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Woltfhart Pannenberg’s 1MAg0 De1 doctrine
interpreted bDy eRon Shults and

Kam Ming Wong
Jan Vales

RESUME projet plus large d’appliquer Ia notion de C reciprocite
relationnelle »} des themes theologiques majeurs. Le

L interpretation de Ia conception de l’image de Jeu second auteur, Kam Ming VWong, dans |l’ouvrage intitule
chez Wolfhart Pannenberg est sujette L e present arı Pannenberg uman Destiny 2007), (
article CXDOSE 1E pomnt de Vu de deux auteurs SUr ceite terıse |’anthropologie de Pannenberg [1M etant Cl
question. on ults, dont ’analyse est exXxposee vifique eftf eschatologique et E  tablit lien entre SE
dans SO} tude consacree Pannenberg 1999 et dans Concepfts et ’hamartiologie. [ fin de cet article CONSI-
’ouvrage Reforming Theologica Anthropology 24003), dere les Consequences des deux DOoIMNtS de VUe DOUT I9
considere |l’anthropologie de Pannenberg UuNe question des C droits de I’homme »

C interpretation eschatologique »} dans le cadre de SOM

SUMMARY
‘’eschatological interpretation' within his larger roject

In the study of theological anthropology, debate IS of applying 'relational| recıprocity' mMajor theological
raging about NOW interpret Wolfhart Pannenberg’s themes. The second author, VWong, characterises Pan-
Concept of the IımMagOo Del doctrine. This article presents nenberg’s anthropology ‘salvific and eschatological’
the VIEWS of authors Pannenberg’s andling of and relates Pannenberg’s COoNCceplts hamartiology.
the IımMago el CONCEPL, on ul and Kam Ming ong's interpretation aDPDCaTrs In the hookarPan-
Wong. hults’ reflections Cal He OoUun In Reforming nenberg uman Destiny 2007 At the end of his
Theologica Anthropology 2003) and In hIs 1999 study article, the CONSCQUENCES of hoth viewpoints will specifi-

Pannenberg. He calls Pannenberg’s anthropology cally he applied the ISSUE of ’human rights’
i

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG ‚eschatologische Interpretation‘ innerhalb SEeINES gröle-
(eT] Plans, el dem letzterer „relationale KezIprozitäat”

Im Bereich der theologischen Anthropologie findet eıne auf bedeutende theologische Themen anwendet.
heftige Debatte arüber statt, wıe Wolfhart Pannenbergs | Jer zweiıte Autor, VWong, charakterisiert Pannenbergs
Konzept der mMagOo el | ehre interpretieren SeI | Dieser Anthropologie als „soteriologisch und eschatologisch“
Artikel legt die Ansichten zweiıter Autoren on und nn Pannenbergs Konzept mit dem Bereich
ul un Kam Ming VWong dar, WIıEe Pannenberg selbst der Hamartologie In Verbindung. ongs Darstellung
mMit dem Imago Del KOonzept umgeht. ul edanken erscheint In seınem Buch Wolfhart Pannenberg
dazu sind In Reforming Theologica Anthropology 2003) uman Destiny 2007 Am FEnde des Artikels werden
enthalten SOWIE In seıner Studie über Pannenberg AUs die Auswirkungen heider Standpunkte insbesondere auf
dem ahr 999 Fr Pannenbergs Anthropologie eINe das Anliegen der Menschenrechte angewandt.
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Introduction The mMAago De1 doctrine
The istinct and INsplrng theological anthropol- In theology and the history of Christian doctrine,

of Woltfhart Pannenberg draws consıderable there 15 distinction between the biblical CXÄPDICS-
scholarly attenti1on, 4S 15 ıllustrated Dy the exIistence S1IO0N “created after the ımage of God)’ aNn! Ifs SYI1O-
of severa|l monographs hıs work. Examples dI C 1V ILMAA0 Dei In the Old TLestament the bıblical
the general theological introduction Dy Stanley term 15 sed five mes ın Genesı1is K an
Grenz, the OFrt Amerıcan evangelıcal scholar including Hebrew parallelism ın those chapters. In
an student of Pannenberg 1990 revised> the New Testament SCC that thıs general COMN-
an the textbook Dy Gunther WeNHZ, Pannenberg’s CCDL includes human eing (A Cor 1IGC/: Jas
SLUCCESSOT ON the chair oftf systematıc theology 5:9) ut In the New Testament epistles there 1S
AT the University of Munich, GermanYy 2003). also the CONCCDL that Jesus 15 the image of God
CI A, studies of annenberg wıth Irıinıtarıan and that Christians ATC SLTOW Nto the iımage of
perspective by Timothy Tadshaw 1988 anı Christ (EL. Rom 6:29; (OFTr 5: 16, Eph 4:24, Col

Iaın Taylor an Danıiel Munteanu IS 3: 1 anı other places). hıs biblical test1-
2010). Concerning hermeneutics, methodology IMONY SCTS the ensioN an dilemma for later theo-
an the dialogue between theology and philoso- logical development.phy, ONC IMaV ook a Reginald Nnamdı 1995) Pannenberg published hıs rst monographWorthing 1996 and LeRon Shults ıIn 1962 the question Was (XYA der ensch

en there 1S Elisabeth Dieckmann’s dıe Anthropologıe der Gegenwart IM Lichte der
1995 work Pannenberg’s theologica anthro- Theologte; It W ds translated Nto Englısh AN) WhatDOLOgY, concentrating ON the personalıty of God 15 Man? 1970). IThe book Calllc VCal after theand humankind, an work Dy Kam Mıng Wong

and Mary LOWwe 1C Q1VES Joit publication of Offenbarung als Geschichte
wıth olf Rendtorff, Ulrich Wilckens an Irutzspecı1al attention SIN an gender 1SSUES. Rendtorff. Pannenberg’s 1962 book A1MMS AThıs artıcle deals wıth of these authors, large audıiıence an revolves around the notion ofShults and VWong, scholars wh AVE LLLOTC than

MC publiıshed ON Pannenberg’s thought an eltoffenheit’, that 1S, OPCNNCSS the world
aVvVe summarısed their perspective In [GECHNT 111O11-

A1WO later 1ın hıs Christological proposa
Pannenberg develops the notlion of ‘prolepsis’ographs. On Shults 1S A American theo- meanıng the WdY 1n which the eschatological 1CS-loglan ın the Reformed tradıtion wh: teaches Aat

the Universıity of gder, Norway, an 1S former urrection 15 already PFrEeSCHL ıIn history through the
lecturer Ar Bethel Sem1nNary, St Paul,; Mınnesota, resurrection of Jesus Christ an he applies the

CONCCDL of revelatıon 4S history the(USA Shults’ ONgOINg projJect 15 reform maJjor tıon of Jesus (Grundzdüge der Christologte, NSs-theological doctrines from the perspective ofwhat 4ate 4S Jesus God AaAn Man, 1968). In thehe Ca} turn relationalıty”. In 2003 he pub-
lıshed Reformıing Theological Anthropology: er and /Os, Pannenberg’s anthropology WasSs reflected
the Philosophical TIurn LO Relationalıty. hıs book 1n number of artıcles OIl the method of theol-

