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Abstract: My assertion is that God’s biblical 
image may not reflect entirely His existence 
in itself as well as His revealed image. Even 
if God in Himself is both transcendent and 
immanent at the same time, and He is revealing 
accordingly in the history of humankind, still 
the image of God constructed in the writings 
of the Old Testament is merely the perspective 
made upon God by His followers to whom the 
He has revealed. That could be the reason why 
for centuries God’s biblical image seems to 
emphasize more His immanence, starting with 
Pentateuch, where God cohabites with Adam 
on Earth, then He reveals Himself to Abraham 
and Moses and so on. Somewhere, after the 
Babylonian exile, the image suffers slightly 
differences tilting towards God’s transcendence. 
In a path already created and grounded by 
Israel’s ancestors, even this new color of 
transcendence bears the nuances of immanence. 
How can this be possible? Let’s take a look on 
the revelation received by Abraham from God 
and see how this can fit the profile. Instead of 
the transcendence of God regarded by others 
in the differentness of Yahweh appointed by 
Abraham in his walking out of Mesopotamia, 
I will prove otherwise, that Abraham is on the 

contrary proving God’s immanency in this very 
differentness of His in relation with other gods 
by providence and omnipresence, indwelling 
His creation.

Key words: differentness, gratefulness, deism, 
immanence, indwelling, revelation, faithfulness, 
worship, idols, the guardian spirit, Mesopotamia, 
land binding, Promised Land, omnipresence, 
cradle of life

I. If the immanence would not be a 
valid option then what? 

In this paper we will apprehend what are 
the affected religious issues when speaking and 
accepting God’s immanency. First of all we can 
clearly see that a major result of this denial is 
precisely the threatening of the very existence 
of religion by the reign of deism; this existence is 
however proven even by the religious partisans 
of transcendence, with a different task of 
course, that of manifesting religiousness and 
gratefulness by any rational beings to their 
Creator, no matter if He find this out or not. It is In 
addition to that there are several other aspects 
putted at stake by the exclusion of immanency. 
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One of the problems to discuss here is the 
religious ground of the versatile relationship 
between nature and free-will. This dialectical 
motive originated from secularization of 
the Christian Idea of creation and freedom, 
emancipating human personality from its 
religious dependence upon the God of 
Revelation. Considering only the transcendence 
of God, any of His relation with His creation will 
became superfluous, including God’s Revelation. 
This will be the end of any true, objective 
meaning given by religions upon everything, 
e.g. existence of man, of evil, bad or good; 
everything would go sideways for sure, moral 
and ethics would no longer exist for there is 
no axis mundi without a God immanent to his 
creation. Nothing would be bad any longer, as 
nothing would be good as well; every ethical 
consideration will be based only on subjectivity, 
either it is of a person, society, social context 
or any other subjectivity. „In a word, the Divine 
immanence is not the goal of our quest of God, 
but it is the indispensable starting-point.”[1]

II. What should we understand from 
God’s immanence, religiously speaking?

Traditionally, in Christian theology the 
immanence of God denotes God’s being or 
acting within humankind or within the world, in 
contrast to God’s transcendence, which denotes 
his being beyond or above humankind or the 
world. But this contrast alone is too simple. For 
in Christian theology God is both transcendent 
and immanent; these terms are complementary, 
not alternatives. Indeed, pantheism, not theism, 
regards God as entirely immanent in the world, 
without qualification. It is more accurate to 
regard God’s immanence as his animating and 
sustaining the world and humankind by his 
near presence, and God’s transcendence as 
denoting his otherness, holiness, and difference 
from the world and humankind. As immanent, 
God energizes the wills of human beings by 
his Holy Spirit; as transcendent he is never to 
be equalized with the world, the “All,” or his 
creatures, and his Spirit is holy. Pantheism and 
Deism are exaggerations of only one side of this 
dualism. Popular thought accuses sometimes 
the liberalism of urging God’s immanence, as Karl 
Barth and others urging his transcendence. But 
this would be a simplistic caricature, although 

one can see why such a caricature is sometimes 
drawn and that it is not entirely invalid.[2]

When speaking of God’s immanency we are 
talking about His indwelling within His creation, 
for immanence means nothing more abstruse 
than “indwelling”. According to the revelation 
given by God – directly or by any means – we don’t 
need to search for Him outside our universe, deep 
into the darkness or into the light, since “he is 
not far from any one of us, for in him we live and 
move and have our being” (Acts 17.27-28). Such 
a conception that equals in the New Testament 
immanence-indwelling-omnipresence is a result 
of a long experience and theology, and not a 
concept emerged spontaneously without any 
previous experience whatsoever. This result-
conception of immanence-omnipresence would 
be an interesting issue to be presented in this 
context, to see what the steps it took to become 
as shown in Acts 17 were.

