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Among evangelicals, the question of what God knows has been a contentious one
in recent times. Answers to this question invariably entail a certain answer to the question
of how God knows what he knows. Even more difficult, however, is the question of
whether God knows counterfactuals and how he does so. This thesis proposed to answer
the question —How does God know counterfac
counterfactual and then it examined three possible answers to the question. A
counterfactual is a conditional subjunctive statement which, in the strictest definition,
assumes that the antecedent did not or will not come to pass.

The thesis described that the middle knowledge explanation as to how God knows
counterfactuals presumes libertarian freedom and relies on a third type of knowledge
bet ween God‘s natural and free knowledge t
creatures. Besides problems with these two foundational points, the thesis showed that
middle knowledge has a number of other problems that make it infeasible as an answer to
the question of how God knows counterfactuals.

The Calvinistic variation of middle knowledge fared a little better since it
eliminates the libertarian freedom of stock middle knowledge. However, it suffers
problems similar to the MK view, particularly the grounding objection and the question
of the stability and internal consistency of the view. The recent defection of Terrance
Tiessen from the Calvinistic middle knowledge camp shows that these concerns were
well founded.

A fully Calvinist, compatibilist,andtwo-k nowl edge view of God"' s
counterfactuals was then explained. Besides dealing with some of the shortcomings of the
other two views, the thesis offered an important contribution in terms of clarifying that
there are multiple types of counterfactuals. The sense in which the term is used is a key in
determining how God knows the particular type of counterfactual. God knows the
—poss-i pp el tgf ualsiohismdtualrkfoaledde, but these do not have any
inherent truth until after his decree. God knows counterfactuals strictly-defined after his
decree in his free knowledge because it is the decree that gives certain antecedents and
consequents truth. True counterfactuals are those whose antecedents will not come to
pass, but whose consequents would have, had the antecedents come to pass. Though there
is debate whether counterfactuals can be true if they do not match reality, this thesis
defended their truth on the basis that God knows his decree and how he would have

changed it had he decreed other antecedent
encompassed all that comes to pass, and all that he would have done in other, relevant
circumstances. The trut h of counterfactuals i s grourt

This view was then examined as to its implications for a few areas of theology and
practical concern.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There is a wide disparity of belief today within evangelicalism concerning the
extent of GofdhéveorldkSonte belieeedan &nows all things exhaustively
while others say that the future is open, that is, that God does not know some things about
the future, particularly the free choices of his creatures.” This thesis presupposes the
former view, namely that what God knows about the world includes everything. This
includes knowledge of the past, present, future, and all true contingents.

A related question is how God knows all of this information. Concerning the way
things actually are (or were or will be), this question is also energetically debated. Some
evangelicals maintain that God — ust knows
foreknowledge.?Ot her s consi der Go d ‘logicalgrereyuisie¢do t 0 be
his knowledge.® A kind of hybrid that falls between these views advances the notion that

God simply knows the free choices of creatures in every possible circumstance, in

! On the exhaustive view, see John S. Feinberg, No One Like Him: The Doctrine of God
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001), p. 312. For the open view, refer to James K. Beilby and Paul R. Eddy,
introduction to Divine Foreknowledge: Four Views, ed. James K. Beilby and Paul R. Eddy (Downers

Grove, I L: Il nterVarsity Press, 2001), p. 20; and | a
Theism View, Il p. 24. Boyd writes +t+foreheaeticipatesdllhe Lor d c
possibilities—he is nevertheless occasional | y sur pri sed at the i mprobabl e be
The simple foreknowledge view -Foseknemedgganced by De
Vi e w Dilvine Fareknowledge: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001), p. 67. He is
sympathetictot he —t i me tel escopel view of how God achi eves
on the mechanism of divine foreknowledge wil!/|l be ag
® See Feinberg, No One Like Him, p. 308: —Aquinas says that God h

becauseGod wi | |l ed to create the world as it i s. |



advance of creating those creatures, and that he uses that knowledge to decide how to

create the world; then he knows everything by virtue of his decision. This view is called

middle knowledge (hereafter abbreviated MK)and it i s hybrid in the
knowledge of the way things are is partly intuitive (with respect to free choices of

creatures), and partly based on his decree.’

Even more challenging is the related question of how God knows outcomes that
—couldl or —wouldl be differentSuhf sl ight
hypotheticals are called counterfactuals,” and how God knows them is the subject of the
present thesis. There are several explanations offered by evangelicals as to how God
knows counterfactuals. God may simply and intuitively just know counterfactuals (this is
the simple foreknowledge view extended to answer how God knows counterfactuals). He
may know them as part of his natural knowledge of himself and all possibilities logically
before his decree.® Or, he may know them logically after his decree as part of his free
knowledge.” The MK view also has an explanation for this question. MK is based on two
maj or tenets: first, this type of Qwd®s kn
is pre-volitional); and second, this knowledge assumes libertarian human freedom. Such
knowl edge has to do with God‘s perfect und
would decide to react in any possible circumstance. It is by this knowledge that God

knows all counterfactuals. Further, it is by this knowledge that he decides what world he

* Millard J. Erickson, What Does God Know and When Does He Know It? The Current
Controversy over Divine Foreknowledge (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003), p. 12.

® The definition of a counterfactual will be more fully developed later in this chapter.
® John M. Frame, The Doctrine of God (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 2002), p. 503.

" This view is suggestedbyJ o hn  D. Laing, —The Compatibility of
Kno wl el8T§ &7,(Skptember 2004): 467.



would like to create. But the two supporting tenets make the view untenable for many
Bible believers. So some theologiansa ns wer t he —howl question a
with a modified version of MK which can be labeled Calvinistic middle knowledge
(hereafter abbreviated CMK). It rejects the libertarian assumption but retains the pre-
volitional assumption.
The goal of this thesis is to untangle these options and give a biblically and
theologically coherent explanation of how God knows counterfactuals.® This explanation
willpl ace God*'s knowledge of c duwilezptaihact ual s
how in one sense, God knows counterfactuals in his natural knowledge. By so doing it
can avoid the problematic assumptions of the MK view. The thesis will focus on the MK
and CMK views as the opposing alternatives. This is not only because of the current
popularityof MK, but al so b e aleroadveseemdtoestopshomof ui t i v e ll
offeringanye x pl anat i on o f whate &naws, oredadt hokv thioge s

become the way they are in order for God to know them.’

What Is a Counterfactual?

Before proceeding further, it is necessary to give a careful definition of the term
counterfactual. A counterfactual in general is a subjunctive hypothetical statement of the

form[CF]—I f X wer e t he c a s‘%®There#trdvariants of thisigenardl d  h a p p

& The reader will note that it has not been demonstrated that counterfactuals are objects of
knowl edge, or that they can be true. A brief defens
knowledge will be offered in chapter 4, with supporting material sprinkled throughout the remainder of the
thesis.

Hunt, —T h e SFiompelken o wl einl@jvine Pdrekeowledde: Four Views, p. 67.

YSeewebsteros Third New I nternativonatoDnteirbaat y:
defines counter f a c t al@gical canditioral whose antecedent is or is presumed to be contrary to fact.ll
The Oxford English Dictionarygi ves t he f ol |l owi ng d Beftainingitd,ar on f or a ¢



form, but the general form will be the focus of this thesis.™

A counterfactual of creaturely freedom is a more specific type of counterfactual
where X and Y are given in more detail. It has the foom [CCF]—I f per son S wer e
of affairs C, S would freely do (choose) A.ll In this definition, C specifies the total set of
circumstances of person S, including all circumstances prior to the free choice. The type
of freedom envisioned in the definition is usually of the libertarian sort, but it could also
be thought of in a compatibilistic sense.?

We can conceive of many possible states of affairs X and actions Y. In the actual
world God created, only some of those X* and Y* sctually occur; thesearet he —f act s. |
Allthe X' sndY' whi ch di d not occurAocwoterfhcdalibe —coun
therefore any statement of the form [CF] whose condition X did not or will not prevail.
Craigexplainsitt h i s wuateyfactualsi@tements are, by definition, contrary to fact,
that is, about circumstances and actions which never in fact exist but only would exist if

things were BTetruthef disut@r shnat kments —requir

expressing, what has not in fact happened, but might, could, or would, in different conditions;
counterfactual conditional, a conditional statement of this sort, normally indicating its character by the use

of the subjunctive mood in its protasisll The¢ Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd ed., s.v. —count
[Oxford: Clarendon Press: 1989], 3:1026).

' For instance, there is the would-counterfactualwh i c¢h has the form — f you
million doll ars, I might-aounterfactuel a e it he If hmr el i syohewer e
million doll ars, I mi ght take it. Il Further specific

would have to change in order to change the might to a would. For instance, if | had 20 billion dollars
already, or too many strings were attached to the deal, one million might not be worth it. There is also the
backtracking-counterfactualwh i ¢ h  h a sIf | wehe ¢éo praydor nmy sor-he would not have been
killed inthewreck. I S e e t hI®ivingHomkaowledgeyFouir \iews, ed. James K. Beilby and Paul
R. Eddy, pp. 207-14.

12 pyre middle knowledge advocates take the libertarian view, although they do not always surface
a clear definition of the type of freedom they support: for instance, Eef Dekker, Middle Knowledge
(Leuvens, Belgium: Peeters, 2000), p. 4. Calvinist middle knowledge advocates take the compatibilist
view: for instance, Terrance Tiessen, Providence & Prayer: How Does God Work in the World? (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), p. 289.

3 William Lane Craig, The Only Wise God: The Compatibility of Divine Foreknowledge and



actions would be taken if the specified circumstances weret o e'%Sbo, shough inany
statements have the form [CF], itisonlyt hos e st at e mwerethesc awsiseellr e —i f
not true that are called counterfactuals.
Hypothetically, all [CF] type statements were equally plausible the logical
moment before Go ddecseeand so all equally —counterfac:
was settled the next logical moment, some of the counterfactuals became factual and
others became true counterfactuals while others became false counterfactuals.
At a given point in time, two or more statements with the form [CF] may seem
equally likely, so that from the human perspective they both seem to be equally
—counterfactual .l For instance:
[1] if David stays in Keilah, Saul will capture him
[2] if David leaves Keilah, Saul will capture him
[3] if David stays in Keilah, Saul will not capture him
[4] if David leaves Keilah, Saul will not capture him
All are of the counterfactual form, but from what we learn in 1 Samuel 23:7-13, not all
were true, and only one of them came to pass. But a priori, they all look like
counterfactuals to us. However, God knew ahead of time that statements [2] and [3] are
totally false. This is because for [2] David did leave Keilah and Saul did not capture him,
but for [3] God indicates that if David stayed in Keilah, Saul would have captured him. In
[2], the protasis actually occurred, but the apodosis did not. In [3], the protasis did not

come to pass (it was counter the facts) but if David had in fact stayed, God indicates that

Human Freedom (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1987), p. 140.
™ Ibid.



the apodosis would have been false because Saul would have captured him. So these are
not counterfactuals that God knew as true. After all was said and done, [4] turned out to
be fhetd# and [ 1] t Foe4], bothpretasicandapodose cahedoc t u a |
pass; for [1] the protasis did not come to pass, but had it, God says clearly that the
apodosis would have.

We must take care then to be aware of which perspective we are using when we
speak of counterfactuals—we may consi der some things as -
not in fact true counterfactuals, but only have the form [CF]. In this thesis, the more
restricted def i ni t iaftemhisdedree, wilhbe Gathinasst per spect
instances. This distinction will turn out to be an important foundation for understanding
how God knows counterfactuals.

Given this definition of a counterfactual, it s houl d be evident t hz:
facts in a different sense than he knows counterfactuals. His knowledge of a
counterfactual includes that the conditional specifies circumstances that do not come to
pass, but that the consequent would have been decreed had the antecedent been part of his

decree.

Relevance and Need of the Present Study

The notion that God does know counterfactuals seems undisputable from several
key biblical texts. These texts include Matthew 2:13, 11:20-24 (parallel in Luke 10:13—
15), 1 Samuel 23:7-13, Acts 21:10-14, 1 Corinthians 2:8, Exodus 13:17, Jeremiah 26:3,
and Jeremiah 38:17-23. The way the Bible presents these counterfactuals, and many
others, it is hard to deny that God knows them as true propositions in spite of the fact that

they do not come to pass. Other counterfactuals we might conjure up are false and God



knows they are false, in which case we say that he does not know them. So God knows at
least certain counterfactuals, and, it seems reasonable to assume, many more.
The question addressed i nSuchastudgist hesi s i
necessary because there are some serious shortcomings in the MK and CMK answers to
this question—both in general and particularly with respect to how God knows
counterfactuals. Since these views are presently somewhat popular, a careful critique and
alternative explanation seems in order.
Achieving the goal of the thesis will be beneficial in several respects. Many
Christians use the language of contingency and MK without realizing the full
implications of it. A sharper understanding of how God knows counterfactuals will
i mpact one‘s view of God's will and guidan

of evil, and many other theological matters.

Roadmap

The second and third chapters will address the MK view and its Calvinistic
variant, and give a critique of them. The fourth chapter will advance a more consistently
biblical view whichi nt egr ates God's knowledge of hi ms
knowledge of counterfactuals. It will use some of the example texts cited above. The
concluding chapter will explain some theological and practical implications of this view

and will summarize the work.



CHAPTER II

THE MIDDLE KNOWLEDGE EXPLANATION

The aim of this chapter is to explain the middle knowledge view and to examine
the theological viability of MK for how God knows counterfactuals.'® The idea of MK is
highly philosophical and so it is important to lay a proper groundwork for the inquiry into
its viability. In order to accomplish this aim, the chapter will first introduce the doctrine
of MK. Then, some supporting arguments for MK will be reviewed. Third, some of the
varied applications of MK will be outlined. Fourth, arguments against the general idea of
MK will be presented, followed by some critique of its explanation as to how God knows

counterfactuals.

What Is Middle Knowledge?

The doctrine of middle knowledge was first formulated by a Spanish Jesuit named
Luis de Molina (1535-1600).° It is his name that is the source for the other common

designation for the doctrine, namely Molinism.!” Many modern theologians have

1> The word viability as a description of something indicates that it is capable of success or
longevity, that it is practicable. The primary measure of viability in theology is whether the doctrine agrees
with the Scriptures. It is also helpful to examine whether the doctrine is consistent within itself (whether it
agrees with Scripture or not) and whether it can be modified in order to be made viable if it is not.

'® Luis de Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge, trans. Alfred J. Freddoso (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1988). This book i €oncardid, firsaputdished in 1588n of part | V

" Turretin briefly notes that other Jesuits laid claim to the doctrine, namely Fonseca and Lessius.
Molina obviously came to the fore as its inventor as history has attached his name to the doctrine. On this,
see Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, trans. George Musgrave Giger, ed. James T. Dennison,
Jr., 3 vols. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1992), 1:213.



embraced the doctrine of MK because of its practical utility in explaining the relationship
between various doctrines of Scripture. Proponents today include William Lane Craig,'®

Eef Dekker,*® Thomas P. Flint,” John David Laing,** and Alvin Plantinga.?

Logical Orderof Three Types of God‘s Knowl

Before describing the doctrine of MK, it is necessary to lay some groundwork.
The doctrine assumes that God‘s knowl edge
is, a succession of three components in which the second part is logically conditioned
upon the first, and the third upon the second. The three parts are organized logically
according to priority, but this organizationi s not temporal, as God°* s
subject to a division according to time.
The first type of divine knowledge is called natural or necessary knowledge. It is
this knowledge that is inherent in God, and by which he knows all necessary things.
These things include knowledge of himself, of right and wrong, of logic, etc. It also
includes knowledge of all possible states of affairs. This knowledge is essential to God,

before any decision of the divine will.

BSeveral of Craig‘s writings will be referenced
an introduction to middle knowledge, see the popular-level work by Craig, Only Wise God, pp. 127-52.
This explains Molina's thoughts on a manageable | ev
William Lane Craig, —MiAddli eni Kmo Rlae ¢TheGecabedfi@@da It il nii st

the Will of Man, ed. Clark H. Pinnock (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1989), pp. 141-64. More technical yet
are William Lane Craig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents from Aristotle to
Suarez (Leiden, The Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 1988), pp. 169-206, and Divine Foreknowledge and Human
Freedom: The Coherence of Theism: Omniscience (Leiden, The Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 1991), pp. 237—78.

9 Dekker, Middle Knowledge.

? Thomas P. Flint, Divine Providence: The Molinist Account (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1998).

John David Laing, —Molinism and Supercomprehen
(Ph.D. dissertation, Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2000).

22 Alvin Plantinga, The Nature of Necessity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974). Plantinga apparently
redi scovered the doctrine of Molinism without knowi
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The second type of divine knowledge will be addressed in the next section.
Suffice it to say for now that it is called middle knowledge (scientia media) in that it
stands between the first and third types.
The third logical type of divine knowledge is called free knowledge. This
knowl edge comes after God‘s decision to cr
oursel ves. By this point in the | ogical or
Go d* s ndaH tbeipassible states of affairs have been reduced to the set of affairs
that actually prevail in the current world. So God by his free knowledge knows all things
as they actually are and will be.?® How this can be true in the MK view will be taken up

in the next section.

Definition of Middle Knowledge

Molina defines the second type of divine knowledge, middle knowledge, as that
knowl edge standing between God's natural a

Finally, the third type is middle knowledge, by which, in virtue of the most profound
and inscrutable comprehension of each faculty of free choice, He saw in His own
essence what each such faculty would do with its innate freedom were it to be placed
in this or in that or, indeed, in infinitely many orders of things—even though it would
really be able, if it so willed, to do the opposite.?*

In other words, God knows what every free agent would do in every combination

of circumstances in which that agent might find himself. The various choices that the

% This fact distinguishes middle knowledge from open theism. Advocates of middle knowledge do
not believe in an open future, where some decisions of free creatures are unknown to God ahead of time.
Instead,logi cal | y af t e rthe&hsauers freelkaowledgeithat comea autcbf that decision,
there is no more openness to the future.

# Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge, p. 168. In other literature, this is often cited this way:
Molina, Concordia, 4.52.9. This specifies the major part of the Concordia (4), the disputation number (52),
and the section of the disputation (9). | will specify quotes from Molina using the page numbers from
Freddoso‘s translation.
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agent faces may not be equally advantageous or palatable, but according to Molina, the
agent could select any way he desired—and the way he desired is part of the contents of
G o dMKs God knows therefore the virtually infinite number of propositions of the form
—ipdrson S were in state of affairs C, then S would freely do actionA. I Anot her way
putting this is that God knows counterfactuals of creaturely freedom.

