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G od knoweth all things." The scriptures both old
and new are replete with this claim. 1 The re-
cently published Gospel Principles reiterates for

Mormons this claim.2 Though such statements are
adequate for religious faith, deeper religious under-
standing demands to know what the things are that God
can know. Is His knowledge absolutely unlimited? Is
God, to use a theological term, totally omniscient or all-
knowing?

Theology as a study aims to examine the content of
religious faith and then to express it in clear and coherent
language. This paper is theological in trying to under-
stand what it means for God and Jesus Christ and the
Holy Ghost to know all things, or what it means for God
to possess an attribute of omniscience.

Given the many scriptural passages concerning the
knowledge of God, no orthodox Mormon wants to deny
the omniscience of God. No matter who wrote the sec-
ond lecture of the Lectures on Faith, it says that God is om-
niscient. 3 In surveying religious thought, however, there

are many different ideas of omniscience and it is essential
in Mormon theology to decide which concept of omnis-
cience Mormons have adopted and which they ought to
adopt. Scriptural revelation is not self-interpreting. In-
terpretation must be approached cautiously and with
sensitivity. But scriptures are given in human language,
to prophets who themselves have concepts and who may
not have previously understood the idea being expressed
in the revelation. The caution in the Doctrine and Coven-
ants 1:24 is therefore extremely important and represents
recognition that prophets are not automatons nor are
scriptures self-interpreting.

Even in traditional Christianity, the concept of God’s
omniscience has hardly ever been assumed to be total
and unlimited. St. Thomas Aquinas represents well the
tradition that Sterling McMurrin has characterized as
"the absolutistic tradition" (in contrast to the Mormon
"finitistic tradition").4 Still, Aquinas does not believe in
the total omniscience of God. God cannot know nor be
required to know things that are not true or self-
contradictory. On the contrary, God knows only those
things which "in any way are."s Another way of putting
this point is to say that God knows everything that can be
known. It is no limitation on God’s knowledge to say that
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God cannot know that which cannot be known.
Exactly the same point is made by B.H. Roberts,

perhaps the most perceptive of accepted Mormon
theologians, when he says in the fourth year manual of
The Seven ty’ s Course in Theology that "the ascription of the
attribute of Omnipotence to God" is affected by what
"may or can be done by power conditioned by other ex-
ternal existences--duration, space, matter, truth, jus-
tice... "Roberts continues, "so with the All-knowing at-
tribute Omniscience: that must be understood somewhat
in the same light.., not that God is Omniscient up to the
point that further progress in knowledge is impossible to
him; but that all knowledge that is, all that exists, God
knows. -6

It is no limitation on the concept of omniscience in
Mormon theology, or anywhere else, to say that God
cannot know what absolutely cannot be known. In fact,
this is true by definition. Only those who want to make of
God an ineffable mystery, a totally other being, incom-
prehensible and uncomprehended would maintain
otherwise. In the medieval tradition of "negative theol-
ogy" and in order to stress the radical discontinuity bet-
ween God and man, some have adopted such views.
Even in the Mormon tradition, if Owen Kendall White is
correct here as I believe he is, there exists such a tempta-
tion in Mormonism which White labels "Mormon neo-
orthodoxy.’’~ If we choose this option, we must consis-
tently eschew rational discourse and theological investi-
gation because God is a total mystery. This is not the
position I will adopt here. I am assuming it is a discussa-
ble and proper question to ask "what can God know?" I
must make clear here that of the many questions that
could be pursued through this line of thought, I shall
consider only one, and in this one I want to address only
some of the arguments that have been advanced con-
cerning it. The important question for me in this paper is
whether God is in time or outside of time; whether God
therefore knows all things timelessly or whether God’s
knowledge is in any sense of the past, present, and future
as it is for man. Furthermore, if God is in time, could God
know the future, including all future human acts?

