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Preface
In 1976 I embarked upon a course of study in the Master of 

Philosophy program at the Institute for Christian Studies, I chose 
this institution for graduate studies, because as a Christian, 
with certain academic gifts, I wanted to develop my theoretical 
capabilities with both the freedom and guidance of a uniquely Christ
ian institution, corn d to bringing every thought into s .. • - :tion 
to Christ (2 Cor, 10:5), As a junior member in philosophical theo
logy, my specific interest was directed to eschatology. Not being 
very impressed with either the way in which eschatology has often 
been appended as an after-thought in the last chapters of systematic 
theologies, nor with the 'crystal ball gazing * ̂ of dispensations!- 
istic evangelical eschatology, I desired to come to more fully 
understand the place of eschatology within the whole of theology, 
the nature of Christian hope, and the relationship between eschatology 
and one's view of the world. In the first term of my studies at 
I.C.S., I read a number of books by the American theologian Carl 
1. Braaten." Braaten identifies himself with the new movement in
theology which attempts to take seriously the uniquely apocalyptic
nature of biblical Christianity. This new theology, which has been 
called the 'theology of hope', 'theology of history', 'futuristic 
theology' arid 'eschatological theology *, attempts to turn back the 
1de-eschatologization' of Christian faith which has been characteristic

3of contemporary theology. It became ir to me from reading 
Braaten, that one of the most important figures in this new theological 
movement was the German theologian Wolfhart Pannenberg.



(ii)

After some exploratory reading in Pannenberg 1 decided, with, 
the encouragement of my mentor James Olthuis, to de-vote my two 
years at I.C.S. to a detailed study of the totality of his trans
lated works. Pannenberg's theology was concerned with the very 
problem that 1 was interested in, and I felt that I could ben 
greatly from such an indepth study of one theologian, Pannenberg's 
thought certainly has the depth itself to merit such analysis.
My first paper was a discussion and beginning criticism of Pannen-

4berg's philosophy of science. I then wrote on his theological 
anthropology, and this study more than any other sets the stage 
for this thesis. In Pannenberg's anthropology I began to grasp 
the structural pattern of his thought,5 Finally, in my second 
year, I wrote on the theme for which Pannenberg is most famous, 
his theology of history and view of faith. My hypothesis concern
ing the structural pattern pf Pannenberg's theology was confirmed 
in this paper, and although it was not explicitly presented except
in a diagramatic appendix, it was imp : throughout thè present-

6and criticism of Pannenberg1s position. This thesis 
represents a culmination point in this process of reflection.

The more general interests in the meaning of eschatology for 
Christian discipleship have, in the course of my studies, been 
limited to a specialized analysis of some of the central aspects 
of the thought of one !eschatological' theologian. By engaging
in this kind of reflection I think that I have both sharpened my 
intellectual tools of academic research and gained some insight



(iii)

into fruitful avenues to investigate in answer to the general 
question of the place of Christian hope in the tasks we take up 
in God's kingdom,

I would like to acknowledge my indebtedness to my colleagues 
at the institute for Christian Studies for their continual support 
and encouragement throughout this project. Two junior members 
that deserve special mention are Terry Tollefson and John Valk.
The senior members in theology, James Olthuis and George Vandervelde 
have given me unmeasureable assistance in the writing and rewriting 
of the thesis. The manuscript was typed in the midst of a heat 
wave by Hieke Malcolm and Lynda Kosowan Hines. To Hieke and Lynda
I offer my deepest thanks. Finally, I would also like to express 
my appre< on to two people who encouraged me at a crucial 
point in my life to develop my academic gifts, my mother, Jean 
Walsh, and my friend, Arthur Dixon. To them I gratefully dedicate 
this thesis.



Chapter one: The Task I'faeology in the Modern
e Introductory Comments

A, Pannenberg: the man and theologian
In the "Vorwort" to his Grandfragen systematischer Theologie,

Wolfhart Pannenberg says,
The insights obtained by Johannes Weiss and Albert 
Schweitzer into the eschatological determinant of the 
message of Jesus and of early Christian faith signify a
great task for theological thought - a task which de- 
mands a thorough reshaping of our whole understanding 
of reality. Furthermore, the validity of this under
standing must be decided on the basis of the key prob
lems of ontology, epistemology, anthropology, and the 
philosophy of history. 1

A theology which is to be f&ithful to the renewed insight into
the apocalyptic context and nature of early Christianity must,
says Pannenberg, be comprehensive in its scope. Pannenberg's es-

2chatologically oriented theology is a 'program' for a foundational
reworking of not only theology and theology's self-understanding, 
but for a new view of the totality  of reality. Philip Hefner
writes,

The intellectual task that Pannenberg has set for him
self is a monumental one, namely, to construct a fun
damental system of thought in which the primary ontolo
gical principle is futurity. 3

And Richard J. Neuhaus writes that Pannenberg1s interest in es-
chatology is not limited to a mere "accenting of a neglected aspect

of the Christian tradition, nor is he merely suggesting that the
concept of the future should have priority in theological thought."

Pannenberg's intention is more encompassing than that: "He argues
4for a new und . .nding of the structure of reality."



In order to comprehend why Pannenberg undertakes such a 
restructuring of theology it is helpful to understand something

5of his personal biography. Born in 1928, the son of a German 
civil servant, Pannenberg was baptized into the Lutheran church, 
but was not raised in a devoutly Christian home. In effect, his 
upbringing was secular middle class, where the Christianity of 
the church had little influence. His school work was good, but 
not outstanding. During the last years of the Third Reich he, 
together with all German teenage boys, was engaged in the last 

desperate attempts to save Germany, Undoubtedly this left him 
with a very bad taste in his mouth for any form of nationalism, 
as evidenced in some of his later writings on politics. liter 
the war he began his university studies in Berlin and then 
Gottingen {with N. Hartmann), But most significantly, during
this time, in the midst of philosophical study, lenberg came, 
by means of rational reflection, to an affirmation of Christian 
faith. With his new found faith, nenberg went to Basel in 
1950 to study with Karl Barth. For reasons which will become 
more evident throughout this thesis, Pannenberg studied with 
Barth for only one year. The rational road which led the young 

Pannenberg to Christianity could not end with what he considered 
to be the irrationalism and subjectivism of the theology of the 
Word. From 1951 to 1958 Pannenberg was both a student and an 
instructor at the University of Heidelberg. At Heidelberg, with 
the encouragement of Pi sors Hans von Campenhausen, Gerhard 
von Rad and Gunther Bronkamm, and in the air of excitement that 
was generated by the 'New Quest' for the historical Jesus,

Pannenberg joined with a circle of other graduate students
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(including Rolf and Trutz Rendtorff , Klaus Koch, Urlich Wilkens,
Dietrich Rossler and Martin Elze) to discuss the meaning and, re

lation of apocalyptism, history and revelation, The publication 
of Offenbarung als Geschichte in 1961, and the advent of the •

'theology of history* overagainst the 'theology ;he Word' is
7now well known theological history. Since leaving Heidelberg

in 1958, Paanenberg has held chairs in systematic theology at 
Wuppertal (1958-1961), Mainz (1961-1968) and Munich (1968 to
present), During these years his fame has grown with his pub
lications. Writing major works on Christology (Jesus-Sod and Man,

1964), the philosophy of science (Theology and the Philosophy
of Science, 1973) and numerous articles and shorter books on
hermeneutics, philosophy and theology, anthropology, God talk, 
eschatology, the apostles creed and atheism (to name a few subjects), 
Pannenberg has established himself as a theologian whom Langdon

Gilkey describes as "unparalleled in the contemporary non-catholic 
world.” Gilkey goes on to say in his review article of Pannen
berg * s Basic Questions in Theology;

. , . for originality of vision and insight, breadth 
of learning, and for consistency and power con
structive thinking across the whole range of theological 
issues, Professor Pannenberg stands alone in our pro- 
testant generation. 8

Not all of Pannenberg!s colleagues in the theological frater
nity are so kind, but none disputes the comprehensive scope of 
his thought. We do well to remember the decidedly intellectual
character of his coming to Christian faith when we attempt to 
understand Pannenberg's unceasing desire to both ground Christian 
theology in rational reflection, and to demonstrate the power of 
Christianity to illuminate our understanding of the world. Neuhaus
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says it well in the concluding words of his profile of Pannenberg:
Wolfhart lenberg is a modern man and a rational man 
before he is a Christian man. . . .  He contends that 
he is a Christian because he is a modern and rational 
man. He presents the case with lucidity and intellec
tual courage. It demands examination and response. 9

This thesis is primarily an examination of the basic struc
ture of Pannenberg*s eschatological understanding of reality and 
the recurring pattern in his thought. My topic is futurity and 
creation, and will include an examination of the central elements 
of Pannenberg's view of being and the ontological priority of 
the future. I will analyze the place of God in relation to the 
future and creation. The qi 311 of ontology and the question 
of meaning cannot be separated, so I will also discuss Pannenberg's 
hermeneutics and philosophy of knowledge. In Pannenberg's 
thought, moreover, the questions of being and meaning inescapably
lead to the problem of God and religious language; therefore we 
will address these matters as well. Finally, any reconsideration 
of the structure of reality which calls itself Christian must
seriously consider the place Jesus Christ in creation and the 
eschatological reconciliation of creation. Therefore, elements 

of Pannenberg's Christology will also be examined. So then the 
chapters of the thesis will be:

God and the Ontological Priority of the Future 
Meaning and Confessing, and 
Prolepsis and Jesus Christ.

But before we can give attention to these chapters it is necessary
m  first understand both the L rical context within which

Pannenberg does his theology and the contours of his view of
the nature of the theological enterprise. After we have done
this we will see why Pannenberg includes within his theological

-  4 -



work the anal of ontology, hermeneutics, epistemology, an
thropology, etc.

B. Theology in the Modern Era: the shift to anthropology
For Pannenberg, the period of Western history which is of 

most importance and challenge to the 8modern' theologian is the 
period known as the Enlightenment, The classical definition of 
the Enlightenment remains Immanuel Kant's;

Enlightenment is man's release from his self- 
incurred tutelage. Tutelage is man's inability to 
make use of his understanding without direction from 
another. Self-incurred is this tutelage when its 
cause lies not in lack of reason but in lack of re
solution and courage to use it without direction from 
another. Sapere a tide! 'Have courage to use your own 
reason!' - motto of the Enlightenment. 10

It did not take long before modern man identified the source of 
his oppressive tutelage as the religious tradition of the Christian 
church, and recognized faith as the greatest threat to Sapere ancle I 
The Enlightenment provides the impetus for the most severe and 
dangerous attack on theology in the history of Christianity. In 
the context of the disputation of the essential contents of Chris
tian revelation, Pannenberg says that theology can follow only 
one of two possible courses. Theology may retreat into what he 
calls a 'positivist' position, which is a fideistic appeal to 
divine revelation. The implication of such a retreat, however, 
is that theology "will lose any hope of intellectual legitimation 
for its claim rather than proving it in a situation in which it 
has been challenged by the claims of other religions and beliefs." 
The other option, according to lenberg, is that "the theology 
practised within the Christian tradition may see its role as 
Christian theology as (sic) to make the superiority of Christianity

- 5 -



to other systems of belief the explicit object of investigation
and proof in a theology of religions. If we could call the
former option a ?positivistic~revelational* position, then the
latter option could be identified as an 'apologetic1 position.
Obviously, the thrust of Pannenberg*s theology is apologetic,

12driven by his passion to give a reason for his faith.
The heart of the Enlightenment attack on Christianity was

the rejection of the traditional cosmological and ontological
arguments for the existence of God which had always played a pro-
logomenal role in theology. Once the assumption of a first cause

of the universe, and Unmoved Mover, was proven to be unfounded
by the introduction of the law of inertia (which revealed that
bodies tend to move on their own accord without any necessary out-

13side influence), the only possible conclusion was that cosmolo
gical arguments lost all claim to apodeitic certainty, and "the 
approach to the idea of God via knowledge of nature was totally
closed.

This did not mean that the road for theology was totally
closed, however. Corresponding with the Ren nee rediscovery
of man as the self-positing subject was an anthropocentric turn
in theology. Pannenberg explains:

Man, rather than the world, now became the basis for 
certainty about God. Although the postulate of a first 
cause of the world was no longer needed, the idee 
God remained necessary as the basis of man1s under
standing of himself in relation to his world. 15

According to Pannenberg, post-Enlightenment theology "has been
guided by the apprehension that there is no assured way of leading
from nature to God, and therefore the whole burden of the proof
of faith in God falls upon the understanding of man, upon anthro
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pology.
A parallel historical development, however, is that contem

porary atheist criticism lias also taken an anthropological turn in 
its claim that religion is merely an alienated product of the
human consciousness. The battle lines were clearly drawn by 
Feuerbach, who, Pannenberg claims, unmasked idealism's notion of
the absolute ego or spirit as "a fantastic projection of the

17nature of man into an imaginary heaven." Therefore, he concluded 
that "the divine being is nothing else than the human being, or,
rather, the human nature purified, freed from the limits of the

18individual man . . . ." Atheist arguments have never turned 
back from this position since Feuerbach. The predominant accusa
tion is still that religion is based upon an illusion. Pannenberg 
does not believe that this atheist ch ,ge has ever been

IQsufficiently answered by Christian theology. Therefore, his
own position begins with the insistence that a theology which is
to take its apologetic task seriously must answer the atheist
theory of religion on the same ground on which the atheist chooses
to fight, viz,» the field of anthropology, "or more precisely
that of the status of religious concerns and topics with regard

20to the nature of mail." For Pannenberg, the contemporary context
necessitates that "theological anthropology. . .  has the status

21of a form of fundamental theology", for, as he says elsewhere:
"The most general foundations of systematic theology will therefore

22have to come from anthropology," In other words, if theology 
cannot sufficiently demonstrate in anthropological terms the
necessity of religious life and expression, then it has no founda
tion for its further reflection. P a n nenberg's What is Man?,



written early in his academic career {1962, but the research was
23

done as early as 1959), is his attempt to lay such a foundation. 
Summarily stated, Pannenberg argues that the essential charac-teristic of 

the structure of man's being is his 'openness to and 
beyond the world* (Weltoffenheit), Man is the creature who ques
tions beyond his present experience of the world and beyond every 
horizon which opens to him. It follows from this that man's 
needs (d ent from the animals) are infinite and limitless; 
because man is never satisfied, he is the infinitely dependent
being. This anthropological question of man's Weltoffenhiet, in
escapably leads, says Pannenberg, to the question of God. Man's 
infinite dependence "presupposes something outside of himself 
that is beyond every experience of the world"; that is to say, 
that man presupposes something beyond the finite, a vis-a-vis upon
which he is dependent. This vis-a-vis is God, the goal of man's

25striving and the fulfillment of his d iy (Bestimmung), Through 
further analysis of the relationship between security and trust, 
hope beyond death, the questionableness of human experience, the 
relation of individual to society, etc., Pannenberg builds the
anthropological foundation for * his continued theological reflec~

26txon*
Although Pannenberg places anthropology in a pi omena1 

p „on for theology in response to the shift of both theology 
and atheism in the post-Enlightenment period, he does not want to 
follow the anthropocentric route of subjectivism that he feels
to be characteristic of neo-orthodoxy. Therefore, he also acknow
ledges the limits of anthropology for theology. Anthropology is 
only the first step in the theological defence in the modern era;



it is the demonstration of the religious dimension of man's being,
but not a comprehensive and compelling proof of the reality of
God. Anthropological considerations can take us no farther than
the assertion that " . . .  when man's being is fully aware, man
is conscious that he is dependent upon a reality which surpasses

27and sustains everything finite . . . ." The argument, however, 
must go beyond anthropology because the decision about the re 
of God is made in the context of reality as a whole. Pannenberg 
says that it is only when statements about God have points of con
tact with extra-subjective reality that we can assume that we

28are not trapped in a subjective illusion. It is the very nature
of theology that it cannot remain limited to anthropology, but
must engage in a theological analysis of reality as a whole. The
following quote presents Pannenberg's position on theology and
anthropology most succinctly:

Anthropological arguments from the problems raised 
by man's self-understanding do not alone provide us with 
a sufficiently firm idea of what is meant by postulating
God as reality. Such a postulate carries conviction 
only if, and to the extent that, the idea of God derived 
from consideration of human experienciTlXluminates 
experience of the world . . . .  Access to the idea of 
God, however, is no longer possible directly from the
world, but only through man's self-understanding and 
his relation to the world. 29 (italics are his)

Theological anthropology is therefore fundamental for modern
theology, but it is also limited. We will now present the broader
contours of Pannenberg1s view of the theological enterprise,

C. Theology, God and Re
When post-Kantian theology shifted its focus to anthropology, 

it also followed Kant's insistence that theological assertions 
could only have 'practical' validity, and that theology was, there-
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fore, a practical science. Historically, a practical science 
was always a 'positive' science because, in its attempt to follow 
practical ends, it would presuppose an authority base outside of 
itself. Positive theology, which has as its goal the training of 
the clergy, presup s the authority of the scriptures.  The 
question which was raised by Fichte in 180? and Paul de Legarde in 
1873, however, was whether theology really could be considered a 
science if it follows the canon of revelation rather than the 
canons of rationality.*^ The crisis of theology's scientific 
credibility was an inevitable ramification of the Enlightenment.

Pannenberg is in basic agreement with the criticism of the 
positivity of theology as a form of fideistic authoritarianism.
An appeal to the authority of revelation which cannot satisfy our 
reason of its.legitimacy is, according to Pannenberg, a subjec- 
tivistic and irrational venture of faith which is unable to give
theology a firm scientific grounding from which it can answer its

. . 32 33critics. Such a position, which Pannenberg charges Barth with,
retreats from the real challenge facing theology today. Pannen
berg is not prepared to engage in such a retreat. Rather, he 
insists that theology is both a science and, moreover, that it 
is the science of God.

Theology can escape from the weakness of positivity, and 
thereby maintain its scientific status, only if it proceeds, like

34all science, by means of hypothesis. The scientific task of 
theology is to investigate God as a 'problem' not a 'dogma', and
to "examine the validity of the thesis of faith as a hypothesis." 
This, however , raises the further question of how God can be the 
'object' of theological science. Clearly God is not present to

- 10 -
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human experience as one object among others, but Pannenberg 
contends that the reality of God is co-given to experience in 
other objects and is therefore accessible to theological reflec
tion not directly, but only indirectly. Therefore, if theology 
is to be the science of God, it must "direct its attention to 
this indirect way in which the divine reality is co-given, to the
'traces' of the divine mystery in the things of the world and in

3 6our own lives." In this case, the necessary question that is
important for the development of Pannenberg * s enquiry into the
foundation of theological science is,

. . .  in what objects of experience is God - as a prob
lem - indirectly co-given, and what objects of experience 
can therefore be considered as possible traces of God?
The only possible answer is: all objects . . . . If
'God' is to be understood as the all-determining reality, 
everything must be shown to be determined by this reality 
and to be ultimately unintelligible without it. 37 
(italics are his)

Not only can we only speak of God as a problem, we can also only 
speak of him as the problem of the all-determining reality. If 
God is not the all-determining r< y, that is, if he is not 
the Creator, then we are not really dealing with God at all. Al- . 
though Pannenberg acknowledges that, after the demise of natural
theology, the knowledge of God is no longer deducible from the 
world, he nevertheless contends that the truth of such knowledge 
"still depends on the power which emanates from it to illumine
and elucidate the whole of man's e x p e r i e n c e . 38 Therefore, the 
test of any religion, including Christianity, must be whether the
deity confessed in that r on can be manifest as the all
determining reality;

If God's being God means that he is the origin of every
thing real, and that without him there is nothing at

- 11 -



all, then without him nothing real can be understood 
in depth, either»* it can at most be superficially des
cribed . . . .  It is the breadth of total experience 
of every and all reality which provides the field 
where tie have to enquire whether the di-vine nature of 
the God of the Bible can stand up to verification. . . ." 39

And elsewhere he says#
Every experience of the reality of the unknown God has 
to be verified by the understanding of the world and 
of human existence in the world it discloses . . . .
It must be shown how the whole of reality, and thus 
also the reality of man, is more fully disclosed from 
the God of the Bible than from any other source. Only 
in this manner can the assertion that the biblical God 
is the true God be verified. 40

We see here that theological assertions must be verifiable, but 
that the mode of ver, tion must be consistent with the indirect
ness of the assertions. Consequently, assertions about a divine 
reality must be tested by "their implications for the understanding
of finite reality.”*41 The ultimate question for any religion xs 
whether it continues to integrate and illuminate the experience 
of reality for its adherents. Does the religious tradition have 
the ability to accomodate and assimilate within itself both new 
experiences of reality and the elements of truth which appear in
other religions?42 In summary, Pannenberg says that theological
statements, like any statements which refers to the  totality of
reality (as in philosophy), can only be 'proven' if they "give
the complex of meaning of all experience of reality a more subtle

4 3and more convincing interpretation than other (statements)."
It has become evident in the course of this chapter that 

for Pannenberg, theology must respond to its critics by proving 
its scientific status. Not only is theology a science, it is,
moreover, the science of God, and therefore a science which has 
the totality of reality as its realm of investigation. Theology

- 12 -



is a universal science.
The universality of thi y is inavoidably bound up 
with the fact that it speaks of God. The word 'God' 
is used meaningfully only if one means by it the 
power that determines everything that exists . . . .
It belongs to the task of theology to understand 
all being (alles Seienden) in relation to God, so 
that withoi d they simply could not be understood.
That is what constitutes theology's universality. 44

Pannenberg1s view of theology as the science of God is the basis 
for the comprehensiveness of his own theological work. Pannen
berg 8 s theology in :s, as we have seen, an anthropology, but 
even more basic than anthropology, it has an ontology. If the 
proof of religion is in its inte< ng and illuminating power 
for the whole of reality, then a theology which attempts to take 
its apologetic task to heart will of neces attempt to formulate 
an ontology which is informed by the religious tradition. In our 
next chapter we will consider the 1 implications' of the Christian 
tradition for a view of being, as it is developed by nenberg.
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from an acknowledgment of the bankruptcy of traditional natural 
theology to an insistence that theology must be the science of 
God as the all-determining reality, and thus all of reality
comes under its scrutiny. Although Pannenberg is not willing 
to revive natural theology he nevertheless claims that a sur
rendering of the universality of theology amounts to a surrend
ering of its scientific status and a limitation of Christianity

1to a subjective venture of faith.
We also have seen that anthropology functions as a funda

mental theology for Pannenberg, but cannot alone supply theology 
with an adequate foundation. It is interesting to note that 
when nenberg discusses the weakness of Troeltsch's  'psycho
logical' argument against the Feuerbachian critique of religion, 
he says that a " . , . philosophical anthropology work it
within the framework of a general ontology is needed" in order

2to answer Feuerbach. (emphasis added.) An ontology is neces
sary because it must be established that only in the light of 
the God of the Christian faith can all being (not just man's 
being) be understood in its true depth. In this light, it is
significant that in the 'Foreword to the first German Edition' 
of Jesus - God and Man, Pannenberg says that the Christological 
discussions of that book "point at every step to ontological

In chapter one we saw that Pannenberg comes full circle



and epistemological implications that need their own compre
hensive discussion" and articulation in an ”eschatologically

3oriented ontology“ and ”theology of reason." And again at
the end of Jesus - God and Man, on the very last page of the 
'Postscript* , lie argues that the "eschatological logic of the
history of Jesus necessitates the postulation of an "eschato- 
logical ontology," His final sentence reads, "Without entering 
into that task (i.e. of an eschatological ontology) it would be
scarcely possible to think about Jesus* particular history as
the revelation of the all-determining power and rule of God in
the world.

