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Forward 
 
To the esteemed members of the Commission on Doctrinal PurityÉ  
 
 As a missionary to the Middle East, IÕve spent countless hours observing the way 
indigenous Arabic speaking peoples discuss the issues of the day over tea and coffee in 
sidewalk cafes. The passion with which they discuss matters important to them is evident 
in their body language. Hands waving, eyes intent, voice inflections and volume all betray 
an intense love for lively debate and interaction. Rarely do people in this part of the world 
adopt a neutral position about anything! I find this curiously similar to the discussion 
presently underway among Evangelicals over what has come to be labeled Òopen theism.Ó 
Walk into any local Bible Study group, Sunday School class, or ministers conference and 
say the words Òopen theismÓ and youÕll not likely need to change the topic of discussion for 
lack of interest or boredom. Open theism has people talking and doing so quite 
passionately. 
 
 ItÕs a pleasure and a challenge to present on my own initiative this account of my views 
to the members of the Commission on Doctrinal Purity. This paper is a reworking of 
comments previously submitted to my home district, the Potomac District, in January 2002. 
My aim is to provide an account of the claims of open theism and to argue that this view, 
though it runs contrary to the historical consensus of believers, does not in fact 
compromise our fundamental truths, nor does it pose a threat to the essential unity of our 
Fellowship, our Pentecostal experience and theology of the Spirit, or our passion and 
vision as a missionary movement. 
 
 I read Dr. Edgar LeeÕs recent article in the August 2002 issue of Enrichment Journal 
with great interest. IÕd like to express appreciation to the Board of Directors for addressing 
this issue and special thanks to Dr. Lee for his thought-provoking comments and kind 
personal correspondence. Though I as an open theist disagree with Dr. Lee on several key 
points regarding his appraisal of the open view, I was challenged by his arguments. In light 
of his article, then, as well as the increasing popularity of the open view and the intensity of 
the opposition it faces, I offer this account of my views in the hope of furthering discussion 
and research as well as securing our FellowshipÕs acceptance of the open view as one of 
several possible views on how God is believed to possess exhaustive foreknowledge of all 
things and what is the nature of the sovereignty which God exercises over creation in the 
fulfilling of his purposes. 
 
 One might inquire why, when the Assemblies of God has no official position regarding 
open theism, I feel it necessary to address my views to the Commission on Doctrinal 
Purity. I do so precisely because the Assemblies of God has no official position at this time 
and in the sincere desire to be one influence among many for encouraging our Fellowship 
to come out on the side of continuing dialogue, loving tolerance, and diversity in non-
essentials. 
 
Tom Belt 
Beirut, Lebanon 
Summer 2002 
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ÒMr. Belt  has writ ten a clear sum m ary of the openness posit ion, art iculated some of the m ain 
crit icism s leveled against  it , and provided cogent  responses to these crit icism s. He presents 
what  Ôm ainst ream Õ open theists aff irm . He has done a fine job of art iculat ing a statem ent  with 
which I  concur. As one of the leading scholars of the open m odel I 'm  delighted to recom m end 
it  to you.Ó 
Joh n  San der s 
Professor of Philosophy & Religion,  Hunt ington College, and author of The God Who 
Risks:  A Theology of Providence. 
 
 
ÒTom  Belt  has done an excellent  job in sum m arizing open theism . He has stated the view 
accurately and has corrected num erous m isinterpretat ions and distort ions by crit ics of the 
v iew. Where open theists differ am ong them selves on som e points, he has noted this and has 
m ade a responsible choice am ong the differing interpretat ions. His work should be of great  
assistance to the Assem blies of God as they seek to understand and assess this m ovem ent .Ó 
W i l l i am  Hask er  
Professor Emeritus of Philosophy, Hunt ington College, author of God, Tim e, and 
Knowl edge, and editor of Faith and Philosophy. 
 
 
ÒThis essay by Belt  is on target  as far as I 'm  concerned and will help to explain what  openness 
theism is aboutÉ .Ó 
Clar k  Pin n ock  
Professor of Systemat ic Theology, McMaster Div init y College, author of 
A Wideness in GodÕs Mercy, Flam e of Love, and coauthor of The Openness of God. 
 
 
ÒWhat an excellent  art icle:  well-writ ten, well- inform ed, and gracious in spir it .Ó 
Dav id  Basin ger  
Professor of Philosophy, Roberts Wesleyan College, author of Divine Power in Process 
Theism :  A Philosophical Crit ique, and coauthor of The Openness of God. 
 
 
ÒOver the last  several years I  have read or heard that  we open theists deny God's om niscience 
and sovereignty. I 've read we believe in a Ônail bit ing godÕ who can only hope for the best  in 
the future. I 've read we don't  affirm  inerrancy, we deny m iracles, and we supposedly hold to a 
ÔprocessÕ view of God. For an open theist  such as myself, these charges are disconcert ing. For, 
in point  of fact , they have nothing to do with what open theists actually believe. 
 
ÒTom  Belt 's essay is a refreshing cont rast  to all of this. Mr. Belt  understands open theism 
accurately -  indeed, profoundly. With adm irable clarity he shows that  the uniqueness of the 
open view is not  about the nature of God's foreknowledge, but  about it s understanding of 
realit y as containing possibilit ies. He succinct ly dem onst rates that  the open view is deeply 
rooted in Scripture and that  it  v iews God as having at  least  as m uch provident ial cont rol in the 
world as classical Arm inianism .Ó 
Gr ego r y  A. Boy d  
Professor of Theology, Bethel College, and author of God of the Possible, God at  War:  
The Bible and Spiritual Conflict , and Satan and the Problem  of Evil:  Const ruct ing a 
Trinitarian Warfare Worldview.  
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Open Theism and the Assemblies of God 
Thomas Belt 

Assembly of God Missionary 
Beirut, Lebanon, Summer 2002 

 
 
What the open view is1 
Open theism attempts to articulate an understanding of GodÕs relationship to creation that 
is biblically sound, philosophically convincing, and existentially fulfilling. In the simplest 
terms, the open view claims that the future is partly settled (that is, partly composed of 
certainties) and partly open (that is, partly composed of possibilities) and that God, being 
omniscient, knows it as such. 
 
 Traditional, or classical, theism has understood GodÕs omniscience to mean God 
knows from eternity all that shall ever come to pass. In such a view the future is from 
eternity exhaustively definite (settled or certain) from GodÕs point of view. He knows all of 
history as one definite story line. Calvinists have argued that the future is exhaustively 
settled in the will of God, i.e., God knows all that shall come to pass because he 
determines all that comes to pass. Arminians, on the other hand, have argued that the 
future is exhaustively settled in the mind of God, i.e., God does not predetermine all things 
but rather is eternally informed of all that will come to pass (either by virtue of timeless 
existence, some argue, or by virtue of middle knowledge, as argued by Molinists). 
Traditional Arminians argue that such foreknowledge provides God a providential 
advantage in ruling the world and achieving his purposes since it enables him to determine 
what his own actions are to be and so guarantee the desired outcomes. One such model 
of foreknowledge popular among Arminians, known as simple-foreknowledge, will be 
addressed later in this paper. 
 
 What is important to note for now, however, is that though Calvinists and Arminians 
disagree about how much of the future may be determined by God, both agree that God 
possesses Òexhaustively definite foreknowledgeÓ of the future (EDF). That is, God faces 
only ÒcertaintiesÓ about what will happen as the future unfolds. He does not face any of the 
future as Òpossibly this may happenÓ or Òpossibly that may happen,Ó for all of history 
eternally exists in his mind as Òdefinitely thisÓ and Òdefinitely not that.Ó 
 
 The open view suggests another model for understanding how and in what sense God 
knows the future exhaustively.2 Though it agrees with Calvinists that God can and does 
unconditionally predetermine future events, it disagrees that God has decided to determine 
all the future in this way. It also disagrees with Arminians that God simply foreknows past, 
present, and future. Open theists agree that the future is as determined and settled as 
Scripture claims it is3 and as open and unresolved as Scripture claims it is. A fully biblical 
understanding of this issue, then, would affirm both motifs. The future is composed of both 
ÒcertaintiesÓ and Òpossibilities,Ó and God, being omniscient, knows it as such. The heart of 
the open view, then, is this belief that God faces genuine possibilities. Possibilities possess 
ontological status with God as possibilities. 
 



 5 

What the open view is not 
Does the belief that God faces possibilities as well as certainties mean God is less than 
omniscient? Some have insisted that this is exactly what the open view essentially 
amounts to, the denial of omniscience and the undermining of divine sovereignty.4 
 
 Allow me the opportunity to argue that this is not the case. The open view agrees with 
the orthodox belief that it is impossible that God should either fail to believe anything that is 
true or that he should believe any falsehood. In its scope GodÕs knowledge is exhaustive, 
encompassing the totality of reality, and in its nature it is infallible. To doubt that open 
theists maintain this is to not understand the open view. Open theists insist that God is 
omniscient, meaning he knows all of reality exactly as it is. Is there any other way to know 
it? Certainly not. GodÕs knowledge, in other words, is co-terminous with reality. Whatever 
reality is, God necessarily knows it perfectly. Whatever truths exist, God knows them 
perfectly. Whatever the future is, God knows it perfectly. 
 
 The question is not whether or not God is omniscient, the question is, What is the 
nature of the reality which God omnisciently knows? The point has nothing to do with the 
scope or perfection of GodÕs knowledge, but rather with the ontological status of the 
future.5 Are possibilities real? Traditional theism (whether in its Calvinistic or Arminian 
form) denies that possibilities are real for God, for he eternally knows the future 
exhaustively as what shall come to pass and eternally possesses this knowledge as an 
immutable attribute. Open theists on the other hand insist (primarily on biblical grounds) 
that possibilities are real for God, not because God is other than omniscient, but because 
creation is other than exhaustively definite. Because creation is dynamic and not static, 
God is seen as dynamically omniscient. His knowledge of the universe changes as the 
universe changes.6 Besides being widely confirmed by science, such an understanding of 
creation, I believe, leads to an understanding of God and his relationship to us that is more 
exalted and awe-inspiring than the traditional view. 
 
 However, if the future already exists Òout thereÓ somewhere in some unknown 
dimension of time7, open theists agree of course that God would know it in that sense. On 
the other hand, if the future is unformed as such8, then our future free choices simply 
arenÕt there to view, and to suggest that such choices are not eternally known by God as 
what will certainly be is in no way a denial of his omniscience. Open theists might 
justifiably ask, presuming that creation is dynamic and possibilities are ontologically real, 
whether or not it is the traditional view that limits the scope and perfection of GodÕs 
knowledge by denying that he knows creation as comprising both certainties and 
possibilities. This all underscores the open view contention that this debate is essentially 
not about the doctrine of GodÕs knowledge but about the doctrine of creation. The open 
view argues that God is temporally eternal and not absolutely timeless9 and that our future 
free choices do not yet exist in any objective sense of the word for an omniscient being to 
know. Hence, God does not eternally know such choices as what ÒwillÓ come to pass but 
as what Òmight and might not come to pass.Ó10 We deny God knows such choices as 
definite only because we deny they exist as definite. Again, the argument is not related to 
differing definitions of omniscience, but to different understandings of the reality which God 
infallibly knows. 
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 As for the claim that the open view entails the denial of divine sovereignty, open theists 
happily disagree (as do all Arminians) with the Calvinistic model that views God as all-
determining and sovereignty as absolute and exhaustively meticulous control of the details 
of history. The Bible does not lead one to conclude that God exercises this kind of control 
over the world. On the open model, God exercises a general sovereignty over creation, 
allowing us freedom to say ÒnoÓ as well as ÒyesÓ to his will.11 This entails the fact that God 
might not always get what he wants (e.g., Lk 7.30; 13.34; 2Pt 3.9). True, GodÕs ultimate 
purposes for creation cannot be jeopardized by any one individual (because our freedom, 
though real, is finite), but GodÕs purposes for individuals can fail to come to pass if those 
individuals choose not to cooperate with God. With this much Arminians would agree. The 
open view continues, however, in insisting that human choices to cooperate or not 
cooperate cannot exist as a foregone conclusion in the mind of God (though they are 
eternally known to God as possible outcomes). 
 
 Along these lines, in my view Dr. Ed Lee fundamentally misunderstands the open view 
when he claims ÒÉto suggest that GodÕs providence is only general in nature, or that God 
is reduced to changing His plans when His creatures act, or that there are events in the 
future that God does not know is a major departure from the classical theology of both 
Calvinism and Arminianism.Ó12 This would indeed be a major fault if it open theists believed 
it. But open theists do not argue that GodÕs providence is ÒonlyÓ general in nature, or that 
God is ÒreducedÓ to changing his plans when creatures act, or that there ÒareÓ (that is, 
Òthere existÓ) events in the future that God does not know. Arminianism has always 
believed God exercises a general rather than a meticulous sovereignty, and open theists 
agree with this. We also agree that God is not limited to exercising such general 
sovereignty. He is perfectly free to intervene miraculously on occasion in highly specific 
ways, controlling whatever minutia he wishes to control. We only disagree that this is the 
only, or even the characteristic way, God has chosen to relate to us. 
 
 Neither is God ÒreducedÓ to changing his mind when we act, as Lee suggests is the 
case with the open view. On the contrary, open theists only insist that God is free to 
change his mind if he wishes to. He is not bound or ÒreducedÓ to having to do so. 
Examples of this would include God changing his mind regarding his declared intention to 
destroy Israel in response to MosesÕ intercession (Ex. 32.14), GodÕs decision to change his 
mind regarding HezekiahÕs fatal illness, ÒaddingÓ fifteen years to his life in response to 
HezekiahÕs plea (1Ki 20.1-6), and GodÕs own declaration of his willingness to change 
previously declared plans and intentions in response to people (Jer. 18.1-10). See also 
Joel 2.12-13 which celebrates GodÕs willingness to change previously declared intentions 
in response to us as an attribute worthy of worship. 
 
 Lastly, Dr. LeeÕs comment, ÒGod knows every detail of the futureÉ and does not have 
to change His plans with every human decisionÓ again misunderstands the claims of the 
open view. No open theist claims that God ÒhasÓ to change his plans with ÒeveryÓ human 
decision. The question is, Has God created the sort of world in which he is free to change 
his mind if he wishes, and secondly, what is implied about GodÕs knowledge of the future if 
God is believed to possess this freedom and described in Scripture as exercising it? No 
one is suggesting God has created the sort of world in which he ÒhasÓ to change his mind 
with ÒeveryÓ human decision. 
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 Let me offer an analogy of the present disagreement. Suppose you and I are standing 
in a large room full of several hundred people. You study the room and say that there are 
two hundred fifty people in attendance. I say there are only two hundred people present. 
What are we disagreeing about? WeÕre disagreeing about how many people are in the 
room. But we both agree that God knows the exact number of people in the room. You 
believe God knows there are two hundred fifty people present while I believe God knows 
there are only two hundred people present. You believe God knows there are more people 
present than I do. Does this mean you believe God is omniscient and I do not? Does it 
mean you believe God is greater than I do because you believe he knows there are more 
people in the room than I do? WouldnÕt it be silly of you to accuse me of taking away from 
GodÕs glory and greatness because I disagree with you about how many people God 
knows are in the room? 
 
