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Introduction

Grandma's Dilemma, part 1

My wife Irene and I were discussing this essay when our lovely daughter Karis came by, “what 
are you guys talking about?”  Needing a mental break, I explained it to Karis this way:

“Once upon a time, Grandma and the Big Bad Wolf decided to play a game.  Grandma and the 
Big Bad Wolf are both in the house.  The house has two doors and the wolf stands behind one 
of them.  If Little Red Ridding Hood comes in through the door where the Big Bad Wolf is, 
Grandma loses.  Otherwise, she wins.  Grandma has no idea through which door her 
granddaughter would come, but she can lure the wolf into one of the two doors with a bowl of 
porridge.  Is there a strategy for Grandma to guarantee a win?”

Karis looked at me bewildered, “No.  As long as Grandma has no idea what Little Red Riding 
Hood would decide, there is no sure way.  Grandma couldn't tell which door to lure the wolf!”

“That, my dear wife,” I turned to Irene, “is essentially why divine providence means very little 
if God does not have foreknowledge!”

A while ago, I came across the essay “Getting Beyond the Chessmaster Analogy: Game Theory and 
Divine Providence” written by the open theist Alan Rhoda, one of the contributions to the volume 
“Creation Made Free, Open Theology Engaging Science.”1  The contributors share a common interest 
in explaining open theism through scientific concepts and languages.   I am not persuaded by open 
theism, which is said to include accepting a libertarian view of free will and rejecting divine 
omniscience of the future as traditionally understood,2 because of three main reasons that have been 
articulated elsewhere and requiring only a brief review:3

(1) The biblical case of open theism4 is built mostly on passages depicting God 
anthropomorphically, and yet fails to take full account of (a) God's factual foreknowledge of the 
future as evident from the fulfillment of prophecies, (b) human natural incapacity to freely 
make morally good decisions due to original sin, and (c) the power held by Satan to deceive, 
enslave, and destroy.

(2) The deconstructionist historical claim of the Hellenization of Christianity as an argument for 
open theism5 is essentially irrelevant since the norm of Christianity is defined by the primary 
“open” source of the biblical text and only secondarily informed by regional traditions. 

1 Rhoda, Alan “Getting Beyond the Chessmaster Analogy: Game Theory and Divine Providence” in Oord, Thomas Jay, 
ed.  Creation Made Free: Open Theology Engaging Science. (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2009) p. 151-175.

2 From the five core claims of open theism outlined in Clark Pinnock et al., The Openness of God: A Biblical Challenge to 
the Traditional Understanding of God. (Downer Groves, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1994) 

3 For a list of major works for and against open theism, refer to the “Open Theism” entry at:
IEP [http://www.iep.utm.edu/o-theism/] 
Wikipedia [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Open_theism]

4 Richard Rice, “Biblical Support for a New Perspective” in The Openness of God.
5 John Sanders, “Historical Considerations” in The Openness of God.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Open_theism
http://www.iep.utm.edu/o-theism/


(3) The practical argument that prayers and evangelism really matter in open theism6 is much 
canceled out by their view that the Holy Spirit has limited power to change people's hearts.

However, disagreements aside, I am grateful to Professor Rhoda for his essay.  By attempting to 
explain his open theism using the language of mathematics, Rhoda opens up the discussion to a wider 
audience and spurs me personally to reflect on biblical texts anew from the angle of game theory.  

My examination nevertheless further convinces me that open theism is logically flawed and weakens 
the apologetic case for the Christian faith.  In this essay, I will first object to Rhoda's use of game 
theory as an open theist on the ground that the open theist definition of free will person is inherently 
incompatible with the rational actor model assumed in game theory and neoclassical economics.  Then, 
making use of insights from game theory and related decision modeling methods, I present three 
examples to illustrate how the apologetic case of the Christian faith is weakened by open theism.

1. With respect to the problem of evil,7 if God does not have certainty that He would triumph over 
evil eventually, the pain suffered by the world in the present could be all for naught.  While 
open theists agree that God has confidence in the ultimate victory, they leave open the risk of 
God failing.

2. With respect to divine providence,8 if God does not know us individually well enough to know 
what decisions we will make, God cannot securely guide us personally either.  However, the 
ultimate victory is the sum total of rescue missions of His children; no child is left behind 
because the good shepherd promises not to settle for the 99%.  Open theism makes failure a real 
possibility for the rescue mission for the lost one.  But failure is not an option!

3. With respect to free will,9 if a decision cannot be called a free decision given that God 
foreknows it, many decisions would have to be absurdly seen as coerced, which would discount 
much of the faithfulness of the men and women of God in the bible whose personal decisions 
led to the fulfillment of foretold prophecies.

In the next section, I identify a few insights from game theory and related strategic methods that I 
found helpful not just for the specific application of interacting with open theism, but potentially useful 
generally as exegetical and theological tools.  Applying these tools, a section will then be devoted to 
each of the three examples.

A Beautiful Mind: Another imagination of God's mind

I assume the reader of this essay has some familiarity with game theory and its foundational notions 
such as zero-sum game,10 the minimax theorem,11 and Nash equilibrium.12  To tell the human story 
behind the formulas and graphs, a great tribute must first be paid to the ingenious John von Neumann, 
who co-found the field with Oskar Morgenstern in their inaugural treatise “Theory of Games and 
Economic Behavior.”13  Brought up by Jewish parents in Hungary, Von Neumann was said to be fluent 

6 David Basinger, “Practical Implications” in The Openness of God.
7 Geisler, Norman, “Problem of Evil” in Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 

1999), p.219-224.
8 Helm, Paul.  The Providence of God.  (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1994).  See also: McCann, Hugh J., 

“Creation and Conservation,” A Companion to Philosophy of Religion (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1997) p. 306-312. 
9 Geisler, Norman, “Free Will” (1999), p. 261-163.
10 Von Neumann, John and Morgenstern, Oskar. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, 3rd ed. (Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press, 1944), section 5.2.1, p.47.
11 Ibid, section 13.5, p. 95-98.
12 Nash, John. “Non-Cooperative Games”. The Annals of Mathematics, Second Series, Vol. 54, No. 2, (Sep. 1951), pp. 

