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 Abstract 

This paper asserts that God is fully aware of past, present and future occurrences and His 

prescience runs counter the traditional notion of God's omniscience. God's knowledge of 

the past, present, and future is direct and immediate, unlike our ability to reconstruct it 

through historical evidence. Open theists frequently claim that their worldview is 

authentically biblical and is not based on philosophy by claiming that God has divine 

qualities. Greek philosophy believed that God was eternal, immutable and unchangeable. 

Those who hold open theism can assert that God is fully aware of the future. This paper 

bases its interpretation on the A-theory and B-theory of time. It was linked to the notion 

that the present is metaphysically privileged over the past and the future. Major views about 

the conventional view of God were critically examined to prove the creative knowledge 

about God. The traditional view suggests that free agents can do what they do for a specific 

reason. It was concluded that God is confident in himself and doesn't need to control or 

foreknow everything to guide the world towards his goals, claiming that he doesn't know 

the future is inaccurate. 

Keywords: God's Foreknowledge, Divine Attributes, Traditional and conventional 

View of God, Theory of Time. 

1. Introduction 

Christian theism's question about the validity of divine foresight concerns whether God knows 

what will happen tomorrow. God’s attributes involve the omnipotent being who is also omniscient 

(Van Inwagen, 2008); God possesses ultimate power, knowledge and love, which are 'extracted' 

from human attributes, highlighting the 'extraction' of these qualities from human beings. The 

question arises regarding assigning attributes to a supernatural and Supreme Being, given that our 

knowledge may be experimental (Fuchs, 2021). Religious literature often presents challenges in 

recognizing God's omnipotence, as it may not always be seen as the most powerful being (Grudem 

et al., 2003). The question is whether God's omnipotence implies that He can perform the logically 

impossible (Craig, 2023). Theologians reject the idea of a nonsensical God, as it could lead to 

contradictions such as sin, suicide or making a rock too heavy for him to lift, thereby making the 

God non-existent. The questions are logically confused, as God is not a moral agent, committing 

suicide is illogical for a perfect being and the concept of an infinite-sized rock is logically 

impossible. 
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God's omniscience is linked to his omnipotence, if God could only do what is logically possible, 

then he cannot know that 2 + 2 = 4 (Brenner, 2021; Leftow, 2014; Dickinson, 2019). God's 

everlasting nature implies that he cannot know the future, as it is logically impossible for him to 

know what has not yet happened (Dickinson, 2019). If God exists eternally, he may have the ability 

to see the future as he can quickly comprehend the entire time. The claim that God's omniscience 

is causal, meaning that free will does not exist, is challenged by the impression that God 

understands the results of future choices but does not cause them. The 'openness theology' argues 

that God has comprehensive knowledge of the present, not the future, which contradicts the claim 

that God knows everything (Pinnock, 2019). 

2. Language 

Open theists frequently assert that their position is biblical and that they do not base it on 

philosophy. Open theists argue that the Christian church has been enslaved to Greek philosophy, 

believing that God is unchanging, immovable and timeless, due to its failure to recognise the plain 

teachings of Scripture (Bayam, 2021). Open theists claim that God distinguishes the future 

perfectly. Still, they only understand it as it is now, including genuine possibilities, which raises 

the question of the "nature of the future." Gregory Boyd redefines the future as the present, 

asserting that God distinguishes the future as it is now but this knowledge is not foreknowledge 

but just knowledge of the present (Craig, 1990). Openness theology asserts that God has a 

comprehensive understanding of the present, not the future and that "foresight" refers to knowledge 

of what will happen, not the nature of what will happen. 

