belongs the creaturely praise of the Creator, which raises all aspects of present life to a higher plane.
In his response to Pannenberg's Ingersoll lecture at Harvard, Hick offers a second criticism. He asserts that Pannenberg's conception of individual conscious participation in God's eternal awareness of one's temporal life "is inadmissable from the point of view of the brain sci ences."55   A possible response to this criticism is implicit in Pannenberg's rejection of the "reconstitution theory" of the apocalyptic literature. In his understanding, the resurrection does not bring about a mere restoration of present bodily existence but leads to a bodily existence of a higher order, which Pannenberg describes in terms of a higher-order self-awareness given by God. It would appear to follow that the center of this self-awareness is of a higher order than the physical human brain and therefore transcends the possibilities of brain science research.


The Judgment and Christocentrism
In the previous discussions of Pannenberg's approach and of his Christology, I introduced several problems connected to the rejection of the message ofJesus. One dimension of this is the claim by his critics that this phenomenon requires the addition of the work of the Spirit beyond that of the hearing of the report   S6 As I indicated earlier, Pannenberg refuses to ground the answer to the question of faith and unbelief in the mystery of the action of the Spirit. He asserts that because the facts of history remain open to all, the introduction of a supernatural working of the Spirit as an additional factor is unnecessary. Moreover, appealing to an eternal predestination of individuals only calls into question the love of God.
Another dimension is the question of the relationship between Christianity and other religions. The discussion of this point in Chapter One of this study focuses on Pannenberg's commitment to the superior validity of the Christian conception of God. Hick, however, introduces another aspect. On the basis of Pannenberg's eschatology, he accuses him of Christocentrism. This criticism declares that a "recapitulation type" of understanding of life after death, under which rubric Hick includes Pannenberg's view, carries the difficulty of making salvation "depend exclusively upon the saving encounter with Jesus," thereby eliminating persons who live either before Jesus' era or outside the church's influence   ._17


Chapter zs provides a further, albeit not a final, answer to these questions in the context of a discussion of the last judgment. In his delineation of this concept, Pannenberg refuses to speculate about the outcome of the judgment in terms of eternal condemnation, choosing instead to emphasize two other aspects. First, he prefers the symbol of judgment as a purifying fire, which indicates to him both God's maintenance and cleansing of creatures. Second, he gives place to the openness of eternal salvation beyond the circle of discipleship. Jesus' proclamation is the standard of judgment, he declares, but conscious fellowship with Jesus in earthly life is not its prerequisite.
The chapter also offers an implicit response to Hick's related question regarding the precise meaning ofJesus' "universal validity" as the criterion of judgment, especially as it relates to similarities between Jesus' teaching and those found in other religions.58   The discussion of the judgment indicates that the aspect Pannenberg finds central as God's judgment criterion does not lie in Jesus' ethical teaching but in his proclamation of the kingdom of God coupled with the call to embrace the God whose rule he heralded. For Pannenberg this call is summarized in the command to seek first the kingdom, together with the double command to love. The uniqueness of this proclamation gives a unique character to the entire message of Jesus. This, plus his understanding of love for others as participation in God's love for the world, provides the basis for Pannenberg's assertion of the centrality of Jesus as God's judgment criterion. At the same time, Pannenberg appears to leave to the mystery of God that transcends the limitations of theology the further question as to exactly how this criterion will be employed in the eschatological judgment.
Theodicy
In my discussion of Pannenberg's doctrine of God, I introduced the critical appraisal of the ability of his theology to provide an answer to the problem of evil.s9   I noted at that point his intention not to offer any answer to this problem that would focus on the present order of the world but to appeal instead to the eschatological demonstration of God's lordship. In chapter 15, Pannenberg offers an important addition to the discussion that he sets forth earlier in his magnum opus. Here he delineates his theodicy by appeal to the eschatological consummation of reconciliation as the completion of human destiny and to the concept of eternal glorification. The eschaton marks the final demonstration of the reality of God, he maintains, because it also marks the completion of God's creative activity. The divine purpose, he argues, which includes the eternal praise of the Creator by the creature and thereby participation in the life of the triune God, is only possible on the basis of creaturely spontaneity, a situation that at the same time makes sin and failure possible.


God and the World
Pannenberg's doctrine of God has been regarded with suspicion by some critics for allegedly being panentheistic, if not pantheistic. The concluding chapter of the dogmatics indicates that neither term adequately characterizes his position. The inappropriateness of the charge of pantheism is evident from Pannenberg's concern to maintain an eternal distinction between creature and Creator.
That the term panentheism is likewise somewhat wide of the mark is indicated already in Chapter Four of this study. In the context of a discussion of the relationship of Pannenberg's Christology to that of Hegel, I raised a related point, namely, whether Pannenberg asserts that "God must save the world by unifying it to himself in order to realize his own deity,   1160 to cite Olson's words. Foundational to the conclusion that I voiced there is Pannenberg's appeal to God as causa sui, whereby he avoids seeing God's being as a "me" not present to the divine "I" prior to the completion of the world process. For Pannenberg, rather, 
God's self-realization in the world is the revelation in the historical 
process of the eternal self-actualization present in the intratrinitarian 
life.


The conclusion offered earlier is confirmed by this chapter, especially by Pannenberg's understanding of heaven as the "location" where 
the future reality is already presently hidden, and his emphasis on the 
already/not-yet aspect of all present reality. These indicate that in his 
understanding the world process ultimately does not so much contribute to the reality of God as it reveals what is always present, albeit in a 
hidden manner, in God's eternity. For Pannenberg, then, God is affected by the world process but not in the sense that this process adds 
to the divine reality. Rather, the effect of the process lies in the demonstration of the rulership of God over creation, without which God 
would not be God and cannot be "all in all."
The discussion of eschatology brings Pannenberg's systematic unfolding of Christian doctrine to a conclusion. With it he concludes as well 
his delineation of the activity of the triune God of love in the world, 
which he began explicitly in chapter S of his Systematic Theology but presented in embryonic form in the fourth chapter, in that God's activity 
flows out of the divine revelation. The concluding chapter constitutes 
as well the completion of Pannenberg's intellectual testing of the validity of the Christian conception of God. What remains at the close of 
the dogmatics is the application to life of the commitment solidified 
by this demonstration of the intellectual credibility of the hope of the 
Christian community.


 

[image: ]
In the decades since being welcomed on this side of the Atlantic as a 
"new, young voice from Germany," Wolfhart Pannenberg has distinguished himself as one of the most creative theologians of the postBarthian era, and his program offers promise of exerting lasting influence on the theological world. To a great degree the final verdict as to 
his importance for theology will be based on the reception gained by 
his magnum opus, the three-volume Systematic Theology, which presents 
the systematic delineation of the theology that arises from the program articulated in his earlier writings. The present study indicates several aspects of Pannenberg's theological contribution. These may now 
be given in summary form.
A first, crucial aspect lies in the understanding of the nature of 
theology and of truth explicated in the dogmatics. Simply stated, 
Pannenberg is attempting to change the course of contemporary theology, combating what he sees as the dominant trend toward the privatization of religious belief and, with it, of theology. Reminiscent of the 
classical view, he engages in theology as a public discipline related to 
the quest for universal truth. For him, the truth question is to be answered in the process of theological reflection and reconstruction. For 
this reason, he adamantly asserts that theological affirmations must be 
subjected to the rigor of critical inquiry regarding the historical reality 
on which they are based.
In keeping with this, Pannenberg sees the point of systematic theology as the demonstration of the truth of the Christian faith for all 
humankind, insofar as the Christian conception of God illumines all knowledge. He therefore rejects any attempt to divide truth into autonomous spheres or to shield the truth content of the Christian tradition 
from rational inquiry. This forms the background to his lifelong battle 
against what he sees as the subjectivist approach of modern Protestant 
theology. Theological assertions cannot be grounded on some blind 
"decision of faith," he maintains, for faith is not a way of knowing in 
addition to reason, but is itself grounded on historical knowledge.


This aspect of Pannenberg's understanding of truth is balanced by 
his insistence that truth is not found in the unchanging essences lying 
behind the flow of time, but is essentially historical and ultimately eschatological. Until the eschaton a provisional, contestable element always surrounds truth claims, even theological assertions, he argues. As 
a result, he views all dogmatic statements as hypotheses to be tested by 
means of their coherence with other knowledge.
The second aspect of his contribution is found in Pannenberg's 
doctrine of God. From his understanding of God as the power that determines everything, he draws the far-reaching implication that the 
deity of God is connected to the demonstration of God's lordship over 
creation. This point underlies his vision of the task of theology as the 
demonstration of the ability of the idea of God to illumine not only 
human existence, but also experience of the world as a whole. This understanding of God also conditions Pannenberg's proposal for the 
contemporary question of the link between the immanent Trinity and 
the economic Trinity. His proposal arises from the foundational thesis he draws from Barth, that systematic theology is the explication of 
what is implicit in God's own self-disclosure. On the basis of what is 
given in revelation, Pannenberg finds the doctrine of the Trinity, and 
not the unity of God in the divine attributes, foundational. In this 
way, the doctrine of God comes to be grounded in the divine economy, 
and the understanding of the immanent Trinity flows from the economic Trinity.
Crucial to Pannenberg's development of this theme is his application of the concept of self-differentiation to the doctrine of the Trinity. 
In asserting that all three trinitarian persons are mutually dependent 
on each other, he offers an alternative to the subordination of the Son 
and the Spirit to the Father that he finds so detrimental to traditional 
theology. Pannenberg brings this mutual dependency into the process 
of salvation history, and he emphasizes the eschatological completion of the divine program in the world as the focal point for the revelation 
of the unity of the divine being.


Anthropology is the context for a third aspect of Pannenberg's 
contribution. In addition to his description of the image of God as an 
eschatological concept that refers to the destiny of humanity as God's 
creature and not to a primordial state lost through a prehistoric fall, 
the dogmatics presents several other innovative theses. These include 
an understanding of the intuition of the infinite, a view of the religions 
as the struggle for truth, and a use of the theme of tension to characterize the human condition.
Pannenberg's understanding of our basic religious nature as humans, which is informed by the blending of the concepts of "exocentricism" and "basic trust," lies behind his description of the natural human intuition of the infinite. Against an influential philosophical 
tradition, he maintains that this intuition, which arises from experiences of finitude and temporality in everyday life, does not itself comprise knowledge of God. Rather, religious traditions allow the individual to reflect on this earlier experience and to conclude that therein lay 
an unthematized knowledge of God.
By building on this foundation Pannenberg is able to connect this 
basic religious phenomenon to the experience of God found in the religions, which come to an awareness of the activity and essence of the 
Godhead through the works of creation. This connection opens the way 
for him to view the rivalry of the religions as the location of the revelation of truth. Revelation occurs only as God gives himself to be known, 
Pannenberg asserts with Barth, but the focal point of this revelation, he 
adds in contrast to Barth, is the historical process. For Pannenberg history is the history of religions. On the world historical stage conflicting 
truth claims, which are at their core religious, are struggling for supremacy. The religious orientation that best illumines the experience of all 
reality will in the end prevail and thereby demonstrate its truth value, 
and in this context Pannenberg is convinced of the superiority of the 
Christian conception.
Pannenberg describes humanity in terms of tensions. The human 
person is a tension between centeredness and openness, that is, between egocentricity and exocentricity. A similar tension exists between 
the individual and social aspects of humanity. This description sets the 
stage for the doctrine of reconciliation as the dominant theme of Pannenberg's soteriology, for the anthropological tensions are resolved 
in the arrival of God's eschatological salvation.


Fifth, Pannenberg offers a contribution to theology by means of 
his attempt to develop a new pneumatology. He rejects the tendency to 
reduce the role of the Spirit to that of being the explanation that is invoked when all rational suggestions fail. In its stead, he seeks to offer a 
fuller doctrine of the Spirit and of the Spirit's creative presence in creation and in human life. This pneumatology is evident in Pannenberg's 
doctrine of God. In agreement with the atheistic criticism voiced by 
Feuerbach and others, he rejects as a mere projection the classical understanding of God as reason and will. He chooses instead to describe 
the divine essence as an incomprehensible field or Spirit, which likewise comes forth as the third person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit. 
This understanding facilitates Pannenberg's important dialogue with 
the field theory that emerged from natural science.
Understood as field, the Spirit functions as the principle of the immanence of God in creation and of the participation of creation in the 
divine life. This assists Pannenberg in relating the Christian assertion 
that the Spirit is the source of life in creation to the biological discovery that "life is essentially ecstatic." The Spirit lifts creatures above 
their environment and orients them toward the future, an activity that 
ultimately leads to the self-transcendence that characterizes the human person and forms the basis for the special existence in Christ 
found in the church. In this way, Pannenberg links salvation with creation. In fact, pneumatology forms the thread that binds all the doctrines - climaxing in eschatology - to each other and to the doctrine 
of God.
Christology offers the context for the sixth aspect of Pannenberg's 
contribution. In addition to his well-known emphases on Jesus as the 
prolepsis of God's self-disclosure and on the historicity of the resurrection, two other dimensions of Pannenberg's systematic-theological 
Christology are significant. The dogmatics demonstrates his move beyond the strict approach "from below" that by necessity characterized 
his earlier monograph. His awareness that assertions about Christ's deity can never be derived from anthropology alone, but must also proceed from the idea of God, results in the placing of Christology in the 
context of a specifically Christian anthropology undertaken with an 
awareness of the doctrine of God.


The other Christological innovation is Pannenberg's reintroduction of the concept of logos, which in Jesus - God and Man he had replaced with the idea of revelation, as the point of departure for Christology. The foundation for this reintroduction is found in the link he 
forges in the doctrine of creation between the logos and the scientific 
concept of information, whereby the logos gains the cosmological 
function that Pannenberg finds necessary for its use in Christology. Jesus is the logos, not as some cosmic abstract principle but in his human life as Israel's Messiah and as the one who brings to light the 
proper relationship of the creature to the Creator.
The seventh area of contribution is the ecumenical thrust of 
Pannenberg's dogmatics, which seeks to present a theology for the entire church. The theological basis for this orientation is set forth in the 
doctrine of God, as Pannenberg attempts to move behind the filioque 
theology dominant in the West and reaffirm the earlier tradition, 
which continues to be reflected in Orthodoxy. In keeping with this ecumenical orientation, he offers a sacramental spirituality as a replacement for what he sees as the traditional Protestant narrowing of the 
gospel to a focus on guilt and forgiveness. This spirituality is the outworking of his understanding of the church as the sign of the future 
kingdom of God. The ecumenism toward which Pannenberg's theology 
is directed is not an end in itself, however, but seeks to serve the hope of 
humanity in general.
The linchpin of Pannenberg's proposal for an ecumenical sacramental spirituality lies in baptism, for in this rite the believer's identity 
and existence extra se in Christ is signified and grounded. Yet its central 
expression is found in the Eucharist as the proleptic sign of the future 
fellowship in the kingdom of God, which no political order can fulfill. 
To delineate this, Pannenberg develops an ecumenical theology of the 
sacrament that seeks to give place to the concerns of all major Christian traditions. Integral to it are both an emphasis on the real presence 
of the risen Lord, reflecting the concern of the Lutheran and Roman 
Catholic traditions, and a widening of the rite beyond the elements 
themselves to encompass the entire celebration and the crucial role of 
the Spirit in it, in keeping with the Orthodox and Reformed positions. 
He likewise advocates an understanding of the church office that focuses on the role of clergy in representing the unity of the church. All 
of this is directed toward the goal of overcoming the major stumbling blocks to church unity. This unity, Pannenberg maintains, is crucial if 
the church is to exercise a positive influence in secular society.