A. God’s ancient vision in Mesopotamia: the 
guardian spirit 

It is very clear that from the beginning of 
religion, in general, “god” was always conceived 
as immanent as could be, all until it ended up 
in animism, naturalism or Panentheism (e.g. 
totemism). Mankind needed gods that were so 
vivid with their presence among us that they 
could influence the nature of things and events 
in favor for those they favor. This theological 
conception of ancient religions led to a certain 
image of how gods should relate with mankind, 
that they must be protective and careful with 
those who sacrifice something for them. 
Among the pantheon of Mesopotamian gods, 
Nanna, the moon-god, was the supreme one, 
because he was the source of fertility for crops, 
herds, and families. Prayers and offerings were 
offered to the moon to invoke its blessing. In 
this context of partisanship – each group-tribe 
had his protective god who was pitting against 
any other tribe that had competitive interests 
– another theological vision emerged, rather 
similar, yet somehow new, that of Abraham’s. 
He had started with this prevailing image of the 
guardian spirit for he was born and raised in Ur 
of the Chaldees (Genesis 11.28) and his father 
along with all his family worshiped idols as all 
other inhabitants of Mesopotamia did. “And 
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Joshua said to all the people, “Thus says the 
Lord, the God of Israel, ‘Long ago, your fathers 
lived beyond the Euphrates, Terah, the father of 
Abraham and of Nahor; and they served other 
gods.” (Joshua 24. 2). Then the call of Abraham 
(Genesis 12.1) occurred from a different God, 
who wanted his servant to be as different as He 
is, that is why He asked Abraham to exit from 
everything knew, his kin, his house, the world 
known at that time and go to the edge of the 
world in search for that specific God that didn’t 
indwell in stone or wooden statues. Of course 
that was the beginning of the transcendent 
yet immanent God, for He tried everything to 
convince Abraham and his offspring, the Jews, 
that He is everything other gods are not. “Put 
away the gods that your fathers served beyond 
the River and in Egypt, and serve the Lord” 
(Joshua 24.14); 

In spite of all the differences Adonai proved, 
his selection over the other gods imitated the 
same pattern ancient world had, of following 
the one that guards you. That was the pattern 
of Mesopotamia imprinted in every words of 
Adonai and Jews, and I don’t consider this not 
because this is another false lead, instead it 
demonstrates the simple, immutable human 
sentiment of faithfulness mirrored also in the 
divine behavior: “For his loyal love towers over 
us, and the Lord’s faithfulness endures. Praise 
the Lord” (Psalm 117.2); “Moses reminds them of 
God’s faithfulness and love” (Deuteronomy 1.1). 
What was then the reason Abraham turned to 
Adonai instead of going the same religious road 
his family had ever since? We cannot assume that 
Abraham knew anything sundry or something 
important to make him change his religious views 
and orientation and take on a road completely 
new, and also accept exile without remorse 
and second thoughts despite the drawbacks 
and limitations this different path had. Withal 
there is no evidence that Abraham was aware 
of this new, different God prior to the calling He 
made unto him. So, the only reason left for us to 
consider his immovable decision is the different 
way of engaging people Adonai had. Unlike any 
other known god - distant objects of worship - 
Yahweh made the first step, a direct, personal 
contact, exiting anonymity and impassibility and 
proving he takes care of His followers for real. As 
a worshiper of other gods, Abraham must have 
been surprised to receive a direct revelation 

