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Theists agree that, ultimately, God is the Creator of everything. And they agree that
he graciously and continuously provides for the needs of all his creatures. There is much
uncertainty and disagreement, however, about the how of his creating and providing.
Some think he intervenes occasionally or often, others believe he initially created a
gapless economy of parameters and natural laws which take care of everything. I propose
that both theological and scientific indications point to a continuous, active, but usually
hidden involvement of the Creator in all that happens.

Roughly speak ing, the Bible tells us about the
Cre ator, and sci ence tells us about his cre ation. A
the ist needs to inte grate the two aspects. The book,
God Did It, But How? by Rob ert Fischer deals with
cre ation,1 but the idea applies to prov i dence, as
well. Bib li cal the ol ogy clearly pres ents God as both
Cre ator and Pro vider. How might he have cre ated
and how might his prov i dence work? Has he ceased
cre at ing after an ini tial cre ation? And how is his con -
tin u ing prov i den tial work to be under stood?

Creation’s “Functional Integrity”
Howard Van Till has pre sented his con cept of

“cre ation’s func tional integ rity.”2 He insists that
God cre ated a uni verse which from the out set had
func tional integ rity, in the sense of being capa ble
of producing every thing God wanted it to pro duce
at the appro pri ate time, with out requir ing any fur -
ther “inter ven tion.” Van Till is not a deist believ ing
this left God with “noth ing to do” after wards. In
bib li cal the ol ogy, God is not only the Cre ator of
the universe, but he also con tin u ally upholds all
of his cre ation,3 actively keep ing it in exis tence. Of
course, God is capa ble of per form ing any “super -
nat u ral” acts he chooses to do (“mir a cles”). But he
is just as much the Author of any of the “nat u ral”
pro cesses sci ence is able to inves ti gate. There fore, it

is not mean ing ful to talk about God “inter ven ing”
in the cre ated order, as if his hand was not already
in it any way. But his cre ation is evolv ing “nat u -
rally,” and it is he who made it do so. What ever
evo lu tion ary pro cesses occur in the his tory of the
uni verse or of life are acts of God. Van Till’s view of
cre ation’s func tional integ rity for the devel op ment
of the uni verse may be essen tially cor rect—in the
phys i cal realm.

The emer gence of bio log i cal infor ma tion, how -
ever, can not be dealt with in the same way. Bio -
log i cal sys tems, start ing at the molec u lar level, are
extremely com plex, requir ing a large amount of
infor ma tion for their full spec i fi ca tion. When and
how did this infor ma tion orig i nate?4 Did it spon -
ta ne ously arise each time some new bio log i cal
struc ture or func tion evolved, or did it emerge all
at once at the ori gin of life, or was it cre ated at
the origin of the uni verse? On the basis of what is
known, all of these options are uncon vinc ing. A
spon ta ne ous emer gence of all bio log i cal infor ma -
tion out of the envi ron ment appears implau si ble,5
and its hav ing been stored ahead of time in a
prebiotic uni verse even more so.

Van Till includes the bio sphere in his con cept of
func tional integ rity. Appar ently, he does not deem
the ori gin and evo lu tion of non liv ing and liv ing
 systems (even human life) to require dif fer ent treat -
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ments. Does this imply that all bio log i cal struc tures,
func tions, and spe cies devel oped spon ta ne ously and
inex o ra bly by physicochemical neces sity and chance?
Van Till does not call the emer gence of bio log i cal
sys tems auton o mous, but con sid ers all of it to be
decreed by God from the begin ning. How ever, with
his con cept of func tional integ rity, it would have
been auton o mous in the sense of not requir ing any -
thing God had not yet “gifted cre ation with from the 
out set.” God cer tainly could have done it this way if 
he had cho sen to do so. But as with the state ment
that he could have cre ated every spe cies de novo, the
ques tion is not what God could do, but what he did.

Van Till’s view nec es sar ily implies that most of
the infor ma tion required for the struc tures and
func tions in the bio sphere, includ ing human ity, was 
either con tained in the energy, strings, plasma, or
what ever of the early big bang—and in the prebiotic 
uni verse ever since, or that it emerged by self-orga -
ni za tion out of noth ing—which is what is usu ally
claimed. From what is known in the bio log i cal sci -
ences, it appears pre pos ter ous to believe in either
pos si bil ity. Curi ously, Van Till seems to pre fer the
first ver sion, explic itly includ ing “bio log i cal sys tems”
among the “basic enti ties” which God “from the
begin ning, when the cre ation was brought into
being from noth ing,” gifted with all of the capac i ties 
needed.6 Yet bio log i cal sys tems did not come into
exis tence for over ten bil lion years. What and where
were these sys tems with their capac i ties before the
ori gin of life? If their blue prints were not stored in
the phys i cal uni verse, but in the mind of God, then
what is the dif fer ence from say ing he intro duced
this infor ma tion at the appro pri ate time—first into
the prebiotic Earth’s crust, ocean, or atmo sphere
and later into the bio sphere? As for the other ver -
sion, to date, the talk of “emer gence of infor ma tion
by self-orga ni za tion” is not sup ported by any rel e -
vant the o ret i cal, obser va tional, or com pu ta tional
evi dence and is there fore rather vac u ous.

