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I.  Introduction 

 Middle knowledge is the second logical moment of God’s omniscience.  There are three 

logical moments, the first being natural knowledge.  With natural knowledge God knows 

everything that could logically happen.  The third moment is God’s free knowledge; God knows 

all true propositions of the actual world.  Middle knowledge lies logically in between these, 

which affirms that God knows all true counterfactual propositions, or possess hypothetical 

knowledge of future contingents.  The following is an attempt to provide reasonable grounds for 

affirming divine middle knowledge.  There are two primary control doctrines that must be true in 

order for God to possess such knowledge, these being human libertarian freedom and divine 

foreknowledge.  The truth behind middle knowledge will be supported by theological and 

philosophical arguments and will be shown to be necessary for a robust understanding of human 

freedom and divine providence. 

II.  Control Doctrines 

 There are two doctrines that must be affirmed prior to investigating the truth to middle 

knowledge.  The doctrines of human libertarian freedom and divine foreknowledge must be 

accepted as true.  If human libertarian freedom fails, then there will be no free agent to compose 

creaturely counterfactuals.  If divine foreknowledge fails than Openness theology must be 

adopted where God does not know what will happen concerning future contingents and God’s 

will is fulfilled by historical happenstance and does little to affirm His sovereign control. 

A.  The Doctrine of Human Freedom 

 Human freedom must be established and held as a control to further the argument.  If 

human freedom does not exist then middle knowledge is impossible.   If human freedom fails, 

the fact that middle knowledge fails is not as much of a problem then other deleterious 
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consequences such as determinism, lack of moral accountability, and for Scripture foisting a ruse 

of belief in human freedom.  To establish this doctrine, there will be arguments from the biblical 

witness and philosophical grounds. 

 1.  A Historical and Biblical Approach to Libertarian Freedom and Original Sin 

 The teaching of Scripture seems to assert that post-Genesis 3 humans possess libertarian 

free will, including freedom to choose between opposites on matters pertaining to salvation or 

any other spiritual good.  This immediately raises questions surrounding the concept of original 

sin.  Augustine first used the expression “original sin” in the wake of the Pelagian controversy.1  

Upon arriving at Rome in A.D. 400, the British monk Pelagius was horrified to see the open 

immorality prevalent among so-called Christians.2  This was the direct result of Theodosius I 

nineteen years earlier (381) declaring Christianity to be the state religion so decreeing that 

anyone living within its borders to be Christian. This was a transformation of Christianity from a 

voluntary religion (one that people freely choose to join) to a natural religion (one into which 

people are born) spawned immense immorality in many people who bore the name of Christ 

without ever having personally committed their lives to Jesus.3  Pelagius exhorted the Romans to 

live worthy of their Christian calling with an argument logically summarized in two steps: 

 

                                                        
  
 1 Augustine, De Gratia Christi, et de Peccato Originali, contra Pelagium, First Series, ed. Philip 
Schaff. (Christian Literature Publishing Company, 1887; rep. ed., Peabody, MA:  Hendrickson, 1994), 
2.1-5. 
  
 2 Pelagius, Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, trans. Theodore de Bruyn (Oxford:  
Oxford University Press, 1995), 107. 
 
 3 Earle E. Cairns, Christianity Through the Centuries, 3rd rev. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI:  Zondervan, 
1996), 120-121. 
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1.  Humans possess libertarian free will. 

2.  Humans should use their libertarian freedom to be good enough people to earn their 
own salvation.4 

 Unfortunately, as so often happens in the history of thought, one extreme position meets 

the response of an equally extreme opposing position, thus swinging the ideological pendulum 

from one side to the other.  Very rarely is prudence taken in shifting the pendulum back to the 

center, where the truth is most likely to be found.5  Augustine affirmed that both Adam and Eve 

were created with libertarian free will pre-Genesis 3 whereby one could freely respond to the 

grace of God.6  However, in response to Pelagius, Augustine was not content merely to reject 

Pelagius’ conclusion but insisted on preventing the argument from getting off the ground.  

Denying both Pelagian premises, therefore, Augustine asserted that post-Genesis humans lacked 

libertarian free will and so could not use this ability to earn salvation.7  Augustine proposed an 

innovative interpretation of Genesis 3, henceforth styled “the Fall,” according to which Adam 

and Eve, in the supreme act of self-violation, paradoxically committed “spiritual suicide” by 

freely employing their mental faculty whereby they could freely respond to God to destroy that 

very faculty.8 

                                                        
  
 4 Pelagius, Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, 108-112.  It should be noted that the 
second premise is entirely unbiblical. Anselm in his Cur Deus Homo, 1.20-23, 2.6, decisively overturned 
this inference.  Accordingly, it is beyond the power of any person to make compensation for his or her sin 
by right employment of libertarian freedom. 
 
 5 Kirk R. MacGregor, A Molinist-Anabaptist Systematic Theology, (Lanham, MD:  University 
Press of America, 2007), 22. 
 
 6 Augustine, De Peccatorum Meritis et Remissione, 2. 
  
 7 Augustine, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, 29-30. 
 
 8 Augustine, De Peccatorum Meritis et Remissione, 5-16. 
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 If grammatico-historical exegesis is performed upon each of the pertinent Scriptural 

passages rather than theological eisogesis, it quickly becomes apparent that post-Genesis 3 

unregenerate humans in fact possess the freedom to choose between opposites including 

response to grace, which is precisely what the late-Augustinian doctrine of original sin denies.9  

As for Genesis 3, nothing in the text even remotely suggests that humans surrendered the 

libertarian freedom with which they were created. 

