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Abstract

Kenotic Effluent Panapotheism (KEP) proposes a unified metaphysical architecture 
built upon a single governing principle: dimensional limitation is the ontological 
mechanism of creation itself. This analysis presents the complete theoretical structure 
of KEP across seven interlocking domains — the nature of the divine ground prior to 
creation, the kenotic creative act, the ontological boundary and divine 
incommensurability, divine knowledge and sustaining action, the structural necessity 
of the Incarnation, the taxonomy of dualisms and the nature of evil, and consciousness 
as dimensionally perpendicular ontology. It then situates the theory in its cross-
traditional context, identifying convergences with Lurianic Kabbalah, Iamblichan 
Neoplatonism, Nicene Trinitarianism, Chalcedonian Christology, and Neo-Confucian 
metaphysics. The analysis concludes with an assessment of the theory’s academic 
significance, its contributions to philosophy of religion, philosophy of mind, science-
theology dialogue, and its critical lacunae requiring development.

Part I — The Complete Theoretical Architecture

I. The Nature of God Prior to Creation

God, prior to creation, is not a being among beings but the unlimited ground of all being — 
infinite not in the sense of very large, but in the sense of having no dimensional determination 
whatsoever. Infinity here means the categorical absence of limitation, not its extreme extension. 
God possesses no specific number of dimensions, no location, no sequential temporality, no finite 
causal reach. This is not a deficiency but the very nature of what it means to be the absolute 
ground of existence.

Everything that is, is because it participates in this unlimited being. Good, being, and existence 
are coextensive — to be is to participate in God’s being, and therefore to be is to be good, in the 
classical Augustinian-Neoplatonic sense. The divine ground is what classical theism calls ipsum 
esse subsistens — subsistent being itself — understood not as one being among others but as the 
ontological condition for the possibility of any being at all.

The cross-traditional parallels are exact: Ein Sof in Lurianic Kabbalah, Wuji in Neo-Confucian 
metaphysics, the Apeiron in Pythagorean tradition, the One beyond being in Plotinus. In each case 
the unlimited ground is categorically incommensurable with any finite, dimensionally bounded 
manifold. What KEP contributes is the specific philosophical account of why this 
incommensurability has the structural consequences it does for the God-world relationship.



II. The Kenotic Creative Act

For a finite, dimensionally bounded universe to exist, a genuine ontological boundary must be 
established between the unlimited ground of being and the created order. An absolutely infinite 
being, by definition, leaves no ontological room for anything genuinely other than itself. Creation 
therefore requires a prior act of divine self-limitation — a kenosis — in which God, through an act 
of absolute freedom and love, pours forth and dimensionally conditions the divine being so as to 
constitute a bounded dimensional order. This self-limitation is effluent rather than subtractive: it 
is not a withdrawal that vacates a region but an outpouring that fills and structures, giving rise to 
genuine otherness through dimensional conditioning rather than through the making-empty of a 
space.

This is not creation into a pre-existing space. The kenotic act is the establishment of the 
dimensional frame itself, analogous to the cosmological understanding that the Big Bang is not an 
event within a pre-existing space-time but the origination of the space-time manifold as such. The 
creative act therefore precedes and produces dimensionality rather than occurring within it, and is 
consequently not subject to the incommensurability constraints it generates.

The Lurianic tzimtzum — the contraction of Ein Sof to allow space for creation — is the most 
direct historical parallel, though KEP reconceives the underlying mechanism: where Luria’s 
symbolism is one of contraction and withdrawal, KEP understands the self-limitation as an 
effluent outpouring that constitutes the dimensional order rather than vacating room within the 
divine. Where Luria’s account operates within a mythological framework, KEP offers a 
philosophical account of why the kenotic self-limitation is structurally necessary rather than 
merely mythologically narrated. A truly unlimited being cannot simply decide to create alongside 
itself — the unlimited leaves no alongside. The kenotic act is not arbitrary but structurally 
required by what omnipresence means when taken with full seriousness.

This asymmetry is essential to KEP’s account of divine freedom. The kenotic creative act is not a 
constraint imposed on God from outside. It is the precise form in which divine freedom and love 
express themselves at the level of origination: to create something genuinely other than oneself 
requires the self-limitation that makes otherness possible. The freedom is absolute — God did not 
have to create — but having freely chosen to create a genuinely bounded universe, the structural 
consequences of that choice follow necessarily. This distinction, between the free original act and 
the necessary structural consequences that flow from it, recurs throughout the theory.

III. The Ontological Boundary and Divine Incommensurability

The kenotic act that creates the dimensional order simultaneously establishes an ontological 
boundary that God, having created it, cannot cross without a further act of self-limitation. This is 
not a limitation imposed on God from outside — it follows necessarily from what creation is. A 
truly unlimited being has no determinate dimensional relationship with any finite manifold.



This is categorically different from a finite higher-dimensional being, which can project influence 
downward into lower-dimensional manifolds while remaining structurally outside them. In all 
physical models of higher-dimensional influence — brane cosmology, for instance — the acting 
entity is itself finite, possessing a specific number of dimensions greater than the target manifold. 
God possesses no specific number of dimensions at all. Infinity is not more dimensions; it is a 
categorically different mode of being that cannot interface with a specific finite manifold except 
through a limiting operation.

