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God's Immanence and Transcendence
The paired concepts of immanence and transcendence underlie much of the discussion we have engaged in up to this point. By immanence, we mean that God is present and active within the created universe, his​tory, and the human race. By transcendence, we mean that God is not limited to the creation. He is independent of and superior to it, and is morally superior to humans. These two aspects of God have rather far-reaching implications for any theology. Historically, alternations be​tween these two positions on a scale have been involved in much of the shaping of theologies. In fact, Stanley Grenz and Roger Olson contend that this is the dominant issue of twentieth-century theology and have made this polarity the integrating motif for their treatment of twenti​eth-century theologies.' It also has significant implications for practical areas of Christian living. The two opposed concepts have a tendency to set definite "tones" to the nature of Christian experience and under​standing. This affects the extent to which we emphasize prayer and communion with God rather than activity in his service. It affects the extent to which we seek his guidance and direction through reading the Bible and meditating on it, versus examining the coalescence of cir​cumstances. It affects the understanding of ministry in terms of the ex​tent to which we rely on God to work in more direct fashion, versus, for example, utilizing various marketing techniques formulated on the basis of empirical research. It affects our approach to evangelism, par​ticularly in terms of whether we anticipate that there is within each

1. Stanley J. Grenz and Roger E. Olson, 20th-century Theology (Downers Grove:
InterVarsity, 1992).
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human some point of contact with the spiritual things of revealed di​vine truth, or whether persons may be utterly devoid of such sensitivity.

Since theology is an organic endeavor, the positions taken on this continuum considerably shape our understanding and formulation of several doctrines. Most certainly, this has a strong impact on the under​standing of divine providence, in terms of whether this is seen as com​ing through gradual and more customary processes or through direct acts of divine intervention. It has considerable influence on the doctrine of the image of God in humans. It also has influence on the understand​ing of salvation. This appears at several points. Is the change often re​ferred to as "new birth" a radically new occurrence, which comes in di​rect and unusual fashion, or is it the culmination of a process of education and nurture? And is sanctification something so supernatu​ral that it cannot be assisted by our own efforts, or can we contribute to it by the use of some sort of spiritual exercises? Further, the church is very much a locus of the immanence-transcendence discussion. On a more transcendent model, it will be seen as a unique spiritual institu​tion, whereas on a more immanent model it may be regarded as a social institution, capable of being studied and analyzed by the tools of social research as are other social institutions. In terms of eschatology, a more transcendent view of God and his working will see the final stage and state as being ushered in through a direct act of God, such as a visible bodily second coming of Christ, whereas a more immanent approach would see the kingdom of God as being brought in at least in part through human effort.

The doctrine of Scripture has also highlighted the issues of transcen-dence and immanence. The traditional view of the Bible included a rather transcendent view of God in his revelation and inspiration of Scripture. God communicated something that could not otherwise be known through any other channel. He then directed the Scripture writ​ers' thinking and writing in such a way that the Bible is a record of Gods mysterious truth.

In theological anthropology the dynamics of the immanence-transcendence tension also come into play. A more immanent under​standing of God is correlated with a view of humans as basically like him, as thus fundamentally good and holy. A transcendent God, on the other hand, is seen as far apart from humans, radically different from humans as we now find them, and humans are seen as limited in their abilities and as falling far short of God's holiness.

Perhaps the doctrine where the issues have played the largest part is the doctrine of creation. The traditional view had been that God created by direct and immediate action, in what is sometimes termed "fiat cre​ation." This was correlated with a view of God as primarily transcendent.
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With the advent of evolutionary theory, however. God was seen as at least partly doing his creative work through processes within created nature.

Cultural Influences
Trends Contributing to Belief in Immanence

In general, the trend of approximately the past two hundred years has been toward a greater emphasis on the more immanent model of God. There are a number of reasons for this trend.

One factor contributing to this shift of emphasis has been the grow​ing contact of different people from around the world with each other. In the past, different groups have been considerably isolated from one another, so that persons of different world religions seldom had contact with one another, and most people lived their entire lifetime without ever meeting someone of a different faith. Other religious beliefs and practices were something simply heard or read about. It was possible to think of non-Christians, although religious, as strange and different, and consequently, spiritually inferior. This isolation has greatly dimin​ished in our time, however. Through world travel, immigration, and vastly improved means of communication such as television, many Christians have been able to observe firsthand the religious life of those of radically different faiths. The quality of these people's spiritual and moral life has surprised many Christians. It has also resulted in the re​vision of some theological ideas. Previously God was thought of as far off, separate from and removed from the lives of those who had never had access to his special revelation, as recorded in the Bible. The phe​nomenon of religious pluralism has contributed to a revision of such thinking. Perhaps, the reasoning goes. God is present in the life of every human to a greater extent than we have previously thought.

