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Abstract

The theistic concept of God is grounded in the absolute perfection of
God. This belief has a philosophical and religious foundation. How-
ever, the idea of a perfect being also leads to various problems. Some
philosophical and theological approaches attempt to solve such prob-
lems by limiting the attributes of God. Among them, kenosis offers so-
lutions to certain difficulties in classical theism. However, it also cre-
ates additional issues. This study discusses the history of and prob-
lems associated with the limitation of God.
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Introduction

For a philosopher or theologian, the concept of God evokes several
concepts and initiates discussions related to creativity, greatness, holi-
ness, infinity, omniscience, omnipotence, and immutability. At a higher
level, the focus is on the ontological and epistemological aspects of
God, which are at the core of metaphysical discussions. Such discus-
sions center on questions of how the metaphysical identity of God, as a
transcendent being, can be comprehended within the ontological,
epistemological, and linguistic limits of the physical world. How does
God communicate and interact with nature, man, and history as an
endless being with unlimited attributes? A simple analogy (with all its
deficiencies) illustrates how this is possible: an adult who seeks to
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communicate with a child must simplify his perceptions and act to the
child’s level. This reduction is inevitable even though the interlocutors
share the same ontological identity and mental and linguistic structure.
Is God, who wants to communicate with man (a being with a different
ontological, linguistic, and mental quality), and the universe (a sepa-
rate substance), subject to certain restrictions when performing such an
act? Although such issues are often considered theological, both meta-
physics and hermeneutics address this problem. Discussions of the
ontological and epistemological self-limitation of God rely on the con-
cept of kenosis. The conceptualization of the term kenosis is con-
cerned with establishing the identity of Jesus in the New Testament.
Therefore, the issue is theological and represents a major problem of
Christology. Nevertheless, the nature of God has been debated for cen-
turies. Therefore, the general problem is establishing the content and
functionality of the nature and attributes of God. This study seeks to
explain the concept of kenosis — the limitation of God — and discuss the
answers to questions resolved by or arising from the concept.

1. Concept and History

Kenosis (Greek: Kévoon), derived from the late Greek keno, means
to empty something, to include nothing, and to be deprived of potency
and puissance, objectivity, and essence. According to Christian theo-
logical doctrine, kenosis was the voluntary relinquishment by Jesus of
divine attributes such as omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipres-
ence to become a man. In the 19" and 20" centuries, Evangelical Ger-
man theologians used kenotic Christology to justify and better com-
prehend incarnation. Later, Anglican and Russian Orthodox Churches
accepted the concept. Paul’s discussion of the nature and deeds of
Jesus in the book of Philippians in the New Testament constitute the
theological basis of kenosis.'

The first person to use the term “kenosis” was Theodotion (2™ cen-
tury AD), the Hellenistic thinker who translated the Hebrew Bible into
Greek for the first time. Theodotion used the word as a theological
term in his Greek translation of Isaiah” 34:11.> However, Gregory of

' C. Stephen Evans, “Introduction: Understanding Jesus the Christ as Human and

Divine,” in C. Stephen Evans (ed.), Exploring Kenotic Christology (The Self-
Emprying of God) (Oxford & New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2000), 3-5;
J. M. Carmody, “Kenosis,” New Catholic Encyclopedia, Second Edition, (ed.
Thomas Carson and Joann Cerrito; USA: Thomson Gale, 2003), VIII, 143.

All citations from the Bible are based on the New American Standard Bible,
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Nazianzus (4™ century) and Cyril of Alexandria (53" century) employed
this theological term to express the nature of Jesus as discussed in Phi-
lippians. In the Latin translation of the New Testament, kernosis corre-
sponded with terms such as semetipsum exinanivit (self-emptying)
and exbausit semetipsum (complete emptying), as seen in Tertullian’s
(160-225) Adversus Marcionem.’

Kenotic Christology, established in subsequent centuries through
analyses of the New Testament, concentrates on the incarnation of
Jesus. His incarnation indicates that he possesses two natures (hypo-
static union), namely, divine and human. Is Jesus human or divine? If
he is divine, why does he possess human attributes such as the ability
to eat, drink, or die? If he is a God in the form of a man, then his attrib-
utes have been limited to those of a man. This question is addressed in
Philippians 2:5-8 in the New Testament, which reads,

Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus, who,
although He existed in the form of God, did not regard equality with
God a thing to be grasped, but emptied [kenosis] Himself, taking the
form of a bond-servant, and being made in the likeness of men ..."

In the text, Paul tells the Philippians in Macedonia that Jesus has a
divine essence but that he relinquished his divine attributes to become
an object to God. He eluded divine substance, albeit voluntary, and
one who eludes divine substance has either eluded divine attributes as
well or has limited himself with respect to these attributes. Today, the
kenotic study of theology seeks to reconcile the nature of Jesus as a
true historical divinity with his existence as an actual human being.” In
general theological terms, the problem is not that of a man (or Jesus)
becoming God but the humanization of God — the positive and nega-
tive aspects associated with God’s assumption of a limited human na-

updated 1995, https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/New-American-Standard
-Bible-NASB (accessed April 10, 2014).

“But pelican (or owl or jackdaw) and hedgehog will possess it, and owl (or great
horned owl) and raven will dwell in it; and He will stretch over it (Edom) the line
of desolation (or formlessness) and the plumb (stones of void) line of emptiness.”
Wayne E. Ward, “The Person of Christ: The Kenotic Theory,” in Carl F. H. Henry
(ed.), Basic Christian Doctrines (Dallas: C Bible Society, 2002), 132.

Philippians 2: 5-8.

Alva J. McClain, “The Doctrine of the Kenosis in Philippians 2:5-8,” The Master’s
Seminary Journal 9/1 (1998), 86.
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ture.® However, how can the passages of Holy Scripture’ that appear to
favor creation out of nothing accord with kenotic theology?

A philosophical and theological approach similar to kenosis is the
theory of tzimitzum, a concept proposed by the Kabbalistic school of
Jewish mysticism. The theory explains the cosmic formation of the
universe and cosmic history. According to some researchers, the cos-
mology of tzimtzum influenced kenotic doctrine. They suggest that the
idea of creation in Christianity was constituted pursuant to tzimtzum.®

Lurianic Kabbalah, founded by Isaac ben Solomon Luria (1534-
1572), has also developed a concept to explain the limitation of God.
This approach, expressed by the theory of tzimtzum, explains how
God created the universe and offers a way to balance God’s transcend-
ence and imminence. The tzimtzum theory seeks to answer the ques-
tion, “if God is everything, how can He be a distinct being from the
world?”? In other words, if God is omnipresent and encompasses eve-
rything, where is the universe? Is God the universe? Is the universe
God? In the context of the panentheistic mystical aspect of the Kabba-
lah doctrine, the concerns of Luria seem relevant. According this doc-
trine, God, who is divinely infinite (ein sof), has withdrawn (tzimtzum)
to make space for beings other than Himself, leaving empty space. This
process, called tzimtzum, began with creation. The divine emanation
subsequently occurred in this space, and the formation of the cosmic
system began."