In the tradition of orthodox Christian theology, the
position of Thomas Aquinas is clear and has become the
standard view. God is totally aloof from time; time is
God’s creation and God’a knowledge is extra-temporal.
For God, there is no past, present, or future. These are
only makeshift human concepts and apply only to finite
men. Therefore, God does not know successively but
simultaneously. As Aquinas says, "His knowledge is
measured by eternity as is also His being; and eternity,
being simultaneously whole, comprises all time.’’s

Aquinas elaborates further when he writes, "Things re-
duced to actuality in time are known by us successively in
time, but by God they are known in eternity, which is
above time.’’9

The crucial question for Mormons is whether this
Catholic doctrine or something like it is to be adopted as
their doctrine, or whether a unique "finitistic" answer
emerges from Mormon theology. In the past the finitisfic
answer has been overwhelmingly advocated. At present,
however, another view on time is being advanced in
Mormon thought. Since the issue of incompatible, diffe-
rent views concerning time has only recently emerged,

the proper Mormon concept of time has never in my
judgment been systematically resolved.

Perhaps I overemphasize the recent emergence of this
issue. Mormons have always used traditional theistic
concepts and have often failed to realize the extent to
which the most distinctive views in Mormon theology di-
ffer radically from Catholic-Protestant theism. Words
such as "omniscience" or "all-knowledge" are used by
Mormons and non-Mormons alike. The popular writer
and preacher, as McMurrin points out, "sermonize with
a language" replete with the vocabulary of absolutism. 10
In spite of this practice, McMurrin reports only one view
on time as the Mormon view. 11 Any other possible Mor-
mon view is overlooked. This view as reported by
McMurrin holds that "God himself is a temporal being
with a past, present, and future, a being genuinely in-
volved in the processes of the world." 12 Here McMurrin
correctly reports the views of past Mormon writers.
Joseph Smith’s King Follett Discourse, while not explicit
on time, seems to clearly foster a finitistic solution to the
time question. Man is akin to God and Jesus Christ and
indeed "God himself was once as we are now.’" 13 Since
we are in time, so also are Christ and God.

That God is explicitly in time is affirmed by Orson
Pratt. "The true God exists both in time and space. He
has extension, and form, and dimensions, as well as
man. He occupies space; has a body, parts, and passions;
can go from place to place--can eat, drink, and talk, as
well as man. "14

In B.H. Roberts’ devastating rebuttal to Reverend Van
Der Donckt, Roberts emphasizes that God the son "be-
came man," that there was for him a "before and after"
and that "here there is succession of time with God--a
before and after; here is being and becoming." is

Even non-Mormon writers have assumed that this
isthe Mormon position. The Anglican theologian Ed-
mond B. LaCherbonnier in his recent address in a BYU
symposium on Mormonism reports and applauds this
Mormon position. "Mormons also conceive God as tem-
poral, not eternal in the sense of timeless. This idea of a
timeless eternity is incompatible with an acting God, for
it would be static, lifeless, impotent. If God is an agent,
then he must be temporal, for timeless action is a con-
tradiction in terms." 16

If we choose this option, we must
consistently eschew rational discourse
and theological investigation because
God is a total mystery.

In contrast to this traditional position concerning God
being in time in Mormon theology, a radically different
position has recently been articulated by Elder Neal A.
Maxwell of the Presidency of the First Quorum of Se-
venty. A statement of the position is found in an article
"A More Determined Discipleship" in the February 1979
Ensign, and a longer discussion of the same view occurs
in Elder Maxwell’s book: All These Things Shall Give Thee
Experience. 1~ In the midst of a timely and eloquent call to
commitment, Elder Maxwell discusses in the article the
Mormon concept of "foreordination." He explicitly re-
commends a view of God’s relation to time that in light of
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the above discussion seems remarkably non-Mormon
and is virtually indistinguishable from St. Thomas
Aquinas’ previously mentioned views.

He writes, "Once the believer acknowledges that the
past, present, and future are before God simultaneously
(italics in Maxwell’s text)--even though we do not un-
derstand how, then the doctrine of foreordaintion may
be seen somewhat more clearly."ls Acknowledging that
this view is difficult to comprehend, Elder Maxwell
writes, "when we mortals try to comprehend, rather
than accept, foreordination, the result is one in which fi-
nite minds futilely try to comprehend omniscience." 19

If God is in time, could God know the
future, including all future human acts?