This type of knowledge is distinct from natural and free knowledge in terms of its
l ogi cal —t ienitisdigfdrent tham tree lsnawledgecin that it comes before
any decree. It is different than natural knowledge in that it is sourced, in some sense,
outside of God. It is related to the free decisions of the creature. As such, this MK is not
wi t hi sicontéod it is dependent on how the free creature would decide in the
various circumstances. By saying this, advocates of MK do not suggest this knowledge is
really outside of God, but rather that God knows the creatures by knowing himself and
the possible essences of creatures.”> Mo | i aefinitia makes this clear by using the
phrase — n His own essence.l

MK is also different than either natural or free knowledge in terms of its content.
It is different than natural knowledge in that it comprehends all the possible situations in
which creatures may find themselves and the decisions that they would make in those
circumstances. Natural knowledge does include possibilities, but MK further limits these
possibilities to those which are in harmony with the free wills of creatures. It is different
than free knowledge in that it includes all possible sets of circumstances and the

outcomes of them, whereas free knowledge includes the one set of circumstances that

®Laing, —Molinism and Supercomprehension, |l pp.
hi msel fll g u &'raig, Probéerd of Divine Forekadwledge and Future Contingents, p. 178.
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God has decreed for the actual world. Bythe —t ill@ed ‘s free knowl edge
—settled, Il there are no more open possibil
the decisions that free creatures will make in them.

The first part of Molina‘s definition s
inscrutable comprehension of each faculty of
the doctrine of supercomprehension, that is, that God knows each creature so well that he
knows what free choice the creature would make in any possible circumstance.?® This
does not mean, according to Molina, that the decision of the creature is or becomes fixed
in some fatalistic way. God simply knows what the creature will do because his intellect
so infinitely surpasses that of the creature. There are not any conditions that determine or
l'imit the creature‘s free choice; he is fr
knows what way he will choose.

The next part of the definition mentions the creaturely faculty of free choice and
the innate freedom of the creature. This is an important part of the definition. Molina
came to the task of reconciling divine sovereignty and human freedom with the
presupposition that men are free in the libertarian sense of that word. This presupposition
originates in his commitment to the dogma of the Roman Catholic Church, particularly
that adherence to the doc theGomalofdent’man s fr
The doctrine of MK —builds i ntHis freedomaspartofGod* s knowl edge so t

can be reconciled easily with one another.

% Ibid., pp. 289-319 describes this doctrine of supercomprehension.

2 Council of Trent, The Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent, trans. H. J. Schroeder
(Rockford, I L: Tan Books and Publishers, 1978), p .
Adam man‘s free will was |l ost or destroyed, or that
reality, a fiction introduced into theroblehairch by Sa
Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p. 169.
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The definition also mentions the infinite number of possible situations that God
can comprehend. This is no problem for God, as he is omniscient.

Finally, the definition says that God knows the decision of each creaturely free
will, wvekhenttwould really be able, if
undercuts the potential argument against MK that it only offers a hypothetical freedom
that is never actual. That is, if God foreknows something, it seems necessary for it to

come to pass.?® Notwithstanding, Molina says, the creature is free to do whatever it

wants, and God‘'s prior knowledge of that d

God saw it in his MK. We will have more to say on this later after we survey the

arguments in favor of MK and some of its applications in the study of theology.

Arguments for Middle Knowledge

There are two main lines of support for the doctrine of MK, the Biblical and the

philosophical. These will be examined in turn.

Biblical Support for Middle Knowledge

A number of Bible passages are used in support of MK. The classic passage
claimed by supporters of MK is 1 Samuel 23:7-13.2°

1 Samuel 23:713: "When it was told Saul that David had come to Keilah, Saul said,
—-6od has delivered him into my hand, for he shut himself in by entering a city with
double gates and bars.ll 850 Saul summoned all the people for war, to go down to
Keilah to besiege David and his men. °Now David knew that Saul was plotting evil
against him; so he said to Abiathar the priest, -Bring the ephod here.ll **Then David

%8 Craig makes a helpful distinction here in Only Wise God, p. 73. He points out that something
being necessary is not precisely the same as it being certain. If something is necessary, it would seem to
indicate a sort of fatalism which implies that the choices of free creatures are constrained and somehow not
genuine. However, if something is certain, this allows that the something will certainly occur, but it does
not constrain the creature‘s ability to choose

2 All Scripture citations are taken from the NASB, 1995 update, unless otherwise noted.

anot
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said, -© LORD God of Israel, Your servant has heard for certain that Saul is seeking
to come to Keilah to destroy the city on my account. *Will the men of Keilah
surrender me into his hand? Will Saul come down just as Your servant has heard? O
LORD God of Israel, I pray, tell Your servant.ll And the LORD said, -He will come
down.ll **Then David said, “Will the men of Keilah surrender me and my men into
the hand of Saul?ll And the LORD said, —Fhey will surrender you.ll **Then David and
his men, about six hundred, arose and departed from Keilah, and they went wherever
they could go. When it was told Saul that David had escaped from Keilah, he gave up
the pursuit.

David asked the Lord to tell him the truth or falsity of the following twofold
counterfactual, with the condition implied
wi || Saul come down, and will the resident
this counterfactual was indeed true on both counts. There were two options for David
because of the two possible actions of the men of Keilah. If these men were placed in the
threatening situation where Saul surrounded their city, they would freely hand over
David. However, this situation does not in fact cometopassheca us e Davi d used (
answer to remove himself from the region and thus not put the men of Keilah into those
circumstances. David acted to avoid the bad outcome by nullifying the truth of the
subjunctive in the protasis.

Similar dangerous situations occur in Matthew 2:13 and Acts 21:10-14. In

Matthew, Joseph is told to flee from Bethlehem with Mary and Jesus. The implied

counterfactual is —i f you stay ite Bet hl ehe
eventual factwas —i f you go tbelJempstaledA byotuhwi Ukv
counterfactual that corresponds to this si
Jerusalem, you wi | | avoid capture.|l

Matthew 2:13: Now when they had gone, behold, an angel of the Lord appeared to
Joseph i n a Gerug dake thaChidd and ldis nbther and flee to
Egypt, and remain there until I tell you; for Herod is going to search for the Child to
destroy Him.I
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Acts 21:10 14: *°As we were staying there for some days, a prophet named Agabus

came down from Judea. **And coming to us, he took Paul's belt and bound his own

feet and hands, and said, —Fhis is what the Holy Spirit says: _In this way the Jews at

Jerusalem will bind the man who owns this belt and deliver him into the hands of the

Gentiles.* #AWhen we had heard this, we as well as the local residents began begging

him not to go up to Jerusalem. **Then Paul answered, “What are you doing, weeping

and breaking my heart? For | am ready not only to be bound, but even to die at

Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus.ll **And since he would not be persuaded,

we fell silent, remarking, —The wi Il Il of the Lord be done! |

Another very well known counterfactual passage is Matthew 11:20-24.

Matthew 11:20i 24, parallel Luke 10:13 15: *°Then He began to denounce the cities

in which most of His miracles were done, because they did not repent. “~Woe to you,

Chorazin! Woe to you, Bethsaida! For if the miracles had occurred in Tyre and Sidon

which occurred in you, they would have repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes.

?Nevertheless | say to you, it will be more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon in the day of

judgment than for you. 2*And you, Capernaum, will not be exalted to heaven, will

you? You will descend to Hades; for if the miracles had occurred in Sodom which

occurred in you, it would have remained to this day. >*Nevertheless | say to you that it

will be more tolerable for the land of Sodomintheday of judgment, t ha

The counterfactual i's a past dmolyrmt er f ac
and Sidon...t h thay would have repented of their sin. ¥ Evidently, Jesus knows this
hypothetical to be true, or he would not have said it as if it were true. Obviously they
were not placed in such a situation since Jesus was incarnated far later in history; but the
Bible gives us the plain impression that had circumstances been different, their response
also would have been different.
Other counterfactual statements occur throughout Scripture. For instance:

1 Corinthians 2:8: [The wisdom of God] which none of the rulers of this age has
understood; for if they had understood it, they would not have crucified the Lord of

glory.

% Middle knowledge supporters would add that the people in Tyre and Sidon would have freely
repented of their sin. It will become clear later in this chapter why this phrasing is problematic, and chapter
4 will consider in more detail how such repentance would have worked.
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Exodus 13:17 Now when Pharaoh had let the people go, God did not lead them by
the way of the land of the Philistines, even though itwasnear;f or God sai d, —
people might change their minds when they

In the first case, a past counterfactualisused. The counter factual i s
of this world had been placed into a situation where they were able to come to an
understanding of God‘s wisdom, themnrhet hey w
second example in Exodus uses a future cou
c hange t hbBExddus 13:4vishows shat God knows if the Israelites experience war
too soon, they would return to Egypt.

Another example is found in Jeremiah 38, where Jeremiah urges Zedekiah to
surrender to the king of Babylon. The count er f act uasurrendesyowf t he

will survivell 1t 1 s a ecaosathe inidat cbnditton nevar pprevdils; Zedekiah

chooses not to surrender.

Jeremiah 38:17 23: *"Then Jeremiah said to Zedekiah, —Fhus says the LORD God of
hosts, the God of Israel, _If you will indeed go out to the officers of the king of

Babylon, then you will live, this city will not be burned with fire, and you and your
household will survive. **But if you will not go out to the officers of the king of

Babylon, then this city will be given over to the hand of the Chaldeans; and they will

burn it with fire, and you yourself will not escape from their hand.© #*Then King

Zedekiah said to Jeremiah, —dread the Jews who have gone over to the Chaldeans,

for they may give me overintotheirhand and t h ey ®Buatietedniahabus e me
said, —Fhey will not give you over. Please obey the LORD in what | am saying to

you, that it may go well with you and you may live. ?*But if you keep refusing to go

out, this is the word which the LORD has shown me: 2> Then behold, all of the

women who have been left in the palace of the king of Judah are going to be brought

out to the officers of the king of Babylon; and those women will say, —¥our close

friends Have misled and overpowered you; While your feet were sunk in the mire,

They turned back.|l 23=They will also bring out all your wives and your sons to the
Chaldeans, and you yourself will not escape from their hand, but will be seized by the

hand of the king of Babylon, and this city willbeburned wi t h fire. * |

Another implied but true counterfactual in this passage has to do with the king of
Babylon. If the king is placed in circumstances in which Zedekiah surrenders, he would

spare Zedekiah and the city. However, in actuality, the king was placed in other
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circumstances, wherein Zedekiah refused to surrender, so the king of Babylon destroyed
the city and seized Zedekiah.
All of these examples support the idea that God knows the woulds of situations

that never did in fact come to pass.*

Philosophical Support for Middle Knowledge

The primary philosophical argument for MK can be called the pragmatic
argument, namely, that it explains a number of theological problems so well that it could
not be wrong. Craig offers this argument:

Does God, then, possess middle knowledge? It would be difficult to prove in any
direct way that he does, for the biblical passages are not unequivocal. Nevertheless,

the doctrine is so fruitful in illuminating divine prescience, providence, and
predestination that it can be presumed unless there are insoluble objections to it.*

He continues by writing, —We have seen
knowledge, while having some biblical support, ought to be accepted mainly because of
its great thedlogical advantages. |
A second argument in support of MK could be called the common presupposition
argument, about which Craig writes:
In fact, it is interesting how often ordinary Christian believers naturally assume that

God has middle knowledge. For example, Christians regularly seem to presuppose
divine middle knowledge when they pray fo

%1 Bavinck lists other texts that are used to support the notion of MK. Besides those listed above,
see Gen 11:6; Exod 3:19, 34:16; Deut 7:3—4; 1 Sam 25:29ff.; 2 Sam 12:8; 1 Kings 11:2; 2 Kings 2:10,
13:19; Ps 81:14-16; Jer 26:2-3; Ezek 2:5—7, 3:4-6; Matt 24:22, 26:53; Luke 22:66—68; John 4:10, 6:15;
Acts 22:18; Rom 9:29. See Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics, ed. John Bolt, trans. John Vriend, 4
vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 2:199. Another text is Jer 23:21-22. A relevant text in the apocrypha is
Wisdom 4:11, which reads, —They wheiruedersaraiogpht up so t
gui |l e deceiNR®&). SedaloiMark 1g:21warid Mditt 11¢14.

%2 Craig, Only Wise God, p. 137. The next major section of this chapter, Applications of Middle
Knowledge, grows out of this assertion.

* Ibid., p. 151.
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knows which of two paths would be better for them to take.... Or again, Christians

have sometimes espoused middle knowledge when they reflect on the issue of the
salvation of infants....The assumption, then, that God p
underlies, | think, the views of many ordinary Christians.>

In other words, MK must be true because it is almost universally accepted, even if
many Christians do not consciously understand the implications of what they are saying.

A third philosophical argument is that
hemusthave MKof t he free acts of his creatures.
aspé&ct .|

Fourth, Craig asserts that

providence and predestination presuppose middle knowledge. According to the
doctrine of God‘s providence, God preorda

purposes. But how could this be done for contingent causes apart from middle
knowledge of what they would do under certain circumstances?*®

The obvious answer to his rhetorical question is that God must have MK to explain these

other doctrines (at least from his perspective).*’

Applications of Middle Knowledge

One of the alleged advantages of MK is that it can explain many other difficult
doctrines. 't is so effective iphinedthat s way
he was destroying biblical mysteries by his clever explanations. In the following

subsections, we will examine how MK applies to some difficult theological problems to

* Ibid., pp. 137-8.
% Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p. 183.
% 1bid.

% There is a seeming circularity among these arguments. Among the theological advantages
mentioned earlier is the fact that middle knowledge offers a handy explanation of providence and
predestination. Middle knowledge is supposed to explain these doctrines, but here Craig says that middle
knowledge is presupposed by these doctrines. Perhaps the circularity can be eliminated by saying that each
doctrine entails the others as part of a coherent system.
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show why it is so attractive.

Mi ddl e Knowl edge and the | mputation

The Bible teaches that all men were constituted as sinners when the one man
Adam sinned (Rom 5:12-21). But the particular ground of this imputation has been
debated. While some understand the i mputat
headship of the human race, others find this idea unfair in that it lays guilt on people who
did not personally commit the first sin.

MK provides one possible solution to this alleged unfairness. Shedd explains it
this way: —The doctrine of middle knowl edg
i mputation of Adam‘'s first sin to his post
that each one of the posteritywouldhave committed it i f he had
ci r ¢ u ms®tineothec veosls, elich person would have freely chosen to commit the
same sin that Adam did if placed in the same circumstances. This use of MK is an
extension beyond its normal use, wherein God simply uses MK to decide what world to
instantiate. In this case, MK of a non-existent world is used to produce a real effect in our

world.

Middle Knowledge and the Salvation of Infants and the Unevangelized

Another intensely-debated theological problem is the status of those who have not
heard or are not able to understand the gospel message. Craig mentions a friend who
—proposed that God judges personswoudho di e

have done if they had grown up. Those who would have had faith will be saved, but those

% William G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, ed. Alan W. Gomes, 3rd ed. (Phillipsburg, NJ:
Presbyterian & Reformed, 2003), p. 287, emphasis supplied. See also p. 436.
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who would not havé believed will be lost.|
Regarding the status of unevangelized adults, Craig notes the approach of Campus
Crusade for Christ which stated in a Great Britain flyer that God bases his judgment on
the decision a person would have made if had that person heard the gospel in
circumstances other than the ones that actually prevailed.® This view, then, denies the
need for a personal appropriation of the benefits of salvation through a conscious faith-
commitment to the Lord Jesus Christ. Craig supports this notion, since he believes that
some individuals could be saved by their response to general revelation, and others who
did not respond positively and did not have access to information about Jesus cannot
complain. This is so because both sufficient grace was supplied and there was no world in
which they would have freely accepted Christ anyway. God knew this by his MK and
knew that it did not matter that they did not have all the information required. But those

who would receive Christ were given the opportunity.*

% Craig, Only Wise God, p. 138.
“* 1bid.

“ Craigwrites, — n conclusion, then, | think that a midd
of the exclusivity of the Christian religion can be quite fruitful. Since all persons are in sin, all are in need
of salvation. Since Christ is God's unique expiatory sacrifice for sin, salvation is only through Christ. Since
Jesus and his work are historical in character, many persons as a result of historical and geographical
accident will not be sufficiently well-informed concerning him and thus unable to respond to him in faith.
Such persons who are not sufficiently well-informed about Christ's person and work will be judged on the
basis of their response to general revelation and the light that they do have. Perhaps some will be saved
through such a response; butonthebasi s of Scri pture we must say that su
relatively rare. Those who are judged and condemned on the basis of their failure to respond to the light of
general revelation cannot legitimately complain of unfairness for their not also receiving the light of special
revelation, since such persons would not have responded to special revelation had they received it. For God
in His providence has so arranged the world that anyone who would receive Christ has the opportunity to
do so. Since God loves all persons and desires the salvation of all, He supplies sufficient grace for salvation
to every individual, and nobody who would receive Christ if he were to hear the gospel will be denied that
opportunity. As Molina puts it, our salvationisinour own hands. Il See William Lar
Name®': A Middle Knowledge PerspectiveFP®HifApiihe Excl us
1989): 186. Craig obviously does not believe in the condemnatory nature of general revelation as taught in
Rom 1:20.
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Middle Knowledge and Guidance

In appealing to the seemingly universal use of MK among Christians, Craig
mentions that believers of hirewhichpoftwoyathf, or God
if followed, wouldl ead to a better outcome. Craig's ¢
MK, then he cannot give guidance to the person asking for it, for he would not know the

outcomes in alternative circumstances.** Thus God must have MK.

Middle Knowledge and Prescience, Providence, Predestination

MKi s al so used to explain the doctrines
control over the world, and predestination of individuals to salvation. The doctrine of
God‘s foreknowl ed byaMolinists inghat @Gqa thyse bg spvillane n e d
of the possible worlds presented to him by his MK. Once this possible world was
selected, God knew all the details about it—including the future. He knew what decision

every free creature would make. Thus his prescience is based on the MK and the divine

will.