 This is analogous to the debate over omniscience. Despite claims to the contrary, it is 
not about whether God is God or whether or not GodÕs omniscience is exhaustive in its 
scope or infallible in its operation. It is about the ÒeverythingÓ which we both agree God 
knows. It is about the ÒcontentsÓ of the room. LetÕs imagine the room is called ÒrealityÓ and 
letÕs imagine that all past, present, and future realities are in the room. We may disagree 
about what future ÒrealityÓ is or about the specific nature of these realities (are they 
contingent or not?), but we do not disagree that omniscience means God knows exactly 
what is there even if we may disagree. (This whole dialogue would be catapulted forward if 
opponents of the open view would grant that open theists believe what open theists 
themselves insist is the case, that GodÕs omniscience is exhaustive in scope and perfect in 
its nature. This is not likely to happen, though, since branding open theists as Òdeniers of 
omniscienceÓ helps discredit open theists among people who donÕt know better, which I 
fear is what the more vocal opponents of the open view are interested in.) 
 
 So what about the future? Does all that will ever come to pass exist in the room? Does 
the future in this definite sense exist Òout thereÓ in some dimension of time unknown to us? 
Does God see the future in a way analogous to how we see the past, as already definite? 
Most of us grew up believing this. But there are good reasons for us to reconsider whether 
or not this is really true. The important thing to remember, however, is that both those who 
say the future (viz., all that will come to pass) is in the room and those who say itÕs not in 
the room in this sense (for the future is at least partly comprised of what Òmay and may 
notÓ come to pass) agree that since God is omniscient he knows exactly whatÕs in the 
room. Thus, in terms of the definition of Òomniscience,Ó including its exhaustive scope and 
its infallible nature, open theists are perfectly orthodox. The debate is about the nature and 
scope of creation and not about GodÕs knowledge.13 
 
The God-world relationship has ÒintegrityÓ 
God speaks of the future in terms of what ÒmayÓ and Òmay notÓ happen. He Òregrets,Ó 
Ògrieves,Ó and Òchanges his mind.Ó He speaks conditionally of the future and experiences 
unfulfilled expectations.14 He can be prevailed upon in prayer and is open to (not ÒreducedÓ 
to) adopting new courses of action in response to changing circumstances. What are we to 
make of such descriptions of God? Admittedly, God does not Òchange like shifting 
shadows.Ó His character is unchanging and holy, but Scripture certainly attests to his being 
virtuously flexible and open to change in his relations to creation and his response to us. 
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 Among the most common arguments used against the open view is the claim that 
descriptions of God Òchanging his mindÓ and speaking of the future in terms of what ÒmayÓ 
and Òmay notÓ happen are anthropomorphic or phenomenological and therefore describe 
God not as he is but only as he appears to us to be. Lee represents this approach: 
 

The first group of texts cited [those that suggest the future is to some extent open to 
possibilities] that seem to show God dumbfounded before His creatures is most easily 
understood in the sense of GodÕs accommodating himself to limited human 
understanding. These texts employ gripping anthropomorphisms in which God is 
presented as though He was a human person in face-to-face relationships. In so doing, 
they also dramatically demonstrate that God wonderfully and personally relates to 
human beings in real time and space. 

 
 Allow me a couple of comments. First, the open view does not claim that openness 
passages ever portray God as Òdumbfounded.Ó ÒDumbfoundedÓ means Òso shocked that 
you cannot speak.Ó No open theist I have read or dialogue with has suggested such 
behavior may ever be appropriately attributed of God. In fact, such a belief is expressly 
ruled out by the open view. Secondly, open theists argue that the descriptions in question 
are not anthropomorphic in the strict literary sense as are descriptions of GodÕs Òeyes,Ó 
Òarms,Ó or Òface.Ó But even if we grant that the descriptions in question are 
anthropomorphic in this sense, they nonetheless remain, as all anthropomorphisms do, 
Òreality-depictingÓ15 descriptions of God. 
 
 Thus, even as a literary anthropomorphism, ÒGod changes his mindÓ communicates 
some truth about the divine side of the God-world relationship.16 This relatedness 
possesses an integrity to it that is difficult if not impossible to account for if it is also true 
that God is incapable of changing his mind, experiencing unfulfilled expectations, or facing 
a partly open future as Scripture describes him. Such descriptions, whether strictly 
anthropomorphic or not, possess a two-way contingency that accounts for their revelatory 
character. Granted, GodÕs transcendence may certainly mean he is more than these 
descriptions reveal him to be (that is, God is not reduced to what these passages reveal), 
but neither is God less than or contrary to what these passages reveal him to be. The 
question is, What do these descriptions reveal about God? 
 
 Thirdly, I donÕt see at all how the openness passages are, as Lee contends, Òmost 
easilyÓ understood as literary anthropomorphisms. This seems to me to be a most difficult 
option to embrace. As anthropomorphisms, Lee suggests, such passages are existentially 
ÒgrippingÓ (which I agree they are) and that God is Òaccommodating himself to our limited 
understanding.Ó But Lee immediately discredits this by claiming to possess an 
understanding of God that is sufficiently free from the limitations which, he admits, require 
God to use metaphorical speech in the first place.17 What then remains ÒgrippingÓ about 
the BibleÕs description of God as experiencing unfulfilled expectations (Is. 5.1-4; Jer. 3.6-7, 
19-20) or of genuinely changing his mind? Once I claim to know the truth that these 
passages portray God as relating and acting in ways not possible for him, they no longer 
function to bring me into Òwonderful and personal relationship.Ó I of course agree that such 
passages are gripping, but only if they are believed to be true. For relating personally 
requires that personal self-disclosures genuinely reveal what they claim to reveal about a 
person, otherwise the relationship is predicated on mere appearances and not on truth. 
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Thus, the intimacy with God which Lee correctly believes such passages invite us into is to 
be predicated upon their truthfully communicating something about the divine as well as 
the human side of the relationship. 
 
 More work needs to be done in the area of anthropomorphic language. The only 
concluding point which space allows me to mention here is that calling the BibleÕs open 
motif ÒanthropomorphicÓ doesnÕt really say anything to dismiss the open view. On the 
contrary, it creates its own set of problems for the traditional view. 
 
What about simple-foreknowledge?18 
What of the popular claim made by many Arminians that God simply ÒpreviewsÓ (as it 
were) all of history? He doesnÕt determine or cause all that happens, he simply ÒseesÓ it 
timelessly. On this view, our choices are free in the libertarian sense (viz., we could do 
other than we do), but God sees them timelessly and so eternally knows all that will ever 
come to pass. This view of GodÕs foreknowledge (rather than the Calvinistic view of an 
unconditional and all-determining divine decree) is that view most prominent among 
Assemblies of God ministers and laypersons. IÕm personally unable to hold to such a view 
of GodÕs foreknowledge for several reasons: 
 

¥ First, it is incompatible with libertarian free will. Though there are those who argue 
that no contradiction exists in the claim that God eternally foreknows as definite our 
free choices, IÕm inclined to side with those who argue otherwise.19 

 
¥ Secondly, I believe it to be unscriptural. Scripture portrays God as sometimes 

Òchanging his mindÓ in response to human actions, expecting what does not come 
to pass (e.g., Isa. 5.1-4; Jer. 3.6-7, 19-20), speaking conditionally about the future 
(e.g., Ex. 13.17; Jer. 26), and testing people Òto knowÓ what is in their hearts. 
However, if the future is eternally settled in the mind of God, it becomes impossible, 
in my view, to understand such descriptions as truthful depictions of GodÕs 
relatedness to us and we are left with no option but to view GodÕs speaking in such 
ways as disingenuous. 

 
¥ Thirdly, the simple-foreknowledge model affords no providential value whatsoever. 

If God timelessly knows all of history in the sense argued by advocates of simple-
foreknowledge, then he knows his own as well as our choices, and he knows them 
in one single, timeless sweep. He does not acquire this knowledge in stages; he 
timelessly possesses it as an attribute. In this case, simple-foreknowledge provides 
God no providential advantage in governing the universe for the simple reason that 
God cannot intervene into the story line of history on the basis of such knowledge or 
access such knowledge in an attempt to determine what his own actions are to be. 
This includes attempting to prevent undesired events or to bring about what he does 
desire, warning and guiding people, and prophesying future events. What is 
foreknown, according to this view, is what actually happens and by definition is 
already the result of whatever has or has not been done to influence it. Such 
knowledge cannot then also be the basis of such interaction for the simple reason 
that this knowledge comes to God too late (logically speaking) for God to use in 
influencing outcomes.20 
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 For example, let us say God timelessly knows that Susan will be in a fatal car 
accident on her 21st birthday. Granted, this knowledge does not cause her death or 
determine her choice to go driving with her friends. WeÕre only talking here about 
whether or not timelessly definite foreknowledge provides God a basis upon which 
he is able to act providentially. Can God use his knowledge of SusanÕs death to 
warn Susan not to go driving? Can God act in a miraculous way to prevent this 
accident? In fact, can God do anything on the basis of his knowledge that Susan will 
die to prevent her from dying? The answer to these questions is, of course, that 
God cannot intervene on the basis of simple-foreknowledge in order to prevent this 
event from happening. Since GodÕs foreknowledge is infallible, what he foreknows 
will happen will indeed happen. Not even God can act in order to change what he 
infallibly knows will come to pass. Simple-foreknowledge, if it existed, would be 
useless to God in preventing foreknown evil and other undesired events. 

 
 The same thing applies to GodÕs acting to bring about some event he wishes 
should happen. Why? Because by the time God foreknows what will happen, itÕs 
logically too late to make use of this knowledge in order to bring about this event. 
The foreknown event is already the result of whatever divine influence contributed 
to bringing it about. It cannot also be the basis of that influence. On the simple-
foreknowledge view, everything that God knows he knows timelessly. He doesnÕt 
gain his knowledge of the future in stages. Therefore, if God were to timelessly 
possess exhaustively definite knowledge of past, present, and future, such 
knowledge could not provide him a basis upon which to determine how to act in 
ways not also timelessly foreknown by him. Thus, there is nothing a God who 
possesses simple-foreknowledge can do that a God who does not possess such 
foreknowledge cannot also do.21 In truth, whatever might be the reciprocal nature of 
the relationship between GodÕs actions and ours within the foreknowledge of God, 
the simple-foreknowledge model offers us no help whatsoever in understanding it. 
In my exposure to advocates of simple-foreknowledge, it appears the chief reason 
they hold to this model is because of the perceived providential advantage they 
believe it gives God and the perceived basis for trust in God they believe it gives 
them. But once the providential uselessness of simple-foreknowledge is faced, and 
the providential advantage of infinite intelligence (to be discussed immediately) is 
understood, one can continue trusting God with the added benefit of not having to 
embrace beliefs which explain nothing. 

 
¥ Lastly, the integrity of divine-human relations and GodÕs knowledge of tensed facts 

require, in my view, the abandonment of the timeless view of God in favor of 
temporal eternity.22 God engages in real relations with a changing temporal world 
and so has perfect knowledge of tensed facts. These entail his being temporal. I 
would also argue, though the open view does not require it, that the integrity of 
GodÕs triune personhood suggests there is in some sense of the words a ÒbeforeÓ 
and an ÒafterÓ that characterize GodÕs own inner triune life irrespective of his relating 
to creation23Ñ the eternal, loving fellowship that exists between Father, Son, and 
Spirit and that constitutes GodÕs own experience and enjoyment of himself. God is 
not an Òeternal, unblinking, cosmic stareÓ24; he is from eternity actively self-related 
and personal. 
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Who is really limiting God in th is debate? GodÕs ÒInfinite IntelligenceÓ 
Is not a God who faces ÒpossibilitiesÓ as well as ÒcertaintiesÓ less able to achieve what he 
wants? Is not such a God weakened in his ability to deal with his enemies and to 
overcome opposition? Is not such a God less great and glorious than one who faces only 
certainties about the future? Not at all. GodÕs ability to deal with what happens is not in the 
least affected by the fact that he faces a future comprised of ÒpossibilitiesÓ and ÒcertaintiesÓ 
as opposed to one comprised exclusively of Òcertainties.Ó 
 
 The answer lies in appreciating how very intelligent God is. God is infinitely intelligent. 
And if we dwell on this a bit weÕll see how powerful an idea it is and appreciate its 
explanatory force. As an infinitely intelligent person, God would eternally foreknow all 
possibilities, all the possible story lines and trajectories, including all the possible 
responses he might give and all the possible counter-responses of people. Being infinitely 
intelligent, God is able to attend to a trillion such possibilities as if each possibility was the 
only thing that could happen.25 When an event which was only possible becomes actual, 
open theists insist that God was perfectly and eternally aware that things might happen 
this way and so was perfectly and eternally prepared for this, no less prepared than if this 
was the only thing God had to contemplate from all eternity. 
 
 We humans possess finite intelligence. This means that our ability to think, plan, and 
prepare for the future is limited if we face possibilities as opposed to certainties. For 
example, if we have only one certainty to prepare for, that certainty receives 100% of our 
intelligence and attention. But suppose we have ten, fifty, or a hundred possibilities to 
contemplate. We are necessarily less prepared for them, for our intelligence is divided by 
ten, fifty, or a hundred. It becomes more difficult for us to attend to possibilities the greater 
their number because of our finiteness. 
 
 But God is infinitely intelligent, meaning his intelligence doesnÕt get Òspread thinÓ or 
Òdivided amongÓ all the possibilities he attends to. He can bring all his attention and 
preparation to bear on each one of any number of possibilities and not be any less 
prepared than if he were to anticipate only one certain outcome. Whether God eternally 
knows X as one certain outcome or whether he eternally foreknows that X is one of a 
million possible outcomes only one of which will happen, it makes no difference. God is 
equally prepared for X either way. Though we would be placed at a great disadvantage in 
such a circumstance, God is not. In the open view26, then, God does not under-know the 
future, he over-knows it, quite contrary to what opponents of the open view argue. This is a 
crucial supporting argument open theists claim helps account for GodÕs providential care of 
the world, but it is almost entirely overlooked by opponents of the open view.27 
 
 Consider the game of chess as an analogy. Suppose I challenge Kasparov to a match. 
Kasparov doesnÕt possess definite foreknowledge of my moves, but he does possess 
knowledge of the possible moves I may make (and in certain circumstances throughout the 
match he will be able to predict with certainty some of my moves). Because he is far more 
intelligent than I am, he is able to anticipate and prepare ahead of time adequate 
responses to any move I may make. Is there then any question about who is in control of 
the game? Is there any question about who will win? None whatsoever. Kasparov is not 
put at any disadvantage whatsoever by having to consider possibilities as opposed to 
certainties. How much more would this be the case if, for example, I were challenging God 
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to a chess match? Who fears that God might lose the match if he were asked to attend to 
possible moves and responses in addition to certain moves and responses? Who is really 
limiting God in this debate? 
 