from Yahweh and he obeyed God’s strange call 
straight away. That was the engine that made 
Abraham reject any other so-called god that was 
incapable to prove himself as guardian other 
than conjectural and accidental. In other words, 
Abraham’s faith was certainly driven by the same 
need as anyone else’s, the need of protection, of 
care and redemption from a poor, vicious life, 
but the reason he turned side to Yahweh was 
very different from everybody else, for he had 
witnessed a vivid manifestation of a certain God; 
that made him change his life and follow his 
proved protector that had the ability to come 
into contact with man. The center of Abrahamic 
faith for Yahweh’s revelation is undeniable, 
even if there are many theologians that stress 
on the differentness of Yahweh comparing with 
other gods and promote the theology of God’s 
transcendence. This is merely the tradition 
of modern liberal theology – occasionally 
influencing some of the Orthodox theologians 
too – where neo-Orthodox Protestant 
theologians like Karl Barth (1886-1968) or 
Judaic rabbi such as Abraham Joshua Heschel 
(1907-1972) begin their theology not with divine 
revelation, but with human experience [3]. 
Coming forward with this emphasis on personal 
experience, it is hard not to accept the humanly 
side of religion and that it only makes God more 
transcendent and impassible. On the contrary, 
accepting and embracing revelation per se it is 
then natural to accept that God is immanent and 
indwelling among us, with us. It is obvious that 
this event with Abraham can be used for both 
godly attributes, but let us see further the vision 
recurrent in Judaic scripture to understand 
in what way they thought of Yahweh’s 
differentness. “Abraham obeyed God’s call, and, 
when he arrived in the land of Canaan, he built 
an altar to Yahweh at Shechem (Genesis 12.7). 
The text indicates that God’s appearance to 
Abraham was a deciding factor in his choosing to 
worship Him. Hebrews 11.8 says that Abraham’s 
departure from Ur was an example of faith in 
action.”[4] “By faith Abraham obeyed when he 
was called to go out to a place that he was to 
receive as an inheritance. And he went out, not 
knowing where he was going” (Hebrews 11.8).

B. God’s indwelling among creation 

From the beginning of Abrahamic religion the 
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way he perceived God was that He is something 
else, different from other gods that surrounded 
Abraham. This differentness of Abraham’s God 
holds fast over time for all his descendants, so 
the same differentness will be observed in Egypt 
against Egyptians’ gods culminating in the first 
commandment of Decalogue. “I am Adonai your 
God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, 
out of the abode of slavery…” (Exodus 20. 1). 
Lots of texts emphasis the differentness of God, 
“describing Him as the ‘wholly independent’ 
in which epithet we hear echoes of Proclus’s 
doctrine of the autarky of God”[5]: “Let it be 
according to your word, that you may know 
that there is no one like the Lord our God” (Ex. 
8.0) and other coming from both sides, either 
God’s or Prophets’: Ex. 9.14 “you may know that 
there is none like Me in all the earth”; 15.11; Dt. 
4.35, 39; 33.26; 2 Sa 7.22; 1 Ch. 17.20; Ps 86.8; 
Is 45.5-8; 46.9; Je 10.6, 7. But all this pleiade of 
demonstrating the differentness of Yahweh in 
which Old Testament’s Scripture abounds are 
driven by the same pattern that have boosted 
Abraham to renounce everything and take the 
path the revealed God told him to walk: Adonai 
is the only real, alive God that can protect you 
for real against anything. There is always ecstasy 
along with underlining God’s incomparability, a 
joy that Jews are blessed to be chosen to receive 
His revelation, to be over-watched and guided 
by Him. “‘O Lord God, You have begun to show 
Thy servant Thy greatness and Thy mighty hand, 
for what god is there in heaven or on earth who 
can do anything like Thy works and Thy mighty 
deeds?” (Dt. 3.24). That is why an absolute 
transcendent conception of God in the context 
of ancient idolatry is very improbable, even if 
it is not deniable for several reasons not to be 
discussed here[6]. Instead it is most certainly 
an echo of a sentiment of recognition for God’s 
choice “Surely the Lord our God has shown us 
His glory and His greatness, and we have heard 
His voice from the midst of the fire.” (Dt. 5.24)

Everything in the passages that have spoken 
about ‘God of Abraham’ and his descendants 
underlined that YAHWEH is God unlike any other 
god. And since all other gods where impregnated 
with and into the material world – through their 
animist conception and physical substance that 
stands as fabric for everything – the new image 
of God, Adonai, always brings into discussion the 
issue materialism to deny it. This is the recurrence 

of all capital commandments (mitzvah) and the 
very base of the covenant closed with Jews. 
Halakhah (The sacred mitzvoth, Jewish Law) 
stresses on the duty to know God, that He exists, 
He is alive and Eternal (Ex. 20.3), that God is One, 
a complete Unity (Deut. 6:4)

A text very suggestive on God’s indwelling 
among creation is Psalm 139.7-10:

7. “Where can I go from your Spirit? Where 
can I flee from your presence? 