Molinism also maintains a place for God to guide the events of the world. It does
sobyusingtheMKand God*® s wi || (as above) along wi
concurrence. God"* ssetothelvariousiactidtieswfciecseatunes. s r es p o

Some of his responses include directly bringing about certain (good) things. At other

times, he simply permits (evil) things to occur. But to ensure that things happen the way

they must accordingto hisplan,h e appl i es hi s genmtaml concur
i nf | ue n canthechuse & that thescause might act after having been previously

moved and applied to its act by that influence, but is instead an influence along with the

*2 Craig, Only Wise God, p. 137.
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cause directly onthe effect...God concurs by act i®inghisway, pr odu c

God*s providence over the world iIis maintai
MK also supplies a basis for explaining predestination. It is at this point that two

streams of Molinist thought become visible. Molina believed that God decided to give

prevenient grace to every person, and on the basis of MK he knew which people would

respond in each possible world to that grace. This prevenient grace is a particular

concurrence, iomthewil, inotwith itGto rdnder#acapabls of

respondi ng fr eel*Godthen deGeeditte particular ivdrld taathé v e . |

wanted, and on that basis has predestined those particular people to salvation. Ultimately,

predestination for Molina was based on how the creature would freely respond with the

help of prevenient grace. Another Jesuit named Francisco Suarez (1548-1617) proposed

what has come to be called Congruism, where God first decides to predestine certain

individuals to salvation, and then using MK, can see what graces would elicit a free but

saving response from each individual. Thes

thus these graces are effective for the individual. The graces might be different for each

individual, but God still supplies grace sufficient for all to be saved (so that they have no

excuse for rejecting God).*® The basic difference between the two streams of Molinist

thought has to do with how MK is used to delimit the elect from the non-elect. However,

the main point for purposes of this paper is simply that MK, when coupled with the

divine will and particular concurrence, can be used to supply an explanation for

predestination that maintains creaturely freedom.

“Craig, —Middle KpAorwliendgen: R pQalowihreinsetnt 21 p. 15
* Ibid., p. 157. Note the difference between general and particular concurrence.

% Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, pp. 227—29.
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It is interesting to note at this point that Arminius subscribed to the view of MK.*®

He writes,

That kind of God‘s knowledge which is cal
and —natur al or necessary, Il is the cause
and directing, to which is added the action of the will and power; (Psalm civ, 24;)
although that —middlel kind of knowledge

the liberty of a created will.*’

For Ar mi ni u MK, nat his foreknewledge whichsformed the basis

of predestination.

Middle Knowledge and Biblical Inspiration
Craig also integrates the concept of MK with the doctrine of Biblical inspiration.

He writes,

The traditional doctrine of the plenary, verbal, confluent inspiration of Scripture is a
coherent doctrine, given divine middle knowledge. Because God knew the relevant
counterfactuals of creaturely freedom, He was able to decree a world containing just
those circumstances and persons such that the authors of Scripture would freely
compose their respective writings, which God intended to be His gracious Word to
us. Irlghe providence of God, the Bible is thus both the Word of God and the word of
man.

This formulation of the doctrine of inspiration gives a significant place to the
human element in the authorship of Scripture, but it is not clear whether there is a

miraculous work of God at the moment of the writing of the Scripture, as indicated in

“See Laing, —Compatibility of 4GCmbDékkeri sm and Mi d
concludes, —Arminius not only mentions the theory o
his theology. It appearsinall crucialf or mul ati ons of his doctrine of divi
—Was Ar mi ni uSxteeath QdrduryiJonrnab2f (8ummer 1996): 337-52.

4" James Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, trans. James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall, 3
vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1977), 1:449.

“William Lane Craig, —_Men MovedPeBny2lfAe Holy Sp
Mi ddl e Knowl edge Per s p elhtlosophia Choigti NBL(1999)jpar.dl5, | nspirati o
accessed 15 April 2006, available from http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/docs/menmoved.html.

Internet.
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2 Timothy 3:16 and 2 Peter 1:21.

Middle Knowledge and Perseverance
Yet another area of theology that is touched by MK is the area of the perseverance
of the saints. Craig again writes,
In the moment logically prior to creation, God via His middle knowledge knew who
would freely receive Christ as Savior and what sorts of warnings against apostasy
would be extrinsically efficacious in keeping them from falling away. Therefore, He
decreed to create only those persons to be saved who He knew would freely respond
to His warnings and thus persevere, and He simultaneously decreed to provide such

warnings. On this account the believer will certainly persevere and yet he does so
freely, taking seriously the warnings God has given him.*

So the doctrine of perseverance is intertwined with that of inspiration, so that God

knew what warnings to place in the Scriptures, and the world he decided to create was the
one in which all true believers would heed such warnings. But the warnings themselves
are not a means of perseverance as they might be for a Calvinist. Later Craig writes,
—Neverthel ess, i tosewho mterprestie waminds of Scnptureash at t h
the means by which God ensures the perseverance of the saints have abandoned the
classic understanding of that doctrine and have adopted instead a middle knowledge
perspective O&inorpeetcas evedrahice. Cal vinistic —u
back into MK, something else is necessary:

The classical defender of perseverance must, it seems, if he is to distinguish his view

from Molinism, holdto t he i nt r i n ssgrace aslfhdnde,chacaugal of God

i mpossi bi |l i tsapostady. Bt in that chse thei warningsrof Scripture
against the danger of apostasy seem to become otiose and unreal.*

“William Lane Craig, —_Lest Anyone Should Fall"

Perseverance and Infepaisal Jodrialdor PhibosophyiofrReligion 9 (1991), par 43,
accessed 15 April 2006, available from http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/docs/lest.html. Internet.

% Ibid., par. 44.
I'pid., par. 42. The word —otiosel indicates th
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It is in this way that Craig defends the doctrine of perseverance apart from

efficacious grace and thus maintains the Arminian view that true believers can apostatize.

Middle Knowledge and the Problem of Evil

MK is also used to explain the problem of evil. In short, evil is a necessary —c o s t I
associated with having free creatures. They can freely decide for or against the good. God
knows by his MK what each creature will choose and thus how the world will be in light
of those choices of evil. This serves to distance God from culpability in the origination of
evil in the universe. It is fully the fault of the free creatures that evil entered.

Thisfreewi | | versus evil tradeoff is the ba
Defensel which is an explanation of how ev
atheistic argument a gnathing ke thisGbGod esists,dexisi st enc e
omnipotent, omniscient, and good, but (it is claimed) the existence of suffering is
incompatible with the existence of God. And since we know that suffering exists, God
therefore must not exist. The free will defenseof God‘ s exi st ence rebut
stating that God can exist at the same time that evil exists because God had good reason,

.52 He values that freedom

namely the moral freedom of his creatures, for allowing evi
more highly than the existence of some evil. Plantinga explains the free will defense
slightly differently: —The Free Wil Def en

not within his power to create a>world con

there but really do not do anything.

2 There is another explanation for the existence of evil which is called the greater-good theodicy
in which God allows evil to exist to bring about greater good than if evil did not exist. This is not really the
same as the free-will theodicy, but the free-will theodicy could be explained in those terms, namely that
creaturely freedom is the greater good God sought.

% plantinga, The Nature of Necessity, p . 184. See also Laing, —Mol i ni
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Otherwise, God is not creating creatures that are significantly free. In other words, the
assumption of free creatures forms a limitation on the worlds that are possible to God:
once he decides to create a world with good, this entails also that the world contains at
least some evil, because God so values creaturely freedom. And since God does not have
power over creaturely free decisions, he cannot prevent all evil from happening.

MK provides a tidy explanation of these matters in that it allows for creaturely

freedom and therefore it allows for evil without implicating God.

Arguments Against Middle Knowledge

In this section, | will outline several objections to the doctrine of MK.>* Such

objections arose soon after Molina‘“s publ.
debate wassointens e t hat Pope Clement VIII ordered
Supercomprehe®f3sion, Il pp. 159

> Paul Helm, (The Providence of God [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1994], pp. 55-61)
offers a helpful critique of middle knowledge. Charles Hodge also summarizes a number of objections to
the doctrine in Systematic Theology, 3 vols. (reprint of 1952 ed., Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1999), 1:398-
—400. There is also a very technical series of articles in the Christian philosophical journals in which the
debate over Molinism is expressed. The articles, in order of their publication, are as follows:

1. Robert M. AdMohirgst A~A g uPlilsophicallPerspectives5 (1991): 343—

53.

2. William Lane Craig, -MBbbar st ARRibogpgnyasdn Nelv Ant i
Phenomenological Research 54 (December 1994): 857—61.

3. William Hasker, —Middl e KnBPv2(Apdildd®5):228-36Ref ut at i f
Thiswork isa follow-uptot he same aut hor‘s earlier chapter
Knowl edgel i n GudjTimk, and Kknowktdges(lkhaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1989), pp. 39-52.

4. Wi I I i am Ha s kyePrigrity: FrEnhsitivel arad raequigocal, A Reply to William
Cr a iPiglesdbhy and Phenomenological Research 57 (June 1997): 389-93.

5. William Lane Craig, —Mol HaBPRB(ApHI€98).@F-dmse of Al

6. Wil I i am HaMpliniemlsUnd-éAfne aFP &7 @Jandiary 2000): 126-31.

Articles or chapters mentioned in #1 through #4 are available in a single volume: William Hasker,
David Basinger, and Eef Dekker, eds., Middle Knowledge: Theory and Applications (New York:
Peter Lang, 2000).
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began nearly ten years of study (1597-1 6 0 6 ) o f MB Jomemwtat'laer, wo r k .
Reformed scholar Francis Turretin (1623-87) wrote a section against MK in his Elenctic
Theology.® Several modern proponents of MK have dealt with these objections and their

responses will be included at the appropriate points below.>’

Inconsistency in the Possible Worlds of Middle Knowledge

One problemwithMKas f or mul ated by Molina is tha
knowledge is the knowledge of all possibilities, and his MK is his knowledge of what
worl ds, given creaturely freedom, can be m
difference between these? Are there worlds that are genuinely possible, but which God
cannot ma‘kleother wards, idid warld cannot be made actual, is it possible in
the first place? And if it is not really possible, does MK propose a nearly infinite number
of useless facts that God —knowsl with res
worlds?*

Related to this objection is that MK treats some possibilities differently than

others. The decisions of free creatures and the possibilities that those decisions raise are

% Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, pp. 169-70, and Alfred J.
Freddoso, preface to On Divine Foreknowledge, by Luis de Molina, pp. vii-viii. For a detailed timeline of
events surrounding this commtcemppbpehensie8halnpgp. —BIB#
(Appendix 1).

% Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:212—18.

%" Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, pp. 190-98 deals with six
objections to middle knowledge.

% John M. Frame, The Doctrine of God (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 2002), p.

503.

*° The view | will support in chapter 4 suggests that God knows many counterfactuals, that is,
things that do not actwually happen. 't cowel,d be sug
though | will argue that such knowledge is simply a

perfections God does. My criticism of the MK view focuses on the uselessness of general knowledge or
counterfactual knowledge that has to do with impossible worlds.
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made a special case compared to other possibilities that God knows as part of his natural
knowledge. Why this should be so is unclear, unless it simply grows out of the
assumption that creatures are at some level independent of the Creator. Said another way,
why is there a distinction between possibilities that are possible for God and possibilities

that are only possible for his creatures?

Inconsistency in the Prevolitional Part of Middle Knowledge

There is another problem latent in the definition of MK, which states that God
knows what each —faculty of free choicel w
therefore the definition presupposes that any creatures which do not have a certain type of
free choice are not contemplated by God in his design of the universe. That is, God has
already decided that only creatures with a libertarian faculty of free choice are among
those that he wishes to create. This is an assumption that really needs to be proven.
Furthermore, though its proponents claim MK comes before any act of the divine will, at
least one decision has already been willed by God, namely to create only creatures which
have a certain type of free will.
It might be objected at this point that God did not have to will anything because
nonf ree creatures are simply not possible ci
all, how can non-free creatures be responsible for sinful acts? But it seems far-fetched to
say that it would be impossible for God to create creatures with some type of restricted
free will. In fact, compatibilists teach this very idea, while not removing responsibility
from the creature. There are other creatures with such restrictions (in the animal
kingdom). In addition, we can certainly think of the possibility of creatures that are free

but not in a libertarian sense; why could not God do the same? In sum, it is reasonable to
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assume that, if MK were true, then God must have freely chosen to create only human

beings with libertarian freedom and thus MK is not fully prevolitional.

Middle Knowledge Proves Too Much from Certain Bible Passages

The basic problem in using the passages cited earlier is that the advocates of MK
try to prove too much with these texts. Nowhere in them are the following propositions
stated: a) that a libertarian free will is a necessity or in fact exists; b) that God knows
counterfactuals in all other possible worlds; and c) that there is only one really feasible
(MK) explanation for the texts. In fact, all of those propositions are actually undercut by
these texts.

Consider first the proposition that humans have a libertarian free will. The
1 Samuel passage about the men of Keilah certainly does not support this. They are faced
with a choice to either give up David to
they will be destroyed. The choice is obviously very constrained. The men of Keilah do
not have a free choice in this situation. Only a remarkably principled leader would not
turn over David to Saul in face of the high likelihood of dying otherwise.

The second proposition, that God knows counterfactuals in all other possible
worlds, is not supported by the texts either. In fact, the 1 Corinthians 2:8 passage
mentions the princes of this world, not some other possible world, or all other possible
worlds. The way these situations are presented in the Bible relate to this present world
and slight variations of it that might be envisioned. In no way do these situations suggest
an infinity of other possibilities that God envisioned beforehand—possibilities that
according to MK could never have been actualized because they would not have been

agreeable to the free will of the creatures in that world.
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The third proposition, that there is only one really feasible explanation of these
texts, also goes far beyond what the texts actually say. Even though God knows at least
some woulds (the texts indicate so) it is a stretch to say this proves God has full-blown
MK, as Craig admits.?® In fact, it is easy to come up with other explanations. For
example, God knew the nature or purpose of the men of Keilah so well as they existed at
the time David made his request, that he knew how they would respond if faced with
such a difficult situation®* The poi nt of the —Woel in Matth
MK, but rather to show the hardness of heart of present unbelievers as compared with the
people of Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom. God knew the character of the people of Tyre, Sidon,
and Sodom and the effect that such preaching and miracles by Christ would have had on
them had it been available. Whether their repentance would have beentrue —g o d | y
S o r roojustlkemporary —w o r | d | yis nat tbermairoissul here because the Lord
was not incarnateatt he ti me of the existence of those
of the counterfactual never happened. The main point is that their response would have
been somehow positive in the hypothetical case, and thus would demonstrate their
relativerespons i veness compared to the har dened un

In addition, the idea that God used such MK in the logical moment prior to his

% Craig, Only Wise God, p. 137, fn 1.

¢! Rolland McCune, A Systematic Theology of Biblical Christianity, vol. 1 (Allen Park, MI: Detroit
Baptist Theological Seminary, 2009), p. 226.

%2 From the Calvinist perspective, this explanation leaves some loose ends that will be addressed in
chapter 4. Was the repentance genuine, salvific repentance? Or was it merely worldly remorse over sin and
its consequences? If it was genuine repentance, it would require some form of help from God to achieve
this repentance, because a simple alteration of the circumstances would not be enough to achieve genuine
repentance. This in turn leads to the conclusion that the statement of the counterfactual does not fully spell
out all the relevant —behind the scenesl informatio
the counterfactual situation. It is an error to ignore this information. From the libertarian perspective, no
additional intervention by God would be necessary in either the true or temporary repentance case (we
would suppose that God had already given prevenient grace to the inhabitants of Tyre and Sidon).
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decree is certainly not taught by these texts, for the texts themselves are not trying to

teach athoroughf or mul ati on of God's omniscience or

Bible Passages that are Problems for the Middle Knowledge View

Another difficulty with MK is that there are some very plain texts in the Scripture
that teach against it. Isaiah 46:11, Romans 9:11, and Ephesians 1:11 all teach a very
strong doctrine of God‘s omnipotence, plan
specifically tells us that God's election
purpose, and not the works or free choices of either of the children. Ephesians 1:11
asserts the same basic truth regarding the election of believers to salvation.
Taking the Ephesians passage as an example, proponents of MK would explain
that God does indeed purpose and execute his will so that it comes to pass. He simply
plans it through the use of his MK, and brings it to pass either by his general or particular
concurrence. They can affirm that God does this by using his knowledge of the actions of
free creatures in all possible circumstances and then selecting which set of circumstances
to bring about. In reply, note that the Ephesians passage does not offer any room for the
idea that God contemplated the free choices of individuals before formulating his purpose
or plan. Certainly the Romans 9:11 passage does not allow for free creaturely choice as a

basis for God‘s election.

Argument Against Libertarian Freedom

Yet another argument against MK has to do with its reliance upon libertarian

freedom. There are no | imitatibantbe upon thi
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decisions made by the creature seem to be totally arbitrary. ® In support of this notion,

Mol ina asserts that —free decisions of t he
them; that 1 s to say, a subjsercttewiBshahat ur e d
make—ot her wi se, the deci si on *Baitikabvionsdft be fr

from nothing more than experience, that the nature of a person does affect his decisions,
so that his decisions are not free in the libertarian sense.

Consider first of all that when we say someone has a libertarian free will, we are
not saying that he can do anything he wants. For instance, a physical limitation prevents

him from choosing to jump to the moon if that desire is presented to his mind. Similarly,

i f there is a fork in the road, but one of
Only, Il then there is a constraintrmsoban hi s ¢
counterfactual , —l f Davied vieke Kied d sa ht.d |Tehaav e

what occurred, but it could easily have been the case that the authorities in Keilah
prevented him from leaving.

If such physical, external limitations exist, why are not immaterial and spiritual
factors al s efreddom?in face such aretp@ventens te free choice.
Consi der Rbecause thesminfl set'dn the Hesh is hostile toward God,; for it
does not subject itself to the law of God, for itisnotevenabletodoso. I Or agai n
Romans 3: 11, whedntiestands, theresis neanowheeseeksforGod . I The

unbelieving but supposedly free agent, if faced with the general choice to please God or

®Note that Molina is committed to tohTeent,Cet hol ic
Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent, p. 43). This view has infiltrated the whole middle knowledge
stream of thinking so that other types of freedom are ruled out immediately. But when approaching the
problem of sovereignty and free will, the whole question boils down to what kind of freedom is possessed
by humans. The Molinist answer to the problem is simply to assume libertarian freedom.

% Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p. 181.
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please himself, will ultimately choose to please himself. He cannot subject himself to the
law of God. Becauseof sin, certain options may not pr
mind, or certain options are so inimical to the sin nature that the agent would never
choose them without help of God.
Il n sum, the Bible‘s view of reagomto as a si

reject libertarian free will and the whole MK system that rests on it.%

God's Foreknowledge I s Incompatible w

Another notable objectiontoMKi s i ts relationship to Goc
events. Simply stated, if God knows that a future action will invariably occur, how can
the agent making a choice to do that action be totally free to do so? In other words, Go d 6 s
foreknowledge limits freedom.® If the action will occur, the agent is in some sense
constrained to make the decision that he does. Thus, the freedom offered by MK seems to
be only hypothetical—t he agent i s somehow free in God°
decree, but at the point of decision the agent really has no choice in the matter. The
creat ur e’ signiffcanty edlicedn 1 s
As an example of this, Luke 24 tells us that the Lord had to suffer before entering
his glory (v. 26). The Old Testament Scriptures had to be fulfilled (v. 44). It was
necessary that Christ suffer and rise again the third day (v. 46). Freedom as it relates to
the involvement of other people in the crucifixion of the Lord Jesus Christ seems to have

been severely constrained.

