CHAPTER 1

Introduction
The Infinity of God

BENEDIKT PAUL GOCKE AND CHRISTIAN TAPP

In analytic philosophy of religion, the existence of God and the classical
divine attributes of omniscience, omnipotence, and moral perfection
have received extensive treatment over the last few decades. The infin-
ity of God, in contrast, has received comparatively little scholarly atten-
tion.! There is no single edited volume dealing exclusively with the infin-
ity of God.? To rectify, we have brought together philosophers and
theologians to grapple exclusively with the infinity of God from his-
torical and systematic points of view. Since our authors come from dif-
ferent philosophical and theological backgrounds, we hope to provide a
fruitful stimulus to discussion of the infinity of God. In this introduction,
we briefly clarify the question(s) at stake in the volume.

THE INFINITY OF GOD?

Whoever asserts that “God is infinite” brings together two of the most
complicated terms of the humanities and the natural sciences. The state-
ment needs clarification in at least three ways.

The “God” Problem. It is not clear which concept the term “God”
expresses. “God” is used in different senses in different philosophical
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and theological contexts. And so it is unclear whether these uses are in-
tended to refer to the same being or not, or whether they refer to a single
entity.’ In order to understand the question of whether God is infinite we
have to clarify, at least roughly, which concept of God we have in mind
throughout our volume.

The “Infinity” Problem. It is not clear which concept the term “in-
finity” expresses.* In different sciences, it is deployed to articulate con-
cepts that are not always obviously related to each other. But in mathe-
matics the infinite is dealt with almost everywhere, such as in the
conception of real numbers as infinite sets of natural numbers. In the
philosophy of mathematics, there is an inquiry into the nature of trans-
finite sets and if there is an actually infinite set of numbers.> Answers to
these questions cover positions as diverse as mathematical platonism, ac-
cording to which there is an infinite realm of mind-independent mathe-
matical entities, and intuitionism, which entails that mathematical ob-
jects are mind-dependent entities and therefore unlikely to be infinite.
On the other hand, in physics and the philosophy of physics, based on the
various mathematical concepts of infinity, questions concerning the
infinitely large and the infinitesimally small are discussed. It is asked
whether space is of infinite extension and whether there is a limit to spa-
tial divisibility. Singularities that appear in the mathematical description
of physical processes are called “infinities.”

In contrast, most theologians and philosophers do not think of infinity
primarily in terms of quantity but as a unique quality of the Divine or the
Absolute, a quality not directly connected with number and measurement.

The Relation Problem. There are at least three ways of understand-
ing the statement that God is infinite. First, that God is infinite is an ab-
breviated way of referring to features of God, and nothing in addition to
those features: we can sum up whatever is true of God by saying that
God is infinite. Second, saying that God is infinite means that infinity is
an independent feature of God in addition to other features He might
have, that is, whatever else is true of God, that He is infinite is a further
qualification of God. Third, that God is infinite means that certain fea-
tures of God are themselves infinite: there is at least one divine attribute
that is itself infinite.

Since, in the first way of understanding, the statement that God is in-
finite is just a facon de parler that adds no further content to the analysis
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of the divine attributes, we bracket this way of speaking of the infinity of
God. Two options remain: the statement that God is infinite refers to a
feature additional to other attributes of God, or it entails that at least one
of the divine attributes is itself infinite.

Since, in the first case the infinity of God is considered to stand on
its own, but, in the second case it needs to be qualified by some divine at-
tribute that is putatively infinite, we call the first account the categore-
matic approach to the infinity of God and the second the syncategore-
matic approach.® Infinity is treated in a different way in each case, but
the categorematic and the syncategorematic approaches are not mutu-
ally exclusive. It is not inconsistent, prima facie, to argue that the infinity
of God is both an extra feature of God and a feature of at least one of
His attributes.

CONCEPTS OF GOD

Depending on one’s philosophical and theological commitments, the
term “God” is deployed to articulate different concepts. We would prob-
ably obtain as many concepts of God as the number of philosophers and
theologians we asked. For the sake of clarity, we provisionally use “God”
with a minimal determination that allows us to unify positions as diverse
as classical theism, panentheism, process theology, and open theism.

To do so, we distinguish a theological from a philosophical use of
the term “God.” From a theological point of view, “God” denotes the
deity mentioned in the holy scriptures of a particular monotheistic reli-
gion.? Because the focus in this volume is on the Christian understand-
ing of God, in its theological use, “God” refers to the deity mentioned in
the Bible. Even though throughout the books of the Bible the concept of
God is subject to development and thus to change, we assume theolo-
gians agree that there is a minimal set of necessary features any concept
of God based on the Bible must entail to be adequate. Such a minimal
theological consensus at least includes that God is the loving creator of
all that is, and He wants us to be saved.!