God’s Hidden Options
What could be the source of infor ma tion for the

ori gin and fur ther devel op ment of life? I do not
 suggest any divine “inter ven tions” through “gaps”

in the sense Van Till rejects. For theo log i cal rea sons,
I believe that God “hides his foot steps” in cre ation
to pro tect the per sonal free dom he has cho sen to
give us so that we can make a faith deci sion for or
against him.7 His foot steps in cre ation are plain, but
only to those who choose to believe; to oth ers, their
evi dence is ambig u ous. As for those who believe
in self-orga ni za tion of the bio sphere, their faith in
mir a cles in chem is try and molec u lar biol ogy is
amaz ing. There fore, mirac u lous inter ven tions are not
to be expected on theo log i cal grounds, but auton o -
mous events of transastronomical improb a bil i ties
are sci en tif i cally unbe liev able. What alter na tive
pos si bil i ties could be envi sioned?

There are plenty of “gaps” of knowability which
can never be bridged by sci ence, not just for the
pres ent, but in prin ci ple. They are fun da men tal
impos si bil i ties for sci ence. But God is free to act
every where—where sci en tific inves ti ga tion is pos si -
ble, and where it is not. In order to clearly dis tin -
guish these lim its from the gaps of “god-of-the-gaps” 
views, I pre fer to call them God’s “hid den options.”
To be more spe cific, they may include quan tum
uncer tain ties, ran dom ness in ele men tary events,
unpre dict abil ity due to min ute param e ter value
devi a tions in non lin ear sys tems lia ble to pro duce
deter min is tic chaos,8 and coin ci dences. For instance,
the spon ta ne ous occur rence of a spe cific com bi na -
tion of muta tions required for the emer gence of a
cer tain enyzme activ ity may, in con text, be trans -
astronomically improb a ble. Even so, we can never
prove it impos si ble, as the tails of the Gaussi an
prob a bil ity dis tri bu tion extend to infin ity. Yet God
may have cho sen to actively decree it to occur.

Such “hid den options” do not rep re sent acts of
“spe cial cre ation” in the sense of excep tions to any
nat u ral law. Rather, they are spe cific acts of selec tion
among dis tri bu tions of many dif fer ent nat u rally
pos si ble val ues for sto chas tic vari ables. The only
thing that is “super nat u ral” about them is the fact
that select ing spe cific events means feed ing infor -
ma tion into the sys tem. The phys i cal sys tem does
not dis play any lack of func tional integ rity, but it
needs infor ma tion, just as a fully func tional com -
puter requires soft ware, data, and input events to
do any use ful work.
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Of course, the only rea son able inter pre ta tion of
such a hid den source of bio log i cally mean ing ful
infor ma tion is the Cre ator. Intel li gent design in biol -
ogy can not be divorced from God.9 How often such
hid den acts of selec tion would occur is another ques -
tion. It seems to be very dif fi cult to answer. I believe
the bib li cal Hebrew term bara’ (to cre ate) would cor -
re spond to God’s intro duc ing new infor ma tion. Of
course, it occurs in Gen. 1:1, where it refers to the
ini tial cre ation of the uni verse, but it is also used in
var i ous other con texts. The Old Tes ta ment explic itly 
applies it to God’s cre at ing indi vid u als—not only
humans,10 but even ani mals.11

No God-of-the-Gaps
The “hid den options” sug gested are very dif fer -

ent from “god-of-the-gaps” spec u la tion:

1. There is no log i cal rea son, either sci en tific or
theo log i cal, for exclud ing such hid den options in
prin ci ple.

2. They are claimed for sci en tific rea sons, not theo -
log i cal ones.

3. We know from sci ence that these fun da men tal
lim its for sci en tific inves ti ga tion exist.

4. They are not research-stops, but just hon est
admis sions of igno rance in place of obfus cat ing
just-so sto ries.

5. They avoid the gra tu itous appeal to future sci -
ence, which is very vaguely and opti mis ti cally

expected to be able, some day, to bridge gaps in
our pres ent knowl edge.