Another factor contributing to this stronger belief in divine imma​nence has been the growth in the positive thinking movement. Accord​ing to this perspective, humans are not as sinful as formerly thought. God's transcendence has traditionally been thought of as both ontolog-ical and spiritual. God is much higher, a greater being metaphysically, than is the human. Beyond that, however, the nature of his moral and spiritual life is such that he is far "above" humans morally. Human sin is actually ungodliness, so that it separates us even further from God. The emphasis on the worth and goodness of each human being, and the idea that we are not necessarily held responsible for conformity to some standard of goodness external to us, necessarily reduces the distance between God and us. Hence the greater sense of closeness, or of divine immanence.
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A further impetus for the doctrine of immanence has been the revo​lution in astronomy and physics. The Copernican revolution, of course, took place many centuries ago. Prior to that time, it was convenient and seemed appropriate to think of God as "up there," with heaven being thought of as high above the earth. The implications of the heliocentric view, however, gradually trickled down to where it was seen that "up" and "down" were not really considered appropriate. This led to a shift in thinking about God "out there." On this model. God was not elevated above the earth but was still spatially removed. Eventually, however, modern physics removed even further the concepts of "out there." Up and down were seen to be relative terms, and to be related to gravita​tional pull. Thus, if one were placed in a container attached to a large cable and the container swung by the cable in a large circle, one would experience "down" as being in the direction of the centrifugal force, which would not be distinguishable from gravity. Indeed, the measure of this force is expressed in gs, the multiple of the force of gravity that is being experienced. Further, space itself was seen to be relative, as was time. In fact, matter and energy are seen as not so distinct from one an​other. At the speed of light, matter is converted into energy. The realiza​tion that there can be alternate universes occupying the same space was an interesting revelation. Finally, space travel seemed to bring persons no closer to God than they were on the earth. The Russian cosmonaut, Yuri Gagarin, the first human actually to experience orbital flight, re​ported, "I didn't see God out there." All of this contributed logically and even more, psychologically, to making the doctrine of divine transcen-dence problematic. If God is other than our world, in what way can he be other?

Other cultural factors contributed to a belief in the immanence of God, or at least to a breakdown in belief in the transcendence of God. One of these is the increased presence of Eastern religions within coun​tries where Christianity has traditionally been strongest and in which Christian theology has especially been done. These are basically pan​theistic. Elements of this thought have been absorbed by popular Amer​ican religion, especially in what is often referred to as "New Age" reli​gion. Even among those who have not officially espoused this type of religion, there has been some "spillover effect" into more conventional Christianity.

A further influence of a more psychological than logical nature has been the trend toward a more classless society. By this I do not mean particularly economic classes, and most certainly I am not referring to what Marxism meant by the classless society, but rather to the growing sense of in formality in social relationships, and the decline of social hi​erarchies. One indication is the rapid disappearance of any honorific
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status for the elder or senior members of society, occasioned in part perhaps by the sheer population bulge and consequent influence of the "baby boomer" generation. The nonutilization of titles denoting rank is another of these. "Sir" and "the Honorable" are not so frequently used as in the past. I recall being somewhat surprised when, as a seminary dean I received a call from a twenty-year-old student recruiter at the college affiliated with our school, with whom I had never spoken, and who began our conversation by addressing me by my first name. The president of the United States at the time of this writing is frequently referred to in the media not as "President Clinton" but simply as "Bill Clinton." All of this is symptomatic of a general leveling of social classes in the thinking of the general populace. In countries that have not had royalty within the lifetimes of most of the populace, this leveling is ac​centuated even further. There is, experientially, really no place for the concept of a lofty, high, and far removed or transcendent God to fit.

Finally, much of the popular piety of our day militates against a con​ception of the loftiness of God and contributes to the idea of imma​nence. Popular reference to God in movies and songs frequently refers to him as "the man upstairs" or something similar. This extends to pop​ular Christian music where the emphasis is frequently on the dynamic transcendence of God, the fact that his working far exceeds anything humans can do. Yet there is little focus on Gods ontological transcen​dence, the fact that what he is far transcends human being, and even less on the moral and spiritual transcendence, the fact that his holiness and goodness far surpass ours.

Trends Contributing to Belief in Transcendence

One such trend has been the growing secularity of the twentieth cen​tury. A major part of this is the rise of the scientific method and of spe​cific scientific disciplines. When there were wide areas of mystery in our understanding of the universe, it was more common to fill these gaps with the idea of God, who was the explanation for the mysteries and the solution to the problems—the "god of the gaps." This was actually a transcendent view of God, in which his working tended to be regarded as miraculous rather than through processes of nature. When, however, he was no longer necessary to fill these needs, either explanatory or causative, some abandoned belief in God entirely, but for those who did not, God was made even more transcendent, even more removed from any real involvement in human life and history.

Some of the dark and tragic events of our century have also contrib​uted to the belief in transcendence. An event like the holocaust, for ex​ample, has raised in a new way the question of Gods relationship to the flow of history. If God was at work in all of history, how could this hap-
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pen? This issue is far from being resolved at the present time. It was very difficult to hold to the idea of God working within these events. If there is a God at all, he must certainly be very far removed from, or in​different to, the needs and problems of his people.

It is interesting to note that the philosophers of religion who in our time have given so much attention to the problems of God, his nature and attributes, and have contributed so much to our thinking, both in terms of sharpening the questions and of offering insights, have had lit​tle to say on this subject directly. Yet underlying the issues that we have examined is this polarity of immanence and transcendence. For what often separates the different positions on one of these issues is actually the question of the extent to which God is involved with the creation, nature, history, and humans, and the extent to which he also partici​pates in the same processes and categories as the rest of reality. Thus, for instance, the question of mutability and immutability is partly one of the extent of God's involvement in the seemingly obviously changing reality. Similarly, the question of passibility and impassibility is closely related to these two categories, for if God is within the world and its processes, then he is affected by and feels the force of what happens herein more than if he is far off. Similarly, temporality or atemporality are questions of the degree to which God is immanent within or tran​scendent to time, just as he is to space.

This also characterizes several theologies of the type we examined in part 2 of this book. For process theology, one of the key factors in un​derstanding God is that he is so much a part of the rest of reality that he shares in the same categories as the other parts of it. Similarly, vari​ous liberation theologies are based on the idea that God is at work in the world, feels the hurt of people, and uses those who work for social, political, and economic change. Pluralistic theologies such as those of John Hick see God as related to all people, not through a special reve​lation accessible only to a limited group, but through a general revela​tion, available to all persons.

