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Abstract 

This article argues that the theological framework proposed by Thomas Jay Oord, particularly his 
concepts of "uncontrolling love" and a kenotic, risk-taking God, is not a mere reinterpretation or 
development of classical theism but represents a fundamental and irreconcilable departure from 
its core metaphysical tenets. Classical theism is defined by its commitment to divine omnipotence 
as absolute power, divine impassibility, immutability, and atemporality. In contrast, Oord’s 
relational theism posits a God whose very nature is uncontrolling love, rendering God inherently 
incapable of coercion, necessarily passible and vulnerable, and temporally engaged with an open 
future. By systematically contrasting these two systems across the doctrines of divine power, 
divine nature and suffering, God’s relationship to time, and the nature of providence and theodicy, 
this article demonstrates that Oord’s project constitutes a distinct theological paradigm. The 
analysis reveals that Oord’s resolution to the problem of evil is achieved by dismantling the 
metaphysical foundations upon which classical theism is built, presenting a choice not between 
two interpretations of the same divine being, but between two fundamentally different conceptions 
of God and reality. 

Keywords: Omnipotent, Kenotic Love, Classical Theism, Uncontrolling Love, Relational theism 
God, Evil Theodicy. 

Introduction 

The prevalent philosophical and theological challenge of reconciling an omnipotent, 
omnibenevolent God against the problem of evil has given rise to countless theodicies and 
theological systems, e.g. the Augustinian Free- Will Theodicy, Irenaeus and John Hicks, Soul 
Making Theodicy and Boyd’s Open theism (Harold, 2014). Within this landscape, the work of 
Thomas Jay Oord has emerged as a prominent and provocative contribution from the school of 
relational theism. Oord’s framework posits a radical reconceptualization of divine omnipotence, 
interpreting God’s power through the lens of kenotic love—a love that inherently involves divine 
vulnerability and risk-taking in creation (Langby, 2025). This perspective proposes a God who, 
out of perfect love, grants genuine freedom to creation and thereby accepts the potential for real 
harm and suffering. For Oord, God’s power is not coercive but persuasive; God influences rather 
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than dictates events, allowing for authentic creaturely freedom and the co-creation of history 
(Oord, 2010, 2015, 2023). 

This approach stands in stark contrast to the understanding of classical theism, a tradition rooted 
in Patristic and Scholastic thought that defines God through a set of "omni-properties" and 
perfections, including absolute omnipotence, immutability (unchangeableness), impassibility (the 
inability to suffer or be affected by creation), and atemporality (existence outside of time). For the 
classical theist like St Augustine, (Confessions,12.7), Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theologica, 1.3; 
1.19.6; 1.23.3; 1.24) reflected   God as Actus Purus—pure actuality with no potentiality—a being 
whose perfection precludes change, suffering, or any form of dependency on the created order. 
While classical theism has developed sophisticated responses to the problem of evil, such as the 
free-will defense or greater-good theodicies, these defenses operate under the assumption of a 
God who possesses the power to unilaterally intervene but chooses not to for reasons consistent 
with a sovereign divine plan. 

Thomas Oord’s (2015) work, The Uncontrolling Love of God is a systematic contribution to open 
and relational theology. Oord moves beyond classical and open theism (where God voluntarily 
limits his power) to argue that God’s love essentially and necessary precludes unilateral control – 
offering what he presents as a stronger, more coherent response to the problem of evil, to that of 
classical theism. 

This article contends that Thomas Jay Oord’s theological project is not, as some might suggest, 
a simple modification or contemporary restatement of classical doctrines. Rather, it is a 
fundamental rejection of the metaphysical principles that underpin the classical conception of 
God. The central thesis is that Oord’s understanding of God as essentially characterized by 
"uncontrolling love" is fundamentally and irreconcilably incompatible with the core tenets of 
classical theism. This incompatibility is not a matter of emphasis or degree but of kind. It 
represents a choice between two distinct theological paradigms. To substantiate this claim, this 
article will systematically contrast the two systems across four critical theological loci:  

(1) the nature of divine omnipotence, contrasting coercive power with persuasive influence;  

(2) the nature of the divine being, contrasting the impassible and immutable God with a 
vulnerable and passible one;  

(3) the nature of divine temporality, contrasting the atemporal God with a God who 
experiences time and risk; and  

(4) the resulting doctrines of providence and theodicy, contrasting sovereign control with 
co-creative partnership.  