286-295
13 Von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944).



in Latin and classical Greek when he was 6 and familiar with calculus by the age of 8.  He received his 
Ph.D. at 22 and at the age of 29 became one the first five professors – together with Albert Einstein –  
at the Institute of Advanced Studies at Princeton.  Besides game theory, Von Neumann was also widely 
recognized for his work in quantum logic and the Monte Carlo method.  He was often credited as the 
father of modern computer for inventing the Von Neumann (“Princeton”) architecture.14

John Nash was another key figure in the field of game theory and received a 1994 Nobel prize in 
economics for his pioneering work.  His remarkable life story was popularly retold in the biography “A 
Beautiful Mind”15 and the eponymous Oscar-winning movie adaptation.  Von Neumann's minimax 
theorem has demonstrated constructively that zero-sum games with finite set of actions and rational 
players result in an equilibrium.  Nash showed that an equilibrium also generally exists in any non-
cooperative games with finite set of actions and rational players, provided that each player holds 
accurate beliefs of the strategies used by other players.

Rhoda suggests that game theory furnishes open theism a framework to explain divine providence 
without God foreknowing what free persons would decide.  He applies Steven Bram's theory of moves 
(TOM),16 to explain God's providential interaction with Israel as a nation, explaining the exhortation 
text of Israel in Jer. 18:7-10 in terms of a payoff matrix, similar to the way Bram outlined a number of 
other Hebrew biblical texts using TOM.17  The spiritual cycle of faithfulness and unfaithfulness of 
Israel is then explained.

In using game theory to explain divine providence, Rhoda brushes aside the apparent incompatibility of 
the rational actor assumed in game theory and the open theist's definition of the free will actor.

Game theory rests on the axiom of the utility-maximizing rational actors.18  The idea of rational actors 
has been implied since Adam Smith speaks of the “invisible hand” in his “Theory of Moral 
Sentiment.”19  In the modern era, Nobel-laureate Gary Becker has been a notable proponent.20  
According to E. Roy Weintraub, all of neoclassical economics rest on three axioms: “1. People have 
rational preferences among outcomes. 2. Individuals maximize utility and firms maximize profits. 3. 
People act independently on the basis of full and relevant information.”21 In other words, rational actors 
choose the action yielding the highest utility function value given the information available to them.  A 
trivial deduction is that knowing all the information available to a rational actor, an objective observer  
ought to be able to predict exactly what the actor would decide.

However, it is precisely the contention of open theists that God cannot predict what a free will actor 
would do, even with His omniscience.  Alleging the incompatibility of divine foreknowledge and 
human freedom,22 open theists believe their modification to traditional understanding of omniscience is 
necessary to keep the future truly “open” to free will.  However, from the perspective of the rational 

14 Halmos, P.R.. (1973) "The Legend of von Neumann". The American Mathematical Monthly: volume 80. p. 382–394.
15 Nasar, Sylvia (1999). A Beautiful Mind: A Biography of John Forbes Nash, Jr., Winner of the Nobel Prize in Economics. 

(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994)
16 Brams, Steven. Theory of Moves. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)
17 Brams, Steven. Game Theory and the Humanities: Briding Two Worlds. (Cambridge, MA, MIT Press, 2011) See also 

Idem, Biblical Games: Game Theory and the Hebrew Bible. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003)
18 “The Problem of Rational Behavior” (ch. 2), “The Notion of Utility” (ch. 3) in Von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944)
19 Smith, Adam (1759), "Theory of Moral Sentiment", pp. 184–5 in: The Glasgow edition of the Works and 

Correspondence of Adam Smith, vol. I" (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982)
20 Becker, Gary. The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1976).
21 Weintraub, E. Roy. “Neoclassical Economics” in “the Concise Encyclopedia of Economics” 

[http://www.econlib.org/library/Enc1/NeoclassicalEconomics.html]
22 For classical alternatives (Boethius, Aquinas, Ockham, Molina, Frankfurt), see Zagzebski, Linda, “Foreknowledge and 

human freedom” Quinn, Philip L. and Taliaferro, Charles ed., A Companion to Philosophy of Religion. (Oxford, 
Blackwell Publishing, 1999), p.291-299.



actor model, if an objective “omniscient” being cannot tell what a “rational” actor will do, either the 
being is not truly omniscient, or that actor is not truly rational.  It also leads to the strange deduction 
that the “rational” actor does not know what he or she is to do.  

Therefore, given the fundamental claims of open theism, I cannot see how Rhoda can apply game 
theory like business as usual.  Speaking in statistical collective of the nation of Israel does not help 
either.  The rational choice theory in sociology postulates exactly such a rational actor in the collective 
term, but it too assumes the same methodological individualism.23  The inherent incompatibility 
between the objectively indeterminable actor in open theism and the objectively determinable actor in 
the rational actor model will only multiply by millions times when the nation is considered as a whole.  
It remains incompatible.  

Do open theists want any form of determinism anyway?  Any kind of predictable functional models, 
whether cognitive or social-interactive, will bear a certain deterministic quality.  Yet the alleged 
incompatibility of free will and determinism24 is a key reason open theists abandon classical theism in 
the first place.  Their solution is a libertarian view of limited freedom made possible by limited 
determinism.  Similar to Karl Popper,25 they draw the line at the present, leaving the past as determined, 
but open the future to free will.  Setting aside whether such a view is ultimately compatible with 
scientific determinism26 in the sense of the presumed immutability of physical laws, doesn't it mean that 
the open theist God is obligated to never draw up any end game strategy for the world in order to avoid 
“closing” the future?  And if God has no end game strategy, isn't Israel (in the general sense of all 
children of Abraham) stuck in the infinite loop of faithfulness and unfaithfulness?

Some classical theists hold a compatibilistic view that says both free will and determinism can be total 
and yet compatible.27  “He freely determines.”  If that proposition is logically possible for the unary 
case of God, it is logically possible for the case of many.  The existential conflict is due to sin, and it 
will be resolved if and when there is no more sin, because all free beings will then make perfectly 
compatible decisions with each others and with God.  Until that eternal day, “free will” is not truly free, 
but rather, held captive in the middle of a war going on in each person's life between light and darkness. 
It is only a rational will, and a rather poor one at that because its utility functions have been marred by 
original sin and its needed information is corrupted by half-truths and lies from Satan.28  Therefore, any 
examination of God's rescue and end game strategy is not only a confidence booster, it is a matter of 
surviving as a prisoner of war in the forced labor camp of the twilight of here and now.  It is with this 
view of reality that the present study is made.

23 Coleman, James S. “A Rational Choice Perspective on Economic Sociology” Smelser, Neil J. and Wedberg, Richard eds. 
The Handbook of Economic Sociology (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994) p. 169-180.

