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 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF MIDDLE KNOWLEDGE

 (Received 24 April, 1991)

 I

 A good deal of attention has been given in recent philosophy of religion

 to the question of whether we can sensibly attribute to God a form of

 knowledge which the 16th-century Jesuit theologian Luis de Molina

 termed "middle knowledge". Interest in the doctrine has been spurred

 by a recognition of its intimate connection to certain conceptions of

 providence, prophecy, and response to petitionary prayer. According to

 defenders of the doctrine, which I will call "Molinism", the objects of

 middle knowledge are all the true counterfactuals of the form, 'If C

 were to occur, then S would freely do A', where C specifies a particular

 set of circumstances. (Such propositions are usually referred to as

 "counterfactuals of freedom" - hereafter "CFs".)'
 In order to give a systematic account of the truth-conditions for CFs,

 contemporary Molinists2 have by and large drawn upon important

 recent work clarifying the nature of counterfactuals generally. In par-

 ticular, they have (following Alvin Plantinga, who gave new life to the

 doctrine) adopted the Stalnaker-Lewis possible-worlds account. On

 David Lewis's version, a counterfactual p C- q is true just in case
 either (i) there is no world in which p is true, or (ii) there is a world W

 in which both p and q are true and (iii) there is no world W* that is as

 similar as or more similar than W to the actual world and in which p is

 true and q is false.

 With this framework in view (at least initially), I will try to assess the

 current status of two distinct questions: (1) Are there true CFs? and (2)

 Could God know true CFs if there are any? Obviously, Molinism must

 answer both questions affirmatively. Most of the discussion has focused

 on the first question.3 I hope to show that this approach has been a

 dialectical mistake on the part of critics of Molinism, for the difficulties

 Philosophical Studies 66:139-166,1992.
 C 1992 KluwerAcademic Publishers. Printed in the Netherlands.
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 140 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 of giving an affirmative answer to question (2) are, I believe, far easier

 to state clearly and convincingly.

 I begin in section II by examining William Hasker's attempt to

 provide a direct refutation of Molinism, and I argue that his attempt

 fails. In sections III-IV, I consider the two central objections to the

 view that there can be true CFs. I argue (in opposition to recent

 defenses of this view) that both of these objections pose irresolvable

 difficulties for the Molinist who accepts the standard Stalnaker-Lewis

 semantics for counterfactuals. I then turn in section V to Alfred

 Freddoso's proposal that this account of counterfactual semantics be

 abandoned. On the basis of his suggestion, I sketch an account of how

 the notion of "truth" might be thought to apply to CFs. In the light of

 this alternative, it becomes clear that an effective criticism (one with a

 chance of persuading the Molinist, at any rate) must focus on question

 (2) above. In section VI, I discuss attempts to meet the challenge posed

 by question (2), and I try to show that these attempts are unsuccessful. I

 thus conclude that, despite certain theoretical attractions of Molinism

 for philosophical theology, we lack at present any legitimate basis for

 adopting or adhering to the theory.

 II

 Hasker has recently put forward a fairly complex argument that

 purports to refute the claim that there can be true counterfactuals of

 freedom.4 There are two main stages to the proof. In the first, we being

 by assuming for the sake of the argument that there are true CFs. We

 then ask who or what brings it about that they are true. The Molinist,

 Hasker believes, holds that the agent who is the subject of a particular

 CF brings it about in those worlds in which the antecedent is true,5 by

 simply performing the action described in the consequent of the condi-

 tional. Hasker attempts to show, however, that this is mistaken - i.e.,

 that the truth of the counterfactual (p O-* q) is independent of the

 agent's action. In the second stage of the argument, we go on to con-

 sider what the agent has it in her power to do, given p. Clearly, she has

 it in her power to do the action identified in q (because she in fact does

 it). But does she have the power to render q false? Since p 0- - q is a

 necessary condition for q's being false, her doing so entails the truth of
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 THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF MIDDLE KNOWLEDGE 141

 p O- q. But since this counterfactual is in fact false, it will be in her
 power to render q false only if it is also in her power to bring about the

 truth of the counterfactual. And since it was shown in the first part of

 the argument that she does not have this latter power, it seems that she

 correspondingly lacks the power to falsify q (i.e., to do other than what

 she in fact does). This outcome, however, contradicts the assumption

 that the action in question was free. So it seems that there cannot be

 true counterfactuals offreedom.6

 Hasker's arguments for the claim that, even in a world in which p is

 true, the truth of a CF p J- q is independent of the agent's action

 centers around the example of Elizabeth, a graduate student who is

 being considered for a research grant. We consider the following two

 CFs:

 (1) If Elizabeth were offered the grant, she would accept it.

 (O a EA)

 (2) If Elizabeth were offered the grant, she would not accept it.

 (O a- - A)

 As it happens, the offer is made and she accepts it. So we now wish to

 decide whether Elizabeth brought about the truth of (1) by accepting

 the offer or if, rather, its truth was independent of her action. It seems

 that the latter option must be correct if both of the following counter-

 factuals are true:

 (3) If Elizabeth were to accept the grant, it would be true that

 o0 n- A (i.e., AE?- ((0O :A)).

 (4) If Elizabeth were not to accept the grant, it would be true

 that 0 L- A (i.e., -A O- (O O- A)).

 (3), as we've seen, is true. But we must be careful, Hasker suggests,

 about quickly concluding that (4) is obviously false. For it must not be

 confused with

 (5) If Elizabeth were to reject the grant, it would be true that

 O o JA(i.e.,(O& -A)o - (O n- A)).

 This is obviously false, but is a stronger claim that (4), in that the truth
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 142 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 of (4)'s antecedent "is consistent both with [Elizabeth's] rejecting the

 offer and with the offer's never having been made. If she rejects it, then

 'O 0-+ A' must be false, but if no offer is made, 'O Oz- A' will still be

 true." (p. 43) So we need to answer the question: "If Elizabeth were not

 to have accepted the grant, would that have been (a) because she

 rejected it, or (b) because it had not been offered to her?" If (b), then

 (4) is true as well as (3), and it will have been shown that the truth of

 'O El-+ A' is independent of Elizabeth's action, and thus that she did

 not in fact bring it about.

 Since this question itself concerns a comparison of counterfactuals,

 we must decide it by comparing a world in which Elizabeth receives

 and rejects the offer with one in which the offer is not made to her.

 Which of them is more similar to the actual world (in which the offer is

 made to her and she accepts it)? Hasker argues that the truth of a

 counterfactual such as 'O 0 - A' is more important in assessing

 comparative similarity than is a particular contingent fact such as the

 offer's being made. Hence, all else being equal, a world in which

 'O o-+ A' remains constant, though the offer is not made, is "closer" to

 the actual world than one in which the truth-value of the counterfactual

 is changed. So it seems that (4) above is true after all.

 Why does Hasker suppose that the Molinist must concede that the

 truth of a CF is more important in assessing similarity of worlds than

 any particular contingent fact? This conclusion is inferred from the

 following two claims:

 (6) CFs are more fundamental features of the world than are

 counterfactuals backed by laws of nature.