Whereas chapter four will deal more specifically with 
Pannenberg1s Christology, and chapter three with his epistemology, 
this chapter is an. investigation of the ba :ontours of the 
eschatological ontology which he post s. We will begin with
discussing why Pannenberg's ontology is an ‘eschatological’ one.

A. Apocalyptic and Creation.■m .......... -lb- ......... .............

In chapter one we noted that Pannenberg's formative years
at Heidelberg were the same years that the 'New Quest' for the 
historical Jesus was capturing the European theological imagina
tion. The 'New Quest * was initiated initiated in1953 by Ernst Kasemann's 
lecture "The Problem of the Historical Jesus.'5 The Bultmannian 
dualism between kerygma and history was profoundly challenged 
when Bultmann's own students began to see that faith can only 
have integrity if there is a continuity between the kerygmatic 
Christ and the historical Jesus. Seven years later, in 1960, 
Kasemann published the article 'The Beginnings of Christian
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Theology', in which one :he results of the 'New Quest' was 
the historical observation that, “Apocalyptic was the mother 
of all Christian theology."6 It is not that no one ever knew 
of the significance of apocalyptic before, indeed Schweitzer 
and Weiss brought this to the fore at the end of the 'Old
Quest' for the historical s. What happened at that time, 
however, was that theologians were somewhat embarrassed by 
apocalypticism and either ignored it or demythologized it. The 
"Old Quest" came to an end partially because it was concluded 
that Jesus, born in apocalyptic soil as he was, would not be
able to survive if he was transplanted in the twentieth century. 
Apocalyptic became what A. D. Galloway calls, in a review of 

Pannenberg and Moltmann, "an unmanageable problem-child" for 
modern theologians. What Galloway considers unique and radical 
about Pannenberg and Moltmann is that they both "take this un
wanted child of faith unhesitatingly into the bosom of their 
theology. Braaten says, with his character c journalistic 
flair, that the theology of the church became what it is "by
getting rid of its mother - apocalypticism - and accepting

8Hellenism as its godfather." Pannenberg's ontology is, as we 
shall see, an smpt to rectify that fundamental error in the 
history of Christian thought. In his article 'Theology and the 
Kingdom of God1f nenberg speaks of the rediscovery of apocal
yptic by Weiss and Schweitzer as a shift from an ethical view of 
the kingdom of God which is typical of nineteenth century theo
logical liberalism, to an eschatological understanding of the 
kingdom, and then comments that contemporary theology "has yet
to digest this radical change . . . ."9 We will presently see

- 16 “



how far-reaching the consequences of this change actually are 
in Pannenberg*s theology.

For Pannenberg there is a close connection between the re
discovery of apocalyptic and the development of a theology of 
history as is evidenced in the beginning sentences of his epochal 

'Redemptive Event and History's
History is the most comprehensive horizon of C'. ian 
theology. All theological questions and answers are 
meaningful only within the framework of the history 
which God has with his whole creation - the history 
moving toward a future still hidden from the world 
but already revealed in Jesus Christ. 10

Whereas one would perhaps think that an interest in apocalyptic
would lead one out of history into an eternal eschaton, in
actuality, the opposite is the case for Pannenberg. Apocalyptic
arises out of the study listory and, in turn, heightens the
interest in history as th [y's most comprehensive horizon.
Overagainst the * theology of the Word *, Pannenberg claims (under
the influence of his teacher Gerhard von Rad)^ that in Israel
faith was grounded not so much in what God said but in what he
did, not so much in word as in deed. This is the heart of

Pannenberg's doctrine of indirect revelation. God does not reveal
himself directly by means of theophany or verbal revelation, but
indirectly by means of his historical acts.12 The central act 
in Israel's history was God's liberation of Israel from Egypt.
In this act, God proves himself to be their God by intervening 
in history on their behalf. (Cf. Exodus 14:31.)

We see here that Pannenberg began his attack upon the 'theo
logy of the Word! by a rethinking of the very basis of kerygmatic 
theology, viz., the doctrine of revelation. God's revelation is
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indirect in his .historical deeds. Pannenberg notices, however,
t is the history of Israel progressed, it was not single
events which reveal Yahweh, but a whole complex of events such
as the choosing of Abraham, the exodus, occupation of the land,
judgement in exile, the return, etc. He says,

The power to manifest Yahweh* s deity is, in fact, not 
attributed only to this or that individual event, but 
is increasingly ascribed to whole patterns of events.
. 13

As Israel came to fuller consciousness of the uniqueness of
Yahweh, as not just their own tribal god but the creator of the
universe, the scope of the pattern of events which bear witness
to him became correspondingly universal. Yahweh is the Lord of
the nations as well! This historical development within Israel's
self-consciousness came to completion after the exile with the
rise of apocalypticism which,

. . . described the whole of  world history with the
whole course of its events, as the work of Yahweh.
But Yahweh is to be demonstrated as the one sole God 
who affects everything without exception only by all 
history in its totality, and only right at its end. 14

We see here the meaning of that rather odd Pannenbergian phrase 
'revelation as history', Revelation cannot be found merely in 
history, but, more correctly, revelation must be spoken of as 
history, because it is the totality of history which finally re
veals Yahweh. Since history is not yet complete, the corollary 
insight of apocalypticism is that Yahweh's deity can only be 
ultimately established in the time which apocalyptic literature 
refers to, viz ., the eschaton. So then, nenberg1s second 
dogmatic thesis on the doctrine of revelation reads, "Revelation 
is not comprehended completely in the beginning, bu the end
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of revealing history."15 And he later on comments, "It is at
the end of this chain of world events that God can for the first
time be revealed with finality as the one true God."16

The apocalyptic vision of the whole of history as God's
revelation, however * has implications more far-reaching than
just a different view of revelation. Pannenberg says that
Israel "not only discovered history as a particular sphere of
reality; it finally drew the whole of creation into history,

17History is reality in its totality." One arrives at a con
ception of creation by means of an understanding of the creator. 
For apocalypticism, God is the creator of the world who is always 
able to produce something new and intervene unexpectedly in the 
course of his creation. So then, commenting on the first article 
of the apostles' creed, Pannenberg says,

The understanding of reality which corresponds to the 
biblical idea of God can be characterized as a histori
cal one. The world does not, in this view, take the 
form of a timeless order in which, in spite of all 
variation in appearances, the same thing goes on hap
pening again and again. On the contrary: something 
new is always happening - something which has never 
been before, something without precedent, in spite of 
all similarity between individual events. This ever- 
new and surprising feature of events is . . . the
really characteristic thing about the world and man's 
existence. 18

It is characteristic of ancient mythical and Greek thought to 
understand reality as a static and timeless order, whereas the 

biblical view of creation arises out of the biblical experience 
of the free and living God, always active in his creation. 
Therefore, Pannenberg not only speaks of revelation as history, 
but also of reality as history.
In our discussion of the doctrini revelation we saw that a
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view of revelation as history will necessarily give prominence
to the eschaton, to the end of history in which revelation Is 
complete arid final. It follows then, that the eschaton must have 
a significant place in a view of reality as history. According 
to Pannenberg, the early adoption of the 'Hellenistic god-father' 
(to borrow from Braaten), meant that the creator was seen as 
the ground of this present world and that creation was intially 
static, based upon unchangeable structures of order. The 'Hellen-
ization' of Christian theology lost sight of the biblical convic
tion that creation is still underway to its proper reality and 
that the proper fulfillment and essence of creation will be 
ultimately decided simultaneously with the final eschaton in
which both God and creation will be revealed. For Pannenberg,
"the creation occurs from the side of the end."19 In Jesus - God
and Man,, Pannenberg draws the implication of Jesus1 proclamation
of the nearness of the Kingdom for our view of creation as follows,

Creation is not to be understood as an act that happened 
one time, ages ago, the results of which involve us in 
the present. Rather, the creation of all things, even 
including things that belong to the past, takes place 
out of the ultimate future, from the eschaton, insofar 
as only from the perspective of the end are all things 
what they truly are. For their real significance be
comes clear only when it becomes apparent what will 
ultimately become of them, 20

Here we have the basis of Pannenberg * s reversal in ontology. He 
is not merely saying that a 8telos' is operative in reality, and 
that the present is in movement to the future. A teleological 
theology still gives primacy to the present, out of which the 
future is created. For Pannenberg, the meaning of Jesus' preach
ing of the power of the kingdom is that the kingdom, which is an



eschatol< 1 reality, has an imperative claim on the present.
lenberg should also not be superficially confused with the 

futuristic philosophy of Ernst Bloch, For Bloch, in the tradition 
of Feuerbach and Freud, the future hope is the projection of 
present wishes into the future. In opposition to this, and in
clarification of his own position, Pannenberg says, in his con
tribution to the Bloch festschrift,

The primacy of the future and its novelty are guaranteed 
only when the coming kingdom is ontologically grounded 
in itself and does not owe its future merely to the
pre - - sties and - --.ngs of man. When the coming 
kingdom is designated in biblical terms as the kingdom 
of God, that is out of concern for the ontological 
primacy of the future of the kingdom over all present
realities . . . .  22 {emphasis added.)

Pannenberg's argument is simply that if the God of the coming
kingdom is the same as the creator of heaven and earth, then
Christian thought must be reorientated to a conception of the
ontological priority of the future. The future is not the effect
of the present, but conversely the present is an effect of the 
future. According to Pannenberg, this position is a radical
departure from traditional ontology in the Western tradition. A
discussion of the relation between law, order and reality as
history could best illustrate this.

B. Law, Order and Re
As soon as one begins to speak of reality as history, accen

tuating thereby the processive and dynamic nature of the creation, 
then one will have to deal with the the question  of normativity, law,
order, sameness and continuity in creation. Pannenberg is well 
aware of this problem and his answer to it recurs throughout his 
writings. We have seen that he distinguishes the biblical Hebrew
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view of reality from the Greek and mythical conceptions, and will 
now investigate more closely the differences that Pannenberg
identifies.

Pannenberg ascribes Israel's unique self-understanding within
the ancient Near East to her historical consciousness. He says 
that all of the other ancient religions were 'mythical' and saw
"the world as a cosmic order, rooted in the order of the gods 
themselves, of which the myths give an account." He goes on to 
say, "For these religions earthly events are meaningful only in

2 3so far as the eternal divine order is reflected in them,"
Meaning could not be found in the incessant changes of temporal 
reality itself, but only in the particij n in the pretemporal 
archetypal event which was reported in the myth. In 'Redemptive 
Event and History*, Pannenberg says, "Man saves him? from 
the threat of the constant change of history in the security

of the changeless mythical primal reality which is reflected in
24the circular course of earthly history." The uniqueness of 

Israel in this context is self-evident. Israel experiences her 
God and the meaning of life precisely in her history. As we 
have seen, history is where God meets his people and leads them 
to shalom. Israel does not look back to a pretemporal, mythical
paradise, says Pannenberg, but forward to the fulfillment of 
God's promises in the temporal future. An archetypal 'world 
order' was completely incompatable with the apocalyptic future
which always brought the new and unexpected. Simply stated,
"Israel understood reality as history, not as a reflection of

25archetypal relations reported in myths,"
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This contrast of 'myth' and 'history* is also the m; 
factor distinguishing Greek from Hebrew thought. Pannenberg 
does not, however, simply offer a blanket condemnation of the
early church's interaction with Greek thought. Indeed, he con
tends in his sixth dogmatic thesis on revelation that the very 
universality of the eschatological self-vindication of God in
Christ necessitated an interaction of Greek and Hebrew-Christian

26thought. If the God of the coming kingdom really is the God 
of the nations, then the nations must come to recognize him as 
their own God as well. Hence, Pannenberg says that the conflict 
between early Christianity and the Greek philosophical conception 
of God is not merely caused by external proximity, but "is also 
grounded in the biblical witness to God as the universal God,

27pertinent not only to Israel but to all peoples." The very
basis of Christian theological involvement with Greek philosophy
is the apologetic insistence that the God of Israel is the true
God sought by Greek philosophy, and therefore Pannenberg calls
for a re-evaluation of the negative judgement of the so-called
'Hellenization' of theology which has been in vogue in protestant
theology since Ritschl,

Pannenberg does not, however, advocate a total acceptance of
Platonism, nor defend the possibility of such a total synthesis
for the early Christians, precisely because Platonism has its

origin in Olympian mythic religion. Pannenberg says,
The guiding idea of the Greek concept of God was that

of the origin of everything presently in existence. 
Accordingly, philosophy could construct its concept
of God by inference back from the world, 28 (emphasis 
added.)

The operative phrase here is 'presently in existence1. For Greek



philosophy, and medieval onto-theology, God could be inferred
from reality because "God was the hidden background to all
things who nia ted himself in the inviolable order of the 

30world." God was the basis of the order of present reality,
and that reality was seen as a timeless order in which the same
goes on and on, in theology which has been truly Hellenized
the unchangeable structures of order in the world correspond
to the notion of God's immutability„ God doesn*t change and

neither does the order of creation. This view of the universe
undoubtedly is influential in the more static and fixed social
order and hierarchy of the middle ages. Apart from the fact
that such a static view of reality is no longer conceivable after
the advent of modern science, Pannenberg argues that such a
cosmology also comes into conflict with the Hebrew view of the
world. In Revelation as History he says that,

. . .  in the context of the history of thought, the
Greek cosmos offered only a narrow conception of 
reality that was open to man's experience. The
biblical experience of reality as history is more
inclusive, since the contingency of the real event 
is included in this conception. Experience of reality 
as history is superior to that connected with the
contemplation of the cosmos. 32 (emphasis added.)

In another article he says that God does not relate in a
necessary way to the world, but rather, freedom characterizes
the relation. "God, as the origin, is never merely the im
ground present reality, but the free, creative source of the

33ever new and unforeseen." Because God relates freely as the 
origin of the new and unforeseen, reality is not an unchangeable 
cosmos, but a dynamic process, a history.

As this point 1 will introduce some terms that help to
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clarify the distinctive ontologies that we are dealing with in 
this contrast between Greek and Hebrew thought, Pannenberg 
claims that Greek thought is characterized by a depreciation 
of temporality and contingency, and an emphasis on the unchange- 
ability of the structured order of reality. I find it helpful 
to identify this kind of ontology as 'structuralism*. Hot to 
be confused with the contemporary movement in philosophy and 
literary criticism, structuralism is here used to describe an 
emphasis on the fixed, abiding structure of reality. Structura
listic thought analyzes reality primarily in terms of its static 
structure or order, thereby not taking very seriously into
account the temporal, contingent and changing character of 

34reality. Indeed, structuralism understands change and develop
ment simply in terms of living up to or failing to live up to

35a pre-determmed structure of reality. It seems that the 
characteristics of structuralism (at least as I am using the
term in this context) accurately describe what Pannenberg finds
so objectionable in Greek thought.36 It is also interesting 
to note Pannenberg’s use of the word  'cosmos! in description 
of Greek thought. Cosmology emphasizes universal structures and 

37fixed orders.
If Pannenberg is opposed to structuralism, then how would 

we characterize his own thought and that which he identifies as 
a biblical view of the world? Since reality is history and is
in constant contingent process, we could call Pannenberg’s 
thought 1historicism1 or 'process' thought. The problem with these 

designations, however, is that both terms have been used to 
identify two contemporary intellectual movements, both of which
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have been influential in Pannenberg's thought (especially 
historicism), but from which Pannenberg decisively distinguishes 
himself as well. Clearly Pannenberg's thought is of the same
type as historicism and process philosophy and theology, so 
then what is needed at this point, is a more general term which 
could encompass all thought that emphasizes process and history 
overagainst Greek cosmology. Such a general term which could 
designate the opposite of structuralism is 'geneticism". A 
geneticistic ontology and pattern of thought places the emphasis 
on the provisionality, temporality and constant change and flux 
of life. Different from structuralism, geneticism sees change
at the essence of life, not merely on the surface. Indeed, 
anything that seems to be a fixed structure or abiding norm is 
explained as. a provisional reality which reflects a certain stage 
in the ongoing, genetic flow of the cosmos. This emphasis on 
provisional structures and changing orders also means that 
geneticism is concerned not with cosmology, but cosmogony - the 
bringing forth of the world, rather than the logos or lawful
order of the world.38

The geneticistic character of Pannenberg's thought is
especially evident in the way in which he views law, order and 
constancy in creation. Law, says Pannenberg can only be dis
cussed within the context of change and contingency in reality 
as history. In Apostles' Creed he says, "Laws can only be ob
served through contingent happenings, as relatively constant 
processes in the stream of events, where no single happening
repeats a previous one," Because the world is not a statically



ordered structure, but a unique course of events in time,
Pannenberg concludes that all observed regularities only take 

place on the surface of events. Indeed, the similarities is 
events which are described in the formulae of law "only come 
into being at a particular time themselves? and the validity 
of natural laws too is therefore dependent on time . . . ." 
Therefore, "the relative constancy of the course of natural

39events is then m  . „ • contingent fact."          Reality cannot
be explained by laws because law demands repeatability, whereas
reality is actually an irreversible, unrepeatable and unparalleled 
course of events.

My use of the term ’geneticism' to describe Pannenberg1s 
thought is further justified by his own appreciation of the 
'historico-genetic' model for historical explanation as developed 
by A.C. Danto and W. Dray. In response to the deductive- 
nomological approach in historiography, Danto and Dray insist 
that the bringing of the events of history under general laws 
can never do justice to the contingency, uniqueness and particu
larity of the events.40 What is true here in historical method 
is necessarily also the case for Pannenberg in the study of all 
reality because reality is history. So then, in his more general 
philosophy of science he rejects what he calls the 'nomothetic
structuralism' of Popper and Hempel which sees science as the 
discovery of universal structural laws, because such an approach 
"is unable to explain the individual particularity of historical

41processes . . . . In this section of his Theology and the
Philosophy Science he again raises his objection to the repeata
bility which is presupposed in all structuralism. Reality, as a
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contingent sequence of events ". . . is formed by the temporal
succession of events each of which is an individual. The form
of the succession itself is also unique and historical.” He
concludes that such sequences and individual events are ". . .

42unrepeatable in their specific facticity."     Therefore a
nomothetic and structuralistic approach to reality will always 
fall short of an adequate explanation of reality as history.
And this is not only valid for the discipline known as history,

43but for all disciplines„ Pannenberg’s affinity with ideographic, 
individualizing philosophy of science is consistent with the 
over-all geneticistic thrust of  his ontology. Such an approach
makes the contingently particular and individual the object 
of science rather than the regularities that structural laws 
attempt to grasp.

The question which still needs to be answered, however, is, 
what ontological reality does structuralistic analysis appeal to? 
Even if one rejects the adequacy of analysis in terms of struc
tural laws because reality is characterized as history, the 
constancy and continuity of patterns of reality still must be 
accounted for. We have already seen that, different from Greek
thought, Pannenberg claims that the biblical God relates freely 
(and therefore contingently) to his creation, and not necessarily 
(as obtains with any notion of the order of the cosmos.)
God's contingency is also the basis of Pannenberg1s view of the 
nature of the constancy and order that is experienced in creation. 
He says,

The notion of unchanging structures grasps only 
that which is superficial in the phenomenon of



the enduring: it abstracts from the depth dim
ension, from the roots of duration itself in 
contingent occurrence - a connection which comes 
to the fore in the essence of fidelity.

menberg answers the question of the unity of the sequence of
contingent events that constitute reality by speaking of God’s

faithfulness, The God of the convenant does not abandon the
work of his hands.

Against the background of the contingency, which 
determines the unique course of events as a 
whole, the existing inter-relationships 
natural law appear as an expression of the divine 
will towards constancy, the utterance of a divine 
faithfulness which alone makes existence in this 
world possible for us, 45

In his article 'The Biblical Understanding of Reality' he explains
his position:

. . .  in the biblical understanding of reality 
as history, the laws of nature also have a place 
and are regarded not simply as the ultimate
reality and as absolutely unchangeable, but as
the free ordinances of the faithfulness of God, 
who keeps the world in being through them. 46
{emphasis added.)

There may be 'order* and even 'ordinances', but they are free
and expressive of God * s faithfulness. God is not, however,
necessarily bound to a cosmic order. This distinction is
absolutely essential for Pannenberg.

The traditional doctrine of the immutability of God fails 
to make this distinction because of its dualism of true and 
immutable being above derived being which is in the process of
becoming. According to Pannenberg, immutability is wholly
unknown in the biblical witness, although the con :y which 
the doctrine attempts to describe certainly is biblical. He
says,



But immutability says too little, since God 
not only immovably establishes and maintains 
present reality in its lawful course, but has
within himself an infinlte plentitude of ever 
new possibilities in the realization of which
he manifests the freedom of his divine essence,
47 (emphasis added.)

God's faithfulness to his creation is always a free, temporal
decision, and therefore this faithfulness "takes place in new

48and surprising ways." Faithfulness must be historic 
affirmed and therefore its expression is historically contingent. 
God's transcendent freedom is the origin of the contingency of 
the world as well as being the ground of the unity and endurance
of the world. The origin of contingency and continuity is

49both free and faithful,'
How then does all of this relate to the eschatological 

character of Pannenberg's theology? Although this question 
will return later in this chapter, some discussion of it is 
merited presently as well. For Pannenberg, faithfulness is a 
dynamic conception, with a future orientation. We know that 
someone is faithful only after the fact, not before. We wait 
for the final evidence of faithfulness and that is only avail 
at the end of reality as history. Man’s trust in the faithful- 
ness of God in relation to his creation is not to be directed 
towards the ordered cosmos of the natural world, but is rather 
oriented to " . . . God's sovereign freedom to act in history
and to determine the future."50 What then is this future? It 
is both the ultimate revelation of God and the revelation of
creation. Pannenberg says,

All creatures nature appear in a contingent move-
raent which is not simply external and accidental but
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constitutive of their nature, and they are brought 
into the light of an eschatological future. 51

We see here that the relation of creation and the eschaton
discussed earlier comes again to the fore. If you want to know
the ’order' of creation, says Pannenberg, then you must wait
until the end of history to see what endures and what does not.

God creates the world in the light of its latter end, 
because it is only the end which decides the meaning 
of the things and beings with which we have to do in 
the present. All the chances of history therefore 
devolve upon any given present from their ultimate 
future, which is, as it were, the 'place' of divine 
creation. 52

The divine future thus being the place of creation, it follows 
that the observed continuity of creation is not conceived of 
as teleological or evolutionary, wherein the continuity runs 
from the past through the present to the future, but rather, 
continuity must be understood in the opposite direction. The 
present sheds light on the past and the ultimate future sheds 
light on the whole of reality. This is Pannenberg's ontological 
notion of retrospection. If the coherence of contingent events 
is grounded in the faithfulness of the free God, then continuity 
doesn't have to be something enduring from the past into the 
present, but can be seen in terms of a constant re-establishment
of the continuity of reality by means of a "backward-reaching

5 3incorporation of the contingently new into what has been . . . ."
. „ , the continuity of nature is no longer understood 
as the irresistable dynamic of the already existing
pushing forward, but as the building of bridges to 
the past that save the past from getting lost. 54

Pannenberg's point is that the continuity of events is always
visible only in retrospect and that the coherence of reality



", . , does not exist at all without such glances back to the past 
from a given, provisional end." This indicates to us that the 
unity of creation is only constituted from the standpoint of God's

55eschatological future.
Now that we have seen some of the basic contours of Pannen

berg 's ontology which gives priority to the future we will proceed 
to a discussion of the implications of this ontological reversal
for his conception of God,

C. The Beim
In the history of theology after the introduction of Greek 

conceptions, the ideas of God as the universal principle of the 
cosmosi and as the Lord of history always remained inharmoniously 
alongside each other. Eventually the former came to prominence 
and theology of history faded into obscurity. Consequently, tra
ditional Christian ontology saw God as an omniscient, omnipotent 
and existent being. The ontological implications of the priority 
of the future found in the New Testament for God's mode of being 
were never sufficiently worked out. With the rise of the freedom 
ideal of Renaissance and Enlightenment man,̂ ^ it became evident 
that a conflict was to arise in relation to this conception of
God, Pannenberg states the problem succinctly; "An almighty and 
omniscient being thought of as e .ng at the beginning of all

temporal processes excludes freedom within the realm of his 
57creation." To be the all-determining reality and to have 'exis

tence' as the mode of his being makes God into a determii 
origin of reality, thereby denying freedom. But Pannenberg adds 
that real freedom is the ability to go beyond what exists and
therefore it would also supersede an existent God. Such a God
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would be no God at all because lie, in effect, would not be the 
all-determining reality because "the reality of freedom, of human 
subjectivity, would remain outside of his grasp.” That being the 
case, it follows that "the biblical idea of omnipotence is in ir
reconcilable conflict with the understanding of God as an existent
, . „     58 being."