24 Geisler, Norman, “Determinism” (1999), p. 196-198
25 Popper, Karl. Objective Knowledge: An Evolutionary Approach. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972)
26 Heisenberg's uncertainty principle is sometimes said to the be the end of scientific determinism.  In response, this oft-

quoted observation of Stephen Hawking in “A Brief History of Time” is worth repeating: "... quantum theories are 
deterministic in the sense that they give laws for the evolution of the wave with time. Thus if one knows the wave at one 
time, one can calculate it at any other time. The unpredictable, random element comes in only when we try to interpret 
the wave in terms of the positions and velocities of particles. But maybe this is our mistake: maybe there are no positions 
and velocities, but only waves. It is just that we try to fit the waves to our preconceived ideas of positions and velocities. 
The resulting mismatch is the cause of the apparent unpredictability." (New York: Bantam Books, 1998).

27 Helm, Paul. (1994) p. 66ff, p.174ff.  Erickson, Millard. Christian Theology. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1985) p. 356-
362.  See also: “Compatibilism” in SEP. [http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/compatibilism/]

28 Jonathan Edwards explains the effect of original sin as a moral inability.  Just as a “child of great love and duty to his 
parents, maybe thus unable to kill his father,” the opposite is also possible. “A very lascivious man, in case of certain 
opportunities and temptations, and in the absence of such and such restraints, may be unable to forbear gratifying his 
lust.”  Moral inability is “general and habitual” in nature.  From “Freedom of Will” The Works of Jonathan Edwards 
(Carlise, PA: The Banner of Truth Trust, 1974) p. 11



In the following, we explore three perspectives to analyze an end game strategy.  They will be called 
(1) game changer perspective, (2) debate game perspective, and (3) game graph perspective. 

Game Changer Perspective

In common business parlance, game changers typically refers to visionary leaders who revitalize a 
business by completely altering its operating assumption. They tend to show gamesmen personalities: 
daring, willing to innovate and take risks.29   Here, a game changer is understood as the transitional step 
from a sub-game to another sub-game through an unstable condition, a heightened volatility that 
“pushes it over the top.”  A game changer can also refer to a new player who joins the game and creates 
the unstable condition.

For example, a zero sum game between two players Alice and Bob stuck in an equilibrium could enter 
a completely new phase if a third player Carol is allowed to join later and ally with Alice to play 
against Bob.  Carol becomes the “game changer.”

Relating to the biblical narrative, the late introduction of mankind in the creation scene could be 
understood as God's game changer.  Reading the creation narrative as a poetic game plan, we could say 
that even though there has been the goodness of daylight since the first day, the not-so-good darkness 
of night still dominate half of the time during the first six days.  A mere balance of power is maintained. 
However, the seventh day does not begin with the night and darkness is no longer mentioned.  A great 
revolution must have happened at the end of day 6, somewhat analogous to the unforgettable scene in 
the movie “Pirates of the Caribbean: At World's End” where the sunset was reversed into a sun rise, 
leading to the eternal day.  What happened?  The plain reading is that Man tipped the balance.  Man is 
the game changer, the very retirement plan of God.30

Debate Game Perspective

I suppose many people, Christians included, do not spend their waking hours trying to game God or 
defeat Satan.  Instead, we make decisions based on circumstances life throws at us.  More often, it 
seems that we make rational decisions through a debate process, whether in our mind or socially with 
people – like what I am doing now.  To the extent that a debate may be thought of as a competition of 
viewpoints, it can also be thought of as a game.  A debate helps discover the merits of competing 
viewpoints and synthesizes them to a stronger more convincing conclusion.

To understand debates more formally, we draw insights from ensemble learning methods, which may 
be described as certain statistical strategies for combining multiple simpler learning algorithms into a 
stronger one.  A few years ago, John Elders noted that ensemble methods have been “the most 
influential development in Data Mining and Machine Learning in the past decade.”31  The synergy 

29 Bass, Bernard. “Typology and Taxonomies of Leaders” Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research, and Managerial 
Applications, 3rd ed (New York: The Free Press, 1990), p.27.

30 The poetic literary structure of the Genesis 1 text has been emphatically observed by proponents of the framework 
interpretation.  Blocher, Henri. In the Beginning: The Opening Chapters of Genesis. (Downer Grovers: Intervarsity, 
1984).  Wenham, Gordon J. Genesis 1-15. (Waco, Texas: Word Books, 1987) pp. 39–40.  For an introductory 
comparison with the literal day and day-age views, see Hagopain. G. et. al. The Genesis Debate: Three Views on the 
Days Creation (Mission Viejo, CA: Crux, 2000).  I am not entirely satisfied with any one of the three prevailing views 
because the significance of the six nights and their apparent relationship with the primordial chaotic darkness seems not 
to have been fully explained.  The framework theory treats the nights as mostly wire frames.  Interpreting the nights as 
divine recesses between days or ages also seem counter-intuitive because of the lack of night on the eternal day of rest.  
Most importantly, illuminations from the parallel John ch. 1 seem lacking in all three views.  In sum, I agree with 
Meredith Kline's characterization of the first chapters as “Kingdom Prologue” even though I do not subscribe to the 
specifics of his framework interpretation.  Kline, Meredith. Kingdom Prologue: Genesis Foundations of a Covenant 
Worldview. (Eugene OR: Wipf and Stock, 2006).

31 Elder, John and Semi Giovanni. Ensemble Methods in Data Mining: Improving Accuracy Through Combining 
Predictions. (San Rafael, CA: Morgan & Claypool Publishers, 2010)



between ensemble methods and game theory has been explored by Robert Schapire and Yoav Freund, 
who themselves discovered boosting, a popular family of ensemble methods.32  Schapire and Freund 
see the ensemble classifier and the base classifier as competitors in a repeated online learning game.  
More generally, Elder identifies importance sampling as a common strategy in all classic ensemble 
methods.  In the context of a debate game, a speech may be seen as a move with the goal of boosting 
the importance of a subset of the data samples, thereby strengthening the importance of the view held 
by a debater.

Think of a debate cycle as beginning with a previously synthesized hypothesis in the mind of the 
judging audience.  The hypothesis may be tested against any data samples.  The debaters would then 
look for data samples that shine the best light on their views while demonstrating weakness of the 
current synthesized hypothesis.  The debaters will then highlight, or “boost,” certain data in the next 
debate speech, thus effecting a kind of importance sampling that may add to the weight of their 
represented view in the next synthesis.

Ensemble learning methods are often used as numerical tools for developing application-specific 
predictive models for human decisions.  The success of ensemble learning methods in making real 
world predictions lends limited evidential support for the view that utility-maximizing rationality (that 
which game theory takes for granted) has a natural and simple explanation.  One advantage of such 
ensemble learning/debate game view is that it sidesteps the tough issues (including the controversial 
computational theory of mind33) by pushing the issues down to the base learner/debater level.  We 
imagine the top-level “rationalization solvers” in neural-computational terms, while not ruling out the 
possibility that any learners/debaters (what may be called intuitions, instincts, transcendental-
categories, presuppositions, voices-in-the-head ...etc.) could be functions and processes that are higher 
order than Turing machines.