This distinction — between a finite higher-dimensional being and a truly unlimited being — is the 
most original and philosophically significant contribution of KEP to the existing literature. Every 
prior account of divine non-intervention, from Process Theology’s redefinition of omnipotence to 
Open Theism’s voluntarist self-limitation, treats non-intervention as either a permanent 
structural incapacity or a divine choice. KEP treats it as a structural consequence of what creation 
itself is — not God’s limitation but the ontological meaning of genuine creatureliness.

The philosophical significance of this move cannot be overstated. Classical theism’s internal 
tensions — the Problem of Evil, the foreknowledge-freedom dilemma, the impassibility-
relationship tension — all presuppose that God is or could be a finite agent making specific 
choices about specific creaturely events. The dimensional incommensurability argument dissolves 
these tensions not by answering them within their own terms but by demonstrating that the 
presupposition generating them is structurally false. An unlimited being is not a very powerful 
agent who declines to intervene — it is a being whose ontological mode excludes finite agency 
within the dimensional order by definition. This is a methodological advance over all prior 
theodicies and all prior accounts of divine action.

The relationship between the divine ground and the created order is accordingly neither 
pantheistic identity nor substance-dualist separation. The unlimited ground pervades the created 
order as its continuous sustaining source — present at every point, not as a causal agent 
competing with creaturely causes but as the ontological ground on which all creaturely causation 
depends. The quantum field analogy, developed in the next section, provides the structural 
vocabulary for this pervading-without-intervening relationship.

IV. Divine Knowledge, Sustaining Action, and the Quantum Field Analogy

God’s knowledge of the finite universe is not sequential, local, or participatory. It does not operate 
by following events as they unfold within the temporal dimension. It is instead holistic and 
simultaneous — the way an author knows a novel entirely rather than the way a character 
experiences it progressively. God knows all finite things through the single act of knowing divine 
being itself, of which all things are a participation.

This is structurally more radical than Boethius’s eternal present — the image of a timeless God 
observing all temporal events simultaneously from a fixed vantage point. The problem with the 
Boethian model is that it still conceives of divine knowledge on the model of observation: God 
watches temporal events from outside time, which raises the accidental necessity problem (if God 



timelessly observes that Christopher will choose X, it is necessarily true that Christopher will 
choose X, removing libertarian freedom). KEP’s account avoids this entirely: God does not 
observe the dimensional order from outside it. God knows all creaturely things through the single 
act of knowing the unlimited divine being of which those things are participations. The creaturely 
event’s reality is constituted by its participation in divine being, not the reverse. The direction of 
ontological dependence runs from God to creation, and the knowledge follows the same direction.

God sustains the universe not as a finite causal agent operating within the physical field but as the 
ontological ground of the possibility of the field itself — the way a quantum field underlies and 
pervades physical events without being itself a particle or event within the system. This sustaining 
action is exterior to the dimensional order in the same sense that the conditions for a game’s 
possibility are not moves within the game.

The quantum field analogy is structural rather than merely illustrative. Quantum field theory 
describes a field that is not itself a particle but that underlies all particle interactions as their 
ontological ground. Particles are excitations of the field, not independent entities in a pre-existing 
space. The analogy with divine sustaining action is precise: the dimensional order is not 
independent of the divine ground but consists of the specific determinations of the divine creative 
act, sustained at every moment by the continuous will that constitutes them as what they are. Two 
features of the analogy deserve emphasis. First, the field is not modified as a field by the 
excitations it sustains — quantum excitations do not alter the underlying field’s character. This 
provides the structural analogy for divine impassibility: the unlimited ground is not modified by 
creaturely events. Second, the field pervades its excitations completely and non-coercively — it is 
not absent from any point in the field, and it does not override the specific character of any 
excitation. This provides the structural analogy for divine omnipresence combined with creaturely 
integrity.

V. The Incarnation as Structural Necessity

If God cannot act within the dimensional order without a further self-limiting act that brings the 
infinite into commensurability with the finite, then direct divine action within the created 
universe requires incarnation — God taking on the existential qualities of the dimensional order, 
becoming a finite being within it. This makes incarnation not a historically contingent rescue 
operation following a creation that went wrong, but the only structurally possible mode of direct 
divine action within a dimensionally bounded universe.

The Incarnation is the act by which the unlimited being performs a second kenosis — the first 
producing the dimensional order, the second entering it — and it is this structural necessity that 
gives it cosmic rather than merely historical significance. The Chalcedonian formula — truly 
divine and truly human, inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably — is not a paradox 
to be explained away but the precise description of what it means for the unlimited ground to be 
genuinely present within a finite manifold without ceasing to be what it is.

KEP provides the structural derivation of the Chalcedonian four adverbs that classical theism 



asserts but cannot ground. The two natures are inconfused because the unlimited divine nature 
and the human nature belong to categorically incommensurable ontological registers — they 
cannot blend because they have no common measure. They are unchangeable because the 
unlimited ground is not modifiable by events within the dimensional order; the assumption of a 
human nature does not alter the divine nature. They are indivisible and inseparable because the 
hypostatic union is a single structural act — the Logos does not merely associate with a human 
nature but constitutes one person who is genuinely both. These are not theological definitions 
requiring faith — they are ontological necessities flowing from the structure of what incarnation 
means for an unlimited being.