Pannenberg claims that the only way out of this problem is 
to conceive of God's being in the light of the ontological priority 
of the future. God can be real and the source of freedom, yet 
not existent, only if his being is seen as being futural, "for 
what belongs to the future is not yet existentf and yet it already
determines present experience . . . ," since reality as history

59is determined by the future. (emphasis added) The future is 
real and powerful, although it does not yet exist. Freedom and 
future belong together because freedom consists of possibilities 
not yet realized. God is implicit as the origin of freedom be
cause God is the power of the future, he is the ultimate future 
and there is no future beyond him. Indeed, he is pure freedom
because freedom is to have one's future in oneself and not deter-
mined by another.60 Therefore freedom cannot find its basis in 
a reality that already exists, but only in the reality which re
veals to freedom its future, viz., the coming God. Simply stated,

God as an extant being is a contradiction of terms . . . . 
If there is sense in conceiving of God as the origin 
of freedom, that experience has itself the character 
of anticipation and is not a statement about a being 
within the objective world of present reality. 61

So then, God exists as the power of the future and not t
presently at hand, one being among others, nor as "the quiescent
background of all beings, the timeless being underlying all
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objects," “ As the power of the future, God does not rob man of 
his freedom but " . . .  frees man from his ties to what presently 
exists in order to irate him for his future and give him 
freedom.

Pannenberg addresses the problem of the being of God in an
other way by relating it to the futurity of his Lordship. He 
observes that God's being cannot be conceived apart from his rule. 
Only the power which rules all of reality can be God, and ". . . if
there are finite things, then to have power over them is intrinsic

64to God * s nature. The deity of God is his rule."      In the biblical
tradition the rule of God is manifest in the coming of the king
dom, thus the being of God and the being of the kingdom are one.
God reveals himself to be God in the establishment of his kingdom.
But the kingdom is 'coming*, it does not yet exist, but will
exist in the future. Pannenberg concludes,

Thus it is necessary to say that, in a restricted 
but important sense, God does not yet exist. Since
his rule and his being are inseparable, God * s being is 
still in the process of coming to be. Considering this,
God should not be mistaken for an objectified being
presently existing in its fulness. 65

Pannenberg * s point, consistent with the geneticism mentioned 
above, is that God's being is subject to becoming and is not 
finished and complete. This problem of God's becoming has, of 
course, always been raised when theologians discussed the incarna
tion. Does change occur in God when he is incarnated in Jesus of 
Nazareth? In Jesus-God a m, Pannenberg deals with this prob
lem*» lit length and concludes that, "The maker himself is changed 
by the production and shaping of another being. The change cannot 
be held remote from God's inner being." But he adds that such

66change "does not necessarily affect his (i.e. God's) identity."
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35
The question is, how does God's sameness and his becoming relate?
He says that ", , . what newly flashes into view from time to time
in the divine life can be understood at the same time as hairing

6 7always been true in God's eternity." (emphasis added) A simi-
lar problem arises in the doctrine of revelation, Because God 
is ultimately manifest at the end of history, he does have a 
history. Yahweh becomes the God of all mankind in the course 
of history and finally at the end. Yet, at the same time, Pannen-
berg claims that the essence of God, revealed at the end and
therefore presupposing the course of history, is nevertheless from
everlasting to everlasting the same.68 How can this be? In 
!Theology and the Kingdom of God' he says,

The very essence of God implies time. Only in
the future of his kingdom come will the statement "God 
exists" prove to prove to be definitely true. But then it will
be clear that the statement was always true. In this 
impending power the coining God was already the future 
of the remotest past. 69

What Pannenberg is saying here (and the context is a correction 
of Whitehead and Hartshorne), is that God, as the power of the 
future, was present in every past as the one who he is in his 
futurity. From the viewpoint of our finite present, the future 
is not yet decided, but from God * s eternity in the ultimate 
future, " . . .  what turns out to be true in the future will then 
be evident as having been true all along . . . .  He was in the
past the same one whom he will manifest him: to be in the

70future." So then, while rejecting an existent God for the God
of the future who has a history in time, Pannenberg nevertheless 
maintains the sameness of God in contrast to Whitehead's notion of
development in God.
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In summary, we see that Pannenberg's system allows for both
procsss and stability in God's being, both historicity^ and same
ness, A similar conception is operative when he says in his ar
ticle, 'On Historical and Theological Hermeneutic';

The God who con- - .tes history has himself fully en- 
tered the process of history in his revelation. But

he has done so in such a way that precisely as he is
here transmitted in the process of a tradition, he is

at the same time the future of this history, the coming 
God who remains distinct from, or better, who is always 

distinguishing himself in a new way from what happens 
in history. 71 (emphasis added)

God both enters into the process of history and actively distin
guishes himself from that process. In our next subsection on the 

relation of of the finite and the infinite we will come to a fuller 
understanding of how this apparent contradiction functions in the
totality of Pannenberg1s ontology.

D. The Finite/Infinite Relation
In Pannenberg’s theology the relation between the finite and 

infinite is intimately connected to the appearance/being and 
openness/closedness relations within the context of an ontology 
which gives priority to the future. Beginning with the relation 
of appearance and being, we will work towards the finite/infinite 
relation.

(1) Appearance /Essence

Traditionally, seme philosophers have made a distinction between 
the appearance of a thing to an observer and the thing itself. 
Although what appears before us definitely exists before us, what
it is in and of itself is thought to be something more than its 
appearance; the appearance points to a being (undoubtedly its own) 
which transcends it. Greek philosophy characteristically separated



appearance and being. Consequently, the precedence of self- 
sufficient ideas or substances (being or essence) reposing them
selves over the phenomenal reality of sense experience (appearances
or existence) became a dominant motif in Western philosophical 

72reflection, The following dualism arose:

being or essence
appearance or existence

Pannenberg credits Hegel as being the first person to attempt to 
overthrow this dualism. Hegel insists upon a reciprocity of essence 
and appearance in M s  statement, "Essence must appear. . . .
Essence is thus not behind or beyond appearance, but e :nce is

73appearance by virtue of the fact that it is essence which exists." 
Pannenberg says that this was a step in the right direction, but 
that Hegel still maintains the ontological precedence of essence 
over appearance because appearance is still grounded in that which 
is different from it, viz., essence. Add on top of this that 
Hegel's 'essence' is really the same as his 'idea' , which is a
timeless, logical structure, then it becomes evident that Hegel is 
really not that different from Greek philosophy, and that appearance 
is again reduced to the non-essential.

Pannenberg finds a more profitable direction in the philosophy
of Heinrich Barth. According to H. Barth, appearanceness is the 
fundamental characteristic of being itself and therefore any 
notion of a non-appearing being is unthinkable. A view of appearing
as existing can simultaneously comprehend both the act of coming-
into-appearance and the * something1 that appears.74 But, says
Pannenberg, although this is a good step, the problem of a distinc
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tion between appearing and being returns when we consider the
activity of interpretation!

interpretation can take place only by going beyond 
the event that gives rise to the interpretation. In
sofar as this is true, the 'something' that appears 
cannot be thought of as totally exhausted in the act 
of appearing. . . .  in going beyond the event in the 
process of its interpretation, a difference arises
anew {and in a new sense) between app ice and 
being* between appearance and essence. 75

Hence it could still be said that the eidos transcends its indivi-
dual appearances and that no one appearance can exhaust its eidos,
but that each appearance is only a partial realization of the
eidos appearing in it. So then it follows that appearance and
essence clearly belong together (contrary to traditional dualism)
but that nevertheless a distinction must be somehow recognized
(contrary to a simplistic monism).

Pannenberg suggests that the theological problem of the presence 
and futurity (already/not yet) of the reign of God in the life and 
teachings of Jesus is analogous to, and can shed light on, the 
problem of essence and appearance. In the ministry of Jesus the 
future reign of God became a power determining the present. God's 
kingdom is futural, it is yet to come, but wherever men and women 
commit themselves in obedience to that coming reign, the kingdom 
is unconditionally operative in the present. Therefore the presence 
and futurity of the kingdom are not in conflict, but the former 
is derived from the latter and is in fact an anticipation in the 
present of the eschatological future. The relation of this to 
the appearance/essence question is clear. What is- 1 essential' . 
to Christ is the future kingdom to which he .always pointed, but 
which, nevertheless appears in his total obedience to his essential
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calling. In Christ, appearance and essential presence are one.'
The central ontological question that this mode of reflection
gives rise to is?

Does the connection of identity and difference in the
relation of being (or essence) and appearance have 
something to do with the temporality of this relation?
And does that which appears in the appearance thereby 
present itself in the mode of futurity? 77

Traditional ontology, bound to a static view of being and rooted
in mythical and structuralistic thought, has never been able to
answer this question affirmatively. Pannenberg, however, claims
that an eschatological ontology can see appearing reality as the
arrival of the future. He says, "the future wills to become pre-

78sent; it tends toward its arrival in a permanent present."
Finite reality is, by definition, inconclusive and a process

of history. Being and temporality are intimately related and lead
to the conclusion that reality is incomplete and therefore
oriented to the future wherein completion occurs. Consequently, it
is impossible to think of the essence of reality apart from its
future. Pannenberg claims that the already/not yet dialectic of
the Christ event "involves a matter of universal ontological
relevance." Contrasting Greek and biblical thought, he says,

. . . for thought that does not proceed from a concept 
of essence that transcends time, for which the essence
of a thing is not what persists in the succession of 
change, for which, rather, the future is open in the 
sense that it will bring unpredictably new things that 
nothing can resist as absolutely unchangeable —  for
such thought only the future decides what something 
is. Then the essence of a man, of a situation, or even 
of the world in general is not yet to be perceived from 
what is now visible. Only the future will decide it. 79

To say that it is only the eschatological future which will dis
close the essence of any given thing is to say that the sequence 
of temporal events actually contributes to the identity or essence
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of things. This explains the significance of the 'not yet* for
ontology, but what is the place of the 'already'? In his article
'Future and Unity', Pannenberg says, "The eschatological future is
identical with the essence of things, just as the future of God's
kingdom is his eternal life and power."80 Therefore, just as the 
eschatological future is in secrecy and mystery already present, 
and God rules the world from the hiddenness of heaven, so also 
the essence of reality or appearances is already present, but it 
is hidden. Is this then a true future? Pannenberg says it is 
because "the essence of things did not yet break the surface. It 
has not yet been brought forth. And yet it is the essence of
things past and present,"81 Later, in the same article, he says,
"The essential future participates in eternity and therefore con-
stitutes the depth of reality, the mystery of the present."82

That Pannenberg relates essence to eternity is very signi
ficant because his view of eternity sheds light on the actual 
relation of the eschatological future to the actual present, (which 
is analogous to the infinite/finite relation). Whereas Greek 
philosophy identifies eternity with the non-temporal order of 
the cosmos, nenberg understands eternity in terms of 'compresence1 
The following passage from What is Man? elucidates this:

The truth of time _ beyond the self-centredness 
of our experience of time as past, present, and future.
The truth of time is the concurrence of all events in 
an eternal present. Eternity, then7 does not stand in 
contrast to time as something that is completely differ
ent, Eternity creates no other content than time.
However, eternity is the truth of time, which remains 
hidden in the flux of time. Eternity is the u 
all time, but as such it simultaneously is something 
that exceeds our experience of time, . . , Only God can 
be thought of as not being confined to the flow of time. 
Therefore, eternity is God's time. That means, however, 
that God is present to every time. His action and power



extend to everything past and future as to something 
that, for him, is present," 83 (emphasis added)

To recapitulate: eternity is the eternal present, which never
theless lies beyond temporality*. Although eternity is 'now*, it 
is not yet evident because it remains hidden in the flux of pre
sent time. In my judgment, the phrase 'the truth of time' is 
referring to the same matter as the word 'essence'. Therefore, 
the essence of reality, which is decided by the future is never
theless already present, hidden in the eternal depth of present 
reality. So then, Pannenberg's futuristic ontology ends up re
jecting a simple linear sequence of time, where the essence of 
reality would have no existence at all until the end, in favour of 
a more complex notion of the hidden presence of the future essence 
of reality. Consequently, what is revealed in the future is 
materially identical with present life, except that the future 
reveals the essence of reality which is presently real, but mysteri- 
ously hidden.84

The incompleteness of reality and revelation of essence in 
the future is intimately connected in Pannenberg1s thought to 
his notion of Weltoffenheit, or openness to and beyond the world
as an ontological structure of man's being. An anthropological

85interlude will therefore aid us in our exposition.
(ii) Closedness/Openness 

Man's openness to the world finds its first expression 
in his culture forming, Different from the animals, man does 
not experience the world as primordially ready-to-hand, nor will 
he accept the limitations of his immediate environment. Being 
open to the world, he forms his own environment, using the world
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as the material for the formation of culture. Man's openness, 
however, is never satisfied with its own constructs either. There
fore he is driver* completely into the open, beyond the world and 
his picture of the world at any given time. He leaves his own
constructions behind "as mere transitional points in his striving,"
as "stages along a path to an unknown goal,"86 Ultimately,, man's
openness is directed to the revelation of his own essence, which
corresponds to his destiny (Bestimmung).87 In What is Man?,
Pannenberg reasons that man’s infinite openness beyond all finite 
reality makes man the infinitely dependent being; the being who 
finds no rest in his finitude. Pannenberg then follows this with 
the argument (noted briefly in chapter one of this thesis), that 
man's infinite dependence "presupposes something outside of him
self that is beyond every experience of the world"; namely, some
thing beyond the finite, an infinite vis-a-vis upon which man is 
dependent. This dependence upon the infinite is itself infinite
because man never possesses his destiny, but must always seek it
in God who is never at his disposer^ nor ever surpassable.88

At this point we should note again the geneticistic character
of Pannenberg's eschatological thought, Man, and for that matter,

85all of reality, is in a never ending process of self-transcendence. 
He says that ". . . in all his experience of finite reality . . .
(man) , , , at the same time, in one form or another, reaches
beyond its finitude and in this way is expectant of the infinite

 mystery present in it,"90 What is at stake here is nothing less
than man's destiny, the wholeness of his being. This is the
theme of all religion. Indeed, for Pannenberg the question of
man's open self-transcendence and the question of his salvation
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are inseparable. Human life is caught in the tension between 
openness beyond the world and his own centredness and egocentricity. 
The former tendency is to break out into the open and welcome the
infinity of the future, whereas the latter tends toward self- 
enclosement and closedness to the future. The essence of sin is 
to become comfortable in that which is not the ultimate, but only 
provisional (as in all idolatry). Sin is the limitation of one1s 
horizon to the finite, thereby ignoring the infinite depth of 
reality. For man, self-assertion or closedness to the future amounts 
to a betrayal of "his destiny to exist in full openness toward

91what is to be. . ." Simply stated, man is not to let things
run on their natural course, but is to move them beyond the given
to the not yet given. Pannenberg says,

When man fails to pursue his humanity beyond the given, 
sin comes to expression, that centering on the self 
which keeps the self and the world in their given forms. 92

But it should be noted that for Pannenberg, sin is not merely a
'directional1 matter. It is not simply that man chooses to be open
or closed to the future. Rather, constitutive to the structure
of all existence, whether we are speaking of man or the most minute
organism, is the tension of openness and closedness. Pannenberg
identifies a fundamental ontological contradiction here. Speaking
of organisms he says,

. . . every organic body, whether it is animal or plant 
simultaneously lives within itself and outside itself.
To live simultaneously within itself and outside it
self certainly involves a contradiction. But it is a 
contradiction that really exists in life, All life, 
even human life, as we have seen, is carried out within 
this tension. 3 3

The simultaneity of openness and closedness is a simultaneity of 
future and present, infinite and finite, salvation and damnation.
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This contradiction is, according to Pannenberg, an ontological 
given. Indeed, in another article he speaks of the "antagonis
tic structure of the world" on the account of its "finitude."
Because the world is not yet finished, man is to daily "step 
beyond the given toward the divine future which has not yet

94appeared, which will prepare a final end to these antagonisms. "
With this background of ontological contradictions and the antagonis
tic structure of the world, we can now piece together the finite/ 
infinite relation in Pannenberg * s theology.

(iii)Finite/Infinite
When Pannenberg speaks of the finite/infinite relation, 

just as when he speaks of the temporality/eternity relation, he 
is essentially referring to the relation of God and the world. 
Consequently it is not surprising that a similar line of argument 
appears here as the argument above in the subsection on the being 
of God. There we saw that God both participates in the process 
of reality as history and actively distinguishes himself from 
that process. This is also evident in his response to William 
Hamilton's criticism that he simply identifies God with the process 
of history:

Theology of history does not in any case, in my view, 
mean any such 'identification of God with the process 
of history itself.' The very historicity of all that 
is real means rather that the power working in every 
moment separates what is actual (as the finite) from 
itself, casts it off from itself, in that it passes on
to the bringing forth of the new, hitherto not present 
events. 95 (emphasis added)

The casting off of the finite is indispensable to the futurity of
God's being. Only by separating himself from the actual can he
bring the future potential into being: "In relation to past and
present, God is constantly bringing himself back into his own escha-
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tological futurity.96  Indeed,it could be said that in the 
coining into being of any finite reality, the infinite future re
leases from itself the finite which had hitherto been hidden.
"The future lets go of itself to bring into being our present." '
In this sense, the finite can only be the finite if the infinite 
future from whence it comes separates, or ’pushes away1 the finite 
from itself.

This dialectic of separation of the finite from the infinite 
is continuous in the process of reality because new reality only 
comes about with the collapse of the old. Pannenberg therefore 
speaks of a negative and a positive mediation of the finite and 
infinite:

History is . . . the ongoing collapse of the existing 
reality which is enclosed in its own ’immanence1 (be
cause centred on itself). The power of the infinite 
is active and present in this collapse of the finite.
Thus the infinite expresses itself in the first place 
negatively. But because the finite lives not by clinging 
to itself, but only in transformation of itself - in 
contradiction of itself and its tendency to cling toitself - insofa

r the power of the infinite expresses 
itself also positively, as reconciliation and preserva
tion of the finite in the midst of its collapse. 98 
(emphasis added)

The mediation is, in the first place, negative precisely because 
of the centredness and closedness constitutive of finite reality, 
which was discussed earlier. The finite must collapse both so 
that the process can continue and so that finitude can ultimately 
find its destiny in the infinite. The ontological priority of 
the future necessitates the overcoming of the finite because it 
is present, because the finite is not the infinite. God is the 
ultimate future and pushes away all finite futures as inadequate 
and incomplete* Remember that appearance is merely an anticipation
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of essence. The ultimate future is ". . . the power of contradic-
99fcxon to the present, and releases forces to overcome it." We 

see here that for Pannenberg, finitude (which is characteristic 
of all creatureliness) is identified with temporality and centred
ness, as opposed to eternity and openness. This also explains 
why the revelation of the essence of reality, which is the revela
tion of God, must he reserved for the end of reality as history.
God is veiled at the beginning of history, and only at the end is 
the veil taken away. He says,

Men could not endure a nonmediatscl confrontation with 
the actuality of God, To do so they would have to be 
something other than creatures who seek their way by 
orientation to finite things. Man can approach God 
only through the world of finitude. Through the veil 
of the finite, men become aware of the infinite God, 
Therefore their perspective is always one-sided and 
distorted. But at the end of the veiled way revelation 
from God can occur, the self-unveiling of the God al
ready provisionally known through all the obscurities 
of the veiling. The self-unveiling of God, however, 
is salvation to mankind because only in God’s proximity, 
in community with God, does human existence find its 
fulfillment. 100

Finitude is a veiling of the infinite, therefore it is only at the
end of finitude (= the end of history) that unveiling can take
place. It seems here that salvation is actually a release from
finitude and that closedness to the future is constitutive to find-
tude, This is borne out by the fact that later in the same article
Pannenberg speaks of God as ", . , the redeemer from the transito-
riness which dominates this present world." He says,

Once the world is understood as history, the origin of 
the All, who is the End of history, becomes, as that
End, the author of a salvation which lifts man above 
the transitoriness of the present.

This view of finitude and temporality not only elucidates 
the negative mediation of the finite/infinite relation, it also
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points to the positive me« on as well. We have seen that the 
infinite reconciles and preserves the finite in the midst of its 
collapse. The infinite future does not just confront and run 
counter to the present world, it also holds a promise for the 
future of the world. A promise means a positive relation of the 
future to the present, of the infinite to the finite, and an
affirmation of the present and bringing of the finite into a closer

102xmage of its true destiny. That God and the infinite future
are one and the same is evident in Pannenberg1s contention that 

, the salvation that God promises is God himself." The es- 
chatological future of the world is God's future, the ultimate 
future. God and his promise are the same. That is why the con
summation of creation is spoken of as the 'glorification' of 
creation; creation participates in God's glory. To participate 
in glory, man must leave behind what he already is and the given
state of the world. He must lose his life in order to find it,

. 103he must go outside of his finxtude to the infinite.
It should be noted, however, that just as sin is seen as con

stitutive to finitude, thereby necessitating a negative mediation, 
so also the positive mediation and redemption are seen in the very 
structure of reality. Against all dualism, and in appreciation 
of Teilhard de Chardin, Pannenberg says that the "dynamics of 
reconciliation are not something secondary to the creative activity
of God, but unconditional, creative, and reconciling love charac-

,  .  ,  104terizes the activity of the creator himself. . . . "  Because
love is the motive of God's creative activity, and because the 
structure of reality is contradictory and antagonistic, Pannenberg 
can say that, "Reconciliation is a constitutive aspect of creation.
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The eschaton will see sot only the reconciliation of all schisms
and conflicts within finite reality (such as the conflict between

10 6ego and world, or culture and nature)," but also the unity of 
the finite-and the infinite, by the consummation of the former 
in the latter.

