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Whose god? The theological response to
the god-of-the-gaps
Lael Weinberger
The god-of-the-gaps argument asserts that it is invalid to introduce God as an explanation for a scientific
phenomenon that we cannot currently explain by naturalistic causes. Believers in naturalism take this a step
further, and offer the god-of-the-gaps argument against any involvement of God in nature. However, the godof-the-gaps argument is only good against a particular deistic approach to God and nature, and loses its potency
when Scripture and science are pursued together.

I

The god-of-the-gaps argument

n approaching the subject, it is helpful to start by
distinguishing two similar phrases that have different
meanings. First, the ‘god of the gaps’ is the use of the invalid
reasoning that inserts God as the explanation for any unknown.
Second, the ‘god-of-the-gaps argument’ is the critique of godof-the-gaps reasoning.

What is a ‘god of the gaps’?
The ‘god of the gaps’ is a god whose acts are hypothesized
as the cause of that which we cannot explain. The usual use
of the term refers not to the ‘deity’ under consideration so
much as the invocation of that deity to explain the currently
unexplained.1 John Polkinghorne provides a helpful definition
of this common meaning of ‘god of the gaps’:
‘The invocation of God as an explanation of last
resort to deal with questions of current (often scientific)
ignorance. (“Only God can bring life out of inanimate
matter,” etc.)’2
The classic example is a primitive society in which
phenomena as diverse as a rainfall, a sunrise or a cancerous
tumour are attributed to the direct acts of a god (or gods) who
personally agitates clouds, lifts the sun (and sets it back down)
daily, and punishes people by implanting painful growths in
them. Of course, we know better. We know that rain is part
of the hydrologic cycle of evaporation, condensation and
precipitation which is the normal consequence of physical laws.
We know that the sun appears to us to rise and set because we
are on a rotating spherical planet. We know that tumours are
caused by cells dividing uncontrollably due to mutations in
DNA. But our tribal populace sees each of these phenomena
as the direct activity of its god. Indeed, they would rather not
hear any other explanation, for that would seem irreverent,
ungrateful to their (generally benevolent) deity. Hearing a
scientific explanation would restrict their god’s activity; if this
went on too long their god might be essentially eliminated from
being an active deity. In this way, god-of-the-gaps thinking
inhibits scientific progress.

The ‘god-of-the-gaps argument’
The ‘god-of-the-gaps argument’ is the use of the god-ofthe-gaps concept as a reductio ad absurdum argument against
an intervention of God in nature. This use is common in
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contemporary debates over religion, science and intelligent
design. C, a Christian, believes that DNA is too complex to
have come about naturalistically, and therefore believes that it
was directly designed by God. The ‘god-of-the-gaps argument’
is using the god-of-the-gaps concept to discredit C’s belief.
Those who employ the argument make the point that:

1. Conceptually allowing God to directly act in nature
undercuts the scientific enterprise (you won’t look
for how DNA could have formed naturalistically,
for instance). This is the ‘scientific’ prong of the
argument.
It is also possible to argue further that:
2. Once (1) is granted, it follows that conceptually allowing
God to directly act in nature will ultimately reflect badly
on God, for at some point science is likely to find a
naturalistic explanation for the phenomena at issue (e.g.,
formation of DNA), and then the God of Christianity
will appear as discredited as the tribal deity. This is the
‘theological’ prong of the argument.
God-of-the-gaps in the contemporary
origins debate

The god-of-the-gaps argument has been employed
extensively in the modern discourse over design and evolution,
particularly in response to the Intelligent Design (ID)
movement.