® For an extended argument against libertarian freedom,seeLy nne Rudder Baker , —Wh
Christians Should Not Be Li bR R20t(Cctober2003)::460-A0 Augustini

®God‘s f or ekpneemerteal geen issgent ‘s free decision.
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Grudem puts the objection this way,

Craig's view does not sustain allyview of
maintain: that no cause or set of causes made a person choose the way he or she did.

On Craig‘s view, the surrounding circumst

guarantee that a certain choice will be made—otherwise, God could not know what
the choice would be from his exhaustive knowledge of the person and the
circumstances. But if God knows what the choice will be, and if that choice is
guaranteed, then it could not be otherwise. Moreover, if both the person and the
circumstances have been created by God, then ultimately the outcome has been
determined by God. This sounds very close to freedom in a Calvinist sense, but it is
certainly not the kind of freedom that most Arminians would accept.®’

This problem is recognized by Craig when he writes,

Given that God has foreknown an event, His foreknowledge is, in the composed

sense, incapable of being otherwise. But considered in itself apart from temporal
considerations, it is, in the divided sense, able to be different. Similarly, given that an

event is future, it is, in the composed sense, incapable of not occurring. But apart

from temporal considerations, it is, in the divided sense, able to not occur. Hence, it is

difficult to see why, if a future event is in a certain sense contingent [the divided

sesnse], God‘s foreknowledge is not in th
eschewed this conclusion because, as we have seen, he felt it undermined the
certainty of G8d‘s foreknowledge.

‘

Craig's defense requires somet a@add'ts o
foreknowl edge, in the —composed sense, Il
t he combi nat i on MKfand@eorek allgakek togetherldendt gllew for

the possibility of something else happening. That is, once God has decreed this particular

world to come into existence, the future is closed. What is to be will be. This composed

%7 Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), p. 349.

% Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, pp. 189-90. On p. 190 he
writes, —Because God‘'s knowledge thus depends on
without a determination of t he di vine wil/
continues, —While it is impossible in the compos
happen differently than it will, this sense is irrelevant to contingency and freedom. In the relevant, divided
sense we are as perfectly free in our decisions
knowledge therefore supplies not only the basis for divine foreknowledge, but also the means of

e

na

i s

t h

, it does not produce

ed

and

reconcilingthat f or eknowl edge with creaturely freedom and



35

sense, however, is irrelevant to the issues of contingency and freedom, Craig asserts.®
The relevant sense 1 s t he peredtlyfreeicdorrd s ens
decisions and actions as i"notBeowbrdssCrafgor ek now
claims that the only way we are allowed to consider human freedom is to look back and
consider how God saw it before the decree to instantiate the world. In a logical sense,
before the decree of how things would actually be, God did not foreknow anything about
it. In the absence of foreknowledge, we can consider creatures to be free and not
constrained by God®'s for ekelwithhisemdigoe. Once t
produce the —composed sense, Il it is only t
While actual freedom is limited in this composed sense, Craig avoids fatalism by
explaining that 1 f a free agMKwouldhawer e t o <ch
been different* Thus, God‘'s foreknowl edge does not,
happen invariably becaMKod Gdde' «ewiilsli oins olfa
will. He therefore avoids saying that foreknowledge of an event necessarily entails the
occurrence of the event. Foreknowledge renders the event certain, but the event was not
necessary because the creature could have been disposed to choose differently, thus

making God‘s middl e knowl ed gdeocatdithaftebe ent t h

®Craig, —Middl e KrAorwiiend ggen: Rfa pGalowihreinsetnt 21 p. 15

" Ibid.

™ Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p. 192 writes, —Th
divine foreknowledge whi ch exi sts is, indeed, incompatible wiHt

perfectly compat i bdbletonstiodcun Fot ifithat passibiityvtere te be becrializedy
the divine foreknowledge woard dpadevaly®8 hhaes ewrbieteens ,d i +

within Peter's power to refrain from sin, but it is
though it is necessarily true that where [sic] he to refrain from sin God would always have foreknown
differentt y . I We® ve already shown that according to Mol i

knowledge. But if Peter does not have power over it either, then it seems that it is totally outside the realm
of anyone‘s controll
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explained this way to avoid fatalism.

The certainty/necessity distinction seemstohelpCr ai g‘ s c asBat s o me wh ¢
wor king against Craig‘'s defense is the fac
t hi s —c omp o s eeto ascesstosthe divided ¥épse. Gnby God had access to
it in eternity past. So, our own freedom seems to be unavailable to us!

Looking at the problem anotherway,t r ue human freedom woul d
foreknowledge. Craig almost admits this whenhesaysthat God* s f oreknowl e
sense (the divided sense) contingent. Molina did not want to admit such a contingency
because it seemed to make God uncertain of the future. And indeed, true non-
hypot hetical human fr eedo mexpcuteghe futwedfers God*‘ s
God would not know how the creature would choose until the choice was actually
made.”

In addition, advocates of MK p o r t r a MK aSanrdpletsly certain

knowledge. But complete freedom undermines MK itself.”* Why? Because MK teaches

"2 The distinction between certainty and necessity may initially seem like a nitpick. However, both
Arminians (Craig, as explained above) and Calvinists speak in such terms. On the latter, see Feinberg, No
One Like Him, pp. 635—39 in his discussion on soft determinism, where he distinguishes three senses of
necessity and two kinds of constraint. | believe God can render an event certain without it being
fatalistically necessary.

" Indeed, in the Molinist account, not even the creature knows what he would choose ahead of
time, for neither the circumstances nor the nature of the creature are determinate in the choice. Of course,

Mol i ni sts assert the doctrine of supercomprehensi on
really clear how he knows such an arbitrary choice, buthe knows. Tur reti n writes, —The
can have no certainty because it is occupied about

Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:215.

™ Robert L. Reymond, A New Systematic Theology of the Christian Faith (Nashville: Nelson,
1998), p. 189. See also Helm, The Providence of God, p. 61 and Frame, The Doctrine of God, p. 778. See
al so David M. Ciocchi, —Reconci |l iJalp37D0%epemere Sovereig
1994): 406, who argues a different way. If God knows Judas will betray Christ given circumstances C,
there is no possible world in which Judas will not betray Christ given circumstances C. Thus libertarian
free will is incompatible with middle knowledge. Ciocchi suggests that compatibilist free will is the only
type of freedom that can work with middle knowledge (but see chapter 3 below for more on that).
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that God certainly knows what the creatures would freely do; however complete freedom

means that no conditions can determine human actions, arbitrary as they are. Therefore

God could not be sure of what the creature will decide and thus his MK would also be

uncertainn MK advocates can handle this objection
perfections are so exceptional that he —u

will choose.

The Grounding Objection

Another argument against MK has to do with the grounds of the truth of the
counterfactual propositions allegedly known by God in his MK. That is to say, on what
basis are those counterfactuals true? Who or what makes them true? We cannot propose
an answer involving the correspondence of the proposition to reality, for by definition a
counterfactual has a counter-reality conditional. It is true even though it does not have
any reality to which we may peg its truth.

If we suppose that God himself causes the truth of a counterfactual, this raises a
problem, for God was not supposed to have any act of will before he knew the
counterfactuals to be true. Their truth should be determined by the libertarianly free
choice of the creature, lest the libertarian presupposition fail. Furthermore, true
counterfactuals are supposed to be true regardless of which path God actually chose. So
the truth of them does not seem to be able to be grounded in God.

On the other hand, if we suppose that the creature causes the truth of the
counterfactual, this is problematic for at least a couple of reasons. First, grounding the
truth of the counterfactual in the creature would seem to require belief in backward

causation (the effect comes before the cause) in order to make the creature be the cause of
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abefore-timee f f ect o n Gordisiss difficulobetief ® dcce. Second,
some allegedly true counterfactuals relate to creatures that are not in fact ever created.
But if the truth-ground of the counterfactual is in the creature, and the creature is never
created, it seems that the counterfactual cannot have a ground for its truth.” In fact, the
worl ds that were never to be do not seem t
provide any —knowledgel t o Godruecahinothbe et i n s
foreknowff as true. |l

Since both proposals (the ground in God or the ground in the creature) are ridden
with problems, the ground of why the counterfactuals are true seems to be missing.”’

Craig has written much on this very subject to attempt to refute the grounding
objection.” His basic argument is that grounding objectors have not been able to
formulate a convincing case for the grounding objection, as well as the fact that it seems
reasonable that counterfactuals are true from our perspective, even granting that the
situations that give rise to the counterfa
onions versus chocolate chip cookiesll exam

the cookies over the liver if offered the choice. It is certainly not far-fetched to think that

"™ For the general ideas in this section, | am indebted to Flint, Divine Providence, pp. 123-25.
" Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:214.

"Craig defines the grounding objection thus: —
concerning what creatures would freely do under certain specified circumstances—the propositions
expressed by such counterfactual sentences are said either to have no truth value or to be uniformly false—,
since there is nothing to make these counterfactuals true. Because they are contrary-to-fact conditionals and
are supposed to be true | ogi c algrbuydofghe truthofsutho God‘' s «cr
counterfactual propositions. Thus, they cannot be Kk
objection goes too far, however. The form of the grounding objection given above does not say that there is
no truth to counterfactuals or that they are all false; it simply says that such truth cannot be convincingly
grounded either in God or in man if the MK system is assumed. If we drop the libertarian and prevolitional
requirements, then sufficient grounds for the truth of counterfactuals may well appear. See William Lane
Craig, —Middl e-MAKkoewbedgad Thaet hBErid®d(uly2001n3p7-3Bbj ecti on"

" Ibid., pp. 337-52, and Craig, Only Wise God, pp. 139-45.
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this counterfactual has some truth to it! In reply to Craig, it seems the case for the
grounding objection is convincing enough that it requires a cogent rejoinder from MK
proponents. In the absence of a convincing case in either direction, the grounding

objection remains a substantial hurdle to accepting MK as viable.

The Problematic Rel ation of Mi ddl e Knov

To consider yet another objection to MK, think for a moment about open theism.
In that system of thought, God is said to be omniscient, i.e. he knows everything, but
there are certain things that are not objects of knowledge. The classical view of
omni science would say this is a subtractio
simpl y claims that those things —subtractedlI
knowledge in the first place. No being, including God, could know them.”

The doctrine of MK is definitely different than the open view. For one, there is no
openness in the future according to the MK view.® Further, the decisions of free agents
are definitel WMK,i nbcdsuedde dasi nt hGeoyd ‘asr e on God"* s
the finite free will. However, Molinism is similar to open theism in at least one respect:
while open theism removes some things from the set of all things God could know, so

Mol inism removes the decisions of®Gdee cre

™ James K. Beilby and Paul R. Eddy, introduction to Divine Foreknowledge: Four Views, p. 10.

They write, —The open view holds that the future is partly

deci sions that free agents shall make. God is omnis

Godperfectly knows is partly composed of possibiliti
8 Some theologians have misunderstood this key difference between MK and open theism.

Bavinck writes, —[ God] established an outletone of th

cr eat ur e sRifornfedBZogmaticsc k 2: 199). A page earlier, he state

God is ready.ll I n contrast, MK proponents teach t ha

that decree is formulated, there is no openness to the future.

1Craig writes, —But we have seen that it is not
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simply knows about those free decisions but can do nothing about that knowledge.
One might think that this |imitation on

early (logical) moments of his deliberations about the creation of the world. That is, God
had no power over what his MK tells him, but that in actually making the creative
decision to instantiate one of the possible worlds, he regains control over everything and
can influence the free will in such a way as to make any decision that God desires, since
God can put that agent in whatever circumstances he desires. However, this is not the
case. In fact, God has no power over the decisions of free creatures. According to Molina
and as suggested by Craig in the area of s
possible persons who would not freelyr ecei ve Chri st urfdrer any ci
other words, God could not construct any set of circumstances to bring those possible
persons to Christ. This is plainly a denia
omnipotent over everything except human beings.®® To this notion, Reymond responds,

If there were one square inch of this entire universe not under his sovereign

governance, God is neither absolutely sovereign nor omniscient since that one square

inch would have equal claim to its own sovereignty to do as it willed.... This

construction [of middle knowledge] cannot be squared with the biblical passages that

teach that God did in fact foreordain whatever comes to pass, knows all things
infallibly, and providentially governs all his creatures and all their actions to bring

creatures would freely take Brobdneof DiineRorekoowlsdgec i r c umst a
and Future Contingents, p. 200. A variant of Molinism which says that God does have power over these
counterfactuals is defended by Jonatmhla@ulyRe2,nvi g, —C
accessed 17 April 2006, available from http://www.Missouri.edu/~kvanvigj/papers/

onbehalfofmaverickmolinism.htm, Internet. This view is claimed to be incoherent, however, in Thomas P.

Flint, Divine Providence: The Molinist Account (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998), pp. 65—70,

andinidem,—T he Mul ti pl e MuddIl eRP20m(Januay2003: 01161k Mol i ni s m, |

% Craig, OnlyWiseGod, p. 147. He explains, —In other word:
the Spirit of God worked on their hearts, no matter how favorable their upbringing, no matter how many
times or ways they heardthego s pel , woul d st i || refuse to bow the ki
believe that it probably is in fact true.. Hence, it
in which all/l persons freely receive Christ. |

8 See the fifth objection in Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:215.
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about his own holy ends (see, e.g., Acts 2:23; Rom. 9:16; Eph. 1:11; Phil. 2:13).%

God Does Not Have Middle Knowledge of Himself

To illustrate a final problem with the doctrine of MK, consider the counterfactual
in Jeremiah 26:3. It specifies the reaction of God conditioned on the response of the
people. —If they turn.then | wil/ not brin

Jeremiah 26:3 6:  Perhaps they will listen and everyone will turn from his evil way,

that | may repent of the calamity which | am planning to do to them because of the

evilof thei*FAmde eyosu ‘wi |l |l say to Ifyorewitl, _Thus
not listen to Me, to walk in My law, which | have set before you, to listen to the

words of My servants the prophets, whom | have been sending to you again and

again, but you have not listened; °then I will make this house like Shiloh, and this city

| will make a curse to all the nations of the earth.l  * I

This is a special kind of counterfactual which suggests that God has knowledge of
counterfactuals involving himself. There is a question as to whether God has
counterfactual middle knowledge about himself, but he does at least seem to have
counterfactual knowledge that involves himself.

Craig understands Molina to teach that God does know such conditionals about
himself, though these are not part of his MK, but rather are part of his free knowledge.
This is because MK is knowledge of counterfactuals before any decision of the divine
will. But such divine self-referential counterfactuals come logically after God decides
how he will order the affairs of the world in response to his MK of creaturely decisions,
so therefore it i% not —middlel knowledge.

Many other passages might be used in an attempt to support of MK, but they are

of thisdivinelyself-r e f er ent i al type and so tell us no

8 Reymond, A New Systematic Theology of the Christian Faith, p. 190.

8 See Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p. 182.
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creaturely decisions. Rather, the passages tell us that God knows how he himself would
decide in response to some contingency. For instance, in Jeremiah 42, Johanan and
company came to Jeremiah to ask if they should stay in the land or go down to Egypt.
Jeremiah replied that if they stayed, God would bless them (v. 10). But if they went to
Egypt, God would curse them (v. 13, 16). God knew which way the people would
choose, but the text portrays the situation in such a way that the alternative was a genuine
possibility known by God. The counterfactual would of the passage is that if the people
stayed, thenGodwouldb| ess t hem. The actuality that c:
went to Egypt, then God would curset hem. Il Thi s supports the no
how he himself would decide to respond, but does not support that he knows how the
people will decide.
A problem with the idea of MK arises at this point. It seems that God cannot have
MK of his own actions, although he is himself a free being. This difficulty is admitted by
advocates of the view, si MEdHisoMuattionya bel i e
that is to say, if God knew what He would do under any circumstances prior to the
determination of His own will, then God would not be free to will whatever He wished
under t hos e *dniothecwonissQodhas 81K ef hidicreatures to preserve
the freedom of his creatures, but he does not have MK of himself, for this would
eliminate his own freedom. This seemingly contradictory idea arises from the nature of
God*s supercomprehension of his creatures,
of himselfbec ause he simply knows himself and doe

his will than he himself does. That is, God knows the creaturely will infinitely better than

% Ibid., p. 180.
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the creature knows hiofrhisavhvill doebnatinfinfetyd * s know
exceed his own knowledge of himself.

Molina and Craig solve this problem by saying that God does know what he
would do in other circumstances, but this knowledge is located in his free knowledge, not
in MK (of himself).®” God does not have MK of himself.

The objection to this solution is that we as people seem to have some sort of MK
of ourselves. We know what we would do in circumstances other than those that obtain,
based on our present circumstances and preferences. This does seem to limit our freedom,
just as if God had MK of himself, it would limit his freedom. For if we are eventually
placed in those circumstances that we previously contemplated, we would have already
made up our mind as to what to do and we would not be free to will whatever we wish.
The idea of MK seems to break down in this way because God knows some
counterfactuals (about free creatures) through MK before his decree, while he knows
other counterfactuals (about himself) through free knowledge logically after his decree,
yet we ourselves know counterfactuals about ourselves before we make a decision on a
particular issue. Does not God know about his own preferences logically before he makes

a decision?%®

How Does God Know Counterfactuals?

One final objection to the doctrine of MK is not so much an objection to the

doctrine itself as it is a shortcoming of the doctrine with respect to the question posed in

¥ Ibid., p. 182.

8 Travis James Campbell, —Mi ddl e Knowl ed g e .l inAVTIB&(2006): 182 Cr i t i g
offers five objections to MK, not all of which are mentioned in this chapter.
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this thesis. And that shortcoming is this: precisely how does MK explain how God knows

the counterfactuals that he knows?

MK does explainthel ogi cal or der

of God's three ty

explain how God uses the middle type to formulate his decree. MK does delve more

deeply into the nature of divine knowledge than the innate foreknowledge view.*® And

the doctrine of supercomprehension explains that God has middle knowledge because he

i nherently has —c o mpl -eiteaswhictd encanspasseverytipings si bl e

about the creatures they

question of how heknows t he counterfactual s, the

knowsll with no further explanation.

profound and inscrutable comprehension of each faculty of free choice.lI** Given

libertarian freedom, in which the creature has the power of contrary choice in any

situation, such an answer seems necessary. Since the outcome of the free choice could

hypothetically go in any direction, how could God know it apart from such intuition?