I now turn to a consideration of this view of time es-
poused by Elder Maxwell. If we search for evidence as to
why this position is taken, we find in the article a discus-
sion of scriptural passages concerning foreordination.
For example in 1st Peter 1:2 we are told that our election
will be according to the foreknowledge of God the father.
I presume the inference we should make is along these
lines: God could not foreknow what is in our future un-
less God is outside of time knowing all things simultane-
ously. This inference does seem to be explicit in Elder
Maxwell’s discussion of the statement. Further evidence
along the same lines is offered in Alma’s statement con-
cerning the foreknowledge of God in Alma 13:3-5. The
conclusion that emerges for Elder Maxwell from this line
of discussion is that "the omniscience of God made it
possible, therefore, for him to determine the boundaries
and times of nations" (p. 72).

It seems clear that it is extra-temporal omniscience
that is being espoused as the correct Mormon position.
Perhaps the most important evidence offered for this
position is explicit scriptural evidence offered in two pas-
sages. The two key passages, given on p. 72 in his article
are these: The first taken from Moses 1:6 says, "And all
things are present with me, for I know them all." The
conclusion drawn from this passage is that God does not
live in the dimension of time as do we. In further discus-
sion of this passage, Elder Maxwell consistently says that
God "actually sees rather than foresees the future--
because all things are, at once, present before him!"

The second passage is taken from the Doctrine and
Covenants 38:2 in which we read the Lord describing
himself as "the same which knoweth all things, for all
things are present before mine eyes." The last scriptural
passage mentioned in support of this position in the arti-
cle is in 1st Nephi 9:6 in which Elder Maxwell quotes,
"But the Lord knoweth all things from the beginning;
wherefore, he prepareth a way to accomplish all his
works among the children of men." Elder Maxwell ob-
serves on p. 73 that "we should always understand that
while God is not surprised, we often are." We are left to
draw the inference that since God is outside of time and
we are in time, we can be surprised by what comes to us
in the future, but God will never experience such sur-
prise since all things are known extra-temporally to God.

If God is outside of time, then to God, the past, pre-

sent, and future are fictions since God’s total omnitem-
poral or extra-temporal omniscience demands, as Elder
Maxwell says, a simultaneous knowledge of the entire
creation. A first problem with this view is this: the notion
of simultaneity is a transitive one. If A is known to hap-
pen simultaneous to B, and B is known to happen simul-
taneous to C, then A is known to happen simultaneous to
C and so on for all things that are known. In other words,
all knowledge occurs co-temporaneously. It follows from
such a transitive concept as simultaneity that my death is
known as fully and as co-temporaneously as that of Soc-
rates; for God, while I am writing these words Nero is
fiddling on his violin while watching Rome burn. While
such a position can be maintained, I wish to assert that
this position is inconsistent with a claim that God has
foreknowledge. One has to decide whether God’s
knowledge is simultaneous knowledge or whether God
has foreknowledge. An attempt to assert the two posi-
tions together is, as Anthony Kenney has asserted in a
discussion of Aquinas in an article entitled "Divine
Foreknowledge and Human Freedom," fundamentally
misconceived.a° If God has foreknowledge, there is such
a thing as before-knowledge and after-knowledge.

One could adopt the view that the foreknowledge is
only from man’s perspective, but from God’s perspective
there is no such thing as foreknowledge or foreordina-
tion. Elder Maxwell seems, as I suggested earlier, to rec-
ognize that this is the position that he would have to con-
sistently maintain when he asserted that God actually
sees rather than foresees the future because all things are at
once before him. The only difficulty in asserting this posi-
tion is that the scriptures speak of the foreknowledge and
foreordination of God! As I read them there is no hint that
these concepts apply only to men or to man’s perspec-
tive. Now if these concepts are God’s concepts and if God
uses these concepts, then we have one reason for deny-
ing the simultaneous knowledge of God, since it is appa-
rently inconsistent with such a concept of foreordination
or foreknowledge.