By demonstrating a deep and pervasive difference at each of these points, this analysis will prove 
that Oord’s relational, kenotic God and the God of classical theism are, in the final analysis, two 
different Gods. Oord’s model thus diverges significantly from classical theism, raising questions 
about whether the two frameworks can be reconciled within a shared metaphysical account of 
divine nature. 
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Methodology 

This article employs a qualitative, comparative research design situated within the discipline of 
philosophical theology. The primary objective is to critically evaluate the conceptual compatibility 
between the relational, kenotic theism proposed by Thomas Jay Oord and the traditional tenets 
of classical theism. This research utilizes comparative doctrinal analysis to systematically 
juxtapose the metaphysical and ontological claims of both theological paradigms. By dealing with 
specific divine attributes and examining their logical entailments, the methodology is designed to 
determine whether Oord’s framework functions as a contemporary reinterpretation of classical 
doctrines or constitutes a fundamentally distinct and irreconcilable concept of God. 

Omnipotence: Coercive Control versus Persuasive Love 

The difference in the understanding of omnipotence lies at the heart of classical theism and Oord’s 
relational theology. How one defines God’s power shapes every other aspect of the theological 
system, from divine agency to theodicy. While both traditions affirm God as "all-powerful," the 
meaning of this affirmation is radically different, revealing the first point of irreconcilable conflict. 

The Classical Conception of Absolute Omnipotence 

In classical theism, divine omnipotence is traditionally understood as the power to do anything 
that is logically possible and consistent with God’s nature. This is not the power to perform logical 
contradictions, such as creating a square circle. As philosophical debates have clarified, the 
inability to do the logically impossible is not a limitation on power, as an illogical action is a 
nonsensical non-thing (Pearce & Pruss, 2012). The famous "stone paradox"—can God create a 
stone so heavy that God cannot lift it? —is typically resolved within this framework by refining the 
definition of omnipotence to avoid self-contradiction (Gordon, 2023). The crucial element of 
classical omnipotence, however, is that within the realm of the logically possible, God’s power is 
absolute and unconstrained. This includes the power to act unilaterally and coercively in the world. 
God can, if God so chooses, override creaturely freedom, suspend the laws of nature, and single-
handedly prevent any given instance of evil or suffering. Leftow (2012) argues that divine 
omnipotence means God can do anything that is logically possible, grounding this within a 
classical theistic framework of God’s perfect nature. He also emphasizes that God’s power is 
inseparable from divine rationality, so apparent “limits” reflect coherence, not weakness. Alvin 
Plantinga (2009) defines omnipotence as the ability to do anything logically possible, rejecting 
paradoxes (like creating a square circle) as pseudo-tasks rather than real limits on power. He 
further connects omnipotence with free will, arguing that even an all-powerful God cannot 
determine genuinely free human choices without contradiction. 

When God does not prevent evil, the classical explanation is not a lack of ability but a matter of 
divine will and wisdom. This is often articulated through the distinction between God’s absolute 
power (potentia absoluta) and God’s ordained power (potentia ordinata). God has the absolute 
power to do anything logically possible, but in wisdom and grace, God chooses to act in an orderly, 
covenantal way, typically respecting the freedom granted to creatures (Mannen, 2022). However, 
this self-limitation is voluntary and contingent upon God’s free choice. It is not a metaphysical 
necessity. God could act otherwise. Therefore, theodicy in the classical tradition must explain why 
a God who can prevent evil chooses not to. The responsibility for the permission of evil rests 
squarely on the divine will, which is presumed to have morally sufficient reasons for its non-
intervention. 
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Oord’s Rejection of Coercive Power: The Primacy of Uncontrolling Love 