Suarez took a different tack, namely that since counterfactuals have a truth-value, the

repr eBetasforthei ncl ud

answe

Mol i na

omniscient God must know their truth value.® In either case (Molina or Suarez), Go d * s

knowledge of counterfactuals amounts to simple intuition—nhe intuitively just knows the

free choices of creatures given any possible set of circumstances. Such a view offers little

in the way of a deeper explanation fort h e —h o w ¥ Ong woedsrg howothe view

# Craig, Only Wise God, p. 127.
% | aing, Molinism and Supercomprehension, p. 353.
°! Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge, p. 168.

“Robert Cook, —God, Middle
295.

K n BQU62 (Octblgerel998):n d

% Hasker points out this unsatisfactory conclusion in his review of The Only Wise God: The

Al tern
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is significantly different from the view that places the knowledge of counterfactuals in

G o dratsral knowledge since God knows all possibilities there.

Conclusion

This chapter provided an introduction to the doctrine of MK and reviewed some
of its supporting arguments and theological applications. It then demonstrated that the
doctrine of MK as formulated by Molina has many insurmountable objections. There are
nine substantial objections to the doctrine of MK. It also falls short of giving a real
substantive explanation to the —howl quest
Some of these flaws have given rise to a variation of the doctrine of MK which is

common among moderate Calvinists. It will be the subject of the next chapter.

Compatibility of Divine Foreknowledge and Human Freedom, by William Lane Craig, in FP 6 (April
1989): 223-26.



CHAPTER IlI

THE CALVINISTIC MIDDLE KNOWLEDGE EXPLANATION

The previous chapter considered the middle knowledge explanation to our
question of how God knows counterfactuals. Not only does MK have a number of serious
inherent difficulties, it also does not provide a fully satisfactory answer to our question.
Neither God*'s super comp (Molm®, moshisknowledgeoft he <cr
the truth-value of all counterfactual propositions (Suarez) seem possible in the face of
true libertarian freedom. And even if either approach were possible, the answer for our
question is essentiallyt hat God — ust knows. |
Some Calvinists have proposed an improvement on MK that addresses this very
problem. The solution comes in eliminating libertarian freedom in favor of compatibilist
freedom. Such freedom is also known as voluntary freedom, freedom of spontaneity, or
freedom of inclination. In a compatibilist view, God can know creaturely choices because
he knows the creature s wi | I, desires, circumstances, i
choice the creature faces because this is how God (at least hypothetically) plans to
arrange things. Since God knows all of this, he can know with certainty how the creature
will respondinanypos si bl e circumstancefactoGsthe s knowl e
alleged solution to the MK grounding objection, and thus Calvinistic MK overcomes the
problem for MK caused by libertarian freedom.
The aim of this chapter is to explain the Calvinist version of MK and determine if

it ultimately proves helpful in answering the question of how God knows counterfactuals.

46
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Definition of Calvinist Middle Knowledge and Its Proponents
There are several proponents of the CMK view in contemporary literature. They
include Bruce Ware, Terrance Tiessen, John Frame, and John Feinberg, though the latter
two have not embraced the view like Ware and Tiessen have. Ware says that God utilizes
a Calvinist version of middle knowledge which he calls
—<ompatibilist middle knowledge, Il knowl ed
creatureswoulddoowhi ch i s middl e between &udd‘ s knoc
be and his knowledge of specifically what will be. Both Terrance Tiessen and John
Frame have, in recent years, urged this concept, even if not with the same
terminology.*
With this definition, it is clear that CMK shares with MK the logical three-fold
di vision of God‘s knowl edge. It drops | ibe
freedom. Tiessen also defends the Calvinistic version of middle knowledge.® He makes
clear that CMK also shares with MK the prevolitional element when he writes,
God‘s knowledge of what particular kinds
circumstances i s not... The,mwedobes todistingush God*‘ s d
this as a distinct logical momentinGod° s knowi ng which is stildl
upon the history of the world.®
Ware's inclusion of HFamaagreesthat$scoddaes mewhat d
knowl edge of hypothetical matters, bBut he

Broadly speaking, Frame writes as a critic of middle knowledge and does not seem to

|l abel his view as a —variant!l of the middl

“Ware,Godds Greater Glory: The Exalte@he@md of Scri
IL: Crossway, 2004), p. 27.

% Tiessen, Providence & Prayer, pp. 289-362, and idem, —Why Cal vi ni sts Shoul d B
Divine Middle Knowl edge, AWX6h(Ball 2007): 315-66.yHowRverjsee ct Mo | i n
his later retraction (which I will discuss below) in Paul Helm and Terrance L. Tiessen,—Does Cal vi ni s m
Have Room for MiddleKnowl edge ? A VWIdo#M (Fadl208%: #3v-564n . |l

®Tiessen, —Why Calvinists Should Believe in Div
°" Frame, The Doctrine of God, p. 151.
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hypotheticals, and does so as part of his natural or necessary knowledge.*® He clearly
distances himself from Molina when he writes,
God does take human nature into account when he formulates his eternal plan for us.
But that is only one perspective! The oth

our nature is itself dependent upon his planto makeusi n a g articular way
is based on his knowledge, and his knowledge is based on his will.?

Framedoesnotal | ow for God*‘s knowledge to be depe
apart from His will.
Another theologian that might be included in the list of CMK supporters is John
Feinberg. In one source, he agrees that God has middle knowledge.'® But in another he
writes,
Mor eover, I don‘t believe God has middl e
knowledge of what humans would freely do in the libertarian sense. On the other
hand, if one holds some form of determinism as | do, there is no reason to deny that
God has middle knowledge of what humans would do (compatibilistically)

freely....So, whil e | doubt that aodthat@Godleas er mi ni
middle knowledge, | see no reason for a determinist to deny this.*%*

The remainder of this chapter will focus on Ware and Tiessen as the clearest

proponents of the CMK view.

Differences Between Calvinistic Middle Knowledge and Stock MK

Thisvari ant of middle knowledge is —middl
knowledge, but is it so in the same sense as Molina defined? There are at least two

reasons why we should conclude that it is not the same.

% Ibid., p. 503.
% Ibid., p. 151.

W30hn S. Feinberg, —Qodbstimation&FrenWill: BourlViewséfi ngs, I i n
Divine Sovereignty & Human Freedom, ed. David Basinger and Randall Basinger (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1986), p. 34.

191 Feinberg, No One Like Him, p. 752.
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First, CMK specifically rules out libertarian freedom as impossible since God
cannot know which way a libertarian free choice might go. Ware writes,

| agree fully with these men and others who argue that Molinist middle knowledge,
predicated on libertarian human freedom, is not possible. How can God know what a
free agent would do in some state of affairs if, all things being just what they are, the
agent can do A or not-A? Knowing and controlling the circumstances in which free
creatures act only exerts control over the range of possible choices, but in no way
does it indicate just what choice would in fact be made. And, as seen earlier, since
these libertarianly free choices have no choice-specific reasons for them, neither God
nor the agent could know why he chooses specifically and exactly what he does.
How, then, is God to know what an agent would choose?'%

This is to say that the CMK teaches that God does know counterfactuals, but not
counterfactuals of creaturely freedom, because creatures are not libertarianly free.
Second, the Calvinistic version of middle knowledge is different from Molinism

in that it presumes that given a set of <co

with certainty. Pure Molinism does not allow the conditions to so constrain the agent.'%®

Rememberthat it i s God's supercomprehension of
of the conditions, that allows God to know how the agent would respond. Ware explains:

But if we really do make our choices for prevailing reasons, if the conditions (both

internal and external) surrounding a particular choice present to us the individually
necessary and jointly sufficient conditio
is so, then it follows that God can know what choices would be made by knowing just

exactly t he set of conditions..that gives ri s
can envision an agent in one situation, and knowing all the factors true in that

situation can know from these factors what choice the agent would make here, and he

can envision a slightly different situation, and again, in knowing all the factors true in

that situation he can know what the agent would do, instead, there.'%*

Based on these differences, it should be evident that the Calvinistic version of

middle knowledge is not really middle knowledge as Molina formulated it because it

Y2 Wware, God6s Gr epl’ler Glory
103 See the earlier discussion of certainty versus necessity in footnote 72.
1% 1bid., pp. 27-28.
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does not allow for libertarian human freedom. Rather, it emphasizes that God knows

counterfactuals within a soft determinist or compatibilist framework. Frame makes this

poi nt when @&abandonrlibertamasism, we-dbahdorvthe traditional meaning

of middle knowledge, and then, as | said e

knowl edge of contingencies fr'®m his necess

The Infeasibility of Calvinistic Middle Knowledge
CMK retains the important prevolitional element of MK even while it discards
libertarian freedom. But can Calvinists really salvage such a middle knowledge for

themselves? The case is made by a number of theologians that they cannot.'%

Compatibilist Freedom Makes a Third Type of Knowledge Infeasible

The first objection to CMK has to do with how compatibilist freedom disallows a
third, —middl e ICMK propoaentopaint themicturelthet Gagl kenows
the infinite number of possible circumstances in which an agent might find himself. In
each set of circumstances, the agent has choices about the course of action to take. These
are what theagentcouldd o and are part of God's innate,
includes the knowledge of all possibilities. Further, God knows by his middle knowledge
which of those choices the agent will actually choose. This final choice is what the agent

would do. So if agent A is in circumstances C, he could choose option 1, option 2, or

195 Frame, The Doctrine of God, p. 151.

106 Several authors are dogmaticthat CMKi s not vi able. First, see Lain
Calvinism and Middl e Kiebnard €ietsgne—Dlo eSse canl dv,i nHeslnm Hanv e
Mi ddl e K n ohid, EBaddgMerthdr, —C a |l vi ni sm and I MsDRQisgutaredi 3KRE03),wl e d g e
accessed 9 February 2010, available from http://www.arsdisputandi.org/publish/ articles/000122/article.pdf,

Internet. Finally, see Jerry L. Walls and Joseph R. Dongell, Why I Am Not a Calvinist (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2004).
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option 3. God knows this much by his natural knowledge. But God also allegedly knows,

by his middle knowledge, that agent A being in circumstances C will mean that in the

end, A chooses option 2. It is this knowledge that God uses in constructing his decree.
Helmpointsout that CMK rel i eswdwladli | df otni nt dti i

But the distinction is meaningless if compatibilist freedom is part of CMK. It is—and so

CMK has a severe internal inconsistency. The inconsistency is just this: if God knows the

possible circumstances in which the agent finds himself, then he should know perfectly

the exact choice the agent will make in th

outll which choice of the multiple choices

compatibilist freedom includes that God completely knows the circumstances (external

and internal, including inmost desires and

t hese f act or s fiaalceoicedistknownelmoliher wondg ih God kmosvs

agent A and circumstances C, then he knows everything that is necessary to know that A

will choose option 2. There are no such options as 1 and 3. The number of options in the

—coul dll set is reduced to onl yeedam. Bhusngl e op

the coulds equal the woulds in every possible scenario, and there seems to be no

di fference between CMK and ®od‘s knowledge
This effectively deniesa ny pl ace f oTherempydesichalhindas t i es . |

a —]podHathlmiur per spective, but from God's pe

deny there is such a thing as pure possibility. Otherwise, God would be a hostage to

YWHelm and Tse€alewni, nidDmeHave Room for Middle Kno

“wWerther, —Cal vi ni s ritakesms diffefeit tacklin hés case againstICIK. g e |
His basic argument is that the fatalistic sort of necessity of Calvinism weighs against any kind of contingent
knowl edge in God, and thus God‘'s knowledge of count

natural or entirely free. But his argument seems to be an attack on Calvinism more so than on CMK itself.
Therefore, | am not devoting significant space to it here.
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fortune.'® Pure chance, whether it supposedlyar i ses from randomness,
freedom,or God* s i gnoraexestawnbh aibbgly cvoew ¢
sovereignty.| t does not seem right to say that so
Not hing —couldll or —woul dll happen unl ess I
Among those who are criticsof CMK, t here i s some debate a
knowledge of counterfactuals should be placed, whether in his natural knowledge or his
free knowledge. But the critics agree that the middle knowledge of CMK reduces to
either of the other two types of knowledgeandisnot a t hird, —middl el
proposes that counterfactual knowl edge sho
Thus, although we may be sympathetic to the theological concerns of those who
attempt to combine middle knowledge with moderate Calvinism, we must reject it as
an ultimately untenable position. The soft determinist may claim that God possesses

knowledge of counterfactuals of compatibilist freedom, but she cannot claim that
such knowledge is prevoliknowhaé¢Wgetl must

Frame attempts to place the knowledge o

necessary knowledge.*** He suggests that such knowledge of the creature is prevolitional,

“Dabney concurs: —Has this distinction of conti
it not a distinction relevant only to our ignorance? An effect is, in some cases, to us contingent; because our
partial blindness prevents our foreseeing precisely what are the present concurring causes, promoting, or

preventing, or whether the things suppos&dret o be, a
is, therefore, to God, no such thing, in strictness of speech, as a contingent e f f e TotGod, therefore,

whose knowledge is perfect, there is Iiterally no s
Lectures in Systematic Theology (reprint ed., Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1972), p. 158.

W) aing, —Compatimbianidt Wi adfdl €éalKwiowil edge, I p. 467.
earlier dissertation, in which he writes, —Tiessen
Calvinist position. It is doubtful that any such position exists, for by definition, the content of middle
knowl edge must be prevolitional; that lLamg, it must b
—Mol i ni sm and Supercompr ehensi on.LainGbeleevesidi ng Count er

libertarian freedom and denies the validity of the grounding objection. He bases this on the notion that free
creatures exist in the mind of God as ideas, and God supercomprehends their wills.

11 Frame, The Doctrine of God, p. 503. What | am saying here is an inference from what he has
written. What pointed me in this direction was Frame's statemert
—God knows what creatures and what creaturely actio
knows what he can bring about. God knows these possibilities simply by knowing his own nature. And his
knowl edge of his own nature is necessary. Il This is
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because i1t is a part of God‘’s kotdthat edge of
creatures are not a part of God's necessar
necessary. God could or could not have created them. In any case, Frame agrees that

middle knowledge is not a third separate type of knowledge.

The Grounding Objection Makes CMK Infeasible

A second challenge to CMK is that it does not properly deal with the grounding
objection. The grounding objection states that there is no way to ground the truth of
counterfactuals in MK, and thus they must be false and cannot be known by God, since
God only knows true things. We have shown from the Scriptures that God does know at
least some counterfactuals, so a general statement of the grounding objection is not
bulletproof.*** When examining the claims of CMK, we can ask upon what, in that
system, is the truth of such counterfactuals grounded. Such a line of questioning will
serve to bring to light another serious inconsistency of Calvinist middle knowledge.*

Suppose we have a proposi t icanstaneesfC, t he f o

he would compatibilistically freely choose
possibilities mus:tfredkeowlalge becauseitaspostavdlitioralf Fra@earduesshe
other way—that God knows simply because he knows as part of his nature. | conclude therefore that Frame
does not ground counterfactuals in the creature or

natural knowledge.

12 |f Scripture asserts that God knows the counterfactuals, then they must be true, regardless of
anyone‘s appeal to a grounding objection. This may
the grounding objection as having validity as an argument against middle knowledge. To resolve the
apparent contradiction, note that the grounding objection applies specifically to Molinism because of its
claim that counterfactual truths exist before any action of the divine will. But if we accept that an action of
the divine will precedes the counterfactuals, then
Without that, it seems counterfactual truths must be grounded in the creature which does not yet exist.

13 The inconsistency is pointed outby L ai ng, —Compati bility of Cal vini
Knowl e d g e-63lHe gays that ot @mpatibilists do accept the grounding objection, yet when
they embrace a compatibilist version of middle knowledge, they do not realize that the grounding objection
applies equally well to their version of middle knowledge.
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grounded in God‘s will, because A, C, and
would require God*‘s wil |l i n qgotidnkha Mmhagsane e x i st .
level of freedom to choose X in circumstances C assumes that God has willed the agent
to have such freedom, i.e. that he has already willed agent A to have a certain kind of
freedom. But if the truth of the counterfactual isgroundedi n God‘ s wi | | , or i
of how the creature would be, then this type of middle knowledge is not prevolitional,
that is, before any decree of God. But the prevolitional idea is a key pillar to middle
knowledge—if it is removed, the knowledge is not in the middle of anything. If there is
no pre-volitional middle knowledge, such knowledge is actually posterior to the divine
will to create and i s (tThsusdasigalbyjut of God‘ s f
compatibilism.
On the other hand, if the truth of the example proposition is not grounded in

God‘s will, then it must b*Besigestoeobvicbgyd i n t h
problematic nature of grounding any truth outside of God, this view is basically the same
view as propounded by Arminian middle knowledge advocates. That is to say, if the truth
of the counterfactual is generally grounded in the creature, it seems that it would have to
be specifically gr ound emkingcapacityhTéisicwhattleet ur e s
Calvinist was trying to avoid in the first place! Laing ties together the loose ends in this
way:

The proponent of a Calvinist-Middle Knowledge position seems to be caught between

the horns of a dilemma. On the one hand, if she claims that the truth of
counterfactuals of compatibilist freedom is grounded in the will of God or in the way

MYLaing, —Compatibility of Calvinism and Middl e
one could say the truth of counterfactuals need not be grounded at all, but that would not solve the
compatibilist‘s problem that no matter where he grou

Calvinism or a knowledge that is in the middle of anything.
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God created the creaturely will, then she has denied the prevolitional character of
divine knowledge of counterfactuals of creaturely freedom and therefore, her position
is not in the middle of anything. On the other hand, if she claims that the truth of
counterfactuals of compatibilist freedom are grounded in the character of the creature
as he pre-exists in the mind of God, or that the truth of counterfactuals of
compatibilistic freedom do not need to be grounded, then her view of freedom is
virtually indistinguishable from libertarian freedom.™*

CMK Relinquishes Its Calvinist Distinctive

A third and final argument against CMK is that in adopting middle knowledge,
the Calvinism of CMK loses many of its distinctive elements in favor of Arminianism.
The whole idea of middle knowledge was to
will. Arminiussadopt ed the view of MK to explain Go
MK grounds God's decree, in some sense, in
anotherverynon-Cal vi ni stic idea. CMK is far from a
toward the Arminian side of the spectrum while still claiming to be Calvinistic.*®

In the end, the point of all of these objections is to say that if a Calvinist wants to
hold to something he calls middle knowledge, he must significantly change the definition
of it to remove libertarian freedom and all of the problems associated therewith, and he
must take care to avoid the pitfalls of improper grounding of counterfactual truth, lest he
fall back into pure Molinism. Furthermore, he must admit that the middle knowledge is
only middle in the sense that it has to do with counterfactuals, not in the sense that it

stands between two ot hTeenthetquespoais, whytalliGod*® s kn

' bid.