 When Paul asserts that unregenerate humanity is spiritually dead or dead “in 

transgressions and sins” (Eph. 2.1), he means that their spirits are alienated from Divine Spirit 

and thereby relegated to lives of pointlessness; this is why Paul interchanges phrases connoting 

spiritual death with such descriptive phrases as “separate from Christ,” “without hope and 

without God in the world” (2.12), “living in the futility of their thinking” (3.17), and “darkened 

in their understanding and separated from the life of God” (3.18).10  Granting in grammatico-

historical fashion of the sense of literary context as well as the normal connotations of and 

relationships between terms, it follows that any text where God offers people a choice requires 

that people have the mental faculty necessary for making that choice.11  Denying this inference 

not only makes the text meaningless, but it carries the deleterious theological consequences of 

either invalidating God’s omniscience (for wrongly thinking people could make the impossible 

choice) or God’s veracity (for intentionally deceiving people into thinking they could make a 
                                                        
 
 9 MacGregor, A Molinist-Anabaptist Systematic Theology, 24.  For further exegetical and 
grammatical relationships see William W. Klein, Craig L. Blomberg, and Robert L. Hubbard, Jr., 
Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, (Dallas, TX:  Word, 1993), 155-214. 
 
 10 Ibid., 25-26. 
 
 11 Irenaeus, in Against Heresies, 4.37.2-3, averred in the face of Gnostic determinism that the 
prophetic rebukes for spiritual evil and exhortation of spiritual good presupposed human ability to obey, 
as did the religious teachings of Jesus.  Hence both Old and New Testaments substantiated the self-
determination of humanity. 
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choice which He knew they lacked the ability to make and for inspiring a Scripture which foisted 

the ruse upon its readers).12 

 2.  Philosophical Arguments for Human Libertarian Freedom 

 Humans possess a certain level of libertarian freedom, prima facie.13  The arguments 

supporting the free will are the evidence of human volition, moral accountability, and moral 

duty.  In the end, there are no good reasons to believe the contrary. 

 In any set of circumstances humans have the ability to choose alternates and opposites.  

All actions humans do are not causally determined by the physical order.  All states of affairs are 

not a continuation of physically determined causes since the beginning.  Humans possess the 

ability and mental faculty to create a new series of causes out of their own volition, also known 

                                                        
 
 12 MacGregor, A Molinist-Anabaptist Systematic Theology, 26. 
 
 13 By libertarian freedom I mean that our freedom is a derived freedom, humans are not 
completely independent or completely autonomous.  In Molinism, unlike Calvinism, God is completely 
sovereign over the eternal destinies of a world of libertarian free creatures who have, in Augustinian 
terminology, “free choice” and not merely “free will.”  MacGregor explains that for Augustine, “free 
choice” (i.e. libertarian free will) entailed the freedom to choose between opposites in both the physical 
and spiritual realms.  Thus fallen humanity, by virtue of the imago Dei, can freely choose whether or not 
to respond to God’s prevenient grace.  By contrast, Augustine defined “free will” (i.e. compatibilist free 
will) as the ability to choose without any external constraint between the options compatible with one’s 
nature.  On this view, unregenerate humans, due to original sin, lack the ability to choose between 
spiritual good and evil.  Just as a bad tree can bear bad fruit or no fruit at all, unregenerate humanity can 
either perform spiritual wickedness by actively rebelling against God or do nothing spiritual at all by 
displaying passivity toward God.  See Augustine, On Forgiveness of Sins and Baptism, in Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers, First Series, ed. Philip Schaff (Christian Literature Publishing Company, 1887; rep. 
ed., Peabody, MA:  Hendrickson, 1994), 5:57-59, 74-76.  MacGregor, A Molinist-Anabaptist Systematic 
Theology, 84-85. The Scriptures breathe libertarian human freedom, even if the Bible makes no explicit 
mention of it. Take, for example, 1 Cor. 10.13, which promises that God “will not allow you to be 
tempted beyond what you are able, but with the temptation will provide the way of escape also, that you 
may be able to endure it.” It follows that any Christian who does not in some circumstance endure but 
succumbs to temptation had it within his power to take the way of escape instead, i.e., he had the liberty 
of opposites in those circumstances. Again, we can at least agree that if the Scriptures do presuppose or 
affirm libertarian freedom, then there is no basis for denying that sentences like 1 Cor. 2.8 are true 
counterfactuals of freedom. William Lane Craig, “Ducking Friendly Fire: Davison on the Grounding 
Objection.” Philosophia Christi 8 (2006): 166. 
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as agent causation.  As evidenced by the actual world, God cannot causally control everything 

because what follows from that is God being a causal agent of evil.14 

 If there is no faculty of the will, which is determined by that individual agent, then how 

can that person be obligated to choose, between morally good and bad, right and wrong?  If 

humans possess no such faculty then we are not obligated to any adherence of morality.  

Morality then becomes arbitrary and optional.  Without any agent having freedom to choose 

between spiritual good and spiritual bad (or moral good or moral bad) then that person cannot 

and should not be held accountable for their actions.  If all actions are determined by the physical 

order then the physical order is to blame and should be held morally accountable for its causes.15  

If God determines all actions then God is to be held accountable for His causes.  However, if a 

rational agent possesses the mental faculty of the will then he is morally obligated to adhere to an 

objective standard of morality and should be held accountable for it.16 

B.  The Doctrine of Divine Foreknowledge 

 The second control doctrine needed for middle knowledge is foreknowledge.  In order for 

middle knowledge to exist, God must know the future.  There is a difference between middle 

knowledge and foreknowledge.  Foreknowledge should be understood as God knowing future 

contingents whereas middle knowledge is God’s knowledge of future contingents not causally 

                                                        
 
 14 God being a causal agent of evil is theologically and philosophically untenable.  It would 
completely contradict the very ontology of a perfect being. 
 
 15 Moral accountability for the physical order is absurd.  This notion removes the personhood 
behind obligation.  If we can hold the physical order morally accountable for wrongs, then I am certainly 
within the bounds of reason to blame gravity for falling down a flight of stairs, which would be causally 
related to my physical pain. 
 