Theologically, the “debate society” view of the mind34 may also make dwelling room for the 
illuminating work of the Holy Spirit and the deceptive smokescreen of Satan, with both seen as 
debaters.  Whereas the Holy Spirit as debater shines a bright light on truths to boost confidence in the 
Word, Satan as debater darkens the truth by exaggerating the fear, uncertainty, and contradiction.  In 
other words, the war is not only out there, it is fought right here in the mind (Rom. 7:14-25). 

Game Graph Perspective

To envision the steps of an end game strategy in details, we need a representation of the world states 
and the decisions made.  I do not suppose God actually organizes His mind remotely like our 
imagination.  However, as artificial intelligence expert Rodney Brooks once said, A.I. to him is often 
just “another implementation.”35  Here, we are merely trying “another imagination” of God's mind.  

32 Schapire, Robert E. and Freund, Yoav. Boosting: Foundations and Algorithms. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2012)
33 computational theory of mind [http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/computational-mind/] 

connectionism [http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/connectionism/] 
      Roger Penrose applied Kurt Gödel's incompleteness theorems to contend that the mind is not computational.  Shadows 

of the Mind: A Search for the Missing Science of Consciousness (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).  Gödel 
himself observes that we will never prove the proposition “the human mind is like a Turing machine” if our minds are 
indeed Turing machines.  He does intuit that the mind is more than a Turing machine, but he cannot show it.  Wang, 
Hao. A Logical Journey: From Gödel to Philosophy (Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 1996) ch. 6.  See also: Putnam, Hilary, 
on “Putnam Hilary” Guttenplan, Samuel ed. A Companion to the Philosophy of Mind. (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 
1994) p. 507-513

34 The society view of the mind has been explored by Marvin Minsky in The Society of Mind (New York: Simon & 
Schuster, 1986).  Minsky sees members of that society as pretty simple (-minded?!).  In comparison, debaters in this 
context could be functions that are higher order than even Turing machines (if that is possible).

35 Brooks, Rodney and Picard, Rosalind “Living Machines: Can Robots Become Human?” (Veritas Forum at MIT, March 
3, 2007) [http://www.veritas.org/Talks.aspx#!/v/26]



Specifically, we seek to define a minimum number of representations so that the notion of necessary 
decisions with respect to winning may be defined.

A game graph is an extensive-form game representation36 37of the game states and a finite set of 
decision or moves.  Game states are represented as nodes and decision moves as directed edges.  X 
inherits from Y if node X is reachable from another node Y via a certain decision move. The graph is 
acyclic if a monotonic time stamp is part of the state.  The graph is a tree if memory is strictly 
accumulative, for instance, if all previously realized game states are completely known to the players.

Based on the actor model theory,38 we define concurrency in this context as a clustering pattern that 
groups together the concurrent decisions coming out from the same game state in a sub-tree context.  
Game states discussed above are realizable states.  To deal with concurrency, we introduce unrealizable 
intermediate states.  Realizable states are inherited through layers of concurrent intermediate states and 
concurrent decisions such that a concurrent set of decisions can be transformed into a binary sub-tree 
called a concurrent context.  A different notion, contemporaneity, refers to all the different realizable 
world states at the same time. A trivial corollary is that many realizable potential world states can be 
contemporaneous, but only one will be realized.

An actual Event is operationally defined as a duration and a sequence of state matching propositional 
functions {E(t).  For each moment t during an actual event, there is one or more contemporaneous 
states, {S(t)}, that are matched by E(t).39  Without changing the form of the definition, only the 
semantics, we could also define abstract event by allowing wild-cards in duration and sequence.  A 
recurring event is an abstract event that happens at regular intervals for all contemporaneous world 
states.  Constancy is a recurring event that has zero duration and is true for all time.

We constructively define necessary decisions with respect to a non-recurring event foreknown by God.

1. Current state is S(Now).

2. If God foreknows an actual non-recurring event E whose duration spans time T, the matching 
set of potential world states can be found.  They are denoted as {S(t)}.  Given one of such 
potential world states, {S(t)}[i], the set of possible transition paths from the current state 
S(Now) to {S(t)}[i] can be determined.

3. Repeating the last step for all potential world states in {S(t)}, all viable paths are determined as 
the union set of all possible transition paths from S(Now) to all in {S(t)}.  

4. A potential world state traversed by any such viable paths is called a viable state.  Other states 
are called non-viable states.

5. A decisive state is a viable state which is inherited by a viable state and a non-viable state.

6. A non-decisive state is a viable state which is inherited by two viable states. 

7. A necessary decision refers to the decision leading from a decisive state to its viable inherited 
state.

8. An indifferent decision refers to the decisions coming out from a non-decisive state.

36 Kuhn, Harold Williams. Lectures on the theory of games. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2003) “Extensive 
Games” (ch. 3) p. 59ff

37 Hart, Sergiu (1992). "Games in extensive and strategic forms" in Aumann, Robert; Hart, Sergiu. Handbook of Game 
Theory with Economic Applications (Amsterdam: Elsevier/North Holland, 1992)

38 Carl Hewitt, Peter Bishop and Richard Steiger (1973). “A Universal Modular Actor Formalism for Artificial 
Intelligence” IJCAI.

39 Based loosely on the notion of events as explained in Robert Aumann's interactive epistemology.  See Aumann, Robert J. 
“Interactive epistemology I: Knowledge” International Journal of Game Theory (1999) 28:263-300



Winning a game can be defined as realizing a certain actual event.  We can therefore speak of necessary 
decisions with respect to winning.

A Three-Player Game Theory of the World: The devil is in the details

Analyzing the biblical narrative through the lens of game theory compels us to ask first and foremost 
who the players are and examine their ulterior motives.  A two-player Man-vs-God game model is 
qualitatively different from a three-player God-vs-Satan-vs-Man game model.  Not differentiating the 
differences inevitably lead to incorrect characterizations because the objectives are different.  The devil 
is in the details, literally.  