The final contribution of Pannenberg's dogmatics is its eschatological orientation. The entire three-volume Systematic Theology focuses on the eschaton and thereby on hope. Foundational to the whole is the concept of the kingdom of God, understood as the glory of the Trinity demonstrated in God's rulership over creation. Pannenberg develops this understanding of the kingdom in view of Johannes Weiss's rediscovery of the centrality of futurist eschatology to Jesus' message and on the basis of subsequent exegetical advancements. The biblical message of the kingdom is eschatological in orientation, Pannenberg maintains, for it proclaims the final lordship of God over creation, which lordship has already broken into history in the appearance ofJesus. En route to the eschaton, the Christian community lives in hopeful expectation of the final consummation of the lordship of God over the entire world. Only then will the glory and reality of the triune God be fully demonstrated.
This theme of hope leads back to the central task of the entire enterprise, which constitutes, therefore, the overarching contribution of Pannenberg's dogmatics. As a public discipline, theology's purpose is that of giving a "rational account of the truth of faith," to cite a phrase found in his essay, "Faith and Reason."'   The orientation to "rational accounting" lies at the heart of the mandate of the church itself, as he understands it. As a people of hope whose eyes are directed to the eschatological consummation in the kingdom of God, the Christian community is called to remain in the world and to engage in the struggle for truth. This is Pannenberg's calling as well. And his Systematic Theology, which comprises his attempt to give reason for the Christian hope, is an important aspect of the working out of his calling.
Pannenberg's magnum opus retains a sense of provisionality, however, which is indicative of the theological discussion as a whole. Despite his best efforts, the struggle of conflicting religious truth claims continues, and the God hypothesis remains contestable. Viewed from this perspective, even Pannenberg's Systematic Theology does not constitute the final word in theology. As he himself admits, his three-volume theologi cal statement does not exhaust Christian doctrine. And the delineation of the important issue of the relationship between theology and ethics is left open.2   The discussion of Pannenberg's theology retains a sense of provisionality as well. The appearance of the dogmatics does not bring the discussion to an end. Instead, it only serves to lift it to a higher level, as the present study seeks to indicate. It also remains to be seen whether his theological enterprise will gain a widespread following and exercise lasting influence on subsequent theological history.


In 1965 Carl Braaten provided a clue to the critical response 
Pannenberg's approach and method had already engendered from all 
points on the theological spectrum. He pointed out that because it defies ready-made labels, it cannot be fitted into any school of theology. 
The validity of Braaten's observation comes to light when the dogmatics is viewed in terms of the special concern of three general types of 
systematic theology, each of which emphasizes one of the three central 
focuses of the discipline - the Bible, the Christian heritage, and the 
contemporary world. As this study indicates, Pannenberg's dogmatics 
is clearly tied to the first focus, which is generally seen as the central 
concern of conservative theology. Although it is Bible-centered, it is 
definitely not fundamentalistic, for Pannenberg seeks to present a delineation of the Christian faith that reflects the main themes of the Bible as he understands them, while rejecting the traditional doctrine of 
inspiration, which conservative theology views as fundamental and 
nonnegotiable.
This study suggests that Pannenberg's dogmatics is also concerned 
with the heritage of the Christian tradition and thereby moves from 
the second theological focus, often seen as the central concern of 
confessionalist theologians. The work is replete with sketches of theological history, and it repeatedly works from the confessional documents of the church, especially those of Lutheranism. But Pannenberg 
is no mere confessionalist. In fact, the conclusions he draws from these 
documents are often cited against positions that many Lutherans would claim - mistakenly, in Pannenberg's view - reflect those of Luther himself. And his ecumenical concern sometimes takes Pannenberg 
in directions that others in the Protestant tradition find too compromising.


The third focus, that of addressing the contemporary world, lies at 
the heart of Pannenberg's theology as well. His central purpose is to 
demonstrate the intellectual respectability of Christian faith in a secular society, both within the walls of the church and in the marketplace 
of ideas. Despite his interests in this direction, however, his commitment to biblical themes and to the confessional heritage of the church 
often becomes a stumbling block to the avant-garde in both church 
and society, who tend to dismiss his theology as irrelevant.
As Pannenberg so adamantly asserts, theological debate and intellectual conflict await their resolution in the eschaton, when faith turns 
to sight and hope is rewarded in fulfillment. Only then will theological 
attempts to give "reason for the hope," such as Pannenberg's Systematic 
Theology, pass away in the glory of the presence of the God who will be 
"all in all." In the contemporary situation, however, Pannenberg articulates an orientation to the theological task that enjoys a long, prestigious heritage. His magnum opus constitutes a significant contemporary expression of the classical understanding of theology as the 
intellectual demonstration of the Christian truth claim and the Christian conception of God. As an attempt to provide reason for the Christian hope in the closing years of the twentieth century in which it was 
written and in the twenty-first century in which it is now being read, it 
entails both in its entirety and in its various parts an important challenge to contemporary theology and to the secular world.
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i. G. Ebeling, Dogniatik des cbrisdicben Glaubens (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1982).


2. The critical reception of Pannenberg's work is the subject of my essay "The Appraisal of Pannenberg: A Survey of the Literature," in The Theology of Wolfhart Pannenberg: 
Twelve American Critiques, ed. Carl Braaten and Philip Clayton (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 
1988).


3. Carl Braaten, "The Current Controversy on Revelation: Pannenberg and His 
Critics," Journal of Religion 45 (1965): 233-34.


4. One volume is a reworking of Frank Tupper's dissertation at Southern Baptist 
Seminary: E. Frank Tupper, The Theology of Wolf hart Pannenberg (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973). The second is Don Olive's installment in Makers of the Modern Theological 
Mind, a series of relatively short introductory works, primarily directed toward the 
nonacademic audience: Don H. Olive, Wolf hartPannenberg (Waco, Tex.: Word, 1973). And 
the third treatment is Allan Galloway's short appraisal, written from a British perspective, found in the Contemporary Religious Thinkers Series: Allan D. Galloway, Wolf hart 
Pannenberg (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1973).


s. W. Pannenberg, Jesus God and Man, 2nd ed., trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and 
Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977).


6. Pannenberg himself confirms the nondoctrinal nature of the work in his presentation of Christology in his dogmatics. A similar conclusion must be reached concerning his more recently published Anthropology in Theological Perspective, trans. Matthew J. 
O'Connell (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1985).


7. This feature was noted already in 1968 by Richard John Neuhaus in his essay 
"Wolfhart Pannenberg: Portrait of a Theologian," found in Pannenberg, Theology and the 
Kingdom of God, ed. Richard John Neuhaus (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969), 43-50.


8. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology: Collected Essays, trans. George H. 
Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 2:52-53.


9. Pannenberg's orientation toward giving a reasonable account is not to be confused with the apologetic theology exemplified by Tillich, in which theological assertions are related to questions external to theology. Pannenberg, in contrast, does not develop systematic theology as the answer to the question posed from the outside but 
appeals only to the coherence of the unfolding theology itself. As a result he entertains 
no difference between apologetics and dogmatics. The unfolding of Christian doctrine 
comprising his systematic theology constitutes at the same time the testing of the 
Christian conception of God found therein.


so. "Insight and Faith," in Basic Questions 2:43.


i. This theme is announced repeatedly in Pannenberg's earlier writings. See, for example, "What Is Truth?" in Basic Questions in Theology: Collected Essays, trans. George H. 
Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 2:1-27.


2. Pannenberg sketches the historical development leading to this situation in 
"The Crisis of the Scripture Principle," in Basic Questions 1:1-14.


3. The three theories are evaluated in Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science, trans. Francis McDonagh (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976), 219f., 326f.


4. This is not to imply that Pannenberg has no interest in the unity of doctrine 
among Christians. On the contrary, he has been a tireless proponent of ecumenism and 
especially of the work of the Faith and Order Commission of the World Council of 
Churches. As is evidenced in the ecclesiology section, his interest in Christian unity is 
theologically grounded. The unity of the church is to symbolize the eschatological unity 
of humanity.


5. In "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" Pannenberg speaks of the dogmatic task as 
raising the "question of the agreement of dogmas with revelation," which entails an 
"ever new testing of dogma" (Basic Questions m84). Pannenberg's understanding of this 
task is demonstrated in an earlier book, The Apostles' Creed in the Light of Today's Questions, 
trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972), where he tests and interprets 
older dogmatic formulations in view of both the latest conclusions of biblical exegesis 
and their significance for contemporary life.


6. Pannenberg's fight against grounding theology on a "decision of faith" and on 
the attempt to create a separate sphere for theology alongside scientific endeavor is well 
known, for the topic is broached in many of his earlier essays. See "Insight and Faith," in 
Basic Questions 2:43; "Faith and Reason," in Basic Questions 2:52-53; "Eschatology and the 
Experience of Meaning," in The Idea of God and Hunian Freedom, trans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973),2o8. This concern arises in part from his interest in speaking to the contemporary atheistic alternative to belief, a topic discussed in several of 
Pannenberg's earlier essays (e.g., "Types of Atheism and Their Theological Significance" 
and "The Question of God," in Basic Questions, vol. 2; and "Anthropology and the Question of God" and "Speaking about God in the Face of Atheist Criticism," in Idea of God).


7. Pannenberg finds this development to be quite instructive. In the postReformation era the divine authority of Scripture became a matter of the believer's personal faith experience, and the theologian as the person of faith was introduced as the 
subject of theology. Then the concept of religion was added to Scripture as having fundamental meaning for the concept of theology. The theologian came to be seen not simply as the subject of the knowing process but as the teacher of religion. The study of theology centered on preparation for service in a specific confessional church. This process 
took an important turn with Schleiermacher, for whom faith-consciousness stood in 
the place of the older doctrine of Scripture.


8. In "Types of Atheism and Their Theological Significance," Pannenberg argues 
against the subjectivist approach on the basis of its fundamental agreement with the 
position of Nietzsche (Basic Questions 2:195).


g. This position is suggested in Pannenberg's response to Althaus ("Insight and 
Faith," in Basic Questions 2:31).


m. Already in 1961 Pannenberg articulated this: "The question about the truth of 
the Christian message has to do with whether it can still disclose to us today the unity 
of the reality in which we live, as it once did in the ancient world" ("What Is Truth?" in 
Basic Questions 2:1).


ii. The theoretical background to this is developed in Theology and the Philosophy of 
Science, esp. 151-52.


12. For a discussion Pannenberg refers the reader to his earlier essay "What Is 
Truth?" in Basic Questions 2:1-27.


13. In "What Is Truth?" Pannenberg shows that the Hebrew and Greek conceptions 
of truth have certain common features, including that of constancy. At the same time 
the Hebrew conception includes and goes beyond the Greek (Basic Questions 2:2-11).


14. For a discussion Pannenberg refers the reader to his essays "On Historical and 
Theological Hermeneutic" and "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" in Basic Questions 1:137- 
210.


15. For a discussion Pannenberg refers the reader to Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 331-33. See also the important discussion in "Analogy and Doxology," in Basic Questions 1:215-38 and "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" in Basic Questions 1'.202. A delineation 
of doxological statements in the context of Christology is found in Pannenberg, Jesus  
God and Man, 2nd. ed., trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 184-87.


16. This idea is present in Pannenberg's declaration, in the 1963 lecture "The Crisis 
of the Scriptural Principle," that systematic theology "takes place within the tension between two tendencies," namely, faithfulness to its origin in revelation and the inclusion 
of all truth (Basic Questions z:z).


17. For Pannenberg the concerns of theology and philosophy overlap, in that both 
attempt to speak about the whole of reality or about universal truth. He develops this 
thesis in several earlier essays, including "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" in Basic Questions i; and "Christian Theology and Philosophical Criticism," in Idea of God, 116-43, 201, 
as well as in Theology and the Philosophy of Science, esp. 303-5. In "Christian Theology and 
Philosophical Criticism" he argues that theology ought not to be seen as a special 
"Christian philosophy" and that the two disciplines can learn and assist each other. 
Pannenberg suggests that a theology of revelation cannot avoid philosophy because philosophy serves the task of the comparative study of religions, because the two deal with 
the same topics, and because theology must be able to give account of the language it 
uses (Idea of God, 120-21). In "Speaking about God in the Face of Atheist Criticism," he 
states that to give up philosophical theology would mean to lose the justification for believing what Jesus said about God (Idea of God, 102).


18. In offering this thesis Pannenberg joins a discussion that began as early as 
Schleiermacher's Speeches, but includes contemporary authors such as H. D. Lewis, 
Ian T. Ramsey, I. U. Dalferth, and John Hick. Schleiermacher's work is available in English as Friedrich Schleiermacher, On Religion, trans. Terrence N. Tice (Richmond: John 
Knox, 1969).


19. In "Christian Theology and Philosophical Criticism" Pannenberg declares that 
the patristic era "set a standard for all theological thought" (Idea of God, 127). Yet this era 
did not solve all the ensuing problems, some of which are delineated in "The Appropriation of the Philosophical Concept of God as a Dogmatic Problem of Early Christian 
Theology," in Basic Questions 2:119-83.


20. Pannenberg is not totally unsympathetic to Harnack's conclusion, for he declares in "The Philosophical Concept of God" that this negative judgment "contains a 
limited justification," in that "neither Irenaeus nor Alexandrian theology nor early 
Christian theology as a whole succeeded in carrying out a definitive critical revision in 
the encounter of the Judaeo-Christian testimony to God with philosophy" (Basic Questions 2:279).