Pannenberg *s view of the finite/infinite relation within the 
context of a geneticistic ontology which gives priority to the 
future is summed.up well in the following quote from Jesus-God 
and Man.;

Everything is what it is only in transition to something 
other than itself; nothing exists for itself. Every 
particularity possesses its truth in its limit, through 
which it is not only independent but is also taken up 
into a greater whole. Through giving up its particu
larity, everything is mediated with the whole and, 
transcending its finitude, with God, who nevertheless 
wanted this particularity to exist within the whole of 
his creation, 107

Although this quote anticipates our discussion of Pannenberg's 
notion of the 'whole' or 'totality of reality' in our next chap
ter, it also sums up some of the complexity of Pannenberg's onto
logy as it has been elucidated thus far. The most complex notion 
here is the juxtaposition of the desire of God to create the par
ticular and the finite, and the structural need for finitude to 
give up its particularity and to be taken up into the infinite.
It also seems to be the case that these are simultaneous motions
- that which is finite is 'also' taken up into the whole, or the 
infinite. This was also the case with the openness/closedness 
relation. Or we could recall the matter of the eternal essence 
of all appearances which can be simultaneously reserved for the 
eschatological future and be presently hidden in the depth of the 
eternal flux of time now. There is also the contradiction involved



-

in the simultaneous positive and negative mediation of the in
finite and finite. Earlier in this chapter 1 introduced the term 
geneticism to aid our understanding; now I will depart from my 
exposition again in order to introduce some further categories 
as heuristic tools to help clarify the structure of Pannenberg's 
ontology,

It is important that we begin by taking serious account of 
Pannenberg's rejection of dualistic ontology. He struggles to 
explain these complex relations of the finite and infinite, appear
ance and essence, and centredness and openness in a way which takes 
account of diversity in terms of a fundamental and basic unity. 
Dualism, however, attempts to take account of unity in terms of 
a fundamental and basic diversity or duality. Pannenberg rejects 
dualism in the same manner as he rejects structuralism - it has 
Greek and not biblical origins. Accordingly he insists that 
God's action in history is not somehow added "vertically from 
above" to the history of the finite (as in dualism), as if it 
were really superfluous to that history. Rather, he says?

In truth the history of a finite being means in every 
way its crisis, and self-assertion, failure, and trans
forming preservation are aspects of such crisis and 
overcoming of the finite. Only because the infinite 
reality,which as personal can be called God, is present
and active in the history of the finite, can one speak
of a revelation of God in history. For it is thereby
concretely shown that the finite is not left to itself.
Hence it is misleading to say that history reveals God. 
For history is not a subject which subsists overagainst
God. In its very idea, history is constituted by the
active presence of the infinite God . . . "108 (emphasis
added)

Pannenberg1s language here is decisively anti-dualistic. The 
infinite is not dualistically separated from the finite, nor does 
the finite exist independent from the infinite. Rather, history



is constituted by the continuous activity of the infinite in the 
collapse and overcoming of the finite. Pannenberg's thought is 
here characteristi r 'monistic*. Beginning with an original 
unity in the eschatological infinite and a oneness of essence of 
all temporal appearances, he then attempts to account for diver
sity. Indeed, it is characteristic of all monisms to explain 
diversity in terms of a differentiating oneness and to see the
goal of life as a transcendence of this diversity to be re
integrated with the underlying and original oneness. Because 
monism tends to consider the original unity more perfect and the 
derived and undifferentiated less perfect, the realization of the
original unity is set forth as the only way to restore wholeness
and experience salvation.109 Consequently, the problem for the 
monist isn't how to relate two ontologically distinct realities 
(as in dualism), but in how to experientially realize the unity 
that is, within a reality which doesn't seem unified. This is 
evident in Pannenberg's eschatological anthropology. God is the 
unifying origin and goal of the creation which has been differen
tiated into two bifurcations - the ego and the world. The move
ment of the ego is open beyond the world, in order to find its 
destiny in the unity of God, but nevertheless uses the world in 
this process as the material for its culture forming, which is 
a necessary stage toward its destiny. Yet even other creatures 
(which come under the 'world' bifurcation) are in process beyond 
themselves to their eschatological future. We could, therefore 
schematize this ' eticistic monism' as follows:110

-  50 -



-  51 -

Arising out of an original unity there is a differentiation of the 
world and the ego. Both are in process beyond themselves to the 
future, wherein they seek to regain their unity. Although Pannen- 
berg does not discuss the relation of the world to the ego, the 
relation of the ego to the world is the ego using the world as 
material for its culture. That the process is an attempted return 
to unity from differentiation is, again, characteristic of monism. 
We notice, however, the weakness of the diagram, viz., the arrows 
are actually moving away from unity to further differentiation.
How can a geneticistic monism really regain or attain unity within 
such an ontological framework? We clearly need to modify our 
diagram, and this can be done by being more precise as to the 
exact kind of monism that we are dealing with in Pannenberg * s 
ontology.

We have seen that Pannenberg speaks of the antagonistic or 
contradictory structure of reality. The infinite is in contradic
tion with the finite, and openness is in contradiction with self- 
assertion and centredness. Creation is both going away from and 
coming into unity. The infinite is both negatively mediated in 
the collapse of the finite and the se; ing of the finite from 
itself, and simultaneously positively mediated as the promised



fulfillment of the destiny of the finite, There is therefore a 
simultaneous process of differentiation and a process in the
opposite direction toward unity. This two directional monism 
could be aptly identified as a * contradictory monism*. D.H. Th. 
Vollenhoven, who is the first to coin this term, says of contra
dictory monism the following :

According to this conception,..the all-encompassing 
occurring (gebeuren) is the simultaneous becoming 
and begoing (woirâën en ontworden) of the world out 
and into the ruling Tbeheersende) beginning. Becoming 
and begoing are contraries. The world is the unity of 
the two, the coincidential oppositortum. ».. Ill

He goes on to say that this unity is a 1 hidden' unity knowable only 
to those who penetrate it to its depth,

There are, for Pannenberg, two directions in reality: one 
is the direction of temporality and differentiation, and the other
is the direction of eternity and unity. The direction of tem
porality is finitude and is invalidated and contradicted by
the infinite (which is eternal) even as the infinite is the
ground and origin of the finite.112  The contradiction of the in
finite and fi is, however also a hidden harmony to be re
vealed only at the end of the process of finite history. Pannen
berg can maintain this position precisely because the Origin 
of all reality (or the all-determining reality) is at the same 
time the End of reality. We could diagram this two directional, 
contradictory monistic ontology as follows :
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positive mediation 
(unity of the finite and the infinite in the fulfillment of 
the destiny of the finite in its transcendence and consuxnation 
in the infinite - this is the direction of openness.)

Notice that the arrows in this diagram go in two directions 
simultaneously. Because of the ontological priority of the future,
the movement from the origin to the future is, contradictorily, 
a movement to the origin. The infinite God, who is the power 
of the future 'pushes finitude away' from himself, thereby con
stituting it as the temporal and finite. But, Pannenberg says,

God in his powerful future separates something new-..... . -...from himself and affirms it as a separate entity,
thus, at the same time relating it forward to himself.
13 (emphasis added,)

Here we have the other direction and the positive mediation of 
the infinite to the finite. In the very collapse of the finite,
God is leading the finite beyond its finitude to its infinite 
destiny, and thereby leading it to a 'return' to its origins.
This 'return' however, is actually a moving forward to the eschaton



which is the origin of creation. The 'flip' in the diagram is 
to help attain visually the concept of two directions, of the
infinite turning into the finite and vice versa. In the flip 
we hope to visually suggest the dynamics of the contradictory 
harmony of the finite and infinite, yet still maintain their 
distinctiveness,

It is my opinion that the schema of contradictory monism 
helps elucidate the totality of Pannenberg's complex theology,
especially in those places where he seems to be contradicting

114himself, An interesting example which illustrates his
contradictory monistic ontology is his discussion of the relation 
between the Spirit and creation.

E. Spirit and Creation
nenberg is unequivocably opposed to the traditional

spirit/matter dualism which ctively limits the Holy Spirit
to a matter of Christian piety and subjective experience. He
claims that the appeal to the Spirit is often used as an immunity
tactic to make up for what the Christian proclamation lacks
in power of conviction. He asks,

And has the Christian doctrine of the Holy Spirit 
not been misused and discredited because it has been 
used as a fig-leaf to protect the nakedness of
the Christian tradition from the questionings of 
modern critical thinking? 115

lot only is this use of the Spirit a betrayal of theology's
scientific credibility, it also betrays the biblical heritage
which portrays the Holy Spirit as the origin of all life.
{See Ps. 104:29f, Gen. 1:2, 2:7.) Therefore, Pannenberg speaks
of a need for "...a new understanding of the Spirit in on
to the biblical statements about his role in creation, and in
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regard to the possible contribution of a doctrine of the
116Spirit to a theology of nature."

In modern theology, according to Pannenberg, there have 
been two major attempts to escape from the 'subjectivist im
passe ' in understanding the Spirit; Paul Tillich's discussion
of life and spirit in his Systematic Theology and Teilhard de
Chardin's spiritual evolutionism. What is instructive for our 
purposes in analyzing Pannenberg's contradictory monistic on
tology is that although Pannenberg has certain affinities with 
Teilhard's processive theology, he nevertheless has a critique 
of this theology which makes him more favourably disposed to
wards Tillich than one would perhaps first think. Let me briefly 
present the argument from his article 'The Spirit of Life'.

For Tillich, spirit is the dimension of life which functions
as the 'power of animation' for the other dimensions of life.
The human spirit is, however, distinct from the divine Spirit,
and only "by ecstatic activity can the human spirit share in

117divine spirit.,.." Teilhard shares Tillich's emphasis on 
the animating power of life and self-transcendence, but there 
are differences. In the first place, Teilhard makes no dis
tinction between divine and human spirit, there is only one 
Spirit and therefore, "...the created spirit can be seen only
as participation in the dynamics of the one spirit which animates

118the whole process of evolution." The second major difference
is that Teilhard refuses to speak of spirit as a dimension of

life, but rather as the spiritual interior of every material 
phenomenon. This is where Teilhard's notion of 'energy1 is 
operative. He combines "the spiritual interior of natural
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phenomena with the energy determining natural processes," there-
119

fore, "all energy is spiritual." Of course, Teilhard is
not referring here merely to the 'tangential' energy studied by
physicists, but rather to the 'radial' energy which is apparent 
in the self-transcendence of phenomena. Radial energy is 

spiritual energy,
Pannenberg responds to Teilhard's notion of radial energy 

by a discussion of the recent investigation into energy 'fields'. 
According to this conception, energy is "the fundamental auto
nomous reality which transcends the body through which it mani
fests itself. Energy conceived as a field is a reality which
can be thought of autonomously and not only as an attribute of

120a body as its subject."     The problem with Teilhard's position,
according to Pannenberg, is that his notion of energy as the 
spiritual interior of bodies comes into co :t with his con
ception of spirit as a transcendent principle which exceeds 
all reality. Indeed, this is the fundamental ambiguity that 
permeates Teilhard's thought; "the ambiguity of his explanation
of the ultimate mover of the evolutionary process: point Omega

12 1or self-evolving beings”. According to Teilha view of 
energy as interior of bodies, it must be the latter and Pannen
berg claims that point Omega is reduced to a mere extrapolition

of tendencies inherent in the evolutionary process. Consequently, 
Teilhard's desire to see the Omega, or the goal of creation 
as its true creative source (much like the ontological priority

of the future) is in fundamental conflict with his view of the 
energy of self-evolving beings. An alternative view of energy, 
viz., energy fields, which transcend bodies and has priority 
over them could have given the Omega point the prominence which
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Teilhard wanted it to have, Pannenberg says,
if Teilhard had seen the nature of energy in terms 
of field, he would have made more con mt and con
vincing his central intuition of the world as a pro— 
ces aative unification through a spiritual
dynamics at work in it.

Then the question would be how the universal field of cosmic 
energy and the finite entities through which it manifests it
self, relate. Pannenberg continues,

These finite things participate in the universal 
field of cosmic energy only by simultaneously tran
scending themselves, as if in ecstasy, and the degree 
to which they are capable of such ecstatic experience 
is the extent of their spirituality.

We see here that Pannenberg opts for Tillich * s view of ecstasy
as more than just a peculiarity of Christian experience, but

122as a "basic trait of all finite reality...."
Our discussion earlier in this chapter of Pannenberg's view

of 'openness beyond the world' and the self-transcendence
of all organic bodies therefore returns to us here in our analysis 
of the relation between the Spirit and creation. According to 
Pannenberg, it is the nature of all organic life to live in 
an environment and to transform that environment into a means of 
self-realization: "in that sense every organism exists in a move
ment beyond itself. Again we see that life is essentially 

123ecstatic...," Thereforet man's openness beyond the world is
not unique in the creation, but is rather a new stage in the
self-transcendence of all of life. Ecstasy is a basic structural
element of all of life because "...everything living only acquires
present fulfillment of life by .ng above itself," and again,

". . .everything living lives through participation in a reality
which supersedes it and which escapes final fixation by its

124openness towards what is ahead."       The question is, what is
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that reality which every living thing participates in and is 
open toward? Pannenberg's answer is that this reality is the 
Spirit, which is itself the cosmic energy field determining the 
evolutionary process (animating all of life), and manifest in
the self-transcendence of creatures. The Spirit thus produces 
the existence of creatures and is their final fulfilment (Omega 
point). Well then, how does Pannenberg answer his initial ques
tion of Teilhard, viz., is the self-transcendence of life the 
effect ;he Omega or the result of self-evolving beings? He
says,

The self-transcendence of life is conceived of both as 
an activity of the creature and as the effect of a
power which takes the living being above its limits 
and preserves that being through its life. 125

In other words, one cannot speak of the Spirit as the origin and
consummation of life if self-transcendence could be immanentistically
explained in terms of the autonomous activity of the living
creature. The only way to be able to speak of the Spirit then is 
to appeal to the theory e n e r g y  fields and argue, as Pannenberg 
does, that the matter is much more complex and requires a dual 
definition, a both/and. Pannenberg can argue this way and side 
with Tillich, precisely because of his contradictory monistic on
tology.

We could diagram his position on the Spirit and creation
as follows;
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self“transcendence as the effect of the Spirit - in this 
direction the Spirit leads the creature ecstatically beyond
itself to participation in the Omega

To match Pannenberg's 'dual definition' of self-transcendence there 
are again two directions, the one is the limited direction of self- 
e .ng creatures and the other is the truly ecstatic movement 
instigated by the Spirit in which the creature participates in
the Omega or the universal field of cosmic energy. To tie into 
our previous diagram, the latter direction is that of infinitude
while the former is that of finitude. The Spirit is active in 
creation as its destiny or eschatological future. The direction
of self-transcendence of self-evolving creatures is, like the 
forming of culture, an important step in the ecstatic structure 
of reality, but it is always limited, superseded and even contra
dicted by the other direction, of ecstasy, which the Spirit 
leads creation. One should also note that Pannenberg's concern
to distinguish, but in a non-dualistic way, the infinite from 
the finite and God from the creature which manifests itself



here in his acceptance of Tillich's distinction (over against Teil
hard) between divine and human spirit, is also accounted for in 
the diagram. Creatures have their life as functions of an energy 
field which transcends them and leads them to self-transcendence 
in order to more fully participate in the energy field. Although
all organisms are active in this self-transcendence, man is the 
most spiritual creature because he is conscious of his self 
transcendence and ecstasy.
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Chapter three: Meaning and Confessing: 
implications of Pannenberg's

eschatological ontology for his 
philosophy of knowledge

A. The Questions of Meaning
The ontological question of 'essence' discussed in chapter 

two is inseparable from the question of 'meaning' dealt with in
philosophy of knowledge and hermeneutics. When one arrives at 
the essence of a thing or event, one has also thereby come to under
stand what that thing or event means, If one understands its 
meaning, however, then the 'truth' of and about the thing or event 
also becomes evident. We will, therefore begin this section on 
meaning by first briefly discussing Pannenberg's view of truth,
especially as it has been formulated in his 1962 article 'What
is Truth?1

In chapter two we also saw that Pannenberg sharply distinguishes 
the Hebrew view of reality as history from the structuralistic
essence/appearances dualism of traditional Greek cosmology. These 
fundamental ontological differences arise in epistemology as
well. The Greek word for truth -- 'aletheia1 —  means unconcealed
ness , or to let something be seen it really is. For the Greek, 
truth lies behind and beyond the flux of sense-appearances, and 
only the logos-informed reason can uncover it. Truth, like 
essence, is timeless, immutable and not subject to becoming. The 
Hebrew notion of truth (emeth), however, carries with it the 
idea of faithfulness, something which occurs again and again in 
time and is only finally proven at the end. Just as the Hebrew



refuses to view true being as timeless, so also he refuses to have 
a conception of truth which is a-historical. Aletheia does not
happen, emeth does, again and again. Truth for the Hebrew is not 
something disclosed once and for all now to cogitative comprehen
sion, but rather? it "always proves itself for the first time 
through the future". Therefore, the truth "is accessible now only 
by trusting anticipation of the still-outstanding proof..,,"1

For Greek thought, truth could be 'objective! because, after 
all, it was 'there' to be unconcealed. According to the Hebrew 
world-view, however » truth was historical, and if anything it 
was 'not yet there* and consequently tends toward a more ’subjec
tive1 view of truth. Pannenberg points out that in the intellec
tual history of the West there has been an increasing subjectii/i- 
zation of truth which came to a new height with the historicali- 
zation of truth in romanticism and the historicisim of the nine
teenth century. Truth can no longer be separated from its his
torically diverse forms, and "...unity of truth can now only be 
thought of as the history of truth# meaning in effect that truth

2has a history and that its essence is the process of this history." 
Pannenberg acknowledges that Hegel is the first to really under
stand truth as a process, as a history. Commenting on Hegel's
statement in The Phenomenology of Mind, ,!The truth is the whole",
Pannenberg says,

That which makes this whole into a whole can become 
visible only at the end. All preliminary stages will
be driven beyond themselves by their inner contradic
tions. They will first find their truth beyond them
selves . 3

Although Pannenberg is often critical of Hegel, he suggests that 
the Hegelian view of truth is biblical in two ways : first, the
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truth is not seen as the timeless and unchangeable, but as a 
"process that runs its course and maintains itself through change", 
and secondly» "the unity of the process, which is full of contra
dictions while it is under way, will become visible, along with 
every individual moment in it, only from the standpoint of the 
end. What a thing is, is first decided by its future, by what 

4becomes of it." This elucidates what Hegel meant by 'the truth 
is the whole'i because the whole is not perceivable until the
end, the whole and the end are inseparable. Just as truth is only 
known in terms of the whole, so also meaning is intimately re
lated to the whole as well.

Just as the category of the whole is central to Pannenberg1s 
apocalyptic view of revelation —  it is the whole of history which 
finally reveals Yahweh, not individual events -- so also is it 
the heart of his view of meaning. It is interesting to note that 
the rise of historicism and the historicalization of truth runs 
parallel to the rise of the science of hermeneutics. The question 
of the meaning of a text became problematic once the historical 
distance of the text from the reader was explicitly acknowledged. 
The relationship between part and whole became the key to unlocking 
the meaning of the text. A text must be interpreted primarily in 
terms of the context within which it was written. It is a part 
of the whole of an author * s ouvre, which is part of his life, 
which occurs within the wider context of his hist 1 culture, 
which has its :e in the totality of the history of human 
culture. We notice here that the meaning of a text is understood 
in terms of its place as a part of a whole and that the part/whole 
relation is of universal applicability because every event or
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thing in life only finds its meaning in terms of its relation to 
the whole of life. Therefore * Wilhelm Dilthey (among others) 
expanded the task of hermeneutics beyond the question of the 
meaning of texts to the question of meaning in general. Dilthey 
said, "The category of meaning d< ates the relation rooted in 
life itself, of parts to the whole.*“ for example, the meaning 
of an individual event in my life today can only be fully per
ceived when the whole of my life is known, It could be that it 
seems very important now, but that in the context of the whole 
it will be relatively insignificant. The opposite could also be 
the case, Quoting again from Dilthey:

One w< have to wait for the end of a life and, in
the hour of death, survey the whole and ascertain the 
relation between the whole and the parts. One would 
have to wait for the end of history to have all the 
material necessary to determine its meaning. 6

The problem which arises here, however, is that the whole, or the
iend is not yet available to us. Dilthey therefore came to the

historicistic conclusion that all assertions of meaning are rela
tive, Pannenberg suggests that an opposite conclusion would be 
more in keeping with Dilthey's own insights,  viz., that "every
assertion of meaning rests upon a fore-conception of the final 
future, in the light of which the true meaning of every individual 
event first becomes expressible in a valid way." Pannenberg con
tinues his argument;

Only from such a fore-conception of a final future and 
thus of the still unfinished wholeness of reality, is 
it possible to assign to an individual event or being
- be it present or past - its definitive meaning by 
saying what it is. Thus, when someone names a thing 
and says, "This is a rose", or "This is a dog," he 
always does so from the standpoint of an implicit fore- 
conception of the final future, and of the totality 
of reality that will first be constituted by the final
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future. For every individual has its definitive meaning
only within this whole. 8

Let us investigate this further.
Dilthey had the same problems as Hegel, they both lost sight 

of the horizon of the future and the ontological priority of the
9future. Indeed, it is precisely Heidegger1s strength, says 

Pannenberg, that he sees that the nexuses of meaning are constitu
ted from the side of the future. Heidegger says, "The character 
of 'having been' arises, in a certain way from the future.
Although Pannenberg is critical of Heidegger's limitation of an
ticipation to a being-unto-death, by ins rig that wholeness is 
beyond death and therefore anticipation is ultimately for a
resurrection of the dead, he nevertheless is appreciative of the 
basic point of Being and Time, as he understands it. Pannenberg
generalizes Heidegger's p on:

...statements expressing essences (Wesensaussagen) and, 
indeed, all designations of essential contents (Sach-
benennungen) whatever, depend upon anticipations of 
a future that has not yet appeared. Far from designa
ting only what is on hand at present, language names 
the essence of what appears by an anticipation of its 
future. 11

The unity of this approach to the 'knowing of meaning with Pannen-
berg’s ontology is clear. If all of reality exists out of the
ontological priority of the future and therefore is oriented to
ward the future, then it follows that any statement about the 
meaning of a thing is an anticipation of that thing's ultimate 
future. Indeed, Pannenberg distinguishes himself from Hegel's 
emphasis on Begriff (idea or concept) by saying that what is
present in the appearances of a thing "is essentially a fore-

12conception {Vorgnf f) to its future. " The distinction between
Vorgriff and Begriff is very important to post-Hegelian philosophy
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according to Panne ¡„ Hegel knew that the meaning, the part
was only knowable in terms of the whole» and therefore he attempted
to come to a 'concept* of the whole. Such a concept, however, is
impossible without doing injustice to the whole because the whole is
srafesyet complete, it is s in process and therefore cannot be
captured in acconcept. According to Pannenberg, Vogriff still 
attempts to understand the whole but recognizes its own provisiona

A form of thought that understands itself as a mere
fore-conception, of the truth does not have the truth 
in itself but is rather the process that strives beyond 
itself toward it. This process can be maintained only 
on the presupposition that existing being itself is not 
what it is, i.e., has not yet attained its own essence* 13

Once we have acknowledged the anticipatory and processive character
of all thought, however, we must ask how it is possible within this 

process to ever actually 'knows, how can a foreconception ever be
confirmed? Pannenberg's answer to this question is the same as his 
answer to the question of the verification of the hypothe s i s  of God
as the all-determining reality,  which was recounted in chapter one
of this thesis. The confirmation of the anticipatory hypothesis 
God is the same as the confirmation of any foreconception, viz., by 
its illuminating and integrative power - proof by implication. The 
anticipation of the whole "...must confirm itself by the extent to 
which it is able to provide an actual integration of the moments of
human existence »" The whole is the integration of the parts. Else
where, Pannenberg says that hypotheses, which are explicated an- 
ticipations of the totality of meaning, must be judged "by their

ability to integrate individual perceive meanings into their
15contexts of meaning.** Indeed, it is this struggle for confirmation
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of the fore-conception by the realization of the whole which is 
anticipated that drives the hermeneutical process arid keeps it 
alive. Just as all anticipations of wholeness necessarily 'include 
within themselves the need and possibility of confirmation, so
the opposite could also occur, viz., that the limits of an anti
cipation’ s integrative power becomes evident. In such a situation, 
"a new anticipation, superseding the first, is required.
This process is itself infinite because of the limitations of 
all finite anticipations vis-a-vis the infinite totality of meaning. 
As each anticipation is superseded because of its narrowness, 
the hermeneutical process will advance to ever new stages, charac
terized by a new understanding of reality as a whole:

Since every such understanding of the whole rests on an 
anticipation, however, it bears an internal contradic
tion which will drive it beyond itself again, insofar
as it reaches out to the whole and yet presents itself 
as a mere anticipation, thus showing that it is not the 
whole. (emphasis added.)

