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o SUMMARY
;o

This thesis undertakes to examine critically the notions
of transcendence in certain recent theologies and philosophie
and to compare and contrast them with Biblical teaching con-
cerning the transcendence of God. OSeven recent theologies
and philosophies are chosen, and they are presented in four
sections, In section one, two ontological theologies are
studied~~those o¢f E. L. Mascall and Paul Tillich; in section
two, two éxistentialist philosophies are treated--~those of
Karl dJaspers and Jean~Paul Sartre; and in section three, two
experiential theologies are investigated-~those of Rudolf
Otto and Martin Buber, To each of these theologians or
philosophers we address three questions: (1) How does his
approach to theology or philosophy arrive at, or fail to
arrive at, the conception of a tramnscendent God? (2) How
does his theological or philosophical position éllow Or pros-
hibit his knowing and speaking about a transcendent God?

(3) What does his notion of transcendence seek to express and
safeguard in the conception of God?

In section four an investigation is made of Karl Heim's
presentation of the doctrine of God's transcendence, In this
treatment two questions are especiaily considered: (1) How
can one meaningfully and honestly conceive of a transcendent

God? (2) How can onme express the notion of a God who is, at

the same time, transcendent and omnipresent?
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In section five a study is made of the Logos doctrine of
the Fourth Gospel. Here, two approaches are employed. First
the Logos doctrine is treated asaChristological element of
the thesis, i.e. an attempt is made to determine what unders
standing of God's transcendence is to be found in the Logos
Christology of the Fourth Evangelist. In the second place,
the Logos doctrine 1is treated as an expression, from the
position of faith, not only of the relation between God and
the Incarnate Logos, but also between God and the world, Thi
means that the work of this sectiom is directed towards findi
out what the Logos Christology means as well as towards the
statement of its implications for the doctrine of God's
transcendence, and this meaning and significance is then used
as a standard by which to judge the expressions of transcende
in the theologies and philosophies which are previously studi

In section six an attempt is made to arrive at a clear
understanding of what the doctrine of the transcendence of
God seeks to safeguard and express. To this end a considerat
is made of what each theology and philosophy studied seeks to
safeguard and express, and the success or failure of each is
judged by the standard established in section five., The meth
by which these conclusions are reached is a discussion of key
questioms which arise in the course of the investigation, and

broadly speaking, these questions may be grouped into the

three more embracing questions which were addressed to each



theologian or philosopher. (1) How does one arrive at the
reality or conviction of a tramscendent God? (2) How can

a transcendent God be present to men, and how can one know
and speak of a transcendent God? (3) What does the idea of
transcendence seek to express and safeguard in the nature
of God?

This thesis investigates the doctrine of God in terms of
ontology and in terms of God's presence and activity in the
world, and arrives at the conclusion that any adequate treate
ment of God's transcendence must acknowledge the importance
of both aspects. It concludes that expressions such as
'Being-itself' and 'Transcendence' are legitimate and neces-
sary in presenting God as qualitatively transcendent of all
beings, while at the same time it concludes that a balanced
doctrine of God's transcendence must allow for the reality
of God's out-going and self-giving action, which the Christias
sees supremely executed and revealed in the Incarnation of

Jesus Christ.
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PREFACE

The purpose of this thesis is to examine critically
the notiens of transcendence in certain recent theologies
and philosophies and to compare and contrast them with
Biblical teaching concerning the transcendence of God.
Seven recent theologies and philosophies are chosen and
they are presented in four sections. BEach of the first
three sections undertakes to investigate two systems. This
division is employed not enly in order to show similarities
and differences between the two theologians or philosophers
of each section, but also to point out the essential issues
involved, Section four differs.from the first three in
that it treats primarily the expression of the doctrine
of transcendence and in that it treats the writings of only
one theologian. In the fifth section an investigation of
the Logos Christology and its significance for the doctrine
of the transcendence of God is undertakem, and in the sixth
sediion an attempt is made to evaluate the selected theologies
and philosophies as regards their successes and failures in
safeguarding and expressing the transcendence of God,

In section one a study of God's transcendence is undere
taken in terms of ontology. The two theologies chosen are
those of E. L. Mascall and Paul Tillich. Both men are

interested in 'being' as the key to God's transecendence, and
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both show a great interest in the ontological and cosmological
arguments for the existence of God, Therefore, we begin

this section by noting the classic presentations and ree
jections of these arguments. Thereafter, we study Mascall's
theology in regard to his method, his consideration of the
problem of knowledge and speech about God, and his expliecit

and implicit doctrine of transcendence. Then we study Tillich's
theology in regard to the same three areas, Lastly, we note
some similarities and differences between the two positions.

