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It is passe to reject “God-of-the-gaps” arguments, but I argue that it is perfectly
reasonable to argue against atheism based on its lack of explanatory power. The standard
argument against God-of-the-gaps reasoning deviates from the mode of normal scientific
discourse, it assumes a view of history which is incorrect, and it tacitly implies a naive
optimism about the abilities of science. I encourage apologists to point out gaps of
explanation in atheistic theories wherever they see them, and expect atheists to return
the favor.

For more than fif teen years, I have read the ASA
jour nal and par tic i pated in dis cus sions of sci ence
and Chris tian ity. Dur ing this time, I have found that 
while ASA mem bers dis agree over many things,
cer tain unques tioned points of agree ment flow
through all of our dis cus sions. In par tic u lar, I have
found that no mat ter what the topic, one com mon
prem ise seems to reign supreme. This is the uni ver -
sal con dem na tion of God-of-the-gaps argu ments.1
A per son might pres ent all man ner of impres sive
rea son ing about some thing, but if his oppo nent says 
“that is a God-of-the-gaps argu ment,” even the
stout est evidentialist wavers. Why is this so? In this
com mu ni ca tion, I wish to take a heret i cal posi tion
within the ASA and argue in favor of God-of-the-
gaps argu ments.

The anti-God-of-the-gaps (AGOG) posi tion, for
those who may not have moved in ASA cir cles long
enough, goes essen tially as fol lows. In the past, peo -
ple argued for the exis tence of God on the basis of
the lack of other expla na tions for things, that is,
“gaps” in our under stand ing. As sci ence has pro -
gressed, many of these things have been explained
by sci ence with out the need to invoke God’s exis -
tence. Con se quently, the size and num ber of gaps
where one may hide God have shrunk. Thus, we
must not argue for the exis tence of God on the basis
of the fail ure of the athe is tic world view to explain
things, lest we even tu ally have no gaps in which to
hide God.

Three Objections to
Anti-God-of-the-Gaps Arguments
1. Nor mal Rules of Ev i den tial Dis course

On the sur face, the AGOG posi tion seems strange
when viewed from the per spec tive of nor mal sci en -
tific dis course. In decid ing between two com pet ing
the o ries, we are told at the out set that we must not
take into account the fail ure of one of the  theories to
explain things. Why not? It is per fectly nor mal in
sci en tific dis course to point out the weak nesses of
the o ries and to argue against them on the basis of
their fail ures to explain things. If a the ory fails to
explain some thing, that does not  necessarily mean it 
is false, but most sci en tists feel that too many unex -
plained mys ter ies sub stan tially weaken the case for
a the ory. 

Let us consider a typ i cal exam ple from sci ence.
In my sci en tific research, I often have dis cus sions in
which I pro pose a model for some sys tem, for exam -
ple, that a spec tral line can be under stood as aris ing
from a cer tain type of elec tron motion. If another
sci en tist calls my the ory into ques tion by point ing
out a fail ure of expla na tion, I can imag ine the fol -
low ing con ver sa tion: 

Me: I think the elec trons move coher ently.
The wave length of this spec tral line
agrees with my cal cu la tion.

152 Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith

*ASA Member



Col league: But if that is true, should n’t the energy
of that sec ond line also agree with your
cal cu la tion?

Me: You are point ing out a gap of expla na -
tion in my the ory. That is a “gaps”
argu ment; there fore, it is invalid.

If I acted this way, I would not sur vive long in
aca de mia. Rather, I try to explain the data within
my model and if I can not, I feel I have lost a point in
the argu ment. Yet, this is how AGOG pro po nents
often argue:

Sci en tist 1: I think that all of life can be explained
by ran dom vari a tions of mol e cules
with out invok ing God. The fact that
urea can be cre ated by ran dom pro -
cesses agrees with my view.

Sci en tist 2: But if that is the case, should n’t there
also be ran dom gen er a tion of DNA?
How do you explain the exis tence of
DNA?

Sci en tist 1: That is a God-of-the-gaps argu ment;
there fore, it is invalid.

Of par tic u lar inter est to the ASA are two rival
the o ries before us. One says that the most fun da -
men tal ground of the uni verse is per sonal, that there 
is a God. The other says that the ground of the uni -
verse is imper sonal, that there is no God. Do we
not want to judge between these two the o ries based
on their explan a tory power? Athe ists seem to have
no qualms with point ing out “gaps” in the the is tic
 theory, for example, the appar ent fail ure to explain
evil or the silence of God. Why should we not point
out the fail ures of the athe is tic the ory to explain
things, such as the appar ent design of life and the
uni verse or the nearly-uni ver sal desire among peo -
ple to wor ship some thing?