8. If I go up to the heavens, you are there; if 
I make my bed in the depths[7], you are there. 

9. If I rise on the wings of the dawn, if I settle 
on the far side of the sea, 

10. Even there your hand will guide me, your 
right hand will hold me fast.”

By the time these words were written (~1000 
BC) there was no presence or threaten from 
deism or pantheism, that is why the author of 
Psalm does not matter to suggest His presence 
everywhere in the material world and beyond 
(Heavens and Hell). David said that God’s 
presence couldn’t be eluded through space 
(verse 8), speed (verse 9), or darkness (verse 
12). In other words, nothing in the universe can 
hide a person from God[8]. But, to a certain 
point this can only mean that Gods oversees 
everything and so it can be only taken as a base 
for godly sovereignty. It is a reasonable way of 
considering this kind of understanding God’s 
immanency according to the “world” view at 
that point. In rabbinic theology the main dogma 
is not God’s omnipresence, but the doctrine 
of God’s omniscience with a major impact on 
Judaic moral. “This great and self-evident truth, 
That God knows our hearts, and the hearts of all 
the children of men, if we did but mix faith with 
it and seriously consider it and apply it, would 
have a great influence upon our holiness and 
upon our comfort”[9]. That means that God’s 
everywhere-ness is not the central issue for the 
‘elected people’, but His all-over-watch-ness is 
for there is no place on earth that his followers 
will not be the subject of His protection.

Still, this omnipresence of God’s surveillance 
and watching over creation was hastily 
conceived as omnipresence of His existence in it, 
and we have to wonder what the basics of this 
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evolution of conceiving the godly omnipresence 
were.

C. God’s differentness: land binding vs 
omnipresence?

Every wangle of Yahweh to subdue Jews 
was meant to underline the huge differences 
between other gods and Him, Adonai. “Do not 
turn to idols or make for yourselves any gods of 
cast metal: I am the Lord, your God” (Leviticus 
19.2). So, the idea of a God so different from 
other known gods was the core of Abrahamic 
adulation and it was transferred to his kin. Psalm 
113.5-6: “Who is like the Lord our God, who 
is seated on high, who looks far down upon 
the heavens and the earth?” But this idea of 
Yahweh’s differentness was over-exaggerated 
in a later theological thinking and became His 
differentness from everything, a transcendent 
attribute that had nothing to do with the 
initial understanding and perception that 
Abraham had for this revealed God. Only with 
time passing and Jews becoming theologians 
instead of followers, the ‘the good shepherd’ 
became ‘God from above’ or ‘the Mighty from 
the heights’ (Ezek. 34.5; Job 31.1). The parallel 
between early and late texts of Old Testament 
[10] – (1) from the book of Genesis (1440-1400 
BC) to the first Babylonian captivity Book of 
Jeremiah and the final section of 2 Kings (686 – 
586 BC) and (2) Ezra to Malachi (516 – 400 BC) 
– ”shows that the requirement to bring offerings 
to the place of Yahweh’s choice is explicable in 
terms of a fundamental theological principle of 
Deuteronomy, rather than a contingency-plan 
associated with one or other of the centralizing 
reforms”[11]. Jeremiah, ‘the new Moses’, insists 
on the theme of the covenant between God and 
Israel and unto the fact that this protection of 
Yahweh is conditional and it can be broken by 
Israel’s apostasy with him following other gods. 
He, once again, stresses on the differentness of 
Yahweh and give an extra dimension of this term, 
incomparability. Jeremiah underlines that the 
Lord is a jealous, possessive Master that wants 
all his followers’ attention and faithfulness; 
He promises goods and wealth in return, but 
the condition is absolute: who wants to serve 
Him should do this without other religious 
alternative. Isaiah (his writings dated from the 
pre-exile period, 757 to 696 BC) emphasizes on 

Yahweh’s incomparability to other gods – “I am 
the Lord, and there is no other; Besides Me there 
is no God” (Isaiah 45.5), while Jeremiah (whose 
writings are dated 626 to 585 BC, in the time of 
the 1st Babylonian exile, somewhere between 
605- 539 BC) gain already a new interpretation 
for Yahweh’s differentness, now aiming more 
explicitly towards His omnipresence, but 
nevertheless he don’t lose the line of God’s 
immanence: « “Am I only a God nearby,” declares 
the LORD, “and not a God far away?” Can anyone 
hide in secret places so that I cannot see him?” 
declares the LORD. “Do not I fill heaven and 
earth?” declares the LORD».  (23.23-24).

