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PREFACE

This work began as my 1981 Ph.D. dissertation at
Duke University. | have made modifications to reflect
changes in my thinking over the years, to improve
felicity of wording, and to be gender neutral in
language for God.

The general climate in theology and religious
studies is more skeptical regarding claims about
ultimate reality than when 1 first wrote this thesis.
Nevertheless, my developing a concept of panentheism is
based on the convictions that belief in an ultimate
reality that 1is the source of the universe Iis
reasonable and that, given that ©basic belief,
understandings of the nature of ultimate reality can be
more or less plausible, more or less coherent. My hope
is that I have offered a plausible and coherent vision
of the nature of God.

David H. Nikkel
Youngstown, Ohio
June, 1992
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As my title suggests, | believe both Charles
Hartshorne and Paul Tillich can, on the whole, rightly
be labelled panentheists. As far as Hartshorne 1is

concerned, the above statement is not surprising or
controversial. He has used the term "panentheism”™ (as

well as "surrelativism," "superrelativism,” and 'neo-
classical theism') to describe his doctrine of God.
And to my knowledge, no one has disputed the
appropriateness of the term 1in that connection.
Tillich on the other hand has rarely used the term and
only once directly in connection with his own
thinking.? Though he then favorably applied the term
to his understanding of God, hardly anyone has
explicitly acknowledged the strong panentheistic flavor
of Tillich"s theology, except James F. Anderson and
Jacob Faubes,'! and to some extent Hartshorne himself
in noting aspects of Tillich®"s thought akin to his
own.'" And even less so has anyone argued for or
developed the idea of Tillich as panentheist--by taking
central concepts, phrases, and formulations such as
"being-itself,” '"the ground of being," transcending
""the subject-object cleavage,” God as knowing God"s
self through the Tfinite individuals, God as being
nearer to the creatures than they are to themselves,
and that God is not a being and by showing that Tillich
has meant these panentheistically and that they are
interrelated. Therefore, this aspect of my project is,
I believe, original and significant for fully under-



4 Panentheism in Hartshorne and Tillich

standing Tillich, as it will take an idea or ideas that
are at the heart of his doctrine of God and unpack,
clarify, and connect them.

Panentheism Defined

At this point it would be good to describe the
concept of panentheism. 1 will be guided by the use of
this term by previous thinkers, as well as by my own
sense of the basic thrust of the concept.
"Panentheism' literally means "all in God." (The word
was coined by the early nineteenth-century German
philosopher, Karl Christian Friedrich Krause.) It
holds that the non-divine individuals are included in
God, are fully within the divine life. God knows all
that exists without externality, mediation, or Iloss
(though God*®s knowledge and valuation are more than the
creaturely experiences that are wholly included in the
divine experience). God empowers all that exists
without externality, mediation, or loss (though there
is genuine indeterminacy and freedom of choice and
action which God empowers in the creaturely realm).
This is in contrast to traditional theism, which has
tended to regard God as utterly distinct from the
creation and the creatures. Deism is an extreme of
this tendency. On the other hand, panentheism also
distinguishes itself from pantheism (literally "all
[is] God™). It holds that God is not reducible to the
nondivine individuals, to the universe as a whole, or
to the structure of the universe; but rather God
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transcends them, having a reality--an awareness and a
power--that 1includes but 1is not exhausted by the
reality of the creation and the experiences and actions
of the creatures.

A distinction between a ‘''passive’” and an
""active" aspect of God as panentheistically understood
figures crucially in the structure and purposes of this
work . As presaged iIn the preceding paragraph, the
passive aspect refers to divine knowledge, while the
active aspect refers to divine power. By using the
term “passive,” | am implying that by knowing what
occurs, God is in some sense qualified or affected by
it. The extent to which God is active and controls
what happens in the universe is not prejudiced by this
formal definition per se. Even for the traditional
theist who believes that God totally controls our
actions, that divine knowing and acting are utterly
one, we could say that God"s decisions affect or
qualify the divine self and that the "passive'" and the

""active" aspects merge. However, in that case,
practically speaking, the distinction would not be
useful. Thus, only when, as in panentheism, it 1is

accepted that the creatures have some iIndeterminacy
with respect to action and that God is aware of their
actions is the distinction likely to be significant.'

Hartshorne has written extensively about the
cognitive aspect of the divine inclusion of creation,
my "passive" aspect. Indeed, he often equates divine
inclusion with God"s direct and complete knowing or
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perceiving. In contrast to the creatures, who exclude
much of the fullness of the experiences of others, for
whom these are, relatively speaking, indirect and
external, God experiences or feels precisely what we
experience and feel as we experience or feel (though as
above God will also have knowledge, Tfeelings, and
valuations in relation to a situation in addition to
those of the individuals perfectly included). So
unqualifiedly to say that God and the creatures are
distinct beings is misleading, since our experiences
are at the same time (without mediation though with
addition) experiences of God.

As panentheistically active, God coinheringly
empowers all that exists--without externality,
mediation or loss. The active aspect then refers to
God"s being the very power of being in all that is, the
very power of acting in every action--but 1in the
radical sense that whatever power we have is God"s
power and whatever action we take is in a (qualified)
sense God"s act, in that in panentheism there is no
power that can be unequivocally distinguished from or
contrasted to God"s power, no power (Just as no knowing
or feeling) that is external to God as the ultimate
power (and Kknower). There 1is no separation or
mediation with regard to God"s power as well as with
regard to God"s knowledge. Here again it should be
remembered that God transcends as well as includes, so
that divine power is more than God®s power in the form
of or in the manifestations that are the creaturely
lives per se.
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The preceding formal definition of the active
aspect is not meant to preclude God"s granting to those
whom God immediately empowers the power to freely
determine the divine experience to some extent.
Indeed, that is the sense in which every action®s being
an action of God must be qualified. For, as has been
said before, panentheism upholds the mutual
transcendence of God and the creatures with respect to
freedom. God does not make our decisions for us, so
far as those are indeterminate. That panentheistic
empowerment is compatible with some indeterminate
creaturely freedom will be argued in chapter 6.

One could say that, insofar as there is
indeterminacy in creaturely actions, the creatures are
in that sense "external" to God. One could also speak
of a further "separation'" to the extent they willfully
act contrary to the divine will. This latter
separation is akin to more or less involuntary
unawareness of God, in that these both are
estrangements from the side of the creatures and do not
involve separation by God as ultimate power and knower
beyond the independence involved in creaturely freedom
per se. But such freedom need not | believe controvert
that the creatures are not "external" to or "separated"

from God in the sense that | have iIntended and will
intend when 1 speak thusly: namely, that God
encompasses  them, knowing perfectly and fully

empowering whatever actions the creatures may take in
their freedom.
In passing 1 will note that when | say "being,"
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as in "God is the very power of being in all that has
being,"
have no objection to "God is the very power of becoming
in all that becomes.” For 1 endorse temporality with
regard to both the world and God. | have used "being"
because it is more natural in our language (and less

I am not using it in contrast to "becoming.”™ |

likely to make the reader feel some esoteric meaning is
intended), and in common usage--in divergence from the
philosophical and theological tradition--is not I think
prejudiced in favor of staticity or timelessness.

I will now develop my initial contrast of panen-
theism with both traditional theism and pantheism. |1
have indicated that the passive aspect refers to God"s
perfect knowledge. But does not traditional theism
affirm, indeed insist upon, divine omniscience?
Tillich and Hartshorne both indicate that what I would
consider panentheistic formulations are explicit
expressions of what has been iIntuited by theists all
along¥ and which has not been without some voice in
traditional theology. For example, Tillich suggests
that when God is said to be omniscient or to be nearer
to us than we are to ourselves, the notion that God is
a being or person who is clearly distinct or separate
(as subject) from other beings (as objects),"" who
"excludes" others from its "center"''' rather than
includes "everything that is,”V"" is countered. But
there is this other tendency in theology to view God as
someone who relates, participates, or knows from "out-
side"™ or "alongside”™ or as "external."' God it
seems is pictured as someone who, though knowing
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something about everything, knows in a glorified human
way,*"" being external to or separated from everything
but looking (down) at it from some "heavenly"
perspective.

Besides this general concern to maintain the
distinctness and externality of the creation with
respect to God, traditional theology also balks at the
full inclusion of creaturely reality in the divine life
on two other counts. It has often been felt that God
can be sufficiently ultimate or glorified only if
divine experience is exclusively positive, only if God
is unaffected by or "impassible" to any suffering or
negativities. Yet how can God experience our feelings
of sorrow and frustration with no mediation or loss
without being affected by them, without sympathy,
without, 1in short, truly feeling them? Hartshorne
concedes that one could formally adhere to panentheism
simply by saying suffering is included in God, apart
from whether God feels it.*"'" However he, as I, does
"'not see how a conscious being can contain suffering
and not in some sense suffer.'"

The other incompatibility of much traditional
theology (or ‘'classical theism” to use Hartshorne®s
term) with respect to panentheism has to do with
temporality. There has also been the feeling that
change, as well as suffering, is not reconcilable with
God"s majesty, and so "immutability" was paired with
"impassibility” as a traditional attribute of deity.
IT it is granted that temporality, change, and some
degree of indeterminacy regarding the actions of the
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creatures are not mere illusion, then if God knows and
feels our lives immediately and accurately, it would
seem to follow that God is in some sense temporal and
that the divine experience in some sense changes. (As
we shall see in chapter 5, Tillich cannot bring himself
to break with traditional theism so as to allow
unequivocally that God suffers and changes, despite his
strong acceptance of the basic idea that God Tfully
includes finite reality.)

I sense that some who do not necessarily share
the above-indicated traditional tendencies of theology,
but who are still uncomfortable with the notion that
the creatures are included in or parts of God,
misinterpret panentheism in the following way: That
things are contained in God in a materialistic or
spatial, or quasi-materialistic or quasi-spatial,
manner, such that God is material or spatial and thus
limited in more or less the same way that the included
realities are. In connection with Tillich, this
certainly is not part of his meaning. While he affirms
that God is not "spaceless'™™ and "participates in" or
includes spatiality,”™' he denies that God is subject to
spatiality®'" and declares that God transcends as well
as grounds spatiality.*'" He specifically rejects the
quasi-materialistic notion of God as a '"substance"
which is either localized or extended through space.*™

Hartshorne 1is more likely to be taken in a
quasi-materialistic fashion. This is because
Hartshorne employs a body analogy, an analogy of
individual cells to a human person, to illuminate the
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relationship of the nondivine individuals to God. |IFf
Hartshorne®s body analogy is taken apart from his
qualifications of it, it could suggest -certain
properties not appropriate to God. The general
properties of our bodies not referable to God are two.
One is that our knowledge of and control over the
cells of our bodies are hardly perfect; and indeed we
are subject to death because of our lack of any
ultimate control over them. This will not do for God.
The other is that there are things and persons in some
sense beyond or external to our cells and our bodies.
Now there are no clear demarcation lines among what is
my body, what is "in" it, and what is "outside" it.
But we <can speak of relative internality and
externality. The point is that our knowledge and
control of our environment is very limited; we are far
from being in full possession. The same is not untrue
with respect to our bodies. And to the extent our
cells are beyond our knowing and control, we could say
they are "external™ to us. So in one way the two
problems of the body analogy for God merge. But
generally our awareness and control of our bodies and
cells, as in moving parts of our bodies, Tfeeling
emotions and sensations, and thinking, are more
immediate and greater than that of other things and
persons. The claim that God has the world as a body
could suggest something quite independent of God beyond
the world with which God must contend by means of a
body. This would entail some ultimate dualism even
more strongly than a lack of control over that which is
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relatively "internal™ to one.

In Hartshorne®s defense, when he utilizes the
body analogy, he clearly notes that God has no external
environment and/or that God has perfect knowledge and
control of the included lesser individuals.”™ Indeed,
the very purpose of the analogy is to give us a human
analogue by which to grasp the iImmediacy and the
fullness of God"s knowledge and control in relation to
the world, as Hartshorne makes quite explicit at least
once.”™  Therefore, Hartshorne cannot be legitimately
accused of rendering a spatial or quasi-materialistic
sense of God"s containment of finite reality. Indeed,
if one thinks about the immediate possession of what is
felt by something, one can see that a spatial relation
is not truly feasible. For a spatial relation implies
some distance between the perceiver and the perceived.

Ask yourself what the distance between the feeling,
say, in your big toe, and "you" is. The question is
not appropriate. Even less so is any question of
spatial relationship between God and the creatures.

We have already covered the essential ways 1in

which panentheism differs from classical theism. It is
now time to enlarge upon the distinction between
panentheism and pantheism. In relating that God"s
inclusion of non-divine individuals is not

materialistic or spatial, a difference with certain
types of pantheism has been implied. But there is much
more to be said, following a brief excursus. 1 have
indicated that to my knowledge just two writers apart
from Hartshorne have expressly acknowledged Tillich"s
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panentheism. However, at least two other critics have
more or less accused Tillich of pantheism®''-—though in
no case do they offer anything like a thorough study of
the key concepts and phrases that might with a measure
of plausibility be interpreted pantheistically. Some
plausibility to so interpreting them is provided by
Tillich®"s own insistence that any valid doctrine of God
must have "a pantheistic element.'"”"! And Hartshorne
in an early article refers to his and similar
understandings of God (including Tillich"s) as "the new
pantheism,” which serves as the title of the
article. XV Since then, of course, Hartshorne has

found a term, "‘panentheism,' more likely to ensure that
people will not confuse the "new pantheism" with the
“old."

Just what then are the basic differences between
the two? In a brief definition earlier, | indicated
that God is not reducible to nor exhausted by the world
which God includes, but rather has a reality which is
more than, which transcends, the universe. This
suggests that in panentheism there are qualities which
apply to the including whole that most definitely do
not apply to the included parts. These are the
properties of divinity, such as aseity, omniscience,
and omnipotence. Thus, in panentheism there is no
question of confusing the creation with the Creator,
even though it is included in God.

Pantheism by contrast tends to attribute
divinity and its attributes to the world as a whole or
to parts of it or to its structure, in and of
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themselves. (It should be noted, though, that in most
well-known forms of pantheism, there is some original
divine substance that more or less transcends the
world, even to the point of having iImpassibility and
timelessness ascribed, as in classical theism.) This
seems to rest upon a quasi-materialistic understanding
of the divine substance (which we have seen is not
applicable to panentheistic inclusion). There may be
attenuations of this substance, so that things possess
differing degrees of divinity (with nonliving matter
usually lowest on the scale). In acosmic pantheism,
that 1is, where the material world 1is regarded as
illusion or "maya," as in traditional Eastern panthe-
ism, the quasi-materialistic or substantialistic
pattern is not broken. Though the substance is here a
“"spiritual” one, it is still subject to manipulation
appropriate to materials, being divided up or broken
off from the original into individual selves who try to
return to unity.

That God is more than the finite experiences and
decisions suggests that God makes decisions not made
for God by the creatures, that God is transcendent in
the sense of having some freedom of action (in addition
to being transcendent in the sense of the perfection of
attributes, as above). In itself, though, this does
not tell us whether the creatures conversely have any
transcendence with respect to God in the sense of some
degree of genuine indeterminacy in their actions. In
much traditional pantheism, as with the Stoics and
Spinoza, the tendency is towards determinism, for God
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to wholly determine all actions in the world. It
should be stated that in much traditional theism, as in
Augustine, Aquinas, and Calvin, all creaturely actions
are also completely decided by God.

This question might then be raised: How much do
classical theism and pantheism really differ? Tradi-
tional theism is not substantialistic and does not tend
to attribute divine status to the world. Also, classi-
cal theism is less likely than pantheism to make God"s
decisions necessary (particularly in its holding that
God might not have created the world).

This much can be said: classical theism, which
unlike pantheism stresses the distinctness of God vis-
a-vis the creation and divine transcendence of it, even
to the point of making God impassible and completely
nontemporal, has ironically and incompatibly, by
denying genuine creaturely freedom, made finite
individuals mere expressions of God (as pantheism,
except that these manifestations of God are not
regarded as divine themselves). Panentheism maintains
that the creatures are expressions of the divine life,
but not mere expressions: they have limited but real
freedom; there is some real indeterminacy before they
act, even from the divine perspective. 1 submit that
this 1is both truer to our experience and better
preserves the divine transcendence and guards against
pantheism than does the determinism of classical theism
in combination with impassibility and immutability, the
latter two of which compromise God"s immanence. As we
shall see, though both Hartshorne and Tillich affirm
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the creaturely freedom of panentheism, Tillich
sometimes talks of the relationship between Creator and
created in terms not fully consonant with that
affirmation. Hopefully the preceding contrast with
traditional theism and with pantheism has furthered the
reader"s grasp of panentheism"s raison d"etre.

The distinction between passive and active
aspects will figure into the structure of my book in
the following way: Relatively speaking, Hartshorne
emphasizes the passive aspect, and Tillich the active
one, which should be discernible in chapters 3 and 2,

respectively. But they go beyond merely emphasizing
one pole more than the other. In chapters 4 and 5,
respectively, 1 will argue that Hartshorne undermines

his panentheism (especially) in relation to the active
aspect, and that Tillich undermines his (especially) in
relation to the passive. The basic areas in which
Tillich does this have already been mentioned 1in
passing: despite his desire to affirm the full inclu-

sion of temporality, of "non-being," and of creaturely
spontaneity in the divine life, the pull of the
theological tradition is evidenced in statements not
wholly consistent with such intentions.

I will judge that when it comes to the active
aspect of divine power Hartshorne in fact is not
panentheistic. There 1is no clear formulation in
Hartshorne of God as (encompassing and working through)
all power, as actively and immediately empowering
everything. Moreover, certain Hartshornean notions

gainsay an utterly immediate empowerment. A second
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major problematic area is Hartshorne®s model of divine
governance, which con Hartshorne®s contention does not
involve any truly direct or unmediated control, and
which s not compatible with the perfect divine control
of the world"s destiny which he envisions and panenthe-
ism demands. These problems have undoubtedly played a
part in the feeling of some that process theology does
not do justice to the divine ultimacy and majesty.

In the Tfinal chapter 1 will employ what has
preceded as the basis for Tfurther development of,
defense of, and argumentation for a viable panentheism
that is adequate with regard to both the active and
passive aspects. In this connection 1 will attempt to
show that the two are not finally incompatible. A
possible contradiction for traditional theism as well
as fTor panentheism is suggested by the concept of
aseity, that God depends for existence and experience
on no ontologically ultimately independent power, and
thus by implication is the source of anything else.
(Throughout this work, 1 will use aseity as meaning
both the primary etymological sense of "'self-existence"
and its implication of being the sole ultimate source
of anything else.) On the one hand, there is then no
power other than God to give being to the world. On
the other hand, if God possesses all power unrestricted
by any external forces, should not God always possess
all possible value and be subject to no negativities,
and all this unchangeably? But these latter qualities
all seem irreconcilable with genuinely relating to,
with truly creating and knowing, the world, let alone
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relating with total immediacy. Nevertheless,
traditional theism, and to some extent Tillich, answer
"'yves'" to that question. 1 will avoid this incongruity

in classical theism and attempt to overcome the general
dilemma by arguing that God as genuinely (and perhaps
intrinsically) temporal-- though with a perfect
temporality not entailing our deficiencies--and as
perfectly inclusive of, and thus partially affected by,
experience of value by nondivine beings 1is quite
compatible with aseity and ultimacy. Indeed, 1 will
argue that on the whole the divine ultimacy implies
Just such a concept of God.

Thus, I will give evidence that the idea of God
is not inherently incoherent. And I will, I hope, have
shown that a theology of process can be construed so as
to do full justice to the divine majesty and holiness.

And I will, 1 trust, have rendered a Tillichian
theology that does fuller justice to Tillich"s desire
to offer a "living God"™ in contrast to the Thomistic
actus purus.

The Nature of Theological Language Accord-
ing to Hartshorne and Tillich

Before closing this introductory chapter, an
overview of Hartshorne®s and Tillich"s respective
understandings of how language applies to God is in
order. This will give some reassurance that they are
meaning the same thing to a degree sufficient to be
compared as panentheists, as well as point out some



Introduction 17

differences between the two. The similarities and
differences concerning symbolism and analogy with
respect to God parallel congruencies and
dissimilarities iIn their doctrines of God and
foreshadow some of the findings of future chapters.
Especially in connection with Tillich, this may mean we
will be getting ahead of ourselves a little and that
some of these remarks may be clearer in retrospect.
Hartshorne (in keeping with his being more the
rationalist in style than Tillich) is straightforward
in his analysis of religious language. He
distinguishes three types of language with regard to
God.™ Symbolic language involves particular, concrete
parts of finite reality, such as calling God
"shepherd." Literal language is comprised primarily of
categories that are purely abstract, such as necessity
and contingency, potentiality and actuality, and
absoluteness and relativity, and mutually exclusive
(with respect to the same thing in the same sense), and
that thus must apply to everything. For example,
Hartshorne contends that 'that which is not literally
"in some degree and quality made what it is by
contingent relations,” i.e., relative, ..._.must be quite
literally and entirely absolute."™ ! Hartshorne also
considers the concept of inclusion by God or of being a
""constituent of the divine life" as abstract enough to
be literal.™i" The third type of language, more or

less between his '"symbolic" and "literal," Hartshorne
labels ™"analogical,” a venerable theological term.

Words like "know"™ and "love'" are analogical. They vary
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in their meaning depending upon whether, say, a dog, a
human, or God 1is doing the knowing. Hartshorne
recognizes a great difference, a difference 1In
principle, between the divine instances and any
other. il In general this means that only for God
will such attributes be all-inclusive quantitatively
and qualitatively, in scope and adequacy. For example,
only God will know all entities and know them
completely. Hartshorne does not believe that we can go
beyond that type of abstraction and know concretely
what it would be like to apprehend all or anything
utterly X

According to Hartshorne there 1is a sense in
which analogical attributes can tend to become
literal . Hartshorne holds that everyone has some
direct awareness of God, an opinion by the way shared
by Tillich,”' who sometimes refers to this awareness
as the "mystical a priori."" The more fully one is
aware of God, the more one has an iImmediate sense of
the perfection of attributes in relation to God (and
the less need to analogize from nondivine cases). With
this lessening of our dependence on our experience of
the ("literal'™) nondivine cases, our sense of what is
"literal" changes; it could perhaps as well be said
that God "literally" knows, since knowing for us is as
much a matter of ignorance as of knowing, than that we
know literally and God knows analogically. Again,
Hartshorne 1is not suggesting that this immediate or
mystical awareness, no matter how strong, ever entails
direct participation in what God concretely knows about
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the world.

Overall it could be said that Tillich offers a
two-pronged division concerning language about God:
that which is symbolic and that which is either literal
or on the boundary between Iliteral and symbolic.
Before the second volume of the Systematic, Tillich
cited "being-itself" as the only term that could be
literally applied to God. In volume 2, he indicates
that, when "we say that God is the infinite, or the
unconditional, or being-itself, we speak rationally and
ecstatically at the same time" and that these "terms
precisely designate the boundary line at which both the
symbolic and the non-symbolic coincide. i

Except for "in passing"” remarks, Tillich does
not say much about how symbolic language applies to
God. (His articles and chapters on symbolism tend to
devote only a portion to symbolism specifically in
relation to God and here not to go beyond the
generality that symbols participate in being itself, as
well as being transcended by it.) Making use of such
remarks 1 will try to give a plausible interpretation
of Tillich on God-talk in comparison to Hartshorne.

Tillich does not have a separate category for
what might be called '"poetic" language, such as calling

God '"'shepherd." But this is a trivial matter. And
though Hartshorne considers basic metaphysical
categories as literal when applied to God, I find any

pellucid contrast between these and "analogical' terms
like "to know" questionable. Though 1 quite agree with
Hartshorne that God is in a genuine sense relative and
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contingent, God does not "relate" nor is God "contin-
gent” iIn the same way that we relate and are
contingent, any more than God "knows" jJust as we know.
And Hartshorne does not mean to imply otherwise: for
example, he denies that God is contingent in the senses
that God could ever not exist or could be totally
surprised by any future event.

The mailn question then becomes how the bulk of
theological language--""analogical' language for Harts-
horne or "symbolic" language for Tillich--applies to
God, why it does not apply literally. The mere differ-
ence in terminology is not important for our purposes
(though Tillich®™V and Hartshorne both have reasons
for their preferences, Hartshorne®s being his threefold
distinction previously described).

One aspect of Tillich"s belief that (at least
most) language cannot be literal in application to God
is a general sense of mystery, a general uncertainty
and intellectual humility, in the face of that which
"infinitely transcends" us--a common Tillichian phrase.

For example, Tillich pens, "A deep Tfeeling for the
riddle of existence and for the mystery of being makes
it impossible for these people [among whom Tillich
numbers himself] to accept a too "well-informed® speak-
ing of God." Also, Tillich does expressly associate
the symbolic character of the finite realm in applica-
tion to God with divine infinite transcendence.*V!

More specifically and more formally, "mystery"
is said to characterize "a dimension which "precedes”
the subject-object relationship.'™™Vil Since "ordinary
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language™ has grown out of, and is bound to, the
subject-object scheme,™™Vill  jt cannot be applied
literally to God. Or to put it in a way that uses the
not strictly symbolic "being-itself" as regulative with
respect to symbolism: '"The unsymbolic statement which
implies the necessity of religious symbolism is that
God is being itself, and as such beyond the subject-
object structure of everything that is.">™ But what
does that entail about symbolism?

One type of Tillichian expression suggests one
possible interpretation: being-itself ‘"precedes"
reason*! or structure.* For Tillich, this seems to
mean both that God is not subject to any particular
rational structureX''' and that being-itself is "the
Unvordenkliche, as Schelling has called it ("that
before which thinking cannot penetrate®),™ " js
impenetrable to reason, because "as something existing,
it itself is based thereon.” 'V On this latter prong,
he also writes that defining being-itself "is
impossible, since it is the presupposition of any
definition.™ "V IT transcending the subject-object
structure means being strictly beyond any rational
structure, one could conclude that symbolism is
necessary because language or anything else pointing to
God involves some structure, rationality, and
definiteness, whereas God is essentially beyond any and
all such structure (or at least any structure at all
analogous to creaturely structure). But does not such
a conclusion make any symbolism arbitrary and rule out
any definite, reasonable thought about God? On the
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second prong, contrary to Tillich"s assumption, it does
not necessarily follow that the basis or presupposition
of knowing is absolutely unknowable. Obviously, if the
impenetrability to thinking or impossibility of
defining is taken strictly, then any language and
thought about God, even symbolic, are blind and
arbitrary. At first glance Tillich may appear humble
in relation to divine mystery in the above claim of
divine transcendence of all reason or structure. The
most humble claim, though, would be an agnostic one:
we do not know whether there is rationality or
structure in God"s being in itself, that is, apart from
the world. (This addresses Tillich®"s concern that God
not be subject to any particular rational structure of
creation.)

There are other comments which suggest that
God"s transcendence is such that nothing or next to
nothing can be known about God and that language about
God must be regarded as ''symbolic" because it does not,
in the final analysis, apply to God (or at least we
have no 1idea whether it does). Sometimes Tillich
asserts that we can know God in relation to us, but not
(C'at all,” he says at one point*') in God"s essence or
self. VT But unless this relation is to some extent
constitutive of God in and to God"s self, of which we
know something, how can knowing God in relation to us
be more than subjectivistic?*Vi!' Tillich also writes
that symbolic statements on God are not true or false,
but rather constructive or destructive.*™ For Tillich
symbols are destructive if they are demonic or idola-
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trous, that is, claiming ultimacy for themselves rather
than for God. This seems especially appropriate to
concrete symbols like persons, events, and physical
objects, which can obviously become idolatrous, but
could not such symbols also convey the nature of God
more or less accurately? While theological language
can also become idolatrous in the senses of one"s
becoming overly bound or devoted to particular ways of
saying things and of making a claim of ultimacy for a
deity who is less than ultimate, would not this latter
problem also entail relative nmisunderstanding and
falsity? Tillich seems here to have torn asunder
knowing from valuing and doing.

Related to this is an aspect of Tillich"s under-
standing of ultimate concern or Taith. Though all
particular formulations and all concrete repositors of
our ultimate concern involve risk and may come to be
doubted, there is an immediate sense of ultimacy,' of
the "God above God,"™ as it is called in one work,!"
which cannot be denied. While this '"God above God"
supposedly transcends "words and concepts,”''" it would
probably not be false to Tillich"s meaning to say that
in experiencing it one senses that which depends upon
nothing else to be and which is the ultimate source of
everything (aseity). For it is the "God above God,"
who gives the "courage to be" (even amidst doubt).'''
The awareness of God as ultimate power, as almighty,
allowing us to courageously conquer '"non-being,"
anxiety and doubt, is an important Tillichian theme.'lV

And, indeed, Tillich specifically identifies "the God
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above the God of theism” with '"the ground of the
whole."" Aseity enters into another aspect of or
perspective on "mystery." Tillich writes, that there
is something rather than nothing is the mystery.'V

With aseity we are starting to get some positive
content to being-itself. However, that the world is
rooted in God as necessary ultimate source may not
entail any further knowledge about God, at least in the
opinion of some. For instance, Plotinus sees God as
ultimate source, but his undifferentiated One could not
legitimately be said to know the world or to have any
other attributes. And some have regarded the Neo-
platonic one as the key to Tillich"s "being-itself._ "'
The following statement by Tillich does evince
agnosticism as to God"s nature beyond being the
ultimate source, though it does not speak for or
against undifferentiation: "l really do not know what
past and future are in the ground of being, I only know
they are rooted in it."!Viii

We have viewed one side of Tillich. One
suspects that there must be another or else he would
not have spent so much time trying to describe God. |
will not pretend that each side is fully reconcilable
with the other. Perhaps one way of tying them together
would be to say that the aseity or ultimacy that is
immediately sensed is all that Tillich is absolutely
sure of and that other statements can be made only with
relative confidence.

Some general declarations that indicate we can
talk rationally and significantly about God will be
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listed first. Tillich maintains that human reason
cannot and should not be suppressed in relation to any
area, including theology.'™ He argues against what he
perceives as someone else®"s uncritical approach,
advocating a "full, conceptually strict investigation"
into "the range and the limits of meaning” of 'the
traditional Christian terms," even though this may
sometimes point to the limits of understanding."™ He
sees a need to explore the meaning of various biblical
symbols.™  He insists that on the basis of God"s
"ineffability much can and must be said about him.""™
Moreover, he violates his stricture that the God above
(the) God (of theism) is "undefinable,”™ ' py offering
a panentheistic description, both in contrast to the
God of "theological theism"™V and more directly."™
Finally, he does affirm an "analogy of being" iIn gen-
eral ,™ " and specifically one "between the basic struc-
ture of experienced life and the ground of being in
which life is rooted.”"™i He holds that everything
must express something knowable about God, ™' that all
dimensions of reality can provide valid (and even
"true" 1) symbolic material,™ because they are
grounded iIn God.

Now as a general rule that which is rooted in
something is not necessarily similar to it. Be that as
it may, what is important for us is that being grounded
in the divine life does for Tillich entail some
similarity or proportion. (Though we cannot forget our
previous section, the tenor of which diverged from
this, and, in particular, the agnostic comment on past
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and future as rooted in God."™") And Tillich does not
trivialize this by saying that any symbol is as valid
as any other, which would imply that, not some degree
of intrinsic similarity, but the mere fact of being
rooted in or caused by God is the basis of symbolism.
Instead he discerns differences in "the finite-infinite
proportion,”™ such that, for example, "God is manifest
according to his innermost nature in man but not in a
stone."™ " The phrase "innermost nature"™ would seem
to suggest that something can be said about God in
God"s essence or self.

So what may be said more specifically about why
or how symbolic language does not apply literally,
beyond the general mystery and transcendence of God
covered earlier? A central aspect of the preceding of
the subject-object relationship that characterizes
"mystery' is the absence of separation or externality
or ignorance, which was touched upon before and will be
further developed in chapter 2. Tillich often speaks
of (God"s transcending) the subject-object "cleavage,"
or like terms, suggesting the relative externality of
nondivine things to each other. Related to this Iis
Tillich"s ubiquitous insistence that God 1is not a
being, even the highest, or a person, but being-itself
or the power of being. Beings or persons are
"alongside" each other, relatively external, all of
whom derive their existence and basic conditions of
existence from the ultimate ground, who is not
"alongside." "  Therefore, to use for God terms that
normally or "literally” are used 1in reference to
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persons must be symbolic."™V  Significantly, Tillich
avows that since there are no "external™ relations
between God and the creatures, but only "internal™ ones

or "inner relations of the divine life,” all relations
(and most, if not all attributions, involve relations)
are symbolic when involving God."™  Tillich regards
the word 'cause" as symbolic with respect to God,
because a ‘''cause" is more or less external to its
effects™V! and because a '"cause" is one in a series of
causes and effects, rather than the "cause"™ of the
entire series. il

Thus, we have here the panentheistic idea of a
God who is not external or exclusive in relation to the
creatures in either the passive or active aspect, in
either knowledge or power. This is comparable to
Hartshorne®s understanding of the analogous character
of attributes as applied to God: in God they are
perfect in scope and adequacy, for God fully includes
all. What we have here, in effect, is Tillich"s
version of the via eminentiae. Terms like "know,"
""cause," and "love" that ordinarily apply to 'persons"
are negated in a positive and definite manner (in
contrast to the above general caveat about God
infinitely transcending us and our limitations). When
applied to being-itself they must be understood as
involving none of the externality that they involve in
normal usage. Thus, as Hartshorne suggests, in a way
they apply even more to God because they are free from
deficiency.

It is our sense of a term that is not strictly
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symbolic, |like "being-itself,” that guides us in
understanding how other language applies. (Though, of
course, without elaboration upon the term, perhaps
including a statement of why other language is not
literal, we will get nowhere.) |If one does not grasp
what Tillich means by being-itself, one will not see
why or how other Jlanguage 1is symbolic. The
panentheistic aspect of being-itself provides a
parallel to God®"s "inclusion”™ of things as "literal"
for Hartshorne in offering a key for interpreting
"analogical™ or ‘'symbolic" language. And like
Hartshorne, Tillich believes that an iImmediate
awareness of God is needed to grasp the key to
symbolism and analogy. |If an "ecstatic'" experience of
God is not associated with "being-itself" or the
"infinite" we will not know what is meant by such
terms. For example, some might interpret being-itself
as the abstract common denominator of whatever exists,
a possibility Tillich recognizes and denies as his
meaning. """ This is probably why Tillich changed his
mind about calling "God 1is being-itself" a strictly
nonsymbolic statement and held instead that when we say
this "we speak rationally and ecstatically at the same
time."

There is one other basic way in which ordinary
language is symbolic in relation to God for Tillich.
It lies somewhat between the general mystery of God and
panentheistic eminence. It gives a fairly specific
sense in which ordinary language must be negated but,
depending upon how it is interpreted, may not give us
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anything positive. It is that everything in the divine
life transcends (the distinction between) potentiality
and actuality,™™ and therefore cannot be spoken of
literally.™ For example, he states that "one speaks
symbolically of God as love,"
has the character of love but beyond the distinction
between potentiality and actuality,"”

mystery for finite understanding.”™ ¥ Indeed, "in the
proper or nonsymbolic sense of the word "life,"" "we
cannot speak of God as living," of the "divine life,"”

because ""the divine life

and therefore "is

precisely because life "is the process in which poten-
tial being becomes actual being.”™™ 1 If all this is
understood as a genuine temporality, but one without
deficiencies, this could be seen as an aspect of
panentheistic eminence and would be compatible with
Hartshorne"s thought. If on the other hand it is taken
to mean that God is in no real sense temporal, we have
problems. We can easily see how it can be reasonably
said that God knows, even though--or indeed because--
there is an Immediacy, an absence of externality, that
we do not possess, and even though we do not know
concretely what and how God knows. But even on the
abstract level, it is not clear what could be meant by
saying that God knows the world even though there is no
temporal movement or change in any sense in the divine
experience. Indeed, to say that the world is temporal,
while God is wholly nontemporal, but that God is
related to, causes, knows, and loves it, appears on the
face of i1t contradictory, especially if any creaturely
indeterminacy is granted. Thus, If nontemporality is a
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key for comprehending how ordinary language applies to
God, it will not open any locks for me. Rather it
seems that with temporality translated or abstracted
out for God, ordinary terms lose all positive content,
at least insofar as God includes the world. What
Tillich does intend by
potentiality and actuality” is not at all obvious. In

no difference between

chapter 5, we shall Investigate where or whether
Tillich comes down on temporality.

The tension in Tillich between the positive and
the negative in symbolism, between eminence on the one
hand and general mystery and perhaps the contention
that God transcends potentiality and actuality on the
other, can be looked at in terms of panentheism"s two
principles of God as embracing but transcending the
world. The question, which goes beyond just symbolism
to the substance of Tillich"s doctrine of God, 1is
whether he holds the two together, of whether God is
deemed transcendent in such a way as to compromise full
inclusion of creation.

I will close with a word on mystery and
rationalism. While 1 would not contest that Hartshorne
is more the rationalist, while Tillich emphasizes more
the divine mystery, the difference may not be as great
as some might think. We have seen Tillich strongly
affirm the need for rational analysis. Hartshorne
mentions often the "mystery"'"™™ il and once even the
"impenetrabil-ity""™ ¥V of God with respect to God"s
concrete actuality. The abstract divine essence,
though, 1is another matter for Hartshorne, being much
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more accessible to our grasp.™™ Yet there may be in
Tillich a parallel distinction between two types of
knowledge about God and concomitant degrees of
certainty. Remember that for Tillich there is a direct
sense of ultimacy or aseity that is certain, whereas
concrete symbols and more definite formulations of the
divine nature are always subject to risk and doubt.
God"s aseity is certainly part of the divine essence.
Hartshorne does differ in believing aspects of the
divine essence other than aseity to be equally open to
our ken (and if aseity is understood to mean that God
is not affected by our choices, Hartshorne rejects it
as applying to God"™™V)

But ironically there is a sense in which Harts-
horne pays more homage to mystery than Tillich.
Hartshorne confesses a number of times that he and
anyone else could be mistaken about their basic meta-
physical intuitions and opinions concerning reality or
God. Vil Though he shares with Tillich a belief in an
immediate awareness of God by all persons, he is not
bold enough to assert that this is so transparent as to
give us any absolute or utter certainty. Rather it is
more or less "dim,"PoViil s fFajnt, %X though he be-
lieves "never wholly submerged."*°

Finally, some may accuse Hartshorne of not
giving mystery its due in allowing that God is subject
to change (in the concrete contents of experience and
in happiness) and suffering. However, he well notes
that traditional ‘'negative theology” 1is far from
humble.*! For it definitely declares that God is not
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contingent, relative, or passible. The "humblest"
position would be that we do not know whether or not
God changes or suffers. Now Tillich does not

conclusively take the side of either Hartshorne or
traditional theism here. But as we shall see, this is
not so much a matter of explicitly saying, "l don"t
know," as of being ambiguous or incoherent.

I trust 1 have shown enough similarities and
parallels between Hartshorne and Tillich on theological
epistemology to reassure that they are "in the same
ballpark,”™ as well as to suggest some real differences

between the two.
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CHAPTER 2

TILLI CH AS PANENTHEI ST

"God I's Not a Being"

In this chapter | wll look at a nunber of
(rmostly) recurring expressions in the works of Tillich
that are panentheistic, at least in a very inportant
part of their neaning. Sone nay enphasize the active
aspect nore and sone the passive, though each aspect is
inmplied in and usually at some point associated wth
all of them

Probably no phrase is nore distinctively
Tillichian than this one: God is not a being, but
being itself; or alternatively, God is not a being
besi de others, but being-itself. Actually, as far as |
know, neither phrase appears exactly as above. But
those are the best conposites based upon frequency of
words in this type of statement and upon freedom from
particul ar contexts. There are countless variations on
this basic thenme. (Though | have "counted" all of them
that | have encountered, as the endnotes will attest!)

In addition to the nost conmon preposition, "beside,"!
we have "besides,"'' "alongside, "' "anong,"'V and "side
by side with. "V As the ultimate is not a being"
(beside others),"' neither is God a "thing, "V'' an
"object,"'™* a "natural object"* (Tillich in this
context is using these words in a general sense, not in
contrast to "subject"*), a "person,"X' a "reality, "X
a "nmeaning, "XV "one level,"™ a "power,"* or a
"cause, "' (beside others), nor "a part,"' nor
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"sonet hi ng or soneone, "X nor " sonebody or
sonet hing. "™ Wen the alternative to "a being beside
others" and simlar phrases is explicitly stated, which
it is roughly half the time, "the power of being"* or
"the ground of being"*' (or "the ground of" sone ot her
appropriate term or phrase) are sonetines offered
instead of the preferred being-itself.>!  A'so, in
many cases, "ground of being"*"V or "power of being"*
or both®™v are mentioned in addition to "being-itself"
as alternates for it. (The terns are also wused
synonynously in contexts other than denying that God is
a bei ng. ™M)

In addition, Tillich speaks of our awareness of
ultimate reality in terms paralleling his distinctive
phrase about the nature of ultimate reality. Such
awareness is not a"state of mind" ' or an "encoun-
ter" ™ "peside other" ones. Instead it is "in, wth,
and under" other states of mnd and "w thin" other
encounters. ™ Mireover, Tillich believes that if God

is not a being beside others and if awareness of being-
itself is not a state beside others, then in some sense
the "subjective" wultimte concern we have and the
"objective" ultimate nmust be "
More will be said about this later in the chapter.

But what does Tillich nean by denying that God
is a being (beside others)? |In approaching this, |
will restrict nyself to ramfying coments Tillich
nakes when using that type of phrase or key parts of
it, which often are not too explicit, when present at
all. However, we will not be left without some very

one and the same. ">
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significant evi dence. And ot her panent hei stic
Tillichian formulations to be covered in the renai nder
of this chapter cast an aura providing additiona
support for mnmy interpretation.

At first glance Tillich's distinctive phrase(s)
nmay seemto be nerely a catchy way of enphasizing God's
radi cal superiority in relation to other individuals.
For "beside(s)," "alongside," and "anong" suggest being
more or less on the same level, while "just a"** or
"a" (as it is rendered a majority of times, though far
from always, when not coupled with a phrase Iike
"besi des others") suggest understatenent. This inter-
pretation would seemto find support in the fact that
al nost every ram fying conment nmaintains that God woul d
be a being if "subject to" the "structure of finitude"
in general or to one or nore of the ontologica

el enents or categories of finitude, or to some other
aspect of finitude.

Along these lines, it is often indicated that
CGod as a being may or may not exist¥* and sometines
that God would be subject to the split between essence
and existence, ™V that is, would fall short of what
CGod should be. Tillich appears to be saying the sane
thing when he indicates that God as a being becones "a
part of ">V or "a creature within the world" > or is
"wWithin the totality of beings,"™vil "within the uni-
verse of events"*™Vill or "of existing things,">* or
"within the structural whole."™ In all this seems to
run a desire to preserve God's necessary existence and
the perfection of the divine attributes, a refusal to
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attribute to God the deficiencies of the finite crea-

ture. |Is then the refusal to call God a being only a
senantic device to highlight God's radical unsurpassi-
bility?