Classical theism, following Aquinas, holds that the Incarnation of the Logos is most fitting 
(conveniens) but not strictly necessary — in principle, any of the three persons could have been 
incarnate. KEP’s account provides the structural reason why this cannot be: the Logos is the 
second Monad, the principle of divine self-expression, relation, and creative mediation. The 
Incarnation is the Logos’s mediating function taken to its fullest extent — not merely expressing 
the Father in the eternal divine life, not merely mediating the Father’s creative act from outside 
the dimensional order, but entering that order from within by assuming its nature. The Father is 
the unbegotten ground; the Spirit is the principle of actualization and return. Neither is the 
principle of mediation and self-expression. The Incarnation requires the one through whom all 
things were made — precisely the Logos — because incarnation is the specific act of the divine self-
expression entering its own expression. This gives the Gospel its cosmological weight: the 
Incarnation is not a historical episode but the structural completion of the creative act.

The dyothelite definition — one person with two wills cooperating — follows from the same 
structural analysis. The human will is genuinely free and genuinely human; the divine will is the 
unlimited ground’s orientation toward the good of creation. Their cooperation is not the 
subordination of one to the other but the alignment of the human will with its own deepest nature, 
which is precisely what catharturgy is for all consciousness. The Incarnation is therefore not only 
the structural necessity for divine action but the structural model for the cathartic life: the 
alignment of the finite will with the unlimited ground through the specific medium of creaturely 
existence.

The cross-traditional significance of this claim is considerable. Every major religious tradition that 
has grappled seriously with the question of divine presence in the finite world has arrived at some 
form of this structural necessity — the avatar doctrines of Hinduism, the bodhisattva ideal of 
Mahayana Buddhism, the Logos doctrine of Hellenistic Judaism, and Islamic understandings of 
prophetic revelation all represent different cultural articulations of the same structural insight 
that KEP makes philosophically explicit.

VI. The Taxonomy of Dualisms and the Nature of Evil

A precise taxonomy of dualisms is required to address the Problem of Evil without category error. 
Not all apparent opposites are structurally equivalent, and the philosophical tradition has 
generated serious confusion by treating all pairs of contraries as symmetrically constitutive of 



each other.

Existential Dualisms

Existential dualisms are those in which two terms are mutually and symmetrically dependent for 
their meaning. Neither term has independent ontological standing; each defines itself only in 
relation to its contrary within the dimensional field. Up and down, big and small, hot and cold, 
active and passive — these are orientations, measurements, or relational qualities within a 
continuum of existence. Neither pole possesses independent being; they are genuinely co-
constitutive. The Hermetic principle of polarity — as above, so below; as within, so without — is a 
genuine and deep insight about this class of opposition. It becomes a philosophical error precisely 
when it is universalised to cover all contraries, including good and evil.

Ontological Dualisms

Ontological dualisms are structurally asymmetric. One term possesses independent ontological 
substance — it is grounded in its own being, its own physical or metaphysical substrate, self-
standing and self-explanatory. The other term possesses no independent ontological substance 
whatsoever; it is purely existentially parasitic on the first, existing only as the name given to the 
first term’s absence or diminishment.

Light is ontologically self-standing, grounded in photons and electromagnetism. Darkness has no 
substrate, no independent being, no causal power of its own — it is simply the existential label for 
the local absence of light. Cold has no independent physical substrate; it is the name for a region 
of reduced thermal energy. Good and evil constitute an ontological dualism of this asymmetric 
type. Good is ontologically self-standing — it participates directly in the being of God, who is 
Being itself. Evil has no ontological substance: it is privatio boni, the privation, corruption, or 
directional withdrawal from the good that constitutes a thing’s being. This insight runs from 
Plotinus through Augustine and Pseudo-Dionysius to Aquinas. What KEP adds is the systematic 
classification: privatio boni is not merely an insight about good and evil but a specific member of 
the general class of ontological dualisms, distinguished from existential dualisms by its structural 
asymmetry.

The practical consequences of this taxonomy are significant. Spiritual traditions that treat good 
and evil as existential dualisms — as complementary poles of a symmetrically constituted whole, 
both necessary, both to be integrated — are committing a category error with direct consequences 
for the character of spiritual practice. If evil is merely the complementary pole of good, the 
spiritual work is integration: acknowledging, honouring, and balancing the dark alongside the 
light. But if evil is privation — the absence of being, the hollowing of what ought to be full — then 
the spiritual work is not integration but restoration: the filling of what is empty, the healing of 
what is damaged, the return of being to what has been deprived of it. Catharturgy, developed 
systematically in Volume III, is the specific practical account of this restorative work.



The Dissolution of the Problem of Evil

The Problem of Evil in its classical form presupposes that an omnipotent, omniscient, and wholly 
good God could directly intervene to prevent suffering within the dimensional order and chooses 
not to, which either impugns divine goodness or divine power. This theory dissolves the problem 
structurally rather than answering it morally.

God is not choosing not to intervene in the way a bystander chooses not to act. God is categorically 
outside the dimensional register in which direct physical intervention would need to occur. The 
structure of creation — kenotic, dimensionally bounded, ontologically self-consistent — is itself 
the consequence of divine love and freedom, and it establishes conditions under which the kind of 
intervention the problem demands is structurally impossible without a further kenotic act, which 
is precisely what incarnation is.

This distinction between structural dissolution and moral theodicy is important. The structural 
dissolution addresses the logical problem of evil — the alleged contradiction between divine 
omnipotence, omniscience, goodness, and the existence of evil. It demonstrates that the 
contradiction depends on a false premise about God’s mode of agency. It does not, on its own, 
address the existential problem of evil — the question that suffering people actually ask: why does 
a God who loves me permit this specific suffering to this specific person? The existential question 
is answered not by a structural argument but by a person: the God-man who entered the 
dimensional order through incarnation, who shared in creaturely suffering from within, who is the 
permanent incarnate presence within creation. The structural dissolution removes the false 
philosophical obstacle; the Incarnation provides the genuine theological response.