I am be ing de lib er ately vague about what con sti -
tutes an “ex pla na tion.” Many phi los o phers have

dealt with this ques tion with out agree ment; clearly,
an ex pla na tion that sat is fies one per son may not
work for an other per son. At the most ba sic level, an
ex pla na tion is a story that sat is fies the hearer, for
what ever rea son. Within var i ous groups of peo ple,
there are com mon cri te ria of what makes a sat is fy -
ing story, which is why I can and of ten do con vince
other sci en tists to change their minds and ac cept my 
ex pla na tions of things like spec tral lines. To some
peo ple, only math e mat i cal equa tions make a sat is -
fy ing story; to other peo ple, only te le o log i cal “why” 
ex pla na tions are sat is fy ing; per haps some peo ple
only like sto ries with happy end ings.2 If another
per son has dif fer ent cri te ria for what makes a sat is -
fy ing expla na tion, I will have dif fi culty con vinc ing
him or her of my the ory. 

What sur prises me is that many Chris tian apol o -
gists reject all attempts to dis cuss fail ures of expla -
na tion, even in areas where all par ties do share a
com mon stan dard of expla na tion. If I point out the
fail ure of the athe is tic the ory to explain some aspect
of design within its own frame work, and my oppo -
nent does not accept my tele o log i cal God-expla na -
tion on the grounds that God-expla na tions are not
expla na tions, we can still agree that the athe is tic
the ory has failed on its own terms on this point, and
that this fail ure con sti tutes a weak ness. 

 Lack of expla na tion can weaken a the ory even
when no accept able rival the ory seems avail able.
Some times when too many unex plained enti ties build 
up, a pre vi ously unac cept able the ory can become
accept able, in a Kuhnian “rev o lu tion.” For exam ple, 
no one rushed to accept Ein stein’s The ory of Rel a -
tiv ity at the begin ning of the twen ti eth cen tury. Yet,
even those who rejected the the ory had to admit that 
the Michelson-Moreley exper i ment lacked expla na -
tion within their frame works. More recently, the
Alvarez the ory of the extinc tion of the dino saurs by
meteor impact has not received uni ver sal accep -
tance, but the thin layer of irid ium found in sim i lar
geo log i cal lay ers around the world has put oppo nents 
on the defen sive; it seems to demand expla na tion.
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Some peo ple have said that argu ing against a
 theory does not argue for another the ory; there fore
point ing out gaps in athe is tic thought does not sup -
port the ism. This is silly. Cer tainly this is not the
way sci ence nor mally works. Peo ple argu ing over
sci en tific the o ries call to atten tion the explan a tory
fail ures of rival the o ries all the time, and every one
accepts this as proper argu men ta tion. If a the ory is
per ceived to have many fail ures, alter na tive the o -
ries are strength ened.

There fore, my first objec tion to the AGOG posi -
tion is sim ply that it vio lates the nor mal rules of
 evidential dis course, in which peo ple often point
out the unex plained enti ties in each other’s the o ries. 
Of course, some peo ple reject evidentialism, argu -
ing that we should pre sup pose cer tain the o ries
whether or not they explain any thing. I have argued 
for evi den tialism pre vi ously,3 but even if one rejects
evi den tialism, one can hardly call the entire evi -
dentialist pro gram irra tio nal or naive, since all nor -
mal sci en tific dis course is evi den tial dis course.

2. A False Prem ise about His tory
As I have pre vi ously dis cussed,4 one rea son why

peo ple want to reject evidentialism in reli gion is the
under ly ing belief that if they looked at the evi dence
seri ously, they would lose the argu ment. Anti-evi -
dentialism is essen tially a shell-shocked defen sive
posi tion. This brings me to my sec ond objec tion to
the AGOG posi tion. Although I am not a his to rian, I
believe it is worth ask ing whether the prem ise of the 
AGOG posi tion is his tor i cally valid. What spe cific
gaps did peo ple for merly use to argue for the exis -
tence of God, which athe is tic sci ence now explains?
I can think of some tri umphs of expla na tion in sci -
ence, such as Maxwell’s equa tions that explained
the mys ter ies of mag nets and prisms, or the Coper -
ni can/New to nian the ory that explained the orbits
of the plan ets and com ets. Did any one ever argue
for the exis tence of God because we did not under -
stand mag nets or the orbits of the plan ets? Per haps
some pagan sha man some where has argued that
way, but I see no evi dence for any seri ous Chris tian
argu ment along these lines.