The ‘science’ prong
The scientific prong of the argument is presented with at
least two major emphases.
First, positing some sort of supernatural power’s
intervention in nature undercuts the possibility of the inductive
scientific method. It confuses the ‘unexplainable’ for what is in
reality just unexplained so far.3 Robert Pennock has been one
of ID’s most vociferous critics, and he presented this standard
criticism articulately in a 1996 article:
‘Controlled, repeatable experimentation … would
not be possible without the methodological assumption
that supernatural entities do not intervene to negate
lawful natural regularities.’4
Second, positing some sort of supernatural power’s
intervention in nature removes the motive for scientific enquiry.
As Pennock put it,
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‘… allowing appeal to supernatural powers in
science would make the scientist’s task just too easy,
because one would always be able to call upon the gods
for quick theoretical assistance. … By disqualifying
such short-cuts, the Naturalist principle … has the
virtue of spurring deeper investigation.’5

The ‘theology’ prong
The theological prong of the argument suggests that
when ID allows some sort of supernatural power to intervene
in nature, it actually reflects badly on religion. To ‘tie the
justification of religious belief’ to some natural feature which
‘must’ have been designed ‘presents faith as little more than
an asylum ignorantiae, a refuge of ignorance.’6
It is usually the theistic evolutionist who is most strident
in stressing this argument. They suggest that the prudent
course for a Christian to take is to adopt a view of nature that
requires no outside intervention from God, which rests God’s
‘creative’ activity in the planning of the naturalistic course of
evolution.7
God-of-the-gaps’ fatal assumption
In response to the god-of-the-gaps argument, we point out
that it is inapplicable to a presuppositionally biblical approach
to science—both as to origins and normative scientific
methodology. The god-of-the-gaps argument only functions
where Scripture is not the final authority.
The deistic assumption
As philosopher Alvin Plantinga pointed out, the god-ofthe-gaps argument assumes something about the theists it is
wielded against. It assumes that God is invoked as a kind of
‘large scale hypothesis to explain what cannot be explained
otherwise, i.e., naturalistically.’8 If science cannot explain
it right now, then God is postulated as the cause. If science
can explain it now, God was not the cause. If science cannot
explain it now and God is invoked, but later science discovers
an explanation, the theist apparently has two choices: (a)
acknowledge the scientific version and chalk another item off
of God’s ‘to-do’ list, thereby making God’s activity contingent
upon science’s inability to explain something naturalistically; or
(b) refuse to acknowledge the new science, thereby defending
divine action to the detriment of science. Both alternatives
present the theist as unscientific in differing degrees. Neither
is conducive to scientific progress.
The point that is important is that any approach to Godand-nature that is susceptible to a god-of-the-gaps critique is
one in which the only way to determine divine activity in the
world is by the scientific method’s failure. And this is not the
biblical perspective. It is, rather, reminiscent of deistic9 natural
theology of the nineteenth century and before, determining
God’s activity based on reasoning divorced from Scripture.
This has gone unrecognized for too long.

The Scriptural reality
In contrast to the quasi-deistic approach susceptible to the
god-of-the-gaps critique stands a biblical view of the interaction
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of God and nature. God acts where He said in Scripture that
He has acted.10 From this, two points are derived.

God’s intervention is not ‘contingent’
First, the primary-cause activity of God does not depend
on our examining a circumstance for possible naturalistic/
scientific explanations, and then inferring God’s activity if no
plausible naturalistic explanation turns up. This would be to
subject God’s activity to a bizarre kind of contingency analysis,
where His activity is contingent on man’s need of God as an
explanation or not. Instead, God may have been the cause
even when there is a naturalistic explanation.
Consider two of the miracles of Christ: turning water
to wine,11 and multiplying loaves and fish.12 Both of these
miracles resulted in the creation or transformation of a
substance which was not there before. Yet taking the end
products in isolation—wine, fish, loaves of bread—there are
certainly naturalistic explanations. Wine does not require
supernatural activity; just juice from naturally grown fruit and
a natural fermentation process. The presence of fish for food
does not require supernatural activity: merely the capture of fish
that hatched and developed according to normal, scientifically
understood processes. Bread is the result of natural chemical
and physiological reactions in the combination and heating of
natural ingredients under the proper conditions. Yet biblically,
we know that none of these natural explanations would be
correct for describing the means whereby the end products
came about in the cases of these miracles of Christ.
This approach is a natural result of treating Scripture as
history in all such cases as it is to be understood that way,
under a proper hermeneutical and exegetical approach. We
can call this the ‘exegetical’ or ‘historical’ factor. Knowing
the facts about God’s action is first of all a matter of exegesis,
not scientific determination.13 This is in stark contrast to the
‘deistic’ approach against which the god-of-the-gaps critique
operates: it starts from a basically ignorant position, not
knowing what act God has done in the world except where
God is the only explanation.
Thus the interventions of God in nature are not predicated
upon our inability to explain the end result but for a
‘miracle’.14