What philosophers of religion primarily have in mind when they
deploy the term “God” is neither scripture nor revelation, but either
the ultimate source of everything or the ultimate goal of everything.
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Although these philosophers often criticize theological concepts of God
for inconsistency, they are mainly interested in the question whether
any theological concept of God corresponds to a philosophical concept
of the ultimate source or goal that is based not on revelation and faith,
but on reason alone. They ask: Can reason confirm that the theological
concept of God is an adequate concept of the ultimate source or goal of
everything?

Based on a combination of the theological and the philosophical
uses of “God,” we suggest the following minimal account of “God™:

God (def.): deity that has the essential features of the God of the
Bible and is the ultimate source and goal of existence, insofar as
such a source or goal is available to purely philosophical argument.

Based on this understanding, whether God is infinite turns out to be
the following question:

QI: Is the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, infinite, and, if so, in what sense?

THE CATEGOREMATIC APPROACH TO THE INFINITY OF GOD

We will briefly analyze categorematic notions of infinity here before we
turn to syncategorematic notions of infinity in the next section.

The problem with the categorematic understanding of infinity is that
even when intended to express an independent and additional quality,
“infinite” is used in ways that express mutually exclusive concepts. His-
torically and systematically, popular interpretations of infinity used to
refer to a genuine property of an entity that include the notions of to be
boundless, to be unlimited, and to lack finitude."

We can exclude boundlessness and unlimitedness because the predi-
cates “being without bound” and “being without limit” need to be quali-
fied by stating the respect in which something is without bound or limit.
For instance, something can be “without spatial limit” or “without tem-
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poral bound.” However, since the intelligibility of spatial and temporal
infinity depends on a possible measure by spatial or temporal units, spa-
tial and temporal infinity belong to the class of syncategorematic notions
of infinity and do not specify anything categorematic. This leaves us with
the negation of finitude as a possible criterion of categorematic infinity.

Infinity as the denial of finitude can either be understood in a nega-
tive or in a positive way. In Plato’s thought, paradigmatically represent-
ing the mind of classical Greece, infinity as the denial of finitude is ex-
pressed by apeiron, “absolute formlessness” and “absolute ontological
underdetermination.” Being finite consists in possessing a certain form
of ontological determination. Since anything that lacks form eo ipso is
inaccessible to the mind and is of the lowest ontological status, being in-
finite for Plato is a very bad thing indeed—whatever is infinite is without
form and therefore lacks intelligibility.'

Gregory of Nyssa as influenced by Neoplatonism saw things in a dif-
ferent light. Paradigmatically representing early Christian orthodoxy, he
thought of infinity as expressing total superabundance and the fullness of
being.P Since in our volume here God is understood philosophically as
the ultimate source or goal of everything, we can exclude the Platonic in-
terpretation of categorematic infinity and adopt that of Gregory of Nyssa.
On the categorematic concept of infinity, whether God is infinite there-
fore turns out to be expressed in the following question:

Q2: Does the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, possess total superabundance and the fullness
of being?

SYNCATEGOREMATIC APPROACHES TO
THE INFINITY OF GOD

On the syncategorematic approach, the infinity of God is not a quality in
addition to other divine attributes but consists in the infinity of at least
one divine attribute. The difficulty here is that there is more than one
way of understanding the syncategorematic infinity of a divine attribute.
There are two relevant directions we can take. First, “syncategorematic
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infinity” can be used to refer to a quantity. Second, it can be used to
express the mode of givenness of a particular attribute.

The first way of understanding syncategorematic infinity is, again,
open to two interpretations, depending on the concept of quantity we
have in mind. “Quantity” can refer to an extension or to an intension,
that is, to the size of the class of objects having the respective property or
to the degree to which an object has that property." (This is the sense of
“intension” that the Scholastics had in mind when they considered the in-
tensio of a property. It is not to be confused with the Fregean concept of
intension, which is the sense a certain predicate expresses.)

If we understand quantity as extensional quantity, then we obtain a
notion of quantitative infinity on which the extension of a property is pu-
tatively infinite. Since an infinite extension can either be understood to
be an infinite continuum or to be an infinite extension of discrete units,
there are two further ways of spelling out quantitative extensional infin-
ity: (1) that a property F is infinite according to its extensional quantity
means either that there are infinitely many Fs (an infinite multitude) or
that there is an infinite continuum of F (an infinite magnitude).’’ For ex-
ample, one might take divine omniscience to entail infinite knowledge,
in the sense that God knows infinitely many true propositions. Or, (2)
one might take divine omnipotence to entail infinite power, in the sense
that what God can do has no limits in space or time.