The remissness of Satan in modern religious discourses and remarkably in the open theology debate led 
to false reductionist alternatives and conclusions.40  Satan was gleefully let off the hook while God and 
Man get the blames.  When the devil is reduced to a metaphor, employed more often in name calling 
other people than in understanding our dire existential circumstances, we take divine providence for 
granted and underestimate the human hubris which led to the original fall.  If examining the biblical 
narrative through game theory helps clarify our spiritual vision, I sure hope it at least behooves us to 
size up Satan seriously.  As the classic Lutheran hymn “O Mighty Fortress is Our God” reminds us, “on 
earth is not his equal.”41  

The absence of Satan in Rhoda's essay is therefore astounding.  In describing a cosmic chess game with 
God as a player, Satan “the adversary” is left out of the play.  The words 'Satan' and 'Devil' did not even 
make footnotes in his essay.  Satan is apparently such a minor nuisance that Rhoda likens the God of 
classical theism as playing chess with Himself.  Rhoda is hardly alone.  Modern theological meta-
narratives often pit Man against God, even though in the biblical narrative, it was usually Satan and his 
typological figures who challenged God.  Isn't this an irony? In dissing Satan the modern Man took his 
stead!

The book of Job exemplifies the three-player meta-narrative.  Satan, who brought the betting game to 
God as the first game changer move (1:9-11, 2:4-5), was really an active player but was hidden from 
Job's view through the end.  Job was pressured to doubt God and to abandon his own moral conviction 
(2:9), yet God placed tremendous trust in His “servant” (1:8).  It does not mean God was sitting idly by, 
for He must thwart any foul moves coming from Satan (2:6).  As the story unfolded, Job did make a 
few bad moves in the form of ignorant speeches (38:2), at times sounding more confident about his 
own ethics than his faith in the greatness of God (40:1-2. 8).  Thankfully, Job never abandoned God nor 
his own moral conviction.  As this is demonstrated conclusively to the readers, God made the second 
game changer move in the form of a revelation speech (38:1-42:6).  Game over!  Satan was such a 
complete loser he wouldn't show his face again in the epilogue (42:7-17).

40 The focus of this essay precludes any extensive engagement with the unique contribution made by the open theist 
Gregory A. Boyd in his work Satan and the Problem of Evil (Downer Groves, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001).  Several 
observations are in order.  First, Boyd seems to think that the future is only partly open, citing the promised second 
return of Christ, Mk. 13:32, p. 108, and leaves no question about the triumph at the end.  Second, he does not want to 
“wager the entire credibility of the trinatirian warfare theodicy on [his] defense of the open view of the future,” p. 87.  It 
is welcome since much of the warfare theodicy is valid without open theism.  Third, he appeals to complex system 
theory to argue for the possibility of emergence of higher-level order over lower-level chaos, p.152.  The argument is 
convincing.  But if the mind-brain is a complex system, doesn't that open precisely the possibility that it is a functionally 
predictable system – that is predictable by an objective observer – God?  Fourth, the predominately dualistic view (God-
vs-fallen world) of Boyd still seems to overly reduces the picture.  In my view, mankind is still mostly held captive as 
refugees and POW.  The exceptional freedom enjoyed by Christians in North America cannot blind us to the non-
existence of much freedom, physical or spiritual, for many in the world.  Many did not freely choose to become atheists!

41 The classic hymn by Martin Luther seems to be a paraphrase of Psalm 46, which does not mention Satan.  The reference 
to Satan was therefore quite intentional on Luther's part.



The book of Job never explains why Satan proposed the betting game to God.  Neither does it explain 
why God accepted the game.42  Thinking strategically though, we might reason that Satan wanted 
something from this sub-game of Job for the larger cosmic game he is still playing against God.  If 
Satan had learned about payoff matrix, the potential payoff must seem bigger than the risk.  One might 
assume that Satan must feel that he stood some chance of winning.  That assumption may even lead to 
an apparent argument in favor of the open theist position: Satan must have believed that God does not 
fully foreknow the future, for who in their sane mind will wager anything against an all-knowing God 
who knows the future perfectly?  This argument is nevertheless not persuasive.  After all, Satan is not a 
reliable witness, whatever he does using his implicit “body language” could just be a calculated 
charade.  Satan might simply be unsure whether God has foreknowledge, or he doesn't want to act like 
he believes that God does, lest that encourages more people to believe God.  Really, anything is 
possible given his apparent ultimate goals of wanting to confuse mankind and to stall the final 
judgment.  In sum, while we may not understand his motive, Satan's game proposal itself is an 
inadmissible evidence as far as an argument for or against God's foreknowledge.

How about God?  What is God's game plan?  Outlining the story according to the two game changer 
moves, we note that the three different distinctive objectives and allowed moves of this three-player 
game is not easily reduced to a two-player game.  In a sense, God wanted Satan in this game.  Knowing 
that Satan is the jealous type, God almost lured Satan into proposing the bet, twice, by bragging about 
Job (1:8, 2:3).

• The objective for Satan is to eliminate Job from the game.  Should Job lose faith in God or back 
down on his moral conviction, Satan would have won.  Injuring and insulting Job are Satan's 
allowed moves.

• The objective for God is to prove Job's worth.  When Job demonstrated conclusively that he 
would never abandon God nor his divine-inspired moral conviction, Satan would lose, and 
surely, he did.  Blocking Satan's foul moves, like killing Job, is God's allowed moves in this 
game.  It is not that God could not do more outside this game.  But the whole point of this 
betting game is to prove Job's ability to stand on his own two feet.

• As a perfect illustration of Man, Job was thrown into this game of life without knowing how to 
play.  It is only as the story unfolded, he realized that his objective is to know God and reason 
with God, which happily, he did at the end.  Until then, defending his theology and his moral 
conviction is about the only moves Job could make. 

The sub-games can be summarized as follows:

Stage Satan's move God's move Job's move

Job's character unproven Propose game Accept game Ask God for favors

Job's character being tested Injure and insult Block foul moves Endure and argue

Job's character proven Disappear Speak Submit to God
Try to cover one column and look at the other two columns, the game changers will be missing.  
Missing Job, there would be no story.  Missing God, Satan would not play fair and Job would lose.  
Missing Satan, Job would not have gone through the trial, would not necessarily long to encounter 
God, and would not become the submissive and glorified servant Job is meant to be.

42 Thomas Aquinas observed a parallel between 1:7, where Satan reported that he came back “from roaming throughout the 
earth, going back and forth on it” (NIV), and 1 Peter 5:8. where the “adversary the devil prowls about like a roaring lion 
seeking someone to devour.”  The parallel suggests that Satan's primary intention is always to destroy mankind, 
especially anyone like Job who serves God.  (Commentary on the book of Job).  My thought along that line: we might 
even speculate that God was drawing Satan to focus on Job as a decoy so that Satan would do less harm elsewhere!