VII. Consciousness as Dimensionally Perpendicular Ontology

The physical universe, as a single substance differentiated by existential qualities, is the domain of 
quantifiable, measurable, third-person phenomena. Consciousness, however, is not simply 
another existential quality on the spectrum of physical variation. It cannot be reached by adding 
more physical predicates, because it belongs to a different ontological register altogether — 
dimensionally perpendicular to the existential order rather than continuous with it.

This is not Cartesian substance dualism, which posits two substances interacting across an 
unexplained interface. It is a structural claim: consciousness cannot be described by any quantity 
of third-person physical predicates because it inhabits a dimension orthogonal to the axis along 
which those predicates apply. In mathematics, perpendicularity means that two dimensions are 
completely independent — motion along one axis produces no component of motion along the 
other. KEP’s claim is that consciousness and physical extension are related in precisely this 
structural sense: genuinely intersecting and genuinely independent. This accounts for both the 
independence feature of qualia (consciousness is orthogonal to the physical, which is why no 
amount of physical description reaches it) and the instantiation feature (consciousness intersects 
with the physical at the site of biological systems with sufficient organisational complexity, which 



is why consciousness is correlated with but not identical to physical states).

This perpendicularity makes consciousness the precise interface at which ontological privation 
becomes possible. The physical field, as a domain of existential qualities, does not choose; it 
simply is. Consciousness, as a dimensionally perpendicular ontology with genuine first-person 
interiority, possesses the freedom to orient itself toward or away from the ground of its own being. 
Moral evil is therefore not simply any privation of good — it is a specifically conscious privation, 
the act of a being whose ontological perpendicularity gives it genuine freedom orienting that 
freedom away from its source.

The perpendicular axis of consciousness also provides the structural map of the soul’s spiritual 
itinerary. At one pole of the perpendicular axis, consciousness is fully embedded in embodied 
creaturely existence — the Nephesh register, anchored in the physical body and its immediate 
psychic environment. At the other pole, consciousness opens directly onto the unlimited divine 
ground — the supernal register of the soul (Neshamah-Chiah-Yechidah in Kabbalistic terms) that 
participates in the unlimited ground above the Abyss. Between these poles lies the middle register 
of the ego-consciousness — the Ruach — which is the site of most ordinary human experience and 
the specific locus of cathartic work. The spiritual life is the progressive clarification and 
reorientation of this perpendicular axis from its lower pole upward toward its source, and the 
Kabbalistic soul-structure maps this axis with structural precision.

The perpendicular axis also makes the God-world interface and the mind-body interface 
structurally analogous. Both are relationships between incommensurable ontological registers. 
The unlimited divine ground and the dimensional created order are related across the ontological 
boundary that the kenotic creative act established. Consciousness and physical extension are 
related across the perpendicular ontological boundary that defines their respective registers. In 
both cases, the relationship is one of genuine intersection without reduction: the dimensional 
order participates in the unlimited ground without being identical with it; consciousness 
correlates with physical states without being reducible to them. This structural analogy constitutes 
a genuine theoretical unification — the same formal relationship at two different scales of the 
same architecture.

Part II — Cross-Traditional Convergences

I. Lurianic Kabbalah

The convergence between KEP and Lurianic Kabbalah is the most structurally precise of the 
theory’s cross-traditional parallels. Isaac Luria’s doctrine of tzimtzum — the contraction of Ein Sof 
to allow space for creation — maps onto KEP’s kenotic creative act, with one decisive 
reinterpretation. Luria casts the self-limitation as a withdrawal that opens an empty space; KEP 
casts it as an effluent self-limitation — an outpouring that constitutes and dimensionally 
conditions the created order rather than vacating room within the divine. In both accounts the 
unlimited divine ground limits itself so as to make possible the existence of something genuinely 



other than itself; KEP specifies that the mechanism of that self-limitation is effluent rather than 
subtractive.

The further Lurianic doctrine of shevirat ha-kelim — the breaking of the vessels — corresponds to 
KEP’s account of how finitude introduces the possibility of privation. The divine light that fills the 
created vessels is too intense for the lower vessels to contain; they shatter, and the sparks of divine 
light fall into the material world mixed with broken shards. In KEP’s terms, this encodes the 
structural vulnerability of finite consciousness to privation: the dimensional soul is constituted by 
the divine creative act and participates in the unlimited ground, but its finite structure makes 
possible the specific orientation-away-from-being that constitutes privation. The tikkun olam — 
the repair of the world — that Lurianic Kabbalah prescribes as the vocation of the devout 
corresponds to catharturgy: the specific ontological work of restoring divine sparks to their source 
by progressively clearing the privated orientations that keep them embedded in the broken 
shards.

The Kabbalistic soul structure — Nephesh, Ruach, Neshamah, Chiah, Yechidah — maps precisely 
onto KEP’s perpendicular axis. The soul spans from its most material pole (Nephesh in Malkuth) 
through the emotional-intellectual registers (Ruach) to the supernal registers (Neshamah-Chiah-
Yechidah) that participate directly in the unlimited ground above the Abyss. The Abyss itself — 
the perpendicular threshold between the lower Tree and the supernal triad — corresponds to the 
point at which dimensional commensurability ends and the soul’s supernal participation in the 
unlimited ground begins. The Kabbalistic framework provides the most precise symbolic map of 
the perpendicular axis and its cathartic itinerary.

