Are Arguments for God as a Creator Just a God of the Gaps Approach?

Often, when I use certain evidences to propose God as a creator, I hear that I am just reviving the God of the gaps approach. In the past, when science couldn’t explain something, it was just explained by saying God did it. The expression may only date to the late 19th century, but the concept goes back to very ancient times. The concept has included explanations for common events like why it rained (God made it rain). [image: A faucet and a cloud

Description automatically generated]Today, we look to meteorology for why it rained or why it will rain (though I have regretted making plans based on a forecast a week ahead of time). As a Christian, I believe that God could miraculously make it rain or orchestrate conditions to make it rain or not rain. However, as a modern person, I accept that natural conditions can control rainfall.

So, when I say something like chirality poses a problem for a natural origin of life, I often hear I am pulling a God of the gaps fallacy. I am told that we just don’t have all the data yet. This is followed by hearing one or both of the following:
1. When we get enough data, we will figure it out;
2. We should expect to figure it out because the more data we get, the less necessary it becomes to insert God into the picture.

Despite these responses, I say that I am not taking a God of the gaps approach. We now have a lot of data about the way many processes act. That data says natural explanations don’t easily explain the origins of the universe, life, or living species. Of course, more future data can come into play. But, at what point do we say that discovering anything drastically new seems very unlikely? I feel we are there or very close for a number of issues. At that point, to take the stance of #1 above, a faith stance has to be taken for natural science. If that’s the situation, then invoking divine intervention becomes reasonable. This doesn’t prove God, but arguments can be put forth for God’s existence. Furthermore, I contend that when all the objective arguments get added up, a compelling case can be made for God (particularly the God of the Bible). After that, faith and experience come into play for completing a belief in the Biblical God (see my blog writings on faith and experiences). 

Number 2 from above also does not hold true. New findings do not aways strengthen the idea that God is not needed. In fact, many findings have been going the other way; new evidence is pointing to the reasonableness of proposing a divine creator. This is discussed in a book called God, The Science, The Evidence by Michel-Yves Bollore and Olivier Bonnassies. Interestingly, the forward is written by a Nobel Prize winner who does not believe in God. 

This is not the only situation where someone without a Christian agenda supports the reasonableness of suggesting a divine creator exists. One example is a commentary on a recent research study: The Math Says Life Shouldn’t Exist: New Study Challenges Origins Theories by Mark Thompson. This article deals with just one of multiple challenges to purely natural explanations for the origin of life. The author never mentions God. However, the author says science has to find something really new or resort to saying life came from outer space. The latter proposal only moves the problems to another planet. Also, this idea has to explain how life got here intact from somewhere millions of miles away. As far as the other possibility, a need to discover something really new, why should we expect that? Many problems with origin of life theories revolve around the detailed information we already know. Even the author of the article sounded somewhat pessimistic of getting something brand new. This doesn’t prove God started life, but it places that idea as a great explanation. 

In conclusion, multiple new scientific discoveries are providing more, not less evidence for a creator God. 
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