One anplification of this basic Tillichian theme

hints that sonething nore is going on here. Sonetines
Tillich adds that God is not "above" others to the
declaration that God is not a being "alongside" or
"besi de" others. X O sinilarly, he wites that God is
not a being, even the highest being. X O nore
sinply, he just negatives God as a highest being. X'
Nor is God the "nost powerful being, "'V the "nost
inportant part"*'V of reality, or the "greatest"*'V or
"nost enminent” object.*V'" Neither is God "an absolute
being," which he considers a «contradiction in
t er ims. xlviii
Tillich explains why "above" is not good enough:
...logically the "above" is one direction of the
"al ongside," except it means that which is the
ground and abyss of all beings. Then, however,

it is hard to call it a being. *'*
O nore fully:
What stands "beside," is by reason of this very

position a single finite meaning, for which one
would then have to seek a basis of neaning, a
CGod over God, a religion over religion. No
superlative can protect such a God, no matter
how high above the word [sic] He stands, from
beconming a creature within the world; for in
every "above" lies a "beside" and in every
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"besi de" a "conditioned. "'
These seem to say that it is inappropriate to
call God a being, because God is the ultinmate source of

all (other) beings.''" This receives backing from the
suggestion that it is "unconditioned power which nakes
God CGod (and not a highest being only)."'"" But none of

this is obviously hel pful in showing why God cannot be
a being above others. For, on the face of it, could
not one maintain that God is the highest being, who
self-exists and who created the world, who is the
ul timate power of being?

But Tillich does offer sone nore revealing
expl anati ons. They suggest an answer to a key
gues-tion--Wiy is "above" "one direction of the
al ongside," Wy does in "every 'above'"
"beside"? Tillich rather explicitly gives the
answer on this occasion: As the creative ground
of everything that has being,...or, in the nost

lie a

radi cal abstraction,...being-itself.... God is
nei t her al ongside things nor even "above" them
he is nearer to them than they are to them
sel ves. M
That is to say, to be "alongside" or "above" others
entails a relative separation or externality wth
respect to others that is not appropriate for the
ultimte.

At this point we wll take a slight excursus
from phrases specifically denying that God is a being,
a thing, etc., to explore further the Ilogic of

"al ongside" for Tillich. Significantly, he declares
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can have the wunfortunate
inplication that there is sonething alongside God in
which he participates fromthe outside."'"V (Mre wll
be witten about the context of this remark later.) He
rejects the notion of "a being alongside the world" as

that certain statenents

"hal f-theistic, half-deistic."" Deism of course,
regards the world as largely independent of and
ext er nal to Cod, t hough di vi nely creat ed.
"Supranaturalism" which is anathema to Tillich,
localizes God in a supranatural world alongside the
natural one,'Y giving God a "special place.""V'' In a

revealing comment, he proffers this as the alternative
to God as "beside the world" in supranaturalism "an
interpretation of reality in which the infinite is
within the finite and the finite is contained wthin
the infinite "'V

Tillich's interpretation of "al ongsi de" as
neaning relative separation or externality gives an
answer as to why God cannot be a being "al ongsi de" or
even "above" others. But does the absence of
separation, the inclusion of "the finite within the
infinite," also provide the clue to why "it is hard to
call" the ground of being "a being"''* in any sense,
even the highest being? Anot her criticism qua
description of supranaturalism inplies that it does:
Supranaturali sm "separates God as a being, the highest
being, fromall other beings, alongside and above which
he has his existence."'* | submit that understanding
Tillich as panentheist answers why God cannot be a
being in a way that goes beyond regarding this
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distinctive phrase as nerely a turn of a phrase to
highlight God's radical superiority and beyond the
seem ng semantic arbitrariness of insisting that God
cannot be called the highest being. For if God is not
separated at all fromthe creatures, if they are fully
within God, then to posit God as a being who can be
unanbi guously contrasted to distinct other beings, as
the creatures are with respect to each other, is
unt enabl e. '

Now | am not arguing that every tine Tillich
says that God is not a being al ongside or beside others
that the panentheistic absence of externality and
sinple distinctness is in the forefront. Indeed, there
seem to be times when "beside others" does sinply nean
relative equality, operating as a rhetorical device to
reinforce the divine wunsurpassibility rather than
indicating that God is not an unqualifiedly distinct or
separate being fromothers. Renenber that al nost every
ram fying remark on God's not being a being (beside
others) has to do with God's not being subject to
“finitude" in sonme sense. That God does not exist
contingently, for exanple, is not related, at |east not
obviously, to lack of separation with regard to the
creatures. Wiat | do want to argue is that the absence
of externality and exclusivity is why Tillich "goes to
the mat" on God's not being a being in any sense, even
the highest, that this nonseparation and inclusivity is
explicit on a nunber of occasions when the subjection
to (the structure and categories of) finitude by God as
a being is nentioned, and that it may be inplicit on
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nmany ot her occasi ons.
The initial plausibility of ny premse that
panent hei stic nonseparation is crucial to understanding

Tillich's insistence that God is not a being is, |
bel i eve, strong. It nakes sense of that insistence
saving it from total senmantic arbitrariness. For to

say sinmply (that is, without qualification) that God is
a being naturally suggests contrast to clearly distinct
other beings, while it does not obviously suggest
contingent existence, lack of ultimate power, or
falling short of the divine essence.

It can be said that relative externality or
separation with respect to others inplies subjection to
“finitude," including contingent existence and the
"disruptions characteristic of the transition from
essence to existence."'X" For if there is externality
of the world with respect to CGod, if God is "highest
bei ng" unanbi guously <contrasted to distinct other
beings, then sone nore ultinate power, a "God over
God"'¥!" as above, nust establish the conditions that
enable these nmore or less independent entities to

interact. In that case it would be the "God over God"
which self-exists and is the very power of being in
everything, including our alleged "Cod." And this

"God" would becone a being within this larger universe
of interaction, existing dependently and nore or |ess
subject to the weaknesses the other beings have. This
| submit is a plausible expansion of Tillich's avowal
that "in every 'above' lies a 'beside’ and in every
"beside' a 'conditioned "'V and an indi sputabl e expan-
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sion of future remarks to the effect that if the rest
of reality is not included by God or the infinite, if
it is "alongside" or "besides," God is in fact finite.
We can approach the question of the relationship
between relative externality and the deficiencies of
"finitude" froma sonewhat different angle that recalls
our discussion about God's not having any ignorance or
i nperfect control of God's "body" (the universe God
includes) and no "external" environnent. In brief,
human deficiencies can all be perceived in terns of
externality. For externality entails relative
ignorance and |ack of possession and control. And
there is sone externality not only in relation to
others, but also with respect to ourselves--to our
bodi es, our past, our notivations. This nmakes us
liable to cognitive and noral inperfection (for if we
knew others with utter imedi acy and intinacy, we would
| ove them as our-selves--they would be a part of us--
and we would be CGod!); to "losing our identity, through
tinme and change'” (but if we knew ourselves and others
perfectly and thus the future so far as determ nate, we

would always act in terns of our essential nature, of
what we should be'*); and, finally, to death (for
nei ther our cells nor our "external" environnent are in
our full possession and under our ultinate control).
Tillich in fact does explicitly recognize
relative externality or separation as a, and even as
the, key aspect of finitude. He regards the self-world
correlation as "the basic ontological structure" of
reality."™" |t entails "being separated in sone way
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from everything else" as well as belonging "to that at
whi ch" one | ooks.'*''l  There is "a tragic truth" here:
"the strangeness of all beings to each other. W can
approach other beings only in terns of analogy and,
therefore, only indirectly and uncertainly."'x* For-
mal |y, "the subject-object structure" is the self-world
correlation with respect to reason.'*™ However, Tillich
actual ly--and frequently--uses "subject-object” in a
general way to refer to "the basic ontol ogical struc-
ture," rarely uses the phrase "self-world correlation.”
The subject-object structure is referred to as the
"deepest and nost wuniversal" aspect of (the way we
perceive) reality."™ As we have seen in chapter 1, it
is often rendered as the "subject-object" cleavage,
thus connoting the relative externality of things to
each other."™ " |n volume 3 of the Systematic, Tillich
devotes a large subsection to the subject-object
cl eavage or "separation"'l jin relation to cognition
in general and to various facets of our lives, such as
| anguage, the arts, and education (and to how this
alienation my be overconme--fragnmentarily--by the
Spiritual Presence). 'V

Hopefully |1 have shown how externality is
implicit in the contingency and inperfections of
exi stence that are sonetimes associated with God as a

being (beside others). Again | am not arguing that
Tillich was intending the ~connection in such
st at enents. He just does not offer elaboration upon

themso as to enable me to say that. He may or nay not
here sinply to enphasize

be using "beside" and "a
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Cod's radical superiority rather than to also indicate
the inmpropriety of the all-enconpassing God being
spoken of as a being unanbiguously distinct from al
ot her bei ngs.

Now we shall exami ne the extent to which separa-
tion is explicitly involved in the subjection to
finitude when God becones a being (beside others). A
good place to start is with how a being is subject to
the four categories of finitude: time, space, causal-

ity, and substance. (Tillich follows Kant here.) In
the following, Tillich expressly cites three of the
cat egori es:

The God of theological theism..is supposed to

be beyond t he ont ol ogi cal el enent s and

categories which constitute reality. But every

statenent subjects himto them He is seen as a

self which has a world, as an ego which is

related to a thou, as a cause separated fromits

effect, as having a definite space and an

endl ess tine.
The coments on self-world and ego-thou should be seen
as covering the category of substance. In that case it
shoul d be clear that the first three categories covered
all have to do with externality in relation to the
creatures (renenbering the relative separation invol ved
in the self-world correlation). The other category,
that of time, will be conmmented upon shortly.

The category of cause received additional atten-

tioninrelation to God as a being in supranaturalism

But the petty idea that God is a being who sone-
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times works in terns of finite causality,
producing finite effects within the structura
whole, is contrary to everything | believe of
Cod. ... If he nmerely exists, of course he can
participate in normal causalities. 'V

Al so, we have
The concept of a "Personal God," interfering
with natural events, or being "an independent
cause of natural events," nmakes God a natural
obj ect besides others, an object anpbng objects,
a being anong beings, naybe the highest, but
neverthel ess a bei ng. 'V

O nore briefly, supranaturalismrenders God finite "hy

maki ng God a cause alongside other causes."'™Viii Al
of these remarks on causality seem to have the
following in conmon: God as a being is "localized"

with respect to causality, is nmade a particular or
"i ndependent"” cause producing or interfering wth
certain events, rather than as the ultimte cause that
is not separated from but acts through all other
causality. Thus God is not a cause that can be
unqual ifiedly contrasted to distinct other causes, any
nore than a being in sinple distinction to other
bei ngs. Interestingly, in one of the quotes,
contingency of existence is associated with exclusivity
and externality in regard to causality. Conversely, by
inmplication, aseity goes hand in hand with being the
ultinmate and all enconpassing ground that expresses
itself through, not in addition to, creaturely
causality.
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Time was the one «category in the above
description of "theological theisnf that 1is not
directly related to separation with respect to others.

In anot her rel evant passage, tinme is the only category
explicitly
consi der ed:
In popular parlance the concept "omnipotence"
inplies a highest being who is able to do what-
ever he wants. This notion must be rejected...

It nmakes God into a being alongside others, a
being who asks hinmself which of innunerable
possibilities he shall actualize. It subjects
GCod to the split between potentiality and
actuality--a split which is actually the
heritage of
finitude.

In this last quote, Tillich has used "alongside" in a
way different than we saw earlier. Rat her than
pertaining to spatial or quasi-spatial relationship--
and thus spatial distinctness and separation, here it
seens to be used in the sense of relative qualitative
equality. Wiat Tillich m ght mean by subjecting God to
"an endless time" and to “the split bet ween
potentiality and actuality" nust await chapter 5. It
was stated that externality with respect to ourselves
and others makes us liable to "lose ourselves" through
tenporal change, with the inplication that in God there
must be an eminent tenporality that guarantees agai nst
loss of essential perfection. To the extent that
Tillich views God's relationship to time in those
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terns, externality could be said to be indirectly
involved in the subjection to "finite" tenporality of
Cod as a being.

That three of the categories are explicitly
associ ated with separation fromand sinple distinctness
with regard to others, while tinme is not, parallels the
findings of chapter 1 regardi ng why, beyond the genera
nystery and transcendence of the deity, |anguage about
CGod is synbolic. There panentheistic em nence and
transcendence of the distinction between potentiality
and actuality were the two bases for synbolism

Significantly Tillich does once give priority to
two of the categories as rendering God finite: "If God
is a being, he is subject to the categories of
finitude, especially to space and substance."'™ These
can be seen as the two prinmary categories relative to
nmaki ng God one being in sinple contrast to other ones;
the first by localizing God in spatial separation from
others, the second by attributing individual substance
to God in unanbiguous contrast to other individua
subst ances. Causality could then be understood as
derivative of space and substance, as l|ooking at a
distinct, localized being from the perspective of
acting and being acted upon. However, Tillich does not
there explicate the remark, so we are left to
specul at e, as | just have, based upon earlier
statenents on spatiality, substance, and causality and
upon nore general panentheistic observations.

In addition to explicit connection between
externality and sonme "categories" of finitude, there
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are, in connection with God as a being, nore general
pronouncenents on finitude that clearly have to do with
separation with regard to the nondivine individuals.
The follow ng declaration concerns the subject-
object structure, which we have seen is "the basic
ontol ogi cal structure" of finite reality: "I'f God is
brought into the subject-object structure of being, he
ceases to be the ground of being and becones one bei ng
anmong others (first of all, a being beside the subject
who looks at him as an object).""™  There is also
this indicative statenent: "Speaking to God and
receiving an answer. ..transcends al | ordi nary
structures of subjective and objective reason.... | f
it is brought down to a level of a conversation between
two beings, it is blasphemous and ridicul ous. "X
(Emphasi s mne.) CGod's relationship with respect to
t he subject-object structure of reality is spoken of in
many other places, but these do not refer to God as a

bei ng (anong others). Therefore, that issue wll be
explored nore fully in a separate section later.
Tillich does offer elaborating comments on the first
quote, but these are rather stylized fornulations that
appear a nunber of tines in his works and will also
receive  treatnent in their own  section. i

Neverthel ess, without further explication the above
assertions should clearly convey the separation of a
quite distinct being (looked at or spoken to by anot her
outside of it), especially in light of our earlier
anal ysis of the nature of the subject-object structure-
-or cleavage--for Tillich.
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Unli ke "alongside," "beside," "above," or even
"anong," "besides" can never directly refer to a
spatial relationship, with the externality which that
entails. It neans "in addition to" and is well suited

to connoting either being on the sane |evel
qualitatively or distinctness of being in addition to
ot hers. Significantly, Tillich does once explicitly
consi der the neani ng of "besides":

The infinite is always a radical breaking away

from the finite, SO0 radi cal t hat t he
rel ati onship can never be imagined as besides
each other. It rmust always be understood as
wi t hin. Only then is the radical separation

possi bl e. That seems to be very difficult. I
di scussed it | ast ni ght at Columbia in

connection wth N cholaus Cusanus.... The
infinite nmust enbrace itself and the finite,
otherwise it is not infinite. If you (call)

one-hal f of this blackboard...the finite and the
other the infinite, then this infinite is not
the infinite because it has something beside it,
the finite...the infinite and the finite are not
in different places, but they are different
di mensi ons. iV

As this reflection indicates, in panentheism the

"infinite" and the "finite," God and the creatures, can
be contrasted with and distinguished from each other--
and radically so, for God is nuch nore than the world
God includes taken in itself. However, this radical

contrast by its very nature precludes the type of
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contrast or "separation" one has between creatures, who
are in "different places" and distinct from or
"besides" or in addition to each other, for God is the
al | -enconpassing, enbracing the finite within God's
sel f. oy And if this were not so, God would be
finite, the other half of the blackboard. O course
this does not nean that every tine Tillich uses
"besides" or the other prepositions in relation to
Cod's subjection to finitude and el sewhere, that this
neani ng of separate beings in addition to each other is

i nt ended. It does, though, definitely raise the
possibility that it nmay be there in the background for
Tillich. And it is strong evidence that Tillich's

adamant demand that God not be a being in any sense is
based on this panentheistic understandi ng of Cod.

By the way, if it has not been obvious
heretofore, it should be now, that "besides" or "a" as
neaning a sinply distinct being who thus is not being

itself is not mutually exclusive with "besides" or "a
as nmeaning a being nore or less qualitatively on the
sane |evel. Rat her, the former includes the latter,
and goes beyond it, giving it further content, and
nmaking it other than sinply a catchy way of indicating
Cod's radical superiority, which nobody denies anyway
(intentionally at |l|east, though many do deny it by
thinking of God as a separate and separated being,
rather than as the all-inclusive).

W cone now to the four observations, one with a
suppl enent, which are singly the nost decisive in
support of ny thesis that Tillich will not give an inch
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on the issue of God as a being (even to those who add
"above others" or "the highest"), because to be a being

for Tillich inplies sinple and unanbi guous contrast to
all other beings. To begin, | wll repeat Tillich's
criticism of supranaturalism that | used to establish
the initial plausibility of this contention: It

"separates God as a being, the highest being, fromall
ot her beings, alongside and above which he has his
exi st ence. "'V

This key passage cones from Phil osophical

I nt errogati ons:
...all the predicates which we attribute to God
are inconmpatible with the assertation that he is

a person. The enphasis is on the "a," because
this brings him side by side with other persons
and nmakes him ontologically finite in relation
to them It belongs to the characteristics of a
hu-man person to be centered in hinself and to
ex-clude every other person from the center it-

sel f. My ego is always ny ego, and nobody el -
se's. But God according to religious
assertions--biblical, and nystical , and

Reformation ones--is nearer to nmy ego than |

nyself am to it. Simlar consequences follow
from synbols |ike ommipotence, omniscience, and
omi presence. |If they are taken seriously, they
do not prevent one from calling God personal,

but they nake it inpossible to call him a
per son, ! 0ovii

Here we have quite clear entailnments anong being "a,
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subjection to finitude, and externality or sinple
distinctness with regard to others. Along with the
recent quote on the relationship of the infinite and
the finite, it gives support to nmy above interpretation
of "beside" and "al ongside" in connection with "condi-
tionedness," as entailing an externality or a separa-
tion (that inplies a "God over God" setting the condi-
tions of interaction). Vi This is a fine
panent hei stic statenent. Rat her than excluding others
from the divine "center," God includes them M/ ego
can be regarded as always ny ego, and nobody else's--
except in relation to Cod. For it is also God s--or
ego,
hint of exhaustive identification. For God is nore

better, a part of the divine | est there be any
t han t he i ncl uded nondi vi ne i ndi vi dual s, and
"infinitely transcends" them (which is why they are
rightly called "nondivine individuals," even though
they are expressions of and fully included in the
divine life).

Peter Bertocci cites Tillich's above renarks,
which were in answer to a question by Helmut Tielicke,
and asks a further question:

Unless CGod's being and ny being are to sone
extent and in sonme way ontologically distinct--
at least so that the center of ny being and the
center of God's being exclude each other
ontol ogically (w thout denying interaction)--can
there be real individuality for nme and
i ndi vi dual freedomin any degree?'xix
Tillich responds:
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Man is finite freedom... But this does not
nake him ontologically independent. Cod' s
sustaining creativity, as Mrtin Luther asserts,
gives the arm of the nurderer the power to stab
his victim*® One cannot speak of a relation of
the divine to the human center as if they were
in the sane ontological dinmension.* If we
speak of a divine center at all--synbolically--
we nust say that the periphery of which one's
center is the center is infinite and includes
ever yt hi ng t hat is (cf. t he synbol s
"omni presence" and "omi sci ence") . X'
Bertocci had earlier parenthetically equated the divine
"center" with the divine "essence," which he held nust
transcend us in some sense. "  Tillich could agree
with that opinion. And panentheism should affirm
Bertocci's desire that a person be "a limted but
creative source of change."*®V However, Bertocci's
guestion posits a sinple distinctness and exclusivity

of two centered beings who "interact." He also assunes
t hat whet her "persons are 'alongside' or 'within God"
is not the "ontological issue."* Tillich demurs on

the basis of the divine inclusivity. This adds further
support, if anyone needs it, to a panentheistic under-
standing of Tillich's above denial that Cod is a
per son.

Thirdly, Tillich <contrasts the concepts of
bei ng-itself and of "ground of bei ng, " whi ch
synbolically point "to the nother-quality of giving
birth, carrying, enbracing, and, at the sanme tine, of
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calling back, resisting independence of the created,

and swallowing it," with the norally "denmandi ng father-
imge of the God who is conceived as a person anong
ot hers. ">V In this context "anong others" is
mani festly not directly ~concerned wth relative
equality, but with unqualified distinctness of being.

Finally, we have this inportant conclusion

pertaining to the self-world correlation discussed
earlier:

The basic ontological structure of self and
world is transcended in the divine life without
providing synbolic nmaterial. God cannot be
called a self, because the concept “"self"
inplies separation from and contrast to
everything which is not self. xovii

The sane logic that applies here would |ikew se apply
with respect to calling God a being, a person, a cause,
etc. XCViii

Wth that we have ended our direct consideration

of phrases of the form GCod is not a being (beside
others), (but being-itself). Wiile it could not be
concluded that every instance of this type of phrase
was intended to be panentheistic, panentheism was

decisive in the use of it overall. Subsequent terns,
concepts, and phrases to be dealt with will for the
nost part be exclusively panentheistic, and will Ilend

addi tional weight to ny conclusion that a panentheistic
understanding of God is determnative in the great
significance which Tillich attaches to that distinctive
fornmul ation of his.
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O her Panent hei stic Fornul ati ons

We have seen Tillich deny that God is a person.
And he repeats this gainsaying el sewhere.** The idea
that God is a person and belief in a "personal God" are
very inportant in the theology as well as in the
"popul ar piety" of this century. This is why Tillich's
denial that God is a person is perhaps the least well

received aspect of his doctrine of Cod. And this
denial, as well as other statenents, have brought
accusations froma nunber of theologians that Tillich's
God is inpersonal. Because of the inmportance of the
concept of a personal CGod, Tillich has nore to say on
the subject than a sinple veto of CGod as a person.
First of all, he does give his reasons, a good taste of
whi ch we have already received in the quotations on the
concepts "person" and "self." Sone other explications

seemto allow that God is a person in a certain sense:
"Cod is called a person, but he is a person not in
finite separation but in an absolute and unconditi onal
participation in everything."® Simlarly he pens, "Is
it meaningful to call him the 'absolute individ-
ual'?...only in the sense that he can be called the
"absolute participant.'"® These pronouncenents nmnust
be taken as sonewhat rhetorical, as explanatory of why
CGod should not be called a person or individual, for
Tillich never sinply refers to God as a person, self,
or individual, and does specifically deny the first
two. He also in effect disallows the third by chiding
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supranaturalism for attributing "individual substance"
to God. ! bviously Tillich feels that all those terms
are so strongly associated with separation and sinple
distinctness of being that it just is not safe to use
themin reference to the deity.

Though denying that God is a person, his
position on whether God is "personal" is not as
straightforward. Once he intones that as "the God who
is a being is transcended by the God who is Being
itself," so is "the God who is a person transcended by
the Personal-ltself."¢'" O sinmilarly, he opines that
"God is conpletely personal in our encounter with him"
in which "we first experience what person should
mean. "V El sewhere, however, the "personal" vis-a-vis
God is not spoken of in such unqualifiedly positive
fashion. Oten he speaks in terns of a polarity in our
understanding of or relationship with God, the el enents
being the "per-sonal" and the “"nystical"® or
"transpersonal "' or "suprapersonal"®" (or once the
"ego-thou" and the "unconditional "), The "per-
sonal " aspect, along with the other, is necessary.
I ndeed, without the personal elenent, no relation to
God would be possible. ¢~ O simlarly, "the synbol
'personal God' is absolutely fundamental because an
existential relation is a person-to-person relation. "%

Moreover, "in the |-Thou relationship of man and his
God, Cod becones a being, a person, a 'thou' for us."
But since this aspect "is on the ground of his
character as being-itself,"® the inplication is that
what mght be proper in religious practice, that is,
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referring to God as a person, is inproper in theol ogy.
But though a personal "elenent" may be clearly

affirmed, that God is "personal" is not unanbiguously
uphel d, despite the two comments at the beginning of
the precedi ng paragraph. The "absolutely fundanental"
"personal God" is said to be "a confusing synbol"
(because of the inplication of separation). A
couple pages after twice explicitly distinguishing
between calling God personal and calling God a person
and permitting the former "V (one instance of which we
have seen), he perhaps underm nes the val ue of so doing
with these words: "I'f, however, Spirit is thought of
as 'all-penetrating' and 'co-inhering,' it cannot be
di stingui shed from the creative ground of everything,
and the adjective 'personal' as a particular quality
loses its neaning."®¥ Aternatively, it is said that
God is "not less than personal"® or "supra-per-
sonal "' or "nmore than personality." Vi Tillich
would not at all want such talk to be taken to inply
that God is "inpersonal "

The supra-personal is not an "It," or nore

exactly, it is a "He" as much as an "It," and it

is above both of them But if the "He" elenent

is left out, the "It" elenent transforns the

al | eged supra-personal into a sub-personal, as

usual | y happens in noni sm and pant hei sm “**

However, at least five critics find Tillich's
doctrine of God inpersonal. Four of these even
believe that Tillich's God is not "conscious,"® js

Wi t hout "sel f-consci ousness and sel f - det er m na-
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tion, "o "conscious knowedge and wll, "V or
"subjectivity,"“¥ or is "an unconscious reservoir of
power." Vi |f this were true, | would regard it as a
fatal compromising of panentheism that "all is in
God." For we would be bereft of a reasonable sense in

whi ch God includes the creaturely experiences and, nore
fundanentally, without "God," as this termis nornally
under st ood.

One of these critics bases his conclusion on a
msreading of Tillich's claim that God transcends the
subj ect - obj ect cl eavage, which we have seen neans that
CGod is not subject to the separation from others that
the creatures are. Instead he interprets it to mean
that God has a "neutral position between and prior to"
t he conscious "subject" and the unconscious "object" or
thing. Vi’ (Whatever that could possibly mean. "Con-
scious" in the very general sense of sone kind of
awareness or sentience, which would cover even
dreanming, seens to be in exclusive contrast to
"unconsci ous" as neaning a conplete absence of sane.)
Perhaps he and others have been influenced by the
following facet of Tillich's thought. Tillich wites
that, as Spirit, God "is as near to the creative
darkness of the unconscious as he is to the critical
light of conscious reason. "Vl  That just preceding
this, Spirit is said to be the inclusive synbol for the
divine |ife suggests that the "creative darkness of the
unconsci ous" can be synbolically applied to God. And
Jacob Boehne, who influenced Tillich, is favorably
cited for "his description in nythological terns of the
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unconsci ous elenments in the ground of the divine life
and therefore all of [life, "o That there are
unconscious elenents in God, whatever Tillich m ght
nean by that, does not support the notion that God is a
tertiam quid between "conscious" and "unconscious" in

the nost general sense of these words, any nore than
the fact that there are unconscious aspects of hunmans
supports the sanme notion in regard to us. Mor eover ,
given the contrast with critical reason in the first
instance and the lining up of Boehne against the
Cartesian "pure consciousness" in the second, | suspect
that "conscious" in this context inplies explicit and
di scursive reasoning and "unconscious," tacitness and
intuition. In those senses, God is as nuch or nore
"unconsci ous" than "conscious," for God surely knows
and acts wthout verbalization, fornalization, and
reflection. But such "unconsci ousness" does not in the
| east contradict God as conscious or sentient in the
nost general sense of those words and, indeed, entails
them El sewhere, Tillich wites that God "is in it [an
aton], not substantially only but also spiritually,
therefore knowi ngly."®* This certainly contrasts God
as conscious, wth the ultimate as a nonconscious
force.

In nmy experience, the question of whether God is
"personal ,'
the first instance whether God is in sone sense con-
scious, aware, or sentient, rather than nerely a force
or principle. That Tillich never directly dealt wth
that issue when he specifically considered the word

apart froma nore particular context, is in
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"personal” in reference to God is perhaps due to the
fact that he was not a native speaker and thus rmay
have missed this primary, general connotation. (For

hi m "personal " al ways has the nore particular sense of
a distinct being with whom one can enter into a
reci procal relationship.) And this has contributed to
m sunder st andi ng. However, | still find it hard to
conprehend the <charge that Tillich's God is not
conscious. For the nmost fundamental point of theism as
usual Iy understood and of Christianity, in contrast to

nontheistic options, is precisely that the ultinmte
reality is aware rather than a nonconscious principle
or force. And given that Tillich saw hinself as a

Christian and philosophical theologian, one should
assune that his God is in sone sense conscious, in the
absence of conpelling proof to the contrary.

To conme back to the main track of this chapter,
we can conclude that Tillich is not confortable wth
Cod as "personal," because "personal" for himtends to
connote distinctness and externality in relation to
others (though not as straightforwardly as "being a
person," which denotes it for Tillich).

W have already had a fair exposure to the
fornula that God transcends the subject-object
"structure" > or "cleavage." ! Substitutes for the
f or mer are "schene, " i "correl ation, " &V
"relation, " and "relationship,"®* and for the
| atter, "split, oo "separation, " SVl
"division, "®*x and "opposition" ("Gegensatzes")
(usually rendered the split, etc., "between subject and
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obj ect").

This mght be taken to nean that since God is
"beyond" the basic structure of creaturely reality, any
knowl edge of God or any relationship of God to the
world is dubious or inpossible. Tillich's statenments
that God "precedes" reason and structure could bol ster
such a position, if they are strictly taken to nean
that God absolutely precedes reason and structure in

any sense at all. That such talk recalls the earlier
Schelling's Unvordenkliche, to which we have seen
Tillich refer in this context, mght be perceived to
support such a radical interpretation. For the
Unvor denkl i che was for Schel | i ng Cod as
undi fferentiated unity, the Indifferenz, in the

tradition of Plotinus' One (and as stated in chapter 1,
Tillich has been regarded as Plotinian). Such an
interpretation would rule out any definite know edge of
Cod and any relationship to the world by God, save an
undi fferentiated or oceanic nystical participation in
Cod in which one also wholly transcends any structure
and environnent. (I rather think that some have
derived their concept of God by projecting that type of
nystical experience upon GCod. Not that a nystical
element in God and in our experience of God is invalid.
Only that nysticismas neaning utter undifferentiation
and unawareness of anything particular should not be
determinative.) Tillich does not elaborate upon these
statements, nor does he use them when referring to
Cod's transcendence of the subject-object structure.
Therefore, we had best |ook at his enploynent of that
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formul ati on.

Tillich does wite, "Absolute...means detached
or freed from any |limting relation, from any
particular relation, and even from the basis of all
particular relations, the relation of subject and

object."*'"  This may sound as if God is unaware of
anything particular, is indeed the undifferentiated or
the fornmn ess. However, the evidence is that God's

transcendence of the subject-object structure is not
intended to separate God from the world (save
qualitatively), but rather to give God an absolute

nearness to everything. God is "freed front the
"limting" and "particular" relations that we have for
absolute participation in everything. That relative
externality of things to each other is such a central
aspect of the subject-object structure for Tillich, and
that this is repeatedly reinforced by use of ternms |ike
"cleavage," is itself very strong evidence that God's

preceding of this structure and cleavage entails that
the creatures are not external to, but included by,
God. But there is nore explicit support.

The following quotation was offered previously:
"If CGod is brought into the subject-object structure
of being, he ceases to be the ground of being and
becones one being anong others (first of all a being
besi de the subject who | ooks at himas an object.)" !
Wiile earlier it was wused to corroborate the
separation and exclusivity vis-a-vis others of a being
for Tillich, insofar as there is other evidence for
that, it can work conversely here. Plus, the
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parenthetical remark fairly clearly indicates relative
separati on. Moreover, the criticism of "theol ogical
theism" which cited the externality of God as a being
inrelation to substance, space, and causality, nmakes a
reference to the subject-object structure. To pick up
and continue the passage: "He is a being, not being-
itself. As such he is bound to the subject-object
structure of reality, he is an object for us as
subjects. At the sane time we are objects for him as
subj ect . " X! Tillich enphasizes the externality
involved here by claimng that such a "tyrant" God
"makes ne into an object which is nothing but an
obj ect, " since he is "al | - power f ul and al | -
knowi ng. "'V (But only to the extent that a being
anong others can be so.%'Y) The apparent alternative

to this external God is suggested a little later: "If
the self participates in the power of being-itself it
receives itself back. For the power of being acts

through the power of the individual selves"®'V" (rather
than in separation from or clear contrast to the
i ndi vi dual sel ves). Also Tillich asserts that GCod
should not be treated as "a partner with whom one
col l aborates,” as "it is inpossible to draw him into
the context of the ego-world and the subject-object
correlation."®Vi'  This is very indicative, for being a
partner suggests an unanbi guously distinct being with
sinply distinct powers and duties.

What has preceded is in a sonewhat indirect or
negative form God is not subject to the subject-
object structure and as such is opposite to the
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separation involved in that. Tillich is sonetines nore
direct and positive. These positive coments view
Cod's transcending the subject-object structure in
terns of perfect know edge and truth with respect to
the world. Avers Tillich, the power of being "is the
basis of truth, because it is the transcendance [sic]
of subject and object,"™Viil or is the principle of
know edge, because "he is the identity of subject and
object."''x As Tillich also puts it, God "is the
prius of the separation and interaction of subject and
object."® O nore fully, the power of being "precedes
every separation and nmakes every interaction possible,
because it is the point of identity wthout which
nei ther separation nor interaction can be thought.
This refers basically to the separation and interaction

of subject and object, in knowing as well as in
acting."®" God is the "glue" which holds together the
"subjects" and "objects,” which are nore or |ess
external to each other, because CGod is not. Finally,

this passage on divine know edge makes the connection
bet ween transcending the subject-object structure and
panent hei stic em nence very clear:
Therefore we have always had to have a theol ogy
that conbats the idea of a god who sinply knows

nore than nen. I nstead, theology insists on a
CGod who knows everything. And that is sonething
entirely different, qualitatively different,

because this is not a knowedge in terns of
subj ect - obj ect . It is the know edge of being
the "creative ground" of everything. And
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therefore everything participates in him and he
init.ci
Tillich wites in terms of a transcendence of
the subject-object structure in our awareness of God,
and indeed of sone kind of identity of this awareness

with the ultimate of which we are aware. It has been
noted that Tillich believes in an inmed ate awareness
of CGod by all persons, a "nystical a priori." To the

extent we have an immedi ate awareness of the divine
consciousness, this would nean that we transcend a
subj ect - obj ect relationship in the sense of God's being
a person external to us in the way other finite beings
are. And if this awareness is in some sense a totally
imredi ate one, this itself inplies sone kind of
identity of this awareness with the ultimte of which
we are aware. Looking at it from the angle of the
di vine experience, since God's transcending the
subj ect-object structure entails the knowing and
empowering  of creaturely experiences wth total
i mredi acy, our immediate awareness of God nust al so be
God's experience of knowing and enpowering--or nore
precisely part of the divine experience. Cod' s
awareness of us and our imediate awareness of God
coinhere or "nerge." (This word and perhaps "coi nhere"
could have the unfortunate inplication that two
i ndependent entities have cone together--thus the
qguotation marks.) But they nmerge only in certain
aspects. Hurman i nmmedi ate awareness of God does not
intuit the concrete contents of God' s experience by any
neans. (The nost we might thereby know concretely
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about the divine experience is that our total concrete
experience is imediately enbraced by it.)

The key passages in this connection
foll ow 1) "In terns like ultimte, unconditional,
infinite, absolute, the difference between subjectivity
and objectivity is overconme. The ultinmate of the act
of faith and the ultinate that is nmeant in the act of
faith are one and the same."¢''l 2) |n faith, "the
source of this act is present beyond the cleavage of
subject and object."¢V 3) "Prayer is a possibility
only insofar as the subject-object structure is
overcone; hence, it is an ecstatic possibility."°"V

There is a conceivable interpretation of the
above union of God and humanki nd that woul d underm ne a
vi abl e panent hei sm It is the extreme nysticism in
whi ch the subject-object structure, and all structure,
is conpletely dissolved for God--and for us insofar as
we ecstatically are one with God. In this case God's
transcendence of the externality of the subject-object
structure would only be with respect to an aspect of
our sel ves. God would be quite separated from us as
enbodi ed, as having an environment, and as enjoying
particular values--in short, from the whole world as
concrete. CGod would be nore subject to the subject-
obj ect cleavage as far as the world in its
particularity is concerned than we are! This would be
God as wholly undifferenti ated. This is hardly the
type of nonseparation, inclusion, or perfect know edge
that has been evident heretofore concerning God's
relation to the world.
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And one cannot find nuch nore support for it
comng fromthe angle of our awareness of God. Tillich
does speak of "the disappearance of the ordinary
subj ect - obj ect schenme in the experience of the ulti-
mate. "¢V But this does not nean that the concrete is
| ost. Tillich seenms to hold that there must be a
concrete element in every experience of God. Vi
Remenber that awareness of God is not a "state of m nd"
or "encounter" besides others, but that it is in, with,
and through every state of mind or encounter. (For
there is always i medi ate awareness of God for Tillich.
But this does not entail that every experience is
equal ly revelatory.) Thus, the concrete, that is,
ourselves and other things, are experienced as
i medi ate parts of the divine life to the extent we are
aware of God, rather than as sinply independent
entities, as they tend to be in "the ordinary subject-
obj ect scheme." This "transcendent unity"®v''l one has
with others is not a unity in which everything is nore
or | ess absor bed into everyt hi ng el se, and
individuality and particularity are |ost:

He who prays earnestly is aware of his own
situation and his "neighbor's," but he sees it
under the Spiritual Presence's influence and in
l'i ght of the divine direction of life's
processes. In these experiences, nothing of the
obj ective wor | d is di ssol ved into nmer e
subj ectivity. Rather, it is all preserved and
even increased. But it is not preserved under
the dinmension of self-awareness and in the
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subj ect - obj ect schene. A union of subject and
obj ect has taken place in which the independent
exi stence of each is overcome; new unity is
created. °*
O course, Tillich is not suggesting that we
imredi ately intuit the contents of God's perfect
know edge of soneone else. W get no new infornmation
directly, ¢ but rather our attitude is affected. The
subj ect-object schene in the sense that we remain
relatively separated from or ignorant of others is
“preserved," though transforned. More could be said
about the strong nystical element in Tillich's doctrine
of God and its relation to the concrete and particul ar.
But | believe enough has been offered here to uphold
adequately the panentheistic emnence involved for
Tillich in the divine transcendence of the subject-
obj ect structure against any counter argunent based on
that nystical elenent.

Before we leave this section on imedi ate aware-
ness of the divine "beyond the subject-object struc-
ture," | should nention that such awareness is optional
as regards the essential requirenments of panentheism
That we are included in the divine experience wthout
nediation or loss, that we are expressions of God as
the ultinmate cause which is not separated frombut acts
through us, does not necessarily inply that we are
aware of being included in or being expressions of the
divine life. That there is no resistance as it were to
our being known by God, that God is not a clearly
di stinct being or cause fromus, that there is an utter
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coi nherence in one sense, could just as easily inply
especial difficulty in grasping God as inply an
i mredi ate awareness of God. It would be interesting to
know if Tillich believed aninmals to have an inmmediate
awareness of God, for they are certainly included
within the divine awareness wth perfect intinacy.
Hartshorne is consistent on this score, holding that
all concrete individuals (which include subatonic
particles for this panpsychist) have some inmediate,
al beit di mor vague, prehension of God.

In connection with God's transcendence of the

subj ect - obj ect cl eavage, we have seen Tillich declare
that God cannot be an object for us as subjects.®X
Sonetines Tillich uses a related fornmula (that appears
to recognize that "in the logical sense of the word"

one cannot speak of God wthout naking God an
object®*’ and that in relating to God there is
i nescapably that "personal" elenent in which in sone
sense God is sonething other than oneself¢*ii), He
wites that God renmains a subject even if God becones
an object. XV This points to the fact that,
panent hei stical |l y understood, our very relating to God,
our "looking at" God, is conpletely within God, that
God knows this with perfect inmrediacy and that even
this is ultimtely God working through us (to view it
from both the passive and active angles). (That
Tillich is willing to speak of God as "subject," which
has meant for hima conscious or sentient being know ng
sonething, is further evidence that he is not wanting
to deny that God is conscious, in the general sense of
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that word.)

Tillich also expresses the idea that our
relating to God is within God with this type of
fornul ati on: Qur "know edge of God is the know edge
God has of hinself."®* Likewise "man's love of God is

the love with which God |oves hinself."¢V Prayer
receives simlar treatnent: "W can only pray to the
God who prays to himself through us."¢*"  Even our
searching for God nust be within the divine life: "In

every serious question about God, God asks the question
of himself through man;..." "<l Finpally, this reflec-
tion, also on prayer, describes nore fully the
par adoxi cal character of a relationship with CGod:
In every true prayer God is both he to whom we
pray and he who prays through us. For it is the
divine Spirit who creates the right prayer. At
this point the ontological structure which nakes
Cod an object of us as subjects is infinitely
transcended. God stands in the divine-hunman
reciprocity, but only as he who transcends it
and conprises both sides of the reciprocity. He
reacts, but he reacts to that which is his own
act working through our finite freedom ¢
O her tines our deliberate relating to God is
not singled out. Rather all of human or creaturely
life seenms to be the target. It is said that God
"Knows, " clxx ) oves, " ¢l xxi "recogni zes, " chxxii wyni || s, " el xxiii
or "expresses"¢ >V God's self through "man,"°¢*V "the
creature, "9Vl the "finite, "¢V "the finite beings,
nehoviil gr the "finite mind, "cxix



78 Panent hei smin Hartshorne and Tillich

A cursory reading of this type of expression
m ght be that God is narcissistic. However, the real
nessage of such formulations is that the creatures are
so utterly and imediately present to God as ultinate
ground that divine knowing and loving of them are
knowi ng and loving of (parts of) Cod's self, that in
the divine case there is no conflict between I|oving
oneself and loving others, as the latter is within or
"sinmul taneous" with the former.<** That God does |ove
the creatures is spelled out in one instance: "Agape
is first of all the love God has toward the creature
and through the creature toward hinsel f. "¢

In expressions such as God knows God's self
through the creatures, God is grammatically or expli-
citly the only actor. In addition, in sone of the
observations on our relating to God, the enphasis was
on God as actor. If these are interpreted to allow
that God is active in absolutely every sense in the
di vi ne- human interrel ationship or coi nher ence,
Tillich's panent heism woul d be pushed towards
pant hei sm In the longer quotation on prayer and on
the divine-human interaction in general, Tillich does
say that it is our "finite freedom through which CGod
wor ks. Just how well Tillich safeguards real human
freedomw || be pursued in chapter 5.

In a very inportant section, Tillich talks of
di vine-human relations in a mre formal way than in
nost of the preceding renarks:

But they are not the relations of God with some-
thing else. They are the inner relations of the
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divine life....the question is whether there are

external relations between God and the creature.

The doctrine of creation affirms that God is

the <creative ground of everything in every

noment . In this sense there is no creaturely

i ndependence from which an external relation

between God and the creature could be derived.

If God is said to be in relation, this statement

is as synbolic as the statement God is a living

God. cl xxxi i
(In this last sentence we have encapsulated the two
specific factors that make attributions to God synbolic
for Tillich: panentheistic em nence and transcendence
of the split between potentiality and actuality.) I
take this to be a clearly and clear panentheistic
statenent that does not need further interpretation.

Tillich goes on to fornally define holiness in

terns of this internality of all things to Cod:

The unapproachabl e character of God, or the
impossibility of having a relation with himin
the proper sense of the word, is expressed in
the word "holiness." God is essentially holy,
and every relation wth him involves the
consciousness that it is paradoxical to be
related to that which is holy. ¢

Because of his holiness, God cannot be a "partner in
action, "¢V g  "partner wth whom one collabo-
rates, " cannot be drawn "into the context of the
ego-world and the subject-object correlation. eV
For CGod "enbraces" and is absolutely near to any
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ego. ¢Vii  Thys, as indicated earlier, God is not a
partner for Tillich because this inplies a clearly
separate or distinct being w th unamnbi guously distinct
powers and duties, rather than God as enbracing and
acting through the creatures. Since holiness is
correlative with divinity for Tillich, Vil peing the
general quality that "qualifies all other qualities as
divine, "¢xix it js significant that it has been
defined and described panentheistically by Tillich.