Immanence
Biblical Basis

The doctrine that God is present and active within the created phys​ical world and within human activity and experience has considerable biblical support. Part of this is related to the image and likeness of God in which he created humans (Gen. 1:26-27). This likeness to God was not lost even in the fall of the human race, so that the prohibition of murder was based on the fact that the human has been made in the
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image of God (Gen. 9:6). Job gave expression in several speeches to the idea that God is within him and provides the breath of life: "as long as I have life within me, the breath of God in my nostrils" (27:3); "The Spirit of God has made me; the breath of the Almighty gives me life" (33:4); "If it were his intention and he withdrew his spirit and breath, all mankind would perish together and man would return to the dust" (34:14-15). This thought is also expressed by Paul in a somewhat differ​ent fashion in his famous Mars Hill message: "God did this so that men would seek him and perhaps reach out for him and find him, though he is not far from each one of us. 'For in him we live and move and have our being.' As some of your own poets have said, 'We are his offspring'" (Acts 17:27-28).

This presence of God is not restricted to his involvement with human beings, however. The whole doctrine of creation is such that God is re​sponsible for the origin of nature and for what happens within it. In Genesis 1:2, the Spirit of God is described as brooding over or moving upon the face of the waters. The psalmists frequently refer to God's ac​tions within nature. Just the references to God's action through and use of the wind are impressive: "So Moses stretched out his staff over Egypt, and the lord made an east wind blow across the land all that day and all that night. By morning the wind had brought the locusts;. . . And the lord changed the wind to a very strong west wind, which caught up the locusts and carried them into the Red Sea. Not a locust was left any​where in Egypt" (Exod. 10:13, 19). "He makes clouds rise from the ends of the earth; he sends lightning with the rain and brings out the wind from his storehouses" (Ps. 135:7). The psalmist describes at length God's utilization of the forces of nature: "The waters saw you, 0 God, the waters saw you and writhed; the very depths were convulsed. The clouds poured down water, the skies resounded with thunder; your ar​rows flashed back and forth. Your thunder was heard in the whirlwind, your lightning lit up the world; the earth trembled and quaked. Your path led through the sea, your way through the mighty waters, though your footprints were not seen. You led your people like a flock by the hand of Moses and Aaron" (Ps. 77:16-20). Jesus expressed this idea as well. It is God who sends sunshine and rain: "He causes his sun to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the righteous and the un​righteous" (Matt. 5:45). He cares and provides for his creatures through regular processes of his working: "Look at the birds of the air; they do not sow or reap or store away in barns, and yet your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not much more valuable than they? Who of you by worrying can add a single hour to his life? And why do you worry about clothes? See how the lilies of the field grow. They do not labor or spin. Yet I tell you that not even Solomon in all his splendor was dressed like
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one of these. If that is how God clothes the grass of the field, which is here today and tomorrow is thrown into the fire, will he not much more clothe you, 0 you of little faith?" (Matt. 6:26-30). He also is present in all that occurs within his created world, and knows and controls those occurrences: "Are not two sparrows sold for a penny? Yet not one of them will fall to the ground apart from the will of your Father. And even the very hairs of your head are all numbered" (Matt. 10:29-30).

This, then, is not the picture of the deistic God who creates once and then abandons the universe, letting his implanted laws operate. Rather, it is one of a God who is so involved with all that happens that even the normal processes of nature are considered his doing. Just how this phe​nomenon is to be understood, however, has been the subject of consid​erable discussion.

Early History of Belief in Immanence

The doctrine of divine immanence was not prominent in much of the early history of Christian thought. In a world in which demons and an​gels were thought to be behind much of what occurred, and there was not a very great understanding of the phenomena of natural law, it is not surprising that this concept was not very fully developed. It was in the nineteenth century, with the development of modern science, espe​cially the theory of biological evolution, that immanence began to re​ceive strong attention. It became an essential part of the worldview of classical liberalism. God was seen, not as separated from the world in a realm of super-nature, as had been popularized by Thomas Aquinas and many later theologians, but as present within, and active within, the processes of nature. This was what John Hick called a "bungaloid" view of the universe, with reality made up of just one level.

One of the first to express this immanentism was Friedrich Schleier-macher. Responding to Immanuel Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, in which Kant contended that we cannot have knowledge of that which lies outside our sense experience, Schleiermacher made feeling the proper domain of religion. Thus, God became an object of feeling, and consequently was not thought of as very far removed from that feeling. Schleiermacher wrote: "The usual conception of God as a single being outside of the world and behind the world is not essential to religion. . . . The true essence of religion is neither this idea nor any other, but the immediate consciousness of the Deity as we find him in ourselves as well as in the world."2
2. Friedrich Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeches to Its Cultured Despisers (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1958), p. 101.
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A more metaphysical understanding of immanence is found in the philosophy of Georg Hegel. As an absolute idealist, Hegel understood the fundamental character of reality as being mental or ideational in nature. Reality is one great thinking mind, the absolute. In a very real sense, everything that happens within this world is merely a thought in the mind of God. For that matter, we as humans are also thoughts in the mind of God, who thinks and acts through us. Thus, history is God day​dreaming as it were. This is a very thoroughgoing immanence.