 Let us grant for the sake of argument, however, that Kasparov does possess a printout 
of the entire match, including all of my and his moves, in a manner analogous to simple-
foreknowledge. Would this knowledge give Kasparov any advantage? Would he be able to 
make use of this knowledge in order to determine his moves ahead of time? The answer, 
of course, is no. ThereÕs absolutely no advantage to be gained by Kasparov (and some 
problems created) by his having definite foreknowledge of every move in the game. On the 
contrary, such knowledge could not at all explain how it is that Kasparov is able to prepare 
for the game or how he is able to interact during the game. 
 

Does God play chess? There are three reasons for believing this is a good analogy of 
the way God relates to us: 
 

¥ First, as weÕve already seen, if God possessed timeless knowledge of every move I 
make in life, it would do him no good. He could not use this knowledge to strategize, 
plan, or respond to any of my moves, for every move he ever makes is equally 
foreknown in the one timeless act of knowing. Timeless knowledge is providentially 
useless. 

 
¥ Secondly, in the open view, possibilities give God room to move and act, room 

which timeless knowledge cannot provide. It accounts for how we actually live our 
lives and relate to God as well as for how God is able to act providentially in the 
world. 

 
¥ Thirdly, GodÕs glory and greatness are increased if we understand him as infinitely 

intelligent and facing a partly open future. Who is more gloriousÑ a God who 
timelessly faces a future he can do nothing about, or a God who achieves his 
purposes by perfectly knowing and preparing for all possible futures? Who do we 
admire moreÑ a chess player who plays you with a computer printout of all the 
moves you will make, or a chess player who, facing genuine novelty as the game 
proceeds, and perfectly attending to every possible move and the constantly 
changing probabilities, is nevertheless creative and resourceful enough to 
guarantee the final victory? IÕm genuinely surprised that anyone, Pentecostals 
especially, would call into question the orthodoxy of somebody who chooses to 
believe the latter describes the greater God. 

 
Lastly, as amazing as it may seem, the simple-foreknowledge model seems to me to 

be nothing more than pre-recorded open theism. Consider, the simple-foreknowledge 
model believes that we live in a world where God really responds to us, where we are 
really free to choose, where our prayers really make a difference to God, and where things 
might sometimes really be different than they are. Open theists also believe we live in this 
kind of world. The only difference is that advocates of simple-foreknowledge believe that 
everything about this world exists eternally in GodÕs mind, and their trust in GodÕs 
providential care rests in this being the case. But I ask, what difference would such 
knowledge make to God? What difference would it make to the world? What providential 
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advantage would God gain by possessing this kind of foreknowledge as opposed to 
knowledge of all possible story lines? None whatsoever. And if such knowledge is of no 
practical value to God, believing that he possesses such knowledge is of no practical value 
to us. 
 
God created us for loving relationship 
The open view follows rather naturally from the belief that God created humankind for 
loving relationship. By definition, love must be freely chosen. Thus, creating us with the 
capacity for saying ÒyesÓ to loving God also meant creating us with the capacity for saying 
ÒnoÓ to God. If we canÕt say ÒnoÓ to God, we canÕt love God either. Creating a world capable 
of genuine love and intimacy, therefore, involved a risk on GodÕs part, the risk that we 
might choose not to love him. On the open model, the choice to love or not to love God 
responsibly and with integrity cannot be predetermined by God (contra Calvin) nor can it 
be eternally foreknown as certain by God (contra Arminius). 
 
 Does God take risks? If freely chosen love is even part of why he chose to create, then 
by definition risk cannot be avoided. Is such love worth risking the eternal consequence of 
rejecting this love? We certainly believe the experience of our love worth this risk. Every 
day parents decide to have children in spite of the possibility that they wonÕt turn out as 
hoped and in so doing declare that they believe love is worth the risk. We have children in 
spite of knowing they ÒmayÓ be raped, murdered, or worse still, become rapists or 
murderers. We have them in spite of the possibility they ÒmayÓ refuse our and GodÕs love 
and suffer eternally for it. What right do we have to bring a life into the world facing such 
risks? Yet we have children. Why? We have them because we deem the possibility of 
genuine love worth the risk, and because of the possibilities of their bringing about good in 
the world. On what basis are we to declare God incapable of taking similar risks? Does his 
perfection demand it? Certainly not. Does simple-foreknowledge require or even make 
sense of it? Hardly. The only risk-free world for God is that posited by Calvin, one which is 
exhaustively and unconditionally determined by GodÕs will alone. In that world everything 
goes as planned. 
 
 The open view rejects the belief that God chose to create the sort of world posited by 
Calvin and argues instead that God faces a partly settled and a partly open future, in which 
our choices make a real difference (i.e., an undetermined difference) from GodÕs point of 
view to why events are sometimes not what they might otherwise have been, and in which 
our relationship of freely chosen love is a relationship of integrity and genuine give-and-
take. Bottom lineÑ God isnÕt the only one deciding what happens. He sovereignly 
determined to create a world in which some of what happens would be left up to us and is 
put at no disadvantage whatsoever by foreknowing much, even the vast majority, of our 
contribution as possible outcomes rather than certain outcomes. Thus, we coauthor history 
with God, although in limited ways sovereignly determined by God, yet as real for him as 
for us. This is open theism. 
 
 
WhatÕs it matter? The practical implications of believing in a partly open fu ture 
I suppose it is the perceived practical implications of believing the future to be partly open 
which in the end tip the scale for or against the open view in many peopleÕs minds. Can a 
God who ever faces possibilities, whose expectations sometimes do not come to pass, be 
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trusted to guide us? Can such a God be trusted to achieve his ultimate purposes? I think 
so. It was the practical implications of the open view which ultimately led me to adopt it. 
Space doesnÕt permit a thorough treatment of the practical implications of the open view, 
but IÕd like to mention three. 
 
 First, consider the place and urgency of prayer. It is precisely here where God invites 
us to participate with him through petitionary prayer and obedience in accomplishing his 
purposes. For such prayer to have integrity to it, I believe, it must be the case that we 
genuinely influence the outcome of events. That is, many times the future God intends to 
actualize through us fails to come about as desired because we fail to respond as we 
might. The point is that things might genuinely have been different from GodÕs point of view 
had people made different choices. But if the potential difference which prayer makes is as 
real for God as we believe it is for us, then God faces a future that is in some respects 
open and unresolved and has freely decided to allow us a part in resolving it. Open theists 
simply point out that it is not resolved until we resolve it and hence cannot be eternally 
foreknown in its resolved state.28 Our lives make a difference to God and the world, and 
this difference possesses integrity for both God and us. In my view the open view makes 
best theological sense of this difference. 
 
 Secondly, consider how most, if not all, of us already live our lives. Christians 
universally live as though the open view were true. We believe that when we deliberate 
between two options we face genuine possibilities either of which ÒmayÓ come to pass. We 
believe that when we fail to pray events God wishes to bring to pass sometimes do not 
come to pass (e.g., Ezek 22). This in itself is an admission of the intuitive belief that the 
future is partly open, that our choices many times bring about events that might just as 
easily not have come about. We believe that some events could have been other than they 
were and that our choices to cooperate with God or not through prayer and obedience are 
at least sometimes the ultimate explanation of why these events were not what they could 
have been, or of why they were what they might not have been. Our prayers and 
obedience to God are his means for transitioning such possibilities into realities.29 The 
open view simply seeks to articulate a theology and an understanding of the future that 
accounts for what Christians universally experience and believe intuitively to be the case.30 
 
 Thirdly, consider the important issue of guidance. What are we doing when we seek 
God for guidance? If we believe in a blueprint model of guidance, then we believe 
guidance is essentially an attempt to discover the contents of a Òclassified divine 
blueprint.Ó31 Who we will marry, how many children we will have, what direction our 
education is to take, our vocation, where we take our vacations, whether we believe in 
open theism or not (!), all these and more are eternally mapped out, either by GodÕs will 
(Calvinism) or in GodÕs mind (Arminianism), on one divine blueprint. Guidance then 
amounts to asking God to reveal parts of this blueprint to us so that we stay on course. For 
Calvinists, in the end whatever course our lives take, guidance or no, that course reflects 
in every detail GodÕs decreed will for us. Guidance (or the lack of it) is viewed as GodÕs 
predetermined means for achieving predetermined ends. IÕm aware there are Calvinists 
who claim to find this a meaningful model for relating to God and I am happy for them. I 
personally canÕt pretend to imagine relating to God or seeking his guidance on such 
grounds. 
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 For Arminians who advocate a form of simple-foreknowledge, as most Assemblies of 
God ministers do, guidance is rendered incoherent on different grounds. Arminians 
concede that GodÕs will is not always done. Some grant that gratuitous evil exists. All 
would insist that guidance plays a determinate role in bringing about events that might 
otherwise not have been. Still, the entirety of our lives in every detail is eternally known to 
God. Those advocating the simple-foreknowledge model insist that guidance be sought 
and that God be trusted precisely because he is believed to possess such knowledge. 
God, it is argued, can use this foreknowledge to guide us if we seek it. But as weÕve 
already seen, such a belief is misguided. No such guidance based on simple-
foreknowledge is possible. 
 
 Mary seeks GodÕs direction regarding a proposal of marriage. Should she marry Sam? 
Sam is a believer and, like Mary, wants to enter the ministry. Together they attend 
counseling. They pray and fast, desiring GodÕs guidance. In the end, together with 
concerned friends and spiritual leaders, they come to the conviction that GodÕs will is that 
they marry. Within a few years, however, Sam is unfaithful and abusive. Soon they divorce 
and Mary is left with a young baby to bring up on her own. What happened? For the 
consistent Calvinist, it cannot be possible that Mary missed GodÕs decreed will for her life. 
Calvinists would tell Mary that God decreed this tragedy for a greater purpose, perhaps to 
teach her patience or to provided an opportunity for God to be glorified as just and holy 
when Sam is judged for doing this.32 Mary can take comfort in knowing that God guided 
her into this marriage for good reasons, even if she never knows what those reasons are. 
 
 For the Arminian advocate of simple-foreknowledge, things do not fare much better, for 
this outcome was eternally foreknown by God. This is the future God infallibly knows will 
happen. God knows Sam will backslide, become abusive to Mary, and eventually betray 
her. Can God advise Mary not to take Sam as her husband on the basis of this 
knowledge? He cannot. What are we then to expect in terms of guidance, that is, wisdom 
in choosing between options, if we believe God possesses only knowledge of what shall 
happen and deny that he possesses knowledge of what might and might not happen? As 
we have already seen, simple-foreknowledge is providentially useless. God cannot lead 
Mary not to marry Sam on the basis of his foreknowledge that she will marry Sam and that 
Sam will become abusive and unfaithful. It is equally impossible to claim that God 
ÒpermittedÓ this marriage to go through on the basis of foreknowing it. Guidance on the 
Arminian/simple-foreknowledge model then is reduced to believing that God uses 
foreknowledge of we shall and shall not do, of what shall and shall not happen, to lead us 
to do or not to do that which is foreknown. Besides being incoherent, there is no room for 
actual guidance. 
 
 An advocate of simple-foreknowledge can counsel Mary to take consolation in the fact 
that God eternally knew this would happen. We can hold her hand and support her now, 
but we cannot meaningfully explain to her that God genuinely believed things could have 
turned out differently. Some may suggest that there exists some reason, perhaps the 
service of some higher Òultimate good,Ó for GodÕs specifically allowing this to happen. If she 
thinks things through, however, Mary will discover that simple-foreknowledge provides her 
little consolation. Why? Because if simple-foreknowledge were true, the question of GodÕs 
specifically ÒallowingÓ this tragedy (as if he could have ÒpreventedÓ it) cannot meaningfully 
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be asked. On this model of foreknowledge, God neither allows nor prevents on the basis of 
what is foreknown; he simply Òknows.Ó 33 
 
 What would an open theist tell Mary? He would tell her that real possibilities exist from 
GodÕs point of view. One possibility God foreknew, presumably by far the most probable 
outcome, was that San would continue to grow in his faith and become a godly partner. 
The other possibility known to God was that Sam would regress in his spiritual life and 
become an abusive and unfaithful husband. Both were genuine possibilities known to God 
(and should have been recognized as such by Mary). GodÕs advice to Mary and Sam at 
the time was most wise because it had the greatest possibility of producing the greatest 
possible good in the world. But possibilities are, after all, possibilities even for God. An 
open theist would suggest to Mary that her divorce does not mean GodÕs guidance was 
mistaken34, neither should she assume that GodÕs giving her the green light to marry Sam 
was either his guarantee that all would go smoothly or GodÕs way of bringing about 
whatever greater good he believed her certain divorce would serve. Just because we 
sometimes interpret GodÕs guidance as indicating a risk-free future doesnÕt mean GodÕs 
ÒyesÓ is confirmation of this. 
 
 An open theist would tell Mary that God always knew Sam was free to follow the path 
of self-destruction. That Sam chose this path over faithfulness to his wife grieves God as 
much as it does Mary. The divorce did not have to happen, neither did God foresee it as 
definite. Nor did God allow her marriage to crash and burn in order to teach her patience or 
to contribute to some hidden higher purpose. God hates divorce, and we have every 
biblical reason for believing God did everything he could to lead Sam away from this sinful 
choice. An open theist would then tell Mary that God is loving, creative, and resourceful 
enough to recast from the wreckage of her pain and suffering a new future, a plan B, a 
latter temple more glorious than the first, if she cooperates with him. God is at work in her 
circumstance for good. God can do this because there is no eternal blueprint which 
describes in every detail the path MaryÕs life must or even will take. 
 
 In the open view, guidance is not an attempt to peer into the crystal ball of an 
exhaustively definite future, or to pry into a divine blueprint containing the details of our 
every move. Such a view of foreknowledge actually precludes genuine guidance, guidance 
that presents us with real options each one of which holds out to us genuinely alternative 
futures. This sort of guidance by definition requires that the future be open at least with 
respect to that regarding which we seek guidance. Open theists ask us to reconsider what 
biblical guidance is and what we may and may not legitimately seek guidance for. If we 
believe guidance amounts to seeking absolute assurances that our marriages will not end 
in divorce, that the children weÕre considering having will not go to prison or turn their 
backs on God, or that our retirement investments will not dry up, then weÕre in for 
disappointments. Such guarantees are not to be had in the real world. We ought to 
develop an understanding of GodÕs relationship with us and guidance of our lives that at 
least attempts to account for the risk-filled world in which we actually live. God did not 
create a risk-free world, the sort of world in which guarantees regarding our future are 
always possible. 
 
