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Panentheism in the Light of Mathematical Understandings of
Infinity and Connectedness
Oliver Li

ABSTRACT
This paper investigates some consequences of a mathematical
understanding of infinity and connectedness for a panentheistic
conception of God. Given the existence of God and an
understanding of the world in terms of the finite, countable
infinity, or uncountable infinity I argue, (a) that a panentheistic
conception of God is supported given a mathematical
understanding of the infinite, (b) that by applying the notion of
uncountable infinity and the mathematical concept of
connectedness a panentheistic God can be seen as unifying
irrespective of whether the world includes a finite, countably
infinite or an uncountably infinite number of entities.
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In theism in general and thus also in panentheism concepts such as God’s omnipotence,
omnibenevolence or omniscience play a central role in theological and philosophical
reasoning. At least if the “omni” in the above concepts is understood in terms of quantity,
such concepts can be directly or indirectly related to a mathematical notion of the
infinite. The infinite is also a common, widely used, and well-studied concept within
mathematics. The development of mathematics in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
produced some important qualifications of this concept. In particular, the distinction
between countable and uncountable infinite sets, going back to the works on set-
theory by Georg Cantor (1845–1918), has been of great value and significance for
modern mathematics. Already at the time Cantor developed his novel ideas about
infinity, theologians were interested in Cantor’s ideas, although mostly out of concern
that his ideas might ultimately strengthen the position of pantheism.1 More recently phi-
losophers have argued that mathematical understandings of infinity can and presumably
should be related to theological reasoning.2 In this paper I will investigate possible con-
sequences of the standard mathematical distinction between countable and uncountable
infinite sets and the concept of connectedness for a panentheistic conception of God
within the philosophy of religion.3

First I will shortly present one of the more significant problems for Cantor’s set-theor-
etical ideas and its relation to issues and the discussion of the foundation of mathematics
in general since it is possible that such issues may subsequently lead to problems for the
applicability of mathematical ideas to theological reasoning. After a summary of the con-
cepts of countable and uncountable infinite sets, and the mathematical concept of con-
nectedness, which will be useful in the argument for unity, and how panentheism can be
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construed, I will consider three cases of how the universe or the multitude of universes is
understood in relation to God. It should be noted that universe, multiverse and the actual
world are here understood in the following sense: Generally, by “universe” I mean a poss-
ible world; that is, universe and world will here be used as synonyms. Thus the universe
could be the world we are living in, but it could also be a world devoid of living creatures
and not accessible for human observation. In the case of the actual world I mean the
world or universe humans live in. Multiverse will be used, as the term indicates, to
mean the multitude of all existing universes irrespective of whether they are accessible
or not. With “universe in total” I denote the totality of universes in any given case.
Thus it is possible that the multiverse consists of a great number of universes or
worlds, possibly infinitely many, including the universe or world we are living in, the
actual world being one of them. In the case where I assume that there is no multitude
of universes, I will stick to the traditional term of “universe”.

The three cases to be considered in this paper are, firstly, the case that the universe
consists of a vast, but finite number of entities. Standard contemporary cosmology
suggests that the observable universe had a beginning in the Big Bang and thus is
finite backward in time. In the case of its spatial extension, the universe is possibly
finite or infinite dependent on whether the geometry of the universe is flat or curved.
Based on observations, the geometry of the universe is commonly believed to be flat
which would amount to a spatially infinite universe. Likewise, the universe may
expand infinitely in time, dependent on factors such as the geometry of the universe
and the value of the so-called cosmological constant. Nevertheless, the observable uni-
verse is finite.4 Thinking of the universe as vast but finite is presumably a common
way of understanding the universe. The second case is a version of a multiverse in
which the multiverse consists of a countably infinite number of entities, and possibly a
countably infinite number of universes or worlds. Finally, the universe could consist of
an uncountably infinite number of entities. The third case, although presumably uncon-
ceivable in the actual world, seems to be a possibility if modal realism, as suggested and
argued for by David Lewis, is taken into consideration.5 This position, I deem, has in ver-
sions with its roots in physics—recently received increased attention. Notably, ideas
about multiverses, which strongly remind of modal realism, have been suggested and
argued for by theoretical physicist Max Tegmark, in terms of four levels of multiverses.6