In section two we investigate the philosophies of Karl
Jaspers and Jean~Paul Sartre, We consider these two systems
as existentialist-~Jdaspers' as a theistic existentialist
system and Sartre's as an atheistic existentialist system.

Our main concern in this section is with the teaching of
Jaspers, inasmuch as his position is more immediately relevant
to our investigation of the transcendence of. God., Again, we
are interésted in the three areas of method or approach,
knowledge and speech about the Transcendent, and the notion
of transcendence, itself,

Our third section treats the idea of transcendence in
the theologies of Rudolf Otto and Martin Buber. We consider
as a uniting bond the emphasis each places upon personal
conviction of God, and in this connection we study each man's

approach, We also consider the answers each gives to the
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questions of if and how one may know or know about God and
what, if anything, one may know about CGod. Finally, we seek
to draw conclusions concerning each man's doctrine of God's
transcendence.

In the fourth section, we study the theology of Karl
Heim, Here we take a different approach in our investigation
of the notion of transcendence, Heim's work is primerily
directed towards expressing the doctrine of God's transcendence,
Hence, we may not ask how his teaching of transcendence
follows from his method or approach to theology. DNor is
Heim greatly interested in the problem of knowledge and speech
about God. However, he is concerned with two matters of
interest to our whole investigation~~ (1) How can one meaning-
fully and honestly conceive of a tramscendent God? (2) How
can one express the notion of God's transcendent, yet omni-
present, nature? Consequently, our investigation of Heim's
theology is largely expository, seeking to determine how he
answers these two questions,

In the fifth section we study the Logos doctrine, and
we do this for two reasons, First, it is treated as a
Christological element of our investigation, i.e. we ask what
understanding do we find of God's transcendence in the Logos
Christoleogy. In the second place, the Logos doctrine is

treated as an expression, from the position of faith, not

only of the relation between God and the Incarnate Logos, but
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also between God and the world. This means that much of our
study in this section will be directed towards finding out
what the Logos Christology means rather than towards the
statement of its implications for the doctrine of God's
transcendence. However, after arriving at the meaning of
the Logos doctrine, we investigate its significance for God's
transcendence, and this meaning and significance is then
used as a standard by which we judge the expressions of
transcendence in the theologies and philosophies which we
have previously studied. We deliberately choose to present
this standard at the end of our investigation rather than at
its beginning in order to allow each theologian or philosopher
to present his teaching within the framework of his own system
rather than in light of the teaching of the Logos doctrine,

In our final section, we attempt to arrive at a clear
understanding of what the doctrine of the transcendence of
God seeks to safeguard and express. To this end, we consider
what each theology and philesophy which we have studied seeks
to safeguard and express, and we judge the success or failure
of each by the standard established in our fifth section.
The method by which we reach our conclusions is a discussion
of key questions which arise in the course of our investigation,
and, broadly speaking, these questions may be grouped into

the three more embracing questions which we addressed to each



theologian or philosopher-~ (1) How does one arrive at the
reality or conviction of & transcendent God? (2) How can a
transcendent God be present to men, and how can one know and
speak of a transcendent God? (3) What does the idea of
transcendence seek to express and safeguard in the nature

of God?