Cottrell, a contemporary Arminian, questions whether God has infallible knowledge of future free-

will choices. God maintains sovereign control over his creation, despite the freedom he has given, 

as he has true foresight of future choices without himself being the agent (Cottrell, 1989; Frede, 

2011). Open theism is a philosophical approach that views the future as unrealistically based on 

the events that make it up (Rhoda et al., 2006). The philosophical conception of the future, as 

claimed by theism, raises the question of whether God is of a kind that he cannot know, similar to 

the paradox of the stone, which questions whether God can lift a heavy stone. How God knows is 

a part of the problem here. According to the open theist, God infers knowledge of the future from 

the realities of the present rather than knowing it immediately or intuitively. The notion of a 

significant difference between Greek and Hebraic thought has been criticized and has been either 

modified or abandoned in various contexts. 

The article explores the debate about whether God has the ability to predict future events. The 

research examines various philosophical perspectives on divine foreknowledge, particularly in the 

context of theological determinism and human free will. It examines historical contexts, analyzes 

key theological frameworks, and considers implications for ethics. The research's purpose is 

twofold: to provide a comprehensive analysis of the philosophical discourse surrounding divine 

foreknowledge and to foster a deeper understanding of how differing views on divine knowledge 

affect religious belief systems and individual moral conduct. By engaging with both philosophical 

and practical dimensions of the question, the study contributes to the ongoing dialogue about the 

nature of God and the human condition. The significance of this research lies in its capacity to 

bridge gaps between philosophical theology and practical ethics. As society becomes increasingly 

pluralistic, the need for a nuanced understanding of divine omniscience is paramount. The research 

addresses interdisciplinary dialogue, cultural relevance, and theological clarity, aiming to aid 

theologians and religious practitioners in articulating their beliefs coherently with contemporary 

issues. The research contributes to existing scholarship through theoretical innovation, critical 

engagement, and empirical relevance. By proposing new models that reconcile divine 

foreknowledge with human freedom, it challenges traditional dichotomies and opens avenues for 

further exploration within the philosophy of religion. By considering how beliefs about divine 
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foreknowledge impact ethical behavior, the research has practical implications that extend beyond 

academic circles, influencing how individuals and communities navigate moral dilemmas. 

3. Research Method  

The question of whether God possesses foreknowledge of future events has fascinated theologians, 

philosophers, and scholars throughout history. A structured research methodology was employed 

to explore this complex topic, consisting of a systematic literature review, case studies, and 

synthesis of findings. This approach allowed for a comprehensive examination of the various 

perspectives and scholarly debates surrounding divine foreknowledge, free will, and the 

implications of theological doctrines. The systematic literature review involved identifying, 

evaluating, and synthesizing existing research on divine foreknowledge, with a focus on scholarly 

articles, books, and theological treatises published over the last few decades. The review followed 

a structured protocol to ensure rigour and reproducibility, including defining search terms, 

selecting academic databases, including and excluding articles based on relevance to the research 

question, and extracting key themes, arguments, and conclusions from the literature. The research 

methodology also incorporated case studies that explored specific theological frameworks and 

their implications for understanding divine foreknowledge. These case studies included the 

Classical Theistic Perspective, which argued that God is an eternal being outside time, possessing 

complete knowledge of all temporal events. The Open Theism perspective asserts that God's future 

knowledge is dynamic and influenced by human choices, posing significant questions about free 

will and God's relationship with time. The synthesis of findings from the literature review and case 

studies sought to identify common themes, divergences, and gaps in the existing scholarship. The 

proposed models reconcile the concepts of divine foreknowledge and free will, providing key 

insights into their compatibility. Additionally, the diverse theological perspectives underscore the 

complexity of understanding God's relationship to time, which has implications for how believers 

navigate issues related to divine foreknowledge and free will. 

4. Result 

4.1. Philosophical Arguments for and Against God's foreknowledge of the 

Future  

Faith and personal experience play a significant role in shaping beliefs about God's omniscience. 

Some people's personal experiences such as tragedy or loss may lead them to question the idea of 

a God who has predetermined everything. Some individuals may find solace in the notion of a 

divine being who has complete knowledge of the future and is in control of all aspects of life. 