Oord (2010,2015,2022, 2023) mounts a direct assault on this classical understanding. His critique 
stems from the theological conviction that God’s primary and essential nature is "uncontrolling 
love" (Langby, 2025). For Oord, love, by its very definition, cannot be coercive or controlling. To 
love is to grant freedom and respect the autonomy of the beloved. Because love is not merely an 
attribute of God but God’s very essence, God’s power must be an expression of that love. 
Consequently, God’s power is inherently and necessarily persuasive, not coercive (Macallan, 
2020). 

This leads to a startling conclusion that forms the bedrock of Oord’s theodicy: 
God cannot unilaterally prevent evil. This inability is not a sign of weakness or a defect in God, 
but a direct consequence of God’s perfectly loving nature. As Oord argues, an omnipotent God 
as traditionally conceived—one who could coercively prevent suffering but does not—cannot 
logically coexist with a world of genuine freedom and gratuitous evil without undermining divine 
goodness (Langby, 2025).  

Therefore, Oord redefines omnipotence. It is not the power to do anything logically possible, but 
the power to do everything that love can do. Since love cannot control, God’s power is limited to 
persuasion, influence, and luring creation toward goodness God’s sovereignty is thus 
reinterpreted not as absolute control but as relational influence that respects creaturely freedom 
(Vorster, 2024). 

Analysis of Incompatibility: Necessary Limitation versus Voluntary Self-Limitation 

The incompatibility between these two views of omnipotence is absolute. Classical theism posits 
a voluntary, contingent self-limitation (potentia ordinata), while Oord posits a necessary, 
metaphysical limitation rooted in God’s essential nature. In the classical model, God chooses not 
to coerce; in Oord’s model, God cannot coerce. This is a fundamental ontological distinction.  

Oord’s framework effectively collapses the distinction between potentia absoluta and potentia 
ordinata. For him, God’s ordained, loving, persuasive power is the only power God has. There is 
no reserve of absolute, coercive power that God voluntarily refrains from using. This redefinition 
is not a refinement but a complete rejection of the classical doctrine. Critics of Oord from a 
classical perspective would argue that this diminishes divine sovereignty and power, making God 
less than ultimate (Steenkamp, 2020). They would maintain that a truly omnipotent being must 
have the ability to act coercively, even if that power is exercised judiciously. For Oord, such a 
"power" would be unloving and therefore contrary to God’s nature, making it a metaphysical 
impossibility for God. 

Furthermore, Oord’s view shifts the locus of responsibility for evil. In classical theism, God permits 
evil for a greater good, and the theological task is to justify that permission. In Oord’s theism, God 
is absolved of the responsibility for failing to prevent evil because God lacks the specific type of 
power required to do so. The existence of evil is the unavoidable consequence of God creating a 
world with genuinely free agents, a risk inherent in the act of uncontrolling love (Basinger, 1979). 
This solution to the problem of evil comes at the cost of dismantling the classical understanding 
of divine omnipotence. The two positions are mutually exclusive. 
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The Divine Nature: Impassibility and Immutability versus Vulnerability and Pathos 

Flowing directly from the doctrine of omnipotence is the conception of the divine nature itself. 
Classical theism’s God is perfect, and that perfection has historically been understood to entail 
immutability and impassibility. Oord’s theology, in direct opposition, requires a God who is 
vulnerable, passible, and deeply affected by the world. 