In consequence, it is unlikely for Jews, until 
the late 7th century BC, to grow a transcendent 
theology with Yahweh in the middle and nothing 
else following this type of theology. I say this 
because if their theology had been like that, a 
transcendent one, than it is awkward that, for 
a long period of time, the only transcendent 
element for them was God; nothing else in their 
religious teaching stood to support such an 
assumption. Starting from the generic ‘promised 
land’[12] to the whole image of ‘election of 
God’ – everything is more than mundane, no 
transcendence, no out-of-this-world-ness. That 
‘promised land’ was not even related with Eden, 
the cradle of life, God’s garden, and His place 
of walking by with Adam. It has nothing to do 
with remaking what Adam did wrong; in their 
understanding of Canaan there was not even 
a slightest idea of rebuilding the lost garden of 
heaven. ‘A land flowing with milk and honey’ 
(Exodus 3.8, 17; 13:5; 33:3; Lev. 20:24; Num. 13:27; 
Dt. 26:9; 26:15; Jer. 11:5; 32:22; Ezek. 20:6) bears 
the image of Eden without a heavenly recognition 
of God-man relation’s spirituality. The enormous 
recurrence of this idea was meant to give people 
a clue about a God that can indwell in different 
places if He has a partner to live with. Without 
knowing, Jews’ theology of ‘the Canaan’ vis-à-vis 
‘Eden’ was but the beginning of the idea that God 
is everywhere, that He cannot be restricted to a 
certain place, even if that place is Eden or Canaan. 
Building a ‘promised land’ elsewhere than in the 
old emplacement of Eden, was the very ground 
for God’s omnipresence. That was probably one 
of the reasons the ‘revealed God’ told Abraham 
to move from Mesopotamia, instead of helping 
him concur it as the emplacement of what once 
was Eden. If God had made Abraham king of 
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that ancient, ancestry cradle of life, He would 
have most probably built a theology of God’s 
placement, the ‘land binding’ – one that Jews 
eventually built, “Our fathers adored on this 
mountain: and you say that at Jerusalem is the 
place where men must adore” (John 4.20). But 
Yahweh has chosen a different path, to make 
Abraham leave that old place of Eden as a 
degenerate, corrupt one that had nothing to do 
with the first God-man encounter anymore; He 
has instead promised to Abraham that they will 
rebuild (Latin re-ligo, -are) this true relationship 
in a different place, a new one, inhabited with 
people who believe in the true, only ‘God of 
heaven and earth’.[13]

But the fact of God’s abiding in a heaven ever 
so high does not prevent him from being at the 
same time also on earth.  Therefor Yahweh’s 
revelation unto Abraham was just the first in a 
row of God’s demonstration of His indwelling in 
all the creation. ‘God of heaven and earth, and 
in the highest heavens of heavens’ is the text 
of a prayer recited every day to raise awareness 
of His presence everywhere. The fact of God’s 
appearing later to Moses in a bush is taken as a 
proof that there is no spot on earth be it ever 
so lowly which is devoid of the divine presence 
[14]. The practical outcome of the current denial 
of the immanent idea to Rabbinic Judaism is 
seen in the comparison usually drawn between 
the “inwardness” of the Christian faith and the 
“outwardness” of traditional Judaism.[15]

In conclusion

My assertion is that God’s biblical image may 
not reflect entirely His existence in itself as well 
as His revealed image. I say this maybe under the 
influence of a later course on Religious literacy 
I have attended at Harvard this year, where the 
main idea was in fact Donna Haraway’s concept 
of “situatedness”[16]. But, my guess is that, even 
if God is both transcendent and also immanent in 
the same time and He is revealing to His believers 
accordingly in the history of humankind, still 
the image of God constructed in the writings 
of the Old Testament is merely the perspective 
made upon God by His followers to whom 
the he has revealed. That could be the reason 
why for centuries God’s biblical image seems 
to emphasize His immanence, starting with 

Pentateuch, where God cohabites with Adam 
on Earth, then He reveals Himself to Abraham 
and Moses and so on. Somewhere, after the 
Babylonian exile the image suffers slightly 
differences towards God’s transcendence, in a 
path already created and grounded by Israel’s 
ancestors, even this new color of transcendence 
bears the nuances of immanence. How can 
this be possible? I took a look on the revelation 
received by Abraham from God to see how this 
can fit the profile I made for God’s biblical image. 
The emerged thesis is somehow different from 
other biblical exegesis and it could be add to 
them. 