The seven theologians and philosophers selected for
investigation are chosen as representative of different
theologies and philosophies, but ne claim is made that
these are exhaustive of recent trends., Indeed, at least
two theologies of first impeortance, those of Karl Barth and
Rudolf Bultmann, are not treated in detail in our investi~
gation. We have intentionally omitted these theologies
from our investigation inasmuch as an adequate treatment
of their doctrines of transcendence would require a separate
and extensive study, and we considered that more light might
be shed upon our subject by studying it from several aspects
through the works of selected less prolific writers than by
limiting ourselves to one or two particular treatments,

I should like to take this opportunity to thank some of
the people who have been of particular help to me while
undertaking this work. First, I wish to thank Professor
Ian Henderson not only for his invaluable direction and

always pertinent remarks concerning my studies, but also for

his personal encouragement and generosity of time and
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understanding, Secondly, I wish to thank the staff of the
Library of Glasgow University and the Rev., James Mackintosh,
Librarian of Trinity College, for their courteous assistance
at all times, Thirdly, I should like to thank many friends
at Glasgow University--Dr. William Barclay for his help with
New Testament Studies, Dr., William McKane for his help with
0ld Testament Studies, The Rev., David Gourlay, Chaplain to
the University, for his interest and consideration while we
worked together, and many fellow students.for their willingness
to listen and to discuss thieological matters of especial
interest to me., Finally, I should like to thank most
sincerely my wife and my parents for their patience and

encouragement throughout this period of work.
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SECTION I

TRANSCENDENCE
IN
TWO ONTOLOGICAL THEOLOGIES



CHAPTER L.

The Ontological and Cosmological Arguments for the
Bxistence of God and the Analogia BEntis,

In our opening section we shall investigate the
idea of transcendence in two theologies which we may
call 'ontologicalt'!, i,e, theologies which treat the
question of being. These theologies are those of
B.L, Mascall and Pairl Tillieh, Although both men deal
with the question of being, their approaches and answers
to this question are not the same, Mascall employs a
'cosmological! approach; whereas Tillich uses the
method of 'ontological analyses! , Their agreements
and disagreements basically stem fromt he value each
places upon cosmological and ontological treatments of
being and may be seen in their considerations of the cosmo=-
logical and ontological arguments for the existence of God.
Further, an investigation of their developments of these
arguments gheds light not only upon their methods but
also upon their solutions to the problem of how it is
that one may speak about God and upon their ideas of Godt's

transcendence, So it is that we purpose to study their



treatments of these arguments, but before we do this we
shall consider the classical presentations and rejections

of them,

We begin with the ontological argument as ex® ressed

by St. Anselm,

Now we believe that thou art a being than which
none greater can be thought, Or can it be that
there is no such being, sinee "the fool hath said
in his heart, 'There is no God!'"? But when this
same fool hears what I am saying - "A being than
which none greater can be thought" - he under=
stands what he hears, and what he understands is
in his understanding, even if he does not under=
stand that it exists ..e¢ Bub clearly that than
which a greater cannot be thought cannot exist
in the understanding alone, For if it is
actually in the understanding alone, it can be
thought of as existing also in reality, and this
is greater, Therefore, if that than which a
greater cannot be thought is in the understande
ing alone, this same thing than which a greater
cannot be thought is that than which a greater
can be thought, But obviously this is impos-:
sible, Without doubt, therefore, there exists,
both in the understanding and in reality som?-
thing than which a greater cannot be thought.'l)

St. Anselm's argument has been criticised on three
grounds, The first objection suggests that the

definition of God as "that than which a greater cannot

(1) Anselm, Proslogion, II
Translated from Schmitt edition by Bugene R,
Fairweather in the Library of Christian Classics,
Vol, X, A Scholastic Miscellanys: Anselm to Ockham,
Pp. 73f,
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be thought" is meaningless, Mascall points out that the
definition of infinity as the 'greatest conceivable number!
is meaningless, for either it is no conceivable number or it
is a concrete number to which one can always add one more
digit.(z) Thus, we must ask if St., Anselm's definition is
of this nature; or, if it does have meaning then what is
its It would appear that St, Anselm means simply that God
is 'the greatest', Nowgranted, 'greatest'! may be an empty
term when used by itself, but when taken as an adjective it
can be significant, Followed by any attribute with which
one might credit God, 'greatest'! does have meaning, For
example, "There is no greater love or good than God," Now,
the truth of God's superlative nature might be questionmed,
but the very questioning would seem to show that the statew
ment is not meaningless,