Ultimately, the role of faith and personal experience in beliefs about God's omniscience is a highly 

personal and subjective one. The arguments surrounding God's foreknowledge of the future are 

complex and multifaceted (Wyckoff, 2010; Robinson, 2000; Chaturvedi, 2022). Different 

philosophers have proposed various theories and ideas each with its strengths and weaknesses. By 

exploring these arguments and counter-arguments, we can deepen our understanding and gain 

insights into fundamental questions about the nature of God, time and human free will. 

Philosophers have presented various arguments and counter-arguments to reconcile the idea of 

God's omniscience with the concept of human free will. One of the main arguments for God's 

foreknowledge of the future is based on the idea of divine timelessness. According to this view, 

God exists outside of time and therefore has a timeless perspective on all events including those 

in the future.  

God's understanding of the future is based on His eternal perspective, not prediction or observation 

and is often related to the concept of God's omniscience, which implies His knowledge of all 

things. However, some philosophers have expressed objections to the notion of God's pre-ordained 



4 Adeoye, A, (2024) 

 

 

knowledge of the future. If God knows the future, does this mean that our choices are 

predetermined and we have no real freedom to choose? The objection is often linked to 

determinism, which asserts that all events are influenced by predetermined factors and that free 

will is an illusion. In response to this objection, some philosophers propose open theism, which 

asserts that the future is not entirely determined and that God's knowledge of it is limited by human 

choices. In response to this objection, some philosophers propose open theism, arguing that the 

future is not entirely determined and that God's knowledge of it is limited by human choices 

(Grudem et al., 2003). This view emphasizes the importance of human free will and the role that 

human choices play in shaping the future. Another objection to the idea of God's foreknowledge 

of the future is based on the concept of time (Chaturvedi, 2022; Westphal, 2011).  

Some philosophers have argued that the future does not yet exist and that therefore it is not possible 

for anyone including God, to know of it. This argument is often associated with the concept of 

presentism which holds that only the present moment exists and that the past and future are merely 

concepts. The argument is often linked to presentism, which asserts that the present moment is the 

only reality and that the past and future are mere concepts. Boethius, a Christian philosopher, 

posited that God's future knowledge is not a result of future events but rather a result of His timeless 

perspective. He also emphasized the importance of human free will and the role that it plays in 

shaping the future. William of Ockham was a medieval philosopher who proposed the idea of 

nominalism which holds that universal concepts are merely names and do not have a real existence 

(Craig, 1990). He argued that God's foreknowledge of the future doesn't imply predetermined 

outcomes or that human free will is an illusion. Alfred North Whitehead was a 20th-century 

philosopher who developed a process philosophy that emphasized the importance of events and 

the role that they play in shaping the future. He argued that the future is not predetermined but 

rather is the result of ongoing processes that are constantly changing.  

Richard Swinburne, a philosopher, argues that God's future knowledge is based on His knowledge 

of the present and past, but this doesn't mean the future is predetermined. He also highlights the 

importance of human free will in shaping the future, as determinism suggests every event in the 

universe is determined by a chain of causality, while free will allows individuals to make choices 

uninfluenced by prior causes or external factors. Theologians have also discussed the concept of 

free will about God's sovereignty and human responsibility. Philosophers have proposed various 

views on time, including presentism, eternalism, and growing block theory. Presentism, 

eternalism, and growing block theory are philosophical theories that assert the existence of the 

present, past and future. Theologians have discussed the nature of time God's relationship to the 

universe and the concept of eternity. Overall, these arguments have been subject to more 

discussion and there is no clear consensus on the matter. Ultimately, the question of whether God's 

foreknowledge of the future is compatible with human free will is a complex and difficult one that 

may never be fully resolved.   

4.2. Theory of Time 

McTaggart, a renowned metaphysicist, is known for his infamous argument for the unreality of 

time. He identified two series: "A-series" referring to positions from the far east to the present, and 

"B-series" referring to positions from earlier to later. This argument highlights the complexity of 

time and the role of time in our understanding of reality (McTaggart & McTaggart, 1988). The A-

properties and B-relations theories are two distinct perspectives on time. The A-theory asserts that 

the present is metaphysically superior to the past and future with a genuine flow of time as past 

events diminish and future events approach. The A-theorist, along with other theories like 

presentism, Growing Block Theory, and Moving Spotlight Theory, explains metaphysical 

separation in the present through past, present, and future characteristics. 