Let me mention some scriptural passages that ought
to be examined in order to clarify this question. The first
is the one that Elder Maxwell has himself given us in 1st
Peter 1:2 in which the phrase is used "according to the
foreknowledge of God the Father." There is no hint that
the concept "foreknowledge" applies only to man’s tem-
poral perspective. It is asserted that it is God’s fore-
knowledge and not man’s foreknowledge of God. To in-
sure that we are not simply dealing with an expression in
biblical translation unique to the King James Version, it is
useful to look at the more recent Mormon scriptures.
Here the usage of Alma 13 would seem to be decisive on
the side of God having foreknowledge for in Alma 13:3
the "foreknowledge of God" is mentioned explicitly and
in verse seven God’s foreknowledge of all things is men-
tioned once again. There is no hint in these passages that
this concept is used only from man’s perspective. The
position we are left with is clearly this: we can either as-
sert the simultaneity of God’s knowledge and abandon
the concept of the foreknowledge of God, or we can as-
sert the foreknowledge of God which places God in time
in some sense. But we can only do both on threat of in-
consistency. A decision must be made as to how we are to
interpret the concept of foreknowledge or foreordina-
tion.
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Let me for a moment digress to examine some other
uses of God’s knowledge in Mormon scriptures. There
are numerous claims that God knoweth all things, but
never once are we explicitly told that he knows these
things timelessly. The closest we come to such a view is
found in the Words of Mormon 1:7 where we read "the
Lord knoweth all things which are to come." Here the
Lord would seem to be within a temporal perspective be-
cause there are things which are to come and these things
the Lord knoweth. But the claim would seem to be that
God would know all future events. There is no explicit
claim that to do so, God would need to be outside of time
and therefore possess a simultaneous knowledge of the
past, present, and future. The simple claim here is that
future events can be known.

The statement, however, is ambiguous in that we are
not told whether every specific human act in the future
would be known by God or whether God would know all
things which are to come in his unfolding of a plan of sal-
vation. It may be that God would know what He is going
to do in the future without His having to know every fu-
ture human act. Here is a way of interpreting at least this
passage to see that it could mean that God would not
have to possess a knowledge of all specific human acts in
the future.

The last two passages that Elder Maxwell mentioned
in support of this view that God has simultaneous
knowledge of what is to man past, present, and future
are the verses found in Moses 1:6 and D. & C. 38:2. Here it
is extremely important to recognize that these verses are
not self-interpreting, and they are potentially ambigu-
ous. Many different interpretations could be given of
them. Elder Maxwell gives these verses a temporal expli-
cation, but it is just as natural to explicate them in terms of
spatial concepts. The eyes of God are mentioned in the
Doctrine and Covenants passage, and it is asserted that all
things are before me or in front of me. In other words, I

can stand aside from the earth and have things spread
out in front of me, and in that sense they are spatially
present before mine eyes where I stand, from the posi-
tion in which I am located. This spatial rendering of the
passage, I suggest, is just as natural as a temporal re-
ndering of the passage. There is no explicit mention of
time in the passage, nor is there any discussion of time in
the context of the passage coming before or after either
passage in the Doctrine and Covenants or in The Pearl of
Great Price. It is difficult to see how one could conclude
such an important matter on such potentially ambiguous
evidence.

One could, of course, abandon the idea that God is in
space and that such spatial metaphors could be applied to
~-~ ~ ..1 ~. 11~uu ~L a,. Whether or not Elder Maxwell would wish to
do so, I have no idea. But an essential element in my view
of Mormon theology has always been that God has an ac-
tual tangible body separate from other tangible bodies in
a location separate from the location in which I, for
example, am now located. It would be only by denying all
of these assumptions that one could once and forever
dismiss spatial interpretations of these passages.

There are additional scriptural passages that Elder
Maxwell has not adduced on behalf of this view which we
should examine before trying to decide whether there is
an alternative Mormon concept of time other than the
view that God is in time. The passage most frequently
used here is the passage in Alma 40:8 of The Book of Mor-
mon. The passage asserts that "all is as one day with God
and time only is measured unto man." The overt sugges-
tion seems that for God there is no time, but when we
look more closely at the passage in context and at the
explicit words in this passage there is still a temporal
designation used for God. The word "day" is applied to
God, and "day," I suggest, has temporal dimensions.
The passage may be used only to indicate that there is a
difference in the time dimension of man and of God. If
that is all that is asserted, then the passage is clearly con-
sistent with other passages in the Book of Abraham in The
Pearl of Great Price in which God is said to exist in another
location and in a different time dimension. The time di-
mension of God, however, does have a relation to the
time dimension of man. If one looks at the entire Alma 40
passage in context, the point of the passage seems to be
that in the resurrection God will know all of the times,
and it is not important for man to know when he will be
resurrected. God knows all of these times, and man’s
measurements of time may not be God’s measurements
of time.

Another scripture in connection with time that we
ought to take note of is in Revelations 10:6 where we read
in the King James Version "that there will be time no
longer." This assertion, however, may be simply due to
the language chosen by the King James translators, as a
quick look at other translations will confirm.