At the end of thıs peri0d he publıshed15 foundatıonal for the PFrEeSCNL artıcle. Kam Mıng anthropological monograph offering theologi-Wong, aSsoclated wıth Woltfson College an Kıng’s
College In Oxford, England an wiıth Hong Kong cal interpretation of philosophical;, psychological
Baptıst Unıiversıity, has published several articles ONn an soc1al anthropology, Anthropologte ın theolo-

gıscher Perspektiwve 19853: Englısh AnthropologyPannenberg SINCE 2004 SE served AdS PICDaALA- In Theological Perspectuve, 1985 Here he STAatest1on for maJjor study 0)8| Pannenberg’s anthro-
DOL1OgY under the title Wolfhart Pannenberg key themes of his theological anthropology:
Human Destiny 1ın which Wong offers 1 humanıty AS created after the image of God
theological interpretation which he believes 1S an (2) uman SIN Ifs FOOTLT an effects. The work

the importance of the indıyıdual 4S ell AStully In accord wiıth Pannenberg, yeL Ar the SAd1L11E
time NOT found explicitly in Pannenberg’s WTIt- the socl1al development of the human being
Ings. He CXDICSSCS hıs intention Al the beginning Human “openness the world’ | Weltoffenheit |
of the last chapter of the book “We ANC made thus loses the character of gıven which

CONSCIOUS effort ll 1ın those doctrinal SdDS IT has in INanYy remarks f Scheler an CVCN of
left undeveloped Dy Pannenberg.’‘ hıs STATETINECHAL Gehlen; instead, IT 1S SCCH d describing direc-
stands iıke thesis for the book t10N In the DIOÖCCSS of human “self-realization,’
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DIrOCCSS ouUg which alone uman being 1Sm (objectivity of FCasON) nonfoundationalism
takes ftorm A4AS self a! which therefore MaYy (extreme relatıvism). Pannenberg SCI VCS AS

NOL, wiıth Gehlen, be one-sidediy educed example of theologıan who O€Ss NOT alıgn hım-
human action.® self wıth either of these approaches and ycLr devel-
For Pannenberg anthropology 15 the startıng ODS methodology An posıtion which AL quıte

close those of the postfoundationalists. In thepomnt for thinkıng about God 1ın the public SQUATC,
More than before, ın this book he elaborates the foreword Shults’ 1999 book Pannenberg hım-
doctrine of SIN He makes 1T clear that hıs inten- self declares: *x feel rather sympathetic wıth the

position he | Shults | describes 4A5 postfoundation-t10N 15 make SIN recognisable for human
alist.?> Shults then applıes the postfoundationalisteINg, though ItSs fulll clarıty 1s part of special

revelatıon IC 15 accessible only through faıth In approac the basıc tasks of eology. He devel-
Jesus Christ: ODS the which leads thesıs of VECL-

procıty between epistemology an hermeneutics.If thıs relatedness of everything the CO 1S, ın
the form of MO SuUL;, the essential element 1ın In subsequent he expressed the SAadmlıec ıdea

wiıth the term rvelationalıty al applied It otherSIN 0)8 the ailure ar human beings 1n regard questi1ons 4S ell In philosophy thıs relationaliıtythemselves, then SIN 15 NOLT simply 0)8 f of refers the development of relatıon d CaL-something moral but 1S closely connected wıth
the natural conditions of OUur existence.* for defining the substance of object lıke

quantıty BIE shape). Shults’ proJect of re-formıng
Pannenberg published hıs INASNUM ODUS theological anthropology °to thematiıze the

Systematische Theologie volumes 1I- ıIn reC1IproCIty between CONCEPLONS of relationalıty
and It W ds$s translated Into Englısh iın { 4 an doctrinal formulations’./
In the arger CONTLEXT of theological anthropology, Shults 15 asserting LW  3 things about Pannenberg.“°
Pannenberg’s iıdea of the independence of GCrEGa- First. that the exocentrIic human nNnatiure 15 COI-

4S Od’s goal for creation 15 iımportant (vol stitutive relational CONCCDL (also called reC1procal)
chapter 7) Tom the beginning, Pannenberg’s and secondly, he contends that thiıs CONCCDL has

theology has Ur eschatological ACCGCENT which regulatıve function outside of theological anthro-
W: OUL of hıs historical, diachronic thinking PDO1LOSgY, namely 1ın Irınıtarıan ecology. hıs artıcle
For thıs [Cason Pannenberg 15 ften understood CONCENTFrAaATES the rSt asserti1on.
under the heading theology ofhope In ddıtion Before tfurther 1ın this direction, let usSs

thıis, there Ar e other Strong features hıs theol- FEVIEW all three cConstıitutive rec1ıprocal elements ın
the dialogue wıth the SCIENCES, the underlyıng Pannenberg’s theological anthropology according

relatiıon of evealed an empirical knowledge, the Shults’ 1999 book exocentrIiC human Malr
of pneumatology ıIn volume of hıs (ın relatıon the image ofGod), personal identity

systematıc theology and hıs ecumenıical involve- (ın relatıon the CONCCDL of Spirıt) an centrality
mMent Pannenberg’s inking prompte several (ın relatıon the sin).”
ther controvers1ial 1SSUES related theological
anthropology, which ATIC NOT elaborated further ın 23.1 elati0n: reC1procıty expressed by
this article, such N the interdisciıplinary method of exocentric1ity
interaction between theology and philosophy, pPSY- We eed egin wıth the term “openness the
chology an SOCIOL0gy; the rejection of the notion world?!9 AS Pannenberg O€Ss ıIn What 15 Man?® Ät
of ıustitia orıgınalıs; an the role of an_thropo OgY the beginning of the book he explains the term
In theology 4S ole "Openness the world’ AS prısm rough which

he reads anthropologica themes. Seven OUuTt of
the book’s ten chapters ATC organısed around thiısShults: Relational recC1procıty nOtl1OnN, showing clearly how important thıs term

In hıs doctoral dissertation, wrıtten under the 15 IThe Term Weltoffenheit orıginates ftrom the
guldance of Van Huyssteen Aat Princeton philosophical anthropology ın the German tradı-
Theological Seminary and published ın 1999 t1on, especlally from Max Scheler (  -1  )

Shults studies debate VCT the Nature Pannenberg declares: “Openness the world
of rationality. Following hıs Doktorvater Van MUST IMNCcCAan that I11allı 15 completely directed Into
Huyssteen, Shults pomnts postfoundationalist the “0pen”.’ He clarıhles the iıdea In summarısınz
approac AN) better solution than foundational- paragraph:
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It Can be mısunderstood I11Call that [11all Incomparable Capacıty of stepp1ng urt of this CEMN-
15 oriıented toward the world, whiıle 1T really tralıty, and Plessner calls this steppıng ut CXOCCIN-
involves the NECESSILY that INan enquıre beyond trICIty. umans StCD outside of theır Ssıtuatıon
everything that he COMNICS ACTOSS5 AS hıs WOTF. an become their OW : object. Besides the-
hıs peculiarıty ofuman CXIStENGE, Man:ıs infi- Ity of exocentrIiCıty, Plessner also speaks about
ıte dependence, 15 understandable only AN the the ensioN between the self and the body which
question about God Man’s unlimited OPDCIH- results from the dual SITHCIUTFE of humans. hıs
1CSS5 the world results only from hıs destiny 15 the pomnt where Pannenberg exXxocentrIic1ty

explain the universalıty of SIN He OC€s > letbeyond the world.!!
ITwenty-one later ıIn Anthropology, the usSs NOTC: wıthout usıng the CONCCDL of hereditary