If we understand quantity not in an extensional way but according to
its intensio, then we obtain a different notion of syncategorematic quanti-
tative infinity. Whereas the extensional account is concerned with infi-
nitely many F's or infinitely much of F; this account of syncategorematic
infinity is concerned with the degree to which a property is realized in an
object. The classical example is “infinite whiteness” (if there were such),
which, in the extensional sense, means infinitely many white things, or an
infinitely extended white surface, and, in the intensional sense, means un-
limited or infinite degree of whiteness (the brightness or, in terms of phys-
ics, the capacity to reflect all colors of the visible spectrum). “Mary is in-
finitely wise” cannot mean that Mary’s wisdom extends to infinitely
many or infinitely large entities, but means that the degree of her wisdom
is unlimited. Some philosophers take omnipotence to entail infinite
power in the sense of God’s power not being limited to any degree.
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Finally, we can understand syncategorematic infinity as referring to
the mode of givenness of a certain property. What does it mean to say
that the mode of givenness of a property is infinite? Could the mode of
givenness of some property F be infinite? This is the most puzzling of
the notions discussed in this introduction, but there are some uses in
which it seems clearly to make sense. For instance, some philosophers
take God’s omnipresence to presuppose presence in a mode quite dif-
ferent from the presence of physical objects in space, which can be said
to be present at a place by being contained by it. “Presence” applies to
God—if it does at all—in a sense that requires dropping the element of
limitation by containment.

Since to exemplify a property F in an infinite mode means to pos-
sess this property irrespective of any limitations of the exemplifying en-
tity (as in the case of presence), the infinity of the mode of givenness of a
property F, exemplified by an entity, is the archetype of what it means to
possess F' tout court. Any other mode of givenness of this property is
consequently a restriction of the archetype in question.

It follows that we obtain different questions concerning the syncate-
gorematic infinity of the divine attributes depending on which interpre-
tation of syncategorematic infinity we have in mind.

The question of whether God is infinite, according to the extensional
quantitative approach that refers to discrete units (multitude), is this:

Q3: Does the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, exemplify a property the extension of which
consists of infinitely many discrete units?

According to the extensional quantitative approach that deploys a
continuous notion of extensional quantitative infinity, the question is as
follows:

Q4: Does the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, exemplify a property the extension of which is
an infinite continuum?
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According to the intensional quantitative approach, the question of
whether God is infinite can be stated as follows:

Q5: Does the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, exemplify a property to an infinite degree?

Finally, if we do not have quantitative infinity in mind but instead
the mode of givenness of a particular divine attribute, the question is this:

Q6: Does the deity mentioned in the Bible, specified by the minimal
theological consensus, and rationally accessed as the ultimate source
or goal of everything, exemplify a property such that the mode of
givenness of this property is infinite or archetypical?

THE INFINITY OF GOD FROM A HISTORICAL
AND SYSTEMATIC POINT OF VIEW

All of the chapters in this volume implicitly or explicitly grapple with the
elaborated questions concerning the infinity of God. We proceed in two
parts. The studies of the first part mainly deal with historical apprecia-
tions of the concept of infinity and the various assessments of its capacity
to function as a categorematic or syncategorematic attribute of God.

The first part, titled “Historical Approaches to the Infinity of God,”
is opened by Franz Krainer in chapter 2, “The Concept of the Infinity of
God in Ancient Greek Thought.” Krainer provides a brief analysis of the
variety of concepts of qualitative and quantitative infinity found in an-
cient Greek thought reaching from Plato to Gregory of Nyssa. Although
in this period the term “infinity” often has more than one meaning,
sometimes even within the work of a single philosopher, Krainer argues
that at least two contrary conceptions of God’s infinity can be identified:
infinity as expressing divine indeterminacy or perfection. On both these
accounts, however, there is a subtle agreement that God’s qualitative in-
finity is strongly related to God’s incomprehensibility. Therefore, ac-
cording to Krainer, the concept of an infinite God in ancient Greek
thought naturally led to the development and support of negative the-
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ology in which it is disputable whether the infinity of God allows us to
formulate any intelligible statement about God at all.

In chapter 3, “Infinity in Augustine’s Theology,” Adam Drozdek
provides an analysis of Augustine’s stance on the infinity of God. Al-
though Augustine at first thought about God as an infinite corporeal
being, he later became convinced that God had to be understood in an
incorporeal manner. Drozdek argues that although in this respect Au-
gustine struggled with both the problems concerning quantitative no-
tions of infinity related to infinite space and time and the possibility of
infinite divine knowledge—for which every infinite quantity, according
to Augustine, is finite and thus comprehensible—he never explicitly de-
veloped an account of divine infinity as such. Instead, Augustine stressed
that God’s essence lies in his immutability and eternity, both of which in-
dicate that God is beyond infinity and finitude.

William Carroll’s chapter 4, “Aquinas on Creation and the Analogy
of Infinity,” argues that for Thomas Aquinas there is a close connection
between the concept of creation and the concept of the infinity of God—
whereas creatures are identified as creatures by the reception of being,
and thus are always in certain respects finite, unreceived being is the
hallmark of God the Creator. To show that for Thomas unreceived being
is absolutely infinite and fully determined, Carroll analyses what
Thomas says about divine infinity in Scriptum super 1V libros Sententia-
rum, Summa contra Gentiles, and Summa theologiae, all of which deal
with the concept of God as subsistent being. Carroll concludes that for
Thomas divine infinity is a natural consequence of his concept of cre-
ation and can be known, at least in an analogical way, by reason alone.