We must dis tin guish between bad expla na tions
for cer tain things within the the is tic world view, and 
argu ments for the the is tic world view itself. Peo ple
argu ing that com ets were signs from God or that
demons caused all sick ness did not argue that God
existed because com ets and demons existed. Rather,
start ing from a belief in God, they pos ited a rea son -
able, though ulti mately fal si fied, the ory about
com ets and demons. In the same way, peo ple work -
ing within an athe is tic world view have pro posed

bad expla na tions for things, such as the the ory of
spon ta ne ous gen er a tion or the Lamarkian the ory of
evo lu tion. The fal si fi ca tion of a subtheory within a
larger world view does not fal sify the whole world
view. If it did, every fal si fied sci en tific the ory would 
cause every one to reject all of West ern sci ence.

Hav ing read many of the apol o getic tomes of the
past two thousand years, I see three lines of argu -
ment for the exis tence of God. One line, typ i fied
by Aquinas, has argued for the exis tence of God on
the basis of fun da men tal aspects of the uni verse
such as cau sal ity and change. Another line, typ i fied
by Paley, has argued that the hand of God is evi dent 
in the appar ent design of the uni verse. A third line,
typ i fied by Cal vin, has argued that God makes him -
self evi dent in per sonal tran scen dent expe ri ences of
peo ple. Has any of these lines of argu ment been
seri ously chal lenged by the suc cesses of sci ence?

The first line of argu ment received its great est
chal lenge not from sci ence, but from phi los o phers
such as Kant, who argued essen tially that this line of 
thought does not pro vide air tight deduc tive proofs,
but instead reduces to evi den tial argu ments on the
basis of gen eral expe ri ence. As such, these argu -
ments remain as pow er ful today as ever before,
with the same lim i ta tions.

Part of the appeal of the AGOG
position is the sense of progress

marching on, removing one
Christian evidential apologetic

argument after another. …
However, this past history

does not exist. 

The sec ond line received its chal lenge from Dar -
win ism, and the last line received its chal lenge from
Marx and Freud. These chal lenges pro vided expla -
na tions for appar ent design and reli gious expe ri -
ence within the frame work of the athe ist world view. 
Yet, more than a cen tury later, these expla na tions
still remain under debate, involv ing some of the
things that we under stand the least in sci ence—
chem i cal evo lu tion and the brain. Some peo ple may
say that these expla na tions are beyond doubt, but
they can not argue that these the o ries come on the
heels of numer ous other sci en tific the o ries that over -
turned prior Chris tian argu ments for the exis tence
of God. Chris tians used to argue for the exis tence of
God on the basis of appar ent design and reli gious
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expe ri ence, and they still argue for the exis tence of
God on the basis of appar ent design and reli gious
expe ri ence. In other words, part of the appeal of the
AGOG posi tion is the sense of prog ress march ing
on, remov ing one Chris tian evi den tial apol o getic
argu ment after another. Pres ent gaps in evo lu tion -
ary or Freud ian the ory can be ignored in light of this 
track record of suc cess. How ever, this past his tory
does not exist. Athe is tic fill ing of gaps begins and
ends with its attempts to explain appar ent design
and reli gious expe ri ence in the con text of Dar win -
ism and psy chol ogy. 

In the most notable examples of
apparent filling of gaps, the

discovery of DNA and the nuclear
theory, the new gaps created by
their filling are actually worse

than the previous gaps.

Within the frame work of Dar win ism, has there
been that long, steady march of reduc ing gaps? Let
me dis cuss two examples. In the nine teenth cen tury, 
two gaps caused prob lems for Dar win ists. First,
they had no expla na tion for the mech a nism of trans -
mis sion of traits from one gen er a tion to the next.
Sec ond, they had no answer to Lord Kel vin’s argu -
ment that the earth could not be old enough to allow 
ran dom vari a tions to pro duce all the appar ent design
we see, because sim ple phys i cal argu ments showed
that the sun could not burn for mil lions of years.

In the mid dle of the twen ti eth cen tury, two sci en -
tific break throughs occurred, which seemed to solve 
these prob lems. Wat son and Crick dis cov ered DNA,
and the nuclear the ory of Bethe showed that stars
could burn for mil lions of years using nuclear
fusion. These dis cov er ies appar ently filled the gaps
with resound ing suc cess. Yet within twenty years,
both dis cov er ies had raised as many prob lems as
they had solved.