More important is the view expressed in the Doctrine
and Covenants 84:10 which says "Satan is bound and time
is no longer." In Experience, Elder Maxwell uses this scrip-
ture (p. 11). If this were the only evidence we had to as-
sert that God is outside of time, it would indeed be tenu-
ous, for this passage may simply mean that the time of
Satan will come to an end even though from God’s tem-
poral perspective in His location, such is not the case. In
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this very passage, reference is made to a time when Satan
is bound, and then time is no longer. There has been,
therefore, time up until then. This already suggests that
time is indeed a concept and what we are dealing with is a
designation of different eras or different periods of time.

Perhaps the strongest passage that might be used is in
Doctrine and Covenants 130:7 wherein we are told in a dis-
cussion of angels that "they reside in the presence of God
... where all things for their glory are manifest, past, pre-
sent, and future and are continually before the Lord."
The thing that makes this passage less than ideal to assert
the simultaneity of God’s knowledge is that in the very
same passage in verse four, we are told of a "reckoning of
God’s time, angel’s time, prophet’s time, and man’s time
according to the planet on which they reside." An asser-
tion of different times is here affirmed. The presence of
God is also affirmed as a location, because the angels re-
side in the presence of God. So, this is simply an empha-
tic assertion that God’s knowledge can extend into the fu-
ture as well as the past and present. This is not a passage
that can be used to assert the extra-temporality of God
and His knowledge.

It may be that God would know what He
is going to do in the future without His
having to know every future human act.

Perhaps the biggest issue in the discussion of the
knowledge of God, that is, as to whether it is extra-
temporal, simultaneous knowledge or successive, is the
question as to where such a view leaves the freedom and
agency of man. In his article Elder Maxwell asserts that a
doctrine of foreordination as he understands it is "no ex-
cuse for fatalism or arrogance or the abuse of agency,"
and that the doctrine of foreordination including the doc-
trine as he asserts it of the simultaneity of God’s know-
ledge preserves our free agency completely. The reason it
does is that we do not know, as Elder Maxwell says, in
the perfect way that God knows what is to come and thus
our free agency is preserved completely (p. 71).21

This question has been discussed in connection with
the Thomistic doctrine of the simultaneity of God’s
knowledge and the same arguments could be applied to
Elder Maxwell’s assertion of God’s simultaneous know-
ledge. At issue is the question as to whether the freedom
of man and his agency is compatible with God knowing
extra-temporaneously what is to man his entire future. In
support of the position that God could have such know-
ledge Elder Maxwell mentions a common analogy.22

The analogy is that we can predict in many cases what
will happen to us and to others in life. A father can pre-
dict for his children how they will act and what they will
do. God who has enormously greater knowledge than
man, who knows us over a much longer period of time,
would therefore be able to foresee all of our future acts. In
this context, Elder Maxwell quotes from Elder James E.
Talmage: "Our Heavenly Father has a full knowledge of
the nature and disposition of each of His children, a
knowledge gained by long observation and experience in
the past eternity of our primeval childhood." Talmage

continues, "His foreknowledge is based on intelligence
and reason. He foresees the future as a state which natur-
ally and surely will be" (p. 72). Elder Talmage explicitly
mentions that from God’s perspective God has fore-
knowledge and there is a future for God that He foresees.
At issue here is the comparison in this analogy that God’s
knowledge would be like a father’s knowledge of his
children. Our knowledge is limited, although accurate in
many cases. God’s knowledge would be totally unlim-
ited.

This is a common analogy, and yet I would like to
suggest that the analogy is faulty and will not support the
idea that God has total knowledge of men’s future
human acts. The fundamental difficulty with the analogy
is that a father can only know in a general way based on
the current dispositions and personality of a child what
that child will do in the future. The father does not know
when the child will do something or whether that thing
will ever be done or precisely in what way the character
and dispositions of the child will be manifested. In other
words, the father cannot know the specific future acts of
the child.