©  Oliver D. Crisp, Divinity and Humanity: The Incarnation Reconsidered (Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 118. According to Crisp, kenosis has

two forms: ontological and functional. However, because he focuses on the de-

bate about incarnation, particulars will not be described here. Kenotic Christolo-

gy treats the nature of God, while kenotic theology discusses the possibility of Je-

sus’ divinity.

For discussions of the incarnation of Jesus and creation out of nothing, see Simon

Oliver, “Trinity, Motion and Creation ex Nihilo,” in David B. Burrell, Carlo

Cogliati, Janet M. Soskice, and William R. Stoeger (eds.), Creation and the God of

Abrabam (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 133-151.

Manuel G. Doncel, S. J., “The Kenosis of the Creator and of the Created Co-

Creator,” Zygon 39/4 (2004), 792; Jurgen Moltmann, God in Creation: An Ecologi-

cal Doctrine of Creation (The Gifford Lectures 1984-1985) (London: SCM Press,

1985), 87.

2 Ali Osman Kurt, Ultra-Ortodoks Yahudiler: Hasidiler ve Mitnagedler (Sivas: Asi-
tan Yayinlari, 2011), 223.

'Y See Pinchas Giller, Reading the Zohar: The Sacred Text of the Kabbalah (New
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The fundamental elements of the cosmology of tzimtzum include 1)
God created empty space to limit His essence and create; ii) God with-
drew into Himself for Himself; and iii) God remained God."

As scholars have noted, God first limits Himself or His power, after
which the creation (or cosmic becoming) occurs. Tzimtzum is this on-
tological self-limitation of God."” By means of this theory, Solomon
Luria both manifests the transcendence of God and claims that the uni-
verse is a distinct substance from God. Tzimtzum also offers a new
theodicy, stating that the source of evil in the world is independent
from God. In addition, Luria rejects the concept of the eternal
knowledge of God, creating the possibility of an unknown future and a
range of possibilities for action in the world. According to Moltmann,
the tzimtzum theory encompasses all models about the limitation of
God."

The Lurianic theory of becoming bears certain similarities to the
Neo-Platonist theory of cosmic emanation. Both theories describe the
cosmic formation using the term “emanation.” The limitation of God
within Neo-Platonist emanation theory will be treated later in this pa-

per.

In the modern era, a group of theologians, philosophers, and scien-
tists led by Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) and Charles Harts-
horne (1897-2000) developed process theology, which favors the onto-
logical and epistemological limitation of God. The issue of limitation is
an important component of process philosophy, which attempts to con-
struct the relation between God, nature, and man via the dualistic na-
ture and knowledge of God. This construction has made a notable
contribution to the modern theology of nature. However, Javier

York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2001), 70-82; Joseph Dan, Kabbalah: A Very
Short Introduction (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2000), 74-75; Kurt,
Ultra-Ortodoks Yahudiler, 223.

Moltmann, God in Creation, 86-89; Alan J. Torrance, “Creatio ex Nibilo and the
Spatio-Temporal Dimensions, with special reference to Jirgen Moltmann and D.
C. Williams,” in Colin E. Gunton (ed.), The Doctrine of Creation: Essays in Dog-
matics, History and Philosophy (London & New York, NY: T & T Clark, 2004), 89.
* Rav Michael Laitman, Basic Concepts in Kabbalah: Expanding Your Inner Vision
(Toronto, Ont.: Laitman Kabbalah Publishers, 20006), 99; Kurt, Ultra-Ortodoks Ya-
budiler, 224.

Robert John Russell, “Introduction,” in Robert John Russell, Nancey Murphy and
Arthur R. Peacocke (eds.), Chaos and Complexity: Scientific Perspectives on Di-
vine Action (Vatican City State: Vatican Observatory Publications, 1995), 24.
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Monserrat, who studies kenosis and the relationship between God and
nature, does not consider kenotic theology to be an interpretation of
process philosophy and theology." This argument led to a debate
about the relationship between the concept of the trinity and natural
theology. Process philosophy’s approach to the issue will be addressed
in other sections. In the present article, the problematic aspect of keno-
sis will be addressed and the relevant ontological limitation of God’s
omnipotence and omniscience will be discussed.

2. Kenosis as Problematic

Since ancient times, almost every monotheist religion has professed
a common conception of God as eternal, infinite, omniscient, omnipo-
tent, omnipresent, having an immutable nature, and a perfect and ab-
solute being.” Lurianic thought differs from theism because it estab-
lishes equality between transcendence and imminence, whereas ke-
notic Christology departs from the dual nature of Jesus to distinguish
the divine from the human and natural and to reconcile the two despite
this distinction. Considering that kenotic theology appeared as late as
the 19" and 20" centuries, it evidently takes a different approach than
tzimtzum theory and Christology. Kenotic theology focuses neither on
the Jesus’ becoming God nor on the humanization of God. In the
words of Swinburne, kenotic Christology does not consider science
and potency as part of the essence of God.'® Therefore, the under-
standing of God in classical theism does not completely satisfy kenotic
theologians. For which problems, then, does kenosis offer a solution?
What are its philosophical and theological justifications?

As science, historical analyses, and New Testament research pro-

""" Javier Monserrat, “Kenosis: Towards a New Theology of Science,” Pensamiento:

Revista de investigacion e Informacion filosofica 63/238 (2007), 639. Monserrat
attempts to construct a new scientific theology to establish the relationship be-
tween religion and science in the modern era.

See Edward R. Wierenga, The Nature of God: An Inquiry into Divine Attributes
(Tthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989); Mark Owen Webb, “Perfect Being
Theology,” in Charles Taliaferro, Paul Draper, and Philip L. Quinn (eds.), A Com-
panion to Philosophy of Religion (2" edn., Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010),
227-234; Richard Swinburne, The Coberence of Theism (revised edn., Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1993), 99-124; Recep Alpyagil (ed.), Gelen-eksel ve Cagdas
Metinlerle Din Felsefesine Dair Okumalar 1 (Istanbul: Iz Yayincihik, 2011), 611-
739.

16 Swinburne, The Christian God (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 230.
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gressed in the 19" century, the nature of Jesus again became a subject
of debate. The Graf-Wellhausen school and radical Tiibingen school
defended the Old Testament and New Testament, respectively, against
evolutionary theory’s criticisms and argued for the doctrine founded on
the divine and unique nature of Jesus."” Therefore, in the 19" and 20"
centuries, as humanism and the natural sciences became dominant,
kenotic theology was sustained by kenotic Christology and by certain
common points of departure from tzimtzum cosmology that ascribed
the limited attributes of man to God to limit the latter.