Since the dis cov ery of DNA, sci en tists have
learned that the infor ma tion stored in DNA is vast.
No one today has an ade quate expla na tion for how
this highly com pli cated mol e cule arose out of
nowhere. Also, we do not have an ade quate expla -
na tion within chem i cal evo lu tion ary the ory for the
appear ance of the mech a nism that gives us a read -
out of the infor ma tion, or for the appear ance of
meth ods that rep li cate infor ma tion with out error, or  
for the appear ance of the del i cate bal ance of repair

and main te nance of the molec u lar sys tems that use
the infor ma tion stored in DNA.5 

The nuclear the ory of Bethe showed that stars
could burn for mil lions of years, con sis tent with the
geo log i cal record. Yet this nuclear the ory had strong 
impli ca tions for cos mol ogy. Many sci en tists, start -
ing in the 1960s, only a few years after Bethe’s work, 
showed that in order for the stars to burn as long as
they do, cer tain exqui site bal ances must exist in the
fun da men tal con stants of the uni verse, the now-
famous “large num bers coin ci dences.”6 Var i ous
efforts to explain these coin ci dences have been
made, such as many-worlds and infla tion the ory.7
Each endeavor so far has the sta tus of a frame work
for attempt ing an expla na tion, not an expla na tion.
Few sci en tists would say that these the o ries resolve
the prob lems.

Books by peo ple like Behe,8 John son,9 Dembski,10

and Ross11 have raised seri ous sci en tific issues in
point ing out the gaps in athe is tic evo lu tion ary and
cos mo log i cal the ory. A fre quent response to these
books is that they have fol lowed an improper mode
of dis course, because point ing out gaps is ille git i -
mate. Yet if a rea son to reject a gaps argu ment is the
past track record of a steady clos ing of gaps, it
stands to rea son to ask when that steady clos ing of
gaps has occurred. In the most nota ble exam ples of
appar ent fill ing of gaps, the dis cov ery of DNA and
the nuclear the ory, the new gaps cre ated by their
fill ing are actu ally worse than the pre vi ous gaps.

The design of the uni verse is just as appar ent
now as it was in the six teenth cen tury, or in the first,
when Paul wrote: “For since the cre ation of the
world God’s invis i ble qual i ties—his eter nal power
and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being
under stood from what has been made” (Rom. 1:20).
Design is obvi ous at a glance to any one, and
detailed sci en tific anal y sis has not changed that fact.

3. Na ive Op ti mism
My last objec tion to the AGOG posi tion is that it

implic itly relies on a naive opti mism about the
future of sci ence. It reeks of nine teenth-cen tury ratio n -
al ism and postmillennialism in assum ing that the
onward steady march of sci ence explains and solves 
every thing. If the twen ti eth cen tury has taught us
any thing, it is to be sus pi cious of those who put all
their hope in sci ence as the explainer of every thing. 

Sup pose that my his tor i cal crit i cism above is
false, and that actu ally many Chris tian apol o gists in
the past have used fail ures of sci en tific expla na tion
for things like mag nets and com ets to argue for the
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exis tence of God, and that sci ence has defeated
them at every turn. Does it fol low that sci ence must
inex o ra bly press on to defeat every evi den tial Chris -
tian argu ment? Per haps we have lived through a
short period of very fool ish Chris tian apol o gists.
Nev er the less, we must still ask whether the fail ures
at expla na tion before us now, the gaps in the athe -
is tic the ory, seem likely to be filled by sci ence. For
exam ple, sup pose a short-sighted per son at the
begin ning of the twen ti eth cen tury said that no one
can make a build ing fifty sto ries high. In a few
years, this bar rier is passed. Then the per son says
that, well, no one can make a build ing one hun dred
sto ries high. Sci ence soon makes this pos si ble, too.
Then the per son says that no one can make a build -
ing two hun dred sto ries tall. Does it fol low from the
track record that sci ence will soon make it pos si ble
to have build ings 200, 400, and 800 sto ries tall, that
there is no upper bound to the abil ity of sci ence to
make tall build ings? The fail ure of naive pes si mism
does not imply unbri dled opti mism. 