In her “Spinoza and Leibniz on the Absolute and Its Infinity: A Case
Study,” Christina Schneider in chapter 5 analyzes the entailments of dif-
ferent concepts of infinity for the concept of the Absolute and its relation
to the world. To do so, she compares Spinoza’s and Leibniz’s conceptions
of the infinity of God. Based on the assumption that divine infinity, for-
mally, is used to express a divine perfection, Schneider distinguishes be-
tween two concepts of divine infinity as a perfection: on the first mean-
ing, divine infinity is understood to exclude negation, whereas on the
second meaning divine infinity refers to the highest degree of an attri-
bute, as found, for instance, in God’s omniscience and omnipotence. Spi-
noza, according to Schneider, operates with the first concept of divine
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infinity, Leibniz with the second. Once this is clarified, she spells out
some problems for Leibniz’s attempts to avoid Spinozism: to escape Spi-
nozism, Leibniz both conceived God to be completely independent of
His creatures and introduced the concept of monads. However, since
monads are not intellectually accessible by God, Schneider identifies a
crucial problem: either the concept of God’s omniscience has to be modi-
fied to include a kind of Spinozistic omnisubjectivity or God cannot be
omniscient—the latter of which is not consistent with Leibniz’s concept
of divine infinity.

Ruben Schneider in chapter 6, “Kant and the Infinity of Reason,”
deals with Kant’s account of the existence and essence of God under-
stood as the infinite being that is the ground of the world order. In con-
trast to traditional interpretations in which Kant rejects every attempt to
construe a metaphysical theory of God, Schneider argues in a first step
that Kant firmly presupposed the existence of God, but he argued against
philosophical attempts to grasp divine attributes as they are in them-
selves. In a second step, Schneider investigates Kant’s concept of infinite
divine reason and spells out some possible consequences of Kantian phi-
losophy. It seems that Kant’s philosophy is at least open to a panentheis-
tic interpretation, according to which the difference between God and
the created world is within God and the finite mind of creatures is par-
ticipating in the absolute spirit of God.

In chapter 7, “Infinity and Spirit: How Hegel Integrates Science and
Religion, and Nature and the Supernatural,” Robert M. Wallace shows
how Hegel employs his conception of infinity in order to try to integrate
science and religion and also both the natural and the supernatural realm
of being. He first argues that Hegel’s concept of true infinity should be
understood as “the finite’s own going beyond its finitude.” He then spells
out how based on this notion of the ascent of finitude, science, religion,
ethics, art, and philosophy can all be understood as metaphysically nec-
essary aspects of a single self-determining reality that is properly re-
ferred to as the divine being. Everything that constitutes this ultimate re-
ality is part of an ascent above its initial opinions and appetites and frees
the individual of determination by things that are not itself. Thus it en-
ables a true self-determination of reality.

Christian Tapp in “Bolzano’s Concept of Divine Infinity,” chapter 8,
argues that infinity is central to each of the three areas in which Bolzano
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had expertise: mathematics, philosophy, and theology. He concentrates
on Bolzano’s analysis of the infinity of God and shows that on Bolzano’s
view the concept of quantitative infinity is best understood as follows. A
series is quantitatively infinite if and only if it has no last term and every
finite series can be mapped one-to-one onto a part of it. According to
Tapp, on Bolzano’s view this concept of quantitative infinity is more
basic than all other concepts of infinity. Therefore, even qualitative con-
cepts of the infinity of God have to be related in one way or the other to
the elaborated quantitative concept of infinity. Tapp ends by identifying
further tasks that must be dealt with to fully specify an adequate concep-
tion of divine infinity.

In chapter 9, “Cantor and the Infinity of God,” Bruce A. Hedman
elaborates on Cantor’s different concepts of infinity and briefly sum-
marizes his theories of ordinal numbers, cardinal numbers, and his theory
of sets and transfinite numbers that revolutionized mathematics. Further-
more, he shows that it was of the utmost importance to Cantor that his
stance on the various concepts of infinity was in accordance with Chris-
tian faith: Cantor distinguished his concept of the transfinite firmly from
the absolute infinity of God and was relieved that a leading papal theolo-
gian confirmed that his theory did not contradict faith. On Cantor’s
theory, according to Hedman, God is the absolutely infinite that is both
the ontological ground of the transfinitum and its repository. Precisely be-
cause of this, however, it is mathematically indeterminable in itself.

The second part of the volume, titled “Systematic Approaches to
the Infinity of God,” has a systematic focus and provides different ac-
counts of divine infinity, both in terms of quantity and quality. The first
studies of the second part deal with the infinity of divine attributes, such
as omnipotence, omniscience, everlastingness, and perfect benevolence,
whereas the second group of studies deal with the infinity of God as
such, divine simplicity, the Holy Trinity, and, finally, the use of infinity
in current scientific theories.