 (7) Counterfactuals backed by laws of nature are more funda-

 mental features of the world than are particular contingent

 facts.7

 Hasker takes (7) to be fairly evident, and I am inclined to agree. (6),

 however, certainly looks rather dubious at first glance. But, Hasker

 argues, the mere fact that the appropriate agents have control over the

 truth of certain CFs ought not to be taken to settle the matter. For a

 competing consideration is that God Himself is said to have no control

 over the truth of such propositions. Hence, we are left with, on the one
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 hand, God's having control over laws of nature, but not over counter-

 factuals of freedom, and, on the other, human agents' having control

 over counterfactuals of freedom, but not over laws of nature. He

 suggests that

 the upshot would seem to be that we cannot decide, on the basis of these considerations
 alone, whether counterfactuals of freedom are more fundamental than laws of nature,
 or vice versa. If anything, what seems to be suggested is that the two are roughly at a
 parity. (p. 47)

 Now we need to ask what God's having "no control over" the truth

 of a given CF, A O- B, say, comes to here. Hasker's argument might be

 persuasive if this claim implied, for example, that it would be simply

 impossible for God to prevent B, given that A obtained. If that were the

 case, then we could envision the following sort of scenario: God

 deliberates about which world to actualize. B is a state of affairs that

 God very much wants not to obtain. So He is forced to conclude that

 He will have to forgo any world in which A obtains, no matter how

 desirable it might be in other respects, because there is simply no

 getting around the coming to pass of B, given A. But this is of course

 absurd. God could easily prevent the obtaining of B. Doing so, no

 doubt, would involve his nullifying or at least restricting in some way

 the agent's capacity to freely choose in those circumstances, but I take it

 that there are no cogent reasons for supposing that God would never

 do that under any circumstances. And, at any rate, the point is simply
 that it is not beyond God's power to do so. Thus, the truth of 'A 0-- B'

 itself crucially depends on the assumption that God has (or would have)

 no intention to intervene given the circumstances depicted by A. But

 then the original claim that God has no control over, e.g., 'A O - B',

 amounts to no more than the claim that God cannot alter the fact that

 B would result, as a matter of contingent fact, given A and His own

 non-intervention. But once this is recognized, it seems to me, it

 becomes apparent that Hasker's case for a 'parity' between CFs and

 counterfactuals backed by laws of nature falls flat.

 Hasker, however, goes on to raise another consideration: the funda-

 mental laws of nature appear to be probabilistic; hence, the particular

 counterfactuals they support are strictly only would-probably condi-

 tionals. As such, they are of a weaker logical type than ordinary

 counterfactuals (including CFs). This is illustrated by the fact that the
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 144 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 truth of a would-probably conditional is consistent with the truth of its

 antecedent and the falsity of its consequent.8 Hasker concludes from

 this that

 the counterfactuals of freedom seem to be considerably more fundamental, with respect
 to explaining why things are as they are, than the laws of nature; a fortiori, they are
 more fundamental than particular facts such as that Elizabeth is offered the grant.

 (p. 47)

 The Molinist, however, has a response readily available to him:

 though the laws of nature may strictly imply only would-probably

 conditionals, there are, nonetheless, true counterfactuals of the ordinary

 sort corresponding to these (at least in general, and certainly for those

 applicable to macro-scale phenomena, which are the ones relevant to

 our concern). Though the consequents of such counterfactuals are not

 fully determined, they would obtain, as a matter of contingent fact,

 given the antecedents. At least, we certainly should suppose this if there

 are true counterfactuals of freedom, whose consequents are made far
 less causally probable by their antecedents (in most cases).9 Therefore,

 the Molinist needn't suppose that the only true counterfactuals in the

 neighborhood, where causal laws are concerned, are of a weaker logical

 type than her CFs.10

 If we wish to assess similarity of worlds, then, which sort of counter-

 factuals is "more fundamental" - counterfactuals of freedom or coun-

 terfactuals that are largely grounded in the causal properties of physical

 objects? (Since we are assuming for the purpose of argument that there

 are true CFs, we must also grant (what the clear-headed Molinist will

 also maintain) that there are true counterfactuals associated with merely

 probabilistic causal laws.) It seems clear that the nod must go to the

 latter of these, for the following reason: in the case of the law-backed

 counterfactuals, the consequent is rendered exceedingly causally prob-

 able (particularly where it depicts a macro-phenomenon) given the

 antecedent; whereas facts about the agent's motivational state together

 with the circumstances given by a CF's antecedent only render it some-

 what more probable - at most - that the consequent will obtain.11 As

 far as I can see, Hasker's entire basis for resisting this straightforward

 conclusion resides in the considerations criticized above.
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 III

 Having discounted Hasker's attempt to show that Molinism cannot be

 consistently maintained, we may go on to consider two objections that

 have been thought to provide a telling critique of the theory. The first

 of these has been urged by Robert Adams."2 Adams objects that it is
 difficult to see what the truth of this particular sort of counterfactual

 proposition might consist in - there seems to be nothing which

 grounds their truth. Adams develops this objection through discussion

 of the following CF:

 (8) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul would besiege the city.

 Since (8) is endorsed as a counterfactual of freedom, we may suppose

 that the truth of its antecedent together with the relevant circumstances

 obtaining at the time in question would not causally necessitate Saul's

 besieging the city.'3 Now, in the actual world, David prudently elected

 to leave the city, and so the antecedent never obtained. But, given all

 that, Adams wonders, in virtue of what state of affairs might this

 proposition be true?

 It might be suggested that the truth of (8) is grounded in a cate-

 gorical state of affairs - the character and intentions of Saul just prior

 to David's decision to leave Keilah. To evaluate this proposal, we

 should recall the conditions laid down by the standard semantics for

 counterfactual logic for assessing the truth of counterfactual generally:

 a counterfactual p o- q is true just in case either (i) there is no world in which p is
 true, or (ii) there is a world W in which both p and q are true and (iii) there is no world
 W* that is as similar as or more similar than W to the actual world and in which p is
 true and q is false.

 The suggestion, then, might be that of the worlds in which David stays

 in Keilah, those closest to the actual world are worlds in which Saul

 besieges the city, and that they are closest in virtue of their greater

 similarity to the actual world with respect to Saul's character and

 intentions. Adams objects that if Saul's character is taken to underwrite

 the truth of not just the claim that he would probably besiege the city if

 David remained there, but also the stronger assertion that he would

 definitely do so, then we are embracing an analysis of truth for CFs that

 rules out the possibility that an individual might have acted out of
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 146 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 character under certain circumstances. This gives us definiteness at the

 expense of plausibility (pp. 83-4).

 Both Wierenga14 and Kvanvig'5 argue that the crucial premise of

 Adams's argument admits of several readings, and the only one of these

 that leads to the desired conclusion essentially amounts to a denial that

 there are true CFs. So, they suggest, one can hardly expect the Molinist

 to be persuaded by the argument. Adams's claim that

 (9) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might not besiege the city

 could be read as an assertion that it was possible that Saul so act, or

 that it was within his power to do so. But neither of these entails the

 falsity of (8). If, however, (9) is understood to be a "might"-counter-

 factual, then it is equivalent (on the standard not-would-not reading of
 such propositions)16 to

 (9*) It is not the case that if David were to stay in Keilah, then

 Saul would besiege the city.