 16 This point is made a posteriori based on the objectivity of morality (i.e. it is objectively true 
that justice is morally good).  We also find this to be true from the biblical witness of divine judgment. 
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determined by the present state of affairs (human free choices).  The affirmation of divine 

foreknowledge will be argued based on the historical and biblical witness and philosophical 

evidence. 

 1.  A Historical and Biblical Witness to Divine Foreknowledge 

 Scripture explicitly teaches that God has foreknowledge of future events, employing a 

specialist vocabulary to refer to such knowledge.  The New Testament introduces a whole family 

of words associated with God’s knowledge of the future, such as “foreknow” (προγινώσκω), 

“foreknowledge” (πρόγνωσις), “foresee” (προοράω), “foreordain” (προορίζω), and “foretell” 

(προµαρτύροµαι).17  The first underlying affirmation is the witness behind biblical history. 

I am God, and there is none like me, 
declaring the end from the beginning 
 and from ancient times things not yet done, 
saying, “My counsel shall stand, 
 and I will accomplish all my purpose” (Isa. 46.9-10).18 

God testifies to his control of history, which He brings about, not by unknown happenstance, but 

by His accomplishment.  God does not view the course of natural and human history and then 

make his plans accordingly.  Paul speaks of “the plan of the mystery hidden for ages in God who 

created all things,” “a plan for the fullness of time” according to “the eternal purpose which He 

has realized in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Eph. 3.9; 1.10; 3.11; cf. 2 Tim. 1.9-10).19  Second, God’s 

knowledge of the future is essential to the prophetic pattern.  The test of a true prophet was:  

“When a prophet speaks in the name of the LORD, if the word does not come to pass or come 

                                                        
 

17 William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity:  Exploring God’s Relationship to Time (Wheaton, IL:  
Crossway, 2001), 244. 
 
 18 Scripture references are in the New American Standard Bible version (NASB) or the English 
Standard Version (ESV). 

 
19 Ibid. 
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true, that is a word which the LORD has not spoken” (Deut. 18.22).  The biblical view of history 

and prophecy thus seems to necessitate a God who knows not only the present and past but also 

the future.20  Isaiah proclaims the necessity of God’s foreknowledge as being the deciding test to 

determine the true God from false gods. 

 
"Present your case," the LORD says. 

"Bring forward your strong arguments," 
The King of Jacob says.  

Let them bring forth and declare to us what is going to take place; 
As for the former events, declare what they were, 
That we may consider them and know their outcome. 
Or announce to us what is coming;  

Declare the things that are going to come afterward, 
That we may know that you are gods; 
Indeed, do good or evil, that we may anxiously look about us and fear together.  

Behold, you are of no account, 
And your work amounts to nothing; 
He who chooses you is an abomination (Isa. 41.21-24). 

 
Stephen Charnock comments on this passage in his book The Existence and Attributes of God: 

Such a foreknowledge of things to come is here ascribed to God by God himself, as a 
distinction of him from all false gods.  Such a knowledge that, if any could prove that 
they were possessors of, He would acknowledge them as gods as well as himself:  “that 
we may know that you are gods.”  He puts his Deity to stand or fall upon this account, 
and this should be the point, which should decide the controversy whether he or the 
heathen idols were the true God.  The dispute is managed by this medium:  he that knows 
things to come is God; I know things to come, ergo I am God:  the idols know not things 
to come, therefore they are not gods.  God submits the being of his Deity to this trial.  If 
God knows things to come no more than the heathen idols, which were either devils or 
men, he would be, in his own account, no more a God than devils or men… It cannot be 
understood of future things in their causes, when the effects necessarily arise from such 
causes, as light from the sun and heat from the fire.  Many of these men know; more of 
them, angels and devils know; if God, therefore, had not a higher and farther knowledge 
than this, he would not by this be proved to be God, any more than angels and devils, 
who know necessary effects in their causes.  The devils, indeed, did predict some things 

                                                        
 

20 Ibid., 245.  The prophetic element is not limited to the Old Testament.  Jesus was a prophet and 
makes many predictions (Mt. 24; Mark 13; Luke 21).  The early church had prophets who told of future 
events (Acts 11.27-28; 21.10-11; see also 13.1; 15.32; 21.9; 1 Cor. 12.28-29; 14.29, 37; Eph. 4.11).  The 
Revelation of John is a vision to the end of human history:  “…the Lord, the God of the spirits of the 
prophets, has sent His angel to show His servants what must soon take place” (Rev. 22.6). 
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in the heathen oracles, but God is differenced from them here… in being able to predict 
things to come that they knew not, or things in their particularities, things that depended 
on the liberty of man’s will, which the devils could lay no claim to a certain knowledge 
of.  Were it only a conjectural knowledge that is here meant, the devils might answer they 
can conjecture, and so their deity were as good as God’s… God asserts his knowledge of 
things to come as a manifest evidence of the Godhead; those that deny, therefore, the 
argument that proves it, deny the conclusion, too; for this will necessarily follow, that if 
he be God because he knows future things, then he that [does] not know the future things 
is not God; and if God knows not future things but only by conjecture, then there is no 
God, because a certain knowledge, so as infallibly to predict things to come, is an 
inseparable perfection of the Deity.21 

God’s knowledge seems to encompass future contingencies.  Just as God knows the thoughts 

humans have, so he foreknows the very thoughts they will have.22 

O LORD, You have searched me and known me. 
You know when I sit down and when I rise up; 

You understand my thought from afar. 
You scrutinize my path and my lying down, 

And are intimately acquainted with all my ways. 
Even before there is a word on my tongue, 

Behold, O LORD, You know it all. 
You have enclosed me behind and before, 

And laid Your hand upon me. 
Such knowledge is too wonderful for me; 

It is too high, I cannot attain to it (Ps. 139.1-6). 