The God-nature and God-man relationships reflect the main con-
cerns of kenotic theology, which concentrates on the following issues:
i) The potency and nature of God (if God created the universe Himself
and imposed the laws that ensure its operation, man will always need
God to orchestrate these processes). i) The knowledge of God and
man (if God has infinite knowledge, man cannot have free will). iii)
The necessity of the ontological and epistemological limitation of God.

Therefore, the primary objective of kenotic theology is to limit the
potency of God and provide nature with autonomy so that it can act
independently from God. This approach limits God in spatial terms by
limiting his potency, pushing Him out of nature and thereby enabling
science and scientific research. The second limitation is femporal and
limits the knowledge of God to make man a free agent. Such limitation
requires the exclusion of God from the present and future acts of man.
All of these limitations eventually restrict the nature of God.

3. The Nature of God and Its Ontological Limitations

Lurianic Kabbalah’s tzimtzum theory, kenotic theology, and process
philosophy are based on the ontological limitation of God. Monserrat
claims that his new scientific theology is independent of process phi-
losophy; nevertheless, his understanding of God prescribes the limita-
tion of God as a substance. The ways in which tzimtzum theory and
kenotic Christology restrict God as substance were discussed above.
Despite being introduced as a new line of thought, process theology
philosophically relies on tzimtzum theory and kenotic theology. In-
deed, process theology remarkably resembles the image of God devel-
oped by Descartes (1596-1650) and Spinoza (1632-1677) in their theo-
ries of substance. The crystallization of this influence is apparent in the
relation established by Spinoza between “nature naturing” (natura

7" Ward, “The Person of Christ: The Kenotic Theory,” 132.
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naturans) and “nature natured” (natura naturata). As Arican indi-
cates, God is both absolute substance and nature, or creative nature.'®
Arican’s statement, “everything is within God,” incorporates Spinoza
into the group of panentheist philosophers to which Whitehead also
belongs."”

The present chapter will primarily analyze the ways in which God is
understood in kenosis and in process philosophy, which have similar
philosophical backgrounds. The concept of God in process theology
will be briefly discussed, as will the relation between its premises and
the understanding of God in classic theism. The possibility of the onto-
logical limitation of the concept of God in classic theism will also be
explored.

The fundamental motive of process philosophers is to advance the
modern natural sciences. During the transition from Newtonian physics
to Einstein’s theory of relativity and quantum mechanics, the universe
abandoned its solid matter status for a changing and metamorphosing
structure. As Muhammad Igbal (1877-1938) indicates, in the pre-
modern era, the universe was conceived as a machine, while it is now
considered an organism.” Therefore, the perception that God created
the universe from a single substance is insufficient to explain the dy-
namic structure of the universe. To address this issue, Whitehead de-
veloped a new concept of God that emphasized such deficiencies and
inconsistencies, especially those related to the idea of absolute sub-
stance. In particular, the excessive emphasis on the metaphysical and
the idea that substance excludes religious experience led Whitehead
towards a new conception of God. Thus, giving nature autonomy, he
attempted to solve the problem of free will.

Convinced of the insufficiency of traditional cosmic systems, White-
head attempts to establish a new system. According to him, Aristotle’s
(384-322 BC) Prime Mover is a being with certain attributes that make it
a logically necessary component of Aristotle’s cosmic system. The Aris-
totelian Prime Mover had an initially voluntary and later compulsory

% M. Kazim Arican, Panteizm, Ateizm ve Panenteizm Baglammda Spinoza’min

Tanrt Anlaygt (Istanbul: iz Yayincilik, 2004), 71-72.
9 Ibid., 166.
See Muhammed ikbal (= Muhammad Iqbal), Isidm da Dini Diisiincenin Yeniden
Dogusu (translated into Turkish by N. Ahmet Asrar; Istanbul: Birlesik Yayincilik,
n.d.), 54-71.
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influence on Judaism and Islam before influencing Christianity.*' Igbal,
agreeing with Whitehead, notes that the early Muslim Kalam scholars
“read the Qur’an under the light of Greek thought, and could compre-
hend — albeit not completely — that the essence of the Qur’an was in
opposition with classic ideas only 200 years later.”** The later medieval
and modern philosophers ascribed certain metaphysical qualities (such
as simplicity, immutability, etc.) to the Aristotelian Prime Mover to im-
bue it with a special capacity; they attributed to the Prime Mover abso-
lute transcendence and conceived it as an imaginary and deceptive
element that preceded the world.” If metaphysics were to be built up-
on physics, the Aristotelian physical and cosmic system would have to
be rejected,; it is now considered incorrect.*”

Whitehead develops a cosmic theology of his own —natural theolo-
gy— to overcome such problems and establish a new cosmology.” The
nature of God constitutes the core of his theology. According to
Whitehead, God has a dipolar nature, one pole constant and other
variable. This structure, which Whitehead calls Primordial Nature, cor-
responds to the immutable character of God.” Consequent Nature is
the aspect of nature that is realized and that realizes itself within nature.
This dimension of God is involved in the process of development and
change; it changes with nature. The realization of the consequent na-
ture of God and its relationship with nature has three purposes: to en-
sure 1) an infinite conceptual realization; ii) the multiple solidarity of
free physical realizations within the temporal world; and iii) the ulti-
mate union between the multiplicity of actual reality and conceptual
primordial reality. This nature, which is present in physical processes,
is the energy of physical development. It does not merely create the
universe, but protects it. This nature is the source of order and the poet

21 Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York, NY: New

American Library, 1948), 173.

ikbal, Isldm’'da Dini Diisiincenin Yeniden Dogusu, 20. For the influence of

Whitehead on Igbal, see Mevliit Albayrak, “Muhammed ikbal’in Din Felsefesinde

Alfred North Whitehead’in Etkisi,” Din? Arastirmalar 4/11 (2001), 35-65.

»  Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 179; Mehmet S. Aydin, “Siire¢ (Pros-
es) Felsefesi Isiginda Tanri-Alem iliskisi,” in his Alemden Allab’a (Istanbul: Ufuk
Kitaplari, 2001), 61.

# Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 174.

Whitehead’'s work is entitled Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology.

Whitehead, Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (New York: The Free

Press, 1978), 342-347.
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that leads the universe with patience.”

As Whitehead and other researchers suggest, God is a limited con-
cept in ontological terms and with respect to knowledge and poten-
cy.”® Specifically, the consequent nature of God has almost nothing in
common with the immutable, simple God of classical theism.