The Classical God as Actus Purus: Unchanging and Unaffected 

Rooted in Greek metaphysics and developed by theologians like Augustine, Anselm, and 
Aquinas, the doctrine of divine impassibility asserts that God is devoid of passions and cannot be 
acted upon by any external agent. God does not experience emotional changes or suffering in 
response to created events. This is not to say God is unloving, but that God’s love is a steady, 
unchanging, and active giving of goodness, not a reactive emotion. Impassibility is a corollary of 
divine immutability—the doctrine that God cannot change. As Actus Purus (Pure Act), God is fully 
actualized, with no potential for change. Change implies moving from potentiality to actuality, 
which would suggest an imperfection or lack in God. Therefore, the perfect being must be 
unchanging and, by extension, unaffected by the vicissitudes of creation (Harold, 2014). 

This impassible and immutable God interacts with the world from a position of sovereign 
detachment. While classical theologians speak of God’s compassion, it is understood 
analogically. God knows our suffering perfectly and acts to redeem it but does not feel it in a way 
that would cause the divine nature itself to change or experience pathos. This view protects divine 
perfection and aseity (self-existence) from being contingent upon or vulnerable to creation. 

Oord’s Kenotic God: Vulnerability, Suffering, and Relationality 

Oord’s theology represents a complete inversion of this classical doctrine. His concept of kenotic 
love necessitates a God who is profoundly passible and vulnerable. Kenosis, or self - emptying, 
is interpreted not just as an event in the incarnation of Christ, but as an eternal aspect of God’s 
nature. For the sake of love and relationship, God willingly self-limits, embracing vulnerability and 
risk (Langby & Langby, 2024). This self-limitation is not merely a withholding of power but an 
opening of the divine life to be genuinely affected by the choices and experiences of creation 
(Oord, 2010) 

This leads to a "theology of the pain of God," where God’s suffering is not a sign of incompleteness 
but an expression of profound, free love (Watt, 2023). God is not against but with those who 
suffer, experiencing their pain in a real and empathetic way. This divine passibility allows for a 
deep, reciprocal relationship between God and humanity. God is not a detached, immutable 
monarch but a relational partner who is genuinely affected by the relationship, experiencing joy in 
response to love and suffering in response to rejection and evil (Abraham, 2021: 21). This divine 
vulnerability is the cost of granting genuine freedom and seeking authentic love. God intentionally 
refrains from exercising absolute control, thus enabling genuine agency and experiencing the 
consequences, both good and bad (Henriksen, 2020). 

Analysis of Incompatibility: A Chasm Between Metaphysical Perfections 

The God of classical theism and the God of Oord’s relational theology are metaphysically distinct 
beings. One is defined by an inability to be changed or affected; the other is defined by a 
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willingness to be changed and affected. There is no middle ground. The classical assertion of 
impassibility is a direct contradiction of Oord’s assertion of divine passibility. 

Oord (2010) and other relational theologians e.g. Gregory Boyd (2001) understand the classical 
doctrine of impassibility as a philosophical import from Hellenism that is biblically unfounded and 
pastorally damaging, presenting a cold and distant deity. They argue that a God who cannot suffer 
cannot truly love or empathize. The cross, in this view, is the ultimate revelation of God’s 
vulnerable, suffering nature (Veldsman, 2021). 

Conversely, from a classical perspective, a passible God is an imperfect God. A God who can be 
acted upon by creation is a God who is, to some extent, contingent upon creation. Such a God 
would not be Actus Purus but would possess potentiality—the potential to be changed by 
creaturely actions. This would violate the classical understanding of God as the ultimate, self- 
existent, and fully actualized source of all being. The classical tradition argues that a changing 
God cannot be the ultimate ground of reality or a reliable object of faith. Oord’s framework, by 
embracing divine pathos and responsiveness, sacrifices the metaphysical attribute of 
immutability, which classical theism considers essential to divine perfection (Lancaster‐Thomas, 
2022). The choice is between a God whose perfection is static and absolute, and a God whose 
perfection is dynamic and relational. These are two irreconcilable conceptions of divinity. 