Furthermore, a father only knows the future acts of
children on the basis of knowing the current dispositions
of his children. He does not claim to be able to know what
the future factors are that may change those dispositions.
If one were to use the analogy with God, one would have
to say in order to make a claim for the total knowledge of
God that He not only knows the specific future acts (fu-
ture, from man’s perspective) of man but in addition
would have to know in advance every single influence
that could alter the dispositional state of man and would
have to know these now or know them simultaneously to
everything else known, so that they would not lie in the
future from God’s perspective. If we are to use such an
idea, I would assert that there is no coherent sense we can
make of an idea of human freedom. The reason is simply
that our apparent choices are not real choices; our free-
dom of action not real but only apparent. The reason for
this becomes evident in Kenney’s passage below.

As to the incompatibility of God’s omnitemporal om-
niscience and human freedom, let me quote from Ken-
ney’s discussion of Aquinas on the same issue:
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It does not seem to be possible both that God should
know what I shall do in the future, and that I shall do
freely whatever it is that I shall do. For in order for me
to be able to do an action freely, it is necessary that it
should be done within my power not do that action.
But if God knows what my action is going to be before I
do it, then it does not seem to be within my power not
to do it. For it cannot be the case both that God knows
that ! shal! do such and such an action, and that I shal!
not in fact do it. For what God knows must be true: and
indeed what anybody knows must be true, since it is
impossible to know what is false. But if what God
knows is true, and God knows that I will do such and
such an action, then it must be true that I will do it.
And if it is true that I will do it, then it seems that
nothing I can do can prevent it come true that I am
doing it. And if nothing I can do can prevent it come
true that I am doing it, then I cannot prevent myself
doing a certain action, then that action cannot be free.
Therefore, either God cannot know ;*,,hat ! shal! do
tomorrow, or else whatever I shall do tomorrow will
not be done freely.
If we simplify this problem, the issue is this: Mormons

clearly believe in freedom and free agency. In order for
me to have freedom, I must have alternatives in my fu-
ture that are truly open to me. They do not justappear to be
open. I could subjectively think that I had alternatives
open to me for my future actions when in fact God would
know omni-temporally which alternative I would al-
ready select. If it is the case that God knows that, then the
alternative choices I supposed to be open to me in the fu-
ture are not truly open to me in the future. They are sim-
ply apparent alternatives. So, if God knows my every
specific act, then I have no freedom.

This argument is sufficiently subtle that it is important
to understand the point of the argument. The rebuttal is
often made to this argument that God does not coerce or
cause us to choose one alternative or another, and, there-
fore, we are still free even though God knows in advance
which alternative we will select. I am willing to acknow-
ledge the lack of coercion or force on God’s part. But
there is a qualitative change in the argument in moving
from the analogy of the father who is occasionally able to
guess in a general way what his children will do in the
future, to the claim that God could know all specific fu-
ture acts, dated, located, with specific people at precise
moments in time. There is a profound qualitative differ-
ence between the kind of prediction that is based on the
general dispositions of children on the one hand and the
totally accurate knowledge concerning all of the specific fu-
ture acts of all human beings on the other hand. Re-
member that these must be known not just in a general
way, but they must be dated and located in man’s time in
every detail. This latter concept of knowledge is so str,ong
that the analogy with the father breaks down completely.
The qualitative difference can be emphasized, as Elder
Maxwell does, by saying that God is not surprised at any-
thing: He is never surprised.

Even given the free agency of man, it would be im-
possible for man to say: "I know that God expects me to
be here on this day at this time doing what I am now
doing, but I am going to reject this knowledge; I am going
to attempt to foil God. I am going to rebel against what
God knows as to what I will be doing here and now." On
the extreme knowledge supposition, one must assert that

God would know of my rebelliousness at this time and
place. At this point I could say that if God knows what I
would do, then God would know of my rebelliousness,
so I am not going to rebel; but then God would have to
know that in advance also. In fact, it would be absolutely
impossible for God to be surprised or disappointed or
thrilled and exhilarated or overjoyed at what man does
when he does it, because God would have known from
all time simultaneously, extra-temporaneously what
every man would do in every specific action he ever un-
dertakes, now and in all of the future. This doctrine is in-
compatible with free agency.

If we are tn such an idea, there is no
coherent sense we can make of an idea of
human freedom.
If God knows my every specific future
act, then I have no freedom.