 This does not mean God doesnÕt have plans, doesnÕt intend us to do certain things or 
go certain places, or that he is sitting quietly on the sidelines of world history waiting for us 
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to tell him what to do (as some have incorrectly understood the open view). Indeed, we do 
seek to know GodÕs heart and mind for our lives. God is not without preferences or plans. It 
only means that his plans and intentions about a great many things are not eternally 
present in blueprint form and that they are not always fulfilled. Guidance, therefore, should 
not necessarily be understood Òbefore the factÓ as guaranteeing particular outcomes if only 
GodÕs directions are followed, nor should such guidance be understood Òafter the factÓ as 
necessarily indicating that the tragic way things sometimes turn out is ÒGodÕs willÓ after all. 
 
 Abandoning the blueprint method of guidance also means that sometimes we may face 
equally workable options, any one of which God would be happy for us to take because 
heÕs equally capable of bringing about his purposes for us regardless of which we choose. 
Such freedom is sometimes available. If I wish to drive from my home to my office I have 
several equally good ways of getting there. I doubt that God has one avenue eternally 
mapped out in his mind as the one I shall take. Likewise, GodÕs purposes for our lives may 
sometimes permit any number of avenues to fulfillment. God is secure and resourceful 
enough to leave some things open to us. 
 
 Of course, open theists do indeed celebrate the fact that God is great enough to 
guarantee particular outcomes when he wishes to do so (not because he eternally 
foreknows them via simple-foreknowledge, but because heÕs decided not to countenance 
objections to his will in such cases). The question is, Does God relate to us exclusively, or 
even characteristically, in such deterministic ways? Not if love is even part of the reason 
why he created us. Love requires freedom, and freedom entails risk, even for God. Our 
seeking guidance from and trust in God rest on his loving and faithful character 
demonstrated throughout history, chiefly in ChristÕs death for us, and not in particular 
theories of foreknowledge about which any of us may be mistaken. I look at God on the 
cross for me, God pursuing me, GodÕs infinite love for me, and I say to myself, ÒI can trust 
a God like this.Ó I donÕt need to know that such a God possesses exhaustively definite 
foreknowledge in order to trust him. 
 
 Regardless of whether one rejects the open view or not, tragedies such as MaryÕs are 
experienced by people every day, even by those who faithfully follow GodÕs guidance. So 
whatÕs this tell us? It tells us that GodÕs guidance, even if perfectly followed for a lifetime, 
would not prevent such tragedies. The question is how we deal with such disappointment 
and suffering. And here, in my view, neither Calvinism nor classical Arminianism offers any 
more consolation than the open view. In fact, the simple-foreknowledge (Arminian) view 
provides the weakest basis upon which believers may find consolation and be encouraged 
to trust God for two reasons. First, God cannot guide us on the basis of simple-
foreknowledge. On this model, what is foreknown is by definition already the result of 
whatever guidance was or was not sought. Secondly, it leaves God foreknowing evil he 
does not will but which he can do nothing to prevent. 
 
The appeal to antinomy 
Some today encourage us simply to affirm, without attempting to resolve, the contradiction 
that God eternally foreknows as certain (or as some would argue, as unconditionally 
determined) all that comes to pass but that humans are nevertheless free and morally 
responsible for what they do. Some openly affirm that Calvinism and Arminianism are both 
equally true and we should affirm the claims of both. God eternally knows all that shall 
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come to pass but also genuinely regrets, changes his mind, and experiences unfulfilled 
expectations. Open theists are sometimes accused of having sold out to rationalism, of 
having reduced God to the categories of human logic, and of being unwilling to look into 
the mirror and embrace their own limitations. 
 
 The doctrine of the Trinity is often appealed to as an example of a case in which we 
already affirm a self-contradictory belief. On this view, claiming that Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit are distinct persons who nevertheless eternally possess one undivided nature thus 
constituting one God is thought to be self-contradictory; that is, the Trinity constitutes an 
antinomy. ItÕs then argued that since we affirm antinomy in the doctrine of the Trinity, why 
insist that antinomy be avoided with regard to divine sovereignty and human freedom? 
LetÕs admit both are true: God eternally knows as certain all history, human choices 
included, and we are also free and morally responsible for our actions. It is admitted that 
this presents us with a contradiction, but it makes perfect sense to God. There it is. We 
must deal with it. 
 
 Whether or not we should affirm self-contradictory beliefs is a crucial question. I submit 
that mystery is one thing and self-contradiction is quite another, and that the latter has no 
place in Christian theology.35 Scripture nowhere encourages us to affirm or bow our knee 
to self-contradictory claims. I can think of several reasons why dismissing with logical 
coherence is a fatal step to take. First, the logically impossible cannot be meaningfully 
embraced by us or attributed to God. God cannot make a square circle or a married 
bachelor, and we do not make God greater or more glorious by insisting that he can 
perform such actions. More importantly, we cannot meaningfully relate to such claims. 
They have no meaning for us. Thus, there is no cash value to be had, existentially 
speaking, in embracing such claims. The doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation, for 
example, are meaningful doctrines. Though they are indeed mysterious, they are not self-
contradictory. They are not the logical equivalent of square circles or married bachelors. In 
order for the Trinity to constitute an antinomy of this sort, what would need to be asserted 
is belief in Òone God and three Gods.Ó Such a belief would then provide an antinomy that 
logically parallels the CalvinistÕs claim that ÒGod unconditionally determines our choices 
and we are justly held responsible for themÓ and the Arminian claim that ÒGod eternally 
foreknows as certain the free choices we will make.Ó The doctrine of the Trinity, however, 
does not claim this and thus does not provide us with an example of the sort of thing some 
urge us to affirm with respect to GodÕs sovereignty and human freedom. 
 
 Secondly, if we seek to speak meaningfully of God and to meaningfully articulate GodÕs 
self-revelation, logical coherence must be maintained. The alternative is agnosticism. If we 
admit logically self-contradictory claims, then we abandon one of the necessary criteria of 
meaning. We also would have little basis upon which to combat false teachings (like open 
theism!) on the basis that they donÕt make sense.36  
 
 Therefore, thirdly, as I argued earlier, GodÕs transcendence may certainly mean he is 
more than the openness passages reveal him to be, but if we are to maintain that Scripture 
ÒrevealsÓ God to us it must also be that God is not less than or contrary to what these 
passages reveal him to be. Open theists donÕt claim to possess an exhaustive 
understanding of the Triune nature of God or the incarnation. God is certainly beyond our 
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comprehension. What is claimed is only that what God has chosen to reveal to us cannot 
meaningfully be embraced or expressed by us in self-contradictory terms. 
 
 Lastly, open theists donÕt doubt that life is full of mystery or that the complexities of our 
world are often incomprehensible to us. Often times we are left with no explanation for our 
circumstances and simply have to trust God. The open view is not an attempt to remove 
such mystery from life or a refusal to embrace our limitations. It is rather an attempt to 
seek to define and live with that mystery more biblically. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 To briefly summarize, then: 
 

¥ Open theism understands the future as partly settled and partly open. Both the 
genuinely determinate and the genuinely indeterminate exist and God knows them 
as such. Both motifs are described in Scripture and together constitute the dynamic 
sort of future which God perfectly knows. 

 
¥ Open theism insists that God is omniscient, meaning his knowledge is co-terminus 

with reality. It is neither the nature nor scope of GodÕs omniscience which the open 
view questions. It is rather the nature and scope of creation itself, the object of 
GodÕs omniscient knowledge, which open theists seek to understand more 
accurately. 

 
¥ Open theism affi rms GodÕs sovereign rule over creation but understands this not 

as meticulous control of every detail of history. God can and does determine 
minutia, but does not do so exclusively. His ultimate purposes for creation are 
settled and non-negotiable, but the routes to fulfilling these purposes are sometimes 
open. God is confident, wise, and resourceful enough to accomplish his ultimate 
ends without having to determine the minutia of history. Some routes to 
accomplishing these ends are open precisely because it is GodÕs wish that they be 
determined through our choosing to partner with him. 

 
¥ Open theism believes that God has sovereignly chosen to create a world in which 

human beings are granted libertarian free will. This means that God may not always 
get what he wants, for we may choose not to realize his purposes for us. Such a 
world, however, is the only kind of world in which love is possible. In addition, GodÕs 
relationship to us possesses an integrity to it which is impossible to account for on 
the belief that he either causes all things or eternally foreknows them as certain. 

 
¥ Open theism denies that God is absolutely timeless, immutable, and impassible. 

God experiences the flow of time, undergoes changing states of mind and emotion, 
interacts with us in genuine give-and-take relationships, and is open to change (not 
in his essential nature, but in his relationship to creation). 

 
¥ Open theism argues that self-determining free choices cannot be eternally 

foreknown as certain, though God, being infinitely intelligent, eternally knows all 
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possibilities and thus all possible choices we may ever make. As such, God is able 
to attend to an infinite number of possible story lines, perfectly anticipating each 
possibility as if it were the only thing that could have happened. God is not so 
insecure and unintelligent a Sovereign that the accomplishing of his ultimate 
purposes requires that he be limited to having to attend to only one certain route to 
the fulfillment of these purposes as opposed to several possible routes to their 
fulfillment. 

 
Evangelical leaders sign joint statement 
Some evangelical leaders have become convinced that some Òultra-conversativeÓ 
evangelical scholars want to exclude open theists from the wider evangelical family. In 
response, Baylor UniversityÕs theologian Roger Olson, Jonathan Wilson of Westmont 
College, and Stanley Grenz of Regent College have together drafted ÒThe Word Made 
Fresh: A Call For a Renewal of the Evangelical Spirit.Ó Some 110 evangelical scholars 
have signed the document, calling upon evangelicals everywhere to reaffirm their core 
beliefs in the Lordship of Christ, the authority of the Scriptures, and the reality of the new 
birth.37 
 
 Has the open view been historically popular? Not at all. But why should this bother 
Pentecostals who are already familiar with embracing positions and experiences which ran 
contrary to the prevailing consensus? Our theological tradition is extremely important, but it 
is not infallible. We only ascribe to Scripture itself such authority. Our systematic 
formulations are not above error and must be open to reform. For this reason alone we 
must at least grant the possibility that tradition could be wrong on this matter. 
 
 Is the open view a new creation of Clark Pinnock or motivated by process theology? 
This can hardly be maintained. Neither Pinnock nor Whitehead were even born when the 
well-known Methodist Rev. Lorenzo McCabe advocated the open view in the last quarter 
of the nineteenth century and engaged Methodists on this question, or when the evangelist 
Billy Hibbard or the Bible commentator Adam Clarke advocated a partly open future. Nor 
did anyone accuse Calcidius, the fifth-century Christian theologian, of being a heretic when 
he advocated the open view in precisely the same terms as is being argued by open 
theists today.38 
 
 How much weight should we give, for example, to the creeds of the seven ecumenical 
councils on this matter? What do they say regarding the ChurchÕs understanding of GodÕs 
knowledge of the future? Do they establish any one view as ÒtheÓ traditional view? They do 
not. Neither the ApostlesÕ, Nicean, Revised Nicean, Chalcedonian, nor Athanasian creeds, 
indeed not one of all the affirmations of the seven councils have a single word regarding 
GodÕs foreknowledge or the nature of his omniscience.39 It is impossible to argue that the 
ancient creeds of the church establish as ÒtheÓ orthodox position any one particular view 
on the precise manner in which God was believed to possess knowledge of all things.40 
 
What should the Assemblies of God do? 
Open theism is apparently here to stay. It is becoming increasingly popular, especially 
among Pentecostals and Charismatics. What should the Assemblies of God do? What we 
should not do is immediately ban the open view, ask open theists to keep their views to 
themselves, or dismiss open theists from our Fellowship. LetÕs talk, pray, and research. If 
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there are ministers among us who are deeply offended by any in our constituency or any of 
our credentialed ministers embracing the open view on the grounds that it is inconsistent 
with our fundamental truths, it is incumbent upon these persons to show how the open 
view transgresses our Statement of Faith. Can this be demonstrated? My voice is only 
one, but I believe the open view is perfectly consistent with our Statement of Fundament 
Truths, which neither states nor implies anything about ÒhowÓ God must be believed to 
know all things, though that God knows all things is certainly entailed in the Statement. 
The precise nature of the Òall thingsÓ (whether exhaustively definite or not) is an issue 
neither our Statement nor the ecumenical creeds speaks to. We should leave this matter to 
the good consciences of our ministers and encourage rather than forbid lively discussion. 
As for me, I believe that in embracing the open view I have settled into a view of God, life, 
and ministry that is liberating, empowering, intellectually credible, and at least as biblically 
plausible as that based on either the Calvinistic or classical Arminian understanding of 
divine foreknowledge and providence. 
 
 I donÕt entertain the fantasy that the Assemblies of God will officially advocate the open 
view, but l do hope that we will at least allow it alongside other existing views41 as a 
permissible explanation of how God may be believed to possess exhaustive 
foreknowledge of all things and to exercise sovereignty over creation, a sovereignty that is 
loving, creative, just, all-encompassing and infinitely intelligent, resourceful beyond 
measure, and more than adequate to guarantee the ultimate fulfillment of his purposes and 
the final victory of his kingdom. Such a God is certainly worthy of our worship and our 
deepest devotion and I commend him without reservation to the leadership of the 
Assemblies of God as well as to my colleagues in ministry. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Postscript 
 
Since the summer of 2000 it has been my pleasure to discuss the open view on a regular 
basis with friends, pastors, missionaries, and students both in and outside my own 
denominational fellowship. My convictions have only become more settled. Though I have 
not essentially changed my views from those expressed in this paper, I have attempted to 
refine certain arguments and definitions. My most recent thoughts appear in ÒOpen 
Theism, Omniscience, and the Nature of the FutureÓ (co-authored with Alan Rhoda and 
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Greg Boyd, forthcoming in Faith and Philosophy) at 
http://www.alanrhoda.net/papers/opentheism.pdf. 
 