Divine Temporality and Risk: An Atemporal God versus a God in Time 

The third major point of incompatibility concerns God’s relationship to time. This is inextricably 
linked to the previous discussions of power and passibility. Whether God exists within time or 
outside of it fundamentally alters the nature of divine knowledge, providence, and the possibility 
of genuine risk. 

The Classical View: Divine Atemporality and Exhaustive Foreknowledge 

The dominant view in classical theism, articulated most famously by Boethius and Aquinas, is that 
God is atemporal or timeless. God does not experience time sequentially but exists in a single, 
eternal "now" in which all moments of time—past, present, and future—are simultaneously 
present to the divine consciousness (Edwards, 1981). This atemporal perspective is the 
foundation for the classical doctrine of exhaustive definite foreknowledge. God knows the future 
not by predicting it, but by seeing it as it "is" from the vantage point of eternity. For the atemporal 
God, the future is not an uncertainty; it is a settled reality that is part of the eternal present (Harold, 
2014). 

This view has significant consequences. First, it means that God does not "take risks" in any 
meaningful sense. An atemporal being who knows the complete and actualized outcome of all 
events cannot be surprised or disappointed. Second, it creates the complex philosophical problem 
of reconciling divine foreknowledge with human freedom. If God timelessly knows what I will do 
tomorrow, in what sense am I free to choose otherwise? Classical theism has offered various 
solutions (e.g., Molinism, Thomism), but they all operate under the assumption of a God who 
possesses complete and infallible knowledge of the future as a settled fact (Frigerio & Florio, 
2020). 
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Oord’s Temporal God: An Open Future and Genuine Risk 

Oord’s relational theology, in line with open theism, rejects divine atemporality in favor of divine 
temporality. For a genuine, reciprocal relationship to exist, God must experience time with 
creation. A God who stands outside of time cannot truly respond to events as they unfold. Oord’s 
God is a temporal being who journeys through time with the cosmos. This temporal engagement 
is essential for the concept of "love as risk-taking." (Oord, 2010).  

If God is temporal, then the future is not a settled fact but a realm of possibilities. This is the core 
tenet of open theism. God’s omniscience is reinterpreted not as knowledge of a determined future, 
but as perfect knowledge of all that is actual (the past and present) and all that is possible (the 
future) (Rhoda et al., 2006). God knows every possible choice a creature might make but does 
not know with certainty which choice the creature will make until it is made. This "dynamic 
omniscience" allows for genuine creaturely freedom and, crucially for Oord’s system, genuine 
divine risk. God, in creating free agents, truly risks that they will choose against the divine will, 
resulting in evil and suffering. The future is co-created by divine persuasion and creaturely choice 
(Wildman & Martin, 2019). 

Analysis of Incompatibility: A Settled versus an Open Universe 

The conflict here is between two fundamentally different ontologies of time and reality. Classical 
theism, with its atemporal God, leans towards an eternalist or "block universe" view, where the 
future is as real and settled as the past. Oord’s theology requires a presentist or "growing block" 
view, where the future is genuinely open and not yet actualized (Peck, 2022). 

A temporal God who learns and responds as the future becomes actual is a direct contradiction 
of the timeless, immutable God of classical theism. For the classical theist, a God who changes 
in knowledge (i.e., comes to know something new as it happens) is an imperfect God, as this 
implies a prior state of not-knowing (Mullins, 2020). The classical God’s knowledge is perfect, 
complete, and static. For the open theist, a God who does not experience time and an open future 
cannot be a truly personal and relational being. Such a God would be more like a cosmic observer 
than an interactive participant (Lebens, 2021). 