The second objection argues that St, Anselm treats
'peing' as an accident of God rather than as the ground of
accidents, According to Broad,

The ontological argument professes to make a

categorical comparison between a non-existent

and an existent in respect of the presence or

absence of existence, The objection is two=-
fold, (i) No comparison can be made between

(2) Mascall, B, L., He Who IS, D33




a non-existent term and anything else except

on the hypothesis that it exists, And (1ii)

on this hypothesis it is meaningless to com=-

pare it with anything in resp?c? of the presg=
ence or absence of existence, !9

Thus we must ask if it is true that St, Anselm treéts
texistence'! as an accident of God., Does he consider God's
essence to be 'greatness' or 'the greatest love or good!
and 'existence'! merely to be something added to the idea of
God? It would appear that as regards the form of his
argument St, Anselm does consider God's essence to be other
than His existence, i,e, that he considers existence to be
simply an accident or attribute which if not possessed by
God would mean that some other 'essence'! which does possess
existence would be greater than God, However, in
light of the purpose and conclusion of St. Anselm's argument,
we may wonder if he actually does consider God's t'existence!
to be accidental, If, as Professor Broad asserts, one cannot
compare an existent with a non-existent, may it not be that
St. Anselm implicitly holds that God's existence is not
accidental but substantial, since he does make such a com=-
parison, Certainly, we can say that the whole purpose of
the argument is to show that the existence of God is the

gine gqua non of the conception of God,

(3) Ibid,, p.35,.




The third objection to St. Anselm's ontological

argument points out a confusion between the conception of

'a necessary existent' and the actual existence of 'a neces-

sary existent!, This objection has its classic statement

in Kant's Critique of Pure Reason where it is contended that

the basic error of the ontological argument is the confusion

between logical and ontological necessity., It is Kant's

position that, "lzgical necesslty refers only to judgements,
not to things", ( and he cites as an example the logical
necessity of a triangle's having three anglesES) It is true
that the.conception of a triangle necessitates the idea of
three angles, but this is a logical and not an ontoclogical
necessity., According to Kemp-Smith, Kant means that, "All
judgements, so far as they refer to existence, as digtinct
from mere possibility, are hypothetical, and serve to define
a reality that is only contingently given.“(6)To continue
our example, if a triangle exists then it has three angles,
Further, that judgements which refer to existence are hypo=-
thetical is shown by the fact that any judgement of existence

can be denied in thought., "“In an identical judgement it is

contradictory to reject the predicate while retaining the

(4) Smith, Norman Kemp, A Commentary to Kant's Critique of
Pure Reason, p.528, __

(6) Kant, Immanuel, Critique of Pure Reason, p.502,
(6) Smith, Opecite, De528,
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subject, But there is no contradiction if we reject sub=
ject and predicate alike," Using our example again, we may
say that one is mistaken to reject the notion of three
angles while retaining the idea of a triangle, for there is
a logical necessity between the two conceptions, However
ontologically there is no such necessity, i.e. it does not
necessarily follow from the concept of a triangle that a
triangle actually exists, A concept has only possible
being, i.ee it "represents something that may or may not
exist: to determine existence we must refer to actual
experienea."(S)

Kant expresses this objection in another way., To say
that a conception has only possible existence meansg that
no conception carries the proof of its own existence, For
example, in the statement, "God is omnipotent", two concepts
are present =- 'God! and 'omnipotence! , 1Ist does not add
anything to the concepts; it is merely the copula expresse
ing the mnecessary relation. between 'God! and 'omnipotence!,
Even in the statement, "There is a God" existence is not to be
considered an attribute, an addition to the concept of God;
it merely posits that there is an object corresponding to

9
the concept of God, Thus, Kant concludes:

(7) 1Ibid,, p.529
(8) Ibid., p.531

(9) Ibid., pp.529f,
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Whatever, therefore, and however much, our
concept of an object may contain, we must
go outside it, if we are to ascribe exisbt=-
ence to the object sss.es Our consciousness
of all existence (whether immediately
through perception, or ' .mediately through
inferences which connect something with per=
ception) belongs exclusively to the unity
of experience; any[ﬁllegeg;existence outside
this field, while not indeed such as we can
declare to be absolutely impossible, is of
the nature of an assumption which we can
never be in a position to justify.(10)