In chapter 10, “God Almighty: Divine Power and Authority in the
Biblical and Patristic Periods,” Bernhard Lang first examines how the Is-
raelites describe God’s exercise of power, and second how Israel’s God
came to be called “almighty.” Almightiness, according to Lang, in the
biblical context is to be understood as having infinite power and could be
defined as the unrestricted faculty to do anything that one wants to do.
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There was no distinct concept of divine almightiness in the earlier bibli-
cal texts, but the notion of God changes in the late biblical period, which,
according to Lang, is clearly shown in the Apocalypse of John: almighti-
ness ever since has been perceived to be the essential attribute of God
that encompasses all other attributes.

Whereas Lang concentrates on the historical development of the
doctrine of divine almightiness in the Bible, the next two chapters spell
out the biblical notion of almightiness in philosophical terms. First, in
chapter 11, “God’s Omnipotence,” Richard Swinburne develops a defi-
nition of omnipotence in terms of God’s ability to bring about events.
After a careful analysis of simultaneous and backward causation, both of
which Swinburne rejects, he argues for the adequacy of the following
definition of omnipotence: S is omnipotent during some period of time if
and only if S knows all metaphysically necessary propositions and all
metaphysically contingent true propositions about every event at any
time earlier than the beginning of his action and all propositions that
those propositions entail; he is not moved by any nonrational influences,
and is able to cause by an act beginning at any instant ¢ and ending at any
instant ¢, both during that period, any metaphysically contingent event
M beginning at any instant 7, later than 7 and ending at z,, which does not
require him to be influenced by nonrational influences in order to do that
act. Based on this definition, Swinburne ends by arguing that apart from
divine aseity and everlastingness, each other divine attribute is entailed
by this concept of omnipotence.

In contrast to Swinburne’s analysis of omnipotence, Kenneth L.
Pearce in chapter 12, “Infinite Power and Finite Powers,” provides an
analysis of divine omnipotence in terms of infinite power. In a first step,
he argues that being infinitely powerful means possessing power over
the truth of a proposition tout court; it does not mean to possess an infin-
ity of particular powers. In a second step, he shows that being absolutely
powerful to perform an action 4 means to have perfect efficacy and to
have perfect freedom with respect to A. According to Pearce, then, om-
nipotence is a relatively simple concept, whereas the concept of finite
powers is the complicated one: it can only be established by adding a se-
ries of limitations to God’s infinite power. It seems, therefore, that for
Pearce, finite powers of creatures are participations in and restrictions of
the infinite power of God.
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In chapter 13, “Infinite God, Open Future,” William Hasker turns
away from the explicit analysis of omnipotence and concentrates on the
analysis of God’s relation to time. In the first part of his study, Hasker
provides a systematic overview of some of the concepts of infinity that
were deployed by Plato, Aristotle, Scotus, and Hegel. Hasker, though, is
especially critical of Hegel’s conception of the true infinite and argues
that it looks defective. In his second part, he turns to the analysis of di-
vine infinity as it is operative in the paradigm of open theism.

According to Hasker, the main concern of open theism is to main-
tain a robust realism concerning the character and activities of God as
described in the Bible, where the most significant feature of open theism
is God’s dynamic omniscience summed up both by the assumption that
God exists in time and by the supposition that God’s knowledge changes
as time develops into an open future. Hasker analyzes different concepts
of the infinity of God’s dynamic omniscience and argues that on each of
them God turns out to be the infinite and everlasting creator of a uni-
verse with an open future.

In contrast to Hasker’s analysis of God’s infinity as suggesting a
temporal existence of God, Paul Helm’s chapter 14, “Infinity and God’s
Atemporality,” deals with God’s infinity understood in a classical way as
entailing that for God to have immediate access to all places and all
times of his creation, He has to be eternal, that is, atemporal. Helm de-
fends this view against recent objections by analyzing divine infinity in
terms of God’s atemporality. There are two main strategies of argumen-
tation for Helm. First, the infinity of God entails that God does not exist
in time, nor is He subject to time, as his creatures are. Second, Helm ar-
gues that existing outside of time entails that there are things that God
cannot do that his creatures can do. However, although it is often argued
that this conclusion leads to a contradiction in the concept of God, Helm
argues that these consequences do not constitute an objection to the in-
finity of God properly understood in terms of divine atemporality.

In chapter 15, “Infinite Goodness,” Brian Leftow deals with another
of the classical divine attributes: God’s benevolence understood as infi-
nite goodness. In the first part of his study, Leftow summarizes Aquinas’s
understanding of infinity, and based on this he defends the claim that God
can have virtues. Leftow argues that even if one denies God’s having
emotions, which Leftow does not, one can think of God as virtuous. Once
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this is done, Leftow provides a definition of the perfect degree of a virtue
and defines perfect benevolence in such a way that it is not contradicted
by the intelligibility of a surpassable record of benevolent acts. His no-
tion of perfect benevolence thus is defined qualitatively, not quantita-
tively. Finally, Leftow argues that in the case of God and His benevo-
lence, even if He necessarily does something good, the necessity arises
entirely out of his own internal states rather than being imposed from
without, which means that we can still be grateful to God.