Miracles are not normative
Second, if we ground our theory of God and nature in
Scripture, then miracles are not the normative means of God’s
interaction with nature. Science works, and we would assume
it to do so on the basis of Scripture. Scripture affirms, under
traditional hermeneutical and exegetical principles, an actual
creatio ex nihilo that is clearly supernatural.15 It also presents a
considerable number of miraculous16 incidents thereafter. But
when viewed across the broad spectrum of activity and the long
span of time covered by the biblical narrative, miracles are in
fact relatively few and far between. After the event of creation
itself, God ‘rested’ and ceased from His creative activity.17
Now the normative relationship of God to His creation is
upholding18 its consistence.19 Because Scripture also teaches
that the character of God is logical, regular and orderly,20 a
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presumption of orderly natural law is warranted.21 (Indeed,
historically, it was this understanding of God’s character
that made possible the advance of science and especially the
scientific revolution.22)
These two points, fully appreciated, entirely deflate the
god-of-the-gaps argument. Following the order in which we
presented the god-of-the-gaps argument, we can respond:

1.a) Because of the presumption of regularity in nature,
the scientific method is sound, and we do not expect
experiments to come out differently because, for instance,
God directly did something to the chemicals.
1.b) The impetus for scientific discovery is preserved for the
same reason—and indeed furthered—because there is a
theological impetus for learning more about the normal
means that God uses to uphold creation now.
2. Finally, the fact that God has acted is not contingent
upon our inability to explain the event in question.
Biblical religion is not an ‘asylum ignorantiae’ but a
record of historical events; the fact that an alternate
explanation may appear to exist for a particular event
of biblical history does not imply, much less raise a
presumption, that God did not do it. We do not assume
Scripture is wrong when it says God acted, whenever
there is some other, seemingly plausible, explanation
that would not involve God’s action.23
Christian complicity for god-of-the-gaps

If adopted in Christian discourse over miracles, nature and
science, the approach outlined above effectively cripples any
god-of-the-gaps critique. Yet this seems too simple; how could
the god-of-the-gaps critique have gained such widespread use
if it is solely applicable to deistic approaches to nature? The
answer is that, unfortunately, a common Christian approach
to nature and Scripture itself created the god-of-the-gaps
problem.