Tom Belt 
Minneapolis, MN 
Christmas, 2005 
 
 
                                    

1 The scope of this paper is necessar ily  lim ited. I  provide no discussion of specif ic ÒopennessÓ 
passages, choosing instead to deal with overarching issues. I m m ediately following this paper I Õve 
included five appendices [ not  included with online versions of this paper]  which include m aterial covering 
m any of the biblical passages and responses writ ten by open theists. I  have also avoided here engaging 
specific argum ents posed by Calv inists in this debate since determ inist ic explanat ions are not  widely 
believed by Assem blies of God m em bers anyhow. I  take into account  the fact  that  the Assem blies of God 
has t radit ionally held to the sim ple- foreknowledge, or Arm inian, m odel of div ine foreknowledge. I  have 
also not  dealt  with issues of theodicy and only briefly com m ent  on scient if ic evidence which suggests that  
created order is it self part ly determ inist ic and part ly indeterm inist ic. I Õd also like to acknowledge the 
influence Greg Boyd has had in m y understanding the open view. Much of m y argum entat ion com es from  
dialoguing wit h him  over the past  two years.  

2 Open theism  does not  deny that  God possesses Òexhaust ive foreknowledgeÓ of the future. What  is 
denied is that  such foreknowledge is exhaust ively definite, that  is, that  it  consists exclusively of 
knowledge of what  ÒshallÓ happen. The open view adds to this the belief that  GodÕs foreknowledge also 
com prises knowledge of what  Òm ayÓ happen. This is crucial to keep in m ind. Dr. Edgar LeeÕs com m ent , 
ÒThe Openness of God from  a Pentecostal Perspect ive,Ó in Enrichm ent  Journal (Volum e VI I , No. I I I :  
August  2002) , that  the open view Òsweep[ s]  away GodÕs com prehensive foreknowledge with a few hard-
to- interpret  textsÓ [ italics m ine]  is inaccurat e. Not  only does the open view not  deny Òcom prehensive 
foreknowledge,Ó but  the num ber of passages in Scripture suggest ing a part ly open fut ure is hardly Òfew,Ó 
as the em erging literature clearly shows. For  exam ple, John SandersÕ The God Who Risks:  A Theology  of 
Providence (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 1998)  has nearly 100 pages of biblical support  for the 
open view. See also Appendix 5. 

Openness authors have not  always art iculated their v iews clearly. I n his first  book on the subject , for 
exam ple, Clark Pinnock appears to deny Òexhaust ive foreknowledgeÓ and suggests that  God is often 
ignorant  of what  will happen (ÒSystem at ic TheologyÓ in Pinnock, et . al., The Openness of God (Downers 
Grove, I L:  I nterVarsit y Press, 1992) , pp. 121-124, when in fact  neither is t rue of open theism . I n his 
latest  book, The Most  Moved Mover:  A Theology  of GodÕs Openness (Grand Rapids:  Baker, 2001) , Pinnock 
qualif ies this;  God is never ignorant . However, at  places Pinnock is st ill less than careful. He concedes, for 
exam ple, that  open theists deny Òexhaust ive div ine foreknowledge.Ó Granted, in context  Pinnock is 
referr ing to the classical understanding of this as exhaust ively definite foreknowledge, but  the lack of 
consistency of term s doesnÕt  help. John Fram e chides John Sanders for claim ing in The God Who Risks 
(Downers Grove:  I nterVaristy, 1998) , p. 132, that  God m akes Òm istakesÓ. Actually, Sanders im m ediately 
qualif ied what  he m eant  by this statem ent  (som ething Fram e decided not  to tell his readers) . St ill, I  
wonder if itÕs best  to use term s that  require constant  qualif icat ion in order to avoid bot h the ideas m ost  
com m only associated with such term s and the inabilit y  of som e opponents of the open v iew to object ively 
art iculate an opposing view to the sat isfact ion of those who hold it  (som ething usually assum ed in 
academ ic dialogue) . 

I tÕs not  surprising that  open theists will need som e t im e to refine their art iculat ion of the v iew. 
Calv inists and Arm inians have had a several hundred yearsÕ head start !  What  rem ains t rue, however, is 
that  readers who care to form  an accurate understanding of the open view certainly have enough 
opportunity to do so, which m akes ant i-openness books like Bound Only Once:  The Failure of Open 
Theism , ed. Douglas Wilson (Moscow, I D:  Canon Press, 2001)  t ruly disappoint ing to read. The 
cont r ibutors of this volum e seem  to have gone out  of their way to m isunderstand and m isconst rue the 
open view. The m ost  careful art iculat ion of the open view and it s im plicat ions by an open theist  is that  of 
Gregory Boyd, God of the Possible:  A Biblical I nt roduct ion to the Open View of God (Grand Rapids:  Baker, 
2000)  and Satan and the Problem  of Evil:  Const ruct ing a Trinitarian Warfare Worldview (Downers Grove:  
I nterVarsit y Press, 2001) . From  the start  Boyd has been careful to dist inguish Òexhaust ive 
foreknowledgeÓ (which is affirm ed by the open view)  and Òexhaust ively definite foreknowledgeÓ (which is 
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denied) . Boyd also points out  that  Òm istakesÓ are not  at t r ibutable to GodÕs infallible knowledge when this 
knowledge is correct ly understood as encom passing possible as well as certain outcom es. See BoydÕs 
reply to Bruce Ware in ÒResponse to Bruce WareÕs ÔDefining Evangelicalism Õs Boundaries:  I s Open Theism  
Evangelical?ÕÓ Journal of Evangelical Theologi cal Society, Sum m er 2002 which appears in Appendix 2 
following this paper. The m ost  careful and object ive evaluat ion of the open view by a one who disagrees 
with the v iew is that  of Calv inist  Terrance Tiessen, Providence and Prayer:  How Does God Work in the 
World? (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2000) . TiessenÕs object iv it y proves that  it  is possible to 
understand the open view and st ill disagree with it . 

3 Either by God or by already exist ing factors.  
4 This appears to include Dr. Edgar LeeÕs Enr ichm ent  Journal art icle as well. 
5 I t  has been suggested that  I  am  redefining creat ion in order to get  at  redefining om niscience and 

that  dispensing with om niscience is really what  open theism  is after. Nothing could be far ther from  the 
t ruth. 

6 Does the belief that  GodÕs knowledge changes with a changing universe entail that  God ÒdiscoversÓ 
or ÒlearnsÓ? Open theists answer this different ly. All agree that  God cannot  ÒlearnÓ in the sense of m oving 
from  a state of ignorance to a state of knowledge. Applied to God, this would am ount  to a denial that  his 
knowledge is co- term inous with realit y. Hence, I  deny that  God either discovers or learns,  although I  
affirm  the belief that  GodÕs knowledge changes with a changing universe. Being perfect ly om niscient , God 
knows possibilit ies for what  they are. As these possibilit ies are resolved into set t led realit ies in the course 
of t im e, God keeps infallible, unm ediated, and co- term inous account  of the state of realit y. Om niscience 
is not  sacrif iced or even com prom ised. 

The quest ion is, What  k ind of universe did God choose to create? One which is genuinely  open to 
change and t rue becom ing (e.g., the dynam ic or tensed theory of t im e, known also as t he A- theory of 
t im e) , or one which precludes genuine novelty and indeterm inist ic openness (e.g. , the st at ic or tenseless 
theory of t im e, also known as the B- theory of t im e)? Open theists agree God was free to create either 
k ind of world but  that  the Bible, reason, and experience com bine to st rongly suggest  he chose the 
form er. LeeÕs suggest ion that  the open view is Òguided by a part icular m odern philosophy  of t im eÓ is 
m isleading. Fist , it  is the B- theory of t im e ( rejected by the open view)  which is the m ore m odern. Though 
the dynam ic theory of t im e has certainly found fresh expression (and confirm at ion)  in recent  t im es with 
the advent  of m odern chaos theory and quantum  m echanics, it  is hardly new. Secondly, for open theist s 
the line of reasoning runs from  the biblical to the scient if ic, not  the other way around. That  is, open 
theists are not  ÒguidedÓ by a com m itm ent  to a part icular scient if ic v iew to interpret  Scripture in openness 
fashion. Rat her, having found the biblical reasons for open theism  independent ly convincing, the A- theory 
of t im e and the insights of chaos theory and quantum  m echanics are believed to conf irm  this. See William  
Lane CraigÕs (not  an open theist )  excellent  discussion of the Special and General theories of relat iv it y and 
his defence of the dynam ic theory of t im e in Tim e and Eternity:  Explor ing GodÕs Relat ionship to Tim e 
(Wheaton:  Crossway Books, 2001) . CraigÕs discussion of Relat iv it y and it s im plicat ions for  GodÕs 
relat ionship to t im e is t ruly insight ful. See also God & Tim e, Four Views, ed. Gregory Ganssle (Downers 
Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2001)  for differing theological v iews. 
 Regarding the scient if ic evidence, Greg Boyd, cf. his Christus Victor website (www.gregboyd.org) , 
sum m arizes:  ÒQuantum  physics suggests that  Einstein was m istaken in his classical-philosophical 
conclusion that  the dist inct ion between the past , present  and fut ure is an illusion. Nothing short  of an 
em pirically groundless, m etaphysically m echanist ic assum pt ion kept  him , and som e other physicists, from  
affirm ing that  the apparent  indeterm inacy of  realit y at  a quantum  level is in fact  real (v iz. ontological) . 
 ÒBut  this m eans that  t im e is real and thus that  the ÔapparentÕ dist inct ion between the past  as a realm  
of definite realit ies and the future as a realm  of indefinite probabilit ies is real. Pr ior to a Ôquantum  eventÕ 
(v iz. the observed behavior of a quantum  part icle in an experim ental situat ion)  there is only a range 
(Ôwave packetÕ)  of possibilit ies:  during the quantum  event  the wave packet collapses down to one. After 
Ôthe eventÕ there is one definite outcom e which could not  have been predicted with certainty ahead of 
t im e. 
 ÒI f this is t rue of realit y, it  m ust  be t rue of GodÕs knowledge of realit y as well, for GodÕs om niscience 
is by definit ion exhaust ive and perfect ly accurate. I n this v iew, the unpredictabilit y  of the future and the 
unchangeabilit y  of the past  const itute two sides of the sam e m etaphysical coin:  they are both necessary 
facts. Scient ist - theologian John Polk inghorne sum m arizes this well in his book Science and Providence 
when he notes that  considerat ions of the role of indeterm inacy in quantum  physics ÔÉ em phasize how 
different  t im e is from  space [ and]  how seriously we m ust  take it s unfolding as a process of genuine 
becom ing. The future is not  already form ed ahead of us, wait ing to reveal it self to our explorat ion, as the 
fixed contours of a valley reveal them selves to the t raveller who m akes his ways through them . The 
future is in part  our creat ion:  it s shape is responsive to our m olding, as the clay is form ed by the sculptor 
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to create his ir reducibly new thing, which is his work of art . I f even the om nipotent  God cannot  act  to 
change the past , it  does not  seem  any m ore conceivable that  the om niscient  God can know with certainty 
the unform ed future.Õ 
 ÒI t  could be argued that  science is forever changing and thus what  seem s like a certain conclusion 
today m ight  be revised by new discoveries tom orrow. True enough. Too m uch should not  be wagered on 
the vicissitudes of scient if ic discovery. At  the sam e t im e, we canÕt  ignore the findings of science on this 
account . At  the very least , any who would want  to cont inue to hold to the eternal definit eness of the 
future ( in the m ind of God)  and thus to the non-ont ological nature of quantum  indeterm inacy m ust  now 
bear the scient if ic burden of proof.Ó 
 See also John Polk inghorne, ÒThe Quant um  World,Ó in Physics, Philosophy, and Theology  (Universit y 
of Not re Dam e Press, 1988) ;  I . Prigogine and M.Sanglier , The Laws of Nature and Hum an Conduct  
(Brussels:  Task Force of Research I nform at ion and the Study of Science, 1985) ;  I . Prigogine, From  Being 
to Becom ing (San Francisco:  W. H. Freem an, 1980) ;  I . Stewart , Does God Play Dice? The Mathem at ics of 
Chaos (Oxford:  Blackwell, 1989) ;  and D. J. Bartholem ew, God of Chance (London:  SCM Press, 1984) ;  P. 
Coveney and R. Highf ield, The Arrow of Tim e (New York:  Fawcet t  Colum bine, 1990) ;  L. Glass and M. 
Mackey, From  Clocks to Chaos:  The Rhythm s of Life (Princeton:  Princeton Universit y Press, 1988) ;  
Giuseppe Del Re, The Cosm ic Dance:  Science Discovers the Mysterious Harm ony of the Universe (Tem ple 
Foundat ion Press, 2000) . 

7 See Hugh Ross in Beyond the Cosm os (Colorado Springs:  NavPress, 1986) . Ross argues that  God 
exists in a form  of hyper- t im e in which our past , present , and future exist  sim ultaneously in equal 
definiteness and so are available for v iewing by a being (God)  not  lim ited to our t im e dim ension, a v iew 
argued by William  Lane Craig to be both scient if ically and philosophically problem at ic;  see CraigÕs Tim e 
and Eternity (Wheaton:  Crossway Books, 2001) . But  as we shall see later in this paper , even if Ross were 
correct , such ext ra-dim ensionalit y would not  provide God a basis upon which he could act  provident ially  
in the world. RossÕ views do nothing to explain the reciprocal nature of the relat ionship between GodÕs 
act ions and our own. 

8 Or if the future is not  exhaust ively determ ined by God. 
9 A v iew in which open theists are j oined by several m oderate Calv inists and m any Arm inians. 

Tradit ional theism , following Aquinas and ot hers, has held that  God is absolutely t im eless, entailing the 
belief that  he cannot  experience changing st ates of m ind or em ot ion. God is both im m ut able and 
im passible. This t im eless v iew of God has com e under heavy at tack in recent  years however by both 
Calv inists and Arm inians ( i.e. , on the Calv inist  side by John Feinberg and on the Arm inian-Molinist  side by 
William  Lane Craig, both of whom  disagree with the open view though both believe that  God is tem porally 
eternal) . Thus, the denial that  God is t im eless has existed for som e t im e am ong evangelicals and is not  
unique to the open view. Also see footnotes 22 and 23. This is not  an open view issue. 

10 Though God is, as is argued below, infinitely intelligent  and thus eternally foreknows all possible 
choices we m ay m ake. Such infinite intelligence great ly cont r ibutes to our understanding of GodÕs 
provident ial rule. 