Leaving the analysis of particular divine attributes behind, Ken
Perszyk in chapter 16, “Divine Infinity and Personhood,” deals with the
question whether it is possible at all that God is both an infinite entity
and a person. To answer this question, he first analyzes different con-
cepts of infinity and divine infinity before, in a second step, he turns to
the analysis of the concept of personhood. Once he has clarified in what
sense God could be said to be a person, Perszyk argues that there are sev-
eral reasons that an infinite God cannot be a person. He concludes that
being a person cannot literally apply to God if God is literally infinite.

In chapter 17, “Divine Infinity and the Trinity,” Thomas Schértl is
concerned with the concept of the Holy Trinity and the difficulties of ac-
counting for it in terms of divine infinity. He first discusses Gregory of
Nyssa’s reflections on infinity before he turns to Nicolaus Cusanus’s
theory of divine infinity. Schértl then discusses divine simplicity and its
relation to infinity: to derive simplicity from infinity, he argues, two tools
are needed. The first tool is the concept of coextensionality: two proper-
ties are identical if and only if whatever fulfills the one concept in a pos-
sible world also fulfills the other in that possible world. For instance, the
doctrine of coextensionality entails that the extension of “infinite good-
ness” is necessarily identical to the extension of “infinite wisdom,” and
vice versa. The second tool is paradigmatic predication. Paradigmatic
subjects of predication instantiate the property they express but they do
not have them in the usual sense of having a property. Based on these two
tools, Schértl first concludes that the divine attributes are paradigmatic
subjects of predication and that God is the ultimate and most eminently
paradigmatic subject of predication. Second, he argues that his concept of
infinity safeguards divine simplicity and divine uniqueness.

In chapter 18, “(A)symmetries between God and World: Process
Philosophy, Postmodern Theology, and the Two Families of Infinity Ar-
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gument,” Philip Clayton analyses six symmetries in the relation be-
tween God and the world suggested by Whitehead and how they have
been dealt with in different postmodern theological traditions. Accord-
ing to Clayton, postmodern theologians share Whitehead’s emphasis on
the symmetry between God and world and the corresponding metaphys-
ics of immanence, even though they rarely formulate their view in these
terms. He argues that contrary to Whitehead’s assertion, however, there
are several asymmetries in the God—world relationship that in Western
discourse have been spelled out by deploying two concepts of infinity:
infinity as unlimited perfection that concentrates on infinite perfection,
and infinity as absolute or perfect infinity. Keeping these differences in
mind, Clayton argues that divine infinity offers a surprisingly effective
bridge between classical metaphysics and the focus of contemporary
thinkers on the Unnamable and Unspeakable.

In chapter 19, “The Quantitative and the Qualitative Infinity of God,”
Benedikt Paul Gocke analyses quantitative and qualitative notions of in-
finity. In a first step, he argues that quantitative and quasi-quantitative ap-
proaches to divine infinity are not sufficient to formulate a precise thesis
of God’s infinity. In a second step, he establishes a positive qualitative
concept of divine infinity in which God exemplifies, in the unity of his
being, contradictory properties. He shows that if one assumes that there is
a single ultimate source of everything, one can draw the conclusion that
there is a single qualitatively positive infinite entity, which, in contrast to
finite entities, is not subject to the law of noncontradiction but instead is
subject to paraconsistent logic. Based on this, Gocke argues that in the
Christian theological tradition, the single ultimate source of everything is
God and that as a positive infinite entity God is both distinguishable from
the realm of finitude that is subject to the law of noncontradiction and at
the same time the more indistinct insofar as He is distinct.

NOTES

1. The reason might be twofold. On the one hand, from a theological point
of view, the Bible itself has very little to say about the infinity of God: the Bible
speaks of the omnipresence and of the powerfulness of God, of his immense knowl-
edge, but not of his substantial infinity. The infinity of God therefore might have
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been considered to be of less interest than other, prima facie, more positive features
of the divine being, such as omniscience or omnipotence. But because of the implicit
quantifier “everything,” even these terms are open to an interpretation in terms of in-
finity. On the other hand, from a philosophical point of view, the concepts of infinity
and divine infinity are quite unclear in themselves, and substantial reflection is
needed on these concepts and their different interpretations throughout the disci-
plines. Since our interest is not in the research history concerning the infinity of
God, but rather in the infinity of God itself, we leave it open what might have been
the reasons that the infinity of God was treated very little in the past few decades.

2. Michael Heller and W. Hugh Woodin (2011) edited a collection of studies
on the concept of the infinite in which, for the most part, mathematicians, physicists,
and philosophers deal with problems surrounding the notion of the infinite in relation
to abstract entities, space, time, numbers, and aesthetics. Graham Oppy (2006) in-
tends to clarify the notion of the infinite in order to prepare the ground for an analysis
of cosmological arguments for the existence of God. However, the question of what
it means to say that God is infinite, and whether God is infinite or finite, is barely ad-
dressed in these volumes. In Heller and Woodin’s collection, there are only four
chapters dealing straightforwardly with the infinity of God, whereas in Oppy’s book
the infinity of God itself is not dealt with.