 And while (9*) does yield the conclusion that (8) is false, it can be seen

 to be equivalent to a mere assertion that this is so.

 I believe, however, that there is more to be said for accepting (9) at

 face value (i.e., as spelled out by (9*)) than either Wierenga or Kvanvig

 appear to realize. Kvanvig explicitly acknowledges (p. 134) that the

 assumed causal indeterminacy involved in Saul's action under the

 counterfactual circumstances implies that there is an objective chance

 of his refraining from besieging the city. But it is hard to see how one

 can deny that this entails (9). For we are not here considering the

 (epistemic) probability of a proposition such as (8) (a straight-forward

 CF) being true, but an objective causal possibility attached to the

 consequent of such a CF. (It may be, though, that we cannot speak of a

 determinate probability here, since presumably there is no well-defined

 probability distribution over the range of alternatives open to the agent

 at the time in question.) And the fact that there is such a causal possi-

 bility given all the causally-relevant factors seems inconsistent not

 merely with the denial that the consequent is logically possible under

 the circumstances, but also with the denial that it might occur.

 One move open to the Molinist at this point is to try to tap the

 resources recently provided by David Lewis"7 for analyzing counter-
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 THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF MIDDLE KNOWLEDGE 147

 factuals under the assumption (strongly suggested by currently-accepted

 physics) that the laws of nature are indeterministic.

 Lewis has us consider the counterfactual scenario of Nixon's press-

 ing a button (at, say, time tl) designed to trigger the launching of

 nuclear warheads. If indeterministic processes are in fact pervasive in

 nature, then there would be a negligible (but non-zero) chance that a

 quasi-miraculous sequence of improbable sub-atomic events would

 ensue, such that the warheads fail to launch and the world perfectly

 reconverges to the state of the actual world at some later time t2. This

 would have to include a 'cover-up' of all the traces of Nixon's action,

 mental state at tl, etc., down to the tiniest detail. But it needn't involve

 any violation of the actual laws of nature. This implies that:

 (10) If Nixon had pressed the button, there would have been

 some minute chance of a quasi-miracle.

 Now perfect reconvergence to the actual world may seem to be a

 weighty respect of similarity.18 Since it can be achieved without suppos-

 ing a series of widespread, varied miracles (or even one small "diver-

 gent miracle"), why doesn't our similarity analysis of counterfactuals

 commit us to supposing that such a reconvergence would occur, rather

 than the launching of the warheads and a subsequent state of affairs

 drastically different from the actual post-tl history of the world? Lewis

 plausibly claims that what must be said is that this quasi-miraculous

 sequence "would be such a remarkable coincidence that it would be

 quite unlike the goings-on we take to be typical of our world. Like a big

 genuine miracle, it makes a tremendous difference from our world.

 Therefore it is not something that happens in the closest worlds to ours

 where Nixon presses the button" (1986, p. 60). (As he notes, it is not

 just that such a sequence is extremely improbable, but rather that the

 chance outcomes conform to a pattern in a way which just doesn't

 occur in our world.) Hence,

 (11) If Nixon had pressed the button, there would not have been

 a quasi-miracle.

 However, a problem seems to arise at this point, precisely analogous to

 the one we encountered with CFs. For (10) seems to imply
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 148 TIMOTHY O'CONNOR

 (12) If Nixon had pressed the button, there might have been a

 quasi-miracle.

 And (11) and (12) conflict on Lewis's original "not-would-not" reading

 of "might" counterfactuals, according to which (12) may be recast as

 (12*) It is not the case that: if Nixon had pressed the button, there

 would not have been a quasi-miracle.

 ((12*) is simply the negation of (11).) This prompts Lewis to suggest

 the following alternate reading in order to dissolve the conflict:

 (12**) If Nixon had pressed the button, it would be that: a quasi-

 miracle is possible.

 On (12*), at least some of the closest worlds in which Nixon presses the
 button are ones in which a quasi-miracle actually occurs. But (12**)

 implies only that in all of these worlds it is possible that a quasi-miracle

 occurs. If this possibility is unfulfilled in all of these worlds, (12*)

 comes out false and (12**) comes out true. And whereas (11) conflicts

 with (12*), there is no such conflict between (1 1) and (12**).

 Suppose that we accept Lewis's "would-be-possible" reading to

 handle remote-chance cases of this sort (given a desire to retain a

 similarity theory of counterfactuals). Can the Molinist effectively bring

 this to bear on the dispute concerning CFs? I don't think so. For

 presumably the argument would proceed along these lines:

 One may consistently grant Adams's point that an agent might act in a manner
 inconsistent with her character and intentions under counterfactual circumstances C.
 For this only commits us (employing Lewis's 'would-be-possible" reading) to main-
 taining that in the worlds closest to our own in which those circumstances obtain, it is
 possible (i.e., there is some chance) that the agent so act. But it remains true none-
 theless that in those worlds the agent does not so act. So it is true that if C were to
 obtain, the agent would not act out of character, even though he might have.

 The problem with this approach is that it proves too much. For it

 seems that we must say that CFs that indicate that (under ordinary

 circumstances) an agent will act in a way that corresponds to her

 character and previous intentions are always true. But if agents do not

 always so act in the actual world, why should we suppose that they
 would always do so under counterfactual circumstances? We are not
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 here dealing with an exceedingly improbable sequence of events that

 smacks of a conspiratorial cover-up job, the likes of which are not

 found in our world (or so we believe). Rather, we have to do with the

 often enough observed phenomena of an agent acting in uncharac-

 teristic ways, or simply changing his mind. So we clearly may not simply

 point to character and previous intention when asked to show what

 features of the actual world ground the truth of propositions about how

 an agent would freely behave. And once it is conceded that this is

 untenable as a general position, it seems that one must conclude

 correspondingly that putatively true CFs cannot be grounded through

 features of qualitative similarity between worlds.

 Contemporary Molinists have acknowledged the force of this point

 by abandoning the attempt to ground counterfactuals in terms of cate-

 gorical similarity between worlds in favor of counterfactual similarity.

 This suggestion has been endorsed, for example, by both Plantinga and

 Wierenga. 19 They each note that one group of counterfactuals that are
 used uncontroversially in comparisons of similarity are those that

 characterize the operation of causal laws.