11 Som e have pointed out  that  the ent ire debate surrounding the open view turns very lit t le on the 
k ind of knowledge God is believed to possess and alm ost  ent irely on the k ind of sovereign ty God is 
believed to exercise. I  concur wit h BoydÕs com m ent , ÒI t  is diff icult  to im agine a weaker v iew of GodÕs 
sovereignty than that  which v iews him  as capable only of determ inist ic ways of relat ing to creat ion,Ó in 
Satan and the Problem  of Evil (Downers Grove:  I nterVaristy Press, 2001) . A good teacher m ay be Òin 
cont rolÓ of her class without  causally determ ining everything students do (cont ra theological 
determ inism ) or knowing ahead of t im e everything they will do ( cont ra Arm inianism ). There is no reason 
for supposing GodÕs providence requires exhaust ively definite foreknowledge as opposed to exhaust ive 
knowledge of both certaint ies and possibilit ies. I f I  were to challenge Kasparov in a gam e of chess, m y 
being free to m ove in ways not  foreknown as certain by Kasparov would hardly call int o quest ion his 
being in cont rol of the gam e. Kasparov is in cont rol by v irtue of his super ior knowledge of all possible 
m oves I  m ay m ake and his abilit y  to be open to m ore than one route to v ictory. 

12 ÒThe Openness of God from  a Pentecostal Perspect ive,Ó Enrichm ent  Journal (Volum e VI I , No. I I I :  
August  2002) . 

13 Heated debate over this issue in history, for  exam ple between Thom ism  and Molinism , focused not  
on whether or not  God was om niscient  but  on what  the nature of realit y was. Of what  did realit y, future 
realit y, consist? The precedent  already exists for the present  debate. Why should open t heists be singled 
out  now and accused of underm ining Òom niscienceÓ by quest ioning whether or not  the realit y which God 
knows is exhaust ively definite or part ly definite and part ly cont ingent? 

This is as good a place as any to insert  a com m ent  about  open theistsÕ belief that  Greek philosophy is 
largely responsible for the classical doct r ines of GodÕs im m utabilit y , sim plicit y, im passibilit y , etc.. Lee 
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writes:  ÒThen, on these assum pt ions [ i.e. , that  the Western classical theological t radit ion was influenced 
for the worse by Greek philosophy;  italics m ine] , the openness project  gathers a num ber of passages 
from  the Bible that  show God relat ing to people in ways that  seem  to cont radict  classical theological 
categories.Ó Perm it  m e three com m ents. First , it  is not  "on the assum pt ion"  that  the West ern theological 
t radit ion has been influenced for the worse by Greek philosophy that  open theism  then proceeds with 
anything. The influence of Greek philosophy upon the classical theological t radit ion is nowhere "assum ed" 
by open theists. I t  is everywhere "argued"  by open theists. They m ay be wrong about  history at  this 
point . The evidence is there to interact  with.  But  one cannot  claim  that  open theists sim ply Òassum eÓ 
anything along these lines. 

Secondly, Lee argues t hat  open theist s start  with the belief that  Greek philosophical not ions of 
perfect ion influenced Christ ian theology and only then m ove on in search of biblical argum ents in an 
at tem pt  to confirm  this belief. That  is, open t heists are believed to be m ot ivated by assum pt ions 
regarding Greek philosophy to reinterpret  Scripture. But  the line of argum ent  runs in quite the opposite 
direct ion, nam ely, from  the convict ion (on purely biblical grounds and quite independent  of histor ical 
quest ions)  that  the Bible and certain classical doct r ines of God are at  odds to the historical quest ion of 
what  m ight  account  for classical theism Õs having arr ived at  this place. The historical follows rather than 
precedes the biblical and is only an at tem pt  to account  for how the Church cam e to v iew God in such 
term s, not  an at tem pt  to prove open theism Õs reading of the Bible. Actually, whether or not  classical 
theology was adversely influenced as is argued by open theists is an interest ing point  of history (or not ) , 
but  it  ult im ately says nothing about  whether  or not  open theism  it self is biblical. 

Thirdly, open theists are often thought  to be arguing for the wholesale corrupt ion of theology by 
Greek philosophy. But  this is not  the case. All theologies interact  with their environm ent . I n the case of 
early Christ ian theologians, Greek philosophy was both a blessing and a curse. I t  provided them  with an 
avenue for art iculat ing the gospel in already understandable term s. Nobody quest ions this was legit im ate. 
But  in the give-and- take of this relat ionship, Christ ian t heology was also influenced in adopt ing the 
Hellenist ic not ion of perfect ion as t im eless, unchanging, and im passible. These are not  biblical not ions of 
perfect ion. 

Open theist s are also accused of following the lead of unbiblical philosophical assum pt ions. Open 
theist  John Sanders, ÒI s Open Theism  Evangelical?Ó (Plenary address at  the annual m eet ing of the 
Evangelical Theological Society, Novem ber 15, 2001) , responds, ÒOur crit ics repeatedly accuse us of 
capitulat ing to non-biblical thought  form s. The im plicat ion is that  our crit ics are free from  philosophical 
and cultural influences. Though m any evangelical works on herm eneut ics and theology caut iously adm it  
that  all of us are condit ioned by our social locat ions and t radit ions, this not ion plays no substant ive role in 
our theology or handling of scripture. I n m y writ ings I  have em phasized the influence of Greek philosophy 
upon Chr ist ian thinking about  God because it  is either ignored or even out r ight  denied by evangelical 
theologians. Millard Er ickson is one of the few who openly adm its the significant  role Greek philosophy 
has had in shaping our v iews of God and that  these views, he says, m ay contain a large am ount  of Greek 
thought  read into the biblical text . Erickson, however, goes on to chast ise m e for not  adm it t ing that  I  am  
influenced by philosophical forces as well. This is fair and I  do adm it  that  this is the case. I f we will all 
adm it  to philosophical and cultural inf luences in our theologizing, then we can proceed to product ive 
dialog about  which ones are bet ter than others. I t  sim ply will not  do to have one side claim ing that  their 
opponent s are no longer v irgins when it  com es to cultural condit ioning. Nobody in the ent ire history of 
Christ ian t heology is a v irgin when it  com es to cultural and philosophical influence on our  theology.Ó 

14 See Appendixes 1 and 5 for exam ples of these. 
15 A phrase coined by J. Mart in, ÒThe Use of Metaphor as a Conceptual Vehicle in Religious Language,Ó 

(Ph.D. diss., Oxford, 1982) . 
16 Anthropom orphism  is a form  a m etaphorical speech that  at t r ibutes hum an physical characterist ics 

to God or depicts God in roles obviously not  literally possible for him  (e.g. , as a father, husband, and 
shepherd) . As such it  is a non- literal way of com m unicat ing som ething real or t ruthful about  God. For 
exam ple, ÒGodÕs eyes roam  to and froÓ is anthropom orphic language. Does God have literal ( i.e., 
physical)  eyes? Open theist s agree he does not . But  the t ruth to which this non- literal form  of speech 
refers is, all agree, very m uch literally t rue. I t  is literally t rue that  God possesses int im ate and exhaust ive 
knowledge of all things and ( I  would add)  that  we are incapable of escaping the not ice of  such 
knowledge. This is what  Scr ipture m eans when it  speaks of GodÕs Òeyes.Ó 

Carry this over to the descript ion of God as Òchanging his m ind,Ó of speaking of the future as what  
Òm ayÓ or Òm ay notÓ be, or of experiencing the disappointm ent  of unfulfilled expectat ions. Open theist s 
deny that  these are anthropom orphic in the st r ict  literary sense. ThereÕs certainly nothing in the relevant  
contexts that  suggest s they are. And if it  be granted that  such language is anthropom orphic, problem s 
arise and we are st ill delivered, albeit  by a different  route, to the open view. For what  is ÒGod changes his 
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m indÓ an anthropom orphism  of? To what  does it  refer? What  t ruth about  God does it  reveal? I f GodÕs 
ÒeyesÓ reveals to us his int im ate and unm ediated knowledge of all things, and if his Òright  arm Ó reveals 
his incom parable power to accom plish what  he wills, what  does Scr iptureÕs claim  that  ÒGod changed his 
m indÓ reveal about  God if it  is also t rue that  God cannot  change his m ind? I  subm it  that  no m eaning is 
possible in such a case. At  least  no one to date has m anaged to offer a convincing argum ent  for what  
such passages reveal about  God if God does not  in fact  ever change his intent ions, will, or m ind. 

Opponents of the open view are quick to dism iss our understanding of such passages, but  none seem  
to feel it  necessary to say precisely what  these passages do m ean other than to claim , ÒThey are 
obviously anthropom orphic.Ó Yes, but  what  do they m ean? What  t ruths regarding the div ine side of the 
God-world relat ionship are revealed in such passages? I n m y view, opponent s of the open view 
m istakenly take Ònon- literalÓ ( i.e., anthropom orphic)  to m ean Òunt rueÓ when the anthropom orphism  in 
quest ion betokens an open future or int roduces cont ingency into God. The classical v iewÕs inabilit y  to 
account  m eaningfully for ScriptureÕs open m ot if on the supposit ion that  it  is anthropom orphic can be seen 
in Douglas M. JonesÕ chapter ÒMetaphor in Exile,Ó in Bound Only Once (Moscow, I d:  Canon Press, 2001) , 
pp. 31-51. I n the end, Jones and the classical v iew sim ply do not  know what  these passages reveal about  
God. For excellent  discussions of m etaphor and the lim itat ions of God- talk, see Vincent  Brum m erÕs 
chapter ÒCan we speak about  God?Ó in his Speaking of a Personal God:  An Essay in Philosophical 
Theology  (Cam br idge:  Cam br idge Universit y  Press, 1992)  and Terence Fretheim Õs excellent  discussion of 
m etaphor in The Suffering of God (Philadelphia:  Fort ress Press, 1984) . I n m y view, oneÕs approach to 
m etaphor is m ore fundam ental than anything else in determ ining where one com es out  on this issue. 

17 Calv in, I nst itutes of the Christ ian Religi on, ed. J. T. McNeill, t rans. F. L. Bat t les (Philadelphia:  
Westm inster Press, n.d.) , 1.17.13, argued the sam e approach. I n t reat ing passages which descr ibe God 
as changing his m ind, Calv in explains that  the Bible speaks this way Òbecause our weakness does not  
at tain to his exalted state.Ó Such descript ions are accom m odat ions to our lim ited understanding. God 
Òrepresent [ s]  him self to us not  as he is in him self, but  as he seem s to us.Ó God seem s to change his 
m ind, regret  decisions, and experience unfulfilled expectat ions, but  Òneither his plan nor his will is 
reversed, nor his volit ion altered.Ó Greg Boyd, ÒThe Open-Theism  View,Ó Divine Foreknowledge, eds. 
Jam es Beilby and Paul Eddy (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2001) , p. 38, responds:  

 
ÒCalvinÕs argum ent  is inconsistent , however.  He apparent ly believes that  his ÔweaknessÕ does not  
preclude him  from  Ôat taining toÕ GodÕs Ôexalted state.Õ I n other words, Calv in exem pts him self from  his 
explanat ion of why God m ust  use anthropom orphic language (v iz., t hat  our weaknesses cannot  at tain 
to GodÕs exalted state) . And from  this exem pt  posit ion he then represents God to us as he t ruly is as 
opposed to the way God represents him self in Scripture (v iz., Ôaccording to our weaknessÕ and as he 
Ôseem s to usÕ) .Ó 

 
BoydÕs response is decisive. Let  m e add three responses of m y own. First , relegat ing openness 

passages to the category of anthropom orphic and phenom enological language sim ply begs the quest ion. 
One m ust  st ill say what  these anthropom orphism s reveal about  God. I t  will not  do to claim  that  as 
anthropom orphism s openness passages all reveal God as Òrelat ing int im ately to us in t im e and space as 
ifÓ changing his m ind, regret t ing previous decisions, etc. , while qualify ing these by affirm ing the cont rary. 
One could argue that  this locates the m eaning of such passages ent irely in the m ere fact  of their being 
anthropom orphic and not  in what  the words them selves actually say, in which case there would be no 
difference whatsoever in m eaning between any two openness passages whether God is described as 
changing his m ind or experiencing unfulfilled expectat ions. Neither one of these two reveals som ething 
about  God which the other does not  also equally reveal, for the m eaning is not  in the words but  in the 
m ere fact  that  God is described Òanthropom orphically.Ó This reveals a weakness in the claim  that  the 
openness passages all anthropom orphically m ean the sam e thing:  They are all equally perm it ted to say 
God is personally related to us in t im e and space but  forbidden to say anything indiv idually unique about  
ÒhowÓ God is related to us. This is the problem . I f we claim  that  such passages depict  God as act ing and 
relat ing in ways not  possible for him , by what  herm eneut ic then can we st ill claim  that  they reveal 
anything about  God, m uch less that  they reveal him  as int im ately and personally related to us? I Õm  st ill 
developing this argum ent  and so canÕt  pursue it  here, but  this weakness of the ant hropom orphic 
approach is clear and needs to be addressed. 

Secondly, the whole approach to Script ureÕs open m ot if as anthropom orphic can be turned on it self 
and shown to prove too m uch. How does one know, for exam ple, that  ÒGod lovesÓ is not  equally as 
anthropom orphic as ÒGod regretsÓ? Both are st raight forward descript ions of God. On what  basis does one 
dist inguish ÒGod lovesÓ as literal and ÒGod regretsÓ as anthropom orphic if not  presupposit ions about  what  
is and is not  appropriate for God? Perhaps ÒGod loves usÓ is also an accom m odat ion to our lim ited 
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understanding designed to depict  God Òas ifÓ he loved us when in fact  he is as incapable of loving as he is 
of regret t ing decisions he m ade. I n reply, open theists point  out  that  we r ight ly understand ÒGod lovesÓ 
to m ean som ething analogous to what  we m ean when we hum ans love (without  the at tending 
im perfect ions of course) . Otherwise we have no basis upon which to ascribe m eaning to the BibleÕs claim  
that  God loves us. Open theists sim ply argue that  ÒGod regretsÓ and ÒGod expected what  did not  com e to 
passÓ are also to be understood as m eaning som ething analogous to what  we m ean when we claim  to 
regret  decisions and experience the disappointm ent  of unfulf illed expectat ions (without  the at tending 
im perfect ions of course) . Otherwise we have no basis upon which to ascribe m eaning to the BibleÕs claim  
that  God regrets or expects what  does not  com e to pass. I f, however, God is believed to be incapable of 
facing the sort  of open future im plied by ScriptureÕs descript ions of him  as regret t ing decisions, expect ing 
to com e to pass what  does not  in fact  com e to pass, etc. , then the concepts of Òunfulf illed expectat ions,Ó 
Òchanges of m ind,Ó and Ògenuine regretÓ do not  in the least  apply to God, at  least  not  in a way that  we 
can understand. And if such categories do not  apply to God in a way we can understand, it  is im possible 
to argue that  they ÒrevealÓ God to us. 

Last ly, such an approach is part icular ly dam aging to Pentecostal spir itualit y which has always 
believed God is both experienced and affected by us, som ething difficult  to account  for if we also m aintain 
that  the openness passages descr ibe God as act ing and relat ing to us in ways not  possible for him . 