SIN. £her, he SaVyS that sinfulness 15 connectednotion of OPCHNCSS the WOTF. stands agaın the elementary of human beings.proudly ıIn the GENITE of the LMAA0 De:1 doctrine, 4S
WC SCC clearly in the above. ven > the Somehow OUr realıty always ea SIN behav-
of thıs back beyond Scheler, Johann 10ur. Exocentricıity 15 thus both A CapacCıty and

OCCasıon for SINGottfried erder (  -1  ) Pannenberg @C Olll- How AIC these sed 1n the second volumecheler  s notion of Weltoffenheit wiıth the
notion of exocentricıty of the German philosopher ÖE Pannenberg’s Systematic T heology 1991 I1 wo

Ings happen. Fırst, nothing essentıial changesAan! sOCIlologist Helmuth Plessner (1892-1985) the precıise relatıon an CONTENT ofthese iET118S Yet,an he concludes that 15 the essential
ICN secondly, they clearly do NOLT replace tradıtional

terminology an they AI sed EeEss than might be
| Plessner | intends CXADICSS the SAaM1C CONTCNL, antıcıpated ON the basıs Sr hıs earlıer Anthropology.however, an the LIC e | exocentricity | CO back Shults there AIC YJUCS-pOo1Nts only critical limıtation of that &0 ONs worth askıng: I} What 15 lost due the fact
FEeNT and rCDrESCHLTS Al effort define It ASTOlY e that the notion of largely disappearsprecıisely. ftrom Shults’ analysıs? 2 Whart O€s Shults gaın Dy

But 4S AS Pannenberg INOVCS the doctrine employıng the term exXxocentriCc1ty for grounding
human Nature In fellowship wiıth God rather thanof SIN, preference 15 g1ven Plessner’s exocentrIicC-
employıng the Lerm together wıth Pannenberg

It 15 perhaps the MOST iImportant meri1t of AS explanation of human sinfulness?
Plessner’s description of the human form OT the vor question, what 15 Zost Dy the 70  INg

of “OPENNESS” after establishing the CONCCDL of rela-ıfe that IT provıdes WdY of interpreting the
ambiguity of human behaviour, namely, ıIn the tional recC1Iprocıty? Shults annenberg 1ın three

1ght of the enNnsion between centrality and C X- d  ® usıng elated ın each of them >
Spirıt, Shults ® 1S the fromcentricıty In the human being Plessner hımself above, wıth personal identity comıng from EC1IOW.has NOT fully developed the potentialıties of

hıs anthropological approac In thıs direction, MAg0 Dei1 relates exocentricıty. SIn relates wiıith
centrality. Exocentricıty wıth the implied CONCCDLbecause he has NOLT thought OUT In fully radı- of centrality In large replaces the notioncal WdY the implications of the ensionNn between

centralized posıtion subjection the GTE of However, this O€s NOT rcpresent
the real COo of Pannenberg’s Anthropology. Inand OW and exocentrIicıty in human Deings. * 2003 Shults described Pannenberg’s anthropol-In thıs WdV annenberg shows the nNature of the solely AS °exocentrIic relationalıty”. The ten-

relationship between these Upenness S10N between OPDPCHNCSS an exocentricıty Oes NOT
the WOT.: embodies the doctrine of the 1MA90 ADDCAL. Shults’ approach, then, IMNaYy be comparedDea,; exocentricıty CADICSSCS something of the wıth that of Johnson, wh: wrIıtes: ‘While the

MArHuTe of SIN Pannenberg then for the reSsST of connection of eXocentrIiCc1ty wiıth the doctrine of
the book both almost interchange- the image of God 15 feliciıtous an productive of
ably 1ın their theological implications. * TIThe notion insight, Pannenberg’s WdY of equatıng centralityof exocentrIicıty developed by Plessner 15 242e ON 219 SIN be hıghly problematic.’*°the biological knowledge of central Oorganısatıon Shults evaluates the quıte differently wiıth-
of anımals. umans chare wıth other anımals OUT explaining why.
central Organısatıon of the body, yeLr POSSCSS ellccording Pannenberg,
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describes the human sıtuatıon ın relatıon the SCIISC either wiıth theology Or clence ut rather
world including revelatıon. Exocentricıty, the together 1ın mutually condıi-
meanwhıle, CXDICSSCS ell the problem of the tıonıng relatiıonship. take thıs Oopportunıty
human OL IThese ATrC central CONMNCETNS which outline these dynamıcs agalın an illustrate Oth
the notion of of humanıty addresses: Stewart’s faılure SCC them an! the interpre-

tıve stumbles that follow this faılure «!How Call W the Dbasıs of the Christian [HES-

SdSC, explain the UNIQqUENESS of human beings In
the unıverse” Whart ATC make of the tfact that

Relational reCIPrOCILY, let UuSs be clear,; involves
FeCIPrOCIty from above an the

uman SIN O€s NOT PFrevVenNL humans from reCEIV- INOVC from below and 2) sublatıon (Aufhebung
ing 0d’s grace: Ihe EXT crucıal question deals ıIn German) of the fundamental task (move from
wiıth soter10logy: Whart Can SaV about human below) Dy the systematıc task .22
nNnature that Od’s supernatural ll NOT Human MALuHFe CONsIsts of CenTfres OC
be Just another dıiımension of human subjectivity centred and the other exocentrIic. Shults FEFACES
ese questiOons underline annenberg’s UuSsSCcC of this dual STITUCLUFrE of the human subject back
the term openness.*” Shults, AS ave observed, Friedrich Schleiermacher an Argucs persuasiıvely
prefers exocentricıty VEr but 1n thıs for an varıable element: °*the ONMNC

preference he loses ımportant ASPCCLTS of CXDICSSCS the exIistence of the subject for itself,
Exocentricıty 2C the human reaching-beyond- the other Its CO-exIistence wıth Other’? * Ihe
every-horizon transcendental realıty; It (07 relationshıp between these plays regulative
NOT explain aASPCCLS of uman culture which SLOW role ın Schleiermacher’s anthropology. Although
OUuUrT of Exocentricıty describes the OufTtfer Pannenberg interprets Schleiermacher dıfferently,
CENTIFE of the human subject, but IT CAaNNOL nclude Shults SCS siımılar dual STIrUCLUre of the human
God ıf ıt 15 understood ın the WaY Plessner intends. subject 1ın the term exocentricity.““
Exocentricıty ell describes inner conflicts, yeLr
how 15 It possible, ın soteriological that
these AIC NOT Just dead ends? Wong: Salvific interpretation

Since 2004 Wong has been publishing ON

Dropping exocentric1ty Pannenberg and hıs wrıitings. Hıs monograph,
Turning the second question, would ike Wolfhart Pannenberg Human Destiny
ask Shults Whart O€s he gaın DYy employıng the shows hıs long-term interest: theological anthro-
term eXocentrIicıty for grounding human nNnature 1n DOLIOgY. Hıs thoughts revolve around the 1MAg0
tellowship wıth God rather than usıng the De1 doctrine an around hamartıology, addıng

wıth Pannenberg AS all explanation of human perspective of eschatology AI ethics. TIhe final
sinfulness? pıcture 15 ‘theological anthropology destiny-cen-

Shults draws maJor applicatiıon from tred, history-focused’ AS 15 the title of the d-