A Classic Formulation: Borden Porker Bowne
Bowne was for many years professor of philosophy at Boston Univer​sity, and is generally considered the founder of the school of thought known as personal idealism, or simply, personalism. In his discussion of immanence, he was seeking to combat two opposed conceptions, both of which he believed were incorrect. One was the view of supematural-ism, that God is removed from nature and that his actions are indepen​dent of the processes of nature. The other, naturalism, maintains that na​ture is a sufficient explanatory principle, and since it can account for all that occurs, there is no need for recourse to the idea of purpose. This an​tithesis is incorrect, however, in Bowne's judgment. According to Bowne, two quite different questions must be asked: on the one hand, the unifor​mities of co-existence and sequence which constitute the order of nature and on the other, the question of the underlying cause and purpose of the order. Whereas science investigates the former, the latter is properly the domain of philosophy. The answers to both questions are necessary to satisfy the mind fully. Consequently, the relationship of these two do​mains is being reformulated. "In this new conception the supernatural is nothing foreign to nature and making occasional raids into nature in order to reveal itself, but, so far as nature as a whole is concerned, the supernatural is the ever-present ground and administrator of nature;

and nature is simply the form under which the Supreme Reason and Will manifest themselves."3 This view of divine immanence enables us at once to refer to an event as both natural and supernatural:

And nature being but the fixed form of the divine causality, we must say that events in general are at once natural in the mode of their occurrence, in that they come about according to rule, and supernatural in their cau​sation, in that they all alike abut on that Living Will by which all things stand and from which they forever proceed. The commonest event, say the fall of a leaf, is as supernatural in its causation as any miracle would be; for in both alike God would be equally implicated.4
3. Borden P. Bowne, The Immanence of God (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1905), p. 17.
4. Ibid., p. 18.
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We have, then, two rather different explanations in the work of sci​ence and that of philosophy. In fact, the explanations given by evolu​tion are really not exactly explanations. They simply give a description of an order without accounting for it. Rather, Bowne says, "For real insight we need to know what the power is which is at work, why it works as it does, why the arrivals and survivals are such that their net result is to produce an orderly and progressive system; and to these in​quiries mechanical naturalism has no answer."5 Similarly, religion's attempt to dictate the conclusions is also unprofitable. The sure result of mixing the question of scientific description and formulation with that of philosophic interpretation is conflict between science and reli​gion, or something similar. The two false conceptions the instructed theist sets aside are those of the self-running nature and the absentee God.6
This view of God's presence and activity is extended by Bowne to in​clude not only nature but also history. Edward Parley has observed that there is a cosmological immanence, in which God is identified with na​ture and a humanistic immanence, in which God is seen as inhabiting human ideals and causes. The former usually precedes the latter, in Far-ley's judgment.7 In Bowne's thought, both come together.

In history, as in nature, there is a danger of our separating the de​scription and the explanation. In his chapter on history, Bowne empha​sizes that he is not attempting to find God in history or to illustrate it, but to explain what such a presence would mean, and where we should seek for it. He says, "A divine purpose, a moral development in human​ity, is the essential meaning of God in history."8 When we accept the fact of the divine immanence, any separation between the natural and su​pernatural disappears: "Then we come to a natural which roots in the supernatural, and a supernatural whose methods are natural; and to this neither science nor religion has any objections."9 Such a view keeps us from thinking of God as only found in the very unusual and rare events. Bowne repeats a story told by Archbishop Whately to make his point. A person was once telling in Whately s hearing a story of a ship​wreck in which he was the only survivor, and regarded this as a very spe​cial manifestation of God's presence and providence. Whately replied that he knew of an even more wonderful story, of a ship which arrived safely with all the passengers and crew safe and the vessel and its cargo

5. Ibid., p. 22.
6. Ibid., p. 24.
7. Edward Parley, The Transcendence of God; A Study in Contemporary Philosophical Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1960), p. 16.
8. Bowne, Immanence, p. 52.
9. Ibid., p. 54.
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intact. It is only if one has separated the natural and the supernatural that this would not be seen as a greater instance of God's working.10
Finally, the understanding of divine immanence must extend to our view of the Bible. On the one hand, there are those who hold that the Bible stories must be completely miraculous, or there is no real evi​dence of God's presence and working. On the other hand, there are un​believers who either deny the miracles outright or reduce them to mis​understood natural events. But both of these make the same mistake:

they believe that if there is a natural event, it must not be supernatural. Such reasoning is not correct, however, Bowne contends. "The song of the angels may have been an hallucination of the shepherds; but is the only time before or since that shepherds were so divinely hallucinated. St. Paul may have had a fit on his way to Damascus, but it is the only known fit that had such mighty consequences. The vision of the Risen One may have been an illusion, but when we see that it is the greatest event in all history, we begin to wonder whether illusions can be so po​tent."11 Many of the biblical descriptions of supernatural events are written from the standpoint of causality. Representing the conviction that God was at work, they refer them directly to God, without recourse to explanation in terms of natural law. As such, however, they are really interpretations, rather than descriptions.12
One result of a view of immanence such as we have just described is that it does not distinguish sharply between divine activity and human activity. If God is really at work in everything that happens, then such distinctions need not be drawn. The difficulty of a strong immanentism, however, lies in its inability to judge between better and worse in terms of what happens within history. Thus, liberal theology, with its strongly immanentistic orientation, had difficulty with some of the historical de​velopments of the twentieth century. One of the developments that shocked Karl Barth into a repudiation of the liberal, immanent view in which he had been raised was the inability of German Christians to dis​tinguish divine action from the actions of their leaders. This occurred, not once, but twice, in the twentieth century. In 1914, a group of ninety-three German intellectuals signed a statement in which they endorsed Kaiser Wilhelm's war policy. When Karl Barth read the statement, he saw among the list of signers some of his theological teachers. It was, in many ways, the end of the nineteenth century, theologically, for Barth realized that the liberalism he had been taught had lost all ability to dis​criminate between the divine and the human, between the sacred and