This 'internal contradiction’ refers to the same state of affairs
as the negative mediation of the infinite/finite relation. It 
is also the driving force of the constant process of postulating 
anticipations and their downfall. Each anticipation of the whole 
is negated in the light of the whole because of its provisiona
lly, Since no anticipation is equal to the whole one must con
tinually transcend each anticipation along the way and reach be
yond, by means of a new anticipation, to the whole. This is the

4. XT 18quest for meaning.
Our discussion thus far of Pannenbergs s view of meaning and 

the part/whole relation led us to a conception which we have al
ready seen to be parallel to the category of the whole, viz., 
the * totality of meaning1. This notion is of such significance
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in Pannenberg*s ontology, philosophy of knowledge and hermeneutics 
that it merits a separate discussion of its own.

B. The Question of the Totality of Meaning
Just as all thought is anticipatory of ultimate meaning which 

is revealed at the end when the whole is complete, so also is all 
thinking allied with unity and totality. Both philosophy and 
theology (and in a limited way, all sciences) have as their ex
press task the discernment of meaning or essence of things, pro
cesses and events. But the discernment of specific meanings pre
supposes a totality of meaning. Explaining his own view of con
textual meaning, in which no perception of meaning is autonomous 
but always stands in the context of the whole, Pannenberg says, 
"Every specialized meaning depends on a final all-embracing totality
of meaning in which all individual meanings are linked to form

19a semantic whole." Indeed, a totality of meaning, similar to
Gadamer*s 'unexpressed horizon leaning' or Polanyi's 'tacit
coefficient of speech', is implicitly invoked in every experience
of particular meaning;

The immanent analysis of the perception of meaning... 
can easily show that all perception of individual 
meanings has as an implicit component the assumption 
of a totality of meaning, by reference to which the in
dividual perception first receives its determinate 
meaning. 20

Such an implicit totality of meaning (which can become explicated 
in the form of hypotheses) is also the key to understanding the 
meaning of actions and of societies and their values. One ex-

periences of one's,life within an implicit context of a totality of
meaning which informs the decisions and actions which are taken. 
The totality of meaning is prior to action, but is not left



unaffected by the action. Like, the whole, it changes in the
process. Following Luhmann, aenberg speaks of this context
of a totality of meaning as a 'world-view' and even as the

21'spirit' of a culture.
More specifically, however, we must ask; what is this

totality of meaning? How can we describe it? Pannenberg says
that the totality of meaning,

...must not simply be conceived as an already existent 
unity and totality, nor merely as the abstract unity of 
the universal, but must be understood as the unity of 
meaning which altameously comprehends and transcends 
that which is.22 (emphasis added)

It is interesting to note here that the simultaneity of transcen
dence and comprehension which was found in Pannenberg * s view of 
God and the infinite discussed in chapter two of this thesis, returns 
in his view of the totality of meaning. The similarities continue. 
The totality of meaning is also not a secondary and extrinsic prin
ciple of integration for a primary and prior diversity of experience, 
but rather it is, like the infinite, "the whole unit of meaning 
which in any given case already constitutes the significance of

23the individual and the particular." Also similar to Pannenberg's 
view of the infinite God, the totality of meaning, although inter
changeable with the 'totality of reality', is not to be under
stood as the totality of that which is presently existent. Just 
as reality as a whole is incomplete and even God is still in the 
process of becoming, so also the totality of meaning is not a 
static entity somewhere, but is an ever-changing horizon of meaning. 
In this sense the totality of meaning does not yet exist! There
fore, Pannenberg concludes,

Consequently the totality which thinking experience can
not grasp as long as it is concerned with truth, even
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with regard to the individual and particular, is attain
able only as a totality of meaning which apprehends 
in anticipation, in a still incomplete and contradictors 

reality, a wholeness of meaning which is not yet realized
in all the relationships of meaning within that reality.
24 {emphasis added.)

What is unique about the totality of meaning is that even though 
it does not yet exist at any point as a totality, it is indispen
sable to human perception of particular meaning and unity. There
fore, as an anticipation, "...it can only be imagined by transcen-
ding what exists at any point,"25

Another important characteristic of the totality of meaning
is that in revealing the meaning of creation it also consummates
and brings about the unity of creation. When we anticipate the
meaning or essence of reality, we are thereby anticipating the
•unifying unity' of reality. Once one understands that the totality
of meaning is futural and yet to be revealed, one comes to an
awareness "of the dependence of the structural unity of life, in
the sense of that of the totality of meaning of the individual
life, on its eschatological future..,,"26 On the theme of unity,
Pannenberg says;

Everything is a unity to the extent it is at all. Unity 
is equally fundamental for gnoseology as for ontology,
for knowing as for being. The drive to unity and syn
thesis permeates the dynamics of reason. We perceive 
things only as we discover unity in plurality. Every
thing that is, and everything conceivable, is by its 
very existence or conception 'one *....The quest for 
the ultimate unity which integrates and thus unifies 
everything is the question reaching for God....For us» 
too, the way in which we test any concept of God is 
by asking whether it can account for the unity of all 
reality. 27

We see here that the very nature of human knowing is a struggle 
for unity, just as it is a struggle to perceive the totality of 
meaning. It has also become clear to us that the question of unity



and the question of the totality of meaning are, in Pannenberg's 
thought, not only related to, but indeed the same as the question 
reaching for God, Let us investigate this relation further.

We noted above that although the totality of meaning, or 
the whole, is not synonomous with the totality of presently ex
isting reality, it is nevertheless interchangeable with Pannen
berg 's phrase * the totality of reality' as that is geneticistic- 
ally understood. For Pannenberg, the totality of reality, like
the totality of meaning is incomplete and yet to be revealed.
Their mutual interchangeability is presupposed throughout his
writings. The totality of reality is the whole and the whole is

28the totality of meaning. Once this is established, however, 
the question is: what is the relation between God as the all
determining reality (see chapter one of this thesis) and the ity 
of reality which is a tot ’ of meaning? Although Pannenberg 
does, on occasion explicitly attempt to maintain a distinction 
between God and the totality of reality, it seems that their 
similarity is more prevalent in his thought than their ctive- 
ness. For example, in 'Analogy and Doxology', he says in a foot
note that "God is not interchangeable with the totality of 
r e a l i t y . e v e n  though within the same article he appears to

29actually use the terms interchangeably. Perhaps Pannenberg 
is referring here to the 'totality of reality' in a closed and 
static sense, and clearly the dynamic God of history cannot be 
so structuralistically limited. But in Theology and the Philosophy 

of Science he speaks of the idea of God as the all-determining
reality as, in fact, "correlative" to the totality of finite

10reality which is incomplete and unavailable. This correlation



is especially evident in the discernment of meaning. The implicit 
presence of an anticipated totality of meaning which is operative 
in all assertions of meaning is also characteristic of all theo
logical statements about God. Pannenberg says that the reality 
of God must be shown to be "implicit, as the all-determining 
reality, in all finite reality, and in particular in the contexts
of meaning of all events and states of affairs, which are made
explicit in the anticipatory experiences of the totality of reality. 
The correlation here is uranistakeable. Indeed, the anticipatory 
character of the totality of reality has profound implications 
for the way in which humans experience the reality of God:

The reality of God is always present only in subjective
anticipations of the totality of reality, in models of

the totality of meaning presupposed in all particular
experience.32 (italics are his)

In this quote we see that 'totality of reality' and 'totality
of meaning' are clearly interrelated terms and that in the antici
pation of totality implicit in all experience, God himself is 
a .pated.

Another way to approach this relation of God and the totality 
of meaning/reality is to raise again the issue referred to earlier 
of unity and and totality. We have seen that for Pannenberg, the unity
of reality is only manifest in the totality of reality. This 
being the case, we could test our assertion of Pannenberg's cor- 

,on of God and totality by investigating the relation of God
and unity. In the tradition of European philosophy, Pannenberg
identifies the task of philosophy as the study of the being of 
what is, that is, what is common to all existing things. This 
question, however, leads philosophy to the ultimate question of



what it is that unifies all that is, The question of the unifying 
unity of all reality is» according to Pannenberg, the theological

33question ~~ the question of God. Pannenberg says that "...God 
is not thought of as God at all if he is not thought of as the 
unity which unites all that is." And later on, showing the in
timate relationship between theology and philosophy he says,

...when any theology seriously takes up the task of 
thinking of God, which means thinking of him as the 
unity which unites all that is, then it is already in
volved in the question of the relationship between unity 
and diversity in the constitution of every concrete 
and real existent. 34

God must be understood as the unifying unity of reality. He is
the very basis for unity.

In his article 'Toward a Theology of Law', lenberg connects
rnan's quest for meaning with his quest for unity, Man experiences
the totality of the existent world around him as not having a
unity in itself. He says of this existent world,

It is not in itself a whole, for the given world be-
comes a unity only in the light of that which is not

given, that which man seeks for the sake of his humani~ 
ty.35 (emphasis added.)

That which is 'not given’ is the unknown God who himself constitutes
the unity of reality and, indeed constitutes the world as a whole.
Again we see that just as God is not a totality existent here
and now, so also the unity of the world is only manifest in the

3 6future -- it is not yet. The correlation of Pannenberg's lan
guage concerning God, totality of meaning and reality, and unity 
has therefore become abundantly clear to us. Perhaps the most 
striking reference in Pannenberg's writing on this matter is in
his Apostles* Creed where he includes within his understanding 
of totality and God, all of reality, including the reality of
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sin. He says,
The unity of God corresponds only to the totality of 
reality —  reality, moreover, in its not yet concluded 
process. It is a unity of meaning in which all exper
ience , even the negative experience of wantf suffering, 
guilt and absurdity finds its place, since the unity 
of meaning goes beyond what is already in existence, 
though also emb g what is present and what has 
been. 37

The question of sin will be discussed in our next chapter, but 
what is important about this quote for our present purposes is
the clear correspondence of language in Pannenberg’s use of the 
terms and concepts that we have been analysing.

Having presented thus far in this chapter Pannenberg's view 
of meaning as it is related to the totality of  meaning and God,
there is one more topic which needs further discussion viz., the 
nature of confession and how one speaks of God. That this is re
levant to our discussion of meaning should be by now self-evident.
We have already seen how Pannenberg follows Luhmann's idea that
the anticipated totality of meaning which is dominant in a group 
or culture constitutes the 'world-view' or ‘spirit1 of such a 
group. It is interesting to note that this is also how Pannenberg 
defines religion. Religion is concerned with the totality of the
meaning of life. The ultimate meaning that philosophy is driven
towards cannot be grasped by philosophy, but can only be 'religiously

38apprehended'.
The totality of meaning implicitly and tacitly assumed 
in everyday life in any apprehension of the significance
of individual things, actions or events is made expli
cit in religious experience and in the religions con
sciousness , in such a way, moreover, that the individual 
phenomenon is experienced as a manifestation of the 
totality of meaning. 39

Religious language and religious experience is, therefore, merely
an explicit experience, or better, a conscious explication of the
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depth of meaning» or totality of meaning which is operative in 
all of life and in every perception of particular meaning. This 
explication is religious precisely because of the correlation 
of the totality of meaning and God. Let us therefore conclude 
this chapter with a discussion of Pannenberg's philosophy of know
ledge as it relates to the confessing of ultimate meaning —  
speaking of God.

C. The Question of Doxological Language
Pannenberg's thought insists (rightly, I think) that all

epistemology is dependent upon a prior ontology or theory of
40reality. This is especially evident in his use of the traditional 

theological term 'analogy1. Because Pannenberg rejects (as we 
have seen in chapter two) the traditional notion of God as the 
first cause of the universe, who can therefore be grasped by ana
logous , causal inference , he also comes to a very different view 
of the place of analogy in speech about God. One speaks about 
God in analogical language not because the world somehow stands 
in analogical relation to God, where being is considered a lower 
emanation from the divine archetype, as was held by Neoplatonism, 
and i century scholasticism. Pannenberg its such a posi-
tion as being structuralistic and dualistic,41 failing thereby
to understand that reality is history. Pannenberg speaks of
analogical language because of his view of reality and revelation
as history. Historical revelation is indirect revelation:

The constitutive factor behind the assertion that all 
speech about God is analogical and involves a trans
ference of meaning is simply the indirectness of divine
disclosure. 42

The point is simply that because God is not directly experience- 
able, as m  a theophany, but is only known through his acts in



history, God can only be spoken of in an indirect manner, viz.,
"by speaking about whatever worldly being it is through which
the reality of God manifests itself, Thus, one speaks of God by
speaking about something else, but in such a way that this other

4 3being is viewed in its relation to the reality of God." In
other words, just as it is impossible for a finite creature to 
experience a direct confrontation with God, so also it is 
impossible for such a creature to speak of God in direct language. 
One always must use words which have been formed in creaturely 
context, which are then transferred in meaning to refer to God. 
This very transference bears witness to the indirectness of such 
language.

The question regarding the uniqueness of confessional lan
guage has to do with the nature of language which engages in such 
a transference of meaning. Pannenberg follows Edmund Schlink in 
describing such language as 'doxological1. Analogy, in this con
text, is useful and even a necessary, but subordinate element 
in confessional language and thought. Analogy gives us language 
to use, but "the intention of such thought and speech transcends

44the structure of analogy," Indeed, the intention of analogy 
{viz., the inferring of attributes of God indirectly from his 
deeds in history), is very different from the intent of doxology.
Doxological language designates something beyond the actual his- 
torical deed, namely, God himself. Doxology is rooted in adora
tion and praisei

In the act of adoration...the one who brings his praise 
sacrifices his *I' and thereby, at the same time, the

conceptual univocity of his speech.
He continues to say that in doxological statements,



..„the otherwise usual sense of the human word is 
surrendered in its being used to praise God, To be 
sure, we speak of God's righteousness. But we thereby 
release this word from the manipulation of our thought, 
and must learn ever anew from the reality of God what
the word ’righteousn * properly means. In the act 
of adoration, our words are transferred to the sublime 
infinity of God. They are thereby set in co 
to their ordinary meaning. 45 (emphasis added)

This !surrender', 'release' and 'transfer' of ordinary language 
to the adoration of God is the essence of the transfer of meaning
referred to above. When we use words in adoration of God, they 
are "...released from our disposal" and "handed over to God him
self" ; they are "sacrificed by the adoration of God" and undergo 
a change of content which is impossible for us to comprehend.
Doxological language opens itself "unreservedly to the infinity

46of God". Pannenberg quotes Schlink appreciatively:
Doxological statements are final statements, beyond 
which nothing more can be said by man —  statements 
in which the believer presents himself, his word, the
logical consistency of his thought, to God as an offering 
of praise.

Pannenberg acknowledges that when human conceptualization is sacri
ficed in such adoration and yet "designations and relations drawn 
from the finite realm" are necessarily used to praise the infinite

4 7God, "contradictory conceptions inevitably result".
In accord with his emphasis on the historicity of God's 

revelation to man, Pannenberg goes on to insist that "the occasion
for doxological speech about God is a specific experience of a

48divine act." The question then would be, which events are 
acts of God which then occasion doxological language? Since God 
is the all-determining reality, it follows that all events, some
with more or less clarity, can be understood in their true depth 
as acts of God. An event such as the parting of the Red Sea,
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however, seems to lead one more naturally to doxological language
than does an event like winning a baseball game,49 Pannenberg
identifies acts of God with the experience of totality and unity
analyzed earlier in this chapter;

...in the moment in which we grasp, by means of a single 
event, the totality of the reality in which we live and 
around which our lives circulate, there we experience
a work of God in the individual event. This happens 
when and to the extent that we are able to think of 
the unity of all reality and of our own existence only 
on the basis of a presupposition that transcends every
thing we find before us or within us, and which we name 
God or the divine...» 50

To describe such a particular experience in its full depth and
its relation to the totality of reality and God requires, says
Pannenberg, another language —  doxological language. Ordinary
language which would simply name the event as taken by itself must
be superseded by another way of speaking in order to assert an

51event to be an act of God. In fact, precisely because of modern 
man* s self-centred orientation to dominate the world and re nice 
to give up his controlling conceptualization, he overlooks the 
depth dimension unlocked by doxology. Modern man cannot trust 
or have faith because he insists on maintaining his own mastery
of the world.5^

We see here that doxological language is faith-language, and 
it would be instructive for us to briefly note that the relation 
of doxology and analogy is essentially the same as that of faith 
and reason or the faith and history relation. Just as doxological 
language is occasioned by historical events and dependent upon
analogy, so also faith must be grounded in knowledge gained from 
historical experience. Using reformation terminology, Pannenberg 
says that fiducia (faith or trust) must be grounded by means of
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notitia and assensus (knowledge and assent). This order is con-
stitutive to the 'logic of faith'.53 The primary way in which
man acquires knowledge is by an open rational investigation of 
the historical events under examination. But just as there is 
an important distinction between analogy and doxology, so also
faith is not simply reduced to reason or knowledge for Pannen- 
berg. Indeed, they are structurally very different. Reason and 
historical knowledge can only claim for itself a high level of 
probability, while faith is a matter of certainty. So then, Pannen- 
berg distinguishes "between historical certainty and certainty 
of faith", which "lie on different levels".^  The first level
is, like analogy, necessary as a stepping stone to the higher 
level, but is therefore also transcended. Analogy leads to doxology, 
as history leads to faith. What actually happens is that by un
derstanding the depth meaning of an event (such as the Christ- 
event), one is drawn into the movement which is faith. The same 
events which are the occasion for doxology are the events which

55draw men to their only appropriate response —  trustful surrender.
In such f a i t h ,  believer actually transcends his rational
picture of the event and in this trusting self-surrender is open 
to more fully know the universal meaning that he only glimpsed in
his historical knowledge. 56 So then, although notitia is an 
essential basis for fiducia, it is only in the sacrifice of the 
'I', which is constitutive to trust, that man can truly relate 
to God who co :utes the totality of meaning. And we have 
seen from our discussion of doxology that this even means the 
offering of the language of analogy (or notitia) to be sacrificed
and transferred beyond its ordinary meaning to find its ultimate 
meaning in God.
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It is interesting to note that the two-directionality of 
Pannenberg's ontology is somewhat parallel to this duality and 
interdependence of analogy and doxology, and notitia and fiducia. 
The one is necessary for the other, but is also thereby tran
scended. Indeed, we have seen throughout this chapter a number 

parallels between Pannenberg1s ontology and his more episte- 
mological reflections. For example, the ontological question of 
essence is insepara b l e  on the hermeneutical problem of meaning,
reality as history is the foundation for the historicity of truth, 
the infinite and eternal God discussed in chapter two receives 
a new focus in the analysis of the totality of reality/meaning, 
and the finite and temporal process of appearances is the same 
as the reality of parts or particular experiences of meaning. The 
question of unity and diversity which is ontologically a matter 
of the infinite and the finite returned in this chapter with the 
correlation of unity with totality and God. With all of these 
parallels, the next question would be whether the analysis of 
Pannenberg * s ontology as a contradictory monism is also helpful 
in questions of hermeneutics and philosophy of knowledge. I 
think that it is. Let me offer the following diagram as a helpful 
way to understand some of the relations discussed in this paper;
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We see in this diagram that the finite arises out of the infinite 
and is therefore also revelatory, but in an indirect way, of the 
infinite. The particular diversity of meanings (notice the 
plurality) implicitly anticipate the totality of meaning for their 
own definitive meaning. The totality of meaning therefore con
stitutes the unity of meaning, the whole within which the parts 
have their place, Man first comes to know meaning (and revelation)
by rational investigation of t particular meaningful events.
He can then speak analogically of God's revelation. But no matter 
how essential analogy and notitia may be, it must always lead be
yond itself to doxology and fiducia. If man limits himself to 
the direction of analogy he closes himself to trust by asserting 
his own mastery and control over creation. This amounts to a



closedness to the future and God, and a blindness to the totality 
of meaning im p l i c i t  all particular meaning. Therefore, the
direction of doxology, based as it is upon the other direction, 
of analogy, is, like the positive mediation of the finite/infinite 
relation, an ecstatic surrender of the 'I* of the finite to the 
infinite, In this direction the implicit totality of meaning is 
anticipatorily explicated. Pannenberg says that it is not the 
former direction of knowledge, but the latter direction of faith

57that secures salvation.
It should, however, be noted that doxological language is 

anticipatory and therefore provisional. 'Doxa' refers to the 
glory of God which is only revealed definitively at the end. 
Consequently, "all worshipful speech about God anticipates his 
ultimate revelation". The provisionality of doxological speech 
is bound to its anticipatory character because it is always uttered 
in faith and hope of fulfillment. Indeed, we should recall that 
the 'internal contradiction1 which drives all anticipations be
yond themselves because they are always negated by their inadequacy 
to represent the whole, holds also for doxology. We would do 
well, therefore, to ask whether provisionality has the last word. 
Can we ever really be certain in the present of our anticipations 
of the whole, or are we simply left with an infinite process of 
postulating anticipations and their inevitable downfall? Pannen
berg answers this question by introducing an important distinc
tion between broken and partial anticipations and unbroken and 
pure anticipations. in the former, their finitude is clearly dis
tinct from the infinite reality they are anticipating. This 
kind of anticipation is found in the anticipatory structure of
all reality and speech, including doxology. Such anticipations
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correspond to what lenberg calls partial revelations —  they 
are diverse parts which anticipate the unity of the whole, An 
•unbroken or pure anticipation, however, is different because in
it the eschatological reality which is anticipated actually pre
appears. This kind of anticipation is a prolepsis of the end. 
Pannenberg speaks of such an anticipation in singular terms be
cause it only has, and only can, happen once in Jesus Christ. 
Pannenberg says that he sees "the distinctiveness of the history 
of Jesus, which establishes its finality as the revelation of 
God, in the fact that it is itself the event uniting and recon-

59ciling all other events to the w] " (emphasis added.) 
Whereas all other anticipations can be superseded because they 
do not measure up to the whole, this anticipation is final and 
certain. We will investigate the place of Christ in Pannenbe: 
system of ontology and philosophy of knowledge in the next 
chapter,
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In chapter one we saw that Pannenberg understands theology 
to be the science of God who is the all-determining reality 
theology is therefore a universal science, To engage in a univer
sal science is to study the totality of being, hence, theology 
must establish the indispensability of God for an ontology which
analyzes being in its true depth« Pannenberg's view of God and 
the ontological priority of the future was, therefore, our theme 
in chapter two. Chapter three explicated some of the implications 
of Pannenberg's ontology for the hermeneutical/epistemological 
question of meaning. Just as the essence of being is eschatolo- 
gical, so also meaning is only known anticipatorily in the totality 
of meaning. Doxolog. language is the way in which we can re
late to the totality of reality which is constituted by God. In 
chapters two and three we saw, in short, that Pannenberg under
stands both being and knowing as essentially anticipatory of the 
totality of reality and meaning. This anticipatory structure is
also the heart of the dynamic or processive nature of being and 
knowing. All pre-appearances of the ultimate are necessarily
superseded in time by other pre-appearances because as one pre
appearance or anticipation is negated as a consequence of its 
temporality and lack of universality, a new one, built upon the 
former, arises. The question which remains to be answered in this 
chapter is whether there is within this infinite process any
place of certainty. Or to use Pannenberg1s words, the question 
is whether there has been "...an experience of a pre-appearance



of the ultimate which has so far not been superseded arid which 
is at least not involved in any inherent necessity of being 
superseded," Such a pre-appearance which would not be superseded 
would, in effect, be "the definitive arrival-in-pre-appearance 
(Zum-Vorscheingekcommensein) of the u l t i m a t e . "1 Such a definitive 
pre-appearance is not only necessary for correct knowledge of 
God, but for the knowledge of the whole of reality, including 
one's own personal reality. We are dealing here with a question 
of revelation in the broadest sense. Has God revealed himself 
in history, in a particular occurence which has an unsurpassable 
and universal significance? For Pannenberg this is a profoundly
Christological question. If Pannenberg is going to do theology 
in the universal and all-inclusive way we have outlined throughout 
this thesis, then the "Christian" character of his theology must 
be decided by the place given to Christ within the totality of 
reality. The biblical question, 'What think ye of Christ?'
(Matt. 22:42) must be answered in the context of the ontological 
and hermeneutical reflection that Pannenberg's theology engages 
in. In this chapter we will conclude our exposition of Pannen
berg *s theology with a discussion of some relevant aspects of 
his Christology.