1 am indebted to Travis Campbel | Calvinists t hi s argu

cannot embrace the scientia media either, if for no other reason than that too many Reformed distinctives

woul d be 1 ost i n t hiMi dsdcl hee niken.ollwl Sedeg eC,tbhpid.teesdflo,r med Cr |
similar objection, see David Basinger, —T he New Cal vini sm: A Sh3¥dep in Wolyv
(1986): 483-99.
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middle knowledge at all? And finally, if it logically moves toward Arminianism, it is

questionable if it can really be called Calvinistic either.

How Does God Know Counterfactuals?

If we overlook for a moment the problems just mentioned, the strength of the
CMK proposal is that it does a better job of explaining how God knows counterfactuals
than does the stock MK view. As we saw at the end of the previous chapter, MK explains
God's knowledge of counterfactuals by sayi
because it does not have to contend with libertarian freedom and the inherent uncertainty
about the choices such free agents would make. As a result, CMK can propose to ground
God's knowledge of counterfactuals in his
creatures in terms of their circumstances, desires, character, etc. It does not have to
appeal to —s upleather wamlp Goe kn@emva eunterfactudls because he
knows the creatures and circumstances, and thus all of the factors that are necessary to

know how the creature will decide.

Recent Abandonment of the Calvinistic Middle Knowledge View

The problems mentioned above, among others, have brought the CMK view to a
breaking point. In a recently published interchange between Helm and Tiessen, Helm
presents his case against Ti elengeehalds® CMK an
CMK 117

Helm points out one of the objections we raised above, namely that, on a

compatibilist view of freedom, there is no

" Helmand Tiessen,—Does Cal vi ni sm Have ROWMEFalR00Mi ddl e K
437-54.
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knowl edge and t he —wo'fHigsacdnd objdctiomistrdtd | e kno wl
Tiessen seems to consider the circumstances of an agent in two segments—first,
circumstances unaffected by God, and second, circumstances altered by some divine

intervention. The need for such a distinction is unclear and is not explained by Tiessen.'*

Third, Tiessen uses clearlyt e mp or a l | anguage when speaking
del i beration of things before his decree.
God —l e a ramidcurstvéhproaess.’d And so, Helm concludes, the proposed

benefits of CMK to the question of divine sovereignty and human responsibility are at
best illusory.*#
TiessenconcedesHe | mcoul d = woul dll argument :
Refl ection on Professor Helm‘s recent <con
conclusion thatheiscorrect on t hi s point. God‘s knowl ed
different from his knowledge of possibilities; it is therefore part of his necessary
knowledge.?
Tiessensayst hat he probably was in error because
closely to human knowledge, and he was enamored with the usefulness of counterfactual
knowl edge to God's wise planning of the de
The sole rationale for positing middle knowledge is to give room for libertarian
creaturely freedom.... | now believe that rejection of the Molinist construction

because of its faulty understanding of freedom also entails rejection of the concept of
divine middle knowledge.?

18 |bid., p. 441-443.
9 1bid., p. 443.

120 |bid., p. 444. 1 do not believe that temporalis m i s necessary to Tiessen's
knowledge per se.

21 1bid., p. 447.
122 |bid., p. 448.
12 |bid., p. 450.
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Tiessen is willing to rename his propos
or something similar, but he still sees great utility to counterfactual knowledge in the
formulation of the decree, he is not willing to abandon his temporal view of God, nor
does he feel the need to modify his model of providence simply because of the change of
nameand move ment of <counterfactual knowl edge —b.
category.'?*

Such a formerly staunch proponent of the mediating view of CMK thus has
admitted that the case for CMK is very weak. To satisfy the Calvinist, a more consistent

view is needed, one that does not rely on Molinism.

Conclusion

This chapter demonstrated that several Calvinist theologians have proposed an
alternative definition of middle knowledge that is based on compatibilist freedom. This
definition departs fundamentally from the idea of middle knowledge as proposed by
Molina and others. The Calvinistic variation is similar in that it suggests that God knows
what would happen in circumstances other than those that prevail. But this knowledge
does not share the libertarian character of pure Molinism. This is the major strength of the
Calvinist Molinist view. So, it can propose that God knows counterfactuals on the basis
of his knowing the character and condition

As promising as CMK sounds initially, this chapter pointed out some serious
problems with CMK. First, because of its commitment to compatibilistic freedom, it
cannot explain the difference between what a creature could do and what it would do. In

any given set of circumstances, with the nature of the creature also given, it appears that

124 1bid., p. 450, 452, 453.
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there is only one could that the creature could do, and that is precisely the same as what it
would do. This leaves no room for a third type of knowledge in God, and the contents of
God‘ sd|—enli dk nfibenHerentb gisnatural knowledge or his free knowledge.
Second, CMK claims that counterfactual knowledge in God is prevolitional, but it cannot
handle the grounding objection effectively without moving either in the direction of
Arminian Molinism or a compatibilist account of freedom. Third, CMK would have to
give up its Calvinist distinctive to be true to MK. CMK is not, therefore, really middle
knowledge after all. And though it is somewhat more insightful as to our question of how
God knows counterfactuals, its internal inconsistencies have even led such a strong
advocate as Tiessen to abandon it just within the last year.

CMK seems unstable enough that it should be questioned how long it might
survive. But even if it does, it does not offer a satisfactorye x pl anati on of God*
knowledge of counterfactuals. The next chapter will offer a view that is more consistent

with the relevant biblical texts.



CHAPTER IV

THE COMPATIBILIST COUNTERFACTUAL EXPLANATION

The previous two chapters demonstrated some serious shortcomings in the middle
knowledge and Calvinistic middle knowledge explanations of how God knows
counterfactuals. Major difficulties with the MK and CMK views include:

91 A pre-volitional, third type of knowledge;

9 Libertarian free will (MK only);

1 Grounding objection;

1 Lack of substantive explanation of how God knows counterfactuals (mainly

the MK view).

The aim of this chapter is to explain an alternate view that addresses the major
problems of the two popular competing views and shows just how God knows
counterfactuals. | have elected to call this view the compatibilist counterfactual
explanation (hereafter abbreviated CC) in order to distinguish it from the earlier views, to
assert that God does indeed know counterfactuals, to make clear the kind of human
freedom that it entails, and to show the basis on which God can know counterfactuals.
TheCCexpl anati on al so e mpefseatslielamenstohod‘ s decr e
knowledge of counterfactuals. | have not found a better name in the literature, and this

seems more descriptive thanthe —A u g u s@d Invi iami st llsimlaawew f or t he

60
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recently explained by Paul Helm.'?®
The approach of this chapter is to divide the case for the CC explanation into

component assertions that are explained in turn.

God Has Two Types of Knowledge

There is an eternal distinction between the creator and the creation. God is not his
creation. Neither the creation nor any particular creatures will ever be deified. The creator
exists necessarily and independently, but the creature exists dependently. This creator-
creature distinction lends credibility to the notion that there are logically two kinds of
knowledge in God. First, God knows himself and all things compatible with himself (his
natural knowledge or scientia simplicis intelligentiae); and second, God knows
everything that is outside of himself (his free knowledge or scientia visionis). Said in
another way, God knows his own nature and he knows his decree with respect to
everything that exists (or did or will exist) outside of himself.

By firmly maintaining this two-fold distinction, the CC explanation eliminates the
pre-volitional, third type of knowledge which was the source of difficulty for both the
MKand CMKviews.1 t al so avoids the problem of
knowledge is dependent, at least in some sense, on creatures. God is truly independent

from creation and does not look to it for his knowledge.

God Knows Nothing as a Raw Possibility

God does not know raw possibilities, by which | mean events that might or might

»See Hel m, —T-6eal Miugis Divind Foeekmowledgd: Four Views, p. 161—
89. Note though that Helm is describing his view of the doctrine of foreknowledge in general, of which his
view of counterfactuals is only a part.

MK
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not occur randomly or by chance. Chance does not rule over God. Something is possible

because it 1 s agr ecdHebahbengttaboutGordxangple,dikar act er

impossible for God to turn himself into something that is not God. On the other hand, it
was possible that Peter would not deny Christ (perhaps Thomas would have instead, or
none of the disciples). But this was not determined on a toss of dice. Such possible things
are not probabilistic things. Rather, a possible in this sense becomes actual when God
decrees it to be. All things owe their possibility or actuality to the character and will of
God, not to fate or random chance.

The CC view is therefore a soft-deterministic view. It does not go as far as hard
determinism, but it does make clear that God knows things with certainty because of his
decree, with no probabilities attached.’® The CC view avoids t h e | —--poysléms b i
with MK and CMK. Recall that one argument against MK was that it is unclear how
somet hing can be —possiblel in God's NK
is it genuinely possible? Even worse, if a creaturely choice was a real possibility in the
random/libertarian sense, then it was unclear how God could know it in advance of it
happening. Tiessen realized that CMK suffers the same kind of problem, in that the
coulds (the possibilities) are really no different than the woulds, and so the third type of

knowledge collapses into the other two.

God Knows Counterfactuals

Before we can be confident in answering the question of how God knows

126 Soft determinism is also called non-constraining causation, in which an event is rendered
certain but not fatalistically necessary. Freedom and causation are compatible in the soft determinist view.
Hard determinism means that there is no human free will and every event is causally determined by God,
who freely chose how to actualize the world. Fatalism goes further and suggests that not even God had
freedom to choose how to actualize the world.

y e



63

counterfactuals, we need to be assured that he knows them in the first place. To this
logically prior question, we can give an affirmative answer for two reasons. First, there
are many counterfactual statements in the Bible that are presented as true and as thus are
objects of GSeabrd,stis logicalywfeasbte tha God knows them
because of a more specific version of the correspondence theory of truth. These reasons
will be explained in the following paragraphs.

God can know counterfactuals, first of all, because the face value of many Bible
passages indicates that he does. How he knows them is not as clear, but that he knows
them is quite clear. All of the examples listed in chapter 2 could be marshaled here. For
one, consider

1 Corinthians 2:8: [The wisdom of God] which none of the rulers of this age has
understood; for if they had understood it, they would not have crucified the Lord of

glory.

The counterfactual is —H X then Y, Il where X= —the rulers of this age understood
the wisdom of Godll  aYn=dthey would not have crucified the Lord.ll Even though X
did not happen, the Bible asserts here that God knew the consequent to be true if the
antecedent had been; this makes the whole counterfactual true. It may have been that God
knew that the rulers had enough common sense not to kill the Son of God; it might be
that God knew his own intervention in showing them the wisdom of God may have
included his bringing them to salvation; or it may have been some other possibility.
Regardless, it seems hard to deny the truth of 1 Corinthians 2:8 given a high view of
Scripture including inspiration, and inerrancy. In this much, the CC view agrees with the
MK and CMK views—that God does in fact possess counterfactual knowledge.

True counterfactuals are more than mere possibilities, so it is not enough to say

that God knows them as possibilities. He knows them as the woulds of situations that
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never in fact come to pass. They are more certain than mere possibilities."*” To look at it
from the opposite perspective, false counterfactuals are not possibilities at all. In
decreeing the world that is, God gave true counterfactuals their truth and false
counterfactuals their falsity. They exist no more in the realm of possibility. Another way
to explain the notion of counterfactuals as more than possibilities is to examine the two
component parts of the counterfactual. The antecedent X was genuinely a possibility
(feasible for God) before the decree. The consequent Y was also a genuine possibility
when considered separate from the antecedent. But after the decree, the antecedent
became an impossibility since it would not come to pass. After the decree, God can no
longer know the whole counterfactual statement as a possibility since its antecedent is
impossible. So if he does not know it as a possibility, does he know it as an
impossibility? In a sense, yes, because it will never come to pass. But in another sense, it
can also be described as a true counterfactual (a true impossibility). Had he decided to
decree the antecedent, he is telling us he also would have decided to decree the
consequent. With the subjunctive in the antecedent, we understand the full form of the
counterfactual i st [ithowh he didindt)], theS[Gadl wduld d decr e
have decreed] Y. Il —thahis what Godwowd have done. It will natt e me n t
come to pass, but it is true.
The second support for the feasibility of God knowing counterfactuals is that the

counterfactual corresponds to a reality in God. A serious objection to the notion that God

127 Consider Mark 14:21: - would have been better for that man if he had not been born.ll This is
not just a possibility, but a reality. That is to say, this statement says more than — was possible for it to be
better for him, but it was also possible for it to be worse.ll Rather, it was only possible for it to be better—
that is the fact being stated. Note the counterfactual form: —H he had not been born, it would have been
better for him. |l
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can know counterfactuals is that counterfactuals must be false because they do not
correspond to something that actually comes to pass.*?® This objection to counterfactuals
relies on a particular understanding of truth, the correspondence view of truth, which
basically says that truth is what corresponds to reality.*?® Since the counterfactual never
becomes reality, the question arises as to how it can be true.

In addition to the Bible passages that appear to show God knows counterfactuals
as true, it seems reasonable to believe that they are true based on a more particular
version of the correspondence theory of truth. All that is necessary for a counterfactual to
be true is that it corresponds to how God understands things, not necessarily that they
come to pass. Just because something does not come to pass does not mean that it is not
true. All that is required for a counterfactual to be true is that the consequent would have
followed had the antecedent come to pass. This view of truth is not divorced from reality,
because it finds some of its basis in the way God decreed things to be (the character of
the person making the decision, the non-variable circumstances, etc.). It finds the
remainder of its basis in how God would have decreed differently had he decreed the
antecedent to come to pass. This could have included changes in the creaturely decision,

changes in the circumstances, and changesi n God‘ s acti vity that su

128 To say that some counterfactuals are true is a non-trivial assertion. The assertion could be
denied on at least two bases. The first we deal with above, namely, the objection that counterfactuals
cannot be true because they are statements about things that never come to pass. The second objection
comes from the libertarian non-MK advocate, that counterfactuals cannot be true because they make a
statement about what a free creature definitely would do, when the whole counterfactual setup assumes the
creature could choose between various real possibilities. Since the creature could choose A, B, or C, to say
that he would definitely choose B is false, because he really could choose the others. This argument, that all

counterfactuals are unquestionablyfals e, i s made in Wi lliam Hasker, —Repl
Ent ai IFBh®(Jartuagryll988): 87-9 0 . Hasker's objection does not app
since | do not admit that there are mwmmtiple genuin

129 For an introduction to various theories of truth, see Normal L. Geisler and Paul D. Feinberg,
Introduction to Philosophy: A Christian Perspective (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980), pp. 235-51.
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decision.**®® In the end, all truth, even counterfactual truth, finds its ground of truth in God

and not in the creation per se.

God Knows Counterfactuals without MK or CMK

At this point, it may be objected that if God knows counterfactuals as truths, then
he must have middle knowledge, and the CC view is no different than MK. But this
objection is based on a conflation of two distinct ideas. Counterfactual knowledge is one
thing, and how God knows counterfactuals, whether by MK or some other mechanism, is
another thing. We can say that God knows counterfactuals without accepting MK and all
of the baggage that comes with it, and that is precisely what the CC explanation attempts
to do.’®* And, we ought to say so, because we have seen that God does know
counterfactuals, and we have seen insuperable problems with both the MK and CMK

accounts of how God knows them. There must be a better explanation.

God Knows Counterfactuals in His Natural and in His Free Knowledge

One of the primary objections to MK and CMK is that the objects of middle
knowledge seem to be known by God in either his necessary knowledge or his free
knowledge. Turretin supports thisnotionthatGod* s necessary and free

together encompass all knowable things.**? Therefore, an important step to understanding

130 Both Craig and Campbell support the notion that there are true counterfactuals that do not come
to pass. See Craig,MaMedd| eaKdowhedg6r o#haddt hg Obj ec
Campbell, —Mi ddl e Knowl edge: lppAl0Ref or med Critique

3! That MK baggage includes that God has a third type of knowledge, that he knows the decisions
libertarianly free creatures would make in every possible situation, that he has no power over those
decisions, that he uses this knowledge in his creation of the universe, and that we cannot be certain that we
have a ground for the truth of such counterfactuals.

32 Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:214. What God knows by middle knowledge
actually belongs in one of the other two categories.
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how God knows counterfactuals is to determine whether such knowledge should be
placed in his natural or in his free knowledge. But it is at this very point where the
literature shows either debate or confusion. Recall from chapter 3 that Laing placesGo d * s
counterfactual knowledge in his free knowledge. Frame places counterfactual knowledge
in God' s rmedge ur al knowl

But, the point is also confused or at least not clearly stated, as can be
demonstrated from a couple of sources. Campbell wr i tes, —On the contr
counterfactuals of creaturely freedom are knownonlypost eri or to * he di vi
This would require that feekoowledgenLatevintted ge i s
same paper, he writes, TiesdemadWafeoniddle, Contr ar
knowledge reduces to natural and, hence, is simply not needed for a robust doctrine of
provi dSmocewvhli ch is it? Should counterfactua
knowledge or his free knowledge?

A similar confusion is on display in Gottfried Leibniz as quoted and interpreted
by Robert Sl eigh. Note Sleigh®s comment: —

of [the Keilah counterfactual] without appeal to anything other than what is required in

order to account for anyitemof God‘ s knowl edge “dSimplsi mpl e in
intelligence r erfneessaykbhowledgs alebkrowniasais soiente |
simplicis intelligentiae. However, two pages | ater, Sleigh

of Leibniz‘s reconstruction seems to be th

counterfactual conditionals about actual individuals — including contingent

13 campbell,—Mi ddl e Knowl edge:lpA5. Ref ormed Critique
34 Ibid., p. 21, emphasis added.
135 Robert Sleigh, —L e i bni z on Di v iFmI4 (Ofaber W¥)n562w1 ed ge , |
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counterfactual conditionals of freedom — is post-volitional.ll** This would make
counterfactual knowl edg e scipntavisionie God‘ s fr e
This confusion is not without reason. It comes about because the definition of
—eounterfactuall t hat i s us eRdcallifrem the fordt chapter thas thegetme n t .
can be used in several related but different senses. Disambiguating these senses is a key
to properly understanding the question posed in this thesis. S| ei gh* s fir st use
counterfactual really refers to possibilities before the decree; the second use of
counterfactual refers to actualities after the decree.
Before proceeding further, | propose the following notation to clarify the
distinction between the different uses of the term counterfactual. With respect to
conditional subjunctives of the form [CF] if X then Y, there are three ways that the term
counterfactual may be used:
CF-NK = counterfactuals in God's natural
conditionals encompass all possibilities. Logically speaking, before the
decree they are all equally plausible but none are true or false per se.
They are only possibilities, in the sense that they are consistent with
God' s n abdcould choosa to imstantiate some of them by his
decree.'*®

CF-FK = count er f a &riowleade. §hese subjudttivel * s f r e e

3 |bid., p. 564-65.