Pannenberg’s thinking: the legitimacy of ng MsSINS chapter of hıs book Unlike Shults, Wong
about God He wrıtes, °‘For Pannenberg, c  EXO- understands AS the central notion In
centricıty” 1S tensional relatiıon grounded 1in HAT Pannenberg. Pannenberg’s interpretation 218 the
biological NatUure, an ItSs effects pomnt ultımately ımago Det, Wong contends, 15 He of the theolo-

the “religious thematic” of nıuman life.?20 Yet, 1an’s uniıque contributions the Current theo-
thıs AL1SWETS only ON of the questiONs mentioned logıcal discourse:
above. Shults prefers the term exXxocentrIiCcıIty. My hıs allows hım place the image of God ın
conclusion 15 that exocentrIicıty probably Aits hıs relatıon NOLT only creation, but also salva-
CONCCDL of relational reCIPrOCILYy better. In 2001, t1on an eschatology. Indeed, thıs specific ıdea
Shults reiterated this CONCCPL wıth fewer techniıcal of the image of God 15 probably the MOST dis-
details an wıth wıder application, Sayıng: nCt theological claım in annenberg’s anthro-

DOology, an forms the startıng pomnt ICMy thesis 15 that understanding annenberg’s
interdisciıplinary method requıres recognıtion the FreSst of hıs anthropology 15 constructed *>
of the dynamics f reCIPrOCItLY an sublatıon
that hold hıs anthropological works together annenberg and erder humanıity
iın asymmetrı1Cc bıpolar relatıonal UNItYy. Here 15 the question: When an how 15 the iımage
Pannenberg OC€Ss NOT ın ftoundational of God realised in humanity and what O€eSs IT
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refer? Wong reads annenberg wıth specıal refer- the en of the world 1S revealed al} PIC
Herder an hıs Ideen DUV Phiılosophie der SCNLT ın the GEMITE of the world’s hIStOTY.

Geschichte der Menschheit (  s  4 noting resurrection 1S the real xoal an C of human-
that Pannenberg ollows Herder ıIn see1Ing the ItY. Jesus’ claims antıcıpate theır contirmation 1n
1MAG0 De1 AS the direction of humanıty. Herder the future. Pannenberg wriıtes, “CThe antıcıpation
elaborates thıs idea from the pomint of anthropol- of the future verdict* JAN VALES ©  refer? Wong reads Pannenberg with special refer-  event the end of the world is revealed and pre-  ence to Herder and his Ideen zur Philosophie der  sent in the centre of the world’s history. And so  Geschichte der Menschheit (1784-1791),° noting  resurrection is the real goal and end of human-  that Pannenberg follows Herder in seeing the  ity. Jesus’ claims anticipate their confirmation in  imago Dei as the direction of humanity. Herder  the future. Pannenberg writes, “The anticipation  elaborates this idea from the point of anthropol-  of the future verdict ... is the proleptic structure  ogy, philosophical anthropology and ethnology;  öf Jesus’ claim. ”® Sinc& the resurrection of one  Pannenberg does it from the point of philosophy,  person, Jesus, concerns all humanity, it reveals the  psychology and sociology (1983). To quote Wong,  common and communal destiny of all humans.  Indeed, both Herder and Pannenberg are at  Wong says about Pannenberg: “I'he human des-  tiny to be in fellowship with God cannot be real-  pains to insist that a disposition for the image of  God exists in the initial human natural state, and  ised apart from the community of human beings  that the image must not be regarded as existing  among themselves’ and at the same time: ‘God’s  power is at work in the encounter between human  only in a realm beyond the natural human exist-  231  ence, while at the same time they emphasise  beings.  repeatedly the dependence of the disposition,  Only the occurrence of what is ultimate, no  destiny and its fulfilment on God himself.?  longer superseded, is capable of qualifying the  Wong continues to summarise similarities and  whole of the temporal course of time, beyond  differences between Herder and Pannenberg,  the moment of its own occurrence, that it can  be strictly conceived as true in eternity and  saying they share a synthetic approach to the  knowledge of humanity from different sources  therefore as united with God’s eternity.“”  (anthropology, ethnology etc.). For both of them,  4.2 The openness of humanity  this knowledge is provisional and subject to revi-  sion based on subsequent experience, and for both  Wong starts his exposition of the notion of the  God is the all-determining reality. Herder, how-  openness of humanity with the same application as  ever, makes a sharper distinction between dogmat-  Shults: “We shall see the irreducible dimension of  ics and religion; under the influence of Aristotle  human religiosity, which underlies all structures of  he ‘views the final human purpose as happiness  human culture.’®® There are, however, important  (Glückseligkeit or eudaimonia)’.?® "The great-  implications of human openness. Humans are not  limited to their environment. We have the task of  est distinction between Herder and Pannenberg,  though, pertains to the question of how human-  ‘“constituting ourselves’, Wong says, in that we are  ity develops and what the processes are behind  capable of experiencing ourselves in terms of the  human becoming. Herder gives four answers  world and also in contrast to the world. Openness  to this question: tradition, learning, reason and  signifies infinite dependence. It is debated whether  experience; These. four: together carve out of  this dependence can offer an anthropological  stone the image which is already present within  proof of God’s existence. Pannenberg refused to  that stone. Pannenberg’s answer, Wong asserts, is  say this, yet his commentators work with it, Wong  Christological:  being one of them: ‘“Openness to God becomes,  The destiny is not in a human being already;  for Pannenberg, the bridge out of the poverty of  rather, it can be found only beyond him in God  the natural beginning point of humanity into the  and in the new Adam, the man who is united  full realisation of human destiny.’**  with God. To put it more elegantly, the image  The great importance of trust is the last implica-  of God as the destiny of humanity is completed  tion mentioned by Wong. He takes it further than  by, and proleptically present in, Jesus Christ.  Pannenberg, connecting openness with salvation  This is the most central and distinct theologi-  and covenant:  cal claim of Pannenberg’s concept of human  In short, through human openness, the eter-  destiny, and forms the basis for his theological  nity of what is represented becomes present  anthropology.”?  in time, or the visibly material becomes a sign  In  Offenbarung  als  Geschichte  (1962)  of the invisibly spiritual. For human beings are  Pannenberg works with the concept of anticipa-  orientated to the presence of future eschato-  tion. Since Jesus — God and Man (1964) he uses  logical salvation in Jesus Christ that is bound  the term “‘prolepsis’, meaning that in the Christ  up with the institution of a sacrament. In the  28° ET 23:115 the proleptic STIrTUCL

philosophical anthropology ATl ethnology; of Jesus’ claim.?>0 Since the resurrection of ONC

Pannenberg O€s IT from the pomnt of phılosophy, DCISONN, Jesus, CO humanıty, IT reveals the
Dsychology an SOCIOL10gYy 1985). 10 Wong, COMNNLMNMOIN and communal estiny of all humans.