A. Christ as the Prolepsis of the End
Pannenberg*s formulation of the Christological question is,

"to what extent have ultimate reality and truth so appeared
in the public ministry and destiny of Jesus that as yet no new

2experiences have surpassed it».,?" For Pannenberg, the Christ, 
in order to be the Christ, must be the appearance of ultimate 
reality and truth. In order to understand how Jesus of Nazareth
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is the Christ, one must understand the peculiar eschatological 
character of his historical appearance.

The rise of apocalypticism in Israel (discussed in chapter 
two) also forms the horizon of the ministry of Jesus, The apocalyp
tic expection of the coming reign of God was the basis of Jesus' 
own message, His message was a proclamation of the nearness of 
the kingdom,, the dawning of the "ultimate future of the world 
through which the totality of the world and its history would

3become manifest," This, however, would not, in itself, justify 
speaking of Jesus as the Christ. As a man who proclaims the 
coming kingdom, he would only be an apocalyptic. We would, 
therefore, still be limited to a mere pre-cognition of the end, 
yet another anticipation, not a pre-appearance or pre-realization 
of the future reign. It is the amazing nearness of the kingdom 
in Jesus' proclamation which marks him out as unique. His message 
seems to say that the kingdom is so close that if you reject him
and do not follow him in faithful trust, then you are rejecting 
the kingdom. In other words, the very end that is anticipated 
in apocalyptic is about to occur in his very person.

The next question, however, is, how do we know when the 
end pre-occurs? What kind of event signifies the eschatological 
reality? According to Jewish apocalyptic the future reign of 
God entails a re-ordering of human society, a bringing of mankind
to its true destination of full community. Consequently, the 
coming kingdom, a perfected society, was inescapably bound to 
the anticipated resurrection of the dead. Not only does the in
dividual seek ultimate meaning beyond the grave, but a future

perfect society can only be a comprehensive fulfillment of human



destiny if It includes individuals of previous generations.̂  The 
end and cons intimation of history is identified by the general re
surrection of the dead. The resurrection of the dead is the 
ultimate revelation of God which completes history, reveals the 
final essence of reality and brings salvation. It is the 
occurrence of the eschaton. It happened in Jesus Christ! Pannen- 
berg says, "The universal revelation of the deity of God is not 
yet realized in the history of Israel, but first in the fate of 
Jesus of Nazareth, insofar as the end of all events is antici
pated in his fate," he is saying that in Jesus' resurrection the 
end has already occurred. Indeed, "the end of the world will be

5on a cosmic scale what has already happened in Jesus". Jesus 
is the proleptic manifestation of the eschaton. By 'prolepsis'
Pannenberg means the pre-appearance of the ultimate reality in

6time. In the resurrection of Jesus the escl ogical future 
became a reality for the first time ~~ as a pre-occurrence. Within 
the context of the history of transmission of Hebrew traditions, 
the only possible meaning of the resurrection of Jesus is that 
the end of the world begins with Jesus and that he must therefore 
be the eschatological Son of Man, the ultimate revelation of 
God.

An integral element of Pannenberg's view of the proleptic 
revelation of God in Christ is that this revelation is unsurpass
able. This is obviously a necessary implication of the 'ultimate' 
character of such a revelation. A prolepsis of the nature of 
Christ’s resurrection cannot be superseded by any future events 
precisely because in Christ the end of all things has occurred.
The revelation of God in Christ is therefore definitive.8 This
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does not mean, however, that there is no longer a future or 
that the future is closed because it has already occurred in Christ. 
Rather, the very proleptic structure of his revelation points 
beyond itself to a further event which is still futural, viz., 
the general resurrection of the dead. Just as Jesus in his 
ministry always pointed beyond himself to God and the primacy 
of the kingdom, his very resurrection also points beyond itself
to the resurrection of all men. We see here that the already/ 
not yet dialectic characterizes even Jesus' resurrection.
Pannenberg says, "the final determination of creation, life 
out of death, which already appeared in Jesus through his resur-

9rectxon from the dead, has not yet made its appearance in us."
But because it has occurred in him we can have faith that it will 
also be the fulfillment of our destiny.

The proleptic structure of the Christ event is also evident 
in Jesus' proclamation of his own unique relation to the coming 
kingdom. Such a claim has a proleptic structure because it anti
cipates a confirmation that is to come in the future. The claim 
cannot be accepted on its own value, it needs verification. Like
wise, his claim that survival or destruction in the coining judg
ment by the Son of Man would be decided by one's present relation 
to himself could only be verified when that judgment actually 
occurred, viz., at the general resurrection of the dead,10 How
ever, inasmuch as this event has. already happened in this one man, 
Pannenberg contends that his pre-Easter claim is confirmed. More
over, Pannenberg insists that without the Easter event Jesus 
would not have been the Christ. We know who Jesus really is only 
by viewing his ministry from the perspective of its end, his
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resurrection. This is, of course, consistent with Pannenberg's
ontology of the future one knows the essence of a thing only
by knowing, or anticipating, its ultimate future. The principle
of retroactivity discussed in chapter two is just as valid in
discussion of Jesus of Nazareth as it is of any other creature.
Pannenberg says, that

.. .it is not a special case that Jesus' essence is 
established retroactively a the perspective of 
the end of his life, from his resurrection, not only
for our knowledge but in its being. 11

Only by his resurrection is it decided that in reality Jesus is
one with God and that he retroactively was one with God previously.
Consequently, Pannenberg says that just as the pre-Easter claim
is an anticipation of the Easter event, so also the Easter event
which establishes Jesus' unity with God, ",..comes into force
retroactively from the perspective of this event for the claim to

12authority in the activity of the earthly Jesus,"
The proleptic character of Jesus' life and destiny inevitably 

leads us to the question of the unity of Jesus with God. That
Pannenberg's thought should proceed in such a way is itself not 
surprising. Since the revelation of God is in the eschaton (God 
being the power of the future) then clearly a proleptic pre
appearance of the end will be in unity with God. If Jesus was 
the final revelation of God because of his resurrection then it
follows that Jesus belongs to the very idea of God and is

13him; _ one with God.      Although there have been an assortment
of Christological formulations of the divinity of Jesus and his

14unity with God, Pannenberg prefers to think of Jesus as the 
revelational presence of God. Inherent in the concept of God1s 
self-revelation is the idea that the Revealer and what is revealed



are identical: "Thus to speak of a self-revelation of God in
the Christ event means that the Christ event, that Jesus belongs
to the essence of God himself."15 A self-revelation is only

self-revelation if "the medium through which God makes 
himself known is not something alien to himself, brings with it 
no dimming of the divine light," as is present in all veiled and 
finite anticipations, "but, on the contrary, results in a know
ledge of the divinity of God for the first time". Christ is that
singular and definitive self-revelation, Therefore, "the essence

16of God is not accessible at all without Jesus Christ."
Traditionally, Christ's divinity and the unity of his 'two 

natures' has been conceived in terms of the doctrine of the in
carnation, While Pannenberg acknowledges the reality that the 
incarnational doctrine is attempting to explain, he nevertheless 
faults this approach for taking its starting point in an eternal 
unity of the Father and the Son and then moves from Christ's

divinity to his manifestation as a man, Pannenberg considers this 
•theology from above*, as he calls it, to be illegitimate. He 
contends that the only way that a finite theologian can properly 
understand Christ's divinity is via his humanity and the events 

of his life, most notably the resurrection. This is a Christology 
'from below'. While the doctrine of the incarnation may express 
the unity of God and man in Jesus, such a unity is only established
on the basis of the resurrection. The retroactive validity of
the resurrection makes the formulation of a doctrine of the in- 
cannation both necessary and possible, but it is his historical
fate that teaches us that Jesus is God. This is where all sub-

17sequent theological formulations must begin.
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Having insisted that Christology must proceed from below,
however, Pannenberg acknowledges that the incarnational question
of how the divinity of God can be united with the man Jesus,
without sacrificing either, still must be addressed. Pannenberg's
view of God as eternally the same and yet simultaneously in a
constant process of becoming is central to his position on this
matter. Because eternity and time are not mutually exclusive,
Pannenberg can speak of a dialectic of divine self-differentiation
in which God can create what is different from himself and yet
maintain both his own eternal identity and become one with that
which has been differentiated.18 The incarnation is therefore 
seen as such a divine self-differentiation wherein the eternal God 
becomes one with a temporal being Jesus. An added dimension 
to this dialectic is that it is also valid to speak of the unity
of God and Jesus as having always been true in God's eternity. 
Pannenberg says, "What is true in God’s eternity is decided with
retroactive validity only from the perspective of what occurs

19temporally with the import of the ultimate." There is no event 
which could supersede in ultimate importance the resurrection of 
Jesus from the dead. So then we see that the unity of God and 
Christ is decided retroactively by the resurrection, not only for 
Jesus' human existence, but for God's eternity as well. A 
proleptic revelation of the ultimate with such power can only mean
that Christ has always been one with God and is therefore a mani~ 
festation of the dialectic of divine self-differentiation.

Pannenberg also contends that light is shed upon the question 
of the 'two natures' of Christ by this line of reasoning 'from 
below'. Jesus* divinity is dialectically identical with his
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humanity. Jesus is the Son of God precisely in his particular 
humanity because the history of this particular man is of ultimate 
import. In this man the eschaton has appeared. Pannenberg ela
borates on this dialectic;

Thus Jesus* identity with the eternal Son of God is 
dialectical; the understanding of this man, in his 
humanity changed into its opposite, leads to the confession 
of his eternal divinity. Conversely, anything said about 
an eternal Son of God can be sufficiently established 
only by recourse to the particularity of this man, to 
his unity with God. The synthesis of this dialectic, 
the unity of God and man in Christ, emerges fully only 
in the history of his existence, 20

Jesus is of one essence with the Father in his personal differen
tiation from the Father, But in being differentiated he also is 
of one essence with man. He is the Son of God because both God's 
essence and the essence of man are integrated into a dialectical 
unity in his person, as has been verified by his resurrection.
The highest expression of this man's unity with God, however, is

22his "exaltation to participation in God*s Lordship."

B .       C h r i s t  a s  L o r d  a n d  M e d i a t o r  o f  C r e a t i o n
In his exposition of the phrase in the Apostles' Creed,

'God* s only Son, our Lord!, Pannenberg says that the designation
'Son of God' refers to Jesus' relationship with the Father (God's
Son), while the title 'Lord* refers to Jesus' relation to the

2 1world {our Lord). ~ In discussing Pannenberg's view of Christ 
as the proleptic pre-appearance of the eschaton we saw that the 
revelation is one with the Revealer and therefore Jesus is the 
Son of God. What remains for us to consider is his Lordship, 
or how the Son of God relates to the world, to creation. We 
shall see that * Lord* and 'Mediator' are intimately related terms 
for Pannenberg» both given a uniquely eschatological reinter-
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It is clear that Jesus' unity with God and his Lordship are 

inseparable for Pannenberg: "Shown to be the Son of God by his dedication 
to the Father, Jesus is the eschatological ruler toward whom all things
are, so that all things are also through him.'" In light of Pannenberg's 
eschatological ontology, the meaning of this sentence is clear.
Remember that for Pannenberg the essence of things will be decided only 
in the ultimate future and that in coherence with this view of essence he 
speakes of creation as happening from the end. This eschatological view 
of creation means that the Lordship of Christ and his mediation of
creation take on a radically new meaning. Rather than speaking of Christ

as the timeless and primordial Logos which originates and orders the cosmos, 
Pannenberg insists that we understand the Logos at the end, not the 
beginning of history. The mediator of creation is therefore the 'escha-
tological ruler': "The statement that all things and beings are created
through Jesus Christ means that the eschaton that has appeared
beforehand in is represents the time and point from which the

25creation took place»“ Insofar as Jesus is the proleptic end of
all things and all things owe their being to the end which finally 
determines their nature and essence, Jesus is the mediator of 
creation. All creatures tend toward him because by their very on
tological make-up they anticipate the end which has pre-appeared 
in him. Because us by his resurrection is the incarnation 
of the eschatological reality, the ultimate realization of God's 
will for humanity and creation can be expected from him. Such
a realization amounts to a manifestation of the essence of man

26and creation, Indeed, the intimate ontological relation for 
Pannenberg between being and the eschatological future means 
that the anticipation of all things toward Jesus as their escha-
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tological summation is identical with their creation through him:
Every creature receives through him as the eschatological 
judge its ultimate illumination, its ultimate place, 
its ultimate definition in the context of the whole of 
creation. The essence of all events and figures is to 
be ultimately defined in the light of him because their 
essence is defined on the basis of their orientation
to him. To that extent, creation of all things is 
mediated through Jesus. 27

In Jesus, God's eternal act of creation, which is entirely unfolded
for the first time in the eschaton, is proleptically manifest. In
Jesus, creation and consummation are one, Consequently, only
from him and through him do all things have their essential nature.28
We can assert Jesus' deity and Lordship only if the ultimate meaning,

29goal and origin of all things is revealed in him.
We should notice here that the question of particular meaning 

in the context of the whole discussed earlier has a bearing upon 
Pannenberg's view of Christ*s mediatorship of creation. Just as 
the essence of a particular creature is determined only by its re
lation to the whole, so is essence related by Pannenberg to Jesus 
who illuminates the meaning of the particular in the context of 
the whole. What is ontologically and hermeneutically spoken of as 

the whole can be Christologically spoken of as Jesus! proleptic 
revelation precisely because of the correlation of God and the
whole discussed in chapter three above. To be the proleptic re
velation of God implies a proleptic manifestation of the whole.
One cannot have the former without the latter. A proleptic
event is a particular experience of reality as a whole. It is
a revelatory occurrence "...from which a total unde: ding of
reality is disclosed...."30 Inasmuch as all events ontologically 
relate to the whole, it follows that the Christ-event will there
fore have an irreplaceable role in that relation:
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“
It is the particularity of this event of Jesus that 
through it for the first time the totality of reality
was constituted as a wl whereas all other occur
rences have a relation to the whole of reality only 
through their relation to this unique occurrence, 31

Just as God relates to the finite revelationally by becoming finite
in Christ, so also the finite relates to the infinite via Christ.
In this sense Christ unites and reconciles the finite particular
to the infinite whole. In mediating this relation of the part
to the whole, Christ makes our own lives 'whole* by revealing to

32us our ultimate meaning and destiny.
As Mediator of creation, Christ brings 'wholeness' precisely 

because in him a perfect expression man's destiny first appears: 
"As God's revelation, Jesus is at the same time the revelation of

3 3human nature, of the destiny nan." italics are his) Here
we understand the universal significance of the particularity of 
Jesus, his soteriological power, viz., that in him "man's destiny 
as man has appeared for the first time in an individual and thus

34has become accessible to all others only through this individual,“ 
The salvation that is found in Christ is nothing other than the 
fulfillment of the ultimate destiny toward which man is aimed —  
herein is wholeness of life, the realization of man's essence. 
Contemporary anthropology speaks of man's ultimate destiny in terms 
of his openness beyond the momentary horizon of the world. As 
we have seen in chapter two, Pannenberg understands this Weltoffen-
heit find its proper fulfillment only in a self-transcending 
openness to God. In Jesus, man's destiny to such openness is 
fulfilled;

The openness to God that belongs to the structure of 
human existence as such...and that finds its fulfill- 
ment only when human existence is personally integrated 
in dependence upon God is fulfilled in Jesus by the



divine confirmation of his eschatological message through 
his resurrection from the dead. It is fulfilled in 
other men only through their historically mediated re
lation to and community with Jesus of Nazareth. 35

The openness which is constitutive to the structure of man's exis
tence is only fulfilled in the resurrection because only in the 
resurrection does man fully realize his openness to God, Man's 
destiny to openness compels him to think of life beyond the grave. 
indeed if man's openness is only fulfilled beyond death, then 
we could say that man's ultimate destiny is to be raised from the 
dead to new life. This has been fulfilled in Jesus, Pannenberg 
says that all of man’s hopes are fulfilled in Jesus because

through his resurrection from the dead "the true man, the real
36human being that is the destiny of us all", has appeared in him.

If Jesus is the fulfillment and Mediator of human destiny and 
the perfect Lord of humanity then he must also be sinless. Sin 
is to live in contradiction to one's destiny. Since man's essence 
is to be closed in the future, his destiny is to be open to 
the future. Therefore, sin is the opposite of openness, viz., 
closedness to the future. Man in his egocentristic self-assertion 
closes himself to the future and consequently betrays his own 
destiny of openness„ The 'wages of sin are death' precisely 
because in his self-centredness man closes himself to his ultimate

37destiny in the resurrection of the dead. Therefore, we can 
only assert that Jesus was sinless if he lived his life in total
harmony with his destiny, and this is established for us retroac
tively by his resurrection. Because Jesus rose from the dead we 
know that he lived in total openness beyond death and is there
fore the righteous one, a sinless i

As the perfect fulfillment of human destiny, the summation
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of humanity is included in Jesus* Lordship, Because lie reveals
and constitutes wholeness, Jesus* place in history has universal
significance. Indeed, "all human history is ordered toward him*"
And since all of reality is history tending towards its goal,
Pannenberg says that, "Everything is predestined toward Jesus,

40and he is predestined to the summation of the whole." The 
goal of history is, for Pannenberg, the unity of reality. Reality 
is the process of striving to attain unity, to attain reconcili
ation. This unity is only arrived at in the end, and therefore 
Christ as the prolepsis of the end is the eschatological summa
tion of the world process to a unity. He is the goal of history 
which gathers history into a whole: "Only from the perspective

of the Christ-event as eschatological event is human history to
41be understood as a unity."

Christ's Lordship is manifest precisely in his consummation 
of all reality into its essential unity. To illuminate the 
essence of reality and to bring creation to its ultimate goal of 
unity are the same —  the essence of reality is its unity. How
ever, just as essence already exists in God's eternity but is 
yet to break the surface of our present reality, so also is the 
already/not yet dialectic operative in the question of unity 
and Christ's Lordship. The world is consummated in Christ and 
Christ is one with God, yet the world also waits for its con
summation and unity. Christ's Lordship, and therefore the 
consummation of unity is presently 'hidden' and yet to be re
vealed at the full dawning of the kingdom of God: "It is reality
for the time being only in heaven, in a hidden, if superior mode."42 
Christ presently rules from the eschaton, out of God *s eternity 
and therefore the unity of history already exists, hidden in



God's eternity as well. What is hidden, however, will be unveiled
and this unveiling is the eschatological revelation, the salva-

43tion of man» Salvation is the fulfillment of man's destiny, 
his ultimate self-transcendence wherein the finite "I* gives up
its particularity to be taken up into the infinite * Thou' -- 
the whole. Through Jesus man is reconciled to God and mediated

44to sonship. The unity which Pannenberg speaks of is no less 
than man's unity with God, the fulfillment of his destiny 
reconciliation, Pannenberg makes no distinction between Christ's 
mediation of creation and his mediation of redemption —  creation 
and recreation ultimately coalesce.

We began this chapter with the question of the place of Christ 
in Pannenberg's eschatological ontology and hermeneutic, and it 
has become clear that the Christ-event has an essential place 
in Pannenberg*s thought. The relations of finite/infinite, part/ 
whole, closedness/openness, appearance/essence, and unity/diver
sity discussed in chapters two and three have all returned in 
our discussion, of Christology, We have seen that Christ's Lord
ship and mediation of creation are intimately related to the on
tological priority of the future and also that the ontological 
principle of retroactivity is just as valid for discerning the
meaning of the Christ-event as it is for all other finite reality. 
The re-appearance of all of these relations and categories bears 
witness to the unity and integrality of all the elements of Pan
nenberg's complex thought. This also raises the question, how
ever, of whether the description of Pannenberg's thought as a 
geneticistic contradictory monism can also be helpful in our 
understanding of his Christology. If our analysis has been help-
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ful in elucidating his ontology and hermeneutic, then the final 
test would be its applicability to his Christology. I suggest 
that Pannenberg's Christology plays an integral (indeed, integra
ting! ) role in his contradictory monistic ontology and offer the 
following diagram and explanation:
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Having elucidated in previous diagrams all of the other ele
ments of this contradictory monism, what remains for us is to 
further discuss the significance of the 'flip‘ in the diagram.
In chapter two we said that the flip is intended to visually 
suggest both the dynamic of two directions and the contradictory 
harmony of the two sides of the diagram, the finite and infinite, 
part and whole, etc. The flip is therefore the place of radical 
conversion, the changing of one thing into its opposite. Indeed, 
we could say that everything 1 converges' at the point of the flip. 
An example of this is the notion of the dialectical identity of 
Jesus with the Son of God. We have seen that Pannenberg says



that the understanding of the particular finite man Jesus turns 
into its opposite in the confession of his divinity. And con
versely, all speech about the divinity of the infinite Son of 
God is only possible by recourse to the particularity of the man 
Jesus. In the history of this man, especially in his resurrec
tion, God and man are dialectically united. The infinite 
changes into its opposite, and vice versa. That which is contra
dictory comes into harmony in Jesus, who is God and man. We 
have also seen that the relationof part and whole also converge
in Jesus because his particularity is of universal significance 
when understood in its depth. Indeed, in him we have a definitive 
prolepsis of the whole, and our relation to the whole is possible 
only in relation to Christ. In Christ, reality is constituted 
as a whole and therefore he also reveals to us the ultimate essence 
and meaning of our particular appearance. The diagram visualizes 
this by depicting the only route from finite particularity to 
unity and reconciliation with the infinite whole (which is the
essence of reality) as being via Christ. The Christ-event is,
therefore, the convergence of the finite/infinite, part/whole, 
essence/appearance and even unity/diversity.

The unity which the world strives for is a reality in Ch 
(though presently hidden) because he was perfectly (sinlessly) 
open to his destiny. The direction of Weltoffenh 
manifest in Jesus, and therefore his destiny is fulfilled in his 
own resurrection. Yet Christ also experiences the opposite 
direction of negative mediation and judgment in his life. He is
negated in his sacrifice and rejection by God. The consequence 
of the direction of closedness and self-centredness is death. 
Christ experiences death as the "punishment suffered in our place
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for the blasphemous existence of humanity."* However, in sacri- 
ficially giving up his life, he gains it. By surrendering his 
finitude in total dedication to the God of the coming kingdom he 
demonstrates his own openness beyond death. God confirms his 
sinlessness by raising him from the dead. The destiny of all 
men to be raised from the dead is now inable in relation to 
Christ. That is why the direction in the diagram of openness 
and fulfillment of destiny leads to Christ. This is also the 
heart of Pannenberg's view of Christ's mediation of creation. 
Creation occurs out of the future and Christ is the unsurpassable 
proleptic pre-appearance of the eschaton, therefore all creatures 
are through him and to him. This is also evident within the dia
gram. Christ is both the ultimate origin and goal of creation.