The separation of nature and Scripture
Francis Bacon24 believed that science was to be done
solely on the inductive method, on the basis of experimentation
and collection of facts, rather than on the basis of deducing
conclusions from authority. This was primarily a frontal assault
on the stranglehold of Greek philosophers over the teaching of
science, but it also raised concerns about the place of biblical
authority.25 Bacon allayed fears that his black-and-white
conceptual program presented a threat to Scripture. Science
and revelation are like two different books, both made by the
same Author.26 We need not fear that the one will contradict
the other. At the same time, the spectre of the ancient Greeks’
stifling influence on science, an influence that the scientific
revolution struggled against, must have been fresh in Bacon’s
mind.27 No book, even a book by the Author of nature itself,
should be allowed to compromise the integrity of science.28
Bacon was a complex thinker, but for our purposes it
matters less what Bacon himself thought29 than how his legacy
was appropriated by his followers in what has been termed
‘Baconianism’. Baconianism was the reigning philosophical
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paradigm through which several generations of scientists
looked at the world, and at its most basic, was a commitment
to an experimental inductive methodology. It evolved through
the contributions of various philosophers and scientists, but as a
whole, it is still safe to say that the ‘Baconians’, most of whom
were professed Christians, gladly accepted the ‘two books’
approach. Far from seeing this approach as a limitation on the
influence of theology, numerous theologians and clergymen
welcomed it as offering a philosophical framework in which
science and Scripture could cooperate in the advancement of
truth.
The Baconians of course were convinced that science and
Scripture could never conflict, and it worked out in theory. As
Eva Marie Garroutte notes, in this system:
‘The physical sciences were primarily responsible
to the factual “revelation of God in the world” (that
is, nature), whereas the “theological sciences” were
responsible to the equally factual “revelation of God
in the Word” (that is, the biblical text).’30
Not only did the Baconian system nicely harmonize
the ‘world’ and the ‘Word’, but it was seen as opening up
a new approach to the presentation of theological truth: in
the Baconian perspective, the exposition of the truths from
nature complement, confirm and corroborate the same truths
discovered in Scripture. ‘Natural theology’, deriving moral
and theological truths from nature, was a natural fit.31
Baconianism was in the paradoxical position of harmonizing
science and Scripture by separating them. Baconian natural
theology proceeded on the dualistic assumption that science
and Scripture were separate and independent sources of
knowledge. Oblivious to problems of interpretation, the
Baconians assumed both would always agree and find
themselves in mutual support. But by their separation of the
two, the Baconians left themselves ill equipped to deal with
apparent32 conflicts that arose later on.

The problems of interpretation
The naiveté of the two-book approach was its assumption
of epistemological neutrality.33 If Scripture is true, and
nature is God’s handiwork, it is indeed the case that nature
and Scripture will not contradict. But to assume that nature
can be understood apart from God’s revelation in His Word
posits an autonomous human reason that is not in subjection
to God’s Word.34 Scripture rejects neutrality.35 The issue
the Baconians missed is that nature will either be interpreted
from the basis of Scripture as God’s revelation,36 or it will be
interpreted by fallen, sinful man, man who suppresses the truth
in unrighteousness in rebellion to his Creator.37
The Baconians, who ostensibly viewed nature ‘neutrally’
but expected it to confirm Scripture, unwittingly gave over the
epistemological battleground to the antitheistic assumption of
neutrality, which is in fact rebellion. The Baconians did not
realize this for some time, because in a cultural context still
benefiting from its heritage as a ‘people of the Book’, there
would still be an overwhelming pressure to interpret nature in
conformity to Scripture. But pressures to compromise were
not long in coming. When they did, the results of separating
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As well, the rhetorical effect was to give a new advantage
to the naturalists. In the case of Darwinism, the Baconian
design advocates had to tear down Darwin’s work to keep
their traditional views of design. But now their efforts were
seen, not as ‘explaining’ nature by invoking God, but invoking
God to avoid explaining nature.40 Hence, the evolutionists
were able to charge the design advocates with a retreat from
science into religious just-so stories to avoid the implications
of science’s latest findings.
The naturalist critics of religion in general completed
the coup by making explicit the epistemological basis of
their revolution, the ‘neutrality’ the Baconians had conceded
long before.41 Science, they said, finds truth independently
of religion. 42 Science’s truth is demonstrable, testable
and practical in the real world. Science therefore took the
epistemological high ground, and it has replaced theology as
queen of the disciplines.43 In reality, theology had planted
the seeds of this revolution when she resigned her reign over
science. Now science, grown bolder and rebellious in its
years of independence, had come back and made clear that
the inconsistent dualism of Baconianism was to be rejected in
favour of the more consistent hegemony of naturalistic science.
The neat Baconian harmony between the ‘world’ and ‘Word’
was exposed for the unstable arrangement that it was.