21. This marks a slight change from the more anthropological evaluation of the 
proofs found in the 1964 essay "The Question of God," in Basic Questions 2:223.


22. In his interaction with Descartes here as well as in the discussion of the assurance of faith in the ecclesiology section, Pannenberg draws on the view of Descartes 
found in the newer French research in contrast to the older understanding prevalent in 
Germany and the United States.


23. Corresponding to his dictum that philosophical theology provides no knowledge of God independent of revelation, Pannenberg does not look to natural theology 
in support of this assertion but finds it given in the light of God's revelation in Jesus.


24. Pannenberg's relationship to Schleiermacher on this point is somewhat complex. On the one hand he is indebted to the Speeches (especially the second speech, which 
discusses the concept of religion) for the idea that religious experience deals with the explicit thematization of what is otherwise implicitly presupposed in the religious consciousness, the primacy of the infinite in the finite. On the other hand, Pannenberg 
strongly criticizes Schleiermacher's understanding of immediacy and self-consciousness. 
See Anthropology in Theological Perspective, trans. Matthew J. O'Connell (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1985), 247-54.


25. W. Pannenberg, Anthropology, esp. part 2. See also his earlier work What Is Man? 
trans. Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970).


26. Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 346-440.


27. Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 358, 369.


28. In part the need for and methodology of this program was set forth already in 
1962 in "Toward a Theology of the History of Religions," in Basic Questions 2:65-118.


29. It must be remembered, however, that for Pannenberg the truth of Christianity 
will not be determined here. Rather, this chapter is the attempt "to provide a provisional 
location of Christianity within the historical world of religions," as suggested in Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 417.


30. That the question of truth in the context of a secularist critique leads to the 
history of religions as the location in which this answer is to be discovered is indicated 
in several earlier essays, the most significant of which is "Toward a Theology of the History of Religions," in Basic Questions 2:105. It is also offered as the concluding statement, 
but remains undeveloped, in the 196o lecture "Types of Atheism and Their Theological 
Significance," in Basic Questions 2:200. In "Anthropology and the Question of God" (in 
Idea of God) the history of religion is described as the record of human experience in the 
context of the totality of the world and therefore as significant, but not definitive, for 
the question of God (Idea of God, 97).


31. For a discussion Pannenberg refers the reader to Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 311ff.


32. Pannenberg refers the reader to his essay "Toward a Theology of the History of 
Religions," in Basic Questions 2:65-118.


33. As Pannenberg himself is aware, modern atheism is likewise able to speak of 
unity in the face of multiplicity. He rejects this rival of religion. Modern atheism developed out of the earlier attempt to ground the unity of religion on the unity of humanity, which secularization loosened from its religious roots and based on the natural 
equality of all persons. But this development is contradicted by the testimony of the religions that underlie it, Pannenberg argues.


34• This theme has been repeatedly sounded in Pannenberg's earlier writings. He 
refers the reader to Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 300, 302f


35. In an important sense this could be understood as the application of the scientific method of testing hypotheses to the history of religions. See Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 150-53.


36. The theme of the religious conception of God as the basis for the priority of 
Christianity over the other religions is delineated in somewhat different fashions in earlier essays. At times Pannenberg argues from the unity of religions in their thrust toward universal truth claims. Christianity is important in this case in that it was able to 
bring about a "worldwide religious situation," i.e., a conception of the world as a whole 
in which the tension between the religions could play itself out ("Toward a Theology of 
the History of Religions," in Basic Questions 2:92-94). Elsewhere, however, he details the 
special understanding of God as person with freedom, which developed in the Old Testament. This speaks for the supremacy of the biblical view of God ("The Question of 
God," in Basic Questions 2:231-32). Thus, there has been some development in 
Pannenberg's thought on this point, as the dogmatics includes a number of aspects not 
considered in his earlier writings.


37. Pannenberg's lengthy but interesting description of the development of apocalyptic in the Old Testament is an expansion of earlier descriptions. See "How Is God Revealed to Us?" in either Faith and Reality, trans. John Maxwell (Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1977), 52-57 or Revelation As History [with Rolf Rendtorff, Trutz Rendtorff, and Ulrich 
Wilckens], trans. David Granskow (New York: Macmillan, 1968), 9-13.
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appeals repeatedly throughout the dogmatics is Ulrich Wilckens, Der Brief an die Ronaer 
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40. Nitzsch and Rothe are also mentioned in Pannenberg's 1963 response to Paul 
Althaus, "Insight and Faith," in Basic Questions 2:38-39.
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47. For a similar opinion, see Mark W. Worthing, Foundations and Functions of Theology as Universal Science: Theological Method and Apologetic Praxis in Wolf hart Pannenberg and 
Karl Rahner (New York: Peter Lang, 1996), 203-4.
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of Atheist Criticism," in Idea of God, 82-143, esp. 90-92, io6. The limitations of this approach, however, are already noted on pp. 94-95.
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history of religions. Further, Peters adds, the historical nature of reality in Pannenberg's 
understanding is shared by both the secular and the religious ("Truth in History: 
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"The Crisis of the Scripture Principle," in Basic Questions i:8-io; "Hermeneutic and Universal History," in Basic Questions r96-136; and "On Historical and Theological Hermeneutic," in Basic Questions r.137-8i) and was developed more fully in the early 1970s in Theology and the Philosophy of Science.
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the Son is the divine mystery as a "You" - as the "You" of the Father speakable, he declares. From this explanation he draws a Christological conclusion important for interreligious understanding: everywhere in the religions where the divine mystery is speakable, the Son is at work, albeit in a broken manner, for the fullness of the logos took 
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two questions of internal consistency: Is this not a covert endowing of God with actuality? and Why does God not thereby become the Lord of the present in both its achievements and its failures? (Three-Personed God, 161).


70. Gilkey, Reaping the Whirlwind, 234-36; Christopher Kaiser, The Doctrine of God 
(Westchester, Ill.: Crossway, 1982), 123; Hill, Three-Personed God, 161.


71. See Gilkey, Reaping the Whirlwind, 234-36; Kaiser, Doctrine of God, 123.


72. Philip Hefner, "Theological Reflections: Questions for Moltinann and Pannenberg," Una Sancta 25 (1968): 32-51.


73. David McKenzie, "Pannenberg on God and Freedom," Journal of Religion 60 
(2980): 325-26. See also Roger E. Olson, "Pannenberg's Theological Anthropology: A Review Article," Perspectives in Religious Studies 13 (1986): 164.


74. Kaiser, Doctrine of God, 123.


75. Arthur H. Jentz, Jr., "Personal Freedom and the Futurity of God: Some Reflections on Pannenberg's `God of Hope,"' Reformed Review 31 (1978): 151.


i. Pannenberg's article, "Theological Questions to Scientists," appears both in 
Zygon 16 (1981): 65-77 and as chapter i in The Sciences and Theology in the Twentieth Century, 
ed. A. R. Peacock (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), 3-16. More re- cently Pannenberg discusses these themes in "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern 
Science," East Asia Journal of Theology 4 (2986): 33-46. Also important is his as-yetunpublished lecture written for his United States visit, April 1987, "The God of Creation 
and Natural Science."


2. The first German edition of What Is Man? (trans. Duane A. Priebe [Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1970]) was published in 1962. Unfortunately it remained untranslated until 
1970, after the appearance of the English edition of his monograph on Christology. For 
this reason a large segment of Pannenberg's English readership was exposed to his interest in questions of Christological methodology prior to reading his development of anthropological themes.


3. Idea of God and Hunian Freedom trans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1973), viii.


4. See "Anthropology and the Question of God," in Idea of God, 9o-9z.


5. Anthropology in Theological Perspective, trans. Matthew J. O'Connell (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1985), 21.


6. See the discussion of this theme in Jesus God and Man, 2nd ed., trans. Lewis L. 
Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 169-7z.


7. "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, trans. John Maxwell (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 26. A different translation of this essay was published as "The Doctrine 
of the Spirit and the Task of a Theology of Nature," Theology 75 (January 1972) and in 
New Theology #io, ed. Martin E. Marty and Dean G. Peerman (New York: Macmillan, 
1973), 17ff.


8. "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," 36.


9. In his essay, "Truth and Commitment in Theology and Science: An Appraisal of 
Wolfhart Pannenberg's Perspective," van Huyssteen notes that it is Pannenberg's intention to "conceive the theological enterprise ... as fundamentally continuous with empirical science" U. Wentzel van Huyssteen, Essays in PostfoundationalistTheology [Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans,1997], p. 68). Nevertheless, van Huyssteen takes issue with this intention in that 
theology and empirical science have differing views of the intelligibility of reality (p. 70).


so. "Theological Questions to Scientists," in Sciences and Theology, 4.


ii. See "Theological Questions to Scientists," in Sciences and Theology, 5-7. See also 
"The God of Creation and Natural Science," 2-4.


12. Pannenberg's rejection of the modern concept of a closed universe is voiced in 
several of his earlier works, especially Anthropology.


13. A discussion of this point is found in Pannenberg's essay "Kontingenz and 
Naturgesetz," in Erwagungen zu einer Theologie der Natur [with A. M. Klaus Muller] 
(Giitersloh: G. Mohn, 1970), 33-80.


114. The underlying hermeneutic declares that all events are understandable only 
within their contexts, which in turn form a universal whole constituted ultimately only 
by history in its entirety.


15. The history of this development is sketched in Pannenberg's recent articles on 
theology and science noted above.


16. This viewpoint is articulated as well in Anthropology, 504-15.


IT Pannenberg appeals to Genesis I:2 and Psalm zo4:29ff., which suggest that the 
Spirit of God as the source of life had a constitutive function already in creation.


18. See "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, 32-37. Pannenberg's understanding 
of Spirit and of the Spirit's relationship to nature has been influenced by that articulated by Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1951-63), 3:11- 
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z9. "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, 33.


20. Thus, in his earlier essay Pannenberg speaks of the "redefinition of the concept 
of spirit on the basis of the self-transcendence of all organic life" ("The Spirit of Life," in 
Faith and Reality, 36).


21. Pannenberg does draw some connection between the incarnation and the concept of sin. Creaturely independence, he explains, led to the supposition of the 
unboundness of creatures, which in actuality constitutes distance from God. This is important subsequently in the Christology section, where Pannenberg shows that the incarnate logos reveals the true relationship between creation and Creator.


22. In "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," which parallels the discussion in this section, Pannenberg describes the relationship between the Spirit and the 
concept of field. He denies that the Spirit is to be simply equated with Faraday's force 
field, for the field concept, as a scientific theory, is conceived from the point of view of 
natural law and uniform structures. Instead he sees this theory as a helpful model of the 
cosmic activity of the Spirit (pp. 39-44


23. This background is described in "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," 40-41.


24. This is carefully noted in "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," 411.


25. Pannenberg does take quantum theory into account to some degree. Later in 
the chapter he claims that the fundamental building blocks of reality are in essence 
"events," not "material" or mass, a position hinted at in "Theological Questions to Scientists," in Sciences and Theology, 8-9, and "The God of Creation and Natural Science," 68. This understanding is akin to that reflected in quantum physics.


26. See "The God of Creation and Natural Science," 6-7. Pannenberg has carried on 
a lively discussion with process theologians. His philosophical difficulties with Whitehead are given in "Atom, Duration, Form: Difficulties with Process Philosophy," trans. 
John C. Robertson, Jr., and Gerard Vallee, Process Studies 14 (Spring 1984): 21-30.


27. This is indicated in "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," 46, and in 
"Theological Questions to Scientists," in Sciences and Theology, 8-9.


28. This understanding is hinted at in the opening pages of Anthropology. Because 
the image of God speaks of human "closeness to the divine reality," which determines, 
as well, the human position in nature, "sin is therefore to be thematized as a contradiction of human beings with themselves, an interior conflict in the human person" (Anthropology, 20).


29. In his monograph on anthropology Pannenberg introduces the concept of 
spirit at the end of the long delineation of the book's major thesis. See Anthropology, 51932.


30. This viewpoint is a central thesis in Anthropology. The question of language formation is also discussed in the essay "Spirit and Mind," in Mind in Nature, ed. Richard Q. 
Elvee, Nobel Conference 17 (New York: Harper & Row, 1982).


31. A parallel position concerning the human mind is raised against Piaget in 
"Spirit and Mind," in Mind in Nature, 143.


32. The approach to the development of the concept of the human person used 
here differs from that employed in the earlier essays. In those works Pannenberg's interest generally lies in counteracting the modern tendency to move from the concept of the 
human as a person to the personhood of God. To this end he argues that historically the 
concept of person has its origin in the phenomenology of religion, i.e., in the experience 
of God as person, and not in anthropology. See "The Question of God" and "The God 
of Hope," in Basic Questions in Theology: Collected Essays, trans. George H. Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 2:227-33, 245-49. A similar description of the nature of person as 
wholeness is found in Anthropology, 235, 240.


33• This idea and its source in the thought of Dilthey are discussed in Anthropology, 
509-13.


34• A fuller description of the concept of feeling is given in Anthropology, 244-65. 
Pannenberg also describes "feeling" as "the place where human beings have a 
prereflective familiarity with the whole not only of their individual lives but also of their 
symbiotic sphere of existence" (Anthropology, 517-19).


35. This process of personal and religious development is described in Anthropology, 
226-29, 236, 384.


36. Pannenberg applies a similar understanding to the question of mind and language in "Spirit and Mind," in Mind in Nature, 137.


37. In addition to its presence in Pannenberg's two books on anthropology, this is 
the subject matter of an article, "Man the Image of God?" which appeared in the mid1970s in Faith and Reality, but was written several years earlier.


38. The discussion of the meaning of the Genesis texts leads to an interesting interaction with the viewpoint of Karl Barth that the image of God relates to the husbandwife relationship. Pannenberg finds Barth's exegesis questionable and concludes that 
the plurality of human beings as male and female refers to the plurality of bodies that 
makes them human.


39. Pannenberg discusses this relationship more specifically in the opening pages 
of the Christology. It is also the topic of an essay that appeared in 1973, "The 
Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Humanism and Christianity, 
ed. Claude Geffre, Concilium, vol. 86 (New York: Herder & Herder, 1973), 86-zoo.


40. Pannenberg's dependence on, as well as his movement beyond Herder, is described in Anthropology, 66-67.


41i. This idea and its rootage in Herder are discussed in Anthropology, 498-502.


42. This conclusion forms the basis for Pannenberg's Christocentric anthropology 
called for already in 1973: the history of Jesus takes into itself and transforms the "already existing reality of" humanity ("The Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Humanism and Christianity, 87).