The psalmist acknowledges that he is surrounded by God’s knowledge.  God knows everything 

about him, even his thoughts.  “From afar” (rachaq, רחק) may be taken to indicate a temporal 

distance—God knows the psalmist’s thoughts long before he thinks them.23  To deny that God 

possess the knowledge of future events, contingencies, human thoughts, and place these 

predictions solely on God having a “good idea” or “guess” is wholly unbiblical.24 

                                                        
21 Stephen Charnock, The Existence and Attributes of God (1682; reprint, Grand Rapids, MI:  

Baker, 1979), vol. 1, 431-432. 
 

22 Craig, Time and Eternity, 247. 
 

23 Ibid. 
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 2.  Philosophical Evidence for Divine Foreknowledge 

As advocated by St. Anselm, God is a maximally perfect being.  If ignorance is an 

imperfection, all things being equal [according to Ockham’s razor], then it is greater to be 

knowledgeable.  To prevent initial detractions from the classical definition of omniscience, 

omniscience should be understood as knowing all truths. 

O.  For any agent x, x is omniscient= def. For every statement s, if s is true, then x knows 
that s and does not believe that not-s.25 

If there are truths about future contingents, God, as an omniscient being must know these truths.  

Since there are truths about the future, that is to say, since statements about future contingents 

are either true or false, and they are not all false, God must therefore know all truths about the 

future, which is to say He knows future-tense facts; He knows what will happen.26  One may try 

to avoid this reasoning by contending that future-tense statements are neither true nor false, so 

that there are no facts about the future.  Since the future does not exist, it is claimed that the 

respective future-tense statements cannot be true or false, simply without truth.27  To make this 

assertion is a misunderstanding behind the statement’s truth claim.  For a future tense-statement 

to be true it is not required that what it describes exist, but that it will exist.  In order for a future-

                                                                                                                                                                                   
 

24 Passages that imply God’s ignorance, repentance, and change of mind (i.e. Num 23.19; 1 Sam. 
15.29; Isa. 38.1-5; Jer. 26.3; 36.3; Amos 7.1-6; Jonah 3) need to be understood in proper anthropomorphic 
terms.  For further information and proper interpretation of anthropomorphisms please see Kirk 
MacGregor’s A Molinist Anabaptist Systematic Theology (Lanham, MD:  University Press of America, 
2007), 87-107. 

 
25 All references to omniscient definitions (O) are taken from Craig’s definitions in Time and 

Eternity, 253-254. 
 

26 Ibid., 250.  
 

27 This objection only corresponds with an A-theory of time.  The B-theorist cannot make this 
objection because the temporal becoming of the statement or event E is true at any point prior to E at t1 
(the actual occurrence of E).  On a B-theory of time, tenseless statements are always true or false.  The 
theories of time will be expounded at a later point. 
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tense statement to be true, all that is required is that when the moment described arrives, the 

present-tense version of the statement will be true at that moment.28  Nicholas Rescher gives an 

illustration for this assertion: 

1)“It will rain tomorrow” (asserted April 12) 
 a truth status different from that of 

2) “It did rain yesterday” (asserted on April 14) 
because both make (from temporally distinct perspectives) precisely the same claim 
about the facts, viz., rain on April 13.29 

It is simple common sense, if “it is raining today” is now true, how could, “it will rain 

tomorrow” not have been true yesterday?30 

 William Hasker, an opponent of the classical definition of omniscience, redefines (O) so 

that God is omniscient, but denies His knowledge of future contingents:31 

O′.  God is omniscient= def. God knows all statements which are such that God’s knowing 
them is logically possible. 

This simply follows that anything that is logically contingent is true.  This obviously is flawed 

and may carry deleterious consequences that result in absurdities.  For example, I, as a person, 

am not necessary, I am contingent.  It is not necessary for me to exist.  My non-existence is quite 

possible.  The universe will still function without me.  If (O′) is true then God knows and 

believes in my non-existence.  However, in reality, in the actual world, I do exist.  How can God 
                                                        
 

28 Ibid., 251-252. 
 

29 Nicholas Rescher, Many-Valued Logic (New York, NY:  McGraw-Hill, 1969), 2-3. 
 

30 Craig, Time and Eternity, 252.  Craig goes on to assert that if future-tense statements are not 
true, then neither are past-tense statements true.  If future-tense statements cannot be true because the 
realities they describe do not yet exist, then by the same token past-tense statements cannot be true 
because the realities they describe no longer exist. 

 
31 For the following definition see William Hasker, “A Philosophical Perspective,” in Clark 

Pinnock, Richard Rice, John Sanders, William Hasker, and David Basinger, The Openness of God:  A 
Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downer’s Grove, IL:  InterVarsity Press, 
1994), 136. 
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know and believe that I do exist and do not exist at the same moment?  Since contradictions are 

the only impossibility, God would thus know and believe a contradiction to be true, which is 

simply absurd. 

 One who wants to redefine omniscience may want to try: 

O″.  God is omniscient= def. God knows only and all true statements which are such that it 
is logically possible for God to know them. 

 (O″) construes omniscience and does not really solve anything; it only creates a cognitively 

limited being.  Omniscience, unlike omnipotence, is not modal.  Omnipotence is the capability of 

actualizing any logically possible world.  But omniscience is not merely the capability of 

knowing only and all truths; it is knowing only and all truths.  Nor does omniscience mean 

knowing only and all knowable truths, but knowing only and all truths, period.32 

In conclusion to, omniscience should be understood as (O).  There are theologically 

deleterious consequences to (~O), namely a lack of divine perfection.  If God cannot be 

maximally perfect than He is not God.  A perfect ontology, all things being equal, requires the 

perfection of knowledge.  Assertions like (O′) and (O″) either leads to logical absurdities or is 

modal and does no justice to a categorical notion. 