"Participation" by God is used panentheistically
by Tillich. It is a termbasically relating to know -
edge and enphasizes the passive aspect. W have
already encountered it in the earlier remark on God's
perfect know edge (as not being in ternms of subject-
object) and in the claimthat God is not a person or
i ndi vi dual because of absolute participation. It is
al so used in respect to Jesus' conmrent on God's knowi ng
the nunber of hairs on our heads and when a bird
falls. ¢ If perfect know edge involves conplete
participation in or nonseparation from everything,
conversely, "doubt is based on man's separation from
the whole of reality, on his Jlack of universal
participation, on the isolation of his individual
sel f, " oxcl

Tillich also has this to say about divine
participation: "God participates in everything that is;
he has community with it; he shares in its destiny.
Certainly such statements are highly symbolic. "l
Lest anyone think that by the nention of "synbolic"
here Tillich is backi ng avway from absolute
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participation in the nane of transcendence, these are
the words that imediately follow. "They can have the
unfortunate logical inplication that there is sonething
alongside God in which he participates from the
outsi de. "¢ Thus, "participation" is not "positive"
or strong enough, unless it carries the connotation of
panentheistic emnence when it is applied to God!

Tillich then notes the active aspect, God as ultinate
sour ce, inmplicit in t he passi ve aspect of
partici pation: "But the divine participation creates

that in which it participates." <V

Anot her formulation that suggests the passive
aspect of presence and know edge is one we have al ready
met: God is nearer to "the |," %% "ny ego, " or "the
ego, "V than the ego is to itself, or nearer to "the
creatures" Vil or "things"®®* than they are to them

selves." It is used panentheistically to counter the
notion of a (sinply distinct) person or being "al ong-
side" or separated from others. Two such instances

have already been related in which the wording is
simlar to that of the preceding sentence.® El sewhere
the same thene is played as the phrase counteracts
"personalism° and the idea that an "ego-thou"
relationship is strictly or nonparadoxically applicable
to God. cl!

W cone now to the last category of words and
phrases, those that are the nost explicitly panenthe-
istic, recalling the literal rendering of panentheism
("all in God"): "in" or "within' Cod, and God "em
braces" or "includes," or the like. 1In a general vein,
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it is stated that being-itself "enbraces every-
thing"¢" or "everything particular,"®"V that GCod
"includes the finite, and with it, nonbeing,"°" that
the divine "center is infinite and includes everything
that is,"°"" and that God is "that in which everything
has its being."°" In one of the two instances in
which he uses the term "panentheism" Tillich agrees
that if you call an idea of Calvin's "panentheism that
could be all right, because this neans that everything

is in Gd" (though to call it "pantheisn would be
m sgui ded) . evii| This idea is that all things "are
instrunents through which God works in every no-
ment."°* As we have seen Tillich subscribes to this

type of idea.
Sonetines a nore specific aspect of God or the

world is featured, as in: "The divine self-Ilove
includes all creatures."®* O, "spatiality"°™ or
"extension"°*!" js in God as creative ground.
Regardi ng the divine-human rel ati onship, he wites, "If

we speak, as we nust, of the ego-thou relation between
CGod and man, the thou enbraces the ego and consequently

the entire relationship."¢ " |n the only other pas-
sage in which Tillich actually wuses the term
panent heism (specifically, "eschat ol ogi cal pan- en-
theisn'), everything is "in" God as potential, as
actual and thus as dependent on the divine creative
power, and as ultimately fulfilled. ¢V In an
expression related to God's inclusion, Tillich speaks

in terms of a realization of being "a part of that
which...is the ground of the whole."°
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W have twice seen Tillich characterize the
relati onship between the infinite and the finite as one
of "within, "oV Tillich talks in that nanner in at
| east six places®V (specifically using "within" in
four of them. The infinite has the finite ("con-
tai ned" Vi) "within" itself,** js "enbracing the
finite, "> "enbraces itself and the finite, " or
"conprises his infinity and finitude. "> If this
were not so, if the finite were "besides, " "a] ong-
side, "V routside, "™ or "in addition to"°®V the
infinite, the infinite becomes finite, coVii

As has been noted, sone perceive Tillich's God
as the undifferentiated. That Tillich speaks of "the
i mpossibility of identifying God with anything particu-
lar" cVill npy seem to support this. But when Tillich
expounds upon this type of declaration in connection
with inclusion by being-itself, form essness is not the
kind of nonparticularity that emnerges: "This 'being'
transcends everything particular wthout becom ng
enpty, for it enbraces everything particular."**x
nore el aborately: "The nonbeing of negative theol ogy

neans 'not being anything special,' being beyond every
concrete predicate. This nonbeing enbraces everything;
it means being everything; it is being-itself."®>
The "tension" between the "beyondness" and the "enbrac-
ing" is highlighted in this passage:
Wiere we use synbolic terns like "ground of
being" we nean that we experience sonething
which is an object of our ultinmate concern,

which underlies everything that 1is, is its
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creative ground or formative unity, and cannot

be defined beyond these negative terns.... And
on the other hand these negative statenents
i mply, always in relation to a positive

statenent, that this sane ground of being is not
this or that, yet is at the sane tinme all this
finite world in so far as it is its
"ground, " coXi

The general picture is this: God transcends
each concrete thing and all specific predicates (at
least as applied to finite realities). But this does

not nean that things in their particularity are
external to God. Certainly, there is evidenced here a
very great concern by Tillich that God not be too
limted, "finitized," donesticated, by our conceptions,
that God not be concrete in such a way that ultinmacy is
conpr om sed. El sewhere, this is evidenced in his
"Protestant principle® and in his belief that "an
elenent of ‘'atheism" is required for a proper
thei sm i even to the point of preferring atheism
over a too linited understanding of the ultimate, ¢
as in supranaturalism ¢V But this does not
translate into God as the sinply undifferentiated.
Divine inclusion of everything cannot be conprehended
in terms of formessness, for then Cod could enbrace
things only to whatever extent they lacked plurality,
conplexity, and particularity. (Being-itself would be
rather "enpty.") For to say that God "enbraces
everything particular,” is "everything," "is...all this

finite world" (enphases mine), forcefully shows Til-
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lich's desire to affirm full inclusion by GCod,
inclusion of the world in its concreteness. That
desire is also apparent in this phrase: "the concrete

is present in the depth of the ultimte. "

Thus, as transcendence of the subject-object
structure permts God to be infinitely close to things,
not being any one particular thing (a particular thing
among others) frees God to enbrace all particularity.
(In a related vein, Tillich avows that "the character
of atinme which is not related to any of the dinensions
of life but to all of them thus transcending all of
them belongs to the nystery of being-itself."coxxvi)
Cod's radical transcendence entails perfect inmmanence
or coinherence, God's infinity entails enbracing of the

finite: "...the infinite transcendence of the infinite
over the finite...does not contradict but rather con-
firms the coincidence of opposites." Vil And | night
add, if the finite insofar as it is concrete were
external to CGod, it would be "alongside" or "besides"
God, and God would be "finite."

Wiile total nondifferentiation or form essness
is ruled out by, and a desire to affirm God's all-
inclusiveness is patent in, the naterial on GCod's
nonparticularity above, t he "negative theol ogy"
tendency of saying nothing "special" about God beyond
God's including or being the ground of everything--
which is a nmanifestation of the Tillichian strain of
enphasi zi ng or over-enphasi zing the divine nystery and
infinite transcendence delineated in the first chapter-
-could conflict with that very inclusion of everything.
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For this inclusion nay entail certain "concrete"
predicates |ike omiscience, perfect tenporality, and
divine suffering. Practically speaking, though,
Tillich does not take the road of agnosticismregarding
such predicates (and tra-ditional "negative theol ogy"
generally did not either). He avers omiscience, as we
have seen. And, as will be developed in chapter 5,
while there is an elenent of agnosticism concerning
tenporality and suffering as divine attributes, what
nost characterizes Tillich's handling of these is an
attenpt to hold on to both the affirnations of tineless
eternity (or at | east to its |anguage) and
i npassibility by cl assi cal t heol ogy and t he
affirmati ons of divine tenporality and suffering by
panentheism with resulting anbiguity (on tenporality)
and i ncoherence (on suffering).

Finally, I Wil | consi der Tillich's three
favorite terns for God, "being-itself," "power of
being," and "ground of being." Qur initial concern
will be whether they are in thenselves panentheistic
(at least for Tillich). O course, insofar as Tillich
has devel oped his doctrine of God panentheistically and
used these as stand-ins for "God," they acquire
panent hei stic associ ations. But my question concerns

the extent to which these terms have nore inherent
panent hei stic connotations. O course, how a word or
phrase strikes one depends upon one's culture and
personal experience. | will speak for nyself and for
Tillich insofar as | judge him to have revealed
hi msel f.



Tillich as Panent hei st 87

If being-itself is not taken as the abstract
comon denom nator of everything that has being (as it
could well be in our present culture), then the follow
ing neanings fairly inmmediately and naturally suggest
t hensel ves: Being-itself cannot but be. Being-itself
is or includes all being. Now Tillich never out-and-
out announces that he is telling us the intrinsic
connotations of "being-itself." Thus, one cannot
usually be sure whether he is intending to invest it
with definition and neaning or just naking explicit
what the term in itself suggests. What ever his
intentions, he does indicate, as suggested before, that
Cod is not a being who nmay or nmay not exist, but

bei ng-itsel f. cooxvili ("Power of being" is once
nment i oned al ong with bei ng-itself in this
connect i on. eI x) And as recently nentioned, God's
nonparticularity "neans being everything; it is being-
itself."° That Tillich does use phrases like "God is

not a being, but being-itself" in panentheistic ways,
but often without being terribly explicit, suggests the
possibility that he expects the term in itself to
clarify or reinforce his nmeaning by pointing to the
all-inclusive whole of reality (that as such cannot be
unanbi guously contrasted to distinct other beings).
(The same thing can be said for "ground of being" and
"power of being."°*'") And that he pens this sentence
wi t hout further expl anati on suggest s t he sane
possi bility: "But the ego-thou relation, although it
is the central and nost dynamic relation, is not the
only one, for God is being-itself."*i |n the follow
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ing, Tillich may be pointing out ultimate causality as
a nore or less intrinsic or immediate neaning of
"being-itself," though it is not totally clear how nuch
it is a matter of imediate neaning rather than of
further inplication or deduction:

Ever since the time of Plato it has been

known...that the concept of being as being, or

being itself, points to the power inherent in

everything, the power of resisting nonbeing.

Therefore, instead of saying that God is first

of all being-itself, it is possible to say that

he is the power of being in everything and above

everything, the infinite power of being. ¢l
"Power of being" as a connotation of being-itself, or
on its own, certainly suggests God's necessary
exi stence and nost imediately God's giving the power
of being to everything else. But panentheistic
inclusion is not obvious here in ny opinion. Tillich
t hough, as sug-gested in a parenthetical remark above,
nmay be intending "power of being" in itself to clarify
or reinforce the panentheistic neaning of certain
passages by pointing to the coinhering ultinmate power
in everything. This ends ny consideration of the
intrinsic nmeanings of "being-itself" and "power of
being," save for an wupcom ng pas-sage prinarily on
"ground of being," that also involves them

Unlike with "being-itself" and "power of being,"

Tillich is very explicit on the connotations of "ground
of being," which are panentheistic for him

"Gound" is such a synbolic term It oscillates
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bet ween cause and substance and transcends both
of them It indicates that the ground of
revelation is neither a cause which keeps itself
at a distance from the revelatory effect nor a
substance which effuses itself into the ef-
fect. 'V [Here are contrasts with both tradi-
tional theismand panthei sm]
He also offers this on "ground of being," part of which
was rendered previously:
In so far as it is synbolical, it points to the
not her-qual ity of gi vi ng birth, carrying,
enbracing, and, at the same tinme, of calling
back, resisting independence of the created, and
swallowing it. The uneasy feeling of nmany
Protestants about the first (not the last!)
statenent about God, that he is being-itself or
the ground of being, is partly rooted in the
fact that their religious consciousness and,
even nore, their noral conscience are shaped by
the demanding father-inmage of the God who is
concei ved as a person anpong others. The attenpt
to show that nothing can be said about God
theologically before the statement is made that
he is the power of being in all being is, at the
sane time, a way of reducing the predomi nance of
the nale element in the synbolization of the
di vi ne. cx'v
That according to Tillich "many Protestants" react
agai nst the declaration that God is being-itself or the
ground of being (and apparently also that God is the
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power of being), because they sense its denial of God
as a clearly separate "person anong others," is
certainly very strong evidence that Tillich believes
"being-itself" and "power of being," as well as "ground
of being" on which he is totally explicit, to be
intrinsically panentheistic in their connotations.
Personal |y, apart fromfurther definition or context, |
take "ground of being" and "power of being" to be
general expressions neaning only the ultinate source of
everything, which can and has been understood in nany

different and, indeed, inconpatible ways. But that
Tillich has taken them in thenselves to entail the
nonseparation of the God who imedi ately works through
and enbraces all is another indication of his

panent hei sm
O course, there is a further question of what
are the reasonable inplications and entailnments of
being the ultimate source of everything. My above
di sagreenment with Tillich my sinply be a matter of
just how i medi ate and obvi ous these inplications are.
In any case, Tillich definitely feels that as the
ultimate source of being, God cannot but be utterly
near to things, coinhering with (though transcending),
acting through, and fully including them The
subsequent conments, which we have seen before, though
not with this particular focus, illustrate this:
1) Certain statenents have the unfortunate |ogi-
cal inplication that there is  something
al ongside God in which he participates from the
out si de. But the divine participation creates
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that in which it participates. ¢V

2) The doctrine of creation affirns that God is

the creative ground of everything in every no-

nent. In this sense there is no creaturely inde-

pendence from which an external relation between

God and the creature coul d be derived. c*Vii

3) ...theology insists on a God who knows every-

t hi ng. And that is sonething entirely

different, qualitatively different, because this

is not a knowl edge in terns of subject-object.

It is the knowedge of being the "creative

ground" of everything. And therefore everything

participates in himand he in it. Vi
The followi ng stipulation, of which we have heretofore
only seen a small part, is also relevant:

I could agree with Qustave Wigel's statenent

that God, for ny thought, is the "matrix of

reality," if matrix nmeans that in which every-

thing has its being. The term "G ound of Being"

points to the sane truth (which is also inplied

in the symbol creation continua). c*'ix

Wiile God's being the ultimate source of all

bei ng, dependent on nothing el se for existence, guaran-
tees that nothing will be external to God, conversely
if anything is external to or "alongside" God, Cod is
rendered finite, and "the real power of being nust lie
beyond" ¢®' the supposed "God" and what is alongside it.
Qoviously the active aspect of the deity, God as
ultimate causality and power, is very inportant to
Tillich's doctrine of God.°" Two of his three favor-
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ite terns for GCod, "ground of being" and "power of
being," in thensel ves enphasize this facet. The active
aspect of wultimate power is quite necessary for a
reasonabl e panentheism (and for any conpeting doctrine
of "God" worthy of the nane), being the ultimate basis
of the passive aspect of perfect presence to and
know edge  of the creatures and their actions.

Hopefully the active aspect wll include the passive
one without swallowing it. \Wether Tillich has given
the divine passivity its due wll be discussed in

chapter 5. \Whether the active and the passive can be
hel d together w thout final contradiction, which has

inplications for the coherence of any theism wll be
considered in chapter 6.

In this chapter, in expoundi ng nunmer ous
Tillichian expressions, showing how Tillich has used
and expl ai ned t hem and dr awi ng out their
interconnections, | believe | have nade a conpelling
case that CGod for Tillich is panentheistic and that
this is cruci al for conpr ehendi ng Tillich's

under st andi ng of God.
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of Culture, pp. 4-5;, Protestant Era, p. 32, n. 1, p.
119; Phi | osophi cal I nt errogati ons, p. 369;

"Appreciation and Reply," p. 307. Cf. Systemtic
Theol ogy, 1: 237.

XXXI V. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 205, 2: 23. cf.
1. 212. "Tillich Replies," p. 23, affirnse "no
difference between essence and existence" in God.
Traditionally this means both that it is CGod' s "essence
to exist," that 1is, necessary existence, and that

divine existence lives up to the qualitative divine
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"essence." It is not clear whether Tillich intends one
or the other or both here. |In Systematic Theol ogy, 1:
205, he refers to both facets of the divine essence-
exi stence relationship, without explicitly noting the
two distinct aspects. A Hartshornean version is that
Cod's abstract perf ect nature necessarily finds
instantiation in sone concrete divine state or other.

xxxv. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 119.

XXXVi . Interpretation of History, p. 223.
XXXVi i . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 205.
XXXViii. "Tillich Replies," p. 23.

XXXI X. Theol ogy of CQulture, pp. 4-5.

xI. Utimte Concern, p. 166. See also Courage To
Be, p. 184.

xli. Systematic Theology, 1: 235, 2:6, 7; Interpreta-
tion of Hstory, p. 223; "Reply to Interpretation,” p.
341; "Theol ogie der Kultur," pp. 43-44. Cf. Protestant
Era, p. 79.

xlii.Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 235; Theol ogy  of
Culture, pp. 11, 24, 130; Protestant FEra, p. 163;
"Rel i gi ose Verwi rklichung," p. 102, quoted in Adans, p.
46. Cf. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 14-15.

xlhiii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 245, 273, 278;
Protestant Era, p. 79. Cf. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 12,
208; Love, Power and Justice, p. 110. On the need to
speak of God as if a highest being, see stematic
Theol ogy, 1: 155-56; Theology of Culture, p. 61.

xl'iv. Theol ogy of Culture, pp. 25-26. Cf. pp. 11, 19;
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Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 273.

xlv. Courage To Be, p. 184.

xlvi.Protestant Era, p. 163.

xlvii. "Appreciation and Reply," p. 307.

xlviii. My Search for Absolutes, p. 127.

xlix."Reply to Interpretation,” p. 341.

l. Interpretation of History, pp. 222-23.

li. See also Theology of Culture, p. 59; "Tillich
Replies," p. 23; "Religionsphilosophie," p. 319.

lii. Protestant FEra, p. 79. See also Systemtic
Theol ogy, 1: 235.

liii.Systematic Theol ogy, 2: 7.

liv. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 245.

Iv. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:262. See also History of
Christian Thought, pp. 264- 65. Cf. Systematic

Theol ogy, 2: 8.

Ivi. Systematic Theology, 2: 6; Protestant FEra, p.

82; "Systemmtic Theology 383," p. 139; Dynamics of
Faith, p. 52. Cf. "Reply to Interpretation,” p. 341.

Ivii."Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 139; Dynamics of
Faith, p. 52.

lviii. "Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 139.

lix. "Reply to Interpretation," p. 341.
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I x. Systematic Theol ogy, 2: 6.

Ixi. OF course, one could attenpt a unique sense of
"a being" appropriate to God, in which this being is
not unanbi guously contrasted to distinct other beings.
Hart shorne does make such an attenpt, as we shall see
in chapter 3.

| xii.Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 205.

I xiii. Interpretation of Hi story, p. 222.
Conpare this use of "God above God" to that in Courage
To Be. Primarily, this latter has to do with a

certainty despite a state of radical doubt about
concrete formulations concerning God, as he notes in
Phi | osophical Interrogations, p. 379, and Systematic
Theol ogy, 2: 12. O sonewhat simlarly, with God's
transcendence of "finite synbols" expressing God, as in
Christianity and Wrld Religions, p. 90. But as stated
earlier, the God above God is identified with the
ultimte ground of bei ng and is pi ctured
panentheistically (cf. "Tillich Replies," p. 23).
Thus, a tension exists between "CGod above God" as
positive, as sunmming up his doctrine of God, which the
"CGod over God" of Interpretation of History can be seen
as doing, and as negative, as questioning any and all
fornul ati ons about God insofar as God is the God above
CGod (though fornulations may have their place insofar

as one is not radically doubting all particular
formulations and insofar as God does not utterly
transcend all |anguage about CGod). The two aspects can
find a point of wunity, though, insofar as nornmal

concrete formulations tend to nmake God a being,
separate and separated from others, and thus |less than
ultimate.

I xiv.Interpretation of H story, p. 223. O at |east
it is a part of Tillich's meaning in this phrase
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translated from the German. As to why the
uncondi tioned nmeaning that is not beside the finite
nmeani ngs cannot be identified with them Tillich
mentions the "inexhaustibility" of uncondi ti oned
nmeani ng, w thout which it would "becone a single finite
nmeani ng, " needing "a new basis of meaning." This mght
suggest that God cannot be a meaning (beside others)
because of inexhaustibility. In his English works,
Tillich is not given to speaking of Cod in terms of

nmeani ng, nor does inexhaustibility figure into conments
that God is not a being, thing, etc. (beside others).
Actual ly inexhaustibility would not be a good basis for

holding that, in contradistinction to finite things,
God is not a nmeaning (or being), for finite things have
sone inexhaustibility also, as the German Tillich often
i ndi cat es.

Externality may also be a connotation of the
"al ongside" in this remark from Systematic Theol ogy, 1:
242: The A d Testanent prophets "never nake God a
bei ng al ongside others, into sonmething conditioned by
sonet hing el se which is also conditioned."

Ixv. This is a central "anxiety of finitude" for
Tillich. It was "this anxiety which drove the G eeks
to ask insistently and ceasel essly the question of the
unchangeabl e" (Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 197). Formally,
this anxiety concerns the "category" of "substance"
(Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 197-98) and the ontol ogica
pol arities of dynam cs-form and freedom desti ny
(Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 199-201).

I xvi.This does not necessarily nean we would--or

rather that CGod does--have only one choice. It does
nmean that the only options that woul d be possible would
be ones conpatible with essential perfection. That

there could be only one such choice is at |east not
obvi ous.
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I xvii. Systematic  Theol ogy, 1: 164, 168-71.
However, within this basic structure, he does regard
temporality as the "central category of finitude."
(Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 193. Enphasis nine.)

I xviii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 170.

| xi x. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 168.

| xx. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 171.

| xxi . Dynamics of Faith, p. 61. . My Search for
Absol utes, p. 66.

I xxii. The "relative" should be enphasized here.
Tillich cannot fairly be accused of Cartesian subject-
obj ect dualism There is always union as well as
separation in our encounters for Tillich. The self-
world correlation is basic (Systematic Theol ogy, 1:
164), or to put it another way, he views someone
perceiving sonething as the basic unit of reality. He
specifically i nvei ghs agai nst Cartesi an dual i sm
(Systematic Theology, 1: 168, 171, 174; Theol ogy of
Culture, p. 107; Shaking of the Foundations, pp. 85-86)
and Cartesi an "pure consci ousness” (Systematic
Theol ogy, 1: 171, 173-74; Theology of Culture, pp. 107,

115; Protestant Era, p. 134).

I xxiii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 3: 256.

I xxiv. Systemati c Theol ogy, 3: 252-65.

| xxv. Courage To Be, p. 184. Cf. Systenmtic Theol ogy,
2: 6. There Tillich details how supranaturalism
renders Cod finite in terms of each of the four
categories. However, it is not directly concerned with
the issue of God as not a being. Regar di ng
"t heol ogi cal t hei sni in conpari son with
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"supranaturalism" one could say the latter is cruder
in explicitly placing God in a heavenly world and in
l[imting divine creativity to a definite tenporal
peri od.

I xxvi . Utimte Concern, p. 166.

I xxvii . Theol ogy of CQulture, p. 130.
I xxviii. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 2: 6.

I xxi x. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 273.

| xxx. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1: 235.

I xxxi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 172.
I Xxxii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1: 127.
I xxxiii. They are: "I'f there is a know edge about

Cod, it is God who knows hinself through man. God
remains the subject, even if he becones a |ogical

object (cf. | Cor. 13:12)." (Systematic Theol ogy, 1:
172.)

| Xxxi v. "Systematic Theol ogy 383," pp. 89-90. The
parent heses (around "call") nean the transcriber was
not sure of Tillich's exact word(s). The second

ellipsis is also the transcriber's.

| XXXV. As Tillich says in Systematic Theol ogy, 1:
251, the finite "is distinguished from the infinite,
but it is not separated fromit."

| XXXVi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 2: 6.

I XXXVii. Phi | osophical Interrogations, pp. 380-81.
Carl Gray Vaught, in "Contenporary Conceptions of the
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Nature and Existence of God: A Study of Tillich and
Hartshorne" (Ph.D. di ssertation, Yale University,
1966), pp. 169-70, notices from this passage that

Tillich considers the concept of a "person" as too
transcendent for God. However, he does not draw any
panent heistic inplications fromit. Moreover, he does

not see the (rather obviously intended) connection
between God as finite and as exclusive here. He sees
them as in tension, rather than as conplenentary,

claimng that "person" is too "determnate" to be
applied to God for Tillich and that inclusive i mmanence
tends to nake Cod deterninate. As | wll argue in
chapter 5, Tillich does conprom se God's inclusion of
all, Cod's total inmanence--but not with his denial
that God is a person, which is not nmade on the grounds
of purely general nystery or of "indeterninateness,"

but of nonseparation and inclusivity.

| xxxviii. See pp. 44 and 48 above, including endnote
63 with respect to the latter.

| Xxxi X. Peter Bertocci, Questions to Paul Tillich,
in Phil osophical Interrogations, p. 384.

xc. This assertion by Luther is also nmentioned in
Biblical Religion, p. 84. It is another exanple of
Tillich's seeing panentheism as represented in tradi-
ti onal theol ogy. See also "Systematic Theol ogy 383,"
pp. 89-90, on this.

xci. Cf.: "...the infinite and the finite are not in
different places, but they are different dinensions."
("Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 90.)

xcii.Tillich, Philosophical |Interrogations, p. 384.

Xciii. Bertocci, p. 384.
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xciv. | bid.
xcv. |bid.

xcvi . Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 3:294.

XCVii . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:244. Lest anyone
think that Tillich has in effect ruled out the
possibility of any synmbolism by the first sentence, he
does add later in the paragraph that "the elenents
whi ch constitute the basic ontological structure can
becone synbol s because they do not speak of kinds of
being (self and world) but of qualities of
being...which are valid in their synbolic sense when
applied to being-itself." In other words, God cannot
directly or sinply be called "a self" or "the world,"
but attributes nornally applied to them can be
utilized.

XCViii. Agai n, however, this does not necessarily
preclude nodifying the normal neanings of the concepts
"self," "being," etc., so as to render themsuitable to

the extraordi nary divine case.

xci x. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:245; Biblical Religion,
pp. 82-83; "Reply to Interpretation," p. 334. cr.
Cour age To Be, p. 184.

C. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:243-44. That CGod is a
person sinply cannot stand by itself for Tillich: "He
is a person and the negation of hinself as a person."
(Biblical Religion, p. 85.)

ci. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:244. In this and the
preceding remark, Tillich is explicitly stating how the
pol ar elenents of individualization and participation
are transcended or perfectly united in God. In "Reply

to Interpretation," p. 334, he wites that the polar
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categories are negated as "qualitatively distinct,"
whi ch apparently serves to explain a later assertion
that God is not a person. Wile it is not explicit, it
could be that the polarity of individualization and
participation is decisive here, in keeping with Til-
l[ich's general position that it is externality and
exclusivity that makes being a person inappropriate for
Cod.

cii. Systematic Theology, 2:6. Cf. Utimte Concern,
p. 48.
ciii. Biblical Religion, pp. 82-83.

civ. Biblical Religion, p. 27. This is strikingly
anal ogous to Hartshorne's idea that our know edge of
various attributes is based (in part) on an inmediate
awareness of these as perfectly instantiated in God.
Tillich, however, criticizes Hartshorne on this score
as having a via eninentiae that needs to be bal anced by
a via negationis, specifically by the negation of the
di stinctness of the polar elenments ("Reply to Interpre-
tation," p. 334). As will be developed in the next
chapter (see pp. 137-39 below), Hartshorne actually has
his own version of the negation of the distinctness of
(or, better, the tension between) the polarities of
i ndi vidualization and participation (such negation is
itself a panentheistic fornulation and is a necessary
implication of any panentheisn), though he does not
share Tillich's view that such distinctness negates
God's being "a person.” What Tillich mnmight mean by
such negating in relation to dynani cs-form and freedom
destiny and by inplication whether Hartshorne is
criticized fairly will be handled in chapter 5.

Cv. Cour age To Be, pp. 156-57, 169.

cvi. Courage To Be, p. 187; Christianity and Wrld
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Reli gions, pp. 67, 88; "Systemmtic Theology 383," p.
277; Theol ogy of CQulture, p. 61.

cvii. Phil osophical I nt errogati ons, p. 381. Crf.
Theol ogy of CQulture, p. 132.

cviii. Theol ogy of Culture, p. 62.

cix. Theology of CQulture, p. 62. . pp. 25, 61,
Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:223.

CX. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:244.

cxi. "Reply to Interpretation," p. 341. See also
Theol ogy of CQulture, p. 61.

cxii. "Reply to Interpretation,” p. 341.

cxiii. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1:245. Cf. Theol ogy
of Culture, p. 131; Biblical Religion, p. 84.

cxiv. Philosophical Interrogations, pp. 380, 381.

cxv. Phil osophical Interrogations, p. 383.

cxvi. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:244, 245.

CXVii. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 383.

CXViii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:156.

cxi x. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:223, 2:12.

cxX. Theology of Culture, p. 131-32.

cxxi. Streiker, p. 275; Ferre, Searchlights on
Theol ogy, p. 127; Killen, pp. 113, 124; MlLean, p. 54;
Martin Luther King, Jr., "A Conparison of the
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Conceptions of God in the Thinking of Paul Tillich and
Henry Nelson Wenan" (Ph.D. dissertation, Bost on
Uni versity, 1955), pp. 155-59, 269.

CXXii . Killen, p. 124; Ferre, Searchlights on
Theol ogy, p. 127; MlLean, p. 54; King, p. 155..

CXXiii. Killen, p. 124.

CXXi V. Ferre, Searchlights on Theol ogy, p. 127

cxxv. MlLean, p. 54.

CXXVI . King, p. 155. On this page, Ki ng
technically only asks the question of "whether...CGod is
an unconscious reservoir of power or whether he is a
consci ous person." But it would be fair to conclude
that his answer in the remainder of the section is that
Tillich's God is the former. (See esp. p. 158.)

CXXVili . McLean, p. 54. See also CQuyton B
Hanmond, The  Power of Sel f - Tr anscendence: An
Introduction to the Philosophical Theology of Paul
Tillich (St. Louis: Bethany Press, 1966), pp. 65, 111.

CXXViii. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1:250.

CXXi X. Theol ogy  of Cul ture, p. 115. Cf.
Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:279.

cxxx. Utimte Concern, p. 173.

CXXXI . Systematic  Theol ogy, 1:172, 272, 278,
3:254; Courage To Be, p. 185; Utimate Concern, p. 173;
"Reply to Interpretation," p. 334.

CXXXi i . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:9, 3:252-65 passim
Dynanmics of Faith, p. 12.
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CXXXiii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 278, 3:422;
Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 388. Cf. Courage To
Be, p. 187.

CXXXIi V. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:272.

CXXXV. My Search for Absolutes, p. 66.

CXXXVi . Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1:108.

CXXXVi i . Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 3:160; My Search for
Absol utes, p. 125.

CXXXVilii. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 3:256.

CXXXIi X. Dynamics of Faith, p. 61; Theology of

Culture, p. 25.

cxl. "Uberwi ndung des Religionsbegriffs,"™ p. 367.
The preceding ten endnotes inclusive do not claimto be
a conplete list of the appearances of these terms in
this context.

cxli. My Search for Absolutes, p. 66.

cxlii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:172.
exliii. Courage To Be, p. 185.
cxliv. Courage To Be, p. 185. . Utimate

Concern, p. 48.

cxlv. See Utimate Concern, p. 173, which al so speaks
of a "heavenly tyrant," and see endnote 152 bel ow.

cxlvi. Courage To Be, p. 187.

cxlvii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:272.
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cxlviii. My Search for Absolutes, p. 82.
cxlix. Theol ogy of Culture, p. 16.
cl. Theol ogy of Culture, p. 22.
cli. Theology of Culture, p. 25.
clii. Utimate Concer n, p. 173. See al so
Phil osophical Interrogations, pp. 381, 384, where
Tillich associates omiscience and a lack of
exclusivity or externality in relation to the
creatures.

Conpare Tillich's declaration that "ommiscience

is not the faculty of a highest being who is supposed
to know all objects" (Systematic Theol ogy, 1:278) and
the earlier reference to an external CGod as an "all-
knowi ng" tyrant (Courage To Be, p. 185) to the
insistence here on "a God who knows everything."
Though knowi ng all may appear to be comon to all three
passages, in the first two, it should be understood as
nore or less external know edge. (The buzz-word
"highest being," the word "objects,"” and a subsequent
reference to subsuming God under the subject-object
schene support this for the first). In that case, Cod
m ght know sonething about everything, but  not
everyt hing about everything. God would be "a god who
sinply knows nore than" us. In our passage, Tillich
goes on to speak of "a heavenly tyrant who has a better
know edge of physics than we have" (in contrast to God
as "in every atont). This suggests that the tyrant Cod
just knows nore than humans, but is not truly "all-
knowi ng. "

In our passage and in Systenmatic Theol ogy,
1:278, Tillich talks of God within the subject-object
structure as knowi ng what mght or would have happened
if what did happen had not happened. This could mean
that God as perfectly intimate with the world has
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determ ni stic know edge--that is, that only one thing
in each case coul d have happened, apparently determ ned
by God. O it could nean nerely that CGod has know edge
of things insofar as they are not indetermn nate--or
were not indeterminate (as this remark pertains to the
past). That is, God knows the range of the possible,
and unlike we who are relatively (indeed, nostly)
separated from things, does not speculate about the
i ssuance of hypothetical possibilities that never were
real possibilities. O, | grant, it could nean
sonet hi ng el se.

cliii. Dynanmics of Faith, p. 11.

cliv. Ibid.

clv. Systematic Theol ogy, 3:120. See also 1:127.
cr. 1:111-12.

clvi. Dynamics of Faith, p. 11.

clvii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:107, 211, 216. See
al so Systematic Theol ogy, 3:255; Christianity and Wrld
Religions, p. 93. On the other hand, he does recognize
that many nystics attenpt to reach a union with Cod
apart from any nedium of revelation. (E g., Systematic
Theol ogy, 1:140; Dynamics of Faith, p. 60.) W are
left to specul ate whether he believes nystics actually
can (tenporarily) |ose awareness of anything concrete.

clviii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:256.

clix. Systematic Theol ogy, 3:119. See also Systenatic
Theol ogy, 1:282, 2:8, 3:320. And also see Tillich's
section on how the subject-object cleavage affects nmany
facets of life and how the Spiritual Presence fragnen-
tarily overcones this: Systematic Theol ogy, 3:252-65.

There is certainly no absorption of individuality and
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particularity indicated here. Though in any case we
can participate in it only "fragnentarily," even in
"Eternal Life"--the transtenporal fulfillnment of each
moment  of time in which all negativities and
anbiguities are entirely overcome (including "the
anbiguities of objectivation' [Systematic Theol ogy,
3:414]), "the universal centeredness does not dissolve
the individual centers" (Systematic Theol ogy, 3:401;
cf. 3:402).

clx. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:109, 110.

clxi. Theology of Culture, p. 25. See also Systenatic
Theol ogy, 1:271; Biblical Religion, p. 81.

clxii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271.
clxiii. I bid.; Systenmatic Theol ogy, 3:119-20.
cl xiv. Systematic  Theol ogy, 1:172, 271, 282,

3:120; Dynanmics of Faith, p. 11.

clxv. Dynamics of Faith, p. 11. See also Systemtic
Theol ogy, 1:271.

cl xvi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:282.

cl xvii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:120. Cf. Courage
To Be, p. 187

clxviii. "Appreciation and Reply," p. 307.

cl xi x. Biblical Religion, p. 81.

cl xx. Courage To Be, p. 180. In this passage Tillich
i s paraphrasing Spinoza to express his own thought.

cl xxi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271, 3:138; Courage
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To Be, p. 180.

cl xxii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:271; Bi bl i cal
Reli gi on, p. 36.

cl xxiii. Biblical Religion, p. 36.

cl xxi v. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:218; "Systematic
Theol ogy 383," p. 219. |In this last reference Tillich
guot es Spi noza, apparently approvingly: "the eternal
substance expresses itself in the attributes and nodes
of being." He once said that "he came closer to

Spinoza for the total 'feel' of his presuppositions"
than to any other thinker. (Nels F. S. Ferre, "On
Tillich and the Nature of Transcendence," Religion in
Life 35 [Wnter 1966]:666.)

cl xxv. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271.

cl xxvi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:138.

cl xxvii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:218.

cl xxviii. Courage To Be, p. 180.

cl xxi x. Biblical Religion, p. 36. Tillich is here

speaking in the voice of "ontol ogy" (in conparison with
biblical religion), but would not disagree with the
basic intent of the sentence, though "Absolute M nd"
and "finite Mnd" mght not be his own choice of words.

cl xxx. Hartshorne, as we shall see, notes this
coi nci dence of self- and other-love in God.

Tillich wites in Systematic Theol ogy, 1:282,
that there nust be "separation from one's self" for
self-love to be possible. In this connection he cites
"creaturely freedom and estrangenent or sin. Thi s
kind of "separation"™ is not denied by panentheism
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indeed, it must be affirnmed by a panentheism that is
true to experience and keeps a healthy distance from
pant hei sm But this in no way conprom ses the idea
that Cod includes, knows, or loves the creatures with
perfect imediacy and intinmacy. Though "separation
within hinself" a la the trinitarian personae is
contrasted with "separation from hinmself" with regard
to the creatures, this nust be understood in light of
t he above: being "separated fronl does not preclude
being "within" in another sense. In fact, in this
passage he indicates "the distinction wthin God
includes the infinity of finite forms." Cf. Systematic
Theol ogy, 1:255-56. Also see p. 5 above.

cl xxxi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:138. In this case
it is CGod s love for the creature, rather than the
creature's love for God (as in the section on our
relating to God as being within God) that is focused
upon. In the following phrase from Courage To Be, p.
180, it is not entirely clear which of the focuses
Tillich intends: "the love and know edge w th which
God loves and knows hinself through the 1ove and
know edge of finite beings." Is this "love and
know edge" that which the finite beings have for God or
which God has for the finite beings? Probably the
latter, for the love and know edge of God by certain
"finite beings," such as animals, is either absent or
extrenely attenuat ed.

cl xxxii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271.
cl xxxiii. | bi d.
cl xxxiv. | bi d.
cl Xxxv. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:272.

cl xxxvi . Ibid. Also in Systematic Theol ogy, 1:216,




Tillich

and Dynamics of Faith, p. 14,
associated with transcendi ng
structure or cl eavage.
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hol i ness
t he

is directly
subj ect - obj ect

cl xxxvii . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271

cl xxxviii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:215, 272

cl xxxi x. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:272.

cxc. Biblical Religion, p. 84.

cxci. Courage To Be, p. 49.

cxcii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:245.

CXCiii. | bi d.

CXCi V. | bi d.

cxcv. Courage To Be, p. 187.

CXCVi . Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 381
CXCVii . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271

cXcviii. Biblical Religion, p. 84.

CXCi X. Systemati c Theol ogy, 2:7.

cc. I bid.; Philosophical Interrogations, p. 381
cci. Biblical Religion, p. 84; Courage To Be, p. 187
ccii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:271; Courage To Be, p.
187.

cciii. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1:18.




114 Panent heismin Hartshorne and Tillich

cciv. My Search for Absolutes, p. 82.

ccv. Systenmatic Theol ogy, 1:252.

ccvi. Philosophical Interrogations, p. 384. "Center"
is said to be synmbolic with regard to God, perhaps
because it nornmally entails distinctness and (spatial)
separation from ot hers.

ccvii. "Appreciation and Reply," p. 306.

ccviii. H story of Christian Thought, p. 265.

cci x. |bid.

ccx. Systenmatic Theol ogy, 1:282.

ccxi. Theology of CQulture, p. 62

cexii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:277.
cexiii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271
ccxiv. Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:421. This novenent
from "essence" t hr ough "exi st ence" to

"essentialization" does not primarily refer to pre-
birth, life, and afterlife. Rather it applies to each
noment . Moreover, its application to every noment is
not essentially one of tenporal progression. The three

concepts are better seen as factors w thin each nonent.
(Systenatic Theol ogy, 3:419-22.)

ccxv. Courage To Be, p. 187.

CCXVi . "Systematic Theology 383," pp. 89, 139.
See pp. 55 and 46 above, respectively.

CCXVili . "Systematic Theology 383," pp. 87, 139;
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Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 252; Phi | osophi cal
I nterrogations, pp. 370, 376.

cexviii. "Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 139.

ccxi X. "Systematic Theology 383," pp. 89, 139;
Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 252; Phi | osophi cal

Interrogations, p. 376.

ccxx. "Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 87

CCXXi . "Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 89

cCXXili . Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 376.
cexxiii. "Systematic Theol ogy 383," p. 89

CCXXi V. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 376.

CCXXV. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 370.

CCXXVi . "Systematic Theology 383," p. 87. The
phrase "in addition" is in parentheses here, indicating
that the transcriber was not sure of Tillich' s exact
wor ds.

CCXXVii . In addition to the references of the

preceding three footnotes, see Systematic Theol ogy,
1: 252.

CCXXVilii. Christianity and Wrld Religions, p. 67
CCXXi X. My Search for Absolutes, p. 28.

CCXXX. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:188.

CCXXXI . Utimte Concern, pp. 43-44. The "is"

here rather than "includes" is in a context that should
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not invite accusations that God is exhaustively
identical with the world for Tillich. He did receive
some criticismfor witing that "God is the structure
of being," in Systematic Theol ogy, 1:238, 239. Conpare
the follow ng, from Theology of Culture, p. 10, as a
remark that very explicitly notes both identity and

transcendence: In overcom ng estrangement a person
"di scovers sonething that is identical with hinself,
although it transcends himinfinitely,...from which he

never has been and never can be separated.”

CCXXXi i . Theol ogy of CQulture, pp. 25, 131.

CCXXXiii. Theol ogy of CQulture, pp. 4-5, 25.

CCXXXi V. Systematic  Theol ogy, 1: 245; Pr ot est ant
Era, p. 82

CCXXXV. Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 1:235. Here Tillich
is speaking of what "dialectical realism "tries to
show." Dialectical realismis the phil osophical anal og
of "trinitarian rnonotheisnmt (Systematic Theol ogy,

1:234) and recalls terns Tillich has enployed to
descri be his conception of the relationship betwen God
and the world, "ecstatic" and "transcendent realisnt
(See, e.g., Systematic Theol ogy, 2:5-10). That "the
concrete is present in the depth of the ultimate" is

certainly Tillich's own phrase and owned by him
CCXXXVI . Systemati c Theol ogy, 3:314. Not all of
Tillich's statenents on God's relation to tinme are as

affirmative of a divine tenporality.

CCXXXVI i . Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 263. The
opposites, of course, being the finite and the
infinite. The phrase "coincidence of opposites,"”

coined by N cholas Cusanus, is used nore than once by
Tillich (also, e.g., Systematic Theol ogy, 1:81, 277;
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Phi | osophical Interrogations, p. 370) and wi thout too
much expl anati on. Ironically, his fullest explanation
of the relationship between the infinite and the
finite, in "Systematic Theol ogy 383," pp. 89-90, which
we have already encountered, nentions Cusanus but not
his term

ccxxxviii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1: 189, 205;
Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 369. Cf. Systematic

Theol ogy, 1:237.