43. In his earlier writings, Pannenberg often draws on this tradition to develop the 
idea of human dependence on God. See, especially, What Is Man? 1-13 and "The Question 
of God," in Basic Questions 2:216-23.


4s. The discussion here parallels that found in Anthropology, 71-73.


44• This is outlined repeatedly in Pannenberg's writings. A summary of his debt to 
the philosophical-anthropological tradition of Scheler, Plessner, and Gehlen is found in 
What Is Man? chap. i and Anthropology, chap. 2.


46. The methodological change from the monograph on anthropology is illustrated here. In Anthropology Pannenberg begins with the human person as a centered being - not with the biblical materials in developing the category of sin. See Anthropology, chap. 3, esp. p. 85.


47. For Augustine, Pannenberg declares, concupiscence is not only the consequence 
of sin or the destruction of the relationship to God but also the perversion of the will. 
Augustine linked this perversion to love. For him the will is the turning toward an object in an affirming manner. The perversion of the will consists in a falsification of the 
order of the universe through an unfortunate exchange of means and ends. Sinners use 
God as a means, and through armor sui or superbia they place themselves in the position 
that can only belong to God. In this way Pannenberg finds that for Augustine concupiscence is the desire of the "I" for itself.


48. See Anthropology, 85-96.


49. For a parallel discussion see Anthropology, 96-104.


50. The discussion here parallels Anthropology, 142-53. Nietzsche's position is also 
described in "Protestant Piety and Guilt Consciousness," in Christian Spirituality (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1983), 18-20.


51. This theme is discussed in Anthropology, 265-85.


52. See Anthropology, 527.


53. See Anthropology, 107-19.


54. Pannenberg develops this understanding of freedom in the context of a discussion of Jesus' freedom, temptations, and sinlessness in Jesus God and Man, 351-53.


55. This approaches the creative description of sin offered in "Theology and the 
Kingdom of God": "When man asserts himself against the future, he misses his authen- tic existence, betrays his destiny to exist in full openness toward what is to be, and abdicates his participation in God's creative love" (in Theology and the Kingdom of God, ed. 
Richard John Neuhaus [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969], 69).


56. This follows the discussion in Anthropology, 119-38.


57. In Anthropology Pannenberg offers a Christocentric alternative to this doctrine: 
"The universality of sin is discovered as such in the light of the revelation of human destiny by the law and by the crucified and risen Christ" (Anthropology, 137; see also 138).


58. A discussion of the Spirit especially in the context of anthropology is found in 
Anthropology, 519-32. Also significant here is the earlier essay "The Spirit of Life," in Faith 
and Reality, 20-38.


59. In "Spirit and Mind" Pannenberg employs the concept of such a spiritual field 
in a related direction, namely, to provide insight into the formation of human selfconsciousness and language, which in turn he sees as foundational for the development 
of mind (in Mind in Nature, 134-48).


6o. Anthropology, 528.


62. This criticism was prefigured in a similar remark in another context: "Tillich's 
distinction between spirit and the Holy Spirit in particular makes it unusually difficult 
to coordinate religious concerns and topics with other aspects of human life" ("Anthropology and the Question of God," in Idea of God, go). Pannenberg's indebtedness to 
Tillich is described in "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, 27-28, 31.


63. Pannenberg voices a rejection of idealism's equating of Spirit with consciousness in "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, 25.


64. The historical rootage of this connection is described in "The Doctrine of Creation and Modern Science," 40.


61. This relationship is discussed in "Spirit and Mind," in Mind in Nature, 140,148.


65. See also Anthropology, 524-25.


66. The ecstatic nature of life is delineated in Anthropology, 61-63, 67-69.


67. This conclusion carries an obvious connection to Pannenberg's assertion elsewhere concerning the public nature of events and their meaning, as well as to his understanding of the apostolic proclamation as inherently Spirit-filled.


68. This theory of human development is articulated in Anthropology, 226-29, 234.


69. This idea is ascribed to Fichte in "The Christological Foundation of Christian 
Anthropology," in Humanism and Christianity, 95.


70. This idea is employed against the atheist critique of God's existence in 
"Speaking about God in the Face of Atheist Criticism," in Idea of God, 113-14.


71. This idea is developed in "The Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Hunianisni and Christianity, 94-98.


72. Pannenberg introduces this idea in "Anthropology and the Question of God," 
in Idea of God, 96-97. In this essay he also suggests that the question of the possibility of 
freedom, which constitutes subjectivity, is a central theological issue (Idea of God, 92).


73. For a helpful engagement with Pannenberg's dialogue with science in general, 
see the essays in Beginning with the End: God, Science, and Wolfhart Pannenberg, ed. Carol R. 
Albright and Joel Haugen (Chicago: Open Court, 1997).


74. This book has been the subject of many reviews since its publication. In a 
lengthy and highly negative article, Harvey W. White tests Pannenberg's program 
against four issues - evil, the third-order nature of theological hypotheses, religious 
pluralism, and the testing of hypotheses - and concludes that his program does not 
constitute scientific testing ("A Critique of Pannenberg's Theology and the Philosophy of 
Science," Studies in Religion 11 [1982]: 419-36).


75. Several possible understandings of the relationship between theology and science are offered in Sciences and Theology, xiii-xv.


76. Ernan McMullin, "The Sciences and Theology," in Sciences and Theology, so-5i. 
See also Mary Hesse, "Retrospect," in Sciences and Theology, 281-95.


77. E.g., The Apostles' Creed in the Light of Today's Questions, trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972), 22.


78. "Theological Questions to Scientists," in Sciences and Theology, 8-9.


79. Two important early reviews were written from an evangelical perspective: 
Roger E. Olson, "Pannenberg's Theological Anthropology: A Review Article," Perspectives 
in Religious Studies 13 (1986): 161-69; and Brian J. Walsh, "A Critical Review of Pannenberg's 
Anthropology in Theological Perspective," Christian Scholar's Review 15 (1986): 258-59. See also 
my short review in the Reformed Journal 36 (September 1986).
A special session was devoted to the Anthropology at the 1986 national American 
Academy of Religion meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, which featured three oral reviews, including a significant one by John Cobb, Jr.


8o. Walsh, "Critical Review," 258.


81. A long line of critics have differed with Pannenberg on this point, including 
Cobb in his oral critique of the Anthropology at the 1986 national AAR meeting.


82. Walsh then concludes that Pannenberg is "unable to develop an anthropology 
that affirms the goodness of all being, including human being" ("Critical Review," 258). 
This criticism, however, is contradicted by the dogmatics.


83. Already in 1973 Tupper read Pannenberg in a similar way, for he, too, saw him as 
seeking the source of sin in the tension between self-centeredness and openness. The 
Theology of Wolf hart Pannenberg (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973), 73. However, Tupper 
then seems to cloud this insight by speaking of "the sin of egocentricity" that for 
Pannenberg "belongs to man's givenness" (p. 74). Already in Wbat Is Man? Pannenberg 
indicates his position, however, declaring that "in and of itself selfhood is not sin" 
(p. 64).


84. That this is the case is evident in Pannenberg's critique of the self-aggression he 
finds as the working out of classical Protestant penitential piety. See "Protestant Piety 
and Guilt Consciousness," in Christian Spirituality (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1983), 1330.


85. Olson, "Pannenberg's Theological Anthropology," 164.


86. An important discussion of this topic is found in "The Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Humanism and Christianity, 94-98.


87. See Anthropology, 504-15.


88. Olson, "Pannenberg's Theological Anthropology," 164-65, 169.


89. A similar Christocentric application is made to the acknowledgment of personal sin in "The Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Humanism 
and Christianity, 97.


go. See also "The Christological Foundation of Christian Anthropology," in Hw 
manism and Christianity, esp. 87, 93.


91. Olson suggests that Pannenberg blurs the distinction between nature and grace 
by linking spirit with the exocentric structure of existence. He then explains: "Apparently Pannenberg chooses to replace the traditional Christian distinction between the 
`natural' and `supernatural' realms with a temporal distinction between present partial 
fulfillment and future wholeness of humanity's community with God" ("Pannenberg's 
Theological Anthropology," 167).


92. Pannenberg's appreciation of Tillich's view, however, ought not to be overlooked. It is described in "The Spirit of Life," in Faith and Reality, 26-38.


93. For example, he seems to affirm the patristic position on this topic in "Spirit 
and Mind," in Mind in Nature, 140-41.


96. In essence this is the point of William Hill's discussion of Pannenberg's doctrine of God: The Three-Personed God (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University Press, 1982), 
162-66.


94. "The Working of the Spirit in the Creation and in the People of God," in 
Pannenberg, Spirit, Faith and Church (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970), 21.


95. "Spirit and Mind," in Mind in Nature, 148.


i. Pannenberg, Grundziige der Christologie (Gutersloh: G. Mohn, 1964). This was his 
first major work to be translated into English.


2. The afterword to this edition, published in 1977, appears in the fifth German edition, 1976. Important in this context as well is Pannenberg's article "Christologie and 
Theologie," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1980), 2:129-45. Elizabeth Johnson explains this change in terms of development in 
Pannenberg's theology in recent years. "The Ongoing Christology of Wolfhart 
Pannenberg," Horizons 9 (1982): 237-50.


3. The theme of the revelation of the Trinity in the fate of Jesus has always been a 
part of Pannenberg's theological program, as is indicated in his early work as part of the 
"Pannenberg circle." E.g., Revelation As History [with Rolf Rendtorff, Trutz Rendtorff, 
and Ulrich Wilckens], trans. David Granskow (New York: Macmillan, 1968), 143. What 
becomes new here is the call for a description of the implications of the cross for the deity of the Father.


q. That Christology must make a "detour" through the history of Jesus is a theme 
sounded not only in Jesus God and Man, 2nd ed., trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane A. 
Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977) but also in Pannenberg's earlier essays. See "On 
Historical and Theological Hermeneutic," in Basic Questions in Theology: Collected Essays, 
trans. George H. Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 1.150, 153-55; and "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" in Basic Questions 1.196, 198-99.


5. This thesis is presented in the early essays as well. See, e.g., "On Historical and 
Theological Hermeneutic," in Basic Questions 1.150-55 and "What Is a Dogmatic Statement?" Basic Questions 1.196-99.


6. Despite the criticisms he has received at this point, Pannenberg remains adamant that the resurrection must be viewed as related to the history of Jesus if one is to 
be true to the New Testament. Here, as later in the dogmatics, he appeals to Theodor 
Haring, "Gehort die AuferstehungJesu zum Glaubensgrund?" Zeitschrift fur Theologie and 
Kirche 7 (1897): 331-51.


7. Because of its nature as a monograph, Pannenberg by necessity presupposed 
God in Jesus God and Man, an approach that he finds not fully satisfactory in systematic theology. Yet he maintains that were he to write a Christological monograph again, 
it would by necessity follow basically the lines of his earlier book. See also "Christologie 
and Theologie," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie 2:132-38.


8. Already in Jesus God and Man Pannenberg indicates the importance of movement in this direction, noting that the resurrection of Jesus can only be understood 
fully in the context of a systematic anthropology (p. 88).


9. Pannenberg's proposal carries certain important resemblances to Walter 
Kasper's Spirit Christology. Yet Pannenberg criticizes Kasper's presentation because it 
finds its point of reference in the presence of the Spirit in the church, which, 
Pannenberg claims, is the point of reference of faith, i.e., the subjective perspective of 
belief.


io. Buller expands the idea. He views Pannenberg's understanding of the incarnation as inclusive of not only humanity, but of all reality. Cornelius A. Buller, The Unity of 
Nature and History in Pannenberg's Theology (Lanham, Md.: Rowman and Littlefield, 1996), 
123 and 144 n. 6.


12. Jesus God and Man, 168.


13. Pannenberg, "A Liberal Logos Christology: The Christology of John Cobb," in 
John Cobb's Theology in Process, ed. David Ray Griffin and Thomas J. Altizer (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1977), 133.


14. Jesus God and Man, 166-68.


ii. The Christological theme of Jesus as the fulfillment of human destiny is given 
lengthy attention in chapter S ofJesus God and Man ("The True Man"). However, this is 
not approached from the perspective of the concept of logos, as here in the dogmatics.


15. This requires a nuanced understanding of the relationship between the logos 
and the laws of the natural sciences. A suggestion in this direction is offered in Jesus  
God and Man, 166.


16. Pannenberg argues that Paul himself could speak of Jesus as the second Adam 
only in view of the resurrection, indicating that Christian talk about Jesus must also always assume this perspective. But, he adds, the one who arose is the one who followed 
his divine vocation as the proclaimer of the kingdom and thereby was placed on the 
path to the cross.


17. A lengthy discussion is found in Jesus God and Man, 195-201. Reference to the Pauline use of the second-Adam concept is also found in Pannenberg's 1972 article, 
"The Later Dimensions of Myth in Biblical and Christian Tradition." Here he declares, 
however, that patristic theology was unable to reconcile this interpretation of Jesus 
with the idea of the heavenly Son of God: The Idea of God and Hunian Freedom, trans. 
R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973), 73-74. Pannenberg undertakes this task 
in these chapters.


i8. Although present in Jesus God and Man, this theme is overshadowed by concern for viewing Jesus' universal significance in terms of general human longings and 
the human destiny as such. See chapter 5, esp. 197, 205-8.


19. According to Pannenberg the logos idea of the early apologists led to the mistaken contention that what differentiated Christ from other human beings was not his 
own individuality but the binding of a human person with divinity, and resulted in Jesus' human uniqueness being viewed as lying in his sinlessness. Pannenberg finds confirmation for his movement away from the dominant logos approach in the New Testament understanding of the messiahship of Jesus. The second Adam's uniqueness as 
Messiah lies not in Jesus' divinity but in Jesus as an individual human being, specifically 
in his special commission from God. In fact, the deity of Jesus itself lies in the uniqueness of his humanity as the obedient one.


20. The approach of the dogmatics at this point does not differ from that of the 
monograph (see, esp., Jesus God and Man, chap. 3). Pannenberg articulates this approach as well in his 1963 article, "Analogy and Doxology": "Both together, the claim of 
Jesus and the confirmation he experienced, provide the basis for Christian speech about 
the revelation of God in Jesus" (in Basic Questions 1.235).


21. Pannenberg repeatedly cites Norman Perrin here. This discussion reveals, as 
well, Pannenberg's positive relationship to the new quest of the historical Jesus, which is also evidenced in several of his earlier essays, including "On Historical and Hermeneutical Method," in Basic Questions m5o. See also Jesus God and Man, 56.