Furthermore, following a generic definition of panentheism by Niels-Henrik Gregersen I
will establish what is minimally required for an argument for panentheism.7

Following the above stated three cases of how the multiverse can be construed, and
the minimal requirements for a successful argument for panentheism, I will present an
argument based on the Anselmian idea of God as “[…] that than which no greater
can be thought”, and as an extension of a standard argument from infinity applied
by Philip Clayton in God and Contemporary Science.8 I will argue that in all cases
a panentheistic conception of God in the sense to be defined below is certainly sup-
ported and perhaps even strongly suggested. In particular, in the discussion of the
third case that involves an uncountably infinite number of entities, ideas by Yujin
Nagasawa about “modal panentheism” will be taken into account.9 It will also
become clear that although panentheism is certainly a reasonable position for the
reasons to be given here, it is possible to find specific relations between countable
and uncountable infinite sets and cases of the relation between God and the universe,
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that may lead to the opposing suggestion that God could also be construed as wholly
transcendent of the universe. Such possibilities require further assumptions before
they can be excluded.

Subsequently and importantly, I argue that if God is construed in the sense that God
transcends the universe by being at least uncountably infinite, and if the universe is
understood as consisting of a finite, countably infinite set of entities, or even if the uni-
verse consists of uncountably infinite entities, and given that a panentheistic God is
immanent, then God and the universe may be understood as united in the sense of
being connected as described in mathematical topology. Thus by this argument at
least a minimal form of unity is established irrespective of whether the universe in
total is finite or infinite in a strict sense.

On Problems for Cantor’s Set Theory

Although Cantor’s set-theory, including his ideas about the infinite, is generally regarded
as highly innovative and significant for contemporary mathematics, they were not
without problems. One crucial question is whether such problems threaten the applica-
bility of Cantor’s theories about the infinite for theological reasoning. It is obviously
beyond the scope of this article to discuss all issues related to set-theory and the
history of the foundation of mathematics in detail. However, one of the paradoxes
specifically generated by Cantor’s set theory seemed to result in the inconsistency of
Cantor’s set-theory. This problem is the antinomy of the set of all sets, also known as
Russell’s paradox: Let A be the set of all sets that are not members of themselves. If A
itself is a set which is not a member of itself, then by definition it does belong to the
set of all sets that are not members of themselves. If A itself is a set which is a
member of itself, then A according to the definition is not in the set of all sets that are
not members of themselves.10 Thus in both cases, the definition of A leads to a contra-
diction. This antinomy and the seeming inconsistency of Cantor’s set-theory was part of
a group of problems in mathematics which subsequently led to what Ernst Snapper
denotes as “the three crises in mathematics”. According to Snapper, the three crises
refer to the attempts of logicism, intuitionism and formalism and their philosophical
counterparts realism, constructivism and nominalism respectively to provide a foun-
dation of mathematics.11 In the first case, Russell’s paradox was avoided, and thus the
above problem was remedied, by introducing certain axioms, one of them being the
axiom of infinity. All the same, Snapper concludes that this axiom in itself “[…] is not
a logical proposition in the sense of logicism.” (my emphasis)12 Although free from con-
tradictions intuitionism was unattractive to mathematicians since many theorems had to
be rejected. Formalism finally ran into problems, in particular due to Gödel’s theorem
stating that no formal language can prove that a theory is without contradiction.13 So,
in summary, neither of the three approaches succeeded in a firm foundation of
mathematics.