The theistic concept of the nature of God is generally based on holy
writ, human experience, and philosophical investigation. All theistic
religious faiths consider God to be a perfect being.”” According to this
belief, God is not limited; He has the attributes of simplicity, incorpore-
ality, immutability, and impassibility. All of these attributes correspond
to the substance that reflects the perfection of God. Whitehead’s God,
however, possesses a dipolar constitution. In this respect, his theory is
contrary to both the simplicity and immutability of God. Moreover,
Whitehead reduces God to a passive being under the influence of na-
ture.

Whitehead’s revision is based on the following question: If God had
an immutable and absolute nature, how would He interact with nature?
Whitehead answers this question by ascribing a dipolar character to
God. However, God'’s simple substance and thus immutable nature, or,
as Whitehead criticizes, His single substance, does not prevent Him
from interacting with nature. For example, several Quranic verses,
including “I have created with my hands™’ and I breathed into him of
My spirit,”' point out the imminent character of God in direct relation
with the universe. Other passages, such as “He begetteth not, nor is He
begotten, and there is none like unto Him™* and “there is nothing
whatever like unto Him,” stress His transcendence as a substance
distinct from nature. Therefore, God can be both transcendent and
imminent in the same substance, indicating that He is active in different
states. Although Whitehead ascribes to God a consequent nature to

¥ Whitehead, Process and Reality, 347; John B. Cobb, Jr. and David R. Griffin, Siire¢

Teolojisi (translated into Turkish by Tuncay imamoglu and Ruhattin Yazoglu; Is-

tanbul: iz Yayincilik, 2006), 72-73.

See Aydin, “Siirec (Proses) Felsefesi Isizinda Tanri-Alem iliskisi,” 68.

¥ Wierenga, The Nature of God, 1-5; Webb, “Perfect Being Theology,” 227.

" All citations from the Qur’an are based on the translation into English by Abdul-
lah Yusuf Ali.

0 Q 3875,
310 15:29; 38:72.
2 Q112:3-4.

B Q42:11.
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emphasize the natural sciences and the imminence of God, he cannot
avoid also ascribing to God the character of a constant substance, as in
classical theism.

This limitation creates an additional problem about the simplicity
and immutability of God. First, the simplicity of God (He is not compo-
site) does not allow for His disintegration, and in this He differs from
the material universe. Simplicity necessarily requires a thing to be sin-
gle’ and immutable. The nature of God, however, comprises two
changes: God either expands (or advances) or contracts (as in
tzimtzum). Both are impossible, or at least controversial, if God’s sub-
stance is simple. This substance does not consist of parts; God does not
have accidental features, and a distinction cannot be made between
His content and form.” Because the substance of God is simple, He is
immune to change and therefore cannot be incorporated within cate-
gories of timeand space. As discussed above, this characteristic of God
is the most apparent attribute that distinguishes Him from those He
creates/brings into being. Since Thales, most Eastern and Western phi-
losophies and theologies have agreed on this issue of immutability.*
However, if the substance of God undergoes any change whatsoever
(horizontal/expansion or vertical/advance), then God becomes imper-
fect. Similarly, if God’s substance contracts, why does God reduce and
degrade Himself to a lower category? Multiple verses in the Hebrew
Bible, including “I am who I am,”” “but You are the same, and Your
years will not come to an end,”® and “Jesus Christ is the same yester-

day and today and forever™ emphasize His immutable nature. Addi-

*  Robin Le Poidevin, “Kenosis, Necessity and Incarnation,” The Heythrop Journal

54/2 (2013), 216; Alvin Plantinga, Does God Have a Nature? (Milwaukee, WI:
Marquette University Press, 1980), 28, 30.

Michael J. Dodds, The Unchanging God of Love: Thomas Aquinas and Contem-
porary Theology on Divine Immutability (2™ edn., Washington, D.C.: The Catho-
lic University of America Press, 2008), 134-161; Eleonore Stump, “Simplicity,” in

35

Charles Taliaferro, Paul Draper, and Philip L. Quinn (eds.), A Companion to Phi-
losophy of Religion (2™ edn., Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 270.

See Ismail Erdogan, “Tanr’min Degismezligi Problemi,” Uludag Universitesi
Tlabiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 13/1 (2004), 39-52; Richard E. Creel, “Immutability and
Impassibility,” in Charles Taliaferro, Paul Draper, and Philip L. Quinn (eds.), 4
Companion to Philosophy of Religion (2™ edn., Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell,
2010, 322-323.

7 Exodus 3:14.

*® Psalms 102:27.

¥ Hebrews 13:8.
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tional expressions of approval and reiteration in the Qur’an, such as
“Verily, T am Allah™ stress the immutable nature of God and His inde-
pendence from time and space.

One might ask, “Does God have the will and freedom to expand
and contract His own substance?” Such a question ignores that the de-
bate focuses not on God’s attributes, but His substance. Therefore, the
question is moot; God, in an ontological sense, is God because He has
an immutable substance.

Like all other philosophers and theologians, Whitehead explores
how the relation between being and becoming is established and
which of the two is dominant. To explain becoming, Whitehead limits
and reduces being both ontologically and epistemologically. This strat-
egy both provides the law of nature with autonomy and allows man to
act freely. However, in the process, God becomes free from holiness,
according to kenotic Christology, and is humanized.

4. Limitations in the Relation between God and Nature:
Omnipotence

According to classical theism, God’s omnipotence indicates that He
has endless and unlimited power and ability to act. Therefore, the om-
nipotence of God complements His attribute of knowledge / omnisci-
ence (%9/m). In other words, if God were omniscient but not omnipo-
tent, this would create a deficiency and inconsistency. The same insuf-
ficiency would appear if He were omnipotent but not omniscient.
Therefore, knowledge and potency are not entirely independent at-
tributes of God. Potency actually means to create and maintain that
which is created by orchestrating and coordinating it through
knowledge.

There are several reasons to limit God’s potency. First, His endless
power leads to the perception of a God who is a despot. Second, such
limitation decreases God’s absolute intervention in the universe and
creates space for the natural sciences. Al-Ghazali (1058-1111), for ex-
ample, rejected causality to defend the limitlessness of potency, claim-
ing, “it is not the fire, but either Allah in person or, through His media-
tion, the angels, who burn the cotton.”" Therefore, the dismissal of

40

0 Q20:14.
‘' Abt Hamid Muhammad ibn Muhammad al-Ghazili, Filozoflarin Tutarsizligi
(Tabafut al-falasifa) (ed. with Turkish translation by Mahmut Kaya and Huseyin

Sartoglu; Istanbul: Klasik Yayinlari, 2005), 166-167.
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causality not only restricts but abolishes science’s freedom of move-
ment. Third, this view ironically provides God with a more active role
in universe. The transcendent God of classical theism is conceived of
as distant from the universe. In process philosophy, however, the con-
sequent nature of God coexists with the universe. This approach ren-
ders God more active in nature. This again raises the question of the
place of science and scientific laws in a nature in which God actively
exists. The limitation problem appears at this juncture because in the
course of creating the universe, God also creates Himself. Specifically,
the consequent nature of God knows and creates during the formation
of the universe. Fourth, the problem of evil must be resolved. If God
does not know and does not create the universe (due to His limited
potency), the evil in the universe occurs independently from God.
Therefore, God cannot be held responsible for evil. Next, I will
demonstrate how potency is limited.