CCXXXI X. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 369.

ccxl. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:188.

cexli. Thi s response, in "Reply to
Interpretation,”" p. 341, cited earlier in part, is a
prinme exanple: "To M. Thomas's request to think of
God as a being, not alongside but above the other
beings, | answer that logically the 'above' is one
direction of the 'alongside,' except it neans that
which is the ground and abyss of all beings. Then,
however it is hard to call it a being.”" Unless "ground
of being" has that panentheistic inplication for the
reader, one is not helped by Tillich's answer to

conprehend his resistance to calling God a being (above
ot hers).

cexlii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:289.
cexliii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:236.
cexliv. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:156.
cexl v, Systemati ¢ Theol ogy, 3:293-94.

cexlovi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:245.
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cexlvii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:271.
cexlviii. Utimte Concern, p. 173.
cexli x. "Appreciation and Reply," p. 306.

ccl. Systenmatic Theol ogy, 1:237. Externality is not
mentioned in the (somewhat obscure) passage in which
this phrase is found, but the phrase is certainly
suitable to the context in which | have used it.

ccli. A good case could be nmamde that power is nore
important in Tillich's doctrine of God than any other
nore or less particular quality: "The 'almghty Cod'
is the first subject of the Christian credo. It
separates exclusive nonotheism from all religion in
which God is less than being-itself or the power of
being. ... Faith in the almghty God is the answer to

the quest for a courage which is sufficient to conquer
the anxiety of finitude" (Systenmatic Theol ogy, 1:273).

At one point, other attributes are spoken of in terns
of omi pot ence: eternity, omi presence, and
omi science are omipotence wth respect to tinme,
space, and the subject-object structure of being
respectively (Systematic Theol ogy, 1:274). (Utimate
power ensures that there will be no externality in
regard to others due to localization and ignorance.)
On the other hand, eternity is once accorded the honor
of being the "decisive characteristic of those
qualities which nmake him God" (Systenatic Theol ogy,
3:420). Here, as with synbolism there is a contrast
between CGod's transcending potentiality and actuality,
and sonme other candidate, as nost characteristic of
deity.




CHAPTER 3
HARTSHORNE AS PANENTHEI ST
Since no one doubts that Charles Hartshorne is a

panent heist, there is no need to docunent each tinme he
wites in terms of God's inclusion of the nondivine

i ndi vi dual s. Instead | will present his elaborations
upon that basic theme and his nore or |ess distinctive
panent hei stic formulations. In nmany cases, the meaning
of particular Hartshornean ideas and expressions will
be seen to be simlar to particular Tillichian ones

and, in sone cases, the wording of Hartshorne will be
simlar to Tillich's. Such congruities are not to be

explained by dependence of one on the other.
Hart shorne devel oped nost of his nmajor panentheistic
ideas and formulas before Tillich had witten the
overwhel ming najority of the naterial presented in the
previ ous chapter. And though Hartshorne did read sone
of Tillich's works and has denonstrated sone know edge
of sonme of Tillich's major ideas, he could not be said
to have a detailed know edge of Tillich's witings.
Tillich, on the other hand, never read any of
Hartshorne's works (other than Hartshorne's critique
in The Theol ogy of Paul Tillich, of his doctrine of God
as rendered in volume 1 of the Systematic'), as far as
I know. They did have sone conversations with each

other, but these were after their basic ideas and nost
panent hei stic fornmulas had been established. Thus, ny
explanation is that two people sharing a basic idea or
intuition have expressed and devel oped this conception
in ways that are sonetimes very sinilar. The fact that
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Tillichian expressions are paralleled by ones of
Hartshorne, an wundisputed panentheist, |lends sone
further support to a panentheistic interpretation of
these expressions, such as | offered in chapter 2.
Finally, sone of Hart shorne's panent hei sti c
formulations involve a response (partly negative,
partly positive) to some of Tillich's declarations,
which is one reason why this chapter on Hartshorne
appears after the one on Tillich.

Hartshorne Ilabels one of his thenes "nodal
coinci dence."''  This means that God "coincides" wth
reality in both the "node" of actuality and of potenti -
ality. That is, there is a "coincidence or
coext ensi veness of the [divine] individual's actuality
with all actuality, and of its possibility with all
possibility.""" O simlarly: "Al actual things nust
be actual in God, they nust be constituents of his
actuality, and all possible things nust be potentially
his constituents."'V This type of fornulation of God's
all-inclusiveness indicates God's tenporality, that
there is in sone sense a distinction between
potentiality and actuality for God, which Hartshorne
believes is requisite if God is truly to enbrace the
t enporal worl d. Rel ated "nodalities" or "polarities"
are necessity-contingency and abstract-concrete, in
that God's necessary and abstract essence is bound to
be actualized in sonme contingent and concrete state,
the precise issue of which depends upon divine and
creaturely choices.Y Such polarities give rise to one
of Hartshorne's terns for his perception of God,
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"dipolar theism" The thene of God as inclusive with

regard to both potentiality and actuality appears in

nmany variations, sonetines w thout nodal "coincidence"

or "coextensiveness" being specifically nentioned. The

foll owi ng evokes the value of the creatures for Cod:
"Being" is God as enjoying creatures: the crea-
tures he does enjoy are the actual beings, along
with the enjoyment itself as the inclusive
being; the creatures he mght enjoy, along wth
the possible ways he might enjoy them are the
possi bl e forms of being."

That full inclusion is only proper to God and
proper only to God is often suggested by Hartshorne.
e way this is done is by directly or indirectly
conparing God with the creatures in that respect:
"That we 'have things outside us' is because we have
wi thout having," that is, "abstractly," "only wth
inefficient, faint awareness."V'' (If God "'has' them
he has them and that is the clear neaning of
containing."V''') O sinmilarly, contra the idea that
since "we as knowers do not literally include the
known; therefore, God does not," Hartshorne wites:
"In the highest sense of know edge, nanely, direct,
infallible, concrete, clearly conscious apprehension,
we human subjects can scarcely be said to have any
know edge. "™ As stated in chapter 1, Hartshorne often
associ ates inclusion and know edge, * as in the previous
gquotation and as in the follow ng: "The vaunted
transcendence [of knowing getting "'outside' itself to
know an independent and larger world"*], taken as
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externality of known to knower, is thus really a defect
of our human know edge. "' The above remarks, and
others, X" parallel ones by Tillich on the externality
or separation of
finite things with respect to each other, wusually
spoken of in terms of "the subject-object cleavage."
Cod, on the other hand, includes perfectly, both
in scope and adequacy, and does so infallibly or

necessarily. "Scope" points to God's inclusion of
everything, while "adequacy" indicates that each thing
is enbraced utterly. Sonetinmes Hartshorne speaks of

"adequacy" without nmodifying it with "perfect," as in,
"the infallible adequacy of his awareness to its
objects," v and as in, "only God reflects adequately,
infallibly, all that conditions him"* "Adequate" in
such contexts nust not be understood in the coll oqui al
sense of "average," but in the nore literal one of
functioning in correspondence to the reality of some-
thing, which only God does fully. Perfect scope and
adequacy go hand in hand: "Only where nothing is
ext er nal can anything be absolutely internal."
(Conversely, that humans do not fully possess their
"menbers” is one with their having an external environ-
ment . xvii)

As quoted above, God "infallibly" includes or
knows with perfect adequacy. In a simlar vein,
Hart shorne suggests that "God nmust be viewed as neces-
sarily all-inclusive, incapable of a genuinely 'ex-
ternal' environment."*'" This is part of divine
surpassability,"** of God's radical superiority, a

un-
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superiority in principle.” D vine unsurpassability in
general and necessary all-inclusiveness both involve
necessary existence.™ (Conversely, to have an "exter-
nal environment" nakes one vulnerable to "factors not
under inmmediate control,"” which "nay happen to conflict
fatally with one's internal needs." ") God' s ultimacy
or radical superiority vis-a-vis humankind is the basis

for and necessitates divine inclusiveness: "In spite
of, indeed because of, his infinite difference from
man, God repeats in hinmself all positive qualities and
qualitative contrasts that are present in man... "
This recalls Tillich's renmarks that "the infinite

transcendence of the infinite over the finite...does
not contradict but rather confirns the coincidence of
opposites"™V and that "the infinite is always a radi-
cal breaking amay fromthe finite, so radical that the
relationship...nust always be understood as wthin
Only then is the radical separation possible. "

And if God is not all enconpassing, if the
creation is external to or sinply distinct from God,
unacceptabl e consequences ensue: "For if God is
distinct fromnature, then the total universe includes
Cod as one part and nature as another, and this seens
to nmake CGod | ess than the universe and in so far finite
rather than infinite. "XV This recalls Tillich's
contention that if God has other realities "al ongside,"
if the infinite does not enbrace the finite, then God
becormes finite. As Hartshorne uses "finite" here, it
seens to be "quantitative" only, at least explicitly--
it seens to nean that God includes |ess than exists.
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Hartshorne is aware, though, as suggested in connection
with his enployment of the body anal ogy, ™' that if
things are external to God, if God has any external
environnent, then God does not have imediate and
perfectly adequate know edge and control of everything.
Al'so, that any externality inplies |ack of omiscience
is, of course, true nore or less by definition for
Hartshorne, with his equation of inclusion and know -
edge. And asserts Hartshorne, "omnipotence could only
be direct control of every part of the universe, since

indirect control 1is subject to the inperfections
inhering in all instruments."*viil "Suyrely God controls
the world not by hands, but by direct power of his
will, feeling, and know edge. " X ¥ Fi nal ly,

externality, as indicated in the parenthetical coment
of the precedi ng paragraph, nakes one liable to death.
Thus, Hartshorne definitely sees the externality of
the world to God as naking God "qualitatively" finite,
deficient in essentially the ways the creatures are.
Furthernore, the externality of the world to
God, which makes God a "nmere constituent" of the
whol e, ™ inplies the need for a "God over "God," which
is inmplied for Tillich if God is "beside" or "above"
the worl d:
...i1f we deny the inclusiveness of the divine
unity, we will either have to admt that rela-
tions between God and the |esser mnds belong to
no real individual, no real substance, or have
to admit a superdivine individual to which they
bel ong. ¥
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If the relation of the absolute to the world
really fell wholly outside the absolute, then
this relation would necessarily fall within some
further and genuinely single entity which em
braced both the absolute and the world and the
relations between them-in other words, wthin
an entity greater than the absol ute. i
Qoviously Hartshorne senses that unless all

relations are fully internal to God, including our
relating to God, then there are |oose threads, then
sonething is left unexplained. Though the follow ng
comment is general, it is very appropriate to the

status of our relating to CGod, for it is there that a
di stinction between God and what is other than God is

nost strongly inplied and felt: "...the distinction
between God and anything else nust fall wthin
God. " ¥ (Note, of course, that Hartshorne is not
di sbarring, and is, i ndeed, af firm ng, t hat

di stinctions between the | esser individuals and God can
be nade--there is no sinple or exhaustive equival ence.
Instead he is insisting that any such distinction,
that all things, nmust ultimately be enbraced within the
divine life.) By the preceding quotations, | am
rem nded of Tillichian statements on our relations with
Cod as being within God, especially two of his remarks
on rel ati ons between God and the creatures of a general
nature, as are the Hartshornean coments: 1) "CGod
stands in the divine-human reciprocity, but only as he
who transcends it and conprises both sides of the
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reciprocity. "V 2) God does not have "external rela-
tions," but only "internal" ones, "inner relations of
the divine |ife. "X

Tillich also spoke of a specific aspect of our
relating to God, our love of God, as being within God
by stating that this love is the love with which God
| oves God's self.”™V' Hartshorne mentions this type of
formula in relation to Spinoza, saying it has a truth
"he did not intend" (apparently because the creatures
"lose their val ue" or di sappear "as distinct
i ndi viduals" and only God is left loving for Spinoza
according to Hartshorne). Vil Since we are "by direct

synpathetic union...parts of his internal life," since
"God through loving all individuals...nakes them one
with hinself,...when we for our part love God this |ove

is a factor in God's enjoynent of hinself, that is, in
his sel f-1ove. "Vl

Har t shor ne uses "participation”
panent heistically to connote a l|lack of separation or
externality, to point to coinherence in sone sense. As
with inclusion or know edge, a contrast between
attenuated and full participation in the creaturely and
the divine cases, respectively, is drawmn. In relation
to participating in the feelings of ot hers,
particularly the negative ones, Hartshorne pens,
"...the human attention span will not permt nore than
m nute doses of participation in the joys and sorrows
of others, and even this nuch involves the risk that we
shall at times be nerely and ignobly wetched." God on
the other hand has an "attention span positively
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inclusive of all feelings, while preserving its own
integrity."®* This observation inplies nore directly
than nbost comments on God's perfect passivity an active
aspect entailed in this. Divine passivity to the
feelings of the creatures is itself an activity (as
"participation" suggests) and is enabled by GCod's
ultimate power or aseity, by a perfect "attention span"
that preserves the divine "integrity." Also focusing
on suffering is this expoundnent: God is not "thirsty
literally," but

the feelings of suffering involved are sonehow

within the divine experience, as anal ogously the

synpat hetic spectator of a thirsty nan inmagina-

tively shares in his sufferings. In the divine

case, however, there is not nere inagination,

but sheer, intuitive participation.*

As for Tillich, he talks of human "lack of universal
participation"" and of God's "universal"*'" and "abso-
lute and unconditional participation. "X Hartshorne

tries to show the "sheerness" or "absol uteness" of the
divine participation, which involves a kind of coin-
herence (but one in which God is not reducible to the

lives in which God utterly participates): "o.ooall
being is God in that only God participates adequately
in all lives..."*V Again we find "adequate" meaning

not "so-so," but to correspond to and, indeed, coincide
or coinhere with.

A thene appearing in a nunber of Hartshorne's
works is that in God self-love or self-interest and
altruism or other-interest have "certain and absol ute
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coi nci dence. "'V He defends the possibility of altruism
in the hunman case and in general by debunking the
mai nt enance of an absol ute distinction between "l ove as
desire, with an elenent of possible gain or loss to the
self, and love as purely altruistic benevolence,"
devoi d of any such gain, X' a distinction which |eads
sone to believe that any genuine concern for others is
i npossi bl e:

Altruism is identifiable in experience as a

process of participation in the good of others,

so that sone sort of value accrues to the self

through the very fact that value accrues to

another self. This does not nean that all noti-

vation is merely selfish. *Vi

Against the notion "that all notivation is nerely
selfish," he points to the concern that sonme people
have for the distant future, even though they will not

be present to reap the fruits of their efforts. Vi
More generally, he notes the fundanental m sconception
of those who, in "Catch 22" fashion, maintain that al

supposed desire for the good of others is tainted
sinply because we desire it and derive satisfaction if
this desire is net: "...we desire to enjoy the
fulfillment of our interests in others because we have
those interests; we do not have them because we desire
enj oyment . "*''*  The nodel Hartshorne is arguing agai nst
seens to split knowi ng and val uing, reason and enotion
one is supposed to recognize and act toward the good
of others, but not have any positive feelings if
successful . A key point is that for Hartshorne we
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naturally and nore or less imediately participate in
the interests and feelings of others in relating to or
perceiving them'--we have their interests and feel
their feelings. But only to a certain extent, for nuch
of their reality is external to us.''

CGod, however, fully includes or knows each
person's experiences, feelings, and desires without

nmedi ati on or | oss. Hartshorne indicates that it is
precisely omiscience that entails a conplete coinci-
dence of love and self-interest in God.''""  For, "in

respect to value, perfect know edge is perfect posses-
sion. Any enotions of beauty and joy which God enabl es
us to have, becone elenments in God's own all-enbracing
experience, contributory to the richness of that
experience."'"V For the creatures, who cannot possess
fully the experiences and enjoynents of others, there
is conflict between self-interest and altrui sm-concern
for the good of others can involve sonme sacrifice of
our own good.'Y This is looking at the situation nore

or less in terns of present experience. From the
perspective of a longer stretch of tinme, Hartshorne
suggests that God will always be around to enjoy the

results of whatever actions God takes to pronote the
wel fare of others, while a creature may not.'Y This
highlights the general rule that self interest and
altruism coincide fully only in God and that the
creatures have opportunities for sacrifice and
"sel fl essness" that God does not.'V'' (This is norally
"a glory," but netaphysically "a defect."'Vi'l)  This
does not deny that God suffers-- which is the only
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sense in which it might be said that God nakes
sacrifices, nerely that in feeling our sufferings,
whi ch Hartshorne believes cannot be separated from
feeling our joys or from the perfect know edge or
i ncl usi veness that is an essential aspect of deity, God
i s not passing up some greater good.''*

Hopefully it is clear that all this does not
nean that CGod is "selfish." As Hartshorne indicates,
"...Cod through loving all individuals for their own
sakes makes them one with hinself, with phases of his
own life."'" (Conpare this Tillichian description of
agape: "the love CGod has toward the creature and
through the creature hinself."") Indeed, "a will
perfect in know edge as well as goodness could have no
neans of distinguishing between success for others and
success for itself."'X  The essential point of the
concept of the coincidence of self- and other-interest
in Gd is that God so intinmately and utterly knows and
loves the creatures that their joys are God' s joys,
their best interests, God's interests, that God "l oves
them'as he loves hinself,' since by direct synpathetic
union they are parts of his internal life."'" This
was what | took to be the central intent of Tillich's
formula that God Iloves God's self through the
creatures.

Certainly nore than inplicit in the above is
that omiscience is not sonething that operates
enot i onl essly. Hartshorne expressly states that
"concrete know edge, know edge inclusive of the actual
concrete feeling of creatures,” nmust be a "kind of
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synpathetic participation or love," for "purely
nonenoti onal know edge of particular enotions in their
concrete uni queness" is "gibberish."'™V Mre briefly,
he nmaintains that being included by God entails a
perfect synpathy'* or entails that God "feels our feel-
ings."'"™ Aso, recall the quote from chapter 1, that
Hartshorne does "not see how a conscious being can
contain suffering and not in some sense suffer."'XVii
Negatively, a lack of synpathy and externality are

associ at ed: Cod is not "a nere spectator God who
surveys creaturely sufferings and fears wth 'nere
happi ness' (Wi t ehead), i.e., wi t hout parti ci pa-

tion, "™ nor does God act upon the creation "coldly
or fromwthout."'Y* (In this latter, an active aspect
of God's nonseparation and synpathy seens explicit,

t hough whet her Hart shorne' s God is truly
panent heistically active will be considered in the next
chapter.) Thus, to full inclusion and perfect

knowl edge as correlative concepts for Hartshorne, we
can add perfect synpathy or |ove. Says Hartshorne,
"The 'sinplicity' of God has here its true neaning,
that there can be no duality of wunderstanding and
moti vation" when each is perfect. '

In Reality As Social Process, Hartshorne is
especially eloquent on the divine inclusivity as
synpat hetic and the divine synpathy as inclusive, as he
contrasts this with the externality of our caring,
which tends to be "nere benevolence" and "external
wel | -wi shing"": 1) "...when any creature suffers--or
rejoices--God is united with that suffering through a
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synpathy so intinmate and absolute, that what we call
benevol ence or love is insignificant, pale, or external
by conparison. " 2) "That other fellow...is not
just a product of divine power, or just an object of
divine wel |l -wi shing, but a very fragnent of the life of
God which is made all-inclusive through synpathy. " i
In the following, which is remniscent of Tillich's
claim that God is neither "spatial" nor "spaceless,"
but that space is in God, "™V Hartshorne suggests that
peopl e wongly assune that the relative externality of
others to themapplies to God:
Men seem outside each other, and they inagine
they are all outside CGod; but space is in God,
not God nerely in space or nerely 'outside

space (in sone super space? [as in
"supranaturalisn]). Al is within the divine
synpathy. W are nmenbers one of another because
we are nmenbers of the living whole, bound

together by solidarity of feeling, a solidarity

i mperfect in us but perfect and absolute in CGod.

If we even inconvenience our fellows, we

i nconveni ence CGod; if we torture our fellows, we

torture God...'>V

That the creaturely lives are expressions of the
divine life, a kind of fornmulation traditionally used
in pantheistic or (inplicitly) panentheistic ways, is
affirmed by Hartshorne. This type of formulation tends
to connote the active aspect of God (though again just
how panent hei stic an active aspect Hartshorne actually
intends will be discussed in the ensuing chapter). He
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asserts that "all wlls sonehow express and tend to

fulfill one WIIl, all lives one Life.""™  That all
wills "tend to fulfill one WII" cannot nean for
Hart shorne, who is adanmant that all creatures have sone
neasure of intermnate freedom that all creatures
fully obey the divine will, as the parenthetical remark
here suggests: "He [Jesus] is an expression of the
divine life, as are all things whatever (even though
not all are in accord with the divine ideal for

them. "'  The follow ng al so attenpts to protect the
freedom and, in general, the reality of each creature
in its ow right in some sense: the content of the
di vine knowl edge "is not a nere state or adjective of
the divine subject or substance.... True, the being of
these individuals is their presence to him and
therefore, their being; not just his presence to

himself or just his being."'"™vil Tillich twice said
that God expresses (and also knows, wills, etc.) God's
self through the finite. That Tillich wuses the
reflexive form of "to express" wth God as the

granmmatical subject, while Hartshorne uses "all wlls"
as subject, and the noun form nay be indicative of
Tillich's relative enphasis on the active aspect and
Hartshorne's on the passive, rather than nerely due to
chance. Tillich also desires to uphold creaturely
freedom (whether or not he succeeds), stating that the
"individual is not a mere 'node’ of the eternal sub-
stance. " xix

In Man's Vision of God and the Logic of Theism

Hartshorne proffers two types of anal ogy for apprehend-
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ing God and God's relationship wth us, which
strikingly parallel in structure and intent Tillich's
positing of two aspects in our understanding of God
(the personal and the "transpersonal") and in our
relating to God (the "person-to-person" or "ego-thou"
relationship and a transpersonal or nore "nystical"
relationship with being-itself). One type of anal ogy
is the "social analogy," which has to do with the
relati onship between "human beings and other human
beings or creatures not radically superior or inferior
to them"'™* The other has to do with the relationship
between radical unequals, as in the relationship of a
person to its cells, which is called here the "m nd-

body anal ogy" (or | ess frequently t he
"organi c" iy Hartshorne recognizes, as does
Tillich, that the social or person-to-person anal ogy

"seens to be the religiously preferred basis of
analogy. GCod is to the creatures as a hunman father to
human children, or a ruler to the ruled, or a bel oved

to a lover, or a friend to the befriended. """l  But
the soci al anal ogy
is doubly insufficient in itself; it throws no

light on the radical superiority of creator to
creatures; and it throws no light on the ima-
nence or omipresence ascribed to Cod. It sug-
gests that he is nmerely outside things,
operating on them through internediaries, such
as sound waves, light waves, etc., whereas all
such intermediaries are also his creatures. ™V
The first aspect of the social analogy nentioned is
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that of being "one anong others" in the sense of
relative wequality, the second, that of relative
separation fromthings. These two aspects do not seem
unrelated for Hartshorne here, for omipresence is
certainly part of God's radical superiority. We have
seen Tillich deny the appropriateness of calling God a
person and qualify the appropriateness of applying the
adj ective "personal" and a person-to-person or ego-thou
relationship to God, because of the separation and
unanbi guous di stinction fromthings supposedly entailed
in all this. He specifically nentioned omipresence
(al ong with omi sci ence and omi pot ence) as
inconpatible with God as "a person" who is relatively
separated from or excludes others fromits center. 'V
And he further spoke to the denial of radical
superiority here by claimng that God is finite as "a
person" "™Vl and that divine holiness is at odds with a
strict ego-thou rel ation. Vi

The essential purpose of the mnd-body anal ogy,

as suggested in the first chapter, is to evoke the
i mredi acy and directness of God's presence, of divine
know edge and control, in contrast to the externality
of the social one. Vil Omiscience cannot rightly

"be conceived except as clear intuition of the entire
cosnos... Omipotence could only be direct control of
every part of the universe, since indirect control is
subj ect to the inperfections inhering in all
i nstrunents, " exix

The mind-body anal ogy, though, has its probl ens
in interpreting the relationship between God and the
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creatures, when taken in itself, apart from the social
anal ogy. This is one:

The human body does not, for direct perception,

contain distinct individual things, as the world

to which God is to be related certainly does.

It is a quasi-continuous solid, differentiated,

but wi t hout cl ear - cut separ at eness or

i ndependence of parts. Hence it is feared that

to interpret the world as though it were Cod's

body would be to deny the reality of individuals

as such other than God. *°
However, Hartshorne notes that, in fact, the human body
is conmposed of individual cells,* even though we do
not perceive them distinctly, and suggests that in
applying the anal ogy to God, God's inmedi ate perception
must be, unlike ours, wholly distinct and vivid. >
Hartshorne also realizes that God's control or influ-
ence, as well as know edge, with regard to the divine
body nust be perfect or unsurpassable, *'" including
the infallible ability to ensure God' s existence. >V
Still, Hartshorne indicates that the human mi nd-body
relation is harder to get a grip on than the interhunan
one, *¥ is even, at this point, "nysterious or unintel-
ligible."*" A further conplication is that the rela-
tionship of "a man's nind to his cells appears to be
the relation of 'mnd to ‘'matter,'" while God's
relation to wus is obviously one to sentient
i ndi viduals. However, Hartshorne believes that closer
attention to our experience reveals that our cells are
sentient entities whose feelings we imediately and
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synpat hetically share. For Hartshorne, this both
clears up the just-nentioned difficulty and provides
the general key for grasping the mnd-body relation.
To add to the individuality of the nenbers of the body,
sentience, allows us to conbine the two anal ogies.
That is the nmind-body relationship is imediately
social ." Though from another chapter of Man's Vision

of God, the following is inmportant for graspi ng how the
two analogies--the relative distinctness of beings
i nvolved in the social and the inmmedi acy
and inclusivity of the mnd-body--are wedded for
Har t shor ne:
CGod is neither the whole in which all parts |ose
their value as distinct individuals--so that
there is only the one loving the one--nor is God
so exalted that he is not a whole at all, and so
that our feelings and conflicts are not his
feeling and conflicts, but rather CGod is the
socially differentiated whole of things...*V
This gets to the heart of panentheism It contrasts
panentheismw th both a kind of pantheismand a nore or
less deistic theism It attenpts to show that neither
are the creatures nere nodes or appearances of God or
ultimately undifferentiatedly the same as God, nor are
they in utter contrast to God as a sinply distinct
bei ng.
I would add that | do not think one has to
panpsychically posit our own cells as sentient or aware
in their own right in order for the relationship of

oneself to parts of one's body to be helpful. (I would
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not refer to it as the "mind-body" relation, though,
for this may suggest a dualistic distinction between
the two--which Hartshorne on the whole does not
intend.) The feeling, say, in ny hand, can still
suggest the inmmediacy with which God experiences ny
experiences and feels ny feelings, can still suggest
the absence of any spatial or quasi-spatial distance
between God and ne. After all, Hartshorne uses the
analogy for GCod despite the indistinctness of our
perceptions of what is part of or "within" our bodies
and the inperfection of our control of our cells; so
why not use it despite the nonsentience, or despite
agnostici sm concerning the sentience, of parts of our
bodi es.

In the remaining portion of this chapter | will
consider Hartshornean naterial that is directly
relevant to, and, in sonme cases, in response to,
Tillich's ideas that God is being-itself, is not a
being, and is not a being beside others.*Vill |n sone
relatively earlier works, Hartshorne speaks of God as
in sonme sense being itself or being as such, though not
frequently as does Tillich. He uses it in the sense of
necessary existence** and being the ultinmate source of
all being, which are two of the intrinsic connotations
of "being-itself" for nme and probably for Tillich
nmentioned in the previous chapter:

As suprenely efficacious, God is the everlasting
and ungenerated controlling power of the uni-
verse--the only way a nmaxi nrum of efficacy can be
concei ved.
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Thus it is a short step to the assertion that
Cod is that without which other beings woul d not
exist at all, would be nothing. And it seens
only another way of saying this to state that
Cod is in some sense Being itself, while all
other things participate in being through God. ©

O nore briefly:
In some sense, then, God nust coincide wth
Being as such; for he cannot be wthout
exi st ence, and therefore equally existence
cannot be wi thout him so that the very neaning
of "exist" must be theistic.®

Wiet her Hartshorne was at all influenced to use the
termin this nmanner by any famliarity with Tillich's
use of it, | cannot say. Certainly "esse ipsunt and

"Being itself" are enough a part of the theol ogical and
phi | osophical tradition that we need not assume any
connection here.

In nore recent witings, Hartshorne uses being-

itself in connection with Tillich. Evi dent now is the
other intrinsic connotation of being-itself for ne and
Tillich, that God in sone sense is or includes all

bei ng, which was at nost tacit in Hartshorne's earlier
reference to the term And as he sees this panentheis-
tic meaning in it, he basically approves of the term
He pens: "Thus divine actuality and potentiality are
definitive of actuality and possibility as such [nodal
coi nci dence] . This has some analogy with Tillich's
"God is being itself.'"%  Wth respect to know edge,
which is nore or less equivalent to inclusion for
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Hartshorne, he wites: "...Cod' s capacity to know is
as wide as being itself, coincident in this sense with
being in general. "¢ Mre straightforwardly, he
perceives Tillich's "being-itself" to nean that God

nust al | -enconpassingly "coincide with being or reality
itself."¢V Sonetines this is in relation to approving
half of the Tillichian fornmula that "God is not a
bei ng, but being-itself," while still nmintaining that
God is a being. © He does note that he prefers
because it avoids any suggestion of a
contrast between static "being" and dynamic "becom
ing"® (to the detriment of God as tenporal, and thus
as actually inclusive, if identified wth static
"being"). However, he does not explicitly indicate in
the above instance that by the term "being-itself" in
itself Tillich neans to inply a tineless God, and, in
any case, seens to acknow edge the neaning of all-
inclusiveness in Tillich's "being-itself."

In one case, though, Hartshorne asks if Tillich
by "being-itself" nmeant that God in "contingent
concreteness...is all-inclusive. " It is not
entirely clear there whether he is questioning
Tillich's desire to associate "being-itself" wth
inclusivity or nerely his success in carrying this
t hr ough. In the following, concern over whether
concreteness is lost is evident, though here he is

"reality itself,’'

dealing with "being-itself" in conjunction with the
denial that God is a being: "...when Tillich says, God
is 'not a being, but being itself,' do we not confront
a new exanple of the Greek or Indian exaltation of the
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undi fferentiated or universal at the expense of the
i ndi vidual and particular? | have sone synpathy with
this objection."® Aso in response to that Tillich-
ian fornula, he says, "But alas, we now seem to have
nade deity a nere universal, wholly lacking in concrete
or particular actuality."¢X In fact, in these two
i nstances, as would seemto be the case prima facie, it
is the denial that God is a being that pronpts Hart-
shorne's feeling that individuality, concreteness, and
particularity are threatened, for in the latter and
el sewhere, he proceeds to argue that God is both a

being or an individual and, "with Tillich,"% being or
reality itself. Specifically in relation to "being-
itself," he wites of "the coincidence of God with

reality which Tillich rightly sees as definitive of the
divine."®" Apart froma particular context, he asserts
that Tillich "rightly holds that God nust be all-

inclusive."®"  Thus, overall he does not gainsay the
neaning of all-inclusiveness of "being-itself" in
itself or for Tillich, but rather questions whether
Tillich conmpromi ses this divine inclusivity.

As just indicated above, Hartshorne denies the
exclusivity of Tillich's "disjunction, 'a being or
being itself,'" in relation to God. "V Specifically in
response to Tillich, Hartshorne does affirm that God

cannot be a being or thing in such a way as to conpro-
mse God's radical superiority: God "does not nerely
happen to exist, as one thing anong others." ¥ And God
"is not 'one nore individual being,' since it is other
individuals who are added to the prinordial being
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rather than vice versa," nor is God "sinply one
more, though the greatest, finite thing. "oV Ve
apparently have in these two instances Hartshornean
paraphrasing of "a being beside others" and "a being

even though the highest being," respectively, which he
seens here to have taken only in the sense of relative
equality. In the follow ng, though, the understanding
of clear distinctness of being vis-a-vis others, rather
than just relative equality, is evident in regard to a

paraphrase of Tillich: God is "not sinply 'one nore
being additional to the others.' Not at all; we have
the wuniversally presupposed individual, intrinsic to
and in his actuality containing all reality. |In this
case, a being is also the being..." oV

But, as this last quotation suggests, despite
not being "one nore being," Cod is still "a being" as
well as "being itself,"®* "an individual reality" as
well as "reality as such. " God has both the
universality and inclusivity of being-itself, as well
as the individuality, integration, wunity, and self-
consci ousness of a being. & "He is individual, but
the individual with strictly universal functions, the
al | -enconpassi ng and yet not nerely universal principle

of existence."®" "He is the all as an individual be-
ing. " O in a brief fornula that appears nany
times, God is the "universal individual."® Harts-
horne agrees with Tillich that nornmally universality
and individuality are nore or less in opposition, but
finds an irony in Tillich's formula, which attenpts to
show God' s exceptionality:
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.1 accuse Tillich of a subtle form of the very
error he is trying to avoid, that of putting God
under an inappropriate rule. It is a rule uni-

versally valid except with reference to deity
that what is individual is not, to an equal
degree, universal, and what is universal is not
to an equal degree individual.... What Tillich
overl| ooks, however, is that this seeningly
inevitable contrast between wuniversality and
individuality is one of the very rules to which
CGod as worshipful or unsurpassable nust be an
excepti on. H s uni queness nmust consi st
precisely in being both reality as such and an
individual reality....®
Hartshorne generally recognizes that being
being" (in contrast to just plain "a"), apart from
i mredi ate contrasting yet conplenentary pairing wth
"being-itself," tends to undermne God's universality
and inclusiveness (and unsurpassability®V),. Except
for one tinme that the phrase, "Cod is a being," stands
al one, V' Hartshorne states that, in addition, Vil or
better, ®* God is "the" being.
I shoul d add t hat t he conbi nati on of
universality and individuality in God is a theme that

a

occurs apart from explicit response to Tillich's
di ctunf*™ and likely originated in independence from
Tillich, inthat it appears in a fairly early work.

As Hartshorne allows that God is a being or an
i ndi vidual, one would expect that God is also a self or
a person for him-and rightly so. To Tillich he
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responds, "That 'self inplies contrast to everything
which is not self' nay be accepted, but not that it
inplies 'separation from everything.'"®" O course

due to God's all-inclusiveness, certain contrasts to
other selves are barred for Hartshorne. But that God
can be contrasted in some senses to the included selves
is obvious enough for Hartshorne for God to be a

"self." Wiile he does not specifically counter
Tillich's denial that God is a person, this passage
whi ch voi ces an objection of sone to the idea of God's
inclusion of the creatures, is relevant: "...if God is

a person he nust have other persons 'over against' or
‘outside of' him "o Tillich concurs with this
obj ection, but, of course, rather than accepting the
externality of other persons to God, he opts for
denying that God is a person. Hartshorne, on the other
hand, demurs fromthe disjunction, naintaining that God

is a--or the--person who fully contains all other
per sons.

Just what are we to make of the discrepancy
between Hartshorne and Tillich over whether God is a

being, self, etc.? Panentheism is operative in both
opi ni ons. Tillich will not permt calling God an
i ndi vi dual because this (normally) entails separation
from and unanbi guous contrast to other individuals
rather than God's enbracing and working inmediately
through everything that is. Both agree that the usua
tension between individuality and wuniversality for
Hartshorne or individualization and participation for
Tillich "is in God sinply transcended. " >V
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Wiy do they then draw divergent conclusions?
Hartshorne once states that "the issue is at |east
partly verbal ."® | would go further and say that it
is wholly "verbal." This does not mean that the issue
is insignificant, however. The real issue is how best
to express and safeguard from msinterpretation the
panentheistic idea of deity. On Tillich's side, there
is the usual tendency to think of a person as relative-
ly separated from and sinply distinct in relation to
others and, nore crucially, the usual inclination to
pi cture God as soneone who can be sinply contrasted to
ne and the world, which is evidenced in both religious
practi ce and theol ogy. To go so far as to deny that
Cod is a being or individual can serve to bring us up
short, to brake us and keep us from conceiving God as
less than the all-enconpassing ultinate. In
Hartshorne's corner, there is the fact (or at |east ny
opinion) that to be an individual is not so utterly
associ ated with externality and unequi vocal contrast to
others that it grates to hear it said that God is the
i ndi vi dual who fully enconpasses all other individuals.

And to speak of God as an individual or person
saf equards agai nst misunderstanding, indicating that
God in panentheismis integrated and sel f-conscious and
"not a nere or universal form pattern system natter
or force."® |f | had to choose between referring to

Cod as a being or refraining fromthe sanme, | would do
the forner, but with frequent and conspi cuous
qualifications. | would affirmthat God is a being in

a sense, while denying that God is a being in the sense
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of excluding or separating others from utter inmmediacy
to the divine perception and power. And in attenpting
to explain panentheism | would point to both Tillich's
denial and Hartshorne's affirmation that God is a being
or self, as ultimately expressing the sane basic idea--
as, indeed, | have.

The last panentheistic material of Hartshorne's
to be considered concerns worship. He regards worship
as the wunifying or integration of all "desires and
aims, " Vil gl| "thoughts" and "perceptions," Vil "jp
the light of" a "supreme aspiration. " * He cites the
Geat Comandnent as expressing that. And he
concludes that only if God is the integrated and "all -
inclusive whole,"®'" can the integrity, all-inclusive-
ness, and whol eness of response definitive of worship
find an appropriate correlate. " For if any creature
is not included by God, "then in thinking this very
t hought | have gone beyond loving God to loving (or
being mldly interested in) certain individuals outside
hi m But then ny total interest is not in CGod, but
only a part of ny interest." i

Tillich also cites the Geat Conmmandrent as
definitive of his expression, "ultinmate concern," and
defines God as that which ultimately concerns us. 'V
Indeed, it seens to be "Tillich's proposal to define
'"CGod'" through the idea of worship" that stinulated
Hartshorne to do the sane, as above. Y Unlike Harts-
horne with worship, Tillich does not specifically refer
to God as all-inclusive as an aspect of the proper
correlate of ultimate concern. But, in general, he
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does not discuss properties of God in connection with
ultinmate concern, "for the first criterion of theol ogy
must remain formal and general."®'V'  Therefore, this
is no reason not to think that it is inplicit.
Hartshorne does take Tillich's other Dbasic
definition of God, that God is being-itself, to be
correlative with the definition that God is that which
concerns us ultinmately: "I'f God is what is |oved or
can be loved with all one's capacities, then he nust in
sone sense coincide with being or reality itself. "oV

"Thus Tillich's two proposals for defining God are not
only mutually consistent, but they are equiva-
lent."Vill  Hartshorne does not believe, though, that

this "twofold definition of deity" is "followed out
without deviation or contrary assunptions"®'x py
Tillich. Focusing on ultimate concern, he questions
whether Tillich, by holding that God transcends the
distinction between potentiality and actuality and by
speaking of "unconditionedness"® in relation to our
ultimate concern, is consistent with hinself. On the
first point, he wites:
But we love both self and nei ghbor as involving
potentialities which may or nmay not be realized,
and not al | of which can possibly be
realized.... If there is a real and literal
separation or difference between potentiality
and actualization in ourselves as objects of
concern and yet this concern is to be wholly
concern for God, then the difference nust be no
less real and literal in God, for He is, for our
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concern, the nmeasure of reality. ¢

And Hartshorne prefers a term like "unreserved" to
"unconditioned" to avoid any inplication that the
referent of our concern is totally unconditioned (which
woul d preclude that each creature is enbraced by and
thus "somehow qualifies God"¢i'). ¢l These concerns of
Hartshorne hopefully wll whet the reader's appetite
for chapter 5, when |I will delve into whether Tillich
sabot ages hi s panentheismin certain ways.
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XXXVi . Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:282.

XXXVi i . Man's Vision of God, p. 294.

XXXViii. Man's Vision of God, p. 294.

XXXI X. "Kinds of Theism" p. 131. See also
Wi t ehead' s Phil osophy, p. 198; "New Pantheism Il," p.
142.

xI . "Assessnent of Christianity," p. 175.

xl'i. Courage To Be, p. 49.

xl'ii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:245.

xbiii. Systemati c Theol ogy, 1:244.

xl'iv. Man's Vision of God, p. 282.

xlv. Reality as Social Process, p. 141. See also pp.
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139-41; WMan's Vision of GCod, pp. 161-63; Witehead's
Phi | osophy, pp. 102-4.

xlvi. Man's Vision of God, p. 116. See also Reality
as Social Process, pp. 139-40; Witehead' s Phil osophy,
p. 104.

xlvii. Man's Vision of God, p. 115. See also
Reality as Social Process, p. 140; Wi t ehead' s

Phi | osophy, p. 103.

xbviii. Man's Vision of God, p. 115.

xlix. Man's Vision of GCod, p. 147. Cf. Wiitehead' s
Phi | osophy, pp. 103-4.

l. .only a mere machine that blindly passed out
benef i t S coul d conform to the notion of a benevol ence
that had nothing to gain from the success of its
services to others," thinks Hartshorne. (Wi t ehead' s

Phi [ osophy, p. 104.)

li. E.g., Natural Theol ogy, pp. 13-14.

l[ii. This does not nean that norality vis-a-vis
others is sinply a matter of the extent to which we

grasp their needs and feelings. Hartshorne certainly
uphol ds noral freedom Rather, relative externality
entails options as to how sensitive to others one will
be, whereas God as all-inclusiveness wll always be
perfectly sensitive. See esp. Divine Relativity, p.
126.

liii. Man's Vision of Cod, p. 161; \Wiitehead' s
Phi [ osophy, p. 103; Reality as Social Process, pp. 140-
41.

liv. Reality as Social Process, p. 140.
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[ v. Man's Vision of God, pp. 161-62; Reality as
Soci al Process, pp. 140-41.

Ivi. Man's Vision of God, p. 162; Reality as Social
Process, p. 140; Witehead' s Phil osophy, p. 103.

[vii. Man's Vision of God, pp. 161-62; Reality as
Soci al Process, pp. 140-41.

[viii. Reality as Social Process, pp. 140-41.

lix. Mn's Vision of CGod, pp. 161, 162.

I X. Man's Vision of God, p. 294. See also pp. 162-
63. Cf. Witehead s Phil osophy, pp. 103-4.

I xi. Systematic Theol ogy, 3:138.

[ xii. Witehead' s Phil osophy, p. 104.

[ xiii. Man's Vision of God, p. 294.

I xi v. Natural Theol ogy, pp. 13-14. See also, "New
PantheismI1," p. 141. cf. Man's Vision of God, pp.
162- 63.

[ xv. "ldeal Know edge Defines Reality: \What Was True

in Idealism" Journal of Phil osophy 43 (CQctober 1946):
581.

[ xvi. "New Pantheismll," p. 142.
[ xvii. "Ki nds of Theism" p. 130.
[ xviii. Creative Synthesis, p. 263.

| xi x. Witehead' s Phil osophy, pp. 93-94.
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[xx. Man's Vision of God, p. 163. Ccf. Divine
Relativity, pp. 124-26.

I xxi. Reality as Social Process, p. 146.

[ xxii. Reality as Social Process, p. 148.
[ xxiii. Reality as Social Process, pp. 151-52.
[ xxiv. See p. 8 above.

| xxv. Reality as Social Process, p. 152.

[ xxvi . Reality as Social Process, p. 19.

[ xxvii. Reality as Social Process, p. 153.

[ xxviii. "l deal Know edge," p. 577.

[ xxi x. Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, p. 384.

[ xxx. Man's Vision of CGod, pp. 174-75.

[ xxxi . Man's Vision of God, pp. 175-76.

[ xxxii. Man's Vision of God, pp. 186, 187.

[ xxxiii. Man's Vision of God, p. 175.

[ xxxi v. Man's Vision of God, p. 175. Cf. p. 202.

I xxxv. Tillich, Philosophical |Interrogations, pp. 381,
384.