We have seen, therefore, that Christ's role in Pannenberg's 
thought is pivotal. In answer to the question, what does your 
ontology think of Christ?, Pannenberg's answer would be that 
without Christ his whole view of reality would collapse. In one 
sense we could say that 1 everything' happens in Christ. He is 
both God and man, infinite and finite. He experiences fully both 
directions of positive and negative mediation, unity and separa- 
ration. He is a particular man in the midst of a diversity of 
men, yet his humanity is of universal significance as a prolepsis 
of the whole, and is the summation of mankind. He is a present 
occurrence of the ultimate future. Pannenberg contends that
Christian theology must prove its worth by its integrative power 
over all of reality. A theology of God as the all-determining 
reality must take into account all of reality, and a man who is 
to be the Son of God must be the source of illumination of all

-
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reality. Pannenberg's Christology is an attempt to demonstrate 
that Jesus is the Son of the all-determining reality. He says 
that in the early period of Christianity, the ascription of Lord
ship to Jesus "signified the claim of the proclamation of Christ 
to universal, embracing truth —  truth which proves it-

46self by its capacity for absorbing all other truth into itself,"
We have seen throughout this thesis that the passion of Pannen
berg !s thought is to make this claim a reality for twentieth 
century Christianity.
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Concluding Reflections
The primary purpose of this thesis has been to examine some 

central elements of Pannenberg's eschatological theology. Our 
theme has been futurity and creation, the shape of an eschatolo- 
gically oriented ontology, philosophy of knowledge and Christology. 
I have suggested that one can discern a recurring pattern to 
Pannenberg*s thought and that that pattern can be described and
diagrammed as a geneticistic contradictory monism. In essence, 
that is the conclusion of this thesis. The viability of the con
clusion must be decided in terms of its explanatory power in the 
actual explication of Pannenberg's theology. I propose to con
clude not by restating my interpretive hypothesis, but by offering 
my first reflections on some of the elements of Pannenberg's theo
logy that have been discussed throughout the body of the paper.

The first response to Pannenberg's theological project must 
be admiration. Pannenberg has the courage not only to confront 
the dominant theological perspective of his time, but also to en
gage atheist criticism of theology in open debate. His conviction 
of the truthfulness of the gospel leaves him no other option. Be
cause theology is a universal science for Pannenberg p he also 
attempts (with much success) to understand contemporary move
ments in the social sciences and philosophy as they relate to his 
theological task. This constant cross-fer ;ation makes for 
an exciting and dynamic theological perspective. Pannenberg1s 
courage is also evident in his eschatologicalization of theology.



His claim that eschatology opens the door to renewed insights in 
theology, ontology, hermeneutics and anthropology is worthy of 
much discussion and debate. It seems to me that such foundational 
insights as the apocalyptic roots of Christianity, the inherent 
movement of creation to the eschaton, the anticipatory charac
ter of all knowledge and man's openness to the future will prove 
to be indispensable to further Christian relection. There are,
however, certain problem areas in Pannenberg*s theology which 
also merit further attention. Perhaps some of these problems will 
prows to be just as foundational as the insights just mentioned.

A, The Problem Evil
 Both Tupper1 and Berkouwer2 suggest that Pannenberg has not,

as of yet, sufficiently dealt with the problem of evil in creation. 
This, I surmise, is not merely a matter of insufficient attention 
to the problem, but points to a difficulty inherent in Pannen
berg 's system. If the very ontological structure of reality is 
a contradiction between openness and closedness, hasn't evil be
come an inevitable and unavoidable component of reality? Although 
Pannenberg maintains that sin occurs only when man closes himself 
in self-centredness to his infinite destiny, he nevertheless 
acknowledges that such centredness is constitutive to all creaturely 
being. He therefore concludes that "sin is something that belongs 
to man's givenness“, Man’s responsibility in this situation is 
to have "the courage to accept the conditions of one's own exis
tence in the light of one's knowledge of man's true destiny, and 
to accept these conditions as something that must be overcome.
In contrast with traditional theology which has understood sin 
as moral perversion, Pannenberg says that,
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...sin appears as a fundamental structural element in 
the constitution of human existence. The point at 
issue is not primarily individual faults; it is rather 
the faulty foundation of our existence as a whole..,. 4

Because sin and evil are structural necessities in reality, then
the most that can be asked of man is courage. The biblical call
to repentance seems to be undercut if man is not fully responsible

  5for sin.
Pannenberg structuralizes sin. The problem is not merely 

man's disobedience, but much deeper than that, we have seen that 
there is fault at the very foundation of his existence. Indeed, 
this was evident in chapter two where we saw that Pannenberg 
speaks of the antagonistic structure of the world on account of 
its very finitude. The finite is 'pushed away' and 1 cast off 
from the infinite. The finite is, in its very creation, already 
in antagonism with the infinite. This is the faulty foundation.
The relation between the finite and infinite is negatively mediated 
both because the finite is a 'begoing', or a going away from the 
infinite, and because the infinite is active in the collapse of 
the finite. It seems that no matter how much Pannenberg wants
to affirm the world of finitude, his ontology really demands a 
negation of finitude simply because it is not infinite. Pannen
berg seems to identify finitude and its movement of control and 
self-assertion with sin. I also contend that his position on 
positive mediation does not, in the end, really resolve the problem. 
One wonders whether the infinite really 'preserves' the finite 
in the midst of its collapse or whether the finite is actually 
subsumed in the infinite. After all, if finitude is a 'veiling' 
of the infinite, and the eschaton is the unveiling of the infinite, 
then what really happens to the finite? If man can endure an un~
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veiling of God at the eschaton which he could not endure in his 
finitude, what could this possibly mean except that man merges
with the infinite? And if temporality is constitutive to finitude, 
and salvation lifts man out of transitoriness and temporality, 
would this not entail ceasing to be finite? Is that what glori
fication really is? Can Pannenberg really maintain, therefore, 
his desire to affirm finitude? Isn't even the so-called 'positive' 
mediation actually a negation and invalidation of the finite be
cause it leads the finite beyond its finitude? If finitude is 
creationally good, then why does it need to be transcended?6
Can the God of the future really offer us hope if the destiny that
he leads us to negates our very finitude? Does modern man really 
hope to become one with the infinite and leave his finitude be
hind?

Perhaps Pannenberg's interest in apocalypticism has led to
7 8this negativistic view of reality. Both Moltmann and Braaten 

say that the essence of apocalypticism is its dualism of two aeonic
powers. There is a "dialectical differentiation of all reality 
into this present evil age and the blessed one to come". The 
new world is mediated through the negation of the old. Consequen-
tly  "negativity is the midwife of creativity".9 Traditional theo
logy interpreted this in terms of an above and below dualism.
The above is the new age (the realm of grace) and the below is 
the old age {the realm of nature). Pannenberg rejects all dualism, 
but accepts apocalypticism, so he, in effect, turns the dualism 
monistically on its side and contradictorily speaks of the
eschatological future in contrast with the temporal past and present, 
the infinite and finite, God and man.10 The dualism is gone, but
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the apocalyptic negation of the creaturely world lingers on. My 
contention is that the root problem of Pannenberg's theology is 
his identification of creation and the fall.11 This identifica
tion, which has become evident in our discussion of the finite/ 
infinite relation, is also apparent in Pannenberg's view of re
conciliation. "Reconciliation is a constitutive aspect of
creation" because creation is, by merit of its very creature- 

12liness, fallen. Hence, reconciliation becomes an ontological 
necessity. Because diversity and differentiation are intrinsic 
to finitude it is understandable, therefore, that Pannenberg 
views reconciliation as a return move forward) to unity, to
oneness. The finite is diverse and estranged until it transcends

13its finitude and is unified with the infinite. This is the 
heart of Pannenberg1s contradiction: the particular creature is 
created by God not to be validly a particular creature, but to 
give up its particularity in order to become one with the whole.
Sin is ontologized by being iden- d with man's very finite 
creatureliness.̂

I wonder whether a more helpful approach to this problem is 
to maintain the biblical distinction between creation and the fall, 
and understand the creation to be good in its very finitude, 
and falleness to be a misdirection of response on the part of man. 
Not wishing to ignore or deny the complexity of the problem of 
evil, I nevertheless would suggest that an understanding of the 
covenantal relation of God and creation, and man's subsequent 
break of the covenant is a more fruitful path to follow than 
Pannenberg5s ontologizing of sin. Evil, I am convinced, cannot 
be biblically understood as a dialectic of finite and infinite,
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closedness and openness, existence and essence, temporality and
eternity, or particularity and totality. Such a dialectical
approach misses the biblical point that creatureliness is good
when lived in covenantal obedience and deathly bad when, and only
when, it is lived in disobedience, There may be an historical

15'givenness' to sin, but it is not an ontological necessity.
This would also mean that we can justifiably speak of redemption,
restoration and recreation in our theology. Eschatological sal
vation is not an a-historical return to a primordial state, but 
it is a re-establishment of an 'original1 relationship between 
God and creation in terms of where creation would have been norma- 
tively led had there not been a fall. A clear understanding of 
the biblical theme of creation, fall and redemption would appear 
to be the only way in which we can both affirm finite creature
liness and understand the anti-creational perversity of evil in 
the world,

B. The Question of God
Another problem which deserves further attention is the am

biguity of Pannenberg's discussion of the existence of God. For 
example, Pannenberg contends that God cannot 'exist* because 
that would threaten creaturely freedom, and yet he will exist when 
his rule is complete. Will this mean that freedom will cease 
to be when God's being is complete at the eschaton? Or is God's 
e »nee always not yet, and always futural? If this is the 
c : # then one must ask whether the eschaton ever finally occurs, 
or does it always remain as the eternally hidden depth dimension
of our present life? A related question is how it is possible 
that God's being exists when his rule is complete, yet the dawning
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of the eschaton is actually the abolition of the distinction be-
16tween the ruler and the ruled, Either the eschaton will never 

occur and God will never exist, or when it does occur every-
17thing will be God, Isn't this also the logical implication of 

the transcendence of the finite to the infinite? if the finite 
loses its finitude and, in effect, becomes one with the infinite,
then the infinite is everything! This gives some credibility

18to the description of Parmenberg's theology as a 'panentheism*.
The viability of the God/man distinction therefore seems to be

19problematic withm the structure of thought, Indeed, such ambiguity 
is constitutive to contradictory monism. Perhaps Pannenberg 
would answer that in the resurrection we all come into the dia
lectical unity of God and man, as did Christ,

C, The Plac
This leads me to another concern, viz., the place of Christ 

in Pannenberg's theology. We have seen in chapter four that 
Pannenberg has no problem with placing Christ in the context of 
his whole ontology. Indeed, Christ is the 1linch-pin' of Pannen
berg 's whole contradictory monistic ontology. This, however, 
gives a certain ontological 'necessity1 to the Christ-event which 
overlooks the freedom of God's gracious offering of his Son which 
is characteristic of the biblical witness. This sense of neces
sity is understandable in the light of Pannenberg's identification 
of creation and fall. A mediator of creation is ontologically 
necessary because the structure of creation is fallen and there
fore is ontologically a process of reconciliation. Different 
from Pannenberg, however, I would contend that the element of 
grace is only possible if man really is responsible for his own



fallen state and Christ comes to restore mankind (even though 
judgment is deserved) to its original covenantal relationship»

D, The Problem of Order
Another problem which should be raised is Pannenberg's gene- 

ticistic view of the •order* of reality, Although his emphasis 
on the free faithfulness of God being expressed in the lawful re
gularities of creation is helpful, we must ask what the implica
tions of his contention that such ordinances will come to an

20end would be, If the ordinances will come to an end, how will 
we creationally experience the constancy of God's faithfulness?
And what kind of creation would we have if the very order of crea
tion is taken away? Is Pannenberg saying that the eschatological 
reality will be without order? While the Bible clearly does not 
advocate a static, structuralistic view of reality, it is question
able whether Pannenberg*s geneticism, with its ultimate abolition 
of constant order is compatible with the biblical world-view. 
Perhaps a more biblically fruitful approach to this question of
order is to understand the lawful patterns of orderly creation as

21responses to the ordering, directing and creative Word of God,
The creation is a dynamic and temporal response to God's Word 
which calls it into being, Without the Word, there is no creation. 
This also leads us to a d -ent interpretation of the meaning 
of God's so-called ’new* acts in history. God's intervention 
in history is to lead his people from disobedience to obedience 
to the Word which gives them life. Failing to account for the 
creative power of the Word in this fashion, Pannenberg's Christo- 
logy is also unable to do justice to the biblical correlation of 
the Son of God and the Word which 'was in the beginning1 {John 1),

- 110 -



- ill -
Christ integrates life because he is the healing and shalom- 
bringing Word of life, Christ is proleptic revelation because he 
manifests in his person the fulfillment of the Word in the present 
as it will be fulfilled in the full dawning of the kingdom. In 
total subjection to the Word of God, man finds his life .and free
dom,. while disobedience means death and bondage because it is 
disobedience to the very Word which gives us life. The Word af
firms finite subjectivity and judges all disobedience which is 
man's attempt to ignore the Word of God and be his own 'pseudo
word * .

E. The Autonomy of Reason
My final criticism is of the self-avowed 'rational1 character 

of Pannenberg*s theology. We saw in chapter one that the passion 
of Pannenberg's theological enterprise is to give a rational 
account of his faith in response to the Enlightenment attack upon 
theology. Although all theologies must take such an apologetic 
task seriously, I suggest that Pannenberg has been so preoccupied 
with 'out-enlightening' the Enlightenment that he has, in many res
pects , uncritically accepted certain aspects of Enlightenment 
thought which could be more adequately responded to by a more pene
trating critique. Such a critique would also be more conducive 
to the apologetic task at hand. We have already seen that Pannen
berg has uncritically accepted the order/freedom antithesis common 
to modern humanism without sufficiently bringing it under the
scrutiny of a biblical world-view, and now we must consider his

22endorsement of the Enlightenment's concern with rationality.
According to Pannenberg, the primary post-Enlightenment

question for theology is the question of authority. In opposition



to all epistemological dualisms wherein religious knowledge is
unrelated to rational knowledge and theology is grounded in
authoritative revelation, Pannenberg contends that only what can
convince us of its reasonableness can be deemed authoritative.
To be authoritative is to be reasonable! Faith must be grounded

2 3
xn knowledge, it can never be self-grounding. ' Consequently, 
there is no safe shelter for theology# it must be answerable to 
the questions of all other sciences, most notably philosophy.
That theology must be open to both interdisciplinary critique and, 
discussion with other faith perspectives is, for me, beyond ques
tion* and Pannenberg is to be commended for making this a reality 
in his own theology. My question, however, is whether Pannenberg 
takes sufficient account of his own ii t into the religious 
character of all human reflection. Pannenberg has admirably proven
that Implicit in all assertions (especially theoretical assertions) 
is a fore-conception of the totality of reality. I am impressed 
by the striking similarity within Pannenberg’s own thought between 
a fore-conception and religious faith. Both are directed to
ward the horizon of the future in an anticipatory way. Both in
clude an attitude of trust. Would this not mean, therefore, 
that one * s implicit, religious vision of life is integrally in
volved in all assertions? And doesn't this suggest to us that 
rationality itself is ne?er autonomous in regard to an ultimate 
religious perspective? This clearly makes Pannenberg's emphasis 
on the rational basis of theology questionable. An analysis of 
the religious character of the modern humanist commitment to an 
autonomous reason is not totally foreign to Pannenberg's theology, 
but it is not sufficiently developed either * Such a critique 
would apologetically speak to the very heart of modern man's false

-  1 1 2  -



faith in reason, Pannenberg's zeal for investigating the
rational basis of faith could well be redirected to an investiga-

25tion of the religious basis of reason. To use Pannenberg's 
language, reason doesn't just end in doxology, doxology is also 
the beginning of reason.

Pannenberg1s own theology is committed to rationality. I 
suggest that that 'commitment’ to reason should be more fully un
derstood in its re *us depth. I am, however, convinced that 
Pannenberg*s theology is also committed to Jesus Christ. We began 
chapter two on ontology by noticing that Pannenberg1s ontology 
is an explication of the implications of his faith in Jesus Christ 
as the proleptic revelation of God. The same is true of his an
thropology and hermeneutic. I would urge Pannenberg to more fully 
and openly acknowledge that his theology is rooted in his faith 
in Jesus Christ and then do battle with his opponents in an open
ness that acknowledges that what is at stake is conflicting faiths.
I am convinced, as is Pannenberg, that faith in Jesus Christ will 
prove to be the victor.

113;.
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Abbreviations

AC Apostles' Creed
BQ {1&2) Basic Questions in Theology (volumes 1 and 2)
PR Faith and Reality
Idea The Idea of God and Human Freedom
J-G&M Jesus - God and Man
RaH Rev on as History
Tall Theology as History (ed, by J.M. Robinson and J.B. Cobb Jr.)
TIG Theology and the Kingdom of God
TPS Theology and the Philosophy of Science
WiM? What is Man?
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Idea, pp. 160ff, where Pannenberg criticizes Hegel for limiting 
the finite/infinite relation to a negative mediation.

103. See 'The God of Hope', BQ2, pp. 24 8f, and J-G&M, p. 396.
104. 'Future and Unity', op. cit., p. 63.
105. TKG, p. 60. Cf. 'The God of Hope', BQ2, p. 249.
106. See WiM?, chapters 2 and 5.
107. J-G&M, pp.
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108, "Response , , . . ' , Tall, p. 253,
109, See J. H. Olthuis, Models of Man , . , . , op. pp. 

16-17, and Robert Jenson also says that "Pannenberg develops a 
monistic view of history and proclamation . . . ," Quoted by 
Tupper, in The The to if hi- lenberg, op, clt., p. 276,
And Tupper himself says t: ibility in the description
of Pannenberg's thought as a ‘historical monism' (p. 301)

110. In my . • • . . . hart Pannenberg's Theological Anthro
pology, op. _ a mo - - .^TanarmicSiiTESr--

-nberg*s anuuupuxogy which takes further account of the 
ego/world relation and the place of imagination, language, material 
and spiritual culture in man's mastery over the world,

111. Hoof cl li Jn ■ , ••••.. • ■ (Karapen, J.H, Kok, 1948), p. 13. 
This small section wi . anslated by my friend and colleague Peter 
Enneson. For further discussion of contradictory monism, especially 
in the thought of Heraclitus, Eckhart, Machiavelli and Cassirer,
see C.G. Seerveld, 'The Pedagogical Strength of a Christian Method
ology in Philosophical Historiography1, Social Th- I Practice, 
Koers, Jaargang 40, #ss 4, 5 and 6 , ; ■ ■■■ ■

112, See J.H. Olthuis, Mod' . ■; Man . , . .»op, cit., pp.
28-30,

113. TKG# p. 70.
114, For example, Hamilton's suggestion that Pannenberg simply 

identifies God with the process of history has much validity, but 
he mistakes Pannenberg1s thought for a simplistic monism in which 
God is subsumed in the process {as in pantheism). (Cf. n. 95 
above) Hamilton would come closer to a viable critique of Pannen~ 
berg on this issue if he were to understand the contradictory mon
istic structure of Pannenberg's thought. By accepting, as an 
ontological given, the contradiction of the infinite viewed as the 
end of the finite, yet the infinite always remaining distinct from 
the finite, the contradictory monist attempts to maintain the God/ 
creation distinction. We see, H- - • : \it there is an 
ambiguity, or contradiction in it in Pannenberg's theology.
We will return to this problem subsection B of the concl ts.

115, AC, p. 131.
116. 1 The Spirit of Life', PR, p. 26. This is the same article 

which appeared in Tlu vol. 75 (1972) , pp. 8-21 under the
le 'The Doctrin e Spirit and the Task of a Theology of
are *,

117. Ibid, p. 27. Cf, Pannenberg's 'Working of the Spirit
in the Creation and the People of God1# in 5 arch,
ed. by A. Dulles and C. Braaten, (Philadelphia, Westmn 
p. 18".



118. Ibid.- p. 28,
119. Ibid, p. 29.
120. Ibid, pp. 29-30. Cf, Pannenberg1s statement, " . . , , a 

field of energy is not a function of occurrances but, to the contrary, 
the occurrances are functions of the field," ’A Liberal Logos 
Christology: the Christology of John Cobb', tr. by D.P. Polk,
in John Cot _ ffaeology in Process, ed. by D .R . Gi: -n and T.J.J. 
AltI¥eF7~*TPhxladeTph: estmlnster, " p. ,,13, See
also 'The Working of the Spirit . . , .1, op, cit., p.

121. Ibid, p. 30.
122. Ibid, p. 31. Cf, E.F. Tupper» The The:_~ , _ J - art 
nenberg, op, cit,, pp. 236-238,

123. Ibid, p. 33.
124» AC, p, 135,

125. 'The Spirit of Life *, FR, p. 35.

126. Paul Tillich's theology is also a contradictory monism, 
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Anthropology - _ _ - e Struetui ' - rhoug! _ npub. M.Phil.
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1. 'What is Truth?', BQ2, p, 1, Cf. R.D. Pasquariello,
*Pannenberg*s Philosophical , , » , * »  op. cit,» pp. 339-340.

2. Ibid, pp. 20-21. Cf. 'Hermeneutics and Universal History',
BQl, p, 131.

3. Ibid, p. 21, Pannenberg goes on to say that Hegel's logic
is a "series of stages in which . . . the higher stage is constitutive 
of the preceding insofar as it synthesizes into a unity the 
contradictions of the preceeding one, and thus contains the provisional 
w the entire dialectical path that had been traversed up
to that point."

4» Ibid, p. 22.
5, Quoted by Pannenberg in 'On Historical and Theological 

Hermeneutic', BQl, p. 162. See also ’Eschatology and the Experience 
of Meaning', Idea, pp. 200ff.

6, Ibid, p. 163, In : inenberg contrasts this 'contextual* 
view of meaning which he ' ibutes to Dilthey and to (interestingly
enough'!) Wittgenstein's language game theory, with the positivist 
referential theory of meaning (Frege) and the phenomenological



intentionality theory (Husserl.) pp. 206-216)
?, Dilthey did attempt to comprehend the whole via the parts, 

but Pannenberg notes that only a prior "knowledge of the whole 
can make clear what significance the parts really deserve." Ibid, 
p. 164, Cf. TPS, pp. 78-73, 162.

8. 'Faith and Reason', BQ2, p. 62»
9. In TPS, Pannenberg speaks of Troeltsch's superiority
4 Dilthey and says that if Dilthey had included in his thought 
■■; future-oriented tendencies introduced into the historical
•.esses as a result of the concern with purposes and values in 

-„„vidual behaviour” then he would have been led like Troeltsch, 
"to the problematic concept of a common final goal . . . .", p,
108. Hegel's system of the absolute idea suffers from the weak
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finality and completeness. By failing to understand the provision- 
ality of his own system, Hegel is guilty of overleaping "the 
irreducible finitude of experience,” and is thereby closed to the 
future. ’Hermeneutic and Universal History*f BQl, p. 134.

10. Quoted by Pannenberg (from 1 Time, p. 309), in
8On Historical and Theological Hermen . 166.

11. Ibid, p. 168» Cf. TPS, p. 162.
12. Ibid, p. 169. Cf, Braaten’s discussion of Lonergan and 

his appeal for a move beyond mere * in into * fore' . 
Eschatology and Ethics, op, cit., pp. 28-33.

