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KEITH FOX
Editorial

This issue of S&CB contains three main articles. The first, by Pui (Preston) 
Ji, considers ‘God of the gaps’ arguments. Restricting God’s activity to gaps in 
our scientific knowledge, has usually been criticised as an argument from ig-
norance, as the purpose of science is to fill the gaps, and as science advances 
there is then less and less room for God. Against these standard objections to 
God-of-the-gaps arguments, this article presents a defence of the idea, assert-
ing that gaps in natural explanations can be real, and that theistic arguments 
appealing to such gaps are not necessarily wrong. The author considers several 
objections to ‘God of the gaps’ arguments and finds them wanting. 

The second article, by Denis Lamoureux, provides a critical review of Joshua 
Swamidass’s hypothesis on the existence of a genealogical Adam & Eve. Swa-
midass’s speculation is based on the important difference between genetic and 
genealogical ancestry. Swamidass raises the possibility that all humans are 
genealogically descended from Adam and Eve, who were literally created de 
novo, but then interbred with pre-existing humans, who originated by standard 
evolutionary mechanisms. Lamoureux does not comment on this theoretical 
genealogical possibility, but instead criticises the explicit concordist approach 
to the Garden narrative. This type of argument, is increasingly popular amongst 
evangelicals, and Lamoureux’s article provides a counter to those who are at-
tracted to this type of approach. 

We welcome correspondence and debate in Science & Christian Belief and I 
anticipate that there will be a wide range of reactions to this article. A response 
from Joshua Swamidass is already planned for the next issue, and I welcome 
other responses to this and any other articles in S&CB .

The third paper, by Sam Breslauer, uses some aspects of contemporary phys-
ics to explore a Thomist Christian doctrine of creation, based on a theistic cos-
mological model of consciousness. In this, God the Father, existing in eternity, 
contains a complex infinite collection of unique self-memories all composed of 
His immutable essence. Guided by Aquinas’ hylomorphism, creation is under-
stood as the ongoing process of God re-actualizing His self-memories from the 
immaterial to the material. By formulating the beginning of creation in this way 
Breslauer makes connections between Christian doctrine, information and 
string theory and hints at new perspectives on the nature and origin of con-
sciousness. Both referees recommended publication of this paper, while stating 
that some readers might disagree with the author’s Thomist interpretations. I 
therefore asked Johan Eddebo to prepare a response, to which Sam Breslauer 
has added further comments. 

The previous issue (36-1) contained several articles on Donald MacKay’s 
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contribution to Science and Christian faith. Gareth Jones has add some ad-
ditional comments on one of Donald’s lesser known and more contentious 
papers, which highlights the rigorous scientific and biblical principles that 
underpinned MacKay’s thinking. 

As usual this issue contains reviews of seventeen recently published science-
religion books, which we hope will be helpful in guiding your personal read-
ing. If you notice a new book that is worth reading then please contact Todd 
Kantchev, the book Reviews Editor, who will be pleased to consider a review.

Keith Fox is Editor of Science & Christian Belief, Emeritus Professor of Biochemistry 
in Southampton University and former Director of the Faraday Institute for Science 
and Religion in Cambridge
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PU JI (Preston)
In What Sense are God of the Gaps 
Arguments Fallacious or Legitimate?

Theistic arguments which appeal to gaps in our scientific knowledge are 
frequently labelled ‘God of the gaps’ (GOG). While many regard such 
arguments as obviously fallacious (an argument from ignorance), some 
disagree. Drawing on critics and defenders, this article examines the logical 
validity of GOG, stated in two distinct formulations: (1) It is not proven that 
‘God is active in this corner of nature’ is false; therefore God is indeed 
here; (2) it is not proven that ‘there is a natural cause for this event’ is true; 
therefore there is no natural cause or explanation. The difference is more 
than semantic; while the perceived wisdom mostly targets the first version, 
recent advocates match the second more closely. Neither formulation of 
GOG is fallacious once the logical structures and implicit premises are 
identified; the first version is best categorized as an assertion of burden of 
proof, and the second an instance of denying the consequent. As their merits 
are assessed against well-known objections, the second version is found to 
be considerably stronger than the first. It can be a solid argument, assuming 
that its empirical premises are supported by strong evidence.

Keywords: God of the gaps, argument from ignorance, denying the conse-
quent, logical fallacy, miracles, intelligent design, Darwinism, methodological 
naturalism, scientific progress

In science and religion debates, we sometimes encounter arguments labelled 
‘God of the gaps’ (GOG). The term is decidedly pejorative. It often means ‘God 
of the gaps fallacy’ and is identified as a kind of argument from ignorance.1 More 
generous critics may spare the word ‘fallacy’; nevertheless, they readily reject gap 
arguments as risky and ineffective at best.2 A casual review of both relatively neutral 
reference texts and more polemical works (from theists and atheists) readily reveals 
that dismissal is the majority stance toward GOG.3

1  Menuge, A. ‘God of the Gaps’, in Copan, P. et al. (ed) Dictionary of Christianity and Science, 
Grand Rapids: Zondervan (2017), p.333. Also Albright J. ‘God of the Gaps’, in Runehov, A. & 
Oviedo, L. (ed) Encyclopedia of Sciences and Religions, Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands (2013), 
p.955.
2  Simmons, E. ‘God of the Gaps’, in van Huysteen, W. (ed) Encyclopedia of Science and Religion, 
New York: Macmillan Reference USA (2003), pp.382-83.
3  Collins, F. The Language of God: A Scientist Presents Evidence for Belief, London: Simon & 
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However, new appeals to gaps continue to appear despite hostile reception, 
and they have had some confident defenders over the decades. Thus, the al-
leged fallacy in God of the gaps is perhaps not so obvious. Robert Larmer, who 
famously asked whether there is anything wrong with GOG reasoning, com-
plained that ‘exactly wherein the fallacy lies and whether those who defend 
the claim of divine intervention… are really guilty of such reasoning gets little 
discussion’ when the GOG label is employed.4 Larmer proceeded with precisely 
this discussion and concluded that GOG is not a fallacy.5 But despite such ef-
forts, the defenders have not gained widespread attention; nor have they suc-
ceeded in changing the perceived wisdom to avoid GOG.