[ XXXVi . Tillich, Philosophical Interrogations, p.
384.

| xxxvii. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:271-72.
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[ xxxviii. See esp. Man's Vision of God, pp. 178-79,
187, 200.

[ xxxi x. Man's Vision of God, p. 178.

Xxc. Man's Vision of God, p. 176.

xci. Man's Vision of God, pp. 176-77.

Xcii. Man's Vision of God, pp. 178, 184-85. . p.
188.
xciii. Man's Vision of God, pp. 178, 180. Cf. p. 188.

xciv. Man's Vision of God, pp. 180-81.

xcv. Man's Vision of God, pp. 186-87.

xcvi. Man's Vision of God, p. 187.

xcvii. Man's Vision of God, pp. 294-95.
xcviii. There is a type of fornulation by Hartshorne
that structurally parallels Tillichian ones to the

effect that God is not a being or a meaning, but the
ground or ultimate source of every being or neaning.
The rel evant instances follow
1) The ground of alternatives which makes it
i mpossible that none shall be realized is not
itself a nenber of an alternative... (Encyclope-
dia, s.v. "cause.")

2) ...divinity is not religiously conceived as
a mere illustration of first principles but as
sonmehow the first principle, the correlate of
every interest and every nmeaning... (Natural
Theol ogy, p. 32.)

3) ...there is an abstract essence of God which

is no fact at all, since it is rather a
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principle expressed in possibilities as truly as

in actual facts. (Philosophers Speak of God, p.

482.)

4) ...they have |ooked for the very principle

of factuality as though it were itself just

anot her fact. (Natural Theol ogy, p. 124.)

Alternatives, illustrations, and facts suggest

contingency, which is why it is inappropriate to call
the necessary basis of factuality and alternatives a

fact or an alternative. (For Hartshorne, though, it
can be said that a particular contingent state of God
is a fact, an illustration, or an alternative: " Now,

in our panentheistic view God in his concrete,
superrelative actuality 1is indeed a great fact,
inclusive of the facts of science and infinitely nore"
[ Phil osophers Speak of God, p. 481]. For Hartshorne
makes a distinction between the "abstract essence of
God which is no fact" and God's concrete actuality,
which is an illustration or instantiation of God's
perfect and necessary essence. Yet despite a
particular state of CGCod being an alternative,
illustration or fact, one would not want to say that
Cod is an alternative, etc., because of the contingency
entailed in such terms.) The sane |ogic does not seem
to apply for "being" and probably "neaning." For to say

that God is a being does not in itself entail
contingency as to God's very existence. "Meani ng"
("Sinn"), relatively comon to Tillich's German
witings in this connection, but not at all to his
English, is harder to figure, because we do not in

English nornmally refer to even a nondivine person as "a
nmeani ng"; but it does not seem to particularly entail
contingency, even in German. Thus, these sentences by
Hart shorne nake sense rather obviously and without any
panent hei stic or other explanation, while Tillich's do
not .

Conpare the following declaration wth those
above:
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..."Gd" is not sinply another word in our I|an-

guage but, if anything rational, a name for the
principle back of every word in any possible
| anguage. He is not nerely another topic to

think about, but the all-pervasive medium of
know edge and things known, to recognize whomis
a way of thinking about no matter what.
(Natural Theol ogy, p. 79.)

xcix. "Cod as Absolute, Yet Related," p. 47; Logic of
Perfection, p. 31

c. Mn's Vision of God, p. 93.

ci. Philosophers Speak of Cod, p. 8.

cii. Charles Hartshorne, "Deity as Inclusive Transcen-
dence," in Evolution in Perspective: Commentaries in
Honor of Pierre Leconte du Nouy, ed. George N. Shuster
and Ralph E. Thorson (Notre Dane, IN Uni versity of
Notre Dane Press, 1970), p. 158.

ciii. "Non-theol ogi cal Meaning," p. 681.

civ. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 245; Creative Synthe-
sis, pp. 148, 150; Natural Theol ogy, p. 34.

CVv. "Necessity," Review of Metaphysics, 21 (Decenber
1967):295; "Tillich and Tradition," pp. 247, 259;
Creative Synthesis, pp. 151, 157.

cvi. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 247, Ceative Synthe-
sis, p. 149.
cvii. Creative Synthesis, p. 271.

cviii. "Non-theol ogical Meaning," p. 676.
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ci x. Natural Theol ogy, p. 34.

cx. "Necessity," p. 295.

cxi. Creative Synthesis, p. 150.

cxii. Logic of Perfection, p. 144.

cxiii. See endnote 149 for an overview of Hartshorne's
assessnent of Tillich's doctrine of God.

CXi V. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 247, Creative
Synthesis, p. 151. This section of Creative Synthesis
on Tillich's doctrine of God is taken, wth sone
exci si ng, rearrangenment, and rewiting, from the
article.

cxv. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 258; Creative Synthe-
sis, p. 150. The context of this statenent is to argue
that, contra Tillich, it is all right to attribute

"existence" to God. In Logic of Perfection, p. 31, he
speaks, in the context of necessary existence, of
"nearly all" theol ogians and nmetaphysicians as
regarding God as "not sinply one being anmbng others,
but the Being, identical in sone sense with 'Being
itself,'" without any reference to Tillich.

cxvi. "Inclusive Transcendence," p. 156.

cxvii. Natural Theol ogy, p. 36.

CXViii. "Tillich and Tradition," pp. 256-57. Crf.

"Tillich's Doctrine of God," pp. 192-93.

cxix. Ibid., p. 259; Creative Synthesis, p. 157.

cxX. Natural Theol ogy, p. 35.
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CXXi . Creative Synthesis, p. 236; Natural Theol ogy,
pp. 35-36; "Tillich and Tradition," p. 247. cr.
Nat ural Theol ogy, pp. 6-7.

cxxii. Natural Theol ogy, p. 36.

cxxiii. Creative Synthesis, p. 236.

CXXi V. "Non-t heol ogi cal Meaning," p. 681; "Inclusive

Transcendence," p. 156; Reality as Social Process, p.
176; Natural Theol ogy, p. 136; Whitehead' s Phil osophy,
p. 139.

cxxv. Natural Theol ogy, pp. 34-35.

cxxvi. "lInclusive Transcendence," p. 156; "Tillich and
Tradition," pp. 256-57. Cf. Logic of Perfection, p.
31.

cxxvii. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 247.
cxxviii. Ibid., p. 257.

cxxix. Creative Synthesis, p. 151; "Tillich's Doctrine
of God," p. 192; "Necessity," p. 295.

cxxx. Creative Synthesis, p. 236, which was quoted on
p. 137 above; Natural Theol ogy, p. 136.

cxxxi. Reality as Social Process, p. 176.

cxxxii. "Tillich's Doctrine of God," p. 183.
cxxxiii. Divine Relativity, p. 91.
CXXXIi V. Hartshorne, "Non-theol ogi cal Meaning," p.

681.
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cxxxv. "lInclusive Transcendence," p. 156.

cxxxvi. Natural Theol ogy, p. 36.

cxxxvii. "Assessment of Christianity," p. 167.
cxxXxviii. Natural Theol ogy, pp. 4-5.
CXXXIi X. "Assessment of Christianity," p. 167. Ccr.

Man's Vision of God, p. 158.

cxl . "Assessment of Christianity," p. 167; Natural
Theol ogy, pp. 7-8. cf. "Tillich and Tradition," p.
245; Creative Synthesis, p. 148.

cxli. Natural Theol ogy, p. 7.

cxlii. Natural Theol ogy, pp. 6-8, 17; Logic of Perfec-
tion, p. 100; "Assessnent of Christianity," p. 167.
cr. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 245; Creative
Synthesis, p. 148.

exliii. Nat ural Theol ogy, p. 16. See also "Tillich

and Tradition," p. 246; Ceative Synthesis, p. 149;
Logi c of Perfection, p. 100.

cxliv. E g., Systematic Theol ogy, 1:11-12.

cxlv. Logic of Perfection, p. 113.

cxlvi. Systematic Theol ogy, 1:14.

cxlvii. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 245, Creative
Synthesis, p. 148.
cxlviii. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 246; Creative

Synthesis, p. 148.
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cxlix. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 259; Creative
Synthesis, p. 157. See also "Tillich and Tradition,"
pp. 243, 245. In general, Hartshorne finds an
anbi valence in Tillich, "a hesitation to choose" (Logic

of Perfection, p. 9), a failure to envisage "clearly
the issue between classical and neoclassical views"
(Logic of Perfection, p. 144). He declares that
Tillich "rightly holds that God nust be all-inclusive"
(Logic of Perfection, p. 144; see also Ceative
Synthesis, p. 150; cf. "Non-theol ogical Meaning," p.
676), yet, he believes, Tillich incongruously makes
statenents that appear to entail that God is not at all
tenporal or contingent ("Process as Inclusive," pp. 98,
100; "Non-theol ogi cal Meaning," p. 677; Phil osophical
Interrogations, pp. 374-75; "Tillich's Doctrine of
Cod," pp. 173-74, 177-78, 186-90; Logic of Perfection,
p. 144) and not at all conditioned or affected by the
creatures ("Process as Inclusive," p. 98; Natural
Theology, p. 17; "Tillich's Doctrine of God," pp. 183-
84, 191; "Tillich and Tradition," pp. 247, 257;
Creative Synthesis, p. 150). An epil ogue: "It seens
Tillich must be with us in all this but his |anguage
keeps maki ng concessions to those who are not with us."
("Tillich's Doctrine of God," p. 177.)

cl. Actually Tillich uses "unconditional"” with respect
to ultimate concern, and infrequently, if ever, "uncon-
ditioned." Hartshorne apparently regards them as
synonynous.

cli. "Process as Inclusive,"” pp. 97-98. Cr.
Phi | osophi cal Interrogations, pp. 374-75. In "Tillich
and Tradition," p. 147, Hartshorne uses a parallel line

of argunent with regard to "conditioned reality" (in
whi ch we have an interest) to conclude "that the divine
nmust be both conditioned and unconditioned."

clii. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 246; Creative
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Synthesis, p. 149.

cliii. "Tillich and Tradition," p. 247; "Tillich's
Doctrine of God," p. 167; "Process as Inclusive," p.
98.



CHAPTER 4

CRITI Cl SM OF HARTSHCRNE ON THE ACTI VE ASPECT

One may wonder about the asymmetry of the four
m ddl e chapters--Tillich as panentheist, then Harts-
horne, followed by criticism of Hartshorne and then of
Tillich. The two positive chapters were placed con-
tiguously for purposes of conparing the panentheistic
fornmulations of the two thinkers, and as indicated at
the end of the previous chapter, Hartshorne aptly

followed Tillich, as he specifically responded to
Tillich in various relevant ways. As for the order of
the critical chapters, | think it best to avail nyself

of the opportunity to maintain continuity with respect
to Hartshorne, for this opportunity was, under the
ci rcunstances, not available regarding Tillich. Plus
do not think that the additional wait for criticism of
his thought will be crucial. |Indeed, given the length
of the chapters on Tillich and the greater diversity
and conplexity of Tillich than Hartshorne in the areas
of our concern, a longer respite between chapters on
Tillich is probably felicitous.

As background, it is inportant to outline Harts-
horne' s understandi ng of the general nature of reality,
perception, and influence or causation.' The basic
unit of reality is a "unit event" or "unit occasion"
that "synthesizes the many into one." Any and every
concrete entity is a nonentary and discrete "state" of
sentient experience, within which there are no dis-
tinctions between earlier and l|ater stages, which
"creatively synthesizes" "data" fromthe i medi ate past
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into a whole. "Creative" indicates that the data,
whi ch influence the unit event, which it nust take into
account, do not wholly determne the synthesis, but
that every state has sone indeterm nate freedom The
data from the immediate past that it synthesizes are
thensel ves unit events that synthesized previous unit
events, etc. In this way, though what is imediately
perceived is fromthe i medi ate past, the further past
is included or accunulated in the i nmedi ate past, which
now is included in the present. However, creaturely
states perceive or include other states, including past
states of the sane individual ("personal menory"), in
attenuated fashion. Only God fully perceives or
possesses all prior divine and creaturely states in
Cod's present creative synthesis. That what is per-
ceived is always and only in the past applies to God,
as well as to the creatures. That is, God apprehends
creaturely syntheses only after they are nade, not
while they are being nade. This opinion of the |ater
Hartshorne represents a reversal of his earlier view
Now when a present unit event itself becomes past, it
in turn becomes a datumto and thus exercises influence
on subsequent unit events. For Hartshorne only that
whi ch, whether relatively consciously or unconsciously,
i s experienced, perceived, or "prehended" (Whitehead's
term sonetines wused by Hartshorne) can exercise
i nfl uence. Since whatever is perceived is in the
i mredi ate past, nothing wields influence until it is
past. This applies to God as well as to the creatures
in Hartshorne. The divine synthesis that is taken into



Criticismof Hartshorne on the Active Aspect 159

account by present creaturely states is the divine
state of the i medi ate past.

Now to the substance of this chapter. Its
general contention is that Hartshorne in various ways
underm nes his panentheism with regard to the active
aspect. As indicated in the first chapter, the active
aspect refers to God's being the very power of being in
all that is, the very power of acting in every action
in a full-fledged sense. That is, whatever power we
possess is also God's power and whatever action we take
is in a (qualified because of some indeterm nate
creaturely freedon) sense also God's act, in that there
is no power that can be sinply contrasted to God's
power, no power (just as no perception) that is
external to or separated from God as the ultinmte power
(and perceiver). All power is a part of or included
within God's power; God imediately works through
ever yt hi ng. Cod's power coinheres with creaturely
power, though there is much nore to this power than its
mani festation in the creatures per se. Ther ef or e,
whenever | speak of CGod's (utterly) inmediate or
coi nhering enpowering, upholding, or sustaining of
things, God's power or enpowernment is not to be under-
stood as something additional to or as a particular
aspect of a thing. Rather, the entity itself, inits
total existence or reality, is a part of or an
i mredi ate mani festation of God's power.

There are two basic facets of the active aspect
of God in panentheism and Hartshorne's undernining
thereof that wll be explored. The first has to do
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with God's all-pervasiveness or total inclusivity with
respect to power, described above. This is actually
not a particular facet of the active aspect, but the
active aspect in its nost basic and general sense. I
claim that Hartshorne's understanding of divine power
is not panentheistic in this basic sense: Hartshorne
never gives an explicit fornulation and affirnation of
the active aspect in that all-enconpassing sense.
Mor eover, Hartshorne not only undercuts his panenthei sm
by this sin of omssion but by sins of conmssion,
t hrough passages that can or nust be interpreted to
deny the utterly inmedi ate and coi nhering nature of the

di vi ne power. First, he specifically speaks against
all power as being God's power. The second problematic
area is this: If God is the ultinate all-pervasive
power, then CGod's imediate and coi nhering enpowernent
of anything in all its aspects is what in the first

instance keeps anything from instant and sheer
not hi ngness. However, Hartshorne stipul ates aspects of
God other than this imrediate all-inclusive enpower ment
as that which gives things being or keeps them from
not hi ngness, divine aspects that by conparison involve
externality and which apply only to certain aspects of
the creatures. The inplication of such material is
that there is sonething creaturely that has sone
ultinmate ontol ogical externality and independence with
respect to God. Third, that each creaturely state is
in the past when it is first perceived by God blatantly
posits an externality of the creatures to God, which
goes agai nst the very heart of panentheism
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The other basic area to be considered is Cod's
governing of the universe, the nature of the divine
decisions and actions that deternmine the shape and
direction of the universe. If the universe is not at
all external to God's know edge, synpathy, and power,
then it follows that God nmust know what divine
decisions and actions wll optimally govern the
universe and be willing and able to carry these out,
with the result that the wuniverse and creaturely
experience on the whole will be very good. Wi | e
Hartshorne envisages God as effecting this type of
perfect control, | wll naintain that his nodel of
divine influence is not adequate to the suprenely
effective control he desires. I mght note that what
ultimately distinguishes this facet of the active
aspect of panentheism nanely God's determ nation of
the nature or direction of the world, fromthe active
aspect in general, nanely CGod's inmedi ate and pervasive
enmpower nent of everything, is indeterm nate creaturely
freedom Past and present creaturely decisions help
determine the particular shape and direction of the
world. These decisions, insofar as indetermnate, are
di stinguished from divine decisions, t hough God
empowers with utter imediacy creatures in their
freedom The general active aspect of God in
panent hei sm includes creaturely power, including its
freedom This is why it is broader than God's deter-
m nati ons concerning the shape of things. Wthout such
indeterminate creaturely freedom God's inmediate and
coi nhering enpowerment of everything and CGod's deter-
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m nation of the particular nature and direction of the
uni verse would wholly nerge (a | a pantheisnm.

Underm ning God as All Power

W have seen that Hartshorne panentheistically
nmaintains that God is or coincides with all reality,
that God is reality itself. However, Hartshorne has
devel oped this notion only with respect to the passive
aspect of know edge or perception. But if God is all
reality, must God not |likewise in sone sense be all
power? Hartshorne, however, never does directly speak
of God as in sone sense all power, as the one power
whi ch wholly enconpasses, utterly coinheres wth, or
i mredi ately works through all other power. There are a
few passages that approach such fornulations, but
clearly fall short. In the previous chapter, we saw
Hartshorne speak of God's power or control over the
creatures as direct and unnedi ated. Whi | e Hartshorne
pr obabl y i ntends to affirm a panent hei stic
under st andi ng of divine power by so speaking, we shall
see in the section on divine governance that what
Hartshorne means by "direct and unnediated" is not a
presently active and imedi ate enpowering of all other
power s.

Two statenents that nmay seem to hint at
i mredi ate and coi nhering enpowernent are that "God is
always actively sustaining all men"'' and that "God
‘creates' man in the radical sense that all of man's
being involves the divine creativity as its sustaining
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element. """ However, these are not at all explicit on
the nature of this divine sustaining, as to whether
this is a nore or |less external sustaining. Though the

divine creativity may be relevant to "all of man's
being," this in itself does not tell us how it is
relevant. As shall soon be shown Hartshorne does wite
of Cod's necessity for our existence in ternms other
t han i medi at e and al | - pervasi ve enmpower nent .
Therefore, we can hardly presune that these two renarks
by Hartshorne shoul d be interpreted panentheistically.
Per haps Hartshorne's nobst prom sing declarations

are that any thing is "an expression of the divine

life' and that "all |Iives ["sonehow express"] one
Life," cited in chapter 3. However , t hat,
grammatically speaking, in neither case is God the

subj ect expressing God's self through the creatures
and, especially, that in the one case the creaturely
lives are the subject doing the expressing calls
sonewhat into question just how active God is in this.
This verbal matter could also be a mtter of
substance. That God passively includes all experience
in the divine life could conceivably be the primary
sense in which creaturely lives express one life.
Still, despite their nonactive granmatical form these
phrases nore naturally connote the active aspect of God
than the passive and are probably, though not
certainly, nmeant by Hartshorne to be interpreted
accordingly. However, that God sonehow expresses God's
self in the creatures does not tell us how direct or
coi nhering an active expression this is. Though the
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creaturely lives as "expressions" of God has tradition-
ally tended to be used in an active pantheistic or
(implicitly) panentheistic sense, in the absence of
corroborating evidence, one cannot say it is being used
that way by Hartshorne.

Hartshorne then never does indicate in any
definite manner that all power is God's power, that it
coinheres with all other power. Moreover, in his
concern to protect creaturely indeterm nate freedom he
instead declares that there must be a "division of
power"' and that "even the greatest possible power is
still one power anong others"'Y (as he defies a Til-
lichian fornmula, apparently unwittingly; by the "anong"
here Hartshorne does not nean to deny the categorical
suprenmacy of God's power--though insofar as he does not
affirm God's all-enconpassing power, that would be the
ultimate effect). Such phrases sinply contrast God's
power with creaturely power, inplying that the latter
cannot al so be (part of) the forner.

But this is precisely what we cannot do on a
panent hei stic under st andi ng. God's power cannot be
unanbi guously contrasted wth any other, for it
enbraces any other; any other is a very manifestation
of it. Now as long as that is nade quite clear, divine
and creaturely power can pantheistically be contrasted
in various senses, because they are not exhaustively
equi valent. Then we contrast that which is a part of a
whole with that whole (that infinitely transcends its
creaturely parts), and not two sinply distinct
entities. One such contrast is that God does not nake
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our deci si ons for us i nsof ar as t hese are
indeterminate, on which | agree conpletely wth
Hartshorne. But we cannot act or choose wi thout CGod's
i medi ate and conti nual enmpower nent . As with
everything else, our freedomis a part of God' s power.
Hart shorne does once state that God "gives us the
power to do the act, but also the power not to do
it,"V" though he does not indicate whether this
empowernent is utterly imediate and pervasive or
relatively external. Hart shorne once speaks of a
"division of responsibility"V'' in connection with

indeternminate freedom which is nuch better than
"division of power," for it upholds our freedom and
responsibility w thout undermining God's ultinmate and
al | - enconpassi ng power.

The second type of sin of comm ssion against the
concept of the all-pervasive divine power is that
aspects of God other than inmediate all-inclusive
enmpower nent are cited by Hartshorne as that which gives
things their being or saves them from nothi ngness. But
if all power is (part of) God's power, then it is God's
i mredi ate and coi nhering enpowernment that in the first
instance keeps anything from imediate and utter
not hi ngness. By nmentioning only relatively externa
and indirect ways of divine enpowernent in the context

of stipulating how God is necessary for our existence
Hartshorne does not nerely commit a sin of omssion,
but inplies that wutterly inmmediate and pervasive
enmpower nent is not how God gives us being. For if this
panent hei stic enpowernent is subscribed to--while other
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senses in which God is necessary for our existence are
not precluded--it is so much the primary and overriding
sense of God's necessity for existence that it would
certainly be nmentioned here.

What then are the ways that God is necessary for
our existence according to Hartshorne? 1In Man's Vision
of God he twice indicates that it is God' s neasurenent
or assessnment of things as giving objective or public
criteria of truth or value that keeps them from
not hi ngness"'': 1) "He is that wthout which al
| esser indi-viduals would be nothing, since devoid of
definitive measure, ground of relationship with others,
etc. "X 2) Wthout God's

participation "being" would have no definite or

public character, and "I am' (or "there is a man

of a certain type") would have nmeaning only for

t he speaker, that is no neaning.

Wthout God we should be nothing at all, for

to be woul d be nothing.*
Now whet her God's know edge and val uation of things as
giving public criteria of truth and value in itself is
strictly necessary for anything to exist is not our
concern (though | doubt it). Wat is crucial for our
pur poses panentheistically speaking is 1) that God nust
be imediately enpowering or working through us for
there to be anything that is neasured or assessed by
CGod and 2) that our know edge of God's assessnent or
valuation of things is only a part of our total being,
so that God nust be inmediately upholding us in other
aspects of our being for us to exist. Mor eover, even
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our knowing of God's assessnent cannot be given being
by that assessnent per se; God nust be enpowering us as
knowing this assessment wth coinhering inmediacy.
Furthernore, CGod's assessnent or neasurenent is in the
past when it is perceived by us for Hartshorne. God in
the present nust be uphol ding or enpowering our know ng
of God as in the inmmediate past. For all these
reasons, CGod's neasurenent as providing public criteria
is a secondary and rather external sense of an
enmpower nent that all egedly saves us from not hi ngness.
Concerning CGod's ability to provide God's self
with creatures, Hartshorne pens that God "has power
always to elicit or entice sone such into being. "
Hartshorne here is indicating that it is our perception
of God as an attractive or eliciting object or datum
that gives us our being. Wether such a perception is
a necessary part of our being w thout which we could
not even exist is not our concern (though | doubt it).
Wiat is inportant are the follow ng points. Though
the perception of the divine datum is our total
perception for Hartshorne, since the divine datum is
the all-inclusive object, it is not our total being.
For Hartshorne, at |east our response to or synthesis
of that datum is another aspect of each unit event.
Thus, even iif we accept Hartshorne's netaphysical
schema of perception, God nust be enpowering us wth
total imediacy as synthesizing the attractive divine
object in order for us to be. Mbreover, our perception
of the enticing datum cannot be given being by that
datum per se. God nust be innmediately sustaining us as
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receiving this datum Furthernmore, the divine object
is in the past when it is perceived by us according to
Hartshorne. God in the present nust be enpowering our
perceiving of the divine state of the imedi ate past.
Therefore, God as enticing datum is a secondary and
rat her external sense of God's giving us being.
The ensuing lines "elicit" the same basic

probl ems as the precedi ng i nstance:

In one sense, however, perhaps Cod creates ex

ni hil o. At each phase of process God suns up

the entire actuality of previous phases; and

t hus any datum which we now, say, can use in our

self-creation is "nothing" unless it be an item

inthe divine reality as just prior to now X'
Hartshorne's comment touches on what the synbol of
creation ex nihilo tries to express, nanely, that it is
Cod's creative power, and ultimately only divine
creative power, that keeps things from utter nothing-
ness. Here Hartshorne is not directly speaking of the
giving of being to the creatures or keeping them from
not hi ngness, but of keeping the divine datum from
nonbei ng. However, God creates as much ex nihilo with
respect to anything and everything, as CGod does with
respect to the datum per se; without God's inmmediately
uphol ding power, anything is nothing. As with the
previous case, God in the present nust directly be
giving the very power of being to us as receiving and
"self-creatively" synthesizing the divine datum from
"just prior to now "

In all three cases then, it is God as object--as
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criterion for truth and value, as "enticing" datum as
datum sunmmi ng up the past--which is designated as that
whi ch gi ves being or preserves fromnonentity. But God
as object to us is very external and exclusive vis-a-
vis Cod's unnmediated and all-enconpassing enpowernent
of everything. For one thing, there are other aspects
of our reality than our knowing and perceiving the
divine object (in Hartshorne's schema, there is our
synthesis of this datum. Thus, this nodel of
empower nent involves externality in that it excludes
part of our being. Mre inportantly, our receiving of
this object itself requires coinhering enpowermnent,
whi ch the divine object per se, or in any sense since
it is past, cannot provide. Mre fundanentally, then
this nodel involves externality because God as past
obj ect offers no sense in which God as present subject
i nredi ately upholds us in the present in any, let alone
all, aspects of our being.

Hart shorne develops no stronger sense in which
God is necessary for our existence, of how God uphol ds
us agai nst not hi ngness. In his only other specific
statenent on this issue, he speaks of God's ordering as
keepi ng the universe from disintegrating into nothing-
ness. This concerns how God keeps the various ongoing
i ndi vidual streanms of nonmentary creaturely states from
conflicting with each other such that they do not al
eventual |y destroy each other. The three instances
concern what is necessary for any single creaturely
state, or unit event, to cone into existence in the
first place. Therefore, God's ordering seens to offer
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a conparatively indirect and secondary sense for Harts-
horne of how CGod is necessary for existence. In any
case, it is God as past datum (which includes preferen-
ces for possible creaturely action in the present) that
orders the world.
Critics have long contended that process
theol ogy entails sone kind of ultimate dualism Wile
process theol ogi ans have not so intended, ny preceding
analysis 1) suggests that dualism is indeed an
inplication of the Witeheadian-Hartshornian systemns
and 2) pinpoints the crucial area--nanely the creature
as receiving and as creatively synthesizing data.
Unl ess God is presently enpowering and giving exi stence
to each creature as it receives and synthesizes data,
then each creature's existence is ultimately due to
sonething in addition to God--be it each creature
possessing its own necessity and power to receive and
synthesi ze data, be it the netaphysical principle of
creative synthesis, or be it ultinate chance or
ultimate nystery.
Such a dualism goes against Hartshorne's inten-
tion. He insists as firnmy as any theol ogian that God
exi sts necessarily and is necessary for the existence
of anything else, ' as in the foll ow ng:
God is thus the great "I am" the one whose
exi stence is the expression of his own power and
none other, who self-exists--rather than is
caused, or happens to exist--and by whose power
of existence all other things exist.V

He specifically denies that there can be nore than one
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self-existent being®™ and avers that "there is no
presupposed 'stuff' alien to God's creative work."*V
Yet some kind of ultinmate dualism is precisely the
inplication if God as datum is the sole or prinmary
sense in which God enpowers things.

In itself the pastness of God before being
perceived by any creature need not entail any exter-
nality of the creature to Cod, as long as the present
creaturely state is enbraced with regard to power (as
Cod inmediately enpowers it as receiving the divine
synthesis of the inmediate past) and know edge by the
present divine state (though as we have seen above
Hart shorne happens not to endorse such enpowernent).
Practically speaking, though, one m ght perhaps wonder
why CGod as object should possibly be past, if God is
i mredi ately sustaining the creature in the present:
why would God not present Cod's present state or
synthesis rather than that of the i nmediate past to the
creature? There are sone reasons, though, why soneone
m ght accept that aspect of Hartshorne's thought (and
still could subscribe to Cod's utterly inmediate
enmpower nent ) . Since God in sone sense nust have
conpl eted a synthesis before this is a datum it m ght
be called "past," even though it be the specific
contents of God's present. Mor eover, for Hartshorne
the durations of the wvarious types of nonentary
creaturely states (human versus insect versus cellular)
can vary, so that God nay be conpleting additional
syntheses of processive creaturely states even as
another creaturely state is working on the strictly
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"past" divine datum from before the additional
syntheses. Therefore, | cannot take issue with calling
God "past" when God is perceived under this nodel
(though | do not accept the basic nodel--however a

basi c acceptance or rejection is not relevant to the
concerns of this project), nor does this pastness
necessarily entail any separation of the creation from
God.

But while the pastness of CGod as perceived need
not have del eterious consequences for Cod's all-inclu-
siveness and, therefore, ultinacy, the notion that God
does not perceive or prehend creaturely syntheses unti
they are past nostly definitely does. It represents
the nost blatant and serious undermining of God's all-
i ncl usi veness and ultinmacy in Hartshorne's thought--and
nore directly with respect to the passive aspect than
the active, though it torpedoes both with equal effec-
tiveness. | say that it is the nost serious because,
if Hartshorne would conme to acknow edge that all power
is (part of) God's power, his desire that God's power
not be determnistic could be upheld if he nodifies his
concept to one of a division of responsibility rather
than of power, and the divine datum as sonmehow
necessary for the existence of any creaturely state
could still be maintained (though it would becone a
secondary sense of this necessity). However, the only
way Hartshorne can escape the problens of his opinion
presently under consideration is to (re-) reverse it.

For nost of his career, Hartshorne denurred from
Wi t ehead and held that "prehension of contenporaries"”
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was possi bl e. But later in his career he cane to
conclude that no one, including God, prehends the
synthesis of a unit event until it is over.*™' Harts-
horne gives hardly any sign of recognizing the problens
with this notion if applied to Cod: each creaturely
state in its present, in its actualization, is external
to CGod's know edge and power. This externality to
Cod's know edge is obvious, for that God does not know
it until it is past is precisely the point. And this
initself subverts God's all-inclusiveness and ultinacy
with respect to the divine omiscience. But
externality to God's power--and thus sonme Kkind of
ultimte dualism-is nmut ual | y i mplicative with
externality to God's knowing. For if God does not know
each creaturely state in its present, how can CGod be
presently relating to it in any sense, including as
empower or , | et alone enpowering it with utter
i mredi acy, that is, coinheringly? Either sone other
power must be presently upholding it, or it possesses
an ultimate power or aseity of its own. Conversely, if
God is the immediate sustainer of each creature, how
could God fail to know each creaturely state in its
present, each creaturely decision or synthesis as it is
nade rather than only afterwards? As Tillich notes, if
God is "the creative ground of everything in every
norment," there is no basis for an external relation.

As David R Giffin suggests, there is one
statenent by Hartshorne that may disclose his sensing
that the nonprehensi on of contenporaries by God under-
mnes the inclusion of all reality by God and may be an
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attenpt to avoid facing this inplication®ii: "The
present is nascent, it is coming into being...and there
is no definite entity to prehend. "> But that the
present is "nascent" seens particularly inappropriate
to Hartshorne's nodel of process with its spurning of
time as continuous in favor of a radical discreteness.
For Hartshorne, as | wunderstand it, within a unit
occasion, which lasts a finite length of tine, there is
no distinction between earlier and |ater stages. This
woul d seemto entail that a creaturely decision is nade
i mredi ately at the beginning of the state's existence
and is thus without any preceding time during which it
i s nascent. But in any case, as Giffin notes, even
that which is "nascent" mnust have sone reality. ™ It
nmust be nore than nothing and shoul d be enbraced by God
in a panentheistic outlook. However process is con-
ceived, whether continuous or discontinuous, the
central distinction is that, in panentheism God nust
percei ve what happens as it happens, creaturely choices
as they are nmde, rather than divine awareness being
"just subsequent to its data."X Everything in the
present must be in God, included in God's know edge and
power, instead of being a "latest class of subjects"**
wai ting to be admitted.
Under m ni ng the Divine Governance

W now nove from the nost basic and general
sense of the active aspect of panentheism-that all
power is God's power, that God coinheres wth or
i medi ately works through all other power--to God's
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governing or ordering or shaping of the world, to
divine control of its destiny. As nentioned in the
preview at the beginning of this chapter, if the
universe is not at all external to Cod s know edge,
synpathy, and power, God nust know what divine
decisions and actions wll optimally govern the
uni verse and be willing and able to carry these out, so
that creaturely experience overall wll be very good.
I will examne Hartshorne's understanding of divine
control of the world and then consider whether it
allows for such perfect governance worthy of the active
aspect of God in panentheism
Hartshorne maintains that God's controlling
power is able to ensure both the universe's continuing
exi stence and its goodness on the whole. He suggests a
nunber of tinmes that God has the power to order the
universe in such a way that it wll not disintegrate,
as in the following: God is
the only social being able to guarantee the
survival, the mnimal integrity, of its soci-
ety.... This is a new definition of
ormi pot ence. It neans power adequate to
preserve the society no nmatter what other
menmbers may do. XX
Now it would seemthat nerely keeping the universe from
destruction or chaos can be distinguished from keeping
it well-ordered and on the whole very good. Does Cod
only do the former in Hartshorne? There are one or two
remarks that seemto inply so. Wites Hartshorne, God
tolerates variety up to the point beyond which
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it would nmean chaos and not a world; but his in-

tol erance of what would |ie beyond that excludes

nothing real fromhis fullest participation, but

rather prevents reality fromlosing all definite

charact er . ™V
Also, remarks in the context of arguing for God's
necessary existence, which are not worth delving into
for our purposes, seemto inply that a world with any
| ess order than what God in fact supplies would be too
di sorderly even to exist.”™ Perhaps because of the
i nportance Hartshorne places on variety in aesthetics,
he actually does believe that the best ordering by God
and the best world are those which stop just short of
chaos, though |I doubt that he does.

In any case, despite the above witings, he
clearly believes that God not only prevents the
universe from destroying itself, but naintains its
"social beauty" and "enjoyableness for npbst of the
creatures, "™ ensures a preponderance of good over

evil in the universe for any given time*v (whether or
not nerely preventing destruction also guarantees
overal | goodness). In order to do so, Hartshorne
envi sages for God a very effective and very substanti al
control over the creatures. God's control in sone
sense is irresistible: God's deciding "irresistibly
and universally inposes limts upon the arbitrariness
of the others."*™l  God's selection of "a particular
world order” is "an irresistible datum "X Nat ur al

laws are "sonething like divine--that is, unsurpassably
i nfluential--decrees, free creations which the universe
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is inevitably inspired to adopt."* Since for
Hartshorne there is always sone indetermnacy involved
in any creaturely decision, Cod's irresistible
i nfluence does not deternine the decision to the [ast
iota. Rather, God sets "optinmal limts" to creaturely
freedom™ or fixes "the range of possibilities open to
us. "o But God does put creaturely choice within
narrow bounds, having determined to a large extent the
outcome, according to Hartshorne: GCod "is the
essential object for us. Hence God can set narrow

limts to our freedom for the nore inportant the
object to the subject, the nore inportant is its
effects upon the range of possible responses."XXii
Animal s "inpul sively" take the roles which God assigns
to them only "the small details being left to
them "XV |n general, what is left for the creatures
to decide is "by comparison trivial" in relation to
God's choice of the "world order."”™¥ And in inter-
pretation of and in the termnology of Witehead,
Hartshorne says that God furnishes "all but the |ast
el enent of determi nateness to the subjective aimof the
actual entities"™v (though what is furnished woul d
depend upon past creaturely and divine choices as well
as upon the present divine choice or synthesis for
Hart shor ne) . I do not believe, though, that he has
interpreted Witehead properly, agreeing with Lews
Ford that for Witehead God only assigns values to the
various options open to one, and that it is past
creaturely choices alone that set the range of pos-
sibilities, Vi
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Expanding upon his above statenment on God's
setting "narrow limts," Hartshorne indicates that God
does this by presenting "hinself as essential object,
so characterized as to weight the possibilities of
response in the desired respect."™Vvil  That is to say,
we perceive or feel God's preferences, the divine
"wei ghting," concerning all possibilities for action.
Now this is actually a different notion than that of
"inposing limts" or "fixing a range of possibilities"
in the sense of excluding all others as real
possibilities for us, which is the sense these phrases
natural l y suggest. I nstead, in Witeheadi an fashion,
apparently all possibilities are open and one could
theoretically resist the ones favored by God. But to
the extent that Hartshorne opts for this nodel as the
way Cod "sets limts," he apparently believes that
statistically all or at |east enough would choose
within a desired range so as to ensure that a
particular world order would continue as long as God
desired. Even this kind of inevitability goes further
t han Wi t ehead.

There is at |east one passage of Hartshorne's
whi ch seens to diverge fromhis usual position that God
to a large extent decides for the creatures what is in
their best interests, leaving to them conparatively

small or trivial decisions, by either actually limting
the range of possibilities or by weighting certain
possibilities heavily. In this passage creaturely
judgnents that their best interests are not in choosing
the negativities of disorder is inportant for even the
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basic structure of the world: "They submt to partial
control because they want to be, and they cannot be
except wthin an ordered and adequately inclusive
experi ence. " XX x

As to how God influences and sets limts on us,
I will sumup the relevant naterial that has been pre-
sented in the background section at the start of the
chapter, in recent paragraphs, and elsewhere in the
chapter: W perceive God as object or datum of the
i mredi ate past, which consists of God's synthesis of
past creaturely and divine states and a "partly new
ideal or order of preference" for possibilities of
action for us, so that we feel "what God as of this
monent  desi derates. " In addition there is for
Hartshorne a sense in which God influences or attracts
us that can be distinguished from sunm ng up the past
in a particular creative synthesis that includes
pr ef er ences concer ni ng possibilities, t hough it
conpl enents and could be regarded as a part of that.
It is by our sensing that God appreciates or enjoys or
loves us.X" God's appreciation of what we choose is
sonet hing that occurs in the present, or will occur in
the immediate future for the later Hartshorne, and not
sonething that the divine datum of the inmedi ate past
will do. It could be, though, that part of perceiving
that datumis the realization that, as God has incl uded
all past creaturely values in the divine experience,
God will do the sane for our present. And know ng that
CGod appreciates and will "everlastingly cherish"*' the
creaturely lives is incentive to choose possibilities
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that are preferred by God, though in itself that tells
us nothing of what the preferences of a particular
creative divine synthesis are. Here follows a |ong
passage covering the inmportance for us of being known
and enjoyed by God:
...we know we are (or wll be) known; our being
entirely known is itself known by us. W enjoy
God's enjoynment of ourselves. This enjoynent -
of -being-enjoyed is the essential factor in all
our enjoyment.... Wwo is so happy as the
successful singer or actor in the hours of
imparting supreme joy to multitudes! How ruch
nore is the value of living due to the secret,
yet ever-present sense of being given, with all
our joy and sorrow, to God! For, other nen
being also simlarly given to God, whatever joy
we inpart to them we also inpart to deity. And
only God can adequately enjoy our joy at all
times, and forever thereafter through the divine
nmenory, which al one never |oses what it has once
possessed. X111
Hartshorne indicates that we do "not have the
divine as a clear and distinct datunml but instead as "a
vague environnent," anal ogous to what he inagines the
relationship of a human cell (which is sentient for
Hartshorne) is to our thoughts and desires. 'V W have
just seen Hartshorne refer to the "secret" sense of
bei ng enjoyed by God. He carries this type of thinking
further by speaking of our prehension of divine syn-
theses in general and of our sense of God's synpathetic
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love and our returning this |love as "subconscious" or
"unconscious." On the first score, he wites, "
sons in the world in the depths of their largely un-
consci ous feelings take account of the divine reaction
to them"*¥ And he pens, "The 'nonarch’ sees to it
there is enough involuntary or unconscious cooperation

to make voluntary forns of cooperation possible wthout

... per-

intolerable risks. "XV (The influence of the non-
di vine individuals upon each other also involves "nore
or |less unconscious prehensions."XVii On our sense of

Cod' s synpat heti c awareness, Hartshorne avows,
...to be is to know (feel) oneself as known.
Qur dependence on God is sinply the radical or
suprene aspect (for that very reason largely un-

conscious since if--per inpossible--we were
fully conscious of it we should be God) of this
famliar phenonenon, t hat our being for

oursel ves essentially or constitutively includes
our being-for-others. XV

Qur responding love, too, is "subconscious": . we
know ourselves and everything else in relation to our
dim but direct sense of God's love, with which we are
one by our subconscious but inalienable returning |ove
for him"**x O "unconscious": "Because only God can
appreciate us fully, we unconsciously respond to this
appreciation as we do to no other."' Al so, Hartshorne
avers that "God has power over us because we cannot but
| ove him at |east unconsciously."'

Hartshorne has envi saged a very effective divine

governance of the universe, involving a substantia
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amount of control over or setting of limts upon the
creatures, that ensures its continuing existence and
overal | beatitude. My criticismwll be directed to
whet her his nodel of divine governance is conducive to
such perfect control. I will first be concerned with
its internal clarity and consistency, for we need to
know cl early how God governs under this nodel in order
to evaluate whether this rule is optimal. | wll then
trace out one of its possible internal inplications,
one which is not favorable to a perfect control that
guarantees the ongoing existence, let alone the good-
ness, of the universe. | wll next exam ne whether a
basic facet of Hartshorne's nodel squares wth our
actual experience. For, even if Hartshorne's nodel
internally or theoretically allows for a coherent way
in which God might perfectly govern a possible world,
if this is not conpatible with experience in the real
world, he has not offered a viable conception of how
Cod perfectly administers the world. Finally, | wll
consi der an aspect of Hartshorne's thought that entails
unclarity in wording and nonconformty wth experience
and nore inportantly--panentheistically speaking--that
entails a denial of any truly direct and inmediate
shaping of the world by God. Sone direct and i nmedi ate
shaping of the world being a natural conconmitant of a
panent heistically active God, | wll conclude by
attenpting to clarify Hartshorne's one-tine and
seemingly out of character affirmation of God's
"unmedi ated" and "direct control of every part of the
uni verse. "
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Hartshorne is not at all explicit or concrete as
to how or, in what sense, God synthesizes the many
creaturely decisions into a whole. Particularly, how
does CGod's synthesis of decisions after they have been
nmade bring nore unity and whol eness than had to be
there in the first place for these decisions to be nade
within a socially interconnected world? O course,
that these decisions were within a unified world coul d
be referred back to a previous synthesis. But the
guestion renains as to what unifying synthesizing God
does in this round beyond what unity was al ready there
in the previous round and back to the tine when the
basic spatial continuity and basic order of the
uni verse were established. O course, we are not Cod
and cannot w th anything approaching full concreteness
know or inmagine how God synthesizes, if that is what
Cod essentially does in perceiving the creatures. But
Hartshorne night have made a little nmore of an effort

here.