R. P, Phillips summarizes Kant's conclusion as follows:
The fact that we conceive, and must conceive,
of God in a certain way, namely as existing
df himself, in no way shows that in fact
there is a Being which exists of itself, but
merely that if there is a Being to whose conw-
cept existence attaches necessarily, he will,
if he exist at all, exist necessarily,(1l)

This objection, then, places an 'if'! before St, Anselm's
major premise, If something real corresponds to what we bew
lieve, viz, that God is that than which nothing greater can
be conceived, then existence attaches necessarily to sueh a being,
Anselm's argument ultimately fails to prove the existence of
God because the first premise can be denied; but the formal
argument is valid, for by its use of 'existence! as an accident

of God, it shows that 'existence! is necessary to a God defined

as St, Anselm defines Him, By this we mean that whereas

(10) Ként, op. eit., p.506
(11) Mascall, op.cite., D.34,
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St. Anselm's ontological argument is invalid, his ontolog-
ical analysis may be true. It would appear that Kant also

allows for this possibility when he says,

Thus, while for the merely speculative employ-
ment of reason the supreme being remains a

mere ideal, it is yet an ideal without a flaw,

a concept which completes and ecrowns the whole
of human knowledge, Its objective reality
cannot indeed be proved, but also cannot be dis=-
proved, by merely speculative reasom, I1f, then,
there should be a moral theology that can make
good this deficiency, transcendental theology,
which before was problematic only, will prove
itself indispensable in determining the conw
cept of this supreme being esee.e.(12)

We turn to the theology of St., Thomas Agquinas for
the classic presentation of the cosmological argument, He accepts
St. Anselm's definition of Godﬁl%ix considers his argu=
ment to be incapable of proving that there actuall¥lggists
i

a being which corresponds to his conception of God, The
real difference between St, Thomas and St, Anselm can be
seen in their approaches, St, Anselm is an 'essentiale
ist!', i.e., he starts with an id?iﬁ?f God's essence and

deduces from it God's exisbtence, This deduction shows the

Christian element of identifying God with being, for

(123 Kant, opecits., DP.53L,
(13) Aquinas, Thomas, Summa Contra Gentiles, Vol, I,
b Chapter XI,
(14) Mascall, op.ci)., P.36.
cf, Masceall, E, L., Existence and Analogy, PpP.25«28,
(15) Mascall, Existence and Analogy, p.20




So long as God was not identified with being
itself, no one could hope to discover whether
God exists by simply examining the concept

of God, any more than we could hope to disgw=
cover whether Atlantis exists by simply examine-
ing the concept of Atlantis,(16)

St Tﬁgmas, on the other hand, is an 'existen--
tialist‘.(lﬁJFollowing Aristotle, he defines essence as form
and matter in unity. However, essence or substance does not
necessarily exist; it can exist, Actual beings (entia)
are composed of essence and existence, Hence if one is to
arrive at a God which can be shown to exist, it is by way of
existents that one must proceed rather than by way of

(18)

essences which have only the possibility of existence.

For St. Thomas, however .noble our concept of God
may be, it is totally incapable of telling us
whether God exists or not; but the actual existw
ence of the most humble and insignificant of
actually existing bein@gs is sufficient to
demonstrate the existence of selfw~existent Being
itself, ipsum esse subsistens,(19)

We have noted Kant's judgement that one arrives at the
existence of something by sensible experience rather than
by & priori concepts, and now we see that St, Thomas also

claims to dispense with a priori arguments and to begin

16) Ibid., p.25

17) Ibid.,, DPPe44~64
18) Ibid., pp.47f.
19) Ibid., p.51
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(20)

with existence, with the world, in order to arrive at God.