Returning to the initial question in this section, one may wonder whether these fail-
ures and the lack of a firm foundation of mathematics lead to problems for the applica-
bility of Cantor’s theories about the infinite for theological reasoning? At first glance, this
may seem the case. If neither of the above positions of logicism, intuitionism or formal-
ism is successful in founding mathematics, and if in particular, Cantor’s set theory is
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inconsistent, then why should one believe that mathematical research or Cantor’s set
theory has any bearing on theological reasoning? However, mathematical research has
flourished and made significant progress, and importantly, Cantor’s distinction
between countably and uncountably infinite sets is widely used despite the crises men-
tioned above. It seems that contemporary mathematics generally is pragmatic in relation
to the question of providing a firm foundation to mathematics. If the theologian, there-
fore, adopts a more pragmatic stance towards the above problems or if one accepts the
position of logicism and its related philosophical position of realism, which remedied
the antinomy mentioned above, then it seems reasonable to believe that the Cantor’s
results regardless of the possible problems still have bearing on theological reasoning.
Furthermore, the third case to be analyzed based on Tegmark’s multiverses or Lewis’
modal realism already presupposes a form of realism. Thus I believe that Cantor’s
ideas and also other ideas from mathematics can fruitfully be applied to theological ques-
tions. In support and agreement, Robert J. Russell similarly suggests that “[…] despite the
profound problems caused by the antinomies associated with set theory and the eventual
series of crises […] Cantor’s work is applicable theologically […]”.14

Infinity and Connectedness in Mathematics

The two mathematical notions which shall be applied to panentheism in this article are
infinity and connectedness. Both are frequently applied in mathematical problems and
can be regarded as fundamental to modern mathematical theory.

The Concept of Infinity in Mathematics

The notion of infinity may at first glance appear to be clear and unproblematic. Yet as the
influential works of Cantor have shown, matters are not that simple. As part of his theory
of transfinite numbers Cantor has shown that it is possible to make the important distinc-
tion between countable and uncountable infinite sets. According to Cantor the less
common term of transfinite denotes anything which is neither finite nor absolutely
infinite.15 Since this article is not written for mathematicians, I shall make an attempt
to describe these concepts and the ideas behind them in a non-technical way and I
shall mainly focus on the distinction between countable and uncountable infinity.

To start with, the infinite in mathematics can be defined in various ways. One possible
definition could be based on finite sets as something that can be counted and assigned a
number of elements. An infinite set would then be a set which is not finite.16 Thus the
simplest infinite set in mathematics that comes into one’s mind is surely the set of all
natural numbers (1,2,3,…). A countably infinite set would be an infinite set such that
it is possible to sort the set by assigning a natural number to the members of the set.
Again one may believe that this should always be possible, but consider the set of real
numbers between 0 and 1, which should cover all numbers. These numbers can surely
be written in decimal form. Now assume that these numbers were countable in the
above sense; that is, they can be numbered, labeled with 1,2,3… and so on. The first
number would look like 0,a11a12a13… … , the second like 0,a21a22a23… .. and the nth
number would be 0,an1an2an3… .. with the digits “ajk”s being a number between 0 and
9. According to an assumption of what the real numbers between 0 and 1 are, this
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listing is complete. Now construct a number by considering the digits from the numbers
in the list in a diagonal. If the first digit in the first number, a11, is 3 then let the first digit
b1 in the new number be 7, if it is not 3, then let it be 3. Continue doing this with every
digit in the new number and this new number 0,b1b2b3 …which is surely also a real
number but by construction different from any number in the list. Thus the numbered
list is incomplete or in other words any numbered, that is, countably infinite, list of
the numbers between 0 and 1 is incomplete and thus the set of all numbers between 0
and 1 is uncountable. In general, infinite sets, which have this property, are called
uncountably infinite.17 Thus there are at least two different types of infinity, countable
and uncountable.18