It may sound vulgar to tease that Satan was the one who got “played” by God all the while thinking that 
he was the “wise guy” in the game.  Nevertheless, both in the story of Job and in the overall biblical 
meta-narrative of the three-player God-vs-Satan-vs-Man cosmic game, God makes a fool out of Satan 
before sending him to eternal destruction (Gen. 3:15, Matt. 25:41, John 16:11, Rom. 16:20 Rev. 20:7-
15).

The triumph of Man and the glory of God are eternally aligned (Rev. 12:7-11).  Parents know that for 
their child to grow up, they just need to be “ruthless” at times.  God has a reason for staying on the 
sideline.  

How would an open theist have counseled Job in his agony?  Open theists seem to prefer the free will 
defense when presented the problem of evil.  Their revision of classical theology is clearly aimed at 
making a stronger free will case.  However, deflating the blame away from God only turns the attention 
to Satan and the unknown.  A skeptic would undoubtedly ask: does Satan have libertarian free will?

• If no, that seems to make God responsible for all the evils ever done by Satan.

• If yes, why did God give Satan free will?  Open theism insists that God is love. Why is it love 
to unchain the one who is the very embodiment of evil?

◦ Open theists could sidestep the issue by pretending that God did not foreknow for sure that 
Satan would become Satan.  But that would make God so unwise and lacking foresight, one 
wonders if God could serve honorably as the king of kings.

◦ Open theists could appeal to the same teleological answer we just read: the glorious end 
outweighs the chaotic present.  The ultimate triumph of Man and glory of God is worth the 
creation and destruction of an object of abomination (Rom. 9:22).  The problem is: how sure 
are open theists about the future?  And, how can they be so sure if even their God cannot be 
sure?

The free will defense can only go so far.  A teleological answer for the problem of evil is necessary as 
part of the answer.  However, God would be an irresponsible gambler if He were never certain of the 
future.  As Einstein famously said, God does not play dice.43  The idea that all the tolerance of evil in 
the present age could be for naught just seems incompatible with the open theist image of a loving God.

Debate Game: Four views on sufferings/evil

From the perspective of debate game analysis, the book of Job contains four views on sufferings/evil.

• Even though the wife of Job said very little, “Are you still maintaining your integrity? Curse 
God and die!” (2:9) she got her point across quite clear: there is no divine justice, no hope in 
life.  Like some atheists today, she thinks Job is deluding himself and others with his faith.

• For the three friends of Job, evil cannot come from God.  God gives us free will to make the 
right moral decision.  If bad things happen to Job, he has nobody to blame but himself (e.g., 
Eliphaz: 2:7-8; 5:8, 17-18; 6:14-15, 24, 30; 7:20-21. Bildad:8:2-7, 20-22.  Zophar: 11:11-15). 

• Job rejects the accusations of his friends and insisting that he did not sin (6:30, 9:15 “innocent”, 
9:21 “blameless”).  While he does not deny the righteousness of God, he also holds that his 
infliction is simply unfair.  He insists that he deserves a hearing from God to straighten the 
unresolved injustice (23:207, 27:2-6).

43 Letter to Max Born (4 December 1926); The Born-Einstein Letters (translated by Irene Born) (New York: Walker and 
Company, 1971).  “God doesn't play dice with the world.”  Hermann, Williams. Einstein and the Poet: In Search of the 
Cosmic Man (Brookline Village, MA: Branden Press, 1983) p. 58.



• The theodicy of the younger Elihu (32-37) rehashes that God is just.  But instead of accusing 
Job for sins, Elihu focuses on the educational value of pain (32:29-30) and condemns Job for 
his impatience with God and self-righteousness (35:1-16). 

And the winner is ...?  Job called his wife a fool (2:10).  God declared that Job spoke more accurately 
than his three friends (42:7).  The younger Elihu got the last word before God and he was not 
mentioned in God's criticism.  Some may argue that the younger Elihu came up on top.  Others may not 
be so impressed with a young impatient preacher lecturing an old man who just lost all his children by 
singing praises for patience and sufferings as the bitter medicine of the soul.44  

The bigger point of the debate, however, seems not to be who won the debate, but the illustration of life 
itself as a never-ending game of debate.  Understood as an ensemble learning exercise of competitive 
ideas, all four views have some useful things to say about the problem of suffering/evil.  However, 
when everything is said and done, nobody won.  The shadow of death is still ever before the living.

Only God could break the stalemate.  If Man is God's game changer in the cosmic game, God is Man's 
game changer in the debate game of life.  His move is again a speech (38-41).  Somewhat surprisingly, 
God did not bother to begin where the debate left off.  God saw no need to explain Himself even 
though He could.  Instead, He kept pounding Job and his friends with essentially two simple questions: 
what do you really know about the creation?  What do you really know about me?  Remarkably, Job is 
satisfied with that non-answer (42:1-6).  It seems that under the light of the infinite greatness of God, so 
blindingly bright that God needs to cloth Himself in a cloud of whirlwind, evil lost all its stings.  God 
Himself is the answer to the problem of evil, just as the solution to darkness is light.45

The relevant question here: what makes God so sure that Job could stand up to the challenge?

It is hard to see how open theists can give a certain answer other than to say God could very well have 
lost the bet.  There is no sure win strategy.  God just got lucky again!  

Classical theists see it differently.  God knew exactly how the debate would go because God Himself 
created the intelligent minds that process the debate speeches and the empirical data that were fed to 
the senses of the debaters (Prov 2:6).  Life is a learning process that takes time but the outcome is 
certain.  God knows how people think because God creates every individual in the first place.  The 
mind is predictable and explainable in an objective sense.  God may be the only objective observer out 
there, but God being the creator of the rational mind knows exactly how it works.

Grandma's Dilemma, Part 2

Ever the resident debater in our house, my five-year old son Sofus overheard the 
conversation.  Playing with his Ninjago toy on one hand, Sofus casually quipped, “You 
know, Grandma could just tell Little Red Riding Hood to go to the right door.”

“No, Sofus!” Karis objected in disbelief, “You think the Big Bad Wolf would not hear that?” 
(Or, as John Nash would have said, if all rational players have accurate beliefs of the 
strategies of each other, they would still end up in a draw.)

Then Sofus came up with a clever solution – for a kindergartener anyway.  “I know, I know! 
Grandma could say a riddle that only Little Red Riding Hood knows how to solve and then 

44 Maybe his message would be more forceful some years later when he has a child or two of his own.  After all, Job could 
have said all these himself!  The inescapable contradiction between Job's faith and suffering remains. 