This article seeks to develop a fresh look at the disputes. First, I will dis-
cuss what GOG arguments are. There are two similar but still distinct versions, 
corresponding to the two major formulations of argument from ignorance. 
The critics of GOG seem to have one version in mind (GOG-1), while recent 
advocates follow the other version (GOG-2); so unsurprisingly neither side is 
convinced by the other. I will propose some logical structures for these two 
variants and—if such structures are already proposed—refine them.6

Next, I will evaluate whether GOG arguments are fallacious. The short an-
swer is no. While GOG is an argument from ignorance, it needs not be a fal-
lacy since it is often qualified by additional premises.7 To assess the merits of 
GOG, I will point out what the implicit premises are, what kind of reasoning is 
engaged at key transitions, where potential fallacies can occur, and how each 
rational transition is (or is not) vulnerable to well-known objections. In doing 
so, I hope to clarify what the advocates of GOG are saying and what the objec-
tions are really about. I conclude that GOG-2 is notably less vulnerable than 
GOG-1 to the popular critiques; depending on the particular case—what gaps 
we are appealing to and how much we know around the gaps—GOG reasoning 

Schuster UK Ltd. (2006), pp.92-96, 193-95. Dawkins, R. The God Delusion, Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co. (2006), pp.151-55.
4  Larmer, R. ‘Is there anything wrong with “God of the gaps” reasoning?’, International Journal 
for Philosophy of Religion (2002) 52, 129-42 (p.129).
5  ibid., p.138.
6  Here, ‘logic’ refers to a specific mode of reasoning, where we identify the forms of certain ar-
guments and assess whether the conclusions reasonably follow from the premises. In contrast, 
the terms ‘reasoning’ or ‘arguments’ should be broadly understood. It is entirely possible that 
some proposed logical forms fail to describe GOG arguments well, or that some GOG arguments 
are meant to be informal.
7  Here, ‘fallacy’ refers to an error in reasoning; the conclusions do not follow even if the prem-
ises are true. I will include ‘informal’ failures (e.g. begging the question, straw man, ad hominem, 
irrelevance, self-defeat), since a strict distinction of formal vs. informal fallacy is unnecessary. 
A ‘legitimate’ or ‘reasonable’ argument is one that is free from fallacies; however it can still 
be a bad argument because a given premise is false, a necessary condition is never met, or a 
conclusion is inductively weak. A ‘good’ argument is one that deserves serious consideration.
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can offer strong arguments.

What Is God of the Gaps?
To begin, we must find out what GOG arguments really are. Unfortunately, 

this is more easily said than done. Although frequently found among theistic 
arguments,8 the GOG label can be applied to rather diverse cases, such as the 
apparent design of biological features, apparent fine-tuning of the laws of 
physics, the origin of first life, advanced human cognitive faculties, the origin of 
morality, records of miracles, reports of mystical experiences, and use of reli-
gious concepts such as sin, grace, and beauty.

Furthermore, GOG appears in diverse contexts. It may or may not feature a 
strong apologetic focus; it is not exclusively used to convince sceptics of the-
ism. It can be presented as science (‘here is an explanation of our observations 
using supernatural forces’) or theology (‘our investigation of these miracles al-
lows us to discern certain divine attributes’), or both.9 GOG is also found within 
many debates, such as the design inference, methodological naturalism, divine 
action, conception of God and world (hence ‘nature’), boundaries of science, 
scientific progress, and the science-religion conflict thesis. Even if not explicitly 
stated, gap arguments represent an elusive issue lurking everywhere in science 
and religion.

At this point, some commentators give up at defining GOG and proceed by 
talking about particular cases which often receive the GOG label. In this way, 
GOG has received considerable scholarly attention, but it is usually addressed 
as a secondary issue to clear ground for a main thesis. Intelligent design (ID) is 
an obvious example, since ‘God of the gaps’ is quite frequently a pejorative title 
for design arguments that are deemed unappealing to serious and advancing 
science.10 Disputed miracles offer another example.11 Cosmic fine-tuning is yet 
another.12 Advocates of GOG also tend to be defenders of design, miracles, or 
other cases where God plays some special role in our world. But such a case-
by-case approach does not capture the whole picture; behind these cases there 
seems to be something about GOG that is widely understood and shared, but 

8  Here, ‘theism’ refers to classical theism, exemplified by Christianity. ‘Theistic arguments’ 
should be broadly understood; they certainly include but are not limited to arguments in sup-
port of the existence of God.
9  William Paley’s (in)famous project of natural theology is a present example.
10  Larson, R. ‘Revisiting the God of the Gaps’, Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 
(2009) 61, 13-22 (p.16).
11  Collins, J. ‘Miracles, Intelligent Design, and God-of-the-Gaps’, Perspectives on Science and 
Christian Faith (2003) 57, 22-29 (pp.22-23).
12  Hawthorne, J. and Isaacs, Y. ‘Misapprehensions about the Fine-Tuning Argument’, Royal 
Institute of Philosophy Supplement (2017) 81, 133-55 (pp.139-42).
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that ‘something’ is poorly articulated.13

Others try to understand GOG by locating it in the larger discourse between 
science and religion. Here, GOG is presented as the necessary result of certain 
ill responses from Christians to the challenge of science, namely ‘a clinging to 
the past’,14 or the result of certain bad patterns for relating science and faith, 
as if ‘science has destroyed Christian theology’.15 Thus, if we adopt a different 
view of science and religion—say a complementarian stance16—then we are 
rationally compelled to reject the ‘the old “God of the gaps”’;17 and if we are 
accused of GOG, we must quickly explain why we are not guilty of this charge.18 
Here, GOG is not really a type of argument but a component of a more general 
strategy; the perceived strategy is then debated so that we can decide to accept 
or reject GOG. While this approach has considerable value, I fear that it over-
commits us to issues which are steps removed from the rational core of GOG.