II. Iamblichan Neoplatonism

Iamblichus of Chalcis provides the arithmological framework that KEP deploys in its account of 
the supernal triad. The Theology of Arithmetic establishes the specific mathematical-ontological 
properties of the Monad, Dyad, and Triad in terms directly applicable to KEP’s Trinity-as-Three-
Monads account. But the application requires a critical precision that distinguishes KEP from a 
simple emanationist reading. The three hypostatic modes of the single divine essence — 
Father/Kether as the Monad in its unbegotten mode, Son-Logos/Chokmah as the Monad in its 
expressive mode, Holy Spirit/Binah as the Monad in its actualizing and returning mode — are co-
eternal forms within the eternal mind of God. They are not generated from each other by any 
process. The Father does not produce the Son in any sequential or causal sense within the divine 
essence; both are simultaneously and co-eternally what God is. Adam Kadmon — the ten 
Sephiroth as the archetypal blueprint of the created order — is likewise an eternal form within the 
divine mind: pure potentiality, the pattern of ten Monads present in God before any creative act. 
It is only with the Tzimtzum — the freely chosen kenotic creative act — that these eternal forms 
within the divine mind begin to operate as kenotic succession within the dimensional order. The 
Logos who was eternally the expressive mode of the Father now communicates the eternal forms 
through Adam Kadmon and the four worlds to Matter. The Spirit who was eternally the 
actualizing mode now operates within the created order as the principle of actualization and 
return. Three points define a plane: the three co-eternal hypostatic forms constitute the first 



complete structural determination of the unlimited ground — the eternal template from which the 
created order proceeds when the kenotic act actualizes what was always already present as 
potentiality.

The Iamblichan theurgical account from De Mysteriis provides the practical corollary to KEP’s 
theoretical structure. Iamblichus insists that the soul has descended completely into the body and 
cannot return to its divine origin by philosophical contemplation alone. Unlike his predecessors 
Plotinus and Porphyry, who held that some superior part of the soul remained in the intelligible 
realm and could be recovered through intellectual ascent, Iamblichus maintains that the soul’s 
descent is total and its alienation from divinity is therefore structural rather than merely 
epistemological. The return requires the activation of the divine synthemata — the tokens or 
symbols sown into matter and soul by the Creator at the moment of creation — through specific 
theurgical practices. This grounds the practical dimension of KEP’s spiritual account: catharturgy 
is the activation of these synthemata in embodied life, and the theurgical tradition provides the 
practical curriculum through which this activation is accomplished.

The Iamblichan inheritance reaches KEP both through the direct philosophical tradition and 
through the Renaissance recovery of Neoplatonism by Marsilio Ficino, whose translations of 
Plotinus, Proclus, and Iamblichus provided the intellectual foundation for both Rosicrucian 
esotericism and the Golden Dawn’s theurgical curriculum. KEP, the Golden Dawn, and 
Rosicrucianism share Iamblichus as a common intellectual ancestor and are doing 
complementary things with the same source: KEP develops the philosophical-theological 
dimension; the esoteric traditions develop the practical-ritual dimension.

III. Nicene Trinitarianism and Chalcedonian Christology

KEP’s Trinitarian account — the unlimited divine ground as Three Monads in the Iamblichan 
arithmological sense — preserves the Nicene homoousios and the Chalcedonian two-natures 
formula while providing a structural account of how both are possible without contradiction.

The three-Monad structure maps precisely onto the Nicene distinctions — provided the mapping 
is understood in the register of eternal essence rather than kenotic process. The Father is the 
unbegotten hypostatic mode of the one divine esse; the Son-Logos is the eternally expressive 
hypostatic mode, not generated from the Father in any sequential sense but co-eternally 
constituted as the Father’s own being in the mode of being-expressed; the Holy Spirit is the 
eternally actualizing and returning hypostatic mode, proceeding from both in the eternal divine 
life. These three modes are not generated from each other. They are simultaneously and co-
eternally what the one divine esse is. This is the crucial advance over readings that treat eternal 
generation as a kind of divine process. The Nicene formula — begotten, not made, of one being 
with the Father — does not describe a temporal or quasi-temporal production. It describes an 
eternal hypostatic relationship constitutive of the divine essence: the Father is unbegotten; the 
Son’s mode of being the same esse is eternally expressive of the Father; the Spirit’s mode is 
eternally the actualization and return of both. The asymmetric mutual dependence — the Father 
constitutes the Son’s mode of being the one esse, while the Son’s mode is not constitutive of the 



Father’s — is an eternal fact about what the divine essence is, not a product of any process within 
it. The one esse exists in three irreducibly distinct but co-eternal hypostatic modes. Once the 
Tzimtzum establishes the dimensional order, these eternal modes function as the successive 
structural principles of kenotic creation — expressing within time and matter what they are 
eternally in the divine essence.