3. Cf. Gocke 2013 for a clarification of the different contexts of use of the
term “God” in philosophy and theology. Cf. Gécke 2012 for an analysis of the use of
“God” in classical theism and panentheism.

4. As David Hilbert (1967) famously put it: “The infinite has always stirred
the emotions of mankind more deeply than any other question; the infinite has stimu-
lated and fertilized reason as few other ideas have; but also the infinite, more than
any other notion, is in need of clarification” (371).

5. Cf. Oppy 2006 (7-19) for a brief overview of questions surrounding the no-
tion of the infinite. Cf. also Tapp 2011b.

6. As Bombieri (2011) says: “What is infinity? Is it the inaccessible, the un-
countable, the unmeasureable? Or should we consider infinity as the ultimate, com-
plete, perfect entity?” (55).

7. Is the following a fourth option? That God is infinite means that we cannot
understand what it is that God is. It seems not. Whoever asserts that the statement
that God is infinite expresses the proposition that we cannot understand what it is that
God is needs an account of why the infinity of God excludes our understanding of
God. In order to justify this claim, though, he or she has to argue that our inability to
understand God is because the infinity of God is either an extra feature or a qualifier
of his features that entails our inability to understand what it is that God is. Cf. Tapp
2011b (95) for a further analysis of different interpretations of infinity, particularly
for those that differentiate between a quantitative, eminent and metaphysically pre-
categorical dimension of infinity.

8. Cf. Tapp 2011b (94), Tapp 2016 (96—97), and Bochenski 1970 (179-82).
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9. From the point of view of religious studies, the term “god” can be used to
refer to deities mentioned in many different religions that neither are monotheistic re-
ligions nor are based upon holy scriptures. However, since our focus is on monothe-
istic theology, we bracket this more relaxed way to use the term “god.”

10. Since the biblical data do not entail a single unambiguous concept of the
deity they deal with, much is left open with regard to the potential specification of
this minimal theological consensus, which is why positions as diverse as process the-
ology, classical theism, panentheism, and open theism are all prima facie consistent
with scripture.

11. To these three conceptions of infinity and the following discussion, see
Tapp 2015.

12. Cf. Hart 2011: “For Plato—and, really, for the entire classical philosophical
tradition of Greece, including Stoicism—the infinite was solely a negative concept.
Words like apeiron . . . were more or less entirely opprobrious in connotation; they
were used to designate that which was ‘indefinite’ or ‘indeterminate’ and, hence, ‘ir-
rational” or ‘unthinkable.” The infinite is that which lacks form, that which reflects no
eidon and receives the impress of no morphe. As such, it is pure deficiency. Hence,
Plato would never have called the Good beyond being ‘infinite’” (258).

13. Cf. Hart 2011: “What Gregory understands ‘infinity’ to mean when predi-
cated of God is very much (at least on the fact of it) what Plotinus understood it to
mean in regard to the One: incomprehensibility, absolute power, simplicity, eternity.
God is uncircumscribable . . . elusive of every finite concept or act, boundless, arriv-
ing at no terminus. . . . God is without opposition, as he is beyond nonbeing or nega-
tion, transcendent of all composition or antinomy; it is in this sense of utter fullness,
principally, that God is called simple” (267).

14. Cf. Tapp 2016 (96-97).

15. In general, magnitudes are taken to be continuous, such as, for example, a
1-cm line, whereas multitudes are discrete, such as, for example, 25 points. This is not to
say, however, that an infinitely large continuous object like a line extending infinitely
through a Euclidean space cannot also be conceived of as an infinite sets of points.

REFERENCES

Bochenski, Joseph M. 31970. Formale Logik. Freiburg im Breisgau: Alber.

Bombieri, Enrico. 2011. “The Mathematical Infinity.” In Infinity: New Research
Frontiers, edited by Michael Heller and W. Hugh Woodin, 55-75. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Gocke, Benedikt Paul. 2012. “Panentheism and Classical Theism.” Sophia: Inter-
national Journal for Philosophy of Religion, Metaphysical Theology and Ethics
52 (1): 61-75.

18 Benedikt Paul Gocke and Christian Tapp

. 2013. “An Analytic Theologian’s Stance on the Existence of God.” Euro-
pean Journal for Philosophy of Religion 5:129—46.

Hart, David Bentley. 2011. “Notes on the Concept of the Infinite in the History of
Western Metaphysics.” In Infinity: New Research Frontiers, edited by Michael
Heller and W. Hugh Woodin, 255-74. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Heller, Michael, and W. Hugh Woodin, eds. 2011. Infinity: New Research Frontiers.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hilbert, David. 1967. “On the Infinite” (“Uber das Unendliche,” 1926), translated by
Stefan Bauer-Mengelberg. In From Frege to Godel, edited by Jean van Heije-
noort, 369-92. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Oppy, Graham. 2006. Philosophical Perspectives on Infinity. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

. 2011. “God and Infinity: Directions for Future Research.” In Infinity: New

Research Frontiers, edited by Michael Heller and W. Hugh Woodin, 233-54.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tapp, Christian. 2005. “On Some Philosophical Aspects of the Background to Georg
Cantor’s Theory of Sets.” Special issue, Philosophia Scientiae 5:157-73.