As mentioned in the introduction, universe and world will be used as synonyms if not
otherwise specified. Multiverse or universe in total will be used if it is considered that
there may be more than one existing world or universe. Thus in Lewis’ modal realism
“the world in total”, which he thinks consists of a multitude of worlds, would be the
most all-encompassing form of a multiverse. So in the first case to be considered,
there would only be one universe: the actual, observable world. In the second case to
be considered there are already other worlds, which are beyond the reach of observation;
thus this is in general a case of a multiverse. The case that the observed universe is con-
nected to and extends to an unobservable possibly infinite part would also be covered by
the second case. In the last case, the worlds existing may even be of a totally different
kind, and may as in Tegmark’s fourth level of multiverses or as in modal realism even
include structures which in some sense are uncountably infinite. This case again
amounts to a multiverse in which our world is just one world, namely the part to
which we humans have access.

However, where could finite, countably infinite and uncountably infinite sets be
found? Evidently, finite sets of anything existing in the actual, observable world can be
constructed. Further, if physics is correct, present theories at least in some sense are
taken to reflect the structure of the observable world, and if these theories are not inter-
preted as Tegmark interprets them, then the observable world consists of basic discrete
entities. The question of whether these basic entities should be regarded as substances or
processes is left open here since, I deem, it is not relevant in relation to the topic in ques-
tion. In any case, if the world is made up of discrete basic entities, which it supposedly is,
the total set of these is either finite or countably infinite. The observable world is thus
surely made up of a countable set of discrete basic entities. If the multiverse is extended
to include other worlds, as in modal realism or Tegmark’s multiverse theory, then there
could conceivably be cases of worlds incorporating an uncountably infinite number of
entities.19

The Concept of Connectedness and its Relation to Infinite Sets

The intuition behind the mathematical or more specifically topological concept of con-
nectedness is simple and can precisely be described as that of being connected, that of
consisting of one piece. Of importance in relation to this concept is the fact that it
describes spaces or more precisely, topological spaces. Such spaces are usually made up
of sets, which—in terms of the above—could be finite, countably infinite or uncountably
infinite. So more precisely a (topological) space is said to be connected iff it “[…] cannot
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be represented as the union of two disjoint non-empty open sets”.20 The qualification of
“open” in this definition is of lesser importance in the argument to be given here and
therefore I will not specify this concept any further. One significant result which is
related to ideas about infinite sets is the following: Any n-dimensional space Rn, based
on the real numbers R, which is an uncountably infinite set of numbers, is connected.21

Thus for example our everyday space R3 or even four-dimensional space–time, under the
assumption that time is continuous and described by real numbers, is connected. It
should be noted here that the fact that connectedness has to be related to a topological
space, suggests that the reasoning about God, infinity and connectedness further down
should be restricted to space, space–time or at least an n-dimensional space, which is
(topologically) equivalent to Rn. Having introduced the concepts of countable and
uncountable infinity, and connectedness, it is now time to briefly account for some
basic ideas about panentheism.

Panentheism

As the word pan-en-theism—“all-in-God”—already says itself, God should be under-
stood as both transcendent and immanent, and thus panentheism could, initially and
in simple terms, be described as a position that claims that the universe is in God, refer-
ring to the “en” in panentheism, and that God nevertheless is not exhausted by the uni-
verse, but is “greater”, transcendent. Yet, as is well-known, the idea of God’s immanence
in the universe can also be found in classical theism, for example in Thomas Aquinas’
Summa Theologica.22 Still, panentheists, for example Elizabeth Johnson, often point
out that the transcendence in theism has often been overemphasized. She thus describes
panentheism as follows:

If theism weights the scales in the direction of divine transcendence and pantheism over-
much in the direction of immanence, panentheism attempts to hold onto both in full
strength. […] At the root, this notion is guided by an incarnational and sacramental imagin-
ation that eschews any fundamental competition between God and the world in favor of the
power of mutually enhancing relation.23

In her description it is possible to discern three features of panentheism, the first two
being, as mentioned, the immanence and transcendence of God and the third being a
“mutual relationship”. These three features are captured in Niels-Henrik Gregersen’s
generic definition of panentheism:

1. God contains the world, yet is also more than the world. Accordingly, the world is (in
some sense) ‘in God’. 2. As contained ‘in God’, the world not only derives its existence
from God but also returns to God, while preserving the characteristics of being a creature.
Accordingly, the relations between God and world are (in some sense) bilateral.24

Clearly, part (1) describes precisely both the transcendence and immanence of God
whereas part (2) establishes, contrary to classical theism, that God is bilaterally related
to the world. Indeed, Gregersen thinks, with reference to Aquinas, that:

[…] the real demarcation line between panentheism and classical philosophical theism is
neither the immanence of God nor the use of the metaphor of the world’s being ‘in’ God.
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The real difference, according to Thomas is that the natures and activities of the creatures do
not have a real feedback effect on God.25

So, it is of importance to realize that the third feature in panentheism together with the
emphasis on immanence and the balance between transcendence and immanence, clearly
distinguishes panentheism from classical theism in that it suggests a bilateral relationship
between God and the world.

According to the above, in order to argue for panentheism one would minimally firstly
have to establish the transcendence of God; secondly one would have to reason that God
nevertheless in some sense is immanent; and finally it is necessary to argue for some form
of bilateral relationship between God and the world.26 It should be noted here that some
panentheists rather think of panentheism in a metaphorical sense, as Sally McFague does
in The Body of God.27 In such cases, it may not be necessary to argue for the above three
features on the level of ontology; it would instead be sufficient to argue that the metaphor
—in this case of the world as God’s body—has important theological advantages and
positive consequences in the relation of humans to the world. This is undoubtedly
done brilliantly by McFague.28 Still I think that it is likewise fruitful to argue for
panentheism on other possibly more abstract grounds, and then, based on the results
of the argument, to consider the consequences of a panentheistic understanding of
God. It is this path that I intend to follow in the reasoning below and thus it is time
to turn to the three cases: (I) the universe consists of a finite number of discrete entities,
(II) the multiverse consists of a countably infinite number of discrete entities, and (III)
the multiverse consists of an uncountably infinite number of entities.

Case I: The Universe Consists of a Finite Number of Discrete Entities

In the first of the three cases the observable universe is made up of a finite number of
discrete entities. Admittedly, this number is immensely large, but it is nevertheless
finite. Now God, not necessarily in a panentheistic understanding, can be understood,
based on Anselm’s ideas, as “[…] that than which no greater can be thought”.29 In con-
trast to ontological arguments based on this idea, I will not argue for the existence of
God, but rather for panentheism. Thus another premise is that God exists. If God
then is “that than which no greater can be thought”, then the transcendence is easily
established, since firstly the universe is finite and secondly God by being greater
cannot be finite. But not being finite by the previous definition—recall that an
infinite set is a set which is not finite—amounts to God being infinite, thus transcending
the universe.

The second part of establishing the immanence of God also appears to be straightfor-
ward in this first case. Here another premise needs to be specified and introduced, namely
that God in a sense is all-encompassing. Surely, this premise is already included in the
understanding of God as “that than which no greater can be thought”. However, in
order to establish the immanence of God, it is necessary to emphasize that “that than
which no greater can be thought” also means all-encompassing. If this premise were
not implicitly included in “that than which no greater can be thought” then one could
think of something “greater”; something “more encompassing”, thus contradicting the
initial assumption. This premise of God as all-encompassing is also an essential part
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in Clayton’s argument for panentheism from divine infinity.30 Yet, although Clayton
reasons that since God is absolutely unlimited, God must be all-encompassing, he does
not use or involve the concept of uncountable infinity. Still he realizes the importance
of Cantor’s ideas about infinity.31 Anyhow, if God is all-encompassing then clearly
God cannot simply transcend the finite world, but everything must also be within God
since God would otherwise not be all-encompassing. The importance of this further spe-
cification cannot be underestimated since the reasoning in Clayton’s argument, that, if
the finite is excluded from the infinite then the infinite would not be “truly” infinite, is
not strictly correct in mathematics.32 In measure theory there are for example cases in
which even an uncountably infinite set with an infinite number of point-sized holes
has the same measure as the same set without the holes.33 In other words, even if God
is construed as uncountably infinite it would be conceivable that a finite number of enti-
ties could be excluded from God without affecting the infinity of God, which would at
least allow for the possibility of a totally transcendent God. Thus if God is to be construed
as “that than which no greater can be thought” then it is important to realize and empha-
size that this also includes the feature of God being all-encompassing. Otherwise God
could be construed as transcendent without for example including such point-sized
holes.