 But clearly this observation regarding causal laws is not enough to

 motivate treating CFs in a similar manner, since counterfactuals asso-

 ciated with causal laws are grounded either in the causal properties of

 existing objects (on non-Humean accounts) or in observed patterns of

 regularity, and neither of these considerations applies in the case of

 CFs. What's more, anyone who does hold CFs themselves to be more

 fundamental in comparisons of similarity of worlds than particular

 matters of fact such as an individual's character or intentions cannot

 escape Hasker's problem discussed in section II above.20

 Finally, one may well wonder what the point of a possible-worlds

 account of CFs is if their truth is not grounded in non-counterfactual

 similarity relations. Plantinga urges that it is helpful nonetheless. For,

 similarly, although a proposition's being true in all possible worlds is

 not what makes it necessary or explains why it's necessary,

 it may still be extremely useful to note the equivalence of p is necessary and p is true in
 all possible worlds: it is useful in the way diagrams and definitions are in mathematics;
 it enables us to see connections, entertain propositions and resolve questions that could
 otherwise be seen, entertained and resolved only with the greatest difficulty if at all.2' I

 However, this reply seems inadequate. The question being raised is
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 not one of the usefulness of thinking of counterfactuals of freedom

 (assuming there are true CFs) as being true at some worlds and false at

 others. The possible-worlds framework itself is already justified, as

 Plantinga observes, by its utility in considering questions pertaining to

 the notion of metaphysical necessity. But why should we bother think-

 ing of the similarity of worlds as depending in part on the truth values

 of their CFs? Why not just acknowledge that the values of CFs are,

 according to Molinism, just brute facts about each world, and so

 dispense with the theoretical formalism of talking about "similarity" of

 worlds?22 Retaining the machinery is apt to lull one into thinking that

 some sort of interesting account of the matter is being given, when in

 fact no explanation is being offered at all.

 IV

 Before turning to an alternative to the possible-worlds approach to

 providing a semantics for CFs, I want to consider a further, important

 objection to the applicability of this approach to resolving certain

 difficulties connected with God's creation decision. For, if sound, this

 objection will point to further constraints on a viable framework for

 understanding the theory of middle knowledge.

 The objection was formulated independently by Robert Adams and

 Anthony Kenny.23 On the Molinist view, God's decision regarding

 which world to create is guided by his middle knowledge, allowing him

 to order the world providentially (given the choices free human agents

 would make) in accordance with his will. So if God is to make use of

 such knowledge, it

 must be prior, if not temporally, at least in the order of explanation (prius ratione, as
 Suarez puts it), to his decisions about what creatures to create. (Adams, 1987, p. 84)

 In particular, his decision took account of the truth of

 (13) If God created Adam and Eve, there would be more moral

 good than moral evil in the history of the world.

 But there seems to be a difficulty here. For according to the possible-

 worlds account, the truth of (13) depends upon which world is actual

 (since it is true in some worlds, but false in others), but which world is
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 actual depends upon which world God creates. It follows, it would

 seem, that the truth of (13) depends upon which world God creates.

 But since this latter fact has not been determined prius ratione to God's

 creation decision, neither has the truth of (13). Hence, it seems, God

 cannot base his creation decision upon his knowledge of propositions

 such as (13).

 Plantinga attempts to dispose of this objection by showing that it is

 invalid. He invites us to consider this analogue:

 (1*) The truth of The Allies Won the Second World War depends

 on which world is actual;

 (2*) Which world is actual depends on whether I mow my lawn

 this afternoon;

 therefore

 (3*) the truth of The Allies Won the Second World War depends

 on whether I mow my lawn this afternoon.

 The evident absurdity of this conclusion is taken to show that "the

 relation expressed by the relevant sense of 'depends' isn't transitive"

 (1985b, p. 376).24

 My response to Plantinga's argument begins with the observation

 that the form of Plantinga's analogue is more general than the example

 Adams considers, in that Adams's example is concerned only with the

 dependency of what he terms "deliberative conditionals", and not of

 propositions generally.25 So if Adams's argument is in fact sound, we

 ought to be able to spell out the notion of dependency it employs in

 such a way that it is clear that the reconstructed version of the argu-

 ment is valid, and that at least one of the premises in Plantinga's

 parallel argument is false when interpreted in this way.

 I think the required explication may be put in the following way: A

 proposition such as (13) can have a determinate truth value at a

 (temporal or logical) moment t only if the categorical propositions
 concerning the actual world have determinate truth values at t. But this

 latter condition may be satisfied only if at t God has already decided

 which world to create. Hence, (13) is not determinately true or false
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 before God has decided which world to create, and so God cannot base

 his decision upon knowledge of this proposition.

 It is evident that the argument so construed is logically valid.

 Furthermore, if Plantinga's analogous argument is spelled out in the

 same way, we have as a second premise the claim that the categorical

 propositions concerning the actual world have determinate truth values

 only if I have mowed my lawn this afternoon, a claim that is obviously

 false.

 Yet some Molinists may respond to Adams's argument by main-

 taining that categorical propositions concerning the world that God will

 create are true prior to his decision to do so (although he cannot have

 knowledge of such propositions prior to his creation decision).26

 (Indeed, it's not clear that a Molinist could consistently dissent from

 this claim, since the clearest motivation for doing so - the fact there

 are at that moment no grounds for the truth of such propositions - is

 equally a basis for an objection to the Molinist position that there are

 true CFs.) Consequently, they would not accept the second premise. I

 won't try to rebut such a claim, since it is easy to transform Adams's

 metaphysical objection into an epistemological one. For consider the

 fact that we cannot think of God as knowing which world he would

 actualize prius ratione to his decision to do so. Hence, he did not know,

 prevolitionally, which unconditional, contingent propositions about

 some time in the history of the world were true and which were false.

 But if he did not have this knowledge, then neither, it seems, could he

 have had knowledge about propositions such as (13), since these vary

 from world to world. How could God know, prior to his creation

 decision, which counterfactuals were true of the world that was going to

 be, if he did not know which world was going to be?

 It may help to further clarify this matter if we consider the following

 attempt to reply to the argument on the Molinist's behalf. Granted that

 God does not know which world is going to be actual prior to his

 decision to create, still, mightn't he know which propositions are true at

 each possible world, including the CFs? And if so, it seems he has all

 the knowledge he needs in order to base his decision on the truth/

 falsity of propositions such as (13), since by choosing to create a

 particular world W, he is knowingly choosing to create a world in which

 a particular set of CFs are true.
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 The problem with this reply is that it fails to distinguish that which

 God strongly actualizes in creating a world from that which he weakly

 actualizes. Roughly put, the distinction is between the complex state of

 affairs that God causes to obtain in creating a world and the more

 inclusive state of affairs that would (happen to) obtain, were he to cause

 the first to obtain. Following Plantinga, we may set this out more

 formally as follows:

 God strongly actualizes a state of affairs S if and only if he causes S to be actual and
 causes to be actual every contingent state of affairs S* such that S includes S* .. . God
 weakly actualizes a state of affairs S if and only if he strongly actualizes a state of affairs
 S* that counterfactually implies S. (1 985a, p. 49)

 Let us say that T(W) is the largest state of affairs that God strongly

 actualizes in creating a world W. T(W) obtains in a large number of
 worlds, many of which differ markedly from W. The issue as to whether

 God may have prevolitional knowledge of propositions such as (13) is
 essentially the issue of whether he may know that if he were to strongly

 actualize, e.g., T(W), W (and not some other world W*) would be

 weakly actualized - i.e., whether he prevolitionally knows

 (14) G(T(W)) a- W

 But (14), Molinists allow, is true in some worlds but not in others (and
 presumably is true in only one of the worlds in which T(W) obtains -

 W itself). So, again, it seems that God must know which world is going

 to be actual in order to know whether (14) is true. But precisely this he
 cannot know prior, prius ratione, to his decision to create.