III.  Claims to Support the Doctrine of Divine Middle Knowledge 

 Accepting the control doctrines of human freedom and divine foreknowledge as true, the 

following are arguments to the claim that God possess middle knowledge.  The arguments will 
                                                        
 

32 Craig, Time and Eternity, 254-255.  Craig goes on to say that a sufficient condition for a 
proposition to be knowable is that the proposition be true.  If anything more is needed then there must be 
an example of such a proposition to be logically impossible to know.  A proposition like noting exists 
comes to mind.  If this were true, then it could not possibly be known to be true.  This proposition is 
necessarily false because God’s non-existence is impossible.  God could conceivably be ignorant of 
infinite realms of truth, yet, still be omniscient and the only reason one would prefer (O″) to (O) would be 
to create a cognitively limited being. 
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be the truth-value to counterfactuals, the biblical witness to hypothetical knowledge, and a 

philosophical argument (with a minor argument for an A-theory of time).  The following scheme 

may be used to illustrate the logical moments to God’s knowledge: 

Fig. 1:  A Molinist scheme for the logical moments of God’s knowledge.33 

 

A.  The Truth to Counterfactuals 
 
 The second moment to God’s knowledge is His knowledge of the contingent states of 

affairs that would be produced by an antecedent state of affairs were it to be obtained.  

Counterfactuals are conditional statements in the subjunctive mood. That is to say, God knows 

what any free creature would do.  This is not because the circumstances causally determine the 

creature's choice, but simply because this is how the creature would freely choose.  God thus 

knows that were He to actualize certain states of affairs, then certain other contingent states of 

affairs would obtain.34  Middle knowledge does not depend on any decision of divine will; God 

does not determine what counterfactuals of creaturely freedom are true or false.  Thus, if it is true 

that: 

                                                        
33 William Lane Craig, What Does God Know?  Reconciling Divine Foreknowledge and Human 

Freedom (Norcross, GA:  RZIM, 2002), 45. 
 
 34 William Lane Craig, “‘No Other Name’: A Middle Knowledge Perspective on the Exclusivity 
of Salvation Through Christ,” Faith and Philosophy 6:2 (April, 1989), 172–88. 
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If some agent S were placed in circumstances C, then he would freely perform action a, 

then even God in His omnipotence cannot bring it about that S would refrain from a if he were 

placed in C.35 Craig expands on the subject: 

For although it is logically possible that God actualize any possible world (assuming that 
God exists in every possible world), it does not follow there from that it is feasible for 
God to actualize any possible world.36 For God's ability to actualize worlds containing 
free creatures will be limited by which counterfactuals of creaturely freedom are true in 
the moment logically prior to the divine decree. In a world containing free creatures, God 
can strongly actualize only certain segments or states of affairs in that world, and the 
remainder He must weakly actualize, using His middle knowledge of what free creatures 
would do under any circumstances. Hence, there will be an infinite number of possible 
worlds known to God by His natural knowledge, which are not realizable by Him 
because the counterfactuals of creaturely freedom, which must be true in order for Him to 
weakly actualize such worlds, are in fact false.  His middle knowledge serves to delimit, 
so to speak, the range of logically possible worlds to those, which are feasible for Him to 
actualize. This might be thought to impugn divine omnipotence, but in fact such a 
restriction poses no non-logical limit to God's power.37  

 God does not receive His knowledge from the actual world.  Human decisions do not 

fashion or determine God’s middle knowledge; His middle knowledge is derived from His 

natural knowledge.  Molina denies that God’s perfection or necessity is dependent upon His 

middle knowledge, so that if God chose not to create anything then His middle knowledge would 

not have usurped His perfection. 

                                                        
 
 35 Ibid. 
 
 36 See Thomas P. Flint, "The Problem of Divine Freedom," American Philosophical Quarterly 20 
(1983): 257. According to Flint, although all worlds are possible for God to actualize, a world is feasible 
for God to actualize if and only if it is a member of that proper subset of all possible worlds determined 
by the counterfactuals of creaturely freedom, which God knows to be true. 
 
 37 See Thomas P. Flint and Alfred J. Freddoso, "Maximal Power," in The Existence and Nature of 
God, ed. Alfred J. Freddoso (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1983), pp. 93-98.  Craig, 
“No Other Name”. 
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God does not get His knowledge from things, but knows all things in Himself and from 
Himself; therefore, the existence of things, whether in time or eternity, contributes 
nothing to God’s knowing with certainty what is going to be or not to be… For prior to 
any existence on the part of the objects, God has within Himself the means whereby He 
knows all things fully and perfectly; and this is why the existence of created things 
contributes no perfection to the cognition He has of them and does not cause any change 
in that cognition… [And] God does not need the existence of those things in His eternity 
in order to know them with certainty.38 

 God does not, say, sit back and watch the course of human history, and then fashion His 

intentions accordingly.  God still has absolute intention, and middle knowledge maintains 

absolute intention while still affirming creaturely freedom.  For example, it is God’s absolute 

intention that no creature should sin and that all reach beatitude.  But it is not within God’s 

power to control what free creatures would do in any set of circumstances.  In specific 

circumstances, free creatures would freely sin—even though God does not will it to happen.  If 

God chooses to actualize these specific circumstances then His absolute intentions are 

constrained and frustrated to allow the creature to sin.  But God’s conditional intentions, via 

middle knowledge and the truth behind counterfactuals, can allow Him to take account of what 

free creatures would do, and thus cannot be frustrated.39 

B.  A Biblical Witness to Hypothetical Knowledge 

 Any affirmation of counterfactuals does nothing if it is incompatible with biblical 

teaching.  The Bible acknowledges that God uses counterfactuals to achieve His will and that He 

knows the truth-value to hypothetical propositions.  An example of this would be in 1 Samuel 

23.6-10.  This passage accounts for David’s inquiry to the Lord by means of a divining device 

called an ephod (which gave a “yes” or “no” answer).  David thus flees the city of Keilah so the 

predictions do not come true.  What the device had predicted to David was not simple 
                                                        
  
 38 Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge, 4.49.12, 11. 
 