Indeed, both Herder an Pannenberg ATC AT Wong SaVS about Pannenberg: “CThe human des
tny be In tellowship wıth God CAaNNOL be real-paıns INSISt that diısposition tor the image of

God EXIStS In the inıtıal human natural„an ised from the COoMMmMunıIty of human beings
that the image MUST NOT be regarded 4S existing themselves’ an AT the SAM1C time °God’s

15 AT work 1ın the en  ınter between humanonly In realm beyond the natural human eXISt-
731

CNCC, whiıle AT the SAaMl C time they emphasıise beings.
repeatedly the dependence of the disposition, Only the HOE  1IC of what 1S ultimate,
destiny an ItSs fultiılment ON God himself.?/ longer superseded, 15 capable of qualifying the
Wong continues summarıse simılarıties and ole of the temporal COUTISC of tiıme, beyond

differences between Herder Anı Pannenberg, the of ItSs OW) OÖOCCUIICHCEC, that 1T CaAll

be stricthy conceived 4S TEHE ın eternity andSayıng they chare synthetic approac the
knowledge of humanıty from different OUTITCCS therefore 4S unıted wiıth eternity. “
(anthropology, ethnology CC For both of them

'Ihe OPCHNNCSS of humanıtythıs knowledge 15 provisional al subject FeVI-
S10N based ON subsequent EXPEMNENCE, an for both Wong STAarts hıs eXpOsIıtiOonN of the notion of the
God 15 the all-determining realıty. Herder, how- of humanıty wıth the SAa4MılC application A

CVCI, makes A sharper 1istinction between dogmat- Shults “We chall SCC the irreducıble dimension of
1CS an religion; under the influence of Arıstotle human rel1g10sity, which underlies all STIrUuCLUreESs of
he “ VIEWSs the inal human PULDOSC AS happıness human culture.? Er ALC, however, ımportant
(Glückseligkeit Or eudaimonia)’.  > 28 Ihe aL- implications of human Humans AI NOT

imiıted theır environment. We Aave the task ofESsT distinction between erder a! Pannenberg,
though, pertaıns the question of hOow uman- "CONstituting ourselves’, Wong SaVS, ıIn that AT

Ity develops aM what the PTOÖCCSSCS AIC behind capable Gf experliencıng ourselves In of the
human becoming. erder 1VES tour AL1SWCECIS WOTr. an also In CO the WOTrF. UOpennessthıs question: tradition, learnıng, Cason and signıfes infinite dependence. ir 1s debated whether
EXPEMENCE. ese four together ur of thıs dependence Caln offer anthropologicalthe ıimage IC 1S already PrEeSsSCNt wıthın proo of God’ exIstence. Pannenberg refused
that STONEC Pannenbergx s ANSWCTI, Wong aSSCITS, 15 SaV this, yeLr hıs COMMENLALOFS work wıth it, VWongChristological: being OMNNC of them “Upenness God becomes,

The destiny 15 NOT in d human eing already; for Pannenberg, the bridge UL of the DOVCITLY of
rather, IT (A13 be found only beyond hım In God the natura|l beginning point of humanıty Into the
an 1ın the LICW Adam, the [11all who 1S unıted full realiısatiıon of human destiny:
wıth God O PUL It INOTC elegantly, the image IThe ımportance of 15 the last implica-
of God AS the destiny of humanıty 15 complete tıon mentioned by Wong. He takes It further than
DYy, and proleptically PresCcnt ın Jesus YISt Pannenberg, connecting wıth salvatıon
hıs 15 the MOST central and distinct theologi- and COVENAaNT
cal claım of annenberg’s CONCCDL of human In short, through human NNCSS, the etfer-
destiny, anı forms the basıs for hıs theological NIty of what 15 represented becomes presentanthropology In tiıme, the visıbly mater1al becomes S1gN
In Offenbarung als Geschichte 1962 of the Invisıbly spiırıtual. For human beings A

Pannenberg works wıth the CONCCDL of antıcıpa- orıentated the of future eschato-
t107N Since Jesus God AN Man 1964 he SCS logical salvatıon 1n Jesus Christ that 15 bound
the term “prolepsis’, meanıng that 1n the Christ wıth the instıtution of S21CTament In the
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sacrament of the NC COVCNANT, and above al] in Sın FOCS agalnst humanıty in Jesus. it INCans that
the Eucharistic bread and WINGE, all believers ın the self [Urns AWAY from eing OPCH through the
theır OPCHANCSS ATCE taken up Into the sacramental world God, thus turnıng AWAYV from the Irue
actıon of pralsıng an honouring God ®> basıs of the self, which 15 found In God alone.

In chapter the of humanıty Wong hıs vivid eXpOSItLON of SIN iınvolves the CONCCDL
spends considerable AMOUNT of ON the of reedom L[urn AaWAV from God an agalnst the

self. SIin AS5 DasSIVIty destiny 15 clearly antı-thesis,ern OPCHNCSS and exocentrIcıty. Both„ he
contends, though differing ın philosophical back NOL havıng thesis of ItSs COW OonNg’s CONCCD-

t1on of SIN 4S DaSSIVItY destiny, he believes, 1Sground, refer “beyondness’ for the human sub-
JEGE. Upenness 15 header for both of them hıs sufficıently general and conceptual be an all-

inclusıve eXpression of SIN, an veLr IT 15reflects Pannenberg’s writings ILHOLG precisely than
the words of Shults. enough be explicitly about the 0al of human

»” 3exIstencCe
Sın dAS pass1v1ıty destiny Soteriological interpretationWong 15 clearly interested 1ın the thıcal dimen-

S1O0NS ofPannenberg’s anthropology. Among other Wong O€Ss NOT TAW anı Y general typology of
interpretations of the LMAg0 De1 but he O€sthings, the world the YJUCS-

t10N about the character of salvation. IThe direct Wolthart Pannenberg’s interpretation of ımMAag0
De:1 ın Comparıson wıth Herder’s:connection of wıth and COV-

enantal sa  IS 15 creatıve thought of VWong, Pannenberg ground Herder’s
but IT 11 eed further elaboration be CONVINC- anthropology Christological foundation ın
Ing Vr S he wrIites: order PresCcnht salvıfıc, rather than DrOVI-

As such, believe that the image of God, dential, of the renewal of the IMagOo
which constitutes the worth of indıvıidual Del: though annenberg hımself has NOT explic-
human ıfe an inds 1tSs CeXpression 1ın tellowship ıtly sa1d so 39
wıth God, 1S the LIrue ground of ethics .° Herder’s approach 15 called ‘providential’ DYy

The mMaJor ethıical question 1L1OW becomes the Wong, wh introduces erder ın hıs book under
question of SIN As stated above, Pannenberg the question of how the image of God 15 be
the notion of maınly 1ın the AdiICd of the ealised In hıs Ideen ZUuVT Phiılosophie der Geschichte
IMAgO De:1 doctrine, whereas when dealıng wıth der Menschheit Herder speaks about mankınd’s
SIN he prefers the term exocentricıIty. Pannenberg development 1n NIStOTY. Humans exhibit, he SaVS,
Cr ollows the Reformed teachiıng 0)8! the sinful- d uniıque posıition In nature ın that, whıle other

of humanıty. As WAays, SIN 15 maJor prob- anımals excel ın “thıs’? CJ} “Chat-, humans excel all
lem annenberg’s chapters SIN 1ın Anthropology other anımals DYy the combinatıon an subordina-
and Systematıc Theology deal primarıly wiıth the tion of instincts under the Capacıtıes of art  ® specch
question of the FOOL of s$iNn He follows Augustine, an freedom of ACT: Humanıty has the oift of
contending that the sinful *nature’ of humans lıes speech aM cultural institutions which STOW OUuUTt of
ın their natural condiıtions which AdIC broken by tradıtion, the CLIOWI) of tradıtions eiIng the Aart of
disobedience and mistrust of God wrıiting. Book four of Herder’s Outlınes 1S about

Wong builds Pannenberg’s understand- the SIrucCctLure of humanıty and culminates ın the
thesis that humanıty 15 formed 1) for humanısmIng 4S he brings the COIC of hamar-

t1010gy, wrıiting: “We d}  9 therefore, that for an religion, aMn 2 tor the hope of immortalıty.
Pannenberg, SIN 1S essentially passıvıity destiny Religion, he claıms, 15 the a1m of humanity’s 1U-
0)8 Wweakness destiny. ” The eNs1i0N between ral As SUCH,; Jesus of Nazareth O€s NOT play
self-centredness an ODCHNCSS (or exocentricıty), Aalıy essential role ın Herder’s anthropology. God’s
Pannenberg believes, becomes the Opportunıty role 15 in the creation of humans, thus setting the
for SIN, Since humans dIC unable unıty direction which Cd  > recognIıse ın uman u-
1n the eNs1Ii0n. Centredness independence, ral conditions.