The Baconian legacy yet lives

Memorial to Francis Bacon at St. Michael’s Church, St. Albans,
England. Bacon was one of the leading exponents of the scientific
revolution. His opposition to reliance on ‘authority’ in the scientific
enterprise influenced generations of scientists, a factor that should
be recognized in analyzing a god-of-the-gaps argument.

science and Scripture came out into the open. As first geology,
then biology, were pursued autonomously, clearly unbiblical
interpretations of nature arose: geological long ages, and
biological evolution, both premised on naturalism.38
A key movement for de-Christianizing Europe was
the Enlightenment, which brought a widespread revival of
non-Christian, anti-Christian and pre-Christian speculation
about origins. In the French scientific establishment, this
Enlightenment approach was seen as liberating and exciting.
Conservatives like Cuvier kept a high regard for the providence
of God, but separated this pretty completely from a scriptural
record of history. From Cuvier, it was just one more step for
Lyell to revolt against providence and turn geology thoroughly
naturalistic; and then one more step for Darwin to do the same
in biology.39
The Baconian scientists who still clung to firmer biblical
orthodoxy as well as the two books approach were unable to
give a biblical answer, for by their separation of nature and
Scripture they were effectively reduced to a deistic approach.
The theological, scientific and philosophical results included
the god-of-the-gaps dilemma.
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It was precisely the refusal to appeal to Scripture as the
presuppositional foundation of Christian thought that proved
disastrous for the Baconians. Yet Christian interaction with
science has persisted in avoiding appeals to Scripture, trying
instead to maintain an ostensible neutrality.
The Intelligent Design (ID) movement is the latest, and
most philosophically sophisticated, attempt to retain God’s
involvement in nature but without appealing to Scripture (and
actually stopping considerably short of the natural theologians
in its refusal to identify the Designer).
Theistic evolution has also continued the separation of
Scripture and science to a large extent. Fearing the same
defeats experienced by the Baconian natural theologians,
modern theistic evolutionists profess a commitment to
methodological naturalism as applied to science, without any
place for the biblical historical-exegetical approach to actual
interventions.
Review of god-of-the-gaps responses
Both the ID theorists and the theistic evolutionists have
offered responses to the god-of-the-gaps problem. By briefly
reviewing these, we can see points consistent with and even
helpful to the biblical approach we are advocating, as well as
important shortcomings insofar as ID and theistic evolution
have rejected a biblical approach.
Theistic evolution
Theistic evolution has viewed itself as the preserver of
theism in an age of science. Its first principle for understanding
God and nature is actually a biblical one. It holds that God’s
involvement in His creation is by means of upholding and
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sustaining in some manner the very existence of the universe.
As such, He is intimately involved44 in the universe today
despite the fact that we are not observing new plants, animals
or galaxies created ex nihilo. We agree with this analysis, and
it reflects the biblical position as to God’s normal manner of
dealing with creation today.
The second principle of theistic evolution is the point of
disagreement. It holds that God has never been involved in
creation in any way other than the normal way He sustains it
today. With this principle, the theistic evolutionist manages to
separate the Bible’s historical content from nature. For the real
issue is not whether God can be involved in nature via what
we call ‘natural law’ or ‘normative dealings’ with creation (as
we discussed earlier, such involvement is biblical); the issue is
whether God is constrained to only this one way of interacting
with His creation. To hold this latter position is to ignore the
teaching of Scripture. It is in fact the assertion of naturalism
as a higher authority than Scripture.
It is significant that theistic evolutionists have been unable
to be absolutely consistent in avoiding any direct action of
God in nature. The miniscule minority of professed theistic
evolutionists who have been more thorough in eliminating God
from all gaps have found themselves with a deity unrecognizable
by any tradition in the Judeo-Christian legacy.45 Most professed
theistic evolutionists will accommodate the naturalism only
so far. Gaps are not eliminated, but merely moved down
to a smaller level (such as quantum indeterminacies) or
to a more remote moment (before the Planck time). For
example, ‘Polkinghorne argues that the principle of quantum
indeterminacy allows for brief, tiny breaks in chains of causal
events, gaps that give just enough room for God to act, to put
his finger, so to speak, into the universal mechanism at just
the right places to direct events.’46 Likewise, Francis Collins
is willing to view the big bang as some sort of direct divine
action.47 Yet because theistic evolutionists have rejected a
biblical-exegetical approach to interventions of God in nature,
they retain these various odd remnants of ‘primary cause’
activity only in a deistic, ‘it can’t be explained any other way’
manner. In other words, these minimal acknowledgments
of God’s power and ability to intervene in nature in a direct
manner are only kept by the very method of reasoning which
led to the god-of-the-gaps problem in the first place.
Theistic evolution does a service of emphasizing the
fact that God’s sustenance of creation, His normal way of
maintaining it today, places Him in direct involvement with
the universe even now. But in its extrapolation of today’s order
into the past, theistic evolution is reduced to either bad theology
or bad science. It is bad theology because it rejects significant
exegetical considerations and leaves the intervention of God to
be discovered on deistic terms. It is bad science because this
actually does raise a god-of-the-gaps problem.