22. Pannenberg offers a parallel summary of the message ofJesus in Jesus God and 
Man, 225-35.


23. This thesis is developed in Jesus God and Man, 251-54. Pannenberg suggests, 
however, that the point is sharpened in the dogmatics.
Pannenberg claims that the medieval theology of the cross, which saw this event as 
the point of the vocation of Jesus and as constituting the purpose of his appearance, is 
not in keeping with the gospel texts. In his view a proper theology of the cross must begin with the life of Jesus. An attempt at one in the context of a discussion of the relationship between Luther's theologia crucis and Paul's understanding of the cross is offered in Pannenberg's essay "A Theology of the Cross" (Word and World 8 [1988]: 162-72) 
presented during his United States visit, April 1987. This essay includes several themes 
found in the Christology section of the dogmatics.


24. This thesis is developed in Jesus God and Man, 65-66.


25. A fuller discussion of the significance of the resurrection is found in Jesus God 
and Man, 66-73.


26. Pannenberg adds, however, that the question as to whether this unique event 
has occurred remains open until the eschatological resurrection of the dead and the 
coming of the kingdom at Jesus' return.


27. Pannenberg declares that this constitutes a final resolution to the various un- derstandings of resurrection found in the Jewish expectations (e.g., a general resurrection versus a resurrection of the righteous alone). He admits that the Jews expected a 
corporate resurrection, not that of a single individual. In spite of this difference, the 
Jewish expectation provided the terminology for the Christian declaration of what happened in the event of Jesus' resurrection.


28. The apostolic mission proclamation, Pannenberg maintains, proceeded on the 
basis that any claim to an experience of the work of the risen Lord hinged on the historicity of Jesus' resurrection. As a result, he adds, echoing an assertion found in Jesus  
God and Man, any subsequent claim of this nature can only be grounded on the dependability of the apostolic witness to the resurrection as an actual event of that time. The 
dependability of the apostolic message cannot be grounded in later supposed experiences of the risen Lord.


29. In addition to this discussion, Pannenberg presents a similar line of argumentation in his essay "Did Jesus Really Rise from the Dead?" in New Testament Issues, ed. Richard Batey (New York: Harper & Row, 1970002-7.


30. See Jesus God and Man, 88-io6.


31. In contrast, in Jesus God and Man the discussion of the meaning of resurrection 
focuses on the background to the concept in the apocalyptic literature and to the question of resuscitation versus transformation (pp. 74-88).


32. Here Pannenberg argues chiefly against Schillebeeckx.


33. Pannenberg cites Michael Dummett's article, "Biblische Exegese and Auferstehung," International-katholische Zeitschrift 13 (1984): 271-81.


34. For the basis of this assertion Pannenberg appeals to the work of E. G. 
Collingwood in The Idea of History (Oxford: Clarendon, 1946).


35. Pannenberg suggests that he argues this point in his early essay, "Redemptive 
Event and History," in Basic Questions r:50-80.


36. See also Pannenberg, "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology," Harvard Theological Review 77 (1984): 119-39.


37. Offered here is a summary of the discussion in Jesus God and Man, 133-58.


38. In keeping with this, Pannenberg notes that Christians no longer await the future of Yahweh but the second coming of Jesus.


40. Here Pannenberg summarizes the longer historical description in Jesus God 
and Man, 283-323.


39• This Christological conclusion extends to both Jesus' public message and his 
person. In this context Pannenberg interacts with the two means employed by the early 
church to link the source of Jesus' personhood with God, namely, the legend of the virgin birth (which Pannenberg rejects as nonhistorical) and the idea of preexistence 
(which he affirms as theologically important).


41. This discussion is found in Jesus God and Man, 324-49.


42. Pannenberg sees this as the follow-through of what he expressed in the 
afterword to Jesus God and Man, namely, that the doctrine of the deity of Jesus is not 
completed with the end of part i of the monograph but only in part 3, with the discussion of the mediation of the divinity ofJesus as the Son through his relationship to the 
Father. In other words, the question of Jesus' deity encompasses all other questions.


43• E. Frank Tupper is correct in suggesting that the English word representation 
more readily captures what Pannenberg means by the term Stellvertretung (The Theology of 
Wolf hart Pannenberg [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973], 16o n. 91). But because neither 
term is fully adequate and most readers are more familiar with the word substitution, employed by Wilkins and Priebe in the translation ofJesus God and Man, this term is used 
in the present study.


44. For a discussion, Pannenberg points the reader to his essay "Tod and 
Auferstehung in der Sicht christlicher Dogmatik," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie 
2:146-59. Pannenberg declares here that he was not clear on this point when he wrote Jesus God and Man. An exchange of roles occurred in that the fate to which Jesus was 
condemned by his judges is turned around on them in the light of the Easter event, he 
notes, but this does not yet constitute the taking away of our fate.


45. Pannenberg cites Dorothee Soelle, Stellvertretung: Ein Kapitel Tbeologie nach deny 
"Tode Gottes" (Stuttgart: Kreuz, 1965). Soelle's position, the basis for which she finds in 
Pannenberg's monograph with which she also disagrees coheres somewhat closely 
to the English idea of representation, for Jesus represents God and humanity. As noted 
in the discussion of chapter m, Pannenberg contends that Soelle fails to see the finality 
of Jesus' function.


46. Pannenberg declares that this is the sole point of view from which Christology 
is presented in Jesus God and Man.


47. This corresponds to the connection between Christology and anthropology developed in chapter g, which Pannenberg likewise sees as resulting in a Christology "from 
below" and "from above."


48. Pannenberg notes that the "self-differentiation of God" generally refers to an 
emanation out of the highest unity, as the highest unity differentiates itself into a 
twoness or threeness of hypostasis, which it sends out from itself. In the patristic understanding the Father is the source out of which Son and Spirit proceed whereas the Western tradition emphasizes the self-consciousness of the divine Spirit through selfknowledge and self-affirmation.


49. Pannenberg does not simply apply this concept to the Trinity, however. While it 
offers a direct correlation to the differentiation of the Son from the Father, he declares, 
the correlation to the Father's self-differentiation from the Son is not as close, in that 
the Son does not bring forth the Father but is the bearer of the Father's lordship. In all 
three relations, however, Pannenberg sees a "being-related-to-another."


So. See, esp., Jesus God and Man, 47-49.


51. See Jesus God and Man, 2o8-25.


52. Pannenberg presents each of the three offices in connection with the doctrine 
of the two states. The prophetic office is exercised in the humiliation of Christ as the 
proclamation ofJesus and in the state of exaltation as the proclamation of the church 
in which the exalted Lord is at work. The priestly office in Christ's humiliation is exercised in the offering of reconciliation on the cross, and the office in the exaltation is exercised in the bringing of the sacrifice before the Father and in its acceptance as being 
offered on behalf of humanity. The kingly office is found only in a hidden way in the 
humiliation, and its connection to the exaltation lies in the establishment of Christ in 
his threefold kingship: the kingdoms of power, grace (the rule of the exalted one over 
the church by means of the word), and glory (belonging to Jesus at his second coming).
In this chapter of the dogmatics Pannenberg speaks of the three offices as expressions of the church. This is possible, he notes, only when they are brought into connection with the three levels of Jesus' history that result from the backward confirmation 
of the Easter event, developed later in the chapter. These offices have a symbolic function, then, as a description of aspects ofJesus' salvific work that go beyond the historical person Jesus.


53. Both of these themes are developed in Jesus God and Man (esp. 258-69). There, 
however, the issue of guilt and punishment - more than the relationship between Jesus' 
death and ours - forms the main context for the discussion.


54. In Pannenberg's estimation Soelle rightly criticizes Barth's holding such a position. But he finds Soelle's own understanding inadequate, for she fails to see the finality 
of Jesus' substitutionary function as the new Adam, whose form we are to carry. He offers two points of difference: (i) Jesus does not represent God as the absent one - rather, 
through his self-differentiation from the Father he brings the lordship of God into the 
present and in so doing he is the paradigm human, the original image of the Son, which 
we are to receive through him; and (2) Jesus does not represent us only provisionally as 
the new Adam but is the Son in the final sense.


55. Pannenberg links the concept of Jesus' life as paradigm to Durkheim's general 
concept of substitution in society - the division of labor - both in Jesus - God and Man 
and in Anthropology in Theological Perspective, trans. Matthew J. O'Connell (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1985). Innovative here, however, is the transference of this to the idea of vocation derived from Ritschl. As his vocation, Pannenberg maintains, Jesus' entire mission carries a substitutionary function.


56. As the exalted one, Jesus is not only "seated at the right hand of the Father," 
Pannenberg declares, but is also the subject of the history of the proclamation of his 
death. Here he appeals to the self-consciousness of Paul, who, by pleading as the representative Christ (2 Cor. 5:20), saw Christ himself as present and working in the apostle's 
message.


57. A similar criticism arises from Pannenberg's newer understanding of the threefold office of Christ mentioned earlier. In the discussion here, he has the office of priest 
in view. The traditional understanding of Christ's priesthood fails to relate the concept 
of heavenly intercession derived from Hebrews 7:25 to the deeper sense of the cross, he 
declares, seeing it rather as a subsequent event. For this reason the older doctrine of the 
three offices cannot link together the levels of Jesus' sonship.
In a similar way he faults the older concept of the prophetic and kingly offices. The 
understanding of the prophetic office is unable to develop the interrelatedness of the 
earthly Jesus and the exalted Lord in terms of the word of Christ. The prophetic task of 
Jesus was to proclaim the kingdom of God, Pannenberg declares. This task did not 
come to an end with cross and resurrection. Rather, according to the New Testament 
the proclamation of the church is the word of Christ. The kingly office must likewise 
draw a connection among the exaltation ofJesus, the hiddenness of his messiahship before Easter, and the lordship of the same Christ over the powers already revealed in a 
hidden sense but belonging to the eschatological future.
On the basis of the interrelatedness of the three levels of Jesus' sonship, 
Pannenberg concludes that the three offices are aspects of the activity of the one person, Jesus Christ, hence, one threefold office. In this way his interpretation of the threefold office moves beyond that presented in Jesus God and Man, where he views the three 
offices according to the canon of their interpretation of the work of the historical Jesus. 
Here he sees them as expressions of the presence of the eternal Son in the history of Jesus and in the proclamation of the church, which is possible only when they are brought 
into connection with the three levels of Jesus' history resulting from the backward confirmation of the Easter event. These offices have a symbolic function, he concludes, as a 
description of aspects of Jesus' salvific work that go beyond the historical person Jesus 
to include the work of the Spirit.


58. Pannenberg articulates this theme in several of his earlier writings, including Jesus God and Man, 174.


59. See also Jesus God and Man, 179.


60. In a sense this thesis, containing both the deity and humanity of Jesus, forms 
the completion of Pannenberg's answer to Anselm's question, Cur deus honio?


61. Schlink, in contrast, Pannenberg declares, rightfully emphasizes the connection 
between the once-for-all event of salvation in Jesus Christ and the proclamation of this 
event as God's salvific act. On this basis, he adds, Schlink criticizes the position of Barth 
as constituting a change from an effective to a noetic understanding of the gospel (i.e., 
the gospel brings only the knowledge of the event that occurred in a final way in Jesus). 
Although he agrees with Barth's description of the apostolic message as a "report," 
Pannenberg declares that it is a report in which what is reported is presently operative.


62. Pannenberg offers Romans zo:15 as an example. In contrast to Luther's exegesis, 
he declares that the fact of the sending of the message is central in this text. In Isaiah, 
which Paul here quotes, the appearance of God's lordship and the saving of his people 
from their enemies that is grounded therein - not forgiveness - is the basis of the joy.


63. This is developed in the previous chapter and subsequently in the ecclesiology 
section.


64. The concept of God's lordship is the foundation for reconciliation and forgiveness, according to Pannenberg. From this concept arise many dimensions - forgiveness, 
the new commandment to love, the life of sonship, the fellowship of God's kingdom.


65. Here Pannenberg builds on Martin Kahler, whose efforts to combine this idea 
with the Lutheran tradition Pannenberg finds inadequate.


67. Anthony T. Hanson, "Alan Richardson and His Critics in the Area of Hermeneutics," in Theology and Change, ed. Ronald H. Preston (London: Student Christian 
Movement Press, 1975), 28-30.


66. Carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, and Authority (Waco, Tex.: Word, 1976), 2:302, 
308.


68. See the afterword to Jesus God and Man, as well as Pannenberg's essay 
"Christologie and Theologie," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie 2:129-45.


70. Nicholas Lash, "Up and Down in Christology," in New Studies in Theology, ed. 
Stephen Sykes and Derek Holmes (London: Duckworth, 1980), 1:31-46.


71. David Tracy, Analogical Imagination (New York: Crossroad, 1981), 243, n. 5.


69. Colin Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984),289- 
go.


72. Juan Luis Segundo, The Historical Jesus of the Synoptics, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1985), 30.


73. For an important response to Pannenberg's view, see Alister E. McGrath, "Christology and Soteriology: A Response to Wolfhart Pannenberg's Critique of the 
Soteriological Approach to Christology," Theologische Zeitschrift 42 (1986): 222-36.


74. McGrath, "Christology and Soteriology," 232.


75. One important accomplishment of Pannenberg's Christology is his development of a plausible understanding of the history of Jesus as the basis of the knowledge 
of Jesus' divinity. In contrast to modern functional Christologies, he is unwilling to allow the question of ontology to be cast aside as mere Greek philosophical speculation. 
Nor does he find it necessary to abandon the methodology "from below" to discuss the 
divine person of Jesus, as is often the case. Rather, Pannenberg asserts that the history 
of Jesus, which includes his resurrection, is constitutive of his deity. In addition to reaffirming this move initially developed in Jesus God and Man, in the dogmatics 
Pannenberg develops the deity of Jesus in terms of Jesus' status as the logos.


76. This criticism is voiced in the context of a discussion of the Hegelian background of Pannenberg's Christology in Roger E. Olson, "The Human Self-realization of 
God: Hegelian Elements in Pannenberg's Christology," Perspectives in Religious Studies 13 
(1986): 222.


77. Olson, "The Human Self-realization of God," 222.


78. Kenneth Heinitz, for example, claims that Pannenberg takes the virgin birth 
out of its theological context ("Pannenberg: Theology `from Below' and the Virgin 
Birth," Lutheran Quarterly 28 [May 1976]: 181).


79. Delwin Brown, The Divine Trinity (LaSalle, Ill.: Open Court, 1985), 122-23. He is 
also displeased by Pannenberg's handling of the historical evidence in Jesus God and 
Man.


80. Raymond Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus (New 
York: Paulist, 1973), 43, n. 58.


81. The Apostles' Creed in the Light of Today's Questions, trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972), 71-77.