15whıle requires iın Goöd Sın, then, 15 By CONTFAST, Pannenberg profoundly
eıther selfishness ()I. miıstrust. According Wong, °“Chrıistian” in hıs anthropology. He dABICCS wiıth
SIN 1€6Ss ın passıvity the destiny that 15 expressed Herder that design in creation 15 humanity’s
proleptically ın Jesus Y1ISt fellowship wıth God disposition, but thıs disposition 15 fully expressed
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ın the PCISON of Jesus, be realısed ıIn the lives arl Barth provide examples. Theır VICWS dıffer
of (QCH and only ın connection wıth Jesus somewhat but both essentially emphasise rela-
himself. Wong DULS 1T thıs WaY tionality;

I’hus, belıeve that the Christological founda- A functional 1eW the image of God 15 NOT SItU-
tion of annenberg’s CONCCDL of human destiny ated ın CapacCılty but In ONC specıific function of
1S AT ItSs soteriological an eschatological, humanıty, namely that they rule VCL the GCLGAd-

for IT speaks of the eschatological destiny of tion.“**
humanıty embodied by Jesus, the eschatologi- Erickson trongly ArgucCs agaınst the substantıve
cal salvyatıon that SprIngs from the ADDCALAMNCC VIEW because people diftfer sharply In the AMOUNT
of Jesus and the eschatological lordship and development of their Capacıties, such 4S rat10n-
proclaımed Dy Jesus.“ alıty an freedom. Shults helps us SCC the dıiffer-

WE between rationalıty an rghteousness 4S the
Capacıty which rCPrESCNLIS the image of God Both

Iypology of interpretations of the
1MA.g0 De1

of these interpretations ATC based the under-
standıng that humans eed be saved ftrom SIN

Wong distingulshes LYPCS of the an ecat Dy the of God through the salva-
‘how question when the ILMAg0 De:1 15 understood t1on ın Jesus Christ. It W as understood that the
4S the design GiE the destiny of human PCISON an oift of human rationalıty 15 Dart of what It
ofmankind. Shults SCS typologies: classıc dıs be created ıIn the ımage Ör God It 15 ditfhcult
tincti1o0ons between rationality and righteousness, believe, though, that salyvatiıon somehow radıcally
and between iımage and likeness.“*) Shults also enhances thıs human CapacCıty. It 15 also possible
employs three CONTCMPOFArCY interpretive LYPCS SCC the ıimage öf God PrEesSCNHL ın humanıty ıIn the
functional, existential relational an! eschatologi- form of moral qualities such AS riıghteousness. Yet
calt? Ihe eschatological interpretation DO1NtS CVECIN then IT 15 NOLT always obvious that unsaved
fultiılment OTr orowth In the IMAg0 De:1 CONCCDL. PCISON 15 morally less developed.hıs interpretation has tradıtıon datıng back hus AIC able differentiate versions of
Irenaeus 1ın the second CCENLUFCY and Herder Erickson’s substantive VIEW:
during the Enlightenment; FEGENE representatives A substance 1ın humanıity which belongs fullyof thıs approac A Woltfhart Pannenberg and the tallen human 4S know hım today ıkeJürgen Maoltmann. Pannenberg hımself£, however,

tyPOLOSY; he mentlions the functional inter- rationality OLr freedom. In this perspective the

pretation but he chooses interpret the 1MA90 CapacCıty f sinful humanıty has Zo OrNg1IN;
let uS call 1T the “earthly substance VIECW).De:1 AS Bestiımmung destiny). substance In the sanctihed PCISOM ike holıIn the following paragraphs ort. Amerıican

and European inkıng As Slav under- CcSs5 OL riıghteousness. Ihus God’s character 15
stand the importance Oof typologies 0)4 classıfications expected from sinful MaNn; thıs 15 the “heavenly

substance VICWAS much AS they ArC simplistic an misleading AS
OCCasıon ask 700d questions. After all, they TIhe earthly substance 1S usually iıdentihed wıth

d powerful clarıfication OIl the WdY of leav- that which distinguishes humans from higher aNl-
Ing classıhlcations behind. mals. Ihe godly substance 1S usually that which lıes

BErickson
AL the heart of salvatıon according thıs Or that
theological tradıtion.

I ll be helpful Put al three authors INtO The functional VIEW mentioned by Pannenberg
the arger Ör classıfiıcations of the inter- and sed In the typology of Shults 1S different
pretations of the 1MAg0 De:1 ın systematıc theol- because IT identihes the ImMAgO De1 wiıth VeErD,

One such classıhlcation 1S offered Dy Miıllard NOLT A 110U1 Ratıionalıty OLr holiness 15 11  ö
Erickson*® who distinguishes three such inter- statıc feature of PCISON. Ruling VCL creation 15

pretations: action. er AlC ften overlooked ıIn theology,
substantive 1eW the image of God 15 SCG1T1 In though NOLT 4S much ıIn FrECENT generatl1ons. Yet if

SOIIC DecCIfC human CapaCcıty Or abılıty such 4S “substance” includes 110011S$ AN) ell AS verbs then
rationality freedom;: CVCN the functional interpretation 1S included iın
relatiıonal VIEWS, of which Emuil Brunner an the substantive VICW AS earthly substance).
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Grenz ıIn volume of his Dogmatics. He distinguishes
siıdes of the IMAg0 D4 aSPCCLS, lınes ofStanley Grenz (1950-2005) Was A VOUNSCI COIMN-

LCMPOFALY of Pannenberg born actually interpretation. According hım these belong
11C of hıs students and later OmMMENTLATLOFr together, they ATrC NOT alternatıves. TIhey AL the
hıs work. Grenz varıatıon Erickson’s formal (structural) and the materı1al aSPCCL of the
typology ıIn which he replaces the third VICW wiıth 1MA90 De1 Humanıty Was created 1ın relatıon
A ‘dynamıc’ 1E W. Ihe dynamıc VIEW empha- God, ATC capable of answer1ing God, which
S1SE$ becomiıng 1ın the ıimage of (56d Dy the V that AdIC responsible. ut It 15 NOLT clear

what kınd of AL1ISWCI human ll o1Ve hıs free-of the Spirıt an of the Word *> Grenz QUOLCS
Martın Luther’s OMMCNTaAr Genes1is an dom Brunner calls the tormal aSPCCL. he material

aSPCCL 15 the responsible existence of Jesus, wh.summarıses the history of thıs interpretation wıth
the help of Pannenberg’s term 15 the ‘being-in-the-Word’ of God.* Along these

lines he also the historical interpreta-Working from the idea of “OpenNness the
world,’ hıs LE Herder’s| tollowers ave DOS- (0)36 of the ımago Dei. *® Ihe 1istınction between

ımage an lıkeness 1n patrıstic and scholasticited ınk between the biblical CONCCDL of the ecology refers the distinction between theimage of God an the future uman destiny.
hıs ınk introduces dynamıc dimension Into Orm an the materı1al aSPCCL of the LmMAA0 De:1