Considering our confusion surrounding GOG and the danger of distraction 
by many volatile controversies, I am of the opinion to treat gap arguments as 
what they are: arguments, which are subject to ordinary philosophical scruti-
ny.19 Then, let us regard the advice to avoid GOG also as arguments—arguments 
trying to demonstrate why GOG is wrong or unconvincing. A rigorous demon-
stration calls for specific reasons, which in turn can be checked for relevance, 
assessed for merit, refuted by some critics, and improved by others.20

13  What comes the closest to a central theme is methodological naturalism (MN), which is 
consistently problematized by the defenders of design, miracles, etc. This is a sensible move, 
but how MN relates to GOG still requires articulation. Dembski, W. Intelligent Design: The Bridge 
Between Science & Theology, Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press (1999), pp.238-45, 252-60. 
Also Moreland, J.P. ‘Theistic Science and Methodological Naturalism’, in Moreland J.P. (ed) The 
Creation Hypothesis: Scientific Evidence for an Intelligent Designer, Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press (1994), pp.46-51, 59-60.
14  Coulson, C. Science and Christian Belief, London: Oxford University Press (1955), pp.26-42.
15  Bube, R. Putting It All Together: Seven Patterns for Relating Science and the Christian Faith, 
Lanham: University Press of America (1995), pp.55-70.
16  J.P. Moreland offers an apt description of the complementarian view and demonstrates why 
GOG is deeply problematic here. Moreland, J.P. ‘Science, Miracles, Agency Theory & God-of-the-
Gaps’, in Geivett, D. & Habermas, G. (ed) In Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case for God’s 
Action in History, Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press (1997), pp.133-37.
17  Peacocke, A. Creation and the World of Science, Oxford: Clarendon Press (1979), pp.77-79.
18  Collins, F. op.cit., p.204, also, pp.197-206, 227-34.
19  Hence Larmer’s question: Is there anything wrong with GOG reasoning? A few others 
have also offered their assessment. Ganssle, G. ‘“God of the Gaps” Arguments’, in Stump, J.B. & 
Padgett, A.G. (ed) Blackwell Companion to Science and Christianity, Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons 
(2012), pp.130-39. Reynolds, J. ‘God of the Gaps: Intelligent Design & Bad Apologetic Advice’ in 
Dembski, W. (ed) Mere Creation: Science, Faith & Intelligent Design, Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press (1998), pp.313-29. Also Kojonen, E. ‘The God of the Gaps, Natural Theology, and Intelli-
gent Design’, Journal of Analytic Theology (2016) 4, 291-316.
20  A not very specific reason is Henry Drummond’s famous rhetoric: ‘Positively, the idea of 
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So, what is GOG? An easy start is to look at how the ‘God of the gaps’ label is 
used: it has consistently been used as a critique since its appearance. The crit-
ics will object to an idea by denouncing it as another variant of GOG reasoning; 
the defenders will argue why their position has nothing to do with it or—if 
it does involve God and gaps—why the critics are wrong to dismiss it. Let us, 
therefore, investigate what is being rejected—the anti-‘God of the gaps’ argu-
ments (AGOG)21—as a means toward an understanding of GOG.

What, then, are the main reasons to avoid GOG? First, we can divide AGOG 
into theoretical objections and pragmatic concerns. The former means that if 
an objection is true, then all GOG arguments of the targeted type(s) are exposed 
as unreasonable and can be rejected. The latter means that even if the rational 
core of GOG is acceptable, making such arguments is usually an ineffective or 
even counterproductive approach due to external factors.

I see four objections in the theoretical category:

(1) Logical objection: GOG involves a logical fallacy, which is most often iden-
tified as an argument from ignorance fallacy, though other fallacies may be in-
volved. More simply, ‘GOG is an argument from ignorance, and this is fallacious.’

(2) Metaphysical objection: GOG mistakenly asserts gaps in nature, whereas 
these are merely gaps in our knowledge and are nevertheless knowable in prin-
ciple. This objection is shared between atheists (‘there is no God, meddling or 
not’) and deists (‘the creation has absolute autonomy’). That is, ‘GOG is based 
on gaps, and there are no real gaps.’

(3) Methodological objection: Searching for God in nature is not the proper 
task of science according to methodological naturalism (MN), although it may 
be legitimate—and even successful—elsewhere. Thus, ‘GOG uses God as a con-
venient gap-filler, and that is bad science to be avoided by all scientists.’

(4) Theological objection: GOG leads to theological ideas which we indepen-
dently know to be false. It may portray an incompetent creator who cannot do 
his work right, limit God’s action to the gaps, or reduce God to a part of creation 
(e.g. a secondary cause). It may imply failed approaches to natural theology or 
elevate aspects of creation into intellectual idols (e.g. ‘proofs’ for reasoning our 

an immanent God, which is the God of Evolution, is infinitely grander than the occasional won-
der-worker, who is the God of an old theology.’ However, the rest of his chapter reveals his main 
concern to be the old theology’s implication that God only works in the gaps. Thus, whether 
(and in what way) GOG excludes God from nature is the relevant question. The theological 
question of ‘which God is better’ can wait. Drummond, H. The Ascent of Man, New York: James 
Pott & Co. (1895), pp.426-27.
21  Snoke, D. ‘In Favor of God-of-the-Gaps Reasoning’, Perspectives on Science and Christian 
Faith (2001), 53, 152-58 (p.152). Snoke offers a summary of AGOG, which overlaps with Ko-
jonen’s list; my list expands upon their main points. Kojonen, op.cit., p.292. 
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way up to God). In short, ‘GOG is filling gaps in creation with God, and this is 
bad theology’.

Pragmatic AGOG arguments include:

(5) Objection from scientific progress: Even if gap arguments are sound and 
true now, they may be undone by further research in science. This is different 
from the metaphysical objection (2) in that it does not insist a gapless nature. 
The problem is that our understanding of nature changes, including the gaps 
in our knowledge. Therefore, GOG is only conditionally successful (‘as far as 
we know now…’); since they can be overturned at any moment, let us not make 
such arguments. Thus, ‘GOG is based on gaps, and these gaps are shrinking’.