82. Olson, "The Human Self-realization of God," 221.


83. Gordon E. Michalson, "Pannenberg on the Resurrection and Historical 
Method," Scottish Journal of Theology 33 (1980): 355-59. He claims that Pannenberg's shift 
to metaphor at this point leads basically to Bultmann's position.


84. Not all see this as negative. Reginald Fuller, for example, welcomes this move as 
wholly in keeping with the nature of the event. The Formation of the Resurrection Narratives 
(New York: Macmillan, 1971), 22-23.


86. John Dillenberger, Contours of Faith (Nashville: Abingdon, 1969), 123.


87. Philip Clayton, "The God of History and the Presence of the Future," Journal of 
Religion 65 (January 1985): 102-3; John Macquarrie, "A Generation of Demythologizing," 
in Theolinguistics, ed. Jean-Pierre van Noppen (Brussels: Vrije Universiteit Brussel, 1981). 
For David A. Pailin a primary problem is that of establishing the nature and significance of the Easter experience. "Lessing's Ditch Revisited: The Problem of Faith and 
History," in Theology and Change, 94-95.


85. Robert North, "Pannenberg's Historicizing Exegesis," Heythrop Journal 12 (1971): 
396.


88. W. Royce Clark, "Christian Images of Fulfillment: Healing within Anticipation," Religion in Life 46 (1977): 188, 192.


89. W. Royce Clark, "Jesus, Lazarus, and Others: Resuscitation or Resurrection?" 
Religion in Life 49 (1980): 230-41; Peter C. Hodgson, "Pannenberg on Jesus: A Review Article," Journal of the American Academy of Religion 36 (1968): 378.


9o. John B. Cobb, "Wolfhart Pannenberg's Jesus God and Man," Journal of Religion 
49 (1969): 197.


91. An alternative response to this issue is detected by Tupper: Jesus is resurrected 
into the future of God (Theology of Wolf hartPannenberg, 282). This, however, does not appear to solve the problem posed by Cobb.


92. Clark, "Christian Images of Fulfillment," 194.


93. Pannenberg discusses this question in "Constructive and Critical Functions of 
Christian Eschatology," Harvard Theological Review 77 (1984): 125-26.


94• Paul M. Van Buren, Discerning the Way: Theology of the Jewish Christian Reality (New York: Seabury, 1980), 43. This same orientation would comprise a response to William J. 
Abraham, who finds Pannenberg mistaken in his claims that the future general resurrection is an obvious philosophical truth and that the concept of a general resurrection 
provides warrant for the claim that a particular person has risen. Divine Revelation and 
the Limits of Historical Criticism (New York: Oxford, 1982), 212, n. 62.


95. George E. Ladd, I Believe in the Resurrection of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
1975), 127, 138; Cobb, "Wolfhart Pannenberg's Jesus God and Man," 199-200; Peter C. 
Hodgson, "Pannenberg on Jesus: A Review Article,"Journal of the American Academy of Religion 36 (1968): 376-78.


96. William C. Placher, "The Present Absence of Christ: Some Thoughts on 
Pannenberg and Moltmann," Encounter 40 (1979): 173-74.


97. Laurence W. Wood, "History and Hermeneutics: A Pannenbergian Perspective," 
Wesley Theological Journal 16 (Spring 1981): 12.


98. William C. Placher, "Present Absence of Christ," 172-73.


99. Pannenberg's position is similar to that of many evangelicals. Yet he criticizes 
them for refusing to acknowledge in practice, if not in principle - the presence of legendary elements in the gospel appearance accounts. See his "Response to the Debate," 
in Did Jesus Rise from the Dead? ed. Gary R. Habermas and Terry L. Miethe (San Francisco: 
Harper & Row, 1987), 131-33.


Too. For an evaluation of the discussion up to 1972 see Tupper, Theology of Wolf hart 
Pannenberg, 268-72.


ioi. Ladd, for example, finds its genesis in Paul's own experience of the risen Jesus 
(I Believe in the Resurrection of Jesus, 124-25).


104. Thomas Torrance, Space, Tinae, and Resurrection (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
1976), 34, n. 10; Brown, Divine Trinity, 129; Stephen Travis, Christian Hope and the Future 
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 11980), 53-55', C. F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament (Naperville, Ill.: A. R. Allenson, 1970), 118o.


102. Peter Selby, Look for the Living (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976),1144,1149-50.


103. Wood, "History and Hermeneutics," io.


zos. Robert P. Scharlemann suggests that Pannenberg slights the fact that the conception of resurrection, which is unproblematic for the apocalyptic context, is problematic for us ("Review of Jesus - God and Man," Dialog 8 [1969]: 75). Other responses are 
found in Selby, Look for the Living, zso-sr; Brown, Divine Trinity, 129; C. B. M. McCullagh, 
"Possibility of an Historical Basis for Christian Theology," Theology 74 (1971): 513-22.


zo6. Herbert Burhenn, "Pannenberg's Argument for the Historicity of the Resurrection," Journal of the American Academy of Religion 40 (1972): 368-79.


107. For his position Pannenberg can appeal to a variety of sources. Terence 
Penelhum asserts that of all the conceptions of a life beyond death the conception of 
the resurrection is the most consistent. Survival and Disembodied Existence (London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970). Pannenberg discusses the position of John Hick (Death 
and Eternal Life [New York: Harper & Row, 1976]) in his essay "Constructive and Critical 
Functions of Christian Eschatology," Harvard Theological Review 77 (1984).


io8. Pailin, "Lessing's Ditch Revisited," 93-103.


zo9. Frederick Herzog cites the story of the appearance of the risen Lord to the 
disciples on the Emmaus road as an illustration of his contention, contra Pannenberg, that on purely historical grounds a resurrection need yield no more information 
about God than a cross provides. Understanding God (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1966), 62-63. Tupper's response to this criticism appears inadequate (Theology of 
Wolf hart Pannenberg, 275).


iio. Burhenn, "Pannenberg's Argument," 368-79.


iii. Carl Braaten, "The Current Controversy on Revelation: Pannenberg and His 
Critics," Journal ofReligion 45 (1965): 233. C. F. Evans adds that Pannenberg leans heavily 
on Paul as one for whom the resurrection of Jesus did not need to be interpreted. Even 
this move, Evans maintains, is exegetically questionable (Resurrection and the New Testament, 181).


112. Brian McDermott, "The Personal Unity of Jesus and God According to 
W. Pannenberg" (Ph.D. diss., University of Nijmegen, 1973), 292-94. Similarly, Olson 
finds Pannenberg's concept of retroactivity to be closer to adoptionism than to classical 
incarnational Christology ("Human Self-realization of God," 221).


113. This supersedes Clark H. Pinnock's criticism in "No-nonsense Theology: 
Pinnock Reviews Pannenberg," pt. 2, Christianity Today, i9 November 1976, 14.


114. Jon Sobrino, Christology at the Crossroads (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), 26-28. A 
similar criticism is noted by Colin Gunton, who claims that Pannenberg has limited 
soteriology to matters of meaning at the expense of matters associated with the cross. 
Yesterday and Today (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 29.


115. Not untypical is the criticism of Gunton, who claims Pannenberg confuses the 
significance of Jesus within the context of interpretation and the significance of Jesus 
now (Yesterday and Today, 24).


116. James H. Cone, God of the Oppressed (New York: Seabury, 1975), 121-22.


117. Frans Joseph van Beeck, Christ Proclaimed (New York: Paulist, 1979), 312-24.


i. Baptism Eucharist, and Ministry is Faith and Order Paper no. iii (Geneva: World 
Council of Churches, 1982).


2. Both editions were published in Munich by the Claudius Verlag.


3. The collection of essays, Ethik and Ekklesiology (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1977), appeared in translation in two parts: Ethics, trans. Keith Crim (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1981), and The Church, trans. Keith Crim (Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1983). One important essay appeared in 1969 ("The Kingdom of God and the Church," in 
Theology and the Kingdom of God, ed. Richard John Neuhaus [Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1969], 72-101) and covers many of the themes of the ecclesiology section. Likewise important are the sections on the church and on forgiveness of sins found in The Apostles' Creed 
in Light of Today's Questions, trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972).


4. Pannenberg, Human Nature, Election, and History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1977).


5. This is a repeated theme in Pannenberg's essays. See, e.g., "Churchless Christians," in The Church 21-22; "The Future and the Unity of Mankind," in Ethics, 195-97; as 
well as the locations cited in the notes 6-8.


6. Pannenberg offers this viewpoint in "The Unity of the Church and the Unity of 
Mankind," in The Church, 165.


7. "Christian Morality and Political Issues," in Faith and Reality, trans. John Maxwell 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 138. This view of the work of the church on behalf of 
the world forms the background for Pannenberg's critique of what he perceives to be a 
move in the wrong direction in the World Council of Churches. See "Unity of the 
Church Unity of Mankind: A Critical Appraisal of a Shift in Ecumenical Direction," 
Mid-Stream 21 (October 1982): 485-90.


8. A statement of this theme is found in his 1974 essay, "Society and the Christian 
Faith," in Ethics, 7-22, and in the essays in Hunian Nature, Election, and History. For a background discussion, see Anthropology in Theological Perspective, trans. Matthew J. O'Connell 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1985), 444-84.


9. Pannenberg finds a similar relationship existing between the church and the 
kingdom as between the Son and the Father. Only in so far as the church does not 
equate itself with the kingdom of God is it the location of the presence of the kingdom.


io. By placing both church and society under the kingdom of God Pannenberg 
seeks to overcome what he perceives to be a problem inherent in Luther's view of the political order, namely, seeing it as only temporary and existing only to combat sin. He 
notes this in his 1972 essay, "Luther's Doctrine of the Two Kingdoms," in Ethics, 126, 129. 
Pannenberg finds a similar dualism in Barth. See "The Basis of Ethics in the Thought of 
Ernst Troeltsch," in Ethics, zzo.


ii. Pannenberg appeals to pertinent Old Testament texts and to Eric Voegelin, The 
New Science of Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952).


12. Earlier discussions of the relationship between the church and the kingdom are 
found in Apostles' Creed, 152-55; Jesus God and Man, 2nd ed., trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and 
Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 372-73; and "The Kingdom of God 
and the Church," in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 72-101.


13. He differentiates his understanding, however, from Max Weber's concept of 
"goal rationality" in contrast to "value rationality," applied by Weber to the working of a 
society: Weber, Wirtschaft and Gesellschaft, 5th ed. (Tubingen: Mohr, 1972), 12ff. 
Pannenberg looks to the purpose of its existence, not merely its action, in determining 
the essence of the church.


14. The background to this understanding of the church as the sacrament of unity 
lies in Augustine and Cyprian but especially in Ephesians r:9, where the church is seen as 
directed toward a goal beyond its own existence - the unity of Jew and Gentile.


15. Pannenberg argues that this does not occur first in the church but already inje- 
sus as the one who is filled with the Spirit. For this reason, he argues, the independent 
status of the Spirit is endangered when the kingdom is equated with Jesus Christ, as in 
Barth.


16. Pannenberg sees this understanding as ecumenically significant, for it is reflected in the statements both of the World Council of Churches at Uppsala and of Vatican II.


IT Pannenberg deals with this topic in his untranslated article, "Christliche 
Rechtsbegrundung," Zeitschrift fur Evangelische Ethik 2 (1978). It is handled in a somewhat 
different manner - building more from the idea of law than that of justice in the 1963 
essay "On the Theology of Law," in Ethics, 23-56.


18. Two cases of this dependency are offered. The first is the appeal to a higher order of justice necessary for the stability of the social order in the face of the success of 
the ungodly, found in the writings of Rousseau and Kant. The second is the appeal to a 
religious foundation as the legitimization of the concrete order. Because the concrete 
form that justice assumes cannot be derived from the concept itself, every form of justice is open to the suspicion of being unjust, so that the concrete situation must appeal to a previously given, transcending order. This discussion is a further unfolding of the 
position taken on the role of the Christian faith in the world in "Society and the Christian Faith," in Ethics, 20.


z9. Pannenberg chastises modern theology for agreeing with this modern conception rather than developing a better understanding of the kingdom of God, namely, 
having the kingdom function as a paradigm but without forgetting the difference between it and the present reality.


20. The discussion here is similar to that developed in 1963 in "On the Theology of 
Law," in Ethics, 53-56. The theme of love and justice is also presented in What Is Man? 
trans. Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970), 96-zo9.


21. Pannenberg declares that the Lutheran understanding of law and of gospel is 
not in accordance with the biblical use. None of the three traditional uses of the law reflect the Old Testament phenomenon of Torah; and the concept of gospel, as noted in 
the previous chapter, must include the eschatological message of Jesus and the proclamation of the resurrection of the crucified one.


22. The role of reciprocity in the building of institutions is mentioned in Anthropology, 412.


23. See also Pannenberg, "Die Theologie and die neuen Fragen nach Intersubjek- 
tivitat, Gesellschaft, and religioser Gemeinschaft," Archivio di Filosofia 54 (1986): 422-24.


24. This same approach is evident in Pannenberg's essay "The Confessio Augustan as 
a Catholic Confession and a Basis for the Unity of the Church," in The Role of the 
Augsburg Confession: Catholic and Lutheran Views, ed. Joseph A. Burgess et al. (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1980), 27-45.


25. This theme is developed in Apostles' Creed, 146-52.


26. For an earlier discussion of these hallmarks, see Apostles' Creed, 145-48, 156-59. 
Church unity is the theme of several essays in The Church. And two of the characteristics 
are handled in depth in "The Significance of Eschatology for an Understanding of the 
Apostolicity and Catholicity of the Church," in The Church 44-68.


27. The discussion is prefaced by a description of the three means by which the 
church extends the gospel message and thereby brings the individual into fellowship 
with Christ and the church. Missionary proclamation is directed to baptism and church 
membership. Church catechism seeks to bring individuals to fullness of faith. And the 
church sermon is designed to strengthen the bond already sensed, a point Pannenberg 
develops subsequently.


28. Pannenberg refers to Hans von Campenhausen, "Das Bekenntnis im Urchris- 
tentum," Zeitschrift fur die neutestanientliche Wissenschaft 63 (1972): 210-53. See also "Denominationalism and Christian Unity," in The Church 69-83.


29. Pannenberg's preference for this creed rather than the Apostles' Creed is defended by appeal to historical considerations: research has determined that the Apostles' Creed does not stem from the apostles and was authoritative only in areas of Roman influence, whereas the claim to universal authority of the Nicene Creed was 
acknowledged by the West even though it was not represented at the council in A.D. 381. 
Further, this creed claims to express the faith of the entire church from the beginning to 
the eschaton.