This provides a structural response to the simplicity-Trinity tension that classical theism has 
managed but not fully resolved. The tension arises because divine simplicity — no composition, no 
real distinctions within the divine essence — appears to contradict Trinitarian real distinction — 
the Father is genuinely not the Son. The corrected three-Monads account addresses this more 
precisely than earlier formulations. The Trinitarian distinctions are not relational facts generated 
by Monadic interaction — as if the Dyad were produced by the relationship between two prior 
Monads. They are eternal hypostatic modes of the one divine esse, constitutive of what that esse 
is. The unity is the unity of one esse existing in three irreducibly distinct but co-eternal modes; the 
distinction is the distinction of eternal hypostatic character within that single esse. The Father’s 
mode is unbegotten ground; the Son’s mode is eternal self-expression of that ground; the Spirit’s 
mode is eternal actualization and return. None of these modes is prior to or generative of the 
others within the divine essence. They are simultaneously and co-eternally what God is. This is 
structurally closer to the tradition’s subsistent relations account than the processual reading: the 
relations are not between three prior Monads but are the eternal hypostatic character of the one 
esse. Whether this fully resolves the simplicity-Trinity tension requires further development; what 
the Monadic framework provides is a structural vocabulary for understanding how the eternal 
hypostatic modes of the one divine esse are genuinely distinct without being compositional — 
which is precisely what the tradition asserts and what it has found difficult to ground 
philosophically.

The Chalcedonian formula — truly divine and truly human, inconfusedly, unchangeably, 
indivisibly, inseparably — is preserved and structurally explained by the KEP account of 
incarnation as structural necessity. The two natures are not confused because the unlimited 
ground does not cease to be unlimited in the kenotic act of incarnation; they are unchangeable 
because the divine nature is structurally incapable of modification by dimensional events; they are 
not separated because the hypostatic union is a single structural act — not a connection between 
two pre-existing things but the constitution of one person in two registers. The dyothelite 
definition — two wills cooperating — follows from the same logic: the divine will and the human 
will are the two modes in which the one person operates within their respective ontological 
registers.

IV. Neo-Confucian Metaphysics

The Neo-Confucian Wuji-Taiji-Five Phases cosmology provides a third major convergence with 
KEP. Wuji — the Ultimateless, the primordial undifferentiated ground — corresponds to KEP’s 
unlimited divine ground and Kabbalah’s Ein Sof. Taiji — the Supreme Ultimate that generates the 
differentiated world from Wuji — corresponds to the kenotic creative act and the generation of the 
dimensional order. The Five Phases represent the specific qualitative differentiation of the created 



order from its source.

The most significant convergence is the specific Neo-Confucian claim that Wuji and Taiji are not 
two separate things but a single reality viewed from two perspectives — the unlimited and the 
limited aspects of the same ground. Zhou Dunyi’s Taijitu Shuo (Explanation of the Diagram of the 
Supreme Ultimate) states: ‘The Ultimateless! And yet also the Supreme Ultimate.’ This is the 
philosophical equivalent of KEP’s account of the relationship between the unlimited divine 
ground and the dimensional order: creation does not add anything to the divine ground or 
subtract anything from it. The divine ground does not become the world; the world is the divine 
creative act viewed from within the dimensional order that it produces.

The Neo-Confucian convergence also provides the most direct cross-cultural parallel to KEP’s 
account of the kenotic creative act as freely necessary. The Taiji does not become Wuji; Wuji does 
not become Taiji; yet their relationship is not one of separation but of the same ground at two 
levels of its own self-expression. This has direct implications for the panentheism question: KEP is 
neither pantheism (which identifies the divine ground with the world) nor substance-dualist 
theism (which places the divine ground and the world as two categorically separate substances), 
but a structural account in which the created order participates in and is sustained by the divine 
ground without being identical with it.



Part III — Academic Significance

I. A Structural Dissolution of the Problem of Evil

The Problem of Evil has generated an enormous literature across analytic philosophy of religion, 
continental theology, and comparative religious thought, yet the fundamental terms of the debate 
have remained substantially unchanged since the trilemma traditionally associated with Epicurus 
— though its earliest surviving formulation comes down through Lactantius — and since Leibniz 
coined the term theodicy. Every major response — Augustinian free will defense, Irenaean soul-
making, Process Theology’s redefinition of omnipotence, Open Theism’s voluntarist self-
limitation — operates within the same logical space: accepting the premise that a capable God 
could intervene directly in the physical universe and then explaining why God does not.

Kenotic Effluent Panapotheism does something categorically different. It argues that the premise 
is structurally false — that the dimensional incommensurability between an unlimited divine 
being and a finitely bounded universe makes direct unmediated intervention not a live option God 
declines but a structural impossibility given what creation is. This shifts the locus of the argument 
from moral justification to ontological analysis, and that shift has significant methodological 
consequences.

A structural dissolution of the problem is philosophically stronger than any theodicy because it 
removes the need to justify divine permission of specific evils. The question ‘why did God not 
prevent this particular suffering’ becomes, on this account, a category error analogous to asking 
why the author of a novel did not reach into the story to prevent a character’s death — the answer 
is not that the author chose not to but that authorship and character inhabit incommensurable 
ontological registers. What replaces the impossible theodicy is a different and more theologically 
substantive account: not God’s explanation for permitting suffering, but God’s response to 
suffering in the form of genuine incarnate companionship. The God who cannot prevent suffering 
as a finite causal agent enters suffering as an internal participant — and this Incarnational 
response is more pastorally serious than any theodicy, because it is not an argument about why 
suffering occurs but a claim about what God does within it.

II. The Taxonomy of Dualisms as a Contribution to Metaphysics

The distinction between existential and ontological dualisms, while drawing on the ancient 
privatio boni tradition running from Plotinus through Augustine to Aquinas and Pseudo-
Dionysius, constitutes a genuine taxonomic advance over that tradition. Augustine established the 
asymmetry of good and evil with theological force and illustrated it with the light-darkness 
analogy, but he did not systematize it as a general classification of opposition types.