Now the two=namely, eternal and temporal w
are related to our knowledge in this way

that one of them is the means of knowlng the
other, For by way of finding, we come
through knowledge of temporal things to that
of things eternal se.s (21)

St. Thomas puts forth five arguments, all of which start
with worldly, sensibly perceived phenomena from which he
infers the existence of God, The first three arguments
(an Unmoved Mover, an efficient cause, and necessity and
possibility) appear to differ only in choice of wmrds;:for all
three start with the fact that things which we observe exist
in an imperfect, dependent, caused, contingent manner and
necessitate a selfwexistent, independent, uncaused, none
contingent or necessary being, as their cause, The last two
arguments (degrees of being and order in the universe) argue
from a le sser perfection in the world to the greate§ perfection

(22
which bestows degrees of being and worldly order, Hence,
we may conclude that St, Thomas'! approach is cosmological,

i.es founded in existence, in 'things' of the sensibly

perceptible world,

(‘ZU)Gilson, Etienne, The Philosoghx of St,Thomas Aquinas, pe42.
(;gﬁ)Aqulnas, Thomas, Summa eclogica, Part [, NOo.v, Question
T LXXIX, Art, 9

(22 )Mercier, A Manual of Modern Scholastic Philosophy, Vol. II,
"PpP.e 9B5=53,




Since St., Thomas relies almost entirely upon his first
argument and since all five arguments fall if the firsit is
digallowed, we shall confine our remarks to the proof of

the 'Unmoved Mover!, We find this argument expressed most

concisely in the Swmma Contra Gentiles.

Whatever is in motion is moved by another: and
it is clear to the sense that something, the sun
for instance, is in motion, Therefore, it is set
in motion by something else moving it, Now that
vhich moves it is itself either moved or not, If
it be not moved, then the point is proved that
we must needs postulate an immovable mover: and
this we call God, If, however, it be moved, it
is moved by another mover, = Either, therefore,
we must proceed to infinity, or we must come to
an immovable mover, But it is not possible to
proceed to infinity., Therefore it is necessary
to postulate an immovable mover, (23)

It should not be supposed that by 'movement', St., Thomas
means'simply the transition fygm one place to another,
Gilson, Mercier, and D'Arcy, Ng5L; say that by 'movement! '
Ste Thomas means the transition from potency to actualityf 5}
By 'potency' is meant possibility or capability, and by
tactuality?! is meant the acquisition or realization of such
potential capability or possibility., Thus we see that this
first argument, like the second and third, is actually con=-

cerned with existence rather than with motion, St. Thomas

(2%) Aquinas, Summe Conbra Gentiles, I, XIII

(24) Gilson, op.cit,, Chaper 1IV; MNercier, op.cit,, Vol,II,
P«45; D'Arcy, M.C., Thomas Aquinas, P.105,

(2%) Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, I, XIII,
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is dealln% with the transitién from potential to actual
beinge In effect, St. Thomes starts with observable
existents which are not caused by themselves, and from
them he infers am 'uncaused cause! or 'unmoved mover'!se It
will be seen thatb this argument is based upon Ste. Thomas's
accepbance of the Aristotelian method, inasmuch as "For
Aristotle Act always precedes Potencye The cause of a
potential being coming into existence is always another being
already existing in act“.(zz)

Ste Thomaa's position that & potential being becomes
actual only as caused by another actual being may be dia-

grammatically expressed like thiss

P 4~ AwfrommP €&— AwmfrpomwP €= AwfPommP ¢—— Ae=f? om=P ¢——oo . e A
If one should say that this series is Infinite and need
not end in 'A' (actual being that is not derived from potential
being), then Ste. Thomes would reply that only by postulating
an 'Unmoved Mover! (nonepotentlial being) can one account for
the intermediate movers (actual from potential beings) which
we observe as effe%%s of prior causes and causes of sube
sequent effects.(zﬁ Thus it is that St. Thomas's cosmological

argument rests upon (1) the distinction between !potentisal?

and 'actual'!, (2) the assertion that potential beings come only

(26) D!2g§y, OpeCite, pPpelO4 ff3 cf. Mercien, Opecite, VoleII,
PPe ™

(27) Arg%grong, A. Hey An Introduction to Ancient Philosophy,
" PDPe o

(28} Aquinas, Summe Gontra Gentlles, I, XIIT.
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from actual beings, and (&) the contention that an infinite
regression cannot account for int