18 For a presentat ion of the sim ple- foreknowledge view of the future, see David HuntÕs chapter ÒThe 
Sim ple-Foreknowledge ViewÓ in Div ine Foreknowledge:  Four Views (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 
2001) . 

19 See footnote 28 and Appendix 3. The best  argum ents for the incom pat ibilit y  of exhaust ively 
definite foreknowledge and libertarian free will have historically com e from  Calvinists, who sim ply 
respond to this incom pat ibilit y  different ly than open theists. Calv inists m aintain exhaust ively definite 
foreknowledge and deny libertarian free will,  while open theists m aintain libertar ian free will and deny 
exhaust ively definite foreknowledge ( though not  exhaust ive foreknowledge) . 

20 Hunt  art iculates this object ion to sim ple- foreknowledge clearly but  then at tem pts (unsuccessfully)  
to deflect  it , cf. Hunt , ÒThe Sim ple-Foreknowledge View,Ó Divine Foreknowledge:  Four Views (Downers 
Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2001) . 

21 For an argum ent  for the uselessness of sim ple- foreknowledge based on GodÕs work with Old 
Testam ent  prophets, see John Sanders, "Why Sim ple Foreknowledge Offers No More Provident ial Cont rol 
than the Openness of God,"  Faith and Philosophy 14, no. 1 (Jan. 1997) :  26-40, the m ain argum ents of 
which are sum m arized in his The God Who Risks, pp. 200-206. See also William  Hasker, God, Tim e, and 
Knowledge (1989) . 

I f we conclude (against  Calv in)  that  God has not  causally determ ined all history and (wit h Arm inians)  
that  God t im elessly possesses sim ple- foreknowledge of the future, then we are left  with a God who is 
prisoner to his own knowledge, like the fabled Cassandra, condem ned to know the future but  unable to 
do anything about  it  (or wit h it ) . 

22 For an excellent  presentat ion of various v iews on GodÕs relat ionship to t im e, see God and Tim e:  
Four Views, (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2001)  and William  CraigÕs Tim e and Eternity (Wheaton:  
Crossway Books, 2001) . For a philosophical t reatm ent  of GodÕs tem poral vs. atem poral eternity as well as 
argum ents for the incom pat ibilit y  of libertar ian free will and exhaust ively definite foreknowledge, see 
Hasker, God, Tim e, and Knowledge (1989) . The belief in GodÕs tem porally eternal existence is not  unique 
to open theism . There exist  both m oderate Calv inists and Arm inian-Molinists who hold to this v iew of 
GodÕs existence. 

23 I t  is often objected that  since Òt im eÓ was created along with the physical universe and God existed 
before creat ion, God m ust  be absolutely t im eless and im m utable. The quest ion of GodÕs relat ionship to 
t im e is st ill being discussed am ong open theists. Bill Craig, not  an open theist , has an excellent  survey of 
the issues ( see previous foot note) . Craig argues that  Òt im elessnessÓ and Òtem poralit yÓ are both 
cont ingent  at t r ibutes of God and that  God is t im eless in the absence of creat ion but  tem poral since 
creat ion. He also argues (as do open theists and som e Calvinists)  that  the claim  that  God is both t im eless 
and tem porally involved in the world is incoherent  and self- cont radictory and so m eaningless. 

Open theist s grant  that  Òt im eÓ as we m easure it  is an at t r ibute of creat ion. Som e open theists prefer 
instead to em ploy the not ions of Òpure durat ionÓ or ÒsequenceÓ to describe GodÕs eternal experience of his 
own life as Father, Son, and Spir it  in the absence of creat ion. Other open theists prefer to use the word 
Òt im eÓ but  qualify it  nonetheless. All open t heists, however, and som e who are not  open theists, deny the 
possibilit y  of atem poral personhood and thus the claim  that  God ( the m ost  m axim ally personal being in 
the universe)  is absolutely t im eless and im m utable even in the absence of creat ion. 

I n the end it  m at ters not  what  God is in the absence of a created world. I t  rem ains the case that  
since creat ion God experiences the flow of t im e, undergoes changing states of m ind and em ot ion, and 
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relates to us from  within t im e. I f opponents of the open view want  to insist  that  there rem ains a sense in 
which God is t im eless by v irtue of his t ranscending creat ion (a quest ion m any open theists cont inue to 
discuss) , this should not  be understood as underm ining the integr it y of the sense in which God is 
revealed in Scripture as relat ing to us now, as genuinely open to change, and as facing a part ly open 
future. 

24 Dallas WillardÕs poignant  phrase in The Divine Conspiracy (San Francisco:  Harper Collins, 1998) , p. 
244. 

25 I Õm  indebted to Greg Boyd for the I nfinite I ntelligence argum ent . 
26 As well as Molinism , but  not  the classical t radit ion. 
27 Not  only does LeeÕs Enrichm ent  Journal art icle ent irely overlook this crucial aspect  of the open 

view, but  as I  understand him , he incorrect ly denies that  the open view affirm s GodÕs knowledge of all we 
m ay ÒpossiblyÓ do or decide. He writes, ÒI t  is further assum ed [ by the open view]  that  God cannot  know 
all the cont ingent , or potent ial decisions and act ions of hum an beings and angels.Ó But  of  course the open 
view does affirm  GodÕs knowledge of Òpotent ial decisions and act ionsÓ (bot h hum an and angelic) . This is 
what  the ent ire debate is about !  I t  is rather Lee, along with the ent ire classical t radit ion, who assum es 
God cannot  possess knowledge of Òpossibilit iesÓ and thus denies that  God ever knows future decisions 
and act ions as what  m ay Òpotent iallyÓ or ÒpossiblyÓ be. I n classical theism  no cont ingency at taches to 
GodÕs knowledge of future choices. He knows only what  ÒshallÓ happen as the future unfolds. Of course, 
we m ay believe our choices to be genuinely cont ingent , but  if realit y is what  God believes it  to be (which 
is m ost  certainly entailed in his being om niscient ! ) , and if GodÕs beliefs regarding the future are 
exhaust ively definite (v iz., defined exclusively in term s of what  ÒshallÓ and Òshall notÓ happen as opposed 
to encom passing in addit ion what  Òm ayÓ and Òm ay notÓ happen) , then we are sim ply m istaken in 
believing our choices to be genuinely (v iz., ontologically)  cont ingent , in which case our sense of freedom  
is a m ere illusion. I t  exists only because of hum an epistem ological lim itat ions and possesses no 
ontological status wit h God. 

I f, however, Lee m eans to say that  the open view denies that  God knows as definite Òall the future 
cont ingent , or potent ial decisions and act ions of hum an beings and angels,Ó then heÕs certainly correct . 
We do deny this. But  it  rem ains the case that  the Òcont ingencyÓ Lee speaks of at taches not  to GodÕs 
knowledge of these choices but  rather to our  (m istaken)  belief that  we are free to do other than we do. I f 
no cont ingency at taches to GodÕs knowledge of our choices then those choices are not  cont ingent . This 
goes without  saying. GodÕs knowledge and beliefs, not  ours, are infallible and accord with what  is real. 
That  is, realit y ( including our choices)  is what  God believes it  to be, not  necessar ily  what  we believe it  to 
be. I n order for our sense of freedom  to do other than we do to reflect  realit y, then, God m ust  believe us 
free to do other than we do, i.e. , God m ust  face genuine possibilit ies. 

28 Self-determ ining freedom  m eans, obviously  enough, that  the ÒselfÓ determ ines those choices that  
flow from  it  and for which it  is held accountable. I n other words, the determ inateness of our act ions rests 
in us. But  if the determ inateness of our choices is known to God from  eternity (which is the classical 
v iew) , then it  eternally precedes us, in which case it  does not  originate with us (since we are not  eternal)  
and we are not  free in the libertarian sense. This does not  m ean that  libertarian choices are not  
influenced by factors outside the self or are com pletely random . I t  m eans only that  the self is the final 
arbiter in choosing. I t  is the self which gives definiteness to it s choices. I t  is often objected, e.g., Bill 
Craig in Div ine Foreknowledge:  Four Views (Downers Grove:  I nterVarsit y Press, 2001) , that  exhaust ively 
definite foreknowledge and self -determ ining free will are com pat ible. Craig, p. 126, argues:  ÒSo what  is 
the argum ent  that  allegedly dem onst rates the incom pat ibilit y  of div ine foreknowledge and hum an 
freedom ? Lett ing x stand for any event , the basic form  of the argum ent  is as follows:  

(1)  Necessarily , if God foreknows x, then x will happen. 
(2)  God foreknows x. 
(3)  Therefore, x will necessar ily  happen. 
Since x happens necessarily , it  is not  a cont ingent  eventÉ The problem  with the above form  of the 

argum ent  is that  it  is just  logically fallacious.Ó 
Craig is absolutely correct . GodÕs knowledge of the future does not  cause the future to be. But  open 

theists have never argued that  it  does. I n the sam e volum e, p. 191, Greg Boyd responds:  
Ò[ But ] É exposing the fallacy of this argum ent  doesnÕt  go far in proving that  libertarian freedom  is 
com pat ible with exhaust ively definite foreknowledge. For the ÔnecessityÕ that  renders [ exhaust ively 
definite foreknowledge]  problem at ic is not  a logical necessity, but  an ÔaccidentalÕ or ÔhistoricalÕ necessity. 
This is the k ind of necessity possessed by past  events. Though past  events are logically cont ingent , they 
are histor ically necessary, for they cannot  now be other than they are. É I f God eternally foreknows future 
free acts, then future free acts are Ôhistor icallyÕ or ÔaccidentallyÕ necessary. Am ong all the unalterable 
facts of the past  is the content  of what  God infallibly believes shall com e to pass in the future. The 
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definiteness of the future is part  of the (now necessary)  definiteness of the past . HenceÉ if God possesses 
exhaust ively definite foreknowledge, we can exercise no m ore libertarian freedom  with regard to our 
future acts than we can with regard to any past  fact . Both are Ôaccidentally necessaryÕ.Ó 

The point  which open theists m ake, then, is not  that  exhaust ively definite foreknowledge of future 
free acts entails that  those acts are determ ined by God. All we seek to argue is that  such knowledge 
shows that  WE are not  the ones determ ining those choices. ThatÕs all thatÕs needed to dem onst rate 
incom pat ibilit y . Whether God or som e other force unknown to us is responsible for rendering our choices 
determ inate/ definite in the m ind of God is beside the point . I t  rem ains t rue that  if our choices are 
eternally foreknown as definite, we are not  the authors of those choices. See also BoydÕs philosophical 
argum ents for the incom pat ibilit y  of exhaust ively definite foreknowledge (EDF) and self -determ ining free 
will in Appendix 3 following this paper . 

29 As opposed to the Calv inist ic claim  that  our prayers are m erely GodÕs Òpredeterm ined means to 
predeterm ined ends.Ó How m eaningful and reassur ing is that? 

30 Tagging onto the previous foot noteÑ Calvinists in fact  deny that  our lack of prayer is ever 
responsible for things being ot her than they m ight  have been. I ndeed, in a determ inist ic world there can 
be no such thing as a ÒfailureÓ to pray. On the other hand, on the view that  God sim ply foreknows as 
certain all that  happens wit hout  determ ining it  ( i.e., Arm inianism ) it  can never be the case from  GodÕs 
point  of v iew that  events m ay genuinely be other than they are. 

31 Clark Pinnock, Most  Moved Mover:  A Theology  of GodÕs Openness (Grand Rapids:  Baker Academ ic, 
2001) , p. 175. 

32 This was Jonathan EdwardsÕ view.  
33 David Basinger, The Case for Freewill Theism :  A Philosophical Assessm ent  (Downers Grove:  

I nterVarsit y, 1996) , p. 55, says it  well, ÒSince there can never be a t im e when a God who possesses 
com plete SFK [ sim ple- foreknowledge]  does not  know all that  will occur , and since foreknowledge can be 
ut ilized in a provident ially  beneficial m anner only if there is a t im e at  which what  is foreknown can 
influence a div ine decision that  is it self not  also already foreknown, there can exist  no conceivable context  
in which SFK would enable God to m ake provident ially  beneficial decisions that  he would not  be able to 
m ake without  this knowledge.Ó 

34 See Greg BoydÕs response to Bruce Ware in the Sum m er 2002 issue of the Journal of Evangelical 
Theologi cal Society found in Appendix 2 following this paper. Boyd responds to WareÕs accusat ion that  
open theism  believes God m akes Òm istakes.Ó  

35 See David BasingerÕs challenge to the appeal to ant inom y in ÒBiblical Paradox:  Does Revelat ion 
Challenge Logic?Ó JETS 30/ 2 (1987)  pp. 206-222, John Sanders, The God Who Risks (Downers Grove:  
I nterVarsit y Press, 1998) , pp. 34-38, and Vincent  Brum m er, Speaking of a Personal God (Cam bridge:  
Cam bridge Universit y Press, 1992) , pp. 1-32. Som e suggest  that  science provides exam ples of ant inom y, 
or self- cont radictory claim s. J. I . Packer, for exam ple, Evangelism  and the Sovereign ty of God (Downers 
Grove:  I nterVarsit y, 1961) , pp. 20, 24, suggests that  the nature of light , being bot h part icle and wave, is 
a clear exam ple of such ant inom y. Reason suggests that  we ought  to reject  either that  light  is wave or 
part icle, but  the evidence const rains us to affirm  two incom pat ible t ruths and live with the tension. Packer 
suggests that  we should then have no qualm s about  affirm ing m utually incom pat ible t rut hs in Scripture. 

I s Packer correct? Does the nature of light  provide us with a scient if ic equivalent  of a square circle or 
a m arried bachelor? Not  everyone agrees. David Basinger, ÒBiblical Paradox,Ó writes, ÒÉ this [ PackerÕs]  
analogy is dubious. I t  is certainly t rue that  in science (and other areas)  we som et im es com e to the point  
where the evidence appears to equally support  two incom pat ible theories or statem ents.  I n the nature of 
light  cont roversy, for exam ple, physicists have stated that  light  som et im es displays wave- like propert ies 
and som et im es displays part icle- like propert iesÑ that  is, they have stated that  som e propert ies of light  
are best  explained by a wave hypothesis while other propert ies of light  are best  explained by a part icle 
hypothesis. And it  is certainly t rue that  in such cases we ought  not  arbit rar ily  reject  one in favor of the 
other just  to resolve the tension. Moreover, for inst rum ental reasons it  m ay well be just if iable for 
scient ists to assum e as a working hypothesis in specific contexts that  one or both are t rue. But  
theoret ical scient ists have never m ade the claim , as the theologians of paradox seem  to with respect  to 
Biblical t ruths, that  two incom pat ible proposit ions can in fact  be sim ultaneously t rue. Physicists, for 
exam ple, have never claim ed that  light  is in fact  sim ultaneously both wholly part icle and wholly wave, 
where ÔwaveÕ and Ôpart icleÕ are defined in such a way that  the term s are cont radictory. The claim  of the 
scient ist , rather , is only that  there is at  t im es no good basis for considering either of two seem ingly 
incom pat ible proposit ions false. And this is a m uch different , weaker claim  than it s alleged theological 
counterpart  (given our current  interpretat ion) . For only the claim  that  two incom pat ible proposit ions are 
in fact  sim ultaneously t rue threatens the m eaning of the concepts involved.Ó See also A. Baez, The New 
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College Physics (San Francisco:  W. H. Freem an, 1967) , pp. 233-241, and T. Kuhn, The St ructure of 
Scient if ic Revolut ions, 2d ed (Chicago:  Universit y of Chicago, 1970) , who with other scient ists believes 
that  Òlight  is a self -consistent  ent it y different  from  both waves and part icles,Ó p. 114. What  is interest ing 
is that  those who insist  we affirm  against  reason the evidence of science that  light  is both wave and 
part icle are them selves unwilling to accept  against  their reason the evidence of science (e.g., the 
Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle)  that  realit y  is both part ly determ inist ic and part ly indeterm inist ic, part ly 
determ ined by exist ing factors and part ly open to genuine novelty and t rue becom ing. 