Finally, the bilateral relationship has to be established. If the immanence of God is
understood in the above stronger sense of God as all-encompassing then anything that
happens in the world, any process in the world would by the premise of God as all-
encompassing also be within God and thus it would affect God. Further, any action of
God in the world, which by the immanence of God is part of God, would obviously
affect the world. Such interactions of God with the world need not be understood as dua-
listic.34 Any cause in the world would by the immanence of God be part of God. The
causes of God need not be understood as external to the physical world. Since the
world is in God, God’s causes could already be internal to the world. Thus immanence
in a stronger sense seems to entail a bilateral relationship.

Case II: The Multiverse Consists of a Countably Infinite Number of Discrete
Entities

It is nevertheless conceivable that the universe includes entities which are beyond human
observation. There could be solar systems, galaxies or even entire worlds, which are not
observable but which are still significantly similar to the observable world. There could
conceivably even be a countably infinite number of entities which constitute the multi-
verse. This is basically what Tegmark claims in his level 2 and 3 multiverses.35 In this case
it may be tempting to think that there may be a problem in arguing for panentheism since
the multiverse is already infinite. Nevertheless, it is possible to argue in parallel to the first
case.

The number of entities in the multiverse, and possibly even the number of constituting
universes is countably infinite. Now the assumption that God is understood as “that than
which no greater can be thought” again includes the assumption of God as all-encom-
passing. In order to establish the transcendence of God, a panentheistic God would in
some sense have to be greater than the above-stated countably infinite number of entities.
This is easily established by thinking of God as uncountably infinite. Since God is all-
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encompassing and “that than which no greater can be thought”, God in relation to any
part and aspect of the universe in total, in this case a countably infinite multiverse, would
have to be “more”; and it is possible, thinkable, and conceivable that there is a being more
infinite than countably infinite; namely uncountably infinite. Thus transcendence is
established with the help of the concept of uncountable infinity.

The second part of establishing the immanence of God also runs in parallel to the first
case. Again, if God is all-encompassing then clearly God cannot merely transcend the
finite world, but everything must also be within God since God would otherwise not
be all-encompassing. The above-mentioned problem that a countable—possibly
infinite—number of entities are excluded from God in the multiverse reoccurs. What
if, for the sake of argument, the computer I am writing on is not part of God? God
would still be uncountably infinite in relation to the objects in the universe or the multi-
verse and thus would exceed a multiverse consisting of a countably infinite number of
discrete countable entities. However, God would not be all-encompassing. Thus, if
God is all-encompassing, is construed as “that than which no greater can be thought”;
then it is not possible that any objects, entities, points or what have you are excluded.
So again immanence is established.

Finally, the bilateral relationship runs entirely in parallel to the first case. Anything that
happens in the world, any process, and any causal chain initiated in the world would be
within God and thus it would affect God. Likewise, any action of God in the world would
affect the world.

Case III: The Multiverse Consists of an Uncountably Infinite Number of
Entities

In the final case, if the universe in total consists of any conceivable kind of world—this is
the thesis of modal realism –, and if these universes would consequently include all forms
of mathematical structures, as in level 4 of Tegmark’s theory, then at least some of them
would also include structures made up of an uncountably infinite number of entities.36

To be sure, it is hard, if not impossible to imagine such universes, but here the point
is that given modal realism or Tegmark’s level 4 multiverse, this kind of universe
would at least be conceivable.