 I can think of only one formally effective reply here, one which

 Plantinga may be endorsing, although this is not at all clear to me.27 It

 might be suggested that the set of true CFs is precisely the same in all

 the worlds God could have (weakly) actualized. So even "prior" to

 knowing which one was going to be actualized, and so prior to knowl-

 edge of unconditional contingent propositions, God knew precisely

 which CFs were true. The problem with this suggestion is that it seems,

 on the face of it, literally incredible. As Hasker remarks:

 How are we to explain the alleged fact that the same counterfactuals of freedom are
 true in all the worlds God could actualize? These counterfactuals, according to the
 theory, are not necessary truths.... Is this not a deeply puzzling, even baffling state of
 affairs? (I 989, p. 38)
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 V

 In the detailed introduction to his translation of Molina's Concordia,28

 Alfred Freddoso attempts to extend Molina's own account of the

 theory of middle knowledge. His proposal involves a way of viewing the

 grounding of counterfactuals of freedom which hints at an alternative to

 the possible worlds semantics for ordinary counterfactuals. A central

 notion in Freddoso's account is that of a creation situation. For every

 possible world, there is a creation situation corresponding to it. The

 creation situation for a given world w (CS(w)) is the set that has all and

 only those propositions which God knows prevolitionally in w. These

 propositions29 include the set of metaphysically necessary propositions

 N (which, of course, do not vary across worlds), and the set of true

 conditional future contingents (essentially our "counterfactuals of free-

 dom") in that world. The latter have the form F(S) on H, where S

 denotes a present-tense categorical state of affairs (involving the free

 choices of a creaturely agent), and the proposition asserts that S would

 obtain a future time t if hypothesis H were to obtain at t.

 A given creation situation is common to many distinct possible

 worlds. Indeed, the set of possible worlds that have the same creation

 situation as the one which God actually finds himself in corresponds to

 the range of alternatives available to him in creation. Freddoso labels

 this set of worlds the galaxy for CS(w).

 We can see in this a pictorialized version of Plantinga's response to

 the puzzle discussed in section IV, viz., how is it that God can know

 prevolitionally which counterfactuals of freedom are true, if this

 depends upon which world is actual, and God does not know which

 world is in fact actual? For any complete set of counterfactuals of

 freedom, G, there is a unique set ("galaxy") of possible worlds which

 are such that all and only those CFs which are elements of G are true in

 those worlds. So all that God need know is which galaxy he happens to

 be in, though precisely which world is actual remains to be determined

 by his own free choice.

 At the end of the last section, I expressed bafflement at the sugges-

 tion that the only worlds available to God to actualize happen to share

 the same set of CFs (as a purely contingent matter of fact). For no

 attempt was made to motivate the claim within the context of an
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 account of how CFs come to have truth-values at a given world. So we

 need to consider whether Freddoso is able to provide an account that

 improves upon the attempts noted earlier to respond to the charge that

 CFs lack any grounds for their truth.

 Freddoso develops a response to this claim by first noting that this

 objection is very similar to that advanced in favor of antirealism with

 respect to future contingent events. There is nothing in the present state

 of the world which corresponds to propositions about such events, nor

 are such future events a direct causal or logical consequence of

 presently obtaining facts together with the laws of nature. So, it is

 argued, there is at present no grounding of the truth of propositions

 asserting the occurrence of future events.
 Freddoso suggests that realists concerning future truth may reply

 that there are now adequate grounds for the truth of a future-tense

 contingent proposition just in case there will be adequate grounds for

 the truth of its present-tense counterpart at some future time. I think it's

 clear, however, that this way of putting the matter is misleading and

 needs to be modified. The grounding of present-tense (contingent)

 propositions is some presently-occurring event or set of events. No

 such feature of the present grounds (contingent) future-tense proposi-

 tions. (Rather, Freddoso is recommending that such a proposition be

 said to have grounds now if the corresponding present-tense proposi-

 tion comes to have grounds in the future.) Hence, if the term 'grounds'

 is going to do the work for which it was originally intended, Freddoso's

 suggestion is just wrong, for there is not anything "there" in the world

 which is its grounds. We may say rather that a future-tense contingent

 proposition p is true just in case its present-tense counterpart will have

 grounds at a future time.30

 We may note further that even on Freddoso's own stipulation, it

 turns out that no propositions that are future contingent relative to t

 have grounds at t. For he claimed that there are now grounds for the

 truth of a future-tense contingent proposition p just in case

 (15) there will be adequate grounds for the present-tense coun-

 terpart of p at some future time t.

 - i.e., there are grounds for p just in case (15) is (now) true. But surely

 (15) is a future-contingent proposition if p is. And according to
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 Freddoso, all true propositions have grounds, even future-contingent
 ones. So Freddoso is committed to

 (16) p has grounds iff (15) is true

 and

 (17) (15) is true iff (15) has grounds

 and

 (18) (15) has grounds iff the present-tense counterpart of (15)
 will have grounds at some future time t-.

 It should be clear to the reader by now that we are off on an infinite

 regress. Attention to the nature of that regress should make it clear as

 well that it is not harmless. It has the form "a has grounds iff , has

 grounds, but /3 has grounds iff y has grounds, . . ." At no point in the
 process is some element independently grounded by the state of the

 world. Obviously, if a ground is to be a ground, then all conditions for

 its being so must be satisfied. But this will not be the case where any

 condition c of the putative ground is such that every condition on it

 must satisfy some further condition.3' Assuming that Freddoso would
 not wish to supplement his account with an unargued assertion that p

 (or some other element in the regress) just does have grounds, I
 conclude that the account unintendedly implies that no future-tense
 contingent propositions have grounds.32

 Given his own (problematic) account of the "grounding" of future-

 tense propositions, Freddoso goes on to suggest that

 it seems reasonable to claim that there are now adequate metaphysical grounds for the
 truth of a conditional future contingent Ft(p) on H just in case there would be adequate
 metaphysical grounds as t for the truth of the present-tense proposition p on the
 condition that H should obtain at t. At any rate, the argument leading up to this claim is
 exactly the same .... (p. 72)

 In line with what I've said above, we may re-interpret this as the
 suggestion that a conditional future contingent Ft(p) on H is true just in

 case there would be adequate metaphysical grounds at t for the truth of
 the present-tense proposition p were H to obtain at t.

 This suggestion needs to be spelled out. First of all, (as Freddoso

 himself recognizes) H must include a complete description of the causal
 history of the world through but not including time t. For if CFs are
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 true at all, it is undoubtedly the case that under even slightly different

 circumstances, agents would (as a matter of brute fact) act differently

 on occasion. It will be objected, of course, that there are two possible

 worlds sharing exactly the same causal history until time t, but in which

 (at t) an agent performs different actions. How can we maintain that

 there is an (ungrounded) fact of the matter abut which action the agent

 would have performed?

 Well, for starters, suppose that God had chosen to create a different

 universe. For the purpose of simplicity and clarity, let us suppose that

 a) this world is to be completely causally deterministic, apart from

 human free choice, b) God's sole causal activity in relation to the world

 after creation is to sustain its continued existence, and c) no human free

 choices occur until time t. So God calls this concrete world into being.