B-theory of time challenges the superiority of the present over past and future, suggesting that time 
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flows or passes with some arguing all times are metaphysically on par. John McTaggart, however, 

argues that time is illusory and that two potential definitions of time are insufficient. McTaggart 

posits that time can be categorized into two categories: the A-series, which categorizes times based 

on their past or future status and the B-series, which categorizes them based on their precedence 

or occurrence. He argues that time cannot be viewed in terms of either the A-series or the B-series, 

as they are distinct concepts. 

He deduces that time must not exist based on this. Because he believes that such an ordering results 

in a contradiction, he believes that the A-series is insufficient. He argues that being past, present, 

and future all have mutually exclusive features, making it impossible for anyone period to 

simultaneously hold all three. McTaggart contends that the B-series is similarly insufficient 

because it is unable to explain the change. If one time is earlier than another, this fact will always 

be true. McTaggart's claim that time is unreal has sparked debate on its enigmatic nature, as it 

contradicts the eternal fact that past, present and future times change from moment to moment, 

causing ongoing debate. 

5. Discussion  

5.1. Perspectives on God's Knowledge of the Future  

The question of whether God knows tomorrow has been a subject of intense theological debate for 

centuries. Scholars and religious leaders from different faith traditions have offered various 

perspectives on this intriguing topic. Theological determinism, a perspective asserting God's 

omniscience, asserts that His knowledge of the future is absolute and unchangeable, encompassing 

all aspects of human existence, past, present and future. Proponents of this perspective often cite 

biblical passages that suggest God's omniscience. Psalm 139:4 "Before a word is on my tongue, 

you, Lord, know it completely." This verse implies that God's knowledge encompasses even our 

thoughts and intentions. Open theism, a distinct approach from theological determinism, asserts 

that God's understanding of the future is not exhaustive. Advocates of open theism argue that God 

willingly limits His knowledge of the future to respect human free will and maintain a dynamic 

relationship with His creation (Grudem et al., 2003; Frede, 2011). Open theists believe that God 

experiences time like humans, perceiving events as they unfold. They argue that God's premonition 

is based on probabilities rather than certainties, allowing for genuine human choices and the 

possibility of alternate futures. This perspective finds support in biblical passages that suggest God 

changing His mind or responding to human actions. For example, in the book of Jonah, God 

decides to spare the city of Nineveh from destruction after witnessing the people's repentance. The 

narrative suggests that human actions can significantly influence God's understanding of the 

future. 

Molinism introduces the concept of "middle knowledge," suggesting that God knows natural and 

free knowledge, including what could happen under any possible circumstance, thereby providing 

a unique perspective on His future knowledge. Molinists argue that God uses His middle 

knowledge to create a world that maximizes human freedom while achieving His ultimate 

purposes. They believe that God's middle knowledge allows Him to understand and navigate the 

complexities of human choices, resulting in a future that is known to Him but still influenced by 

human free will. Another perspective suggests that God exists outside the confines of time and 

therefore perceives all moments simultaneously. The belief in divine timelessness asserts that 

God's knowledge transcends temporal limitations, including past, present, and future and is based 

on His eternal nature, not on foreknowledge. God sees all events in a timeless manner, 

encompassing the entirety of human history and the future in a single eternal now. 

5.2. The old-fashioned belief in God's knowledge of the future 
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One of the most profound questions that have puzzled theologians and philosophers throughout 

history is whether or not God knows the future. The old-fashioned understanding of God's future 

knowledge, examining the timeless perspective and examining arguments for and against God's 

omniscience. The old-fashioned belief in God's timelessness is the basis for understanding His 

knowledge of the future. According to this perspective, God exists outside of time, transcending 

the limitations of past, present and future. From this vantage point, God perceives all events 

simultaneously, encompassing the entirety of human existence in a single eternal now. The 

timeless perspective asserts that God's awareness is not restricted by the linear progression of 

human experience. This concept aligns with the classical understanding of God as all-knowing and 

all-powerful. 