30. Pannenberg finds this teaching more exegetically sound, a point taken up subsequently. Luther declared that through faith the believer is lord of all things and subject to no one yet that because of love the believer is slave of all things and subject to everyone. Elsewhere Pannenberg argues that freedom, not justification, is the central 
contribution of the Reformation. See "Freedom and the Lutheran Reformation," Theology Today 38 (1981): 287-97. An earlier discussion of Christian freedom is found in Apostles' 
Creed, 167-69.


31. Pannenberg interacts with several such attempts. Tillich gives too little attention to the relationship of the Spirit to the church and does not see the Spirit as overcoming the dualism of individual and society. Although Moltmann views the Spirit as 
closely connected with the church, he places the Spirit's relationship to creation and anthropology in the forefront so that the freedom of the individual against the fellowship 
is overlooked. In emphasizing the Spirit's relationship to the church, not to the individual, Yves Cougar gives evidence for the opposite problem, a lack of freedom of the Spirit 
against the church, and the tension between the individual and the corporate is scarcely 
mentioned. Walter Kasper speaks of the ecstatic nature of the Spirit's work but does not 
do so in the context of the tension between the individual and the corporate in the 
church.


32. Pannenberg directs the reader to the similar discussion in his essay "Wahrheit, 
Gewissheit, and Glaube," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 2:226-64.


33• The discussion is prefaced by a description of the connection between faith and truth, which reminiscent of earlier essays notes how the differences and similarities 
between the Hebrew and Greek understanding of truth lead to the biblical view of faith 
not as acceptance of doctrine but as a holding fast through time to God, whose deity 
will be fully shown in the future.


35. Important for Pannenberg's position is the work of Theodore Haring, who 
claimed against Herrmann that the resurrection of Jesus belongs to the ground of faith 
as its central content.


36. The basis for this connection lies in his understanding of salvation as including 
the integration of the personal life in the totality of its aspects. For a similar discussion, 
see "Wahrheit, Gewissheit, and Glaube," in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie, vol. 2, 
esp. Pt. 3.


34• While this differentiation relativizes all conceptions of Jesus and therefore all 
interpretations of Christian doctrine, Pannenberg adds, it does not eliminate the truth 
claim inherent in one's understanding.


37. This is delineated in John Henry Newman, The Graniniar of Assent (London: 
Longmans, Green, 189i).


38. Pannenberg finds similar views in Hegel, for whom assurance is the provisional 
form of the consciousness of truth, and in Ebeling's concept of the conscience as the location of assurance. See Anthropology, 307.


39. This understanding of hope sets Pannenberg apart from the contemporary 
apostles of hope, Bloch and Moltmann. He rejects Bloch's approach, because it places 
the basis of hope in the natural material process. In the biblical tradition, Pannenberg 
argues (following Moltmann), hope cannot be grounded in the extrapolation from present experience. Moltmann, however, moves too far in maintaining the contradictory 
character of hope. By appealing to the doctrine of creation Pannenberg argues against 
the Tubingen theologian that the promise cannot be totally contradictory to what is 
possible as experiential reality if it is to be understood as promise but must stand in a 
positive relationship to the hopeful structure of human life. The appeal to divine promise loses its meaning as promise when it is not the completion of the deepest desires and 
needs of human existence. Pannenberg repeats this critique in the eschatology chapter.


40. This position was rejected by the Scholastics, Pannenberg explains, because 
they could not understand how God's essence could come into human beings without 
losing the transcendence of God and destroying the independence of creation.


41. On this basis Pannenberg rejects the identification of love for God and love for 
others, as in Fletcher and Braun, as a reduction of the Christian "life together" because 
it fails to place this act in the context of God's turn to the world.


42. For a description of this understanding Pannenberg cites Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor (Lund, Sweden: 
Gleerup, 1965), 454ff This point is also mentioned in Anthropology, 526.


43. Theology, Pannenberg explains, views the gracious work of the Spirit in believers as encompassing not just acquittal but also the move beyond oneself to participation in God and God's movement to the world.


44. Pannenberg appeals to Ulrich Wilckens's commentary on Romans. He also 
notes the greater emphasis on this aspect in contemporary Roman Catholic theology, 
especially in Karl Rahner.


46. This theme is presented in Apostles' Creed, 163-64. Pannenberg declares that 
meaninglessness in the face of death, not the consciousness of guilt, characterizes the 
modern human condition.


4s. The third place given to petition is based on the order of the Lord's Prayer. Utilizing Jesus' Gethsemane prayers as the paradigm, Pannenberg declares that petitions 
are to be placed under the purposes of God and the doing of the divine will, for the center of petition lies in one's carrying the human above oneself and one's interests to participation in God's will. Implicit in this is Pannenberg's anthropological category of 
ekstasis.


47. Pannenberg develops this point on the basis of Erikson's concept of "basic 
trust" in Anthropology, 226-31.


48. Pannenberg finds ecumenical convergence at this point, in that Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry declares that this is the goal of all baptismal practices (p. 3).


49. Pannenberg declares that Moltmann goes too far in no longer employing the 
idea of institution on the grounds that he thereby loses the Christological basis for 
ecclesiology. The discussion here parallels that found in "A Protestant View of the Doctrine of the Lord's Supper," in The Church 127-32.


5o. Although Pannenberg advocates an "open table," he does not follow Moltmann 
in the call for a "world open invitation" but declares that the Lord's Supper must be 
viewed as a disciples' meal if "cheap grace" is to be avoided.


51. For the genesis of this problem Pannenberg points to Augustine's idea of the 
word as constitutive of sacraments, which led to an emphasis in the West on the priest's 
word of consecration as the actual point at which the sacrament exists.


52. According to Pannenberg, Rahner speaks of the kernel of Trent as real presence, 
which is the object of the transubstantiation doctrine, so that the Aristotelian philosophy utilized in the sixteenth century is not necessary.


53. Pannenberg notes that the way toward this position was prepared by the work 
of the Reformed theologian Franz Leenhardt.


54. For a parallel discussion see "A Protestant View of the Doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper," in The Church, 142-43.


55. Pannenberg cites Casel for linking the Lord's Supper to similar Old Testament 
practices such as Passover (Exod. 12:14; 13:3), which constituted a memorial celebration, a 
cultic bringing into the present of a past act. In this way Casel interprets the position of 
the Council of Trent concerning the Lord's Supper as seeing the rite as a representation 
of the once-for-all offering of Christ; and he rejects as a misunderstanding the interpretation of the mass as repeating and supplementing Christ's historical act. See also 
Pannenberg's discussion of the cult in Anthropology, 328, 336.


56. Pannenberg cites the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue document, Das Opfer 
Christi and seine Gegenwart in der Kirche (ed. Edmund Schlink and Karl Lehmann [Got- 
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,1983], 236) and finds coherence between this modern 
understanding and both Luther and the Middle Ages.


57. Pannenberg judges Barth's emphasis on the centrality of the sermon to be not 
in keeping with the findings of contemporary exegesis that the "breaking of bread" was 
central to the worship life of the early church. For this judgment he appeals to Oscar 
Cullmann, Early Christian Worship (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978).


58. On the basis of this memorial aspect Pannenberg parts company with Peter 
Brunner, to whose work he appeals in this section: Peter Brunner, "Zur Lehre von 
Gottesdienst," in Leiturgia: Handbucb des evangeliscben Gottesdienstes, ed. Karl Ferdinand 
Muller and Walter Blankenburg (Kassel: Stauda, 1952), 1:84-361. Brunner views the sermon as the word of forgiveness, whereas for Pannenberg it is the reminder of the forgiveness received in baptism. This aspect of baptism is described in Apostles' Creed, 161-62.


59. Pannenberg discusses this problem in his essay "Churchless Christians," in The 
Church 9-22.


60. The emphasis on the representative function of worship sets Pannenberg apart 
from theologians, including Moltmann, who develop from this point an emphasis on 
the spontaneity of worship. For a discussion of the connection between play and worship see Anthropology, 336-38.


61. This constitutes the value Pannenberg finds in Barth's understanding of the 
sermon as proclamation to the world.


62. Pannenberg credits Barth with the move back to the New Testament concept of 
mystery. By appeal to Luther's suggestion that in the Bible only Christ is called the mystery so that these acts must be called signs, Barth argued that the term did not refer to 
acts of the church but to Jesus himself. For Barth, Christ is the original sacrament and 
the rites are sign-acts. Pannenberg also advocated dropping the term sacrament, in thesis 98 in the first edition of Thesen zur Theologie der Kirche (Munich: Claudius Verlag, 1970), 
but changed his view in the second edition.


63. Pannenberg criticizes the contemporary views, both Roman Catholic and 
Protestant. The former sees the church as the essence of the divine mystery and thus as 
the "original sacrament," whereas the latter ascribes this status to Christ. Pannenberg 
finds that both positions are contrary to the New Testament, which describes church as 
sacrament not in its difference from Christ but in connection with Christ; nor is Christ 
the sacrament without the church.


64. Pannenberg finds the genesis of this development in the Platonism of Augustine, in which the sacraments became the visible means to understand invisible realities.


65. On this basis Pannenberg offers a critique of Ebeling's sacramental theology: 
Ebeling incorrectly relegates the sacraments to the status of illustrations of the word - 
which are nonnecessary and views them as merely promise rather than as also the participation in the presence of the fulfillment of the promise. In Pannenberg's view, in 
contrast, the sacraments work what they promise.


66. To argue against the sacramentality of marriage, Pannenberg declares, is to argue against the Bible (Ephesians) and against the original typological understanding of 
sacrament (i.e., mystery). The sacramental nature of marriage is asserted as well in "Die 
Theologie and die neuen Frage nach Intersubjektivitat, Gesellschaft, and religioser 
Gemeinschaft," Archivio di Filosofia 54 (1986): 424. Pannenberg's view on the role of marriage and family in society is delineated in What Is Man? 90-94; and in Anthropology, 413, 
427-43, 446.


67. Here Pannenberg joins a contemporary controversy concerning the meaning of 
Luther's position and its significance for the ordained office, carried on by Althaus, 
Schlink, Stein, Lindbeck, Herms, etc. He finds the point of the controversy to lie in the 
question of a differentiation between authority and practice in Luther's understanding. 
Appealing to Luther, Pannenberg declares that the individual possesses such authority 
only in the context of the whole. He concludes that the same concept from which the 
priesthood of all believers is derived leads to the concept of an ordained ministry, a position he finds reflected in the Confessio Augustana.


68. For a parallel discussion see "An Ecumenical Understanding of the Church's 
Offices," in The Church zo9-Jo.


69. For a similar sketch of the development of the concept of election in the biblical era and early Christianity, see "Election and the People of God," in Human Nature, 
Election, and History, 45-61.


70. Pannenberg also notes that Ritschl links this understanding to the kingdom of 
God (albeit understood as an ethical community rather than in accordance with the eschatological view) and connects the election of Jesus to the community of Israel, in 
which he functioned as Messiah. He finds Barth's emphasis on the sole election of Jesus 
unbiblical and Platonic, for in this view others participate in Jesus' election in an analogical way as copies of the archetype.


71. This point is anticipated in "Election and the People of God," in Human Nature, 
Election, and History, 59.


72. For a treatment of this theme, see Pannenberg, Christentuni in einer sakularisierten 
Welt (Freiburg: Herder, 1988).


73. The religious foundations of society is an important topic developed in Anthropology (e.g., 409, 462-84). Religion thematizes the unity of the world, provides the context of meaning for human social existence, and offers a court of appeal, Pannenberg 
maintains.


74. This theme is found repeatedly in Pannenberg's writings.


75. This constitutes an expansion and further development of the short discussion 
in Anthropology, 494-95.


76. See also the similar enumerations found elsewhere. The terms mission, accountability, and reprobation are presented in "Election and the People of God," in Human Nature, Election, and History, 49-56; whereas the concepts of judgment and of a covenant 
leading to a future vindication are introduced in "Election and History," in Human Nature, Election, and History, 91-94.


77. Revelation is presupposed by election, Pannenberg asserts, for through the divine self-disclosure God is recognized as the electing one. Covenant is important because in the Old Testament tradition it places the elected one in a relationship of responsibility to the electing God and to God's will to justice. This in turn leads to 
mission, which for the church occurs in the context of the kingdom of God in that the 
proclamation of the gospel has as its goal the bringing of all peoples into the fellowship 
of the elected people of God. The question of faithfulness to, or perversion of, election 
introduces the crucial concept of God's judgment in history. Important here is the connection Pannenberg finds between the biblical concept and the broader cultural idea of 
act and consequences, for the general idea gains a new quality when linked to the notion 
of election. See also Anthropology, 494-95.


78. Elsewhere Pannenberg declares that only by seeing God, not humanity, as the 
subject of history can the unity of history be discovered. See "Jesus' History and Ours," 
in Faith and Reality, 73-75; Anthropology, 515. The thesis that God is the unity of history is 
presented as well in What Is Man? 147-49. The dogmatics provides the occasion for a continuation of the lively discussion Pannenberg has carried on with the German 
Protestant church historian, Eckhart Muhlenberg, whose central category is God as the 
power of good.


79. The theological description of church history presented here is similar to that 
offered in several earlier essays. See "He Will Be Our God" and "Divine Revelation and 
Modern History," in Faith and Reality,- and "Election and History" and esp. "The Christian Empire and Civil Religion in Christianity," in Hunian Nature.


80. In "The Nation and the Human Race" Pannenberg suggests that a modern 
Christianized political order would be democratic, international, and a unity encompassing multiplicity (in Faith and Reality, 109-13,119).


81. "The Kingdom of God and the Church" is in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 72- 
Ioi.


82. Pannenberg's critique of this movement is found in "Sanctification and Politics," in his Christian Spirituality (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1983), 50-53.


83. Gary M. Simpson, for example, states that Pannenberg has "neglected to develop ... a theological theory of justice" as a third pillar with ecumenism and freedom 
for political theology ("Whither Wolfhart Pannenberg? Reciprocity and Political Theology," Journal of Religion 67 (January 1987]: 33-49.


84. This constitutes a response to the claim that Pannenberg nowhere explains why 
justice and love are the defining marks of the kingdom of God. Stanley Hauerwas and 
Mark Sherwindt, "The Kingdom of God: An Ecclesial Space for Peace," Word and World 2 
(Spring 1982): 130-31.