6. They are not gaps in which a usu ally inac tive god 
would excep tion ally inter vene.

7. They are not gaps in God’s ini tial plan, but from
the begin ning a part of what he pre sum ably
intended to do at the appro pri ate time, in addi -
tion to his activ ity in the pro cesses open to
sci en tific enquiry.

8. They are not gaps in “cre ation’s econ omy” as all
mate ri als and their prop er ties were fully in place
and well equipped to pro ceed any where in
devel op ment, just some times in need of the spe -
cific direc tion required (being, for lack of time,
unsuc cess ful in mere ran dom-walk tri als).

Simplest Biopolymers Are
Transastronomical

The rea son why ran dom muta tions, fol lowed by
nat u ral selec tion, can not pro duce all bio log i cal
func tions and an entire bio sphere is the huge size of
the pos si bil ity space; for biopolymers, such as DNA
and pro teins, this is sequence space. The tan dem
of ran dom muta tion and nat u ral selec tion is too
inef fi cient, espe cially in the start ing phase of the
evo lu tion of a new func tion, when selec tion coef fi -
cients are small or even non ex is tent. In the lat ter
case, ran dom walks are free and unse lected, so that
their prob a bil i ties can be esti mated. Most pro tein
domains are about one hun dred amino acids long.12

But even the sequence space of those as short as 62
amino acid res i dues com prises 2062 > 1080 dif fer ent
sequences. As the known uni verse con tains about
1080 nucle ons, the pro tein domain sequence space is
there fore transastronomical, such that it can not be
pro duc tively searched by any ran dom pro cesses.

Pro teins per form ing the same func tion in dif fer -
ent bio log i cal spe cies usu ally have sim i lar sequences. 
It is rea son able to assume that those fea tures of
these sequences which are invari ant in all spe cies
are required to per form the com mon func tion. The
sim plest ver sion of this invari ant set is the num ber
of invari ant amino acid place ments. As in some
other posi tions restricted groups of sim i lar amino
acids can replace each other with out loss of func -
tion, appro pri ate frac tions of one have to be added
for each of them.13 The size of known invariants is
about 30% of the num ber of amino acids in the
sequence, although the per cent age var ies. To be
more pre cise, one should take into con sid er ation
any spe cies-spe cific require ments, but these are
usu ally unknown.
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The invari ant being smaller than the entire pro -
tein, the pos si bil ity space for a spe cific bio log i cal
func tion is very much smaller, and the prob a bil ity
that any one of the accept able sequences is acci den -
tally pro duced is much larger than for a unique
sequence. Yet, the pos si bil ity space of the invariants
of pro teins con tain ing two small domains of one
hun dred amino acids each is again transastro nom -
ical. But the aver age pro tein size is per haps twice
as large. There fore, in prin ci ple it is impos si ble to
dem on strate that a belief in spon ta ne ous evo lu tion
of today’s bio sphere is plau si ble—unless it can be
shown that very much smaller “prim i tive” pre cur -
sor sys tems are func tional.

Even Mini-specifications
Inaccessible

Pro teins more “prim i tive” than the mod ern ones
may have dis played much smaller invariants and
cor re spond ingly weaker and less spe cific func tions.
The min i mum of any invari ant can only be reached
by means of a nonselected mutational ran dom walk, 
since before that point, there is noth ing to be
selected, as far as the activ ity required is con cerned.
What is the size of such a min i mal invari ant?
The only pro teins we know are the highly spe cific
mod ern ones. An attempt to design a min ia tur ized
redox enzyme has not yet achieved its goal.14 The
undecapeptide dimer syn the sized can hold an iron
atom, but the com plex lacks the sta bil ity required,
being too small to shield off the envi ron men tal
water. So far, its invari ant may be at least about
five; it will be larger once the pro tein is func tional.
But the larg est invari ant attain able by nonselected
mutational ran dom walks on Earth within three
hundred mil lion years was esti mated to be between
two and three only, even with wildly overly opti -
mis tic assump tions.15 

In order to find out whether a belief in spon ta ne -
ous evo lu tion of the bio sphere is plau si ble, the best
we could hope for would prob a bly be to design and
syn the size a fea si ble ini tial sub strate for Dar win ian
evo lu tion, namely a func tional, self-rep li cat ing
mini-organ ism com pris ing a min i mal set of mini-
pro teins of min i mal activ ity only, each of which
requires an invari ant of less than three, or an equiv -
a lent RNA organ ism. Those famil iar with ori gin-of-
life research know that, in the fore see able future,
this goal is unat tain able.16 As life arose at least 3.8
bil lion years ago, such a mini-organ ism, with a
genome much smaller than that of the sim plest
known bac te ria, would have had to be avail able
shortly after the ini tial cat a strophic bom bard ment
of the Earth with planetesimals ceased.