One night mention CGod's weighting of possibili-
ties, CGod's "order of preferences," in answer to how
God synt hesi zes. However, this weighting presunes a

whole with attendant possibilities; it would seem to
follow the synthesis of the many creaturely decisions
into one whole. The preceding points to the fact that
if the evaluation of possibilities is the only divine
deciding, then God "synthesizes" in at best an
attenuated sense. Certainly God would not be
synthesizing the many creaturely decisions into one
whol e, as Hartshorne posits. The only "synthesis" by
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God would be of creaturely decisions, which already
were a whole and carried their own possibilities, and
the divine preferences regarding these possibilities.
From the standpoint of consistency, it is a
definite weakness that Hartshorne never picks--or even
recogni zes the discrepancy--between divine choices as
maki ng real certain possibilities and precluding others
versus as only weighting possibilities (though thinkers
can sonetimes be nore fecund for others by such incon-
sistency--or at |east they provide topics for books).
This conflict is nmanifested in widely divergent state-
ments. On the one hand, Hartshorne indicates that God
decides what is to even be a definite possibility.''
And he pronounces that God "inposes linmts" and does
"inpose and maintain laws of nature"'''' and speaks of
"constraint"'"v and "involuntary cooperation” in connec-
tion with God's power over the creatures. On the other
hand, Hartshorne speaks even of the laws of nature in
terns of inspiration, one instance of which has preced-
ed,'"V in line with the declarations that "all that God
can directly give us is the beauty of his ideal for
us"'V' and that all divine--or any--power is "the direct
and indirect workings of persuasion."'V'' (In relation
to creaturely power, that 1is certainly a gross
overstatement. Even philosophically speaking, does it
nake sense to say ny head or its constituents are
"persuaded" to nove when hit by a baseball bat? In
relation to the divine power, perhaps by "indirect
wor ki ngs" Hartshorne meant that which is not persuasion
at all, but which determ nes the basic order that nakes
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di vi ne persuasion possible. But if so, he should have
been nmuch cl earer.)

There may be a basis on which God as only assig-
n-ing preferences to, rather than as determning, pos-
sibilities mght be able to effect the sanme result as
if doing the latter, mght be just as "irresistible"
and able to put creaturely choices wthin narrow
bounds--though the distinction between the two and

Hartshorne's failure to note it would still stand. And
so would the inappropriateness of "inposition,"
"constraint," and "involuntariness" or of CGod' s

deciding what is to be a definite possibility, if God
exercises influence only by offering preferences
concerning possibilities. It might be posited that,
t hough God does not preclude any possibilities by God's
synthesis, but allows all possibilities not cut off by
creaturely choices to be prehended, the creatures will
find God's preferred choices so suprenely attractive
that there is absolutely no chance that a creature will
choose possibilities |ow on God's order of preferences,
even though these are definite and real. I will not
say that that notion is incoherent, though it certainly
is controversial and should have been specifically
described and argued-for by Hartshorne, if that is at
bottom his position. If this above notion of
irresistible attractiveness cannot be sustained, then
the argunents and conclusions of the follow ng
par agraph must hol d sway.

I have examined Hartshorne's nodel of divine
governance in regard to internal consistency. lowill
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now draw out the inplications of one of Hartshorne's
conflicting sides: |If God only governs by letting the
creatures know or feel divine preferences regarding
possibilities, rather than determning possibilities,
then, strictly speaking, God would not set (optinal)
[imts on the creatures' freedom as Hartshorne often
st ates. For whatever the strength of God's desire,
what ever the probability, that a creature would choose
a certain possibility, it would be possible for the
creature to opt for the possibility |east desired by
Cod. And, however unlikely, cosmcally it would be
possible for the creatures as a whole to nmke a
decision that did not fall within the range of "limts"
God desires. (The wuniverse would not be "inevitably
inspired to adopt" natural |aws selected by God.) This
is the Witeheadian position. And Lewis S. Ford, who
defends it against the strain in Hartshorne wherein God

inposes the laws of nature,'V''' is willing--or alnost
willing--to accept the consequences: "The world could
possibly generate into near chaos..."'"™ | do not see

how st oppi ng at "near chaos" can be justified. Harts-
horne's remark, in one of his nmost Witeheadi an nonents
on this subject, that the creatures accept sone control
because they want to exist, suggests a possible jus-
tification. But how can the desire to exist be guaran-
teed to countervail creaturely ignorance about just how
cl ose destruction might be and about how a particul ar
deci si on might inpinge upon this, as well as creaturely
willingness to take a chance on destruction in order to
satisfy an imediate desire for a selfish good? Chaos
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and destruction of the universe would seem to be a
possibility in this nodel. Anot her coment by Ford
appears to accept even that consequence: "The forces
of evil could conceivably overwhel m God. Against that
there is no metaphysical guarantee."'* But if God is
sovereign, CGod's perfect |ove nmust be united with power
to ensure the ultimate fruition of this |ove. Hart s-
horne is right in maintaining that God nmust have power
to ensure both the continued existence and overal
goodness of the universe, even if his understandi ng of
how God exercises power is insufficient to that inten-
tion.

Havi ng considered Hartshorne's nodel of divine
governance internally, | nowturn to its relationship--
or lack thereof--to experience. |n a fundanental way--
in its great reliance on our know edge, feeling, or
prehensi on of God--Hartshorne's nodel does not square
with our experience. To the extent that God's
i nfl uence depends upon prehension of divine desires and
di vine appreciation of our lives, the problemis fairly
obvi ous. Human beings are the only known earthly
creatures who can consciously or explicitly base their
deci sions on awareness of God's will and nenory, and on
the whole they do so infrequently. By claimng that
such awareness is for the npbst part "subconscious" or
"unconsci ous," Hartshorne nmakes his position harder to
attack, especially for someone like me who strongly
senses the deep tacit and inplicit element in
perception and knowi ng. But Hartshorne's position that
even ani nmal s have an intuitive know edge of God strikes
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ne as counterintuitive. To nake credible his position,
Hart shorne would have to offer sone "psychoanal ysis"
"aha," that brings to
consci ousness the sense of Cod's preferences and en-

of our experience that causes an

joynment of us that was on a nonconscious level in a
past experience, and in such a way that we see all our
experiences in those terns and have sone sense of how
the |east of subhuman creatures |ikewi se sense God's

wi shes and appreciation. This Hartshorne does not
attenpt, as far as | can see. And even if one were
convinced of the wuniversality of awareness of the
divine thoughts and nenory, there are still the

qguestions of whether such awareness is strong or full
enough to potentially have much effect on behavi or and,
if so, whether in actuality it does have nuch effect.
There are problens with placing God's influence
on perception solely on the side of that which is ap-
pre-hended, solely on God as nolding CGod's self as
object of our perception. Hart shorne's nodel of
perception and causation seems to entail a wholly
anmor phous or unlimted subject in the present which is
shaped or defined by its perception of a datum or
object fromthe past. Even all bodily cells and prior
states of a said individual are part of the overall
datum for Hartshorne. But does not the perceiver in
sone sense bring its own structure to whatever it
perceives? And nust not God have a role in determning
that structure, if only through selection of basic
laws, including those relating to sentience in the
uni ver se? (I'nsofar as creaturely free choices have
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pl ayed a part in the evolution of a species, God would
not have the sole responsibility in determning the
perceptual structure of that species). This would
entail that God in sone sense is acting inmediately and
directly in the present in determning the nature of
things, at least if God's enpowernent is understood
panent heistically, and not only by being a past datum
(if God's syntheses of past creaturely decisions are
needed at all for that purpose). | should add that the
structure of the perceiver cannot be unanbiguously
separated from the structure of the world that is
perceived; these are correlative.

I will ~close this section by investigating
whet her God's governance of creation can be said to be
direct or imediate for Hartshorne. Hs basic
position, that God's decisions and actions shape the
world only by being (past) object to the creatives,
seens irreconcilable with direct or unnediated control
in an active panentheistic sense. Yet we have seen
Hartshorne declare that "omipotence could only be
direct control of every part of the universe, since
indirect control 1is subject to the inperfections
inhering in all instruments."' In the sane section of
Man's Vision of God and the Logic of Theism he wites
of God's controlling the world by "direct power of his

will, feeling, and know edge" (eminently analogous to
the way we control our nerve cells, bel i eves
Har t shor ne) . '*'i | believe that Hartshorne's use of

such language in this early work reflects his sensing
on one level that a panentheistic understanding of God
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requires divine power and activity and control to be
direct and imediate with respect to the creatures.
Wil e Hartshorne is not explicit about what "directness
and i medi acy" nmean, they can be interpreted in a way
consistent with his Witeheadi an views on causati on and
ultimate causation. Hartshorne refers to indirect
power or control as “"through internediaries, or
“instruments. ' "X The directness and nonnediation
may nean that we perceive the (past) divine datumw th
its inclusive "know edge" and its "will" or preferences
apart from "internediaries" or "instrunments." Thi s
then would be in keeping with Hartshorne's position
el sewhere, that God's control is only as passive (past)
object not present active subject, that all of God's
control is in fact nediated through our prehension of
CGod. Just above we have seen the need for a genuinely
i mredi ate and direct divine governing of creation, in
addition to whatever conparatively indirect influence
Cod exercises through creaturely perceiving of God. O
course, in panentheism our awareness of CGod as object,
as with our exercise of indetermnate freedom is a
part of or nanifestation of God' s power, though these
are distinguished from Cod's direct and imediate
shapi ng of things beyond our ken.

Q her Underm ning of the Divine Mjesty

I will close this chapter by discussing ways in
whi ch Hartshorne does not do justice to the divine
maj esty and ultimacy that do not directly relate to
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either divine imediate and coi nhering enpowernent of
everything or governing of the universe. And these do
not specifically involve doing injustice to the active
aspect as contrasted to the passive. However, insofar
as a sense of CGod's awe-inspiring nmgjesty and holiness
arises from God's ultimate power, the power of self-
exi stence and enpowernment of all, and insofar as the
all-inclusiveness and mmjestic nature of the passive
aspect rests upon this ultinmate power, the follow ng
probl ems are synptomatic of his not giving the active
aspect of divine power its full due.

Tillich indicated that |iberal Protestantism had
taken away the num nous and awe-inspiring character of
CGod by reducing divine holiness to just noral goodness
or righteousness. ' Hartshorne falls into this |iber-
al Protestant tradition by using God's "holiness" only
in the sense of righteousness.'”™ Just how nuch can be
read into this is not easy to say. To sone extent he
may have been using the word in the usual way of his
cul ture. Yet he was not unaware of other, and |ess
circunscri bed, senses of holiness. It is fairly safe
to say that Hartshorne's wuse of "holiness" shows
i beral Protestant influence upon himand is a manifes-
tation of a tendency to slight CGod' s najesty and power.

The following is perhaps Hartshorne's |east
fortuitous phrase: "Thi s strict | ogi ca
i nconparability of deity is his unapproachabl e
maj esty. """ (Enphasis his.) Hartshorne is correct
that God's unsurpassability can be expressed logically
or abstractly as a difference in principle. But to
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inply that that is all there is to it undercuts the
naj esty and power of God in its concreteness and our
enotion-laden and intuitive sense of this. That renmark
is not representative. W have seen nore sensitive and
holistic statenents on CGod' s unsur passability,
i ncluding God's power, that evoke a sense of the divine
nmaj esty and holiness. Yet this above declaration is an
extreme nmanifestation of a tendency to shortchange the
di vi ne grandeur.

Finally, Hartshorne wundercuts God' s wultimacy,
transcendence, and majesty by restricting God's reality
and enjoynment of value to God's relationship with the
uni ver se. He reacts against any notion that God's
absol uteness consists of anything in addition to "the
eternal adequacy of type in the divine relationa
acts,"'™ that God as absolute "is nore than the su-
prene as relative to the world. "'l  The only way in
which he inplicitly backs away from this understandi ng
of God's absoluteness is by holding that God eternally
knows all | ogi cal and nmat hemati cal truths and
apparently derives sone aesthetic value fromthat.

The limting of God to relationship to the world
is manifested in the identification of God with the
"uni verse"'¥* or "nature""™ in his earlier works. In
doing so, Hartshorne is clear that the universe or
nature as a whole is an integrated consciousness or a
person. |n our culture, though, nature or the universe
is not thought of as aware or personal; this factor nay
be responsible for the absence of the equation of
either of these with God in later works. Al so, concern
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| est anyone assune that God does not have sone
indeterm nate freedomwi th respect to the nature of the
universe or that God's experience is only the sum of
what happens in the universe (instead of an aesthetic
synthesis greater than the sum of the parts) may have
contributed to this change. But this apparently only
represents a change in manner of speaking, to avoid
m sinterpretation, not a change in substance.

Since | have criticized Hartshorne on the above

point, it is incunbent upon ne to suggest what
experiences or values, independent of relation to the
universe, God is thus prevented from having. Wth
Hartshorne, | demur from the notions of actus purus,

that is, of GCod eternally realizing all particular
val ues, and of a certain type of nysticism in which
Cod's enjoynent is essentially "beyond" any and all
particul ar val ues. However, contra Hartshorne, | do
not think God should in principle be limted to having
just this one universe. Besi des obviously limting
Cod's creative power and possibilities a priori, such
tying of God by necessity to just this universe and its
spatiality strikes me as perhaps entailing that God is
spatial or quasi-spatial, thus underm ning Hartshorne's
panent heistic intention that God not be at a distance
or separated from anything (not to mention underm ning
Cod's aseity.) And apart from the values God derives
from any and all worlds, both from the creaturely
experiences per se and divine syntheses of them | find
it plausible that God realizes other concrete aesthetic
values (not just the value of abstract |ogical and
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mat hemat i cal trut hs, an idea | find sonmewhat
problematic in any case). That is, very netaphorically
speaki ng, God conposes nusic that only God hears and
paints pictures that only God sees. This issue will be
further explored in chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 5

CRITICI SM OF TILLI CH ON THE PASSI VE ASPECT

The tine has finally come to exam ne how Tillich
underm nes his panentheism-that finite reality is
enbraced by and not external to God, that CGod is
utterly near to and absolutely participates in each
creature--especially in relation to the divine
passivity. If God fully includes the creatures, who
are tenporal, who have sone freedom and who suffer,
CGod must in sone degree genuinely be tenporal, be
affected by the creatures, and suffer. (Though, of
course, tenporality, conditionedness, and suffering
nmust apply to God in categorically enminent ways, not in
the ways these qualities are manifested in the
creatures.) My theological nentor in semnary, the
late Ronald L. WIllianms, was fond of saying that
"theol ogi ans take away with the left hand what they

have just given you with the right." Tillich could be
used as a prine exanple of that saying as far as the
issues of this chapter are concerned. The rel evant
Tillichian material is rife with unclarity, anbiguity,

and i nconsi stency.
The general plan of the chapter is as follows:
I will first consider the divine vis-a-vis tenporality.
Included will be Tillich's uses of phrases such as,
"CGod transcends the distinction between potentiality
and actuality," and, "in God the poles of dynam cs and
form or self-transcendence and self-preservation are
not in tension,” and his descriptions of eternity and
its relation to tinme. I will offer possible
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interpretations of God's transcending or bal ancing
wi thout tension the relevant polarities and categories
and possible interpretations of God's eternity, and by
exam ning key passages, nake certain detern nations.
My overall conclusion will be that the balance tips
toward a divine tenporality, and some genui ne openness
of the future, but hardly unequivocally. | ndeed,
various passages, if interpreted in thenselves in the
nost natural nanner, are decidedly antitenporal. It is
only in the larger context of Tillich's works that
other interpretations suggest thenselves. And sone of
that larger context will await the final portions of
this chapter.

I will next consider whether Tillich upholds
genuine creaturely freedom that is, freedom with an
el ement of indeterminacy to it. M/ finding will be
that he does, though not without a few discordant
notes, particularly in connection with the divine-hunan
inter-rel ationship. This will add sone support to
openness with regard to the future in the divine life.
This affirmation of indeterminacy is in either tension
or contradiction with the next aspect of Tillich's
thought to be covered, nanely, his holding that the
creatures do not at all “"condition" God. The
subsequent topic, that God includes and participates in
the negativities and sufferings of creation, has an
aspect which points to Tillich's way of trying to
reconcile God's inclusion of <creatures who have sone
indeterminacy and who suffer with God's non-
condi ti onedness by them that negativities are
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overcone or conquered in the divine life. It is
pointed to even nore clearly when we nove to the nature
of fulfillment in the divine life: what occurs in

creation is unanbiguously and totally fulfilled by God,
resulting in total divine blessedness, however well or
poorly the creatures realize their potentialities, as
Cod thoroughly purges the negative elenment and then
unites whatever positive element is left wth the
essential potentialities which were not achieved in
time (but are in eternity).

The conposite Tillichian position on the issues
of the chapter then is this: Creaturely actions are
not entirely predeternmned or foreseen by God and thus
do processively affect or condition divine know edge,
but they do not affect or condition God' s experience of
val ue or happiness with respect to creation, which is
maxi mal however the creatures choose and however nuch
they suffer. I will argue that this represents a
serious undermning of Tillich's panentheism

Divine Tenporality?: Qpen or  osed?

The affirmation of a divine tenporality is
crucial for a coherent panentheism For if God is
related to the universe, which is tenporal, with utter
i mredi acy and directness (of know edge and power), God
nmust be correspondingly tenporal, at least in part;
divine experience nust in sonme sense be processive.
And unless everything is wholly predetermned or
foreseen, this tenporality nust have sone openness to
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the future.

Tillich expresses a clear desire to do nore
justice to tenmporality in God than does the doctrine of
actus purus:

Potentiality and actuality appear in clas-
sical theology in the fanous fornmula that God is
actus purus, the pure form in which everything
potential is actual, and which is the eternal
self-intuition of the divine fullness (plerom).

In this fornmula the dynamc side in the
dynam cs-form polarity is swallowed by the form

si de. Pure actuality, that is, actuality free
from any element of potentiality, is a fixed
result; it is not alive. Life includes the
separation of potentiality and actuality. The

nature of life is actualization, not actuality.
The God who is actus purus is not the living
God. !

Tillich also rejects actus purus nore briefly on other
occasions'' and often affirms the "living God"''" (not
to nmention countless references to "the divine life"),
again conbining the two in this declaration: "...the

idea of a living God seens to ne to contradict the
Aristotelian-Thom stic doctrine of God as pure actu-

ality.""™ Tillich thus affirms an element of poten-
tiality,Y a "dynamc elenent,"Y and an elenent of
becom ng. .. and consequent |y an el ement of

tenporality"V'' in God, which supposedly precludes God's
being "not alive."
It nust be remenbered that "life" and attendant
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terns when applied to God are synbolic (as is anything
from finitude for Tillich). In the first instance,
this reflects a desire that God not become |ess than
CGod in the process of the divine life. For Tillich the
finite being actualizes its potentialities |less than

perfectly: its existence falls short of its essence;
it is "fall-en." But God "is not subjected to a
conflict between essence and existing.... Hs

exi stence, his standing out of his essence, is an
expression of his essence. Essentially, he actualizes
himsel f."V'"l |t was this concern that God's existence
not be less than essence, that is manifested, though
i mproperly or too extrenely, in the Scholastic idea of
actus purus, indicates Tillich. >

A key aspect or novenent of life, related to

that of the novenent frompotentiality to actuality, or
actualization, is that of dynamics in polarity wth
form This is also expressed by related polarities of
self-alteration and self-identity, self-transcendence
and sel f-preservation, and going out of or separating
from and returning to or reuniting with oneself.
Tillich applies all of these to God.* Before proceed-
ing further, it may be helpful to let Tillich briefly
describe this polar relationship of dynam cs and form
in general:

The dynamic character of being inplies the
tendency of everything to transcend itself and
to create new forns. At the sanme tine
everything tends to conserve its own form as the
basis of its self-transcendence. It tends to
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unite identity and di fference, rest and

novenent, conservation and change. Ther ef or e,

it is inpossible to speak of being without also

speaki ng of beconing. *
However, in finite life the wuniting or balancing of
these polarities, as with all polarities, is relative
or inperfect; the poles are always in "tension." And
this tension tends to "disruption" of the poles, to
rigidity and stagnation or recklessness and chaos,
dependi ng upon which pole is enphasized.* And, with
respect to an individual, if the polar inbalance is
severe enough, the result is fatal: "I'nhi bition of
growth ultimately destroys the being which does not
grow. M sguided growth destroys itself and that which
transcends itself without self-conservation."*!"  The
creature can "lose itself"XV relatively--which it
always does to sone extent in Tillich's opinion--or
absol utely. But these problens of creaturely
actualization cannot be appl i ed to di vi ne
actualization. God "does not lose his identity in his
self alteration. "™ CGod "is dynamic not in tension
with form but in an absolute and unconditional unity
with form so that his self-transcendence never is in
tension with his self-preservation, so that he always
remains God. "XV Simlarly, "neither side" of the
dynam cs-form polarity

threatens the other, nor is there a threat of

di sruption. In ternms of self-preservation one

could say that God cannot cease to be God. His

going-out from hinself does not dimnish or
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destroy his divinity. It is united with the
eternal "resting in hinself."*Vi
What we have seen so far on dynamics and form-and
earlier on potentiality and actuality--does not deny
and in fact seens to denmand sone tenporality and change
in the divine life. (And Tillich does accept Peter
Bertocci's "statenent that 'God [is] that kind of
creativity that endures through change.'"*'") Tillich
seens to be saying that actualization and self-
transcendence on the basis of self-conservation do not
have the pitfalls they do in the case of the creatures
but they do apply to God in a perfect way. H s
principal concern appears to be to avoid attributing
the "tension" involved in nornal dynamics-form wth
its threat of "disruption," to the divine life and
instead attribute a perfect bal ance.
H's criticism of process thought concerning the
relation of dynamics and form in volume 1 of the
Systematic, reflects this concern that there be not

tension but perfect bal ance. As such, though it is
sonewhat m sinforned and unfair, it is not antiprocess.
Tillich speaks of sone who "try to distinguish" a

dynamic and a form elenent and "assert that in so far
as God is a living God, these two el enents nust renain
in tension."** He then nentions Hartshorne and "the
contingent" as "an expression of what we have called
"dynamics.' " Actually Hartshorne does not posit the
necessary and contingent in God as "in tension" but
rather as in perfect harnony. Each contingent divine
state necessarily enbodies the perfect abstract divine
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essence. To borrow Tillich's phrase, God's standing
out of the divine essence is an expression of that
essence.

Tillich also criticizes
...a nonsynbolic, ontological doctrine of God
as beconi ng. If we say that being is actual as

life, the elenent of self-transcendence is
obviously and enphatically included. But it is
not in balance with becomn ng. Bei ng conpri ses
becom ng and rest, becoming as an inplication of
dynam cs and rest as an inplication of form |If
we say that God is being-itself, this includes
both rest and becom ng, both the static and dy-
nam c el enents. However, to speak of a "becom
ing" God disrupts the balance between dynam cs
and form and subjects God to a process which has
the character of a fate or which is conpletely
open to the future and has the character of an
absol ute acci dent . *
The precedi ng quotation need not signal any substanti al
di sagreenent between Tillich and Hartshorne. For
Hart shorne, becom ng includes both an el enent of fixity
or abstract "being" and an el enment of notion. Wich is
to say that the discrepancy nay be essentially verbal.
Tillich hinmself suspects "that the discussion about
"being’ and 'beconming' as basic concepts is nerely
verbal . "1 In this dialogue both make concessions
suggestive of that. Apparently because "becom ng" in
this particular connection suggests an inbalance of
notion over fixity (which is how Tillich had used it),
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Hart shor ne concedes,

It is doubtless best, as Tillich says, not to
speak of a "beconming God" (translated from
Schel er's GCernan?), because this suggests that
per haps God can be bor n, ...or...could
degenerate or die,...or, as our author puts it,
that God is subject to a process which...is
conpletely open to the future and has the
character of an absol ute accident.

For his part, while muintaining that being as the
negati on of nonbeing precedes in "logical" or "onto-
logical" dignity any characterization of being, such as
the polarity of dynamcs and form that being said,

Tillich is "not disinclined to accept the process-
character of being-itself. "XV I ndeed, he affirns
that, "if being neans static self-identity [which is
how Hartshorne uses it], becom ng nust be the ultinmate
principle. "> This seens to wuphold Hartshorne's
i nsi stence that a whole which includes both fixity and
notion mnust overall change or becone, rather than
conpositely be a static or changeless identity. So

even the above criticism of process thought contains
nothing to gainsay tenporality and change in God and,
i ndeed, seens to demand it.

But all of the section to this point hides an

anbi gui ty. e woul d nornal |y assune t hat
actualization and dynamics involve various real
potentialities, only sone of which will be actualized,

and various paths "dynamcs" mnmght take within the
[imts set by "form" But it mght be posited
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ot herwi se. Suppose there is just one real possibility
for the divine actualization, its standing out of its
essence. That is, the divine life, including all that
happens in the universe which is enbraced by that life
(indeed it is only via creation, the positing of
"nonbei ng" or "otherness," that God for Tillich "lives
in the first place"™ ), consists of the tenporal or
processi ve execution of an eternally totally

predeterm ned--or at |east foreseen--plan. If we use
the description of Tillich's God as a "dynam c forni by
Edgar A Towne®™V'! or an "inexhaustible fornmt by James
Lut her Adams®Vi'' and picture it as extending through
all time (which is probably infinite for Tillich--at
the very least he rules out any positing of or
specul ation about a beginning or end to creation at a
particular noment of tinme), this would be an eternally
prepl anned and set dynamic form Form as it were,
woul d deternmine to the last iota the direction of
dynamics. This is a "closed tenporality."”

Note how this differs, perhaps subtly, from what
I will call "classical eternity," a corollary of actus
purus. In actus purus, if it is stipulated that part
of God's eternally actualized and unchangi ng experience
consists of knowing the world, then the whole of
creation through all tine is already and al ways actual
from the divine perspective, but, from our (deficient
or illusory?) perspective, to be acted out in tinme.
The actual relation of God to the world for God woul d
not be at all tenporal or processive. This presents
the, | believe, insurnountable incoherency of trying to
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relate the utterly unchanging to the changing, the
literally timeless to the tenporal. But in a closed
tenporality, God's eternal visionis to be acted out or
actualized in tine--from the divine perspective, not
just the creaturely--instead of an actuality already in
every sense real or acconplished. God, as the driver,
cones along for the ride through tine, so to speak.
Cod is processively related to the universe, know ng
when a stage of the unfolding actually occurs, know ng
whet her or not a particular stage has been or has yet
to be actualized in tinme. For classical theol ogy, on
the other hand, to ask if God knows when sonething now
happens or knows whether it has yet happened for us
tenporal creatures is to speak inproperly, for God is
eternal in a timeless sense; all "tines" of creation
are eternally and equally actual for Cod.

But what reason is there to think that Tillich
nmay be going against the normal assunption regarding
actualization? Wat reason to think that the require-
nents that the poles of dynamics and form be without
tension or in perfect balance or unity, and that God
not cease to be God in going out of God's self, can
only be net by a closed dynamic forn? Actually, as the
reader may suspect, for the purposes of organizing our
di scussion, | have been preventing Tillich's left hand
from obfuscating what he has been giving us with the
right. One could not read too much by Tillich in this
area wi t hout seei ng anbi gui ty and per haps
i nconsi st ency.

Much of Tillich's |anguage on God's relationship
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to the ontol ogical polarities generically (which
i nclude dynamics and form along with freedont-destiny
and individualization--participation) suggests either a
closed tenporality or classical eternity. Hs claim
that the poles have no independence or practica

distinctness in God,*™* if applied to dynam cs-form
woul d rul e out an open tenporality, which requires sone
di stinctness of the two poles such that form does not
whol |y predeterm ne the path of dynam cs. Hs state-
ments that God "transcends"™ or "is not subject to"X
the polarities or that they "disappear" in God, ' jf
taken at their face value, would nean that the polarity
of dynam cs and form does not apply to the divine life,

as in classical eternity. On the latter score, though,

| suspect, from his respective descriptions of the
three polarities vis-a-vis God®" and the phrases to
be inmediately quoted, that it is the polarities only

i nsof ar as "in t ensi on" W th a "t hr eat of
di ssol ution"*™ v that are transcended, and not the
pol arities absolutely. (In that case, "disappear"

woul d only suggest that operationally the poles have no
di shar noni ous separation. Transcendence and nonsubj ec-
tion would then be conpatible with either a closed or
open tenporality, depending upon what the criterion for
nont ensi on was.) Mreover, precisely because the above
remarks are not nmade specifically about dynam cs and
form they can only provide fairly indirect and tenuous
evidence in favor of even a closed tenporality (versus
an open one). But at the least, Tillich's |anguage
here is carel ess and anbi guous.
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More serious problens attend a basic and conmmon
type of Tillichian phrase specifically on the relation-
ship of potentiality and actuality in the divine life.

Tillich declares that God transcends or is beyond the
"distinction"*v or "difference"® between poten-
tiality and actuality, or, in shorthand, that God
transcends potentiality and actuality, ' or that
there is "no distinction" Vil or "no difference"
between them in the divine life. Since Tillich
indicated that it is the separation of potentiality and
actuality characterizing life that separates the |iving
Cod from actus purus, one nmay be ready to throw up
one's arms in exasperation.X And the nost obvious,
which in this case is the strictest, interpretation of
such phrases taken just in themselves yields actus
purus. If there is no distinction in any sense, if Cod
whol Iy transcends any such distinction, then the
unavoi dable inplication is that all real potentialities
are already or eternally (in this case neaning wthout
i nvol ving any passage of tine) actual or actualized in
every sense.

Let us now exam ne how the concept of a closed
tenporality stands in relation to such phrases. There
is here a sense in which potentiality and actuality are
distinct for God. Know edge that a particul ar stage of
process has been actualized becones actual only when it

is actualized and before then is potential. But in the
sense of content or scope, there is no distinction or
difference between potentiality and actuality. That

is, every real potentiality will becone actual in its
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time. So this nodel allows for a strict, though not
absolutely strict, interpretation that does justice to
the claim that God transcends the distinction between
potentiality and actuality.

Now consider the following nodel vis-a-vis that
formul a: There is sone indeterminate creaturely
freedom thus entailing that there are real potentiali-
ties for the divine life, regarding its know edge, that
do not becone actualized. (For exanple, God as know ng
that a person picks A rather than B at a particular
time cannot become actual if the person opts for B.)
However, no matter how the creatures utilize their
freedom God derives nmaxinmal fulfillnment and happi ness
fromeach juncture of the unfolding of creation. That,
| believe, is Tillich's view And if God is assured of
realizing a maxi mum of value from each stage of this
unfolding, can God eternally possess a maxi mum of
happiness with regard to the creation as extending
through all time? This is perhaps Tillich's view
(This would be an actus purus with respect to value
rather than just a closed tenporality in that respect.)
God's nexi nal happiness or possession of value is
ei ther assured or conplete in the nosaic of the divine
life, but free creaturely decisions and God's know edge
of themare filled in only when the decisions are nade.
Since CGod always maeximally actualizes potentialities
with regard to value, there is "no distinction" or
"difference" between potentiality and actuality in a
fairly strict sense that at least would do no great
injustice to that formula.
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So the apparent options to ascribe to Tillich
are classical eternity, closed tenporality, and open
tenporality (though closed with regard to the divine
beatitude). But why not dismiss out of hand the
strictest reading of the transcendence of the
di fference bet ween potentiality and actuality--

classical eternity--after Tillich has rejected actus
purus and has applied dynam cs-formin perfect harnony
and balance to God? Wll, there is the strain in
Tillich wherein we can only know God in relation to us
but not in God's self. This strain is nmanifested in a
coupl e of agnostic comments on God and tine: 1 "I
really do not know what past and future are in the
ground of being. | only know they are rooted in it."
2) "...the question of a 'before' or 'after' in God
cannot be answered,..."X This can create sone
suspicion that the following is Tillich's view " For

us" God is naturally thought of and "symbolically"
spoken of as being processively or dynamcally rel ated,
because we are tenporal, but God's own experience of
this relation is not processi ve, but strictly
unchangi ng--or at least we do not know whether GCod's
experience is processive. Moreover, Raphael Denos
proposes a sense in which he believes Tillich is using
"dynam cs" that is conpatible with a nonprocessive
eternity. He suspects that the only dynamsmis the
di al ectical positing and overcom ng of "nonbeing" in
the divine life: "But | think by dynam sm the author
neans dialectical novenent, and that, of course, is
lacking in the Aristotelian-Thonistic conception. "X



216 Panent heismin Hartshorne and Tillich

"...but dialectical novenent ('the inner novenent of
the divine life') is timeless." 'V |t is true that
Cod's dynamic element and God's not remaining in
"i movabl e" or "dead identity" are sonetines associ ated
with this relation to nonbeing. v |f Denpbs is correct,
Tillich's agreement with Hartshorne that becomni ng nust
be the ultimate principle, if being neans static self-
identity, could be reconciled with an atenporal divine
life. On the other hand, the association of dynamc
sel f-transcendence with nonbeing in itself says nothing
against this self-transcendence as involving a real

tenporal aspect. Denps' renark does point to a not
i nsignificant point: However inadequate Tillich's
t r eat ment of tine, freedom and t he di vi ne
participation in negativity, Tillich does inprove on

classical theology sinply by holding that there is
nonbeing in the divine life.

But despite the "agnostic" strain in Tillich,
there are sone reasons why classical eternity should be
di scar ded. Hs specific and rather frequent

application of dynamics-form to the divine life, his
rejection of actus purus--that "everything potential is
actual ," and his endorsenment of beconming as the
ultinmate principle, over being as static, certainly
count for sonething. A later section on the relation
of tine and eternity will favor tenporality--albeit
anbi guousl y. O her inportant evidence is his basic
panent hei stic tenperanent, as with his characterization
of God as absolute participant (in tenmporal creatures).

This leaves two main contenders. e is a
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closed tenmporality in which in every sense every rea

potentiality will be actualized in its tinme, as God
tenporally enacts an eternal plan that predeterm nes or
foresees each creaturely actualization. This at |east
would allow for a processive and nonexterna

relationship of God to creation--but only if novelty
and indeterm nate freedomare denied. Since Tillich on
t he whol e uphol ds such freedom this would entail quite
a contradiction. |In any case, this closed tenporality
would be an inprovenent over classical eternity--yet
not a very satisfying inprovenent. If we think again
in terms of a "dynanmic" or "inexhaustible form" this
eternally given "inexhaustible form' would, in a very
real sense, be eternally exhausted and not very
"dynamic." Though God would be tenporally involved in
its execution, in its substance it would be a "fixed
result,” to hark back to Tillich's critique of actus
purus. Though nore politely than in actus purus, form
would swallow dynamics, rest would swallow notion

actuality would swallow potentiality, and eternity
woul d swal | ow ti ne.

The other option is that there are real poten-
tialities that the creatures may not actualize and thus
real potentialities for the divine know edge of the
creatures that may not be actualized, though God is
maxi mal ly happy, maximally fulfills divine poten-
tialities, despite how the creatures actualize theirs

(Ruled out by foresight is God as optimally fulfilling
potentialities by doing all that can and should be done
by God, but not necessarily maximally fulfilling poten-
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tialities in every sense, due to creaturely decisions
having a role in the degree of divine beatitude.) This
woul d allow for a processive and nonexternal relation-
ship to the tenporal world as productive of novelty.

Which is it? Is there any openness, or is the
universe and the divine life a totally closed system
for Tillich? Sone general statenents on the polarities
favor cl osedness. But these are general rather than
specifically on dynamcs and form The stricter and
nore obvious interpretation of the transcendence of the
distinction between potentiality and actuality favors
cl osedness. However, a closedness with respect to the
di vine actualization of value but not to know edge of
the creatures, though not an option that obviously
presents itself, would provide a fairly strict reading

W need to look at Tillichian passages that clearly

poi nt one way or the other--to openness or closedness.
W will look first at passages that refer to poten-
tial-ity and actuality or dynamics and form in
connection wth God. Then Tillich's characterization
of eternity and its relationship to time will be probed
(including also the question of whether any of this
favors classical eternity). "I put before you life or
death," said Cod. The question put before us is
whether Tillich's God has any claim to be the living
God or is in fact "dead."

Qur first bit of evidence, from tw different
sources, is sonewhat indirect. Tillich starts by
mentioning "sel f-transcendence" or "self-creativity” in
the creaturely case as involving sone openness. Self-
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transcendence or growh, the novement from form to
form is not conpletely determ ned by sel f-preservative

"forme of growh," but involves a gap and "risk";
sonething can either "fulfill or destroy itself."*V
Simlarly, growh is not "a continuous series of forns
alone"; it "is nmade possible only by breaking through

the limts of an old form" by "a nonment of 'chaos'
between the old and the new form"*Vi' He then applies

this element of "risk" or "chaos" to Cod. God
synbolically takes a risk with the creation. XVl At
| east part of why this is "synbolic," | would propose,
is that there will be a maximal fulfillnment, no matter
what the creatures do. This receives some support from
the other source: "...in the divine life the elenent
of chaos does not endanger its et er nal
fulfillment..."*™™  But that "risk" or "chaos"--that

is, that form does not entirely determ ne dynam cs--
applies at all to the divine life seens to allow for
sone openness, at least in relation to creaturely
deci sions and CGod's know edge thereof. O course, the

open or ‘"chaotic" elenent wthin the crea-tures
t hensel ves, who are known by God, provides support for
that interpretation. Ofering sonme collaboration on

all of this is a remark from anot her context:
It belongs certainly to the possibility of

finite freedom to fail; and therefore one can
say that God may fail in what he intends to do
through nen and nankind. But there is the

transcending certainty that in spite of every
i ndi vi dual and group failure, an ultinmate
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fulfillnment can be expected.'

I n passing, one mght ask whether the elenent of
"chaos" applies at all to divine decision naking and
not just to God's inclusion of creatures with freedom
This is secondary to our basic panentheistic concern
of whether God can include the creaturely world with
its tenporality and relative openness. But it is not
totally beside the point. If there is no tenporality
or indeterminism in CGod s actual choosing (if God's

choice is a necessary eternal one to be acted out in
time that allows creaturely freedom within certain
l[imts), then this tends to <cast the relative
i ndeterm nacy of our acting as deficient and to deny
the value of novelty, insofar as we take God as our
nodel, and to lend credence to the idea that God should
not and does not permt any such openness. Tillich's
admttedly few and brief comments on the relevant
polarity of freedom and destiny are not very assuring.
He speaks of "an absolute and unconditional identity"

of those poles,'" of their oneness,''" of their
di sappearing,'''" and of losing "the sense of their
distinction."'"Y And he nocks the notion of God as "a
bei ng who asks hi msel f whi ch of i nnuner abl e

possibilities he shall actualize," thus subjecting God
to the "split between potentiality and actuality."'Y

Tillich is concerned lest there be "arbitrariness,"'"
| est God be "a highest being who is able to do whatever
he wants."'Vi Wiile the notion of nmobre than one

optinmal or perfect divine choice for a given juncture
rules out "arbitrariness" in a negative sense, it does
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involve a certain arbitrariness: God is called upon to
choose between equal |y good--and perhaps "innunerabl e"-
-possibilities. The question is whether a l|ack of
arbitrariness for Tillich is only net when there is
just one real option for divine deciding. The evidence
above seens to say "yes."

W now cone back to the main track. It is time
for Tillich's left hand to offer an opinion on poten-
tiality-actuality in God:

But an existence of God which is not united with
its essence is a contradiction in terms. It
nakes God a bei ng whose existence does not ful-
fill his essential potentialities; being and
not-yet-being are "mxed" in him as they are in
everything finite. '
The npbst obvious interpretation of this passage,
because of the denial of "not-yet-being," is that there
is absolutely just one particular existence conpatible
with God's essence, that the divine experience is
cl osed, the divine know edge of all time conplete. The
idea that God al ways possesses a naxi rum of value and
happi ness, of "being," though not a conplete or
conpl eted know edge of just what the creatures will do,
is granted, not an interpretation suggested by the
quote itself, yet one that would not do it violent
injustice by any neans. (Note that an eterna
possession of all the value of creation through al
time is nore appropriate to this passage than a naxi nal
garnering of value from each stage of creation only as
it is actualized, for this latter would clearly entai
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not - yet - ness.)
The follow ng pronouncenent provides a balance

on the "not-yet" issue: The divine creativity,
bal ancing dynamics and form "includes a 'not vyet'
whi ch is, however, always bal anced by an already within
the divine life. It is not an absolute 'not yet,"'

whi ch would nmeke it a divine-denonic power, nor is the
"already’ an absolute already."''*This is not the nost
preci se of theological |anguage. |In the w der context,

the "absolute 'not yet he wants to avoid is a
"conpl ete openness to the future having the character
of an absolute accident" that he sees in certain doc-
trines.'* This |eaves roomfor some openness. And the
denial of an "absolute already," however poetically,
uphol ds sone openness.

There are three passages from the Systenatic
whi ch expressly speak to the rel ationship of creaturely
potentiality and actuality to divine potentiality and
actuality. One of these unmstakably affirns sone
t emporal openness:

For the divine ground of being we nust say both
that the <created is not new, for it s
potentially rooted in the ground, and that it is
new, for its actuality is based on freedom in
unity wth destiny, and freedom 1is the
precondition of all newness in existence. The
necessarily consequent is not new, it is nerely
a transformation of the old. (But even the term
“transformation” points to an elenent of
newness; total determination would neke even
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transformation inpossible.) '
Here, being potentially rooted in the ground does not
entail a total predeterm nation or foreseeing. Crea-
turely actuality involves sone indeterminate freedom
and sone newness. At the nost, the |ack of newness for
Cod neans that God knows all relevant possibilities for
actualization in al | their concr et eness or
definiteness, but that God does not know just which

ones the creature will in fact actualize.
Two rel at ed passages are not quite so
forthright. However, this one does definitely support

Some openness:
The new is beyond potentiality and actuality in
the divine life and becones actual as new in
time and history. Wthout the elenent of
openness, history would be wthout creativity.

It would cease to be history.'*i

The first sentence, taken by itself, would be quite

conpati bl e with conpl ete predet erm nati on and

foresi ght. However, the latter part indicates that,
t hough history must of course be within certain linmits,
it does have sone creativity and openness. In this

case, the new as beyond potentiality and actuality nust
nmean that God knows beforehand each possibility and
each possible state of the whole world in all their
definiteness'* " (unlike in Hartshorne), but that God
does not foreknow just which will be actualized.
Finally, we have this declaration: "The concept
of 'the purpose of creation' should be replaced by 'the
telos of creativity' --the inner aim of fulfilling in
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actuality what is beyond potentiality and actuality in
the divine life."'YV This is certainly conpatible with
a totally predetermined eternal plan being acted out.
However, it at |east does not explicitly indicate that
the "fulfilling in actuality" requires one set of
creaturely decisions. Moreover, it does not state that
creatures always nake decisions naxinally conducive to
fulfilling the divine aimin actuality. This statenent
is in the context of depreciating the notion that "God
| acks something which he nust secure from the crea-
ture."'™  That lends some contextual plausibility to
the interpretation that fulfillment or happiness
regarding creation is what is beyond potentiality and
actuality in God, not being threatened by creaturely
indeterminate freedom which has a part, though, in
“fulfilling in actuality."

Thus, we have sone indirect evidence in favor of
openness, three passages that clearly affirm sone
openness, one passage that is nost readily interpreted
to favor cl osedness  (but which would not be
inconpatible with this closedness as applying only to
the divine experience of value), and one anbiguous
passage. Wen we also consider Tillich's dictum of no
distinction between potentiality and actuality, which
nost obviously would be read to mean closedness
(though, as above, mght apply only to value), and his
remarks on the polarities (which include dynam cs-
form, which generally favor closedness (albeit
indirectly), ny conclusion is that, so far, an open
tenporality is supported, though hardly unequivocally.
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Thi s concludes our consideration of the relationship
of potentiality and actuality and dynamcs and formin
the divine life.