(6) Objection from Duhemian science (or the pragmatic reason behind MN): 
Clearly, not all scientists agree on metaphysical questions; then let us avoid 
such issues so that science can be as public and inclusive as possible to encour-
age collaboration.22 That is, ‘GOG involves metaphysics, and this is a sectarian 
science stopper.’

(7) Objection from apologetic value: Although GOG arguments can, in princi-
ple, succeed, they are not apologetically effective today. A present reason may 
be the widespread pejorative use of GOG; so if the same case can be made with-
out attracting the swarms of objections, why complicate the matter? Plus, even 
theists often disagree on GOG-related issues (e.g. miracles); it is surely wise to 
bypass avoidable disagreements and present a united front.

Below, I will primarily respond to the logical objection (1) with the aim to 
answer whether GOG is fallacious and if so where the fallacy really lies. The im-
pression of GOG as an argument from ignorance fallacy is widespread; if this is 
true then there is not much point in further consideration. I will bring existing 
assessments of GOG into a synthesis and arrive at some rational formulations 
of GOG which I consider to be the most representative of what its critics and 
defenders are actually thinking.

Most other objections (2-5) will be introduced as they become relevant to 
the logical structure of GOG. Although these are prominent issues worthy of 
greater attention, my treatment of them here will serve to clarify what kind of 
reasoning is employed in GOG and whether each logical component is vulner-
able to the AGOG objections, so as to assess the merits of a proposed structure. 
The last objections (6-7) will be entirely omitted.

While attempting a formal account, we must bear in mind that GOG argu-
ments need not be formal.23 For example, Pascal’s wager could be seen as a 

22  Plantinga, A. ‘Methodological Naturalism?’, Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 
(1997) 49, 143-54 (p.150-52).
23  As a parallel, the design debate is different depending on whether we approach design as 
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GOG argument: God is infinite, and we finite creatures are deeply ignorant of 
the nature of infinity; yet we must decide—what do we do?24 Taken formally, 
this argument can be seen as absurd as it demands decision out of ignorance 
and suppresses ‘honest scepticism’.25 Alas, that is not how Pascal approaches 
the question. If we read more of Pascal, we can perhaps interpret him differ-
ently: given God’s hiddenness and our epistemic incompetence to grasp divine 
mysteries, when confronted with such a state of uncertainty, which group is 
more sensible, the theists or the atheists? If the former, then we may as well 
join the theists in their gatherings, and gradually God will help us to see the 
light. I suspect that when a mediaeval mystic or a Pentecostal pastor makes ap-
peals to our ignorance of God’s awesome and mysterious power (i.e. gaps), she 
has in mind something similar to Pascal’s reflections, which are not ‘religious 
explanations’ in the modern sense of the term.26 Epistemic humility is rather 
different from the decision-making strategies of the economic man under in-
complete information. Informal interpretations of GOG should be taken seri-
ously, but they must be omitted here.

A Formal Account of God of the Gaps
Let us consider the most popular objection: GOG is in some way illogical. What 

is wrong? Larmer summarizes it thus:

The charge… [of] fallacious reasoning seems to be grounded in the view 
that the evidence taken to justify talk of divine intervention must be based 
on the existence of gaps in our scientific understanding of nature. To con-
sider such gaps… takes our ignorance of how nature works as evidence for 
supernatural intervention… [GOG] is thus an example of the fallacy of argu-
mentum ad ignorantiam, i.e. an appeal to ignorance.27

Next, we must consider what an argument from ignorance is and whether 
it is reasonable. Now, this supposed fallacy is usually formally stated in two 
ways:28

formal argument or informal discourse. Plantinga, A. Where the Conflict Really Lies: Science, 
Religion, and Naturalism, New York: Oxford University Press (2011), pp.236-64.
24  Pascal, B. Pensées, New York: E.P. Dutton & Co. (1958), Sect.3 ‘Of the Necessity of the Wager’, 
pp.52-71 (fragments 184-241). For the core wager argument, see fragment 233.
25  Dawkins, op.cit., pp.130-32.
26  Barr, S. Modern Physics and Ancient Faith, Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press 
(2003), pp.4-18.
27  Larmer, op.cit., p.129.
28  Walton, D. Arguments from Ignorance, University Park: The Pennsylvania State University 
Press (1996), pp.25-27, 60-62. Also Gensler, H. Introduction to Logic, Abingdon: Taylor & Fran-
cis Group (2010), p.60.
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(1) It is not proven (or we do not know) that p is false; therefore p is true.

(2) It is not proven (or we do not know) that p is true; therefore p is false.

In other words, a proposition is accepted or rejected based on gaps in our 
knowledge. GOG, no doubt, appeals to gaps in a non-trivial way and thus can be 
seen as a variant of argument from ignorance.29 Is this fallacious? On the sur-
face, the answer must be yes. Anything of the gaps is a non sequitur; ignorance 
is simply ignorance and nothing (least of all, God!) can come out of nothing. 
When there is no strong evidence either way, the best we can offer is either 
silence or mere speculation.

Or is this the case? A trivial truth does not get us very far. Few (if any) people 
in real debates directly adopt the logical structure above, arguing solely on the 
lack of proof; usually there are additional, implicit premises thanks to which 
some positive knowledge does come out of ignorance.30 Even if not conclusive, 
many close variants of argument from ignorance are generally accepted as rea-
sonable, including in scientific endeavours.31 Consider some examples:32

(1) The presumption of innocence in legal proceedings: ‘It is not proven that 
A is guilty; therefore A is innocent.’

(2) Argument from silence in historical research: ‘An important event B 
is never mentioned by ancient author C, who was otherwise knowledgeable 
of such events and made references often. Therefore, this event B—if it hap-
pened—postdates the life of C.’