85. E.g., "Society and the Christian Faith," in Ethics, 7-22; "The Christian Empire 
and Civil Religion in Christianity," in Hunian Nature, Election, and History, 62-82; and the 
untranslated essay "Die religiose Dimension der Gesellschaft," in Religion and ihre 
Theorien, ed. Peter Koslowski (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1985), 63-75.


86. Perhaps the most important recent book concerning the presence of this situation in the contemporary United States is Richard John Neuhaus's The Naked Public 
Square (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984). For a review of this and several related contributions, see my "Reconsecrating the Naked Public Square," Fides etHistoria 18 (1986): 65-75.


87. For a discussion see my "Church and State: The Legacy of Isaac Backus and the 
Contemporary Situation," Center Journal 2 (Spring 1983): 73-94.


88. "Society and the Christian Faith," in Ethics, 20-21. Hints of his understanding 
are present in other writings as well. A pluralistic ecumenical church would restore a 
"theocratic element" ("Sanctification and Politics," in Christian Spirituality, 70); give expression to Tillich's vision of a theonomous culture including a regained connection 
with the arts and affecting the economic sphere (Anthropology, 483-84); and "keep in its 
place the claim of a particular nation to a divine vocation and mission" ("Christian Empire and Civil Religion," in Hunian Nature, Election, and History, 81).


89. This critique was offered in his lecture "Christianity, Marxism, and Liberation 
Theology," presented on several occasions during his visit to the United States in 1987. 
See also "Sanctification and Politics," in Christian Spirituality, 50-70. For an earlier treatment of Marxism and the kingdom of God see "The Kingdom of God and the Church," 
in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 81-82. Together with the dogmatics these writings contradict Sobrino's claim that Pannenberg does not take seriously the Marxist phase of 
the Enlightenment challenge. Jon Sobrino, Christology at the Crossroads, trans. John Drury 
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), 26-28.


90. This critique was summarized in response to a query at Pannenberg's lecture in 
Munich, 9 February 1988.


91. Langdon Gilkey, for example, claims that the trend to move God to the future 
provides no theological ground for political action: Reaping the Whirlwind (New York: 
Seabury, 1976),234-36. Philip Hefner offers the related critique that Pannenberg's understanding of God leaves too little place for human beings in shaping events ("The Concreteness of God's Kingdom: A Problem for the Christian Life," Journal of Religion 51 
[1971]: 195).


92. Jurgen Moltmann declares that Pannenberg's political ethic follows from his 
emphasis on the anticipatory character of the message and resurrection of Jesus and 
from his neglect of the contradictory character of Jesus' message and cross: Moltmann, 
On Hunian Dignity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 112 n. 6.


93. Pannenberg's position is applicable to situations where the church is denied direct involvement in society and where the Christian voice in the political sphere is silenced. In such circumstances the church can know that its worship life is itself a political statement concerning the ultimacy of the kingdom of God.


95. Elsewhere Pannenberg faults liberation theology, among other contemporary 
trends, as following the secular spirit of the times (Christentuni in einer sakularisierten 
Welt, 71-74).


94• This is indicated in statements made in several earlier writings, e.g., "Christian 
Morality and Political Issues," in Faith and Reality, 128-29; Apostles' Creed, 155; Jesus God 
and Man, 375; "The Kingdom of God and the Church," in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 
83; "The Nation and Humanity," in Ethics, 136-37; and "The Peace of God and World 
Peace," in Ethics, 151-74.


96. Pannenberg's replacement of the Lutheran emphasis on the doctrine of justification with the concept of fellowship with Christ as the central category holds promise 
for the construction of an ecumenical understanding. He himself notes its affinity with 
the position of the Eastern church. But in addition, because both conceptions speak of 
the regenerative work of the Spirit as the mediation of divine salvation, the idea of fellowship with Christ provides a link to the emphasis on the new birth found in evangelicalism and in the pietistic movement he so often criticizes.


97. Two decades ago Thomas D. Parker anticipated in Pannenberg's future writings 
a delineation of the place of the church in theologizing about faith and history ("Faith 
and History: A Review of Wolfhart Pannenberg's Jesus God and Man," McCormick Quarterly 22 [1968]: 74-75).


98. The discussion here adds an additional clarification of Pannenberg's position 
to that found in the opening volume of his Systeniatische Theologie in view of criticisms 
such as those of Pailin, Holwerda, and others, noted in chapter i of the present study.


99. Explicit interaction with this document and its critics is found in Pannenberg's 
essay, "Lima - pro and contra," Kerygma and Dognia (1986): 35-51.


zoo. In "A Protestant View of the Lord's Supper" Pannenberg notes the presence of 
this question in contemporary Protestant theology and offers a response based on what 
he sees as the questionable nature of the belief in authority accompanying it (in The 
Church 141).


ioi. This issue is explored by Cynthia M. Campbell in "A Reflection on Ministry," 
Austin Seminary Bulletin C (1984): 33-42. See also Alan P. F. Sell, "Some Reformed Responses to Baptism Eucharist, and Ministry," Reformed World 39 (1986): 56o-6Z.


102. See, e.g., Shannon Clarkson, "Steps toward Unity - A Mutual Recognition of 
Ordained Ministries," Journal of Ecumenical Studies 23 (1986): 486-87; William J. Martyn, 
"Mutual Recognition of Ministry: Creating Another Rip van Winkle?" Journal ofEcumen- 
ical Studies 23 (1986): 5oo-5o1.


103. Less evident in this discussion is the tradition that views clergy as facilitators 
of the ministry of the church carried out by the people as a whole. The concerns of this 
more lay-oriented understanding of the ordained office are to some extent reflected in 
Pannenberg's refusal to allow any division of Christians into two spiritual levels and in 
his declaration that the hierarchical authority must respect the immediacy to Christ enjoyed by the individual believer. See also "Freedom and the Lutheran Reformation," Theology Today 38 (1982): 297.


104. In "The Unity of the Church: A Reality of Our Faith and an Ecumenical Goal," 
Pannenberg speaks of the office of bishop as the "classic expression of the office responsible for the unity of the church," a description he usually employs for the pastor (in The 
Church, 29).


1o5. This concern is delineated in Pannenberg's essay "Protestant Piety and Guilt 
Consciousness," in Christian Spirituality, 13-30.


1o6. This term forms the title of an essay dealing with this theme, "Eucharistic Piety - A New Experience of Christian Community," in Christian Spirituality, 31-49.


1107. This is maintained in Hefner, "Concreteness of God's Kingdom," 198. See also 
Helmut Harder and W. T. Stevenson, "The Continuity of History and Faith in the Theology of W. Pannenberg: Toward an Erotics of History,"Journal ofReligion 51(1971): 53-54.


zo8. David Pailin, "Lessing's Ditch Revisited: The Problem of Faith and History," 
Theology and Change, ed. Ronald H. Preston (London: Student Christian Movement 
Press, 1975), 98.


109. This thesis is central to Pannenberg's entire enterprise, as is visible throughout 
the dogmatics. See also, e.g., Anthropology, 486, 515.


zzo. Herbert Burhenn, "Pannenberg's Doctrine of God," Scottish Journal of Theology 
28 (1975): 546.


i. The most important is "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology," Harvard Theological Review 77 (1984): 119-39, for chapter 15 of the dogmatics constitutes in a sense an expansion of the material presented in this essay. Also significant 
is "Can Christianity Do without an Eschatology?" in The Christian Hope, ed. George B. 
Caird et al. (London: SPCK, 1970). Several other essays apply the eschatological perspective to other topics: "Eschatology and the Experience of Meaning," in The Idea of God and 
Hunan Freedom, trans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973), 192-210; "The Significance of Eschatology for an Understanding of the Apostolicity and Catholicity of the Church," in The Church trans. Keith Crim (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1981), 44-68; 
"The Future and the Unity of Mankind," in Ethics, trans. Keith Crim (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1981),175-97, which appeared previously as "Future and Unity," in Hope and 
the Future of Man, ed. Ewert H. Cousins (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), 60-78. Related materials are found as well in "Theology and the Kingdom of God" and "Appearance as the 
Arrival of the Future," in Theology and the Kingdom of God, ed. Richard John Neuhaus 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969), 51-71, 127-43; The Apostles' Creed in the Light of Today's 
Questions, trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972), 170-78; What Is Man? 
trans. Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970), 41-53, 68-81.


2. "Theology and the Kingdom of God" is in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 51-71.


3. A historical sketch similar to that scattered throughout the chapter is offered in 
"Can Christianity Do without an Eschatology?" in Christian Hope, 25-32.


4. This is in keeping with a theme announced in Pannenberg's earlier essays, "Theology and the Kingdom of God" and "Appearance as the Arrival of the Future," in Theology and the Kingdom of God. The future is the basis for the contingency and unity of the 
new in each event and is the ground of the essence and truth of events.


5. This thesis forms the basis for a critique of Ebeling's dogmatics, which, 
Pannenberg maintains, fails to show how all theological assertions are grounded in eschatology. While Ebeling offers a Christological connection between pneumatology and 
eschatology, he does not incorporate the doctrine of the Trinity as the basis for this connection.


6. Pannenberg's historical sketch at this point serves to correct what he sees as a 
mistaken thesis in Peter Cornehl, Die Zukunft der Versohnung Eschatologie and 
Enaanzipation in der Aufklarung, bei Hegel and in der Hegelschen Schule (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971).


7. In "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology" Pannenberg 
develops a similar foundation in the context of Rahner's anthropological eschatology 
and claims that the approaches from promise and from anthropology are complementary (Harvard Theological Review 77 [1984]: 121-23).


8. This theme is developed as well in "The Resurrection of Jesus and the Future of 
Mankind," Cumberland Seminarian z9 (1981): 41-51.


9. The theme of Jesus and the cosmos is discussed in Jesus God and Man, 2nd ed., 
trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 378-97.


Jo. This underlying purpose is outlined in "Constructive and Critical Functions of 
Christian Eschatology," 127.


ii. This theme is presented in the untranslated article, "Tod and Auferstehung in 
der Sicht christlicher Dogmatik," in Grundfragen systenaatischer Theologie (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 2:146-59.


12. In "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology," Pannenberg 
develops the concept of resurrection in the context of a response to John Hick's Death 
and Eternal Life (New York: Harper & Row, 1976). He describes the contrast between resurrection and immortality as well in What Is Man? 45-53.


13. Pannenberg puts forth the Christian affirmation of the eternal value of the individual in contrast to the Platonic idea of immortality in "Human Nature and the Individual," in Hunian Nature, Election, and History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 14-17.


114. In "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology" Pannenberg 
refers to this as the "restoration theory" (p. 130).


15. For this reason Pannenberg rejects the doctrine of the bodily assumption of 
Mary not only as lacking a biblical foundation but as competitive with the redemption 
function of Christ.


16. Pannenberg presents this thesis in "The Future and the Unity of Mankind," in 
Ethics, 188.


17. See "Hermeneutic and Universal History," in Basic Questions in Theology, trans. 
George H. Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 1:96-136, esp. ii ff.; "On Historical and 
Theological Hermeneutic," in Basic Questions r.137-8i, esp. 162ff.; "Eschatology and the 
Experience of Meaning," in Idea of God, 192-210; Theology and the Philosophy of Science, 
trans. Francis McDonagh (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976), 284, 308.


18. Although Pannenberg finds some similarities between his position and Kant's 
concept of the transcendental condition of experience, he prefers to avoid this terminology, partly because of his disagreement with Kant's differentiation between transcendental and empirical.


19. Although Kant's position is presented in relation to the problem of the beginning of the world, Pannenberg finds it applicable to the question of the end as well. See 
also "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology," 137.


20. Pannenberg offers this thesis in "The Significance of the Categories `Part' and 
`Whole' for the Epistemology of Theology," Journal of Religion 66 (1986): 385.


21. Several of the theses presented here are likewise found in the essay "Zeit and 
Ewigkeit in der religiosen Erfahrung Israels and des Christentums," in Grundfragen 
systenaatischer Theologie 2:188-2o6.


22. In this context Pannenberg specifically mentions the early Barth, for whom the 
eschatological theme of theology is the presence of the eternal within time as the judgment of time. Not only is the temporal dimension of biblical eschatology thereby lost, as 
Moltmann argues, but Barth's "Platonism" affords eternity only a negative relationship 
to time, for time and eternity are set against each other. Later in the chapter Tillich becomes the object of Pannenberg's critique.


23. Paul Tillich deals with this concept in the concluding section of his systematic 
theology, "The Kingdom of God as the End of History": Systematic Theology (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1963), 3:394-423. Pannenberg refers especially to pp. 400, 
405, and 413. Pannenberg notes that Tillich builds from Schelling, who declared that 
death completes essentialization, as the Spirit derives the essence of a person from one's 
earthly life, which essence remains in eternity. Pannenberg criticizes Tillich's view because it makes being timeless rather than relating being to the temporal process and be- cause it makes essentialization merely a return to the perfect timeless state that preceded the "fall" into existence. Its understanding of time and history makes them 
inconsequential, Pannenberg maintains, despite Tillich's attempt to guard against this 
by means of the concept of the new being.


24. Pannenberg moves in the same direction in the essay "Appearance as the Arrival 
of the Future," in Theology and the Kingdom of God, 127-43.


25. As in the presentation of this thesis in "Zeit and Ewigkeit in der religiosen 
Erfahrung Israels and des Christentums" (in Grundfragen systeniatischer Theologie 2:I9off.), 
Pannenberg here appeals to Mircea Eliade, Der Mythos der ewigen Wiederkehr (Dusseldorf: 
Eugen Diederichs, 1953). A similar theme is handled in Pannenberg's earlier essay, "The 
Later Dimensions of Myth in Biblical and Christian Tradition," in Idea of God, 1-79.


26. This point is found as well in Apostles' Creed, 172-76.


27. Transformation is also the central point in Pannenberg's response to John Hick, 
who asks how the shortcomings of this life can be overcome by resurrection understood 
as a "recapitulation" of earthly life. Pannenberg explains that the resurrection is at the 
same time a transformation of that life. For a parallel discussion of this understanding and his debate with Hick see "Constructive and Critical Functions of Christian Eschatology," 131-34.


28. Several theses presented here are found as well in "Constructive and Critical 
Functions of Christian Eschatology," 134-35; and "The Resurrection of Jesus and the Future of Mankind," 51.


29. This thesis is presented as well in What Is Man? 78-81.


30. In keeping with this, Pannenberg later appeals to the picture of judgment as a 
purifying fire (i Cor. 3:z2ff.) as the most helpful New Testament image. His response to 
the related question of purgatory arises out of a historical sketch. Although the genesis 
of the doctrine lies in the Alexandrian theology, it was connected with the intermediate 
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