“"Note that when this term is used, it refers to
decreed itto be. ItdoesnotimplythatGod obt ains this knowledge by presci

138 Guleserian calls the subset of these CF-NK conditionals that have to do with the choices of
creatures subjunctive conditionals of freedom. Theodore Guleserian,—Ont ol ogi c al Deter mi nat
Grounding Objection To Counterfactuals of Freedom,Il FP 25 (October 2008): 395.
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conditionals are the conditionals which God decreed would have a false
antecedent. Even though they have a false antecedent, they may be true
or false as a whole statement. God knows the truth or falsity of them as
part of his free knowledge. The conditionals that are true as a whole
statement belong to what I called in chapter 1 the restricted definition
of counterfactual.**

CF-HK = counterfactuals in human knowledge. These are subjunctive
conditionals which appear equally plausible from the human
perspective but which may in the end turn out to be either facts
(conditionals with a true antecedent and true consequent) or true
counterfactuals or false counterfactuals. Because humans cannot know
the future, even false counterfactuals may seemtobe—e qual | 'y possi
or they may even seem to be true when in fact God knows them to be
false.

So, CF-FK is a subset of CF-NK. Out of the conditionals in CF-NK, God decreed
certain circumstances to come to pass. The conditionals whose antecedents and
consequents would come to pass become the facts. The conditionals whose antecedents
will not come to pass but whose consequents would be true had the antecedent been true
become the true counterfactuals. This is so because God knew and decided that he would
see to it that the consequent would come to pass had he also decreed the antecedent to

come to pass. Finally, the remaining conditionals are false counterfactuals. These false

139 Guleserian calls the subset of these CF-FK conditionals that have to do with the free choices of
creatures genuine counterfactuals of freedom. See ibid., p. 395.
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counterfactuals have the propertythat —i f X t h e nas¥wholdstatemenpt t r ue
either because the outcome is opposite of the true counterfactual (and is thus false), or
because the circumstances just never come to pass.

This can be illustrated from our example of 1 Samuel 23 in chapter 1:

[1] if David stays in Keilah, Saul will capture him = true counterfactual
[2] if David leaves Keilah, Saul will capture him = false counterfactual
[3] if David stays in Keilah, Saul will not capture him = false counterfactual
[4] if David leaves Keilah, Saul will not capture him = fact

We should note that the revelation given to David in 1 Samuel 23 only includes
the counterfactual [1]. By knowing that, he knows that [3] is false as well. But the text
does not tell us thathe hascertaint y about [ 2] or [ 4] .inokrr om Go o0
hi ndsi ght we see that [2] was false and [ 4
his CF-HK at the time of his departure, he probably still wondered if Saul will capture
him out in the wilderness at some point. In other words, [2] and [4] probably seemed
equally likely as counterfactuals. SuchCF-HK count erfactual s-are a
NK. Divine revelation served to narrow down the field of counterfactuals that David had
to worry about, but it did not make CF-HK equal to CF-FK, at least at the time of the

crisis. 4

“YAnother interesting question is this: how do h
before God's revelation, he did not know the outcon
that had some probabilities. Perhaps he felt it more likelyt hat he woul d evade capture
earlier promise of the throne. But maybe the path to the throne was through capture? He then received the
advantage of divine revelation to know a couple of the cases with certainty. The others remained as
possibi | i ti es. But given that he knew Saul ‘s hatred f
Saul ‘s power, and so forth, he would know that the
circumstances will make our knowledge of the counterfactual outcome more or less certain. For instance, if
I pondered jumping out of my office window, | would (normally) expect to be severely injured due to the
effects of the natural law of gravity. But, without prior knowledge, | would be unable to guarantee that

[e
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Based upon this taxonomy, what Campbell should have clarified is that:

[1] Counterfactuals of compatibilist creaturely freedom are known only posterior
to the divine decr e teeknaviedde Tthdsewars CF&ElKse part of

[2] Statements with a counterfactual form (whether actual or not actual) are
known i nmatur&g knavledge as part of his knowledge of all possibilities, as CF-
NKs.

So does God know counterfactuals in his natural or his free knowledge? The
answer is yes to both, depending on the definition of counterfactual being utilized! Since
this thesis is concerned about how God knows counterfactuals (and not how humans
know them), the task reduces to two simpler questions. First, how does God know
counterfactuals of the CF-NK type? And second, how does God know CF-FK

counterfactuals? We will examine these questions in turn in the next sections.

God Knows CF-NK Counterfactuals as Feasible

The answer to the first question is rather straightforward. God knows CF-NK
counterfactuals as things that are feasible for him to instantiate in a created world because
they agree with his nature. How God knows these CF-NK counterfactuals is simply that
he knows himself. This is an immediate, intuitive, non-discursive, and non-deliberative
knowledge which encompasses everything that God is and could decide to do.*** As such,
CF-NK-typecount er factuals are no different than

knowledge. They can be consi dered —possibilitiesl

outcome because it may be the case that four feet of snow fell overnight which would cushion my fall!

11 Discursive refers to the process of moving to a conclusion by reason or argument rather than
intuition.



72

—randoml or —pure chancel connotation.

God Knows CF-FK Counterfactuals Because He Knows His Will and Himself

The explanation of how God knows CF-FK counterfactuals is more involved. We
must now consider the more strict definition of a counterfactual, that is, a subjunctive
conditional whose antecedent has been decreed to be false. Such CF-FKs follow the
decreeandthusmustb el ong t o Go d ‘sirsce tHere aseenlykwo logichl e d g e
types of knowledge in God, and the counterfactuali s beyond the —possi bi
because it implies a corresponding fact that has been decreed. But it is even more
complicated than that.

The example of Matthew 11:20-24 will help to explain the complexity. The

rel evant counterfactual i s tTihre asd:Sidon-thdy t hes e
would have repented. Il The miracles were no
the facts.

In literature on the subject of counterfactuals, most from the middle knowledge
perspective, the approach is to label this counterfactual as a counterfactual of creaturely
freedom, and to look at it in that light. That is, the counterfactual is assumed to be of the
form —I f agent S were i meceilryc wrhotoageetSeAs IC,wh
= residents of Tyre and Si doandther€andcA=Chr i st *
to repent. The focus is on the residents of Tyre and Sidon and their response to the
miracles. In a sense it is as if they operate in a vacuum with various circumstances
presented to them, and they choose one way or the other. God simply happens to know,
in the MK and CMK views, how they will respond.

But thereisfarmoregoi ng on —b e hthamthét. Gochisean astacras n e s |l
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well. God has made some decisions about what to do with the residents of Tyre and
Sidonnand how to do it. MK advocates may obj et
i ncluded i n —arespogse itrsBotldaba noted shat Be. cdunterfactual
should not only focus on creaturely freedom, but it should also take into account Divine
freedom. And it must do so in both antecedent and consequent. Actually, God*‘ s fr eed:
Sshoul d be emphasi z e d@dvergoasehecaussa@od & thairitiator man * s
and originator of all things. God decides whether or not to do special miracles in Tyre
and Sidon. God decides how he will work through his grace to achieve the desired
response.
The count er f a dthedesirkdresponse)asmat emtely epecified,
because the nature of the repentance is not fully specified. The repentance could be of a
common-grace sort in which the residents of Tyre and Sidon would have expressed
genuine sorrow over their bad behavior and amend their ways, but where such sorrow
would not be integrated with a faith-response toward God which accompanies salvation.
On the other hand, the repentance could have been unto salvation, associated as it would
need to be, with faith in the God who produced the miracles. A similar interpretive
di fficulty attends the inter prseckclathattlen of J
announcement of impending doom (Jonah 3:5-10). Was this a salvific repentance or not?
Interpreters do not agree at this point. With the later judgment proclaimed against
Nineveh just a few generations later (by the prophet Nahum), it does not seem likely that
there was a true mass conversion at Jonah
In either case, an action of God had to be done to make the counterfactual true. In

t he —humael r e 3 sveuld lka@dad to decree to send a messenger and
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enable him to work miracles and (presumably) call the residents of Tyre and Sidon to
repentance. I n the —salvific repentancel <c
above), and also act to draw those residents to himself and enlighten them and give them
the gift of salvation.**? Perhaps if they had exercised human repentance, God would have
decreed to follow up later with an efficacious work of grace to save them. Regardless, we
do not have to commit to either explanation (human or salvific repentance) to understand
that the counterfactual cannot leave God out of the equation—i.e., it is not a
counterfactual of creaturely freedom alone. All counterfactuals involve God, because
they would involve a change in his decree to make the antecedent true, and they would
involve other changes in his decree with respect to bringing about the consequent. It is
particularly important to include divine intervention in bringing about the consequent
when it involves salvation—a n event whi clife-giving gankionthe sgentGo d * s
Given the significant place of God in the counterfactual truth, the next step is to
consider how the counterfactual relates to
He knows based on his knowledge of his decree that Tyre and Sidon did not have the
benefit of the miracles, and that they did not in fact repent. But if we take as a given the
truth of the counterfactua, J esus i s saying in Matthew 11,
send the miracles to Tyre and Sidon, then God would also have decreed that they would
have r elpigimpliesttat God knows his decree and he knows how slight
changes in his decree would result in other changes to the decree.
It seems best to explain that God knows the counterfactual on a two-fold basis:

1. He knows the counterfactual, in part, based on his decree. He knows how he

1421t should be evident that | do not believe in a universal prevenient grace given to all people.
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decreed the residents of Tyre and Sidon to be as people; he knows all the circumstances

surrounding their lives, etc. The counterfactual residents of Tyre and Sidon are presented

to be identical in every respect to the historical residents of Tyre and Sidon, except that

they had the benefit of miracles to help t
is relevant in determining how they would react in slightly different circumstances.

2. God also knows the counterfactual, in part, based on his knowledge of himself.
That is to say, he knows that if he changed his decree in the way specified in the
antecedent of the counterfactual, then it would be his inclination to change his decree in
the way specified in the consequent of the counterfactual. This implies he knows the
possibilities for how he will act to bring about all the possible consequents, and he knows
how he would be inclined to choose among those possibilities. His inclinations arise from
all his other attributes, such as his justice, love, holiness, etc.

In this way, we cannot strictly say that God knows CF-FK counterfactuals as part
of his free knowledge only, for counterfactuals add the complexity that God knows how
he would change his decree (how his FK could have been different). He must know the
feasible ways to modify the consequent, from his NK, and which way he would choose to
take. The counterfactual is telling us what way he would certainly choose in the
hypothetical case. For all practical purposes, then, CF-FK is an appropriate name for
these counterfactuals, because the truth of the counterfactual rests on how God decided
he would change the consequent given a different antecedent. Thus the CC view places
God*s knowledge of ¢ ountaadadlagicalydodowisghis n hi s
decree.

This sounds like a hybrid natural+free knowledge explanation for how God
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knows counterfactuals. In a sense, that is true. But in another sense, it is not. God
consults his natural knowledge in the formulation of his decree. But we do not see this as
—mi xingll his natur al and free knowledge to
Similarly, for him to consult his natural knowledge in the formulation of how he would
vary his decree for a counterfactual seems to be a substantially similar use of his natural
knowledge that does not result in a third type of knowledge. It simply results in additional
subject matter known by God in his free knowledge. Therefore, the CC explanation is a
free knowledge explanation of how God knows counterfactuals.
What has been described may sound like a deliberative process—or worse, like an
iterative-deliberative process where God bounces back and forth between his decree/free
knowledge and his natural knowledge. Theologically, it is highly problematic to allow a
deliberative process in which God arrives at knowledge that he did not previously have.
Rather, his omniscience encompasses all things simultaneously. In the tradition of those
who write on this subj ecotd,’ sl ken¥hpwbratisheg ea —| o
can be —f1lattenedl by observing that in ma
handle all necessary counterfactuals in one grand decision.
To return to the earlier argument about the correspondence theory of truth, the CC
view explains why a counterfactual can be true at all (recall this is the question logically
prior to the one asked by this thesis). The truth of the counterfactual is not found in its
correspondence to reality, since it never comes to pass. Rather, its truth is found in its
correspondence to the way that God would c
you are going to demand of me how | would do things if this antecedent were true, | will

tell you. I already decided that I would do or willingly permit this particular
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c o n s e §"uTeertrath ofithe counterfactual is found in the reality of how God would
modify his ways. Such things can be true even though they never come to pass, because
they specify a truth about God and his decree and his nature.**
In conclusion to this subsection, the CC viewexplainsGod ‘s knowl edge o
counterfactuals by using both his free and natural knowledge. The CC explanation
emphasi zes that God‘s knowl edge ofwustcount er

logically follow his decree and is thus part of his free knowledge.

God Knows CF-FK Counterfactuals on a Compatibilist Basis

The CC view, as its name implies, espouses a compatibilist view of human
freedom. This is helpful, because, as the CMK view clarified, God can know the free
choices of creatures on a compatibilist basis. With libertarian free choice in stock MK,
the outcome could not be known in advance, since there are no conditions that are
sufficient to pin down what the decision will be in advance of it.
Compatibilist freedom is the view that

time caused.* That is to say, freedom and determinism are compatible.**® In this thesis,

3 Thisseemstoimplyan—a | | e lnsoe iecqualTlhat is, God is saying
except this particular change of antecedent, this is the new consequent. |l

1441 am making use of a VVan Til-style combination of consciously-theistic correspondence and
coherence theories of truth. The correspondence is not to facts or states of affairs in themselves, but instead
the correspondence is to the way God sees things. See Cornelius Van Til, A Survey of Christian
Epistemology, In Defense of Biblical Christianity series, vol. 2 (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian &
Reformed, 1980), pp. 1-2.

“seeBaker, —Why Chri sti ansp. &8 BeindergprodidesgooBe Li bert a
explanationsofcompat i bi | i sm i n —God Ptededirmtiom& FreAWill, edTDavidn gs , I i n
Basinger and Randall Basinger, pp. 19—43 and No One Like Him, pp. 635—39. Another defender of
compatibilism is Paul Helm, The Providence of God, pp. 66—68.

“As such, compatibilism consists of more than t
foreknowledge are compatible. I It of f er s a s o meewhhaytare abrepatiplecandise x pl ana't
associated with a non-libertarian view of freedom. Flint offers a defense of the general thesis from a
libertarian perspectivein—I n Def ence of Th e &P 8(Apriledall): 23C43nkaiat i bi | i s m,



78

compatibilism is of the soft-determinist sort where the causation is due to past events, the
| aws of nature, the per sondhetawadspecnoht i ons ,
compatibilismi s -emomstr ai ni ngl in the sense that G
certain, but not fatalistically so, and in a way that maintains human responsibility.**
Certainty is thus distanced from —f o meressilyls o t hat t he creatur e’ ¢
just an illusion. The human will is free, not in a libertarian or indifferent sense, but in the
sense that the person has a voluntary freedom or freedom of inclination.

This CC view, coupled with the earlier assertion about God knowing
counterfactuals by knowing his decree and knowing himself, effectively dispatches the
grounding objection that is raised against MK views. The ground of the truths of
counterfactual s i1 s f aunilenced by hithatwtal ksowledgee e k n o
of how he would adjust his decree in various circumstances. He can know the choices of
creatures in the actual world, and in similar but slightly different counterfactual worlds,
because he knows all of the factors, including the inclinations of the creatures, that lead
to the decisions they make.

Instead of accepting the complicated machinery of middle knowledge, it is far

easier to postulate that God knows himself and also knows so well the character of

Ni el sen defends the thesis, but from a compatibilis
and Deter mi n i $&reelWilljech Robert Kane (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 2002), pp. 39-46. It

is very common among evangelicals to simply leave the two doctrines of freedom and foreknowledge/
sovereignty in tension or arses DivineSoweraignty R Hinanr i nst ance,
Responsibility: Biblical Perspectives in Tension (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1981).

Y91 have expanded on the definition offered by F

Fischer, Robert Kane, Derk Pereboom, and Manual Vargas, Four Views on Free Will (Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishers, 2007), p. 44. He only includes past events and natural laws, but this does not seem
sufficient, given that God can intervene in miraculous ways, particularly today in regeneration.

8 Stewart Goetz, —L i b e r t a fl FPal4 (ApBilhL997):d95-211, develops a case for the
opposing view, namely that free agents choose without causation, in order to maintain human
responsibility.
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morally responsible agents as he has created them that he knows what they would do in

slightly different circumstances. Mi ddl e knowl edge proponents
knowledge, demonstrate that this is not a viable explanation to the passages they cite in

support of their view.'* To say that someone would chose cookies over liver presupposes

that we are talking about someone who has a known set of desires as created by God, and

that the offer of liver or cookies will not in itself change those desires from what we

observe in our world apart from such an offer. The truth of a counterfactual rests, in part,

on how things (people)ar e by G d°UThestruttdogitsalisogests.on how God

knows he would change his own decree and intervention if he were to make the offer of

liver or cookies. Perhaps he would decide to changetheper s on‘ s n e&dhatade s o t h

cookies and desired liver!

Comparison with Feinbergdos Soft Deter

Chapter 3 mentioned Johnhereafterrefereeitogs’ s mi |

SDMK).™! His view was not used as a foil in that chapter because Tiessen and Ware

149 See Craig, Only Wise God, p. 137, fn 1, where he admits the possibility of other explanations,
but he believes that middle knowledge is so useful as to override this possibility.

) am not suggesting t haitguGoeds lld eaclrle ecso uanntde rtfhaecnt

what came out of his decree. Craig would be unhappy with such a reverse engineering. In Problem of

Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, p . 176, he writes, —] God] does
what Peter will do in the actual circumstances that will exist and then on this basis know what Peter would

have done had he been placed in some other set of circumstances. Rather, the opposite is true: prior to

God's decision to create any set of circumstances,
of circumstances; then, given the decision of His will to bring about a certain set of circumstances, God

knows what Peter wil!/ in fact do. Il 1 would say that
are related to facts that God decreed to bring about. By instantiating the present world, God brings

relevancy and truth to some counterfactuals and not others. Before that point, counterfactuals are only of

the CF-NK sort and are neither true nor false. They become true or false after the decree. To even speak of

Peter and what he would do presupposes that we have an idea of the decreed type of Peter that we are

talking about. It is this Peter, with his nature, that we would be considering when asking what his response

would be in this or that different circumstance.