 39 Craig, “No Other Name.” 
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foreknowledge (“Saul/the men of Keilah will do X”), by hypothetical knowledge (“If David 

stays, then Saul/the men of Keilah will do X”).  The answer given by the ephod were correct 

answers, even though the events did not come to pass, since the answers were indicative of what 

would happen under certain circumstances.40 

 Another example may be found in Jeremiah’s prophecy to King Zedekiah: 

Then Jeremiah said to Zedekiah, "Thus 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'" (Jer. 38.17-18). 

Craig comments on this passage: 

In His omniscience God knew what would happen whichever course of action Zedekiah 
chose.  Indeed, construing certain prophecies as hypothetical warnings rather than as 
categorical declarations of simple foreknowledge enables us to explain how it is that in 
Israel the test of a true prophet was the fulfillment of his predictions (Deut. 18.22) and 
yet, some predictions given by true prophets do not actually come to pass due to a change 
on the part of the people forewarned (Amos 7.1-6); Jonah 3; Isa. 38.1-5).  In such cases, 
what God was giving was hypothetical knowledge of what would happen under the 
prevailing circumstances; but were intercessory prayer and repentance to occur, God 
would not carry out what had been threatened.41 

Christ also demonstrates hypothetical knowledge in statements: 

"The Son of Man is to go, just as it is written of Him; but woe to that man by whom the 
Son of Man is betrayed! It would have been good for that man if he had not been born." 
(Mt. 26.24) 

“If I had not come and spoken to them, they would not have sin, but now they have no 
excuse for their sin… If I had not done among them the works which no one else did, 
they would not have sin; by now they have both seen and hated Me and My Father as 
well.” (Jn. 15.22, 24) 

Jesus answered, "My kingdom is not of this world. If My kingdom were of this world, 
then My servants would be fighting so that I would not be handed over to the Jews; but as 
it is, My kingdom is not of this realm." (Jn. 16.36) 

                                                        
 
 40 Craig, What Does God Know?, 9-10. 
 
 41 Ibid., 10-11. 
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It is clear that God possess both simple foreknowledge and hypothetical knowledge.  However, 

no matter how much exposition, one cannot show the logical order of knowledge, no amount of 

proof-texting can prove that such hypothetical knowledge is possessed logically prior to God’s 

creative decree.  This requires theological reflection, not biblical exegesis.  Thus, while it is 

clearly unbiblical to deny that God has simple foreknowledge and even hypothetical knowledge, 

those who deny middle knowledge cannot be accused of being unbiblical.42 

 The strongest arguments are theological, such as the Molinist account of divine 

foreknowledge.  Consider the following passages: 

“This Man [Jesus], delivered over by the predetermined plan and foreknowledge of God, 
you nailed to a cross by the hands of godless men and put Him to death” (Acts 2.23). 

“For truly in this city there were gathered together against Your holy servant Jesus, 
whom You anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, along with the Gentiles and the 
peoples of Israel, to do whatever Your hand and Your purpose predestined to occur” 
(Acts 4.27-28). 

Here there is a remarkable assertion of divine sovereignty over the affairs of men.  If the word 

“foreknowledge” encompasses middle knowledge, then God would know all possible 

circumstances, persons, and arrangements of such affairs, where He would decree to create just 

those circumstances and just those people who would freely do what God willed to happen.  

Thus, the whole scenario unfolds to God’s plan.  Only an omniscient mind could providentially 

direct a world of free creatures toward His sovereignly established ends.43 

 

                                                        
 
 42 Ibid., 46. 
 
 43 Ibid., 47.  Craig continues with Paul’s reflection that “None of the rulers of this age understood 
this, for if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory” (1 Cor. 2.8 NIV).  Once one grasps 
it, the doctrine of divine middle knowledge thus issues in adoration and praise of God for so breath-taking 
a sovereignty. 
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C.  A Dynamic Theory of Time Preferred Over A Static Theory 

 The dynamic theory of time (A-theory) holds that God is not timeless and relates to the 

actual world within the bounds of time.  First advocated by J. M. E. McTaggart, this entails a 

tensed knowledge of God and that all events are not simultaneously real, there is only one 

absolute now.44  Given that the General Theory of Relativity is true, objects in motion tend to 

slow down.  This in no way takes away from an absolute now; Lorentz advocates that this 

absolute now cannot be measured because measuring devices are in motion.45  God’s relationship 

to time would be the absolute now.  Dynamic theory holds that façon de parler (in a manner of 

speaking), prior to creation (cf. Jude 25); God was timeless and so entered time to relate to 

man.46   

 The static theory of time (B-theory) holds that God is omnitemporal and continues to 

exist timelessly (atemporal) since creation.  There are no tensed facts.  Yesterday is just as real as 

today, which is just as real as the year 2039.  God is simple under a view of timelessness.  If God 

is simple then He cannot be temporal, for a temporal being is related to the various times at 

which it exists:  It exists at t1 and at t2, for example.  But a simple being stands in no relations.47  

This implies that God does not have parts; there are no distinctions between His omnipotence 

and His goodness.  He has no relations and thus He does not literally love, know, or cause His 

                                                        
 
 44 William Lane Craig, Reasonable Faith ed. 3 (Wheaton, IL:  Crossway Books, 2008), 121. 
 
 45 William Lane Craig, “What is the Relation Between Science and Religion?”, Reasonable Faith 
[page online]; available from http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5355; 
Internet; accessed April 17, 2009. 
 
 46 William Lane Craig, “God, Time, and Eternity,” Reasonable Faith [page online]; available 
from http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5387; Internet; accessed April 
19, 2009. 
 