. 2011a. “Eternity and Infinity.” In God, Eternity, and Time, edited by Chris-

tian Tapp and Edmund Runggaldier, 99-115. Aldershot: Ashgate.

. 2011b. “Infinity in Mathematics and Theology.” In Theology and Science 9

(1): 91-100.

. 2014. “Absolute Infinity—A Bridge between Mathematics and Theology?”

In Foundational Adventures: Essays in Honor of Harvey M. Friedman, edited

by Neil Tennant, 77-90. London: College Publications.

. 2015. “Unendlichkeit Gottes.” In Eigenschaften Gottes, edited by Thomas

Marschler and Thomas Schértl, 129-51. Miinster: Aschendorft.

. 2016. “Infinity in Aquinas’ Doctrine of God.” In Analytically Oriented

Thomism, compiled by M. Szatkowski, 93—115. Heusenstamm: Editiones Scho-
lasticae, 93—115.



NEENY: AP Ex RESTRCE CRIRIVAELS S INSHIREE @ 1 O Gy
AND=RIHFE @ISO e

EDITED BY

BENEDIKT PAUL GOCKE
AND CHRISTIAN TAPP

THE INFINITY OF GOD



The Infinity
of God

New Perspectives in Theology and Philosophy

Edited by
BENEDIKT PAUL GOCKE
and

CHRISTIAN TAPP

University of Notre Dame Press

Notre Dame, Indiana

Copyright © 2019 by the University of Notre Dame
University of Notre Dame Press

Notre Dame, Indiana 46556

www.undpress.nd.edu

All Rights Reserved

Published in the United States of America

o DF Deutsche
Publication supported by Forschungsgemeinschaft

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Gocke, Benedikt Paul, 1981 editor.

Title: The infinity of God : new perspectives in theology and philosophy /
edited by Benedikt Paul Gocke and Christian Tapp.

Description: Notre Dame : University of Notre Dame Press, 2018. |
Includes bibliographical references and index. |

Identifiers: LCCN 2018049301 (print) | LCCN 2018051447 (ebook) |
ISBN 9780268104153 (pdf) | ISBN 9780268104160 (epub) | ISBN 9780268104139
(hardback : alk. paper) | ISBN 0268104131 (hardback : alk. paper)

Subjects: LCSH: God (Christianity)—Immutability. | God (Christianity)—
Eternity. | God. | Infinite.

Classification: LCC BT153.147 (ebook) | LCC BT153.147 154 2018 (print) |
DDC 212/7—dc23

LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2018049301

woThis paper meets the requirements of ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992
(Permanence of Paper).

This e-Book was converted from the original source file by a third-party vendor.
Readers who notice any formatting, textual, or readability issues are encouraged
to contact the publisher at ebooks@nd.edu



CHAPTER

PART

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CONTENTS

Preface

Introduction
Benedikt Paul Gocke and Christian Tapp

Historical Approaches to the Infinity of God

The Concept of the Infinity of God in Ancient
Greek Thought
Franz Krainer

Infinity in Augustine’s Theology
Adam Drozdek

Aquinas on Creation and the Analogy of Infinity
William E. Carroll

Spinoza and Leibniz on the Absolute and
Its Infinity: A Case Study
Christina Schneider

Kant and the Infinity of Reason
Ruben Schneider

Infinity and Spirit: How Hegel Integrates Science
and Religion, and Nature and the Supernatural
Robert M. Wallace

Bolzano’s Concept of Divine Infinity
Christian Tapp

Cantor and the Infinity of God
Bruce A. Hedman

vii

21

37

54

78

97

122

150

167

PART I1

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

CHAPTER

10

—_

2

—_

3

—_

5

—_

6

—_

8

Vi Contents

Systematic Approaches to the Infinity of God

God Almighty: Divine Power and Authority
in the Biblical and Patristic Periods
Bernhard Lang

God’s Omnipotence
Richard Swinburne

Infinite Power and Finite Powers
Kenneth L. Pearce

Infinite God, Open Future
William Hasker

Infinity and God’s Atemporality
Paul Helm

Infinite Goodness
Brian Leftow

Divine Infinity and Personhood
Ken Perszyk

Divine Infinity and the Trinity
Thomas Schiirtl

(A)symmetries between God and World:
Process Philosophy, Postmodern Theology,
and the Two Families of Infinity Argument
Philip Clayton

The Quantitative and the Qualitative Infinity of God

Benedikt Paul Gocke

Contributors List

Index

187

212

233

258

276

296

317

341

364

385

410
415