The theory’s taxonomy provides exactly the principled account that the tradition lacked, and it has 



implications well beyond theology. In metaethics, it offers a non-arbitrary basis for resisting 
moral relativism without requiring a return to naive moral realism: if good is ontologically self-
standing and evil is its privation, then the distinction between them is not merely conventional or 
cultural but structural. In philosophy of physics, it maps cleanly onto the distinction between 
genuinely complementary quantum properties and merely relational measurement outcomes. In 
philosophy of mind, the concept of consciousness as a dimensionally perpendicular ontology 
engages directly with the hard problem in a way that neither eliminative materialism nor standard 
substance dualism does satisfactorily. In spiritual practice, it provides the structural account of 
why cathartic work is restoration rather than integration.

III. The Philosophy of Mind Interface

The proposal that consciousness constitutes a dimensionally perpendicular ontology is 
philosophically precise in a way that most contributions to the hard problem are not. David 
Chalmers’ formulation of the hard problem established that there is an explanatory gap between 
third-person physical descriptions and first-person phenomenal experience, but the framework of 
property dualism he and others have deployed remains vulnerable to the standard objections 
about causal closure and ontological parsimony.

The concept of dimensional perpendicularity gives this a more rigorous geometric-ontological 
framing. If consciousness is not another property along the axis of physical existential qualities 
but inhabits a genuinely orthogonal dimension, then the hard problem is not a gap to be bridged 
but a structural feature of a universe in which ontological perpendicularity is a real phenomenon. 
The hard problem does not require a solution because it does not arise from a failure of 
explanation — it arises from the structural fact that no quantity of third-person physical 
predicates can capture a phenomenon that inhabits an orthogonal dimension.

This reframing also makes the mind-body interface structurally analogous to the God-world 
interface — both are relationships between incommensurable ontological registers — which 
constitutes a significant theoretical unification. The same formal architecture (two registers 
related by genuine intersection without reduction) appears at both the cosmological scale 
(unlimited divine ground and dimensional created order) and the anthropological scale (physical 
field and perpendicular consciousness). This is not coincidental on KEP’s account: consciousness 
is perpendicular to the physical precisely because it is the specific ontological register in which the 
soul interfaces with the unlimited divine ground. The mind-body relationship and the God-world 
relationship have the same formal structure because the soul is the created microcosm of the God-
world relationship.

IV. Science-Theology Dialogue

The theory enters the science-theology conversation with unusual credibility on scientific terms. 
The quantum field analogy for divine sustaining action is not merely illustrative — it draws on a 
genuine structural parallel between the way a quantum field underlies physical events without 



being itself a particle or event, and the way the theory conceives of God’s sustaining relationship 
to the dimensional order.

The treatment of creation as the origination of the space-time manifold rather than an event 
within it is similarly well-grounded in contemporary cosmology. The theory’s insistence that the 
creative act precedes dimensionality rather than occurring within it aligns with the standard 
cosmological understanding that the question ‘what happened before the Big Bang’ is malformed 
because time itself emerges with the manifold. Quantum non-locality, fine-tuning arguments, the 
information-theoretic character of physical law — each of these areas of contemporary science-
theology dialogue finds a natural home within KEP’s framework, and each can be developed 
within it without the special pleading or category error that characterises many science-theology 
interfaces.

V. KEP as Logical Successor to Classical Theism

The claim that KEP stands as the logical successor to classical theism deserves explicit statement. 
The relationship between a theory and its logical successor is not one of refutation and 
replacement but of preservation and deepening. A logical successor preserves the genuine 
achievements of its predecessor, identifies the internal tensions that the predecessor’s own 
framework cannot resolve, and provides a deeper governing principle from which both the 
preserved achievements and the resolution of the tensions follow as consistent consequences.

Classical theism’s genuine achievements — ipsum esse subsistens, asymmetric Creator-creature 
dependence, privatio boni, Nicene Trinitarianism, Chalcedonian Christology — are all preserved 
in KEP and given structural philosophical grounding they have not previously possessed. Classical 
theism’s internal tensions — the simplicity-Trinity tension, the impassibility-relationship tension, 
the Problem of Evil, the foreknowledge-freedom dilemma, the transcendence-grace tension, the 
contingency of the Incarnation, the eternity-temporal engagement tension, and the positive 
theodicy question — are each addressed by the dimensional incommensurability argument and its 
consequences, with varying degrees of resolution.

The single deeper governing principle from which these resolutions flow is: dimensional 
limitation is the ontological mechanism of creation itself. From this principle the structural 
accounts of divine non-intervention, Incarnational necessity, Trinitarian structure, the specific 
form of divine knowledge, consciousness as perpendicular ontology, and the privation account of 
evil all follow as consistent consequences. That degree of theoretical unification under a single 
governing principle is the specific formal characteristic of logical succession in the philosophical 
sense.

VI. Critical Lacunae Requiring Development

Honest academic assessment requires acknowledging where the theory needs further 
development. Three specific lacunae stand as the most important open questions.



The simplicity-Trinity lacuna. The three-Monads reading provides a structurally illuminating 
account of what Trinitarian relations mean, but has not yet provided a rigorous philosophical 
account of what specifically distinguishes three Monads sharing the same esse from three beings 
sharing the same kind of esse. This is precisely the distinction the tradition has always insisted 
upon, and until a rigorous account is provided the Social Trinitarianism charge cannot be fully 
rebutted. The Monadic framework points in the right direction; the argument requires 
completion.