Now, Nagasawa defines a form of “modal panentheism” in parallel to modal realism as
follows:

(1) God is the totality of all possible worlds.

(2) All possible worlds exist to the same extent that the actual world does.37

Surely, in this third case the requirements for modal panentheism are fulfilled even
though the totality of all possible worlds is uncountably infinite. One possible objection
is that such modal panentheism is actually a form of pantheism, that the transcendence of
God is not established in relation to the multiverse; or, as Nagasawa writes, the totality of
all possible worlds. Nagasawa deals with this problem in two ways. Firstly, he points out
that “[…] it is a matter of definition whether modal panentheism is a version of panthe-
ism or panentheism”.38 Secondly, he emphasizes that transcendence is granted in relation
to the actual world. God transcends the world humans can observe or encounter. It
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would also have been possible to argue in these lines in case 2. Nevertheless, Nagasawa’s
second reply would still amount to a form of global pantheism, which could locally be
construed as panentheism.

However, it is also possible to form a reply to this objection from Cantor’s theory of
the infinite. Cantor himself addresses this problem by making the distinction mentioned
above between the absolute infinite and the actual transfinite. The former is reserved for
God, the latter for any actual infinite such as the creation of God, the infinite or transfi-
nite numbers used in mathematics.39 The former also exceeds the latter. In this third case,
the actual transfinite, as Cantor denotes it, would include uncountable infinity. As R.J.
Russell explicates, God would still transcend this form of infinity by God’s absolute
infinity. R.J. Russell applies the reflection principle, which “[…] states that properties
of the class of all sets are shared with (or ‘reflected down to’) the properties of the sets
in that class”.40 In his interpretation of Wolfhart Pannenberg’s theological reasoning
about infinity, R.J. Russell suggests that on the one hand the transfinite, which includes
uncountable infinity, by the reflection principle bears properties of the absolute infinite,
but that on the other hand, God by being absolute infinite transcends the transfinite.41 In
a similar reasoning Cantor pointed out that the problem of ending up in pantheism can
be avoided.42 Pannenberg expresses this view by writing, “The infinite is first truly
infinite if it at the same time exceeds and embraces its own opposition to the finite”
(my translation).43 The second and third parts of establishing the immanence of God
and a bilateral relationship run in parallel to the first two cases and shall not be
repeated here.

Connectedness and the Unity of God and the World

Especially in forms of panentheism or pantheism, the question of the unity of God seems
to raise problems. Nagasawa writes:

Panentheism is known to face the problem of unity: How can we consider the world a single
unified entity given that it consists of uncountably many individual objects? Modal
panentheism faces a parallel problem: How can we consider the totality of all possible
worlds a single unified entity given that it consists of uncountably many individual
objects?44

At first glance the consideration of “uncountably many individual objects” may seem
odd. How could anything be uncountably infinite and yet individualized? The standard
example given of an uncountable set of numbers is the set of real numbers which forms a
connected set, and which is commonly construed as a continuum. Still, in mathematics
there are objects which are uncountably infinite and yet individualized. One famous
example is the Cantor set, which is uncountable but “totally disconnected” in the math-
ematical sense. Surely, there is a problem if the universe in total is considered to consist of
an uncountably infinite number of individual objects. If the universe in total consisted of
this type of set, for example a Cantor set, as could be the case in pantheism, then the
pantheist would indeed have a problem of unity since the world and thus also God
would consist of no other objects than these uncountably many individual objects,
which would be disconnected. However, in panentheism the situation is different.
Even if the universe in total or the multiverse consisted of an uncountably infinite
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number of individual objects, as Nagasawa suggests, then God as all-encompassing and
by the transcendence of God would include and exceed this uncountably infinite number
of individual objects. Indeed, God by being “that than which no greater can be thought”,
would in relation to any space at the least include the whole continuum of this space.