(3) Negative evidence in everyday reasoning: ‘I looked for object D in this 
room but saw no signs of D; therefore I know that D is not there.’

(4) Negative evidence in scientific studies: ‘We exposed numerous test sub-
jects to this chemical E and there are no adverse effects; therefore E is safe.’

If we are willing to accept these arguments, it is unjustified to categori-

29  A common response from theists is to regard an argument from ignorance as clearly fal-
lacious, but then quickly distance themselves from it; new theistic arguments are supposedly 
immune to AGOG because they are not really based on gaps. Example: Collins, F., op.cit., p.204. 
Also Meyer, S. ‘The Explanatory Power of Design: DNA and the Origin of Information’, in Demb-
ski, W. (ed) Mere Creation: Science, Faith & Intelligent Design, Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press 
(1998), pp.138-39. Larmer adopts this strategy ‘in line with common usage’ and argues that 
GOG is not an argument from ignorance; he is followed by Ganssle. See Larmer, op.cit., p.139; 
Ganssle, op.cit., pp.133-35. To minimize semantic confusion, I join the other party who readily 
concedes that certain theistic arguments are indeed (literally) gap arguments but contests that 
they are fallacious simply because they appeal to gaps. See Larson, op.cit., pp.13-22; Collins, J., 
op.cit., pp.22-29.
30  Larmer, op.cit., p.130; Walton, op.cit., p.139; Kojonen, op.cit., p.293.
31  Walton, op.cit., pp.17-21.
32  Examples are adapted from Walton’s discussion of the same; ibid., pp.16, 31-33, 65-69.
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cally reject all gap arguments. Gaps can be reasonable grounds of knowledge, 
depending on how the gaps are used and—as it is often the case—how they 
are juxtaposed with positive knowledge.33 Can GOG be a reasonable variant of 
argument from ignorance if we expand it with appropriate premises? The de-
fenders of GOG answer affirmatively. Of course, even if GOG is rational, it may 
still be unscientific, which is a separate issue.34

Again, argument from ignorance has two forms:

(1) It is not proven that p is false; therefore p is true.

(2) We do not know that p is true; therefore p is false.

Which one is GOG? What is the proposition in each form? Past discussions of 
GOG have largely ignored this issue, perhaps assuming that the difference is se-
mantic only. I disagree. GOG can be stated in both ways, yet the two options are 
not equivalent—they frame the landscape differently and guide subsequent 
discussions in diverging directions.35 I suggest that the critics and the defend-
ers of GOG are talking past each other; the critics often focus their attention on 
the first form, but current gap arguments are better understood with the sec-
ond form. The objections also bear different weights depending on how GOG is 
conceived. We will consider the two versions separately.

God of the Gaps According to Its Critics (GOG-1)
Consider Richard Dawkins’ charge that the creationists are guilty of ‘the 

worship of gaps’: ‘Creationists eagerly seek a gap in present-day knowledge or 
understanding. If an apparent gap is found, it is assumed that God, by default, 
must fill it.’36 We can interpret the passage thus:

(1) It is not proven that ‘God is/was active in this corner of nature’ is false;

(2) Therefore God is/was indeed there.

As for the ‘corner of nature’, we can replace it with the physical constants of 
the laws of nature, the origin of life, creation of a human soul, crossing of the 
Red Sea, and so on.

Again, based on premise (1) alone, conclusion (2) does not follow. Fortu-

33  ibid., pp.137-39.
34  Some critics suggest that GOG reasoning is fallacious because it is unscientific. Example: 
Dawkins, op.cit., p.151-55. But this works only if ‘rational’ and ‘scientific’ are coextensive. See 
Ratzsch, D. Nature, Design and Science: The Status of Design in Natural Science, Albany: State 
University of New York Press (2001), p.47.
35  Consider being and non-being, or life and death. The latter is the negation of the former, but 
they are not equal opposites like T’s and F’s in an abstract truth table.
36  Dawkins, op.cit., p.151.
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nately, this case of GOG is quite similar to the use of argument from ignorance 
in judicial decisions. Substitute ‘God is/was active in this corner of nature’ with 
‘the accused was involved in this crime’. The key issue is the burden of proof.37 
The accused is justly acquitted because we have independent reasons to place 
a high standard of proof upon the prosecution. An established burden of proof 
makes the appeal to ignorance asymmetrical; it only becomes fallacious when 
one’s reasoning proceeds in the wrong direction.38

Of course, we can dispute how good these independent reasons are and, af-
ter rigorous examination, they may be exposed as false or irrelevant, in which 
case judicial reforms should follow. More mundanely, after a lengthy inves-
tigation, further evidence may be found or old evidence may be challenged, 
resulting in a new verdict from a higher court. Let us be clear, however, that 
in these scenarios, it is either the rejection of the stated premise (that there is 
insufficient evidence) or the rejection of the implicit premise (the presumption 
of innocence) which overturns the verdict—not the identification of potentially 
closable gaps. Pointing out a lack of evidence is simply acknowledging the very 
premise which has been there all along; surely it cannot expose a fallacy.39

Following the analogy, ‘God is there until we know otherwise’ is not falla-
cious if additional reasons are offered to explain why God is given priority over 
the alternatives. Now there are two premises in GOG:

(1) It is not proven that ‘God is/was active in this corner of nature’ is false.

(1a) God’s activity in nature is principally accepted until proven otherwise.

(2) God is/was indeed there.