10. Ibid., p. 55.
11. Ibid., p. 71.
12. Ibid., p. 76.
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the secular. Imagine Earth's shock and disappointment when, two de​cades later, he saw the same mistake being made. The German Chris​tians approved of Adolf Hitler, referring to him as God's good gift to the German people. In 1933, the church issued a statement that said, "To this turn of history [Hitlers taking power] we say a thankful Yes. God has given him to us. To Him be the glory. As bound to God's Word, we recognize in the great events of our day a new commission of God to His church."13 A year later they followed this with an even more amazing statement: "We are full of thanks to God that He, as Lord of history, has given us Adolf Hitler, our leader and savior from our difficult lot. We ac​knowledge that we, with body and soul, are bound and dedicated to the German state and to its Fuhrer. This bondage and duty contains for us, as evangelical Christians, its deepest and most holy significance in its obedience to the command of God."14 Once again, it seemed to Barth, a group of confessing Christians had made God so immanent that what​ever happened in history was to be understood as God at work, no mat​ter how bizarre that might turn out to be. It is this which has proved to be the major weakness of extreme views of divine immanence, that they are unable to distinguish the work of God from the work of humans, to distinguish God's word from the human word.

Transcendence
The doctrine of transcendence has been held quite widely through​out much of the church's history. It has been the search for relevant con​temporary models through which to express the doctrine that has occu​pied the attention of those who hold it in recent years.

Biblical Basis

Numerous passages in the Bible depict the separation of God from the world and from humans. God's transcendence is seen both as meta​physical and as moral/spiritual. One of the most powerful passages is in Isaiah 55:8-9, where God's thoughts and ways are depicted as tran​scending those of humans: '"For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways,' declares the lord. 'As the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways and my thoughts than your thoughts.'" In Isaiah 6, we have the account of Isa​iahs vision of God, in which he sees the Lord "seated on a throne, high and exalted" (v. 1). The seraphs call to one another, "Holy, holy, holy is

13. Quoted in Karl Barth, Theologische Existenz Heute (Munich: C. Kaiser, 1934), p. 10.
14. Quoted in G. C. Berkouwer, The Providence of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952), pp.176-77.
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the lord Almighty; the whole earth is full of his glory" (v. 3). Isaiahs re​sponse is a confession of his own uncleanness and unworthiness. It is significant that this same sort of response is seen in some other encoun​ters of believers with God. In Exodus 3, when Moses encounters God who reveals himself in the burning bush, he is instructed, "Take off your sandals, for the place where you are standing is holy ground" (v. 5). When Peter experiences the greatness of Jesus exhibited in the miracu​lous catch of fish, he falls on his knees and exclaims, "Go away from me, Lord; I am a sinful man!" (Luke 5:8). These responses indicate God's moral transcendence to humans.

God's ontological transcendence is also seen in a number of places. Isaiah expresses both God's transcendence and immanence in 57:15:

"For this is what the high and lofty One says—he who lives forever, whose name is holy: T live in a high and holy place, but also with him who is contrite and lowly in spirit, to revive the spirit of the lowly and to revive the heart of the contrite.'" In Psalm 113:5-6, the psalmist writes, "Who is like the lord our God, the One who sits enthroned on high, who stoops down to look on the heavens and the earth?" Paul contrasts God's wisdom and that of humans in an extended way in 1 Corinthians 1:18-31. He says, "For the foolishness of God is wiser than man's wisdom, and the weakness of God is stronger than man's strength" (v. 25). Jesus also contrasted himself with his hearers: "You are from below; I am from above. You are of this world; I am not of this world" (John 8:23).

The Traditional Spatial Model of Transcendence

The teaching of these passages is the transcendence of God: God is other than the world and other than humans. This could be conceived and expressed in any one of several ways. Because during much of the early history of the church there was a belief in a geocentric universe, it was common to think of God's transcendence in spatial terms. In​deed, passages such as Isaiah 55, if taken literally, seemed to many per​sons to entail something of the type. So God was thought of as being very high above the earth, and off in some far-distant place. Jesus' as​cension, by the very use of that term, seemed to involve the same sort of spatial beyondness.
For various reasons, this view came gradually to be called into ques​tion. One was simply the developments in astronomy. It became appar​ent that the sun, not the earth, was the center of our system of the cre​ation. This made it apparent, also, that the earth was not flat, so that designations such as "up" and "down" were misnomers. God's removal could not really be "up there." This, however, still left many persons with a basically spatial way of thinking of God. God may not be "up
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there," but he is certainly "out there." This seemed to be the best way to express the metaphysical transcendence of God.

Difficulties with this conception became apparent as theologians re​flected more on it, however. For one thing, space certainly is not eternal. Since God created the universe at some finite point in the past, space presumably did not exist before that time. What was the nature of God's existence or "location" prior to that point? Further, however. God in his very essence is spirit. How, then, could he even have any location within space? All of this seemed to call for some other type of conception.

In many ways, the way was led by the Danish philosopher and theo​logian, S0ren Kierkegaard. Partly because of his reaction against the immanent view of God inherent in Hegel's system, and partly because of his revulsion at the general religiosity of the Denmark of his day, in which everyone was a member of the Danish state church, he developed the idea of the "infinite qualitative distinction" between God and hu​manity.15 This was first a matter of the fact that God is infinite and eter​nal, and humans are individual, finite, existing beings. Thus, there is a vast metaphysical gap between humans and God.16 Beyond that, how​ever, there is a great moral and spiritual gap. Sin has enlarged this gap so that it is not just a crack, but a great chasm.17
This emphasis on Gods moral and spiritual otherness was picked up by Barth in his strong emphasis on transcendence. While this doctrine had many facets in his thinking, nowhere does it come out more em​phatically than in his debate with Emil Brunner over natural theology. The chapters of his contribution to the volume consist of responses to points raised by Brunner in chapters he has written. Two major points in Barth s response especially indicate his view of the extreme transcen​dence of God.