In the twen ti eth cen tury, we have seen the speeds 
of cars, the range of humans in rock ets, and the
height of build ings increase rap idly, only to stop at
a nat u ral level. In the nineteenth cen tury, a per son
might have felt that the speed of sail ing ships had
no upper bound. Per haps we are all still enam ored
with the rapid prog ress which occurs when a new
field is opened, for get ting that sci ence does have
lim its, even if those lim its are higher than we first
thought. By the same logic, a West erner might
travel to a remote tribe in South Amer ica, show
them mag nets, pen i cil lin, and radio com mu ni ca -
tion, and after this impres sive dis play, say, “You see 
that I can do any thing. I am all-pow er ful.”

Another Version of the AGOG
Position

Per haps some will object that I have dis torted the
AGOG posi tion in the above dis cus sion. One might
give a slightly dif fer ent ver sion of the AGOG posi -
tion by argu ing that, while it is proper to point out
fail ures of expla na tion of the athe is tic world view
gen er ally, it is not proper to point out fail ures of
evo lu tion ary sci ence, because evo lu tion ary sci ence
is good sci ence and all good sci ence can be incor po -
rated into the Chris tian world view. I agree that
Chris tians should value all good sci ence, and in
gen eral, fail ure of sci ence per se to explain things
does not sup port the ism. If nei ther of two the o ries
has an expla na tion for a given gap, then this can not
count as evi dence for either the ory. In my prior
exam ple of the debate with a col league about spec -
tral lines, if nei ther of us can explain the sec ond
spec tral line, then we both sim ply have to admit

weak ness. Sim i larly, if nei ther the ist nor athe ist sci -
en tists can explain mag nets, this lack points us
nei ther toward nor away from God.

If one the ory makes a suc cess ful pre dic tion that
the other can not explain, how ever, this counts as
evi dence against the the ory which can not explain it. 
Both the ism and athe ism are the o ries that make
falsifiable pre dic tions about things we should see in
the realm of sci ence. Spe cifically, the athe ist the ory
pre dicts that we should find a mech a nism by which
all life could have arisen as the result of many sim -
ple, uncorrelated causes; Chris tian ity says that the
world is explained by a uni fy ing Pur pose, and
expects that the hand of God should be evi dent in
the world around us (Rom. 1:20). 

[Some people might argue] that,
while it is proper to point out
failures of explanation of the

atheistic world view generally,
it is not proper to point out

failures of evolutionary science,
because evolutionary science is

good science and all good science
can be incorporated into the

Christian world view. 

How do we expect to see God in the world? I can
imag ine three pos si ble pre dic tions: (1) we might
expect to see exqui site design and bal ance in the
frame work of life and the uni verse; (2) we might
expect that many peo ple would have the expe ri ence 
of com mun ing with God; and (3) we might expect
many daily, direct, mirac u lous com mu ni ca tions
from God. Sci en tific anal y sis of our expe ri ence
seems to fal sify the third pre dic tion, which forces a
revi sion of the the ory (as is nat u ral in the sci en tific
method) to allow that God may have decided to
limit mirac u lous com mu ni ca tions to a few peo ple at 
a few times. Per haps, given enough time, sci ence
will inval i date the first pre dic tion, too. Is there any
rea son to pre emp tively capit u late on this point,
how ever? Do we expect that God should leave no
fin ger prints in the uni verse?

The pres ent “gap” in the athe is tic the ory comes
from a suc cess ful pre dic tion of the the is tic the ory,
that we should expect evi dence for exqui site fine-
tun ing and appar ent design. If this obser va tion has
no ade quate expla na tion in the athe is tic the ory, it
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must count as a weak ness rel a tive to the ism. On
the other hand, suc cess ful dem on stra tion that the
observed design is prob a ble start ing with known
sim ple, uncorrelated causes counts as evi dence for
athe ism. Per haps we will find some day that God
has decided to cre ate all design in this way, via a
“fully com pe tent cre ation,” leav ing only the sec ond
type of evi dence listed above, per sonal expe ri ence.
If so, the prob a ble ran dom gen er a tion of appar ent
design would count as a  successful pre dic tion of
athe ism with only a weak the is tic expla na tion, that
is, a “gap” in the the is tic the ory, and would be used
tri um phantly as such by all athe ists.

Fail ures of evo lu tion per se do not nec es sar ily
argue against athe ism. Many Chris tians embrace
some model of the is tic evo lu tion. Evi dence for
 animals chang ing their forms, an earth mil lions
of years old, or com mon aspects of ani mals and
humans does not intrin si cally sup port either athe -
ism or the ism. How ever, a suc cess ful dem on stra tion 
that all the design we see can have occurred entirely
through uncorrelated, sim ple causes would count
as a suc cess ful pre dic tion of the athe ist the ory. Even 
a  the is tic evo lu tion ary model nat u rally leads to the
pre dic tion that the over all sys tem will exhibit fine-
tun ing which is not expli ca ble within the athe is tic
world view.