Are there reasons to support (1a)? I will list a few examples. An obviously 
bad example is ‘God is omnipotent and can do anything—including filling gaps 
in nature’.40 Even if we accept the claim to be true, there is still a long way be-

37  Walton, op.cit., p.48-52.
38  Examples include the McCarthy trials and ‘Zero Tolerance’ policies; ibid., p.3-7, 56-60.
39  Granted, it will be prudent to suspend our judgment until the investigation is well under 
way; but this is separate from the rationality of our judgment.
40  Many critics are under the impression that God’s omnipotence provides an easy (lazy?) es-
cape for theism (deus ex machina), and theists routinely filled gaps in nature with God until the 
scientific revolution. Examples: Simmons, op.cit., p.381; Theopedia, ‘God of the Gaps’, accessed 
5 August 2022 (www.theopedia.com/god-of-the-gaps); BioLogos, ‘Are gaps in scientific knowl-
edge evidence for God?’, updated 19 January 2019, accessed 5 May 2022 (https://biologos.
org/common-questions/are-gaps-in-scientific-knowledge-evidence-for-god). For scholarly 
comments, see Barr, op.cit., pp.4-5; Bube, op.cit., pp.13-16, 55-58. I do not find this impression 
historically accurate, except within particular contexts such as the Enlightenment. Even here, it 
is plausible that GOG advocates were only proposing a (later falsified) scientific theory within 
their contemporary paradigms of science. See Reynolds, op.cit., pp.326-28; Snoke, op.cit., p.154. 
Also McGrath, A. Dawkins’ God: Genes, Memes, and the Meaning of Life, Oxford: Blackwell Pub-

http://www.theopedia.com/god-of-the-gaps
https://biologos.org/common-questions/are-gaps-in-scientific-knowledge-evidence-for-god
https://biologos.org/common-questions/are-gaps-in-scientific-knowledge-evidence-for-god
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fore we can establish God as the default explanation. ‘God can fill this gap, if he 
so chooses’ only supports divine action as a rationally permissible candidate 
of investigation; it does not entail ‘let us fill such gaps with God whenever we 
see them’. If this reason for burden of proof is seriously advanced, then this is 
where the fallacy really lies.41

Here are some better alternatives: We may argue that religion is natural to 
humans in terms of our cognitive development and thus an intuitive part of 
us; it continues to stay despite numerous attempts to debunk it by supposedly 
more reliable ways to truth, namely science.42 Or, we may argue that theistic 
beliefs, unlike formal propositions in mathematics, have a more basic, com-
mon sense means of justification, similar to perception: I am justified to believe 
that there is tree simply because I see one, unless I have substantial reasons to 
defeat this belief—say, it turns out that I am drugged.43 Or, we may want to be 
embedded (again) in an enchanted world of spirits, demons, moral forces, and 
meaning, where the divine is not an option to be weighed and decided but is 
everywhere embodied in and signified by ourselves, the society around us, and 
the entire cosmos.44

Granted, even if we expand the additional premise (1a) into a sub-argument 
and incorporate it into GOG, we may very well fail. Locating the burden of proof 
is not a straightforward matter outside some very specific applications such as 
law.45 A proposed reason to establish God as default may turn out to be weak; 
it may also contain fallacies of its own. Or the original premise (1) may just be 
falsified by new evidence. Then, the conclusion of ‘God is/was there’ is rightly 
denied. But it is not denied because our fallacy detectors have discovered an 
appeal to a lack of evidence—that has always been an integral component of 
GOG. Thus, I conclude that GOG is indeed based on gaps, and it is not falla-
cious—not because of the gaps.

lishing (2005), pp.60-72.
41  Perhaps contrary to popular impression, intelligent design (ID) is not guilty of this fallacy. 
The dispute is whether the intuitive appearance of design is or is not an illusion produced 
by evolution, a naturalistic process without intention or agency. It does not appeal to divine 
omnipotence as a brute fact. See Kojonen, op.cit., pp.293-96.
42  McCauley, R. Why Religion Is Natural and Science Is Not, New York: Oxford University Press 
(2011). McCauley’s ‘religion’ refers to popular religion as opposed to sophisticated schools of 
theology. His account is far more nuanced than my generalization, which is only a thought ex-
periment here. The same applies below.
43  Plantinga, A. Warranted Christian Belief, New York: Oxford University Press (2000). Philip 
Johnson’s famous ‘trial’ of Darwinism follows the same principle; see Kojonen, op.cit., p.294. 
Also Johnson, P. Darwin on Trial. Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press (1993).
44  Taylor, C. A Secular Age, Cambridge: Harvard University Press (2007), pp.29-41, 54-59, 
146-151.
45  Walton, op.cit., p.56.



170 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

PU JI

But if so, why is there universal outcry against GOG from both theists and 
atheists? Surely there is something wrong, even if it is not a flagrant fallacy? It 
is because this way of speaking of God and nature quite naturally leads us to 
ask: What disproves God? What can let us know that God is not there?

This is quite rational if we accept an implicit requirement that the proposi-
tion (‘the accused was the culprit’ or ‘God is active here’) can be potentially true 
or false. If we are to appeal to a lack of evidence, the gaps should be such that 
they can, in principle, be closed had there been evidence. If we argue ‘God is 
here until proven otherwise’ but the case can never be proven otherwise—say, 
we take a highly allegorical approach to religious claims—then we are getting 
nowhere, because premise (1) will be always and trivially true.

It is also a reasonable step to nominate science as the appropriate tool to 
examine the evidence, as science studies nature and has made impressive dis-
coveries in many of its corners. If we want to know what is really going on, 
let us take a look. Combined with the sensible request that the premises be 
potentially false, this leads us to think that God’s action in nature is falsifiable 
by science.

This line of thinking, therefore, opens the possibility of placing science and 
God against each other—at least in the realm of efficient causes—even if we 
insist that science and God are not ultimately at odds.46 Scientific investigations 
do sometimes lead to successful naturalistic answers without any reference to 
God or gods—to anything not a part of nature as ‘a closed system of physical 
cause and effect’.47 When this happens, God’s role is disproven under the GOG 
‘principle’ of ‘God is here until science tells us otherwise’.