It should also be noted that imagining the world or the multiverse as a number of indi-
vidual objects is not uncommon. Indeed, it is presumably a very commonsensical view.
However, transcending such individual objects does not entail that these objects cannot
be connected by the infinity which transcends them and thus form a unity. One may be
tempted to imagine that there is “a gap” between the individual objects and that which
transcends them. In contrast, the mathematical understanding of connectedness would
mean that for any point outside the object, however close to the object, it is possible
to find points “in between” which nevertheless belong to the transcending and including
totality. There are no gaps. So, using the above-introduced concept of connectedness this
would mean on the one hand that the objects, individual or not, are in some sense part of
an n-dimensional space; and on the other hand, God would include and even exceed this
space which in total would be connected. This idea of connectedness is loosely reflected
in Nagasawa’s and Khai Wager’s ideas about cosmopyschism in the context of the
problem of consciousness. They describe cosmic consciousness as “smooth, continuous
and unified”.45 Understanding all God’s infinities, all aspects in which God is infinite in
terms of an all-encompassing, uncountable, absolute infinity grants connectedness in the
above sense. Consequently, a minimal form of unity is established irrespective of whether
the universe in total is finite or infinite in any stronger sense.

However, one may think that such unity would mean that the individuality of the
objects in the world is lost. To see that this is not the case, an example about God’s con-
sciousness may be required. Other examples considering other aspects of God can surely
be found. Here the following example may suffice. Imagine that God’s consciousness
encompasses and includes all individual objects in the world. On the one hand, according
to the understanding of connectedness above, these objects form a unity. On the other
hand, this unity need not entail that the individual objects “know of” each other. The con-
necting and unity-forming consciousness of God may only be in the part of God which is
not the objects. Thus the objects themselves may still be regarded as individuals. I believe
that such ideas, pointing in the same direction as the above-named ideas from Nagasawa
andWager, may be helpful in addressing the individuation problem as recently described
by Joanna Leidenhag.46 However, this would need further elaboration.

Summary and Final Reflection

Given that God is “that than which no greater can be thought”, and is all-encompassing,
the above analysis has led to the conclusion that God should be construed as panentheis-
tic irrespective of whether the universe in total consists of a finite, countably infinite or
uncountably infinite number of entities. Involving the topological concept of connected-
ness together with an understanding of God as all-encompassing leads to a minimal form
of unity. Most surprising is presumably the result that understanding the world or the
multiverse as infinite, even though humans usually only encounter finite entities, need
not cause problems in relation to the infinity of God. Imagining the universe in total
or the multiverse as infinite does not threaten the all-encompassing infinity of a
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panentheistic God. It has also become clear that understanding God as all-encompassing
plays a vital role in all of the above cases. Uncountable infinity alone does not suffice to
establish transcendence or immanence in some of the above cases since it is possible to
conceive of cases of uncountable infinity which do not include all possible objects.

Since these relatively novel mathematical concepts have been successfully related to
and fruitfully incorporated in philosophical and theological thinking, I suggest a
further consequence, namely that innovative thinking in one discipline—here mathemat-
ics—could and presumably should be related to, and incorporated into disciplines, which
in some sense use and apply similar concepts—in this case philosophy of religion. This
meta-perspective opens up the way for similar attempts to engage in a dialogue between
philosophy of religion, and, depending on the concepts involved, mathematics or the
natural sciences.

In general the notion of infinity is surely difficult to grasp with a human finite mind.
The fact that finite humans can conceptualize, analyze, and discuss various forms of
infinity seems in some sense to be a mystery. As humans our brains are made of a
finite number of neurons. Yet, we can imagine and reason about concepts like infinity,
connectedness, Cantor sets or an all-encompassing God. Isn’t it wonderful that this is
possible although human brains are finite? Can this ability to positively and creatively
relate to infinity be read as or understood as an example for humans or creation as an
image of God?
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