One is God's transcendence to humans. This is traditionally related to the question of the image of God in the human. Must this not there​fore involve some similarity or "point of contact" in the human, such that communication between God and human beings can take place? Brunner maintained that the material image of God, the original righ​teousness, has been completely lost.18 Nevertheless, the formal image

15. Soren Kierkegaard, The Sickness unto Death (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer​sity Press, 1941), pp. 192, 199, 207, 209; Training in Christianity and the Edifying Dis​course Which "Accompanied" It (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1944), pp. 67,125.
16. Soren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1941), p. 195.
17. Sickness unto Death, p. 99.
18. Emil Brunner, "Nature and Grace," in Emil Brunner and Karl Barth, Natural The​ology (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1946), p. 24.
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of God still remains in the human, by which Brunner means that even though sinful, the human remains a subject and is responsible. He is ra​tional, has a capacity for words, and therefore is responsive to the Word of God. This says nothing about his acceptance or rejection of that word. It is the purely formal possibility of his being addressed. There is, then, a definite point of contact for the divine grace of redemption.19
Earth's response to this point is an emphatic "no!" He certainly grants that the human, even in sin, is a human and not a tortoise. But what is the "capacity for being saved" of which Brunner speaks, unless it means something more than that. While Brunner's other statements seem to indicate that the human does not somehow contribute coop​eratively to what God does, it is difficult to see what he could mean, more than the mere fact that a human is a human and not a cat, unless it is something of this type.20 If, however, humans have some capacity within them, not to produce revelation, but to receive it, must there not be some original relation to God's revelation? Barth believes that Brunner has opened the door to natural knowledge of God and, in so doing, has started on a pathway that will lead him to Thomism. He has been unable to adhere to the principle of sola scriptura—sola fide—sola gratia.21
The other concern is for the nature of revelation. Brunner had in​sisted that there are two kinds of revelation, that in creation and that in Jesus Christ.22 Barth, however, takes issue with this approach. If Brun​ner maintains that there is real knowledge of the true God through na​ture, imperfect though it may be, how can this not bring salvation? If we can really know the true God from his creation, without Christ and without the Holy Spirit, then how can we say that the human does noth​ing for his own salvation?23 The import of Barth's view seems to be that God is so transcendent that he cannot in any sense be known through nature, and that the human has no capacity to receive, understand, or respond to God's special revelation when it comes.

In addition to this aspect of Kierkegaard's view of God's absolute transcendence, picked up by Barth, there is another aspect, the concept of dimensional beyondness. God's existence is a totally different set of dimensions from ours. He is not merely in this universe, but far off in the outer reaches of it. He is in an entirely different universe, in a dif​ferent dimension of being, something like the other universe that scien-
19. Ibid., pp. 23-24, 31.
20. Karl Barth, "No!" in Emil Brunner and Karl Barth, Natural Theology (London:
Geoffrey Bles, 1946), pp. 79-80, 88.
21. Ibid., pp. 89-90.
22. Brunner, "Nature and Grace," p. 26.
23. Barth, "No!" pp. 81-82.
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tists tell us could occupy the same space occupied by ours, but without persons being able to pass from one to the other.

Immanence and Transcendence
It may be possible to understand God as immanent, and also to un​derstand something of his transcendence, but what presents particular difficulty is the relationship of these to each other. How can God be both immanent and transcendent? Are not these two so opposed to one an​other that we must choose between them, rather than trying to combine them? This is a problem for all views of God that think of him as being nonspatial in nature. It is also a problem for those that consider him to be timeless, as well as views such as those of Padgett and Craig, which hold that God is not in cosmic time, but has a time of his own.

Space
Based on what we have seen of Kierkegaard's concepts, it appears that it is appropriate to think of Gods spatial transcendence to the physical universe and to humans as being not primarily quantitative but qualitative. This means that God is not just of such immensity that he is extended over all space. Nor is it the case that he is very far re​moved within our space, even infinitely far away, but still in the same extension of space as ours, in the same spatial continuum. Rather, there is a very real sense in which he is not simply everywhere; he is rather, no where. "Where," in other words, simply does not apply to God. He does not have location in the sense that physical objects have location. He is of a different nature than physical objects, and therefore cannot be located.

Yet, having said that God is metaphysically or ontologically outside space, we still face the fact that God is present and active within this universe. How can this be? It is significant to note that the texts that we cited as evidence of God's immanence primarily refer to his action, his activity. Thus, it may be said that while God is ontologically distinct from the universe and the human race, he is influentially present. His actions take place within this universe.

Does it make any sense, however, to speak of God acting in and through that from which he is metaphysically distinct? Are there any analogies of this which might serve to help us grasp what is involved? I believe there are a number of these. Note that what we are talking about here is metaphysical difference, not just spatial difference.

The first of these are primarily spatially removed objects influencing others. We see in all sorts of electronic ways the ability to affect some​thing far removed. Some of these are exotic, such as the control that the
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Houston Space Center has over unmanned space vehicles millions of miles away, so that it can send a radio signal and alter the course of the rocket. More conventional are the illustrations of radio and television, where sound and light waves are converted into electrical vibrations, transmitted over vast distances, and then converted back, so that im​ages are seen and heard many thousands of miles away.24 Thus, there is a measure of change from one type of reality to another.

There are other examples, however, in which one person may influ​ence another person who is metaphysically distinct and even spatially removed. One is the genetic factor. One man said to his wife after talk​ing to their daughter on the telephone, "In some ways, she is more like me than I am like myself." Some of the same personality qualities he possessed were also present in her, certainly at least in part because of the genes he had transmitted to her. Their other daughter, on the other hand, was much more like her mother. There is a sense in which the parent is present within the child, because of that which has been trans​mitted genetically.