13. Ibid, p. 172. Cf. Pannenberg1s discussion of 'historical 
reason1 overagainst other notions of reason such as the Aristotelian- 
Thomistic a prioristic form of reason, in 'Faith and Reason', BQ2,
pp. 55ff,

14. Ibid, p. 169, Cf, TPS, p. 34 5,
15. TPS, p. 196. The same would also be true of Pannenberg* s 

conception" of 'universal history**. Any "pre-concept' of universal 
history within which one ultimately determines the meaning of 
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If such a preconcept (or fore-conception) does not illuminate, 
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to produce ever better projections of universal history." "Hermen
eutic and Universal History *, BQl, p. 134. Cf. 'Redemptive Event ,
• * • * t BQl, pp. 70f, 78,

16. 'On Historical and Theological Hermeneutic', BQl, p. 170.
Cf, T'PSf p, 198,
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17. Ibid, p. 158,
18. The hermeneutical process here described is similar to 

Gadamer1 s notion of the 'fusion of horizons', For Gadamer ‘there
is an infinite process of post .ng horizons of higher universality 
which can comprise and comprehend the horizon of the interpreter 
and the text. Such a horizon, like a fore-conception, is not 
s but dynamic. Horizons change when the interpreter builds
a new, more comprehensive horizon, thereby moving beyond the limits 
of his prior - - .on, The test for any such form- - _ d horizon of 
understanding is the same as the test of a fore-conception, viz. 
whether it can integratively include within itself the elements 
of past and present horizons. The ce between Pannen
berg and Gadamer, however, is that Gadamer does not project a 
total understanding of reality as the consequence of his description 
of understanding as a fusion of horizons, He does not postulate 
a whole, or a universal history, even though Pannenberg suggests 
that it is a natural consequence of his thought. See 'Hermeneutic 
and Universal History', BQIL# pp. 96-136 and TPS, ;
The best discussion of the relation between Pannenberg and Gadamer 
in English is Ted Peters * article, 'Truth in History: Gadamer’s 
Hermeneutics and Pannenberg’s Apologetic Method', in Journal

u 55, #1, 75), pp. 36-56. One could also compare
t cess with Kuhn's paradigm postulation and modification.
See TPS, pp. 56-57, 6 6 , 335.

19. TPS, p. 216. Cf. 'Foreword', BQl, p. xvii.
20. TPS, pp. 200-201. See also p. 217, n. 433.
21. TPS, pp. (especially 101-102), 433f.
22. 'Christian Theology and Philosophical Criticism', Idea, 

p. 132.
23. Ibid.
24» Ibid, p. 133.
25. TPS, p. 310. Cf. WiM?, pp. 23-29, where Pannenberg 

relates human imagination to the reception of divine inspiration.
See also 'Response , . . . TaB, p . 242 and TPS, pp. 343f.

26. TPS, p. 162. It is instructive to pay attention to the 
Sauter/Pannenberg debate recorded in TPS, pp. 291-292. Sauter says 
that Pannenberg*s emphasis on the end .istory which reveals the 
unity of history results in history becoming a 'closed system' 
because there is then no movement beyond that point. Pannenberg's 
response is to say that history is not a closed unity, but is rather 
"the simultaneous growth of a plurality of processes which transcend 
themselves in their movement towards an open future and struggle 
with each other in an effort at unity , . . ." (p. 291.) Sauter1s 
point is that Pannenberg (and lann) actually are in danger of



a total ‘attribution of meaning1 and rejection of the provisionalness
of reality in their talk of the final meaning which the future 
can give, Pannenberg*s response is to acknowledge that the totality 
of meaning is never found in history. But this is not really to 
the point of Sauter!s criticism. It seems to me that he is simply 
saying that if there is an end, then there is an end - how then 
can the future be truly open? Pannenberg*s system can have both 
an infinite openness and an eschatological end, or totality of 
meaning precisely because it is a contradictory monism. Diagramming 
his position as follows helps clarify the situation;

plurality of self- 
transcending processes

totality of 
meaning
{=es chatological

end) (dialectic of positive and
negative mediation)

Depending on which direction things are going, one can speak of 
both a totality of meaning and an infinite process at the same 
time. Sauter says that this is a contradiction. He is absolutely 
right - only more specifically, a contradictory monism. See also 
'Response , , . TaH, pp. 260-263, n. 72.

27, TKG, p. 60.
28, See especially TPS , pp. 310-311,. where Pannenberg speaks 

of the " , . , , anticipatory character of the totality of reality 
as a totality of meaning . . , , ,f (emphasis added.)

29, BQl, p. 230» n. 29. An example of Pannenberg using the 
terms interchangeably would be on p. 2 32, where he is talking 
about God's personhood. He says.

Whether we can also understand the divine ground 
of the totality of reality as a person is another 
question. Its solution depends upon whether for 
us this t o t a l i t y , i t  expresses itself in 
individual events, is in principle manipulable 
or not.

The divine ground of the totality and the totality which expresses 
itself seem to be one and the same. Indeed, Pannenberg's argument 
for the personhood of God is always based on God's non-manipu
ness, yet here he speaks of the 'totality' as being non-manipulable.
{See chapter two, n. 63 of this thesis,) The only reasonable 
conclusion therefore is that Pannenberg does indeed use the terms 
interchangeably here, Similarly, in WiM? he speaks of man's 
dependence on the 'whole* of reality and his relation to the 'whole' 
as being characterized as 'trust', and then in the same chapter 
says that God is the object of trust, pp. 28ff.



30. TPS, p, 309, In n. 615 on this page, Pannenberg says 
that sue] relation has 'limited validity* because God must
be thought of as independent of any correlate which might constrain 
his freedom. Clearly a correlate to the totality of reality which, 
like God, is still in the process of becoming, yet also operative 
and powerful in the present, is no such constraint upon M s  free
dom. Cf, p. 284, where he says that " . . .  discourse about God 
as the all-determining reality correspond to the theme of the 
semantic whole See also T. Peters, 'Truth in History . .
. .', op. cit., p. 54«

31. TPS, p. 330. Cf, p, , where he says, "The presence 
of the alludetermining reality in a h: ical phenomenon can be 
investigated only through an analysis of the totality of meaning 
implicit in the phenomenon,"

32. TPS, p. 310.
33. See 1 pp. 303-304, 'Christian Theology and Philosophical 

Criticism', Idea, pp. 129-130, and WiM?, pp. 61f.
34. 'Christian Theology . . . .", Idea, p. 130,
35. 'Toward a Theology of Law', op. cit., p. 411,
36. Cf. 'Christian Theology . . . . %  Idea, p. 131. For further

reference to God as the basis for unity see TPS, p. 313, 336, and 
‘What is Truth?', SQ2, p. 27.

37. AC, pp. 35-36.
38. 'Christian Theology . . . . Idea, p. 142. Cf, TPS, 

pp. 311-313 (including n. where Pannenberg dialogues on the 
definition of religion with Lukmann, Blackstone, Ferre,- Trillhaas 
and Schleiermacher.)

39. ‘Eschatology . . . .', Idea, p. 205. Pannenberg also 
speaks (in TPS, p. of theological assertions as 'third order 
hypotheses!. Theological statements are hypotheses concerning
the truth or untruth of constructions of religious awareness, which 
are themselves merely explications of an implicit awareness of the 
totality of meaning in ordinary experience. Therefore, the first 
order of hypothesis is the imp j, anticipation of the tot ■ 
of meaning in everyday life, the second order is the religious 
explication of what is implicit, and the third order is the 
theological hypothesis on the religious explication.

40. See, ample, TPS, p. 303, where Pannenberg contends 
that even the epistemologically oriented philosophical systems of 
the modern era (the best example of which is, of course, Kant), 
actually presuppose an antology. The priority of ontology over
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epistemology in Pannenberg*s thought should also be noted as a 
corrective to the conception wrongly held by both Ted Peters and 
Langdon Cilkey that for Pannenberg the future is open only 
episteraologically, while closed ontologically, 1 contend that 
it is only because of Pannenberg*s notion of the ontological 
priority of the future, which entails an openness of being 
I . : :■ : teit) that there is a corresponding epistemological 
operrne ■ ■ ■■ e T, Peters, 'Truth in History . . . . ', op. cit., 
p. 50, n. 54, and L. Gilkey, 'Pannenberg*s . , . .', op. cit,, 
p. 46= (Also cf. the Sauter/Pannenberg debate, n. 26 above.) 
Lothar Steiger's observation that Pannenberg*s theses on the 
doctrine of revelation (in Rati) begin with a view of reality 
(theses 1 and 2) and then proceed to the question of knowledge 
(theses 3-7) coincides with ray position on this matter. See 
'Revelation-history and Theological Reason in History
§ ;rmene , op, cit,, p. 8?»

41. These are my terms, not Pannenberg1 s.
42. 'Analogy and Doxology1, BQl, p. 213. Cf, RaH, op. 14-16, 

125-131,
43. Ibid, p. 212.
44. ibid, p. 226.
45. Ibid, pp. 216-217. Cf. 'What is a Dogmatic Statement?*, 

BQl, p, 205.
46. Ibid, pp. 217-218.
47. J-G&M, pp. 184-185, On pp, ' Pannenber

distinguishes doxology front 'myth',
48. 'Analogy and Doxology', BQlf p. 228. For further discussion

of the histor ' of revelation and the historical basis for faith, 
see"H. G, Harder and W. T. Stevenson, 'The Continuity of History 
and Faith in the Theology of Wo If hart Pannenberg1, jrn.- - 
Religion, 51 #1, (1971), pp. 34-56» F, 1» Klooster, ‘Historical 
Method and the Resurrection in lenberg's Theology, Calvin 
The< . ■ cal Journal, 11 #1, (April '76), pp. 5-33» I.G. Nxcol,
"Fcii ■ .. nd Meanings; Wolf hart Pannenberg * s Theology as History 
and the Role of the Historical Critical Method', op. cit., and L. 
Steiger, 'Revelation-History and Theological Reason1, in History 
a srmeneutic, op, cit,

49. Of course some pietistic athletes may well disagree with 
me here. Perhaps they see more clearly all acts as acts of God.

50, 'Analogy and Doxology*, BQl, p. 229. Cf, 'What is a
Dogmatic Statement?1, BQl, p. 199, where Pannenberg says that a
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dogmatic statement formulates the universal meaning of the historic
ally unique,

51. ibid, p. 230.
52. Ibid, Cf, Pannenberg's discussion of the dialectic of 

trust (faith) and security (control and domination) in WiM?, 
pp. 14-40.

53. ' Insight and I , BQ2_, p. 32,
54. ' Response . . , ,', Tail, p. 273. Cf, 1 Redemptive Event ,

. . BQl, pp. 55, n . 98 and
55. See "The Revelation of God . . . . ', Tall, p. 130.
56. See 'What is a Dogmatic Statement?', BQl, p. 199 and 

RaH, pp. 138-139. For further discussion on faith and trust 
s , 3-12.

57. RaH, p. 139.
58. 'Analogy and Doxology', BQl, p. 237.
59. 'Response Tati, pp. 240-241. See also pp. 262-263.

Chapter Four
1. . 'On Historical and Th deal Hermene r , ■ ̂ - 173.
2. Ibid, p. 175,
3. Ibid, p. 176. Cf. 'The Revelation of God . . . .*# ' 

pp. lG3ff, and 'The God of Hope', BQ2, pp. 246ff.
4. ibid, Cf. WiM?, pp. 41-53.
5. RaH, pp. 139» 142.
6 . 'The Revelation of God . . . .', TaH, p. 117. Cf. AC, 

pp. 96-115.
7. Cf, J-G&M, pp. . For Pannenberg's argument for the 

actual historicity of the resurrection see J-G&M, pp. 88-106.
8 . See 'How is God Revealed to Us?', FR, pp. 57-60.
9. !Divine Revelation and Modern History *. FR, p. 91. See 

also 'Jesus' History and Ours', FR, p. 75, 'What is Truth?1, BQ2, 
p. 24, !Toward a Theology of t r of Religions 1, BQ2, pp. 
114f, J-G&M, p. 243, 'Analogy and Doxology1, BQl, p.
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10. See J-G&M, pp. 58-66.
11. Ibid, p. 136,
12. Ibid, p. 13?. Cf, p. 307.
13. See 'The Revelation of God , . . .', TaH, p. 12 5.
14. Pannenberg lists four options other than his own, in 

J-G&M, pp. 115-126",
15. Ibid, p. 129,
16. Ibid, pp. 129-130.
1?, Ibid, pp. 321-32 3.
18. Ibid, pp. 320-321. Pannenberg1s view of God and eternity 

were dealt with more fully in subsections C and D(i) of chapter 
two of this thesis,

19. Ibid, p, 321.
20. Ibid, p, 34 3,
21. Ibid, p. 344,
22. Ibid, p. 365.
23. AC, p. 70.
24. J-G&M, p, 365,
25. Ibid, p. 169. For further discussion of Pannenberg’s view 

of Christ as the mediator of creation see E.F. Tupper, The Thi
tfolfh, tberg, op. cit., pp.
26. .. ■■ &M# PP. 230f, 367, and AC, p. 65.
27. J-G&M, p. 391.

«COC\f Ibid, p, 392 . Cf. 1 Cor. 8 :6 .
29. See 'What is a Dogmatic Statement?*, BQ1, p. 2 0 0 .
30. J-G&M, p. 131. Cf. p, 185. In 'Analogy and Doxology

Pannenberg says that we experience the work of God ". . , in the 
moment in which we grasp, by means of a single event, the totality 
of the reality in which we live and around which our lives circulate 

I p. 229,
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31, 'Kerygma and History*, BQ1, p. 94, n, 20.
32» AC e p. 58. In 'On i and Theological Hermeneutic *,

Pannenberg also speaks of the ultimacy revealed in Jesus as 
generating an impulse "toward the integration of all realms of life." 
This is in accord with his view of the verification of religious 
language by its integrative power discussed in chapter one. The 
particular only finds its inte on in the whole, therefore 
integration and 'wholeness * are one and the same. BQ1, p. 157.
See also pp. 17 3, , and WiM?, p. 149.

33, J-G&Mi p. 191. I have here used Peter Hodgson's correction 
of the Wilkxiis and Priebe translation. The English text translated
111 des menschlichen Wesens den ̂ Bestimroimg des Menschem" as "of the 
human na . - - estXn man," whereas Hodgson suggests
"of human nature, of the destiny of man" as more appropriate.
See Hodgson's review «M, 'Pannenberg on Jesus *, Journal of
t - terican Acade \ on, 36, #4, (Dec. ' 6 8 ) ,

34. Ibid, p. 190.
35. Ibid, p. 348. Cf, WiM?, pp. 61f.
36. Ibid, p. 205 . Cf. pp. 192f, 199f, 231f,
37, 

op. cit.
Ibid, p. 
, p. 420 f

262. Cf, TKG, p. 6 8 , •Toward a 
AC i pp. J-G&M, pp.

38. J-G&M, pp. 354-364 .
39. Ibid, p. 381.
40. Ibid.
41. Ibid, p. 388. Of. pp. 331» 395, Pannenberg1s view of 

God and unity was also discussed in chapter thr tion B above.
42. Ibid, p. 367. Cf. pp. 368, 370, AC, pp. 121ff, and 'Future

and Unity1, op. cit„, pp.
43. 'The Revelation of God , , . TaH, p.
44. See J-G&M, pp. 395-396, 'The God of Hope', BQ2, p. 249, and 

AC, p. 125.
45. J-G&M, p. 245. (This reference is ita in the 

original.)
46- AC, p. 70. Cf, 'What is Truth?', BQ2, p. 27, where 

Pannenberg says that "the unity of truth is constituted only by 
the proleptic revelation of God in Jesus Christ."



1, The Theology of Wolfhart Pannenberg, op. cit., pp. 300-301
2, A_ . ntury ?heology, op, cit., p. 177,
3, WiM?, p, 65,
4, AC, p. 164. In his 'Postscript' to Tupper*s book, Pannen

berg says that in WiM? he identified sin "as a basic component in 
the structure of the human organism and behavior, having the 
character of self-centredness which is inescapable "though super- 
seclable in human life," (p. 304.) He then goes on to say that
he was prepared to be charged with Flacianism which identifies 
sin with the nature of man, but that such a charge was fortunately 
never laid, Pannenberg does not, however, explain why this is 
fortunate» nor does he explain why it would be inaccurate if laid,
I am not prepared to label Pannenberg a Flacian, but 1 do note 
that the pessimism of Flacius' view of total depravity is similar 
to Pannenberg's inevitable contradiction in the very warp and woof 
of life. On Flacius, cf. G„C, Berkouwer, ManI The Ima 3d,
translated by D.W. Jellema, {Grand Rapids, Eerdma:
130-13?.

5, Seerveld says that contradictory monism denies " . . .  
the possibility of repentance and sanctified action among men 
into a generally unattached, deeply energetic, give-your-guts 
fervour of heroic activity." 'The Pedagogical Strength » , . .', 
op. cit., p. 300,

6, Harder and Stevenson are getting at a similar point when 
they complain that man's historical activity is constantly being 
overshadowed by the real force of history, viz., God, The validity 
of man's finite activity is brought into question by Pannenberg's 
emphasis on God's activity. See 'The Continuity of History and 
Faith » , , , %  op, cit,, pp. 53-55, Also cf. Obayashi, nen~ 
berg and Troeltsch , . . .1„ op. cit.» p. 404«

7« TheotgK ■ • : £6f op, cit., pp. 133-134.
8. Cl td Cot irist, op. cit. , pp. 8-9.
9. Ibid, p . 9,
10. Obayashi makes a similar point on a different subject

by claiming that Pannenberg has taken the Platonic essence/existenc
dualism which is cosmological, and dealt with it horizontally in 
a framework of historical time, ’Future and Responsibility . .
, . o d . cit., p. 193, Cf. Moltmann, The lope, op. cit.#
p. 84,

11» This identification is common to much contemporary 
theology, Cf. Braaten's rejection of the doctrine of the fail

€1 .......... ' . ■ ■..... us



because it makes the history of grace into restoration of a pre- 
established condition rather than a process to a totally new state.
Futt , op, cit., pp. 44ff. The clearest exponent of the
identification of creation and fallenness is Paul Tillich, howevet.
His view of essence and existence is structurally the same as 
Pannenberg1s viz., contradictory monism. He says that the move 
from essence to existence is fallenness: "Creation and the Fall 
coincide in so far as there is no point in time and space in 
which created goodness was actualized and had existence . . . .  
Actualized creation and estranged existence are identical . . . . 
Creation is good in its essential character. If actualized, it 
falls into universal estrangement through freedom and destiny." 
Systematic Theology, vol. 2, (University of Chicago Pr ,
p. 44 .

12» TKG, p. 60.
13. Cf. 'Future and Unity'f op. cit., pp. 63-65. Tapper's 

defense of Pannenberg against ams ' criticism that all finite 
reality will be absorbed into the One, is to assert that Pannenberg 
maintains that a plurality of essences will remain. Tupper can 
only appeal to a secondary source to justify his claim, however, 
and therefore we cannot accept his answer to be authoritatively 
the same as - lenberg's. See The Theolog Wolfhar -•menberg, 
op. cit., p. 289 (including no

14. I find Seerveld's comments on the contradictory monistic 
theology Eckhart relevant to my analysis of the place of evil in 
Pannenberg*s contradictory monism, Seerveld says, "Sin is not 
something historically subsequent to creation that can be rectified 
and healed: for Eckhart, evil is a furtive feature of creatureliness 
somehow, so that it becomes either/or between Godhood and creation 
for man." * The Pedagogical Strength , . . .', op. cit., p. 282.
(Cf. p. 300.)

15. Cf. H. Dooyeweerd's disc of what he calls the 
biblical 1 ground motive' of creation, fall and redemption, in 
his Me _ - a , vol. I, op. cit., pp. . He 
rightly says that " . . .  the revelation of the fall does not in 
any way mean the recognition of an antithetical principle of origin 
which is opposed to the Creator, sin cannot be thought of as 
standing in dialectical relation to creation.” (p. 115.)

16. Cf. TKG, pp. 55£ with AC, p.
17. Again the comparison with Eckhart is appealing. Eckhart 

says that "God is neither a being nor intelligent and he does not 
know this or that. God is free of every thing and therefore he 
is everything." Quoted by Seerveld, 1 The Pedagogical Strength .
. , .*, op. cit., p. 279. We should also recall that for 
Pannenberg, the unity of God corresponds to the totality of reality, 
in which everything finds its place, including the negative experiences 
of want, suffering, guilt and absurdity. In other words, 1 evil1 
is included in the * everything1» See AC, pp. 35-36.
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18, See Tupper, The Theology of ̂ Wolfit nenberg, op. cit., 
p. 297, Although M.E. Brinkmann*s dissertatxoii"oi nenberg only 
came to my attention after I had completed my writing, i notice 
that in one of his accompanying theses he also suggests that 
Pannenberg is a panentheist. See B >d En Mensbegrip in de 
Theologie Van Wo If hart Pannenb* - ■ . , •. tampen, J. ~H. Kok,

' '

19, Cf, W. Royce Clark*. 1 Christian Images of Fulfillment: 
Healing Within Anticipation *, Religion in Life, 46, §2, (Summer, 
197?) , p̂p, 194 f,

20, See ’The Biblical understanding of Reality*, FR, p, 19, 
and WiM?, p. 144,

21, For biblical references to the creative significance of 
the Word of God, cf, Gen. 1, Pss, 33:6-9, 119i83-96, 147, 148,
John 1:1-5, Col, 1:15-20, and Beb. 1:1-3, 11:3.

22, I am riot here suggesting that Pannenberg simply accepts 
the Enlightenment perspective on reason with no questions at all.
1 am aware of the criticisms in 'Faith and Reason', 6Q2, of both 
Aristotelian and Enlightenment views of reason. My contention is 
that these criticisms do not actually go far enough in order to
be an adequate Christian apologetic. It is interesting to note 
that both Gilkey and Cobh speak of Pannenberg's 'rationalism'.
See L. Gilkey, *Pannenberg*s Basic Questions in Theology', op, 
cit., p. 34, and Oh Cobb * s review of J-G&M, op, cit., p. 193,

23, In the conclusions of my History and the Certainty of 
Faith in Wolfhart Pannenberg's Theolo

- " nenberg's no tic ! _ le his to- . incline .
and show that faith is already operative in the very way in which 
Pannenberg looks at the historical event. Especially iul in
this respect is Iain Nicol*s article, 'Pacts and Meanings , , , 
op, cit,

24, In 'Insight and Faith', BQ2, p. 29» Pannenberg acknowledges 
the biblical identification of knowledge and faith but does not 
work out some of the implications for contemporary theology. It 
appears to me to be fruitful to .inflect upon tf .cal teaching
that true knowledge begins with the fear of the Lord. To know 
and believe are intimately related and if one's b rooted
in an idol then one's knowledge becomes foolishness. The religious 
nature of knowledge is here accentuated in a way which is fundamentally 
foreign to most Wes-cem thought, Theology is therefore in a 
position to offer a corrective to the autonomy of theoretical thought 
■which has become an idol to Western man since the Renaissance,

25. Pannenberg's question to Barth whether faith becomes 
a mere 'postulate1 of our consciousness» could also he asked of 
the acceptance of the authority of reason. Why do we believe in



reason? Because it is rational! Clearly this is a self- 
authenticating tautology which is only possible if one accepts 
reason by a prior faith commitment, See TPS, p. 273.
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