If human freedom is incompatible with the extra-
temporal omniscience of God, and there is no responsi-
bility where there is no freedom, then we must choose
which we consider to be more important: the concept of
the omni-temporal omniscience of God or the concept of
free agency and responsibili ,ty. One other alternative is to
say: it is all a mystery and no one can understand how
God could know in an omni-temporal way. This is not an
alternative that I find particularly attractive because it
does seem to me that Mormon theology has been un-
iquely common-sensical and has rejected the ineffability,
incomprehensibility, and the radical otherness of God
doctrines in orthodox Christian, i.e., Catholic-Protestant
theology. Here I agree entirely with McMurrin that
Mormons have been tempted by the categories of
thought and discussion of orthodox Christian thought,
but I feel that unless Mormons resist that temptation,
they neglect everything that is uniquely interesting in
Mormon theology, and, in particular, by opting for the
Catholic-Protestant concept of the extra-temporal
knowledge of God, they abandon the very concept of
human freedom and agency.

There are other doctrines in Mormon theology that I
view as similarly incompatible with the view that God is
outside of time. I will briefly discuss some of these here.

In the more traditional doctrine of time in Mormon
theology in which God is Himself in time, there was no
temptation to say that anything was fated or predestined.
The concept of God knowing in advance the poten-
tialities of individuals and foreordaining them to certain
callings and positions did not preclude their betraying
that foreordination, and in their free agency they could
do so. This is not true of traditional Catholic theology
where the doctrine of predestination--since God knows
everything that is to happen in man’s futur~is indeed
incompatible with human freedom.

Some of the additional concepts we would have to
abandon in light of such a view of time and God’s extra-
temporal omniscience would be all of the discussions of
changes of state in the disposition of God, of His ex-
periencing joy or happiness when His children obey His
commandments and disappointment and even anger
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when they do not. Such changes in state could not occur
in a God who is not in time.

Furthermore, the concept of a personal God with a
body having a location makes sense only if we can use
time to give us spatio-temporal location. Location is not a
spatial concept alone as Einstein has taught us. We need
the spatio-temporal dimension in order to make sense of
location of bodies being here or there, now or later.

A personal God with a body in a location becomes in-
coherent if one abandons the concept of time applying to
God. Moreover, the spatial doctrines of being separate
from heaven, changing from heaven to earth, moving
through those changes in time---all of these doctrines be-
come unconnected when we abandon the possibility that
God is really in time.

One interesting view in Mormon theology is that man
is not radically other than God, that man is of the same
race of God, that in fact man may know eventually as
God knows. Such a position is given scriptural warrant in
the famous passage in The Book of Mormon, Moroni 10:5 in
which all men are told "ye may know the true of all
things" (italics mine). So, just as God knows all things,
men may know the truth of all things. Like Christ, men in
the context of Mormon theology may progress and be-
come as God. This is the position that Joseph Smith ar-
ticulates in the King Follet discourse, and it is radically
heretical within the context of orthodox Christian theol-
ogy. As Joseph Smith say~’,God himself was as we are now
(note the temporal indicator) and is an exalted man and
sits enthroned in yonder heavens." Joseph Smith con-
tinues, "the mind or intelligence that man possesses is
co-equal or co-eternal with God Himself. ,,23 So, if we are
in time now, then God was in time like us sometime, and
we may progress to the point that we will be beyond this
temporal perspective but not all temporal perspectives. We
will then be within God’s perspective. This doctrine
gives scant support to the idea that God and man are
radically discontinuous, radically different, that time is
measured only to man, except in a relative sense.

Mormon theology has
been common-sensical
and has reiected the in-
effability, incomprehen-
sibilit¥, and the radical
otherness of God.

These ideas have made up part of the very bulwark of
Mormon theology, and essential to them is the position
that God is in time and not above time. This provides a
unique dimension in Mormon theology. It is a dimension
that has ramifications for the problem of evil and impor-
tant consequences for the concept of God in which Mor-
mons believe. I have not attempted to say what God can
know in the future nor how God can bring his prophecies
to pass. I have only argued that God cannot know all

specific future human acts unless we are willing to aban-
don a real concept of human freedom.

Does this leave us without a doctrine of omniscience
in Mormon theology? Not at all! Mormons do believe that
God can know everything that can be known. In this
sense, God is all-knowing. There are, however, some
things that cannot be known. This is no limitation of
God’s true knowledge, and it is no limitation on a con-
cept of God’s omniscience when that concept is carefully
and correctly and fully understood.
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