At this point the image of God is very helpful theologically. In Chris​tian theology we have the doctrine of creation, not of emanation. Thus, God does not impart some of his nature to humans. But he does create them with a likeness, an affinity, to himself. The resemblance is like a replica (although only partially so) to an original. So there is a family resemblance between God and his human creatures.

There are other analogies. We have all seen cases where a teacher has been so effective and so influential with a student that the student has come to think, not only the same thoughts as the teacher, but in the same pattern of thinking. I have frequently used as an illustration of the possibility of verbal inspiration the phenomenologist, Edmund Hus-seri, and his student, Eugen Fink. Fink had written a phenomenological essay on a topic on which the teacher had never written or taught.25 When the teacher saw the student's work, he exclaimed, "It is as if I had written it myself," and decreed that this essay should be included in Husserliana, the collection of his own writings.

Suppose that it were possible for someone to transmit thoughts across space, even across the barriers of different kinds of reality. While we do not hear much today about clairvoyance or extrasensory percep​tion (ESP), the research done at Duke University in the 1950s showed

24. This is not intended as a technical explanation. Actually, these vibrations are not converted but are used to "modulate" a radio frequency vibration, either in terms of am​plitude or frequency, and then the resultant signal is rectified by the receiver.
25. Eugen Fink, "Die phanomenologische Philosophic Edmund Husserls in der ge-genwartigen Kritik," Kantstudien 38 (1933): 319-83.
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some statistically significant evidence of such unusual communication. We speak of how some persons are very empathetic and others are very suggestible. If it is possible for God to communicate across the meta​physical gap between himself and us, then he can work in and through human beings.

Are there ways of thinking of this divine and human cooperation, or of both divine/spiritual and natural/physical causation being both in​volved in the occurrence of some event? There are analogies where two forces of the same type work on an object, with the result being a com​pound of the actions of the two. One of these is simply vectoring. Here, for example, an aircraft flying at a heading of 360 degrees, but with a quartering headwind of 285 degrees, may actually follow a course of 15 degrees. Another example is where two persons work together to ac​complish a task, with a simple addition of the force of their separate strengths. There are other cases where the application of force multi​plies the force already present and acting. For example, power steering in an automobile applies additional leverage to the steering gear be​yond that which the driver supplies mechanically.

There are also senses in which one event or one object has multiple causes. Take, for example, the construction of a building. Who is the cause of its coming into existence? One might well argue that the con​tractor is the one who builds the building, even though the owner or the manager of the construction company may not exert any actual effort at the construction site. More literal-minded persons would perhaps in​sist that it is the construction workers who actually are the cause, as they cut, nail, solder, string electrical wires, install insulation, and so on. Further, the building material suppliers are in a very real sense the cause, for without their contribution there would literally be no build​ing. Or one might well contend that the architect, who designed the building, who quite clearly created the idea or the model or the form of the building, is the cause. On the other hand, the lending agencies who supply the funds for construction in the first case and the permanent fi​nancing without which someone could not purchase the building, are the cause of its being built. Yet, in the final analysis, the owner, who commissioned the construction of the building and who undertakes to pay for it, is the real cause.

These, however, are primarily physical actions. In theory, if God causes by supplementing the "natural forces" that are ordinarily at work in the event, then it ought to be possible to detect the presence of such activity by noting the difference between a purely natural event and one in which God is at work as well. But if God really is influentially present or immanent within all that occurs, such a method of difference is not possible, apart from technical difficulties of measurement. Are
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there other examples of multiple causation that come closer to depict​ing the causative spiritual working of God in addition to natural forces? I believe that there are some clear examples in which, in addition to nat​ural forces of nature or human activity, another kind of causation, pri​marily of the nature of an idea, is operative.

Take, for example, the events of the holocaust, in which large num​bers of Jews, perhaps 6 million or more, were exterminated by the Nazis. What killed the Jews? One might say that it was the actual means used, such as the guns or the poisonous gas. Beyond that, however, we have the persons who actually executed the deeds leading to these deaths, whether soldiers or their commanding officers. Yet, in another sense, it was the ideas of Nazism, the concept of the master race and the threat of the Jews, which captivated Adolf Hitler and many of his fol​lowers and were the reason these actions were carried out. Similarly, communism was once a very aggressive movement, reaching out impe-rialistically to capture and suppress numerous countries and peoples. The military force of the Communist Party was the means used. Yet, in a very real sense, dialectical materialism, the ideological basis of com​munism, was the cause of these actions, including some atrocities as horrible as those committed by Nazis.

Time

More problematic, in some ways, is the relationship of God to time. Actually, this should not be the case. In theory, the relationship of God to space should be as difficult a concept as that of God to time. Yet, for some reason, philosophers and theologians have not given nearly the attention to the former, or considered it nearly so severe a problem as the relationship of God to time.

In an earlier chapter we contended that space and time are insepara​ble, and consequently, what applies in terms of God's relationship to space must also be true of his relationship to time. We are here referring to time as it is usually denned, as cosmic time. We are, for the moment, not considering whether God may have sequence within his experience, whether or not that is coincident with cosmic time. Specifically, we have contended that God must be thought of both as immanent within space and as transcendent to it. This must therefore also be true then of his relationship to time. He must be active within it, but also be onto-logically distinct from it. And if transcendent, this transcendence must be not merely quantitative but also qualitative. So the duration of God is not simply quantitative, so that he endures everlastingly through un​ending time, without beginning or end, but still the same type of time as humans experience. Rather, he is outside time, or timeless. Time does not apply to him, any more than does space. He is not merely ev-
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eriasting, stretched out throughout all time, but is atemporal; in other words, ordinary earthly time does not apply to him at all. Just as he is really spaceless, so he must be not merely omnitemporal (to parallel the omnipresence of God), but must actually be in some sense, atemporal. We might speak of him as supratemporal, indicating that he is not infe​rior, but vastly superior, to time.