Intelligent Design
ID’s responses to the god-of-the-gaps problem have
taken several routes. First, ID advocates have argued that
when naturalists rule out gaps, they assume what is at issue,
namely, naturalism.48 The point is well taken. They follow
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up by reassuring us that they will not go to an extreme of
finding supernaturalism everywhere. If, they say, some sort
of supernatural interventions have taken place in nature, they
are rare, and thus there is no danger of actually upsetting the
normal assumptions of science (regularity, repeatability).49
But the only reason we know that supernatural explanations
are exceptional is because we are operating on a fairly extensive
base of scientific knowledge already (we know how the sun
rises, how embryos develop, etc.). But if ID had been the norm
for the last millennium, how would science have proceeded?
On ID’s grounds alone, would we have gotten science to where
it is today—would there be motivation for science? If we
operated on ID alone, a thousand years ago, why would we
have assumed that there could be a natural (as opposed to a
mysterious, inexplicable supernatural) primary cause for, say,
bubonic plague? Behind the common-sense analysis lies the
question of why we are justified in assuming an underlying
consistency in nature, including assuming that God would not
be randomly creating new creatures or plagues or tinkering
with our DNA. ID cannot answer this question because it lacks
any theology of its designer. Its designer is unidentified and
unknowable, so we have no reason to assume anything about
him/her/it in advance. The problem is solved in the biblical
framework by the consistent and regular nature of God, which
justifies the presumption of regularity in nature and hence the
effectiveness of science. In sum, ID’s first response to god-ofthe-gaps is okay as far as it goes, but it does not go very far.
Second, ID advocates have responded to the god-of-thegaps argument by arguing that ID is based on positive scientific
evidence for design.50 It is not based on showing that evolution
cannot work, and then inferring an ‘intelligent designer’ as the
cause.51 This is a much more useful argument, equally relevant
to ID and biblical creationist approaches to the evidence.
However, if not used carefully, it is easy to poke holes in
this approach. Much of the ID literature is in fact devoted to
showing the insufficiency of Darwinism. This negative strategy
should be acknowledged and distinguished from the positive
arguments for design. For instance, Dembski’s ‘explanatory
filter’52 consists of both negative and positive parts: (a) event
X is too improbable for law or chance (thus evolution is out for
biological specified complexity); (b) probability is compatible
with design; ergo, design. The same positive and negative
arguments are also easily identified in Behe’s presentation
of irreducible complexity.53 Negatively, evolution could
not have formed the irreducibly complex object. Positively,
irreducibly complex features are regularly, in our observation
and experience, formed by design. Thus, inference to the best
explanation leads naturally to identification of a designer as
the best explanation for a biological system.
The distinctions are important. The standard negative
arguments are generally directed at a particular naturalistic
scenario, namely, orthodox neo-Darwinism. However, just
because a particular naturalistic scenario A could not have
formed biological structure x, it does not follow that a designer
did it. To make such an argument would require knowledge that
A is the only naturalistic way to form X. And this is virtually
impossible to prove (there is no way to prove that we have
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know that in our experience, human designers designed all the
rotary motors we have encountered, in a variety of engines.
We may infer that it is similarly likely that a designer made the
rotary motors that we find in nature as the bacterial flagellum
and ATP synthase—an inference to the best explanation.
It may be easy to eliminate naturalistic explanations, but
then inferring a designer is technically a separate inference.
This does not mean that the negative argument is irrelevant.
Eliminating conventional naturalism as a possible explanation
is still important to open up consideration of the better
explanation of design. The main point is that to move directly
from the negative argument, to an inference of a designer,
raises the god-of-the-gaps problem, but just a little more care
in formulating the argument would avoid it.
This needs to be more clearly explicated in ID’s responses
to the god-of-the-gaps critique. ID has stressed the positive
inference to design as the most important point of the theory, but
has not yet succeeded in explaining to the public the difference
between inferring design as a legitimate explanation on the
one hand, and on the other hand debunking the opposition
(naturalism/Darwinism).
Biblical creationists would expect ID’s success in
demonstrating the superiority of a design explanation,56
because ID is looking in the direction that biblically we would
expect to find design in.57 In like manner, we can appreciate
ID’s response to the god-of-the-gaps argument, and benefit
from employing and clarifying the distinctions in our own
presentation of evidence.58
Conclusion
On two occasions (Mat. 14:13–21, 15:32–39), Christ miraculously
multiplied loaves and fishes to feed a multitude. Bread and fish
are normally assumed to have naturalistic ‘secondary-cause’
explanations, but such an interpretation on these occasions would
have been factually erroneous.