Looking at the construction of the ideas 
in the Old Testament, St. Augustin said once 
that “In the Old Testament the New Testament 
is concealed; in the New Testament the Old 
Testament is revealed” developing from the 
typological theory of biblical interpretation. 
This method was inaugurated by St. Paul and 
later posed in contrast with the allegorical 
interpretation applied to narratives in the 
Hebrew Scriptures by the Jewish philosopher 
Philo (died A.D. 50). For the former method 
the key persons, actions, and events in the Old 
Testament are viewed as “figurae” (Latin for 
“figures”) which are historically real themselves, 
but also “prefigure” those persons, actions, and 
events in the New Testament that are similar to 
them in some aspect, function, or relationship. On 
the contrary, for the latter these are something 
similar to myths as allegorical representations of 
abstract cosmological, philosophical, or moral 
truths. Origen, for instance, said that Abraham’s 
marriage to Keturah was not actual, but 
represents that there is no end to the getting of 
wisdom.

In the light of “situatedness” I think that 
real facts, characters and events occurred in 
biblical period of OT were regarded from the 
perspective of a fugitive people, who needed 
help and protection to demarcate itself from 
the surrounding tribes and peoples, and who 
get this divine intervention on Abraham as an 
aid for their purpose. Instead, Abraham was a 
biblical character that somehow does not fit into 
the profile of most others in OT and I say that 
because the new religion emerged in Egypt from 
his kin and as a consequence of God’s blessing 
upon him (Genesis 12.1-3) and carried on for his 
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offspring till the end of time (Genesis 28.3), had 
a paradoxical appellation. It bears the name of 
Moses – Mosaic faith, leMoshe miSinai (“given to 
Moses on Sinai”), and not of that who inherited 
the ‘promised land’ over his strong belief and 
uncorrupted faithfulness, Abraham. Therefore, 
a religion grew from the blessed offspring of 
Abraham turned its attention to the lawgiver 
Moses, but invoked always the fundamental 
reason why this religion even exists, Abraham’s 
faithfulness and his call from God, «And he 
(Adonai, n.n.) said (to Moses, n.n.), “I am the 
God of your father, the God of Abraham, the 
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.”» (Exodus 
3.7 etc.). 

The fact that the image of Yawheh has 
this construction in the writings of OT proves 
that the revelation of God is not necessarily 
incomplete in OT – as St. Augustin implied on St. 
Paul’s words, “All these people were known for 
their faith, but none of them received what God 
had promised. God planned to give us something 
very special so that we would gain eternal life 
with them” (Hebrews 11.39-40). From this view 
God’s self-revelation is like a construct, brick 
by brick, to a final truth; but this theory cannot 
face the reproof that the biblical revelation has 
contradictions and it tries to cover them with the 
Augustinian principle. My paper proves that God 
is transcendent and immanent in Himself and 
is reveling accordingly from the beginning, no 
changes, no contradictions, only the same truth, 
revealed as it is. “God is not like people. He tells 
no lies. He is not like humans. He doesn’t change 
his mind.” (Numbers 23.19) Because of His 
immutability “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, 
today, and forever” (Hebrews 13.8). But for 
people who received this revelation the obvious 
truth was always seen from their perspective, 
from their situation and position, as ‘elected 
people’. „The immanent factor, as well as the 
transcendent one, defining and conditioning the 
existence of a nation, supporting its guidelines of 
life, bind in a certain order and constitute a law 
of its existence. The ‘Law of nation’ is a notion 
that concerns only those moral rules that people 
of the land obey in their behavior in accordance 
with their inland structure, so that they become 
in their out manifestation, what they actually are 
in their essence. For these people, the ‘law of the 
land’ is inseparable not only to their consciences, 
but also to their existence.”[17]

A religion without transcendence, steeped 
in the fullest immanence becomes a utilitarian 
religion [18]. Since the immanence of divinity, 
preserved in its purest form, comes to be confused 
with the world in pantheism, as transcendence 
lacking of immanence halts in deism. On the 
other hand, in the absence of immanence, 
any religion is deprived of its centerpiece, 
Divine Revelation. Without any manifestation 
whatsoever from a being it cannot be know or 
even thought – the ontological argument read in 
reverse. „If He is to be known at all to us, He can 
only be so known by being manifested through 
His presence within, or action upon, the finite 
and comprehensible sphere. In other words, it 
is primarily as He is revealed in and through the 
finite world, that is to say as immanent, that God 
becomes knowable to us.”[19]
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