We are now ready to consider the relationship of
tinme and eternity in the divine life. Tillich often
affirms that eternity includes tine or tenporality, as
well as transcending it," and that eternity is not
ti nel essness. '™ This may seem to be enough to es-
tablish that Tillich's position here is not that of
classical eternity, that at least there is a real
tenporal relationship of God to creation (even if
tenporality be wholly closed). However, while it
points in that direction, such naterial 1is not
conclusive. For in one sense, classical eternity could
be said to include time and not be tineless, in that
Cod does survey the tenporal creation. True, God's
eternal vision was in itself or subjectively unchanging
or tinmeless. But no "classical eternist" denied that
Cod was aware of the sequential character of tine, of
its process character, for the creatures, though for

CGod the whole sequence is eternally and unchangi ngly
actual, no part of it being relatively past or future
for God. (This is not to say that this is a coherent

conbi nati on. | do not think it is.) Therefore, this
adunbration of tinelessness by Tillich is also not
decisive: "It is not adequate to identify sinmultaneity

with eternity. Sinultaneity would erase the different
nodes of time; but tinme wthout nmodes is tinelessness.
It is not different than the tineless validity of a
mat hemati cal proposition. "'l |n classical eternity,
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God's vision realizes that for the creatures there is
not simultaneity, there are nodes; but this vision
itself sees everything "sinultaneously" and as
sinul taneously actual and has no nodal relation to
creaturely tine. (An incoherent conbination again.)

The key difference between classical eternity
and a divine tenporality, even if closed, is that the
latter involves some concrete relation to the actual
novenent or procession of creaturely tine, while the
former nmerely abstractly views time as a whole. Now

when Tillich says that, "since time is created in the
ground of the divine life, God is essentially related
to it" (enphasis nine) or that God "includes

tenporality and with this a relation to the nobdes of
tinme,""™* this suggests a concrete relationship in a
way that saying that eternity, which is a quality,
includes tinme does not. (W have just seen the sense
in which classical eternity could be said to "include"
tine.) Certainly classical eternity would shy away
from any suggestion that God includes creaturely
tenporality, because God does not include creation.
Classical theology is not on the whole panentheistic.
The creatures and creaturely time concretely are
external to God. MNow if God includes creaturely tine,
logically, God nust have a real, concrete, and
processive--a tenporal--relation to tinme, rather than
the abstract, wholly nonprocessive one of classical
eternity; there nust be a divine tenporal-ity.
However, in the history of theology, thought has not
al ways been so |ogical. Cl assi cal pantheism has held



Criticismof Tillich on the Passive Aspect 227

that God includes creation, which is tenporal, but that
God or the all is tineless--tenporality becones
illusory. So to say God includes creaturely tine
supports a concrete relationship to it, a real divine
tenporality, but is not wholly conclusive.

Tillich does, though, sonetines speak not just
of God's inclusion of creaturely tine, but in terns of
a divine time or tenporality. On two such occasions,
Tillich's concern that this be an enminent tenporality
is very evident. It is
transi-toriness"' nor to the split between essence and
exi s-tence. ' Those qualifications  present no
probl ems. However, Tillich goes beyond that and states
that the divine tinme is not subject to "the 'not yet'
of our time" and that "the moments of time"" or

not subject to the law of

"past and future" are "united""™ " in it, thereby
clouding and partly undermning the positing of a
divine tenporality. Though the future nust be nore

"present” or presently known to God than to us, there
nust be sonme "not yet" for God, if only in know edge of
the part of an eternal plan yet to be acted out, in
order for there to be a "divine tine." It is
grammatical ly anbi guous whether it is only the
yet" of our tine that is here denied, or any "not yet."
Though, knowing the larger picture, | would say that
it is probably the forner that is being denied, in the
passage itself there is much anbiguity. And the unity
of the different nonments of tine might comonly be
taken as classical eternity. Mre on this |later.

In addition, there is this attenpt to define a

not
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tenporality that can relate to all creaturely tem
porality:
The character of a time which is not related to
any of the dinmensions of life but to all of
them thus transcending all of them belongs to
the nystery of being-itself. Tenporality, not
related to any identifiable tenporal process, is
an elenent in the transtenporal, tine-creating
ground of time. "V
This does seem to indicate that there is no intrinsic
divine tenporality, apart from the creation of and
relating to creaturely tine. That is to say, if per
i npossible for Tillich, God did not create a world,
there would be no divine tenporality. (This is col-
| aborated by Tillich's endorsenent of the view that God
creates tinme with creation'™ and statenents that
without the positing of "otherness" and "nonbeing,"
which is to say, finitude, in the divine life, God
would remain in dead identity with God's self."
This opinion nay produce a tendency to undermine a
concrete tenporality in relation to the creatures and

may be a cause of sone of Tillich's anbiguity, though
it need not be. In any case, the denial of relation to
"any" dinension or "identifiable tenmporal process"

seens in this context to be an attenpt to avoid
identifying God exclusively with one finite tenmporality
in order that CGod be able to relate tenporally or
processively to all finite tenporality, though one
cannot be absolutely sure (per usual) just what Tillich
neans here. Finally, we have what represents Tillich's
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nost direct and sinplest affirmation of divine
tenporality: "...CGod is beyond our tenporality, though
not beyond every tenporal-ity."" There is also this
sentence which appears to speak of eternity as
processi ve: "The eternal present is noving from past
to future but without ceasing to be present."xViii

Are there passages which tilt toward classical
eternity rather than at least a closed tenporality?

Tillich does occasionally speak of God as transcendi ng
tinme, failing to couple this with an inclusion of
tenporality. These are rare enough that we
probably should not interpret these to nean that God
absolutely transcends and is in no real sense tenporal;
but this is a carel essness that mght cause readers to
see classical eternity and m ght betoken sonme tornness
in Tillich. In a German work, Tillich clashes even
nore strongly with his usual position, referring to the
eternal as "the negation of all time. "' This is in
connection wth the attenpt to realize ultinate
fulfillment at some wutopian point in tine. But
Tillich's basic stance is that our eternal fulfill ment
essentially includes tenporal fulfillnent and conpl etes
it, not that it negates it conpletely--it negates it
only as conplete initself. | doubt that Tillich neant
to abandon this position with the above phrase.
Rather, it is a case of hyperbole and carel essness.
(So Tillich can be careless in Gernan as well as in
English.)

Tillich usually couples his denial that eternity
is timelessness with the denial that it is the
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"endl essness of tine," of “tenporality,"'” or of
"mere process"'™ ! or s "permanent change."'">T  Ag
with the forner, this is not in itself unanbi guous or
concl usi ve. It could be taken to inply classical

eternity. For if time extends infinitely forward, as
it probably does for Tillich, then iif God is
processively related to it, there nust be an

"endl essness of tine" and ever-ongoing change for the
divine experience, if only in processively and
knowi ngly carrying out a closed eternal plan. Strictly
speaking, Tillich's fornmula does not state that
eternity does not or cannot involve an endl essness of
time--only that that is not what eternity is. Instead
he may be saying that it is a quality, a quality of
relating to tine, rather than how far something extends
through time, rather than the nere fact of endless
duration per se. The "nere" qualifying "process" above
suggests  this. Al so, Tillich does associate
"dissected" tenporality wth the "endlessness of
tinme. "'V \What he neans by dissected tenporality is
per haps best elicited by the foll owi ng sentences:
In spite of the continuity of the time-flux,
every discernible nmonent of time in a physical
process excludes the preceding and the follow ng
noment s. A drop of water running down the
riverbed is here in this nmonent and there in the
next, and nothing unites the two nonments.... it
is bad theology that uses the endless
continuation of this kind of time as the
synbolic material for eternity. >
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Subj ecting God "to the structure of dissected tenporal -
ity would deprive himof his eternity and nake him an
everliving entity of subdivine character.""V  Thus,
it my be the dissected nature of ordinary tenporality,
rather than an endlessness of divine tenporality per
se, to which Tillich objects. And it is the quality of
in sone sense uniting the dissected nonents of tine
that defines eternity. Wether eternity has an ongoi ng
or processive character, which would be endless if tine
were, is another matter. However, since Tillich never
does specifically sanction an endl ess di vi ne
tenporality by stating that it does not necessarily
entail dissected tenporality, or otherw se, and since
explicitly it is only spoken of in negative terms, an
interpretation of classical eternity can hardly be
ruled out. Moreover, Tillich criticizes theol ogical
theism for envisioning God as having "an endless
time. "™l Here one cannot point to the grammatical
structure and say, he may just be denying that endl ess
time is what essentially defines eternity, though
eternity may include it. Though, as a possible reading
between the lines, he could be censur-ing theol ogical
theism for only stipulating an endless tinme and not
eternity. Al things considered, the negativity in
relation to an endless tenporality does provide

evidence in favor of classical eternity, though not
concl usi ve evi dence.

On the whole then, Tillich's treatnent of the
category of tine in the divine Ilife and its
relationship to eternity favors a divine tenporality of
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sone kind as opposed to classical eternity, but hardly
unanbi guously. But whether this divine tenmporality is
open or closed is another matter. This is a question
of how the dissected or transitory nonents of
creaturely tine are "united" by GCod. Certainly any
wort hwhil e concept of divine tenporality--or eternity
as including tenporality--would hold that God does not
| ose the concreteness of the past in the way we do,
that divine menmory is perfect; that God foresees or
anticipates the future in a perfect way to whatever
extent it is foreseeable; and that this is all a part
of God's present state, is "united" wth God's
awar eness of the present. But if there is openness,
then such a wunity is not a once-for-all conpleted
thing. As indeterminate creaturely creativity occurs,
this nmust becone part of the unity in a way it was not
bef or e. The future wthin this wunity cannot be
deternminate in the same sense in which the past is
deternminate. The eternal unity nust be an ongoing and
changing unity if there is openness--and not just in
the sense of realizing which stages of a totally
predetermned or foreseen project have thus far been
execut ed.

Tillich generally does not elaborate upon his
statenents on eternity as the unity of the (dissected
or separated) noments of time or of the nodes of tine--
past, present, and future. Vil Since the unity is
not described as changing, and since no distinction is
nade between how future and past nmonents are
incorporated in the eternal unity, the nost natural way
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of reading such avernments is that the future is
included in the sane way as the past, that God already
knows the future precisely as it will be. The tendency
to read it this way is encouraged by the nornal
connotations of "eternity" or "eternal unity," based
upon traditional theological use. In the words of a
popul ar song, eternity traditionally means, "Just one
ook, that's all it took."

At least, in reference to those formulations,
Tillich does not expressly indicate that this is a
closed unity. A related passage, though, may seem nore
specifically to entail exact divine foreknow edge of
the future

The <creative process of the divine life

precedes the differentiation between essences
and existents. In the creative vision of God
the individual is present as a whole in his
essential being and inner telos and, at the same
time, in the infinity of the special nonents of
his |ife-process. ' xix
Actually, | believe that the point here is that God's
vision of one's possibilities involves not just one's
essence in a relatively general or universal sense but
what one could be as a particular individual at par-
ticular times. (The preceding paragraph deals with the
relati on of essences to universals and individuals, how
both should be taken into account and united.) And if
this is just a know edge of possibilities, of what one
could be, or of what one will be within certain lints,
rather than of precisely what one wll be, then
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openness i s not controverted. But once again Tillich
is unclear and has given us sonething that can easily
be read in terms of closedness. In passing, this
passage would appear to confirm that for Tillich

possibilities are totally definite and concrete.

Wat do we have on the side of eternity as
involving an open tenporality? Not much in quantity.
Tillich does speak of the eternal "unity of the
tenporal nodes and nonments which are separated in
enpirical tinme" as "dynamic."* This offers a little
support, but is unel aborated. Happily, the one other
passage supporting openness is definite and
unanbi guous. And it is the only definite and
unanbi guous one on whether eternity is open or closed.

Leading up to the decisive sentence, we have: "The
future is genuine only if it is open, if the new can
happen and if it can be anticipated." O course, if
anticipation is absolute, newness and openness woul d be
deni ed. Tillich then chides Bergson for insisting on
an absol ute openness of the future. Wen Tillich says
that a God unable "to anticipate every possible future
is dependent on an absolute accident," one is not
totally sure, given Tillich's equivocacy, whether this
nmeans that God must foresee exactly what will transpire
to ensure no absolute accident (an unreasonable
position, to be sure) or that God nust foresee the
possibilities that nay be actualized and set these
within limts. The answer: "Therefore, a relative
al though not an absol ute openness to the future is the
characteristic of eternity."* This joins three other
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coments of the English Tillich which have definitely
and directly spoken for sonme openness of the future for

the divine life. In fact, the comment on potentiality
and actuality and history immediately follows the one
just above on eternity. In the next paragraph Tillich

adds that the past has an openness in virtue of the
future; it can be reinterpreted or seen in a new light.
This is not unlike Hartshorne's idea of an el ement of
the past, which in itself is unchanging and finished
(which Tillich does not deny*'), being synthesized in
a sonewhat new way in each new divi ne experience.

It is time--overtime--to conclude this section
on time. | nust apologize for the length. However,
wanted to be true to and fair to Tillich. If he had
been clearer and nore distinct and less split wthin
himself, | could have done so in nuch |less space. M
overall conclusion is that there is sone openness of
the future, sone novelty, for God, at least in respect
to creaturely decisions (though probably not wth
regard to divine ones), but that divine fulfillment or
happi ness is not open to the future. Probably there is
nothing that Tillich wote that has to be interpreted
as contradictory to that. Therefore, Tillich nay have
been clearer wthin himself than he is in print.
However, the nmost natural interpretation of many a
Tillichian passage, as with transcendi ng t he
distinction between potentiality and actuality or
uniting all tinme, does contradict it. One has to be
able to read between the |lines, based on a know edge of
the whole corpus, to give an interpretation consistent
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with openness in nmany cases, as by using the
distinction between the openness of divine know edge
and cl osedness of the divine beatitude. And one cannot
always be totally sure even wth this in-depth
knowl edge. Many passages are as susceptible to being
interpreted in terns of classical eternity as of a
closed tenporality. Even nore susceptible to an
interpretation of classical eternity is Tillich's
negativity surrounding an endless divine tenporality
and sone renarks on the polarities. Because of the
strain in Tillich wherein we do not know what CGod is
"in God's self," one cannot conpl etely bani sh suspicion
t hat per haps t he "synbol i c" appl i cations of
potentiality, dynamics, and tenporality concern the way
it appears "for us" tenporal creatures, though Cod's
actual experience may or nmay not be at all processive.
It is the definite affirmati on of an open tenporality
in a few passages that provides the very best evidence
against «classical eternity, rather than Tillich's
synbolic |anguage that on the face of it affirns at
least a closed tenporality (though this is certainly
sone evidence). | have said that Tillich nay have been
nore consistent within hinself than in print. But it
cannot be ruled out that in some passages he was
thinking in terns of a closed tenporality or even of

classical eternity--or that he just was not sure. In
any case, the pull of <classical tradition and its
antitenporality is manifested, at the least, in am

bi guous | anguage and, perhaps, in anbival ence. But for
us what Tillich wote is what is nbst inportant. O
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that score Tillich's affirmation of a tenporality and
of an open tenporality for God is not full-fledged and
unanbi guous enough to escape conviction for underm ning
t he panent hei smpresented in chapter 2.

Divine Inpassibility and Creaturely
Freedom and Suffering

In a proper panentheism God is not active in
absolutely every sense. For a proper panentheism
recognizes the inportance of genuine creaturely
freedom of some degree of real i ndet er m nacy,
conti ngency, or spontaneity. God nust be active, the
very power of acting in every action, nust be working
through us with utter immediacy, in order that we can
act freely. But God cannot determ ne our decisions or
actions for us to whatever ext ent they are
indetermnate. Wiich is to say that God is passive to
themin some sense. Cenuine creaturely freedomis one
of the things that distinguishes panentheism from
pant heism Mitual creaturely and divine freedomis one
of the ways that God transcends the creation that God
includes with total intinmacy.

And Paul Tillich in the follow ng suggests both
panent hei stic non-separation and freedom "This nutual
freedom [of God and the world] from each other and for
each other is the only meaningful sense in which the
"supra' in 'supranaturalism can be used. Only in this
sense can we speak of 'transcendent' wth respect to
the relation of God and the world."*'" |t is this
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freedom whi ch prevents panthei sm®"V or enmanationi sm *®

Indeed, it is finite freedom Tillich suggests, that
separates his doctrine of God from Spinozistic nonism
from the creatures being "nere 'nobdes' of the eternal

subst ance. " *Vi (Both this and the previous quote
further support Tillich's basic panentheistic intent
argued for in chapter 2.) It is this freedom that

allows for turning away from God.*''And it is this
freedomto say "no" to God that permts "true |ove" for
God. XCViii

So far, so good. However, nmany have talked a
good ganme of freedom without neaning it. By freedom
they have only neant self-determnation in a weak or
t aut ol ogi cal sense, as freedom from external
conpul sion. That is, what one wills or w shes is what
one wills or wishes. But for them there is no real
possibility of a different choice than that which is
nade. This may not be nechanistic or biological
determ nism but such self-determnation is determnism
nonet hel ess. (This is what Augustine neant by freedom
in the later anti-Pelagian witings.) A couple of

passages speaking negatively of "indetermnacy" or
"indeterm nism' could create suspicion that that is all
Tillich means by freedom "Man is essentially 'finite

freedom; freedomnot in the sense of indeterm nacy but
in the sense of being able to determ ne hinself through

decisions in the center of his being."** And Tillich
i nveighs against a doctrine called "indetermnism"
whi ch al | egedl y "asserts sonet hi ng absol utely

conti ngent, a decision wthout noti vati on, an
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unintelligible accident."® Since this would appear to
be arguing against a strawperson, or at |least to be
very unfair to some who have advocated "indeterm nism"
one might well wonder if this is a reducti o ad absurdum
attacki ng any degree of indeterm nacy.

As it turns out, it is only an absolute indeter-
m nacy in which decisions are not rooted in a "destiny"
in polarity with freedom in a situation, in a past,
that would seem to be attacked by Tillich, not
"indeterm nism' or "indeterm nacy" as | understand or

use them which is always in a relative sense. In that
sense, there are many Tillichian passages that
unequi vocal | y uphold indetermnate freedom W have
already witnessed some such naterial in the previous
section: on the dynam c¢ novenent fromformto form as
not wholly predeterm ned, as involving "chaos," "risk";
the new as not necessarily consequent and even
transformati on as precluding total determ nation. To
add to that are the follow ng assertions: 1) The
"enpty tautology" "that the stronger notive always
prevails" [perennially used against indeterm nacy]
fails to take into account that the person who weighs
notives is "above the motives" and "not identical with
any" of them® 2) "A decision cuts off possibilities,
and these were real possibili-ties, otherwise no
cutting woul d have been neces-sary."' 3) "...nothing
is deternmined a priori... decisions cannot be deduced a
priori."c1 4) "Spontaneity" involves a "reaction not
cal cul able. "¢V b5) "Freedont i nvol ves "creating
t he underivably new. " ¢ 6) A "reaction is only
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partly calculable and ultinmately undeterm ned....
Every monent of a living relationship is characterized
by an el enent of indeterninacy."®" (Here he obviously
is wlling to wuse the term "indetermnacy," if
qualified as relative.) Tillich even sees in subhuman
bei ngs "spontaneity," anal ogous to "freedonl--a term he
reserves for humans, which "makes an absolute
determnation inpossible" in their cases. And
Tillich twice denies that there is a divine plan in
whi ch everything is predeterined. ¢V

But though Tillich advocates sone indeterninacy
in general, he beconmes | ess bold when he approaches the
real m of the sacred--which seens to include not only
Cod, but traditional theol ogy. I find sone of what |
woul d regard as excusings of traditional theology in
this area sonewhat interesting and indicative. He
nentions Augustine as fighting "for a way between
Mani chaei sm and Pel agi anism"°* Wiile he quite rightly
accuses Pelagius of mssing "the tragic elenent of
man's predi cament, manifest fromearliest infancy" (our
intrinsic "self-centeredness” in a negative sense?),
and allows that Pelagius saw that bad exanples
i nfluence one's decisions,® he does not note that
Pelagius also saw the influence of habits and in
general realized that our control over ourselves is not
absol ut e, nor t hat t he final Augusti ne was
unflinchingly deterministic. According to ny study of
these two thinkers, there is a need for "a way between"
Pel agius and Augusti ne! Tillich also speaks of a
"divine determinism that is present in biblica



Criticismof Tillich on the Passive Aspect 241

thought and given sharpest expression in Augustine,
Thonmas, Luther, and Calvin without any criticismof it
and with a nebulous sentence on how "this can be
under st ood" as conpati bl e with "di vi ne- hunan
reci procity. " But in thenselves these declarations
just manifest the pull of theol ogical tradition against
the position of i ndeterminate freedom advanced
el sewhere, in "sins of omssion,"™ rather than in
definite "sins of comm ssion."

Tillich does conmit sone, however. In the sane
work in which "an elenent of indeterm nacy" in every
noment is affirmed, there is this observation on
"ethical" decisions:

...after the decision we realize that it was not
our own power but a power which decided through

us. If we nake a decision for what we
essentially are, and therefore ought to be, it
is a decision out of grace. |If it is a decision

contrary to what we essentially are, it is a

decision in a state of being possessed or in-

habi ted by dermonic spirits. &
If this is neant only in a relative experiential sense-
-either that certain ethical decisions seem wholly
beyond our control or that the el ement of indeterm nacy
is overshadowed but not elimnated in nany or nost
et hical decisions--1 have no quarrel with it. But it
sounds very absolute, and there are no surrounding
qualifications preservative of sone indetermnacy. And
it covers a wde swathe: all decisions with noral
ram fications.
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O her Tillichian remar ks under m ni ng
indeterminacy nore or less specifically deal with the
quality of our relationship with God, rather than

norality in general. Very possibly, though, especially
since he holds that all persons have an inmediate
awareness of God, Tillich may feel that all ethical

deci sions bear on the quality of this relationshinp.
That points to the difficulty of trying to exclude
indeterminate freedom from the religious realm while
trying to preserve it in others. Here is Tillich's
nost determnistic sounding avowal regarding our
relationship wth God: "But with respect to the
uncondi tional, we can never in any way gain power over
oursel ves, because we cannot gain power over the
uncondi tional."®"" | can agree with Tillich that a
person does not have "in every nonent" "t he
undetermined freedom to decide in whatever way he
chooses--for good or bad, for God or against him"V
Qur control, freedom and responsibility are never
absol ut e. And they are greater at some nonents than
others. And our decisions are not absolutely good or
bad, but relatively anbiguous. But if indeterminate
freedomis upheld in general, it nakes no sense to say
that we have no religious self-determnation. W nust
have sone control over the degree of rightness or
wrongness in our relationship with God, and God nust in
sone sense be passive to this.

Tillich seemngly senses the difficulty here and
takes sone apparent stabs at reconciling sone degree of
general indetermnate freedom with the traditional
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notion of no freedom or control with respect to the
uncondi tional, none of them convincing. And they
underm ne the prem se that we have no such control. In
a sernmon he preaches:

I saiah did not produce either the vision or the

purification.... | saiah's decision to go nust

be free. Wth respect to our fate and vocation

we are free; with respect to our relation to God

we are powerl ess.
But surely Isaiah's decision itself "to go" and
prophesy for Jahweh, rather than not go, directly bears
upon the relative rightness of his relationship wth
Cod. Also, he states that humanity has essential
freedom in the realm of finite relations, but that
human deci si ons are unable to br eak t hr ough
estrangement or achieve reunion with God; "they renmain
in the realmof 'civil justice.""®" It is not clear
here whether he is denying that we have any control
over our relationship with GCod. But if so, such an
attenpt to preserve sone freedom while denying any
control over our relationship with God will not work.
For while we may not be able to conpletely overcone
estrangenent, our "essential freedon with respect to
the realm of "civil justice" should have rel evance to
the degree of estrangenent or unity (at |east assum ng
sone freedom to act out of conpassion for others and
not nerely out of selfishness or self-righteousness).

Wiile the above attenpts seem to inply sone

indeterminate freedom in our relationship with God,
even as he tries to hold on to contrary traditional
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ideas, Tillich does use certain traditional fornulas
that nornmally would be taken to inply no such freedom
no "religious self-determnation." Says Tillich, "If
we follow Luther in this respect [and pace Mel anchton,
he does], then the act of accepting the act of faith in
the justifying grace of God, is an act of God Hinself
in us." God works "the beginning and the fulfilling in
us." i Tillich also uses the phrase that in relation
to Cod, everything is God. As a panentheist who
believes that God inmmediately enpowers and works
through us, there is a real sense in which | can very
much accept such talk. But it is a sense that
preserves indeterm nate freedom I will say nore on
how a proper panentheism can offer a solution to the
perenni al problem of "grace and free will" in the final
chapter. Unfortunately, Tillich does not say nore.
And if he did not want these fornulas understood
determnistically, he should have said nore. For the
nat ur al tendency is to interpret them thusly,
reinforced by the fact that they have usually been used
theologically in ways denying or undermning freedom
Mor eover, by unqual i fiedly hai l i ng Lut her and
denigrating Mlanchton in this area, he hinself
reinforces a determnistic reading. Vi On the
profreedom side, Tillich avers that hunmans can resist
sal vati on, &

Overall then, Tillich does support sone indeter-
mnate freedom in the creatures, though undercutting
this to sone extent, especially when it conmes to the
quality of our relationship with God, at least in part
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because of the weight of theological tradition. Thi s
provi des sone corroborating evidence as to a tenporal
openness in Tillich's God. O course, Tillich need not
follow out the logical inplications of creaturely
i ndeterm nacy, so any such evidence is not sinply
"transferable," especially since nany of his statenents
on the divine relation to time, as nost readily inter-
preted, do not follow out such logical inplications to
an open divine tenporality.

And Tillich's insistence that God is not at all
condi tioned by or dependent upon the creatures which
CGod includes totally and perceives utterly, does not
seemto recognize the inplications of indetermnate
freedom 1) God's "freedom neans that that which is
man's ultimate concern is in no way dependent on man or
on any finite being or on any finite concern."“* 2)
"The internal relations [as CGod's relations with all
things are for Tillich] are, of course, not conditioned
by the actualization of finite freedom " (o
course?) 3) In response to Hartshorne's critique of
his doctrine of God, he pens,

But M. Hartshorne's resistance against the term
"unconditional" follows from his doctrine that
creaturely contingency conditions God in sone
respect and nmakes him literally finite in rela-
tion to it. M resistance against this doctrine
(not against the positing of the finite in God)
is rooted in the overwhelmng inpression of the
divine mmjesty as witnessed by classical reli-
gi on. This makes any structural dependence of
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CGod on sonething contingent inpossible for nme to

accept . o1
In the absence of further qualification, | would
normal ly use "depends upon" or "is conditioned by" to
nean "is affected by." Surely, given creaturely

i ndeterminate freedom the specific or concrete
contents of God's experience, of divine omiscience,
especially true omiscience to which nothing is at al
external, nust be affected by its actualization. That
is, to the extent of indetermnacy, God's know edge of
what we choose must by definition (of ommiscience) be
affected by what we chose. Unfortunately Tillich gives
no explicitation of what "condition" or "depend" denote
or connote for him (By now the reader is probably as
accustoned as | amto Tillich's failure to be explicit
in the face of ambiguity in the areas of our concern.)
One or both of the following connotations nmay be
entailed by one or both words for Tillich: 1)
dependent wupon for fulfillnent or happiness and 2)
bei ng af fected by sonething agai nst one's wll.

We have already seen sone evidence that Tillich
will not brook God's beatitude being in any degree
dependent upon what the creatures do, and we shal
eventual ly see much nore such evidence. There is also
sone evidence that is appropriately presented in this
section of the thesis. In rejecting the idea that
there is a "purpose of creation" for God in any usua
sense, Tillich cites Calvinist and Lutheran theol ogies,
apparently approvingly, to support his point:

No Calvinist theologian wll adnmt that Cod
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| acks sonething which he nust secure from the

creature he has created. In creating the world,

Cod is the sole cause of the glory he wishes to

secure through his creation...according to

Lutheran theology, there is nothing which the

created world can offer God. He is the only one

who gives. X1
In a simlar vein, Tillich pronounces that the "Ilibido
elenment” in divine love in devotional and nystical
| anguage is "poetic-religious synbolism for God is not
in need of anything. "V

Rel evant to the second possible connotation,
Tillich wites that aseity "neans that there is nothing
given in God which is not at the sane tinme affirned by
his freedom "> Concerning creaturely freedom one
mght then say that God willingly grants it. | woul d
certainly agree that «creaturely freedom is not
sonething at all inposed upon God (and so would
Hartshorne). But for ne there is a secondary sense in
whi ch God can be affected against God's will: God has
preferences on the use of the freedomwllingly given,
so that the creatures nust be able to do things
contrary to willingness in that sense--and therefore
di vi ne happi ness woul d apparently be sonewhat affected.
| doubt that Tillich would want to part conmpany with
me on God's having preferences concerning creaturely
actualization. But he does not follow out its obvious
inplication that "the actualization of finite freedom"
"of course," conditions God.
There is a passage that nmay seem to back off
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from Tillich's view that God does not depend upon the
creatures in any respect. These words on reciprocity
in the divine-human relationship come from Biblica
Religion and the Search for Utimate Reality: " CGod
reacts differently to different human  acti ons.
Logically, this neans t hat he is partly
dependent upon them "oV However, this is in the

voice of "biblical religion," which he is contrasting
with "ontology" in rhetorical fashion (in that he does
not feel themto be as irreconcilable as he is naking
them to sound at that point). Conversely, ontol ogy

asks, "how can a being act upon being itself," "how can

a being influence the ground of being?" ! Nowhere in

the rest of the book does Tillich give an endorsenent
of biblical religion's "logical" inplication that God
"is partly dependent upon" "human actions." |nstead

his attenpts to find a comon ground between biblica
religion and ontology in this area are on the side of
nondependency: these are the references to the feeling
that a graci ous or denoni c power deci des through us and
to the aspect of "divine determinisn in biblica
t hought, nentioned earlier.

To concl ude, once again the force of theol ogica
tradition is evident, along with its version of the
divine nmmjesty that "overwhelmingly has inpressed"”
Tillich, as he denies that the creatures and creaturely
freedom condition or nake God dependent "in sone
respect," despite the fact that for him the creatures
and their freedom are wholly internal to God. Though
Tillich probably would not have denied that the
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specific contents of divine know edge "depend upon" or
"are conditioned by" creaturely freedom that he never
did use these terns thusly perhaps stens from this
general reluctance to use such words in relation to
God.

If God fully includes the creatures, God nust
fully include the sufferings of the creatures and thus
with total intinacy participate in them-and therefore
in some real sense suffer. Tillich does nmake a con-
siderable break with classical theology in this area
God or being-itself includes "non-being. "Vl Tillich
is willing to draw the consequence that this enbracing
entails participation. God participates "in the
negativities of creaturely existence" or "life, "o
"in the suffering of existential estrangenent,"® "in
"of the uni-
verse. "ol He states that blessedness, even in the
divine case, nust involve an elenent of negativ-
ity, i and joy an element of sorrow. 'V He even
seens to follow out the obvious inplication that
participation in suffering neans that the participant
must in sone sense suffer (even nore obvious when the
participation is absolute).

However, the infrequency of his speaking of God
as "suffering"--only twice in his witings that | am
aware of, and the circunstances thereof, probably
represent a reluctance to directly use the term in

the suffering of the world"® and

relation to God, an indication of the left hand taking
back sone of what the right has given us. One instance

is the nention of the divine life's "suffering over and
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with the creatures” as one historical synbolic

mani festation of the "chaotic elenent"” in God. ¥
Though he does not take exception to the phrase,
nei ther does he specifically "own" it. On the other
occasion, he opines, "W do not know what divine
suffering may nean, as we do not know what eternal
bl essedness neans. " &V Wiile he does "own" divine

"suffering" here, the expression of agnosticism nay be

indicative of a reluctance to use it--at least he
does not pen it elsewhere (though we shall see an
apparent instance of it in conversation).

Wiile used nore frequently than suffering per
se, Cod's participation in suffering does not escape
qualification. Beginning the just nentioned passage on
suffering, which was in response to a question by
Albert C. Qutler, Tillich <characterizes Qutler's
"phrase that God 'participates in the agony and tragedy
as "highly synbolic."®vii "Synpolic"
is one thing, as is every description of the divine
life for Tillich; but "highly synbolic" indicates
speci al reservations.

And in reference to the earlier phrase that God
"participates in the negativities of creaturely exis-
tence," Tillich does add that

the idea nust be stated wth reservations.
Genui ne patripassianism (the doctrine that GCod
the Father has suffered in Christ) rightly was
rejected by the early church. Cod as being-
itself transcends nonbeing absolutely. On the
other hand, God as creative life includes the

of human life
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finite and, with it, nonbei ng, al t hough,

nonbeing is eternally conquered and the finite

is eternally reunited within the infinity of the

divine |ife, ooxviii
In what may be a shorthand version of the above,
Har t shor ne quot es Tillich, apparently from
conversations with him as saying, "CGod is suffering
not in his infinity, but as ground of the finite." XX
If distinctions between God as transcendi ng nonbei ng
absolutely versus God as creative, as infinite versus
as ground, are interpreted concretely in this context,
this would conpartnentalize the totality of the divine
experience with regard to (participation in) suffering,
nmaking God a "split-brain," part of whom suffers and
part of whom does not. The nore sensible and probably
correct interpretation is that there is a unity of
experience in which the nonsuffering in God's infinity
and absolute transcendence of nonbeing nmean that the
negativity that is grounded or included in God is
"eternally conquered" for the whole of the divine
experi ence.

Tillich repeats on a couple of occasions that

nonbeing or negativity is eternally "conquered" or
"overcone” in the divine life that includes it.* Now

if this "conquest"” is a relative one, such as God's
deriving value from negativities as part of an
aesthetic whole, val ue that is not in these

negativities taken in thenselves, such talk need not be
problematic. But fromwhat we have seen just above (as
well as from previous intinmations), this would appear
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to be an absolute overcomng, in the sense that
creaturely suffering is not or is "no |longer" operative
or effective as a negative factor, as an elenent of
di sval ue, in t he di vi ne experi ence. That
patri passi anism can be rejected, that God as infinite
could be said not to suffer, certainly appears to
demand that suffering be absolutely overcone. That in
another place patripassianism is rejected on the
grounds that it "too obviously contradicts the
f undanent al t heol ogi cal doctrine of Cod' s
inpassibility"®' demands it even nore strongly. The
"no longer" is put in quotation nmarks to suggest that
there is no tine |lapse before which creaturely
suffering is not conpletely overconme for Tillich, no
time when suffering is present as an elenent of
disvalue followed by its absence as disvaluable. This
is suggested by the use of "eternal" in relation to
"“conquering." And it is denanded if inpassibility is
to be maintained, for there nust be no time stretch,
however linmited, during which God is negatively af-
fected. But this would contradict all he has given us
with the right hand.

In general, that a negative elenment can be
present in an experience without having a negative
effect, without being an effective factor of disvalue,
is absurd; it destroys the very meaning of negativity.

But nore concretely, and panentheistically nore to the
point, how can God participate with utter intimacy in
creaturely suffering, how can creaturely suffering be a
direct and imediate part of the divine experience, a
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very part of God, without its being felt as an
effective elenent of disvalue--an effective elenent of
suffering? |f anyone should say that it is felt by Cod
as an effective el enent of disvalue and suffering just
as | have said, but one that is nevertheless entirely
overcone, | woul d say--besides that | have no idea what
you nmean--how is it effective? If an instance of
creaturely suffering were nore or less intense, it
would nmake no difference to Cod. Any degree of
suffering would be wholly "overcone" and God would be
equal Iy blissful. Where here is any "effectiveness"?
How here is any suffering "felt"? The pull of the
classical tradition, of the "fundanental doctrine of
Cod's inpassibility,
sabotage his desire to affirm God's participation in

has caused Tillich effectively to

the suffering of the world. The imediately follow ng
treatnment of the divine blessedness and eternal ful-
fillment in Tillich will confirm that negativity is
overcone absolutely and w thout any |apse of tine, as
wel | as consider rel ated issues.

Central to Tillich's notion of unanbiguous
divine fulfillment is the purging or "exclusion"® of
the negative in creaturely life and history, the

l'iberating of "the positive fromits anbi guous m xture
with the negative."®"V In his last mjor work, volume
3 of the Systemmtic, Tillich pens,
end of history elevates the positive content of history

...the ever present

into eternity at the sanme tine it excludes the
negative.... The positive becones nmnifest as
unanbi guousl y positive and t he negative. .. as
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unanbi guously negative...."®V This basic idea was not

new for Tillich,

receiving expression in a nuch earlier

pi ece, witten in Cernman:

The ultimate nmeaning of history is the supra-
historical wunification and purification of all

el emrents of

prelimnary neaning which have

becone enbodied in historical activities and

institutions..

...purification nmeans that the anbiguous em

bodi nent of

meaning in historical realities,

personal and social, is related to an ultimate
neaning in which the anbiguity, the mxture of
neaning and distortion of neaning, is overcone
by an unambi guous, pure enbodi nent. XV
Following is an expoundnent on the nature of this
purification or exclusion:

...here and now, in the pernmanent transition
of the tenporal to the eternal, the negative is

defeated in its claimto be positive, a claimit
supports by using the positive and mXxing

anmbi guously with it. In this way it produces
the appearance of being positive itself (for
exanple, illness, death, a lie, destructiveness,
murder, and evil in general). The appearance of
evil as positive vanishes in the face of the
eternal . In this sense God in his eternal life
is called a "burning fire,"... [But] Nothing
positive is being burned.... And since there is

not hing nerely negative (the negative lives from
the positive it distorts), nothing that has
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being can be ultinmately annihilated... but it
can be excluded in so far as it is mxed wth
nonbei ng. ... Vil

This whole notion of wholly extracting the
negative from the positive with respect to concrete
experiences and values is extrenely questionable. I's
not a negative elenent often an integral part of an
experience and even nore so of the experiences of a
group of individuals as they collectively interact? A
man who generally is not a rationalist has offered us a
rationalistic and abstractive nodel that ignores the
Gestalt or holistic and social character of reality.
But that whole issue is of a fairly abstract nature
More concrete and, panentheistically, nore fundanenta
than whether any such exclusionary attenpt could
concei vably be successful is whether the exclusion of
any part of reality is appropriate to deity. Such
attenpted abstracting by God seens nore appropriate to
a God to whom things are relatively external and
abstract in the first place, "a half-deistic, half-
theistic' God, than to the all-enbracing infinite.
Note how the notion of segregating and excluding the
negati ve goes beyond the earlier cited one of the
inclusion of nonbeing that is eternally totally
overcone, for the latter seens to want to affirm that
negativity is a part, and an integrated part, of the
di vi ne experience, though it contradicts itself. Even
nore directly does the separating and excluding of
negativity entail that suffering is not included or
participated in by God. It is probably no coincidence
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that Tillich's way of speaking just above is not very
applicable to suffering. "daimng" or "pretending" or
"appearing" to be positive seem nuch nore appropriate
to relatively active noral evil than to passive
suffering, as do references to the "exposure" of
negativity as negative®™Vi'l (yet Tillich uses them in
relation to "evil in general" and "universally,"
i ncluding noni ndi vi dual and  "non- human" negati v-

ity. )  Does one usually experience one's own great
pain as positive and need God to defeat its claimto be
so? Does one even want one's pain to be "here and now'
"burned" by the eternal, either in the sense of being
bani shed from or "negated'® in the divine experience?
O would it be nore conforting to feel that God
utterly shares that pain, suffering with the sufferer?
The "here and now' in relation to the
"transition" into the eternal strongly suggests that
the eternal conquering of nonbeing or the negating or
excluding of the negative is inmediate, entailing no
time lapse. This is confirned in another el aboration,
this tinme in ternms of "eternal nenory":
...the negative is not an object of eternal

memory in the sense of living retention.
Nei t her is it forgotten, for forgetting
presupposes at |least a nonent of renenbering.
The negative is not renenbered at all. It is
acknowl edged for what it is, nonbei ng.
Nevertheless it is not without effect on that
which is eternally remenbered. It is present in

eternal nenory as that which is conquered and
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thrown out into its naked
not hi ngness (for exanple, a lie).®"
There is then no tine lag, no "nonment of renenbering,"”

before the negative is "conquered and thrown out." The
negative is "not wthout effect,”" but it never is
affecting God negatively. Note also that "naked
not hi ngness" is nore appropriate to the exposure of
noral evil, as with the exanple of a lie, than to
suffering. Finally, this passage illustrates a tension
or discrepancy in Tillich's |anguage about and concep-
tion of the status of negativity vis-a-vis divine
experience, which was touched on above: bet ween the
negative as present or as absent. The words

"conquered" or "overcone" allow, at least on the
surface, that the negative is present, though not as
effective, but as overcone. The terns "excluded,"
"anni hilated," or "thrown out" do not, with "negated"
sonewher e in t he m ddl e. The f or mer are
panent hei stically | ess objectionable, for they inply at
| east some sense in which the negative is "included" by
Cod, even if a tenuous, rather external, and incoherent
i ncl usi on.

There is nore to Tillich's wunderstanding of
divine fulfillment with regard to creation than the
negating or purging of the negative per se. Not only
is the negative renoved, but the positive is maxinmally

realized: "Eternal Life, then, includes the positive
content of history, liberated fromits negative distor-
tions and fulfilled in its potentialities."®"  There

is one comment that mght sound as if the negating of
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the negative in itself brings an absolute fulfill ment
of essential potentialities (remenber that for Tillich,
"essence" and "essential" refer to what a thing ideally
should be): Tillich speaks of the "positive" that is

left or "saved" "as the created essence of a
thing."®'""" |f the whole created essence is thereby
produced, then negating the negative per se brings
maxi mal  ful fill ment. However, while negating the

negative vyields a total positive in the rules
fabricated for arithmetic, this seems nore than dubious
for the case of concrete entities and values. |If this
noti on of the exclusion of the negative is used at all,
it would seem nore sensible that a certain anount of
positive value be left, comensurate to how nmuch
negativity had to be renoved. Then, if maxinal
fulfillment nust be naintained, this positive is
suppl enented by that part of its "essence," what it
ideally should be, that it has fallen short of; God
nakes up the difference, as it were. This is in all
probability Tillich's view, for he defines "essen-
tialization" as meaning "that the new which has been
actualized in tine and space adds sonething to
essential being, uniting it with the positive which is
created within existence."®"V Sinilarly, he wites,
"The conflicts and sufferings of nature...serve the
enrichnent of essential being after the negation of the
negative in everything that has being."®Y In any case
Tillich is quite clear that there is always a naxi nal
fulfillment of history in Eternal Life: 1) "...there
is no ought-to-be-in it which at the sane tinme is
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not."¢vi 2) "...there is no truth which is not also
"done,' in the sense of the Fourth Gospel, and there is
no aesthetic expression which is not also a
reality."¢Vvii 3) "The only unconditional prospect is

the pronmise and expectation of the supra-historical
fulfillnment of history, of the Kingdomof God, in which
that which has not been decided in history wll be
deci ded and that which has not been fulfilled will be
fulfilled. "cvill (O course, Tillich is not neaning a
tenporal eschaton after history, but the inmediate
eternal fulfillnment of each nmonent of history.)