1 uther WAdS, accordıng Brunner, the YrSt theo-the CONCCDL of the divine image. Ihe image of
God 15 reality toward which AL MOVINg. It logian who recognised oth aSPCCIS and, AT the

SAaMıc tiıme, understood the Hebrew parallelism in15 what AL ENrOUTLE Becomımng. GenesI1is 1:26 4S ONC entity; Luther SCS the words
The approac of Grenz remiıinds us of Wong  S salv- IMA90 publıca prıvata. Ihe Reformers, then,ific interpretation and also of the classıc distinction ng protested agalnst ALLYy separatıon of these
between image and iıkeness. hıs dıstiınction W asS aSPCCIS; they refused the VIECW of their CONTEM-
mentioned Dy Shults under the perspective of the porarıes that image A natural endowment
classıcal history of salvatıon between 1MA90 an of [CAasSONMN an that ikeness supernaturalsımılıtudo, between the lost aSPCCL of the image holiness. Yet; Brunner continues, the Reformers
and that which 15 PresCcnt ın en world offered all equalliy unsatisfactory relic’? interpreta-The maın pomint 15 the difference which sal- t10N He then summarıses hıs OW) posıition thus
vatıon makes human destiny. How 15 salvatıon
Dart of creation in image? Here Erickson’s Fırst of all, that the tormal structural mMAgo

O€Ss NOT CONSISt ın the DOSSESSION of FCAaASON,classiıfication O€Ss NOT help us enough. In
broader Call SCC thıs perenntial question OL °rational nature’ eXIsStINg In 1ts OW right

(as It wer6e); but ın TMAH:S relation God 4S1ın MOST of the philosophical interpretations of the
responsıbilıty (a relatıon which CAaNNOT be lost),uman being, that 1S, the uman being 1S ON the

WdY becoming human. Development, thıs ıfe- 4S responsible personal eing; secondly, that
the exIistencCe of merely formal responsibility,long path from OC pomnt another, from disposı-

t10N realisation, 15 what 1S INtrINSIC being truly without IfSs mater1al fulfilment through the love
of God, 15 the result of the Fall an of Sın  4GUumMaAan d whoever ’ whoever resIgNS

from the struggle become tully human, has lost As SCC e Brunner’s strength 15 ın hıs aithful
presentation of scriptural testimOnYy an ın hold-the battle already. In the histOory of humankınd

there 15 dimension this struggle of Ing different DO1INtS of 1e W together rather
becoming. than Just OIl  O

annenberg chooses NOLT INto A dialogue
Brunner wıth Brunner thıs 1SSUE. He mentlions interpre-

tatıons ofothers ut only (JIl those wh;We CaNnNOT overlook Emiıil Brunner’s interpreta-
tion of the IMAgO De:1 When Brunner attempted influenced hım. How O€s hıs distinction between

cClarıfy disagreements between hımself and Karl disposiıtion and destiny relate Brunner’s ftormal
art vVer the relatiıonshıp of dACC and NatUurce, an materi1al aSPCCLIS of the ımago De1? MAgO 4S

arf strongly refused thıs wiıth hıs ‘NO" Bestimmung, Le destiny for fellowshıp wıth God
1934). hen Brunner, after the publication of probably under the mater1a|l aSPECL ıle
Mensch 1M Wiederspruch1 aN! Wahrheıt als ImAago AS exocentrIicıty falls under the
Begegnung 1938), summarısed hıs understandıng Orm. aSPCCL.
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So the typology of interpretations of the IM0 he human rights MOvVvemMeEeENn reached decisive
De1 with regard Pannenberg has brought the world-wide influence 1n wiıth the Unıversal
following insights: Declaratıon of Human Rıghts.” In A | broad SCI1S5C

WC all 5SaV that ın modern times human rightsPannenberg OCcSs NOT build 0)8! AnLYy substantıal
interpretation of the IMAGO De:1 Hıs lıne of primarıly have the Unction of protecting indi-
argument pOomnts toward the future, exploring viduals and STOUDS agalınst violence by the DOW

ertul (states and international Corporations). Thusdesign and x0al.
Pannenberg ArgUuCS that natural condıtions of human rights SCT publıchy entorceable standards.>*%
the human being, SUC AS and CX There 15 A close connection between human rights

an the Christian faıth .° An iımportant questioncentrIicIty, pomnt toward theologica (9E revealed
future destiny. Ihus NOtTIONS of ODC  C and for Christians today 1ın relation human rights
exocentricity only resemble the substantial 15 whether ıIn A pluralistic WOTr| WC PresCcnhLt

and interpret human rights AS5 unıversally valıdinterpretation. and binding. Are human rights reasonable andWong strongly Argucs for A Christological read-
Ing öf PannenDerg; that the IMAGO De:1 Cal righteous In rel1g10us and ultural CONTEXTS other

than Christianity? How obvious 1$ the truth of thebe interpreted AS describing anı V natural condı- Gospel wıithout the Christian aıth>? Regarding thet10NS of all humanıty; Shults OIM the other all
emphasıses the temporal aAaSPCCL. Pannenberg’s relationship of human rights and natural 1aw.  „

tollow the thinkiıng ÖT Thomas ohnson ratherinterpretation 15 eschatological: the fullness of than that of Bozena Komaärkova AS outlined DYycreation ıIn God’s image 15 still ahead an
be understood 4S such. Pavel Ho  Sse  k'-'»4 Johnson Argucs for the USsSCcC of a CI

taın kınd of natural law which cContaıns importantComparıng Pannenberg wıth Brunner, ASPCCTS of od’s general revelation ın setting ethi-almost SaV that Pannenberg also has ASPCCTS cal standards in law. Pannenberg’s understandingrather than Just OIl ere 15 disposıition,
natural condıtion of humanıty AS5 know 1T 1n

of general revelatıon and of the role of [CASON and
experience In theology an ethıics 15 essentially Inthe Prescht an there 15 also destiny, xoal line wıth the approac of Johnson.°>an fullness which 1S indıspensably connected

wıth the PCISON of Jesus Christ an which 111
be fulfilled AT the end of time.

Interpersonal dimension
In order apply the 1LMAA0 Dei doctrine ın the

The MA4g0 De:1 1S primarıly and essentlally the ATrCa of human rights eed interpret the rela-
connection between humanıity and God There
1S 110 God the arwithout °hıs humans’ and tionship between indıyidual and Zroup/sOCI-

C ıIn WdY that 15 ethically applicable. Human
there 15 11O human PDCISON}N wıithout Our God’?’ rıghts be enforceable 4S they deal wıth rela-
Thıs connection wıth God OC€Ss 1OT aV the tionsh1ips between indıviıduals, between indıivıiduals
form of NOUN It 1S NOLT human attrıbute. an STOUDS, Al between STOUDS.Humans do NOT ‘have IT As Brunner observed, Generally speaking, the IMAgO De1 doctrine

this 15 the MOST ımportant point 1S primarıly about the individual before God
Responsibility 15 relation; IT 15 NOT sub- Ratıionalıty and righteousness AIC understood AS
stance .?% TIhe humanum OWS from the WaY attrıbutes of indıividual which ave (only OUTL-
God relates humanıty, hıs partner. ward eXpression ın soc1al relationships. TIhe func
Sımply DUC; God and humans belong together tional VIEW of the IMAgO De:1 15 different S$INCE IT
because God has chosen As Brunner INSIStS, 15 an deals wıth authority. arl art
human beings NNOT be thought of 4A5 understands the relational VIECW AS do wiıth
from God the relationship between INan an D

between husband and wife; yeLr these male-female
ASPCCTS AIC left behind by Barth, AS he emphasisesApplication human rights the individual ıIn relationship wıth much