The concept of divine risk is impossible for an atemporal God with exhaustive foreknowledge. 
Risk requires an uncertain outcome. For Oord, this risk is the very essence of love. For the 
classical theist, God’s plan is sovereign and certain, even if it incorporates creaturely freedom. 
The attempt to reconcile these positions is futile. One cannot have both a timelessly known, 
settled future and a genuinely open, risky future. The choice of one model of divine temporality 
necessarily excludes the other, once again demonstrating the irreconcilable nature of the two 
theological systems.  William Craig (2008) argues that God is temporal since creation, entering 
time in relation to the universe while remaining timeless without it. He defends a dynamic theory 
of time (A-theory), maintaining that God experiences temporal succession alongside creation. 
Alan Rhoda (2011) contends that God is essentially temporal, always existing within time rather 
than outside it. He supports an open and dynamic view of the future, where God knows 
possibilities rather than a fixed, determinate timeline. 

Providence and Theodicy: Sovereign Control versus Co-Creative Response 

The culmination of these differences in omnipotence, divine nature, and temporality is found in 
the doctrines of providence and theodicy. How God governs the world and responds to evil is the 
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practical outworking of these foundational metaphysical commitments. Here, the final and most 
visible difference between classical theism and Oord’s project becomes clear. 

Classical Providence: The Unfailing Sovereignty of the Divine Plan 

In classical theism, divine providence is the doctrine that God sovereignly governs all things to 
their appointed end. Despite the reality of creaturely freedom and the occurrence of evil, God’s 
ultimate purposes cannot be thwarted. God’s sovereignty is absolute. Providence may be 
exercised through "primary causality," where God is the ultimate cause of all that happens, and 
"secondary causality," where God works through the free choices and natural processes of the 
created order. Even when evil occurs, it is said to be "permitted" by God and is ultimately woven 
into the divine plan for a greater good (Fergusson, 2010). 

Theodicy in this framework seeks to provide morally sufficient reasons for why an omnipotent and 
omnibenevolent God would permit such evils. The free-will defense argues that the value of 
genuine freedom outweighs the risk of its misuse. The soul-making theodicy argues that suffering 
and struggle are necessary for moral and spiritual development. Through facing challenges, 
individuals cultivate virtues such as courage, compassion, and resilience. Without adversity, there 
would be limited opportunity for genuine personal growth or the formation of a mature moral 
character. In all these cases, the underlying assumption is that God is in control. 
God could intervene but refrains from doing so for a higher purpose. The mystery of suffering lies 
in the inscrutability of the divine will, not in a limitation of divine power. 

Oord’s Theodicy of Uncontrolling Love: The Necessary Consequence of Freedom 

Oord’s (2015) theodicy, which he calls the "essential kenosis" model, offers a starkly different 
explanation. As established, Oord argues that God’s nature of uncontrolling love makes it 
metaphysically impossible for God to unilaterally prevent evil. Therefore, evil is not something 
God permits but something God cannot prevent without violating God’s own essential being (and 
the freedom granted to creation). Suffering and evil are the tragic but necessary risks inherent in 
a universe created by a God of love who desires genuine relationship and co-creation. 
Providence, in this model, is not sovereign control but the relentless, persuasive call of God 
towards love, beauty, and goodness. God does not micromanage the universe but works within 
it, with and through creaturely agents, to bring about redemption and healing (Nürnberger, 2018). 
God’s response to evil is not to have prevented it from a position of power, but to suffer with the 
victims and work persuasively to overcome it. The efficacy of prayer is not in compelling an 
unwilling God to act, but in aligning oneself with God’s persuasive love to become an agent of 
that love in the world (Watt, 2023). This framework, Oord argues, provides a more coherent and 
satisfying explanation for gratuitous evil—evil that serves no greater purpose—because it does 
not need to be justified as part of a divine plan. It is simply the result of creaturely choices in a 
world God cannot control. 