What shall we then say vis-a-vis panentheism
about Tillich's idea of a maxinmal fulfillnment in which
creaturely disvalue is purged and creaturely value is
suppl enented to the precise degree it fell short of

perfection, in which all is decided that was left
undeci ded in history? W have already delved into the
i nappropriateness of Tillich's position on the over-
com ng or exclusion of negativity, so that aspect will
not be focused upon. If God includes the whole of

creaturely experience w thout nediation or |oss, then
Cod perceives it as it is, knows its precise value in
and for itself; and God garners that value, since there
is no nmediation or loss. To put it nore briefly, the
creaturely experiences and the values these have for
the creatures are a very part of the divine experience.
If there were a greater or |esser degree of value,
dependi ng upon which creaturely possibilities had been
actualized, God would include, know, and value ap-
propriately. Any additional value for God, based upon
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any kind of synthesis involving the creaturely val ues
(even nmking use of "essential potentialities") or
totally unconnected with the creatures, cannot in-
validate that a greater or |esser anount of creaturely
values will be an inmrediate part of the total divine
experience of value and that therefore this total
experience can have a greater or |esser anmount of
val ue, of happiness--however snall the differential be
that the creatures can affect in conparison with the
total divine happiness.

Tillich's conception of an absolutely maxinal
fulfillment in relation to creation is then not consis-
tent with the idea that God is the all-inclusive and
utterly imedi ate knower--and |ikew se appreciator--of
exi st ence. Sone of the ranmifications of Tillich's
position foll ow

The divine knowing of the creaturely existence
that has various possible degrees of joy and sorrow
open to it is split fromthe value that this has for
God. Creaturely life and the divine know edge are
variable, but the divine experience of value, its
happi ness, does not vary.

The notion of supplenenting the actualized val ue
of realities with the value of their essential poten-
tialities, such that their essential potentialities are
fully realized for God, confuses possibility and

actuality. It entails that a part of abstract poten-
tiality, that part by which the creatures have fallen
short, is as valuable as nere potentiality as its

concrete actualization by the creatures would have
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been. One mght insist that for God it is not "nere
potentiality" but actuality. But what does this nean?
Surely it does not nmean that in God' s know edge the
actual creature itself did concretely actualize all its
potentialities. Therefore, that God realizes all the
creatures' potentialities, that everything that ought-
to-be is, seens very nuch to entail an abstract divine
wi sh-world paralleling the real world. Tillich, who
rightly censures supranaturalism for positing a supra-
world beyond this one, can be criticized on the sane
score, though not as severely.

Wrst of all in this nodel of divine fulfillment
is its practi cal meani ng for t he creature.
Contributing to the divine life, to its |level of value,
its happiness, cannot legitinately be a notive for

doing the good. What ever we do, God purges the
negative and nakes up the difference. Nor can it
consistently be said that God has preferences or a
"will" regarding creaturely decisions and actions. For
if God did, it would nake a difference to God what was
actual i zed. If one mght say that God cares or has

preferences for the sake of the creatures' happiness
but not for the sake of the divine happiness, which is
maxi mal, | rnust say that, whether or not God has any
direct concern for CGod's own happiness, if God truly
cares for the creatures, God will be relatively happier
or sadder on their account depending on whether things
go relatively well or poorly for them depending on the
extent to which divine preferences are enacted. And
with this nmodel we cannot feel that God shares both our
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joys and our sorrows. For whether we are joyously
delirious or woefully despondent, it makes no
difference to God, who is equally blissful. I am not
saying that Tillich was fully aware of or fully inten-
ding the divine indifference inplied in his nodel. For
he affirms God's love and "infinite concern"®'* for
the creatures. But that is its consequence.

Tillich's conception of the purgation or con-
quering of the negative and supplenentation of the
positive such that all essential creaturely poten-
tialities are fulfilled allows us to understand how he
can claim that God transcends the distinction between
potentiality and actuality, despite an overall en-
dorsenment of an open tenporality, and claimthat God is
not conditioned by or does not depend upon the
creatures for anything, despite a basic uphol ding of

i ndet ermi nat e freedom For al | essentia
potentialities will be actual i zed for Cod;
actualization wll never be | ess t han i dea
possi bility, what ever particul ar purifying and
suppl enenting are called for by the novel actualized in
time. For whatever the creatures in their freedom
decide, God will nake up the difference between that

and essential potentiality. The creatures contribute
no value by a relatively good use of freedom that God
woul d not have if they nade the worst possible use of
it. Furthernore, if God is able to realize the
actualized value of essential potentialities whatever
possibilities the creatures actualize, then perhaps God
does not need to wait to see what possibilities the
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creatures do actualize but can always possess the
actualized value of all essenti al potentialities
through all tinme. Since Tillich does not nake a
di stinction between an assured perfect actualization of
value when the tine cones and an eternally conplete
possession of all value fromall tine, one cannot say
for sure which was his view, or whether he even thought
about the issue. But certain considerations point
toward the latter. It would nake for a stronger or
stricter sense  of God's transcendence  of t he
distinction between potentiality and actuality and for
a stricter interpretation of the passages in which "not
yet" is said to be inapplicable to God. And it could

help explain Tillich's talk of eternity as the
transcendent unity of all time, as if it were
conpl et ed. For God would already possess the ful

value of the future, despite its openness regarding
creaturely decisions.

I would be renmiss if | did not mention sone
statenents in volunme 3 of the Systematic that may be
taken--or ms-taken--to inply that the creatures can
contribute to the divine life in the sense of making it
ri cher or poorer, depending upon how they choose to
act. Tillich does declare that "every finite happening
is significant for God"®* and that "the world process

means something for God"°®* and uses the phrase, "man
in his significance for the Divine Life and its eterna
glory and bl essedness."®* However, the nodel that we
have seen does stipulate that the positive content of

creation is elevated to eternity, that creation does
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therefore have significance for God in sone sense, but
not in the sense that our decisions can influence how
much significance God derives fromcreation. To recall
the conments about God as the sole source of divine
glory (and bl essedness) and as the only one who gives,
the question is whether God gives to CGod's self all the
signi fi cance and neani ng of creation apart from how our
i ndeterm nate freedomis used, or whether we can really
give sonething to God that God would not have
ot herw se. Since CGod enpowers and works through each
creature even in its freedom if God then makes up
what ever distance one falls short of one's essential
possibilities, then God would be the sole cause of
di vi ne happiness in every sense. |If, however, the use
of our freedom nakes a valuational difference to God,
then, even though God is the very power of acting in
our acting, we would have a causative role in divine
happi ness; God would have sone nontaut ol ogical
passivity to God's own activity of working through us.
God's creativity with respect to us is significant for
God, but whether our creativity is significant for God,

that is the question. O course, what we have seen
thus far gives a "no" to this question.
There is an occasion on which Tillich uses

"contribute" in a manner that mght be taken--or ms-
taken--to nmean that we affect the divine life for
better or worse. In a sernon he states that, in
| ooki ng back at certain past pleasurable experiences,
we nay feel now that these are enpty, that they "have
not contributed to the eternal."¢*' Since this is a
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sernon, his language may be |ooser than usual. But
beyond this, since in Tillich's nodel the positive that
is created within existence, which can vary depending
upon whether we relatively "waste" or "fulfill" our
potentialities, ¥V is elevated to eternity, he perhaps
would be willing to say that our actions do contribute
tothe divine life. But this would not be a "contri bu-
tion" that nmakes a positive difference to that life.
For if we had "contributed" |ess, God would negate the
greater negativity involved in this and fully
conpensate for the greater distance between this | esser
contribution and our essential potentiality.

The following is the remark by Tillich that nost
sounds as if we can affect the level of divine ful-
‘...the eternal act of creation is driven by
a love which finds fulfillnment only through the other
one who has freedom to reject and accept |ove. "®*
That sounds pretty good. However, it is not
concl usi ve. For it is Tillich's position that our
estrangenent from God or rejection of God in each
noment, as with all negativity, is negated or overcone
as this is "here and now' elevated to eternity;
everything in each noment (not in sonme future time or

fillment:

afterlife) returns to and in sone sense is reunited or
reconciled with God in eternity. " Therefore, though
the nost natural way of interpreting that declaration
is that God remains somewhat unfulfilled to the extent
we reject God's love, that probably is not Tillich's
nmeani ng.

Tal k about the significance of the finite for
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Cod suggests that Tillich nmay have been trying to break
away fromthe divine inpassibility. But we cannot say
that the shackl es were | oosened enough for him that he
woul d have wanted such passages to be taken to nean
that we can affect the divine life for the better or
for the worse.

How then on the whole does the Tillich of this
chapter stand in relation to panentheism particularly
t he passive aspect? He seens to allow for a processive
relationship of God to the world, though anbi guously.
To the extent that he does, God's panentheistic rela-
tionship, God's wutterly imediate and coinhering
relationship, wth the tenporal world--both wth
respect to know edge and ultimate enpowernent--can be
preserved. In general, he affirns indeterninate
creaturely freedom fairly strongly, which is a key
factor in preventing his panentheism from becom ng a
pant hei sm However, given indeterninate freedom he
severely wundermnes his panentheism by denying that
this freedom which can affect creaturely experiences
for better or for worse, can valuationally affect the
di vi ne experience of which these creaturely experiences
are in panentheism an utterly imediate part. Thi s
entails that Tillich's God cannot very convincingly be
called the living God. For as far as divine happi ness
and experience of value are concerned, CGod is closed,
fixed, static, rather than in living relationship with
creation. And nore or less apart from the issue of
i ndeterninate freedom for there would be evil even if
every creature optinmally used its freedom Tillich
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severely undercuts his panenthei sm by denying that the
creaturely suffering that is a very part of God in
panentheismis effective as an el ement of suffering and
disvalue for God at God's core. And these problens
with respect to the passive aspect of panentheism
ultimately undermne the active as well, for these are
mutual ly inplicative. To whatever extent the totally
inclusive and imediate relationship of God to the
world is denied or only anbiguously upheld in
connection with tenporality, dependence upon creaturely
free choices for degree of happi ness, or suffering, and
externality or separation therefore inplied, God cannot
then be the all-enconpassing power, the inmediate
enmpower or wor ki ng through all existence. God cannot be
"the creative ground of everything in every nonent";
instead there is "an external relation between God and
the creature."“*l  Only the God who suffers with the
creatures can be the ultimate and a se power that is
the very power of being in the creatures.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSI ON

What has preceded concerning Tillich and Harts-
horne has been previ ewed and sunmari zed enough and has
been, | believe, clear enough that any |arge-scale
sunmary here would be repetitious (though a brief
sunmation will be a part of the final words of this
chapter and this project). My "synthesis" of Harts-
horne and Tillich, nanely, a panentheism that fully

enbraces both an all-enconpassing active aspect and an
al | -enconpassing passive aspect, was outlined in
chapter 1 and developed through ny exposition on,
agreements wth, and disagreenents with Tillich and
Hartshorne in the subsequent chapters; so to give a
basi ¢ description of ny brand of panentheism as so far
devel oped, would again be repetitious. Instead, what
propose to do in this final chapter, as promi sed in the
first chapter, is to wuse what has cone before,
especially material in chapters 4 and 5, as a basis or
springboard for further considerations. This, in fact,
will provide some summary of the panentheistic outl ook
presented thus far, but wi thout needl ess repetition.

A major thrust of this chapter will be an apol o-
getic one of showi ng how the active and passive aspects
of God in panentheism can be held together without
final contradiction. The first area concerns whether a
panentheistic active aspect is conpatible with the
indeterminate creaturely freedom that has been nmain-
tai ned throughout, or whether the only sense God can be
"passive" is to God's own self-decided activity. The
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second and probably nore inportant area of concern,
which is relevant to the coherence of any theismin the
usual sense of the word, involves the followng
di | emma: How can the ultinmate and a se power, wth
nothing with any ultinate ontol ogi cal independence from
it that could negatively affect it, be anything other
t han unchangeably in possession of all possible value,
with no negativities? But if this is the case, any
actual relation of God to the world, as passive and
even as ultinmate enmpoweror, is dubious and, in fact, |
will argue, inpossible. I will pmaintain that the
exi stence of other individuals included in God follows
from God's ultimacy and provides value God would not
ot herwi se have, despite the negativities entailed in
finitude by its very nature.

Gowing out of the discussion of that dilemua
will be the possibility and perhaps desirability of the
notion of God as truly inexhaustible and therefore
intrinsically tenporal. I will contend that such an
em nent tenporality and openness is at |east as pro-
tective of the divine majesty as any notion of a fixed
maxi mal possession of value by Cod.

Wth these further discussions upon the concepts

broached in earlier chapters, | will try to consunmate
ny attenpt to offer a process theology that does full
justice to the divine majesty and a Tillichian theol ogy

that does full justice to the concept of a living Cod.
Though | have consistently insisted that there

is sone genuine indetermnacy and spontaneity in

creaturely activity, some wll feel that if Cod is
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i nmedi ately and coinheringly enpowering each creature
in each decision and action, this, in fact, entails
that God conpletely determ nes each decision. |[If such
determ nism be upheld, then the passive aspect of
panent heism except in a tautological sense (of God
being passive only to God's wholly self-decided ac-
tivity), is obliterated, and our doctrine of panen-
theism noves towards pantheism (though if a strict
qualitative difference between God and the nondivine
individuals God includes and totally determ nes be
strictly maintained, there would still be a dif-
ference). The active aspect would swal | ow t he passive,
rather than just being its ultinate basis.

However, | will now argue that there is no
contradiction between panentheistic enpowerment and
indeterminate creaturely freedom | claim the fol-
| owi ng: creatures find thenselves with the freedom

capability, power to decide, but they do not create
their freedomto be creative, they are not ultimately
responsible for this freedom of decision. A creature's
power to decide, as well as its total existence, is
conti ngent. Such contingent freedom is either ul-
timately unexplained or it is given, enpowered by an
ultimate and necessary reality and power. If one
admts the conceptual possibility of an wultinate
enmpower nent behind creaturely contingent freedom then
| submit the following is conceptually possible: God
empowers each exercise of creaturely freedom in
deci sion and action, but "holds back" or linmts divine
power in not naking the decision, instead allow ng and
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enmpowering creatures to choose anong possible options,
enmpowering them in whatever decision they nemke and
carry out. Thus, the absence of nediation with respect
to divine power--that there is "nothing between" our
decision and Cod's enpowernent--does not nean God
decides for us, but rather that the God who relates to
us with total intinmacy gives existence to our free
choice and to whatever action we choose. And if it
were not for such enpowernent and upholding of
creatures in their freedom they would not be able to
act, they would not be at all (if |I am correct in ny
belief that contingent creaturely freedomis in need of
an ul ti mate cause).

Conversely, to nmintain that our power to freely
decide is sinply external to God has entailnments
i nconpatible with divinity. As Tillich stated, there
is no basis for an external relation from the side of
ultimate power. What could such externality mean?
That we are spatially outside God, thus rendering CGod
spatial? That CGod is not paying attention to us, is
not fully aware? Externality, whether spatial or epis-
tenological, inplies that there is some God behind or
beyond God setting the conditions for interaction
between us and this alleged "God", who is actually non-
di vi ne regardi ng presence and know ng.

W have also seen Hartshorne argue against
external relations with respect to God:

...if we deny the inclusiveness of the divine
unity, we will either have to admit that rela-
tions between God and the |esser minds belong to
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no real individual, no real substance, or have

to admit a superdivine individual to which they

bel ong.
However, Hartshorne did not follow out the logic of his
endorsenent of a "genuinely single entity which
enbraced both the absolute and the world and the
rel ations between them™"" Instead the creature's
reception and synthesis of the divine datumis external
to God, rather than within God' s know edge and power.

If the absence of external relations with re-
spect to God be upheld, then our whol e being, including
the aspect of indetermnate freedom which concretely
cannot be separated from other aspects of our being, is
itself (a part of) CGod's power. Parenthetically, this
di scussion points to the inconpatibility of paying lip
service to God's sustaining enpowernment of everything
by nmuch of traditional theism while explicitly or
inmplicitly denying God's coinhering enpowernent,
denying that everything is part of God's power, of God
(since there is nothing divine that is not in sone
sense divine power). This nakes God's enpowernent just
one aspect or factor of or in things, in addition to
nmany others, thus denying its total and utter imedi acy
and directness in relation to anything inits totality,

in all its aspects--and inmplying sonme ultinmate
ont ol ogi cal independence of the creature from God. Now
if by "external," one is sinply neaning that God does

not mnake the decisions God coinheringly gives us the
power to make, that, of course, | grant--in substance,
t hough not approvi ng such use of "external."
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My unconprom sing upholding of a panentheistic
divine active aspect entails that God indeed is passive
to God's own activity through the creatures--but not in
a tautological sense, not to wholly self-decided ac-
tivity. For a part of that activity is our activity
involving indeterm nate freedom W are active not as
"secondary agents" conpletely determ ned by the prinmary
agent, but as creators. This nodel allows for an
outl ook on the question of "grace and free will" that
preserves sone real human freedom and responsibility,
while fully crediting the proper religious intuitions
and notivations (and there have al so been some i nproper
ones) of those who have enphasi zed the divine prinacy,
"preceding," and grace. Since our whole being, since
our freedom since any good action we take (and also
since anything good we receive from creation) is by
virtue of or, better, is God's coinhering enpowernent,
without which there would be absolutely nothing,
everything is of grace. W do nothing deserving of any
reward, and indeed even of existence, that itself is
not this inmrediate working through us by God. To
nerely say that God "enables" us to do the good is too
weak to do justice to the panentheistic enpowernent |
have presented. In ny schene there is not a division of
what we do and what God does. The trouble with nmany
traditional attenpts to preserve hunan freedom has been
precisely a tendency to make a sinple distinction or
di vi sion between what God does and what we do in the
econony of our noral and religious determ nations. But
God is the one who cannot be sinply distinguished from
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or contrasted to other beings, for God inmediately
enbraces them Instead of a division then, we are
looking at the sane thing on different |evels--a
penultimate and ultinmate level. And the ultinate |evel
enconpasses the penul tinate.

But have | not endorsed Hartshorne's talk of a
di vision of responsibility (while vetoing a division of
power) ? | ndeed, | have. Human responsibility has
not hing taken away fromit by God. Since God does not
make our decisions for us to whatever extent they are
indeterminate, to the extent we deliberately nake worse
use of our freedomthan we could have, we are to bl ane;
Cod is not responsible. (But there still is no
di vision of power, for God is imediately enpowering us
in our sinfulness, sone neasure of which in each of us
is the inevitable, or virtually inevitable, result of
our freedom and the relative exclusivity of our
awar eness. ) Conversely to the extent we deliberately
nmake better use of our freedomthan we night have, sone
credit is appropriate. But this does not mean that
"God is not responsible"! Whi l e hurman responsibility
has nothing taken away fromit by God, in one sense it
has everything it is given to it by God. Since God is
the coinhering power in any good action (and is
desirous of our choosing the best possible action), it
would be the height of arrogance--or at |east
i gnorance--to deny that God is responsible for the
goodness of an act. But this does not contradict or
detract fromour responsibility. There is a penultinate
and an ultimate level of responsibility that do not
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conflict (to the extent we opt for the good), for the
one, as it were, is within the other. W nmight say
this: we can rightly receive sonme credit for a good
deed, but God should receive all the glory.

W come now to the second area in which | wll
try to show that the active and passive aspects of
panentheism can finally be held together w thout
contradiction--an area which is relevant to whether any
thei sm can hold together. The active aspect points to
God as ultimate power. It is this ultimte power that
enables God to be fully passive to everything, that is,
perfectly passive in adequacy and scope, perfectly
know edgeabl e of and synpathetic to everything. And
such knowing and loving is itself a participatory
activity. Moreover, for there to be anything for Cod
to be passive to, to know and synpat hize with, God nust
be i mredi ately and coi nheringly enmpowering it. On al
these counts, the active aspect of power underlies the
passi ve one. But if God has this all-enconpassing
power, why would God want to include a world, as in the
basi ¢ postul ate of panentheism why would God want to
be passive to a world in any sense? Wy would God not

unchangeabl y possess all possible value apart from and
thus not bother wth, a world, and especially not
bother with one that brings any negativity into the
divine life? For there is no power external to CGod's
self that could negatively affect God, that could
hi nder God from unchangeably possessing all possible
value without any tinge of negativity. Qur dilemma is
this: On the one hand, only God has the ultinmate power
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to inmmediately give being to the world. On the other
hand, giving being to our world may not seem
appropriate to the ultimte power.

Wiile | have phrased this dilema in panentheis-
tic terns, the sane basic quandary applies to any the-
ismin which God's ultinmacy or aseity is affirned--any
theism in which God is Cod. God's aseity neans that
God has an--or the--ultimate power of self-existence,
that God is the ultinate power whose existence and
experience are not dependent upon any powers that have
any ultinmate ontological independence from GCod. By
inmplication then, God nust be the ultimte source of
anything else that exists. This nmust be the starting
poi nt, the nost basic assunption, of any viable theism

But aseity, in general, like aseity panentheistically
construed, neans that there is no power beyond Cod's
ultimate control t hat could prevent God from
unchangeabl y having all possible value wthout trace of
negativity. But if God possesses a conpleted naxi num
of value, creating a world either seens pointless and
i nconprehensible, or, if there is a point to it--which
is to say that it has sone value for God--the prenise
of immutably possessing all possible value is seem ngly
deni ed. And relating to the world, with its nany
negativities, would seemto inply sone participation in
negativity. Therefore, relating to our world, deriving
either value or disvalue fromit, may not seem fitting
to the ultinate power.

The approach of classical theism though, has
been precisely to deny the seemng changeability,
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pur posef ul increase in possession of value, and
subj ection to negativity involved in God's relating to
the worl d. Cl assical theists strictly adhered to the
bel i ef t hat CGod' s aseity entails unchangeabl e
possession of all possible value sans mxture wth
di svalue and attenpted to construe God's relationship
to the world in terns consistent with that belief, at
least formally (though informally, classical theists
did not wholly refrain from speaking of God as in
dynam ¢ and changing relationship with the world, of
the world as having neaning for God, and of God as
synpathi zing with the sufferings of the world--and how
could any Christian avoid speaking of God' s |ove for
the world, even if this ran counter to one's
t heol ogy!) . By looking at the classical view, | wll
argue that our apparent incongruity of relating God, as
unchangi ngly having an unadul terated maxi mum of val ue,
to the world is a real i nconpatibility and
impossibility and that this classical view of God and
Cod's (supposed) relating tends to finitize God, to
make Cod | ess than ultinate.

Classical theismwll not permt that God be at
all changeable, lest God decrease in value or need to
increase in value to reach a maximum  The concept of
"classical eternity" has been described in the preced-
ing chapter. Since Cod's experience is not at all
processive, there is absolutely no way God can have a
relationship with the processive world that is at all
i mredi ate or direct. Supposedly God has an indirect
rel ati onshi p of sorts by having an unchangi ng vi si on of
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all of tine, all of which is equally actual, none of it
nore in the past or future for divine experience.
Divine certainty of things that have not yet happened
from our perspective apparently is based on God's
creative power which (pre-)determ nes things. However,
wi thout a processive relationship of enpowering things
in the present, there is no basis for even this
indirect relationship of knowing based on creative
power . Unl ess Cod's upholding power is tenporally
related, it will not find its target; it will be blind.
In this nodel, God makes creative decisions for all
time and sits back in a tinmeless boudoir while these
are automatically carried out (by whonP) without God's
i nmedi ate attention. But unless God is directly and
tenporally involved in executing these plans, nothing
will be carried out, for nothing can exist wthout
God's immedi ate sustaining. Cassical eternity, then,
makes the real world in its concreteness and
tenporality blatantly external to God, even if the
indirect tineless relationship to the world it posits
be sustained; and since it cannot, it nakes the
universe totally external to, conpletely unknown and
not at all enpowered by, God. If there be sone
timel ess God sonmewhere, there nust be a God behind that
Cod, a God who is tenporal, at least in part, and who
can thus coinheringly enpower both the tenporal world
and this tinmeless God.

Classical theism also posits that God has all
possi bl e value apart from whether or not CGod creates a
world. Creation yields no value God does not otherw se
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have. But however nuch "nonsocial" value God m ght
have apart from creation--even if there be an absolute
maxi rum of this type of value--God cannot have the
"social" value that cones from caring for creatures
(and from having that |ove returned by sone of thenj,
except by having creatures. Sone confusion on this
i ssue is caused by those who argue that God's |ove for
the creatures is an agape that is in need of nothing

and only gives value without receiving any. Wile |
woul d agree that God's love for the creatures is not at
all corrupted by selfishness, by its very nature |ove
or caring finds val ue and happi ness in the happi ness of
ot hers. Therefore, though God not be directly or
primarily concerned with God's own happiness in rela-
tions with the creatures, divine |love and care, insofar
as successful in pronoting the well-being of the
creatures, entail that God garners value and happi ness
from relating to the world. (Though God not be
directly or primarily concerned with such happiness,
this does not and cannot mean the ommiscient one is
ignorant of the prospect of garnering happiness or
val ue through the happiness of the creatures for which
Cod is working. Thus, in one sense, God's love is not
entirely selfless, though it is not at all selfish.)
That God realizes value from creaturely experiences of
value finds its strongest expression in panentheism in
whi ch these experiences are an utterly imediate part
of the divine experience. But it is entailed in any
theism in which God is said to love or care for the
creatures, in any theism in which creation is other
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than a totally arbitrary and indifferent--or hostile--
enterprise. (O course, sone classical theists have
drawn the logical inplications of their position and
deni ed divine |love, and nany have regarded creation as
a whol |l y nonchal ant act.)

Note how the classical view differs from
Tillich's inrelation to value. While we cannot affect
the level of value for God by our decisions, God's
activity in relation to the universe has value and

significance for God. It was not clear whether for
Tillich God eternally possesses all the value creation
m ght have for God. If God does already possess all

the val ue of creation, one mght be able to sal vage the
idea that divine aseity entails that God unchangeably
has a maxi mum of value (though not on the basis that
this possession of value is entirely apart from the
wor | d) . However, if indetermnate creaturely freedom
be granted, the degree of God's happiness with respect
to the world wll be dependent wupon the extent
creaturely actions pronmote creaturely well-being. No
kind of supplementation or synthesis of creaturely
experience can change the fact that a caring God is
happier the greater the happiness of the creatures.
This is epitom zed in panentheism in which creaturely
happi ness is a very part of God, but it is true for any
theismin which God is |ove. Even if any freedom be
denied, and thus God anticipates all creaturely
experience of value, it is plausible that the actual
realization of value by the concrete creature would
have a greater value for God than the nere
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anticipation. Like unchangeability, the possession of
all possible value by God conflicts with relating to
the worl d.

Finally, classical theism denies that God is
negatively affected by, or in any sense suffers wth,
the world. Only a God who is totally insensitive, only
a God for whom everything creaturely is a matter of

indifference, could fail to be sonewhat negatively
affected and suffer with creaturely woe. I find this
failure inconpatible with the idea that this God knows
the world. For even the nore insensitive of persons
cannot but feel some synmpathy for those whose woe they
know and understand fairly well. How then can God, who
will be regarded as in sone sense omiscient by any

thei sm which maintains aseity, be totally insensitive
and unsynpathetic to the plight of creatures? This
notion is certainly inconpatible with the idea that God
| oves the world. For a God who cares about the well-
being of creatures will not be absolutely blissful in
the face of their distress. This is especially true
for panentheism in which our sufferings are an
i mredi ate part of the divine life. But it is true for
any theismthat upholds the divine love (or, | believe,
the divine omiscience). Therefore, a God who
experiences no negativity cannot be related to the
wor | d.

Thus, | believe | have established that a God
who unchangeably possesses all possible value untinged
by any negativity cannot be related to the world on all
three counts: unchangeability, absolute nmaxinmality of
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val ue experience, and nonsubjection to negativity--
except perhaps if it be held that God is related to
creation, though divine upholding and knowing of it are
totally arbitrary, pointless, whinsical, and indif-
ferent, a notion touched upon in our discussion, but
not given full explicit consideration. Then it m ght
be all eged that, though the concrete contents of divine
experience change, God's possession of all possible
val ue and nonsubjection to negativity are unchangeabl e.
But there are two problens here (not to nmention the
noral repugnance of such a deity). |If the world were a
matter of total indifference to God, God would never
have created it. Mreover, even if God had a world in
relation to which God purposed to be wholly
indifferent, thus neither gaining value nor being
subject to disvalue, God could not pull it off! For,
as argued above, God's knowing the world' s miseries
woul d have some negative effect. Sinmilarly, know ng of
the world' s ecstasies could not but bring sone
happi ness, in spite of God's self. This nodel then is
not really conpatible with God's relating to the world.

Even if a wholly indifferent relating to the
world be allowed, through total indifference this God
m sses some possible value, nanely, social value, the
value of loving and having an interest in others,
contrary to the prem se of unchangeabl e possession of
all value. (Note how the concept of agape, discussed
in relation to social value earlier, if construed as
neaning that God derives absolutely no happiness or
value from the well-being of creatures, is equivalent
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to indifference.) As inplied when first presented, it
is this concept of social value that points to the
m sconception involved in positing possession of all
possi bl e value by God. That is where the basic problem
or msunderstanding within our initial dilema lies.
Though God might immutably have all possible nonsocial
val ue, CGod cannot inmutably have all possible social
value, by its very nature. God obtains social value
only by creating and relating to certain possible
creatures rather than to others. Even barring
indetermnate freedom it is questionable whether the
full social value of a certain creature can be
possessed in anticipation of that creature's actual
exi sting and experiencing. And if freedom be granted,
what value is realized is dependent on creaturely
choi ce.

Wiile it mght be granted that an absolute
possession of all possible value is an unreasonable
entailment of wultimate power which overlooks social
value, it might still be insisted that ultimte power
would ensure that there be no negativity in the
universe and in the value that God derives from it.
This is the issue of theodicy. It is beyond the
purview of this project to delve deeply into that
question. Suffice it to say that the follow ng entail
that natural and noral evil (which are not wholly
separable) are part of the very nature of creaturely
exi st ence: relative ignorance, the need for natural
[ aws (which provide the order and constancy needed for
creaturely life and interaction, but as such cannot be
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nodi fied or suspended for the particular needs and
desires of each and every creature), and indeterm nate
freedom (a necessary aspect of at I|east the higher
organisns, | think). There is then no power ultinmately
i ndependent of God (no "prinme matter" or nalevolent
deity) that resists God and causes negativity, nor is
there a weakness within God that causes it. | nst ead,
the very idea of a creation w thout any negativity is
an incoherent or absurd one. Therefore, there is no
denial of God's ultimate power in the "inability" to
effect a supposed notion, which in fact makes no sense
at all.

Thus, sone evil or negativity is the price
attendant to social value, though it is always out-
wei ghed by the good in the universe. This and what has
preceded in this section point to why God's ultinacy
and aseity denmand that God have a world of which only

CGod can be the ultinmate source. Utinacy neans Cod
will know and be able to ensure that creaturely
existence on the whole wll be good, so for the
creature's sake God will have a world. Secondari ly,
CGod will have a world for God's own sake, for God knows
that God will share in all the happiness of the
creatures, which will outweigh the sadness, and will

derive pleasure from love for the creatures being
returned by sone of them

But it is only the panentheistic God that has
such ultinacy. To the extent the creatures'
experiences are not an utterly imediate part of the
di vine experience, God will not fully possess the val ue
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of these experiences. And any attenpt to keep God from
totally inmrediate participation in the negativities of
creaturely experience will |ikewi se entail a relatively
indirect and external relationship to the positive in
sane (for God cannot know just which aspects of an
experience are positive and which negative wthout
knowi ng the whole experience with perfect intinacy),
thus resulting in lesser value for the divine
experience, since the good outweighs the bad in
creaturely experience on the whole. And a God who does
not garner all the value available is surely |less than
ul'timate conpared to one that does. This applies al
the nore to classical theism where any positive value
of the creation for God is directly denied. Noreover
to whatever extent the creation is inmagined as nore or
less external to God, in order to lessen Cod's
dependence on or passivity to the world for experience
of value or happiness, or for any other reason, God's
ul'timacy is contradicted in the followi ng manner: Any
externality neans that God is not the totally inmmediate
and coinhering enpoweror of the world, thereby
entailing a God above or behind God, who is the utterly
coi nhering enmpoweror of our supposed "God" and of the
world, and who determines the conditions for the
interaction of these relatively external or separated
entities.

I have gainsaid the notion of an unchangeable
possession of all possible social value, while thereby
perhaps seeming to inply the unchangeabl e possessi on of
all possible nonsocial value by God. Actually, | have
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not spoken for or against this latter idea to this
poi nt . But first | wll consider what conprises
nonsoci al value. By that | nean the particul ar val ues,
the aesthetic values, that God realizes apart fromthe
world or any worlds. As we realize values which are
not (at least directly or primarily) social (that is,
involving our encountering and appreciation of the
experiences of others), such as enjoying a sunset or
appreciating the beauty of a synphony, so anal ogously
does God. O course, in the divine case, what Cod
aesthetically enjoys is not relatively external nor
dependent upon the creativity of others. Very
net aphorically, God paints pictures and conposes mnusic
that only God can enjoy.

What about value that is beyond any and all
particular values, a la a nystical or undifferentiated
Cod or aspect of God? The only senses of nore or |ess
undi fferentiated value that recomend thenselves to ne
are the following: 1) God has a feeling and apprecia-
tion of divine existence per se and ultinate power, of
aseity. 2) God surveys possibility in general. (This
latter could not in any way be said to involve tota
form essness, though, for possibility nust have at
| east sone form or definiteness.) These, especially
the fornmer, do have real value for God. Yet by
t hensel ves they are rather enpty. They have the val ue
of experienced potentiality, of being poised for
creativity, and are inconplete unless they issue forth
in particular social and nonsocial values (and
therefore should not be sinply classified under socia
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or nonsocial value). (As an analogy for God's sense of
divine existence per se and power, | think of the
feeling I have when | amdone with a particul ar project
or phase of ny life, having a clean slate and clean
cl osets and desk drawers, and | ooking forward generally
and indefinitely to doing sonething.) |If soneone else
has some additional sense of God' s appreciation of
val ue beyond particular value, | would not have much
quarrel with it, as long as particular values in
addition to the undifferentiated value are regarded as
real and valuable for Cod. However, advocates of
undi fferentiati on have often regarded particul ar val ues
as disvaluable (and therefore sonetinmes w shed them
into maya or illusion), as sullying the sinplicity and
unity  of Cod's experience with conplexity and
nmani f ol dness--thus attenpting to nmake God the cosnic
equi val ent of a | obotony patient.

W now return to the consideration of particular
nonsoci al val ue. My position is that God nay not
unchangeably possess all nonsocial value, but that
particul ar nonsocial values (like social ones) mght be
realized tenporarily or processively. This is tenable
only if possibility is regarded as nore or less in-
definite (with Hartshorne and contra Tillich, insofar
as he has revealed hinself), rather than as a fixed
group of wholly definite entities (waiting to be
instantiated in the case of social possibilities).
For, while in the case of social value, there is a
val uat i onal difference between CGod's seeing the
possibility of Dave N kkel realizing a particul ar val ue
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and God's experiencing Dave N kkel as actually
realizing the said value, in the case of nonsocial
aesthetic values, if they are "seen" in their total
definiteness, they are realized, they are actual.
Soci al val ues, by their very  nature, even if
determnate qua possibility, still depend upon crea-
turely actualization for realization, while divine
nonsoci al val ues obvi ously do not.

But certain problenms arise in regard to pos-
sibility as indefinite. How can God be the ultinmate
source and controller of possibility unless God knows
all possibility in all definiteness? And if CGod is
not, there is sonething nore ultinate than God (perhaps
possibility itself, which is to say, chance) or sone
kind of dualism However, | believe that God can be in
possession and control of possibility, even though it
not be conposed of conpletely definite entities. God
can do so by knowing the limts within which possibili-
ties lie. On this nodel, possibilities can be thought
of as being within a continuum Anal ogous to the way |
know the real nunber line, wthout establishing (that
is, wthout creating or bringing to full definiteness)
each nunber of the infinite possible, or the spectrum
of colors without seeing each of the infinite possible
shades, God can know all possibility.

But apart from the need for possibility to be
possessed by or be "within" God for God to be ultinate,
this question arises: If God is the ultimte power,
unhindered by an ultimtely independent power, why
should not God unchangeably possess all possible
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nonsoci al val ue? If nothing is thwarting God, why
should God stop at only realizing a certain portion of
all possible nonsocial value up to a particular divine
time? Does not this idea entail that there is a
particular structure inposed upon God that Ilinmts
divine power and creativity? This type of concern,
which certainly has sone legitinmacy, is reflected in
Tillich's statenents that God "precedes" reason or
structure and in his adnonitions against trying to find
a "definite" structure in God.''" O course, in one
sense, even God's general sense of divine existence and
power must have sone structure. That is to say, it
cannot be absolute chaos, which is nothingness. But |
quite agree that God does not have a particular or
definite structure in the way we do, a structure that
sets the limts, conditions, and possibilities for our
perceiving and creating. There are no a priori limts
on Cod's power and creativity. But since | grant
this, again the question raises itself, why then m ght
not God unchangeably possess all nonsocial val ue?

My answer is that it is the nature of
possibility and of God's power to be inexhaustible
(though the wunlimtedness of possibility is one of
"depth," of unlimtness within general linmits, wthin
an i nexhaustible "continuunt). Wile God could realize
any given anount of nonsocial value "right now'--
instantly or eternally, that does not nean the
realization of all possible nonsocial value right now
is a coherent idea. Because, for any supposedly
conpl eted set of all value, even an infinite one, nore
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val ues can be stipulated, can be created. To use a
mat hemati cal anal ogy, though the set of all integers is
infinite, the set of all real nunbers is an infinity of
a higher order; there are "orders" of infinity. Just
as one can be added to any supposed conpleted set of
finite integers, "one can be added" to any supposed
conpleted infinity. Looking at it directly in terns of
the divine power and experience, by stipulating the
possession of the conpleted set of (supposedly) all
possi bl e nonsocial values, we may limt and exhaust
Cod's power by disallowing God any further creative
potency, and we nay confine God to eternal boredom
save for God's social relations. (This is even nore
the case in classical theism where divine creativity
with regard to the universe is eternally conplete and
conpleted.) W seemingly deny God's inexhaust-ibility.
Traditional theology has been concerned that Cod and
Cod's power not be exhausted in the creation of the
uni ver se. I have a simlar concern regarding the
creation of nonsocial value.

The reader may have detected a basic quandary
here in relation to God's ultinmate power. On the one
hand we seem to limt or "hold back" God's power by
hol di ng that CGod cannot possess all possible nonsoci al
value instantly or eternally. On the other hand we
seem to limt or "hold back" God' s power by holding
that there is nothing further God can create beyond a
given set of values. This issue, which has very
significant ramfications for God's wultimcy and
maj esty, is one that to mnmy know edge has not been
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recogni zed anywhere, at least not explicitly. Whi ch
side to choose does not seem obvi ous. Perhaps it is
nmainly a nmatter of taste whether one opts for ongoing
creativity and inexhaustibility as npbst expressive of
Cod's ultimate power and nmjesty. But at the least it
seens in itself as supportive and as nondestructive of
the divine ultinmacy as the other.

Beyond the respective inmmediate attractiveness
of each of the options, we have the followng
respective advantages with regard to God's ultinacy:
On the side of a conpleted outpouring of divine power
in respect to nonsocial value is that it allows for a
nore exact surveying of possibility. On the side of
i nexhaust-ibility is the seenming divine ennui involved
in the other option. Also on the side of ongoing
potency is the following consideration. If God's
experience, apart from creating and relating to a
tenporal world, is wholly atenporal and nonprocessive,
it perhaps becones difficult to see how God could, in
fact, relate to a tenporal entity at all. If Cod
creates a world at a particular tine, "prior to" which
God did not have a tenporal world, the problem is

fairly obvious. It is questionable whether an
experience that is wholly nontenporal and durationless
could become tenporal and durational, even in an
aspect. It may appear weasier to relate a God

intrinsically timeless to a tenporal world, if there
has al ways been a tenporal world for God. Then God has
supposedl y al ways been tenporal in an aspect, and we do
not have to inmagine the strictly atenporal becom ng
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processive. However, if God is intrinsically, or apart
from the world, atenmporal (rather than there being
unchangi ng aspects to an experience wth intrinsic
tenporality), while tenporally relating to the world,
we still have the difficulty of integrating the
concretely durationless and nonprocessive wth the
concretely durational and processive within the divine
experience. A way to get around this difficulty would
be in positing that God's experience is intrinsically
tenporal or durational, and that part of it is the
conti nual possession of all possible nonsocial value,
which has an infinite duration which is beginningless
and endless (in contrast to God's possession of any
particul ar social value, which always has a begi nning).
That is, Cod's experience of nonsocial value is dura-
tional, though its concrete contents do not change.
This seems to be a coherent way to avoid this
particular problem though | have never heard anyone
advance such a nodel in any context. Wth that nodel
I would call it nmore or less a standoff between a
conpl eted outpouring of divine power (and its nore
precise view of possibility) and ongoing creativity
(and its avoidance of divine boredom, with one's own
sense of which less conpromnises the ultimacy of divine
power being the determinative factor. In conparison
with a nodel of God as intrinsically atenporal, though
I think the balance is tipped in favor of the nodel of
i nexhaustible creativity, for it 1is mnore clearly
conpatible with God's relating to a tenporal world,
whi ch | have argued is denmanded by God's ultinacy. I
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mght note that in this nodel there is a unity or
symmetry between God in relation to social value and
nonsoci al val ue (new val ues being ongoingly created in
both areas), unlike with an atenporal possession of all
possi bl e nonsocial value, or even with a tenporal or
durational possession of all possible nonsocial value.
| doubt, however, that this, in itself, constitutes
any evidence in favor of the nodel.

It is time to bring to a conclusion this whole

proj ect. In the following ways, | believe | have
offered a process theology that, unlike Hartshorne's,
does full justice to God's aseity and nmjesty: God's
al | -enconpassing and coinhering power is fully

af firnmed. (In this | do fuller justice to the divine
power and nmmjesty than does any nonpanentheistic
t heol ogy.) CGod's direct and inmediate governing,
shaping, and controlling of the world s nature and
destiny is truly affirned--though God also lets us do
sone of the shaping via our freedom (A God who can
exercise ultimate power and governance only by
determining everything to the last iota, who is not
strong and secure enough to pernmt some indeterm nate
creaturely freedom is not very najestic.) God's power
is not exhausted in divine creativity with respect to
this wuniverse (as in Hartshorne). I uphold the
possibility that God has many uni verses other than this
one and affirm that God realizes "nonsocial" value
totally apart from any and all wuniverses. And |
suggest that God's "nhonsocial" «creativity is not
exhausted in any conplete set of values, but is truly
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i nexhaustible, which is at |least as protective of
di vine power and nmjesty as the unchangi ng possession
of (allegedly) all possible nonsocial value. And, in
the following ways, | believe | have advanced a
Tillichian theology that is sensitive to his sense of
the divine power and mmjesty and holiness, as above

and that is truer to his panentheistic intent and to

his desire to affirm a |living God in living
relationship to a world with freedom than he was
hi msel f. I have suggested a CGod who is intrinsically
tenporal in emnent and ultimate fashion, who can

wi thout possible contradiction contain the tenpora
world (or worlds). | have affirmed that we have sone
genuine freedom in determining the quality of our
relationship with God, though the glory should go to
the God who is inmediately working through or coin-
heringly enpowering us even in this. And | have
insisted that the degree of value or happiness in the
di vi ne experience can be affected by the free actions
of the creatures Cod i medi ately enbraces and that God
is negatively affected by the creaturely sufferings
that are a very part of God. Yet | have also insisted
that God's power ensures that creaturely experience on
the whole will be enjoyable, that God realizes mich
val ue and happi ness apart from inclusion of the world
and any worlds, and that God enjoys the value of a
general sense of divine existence and power. Thus, we
have a truly living relationship that yet does not
underm ne the divine ultinmacy and beatitude.
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ENDNOTES
i. Mn's Vision of God, p. 295.

ii. Mn's Vision of God, p. 238. See p. 120 above for full quote.

iii. Philosophical Interrogations, p. 378. See also p. 379.
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