According to tzimtzum theory, God withdraws Himself and creates
a space in which the universe can come into existence. Consequently,
the universe is a form independent from God because it consists of the
space from which God has withdrawn. Therefore, neither the universe
that comes into existence in this space nor any deficiency and evil in
this universe can be associated with God. Tzimtzum theory therefore
implicitly and indirectly limits God.

Pursuant to the doctrine of kenotic Christology, once God voluntari-
ly renounces his divine qualities and assumes a human identity, He
simultaneously relinquishes attributes that express His perfection, such
as knowledge and potency. This is a limitation and it is God, who is the
being subject to these limitations.

The most systematic conceptualization of the limitation of the po-
tency of God is found in process philosophy. The central thesis of pro-
cess philosophy concerns primordial and consequent, or divine and
earthly, elements."”” The divine (primordial) corresponds to the immu-
table nature of God, while the earthly and actual reflects His changing
nature. Hence, God has a metaphysical nature in one sense and physi-
cal nature in another. God, therefore, exists in relation to the physical
world. Creation is clearly the most fundamental concept used to ex-
plain this relation. Whitehead and Hartshorne both accept the idea of
creation. To them, however, creation does not mean to create some-
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See Rem B. Edwards, “God and Process,” in James Franklin Harris (ed.), Logic,
God and Metaphysics (Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands, 1982), 41.
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thing out of nothing in the classical sense. According to Hartshorne,
creation means to determine the undetermined, to assign the unas-
signed and thus to contribute to the richness of reality.” In other
words, creation produces something new and is the particular deter-
mination of each act by the being actualized through the experience."
Hartshorne considers creation not as empirical knowledge but as an
experience that occurs within itself. For him, creation occurs through-
out the universe. Specifically, everyone and everything is a creator of
his or its respective form of becoming: to be is to create.® As noted
earlier, creation is the formation of the consequent aspect of God, the
universe and the self-generation of beings through simultaneous pro-
cesses. This conceptualization of creation also reflects how process
philosophy understands causality.

Igbal, who envisages limitations to creation, makes, like Harts-
horne, a deduction between experience and actuality. Igbal says, “uni-
verse is a free creative act, in view of the similarity of our conscious
experiences.”® According to Igbal, nature is not a mechanical struc-
ture.” For him, “nature is a living, ever developing organism with no
outward boundary against its growth and expansion. Its only limit is
within (italic belongs to us). That is, the One who animates and feeds
the whole is the ubiquitous Person.” Consequently, Igbal, who begins
with the knowledge of Allah, eventually advances to His potency; he
limits God’s knowledge and potency to allow the continuous self-
actualization of nature and to maintain the meaning and continuity of
its dynamism.

No doubt, the emergence of egos endowed with the power of sponta-
neous and hence unforeseeable action is, in a sense, a limitation on the

Aydin, “Stirec (Proses) Felsefesi Isiginda Tanri-Alem iliskisi,” 89.

Santiago Sia, God in Process Thought: A Study in Charles Hartshorne’s Concept of
God (Dordrecht & Boston: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1985), 73.

 Ibid., 74.

ikbal, Isldm da Dinf Diisiincenin Yeniden Doguist, 77.

Notably, Igbal cites modern physics and biology data on the topic.

ikbal, ibid., 84. Polkinghorne states the following about how nature abandoned a
mechanical structure to become a living organism: if nature is an organism, God
is naturally the soul of this world (John Polkinghorne, Faith, Science & Under-
standing [New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2000], 107). Pursuant to such a
deduction, if nature has a soul, as Polkinghorne says, this soul belongs to God.
This view leads to the consequent nature of panentheism, in which God instils
life in nature but is also formed by it.
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freedom of the all-inclusive Ego. But this limitation is not externally im-
posed. It is born out of His own creative freedom whereby He has cho-
sen finite egos to be participators of His life, power, and freedom.®

Igbal is aware that such limitation requires the denial of an ad-
vanced level of potency, and he explores this problem. For Igbal, the
Quran does not relish abstract rules; moreover, modern philosophy
has yet to apprehend relativity.” According to Igbal, the potency of
abstract concepts is a blind, uncontrolled power reminiscent of tyran-
ny.”! Consequently, he discusses evil’* and the freedom of man® in his
search for the solution to the abovementioned problems. Likewise,
Hartshorne argues that God saves Himself from tyranny by allowing
the formation of free beings.>

Scholars such as Aydin, C. A. Kadir and M. S. Raschid argue that Iq-
bal restricts God, but Nached Qutab rejects Igbal’'s concept of “lim-
ited”.” According to process philosophy, God’s primary nature is un-
limited, but His secondary nature is limited. God’s character, for Igbal,
is not entirely balanced; however, God is unlimited in terms of acting
with nature and knowing each of His actions, and it is evident that the
acts and knowledge of God are actualized at the moment of becom-
ing.”® Igbal appears to restrict God for a reason. He clearly expresses
limitation; therefore, any contradictory statement requires an explana-
tion beyond a literal interpretation. God is explicitly restricted regard-
less of content and character.

© ikbal, ibid., 112.

Today, philosophy understands and has moved beyond the theory of relativity.
The present challenge is to explain being and becoming via quantum physics. In
quantum philosophy, God knows every past and future possibility and knows
the future as a determined future.
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Is it impossible, then, to restrict God in any manner? The “paradox
of the stone” (omnipotence paradox) is a striking example of the in-
herent contradiction between God and His potency:

(1) God either can or cannot create a stone that He may not lift.

(D If God creates a stone so heavy that He cannot lift it, He is not
omnipotent.

(iiD) If God cannot create a stone so heavy that He cannot lift i,
then He is not omnipotent.

(iv) Therefore, God is not omnipotent.’’