 At t, the agent A is faced with a situation calling for a free choice. What

 would he have chosen? While it's true that there are many possible

 worlds sharing this description which diverge at t, there can only be one

 concrete world,33 with but one of any set of mutually exclusive states of

 affairs obtaining at a given time. So if God had actualized this sort of

 universe, one - but only one - of these courses of action would have

 been undertaken. Which one? - Who knows? (I'll return to this in a

 moment) - but surely it cannot be denied that something would have

 occurred.

 Consider now the universe God did in fact create. And consider the

 first free choice of some agent A at t. There are possible worlds

 identical in their causal history up to time t which diverge at t, due to

 the different choices available to A, but only one of these alternatives

 was actually taken. But then it seems that Ft(p) on H, where H

 describes in complete detail the actual history of our world until t, and

 p describes what actually occurred at t, is true. What's more, it always

 was true, on the omnitemporal view of truth. Similar remarks seem to

 hold for all CFs whose antecedents are completely specified, and whose

 antecedents and consequents actually obtain. (This very fact, that some

 of the conditional future contingents are not counterfactual, prompts

 some to avoid the term "counterfactuals of freedom", and speak of

 "subjunctives of freedom" instead.) So this is one set of CFs or condi-

 tional future contingents whose members it seems plausible to acknowl-

 edge as true.34

 I am not persuaded that we ought to treat conditional future contin-
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 gents which are genuinely counterfactual as similar in this way to

 "absolute"35 future contingents. But I think it provides a coherent

 enough picture for ascribing truth to such propositions that one is

 unlikely to dissuade the convinced Molinist by engaging her in battle

 over this point. Rather, I think it forces the discussion back to the

 epistemological issue of whether it is reasonable to ascribe knowledge

 of such propositions to God, even if some of them may be said to be

 true in this way. Some may view this as an unwarranted and unhelpful

 concession to the Molinist,36 but I think that it actually may help in the

 attempt to refute her theory, now that we have some sort of picture of

 how a Molinist might come to take various CFs as true.

 I do not believe that the claim that God can know prevolitionally,

 with absolute certainty, which conditional future contingents are true is

 intelligible. If we are inclined to suppose that the recognition that some

 such propositions must be true is a natural extension of the omnitem-

 poralist ascription of truth to absolute future contingents, we must

 concede nonetheless that they are intrinsically unknowable.37 More

 precisely, they are unknowable unless and until their antecedents (or

 the "hypothesis" H in Freddoso's formula Ft(p) on H) have been

 realized in the (concrete) world. Given that this condition has not been

 satisfied for any conditional future contingents prior (in the order of

 explanation) to God's creation decision, it follows that his decision was

 not informed by knowledge of any such propositions. (To put this in
 terms of Freddoso's picture that there is a unique galaxy of possible

 worlds having all the same true CFCs which comprise God's "creation

 situation", I am claiming that God could not prevolitionally know which

 galaxy he was in.)

 Support for this claim seems simple and compelling. God's infallible

 knowledge of a genuinely contingent proposition p involves or just

 consists of an immediate acquaintance with the grounds for p. Now in

 the special case in which a CFC's antecedent comes to be realized (at

 time t) and its consequent is in fact grounded, we may say that the CFC
 itself is grounded or has grounds at t. But then God cannot prevoli-

 tionally know any CFC, since there are no grounds to be directly

 acquainted with prior to his decision to create. There is simply nothing

 there in the world the direct awareness of which would constitute
 knowledge of p. (One cannot, after all, discern the truth of a contingent
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 proposition by having a specially penetrating insight into the nature of

 the proposition itself!)

 VI

 As compelling as I believe this simple consideration is, I have yet to

 discuss the artful replies which Molinists have devised. Accordingly, I

 will here consider each of the three replies of which I am aware.

 The first of these replies is the bold move of claiming that the

 tenability of the theory of middle knowledge stands or falls on the

 outcome of the battle over whether there are true CFCs. If there are,

 middle knowledge emerges victorious, as no account needs to be given

 of how God knows the things he knows, including true CFCs (if such

 there be). This position can easily seem appealing at first blush. Do we

 understand, e.g., just how it is that God's intellect immediately and

 completely grasps the entire state of the universe at any given time?

 But the strength of this reply vanishes under scrutiny. There is

 nothing obviously unintelligible in supposing that there exists a mind

 which is not limited in its ability to be directly acquainted with the

 grounds of the truth of an infinite number of true propositions. In one

 sense of "understand", of course, I do not understand this for a

 moment. But that is just to say that I have no clear idea of what the

 experience of such an intellect is like, or no clear grasp on the

 marvelous nature of such an intellect. But this is not the sort of

 puzzlement we have over the suggestion that any mind - even God's -

 could know ungrounded CFCs. We are not wondering about the lack of

 limitation on the number of propositions known, or the ability to be

 directly acquainted with circumstances of enormous spatio-temporal

 magnitude or complexity. Rather, the bafflement has to do with how

 one can be directly acquainted with what is not "there" - there simply

 are no "grounds" in the case of CFCs of which God's prevolitional

 intellect might be aware. If the Molinist adamantly insists that the

 excellence of God's intellect extends to the ability to know the truth-

 values of CFCs "directly", apart from any grounds, I have nothing more

 to say to him. He is refusing to give an explanation where an explana-

 tion seems to be quite evidently required.

 I take Molina's own view that God "supercomprehends" the nature
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 of his creatures so as to know the truth-values of CFCs to be essentially

 a claim of this sort. As Adams remarks, the appropriate response to

 this is that of Suarez, who "pointed out in rejecting the theory of

 supercomprehension, [that] to comprehend something is already to
 understand about it everything that is there to be understood, and it is

 absurd to suppose that anyone, even God, could understand more than

 that." (1987, p. 81)

 Freddoso denies that Molina "is making the absurd claim that by His

 middle knowledge God knows something that is not there 'objectively'

 to be known. To the contrary, the states of affairs which God knows by

 his middle knowledge really obtain from eternity and the corresponding

 propositions are really true from eternity" (1988, p. 52). The reader

 might well be puzzled by Freddoso's statement that the state of affairs

 expressed by a CFC "obtains from eternity". But in Freddoso's usage, a

 CFC state of affairs obtains just in case its consequent would obtain if

 the antecedent were to obtain.

 However, if it is said in this way that a true CFC 'obtains', this does

 not (in any intelligible sense) imply that there is something "there

 'objectively' to be known". This corresponds precisely to my earlier

 point that if (again, with Freddoso) one were to try to speak of a CFC

 whose antecedent is not realized as 'having grounds', this should not be

 taken to suggest that there is something there with which God's intellect

 is acquainted.

 The second sort of reply has been made by Plantinga:

 ... surely there are many actions and many creatures such that God knows what he
 would have done if one of the latter had taken one of the former. There seem to be true
 counterfactuals of freedom about God; but what would ground the truth of such a
 counterfactual of freedom? And if counterfactuals about God can be true even if their
 antecedents neither entail nor causally necessitate their consequents, why can't the same
 be true for similar counterfactuals about other persons? (1 985b, p. 375)

 Plantinga's purpose here is primarily to argue that CFs can be true,

 though ungrounded. But he attempts to do so by appealing to what we
 would intuitively want to say that God knows. So his remark seems

 equally applicable to the claim that God can know true but ungrounded

 CFs.