45 Carl Shutz suggests several mutually compatible possibilities why Job was satisfied: (1) To reason with God was exactly 
what Job wanted; (2) The reminder of the physical complexity of the world causes Job to remember the moral 
complexity of the world; (3) The reminder of one's ignorance induces humility, which is how one can endure suffering; 
(4) God shows Himself to be unlike any earthly ruler Job had imagined in His wisdom.  “Job” in Elwell, Walter A. 
Evangelical Commentary on the Bible. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1989), p. 363



say an answer.  If the answer is right, Little Red Riding Hood would go to the front door.  If 
the answer is wrong, she goes to the side door.  Grandma could even explain this in front of 
the wolf.”

“So what? The Big Bad Wolf could still be at the door by chance!  It's not like Grandma can 
really lure it away using some porridge … Wolves don't even like porridge!”

“Well, if that is the case, Grandma would just wait for the Big Bad Wolf to go to the other 
door.  Sooner or later that happens.  And then Grandma would say, NOW!”

Not happy that she is seemingly outwitted by her younger brother, Karis asked, “But isn't 
that cheating, daddy?  If Grandma knows Little Red Riding Hood so well, why couldn't 
Grandma know which door Little Red Riding Hood would go to in the first place?  And what 
kind of riddle would work anyway?”

“You have a point.  But Sofus is on to something, too.  As for the riddle, I suppose Grandma 
could have sewn a big prime number under her hood ahead of time ...”

I was of course joking.  But my daughter is always dead serious.  And so, I spent the rest of 
the evening teaching Karis about the RSA encryption algorithm.46

Necessary Decisions: Did John the Baptist freely believe?

Rhoda has elsewhere categorized open theists into four groups based on their views of the 
epistemology of God (or, what can be said about what God knows) as well as on the alethic modality of 
the future (or, what can be said about what is settled, possible, and impossible for the future).47  For our 
present purpose though, the relevant question is how an open theist handles biblical prophetic passages.

Classical theists point out that a plain reading of the Bible provides plenty of data demonstrating God's 
foreknowledge of future events.  We find examples like:

• The angel told Elizabeth and Zechariah about the future of John the Baptist (Luke 1:5-24).

• The angel told Mary that Jesus would suffer for many (Luke 1:26-38).

• Jesus knew that Peter would betray him three times before sunrise (Matt. 26:33-35, Mark 14:29-
31, Luke 22:33-34, John 13:36-38).

• Foretelling the second coming, Jesus said “But concerning the day and hour no one knows, not 
even the angels of heaven, nor the Son, but the Father only.” (Mark 13:32 ESV, cf. Matt 24:36)

Therefore, an open theist must adopt certain methods to handle these texts.  The four main options 
seem to be:

(1) Assume that the biblical prophetic passages were written after the historical events.  

(2) Interpret the biblical prophetic passages only as God's stated intention and were still contingent 
upon certain decisions made not by God.  

(3) Interpret the biblical prophetic passages as God's foreknowledge of inevitable future events. 

46 Rivest, R.; A. Shamir; L. Adleman (1978). "A Method for Obtaining Digital Signatures and Public-Key Cryptosystems". 
Communications of the ACM 21 (2): 120–126

47 Rhoda refers to them as voluntary nescience, involuntary nescience, non-bivalentist omniscience, and bivalentist 
omniscience.  [http://www.alanrhoda.net/blog/2006/02/four-versions-of-open-theism.html].  A more detailed treatment 
of his philosophical defense of open theism is found in “The Philosophical Case for Open Theism” Philosophia (2007) 
35:301–311.  Suffice to say Rhoda's conclusion follows the principle of alternate possibilities.  For philosophical 
perspectives of classical theism, see notes from Erikson, Geisler (“Free Will”), Helm,  and Zagzebski above.

http://www.alanrhoda.net/blog/2006/02/four-versions-of-open-theism.html


They are inevitable in the sense that those events were not contingent upon the decisions made 
by anyone except God.

(4) Claim that God genuinely has some foreknowledge of future events, but just not all.  To hold 
this position, the open theist also believes that the future is actually settled (or, “alethically 
closed” as Rhoda calls it). God just chooses to not know them when He enters time.

Since open theists mostly claim to be committed to the authority of the bible, method (1) is problematic 
for them.  Most open theists would disagree with (4) too because it seems incompatible with true 
libertarian free will.  Moreover, (4) implies a settled future is there to be known, and God does not fully 
know it.  That is arguably incompatible with their interpretation of omniscience.  Therefore, methods 
(2) or (3) are more likely their methodical options.

One illustration for method (3) goes like this: Imagine a chess competition which gives the winner a 
prize.  At time T, player Alice realized that she could win in a few steps no matter what the other player 
Bob does.  The future event of Alice receiving the prize may be said to be inevitable and foreknown by 
Alice at time T.  Translated to game graph analysis, we can say that Alice has an end-game strategy in 
her head at time T.  The foreknown actual event (Alice receiving the prize) inherits from an abstract 
event (Alice winning).  As long as Alice makes all the necessary moves with respect to that abstract 
event of her winning, all the moves Bob makes are indifferent.  Some moves on Alice's side may be 
indifferent too.

It may seem then, if we simply replace Alice with “God” and Bob with “everyone else” we have 
exactly what Rhoda needs: a sure-win strategy for God without foreknowing what everyone else 
decides to do.  As long as He plays all the necessary moves, God fulfills what He foresees.  Hence, 
divine providence without foreknowledge.

But not so fast.  The obvious rhetorical trick being played here is that we decoupled the foreknown 
prize receiving event and the necessary decisions leading up to it by an abstract event known as 
winning.  The abstract event of winning has no direct dependency on any specific moves that ever 
happened in the game except that the king is captured.  It does not matter what happen to other chess 
pieces.  Now, if God only ever foretells the future in abstract not involving actual persons, this 
explanation might do the job.  However, prophecies foretold on His behalf are frequently about specific 
people.  In other words, what happen to specific chess pieces do matter.

The prophecy of John the Baptist is an example.  Some time after the angel foretold his future 
(foreknowledge) and before his public ministry (actual event), John the Baptist made one or more of 
the necessary decisions to serve God and become the second Elijah.

Open theists must decide: were those necessary decisions made by John the Baptist coerced by God? 
Or, did God just get “lucky”?  Speaking anthropomorphically, I am sure it is “lucky” to be God.  I am 
not sure luck is a winning strategy.  However, the alternative answer for open theists is absurd: when 
people in the biblical narratives made necessary decisions that are logically inherited by prophetic 
fulfillment events, those decisions are all not made out of free volition.