In this example, God is either unable to create such a stone or can-
not lift the stone He created. In any case, the outcome indicates that He
lacks infinite power. A theist cannot reply in the affirmative to the
question “Can God create a stone bigger than Him?” because it is im-
possible to imagine something greater than God. Numerous similar
examples could be cited. When God creates by selecting one among
the endless possibilities within His infinite knowledge, is that not an
indication of limitation? There are other paradoxical questions that
challenge the omnipotence of God, such as whether God can create a
circle in the form of a square without deteriorating the latter, make 2+2
equal 5, change the past, kill Himself, fit the world into something the
size of an egg, and hold man in both a sitting and standing position.™

Theology generally considers creation as the free act of God exe-
cuted through His reason and will. In other words, the universe was
not formed unconsciously but by the will of God.” Given the attributes
shared by God and man, the abovementioned problems can be viewed
in two ways. In the first, the facts contradict logic and potency. In the
second, the facts comply with logic but contradict potency. The first
perspective addresses whether God acts according to his potency, but
acts illogically. Such a suggestion propels God into the realm of ab-
surdism. For example, if God has the power to make 2+2 equal 5, and
He does so, then God is potent but unreasonable. In this example, God

7 Wierenga, The Nature of God, 31-32.

8 Eric Lee Ormsby, Islam Diisiincesinde ‘llabi Adalet’ Sorunu (Teodise) [= Theodicy
in Islamic Thought: The Dispute Over Al-Ghazali’s Best of All Possible | (translat-
ed into Turkish by Metin Ozdemir; Ankara: Kitdbiyat, 2001), 156; Harry Austryn
Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Kalam (Cambridge, Mass. & London: Harvard
University Press, 1976), 585.

*  Keith Ward, Rational Theology and the Creativity of God (Oxford: Basil Black-

well, 1985), 73-74.
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contradicts Himself; a premise that is illogical for man is also illogical
for God. The question of God’s ability to commit suicide is resolved by
a similar approach. In this approach, which Ibn Hazm called absolutely
impossible, God is no more a simple substance and therefore no longer
possesses the quality of God.”’ The problem is one of logic, not poten-
cy. God is God because He does not die. According to al-Ghazali, the
field of potency cannot include something impossible; therefore, a
thing that is established as a condition without being a condition can-
not exist.”’ The falsity of the premise arises from the breach of the Aris-
totelian principle of non-contradiction; an illogical premise cannot be
made reasonable by adding God to the beginning.®” Therefore, if the
potency does not produce something illogical, this does not indicate
limited power.

The second problem addresses God’s conformity with logic but not
potency. The most typical example of this is the creation itself. God’s
choice to create one thing among the infinite unlimited possibilities
restricts Him. His potency is restricted by existence, but it cannot be
used to limit Himself.”® For example, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274)
argues that God cannot breach the law of time when discussing a case
in which “God restores a woman, who has lost her virginity, to her
previous condition.” He concludes, “God may forgive the sin of that
person, and restore her bodily chastity through miracle, but cannot
make something, which has already happened, not happened.”®

God created the universe, one of many possibilities (man was also
one of the possible alternatives) and thus restricted His potency. How-
ever, this does not indicate the limitedness of His knowledge and po-
tency. Knowledge and potency are limited, but God created a form
(the universe) by His free universal will. This paper does not subscribe
to the “possible worlds” theory of al-Ghazali and Leibniz (1646-1716).”
God could have created the universe in a far superior form and He

" Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Kalam, 585-586.

' Al-Ghazali, Itikadda Orta Yol (al-Iqtisad fi I-i‘tigad) (ed. with Turkish translation
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could have brought man into being in a far superior form. However,
God chose this form among all possible forms. This fact may seem to
indicate the limitedness of potency; however, it is an indicator of the
limitlessness of His will. Once God created the universe in its present
form, He created man in a form suitable to live in the universe. With
His potency, He could have created man in a more superior form with-
in the limits of the universe. However, His knowledge restricted His
potency in an exercise of wisdom.® Though God has endless potency
and knowledge, this does not make Him a tyrant. His knowledge and
other attributes, such as mercy, control His potency. “Control” does not
mean “limit” in the sense of “reduce;” instead, this term indicates that
God’s attribute of potency acts in compliance with attributes such as
knowledge, mercy, justice, etc.

God’s creation of the universe in a given form shows the independ-
ence of His will, not the limitedness of His power. This fact also dis-
proves Keith Ward’s argument that God has a simple substance and is
therefore necessary and has no freedom of choice during the act of
creation.” The idea of a necessary being refers not to an ontological
but to a logical necessity. In addition, even if an ontological necessity
were in question, this would establish the existential, not the actual,
necessity of God.

The idea of a self-sacrificing God who limits Himself to provide na-
ture with autonomy and set man free solves several philosophical and
theological problems. However, this view also raises additional philo-
sophical and theological questions. Within this system, God is not ac-
tive but only seems active. A God who is creative but not active approx-
imates the deistic concept of God. It may be more accurate to describe
this hidden God (deus absconditus) — who limits Himself while provid-
ing the world with autonomy to conduct scientific research — as a quiet,
calm master of the cosmos.

5. Limitation of the Relation between God and Man:
Omniscience

God’s knowledge is one of the principal problems of philosophy
and theology. The problem centers on questions of what, how, and
how much God can know. Classical theism perceives the knowledge

% This paper accepts the anthropic principle, or the synchronization between man

and universe, as a theological reality.
%7 Keith Ward, ibid., 73-75.
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of God as determinist knowledge, meaning that God knows and un-
derstands everything that will happen in the future. The indeterminist
approach restricts the knowledge of God through certain philosophical
and theological considerations.”® According to the determinist ap-
proach, God’s omniscience and essential perfection allow Him to
know everything; omniscience means to possess an eternal knowledge
of all. This definition indicates the essence and perfection of God and
emphasizes that God knows all. God’s infinite provides us with insight
into what He knows. The omniscience of God has temporal and spatial
dimensions. Temporally, God simultaneously knows the entire past,
present and future. Spatially, God possesses knowledge about man,
nature and history throughout time. God therefore knows everything
except Himself, independent of temporal and spatial conditions and
limitations. A perfect being has impeccable knowledge.”

The perfection of divine science creates two problems. First, God,
who has a simple substance, has the ability to change because He has
knowledge about change. Second, free will is challenged. Free will is
an issue, not because God knows past and present, but because He
knows the future, or what is yet to happen. If God knows that which is
to come, then the choices and actions of man are known in advance.”
This foreknowledge is also final knowledge of a fact, making man the
puppet of a prescribed fate and giving rise to the problem of free will,
often debated in the fields of theology and philosophy. Indeed, such
discussions are relevant because the philosophies and theologies that
stipulate the limitation of God are based on such concerns. Below, the
theological debates about the limitation of God’s knowledge are sum-
marized.