Of course, it does not prove that God is entirely absent (unless we adopt 
a parallel ‘naturalism of the gaps’). Still, GOG problematizes God’s place in a 
given corner of nature in the face of naturalistic alternatives. Divine action is a 
sort of current champion, to be challenged by young, ambitious warriors one 
after another. To present God as the undefeated champion (so far) can back-
fire to the detriment of theism.48 This is especially so when the argument form 
is accepted as legitimate, but the conclusion is found to be false—the match 
is agreed upon, but the mighty has finally fallen. Then surely science has tri-
umphed over ignorance and revealed a clockwork universe with few (if any) 
exceptions; and naturalism is right?49

46  McGrath, Dawkins’ God, p.58-60. Charles Coulson discerned the same ‘challenge from scien-
tific thinking’ when he coined ‘God of the gaps’; Coulson, op.cit., pp.17-42.
47  Barr, op.cit., p.20.
48  Collins, F., op.cit., pp.93, 193.
49  McGrath, Dawkins’ God, p.62. Note that the conclusion against divine action holds so long 
as the naturalistic explanations are successful, regardless of whether there is a trend of clos-
ing gaps. This should not be confused with the objection from scientific progress. Consider an 
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I argue that GOG-1 is troublesome not because it is fallacious but because 
such ‘tournaments’ can work and have worked in the past. This is why theists, 
with GOG-1 in mind, worry about limiting divine activity to the gaps and push-
ing God out of the picture; the objection is frequently raised despite that de-
fenders—also theists, but with GOG-2 in mind—readily clarify that they have 
no intention to limit God’s activity to the gaps.50 Classical theists can agree that 
GOG-1—even if it works—operates under the framework of ‘an anemic, wa-
tered-down semi-deism’;51 although it allows God to act sometimes in nature, 
it shares deistic assumptions such as the universe is governed by prescriptive 
laws and divine action must belong to ‘an area in the cosmos not governed by 
natural law’.52 Moreover, science, whose object of inquiry is nature, becomes the 
arbiter of the dispute especially when science is perceived as highly successful, 
and scientism is lurking nearby. Fortunately, GOG-1 is historically contingent 
and is not representative of Christian theology as a whole.53

The objection is a theistic one: GOG is unacceptable to classical theists because 
it is compromised by deism. Although theologically driven, it has grounding in 
the rational structure of GOG; it should be taken seriously by fellow theists. 
We should distinguish this objection from deistic objections: let us avoid GOG 
because miracles never happen or, if they do, they do not befit God: ‘God must 
be conceived as acting through history rather than intervening in history’;54 
a God who interrupts nature is an unskilled creator who cannot do his work 
right the first time—or worse, a deceiving, manipulative magician who ‘sneaks 
in through the loopholes, cheating both us and nature with His disguised “room 
for maneuver”’.55 Defenders of GOG are right to point out that some AGOG argu-
ments are really ‘a variation on early Deistic arguments against miracle’;56 but 
this is not applicable to all theological objections.

Apart from particular objections, there is a more general motivation be-
hind AGOG. When speaking of science disproving God’s presence in a corner 
of nature, the once (still?) powerful myth of the conflict between science and 
religion, where God retreats wherever science takes over, readily comes to 

analogy: the accused is to be judged guilty if enough evidence is presented by the prosecutor, 
regardless of whether the prosecutor has a reputation for high rate of conviction.
50  Moreland, ‘Science, Miracles, Agency…’, p.136; Larmer, op.cit., p.132.
51  Plantinga, ‘Methodological Naturalism?’, p.149.
52  Reynolds, op.cit., p.317. Full deism and atheism deny that there is any such area not gov-
erned by law.
53  McGrath, Dawkins’ God, pp.60-72. Also McGrath, A. The Dawkins Delusion? London: SPCK 
(2007), pp.10-12.
54  Larmer, op.cit., p.133, using Paul Davis as a representative of this thought.
55  Coulson, op.cit., p.34. Coulson then gives his verdict: ‘Either God is in the whole of Nature, 
with no gaps, or He’s not there at all.’ See ibid., p.35.
56  Larmer, op.cit., pp.133-34.
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mind. Since much of science and much of theology are still responding to the 
supposed conflict, new GOG-sounding arguments can be seen as a legacy of the 
conflict thesis; striking these arguments down as GOG becomes an attempt at 
conflict resolution.57 This is essentially a complementarian approach to science 
and religion, involving a two-step strategy:

First, to avoid embarrassment where God is asserted and then disproven, 
we must take science seriously and rethink God and creation in light of the 
scientific account of the world: ‘He [God] cannot be the old “God of the gaps”… 
Natural science is autonomous and does not need the hypothesis of God to ex-
plain individual events and relationships… We have had to learn that God is not 
in the gaps in the nexus of events but is somehow in the whole process.’58 Or, 
‘God is neither a secondary cause operating on the same level as natural forces 
nor a means for filling gaps in the scientific account’—and we have LaPlace and 
Darwin to thank for this insight.59 Is God entirely absent? By no means—and 
all the more reason for a new natural theology without GOG.60 Perhaps God 
can be found in areas such as aesthetics and morality.61 Perhaps God works in 
empirically undetectable ways—say, in indeterministic areas such as the quan-
tum world and chaotic systems, so the universe is causally open to God without 
intervention.62

While we celebrate the success of science, how do we counter certain bold 
claims that all theistic arguments will fail like GOG arguments in the past? What 
if some atheists make a jump from ‘science does not require divine intervention’ 
to ‘science has disproven God altogether’? This is where we contemplate the 
limits of science. God cannot be threatened by science; God and, indeed, many 