36 I t  is diff icult  to understand why those who claim  we should not  at tem pt  to resolve the self-
cont radict ion present  in the beliefs that  a)  God eternally and uncondit ionally predeterm ines all things and 
also j ust ly holds us responsible for our choices ( i.e. , Calv inism ) or that  b)  God eternally foreknows our 
free choices ( i.e., classic Arm inianism ), object  to the open view on the basis that  in their  v iew it  m akes 
self-cont radictory claim s!  I t  is diff icult  to avoid concluding that  Òant inom yÓ (so-called Òm ysteryÓ by 
theologians of ant inom y)  often becom es a dum ping ground for parts of a system  of belief which sim ply 
donÕt  work. One m ay wonder, assum ing that  God intends us to understand what  he m eans to 
com m unicate, and assum ing that  God is the consum m ate com m unicator ( rather than an inept  one) , why 
self-cont radictory beliefs are ever m ade a test  of fellowship or credent ials. Surely the basis of fellowship 
and cooperat ive m inist ry ought  to be what  can be affirm ed with reason and understanding about  God, not  
what  cannot  be m eaningfully affirm ed about  him . To m ake the affirm at ion of adm it tedly self-cont radictory 
t ruth claim s a test  of oneÕs ort hodoxy is, in m y view, injurious to the unity of the Body of Christ  and an 
abuse of leadership. 

37 The docum ent  is discussed by Tim othy Morgan in Christ ianity Today (June 10, 2002 issue) , and the 
docum ent  it self along wit h a list  of the nam es of those who signed it  can be found at  
www.thewordm adefresh.com . The docum ent  states:  

 
ÒTo be evangelical is to be com m it ted to the Lordship of Jesus Chr ist  Ð the Word incarnate Ð in all 
areas of life and to the suprem e authorit y fo the canonical Script ures Ð the writ ten Word Ð in all 
m at ters of faith and pract ice. To be evangelical also entails being characterized by an irenic, Christ like 
spir it  of love toward those with whom  we disagree and a caut ious openness to the reform  of t radit ion 
as the Spir it  leads us to fresh understandings of the Word that  are even m ore faithful to the ent irety 
of GodÕs revelat ion. We oppose unfet tered theological experim entat ion and accom m odat ion to culture 
that  threatens the gospel of Jesus Chr ist . But  we also deplore a present  tendency am ong som e 
evangelicals to define the boundaries of evangelical faith and life too narrowly. For this reason, we 
call upon evangelical leaders and thinkers to m ake room  for reverent  explorat ion of new ideas and 
reconsiderat ion of old ones wit hout  assum ing too quickly that  we know what  Scripture clearly does 
and does not  teach. 
 Throughout  history, evangelicals have courageously stood against  at tem pts to com prom ise 
biblical faith. Unfortunately, passionate resistance to error has repeatedly also led to m ilitant , 
separat ist ic habits of m ind and heart  from  which evangelicals in the m id- twent ieth century st ruggled 
to free the m ovem ent . We are concerned that  som e claim ants to the evangelical her itage appear to 
be falling back into som e of the m ore onerous at t itudes of fundam entalism . Out  of this concern, we 
call all evangelicals to acknowledge the value of the k ind of genuine diversit y and fresh reflect ion, 
grounded in the writ ten Word and centered on the incarnate Word, that  has always been the hallm ark 
of the t rue evangelical spir it . 
 To this end, we call all evangelical leaders and thinkers not  to reject  out  of hand const ruct ive 
theological proposals that  are reverent ly rooted in biblical reflect ion, even when they challenge 
aspects of what  som e consider to be the Ôreceived evangelical t radit ion.Õ Rat her than a sign of decline, 
const ruct ive theological endeavour and r igorous debate about  theological issues are m arks of 
evangelical theological v italit y . Prem ature closure of dialogue and debate by m eans of condem nat ions 
and threats of exclusion, in cont rast , disrupt s com m unity and often quenches the Spir it  who brings 
new life and leads us toward an even m ore faithful reading of GodÕs Word. Therefore, we adm onish all 
evangelicals to resist  at tem pts to propagate r igid definit ions of evangelicalism  that  result  in 
unnecessary alienat ion and exclusionÉ .Ó 
38 The open view appeared long before process theology, so the form er can hardly require the lat ter. 

See Lorenzo D. McCabe, Div ine Nescience of  Future Cont ingencies a Necessity (New York:  Phillips & Hunt , 
1882)  and The Foreknowledge of God (Cincinnat i:  Cranston & Stowe, 1897) . Besides being a theologian, 
McCabe was also a professor of m athem at ics and m echanical philosophy at  Ohio Wesleyan Universit y. I n 
the opening chapter of The Foreknowledge of God he writes, ÒThe design of this t reat ise is to deny and 
disprove the com m only received doct r ine that  God, from  all eternit y, foreknew whatsoever has com e to 
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pass. This doct r ine, it  seem s to m e, is cont rary to reason and Scr ipture, and is in the highest  degree 
dishonouring to the high and holy One that  inhabiteth eternity.Ó 

The preacher Billy  Hibbard was also an advocate of a part ly open future, as was the well- known Bible 
com m entator Dr. Adam  Clarke. Clarke (1760-1832)  was one of the m ost  influent ial Methodists to follow 
John Wesley. He was of course a contem porary of Wesley. Clarke served as President  of the Wesleyan 
Conference and his writ ings were part icular ly influent ial in the developm ent  of the doct r ine of 
sanct if icat ion in the Am erican Holiness m ovem ent . His eight -volum e Bible Com m entary which defined 
Methodist  scholarship rem ains revered today. Clarke was an open theist . Note the follow ing com m ents:  
I n his Com m entary of Hosea (chapter 14) , he writes, ÒAll this is easily accounted for on t he doct r ine of 
the cont ingency of events, i.e., the poising of a m ult itude of events on the possibilit y  of being and not  
being, and leaving the will of m an to turn the scale;  and t hat  God will not  foreknow a thing as absolutely 
certain, which his will has determ ined to m ake cont ingent , a doct r ine against  which som e solem n m en 
have blasphem ed, and philosophic inf idels declaim ed, but  without  which fate and dire necessity m ust  be 
the universal governors, prayer be a useless m eddling, and Providence nothing but  the ineluctable 
adam ant ine chain of unchangeable eventsÉ .Ó Further, in his Com m entary of 1 Sam uel 23, Clarke writes, 
ÒÉ there is such a thing as cont ingency in hum an affairs;  that  is, God has poised m any things between a 
possibilit y  of being and not  being, leaving it  to the will of the creature to turn the scale.Ó I n his 
Com m entary on Acts he adds, ÒGod has ordained som e things as absolutely certain;  these he knows as 
absolutely certain. He has ordained other things as cont ingent :  these he knows as cont ingent . I t  would be 
absurd to say that  he foreknows a thing as only cont ingent  which he has m ade absolutely  certain. And it  
would be as absurd to say that  he foreknows a thing to be absolutely certain which, in his own eternal 
counsel, he has m ade cont ingentÓ [ italics m ine] . The open view ( though not  known by that  nam e as 
such)  was taught  and discussed by Methodists without  any accusat ions of being Òdeviant Ó or 
Òunorthodox.Ó Actually, Clarke (and presum ably others)  would have thought  those who af firm ed 
exhaust ively definite foreknowledge som ewhat  unorthodox. Oh how full- circle we have com e!  

For CalcidiusÕ views, see J. Den Boeft , Calcidisus on Fate:  His Doct r ine and Sources (New York:  E. J. 
Brill, 1977)  and Calcidius, Tim aeus a Calcidio t ranslatus Com m entarioque inst rucus, ed. J.  H. Waszink, 2nd  
ed., vol 4 of Plato Lat inus (Leiden:  E. J. Br ill,  1975) . Calcidius writes, ÒGod knows all things.. .according to 
[ their]  nature. ...His knowledge of uncertain things is indeed necessary, [ v iz. ]  His knowledge that  these 
things are uncertain and their course cont ingent ...yet  they are them selves possible in bot h direct ions 
rather than subject  to necessity. So cont ingent  things are not  inf lexibly arranged and det erm ined from  
the beginning with the sole except ion of the very fact  that  they m ust  be uncertain and depend upon a 
cont ingent  course.Ó A very popular and well- respected Evangelical aut hor and teacher today, Dallas 
Willard is also an advocate of the open view, The Divine Conspiracy (San Francisco:  Harper Collins, 
1998) , pp. 244-246. 

Though open theism  and process theism  bot h share a belief that  the future is part ly open to 
possibilit ies, they disagree on fundam ental claim s regarding GodÕs nature, creat ion ex nihilo, and GodÕs 
provident ial act iv it y in the world. Let  us not  m ake the m istake of dism issing the open view on the basis of 
guilt  by associat ion. Certainly there have been persons in history believed to be heret ics who held to a 
belief in a part ly open future (e.g., Socinus) .  But  not  all persons holding to a belief in a part ly open future 
were considered heret ical. Socinus believed in other things besides an open future which m ay r ight ly be 
condem ned. But  surely we and Socinus agree on som e things that  do not  m ake us heret ics sim ply for 
having them  in com m on with Socinus. 

John Sanders, ÒI s Open Theism  Evangelical?,Ó writes, ÒThis sam e guilt  by associat ion m ove is m ade 
when openness is claim ed to be process theology because both v iews share a couple of points in 
com m on.É Those who claim  openness is sim ply process theology need to read what  process theologians 
are saying about  openness. David Ray Griff in, a prom inent  process theologian, says that  he cannot  
stom ach open theism  any m ore than he can classical theism  because openness is just  too sim ilar to the 
classical v iew and thus not  worthy of God.Ó Classical theologians call advocates of open theism  process 
theists while process theists v iew advocates of open theism  as too like classical theists!  

39 John Sanders, ÒI s Open Theism  Evangelical?,Ó writes, ÒThe definit ion of the seventh ecum enical 
council, called Second Nicea reads:  ÔFollowing the royal pathway and the div inely inspired authorit y of our 
holy fathers [ em phasis m ine]  and the t radit ions of the Catholic Church, we define with all cert itude and 
accuracy that  the venerable and holy im ages are to be set  up in the holy churches of God in houses, and 
by the roadside im ages of Jesus Christ , our undefiled Lady, the theotokos, of the honorable angels and of 
all saints and holy m en. I n accordance with ancient  pious custom , incense and lights m ay be offered to 
im ages, as they are to the figure of the precious and life-giv ing cross, to the book of the Gospels and to 
other holy objects.Õ There is so m uch for Protestants in general and Bapt ists in part icular to choke on 
here as to warrant  a theological Heim lich m aneuverÉ . The Council declares that  we are to perform  these 
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pract ices but  it  is clear that  m ost  of us do not . On what  grounds do we reject  the author it y of this 
Council? I t  claim s that  the holy fathers were Ôdivinely inspiredÕ!  Were they div inely inspired about  div ine 
im m utabilit y , im passibilit y  and icons? I f so, evangelicals are reject ing div ine inspirat ion. Luther declared:  
ÔMy soul abhors the hom oousios.Õ I s Luther t herefore dam ned? Evangelical theologian David Wells [ a 
vocal opponent  of open theism ]  asserts that  the Creeds are often wrong. He says, for inst ance, that  the 
Nicene Creed contains Or igenist  concepts and that  Chalcedon conferred on Mary the t it le ÔMother of God.Õ 
The council said that  this teaching was to be held inviolable so Wells is reject ing the inviolable teaching of 
the seventh ecum enical council. I s Wells a heret ic? Must  we follow the canons of the seven councils? I f 
so, then the following apply to us:  we are to stand, not  kneel when praying on the LordÕs day;  a wom an 
under the age of forty cannot  becom e a deaconess and if, after becom ing one, she Ôdespises the grace of 
GodÕ and m arries, she shall be anathem at ized;  if you do not  salute the icons you are anathem at ized;  if 
you do not  accept  the gospels and the holy relics of the m artyrs you are anathem at ized;  Jews who 
convert  m ust  put  away all Jewish custom s including the Sabbath or they are not  to be allowed to take 
com m union. Are those who do not  follow all the teachings of these seven councils heret ics?Ó 

40 There is, of course, one council which specif ically addresses these issuesÑ Dort !  
41 I  donÕt  m ean by this perm it t ing credent ialed m inisters to em brace the open view privately but  

forbidding them  to speak, teach, or ot herwise voice their beliefs publicly. This is not  a workable 
arrangem ent  at  all. The open view is not  an obscure eschatological belief about  the precise t im ing of the 
bowls of wrath spoken of in Revelat ion which have nothing to do wit h im pact ing life and m inist ry now. 
The open view does im pact  oneÕs ent ire worldview, leaving it s im print  on oneÕs discipling,  counselling, and 
guidance of others as well as oneÕs understanding of the place and urgency of prayer and other m at ters 
of pract ical im portance. We cannot  expect  those of our m inisters who em brace the open view to put  it  on 
a shelf and keep it  to them selves. We should of course expect  them  not  to m ake the open view a m at ter 
of content ious debate while seeking to proselyt ize others. But  I  would say the sam e thing about  a 
m inister who was unable to avoid m aking any teaching not  disapproved by the General Presbytery an 
issue of content ious debate. Should we counsel the m inister or out law his belief? Counsel the m inister;  
heÕs the problem . I n the end, the General Presbytery and Com m ission on Doct r inal Purit y should know 
that  the fires of content ious debate are far m ore likely to be stoked and fed by those who dislike the open 
view and feel them selves called of God to silence it  than by open theists them selves. 