Analysis of Incompatibility: A God Who Permits versus a God Who Cannot Prevent 

The core of the incompatibility is captured in this distinction: a God who permits evil versus a God 
who cannot prevent it. The God of classical theism is a sovereign who allows rebellion within the 
kingdom for reasons that ultimately serve the king’s purpose. The God of Oord’s theology is a 
loving parent who has given the children such radical freedom that the parent cannot stop them 
from harming themselves and others. 
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From a classical standpoint, Oord’s God appears diminished, even impotent, in the face of evil. 
The concept of a God who "cannot" prevent a catastrophe raises profound questions about divine 
sovereignty and ultimate hope (Steenkamp, 2020). Classical theism finds comfort in the belief 
that, no matter how chaotic things appear, God is ultimately in control and the divine plan will 
prevail. Oord’s theology sacrifices this certainty for the sake of a more relatable, less morally 
culpable God. From Oord’s perspective, the classical God appears morally monstrous a being 
who could stop horrific suffering with a mere thought but chooses not to. He rejects the "greater 
good" justifications as speculative and pastorally inadequate in the face of intense, gratuitous 
suffering (Macallan, 2020). By redefining omnipotence, Oord seeks to preserve divine goodness.  
By redefining omnipotence as non-coercive rather than all-controlling, Oord safeguards God’s 
goodness by removing responsibility for evil. However, this shift limits traditional divine 
sovereignty, portraying God as unable to unilaterally determine outcomes in the classical sense. 

The two theodicies are built on mutually exclusive premises about God’s power and nature. One 
cannot logically hold that God both can and cannot unilaterally prevent evil. One cannot affirm 
both that God’s plan is sovereignly guaranteed and that the future is genuinely open and risky. 
The choice of one system necessitates the rejection of the other. They are not variations on a 
theme but two different theological symphonies. 

Conclusion 

This systematic analysis has demonstrated that the theological system of Thomas Jay Oord, 
centered on the concept of uncontrolling, kenotic love, is fundamentally and irreconcilably 
incompatible with the core tenets of classical theism. The chasm between the two is not superficial 
but metaphysical, touching the very definition of God’s being and action in the world. Across the 
doctrines of omnipotence, divine nature, temporality, and providence, the two systems present 
contradictory and mutually exclusive claims. 

Classical theism offers a God of absolute power, whose perfection entails immutability, 
impassibility, and atemporal knowledge of a sovereignly controlled, settled reality. Oord’s 
relational theism presents a God whose power is necessarily persuasive, whose loving nature 
entails vulnerability, passibility, and temporal engagement with an open, risky future. The classical 
God chooses not to prevent evil for reasons of a greater good, while Oord’s God cannot prevent 
evil due to the constraints of love itself. The classical God is a timeless, unchanging monarch; 
Oord’s God is a temporal, responsive partner. 

To suggest that Oord’s work is merely a "reinterpretation" or "development" of the classical 
tradition is to misunderstand the radical nature of his project. His redefinitions of core divine 
attributes are so profound that they constitute a different concept of God altogether. While his 
framework may offer a compelling emotional and philosophical resolution to the problem of evil 
for some, it achieves this by systematically dismantling the metaphysical architecture of classical 
theism. The God who emerges is not the Actus Purus of Augustine, Aquinas and Calvin but a 
dynamic, relational, and passible being more aligned with process thought and open theism (Oord 
& Schwartz, 2020:236). 

Ultimately, the theological community is presented with a choice, not a continuum. The choice is 
between the God of classical theism, with all its metaphysical strength and its difficult questions 
about divine permission of evil, and the God of Oord’s relational theism, with its pastoral appeal 
and its challenging questions about divine sovereignty and ultimate control. The two frameworks 
appear difficult to reconcile within a single coherent metaphysical system. This article has argued 
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that the divide is deep, consistent, and, from a logical and metaphysical standpoint, irreconcilable. 
Acknowledging this chasm is the first and most crucial step toward a clear and honest theological 
engagement with both traditions. 

The primary limitation of this study is its exclusive focus on theoretical and metaphysical doctrinal 
comparisons, which precludes an examination of how these divergent theological frameworks 
impact pastoral care and the lived experience. However, future research should investigate the 
practical implications of Oord’s kenotic theism versus classical theism, specifically analyzing how 
each model shapes believers' psychological resilience and spiritual coping mechanisms in the 
face of suffering.  
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