The statement that “the knowledge of God changes when the sub-
ject of the knowledge changes” can be explained in two ways. Accord-
ing to the first explanation, God knows the universal; the second ex-
planation is based on the limitation of the knowledge of God. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, God, who is the Prime Mover, cannot think about any-
thing but Himself because of the simplicity of His substance. Because

% See Metin Ozdemir, Allahn Bilgisinin Ezeliligi ve Insan Hiirriyeti (Istanbul: iz

Yayincilik, 2003), 29.
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everything other than God is composite, or subject to change, if God
had knowledge of something ever-changing, his knowledge would
change. Therefore, God only thinks about and knows Himself.”"
Hence, Aristotle restricts God, and Peripatetic tradition has abided by
the Aristotelian conception of God. Although the words of Aydin are
subject to interpretation, he suggests that the God of Plotinus is not a
being who knows in the theistic sense.”” The Peripatetic Muslim phi-
losophers, including Alfarabi (872-950) and Avicenna (980-1037), sys-
tematically extended and maintained this tradition but took a different
approach to the knowledge of God. According to Avicenna, God
knows all; nothing can be hidden from Him. However, God knows the
particular in a universal manner.”” In discussions of “God’s lack of
knowledge on particulars,” al-Ghazali declares Avicenna an unbeliever
for restricting the knowledge of Allah.”* As Averroes (1126-1198) indi-
cates, categories such as universal and particular belong to man and
allow him to better understand existence. For God, however, such
classifications are impossible. Therefore, the knowledge of God is uni-
versal and encompasses the particular.”

Arguments about substance, such as “if the knowledge of God
changes, then He also changes,” do not seem sufficiently consistent.
According to Averroes, the assertion that God undergoes a change
when a particular changes is incorrect because it is the particulars (ob-
jects, facts, etc.) that change, not God.”® Avicenna’s thesis of universal

Aristotle, Metafizik (translated into Turkish by Ahmet Arslan; Istanbul: Sosyal
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knowledge seems to resolve this problem. Because God is not includ-
ed within any category of knowledge, his is a universal knowledge that
includes particulars. Therefore, divine science never changes.

The absolute perfection and transcendence of God can also limit
His knowledge. Ash¢ari kalam scholars defend this position, asserting
that God has such absolute perfection that He does not need to follow
any wisdom or rule (example) in His acts of creation. Such an ap-
proach sentences the knowledge of God to total non-existence. Even
man acts pursuant to knowledge and rules. This philosophy causes
Averroes to accuse the Ash<ari scholars (especially al-Ghazald for con-
sidering “God as an eternal man, and man as a mortal God”.”

With few exceptions, the theological approaches of mainstream Ju-
daism’™, Christianity,” and Islam® accept the temporally and spatially
omniscient character of God and do not restrict Him.*' However, this
view inevitably raises certain issues regarding the abolition of human
freedom and the tyranny of God. Within the intellectual tradition of
tzimtzum cosmology, the doctrine of kenosis and process philosophy
seek to resolve these problems.

Unlike traditional Judeo-Christian conceptions of God, kenosis on-
tologically limits God, restricting several of His attributes, including
potency and, especially, knowledge. This point emphasizes the paral-
lelism between knowledge and potency, the relation between which

is relevant here: “Should He not know - He that created?” (Q 67:14).

Ibn Rushd, Tutarsiziigin Tutarsizhig, 257.

“Declaring the end from the beginning, and from ancient times things which have
not been done, saying, ‘My purpose will be established, and I will accomplish all
My good pleasure™ (Isaiah 46:10). “Behold, the former things have come to pass
...7 (Isaiah 42:9).
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leaf doth fall but with His knowledge: there is not a grain in the darkness (or
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81 For further discussions, see Tamar Rudavsky (ed.), Divine Omniscience and
Ommipotence in Medieval Philosophy: Islamic Jewish and Christian Perspectives
(Dordrecht: Springer Science + Business Media, 1985).



29 Hasan Ozalp

obstructs the free will of man. According to John Lucas (1879-1934),
although God has the potency to realize everything He knows, He
does not do so. Instead, God limits His infallible knowledge and po-
tency to render man a free agent. This is not an imposed restriction, but
a voluntary self-limitation.*” Anthony Kenny considers the views of
Lucas inconsistent. According to Kenny, if the limitation of God’s
knowledge is a voluntary restriction, then God’s knowledge is logically
possible but unnecessary. Therefore, God, who allegedly knows all,
reduces His knowledge to human knowledge for the sake of freeing
man.®

For Kenny, 16" century Jesuit philosophers Francesco Suarez (1548-
1617) and Luis de Molina (1535-1600) better reconcile divine fore-
knowledge and human freedom. Molina treats the coexistence of di-
vine knowledge and human freedom as a counterfactual condition that
occurs in different ways under different circumstances. Molina suggests
that God knows what any possible creature will freely do under all
possible circumstances.* In addition, he makes a distinction between
the personal knowledge and free knowledge of God and, like Leibniz,
distinguishes between the possible beings, produced by and, there-
fore, God’s potential knowledge of these two types.

The arguments made by process philosophy about divine
knowledge, which were primarily developed by Whitehead and Harts-
horne, are also problematic. A dualist conceptualization of God pro-
poses two types of knowledge that necessarily differ from one another.
Nonetheless, there are difficulties in reconciling these apparently para-
doxical types of knowledge.

According to Whitehead, God knows all because of His primordial
nature. However, this omniscience differs from that of the God of clas-
sic theism who knows the past, present and future. In the statement
“God knows all,” “all” refers to facts that are either possible or actual.
Through His omniscience, God knows the actual as actual and the
possible as possible. Therefore, God cannot know possibilities yet to
be actualized.® Because all possibilities are yet to be actualized, “God

8 Anthony Kenny, The God of the Philosophers (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 60.
% Ibid., 61-62.

8 Ibid., 62.

8 Lewis S. Ford, “Can Whitehead’s God Be Rescued from Process Theism,” in James
Franklin Harris (ed.), Logic, God and Metaphysics (Dordrecht: Springer Nether-
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cannot know the future.” For God, the future is “a field of possibilities
and probabilities determined one way or another.”® suggesting a di-
vine nature whose limited knowledge makes God almost human; even
a man can know the actual as actual and the possible as possible. In-
deed, in a determinist universe, man, like Laplace’s demon, can almost
precisely know certain things. Thereupon, man, who is created by or
coexists with God, knows more than God. Consequently, man be-
comes equal or superior to God. This approach is criticized by al-
Ghazali in his discussion of the God of emanation theory: “The crea-
tures of God are valued above God”™ and “God becomes dead, una-
ware of what is going on in the universe.” Because of God’s conse-
quent nature, He actualizes Himself in the process of creation and
does not know even His own essence. However, in the peripatetic
tradition, God at least contemplates and knows His own personality.