 I think that some remarks of Hasker point the way towards a proper

 response to Plantinga's suggestion.38 God's knowledge
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 of such a counterfactual about [his] action is grounded in [his] conditional intention to
 act in a certain way. But humans, for the most part, have no such conditional intentions
 about choices they might be called upon to make - or, when they do have them, the
 intentions at best ground [knowledge of I "would probably" counterfactuals. (pp. 31-2,
 n.25)

 If God really does know with absolute certainty precisely how he would

 respond if certain circumstances were to obtain, this is because such

 knowledge of his is grounded in a) his fixed, detailed, conditional

 intentions to act in certain ways, and b) his knowledge that he cannot

 waver in his purposes. But this does nothing to show that he can have

 knowledge of human free actions under counterfactual circumstances,

 to which there are no analogues of (a) and (b). It might be noted further

 that to whatever extent it may be the case that humans develop at least

 some highly stable fixed intentions, this is a feature of their character

 which develops over time. God could not know prevolitionally what

 choices would be made in the early stages of a free creature's life which

 would contribute to the development of such intentions, and so he also

 could not know the resulting character of the intentions themselves.

 Finally, I will comment briefly on a suggestion by Calvin Normore

 (which Freddoso quotes with approval):

 Imagine that God's mind contains a perfect model of each possible thing - a complete
 divine idea of a particular or, if you like, an individual concept. Imagine that God
 simulates possible histories by thinking about how the being which is A would behave
 under circumstances C - i.e., he simulates C and 'sees' how A behaves. Now if there is
 a way in which A would behave in C, a perfect model should reflect it, so if conditional
 excluded middle is valid such a model is possible and God knows the history of the
 world by knowing that model, i.e., by knowing his own intellect and his creative
 intentions.39

 Normore's picture strikes me as an ingenious attempt to show how

 God's middle knowledge might be grounded. Nonetheless, I think it

 clearly fails. For we were able to motivate the Molinist's contention that

 there is exactly one way that A would behave under circumstances C by

 appealing to the simple fact that there can be only one concrete world.

 If our world had been such that circumstances C obtained, A would

 have acted in some way or other - who knows which? It will be

 forever undetermined, given that C did not (and will not) in fact obtain.

 But, still, some action would have been undertaken, and a correct

 description of that action (whatever it would have been) is the conse-
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 quent of a true CF which has C as its antecedent. (Or so we are

 granting the Molinist for the sake of discussion.)

 Now Normore's picture suggests that God's intellect may construct a

 "test run" which will necessarily result in the action characterized in the

 consequent of the "true" CF. To suppose that this simulated world

 corresponds to how free agents would act - as a matter of brute fact

 if God had brought about such a world is to suppose that there is some-

 thing about the essence of all created entities (free agents included)

 such that they will inevitably act in a certain manner under certain

 circumstances.40 For the "divine simulator" produces what is itself a
 kind of world - if only an ideal one. What reason do we have to

 believe that the essence of A will act in the same way in every circum-

 stance when instantiated in a concrete world as it does when "instan-

 tiated" in the ideal world, existing only in the mind of God? I can think

 of only one - if the agent in question is not truly undetermined in

 choosing a course of action, and hence not truly free.

 VII

 The theory of divine middle knowledge cannot be reasonably main-

 tained. Even granting a very generous interpretation of the notion of

 "truth" which would license the application of this concept to proposi-

 tions which will forever remain ungrounded, the project of making
 plausible the claim that God could know with absolute certainty which

 conditional future contingents describing the actions of free creatures

 are thus "true" seems hopeless. It is to be hoped that this consequence

 will become more widely appreciated in philosophical theology, so that

 we may get on with the task of exploring and developing viable

 approaches to the concepts of providence, prophecy, and petitionary
 prayer.41

 NOTES

 ' The defenders of course assume that there are true propositions of this sort - lots of
 them. Can we be more precise? We can if we take the doctrine to be committed to the
 law of the conditional excluded middle (as applied to CFs), which states that for any
 p, q (where p is contingent), either p 0- q or p O - - q. ("O- " is Lewis' symbol for the
 counterfactual connective.) A Molinist who accepts this law will thus maintain as a
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 special case that for any p, q, where p is contingent and q specifies some sort of free
 behavior of an agent (a choice, action, or freely-chosen inactivity), either p a- q or
 p D-. - q. In other to simplify an already complicated discussion, I will not press here
 any special problems associated with commitment to CEM for CFs, beyond those
 thought to be connected with the assertion that at least some such propositions are true.
 So for present purposes we may take the doctrine to involve acceptance of CEM (for
 CFs).
 2 See, e.g., Alvin Plantinga (1974), ch. 9 and Edward Wierenga (1989), ch. 5.
 - This is true of both defenders of Molinism such as Plantinga and Wierenga as well as
 critics such as Adams and Kenny. See A. Kenny (1979), pp. 68-71, and Robert
 Adams (1987) and (1985).

 Hasker (1986) and (1989). My references are to the later version.
 Actually, this cannot be correct as it stands, since there are possible worlds in which

 the antecedent of a given CF is true, but the consequent is false. What is needed, I
 think, is the claim that the agent brings it about in the closest worlds to our own in
 which the antecedent is true. This revision is of no consequence to Hasker's argument.
 6 Some recent writers have attempted to resist this conclusion by rejecting the "power
 entailment principle" upon which it relies, viz.,

 If it is in A's power to bring it about that p, and 'p' entails 'q' and 'q' is false, then it is in

 A's power to bring it about that q.

 (See, e.g., David Basinger (1987).) I will not enter into a discussion of power entailment
 principles, however, because the first part of his argument (as I argue in the text) is
 mistaken - Hasker has not satisfactorily shown that in a world in which p is true, the
 truth of a counterfactual freedom p -O q is independent of the agent's action.

 These formulations, with one minor change, are taken from Flint (1990).
 8 Cf.Hasker(1990),pp. 119-20.

 Below I will challenge the tenability of the Molinist's program of converting would-
 probably counterfactuals into ordinary counterfactuals. But Hasker's argument is
 designed to show an internal inconsistency within Molinism, and so he must allow this
 further assumption, which is really implicit in the theory.
 I" The Molinist will maintain that there are true counterfactuals of the 'ordinary' type
 associated with probabilistic causal laws for the same reason she is committed to true
 CFs - it is required by the very strong conception of God's providence that she
 embraces. Now on the standard "not-would-not" reading of would-probably condi-
 tionals suggested by David Lewis, "If it were that A, then it would be that B" and "If it
 were that A, then it would probably be that B" are inconsistent. (An account of this is
 given below.) So the Molinist must either deny that there are both true ordinary
 counterfactuals and true would-probably conditionals (with the same antecedents and
 consequents) associated with probabilistic causal laws, or endorse an alternative
 account of the would-probably variety. For some discussion of this, see Wierenga
 (1 989) and Plantinga (1985).
 " It could also be pointed out that various laws of nature are part of the very
 preconditions of true CFs (an agent obviously cannot even so much as act, let alone act
 freely, unless there are nomic connections between choice or volition and bodily

 movement), but the converse does not hold.
 2 2Adams (1 987), pp. 79-84.
 '- And, clearly, the truth of the consequent does not follow of logical necessity either.
 l Wierenga (1989), pp. 141-3.