Is it possible for something in one place to affect something else that happens in another place? Obviously, this is the case. It is true not only of physical forces, but also of other kinds of forces. One of these is eco​nomic. What happens in the American stock market often is followed by similar reactions in the Asian and European stock markets. The deci​sion of Japanese investors to buy or not buy U.S. Treasury securities has a strong effect on mortgage interest rates, and thus on home purchases, employment in the construction industry, and numerous other elements of the American economy. These, of course, are examples of something that is spatially transcendent in a quantitative transcendence.
But what about causation of something in a different time? Here again, we could cite numerous examples. Some of the effects of events in the past function independently of our conscious knowledge of them. The signing of the Magna Carta by King John at Runnymede on June 15, 1215, affects both British and American citizens today whether they have ever heard of that event or not. Other events in the past may affect us as we know of them. Who is not stirred and inspired by hearing the speeches that Winston Churchill made to the British people during World War II? Or the speech of Martin Luther at the Diet of Worms? Or Martin Luther King's "I Have a Dream" speech?

This sometimes happens in striking fashion. I once saw a throw made in a baseball game that not only won that game, but the game the following day as well. The New York Yankees were playing the Minne​sota Twins in Minneapolis. I knew that Paul O'Neill, the Yankees' right fielder, was a fine hitter, who had hit almost .400 one year. I did not re​alize until that day what a strong throwing arm he had. Early in the game he almost threw out a runner going from first base to third base on a single. Then, with the tying run on third base in the person of Twins shortstop Pat Meares and one out, the batter hit a fly ball to rather deep right field. O'Neill caught the ball and fired a perfect throw to home plate, with the catcher tagging Meares out. The next day Meares was again on third base as the potential tying run with one out, and the bat​ter hit another fly ball to right field, somewhat deeper than the one the previous day. O'Neill again fired a strong, accurate throw to home plate, but Meares never moved from third. There was strong public criticism of both Meares and the third base coach, but the throw the previous day had won that game as well.
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Sometimes it is almost as if the past is brought into the present, and affects it. Through the use of audio and video recordings, even dead per​sons can be seen and heard again. In a sense, time has been collapsed. The event is replayed.

What about the future influencing the past? We have dealt with that in chapter 8, where we observed that there truly is such a thing as final causation or teleological effect. In a January course, I asked the seniors in the class whether the university commencement which was to take place in May had any influence on their doing the work of the course. They unanimously agreed that it did.

All these illustrations, however, whether spatially or temporally tran​scendent, are quantitative. They show the possible influence of some​thing that is removed within space or time. Does this carry over to qual​itative transcendence, that is, transcendence from outside space and time? Here we must note that, because we have experienced only that which is within space and time, we really cannot form any conception of spacelessness or timelessness.
If God is metaphysically outside of space-time, how does he influ​ence what happens within it? It would appear that the direct working of God is simply by his thinking or willing something to be. In other words, his actions are in some sense acts of creation. If God in his mind thinks something to be the case, it is. This does not require him to exert physical influence on the physical universe. In this sense, his activity in​fluencing the physical world is parallel to his nonperceptual knowledge of the creation. As problematic as is the body-soul problem, there may be something of an illustration or analogy here. When I move my hand, how do I do it? I simply will it to happen, and it occurs (assuming I do not have any neurological ailments). Unless we are prepared to accept a materialistic monistic view of human nature, there would appear to be some help here for understanding the action of God in and on a space-time universe.26
The incarnation is evidence that at one point in space-time. God (or at least the second member of the Trinity) entered our universe meta​physically. He became more than just influentially or causally imma​nent; he became metaphysically immanent. He took on a physical body. Whatever God is, he is capable of entering space-time metaphysically and certainly also causally.

Tentatively, we may then hold that prior to the creation. God was both absolutely timeless and spaceless. With the creation of the physi​cal and temporal universe, however, he became related to that universe,

26. We are not suggesting that the universe should be thought of as God's body, which some process theologians would hold.
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and thus became immanent within it. This, however, does not mean that he lost his transcendence. He himself still does not have location or extension, but is present and active everywhere within the universe. Nor does he have location or extension in time, although he is related to all of time. He knows what time it currently is at any point in the space-time universe. Does this mean that there is sequence and succes​sion within him? The usual contention is that if he knows what time it is, there must be succession within his experience and he therefore is temporal. That, however, assumes that the existence and experience of God is of just the same nature as ours. That does not necessarily follow. This seems to extrapolate from the experience of time here, to a time that is on a different timeline, but nonetheless resembles physical time in requiring succession, though not measurable or demarcatable time. Whether there is such a time is something we cannot determine, but may simply have to confess that we are here in the presence of mystery. To argue otherwise requires the assumption of a rather univocal rela​tionship between God and us.

We must be careful not to correlate our theological views too closely to or make them too dependent on any current scientific theory. Yet, having said that, it is significant that the shape of physics today sup​ports the argument that space and time are inseparable, and came into being with the creation of the universe. Thus, God must have been time​less prior to creation. Further, if God is to be understood as both imma​nent within space and transcendent to it, then he must also be regarded as both immanent with and transcendent to time. While outside of time ontologically, he is able to act on objects within time, just as he can exert influence on objects located within space.