 47 Craig, Time and Eternity, 30. 
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creatures.  He is not really composed of three distinct persons.  There is no difference between 

His nature or essence and His existence, He is, the pure act of existing all at once.48 

 Too often Christians give lip service to the doctrine of simplicity and timelessness 

without understanding the radical implications of this doctrine.  More specifically, the doctrines 

of divine simplicity and immutability find absolutely no support in Scripture, which at most 

speaks of God’s immutability in terms of His faithfulness and unchanging character (Mal. 3.6; 

Jas. 1.17).49  Brian Leftow attempts to reconcile divine timelessness without the negative 

implications behind simplicity, 

…all events are actual at once, in eternity. But it does not follow that time is not tensed. 
Events also occur in temporal reference frames, and the time of these reference frames 
may be tensed… The reason a timeless God does not know the essentially tensed fact that 
(T) is that in His framework of reference, eternity, this is not a fact at all. (T), again, is 
the claim that a proper subset S of the set of temporal events, consisting of a, b, c, etc., 
now has present–actuality. In eternity this claim is false. In eternity all temporal events… 
have present–actuality at once.50 

Even process philosopher Paul Fitzgerald rejects this notion because “this would cause God to 

have an infinitely split personality, each sub-personality evolving in monad-like isolation from 

the others.”51  In order to preserve God’s consciousness and the consciousness of one being, we 

                                                        
 
 48 Ibid. 
 
 49 Ibid., 30-31.  I would speculate that many (not all) Christians who affirm these doctrines 
without understanding the implications do so to project God’s sovereignty and power (i.e. God cannot be 
constrained by time—this assertion’s implication is that God is not powerful enough to go beyond the 
dimension of time to relate to His creation.  As will be examined later, God’s absolute temporal relations 
to His control of the spatiotemporal world have nothing to do with His omnipotence, but His 
omniscience. 
 
 50 Leftow’s argument appeals to Einstein’s GTR as a milieu.  Brian Leftow, Time and Eternity 
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991), 333. 
 
 51 Paul Fitzgerald, “Relativity Physics and the God of Process Philosophy,” Process Studies 2 
(1972):  259-260. 
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must not allow it to be broken and scattered among inertial frames in the universe.52  There is 

reality and veridical truth behind tensed facts and an objective difference between the past, 

present, and future and God knows these to be true by His relation to us.  Our experience of an 

objective past, present, and future warrant for a properly basic belief: 

1. Belief in the objective reality of the distinction between, past, present, and future is 
properly basic. 

2. If our belief in the objective reality of the distinction between past, present, and future 
is properly basic, then we are prima facie justified in holding this belief. 
3. Therefore, we are prima facie justified in holding our belief in the objective reality of 
the distinction between past, present, and future.53 

A plausible view of the nature of time, then, is that time involves an objective distinction 

between past, present, and future, and that temporal becoming is real, mind-independent feature 

of the world and that God is in time.54  For at the moment of creation, God comes into the 

relation of sustaining the universe or, at the very least, of co-existing with the universe, relations 

in which He did not stand before.  He undergoes an extrinsic change at the moment of creation, 

which draws Him into time in virtue of His real relation to the world.55 

 

                                                        
 
 52 Craig, Time and Eternity, 44. 
 
 53 Ibid., 132-133.  (3) follows from (2) and the only disputable premise is (1).  The assertion is 
that this distinction is not merely observed, but it really is.  Because it is objectively true, God also must 
know it to be true. 
 
 54 Ibid., 240-241.  Craig argues that God exists now.  On the Christian doctrine of creation, the 
world had a beginning, though God did not.  Craig presents three thorough arguments in Time and 
Eternity to show that [metric] time is finite in the past, so that God existing without the world must exist 
either in an amorphous time, or more plausibly, timeless.  In short, given the reality of tense and temporal 
becoming, the most plausible construal of divine eternity is that God is timeless without creation and 
temporal since creation. 
 
 55 William Lane Craig, “Timelessness and Omnitemporality,” Philosophia Christi, Series 2, Vol. 
2, No. 1, 2000, 29. 
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This argument can be summarized as follows: 

1. God is creatively active in the temporal world. 
2. If God is creatively active in the temporal world, God is really related to the temporal 
world. 
3. If God is really related to the temporal world, God is temporal. 
4. Therefore, God is temporal.56 

Craig summarizes his conclusions about time: 

Like the incarnation, the creation of the world is an act of condescension on God’s part 
for the sake of His creatures…His timeless, free decision to create a temporal world with 
a beginning is a decision on God’s part to abandon timelessness and to take on a temporal 
mode of existence…He stopped to take on a mode of existence inessential to His being or 
happiness in order that we might have being and find supreme happiness in Him.  His 
taking a human nature into intimate union with Himself in the incarnation of the 
Logos…was thus not what the Danish philosopher Kierkegaard regarded as “the Absurd,” 
union of eternity with time, for God was already temporal at the time of the incarnation 
and had been since the inception of creation… As a result of God’s creation of and entry 
into time, He is now with us literally moment by moment as we live and breathe, sharing 
our every second.  He is and will be always with us.  He remembers all that has 
transpired, knows all that is happening, and foreknows all that is to come, not only in our 
individual lives but [also] through the entire universe…He is, as Isaac Newton said, the 
Lord God of dominion throughout His universe.  Well did Jude exclaim, “To the only 
God our Savior through Jesus Christ our Lord, be glory, majesty, dominion, and 
authority, before all time, and now and forever! Amen!”57 

 The implications that time has with middle knowledge would affect His relations to the 

world.  If God is relating to the world at an absolute now, then He controls His creation primarily 

via His omniscience (asserting the Molinist understanding of the logical moments of God’s 

knowledge). The doctrine of divine providence does little justice to His sovereignty if He does 

not actualize His will to come to pass before it actually happens.  Under B-theory, God 

simultaneously controls everything, literally, at the same [indexical point in] time.  This hardly 

bears witness to the biblical witness of divine providence and asserts that Scripture’s references 

                                                        
 
 56 Ibid. 
 
 57 Craig, Times and Eternity, 241. 
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to events coming into being by God’s foreordination is merely illusory.  A-theory has a robust 

understanding of divine providence and accomplishes this via divine middle knowledge. 