 Kvanvig (t 986), pp. 133-4.
 6 In general, 'if it were that x, then it might be that y' comes out on this reading as 'it is

 not the case that: if it were that x, then it would be that y.'
 17 Lewis ( 986).
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 18 No doubt many readers would question the idea that similarity between worlds after
 the event given in the counterfactual supposition should be given any weight at all in
 determining closeness of worlds. (Lewis's adherence to the claim that it should stems
 from his reluctance to build an asymmetry between the directions of time into his
 analysis of counterfactuals, since this would put (as he sees it) undesirable a priori
 constraints on an account of the nature of causality.) But I needn't decide this question
 here, since my purpose is simply to investigate whether Lewis's general strategy for
 dealing with might-counterfactuals may be transferred to the problem involving CFs.
 19 Plantinga (1974), p. 178; Wierenga (1989), pp. 146-48.
 20 Indeed, Hasker formulates his refutation of middle knowledge partly on the assump-
 tion that its adherents are committed to the claim that CFs are more fundamental in
 such comparisons. We could then view his argument as not so much a direct refutation
 of Molinism as an attempt to show that the Molinist must abandon the attempt to
 provide a semantics for CFs in terms of similarity among possible worlds. As we shall
 see in the following section, such a move is available and is currently being developed.
 Finally, I should again note that some Molinists concede Hasker's conclusion that the
 truth values of CFs are not brought about by the actions of agents, but deny his further
 argument that this entails that our actions - which can always be described as the
 consequent of some counterfactual - are never free. I will not discuss such attempts
 here, but they strike me as extremely unconvincing.
 21 Plantinga (1985b), p. 378.
 22 This theoretical device has a point when considering ordinary counterfactuals which
 supervene on non-counterfactual facts about possible worlds.
 23 Adams (1987), pp. 84-6; Kenny (1979), pp. 68-71.
 24 Plantinga's criticism of Adams's objection is also endorsed (without further com-
 ment) by Wierenga (1989), pp. 149-50.

 25 Deliberative conditionals have the general form, "If A were to do x, y would result."
 We might further note that Adams grants that a possible-worlds theory can probably
 meet this sort of difficulty with deliberative conditionals in ordinary cases, though this
 needn't detain us here.
 26 Kvanvig appears to take something like this line in responding to Kenny's formula-
 tion of the objection, although I am not confident that I have clearly understood his
 position on this point. See Kvanvig (1986), pp. 139-43.
 27 A passage which suggests this is pp. 377-8 of Plantinga (1985b). (Hasker (pp. 36-
 38) also interprets Plantinga in this way.)
 28 Freddoso (1988).
 29 Freddoso actually frames his account in terms of abstract "states of affairs", but
 since he speaks of future contingent states of affairs as presently "obtaining", a usage
 both critical to the question of what grounds CFs and potentially misleading, I will stick
 to propositions, which Freddoso acknowledges to be exactly isomorphic to his "states
 of affairs".

 3( I might note that on my view, propositions, as opposed to typical linguistic expres-
 sions of them, have a tense-less structure, and do not vary in truth-value over time. But
 for the purpose of greater continuity with Freddoso's discussion, I will continue to
 speak of "present-tense" and "future-tense" propositions.
 31 Cf. the similar remarks by Alan Donagan in criticizing Roderick Chisholm's view
 that every time an agent acts, he causally contributes to an infinite series of simul-
 taneous events. ("Chisholm's Theory of Agency", in E. Sosa, ed., Essays on the
 Philosophy of Roderick Chisholm. Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1979, p. 225.)
 32 I would hasten to add that a parallel problem does not arise for the claim (which I
 endorsed) that a future-contingent proposition is true just in case it will have grounds at
 some future time t. For this biconditional is not intended to prescribe a procedure by
 which it may be determined whether a future contingent is grounded - it is simply
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 indicating that it has no grounds now, but, if it is in fact true, it will have grounds at a
 later time. Nor is it prescribing how one may determine whether such propositions are
 true. One cannot make that sort of determination, I believe, precisely because there are
 as yet no grounds for its truth.
 33 I.e., large spatio-temporal entity, such as the one you and I are physically part of.
 34 Note that in the above attempt to show that one might have some reason to think
 that there can be true propositions of this sort (even in the case of genuinely contrary-
 to-fact conditionals concerning free human actions), all talk of similarity relations
 between possible worlds has been jettisoned.
 35 I am following Freddoso in using the term "absolute" to refer to future-contingent
 propositions that have an unconditional (or categorical) structure.
 36 Compare Hasker's remark: "It is important to see that the question is metaphysical,
 not epistemological. The question is not, How can we know that a counterfactual of
 freedom is true? It may be that we cannot know this, except perhaps in a very few
 cases, and although it is claimed that God knows them, it is not clear that the friend of
 counterfactuals (or any other theist, for that matter) is required to explain how it is that
 God knows what he knows." (p. 29)
 37 Here and in the sequel, when I speak of the truth-value of such propositions as
 being "unknowable", this is to be understood as an abbreviation for "such that they
 cannot be known with absolute certainty, or infallibly". For it seems that if we are
 willing to suppose that CFs can be true, it is reasonable to hold that we can know those
 which are not only fairly likely, but exceedingly plausible. I have in mind here examples
 like the one Adams gives concerning his butcher: If I were to offer him the price he has
 set for a pound of beef under ordinary circumstances, he would sell it to me. If either
 this CF or the corresponding one stating that he would not sell it to me is true, I take it
 that it's plausible to say that I know that he would sell it it me. But this is not infallible
 knowledge - it is quite possible (though rather unlikely) that I am simply mistaken.
 .3 In the passage quoted, Hasker is speaking of the truth of CFs about God's actions
 being grounded. I am adapting it to the claim that God's knowledge of his actions under
 counterfactual circumstances is not ungrounded.
 -3 Normore(1985), pp. 15-16.
 4" Cf. Kvanvig (1986), p. 124: "But what of the first requirement, that it be possible for
 God to know what will obtain even before he creates? In order to capture this
 constraint, it must be claimed that essences are such that, even before they are
 instantiated, they reveal what an instantiation of them would be like." Again, the only
 apparent way to make sense of this suggestion that essences contain such counterfactual
 properties discernible by God involves supposing some deterministic mechanism or
 other in virtue of which the instantiated essence would act in a certain way under
 specific circumstances.
 4 'I wish to thank William Hasker, Carl Ginet, and, especially, Norman Kretzmann for
 many helpful suggestions and comments on an earlier draft of this paper. I am also
 grateful to Steve Maitzen and Al Howsepian for discussion on the topic of this paper.
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