BYy WdY of application, let us evaluate the CONIENT of 4S Brunner Was inspıred Dy the I-Thou ex1istential
thiıs artıcle from the pomnt of view of human rights. phılosophy of artın Buber,” for hım L[OO the
Parenthetically IT &.  3 be sa1d that the Dara- eritical relatiıonship 1S between the individual an

Godgraphs AIC quıte brief an A4SSUMMC SOMIC aCqualnt-
Ad11CcC the reader’s Dart wiıth human rights 1SsuUeS. On the ther hand Pannenberg, wiıth empha
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615 ON the uture destiny which 15 proleptically COI  un1ı10n N ie  Cr certaın Ihe words OPCH-
DrESCHL 111 world history 111 the FEeESUrreCTIOTr of 11C55 and CXOCCENLKICILY describe 111 10O111 relig10us
CHhrist: has A definite socıal dimension 11Ss language what Christianity understands about thıs
thought and he makes OM ımportan intentional condıtion
STCDS toward the sOoc1a] dimension of the LMAAO
Dei.° OWEVer these socıial dimensions TeCIMMaln Crime the L' De1
largely undeveloped by Shults and Wong It 15 1Io STATEC whart 15 theologically and ethically inalıen-
Pannenberg emphasıs OM CO development that able human beings 15 at the Alllc 1me DO1NT
involves other human beings aASs NCCCSSAL Y towards the remedy of the human problem In A

for the individual UOpenness the world includes chapter called “Why do WC need be protected
others Positively, others AT Dart of the world’ from each other?)? ohnson 5SayS emphatically

1€ fır human rıghts MOVEMECNT 15 A Q1gaANTICNegatively, others ALC A LargetL f Ur misdirected
”59IrUuSt Upenness FCUYULLCS SPaACC IT CONTLAINS PrOtest human 1ıre AS 1T 15

the possibility of reaching beyond the horizon Pannenberg of CXOCCNLIICLLY describes
1Io the EXTCHT that OPCHNCSS 15 understood aSs the ell the TIHNGE conflict 11l human subjects hat IS
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the 1MAg0 De:1 the ATCA of hamartiology an draw these simılarıties into sharper elief, STrat-
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G1l and chef, truth nd knowledge, indıividualcentricıty as central Pannenberg’s theological
anthropology; VWong prefers the notion of OPCN-

nd COMMUNItTY, explanatıon nd understanding.’
In the conclusion of thiıs early chapter he SaVS:Ihe evidence of Pannenberg’s OW: wrıitings “Because the term “ftusion” |van Huyssteen’s term|15 that OPCHNCSS DIays greater role than Shults M1g ımply A conflation melding of the

admıts. Wong characterises Pannenberg’s theo-® JAN VALES ©  the imago Dei to the area of hamartiology and  draw these similarities into sharper relief, my strat-  egy is to define a “postfoundationalist” as one who  ethics. Shults compares Pannenberg primarily  with Schleiermacher and Barth; Wong compares  would assert a particular kind of relationality as  him with Herder. Shults prefers the notion of exo-  obtaining between four conceptual pairs: experi-  ence and belief; truth and knowledge, individual  centricity as central to Pannenberg’s theological  anthropology; Wong prefers the notion of open-  and community, explanation and understanding.’  In the conclusion of this early chapter he says:  ness. The evidence of Pannenberg’s own writings  ‘Because the term “fusion” [van Huyssteen’s term]  is that openness plays a greater role than Shults  might imply a conflation or a melding of the two  admits. Wong characterises Pannenberg’s theo-  ... I prefer the term “link” for the relation of epis-  logical anthropology by the answer to how the  temology and hermeneutics, although this might  image of God is realised in the human person:  be too weak. .. I will thematiıze this relational  unity and attempt a more thorough presentation of  it is in Christ and by Christ’s work for the salva-  ”5  .  tion of humanity. Pannenberg himself interprets  this “Linking  (79) He builds this argumentation  the imago Dei as disposition and as destiny. The  to reach the term ‘reciprocity” in a major chapter  which analyses the theology of Pannenberg: ‘Several  disposition is in the openness and exocentricity of  the human subject in the present situation as we  characteristics of the “reciprocity” in Pannenberg’s  methodology will emerge that are not captured  know it under the influence of sin; the destiny is in  by the simple concept of sublation [Aufhebung].  the fullness of humanity in Christ and in the resur-  These include asymmetry (material primacy of the  rection. Our application of their ideas to human  “from above” movement), bipolarity (two clearly  rights pointed out the importance of the interper-  differentiated tasks), and a real relational unity (a  sonal dimensions both of the z{mago Dei and of  single process with two moments).’ (166) In later  years he comes back to “relationality’ as a broad  sin. We also noticed differences in their interpreta-  tions of the type of imago Dei, and thirdly we saw  general term which he uses from the very begin-  the unique approach of Wong who connects the  ning to explain the other terms.  Shults, Reforming Theological Anthropology: After  imago Dei doctrine with hamartiology.  the philosophical turn to relationality (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans, 2003) 35.  Jan ValeS teaches Systematic Theology and New  This is the content of chapter 6 in the part which  Testament Greek at the Evangelical Theological  deals with Pannenberg; see Reforming Theological  Seminary of Prague.  Anthropology, 117f££, esp. 132.  Shults, Postfoundationalist Task, 210-235.  10  After World War I there is just one other theolo-  Endnotes  gian who uses the term ‘openness’ (Offenheit) in  K.M. Wong, Wolfhart Pannenberg on Human  an anthropological sense in a comparable extent,  Destiny (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007) 159.  viz. Karl Rahner (1904-1984). The philosophical  Regarding the New Testament situation I follow  background for Rahner’s notion of openness is the  Emil Brunner who adds to this first group of texts  existential philosophy of Martin Heidegger with  also Acts 17:28. This meaning he calls the ‘formal  transcendental analysis as the main method.  structural idea of the zmago’, while the other group  4  W. Pannenberg, What is Man?: Contemporary  of texts he calls the ‘material concept’. E. Brunner,  anthropology in theological perspective (Philadelphia:  The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption,  Fortress Press, 1970) 8 and 12.  Dogmatics vol. IT (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,  12  Pannenberg, Anthropology, 35.  1980) 76.  13  Pannenberg, Anthropology, 80. See the critique  W. Pannenberg,  Anthropology  in Theological  of Pannenberg’s interpretation of Plessner in T.  Perspective (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1985)  Pröpper,  Theologische Anthropologie  (Freiburg:  Herder, 2011) 425.  Pa£menberg, Anthropology, 107.  14  An example: “If the peculiarity of human beings  NS  W. Pannenberg, “Foreword’ in F.L. Shults, 7%e  among the higher animals is correctly captured in  Postfoundationalist Task of Theology: Wolfhart  the concept of exocentricity or is correctly described  Pannenberg and the new theological rationality  as an objectivity that is open to the world and help  (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) ix.  human beings achieve distance from themselves and  therefore self-consciousness or reflection on them-  Itisinteresting to see how Shults, Postfoundationalist  Task, actually starts with the word “relational’ and  selves, then such a description calls for a clarification  comes back to it after using a few other terms. He  of human identity in terms of the twofold reference  introduces the question on page 28: ‘In order to  of human self-consciousness that corresponds to  54 *ET 2341prefer the term c hnk” for the relation of CepIS-
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