151 See particularly Feinberg, No One Like Him, pp. 747-52. He also briefly addresses the issue in
Feinberg, —God OPedastination &red WillT dd.iDavig Basiner andrRandall
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were much more f or c e fsandl wogdsllo pvoenresnitosn ooff tMike.
Feinberg‘s position i s -4hkethae Waearfd Tiessdnet er mi ni
This puts it very close to the compatibilist counterfactual explanation offered in this
chapter, so it is easy to wonder if the two views differ in any significant ways.
Our views are admittedlyqui t e simil ar . For instance,
libertarian freedom because it does not offer a clear way for God to know certainly what
a creature would do.™ He also believes that counterfactuals can indeed be true, and God
can know them on a compatibilist basis, at least on the basis of the antecedents that he
sees in other possible worlds. Both views share a soft-determinist framework.
However, there are some differences. First, Feinberg retains the MK terminology
which | jettison entirely to avoid all of its Catholic and Arminian undercurrents, among
other reasons. Thereisnoneed f or the term, even isn Feinkbt
definition of MK seems to be just that middle knowledge is the knowledge of
counterfactuals, which does not require middle knowledge terminology; and (2) his
SDMK is post-volitional, not pre-volitional, which discards the second major premise of
MK (libertarian freedom being the other major premise). The CC explanation offered
here avoids the historical baggage of MK by calling the explanation more clearly what it
is: a compatibilist counterfactual explanation. It is not a third type of knowledge in God.
Second and more significant is that the CC explanation offers a more in-depth
analysis of various types of counterfactuals (CF-NK, CF-FK, and CF-HK) and how God

knowsthem. The subject matter of God°*willotcuree know

Basinger, pp. 33-34.
152 Feinberg, No One Like Him, p. 751.
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and what would occur in different circumstances, and both of these are influenced by
God*‘ s nat urlathis, GCnsanvadvancd @ve SDMK because Feinberg does
not explain this interplay between natural and free in the formulation of the decree with
regard to things that will be, and with regard to counterfactuals.
Third, the CC view says that G o d Knasvledge of counterfactuals is not middle of
his natural and free knowledge. If anything, it would be logically or explanatorily after
his —regularll free knowl edge sheenstdedbyt pr es
the decree, thus giving relevance to various counterfactual situations. Feinberg does not
seem to explain how SDMK can be middle or even how it differs from free knowledge
even though both come after the decree. Perhaps it is middle in his view just because it
has a different sort of content.
Fourthh CC cl early distinguishesomhizd’'s Kknov
knowledge of possibilities. Feinberg seems to say the opposite when he writes,
Middle knowledge (as knowledge of counterfactuals) is knowledge of possibilities,
not actualities. Since middle knowledge is a knowledge of what might occur, it is
irrelevant to the question of how God can know what will happen in the future.

Moreover, middle knowledge does not entail that God knows what could happen if
something else occurred, but rather what would happen if something else occurred.*®

This is somewhat unclear as to the interplayof —mi ght I and —coul dlIl and
is clear that he treats counterfactuals as possibilities. The CC view is more defined

because it says that God does not know counterfactuals as possibilities. Possibilities are

reservedf or God‘s natur al k iCauntelfaetoblg aze adu@ly or e t he
impossibilities because they will never come to pass. However, God knows true

counterfactualsas —t rue I mpossibilitiesl because th

BFEeinberg, —God OPrdastination &Fted Willl dd.iDavig Basinker andn
Randall Basinger, p. 34.
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what God would have done if he had decreed other circumstances to come to pass. False
counterfactuals are those counterfactuals that will not or would not have come to pass.
God knowsthemas—f a | s e 1 mplbassaunddstrahge, tbut aléismealhs is that
God knows the event is not going to happen, and even if circumstances had changed
somewhat, it still would not have happened because God would not have wanted it to.
The bottom line is that the CC view has some notable differences with the SDMK

view, even though they also have substantial similarities.

How Many True Counterfactuals Does God Know?

There is much more that could be said. For instance, is there really an infinite
number of possible worlds with people who did not exist in any similar form in the actual
world? Are there an even more infinite number of counterfactuals associated with these
possible worlds and the people in them who never existed? Is such information useless or
does it <cl utt eseem ® bedourpossible amsdie?s toThts guesteon of
—how many count er Thafostaomswet has beGha@ahsidéred amdv s . I
rejected, i.e. that God does not know any counterfactuals. The biblical case seems too
clear that he indeed does know at least some counterfactuals.

The second answer is the most expansive, and is held by the MK view. In MK,
God knows all possible worlds and counterfactuals, even those that were not actualizable.
This is an apparently infinite number of infinities of possibilities (call this P1). This set of
possi bilities is whittled down by the creatu
actual (call this P2, which is much smaller than P1, though still infinite). Then God
selects from P2 the world he desires to actualize. Recall it was at this point that an

objection to MK was raised in chapter 2, namely how can God know all things in P1 as
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possible i f only the thi ngB1sdenmtotohtanses ubset
many things that are truly useless (they could never become possible) that it does seem
|l i ke clutter in God‘'s knowl edge.

A third answer to the question of how many counterfactuals God knows is at the
other end of the spectrum, namely that God knows only those counterfactuals that are
revealed in the Bible. This is a conservative answer, but it does not seem feasible in the
faceof texts | i ke Dhesedekethingsbetomgyo the L ORI 08r Ggd—
but the thingsrevealedb el ong t o us Godhdsretealed somethingstons Il ) .
us, including true counterfactuals. But God has not revealed everything that he knows,
and it seems reasonable to assume that some true counterfactuals are among those things
that he has not revealed to us. According to the explanation of CF-FKs offered in this
paper, true CF-FKs are simply statements about how God would have changed his decree
if he had made certain other small changes in it. It seems unreasonable to say that every
possi bl e ¢ han gndthetassocidBo aunterfactliats are desabosed in the
Bible.

The correct answer (the fourth) seems to lie somewhere between the two ends of
the spectrum. God knows more counterfactuals than just the revealed ones, but he knows
less than the P1 possibilities of MK, because those things could never have become
actual anyway. They are not objects of knowledge. CF-FK puts a severe limit on the
number of relevant counterfactuals because counterfactuals have a corresponding fact,
and that fact is tied to the existentworldt hr ou g h G @A gersa with eeger e e
exists in any similar form in the world does not have a fact in the present world on which

to even formulate a counterfactual in CF-FK. Of course we can imagine the existence of
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such a person, and God can too (in CF-NK). But it hardly seems relevant because God
never decreed the person to exist, and it does not appear to be a necessary factor in our
study of God‘ s rTheC€ Viavisuggests that God haslanexpddsived | e .
counterfactual knowledge because he knows exhaustively what he would prefer to do in
any case were he to change his decree in some way. Therefore, the number of
counterfactuals in the CC view is far smaller than the P1 amount of knowledge from the
MK view. On the other hand, the number of counterfactuals in the CC view is more than
the —bi bl i cal fromeahe thild angwer.dtims kvenaiffecent thanh the P2
amount of knowledge, because P2 consistsof possi bilities. Those a
NKand CF-NK. G o d * &K i€asubset of CF-NK which makes it smaller still. That is
still a lot of knowledge to be carrying around, but is no problem for a God with an
infinite intellect.
One objection to this fourth answer is that it still seems God has a lot of useless
knowledge. It may seem useless from our vantage pointsi nce it i s not —r el
put into practice. | would offer two responses. First, by nature God knows everything that
is, and he knows himself and how he could and would have done things differently in
every possible case. This does make for a lot of possibilities, but that is simply the nature
of omniscience. Al ot of knowl edge wi betauseatesnot—e x t r all i r
actualized. And secondly, God did use all of his knowledge in the establishment of his
decree (logically speaking, God consulted his natural knowledge in the formulation of his
decree to make the grand decision about how he would prefer things to be). Much of his
knowledge of possibilities (including CF-NK)was not —usel essll then ¢

now.
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Conclusion

This chapter presented a Calvinist, compatibilist, two-knowledge explanation of
how God knows counterfactuals. It is able to avoid some of the problems of the MK and
CMK views presented in the previous chapters because it does not rely on libertarian
freedom, nor does it rely on a pre-volitional, third type of knowledge in God different
from his natural and free knowledge. The chapter explained that God does know true
counterfactuals as truths despite the fact that they never come to pass; their ground is
found in his decree and how he decided he would change that decree in slightly different
hypothetical situations. The principal claim made in the chapter is that the definition of
terms is the key to properly understanding how God knows counterfactuals. If by the
term counterfactuali s meant all statements, before th
it is the case that God knows such statements together with his knowledge of all things
feasible for him to create in his natural knowledge. These are the CF-NKs. If by the term
is meant all such statements that actually end up having false antecedents, then God
knows these as part of his free knowledge. These are the CF-FKs. Several biblical
examples of counterfactuals were explained with this framework.

What remains is to provide some explanation of how the compatibilist
counterfactual explanation affects other areas of theology and what practical implications

it has for Christians. These issues will be briefly addressed in the final chapter.



CHAPTER V

IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMARY

After all the technical philosophical and theological matters regarding
counterfactuals are laid out, the inevitable question arises: What difference does all this
make? Why is it important how God knows counterfactuals? Does this affect the average
Christian in some important way? The answer to this question comes in two parts, which

will be addressed in turn in the following sections.

Theological Implications

One important theological implication of the CC view is related to the doctrine of

man‘ s depr a vcdket not.onlySnankind in geseralywbut elso each individual

human®s will , mor al i allyfhisqpacities.dmisauiniregulisin i nt e |
the complete inability of mankind, without the help of God, to please God (Rom 8:8).

Depravityismost vi si bl e i n t he Hreaghbe manifestedtedssseri r i t u al
degrees in other de(@ hitundersiandimgobbésica per son' s
mathematics), but it nonetheless affects the whole of his existence, including his

decision-making. This rebuts the libertarian view of freedom and undercuts the MK view
immediately. Si n i s a severe | imiter on Toan‘s —fre
understand that God knows counterfactuals apart from pure freedom of indifference is

important because it has an important connection to the doctrines of anthropology,

hamartiology, and soteriology.

86
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A second implication of the CC view expounded in chapter 4 is that it does not
leave room for extended application of counterfactuals to a seemingly infinite number of
non-realized worlds. Nor does it need to explain how God formulated his decree with a
third type of knowledge that is in some sense based outside of himself. In short, a simpler
explanation can be made for the counterfactuals that are presented as truths in the Bible,
without appealing to an elaborate scheme that expands their role to a seemingly
ubiquitous place in theology, as in William LaneCr a i g * s Obwiouslyttie n g s .
explanation adopted in this thesis touches on a lot of areas of theology, but it does not
rely on counterfactuals to explain everything.
For example, consider the i mputation of
of MK in chapter 1. It is sufficient to explain that God constituted Adam as the federal
head of thehumanrace and deci ded belacaotunteddaltrewiols si n wo
race. The decision to have things to be this way is thus attributed directly to God without
having God examine the intentions of every creature he could have created as to how it
would have responded in the same circumstances that Adam faced. In any case, the MK
advocate would acknowledge that it was God
Any mystery that remains should be conside
charge of unfairness should be dismissed as Paul does in Romans 9:19-24.
As another example, recall the application of MK to the salvation of infants. MK
proposes that God judges an infant who dies on the basis of what the infant would have
done later in life. But this approach leaves out a key party to the salvation transaction,
namely God. The counterfactual is —i f baby

Christ.lll The MK view proposes to | eave God
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totally up to X in his future adult years. But according to the CC view, the counterfactual
should be written this way: —i f [ God had d
have drawn/ convicted/ effectually called] h
that suggests such a counterfactual is true in any particular case, nor in all cases of babies
dying in infancy. Since the fact is that the baby dying in infancy did not exercise
conscious faith, it is more sensible to use a traditional explanation—either God
regenerates all such infants, or none, or just the elect ones. This answer may be less than
satisfying, since it pushes the question back to the underlying question of election, but
again, this makes expl i csintethebabgwasunableat deci s i
any time to make a decision.
Similar explanations can be offered for all the areas of theology that are allegedly
neatly handled in the MK view.
A final implication is that the CC view, of course, rises or falls with the
underlying doctrine of soft determinism or compatibilist freedom. A full case for that

doctrine is outside of the scope of this thesis.***

>4 Objections to the doctrine of compatibilist freedom come from at least two directions. First,
those who are hard determinists object that soft determinism evades the underlying question of where
desires and character and the past come from in the first place. If they come from God, then it seems that
soft determinism is too weak an explad®%fti on. For th
Det er mi rrieesWitl, ed. Rabent Kane, pp. 59-67. Second, those who believe in unqualified human
freedom object to soft determinism on the basis of the consequence argument. This argument states that if
determinism is true, and the past and laws of nature are fixed, then our acts, which are consequences of
these things, are not up to us. Therefore free will in a deterministic system is illusory. On this argument, see
Peter van I nwagen, —The | ncompat i-8 of FreetWill, WilfiamFr ee Wi |
Hasker, Metaphysics: Constructing a WorldView, Contours of Christian Philosophy, ed. C. Stephen Evans
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1983), pp. 33-3 7 ; and John Martin Fischer,
Four Views on Free Will (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 2007), pp. 53-56. Kenneth J. Perszyk doubts

whether Molinists can logically use the consequence argument against compatibilists. See his—Mo | i ni s m

and the Consequence Argument: A Challenge,ll FP 20 (April 2003): 131-51. There is another argument

against determinism's brand of freedom called the p
|l shtiyaque Haji, —Compati bil i s The®iordMesdbookfof Flee e ed om an

Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 202—228.
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Practical and Pastoral Implications

The most important practical or pastoral concern with respect to MK and
counterfactual s las dtacmmccko iwmi tma kGod)' deci si o
onesll such as coll ege, choice of a spouse,
know the right path? To illustrate, consider an unmarried fellow named John who is
dating a girl named Jane. He is unsure whether to ask her to marry him. But he knows in
his CF-HK that each of the following (among probably others) are possibilities:

[1] if I marry Jane, we will live happily ever after

[2] if I marry Jane, we will have a rocky marriage

[3] if I marry Jane, we will be divorced

[ 4] 1 f 1 don't mar r yandbeunhapy my whaeve life | never
[ 5] i f 1 don‘t marry Jane, I owi || end u
[6] i f | don‘t marry Jane, I owi || end u

The probability to assign to each counterfactual is unknown to John, but he
supposes that God knows, so he prays and asks God. Like David in Keilah, he would
hope to have the answer laid out clearly. At least it would be helpful to have some of the
possibilities eliminated by God revealing whether they are true or false counterfactuals. If
he knew [1] was the fact and [4] was a true counterfactual, it would be pretty clear what
he should decide.

If we examine the situation from the perspective offered in this thesis, we will
notice a couple of things. First, John has CF-HK. All of [1] through [6] seem like genuine
possibilities. God knows better in his CF-FK, but he also knows what John will decide.
This factors into which of these counterfactuals are even relevant. Second, even if God

regularly did reveal his CF-FK in such circumstances, it would not at all be necessary to
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assume that God has MK in order to help John with his decision. Remember, the question
of whether God knows counterfactuals is a separate matter from how he does it. The CC
explanation shows that God does know counterfactuals, and it explains the how in a much
different manner than the MK explanation. In fact, God knows the character of Jane and
his own future actions with respect to John and Jane. God knows whether she will be a
committed wife, or whethers he har bors the notion that
she can always bail out by divorce. And he knows his own future actions that may
sanctify Jane and John in their relationship.

A third and important point is that God does not promise to reveal to us the future.
We do not have the benefit of special revelation as David did. He was specially protected
by God because of his future place on the throne of Israel and the whole Davidic
covenant program. We do not have such promises, and therefore, such protection by God.
That is to say, God does not promise to refine our CF-HK so that it matches more closely
his CF-FK. We must use the information that is available to us. We can certainly pray to
ask God for wisdom (skill in applying the Scripture and using the information available
to us), but we cannot expect him to reveal the future.1 n t he end, God°® s
of everything, including his knowledge of counterfactuals, is not available to us in

advance (Deut 29:29).

Summary

This thesis proposed to answer the
c ount er flthAegah hy definen@thle term counterfactual and then it examined three
possible answers to the question.

The middle knowledge explanation presumes libertarian freedom and relies on a

ques
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thirdt ype of knowledge between God‘s natur al
knows the free choices of creatures. Besides problems with these two foundational points,
we saw that MK had a number of other problems that make it infeasible as an answer to
the question of how God knows counterfactuals.
The Calvinistic variation of MK fared a little better since it eliminates the
libertarian freedom of stock MK. However, it suffers problems similar to the MK view,
particularly the grounding objection and the question of the stability and internal
consistency of the view. With the recent defection of Tiessen from the CMK camp, it
seems that these concerns are well founded.
A fully Calvinist, compatibilist, and two-knowledge viewofGod * s knowl edge
counterfactuals was then explained. This is not a totally new explanation, to be sure. But
besides dealing with some of the shortcomings of the other two views, it offers an
important contribution in terms of clarifying that there are multiple types of
counterfactuals, depending on the perspective from which we look at them (as statements
before the decree, as counterfactuals strictly-defined after the decree, or as statements
from the human perspective). The sense in which the term is used is a key in determining
how God knows the particular type of counterfactua. God knows t Heg pedossictk
of counterfactuals in his natural knowledge, but these do not have any inherent truth until
after his decree. God knows counterfactuals strictly-defined after his decree in his free
knowledge because it is the decree that gives certain antecedents and consequents truth.
True counterfactuals are those whose antecedents will not come to pass, but whose
consequents would have, had the antecedents come to pass. Though there is debate

whether counterfactuals can be true if they do not match reality, | defended their truth on
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the basis that God knows his decree and how he would have changed it had he decreed

other antecedents to come to pass. Ineffect, Go d * s d e ¢ r esall tmtrcamestop a s s e
pass, and all that he would have done in other, relevant circumstances. The truth of
counterfactual s i s gr oun dkeedC egplamaton deegroty t her
rely heavily on counterfactual knowledge to explain a number of issues such as the

sal vation of i nf aBntitdoesafferdoheem ekplagatiogswfithdsa n c e .

and other problems without the difficulties that attend the middle knowledge explanation

and its variant Calvinistic middle knowledge.
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