God's divine nature, as an omniscient and omnipotent being is believed to grant him the perfect 

understanding of all things, including the future (Van Inwagen, 2008). The argument suggests that 

a God with limited awareness of the future is not truly God and also posits the concept of God's 

providence. Proponents of God's active involvement in shaping human history argue that He must 

know the future to limit His ability to intervene and govern the world. They cite biblical passages 

that suggest God's premonition, highlighting the importance of understanding the future. These 

verses depict God accurately predicting future events and demonstrating an understanding of 

human choices before they occur.  The scriptural evidence supports the belief in God's omniscience 

and His ability to predict and know the future. 

Opponents of the traditional view present counterarguments challenging the notion of God's 

understanding of the future. One such argument revolves around the concept of human free will. 

Critics contend that if God possesses complete knowledge of the future, then human choices and 

actions would be predetermined, negating the existence of genuine free will. They argue that true 

freedom necessitates the ability to choose among various possibilities, including ones that may not 

align with God's foreknowledge (Boyd et al., 2009). Another counterargument questions the 

compatibility of God's omniscience and human responsibility. If God already knows the choices 

individuals will make, then it raises doubts about human accountability for their actions. Critics 

argue that absolute knowledge of the future undermines moral responsibility and the idea of 

humans as agents of their own decisions. 

5.3. The Conventional View of God's Knowledge  

Saint Augustine's work is credited with shaping the conventional view of God in Christian 

theology, describing him as eternal, omniscient, omnipotent, and the only creator and sustainer of 

the universe (Van Inwagen, 2008).  

Augustine's view of God as the only perfect being influenced conventional views, asserting that 

His omniscience allows for foresight of all future events, including human choices and actions. 

Although all creations are perfect, God's perfection differs from human perfection, as He does not 

make mistakes. Augustine's views on God's future, emotions, and changes after interacting with 

His creation are in direct opposition to Aristotle's works and Neo-Platonism. He argues that God 

raises questions about His creation's future, expresses it conditionally, and demonstrates emotions 

like regret. In conventional Christianity, followers often reject the idea that God only appeared to 

say certain things, as his use of objects to express Himself discredits this view. 

Open Theists reject the idea that the Bible revealed God changing His mind, arguing that this 

change is not due to predetermined future and past conditions. The believers assert that God's 

knowledge and intentions are not eternally fixed, as demonstrated in Jeremiah, and that certain 

passages do not indicate God's foresight. They argue that both God and creation are portrayed 

similarly, demonstrating that God's actions are not limited by predetermined future and past 

conditions. Augustine's influence on Christianity and divine prescience is a key division in 
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conventional Christian theology. Open Theists argue there is strong Scriptural evidence, while 

Aristotle believes the future is uncertain. 

Aquinas argues that human observers observe a procession bit by bit due to the inconsistency of 

our vision. If our vision were not sequential or measured by time, we would see the procession all 

at once. Aquinas does not assign God the eternal knower, implying that God is not likened to a 

towering figure. God's eternal knowledge of time necessitates the present's privileged actuality 

being present to the entire eternity, which is impossible as it cannot be present to a portion of 

something without parts. Aquinas argues that God's eternal knowledge of the temporal is illogical, 

as adverbial phrases like "only when" and "not until" pertain to the creature's existence. The eternal 

concept, which is illogical and obscure, implies that what exists for a moment must remain present 

to God for all eternity. 

Shanley (1997) posits that God's knowledge, which encompasses both singular and material 

existents, is the active cause of things, and its knowledge of future delegations is a subset of this. 