Let me belabor this subtle but significant point: a necessary decision is always temporally preceded by 
the knowledge that it is necessary.  During Alice's end game, all moves by Bob are indifferent, but what 
Alice would do still matter.  So, after Bob (“everyone else”) makes a move at time t0 < t1 as step[i], 
Alice (“God”) already knows immediately what her move is and if that is a necessary move.  But that 
knowledge or recognition is still temporally before the chess piece (“John the Baptist”) actually moves 
at time t1 as step[i+1].  The time lag means the open theist requirement of free will cannot apply, 
because according to that requirement, a free will decision cannot be foreknown.

In other words: whenever it comes to a necessary decision with respect to a foretold future event, God 



always foreknows the decision before the person decides.  Hence, from the view of open theism, a 
necessary decision cannot be made in free will.

The logical tension for Rhoda's open theism does not come in and of itself from (1) the libertarian 
definition of free will.  It is holding that, (1), plus (2) the open theist amendment, namely that free 
decisions require God not foreknowing, as well as (3) hoping for as much a fail-safe divine providence 
as possible.  However, the three notions just cannot stand together.  Some open theists like John 
Sanders give up a fail-safe interpretation of divine providence altogether:  God gave it His best shot, 
the rest is up to luck.48  The risky position is arguably contrary to biblical evidences but at least 
logically possible.  Rhoda tries to mitigate the risk of divine providence while maintaining the very 
risky open theist definition of free will.  All I can say is that you cannot have your cake and eat it too.

Classical theists, whether they hold a compatibilist or libertarian definition of free will, would agree 
that there were necessary decisions made by people of God that prophetic fulfillment somehow 
logically inherited from.  But unlike open theists, classical theists understand those necessary decisions 
as made voluntarily.  The fact that God foreknows a decision does not take away from its voluntary 
nature at all.  Moreover, since God works primarily through people, the necessary decisions are 
precisely His strategies for divine providence.

Conclusion

In this essay, I described three approaches to analyze winning strategies and applied them in illustrating 
three problems I see in open theism.  The three approaches are called game changer analysis, debate 
game analysis, and game graph analysis.  

Through three main examples, I contend that open theism is logically flawed and weakens the 
apologetic case of the Christian faith.

(1) With respect to the problem of evil: Satan must be accounted for if the biblical meta-narrative is 
to be modeled realistically as a strategic game.  Viewing an inherently three-player non-zero 
sum game as a two-player zero-sum game leads to flawed reductionist conclusions.  Because 
many contemporary classical theists shy away too from any Satan talks for reasons 
unbeknownst to me, open theists conveniently avoid the tough questions by leaving Satan out.  
But the problem of evil does not go away, only becomes more personal. Why is it love to 
unchain the one who is the very embodiment of evil?  Open theists too must eventually come to 
some sort of teleological answer.  But there, their iffy view of the future severely damages the 
confidence in the glorious end.

(2) With respect to divine providence: Divine providence is impossible without omniscience as 
traditionally understood. This is intuitively illustrated by the Grandma's Dilemma.  Rhoda 
seems to hope that the equilibrium state of game theory provides enough status quo for divine 
providence, removing the logical necessity of foreknowledge.  But divine providence requires a 
sure-win strategy; the eternal fate of an individual cannot be a matter of probability.  Classical 
theism explains divine providence as part of creation: God creates the world, including every 
person in it, and therefore God knows exactly how the world works.  God knows how the 
human mind works because He created it in His own image.

(3) With respect to human free will: Biblical prophetic passages of foretold events logically 
inherited from necessary decisions made by men and women in obedience to God.  The 
necessary decisions were foretold, implicitly foreknown, and therefore, did not conform to the 
open theist's definition of free will.  Using the open theist's definition of free will, we could 

48 Sanders, John. The God Who Risks: A Theology of Divine Providence. (Downers Grove, IL, IVP, 1998)



reach absurd conclusions like that John the Baptist, a man of God, was not really acting out of 
his free volition when he decided to serve God.

In closing, let me make a personal note that while I disagree strongly with open theism, I respect the 
integrity demonstrated by open theists to stand firm for their viewpoints.  I pointed out Job's admirable 
personal quality for standing firm on his own moral conviction.  Even when turns out to be inadequate, 
conviction remains an attractive personal trait.

That said, I cannot help but express my own conviction that open theism reminds me of the zero-sum 
logic used by the three friends of Job.  Since they cannot blame evils on God, Job's inflictions serve as 
handy evidences befitting a zero-sum retributive justice formula: (sin - punishment) = 0.   Job is 
suffering? Job sinned.  Open theists too have a zero-sum paradigm: (Human free will to gain - God's 
sovereignty to yield) = 0.  “Something's gotta give.”

Justice is zero-sum; grace is not.  Job is reprimanded by God for being too sure of himself.  Still, the 
reader has to admire Job for remaining stubbornly hopeful in the midst of pains.  He believes that given 
a chance with God, he can straighten everything out.  There must be an explanation better than his three 
friends have offered.  He got his chance.  And what say God?  (In Morgan Freeman's voice:) Hang on, 
buddy, it's a bit more than you can fathom yet.  Classical theists, too, insist that a day will come that is 
better than we have seen or can totally add up.  Until then, we must learn from Job to survive through 
the trial.  But I submit classical theism is hopeful.  Not only do classical theists believe that God knows 
everything, we have this incredible hope that Man, being created in the image of God, will on that day 
know everything that is meant to be known.  

“For now we see in a mirror dimly, but then face to face.  Now I know in part; then I shall know fully, 
even as I have been fully known.” (1 Cor. 13:12, ESV)49 

When I imagine the eternal day, I do not see a zero-sum game of yin-yang.  “Night will be no more” 
(Rev. 22:5, ESV).  Instead, I see an infinite-sum cooperative game where everyone rules and everyone 
wins.  You may even say there is a little open competition going on in the constructive sense where 
each pursuits one's utmost excellence.  Yet, every move is fully known not only by God but by every 
other player.  It is a triumphant symphony of joy where not the smallest note is misplayed.

Freedom is not contradictory to knowledge.  They are perfectly compatible.  It just takes a moral 
imagination of the grandest scale, a googol-part fugue!

49 Note the future indicative middle (deponent) and the aorist indicative passive of the second and the third “know”.  “The 
words bring out the inadequacy of man's present knowledge of God in contrast with God's knowledge of man now and 
the knowledge of God that man will have in the future.” Rogers, Cleon, jr. & IIII. The New Linguistic and Exegetical 
Key to the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1998): p. 380.   And by the way, the dim mirror earlier 
in the sentence literally means “riddle”.  Soli Deo Gloria!
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