D.  Philosophical Arguments for Divine Middle Knowledge 

 Theological determinism interprets Scriptural passages relating to foreknowledge as 

being based solely in foreordination.  Appealing to only simple foreknowledge does no justice to 

God’s sovereign control because He only knows the world posterior to the divine decree of 

election.  Via God’s middle knowledge, God can have complete knowledge of both conditional 

future contingents and absolute future contingents.  Such knowledge gives Him sweeping 

sovereignty over the affairs of men while affirming human freedom since the circumstances 

envisioned in counterfactuals [of creaturely freedom] are non-determining, and, hence, freedom 

preserving.58  Examining the realities behind theological determinism and process theology, 

middle knowledge is the best explanation for the prima facie truths to human freedom and divine 

foreknowledge.   

 1.  Divine Foreknowledge In Sensu Composito 

 Surely, the biblical witness is that God sovereignly controls everything in creation, but it 

does not mean He causes all things.  God knows what will happen because He makes it happen.  

If the interpretation of the Bible is understood in light of God causing everything, He inevitably 

becomes the author of sin, since it is He who moved Judas, for example, to betray Christ, a sin 

which merits everlasting perdition for the hapless Judas.59  Whatever is foreknown by God must 

occur, which is often taken as theological fatalism.  The problem foreknowledge may have, as 

                                                        
 
 58 Craig, What Does God Know?, 57. 
  
 59Ibid., 49. 
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theological fatalism is its effect it may have on human freedom confusing necessity in sensu 

composito and in sensu diviso. 

1. Whatever is foreknown by God must occur, which may be taken to entail a denial of 
human freedom.  But (1) in sensu composito means merely: 
 
1*. Necessarily, any event which is foreknown by God will occur. 
 
In this case, what is necessary is not the occurrence of any event per se, but the 
composite state of affairs consisting of both God's foreknowledge of the event and the 
event's occurrence. The whole conjunction is necessary, but not the individual conjuncts. 
Hence, this necessity in sensu composito is in no way obstructing human freedom. On the 
other hand, (1) in sensu diviso means: 

1**. Necessarily, any event, which is foreknown by God, will occur. 
This does entail a denial of human freedom, since what is necessary is any event itself. In 
this case, we do not have a mere composite necessity, but one of the conjuncts is itself 
asserted to be necessary. The opponent of theological fatalism will claim that (1) when 
understood in sensu diviso, that is, as (1**), is false, but when understood in sensu 
composito, that is, as (1*), is true and that therefore theological fatalism fails.60 

Thus, theological determinism and fatalism fails at being a plausible explanation for divine 

providence [by denying human freedom]. 

 2.  Simple Foreknowledge and Process Theology 

 If one turns to simple foreknowledge, there lies no good sense in God’s providential 

planning of a world of free creatures in the absence of middle knowledge.  Craig insists that, 

…On such a view of God [He has], logically prior to the divine decree, only natural 
knowledge of all possible scenarios but no knowledge of what would happen under any 
circumstances.  Thus, logically posterior to the divine decree, God must consider Himself 
extraordinarily lucky to find that this world happened to exist.  “What a break!” we can 
imagine God’s saying to Himself, “Herod and Pilate and all those people each reacted 
just perfectly!”  Actually, the situation is much worse than that, for God had no idea 
whether Herod or Pilate or the Israelite nation or the Roman Empire would even exist 
posterior to the divine decree.  Indeed, God must be astonished to find Himself existing 
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in a world, out of all the possible worlds He could have created, in which mankind falls 
into sin and God Himself enters human history as a substitutionary sacrificial offering! 
[Anthropomorphically speaking]61 

The underlying point is without middle knowledge God cannot know prior to the divine decree 

what the world would be like.  Even if the proponent of simple foreknowledge insists that God’s 

foreordination of future events is the causal relationship to God’s providence in human history, 

then the doctrine of foreordination has been trivialized.  Foreordination then becomes a 

redundancy!62  Middle knowledge is the most plausible remedy to this, seemingly, paradox by 

affirming human freedom and God’s knowledge of what the world would be like logically prior 

to the divine decree of creation. 

IV.  Middle Knowledge in Modern Philosophical Discussion and Conclusion 

 The task of a Molinist perspective of middle knowledge is to remove the perceived 

dilemma between human freedom and divine foreknowledge.  There are a minority of 

philosophers and theologians who hold to this Molinist doctrine.  On a promising note, middle 

knowledge is in modern philosophical debate and works advocated by some of the most 

prominent philosophers such as Thomas Flint, William Lane Craig, and perhaps one of 

America’s greatest philosophers, Alvin Plantinga.  These leading Molinists serve in prominent 

societies such as the Evangelical Philosophical Society, the Evangelical Theological Society, the 

American Philosophical Association, and the American Academy of Religion, who serve as 

witnesses to middle knowledge amongst leading Calvinists, Openness Theologians, atheists, and 

philosophers of other schools of thought.  Middle knowledge, when implemented into modern 

discussion, serves as a defense to the many forms of the problems of evil (most notably the 
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soteriological problem of evil), a plausible solution with explanatory scope and power for issues 

such as predestination, the doctrine of biblical inspiration and inerrancy, and is compatible with 

every other orthodox doctrine. 

 From a biblical perspective, there are numerous passages that affirm human libertarian 

freedom and illustrate God’s foreknowledge and hypothetical knowledge.  There are also good 

philosophical grounds for affirming human freedom and divine foreknowledge.  Upon accepting 

the truth to these control doctrines, the paradox is reconciled by affirming, philosophically and 

theologically, that God possesses such knowledge of creaturely counterfactuals and knows what 

the world would be like logically prior to the divine decree of creation.  Thus, middle knowledge 

is theologically necessary for a robust understanding of human freedom and divine providence. 
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