The causative dimension of God's knowledge distinguishes between passively produced created 

beings and eternal causal knowledge, highlighting the distinction between the two. Shanley posits 

that God perceives the present moment as causally not temporally present, highlighting the creative 

aspect of His knowledge, a concept often overlooked by Aquinas' critics and distinguishes between 

God's knowledge of future delegations. 

Shanley's position suggests that future dependents co-exist with God in eternity as a limitation of 

His creative knowledge, which is either false or implies the same dual-existence doctrine as 

Leftow's justification, which is not adequately explained. Shanley's argument for Aquinas, God's 

creative knowledge, has been criticized for suggesting eternalism. This approach suggests that God 

creates the world in a single act, which is more problematic than knowing the world. God's act of 

creating is identically related to each moment in time, implying that His knowledge reflects His 

causation. The presentist view asserts that the "now" is distinct from the past and future, as it exists 

independently. 

The presentist view argues that God is unaware of the current time, contradicting the notion that if 

God is perfect, presentism is false. Leftow's position suggests that if God's omniscience includes 

knowledge of time-based creatures, they must also exist in eternity (Leftow, 1990; Van Inwagen, 

2008). God only discerns non-existent future bodies in their eternal existence but does not know 

them in their proper existence. Eternalism is the case if one believes that the body's time-base and 

eternal existences are diverse. Prior argued that the present-ness, past-ness, or futurity of a formal 

can be influenced by its known individuals, as the past is entirely determined, while the future is 

open to contrary choices. The indeterminacy of something lies with the knower, not the thing 

known. Prior argued that the unspecified prescribed future either exists or not and a past event has 

already occurred or hasn't with no end (Prior, 1962) 

5.4. Augustine’s Clarification of Divine Intelligence 

Augustine proposed various solutions to the issue of divine foresight and human independence, 

including the enlightening solution. He was most satisfied with this solution, as it was the only 

suggestion he made in his early work on the permitted prime of the impetus and the City of God. 

Augustine believed that our wishes were free because they were within our control and God also 

knew our power. He believed that the power is not taken from us by His foresight, but because of 

His prescience, willpower is more likely to be present in us. This solution was the only suggestion 

he made in his late life (Matthews, 2005). Augustine believes that the enlightening solution 

involves allowing God to not only have intuition but also foresight of someone's actions with their 

free will.  
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Augustine posits that God's foresight is not a threat to free will but rather a guarantee. He believes 

that God allows people to sin, but they must do so with their own will. He proposes the divine-

case solution, which suggests God has a premonition of his actions, but this doesn't prevent God's 

freedom. He also proposes the eternality solution, which argues that divine foresight doesn't exist 

for God. Augustine's eternality solution suggests that freedom is hindered by God's eternal 

presence, as the past and future are unchanging. The modal-placement solution argues that God 

knows someone will sin but does not compel them to do so. This perspective improves 

misunderstandings of conditional and consequent necessity but does not provide a unified proposal 

for free will. Augustine's belief that God has intuition about actions does not alter the outcome, as 

God knows exactly what will happen. He uses the example of Adam sinning on his own free will, 

arguing that it would occur under Adam's choice, but God already knew about his choice, timing, 

and punishment. 

6. Conclusion 

The paper argues that God is aware of all past, present, and future occurrences and that His 

prescience contradicts the traditional notion of God's omniscience. It suggests that God has a 

specific good reason for allowing free agents to do what they do and that it was better to allow or 

ordain the event to take place than to prevent it. God settles ahead of time but leaves open what he 

wants to settle, leaving it to free agents to decide how this openness to possibilities of creation will 

be resolved. It is realized that God is confident in himself and does not need to control or foreknow 

everything to steer the world toward his goals. The conventional view suggests that God has a 

good reason for allowing free agents to do what they do, and it's better to allow or ordain this event 

than to prevent it. God settles ahead of time, leaving open possibilities for free agents to decide 

how to resolve this. It's realized that God is confident in himself and doesn't need to control or 

foreknow everything to steer the world towards his goals. 
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