thought of all the naturalistic options). (Hence the criticisms
of Behe as being ‘uncreative’ when he dismisses a traditional
evolutionary explanation and does not try to think of another
naturalistic explanation before announcing ‘design.’51) So a
negative argument almost always raises the risk of a god-ofthe-gaps situation.
There are, however, good arguments that Darwinism is in
fact the only half-decent reasonable naturalistic explanation.54
With this further argument added, then the law of excluded
middle would apply, and we would actually be down to a
simple ‘Darwinism or Design’ situation. By including this
further argument, a new, valid, positive syllogism is formed:
Darwinism is the only alternative to design; Darwinism cannot
form X; X was designed. So there is a positive argument here.
(Interestingly, evolutionists from Darwin on have used their
own inverted form of this argument: Evolution is the only
alternative to design; a designer would not have formed X;
therefore, X evolved.55)
Further, a designer may be the best explanation for event
X, and this too is a positive argument. For instance, we may
JOURNAL OF CREATION 22(1) 2008

The god-of-the-gaps argument is a serious challenge to the
consistency of Christians who claim to accept both Scripture
and science. To maintain the acceptance of both, conventional
wisdom dictates that Scripture be separated from science. As
I have attempted to show, it is precisely this separation that
created the inconsistencies of theistic religion-and-science
discourse. Into the void left by the absence of biblical history
was inserted the deistic god-of-the-gaps. The more consistent
devotees of naturalism were right to point out the problems
of inserting God as an explanation for what we do not know.
To them, the god-of-the-gaps became the discrediting of any
involvement of God in nature. But this was extrapolating the
argument too far. For the biblical approach, grounded explicitly
and unashamedly in the exegesis of the Bible as real history,
was never dealt with.
When we do look to Scripture, and its philosophical
implications, we see that God has intervened directly. When
operating from a historical perspective of Scripture, we also find
that science cannot in principle show that He has not intervened
in the manner that the god-of-the-gaps argument assumes.
Yet, because God has acted, we also expect that science can
provide evidentiary support for such an occurrence.58 God’s
normal interaction with His creation, since the creation itself,
is in terms of order and stability—what we consider ‘natural
law.’ By restoring a self-consciously biblical approach to
the sciences, the Christian testimony of a God who can and
has intervened directly in nature is no longer a theoretical
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problem. It is instead the foundation of a workable—the
workable—paradigm of science.59
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