Are God’s Creatures Perfect?
Are there any theo log i cal rea sons for exclud ing

God’s “hid den options?” Van Till seems to sug gest
that it would detract from God’s honor to admit that 
he cre ated some thing in an unfin ished or imper fect
state. In a sim i lar vein, believ ers in a young Earth
main tain that every thing that God cre ated must
have been per fect imme di ately, orig i nat ing in sud -
den fiat cre ations out of noth ing, as any thing else
would deny the abso lute ness of his wis dom and
power. Of course, Van Till’s con cept of func tional
integ rity of cre ation does per mit long devel op men -
tal pro cesses, but exclu sively by “nat u ral” means.
But what is the theo log i cal jus ti fi ca tion for claim ing
such integ rity not only for the Cre ator him self, but
for cre ated sys tems and pro cesses?

Van Till appeals to the early church fathers, Basil
and Augus tine, who appar ently arrived at a sim i lar
con cept of a func tional integ rity of cre ation.17 It is
under stand able that they felt that way. In their day,
nat u ral phi los o phy pre sum ably still had a strongly
pla tonic incli na tion, believ ing in eter nal, per fect,
ideal forms. As they knew noth ing of the large-scale 
devel op ment of the uni verse and of life’s com plex -
ity, Plato’s ide al ism might have looked rea son able
to them, just as they had no qualms believ ing in
a spontaneous gen er a tion of some kinds of organ -
isms. Yet, can we be con fi dent that their idea of God
being cre atively active only once did not pri mar ily
rely on pla tonic ide al ism, but rather on bib li cal
data? What are the bib li cal data in con text?

Comparing with God’s Revealed
Ways of Acting in History and
Revelation

The Bible often talks of God’s act ing in human
his tory, but much less of his act ing in the his tory of
the uni verse and of life. Nev er the less, we may per -
haps com pare the two areas to some degree. God
guided the his tory of his peo ple by con tin u ously
shap ing many big and small events. If it were not
for the bib li cal proc la ma tions that these events and
devel op ments rep re sented God’s direct action, one
might attrib ute many of them to “nat u ral causes,”
like human ten den cies, coin ci dences, etc. In this
sense, we may say that God used “hid den options,”
i.e., he did spe cific things in human his tory of which 
we know by rev e la tion only that it was he who did
them. Sec u lar his tory or other sci ences may, at most, 
tell us some of the nat u ral aspects of these events,
but noth ing of God’s pri mary agency.
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Would the con cept of cre ation’s func tional integ -
rity applied to such events tell us that, from the
out set, God pre pro grammed all of his tory, down to
a suit able level of details, into the phys i cal uni verse,
except ing only the mod i fi ca tions to be expected
from some free will deci sions by his crea tures?
There is no bib li cal indi ca tion for this. The Bible
just tells us that God did it. Of course, God knows
every thing that is going to hap pen in the future,
but preknowl edge does not auto mat i cally imply
pre des ti na tion. God deals per son ally and indi vid u -
ally with peo ple in his tory.

Why should he not care to guide in di vid ual mu -
ta tions and their se lec tion? Ap par ently, he ar ranges
births and deaths of in di vid ual an i mals.18 As far as
their in di vid ual or i gins are con cerned, we are told
that God cre ates them (the strong word bara’), pre -
sum ably us ing “hid den op tions” in ge netic and
reproductional pro cesses.

There are par al lels between cre ation, rev e la tion,
and sal va tion. Each is done by God’s Word, and
each uses lim ited “nat u ral” pro cesses guided by
God. In Jesus Christ, God “emp tied him self” and
“became flesh” in human weak ness—this is his
method of sal va tion.19 But Jesus remained in per fect
com mu nion with the Father and in sub jec tion to
him, so the Father could guide him con tin u ously.
God’s method of rev e la tion had a sim i lar char ac ter:
the bib li cal texts were received, writ ten, kept, cop -
ied, selected for can on iza tion by fal li ble humans,
thus intro duc ing some weak nesses. But God guided 
the pro cess, pre vent ing mis takes of a rel e vant order. 
This same real ity may well apply to his method of
cre ation, too, in the sense that he did not cre ate a
pla ton i cally ideal sys tem which works all by itself.
He may have ini ti ated pro cesses devel op ing in time, 
while imper cep ti bly guid ing the sys tem wher ever
and when ever it needed guid ance. g
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