The foreknowledge-freedom lacuna. The claim that God’s knowledge is constituted by knowing 
the divine being of which all things are participations is structurally more radical than the 
Boethian eternal present and may genuinely evade Zagzebski’s accidental necessity argument. But 
the argument for this evasion requires formal philosophical development before the claim of 
resolution can be sustained. This is the most significant philosophical lacuna in the theory.

The positive theodicy lacuna. The structural dissolution of the Problem of Evil is philosophically 
decisive, but the positive providential account — what meaning specific suffering has within the 
divine economy beyond the general assurance of eschatological restoration and the specific 
response of Incarnational companionship — requires further development. The theory explains 
why God does not prevent suffering through direct intervention; it does not yet provide a fully 
developed account of the positive role of specific suffering within divine providence.

Additionally, the mechanism of spiritual influence on physical beings — how angelic action and 
the indwelling Spirit interface with consciousness across the ontological boundary — requires 
more precise elaboration. The implications for petitionary prayer and sacramental theology 
require careful working out. And the relationship between the theory’s account of consciousness 
as dimensionally perpendicular ontology and the existing literature in philosophy of mind — 
Chalmers, Nagel, Jackson, and their critics — needs formal engagement beyond structural 
analogy.

VII. Concluding Assessment

What Kenotic Effluent Panapotheism offers, at its best, is a single unified metaphysical framework 
capable of addressing simultaneously the Problem of Evil, the hard problem of consciousness, the 
science-theology dialogue, the metaphysics of creation, the structural necessity of incarnation, 
and the taxonomy of dualism — not by applying different solutions to each problem 
independently, but by deriving all of them from a single governing principle: that dimensional 
limitation is the ontological mechanism of creation itself.

That degree of theoretical unification is rare in any discipline. It is the hallmark of a genuinely 
foundational contribution. Whether this particular theory achieves that status definitively will 
depend on the rigor with which its remaining open questions are addressed and the seriousness 
with which it is engaged by the relevant scholarly communities. But the architecture is sound, the 
central insight is original, and the problems it addresses are among the most consequential in 
philosophy and theology.



ADONAI HA-ARETZ



References

Aquinas, Thomas. Summa Theologica. Trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province. New 
York: Benziger, 1948.

Augustine of Hippo. On the Trinity. Trans. Stephen McKenna. Washington: Catholic University of 
America Press, 1963.

Chalmers, David J. ‘Facing Up to the Problem of Consciousness.’ Journal of Consciousness 
Studies 2 (1995): 200–219.

Chalmers, David J. The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1996.

Etter, Christopher E. ‘Kenotic Effluent Panapotheism.’ M.A. Thesis, Sacred Heart University, 
2016. DigitalCommons@SHU.

Iamblichus. De Mysteriis. Trans. Emma C. Clarke, John M. Dillon, and Jackson P. Hershbell. 
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003.

Iamblichus. The Theology of Arithmetic. Trans. Robin Waterfield. Grand Rapids: Phanes Press, 
1988.

Leftow, Brian. ‘Anti Social Trinitarianism.’ In The Trinity, ed. S. Davis, D. Kendall, and G. 
O’Collins. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.

Luria, Isaac. As transmitted in Hayyim Vital. Etz Hayyim (The Tree of Life). Trans. Donald Wilder 
Menzi and Zwe Padeh. Northvale: Jason Aronson, 1999.

Moltmann, Jürgen. The Trinity and the Kingdom. Trans. M. Kohl. San Francisco: Harper and 
Row, 1981.

Moltmann, Jürgen. God in Creation. Trans. M. Kohl. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1985.

Oord, Thomas J. The Uncontrolling Love of God. Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2015.

Plotinus. The Enneads. Trans. Stephen MacKenna. London: Faber and Faber, 1956.

Scholem, Gershom. Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism. New York: Schocken Books, 1941.

Shaw, Gregory. Theurgy and the Soul: The Neoplatonism of Iamblichus. 2nd ed. Brooklyn: 
Angelico Press, 2014.

Whitehead, Alfred North. Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology. Corrected ed. Ed. David 



Ray Griffin and Donald W. Sherburne. New York: Free Press, 1978.

Zagzebski, Linda. The Dilemma of Freedom and Foreknowledge. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1991.

Zhou Dunyi. Taijitu Shuo (Explanation of the Diagram of the Supreme Ultimate). Trans. in Wing-
Tsit Chan, A Source Book in Chinese Philosophy. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963.


	KENOTIC EFFLUENT PANAPOTHEISM
	Part I — The Complete Theoretical Architecture
	I. The Nature of God Prior to Creation
	II. The Kenotic Creative Act
	III. The Ontological Boundary and Divine Incommensurability
	IV. Divine Knowledge, Sustaining Action, and the Quantum Field Analogy
	V. The Incarnation as Structural Necessity
	VI. The Taxonomy of Dualisms and the Nature of Evil
	Existential Dualisms
	Ontological Dualisms
	The Dissolution of the Problem of Evil

	VII. Consciousness as Dimensionally Perpendicular Ontology

	Part II — Cross-Traditional Convergences
	I. Lurianic Kabbalah
	II. Iamblichan Neoplatonism
	III. Nicene Trinitarianism and Chalcedonian Christology
	IV. Neo-Confucian Metaphysics

	Part III — Academic Significance
	I. A Structural Dissolution of the Problem of Evil
	II. The Taxonomy of Dualisms as a Contribution to Metaphysics
	III. The Philosophy of Mind Interface
	IV. Science-Theology Dialogue
	V. KEP as Logical Successor to Classical Theism
	VI. Critical Lacunae Requiring Development
	VII. Concluding Assessment
	References