Is the AGOG Position Fearful of
Falsifiable Predictions?

I spe cif i cally included a fal si fied pre dic tion in the 
above list, the expec ta tion of many mirac u lous com -
mu ni ca tions from God, because so many the is tic
apol o gists seem to be afraid of mak ing falsifiable
pre dic tions. We seem to have the atti tude that one
fal si fied pre dic tion will cause the whole the is tic
frame work to come crash ing down, so there fore
we better not make any pre dic tions. Sci ence does
not work that way, and nei ther should apol o gists.
A falsified pre dic tion often forces a revi sion of a
 theory with out rejec tion of the whole frame work.
Chris tians must have the humil ity to revise their
the ol ogy, thus matur ing their under stand ing with -
out dis card ing their entire frame work. 

Lord Kel vin strongly argued that the sun could
not have the age of mil lions of years required by
evo lu tion ists, imply ing the pre dic tion that the earth
and sun should look rel a tively young. This pre dic -
tion has been fal si fied; yet, the fal si fi ca tion led to
greater prob lems for the athe ist world view. Should
Kel vin have never argued as he did? In the same
way, it is per fectly rea son able for young-earth
creationists to have made the falsifiable pre dic tion

that the earth should look young. The prob lem
today is that they seem to be unable to acknowl edge 
that the data long ago fal si fied that pre dic tion; there
are too many gaps of expla na tion in Flood Geol ogy.
In refus ing to admit this, Flood geol o gists are no
 different from some sec u lar phys i cists I have known 
who refuse to admit that their the o ries have failed,
cling ing to ten u ous expla na tions of the data rather
than admit ting the obvi ous. Sci ence becomes
pseudo science when the spon sors of a the ory refuse
to admit a fal si fi ca tion and force all facts into con -
for mity with their the ory. It is not pseudoscience if
they base their pre dic tions on their inter pre ta tions
of the Bible (or, for that mat ter, if they base their pre -
dic tions on Pea nuts car toons), if they are will ing to
admit a fal si fied pre dic tion under nor mal stan dards 
of evi dence.

A falsified prediction often
forces a revision of a theory

without rejection
of the whole framework.

Christians must have the humility
to revise their theology, thus
maturing their understanding

without discarding
their entire framework. 

Some peo ple have asked me, “What if a new sci -
en tific result comes along next year which explains
all the large-num bers coin ci dences as the work of
uncorrelated, sim ple nat u ral forces? Where would
you be then?” Of course this would weaken my
 evidential argu ment, but I do not lose sleep over
that pos si bil ity. By the same token, one can ask,
“What if a new sci en tific result comes along next
year which proves Flood Geol ogy and Young-Earth
Crea tion ism?” No one can prove this will not hap -
pen, but I doubt it. In either case, one is hypoth e siz -
ing a com pletely unknown sci en tific the ory on bare
faith. I do not know why I should expect the large-
num bers-coin ci dence gap to be filled before the
Flood Geol ogy gap. 

Per haps God has not given us evi dence of design
in nature, and has made all things to appear as if
they arose with no design or fine-tun ing. After all,
God does not need to give us all the evi dence we
may want, as we see in the fact that he does not gen -
er ally speak mirac u lously to the pub lic, or write
“GOD MADE ME” in Eng lish on the side of every
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cow. Yet I can think of no a pri ori rea son to rule out
the pos si bil ity that he has put observ able fine-tun -
ing into nature, and that if we see such, that we
should point out this fact to athe ists.

As in many the o ret i cal debates, cer tain data may
weaken one the ory but lend sup port to more than
one alter na tive the ory. Not only Chris tian ity, but
also Deism, Islam, and New Age the o ries may find
sup port in evi dence of design and fine-tun ing. That
is well and good; other evi dence will have to dis tin -
guish between these the o ries. In the sci en tific world, 
no one com plains if an obser va tion elim i nates only
one of sev eral the o ret i cal pos si bil i ties. 

Let us there fore hap pily point out the gaps in
athe is tic sci ence, while also admit ting the gaps in
our own expla na tions if such arise. To para phrase a
trite old say ing, “Better to have pre dicted and lost
than never to have pre dicted at all.” g
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