Igbal’s position in this debate was described above. Indeed, Igbal
justifies his position in a more comprehensive manner than Whitehead:

If history is regarded merely as a gradually revealed photo of a prede-
termined order of events, then there is no room in it for novelty and ini-
tiation. Consequently, we can attach no meaning to the word ‘creation,’
which has a meaning for us only in view of our own capacity for origi-
nal action. The truth is that the whole theological controversy relating
to predestination is due to pure speculation with no eye on the sponta-
neity of life, which is a fact of actual experience.®

As this passage indicates, Igbal, like other panentheist thinkers, re-
stricts the knowledge of God to allow free human action. Igbal also
intends to set nature free, allowing the universe dynamism and saving
it from the monopoly of determinism. As Aydin states, Igbal is neither
panentheist nor determinist.”” More precisely, he supports neither ex-
treme imminence nor extreme transcendence.

Igbal seeks a solution to the problem of evil, which he articulates as
follows: “How can the universal potency and benevolence of Allah
reconcile with the terrible and abundant malignity and evil in the uni-
verse?””! One way to solve the problem is to restrict God and absolve
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Him of any responsibility, as the concepts of tzimtzum and kenosis do,
to provide both nature and man with autonomy. Allah provided man
with free will’* because of His confidence that man would strive in this
growing and expanding universe and finally overcome evil.”” Thus,
Igbal, by limiting the knowledge and potency of God, makes man, not
God, assume the cosmic risk” and, as an ignorant being, according to
the Qur<n, solve the problem of evil.

God’s knowledge of variable human actions does not cause Him to
change.” It is impossible that the “omniscience of God requires Him to
do all He knows.” This proposition is based on the following deduc-
tion by Aquinas: “Whatever God knows should exist, since even what-
ever we know has to exist. The knowledge of God is more precise than
ours.” However, there is no such obligation. First, it is wrong to estab-
lish an analogy between God and man or to expect all divine
knowledge to be actualized. Even some theoretical human knowledge
has, at least for now, no corresponding manifestation in reality. Moreo-
ver, in addition to knowledge, God has many other names or attrib-
utes, including love, mercy, reassurance, patience, forgiveness and

evil, this discussion is beyond the scope of this paper. For the problem of evil in
Iqbal, see Mevliit Albayrak, “ikbal’de Tanrrmin Kudreti ve Kotiilik Problemi,”
Tasavvuf- Iimi ve Akademik Arastrma Dergisi 3/7 (2001), 185-193; Ruhattin
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ing that God does not know the “forthcoming” or the “probable,” which restricts
Him. This is so because the forthcoming and probable are not actually present.
However, according to Aquinas, God knows even the existing particulars. In
more technical terms, knowledge is subject to the known. This logic is clearly cir-
cular (See Kenny, ibid.; Muhammet Tarakci, St. Thomas Aquinas [Istanbul: iz
Yayincilik, 2000], 53).
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guidance. Because God simultaneously possesses all these attributes,
His knowledge should comply with them. Otherwise, if God were to
do everything that He knew, His other attributes would be meaningless
and God would become a self-contradictory tyrant who performs un-
wise deeds.

In the modern era, theologian and biochemist Arthur Peacocke
(1924-2006) and pure physics and theology scholar John Polkinghorne
(b. 1930) are among those who consider the limitation of God’s
knowledge and potency necessary to establish a relationship between
the natural sciences and divine activity. Peacocke refers to Heisen-
berg’s principle of uncertainty, remarking that God may not know cer-
tain unpredictable probabilities about the universe. According to Pea-
cocke, some subatomic particles, non-linear structures and dynamic
macroscopic systems are unknown to us; the same may also be true for
God. This obscurity is not a logical obligation but arises from the essen-
tial characteristics of such structures. Hence, neither man nor God en-
tirely knows them. According to Peacocke, also a panentheistic philos-
opher, creation is a process. Peacocke also believes that God re-
nounced His potency to create a freely becoming and conscious man.”’

John Polkinghorne defends a similar position. For him, instead of
maintaining a distinction between creator and creature, God introduces
pure knowledge into the universe without adding energy. The uni-
verse remains in a state that requires energy and epistemic causality.”

Conclusion

The essentially perfect, omniscient, and omnipotent God of classical
theism is subject to several philosophical and theological questions and
problems. Classical theology proposes the perfection of God because
perfection provides God with infinite knowledge and potency, deter-
mining nature and restricting the freedom of man. However, restricting
God to allow the autonomy of nature and freedom of man also creates
problems. Classical theism, for example, renders God absolute and

Arthur Peacocke, Theology for a Scientific Age: Being and Becoming - Natural,
Divine, and Human (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1993), 122-123.

% Polkinghorne, Faith, Science & Understanding, 124. Polkinghorne’s conception
of the relation between God and nature should be treated in a different study. He
conducts the discussion in terms of quantum philosophy. Therefore, basic
knowledge about quantum physics is needed to properly comprehend the sub-

ject.



= Hasan Ozalp

man limited by God’s will. Tzimtzum and process philosophy, howev-
er, limit God’s power over nature and man and thus reduce and restrict
Him. Although it is assumed that God voluntarily limits Himself, such a
restriction is ascribed to God by scholars.

Kenosis addresses problems arising from Christian theology’s claims
about the nature of Jesus. In Islam, Muhammad is considered a man,
and there is therefore no debate about his nature. Hence, a kenotic
approach is irrelevant in Islamic thought. This is not, however, to say
that there is no problem in Islamic thought regarding divine
knowledge and potency.

The virtual humanization of God and establishment of His quasi-
equality with man by freeing Him from the siege of divine knowledge
is an attempt to show that man is free in his actions and that nature has
dynamism. This strategy resolves several human-based problems. Nev-
ertheless, can a being who ontologically and epistemologically reduces
Himself, rendering Himself ordinary to free man, and who is called
God because He possesses attributes humans do not, remain God if
He, albeit voluntarily, relinquishes such attributes?

Unless God knows the future and can change what He knows, what
is the purpose of praying to and worshipping Him? If God is empty or
limited, the laws of nature can be explained without God and man
becomes merely a mortal being. If this is so, then human virtues have
no meaning or value except in this world.

Today, approaches proposing the self-limitation of God are still de-
bated, especially in the natural sciences, allowing the problematic of
this study to be discussed more specifically in the context of thinkers
such as Moltman, Wanstone, Polkinghorne, and Peacocke. The prob-
lems resolved and generated by these approaches, which appear to be
a different form of determinism, should also be discussed.

These debates seek to justify the relation between God, nature and
man; indeed, they ensure a dialectic of ideas and an intellectual
productivity. Due to the dialectic nature of this issue, the problem may
remain as unresolved in the future as it is today.
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