57  Speaking of ‘possible responses to the contentious interaction between the theory of 
evolution and faith in God’, Francis Collins presents four ‘options’: (1) atheism and agnosti-
cism—‘where science trumps faith’, (2) creationism—‘where faith trumps science’, (3) intelli-
gent design—‘where science needs divine help’, and (4) theistic evolution—‘science and faith 
in harmony’. Collins, F., op.cit., pp.158-59, 171, 181, 197.
58  Peacocke, op.cit., pp.77-79, 132.
59  Barbour, I. Religion and Science: Historical and Contemporary Issues, London: SCM Press 
(1998), p.73.
60  McGrath, A. The Open Secret: A New Vision for Natural Theology, Oxford: Blackwell Publish-
ing (2008), pp.238-40.
61  ibid., pp.261-313. Evaluating such proposals is beyond our present goal.
62  Polkinghorne, J. Science and Theology: An Introduction, London: SPCK (1998), pp.89-90. 
This is the quest for causal joint in the divine action project. Alas, the non-interventionist the-
ories of divine action, under a ‘reverse GOG’ of ensuring congruence with science, tend to en-
counter problems analogous to the old GOG. See Ritchie, S. Divine Action and the Human Mind, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (2019), pp.189-200. Some reference entries thus list 
such scientific theories of divine action as another kind of GOG which ‘represents a lack of the 
possibility of falsification’. Albright, op.cit., pp.955-56.
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other important issues are simply beyond the capacity of science.63 Science is 
not everything; ‘there remains… a fundamental “gulf” between the scientific 
description of the world and an overall account of reality… that “gulf” between 
science and “the rest of life” must be bridged.’64 Theologians and Christian 
scientists can be of service here, offering valuable insights based on their 
knowledge, not gaps. Theists, after all, have good reasons to uphold the unity 
of reality and harmony of knowledge: God and his world cannot be at odds with 
each other (save human pride and ignorance); we can hope and thrive for ‘an 
intellectually and spiritually satisfying synthesis of all great truths’.65

Therefore, the strongest critics of GOG are scientific materialists and sci-
ence-religion complementarians. There are good reasons to resist GOG-1, even 
if such reasons do not address the rational legitimacy of GOG. However, there 
is at least one other interpretation of GOG, based on the alternative form of an 
argument from ignorance:

(2) It is not proven (or we do not know) that p is true; therefore p is false.

While familiar outcries against GOG are potent against ‘God is in this part 
of nature until proven otherwise by science’, recent arguments from the de-
fenders of design, miracles, and religious concepts (e.g. soul) usually follow the 
second type:

(2a) It is not proven that ‘there is a naturalistic explanation for this event 
or phenomenon’ is true; therefore there is no naturalistic explanation for this 
phenomenon. Or, more briefly:

(2b) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this event; therefore 
there is no natural cause for this event.

Here, we ask whether we can identify supernatural causes in a given case; 
it does not establish a theologically driven burden of proof. The argument is a 
form of negative reasoning which attempts the transition from a gap in knowl-
edge to a gap in reality. This is also why these defenders tend to find issue with 
MN, which excludes supernatural explanations from the start. We will unpack 
this form of GOG and its implications below.

63  Collins, F., op.cit., pp.165-69. Also McGrath, The Dawkins Delusion?, pp.14-25.
64  Berg, C. ‘Leaving Behind the God-of-the-Gaps: Towards a Theological Response to Scientific 
Limit Questions’, in Herrmann, R. (ed) Expanding Humanity’s Vision of God: New Thoughts on 
Science and Religion, Philadelphia: Templeton Foundation Press (2001), p.108.
65  Collins, F., op.cit., p.234, emphasis original.



174 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

PU JI

God of the Gaps According to Its Recent Advocates    
(GOG-2)

Let us first consider the premise:

(1) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this event or phenom-
enon.

How do we know that we do not know? This is fairly straightforward. We 
examine a naturalistic theory on offer; we find it inadequate at explaining some 
observation. We examine other naturalistic theories; yet none of them are sat-
isfactory.

Is this an appeal to explanatory gaps? Yes. Is it an argument from ignorance 
fallacy? No. In fact, I do not consider this gap-searching step an argument from 
ignorance at all, fallacious or not. Exposing the explanatory inadequacies of 
an opponent’s theory—and indeed, examining the inadequacies of one’s own 
theory—is simply a regular practice in science. If Darwin can point out vestigial 
structures as problems under the special creation of species, or if Einstein can 
be persuasive because the Michelson-Moreley experiment represents a great 
mystery for his contemporaries,66 ‘then clearly, gaps in the explanatory power 
of an idea can legitimately be used to argue against the idea.’67 Furthermore, 
if we find a theory wanting because of some serious gaps, this theory can be 
reasonably rejected even if there is no plausible alternative in sight. And if we 
indeed find a better alternative, we will be quite reasonably inclined to take it 
more seriously, even if it is not a perfect theory.68

This practice is found not only in science but also in many other areas of 
intellectual discourse. A present example is the debate between theism and 
naturalism. Theodicy is a well-known problem, and it has force precisely 
because it can be difficult to explain the presence of evil in a world ruled by 
an omnipotent, omniscient, and benevolent God; close contact with evil (say, 
the horrors of the Holocaust) sometimes uproots one’s faith. There we have 
an explanatory gap for theism. Or perhaps we do not; theists can offer their 
explanations for evil. Some may even argue that evil exposes a much bigger 
gap for naturalism: our intuitive aversion to evil (again, consider the horrors 
of the Holocaust) and our having a cognitive faculty to detect values at all do 
not make much sense if evil is only ‘a natural outgrowth of natural processes’ 
like cancer or hair colour.69 Whichever side we take, accusations of explanatory 

66  Snoke, op.cit., p.153.
67  Larson, op.cit., p.17. 
68  Snoke, op.cit., pp.153-54, 156. Also, consider Plantinga’s ‘reduction test for defeat’: once 
accepted as evidence, explanatory failures are good defeaters as they lead us to judge the target 
belief improbable; see Plantinga, Conflict, pp. 183-90, 164-78.
69  Plantinga, A. ‘Two Dozen (or so) Theistic Arguments’, in Walls, J. & Dougherty, T. (ed) Two 
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gaps are to be taken seriously; it is strange to dismiss some appeals to gaps as 
fallacious but then accept other theories without becoming distressed over all 
kinds of ‘X of the gaps’.70

Some clarification is worth making here. We may and often do disagree on 
what constitutes a satisfactory explanation of an apparent mystery.71 This is 
also a routine practice. Perhaps physicists can find an underlying naturalistic 
mechanism for the apparent fine-tuning of the fundamental constants. Per-
haps not. Perhaps sociologists can find a successful evolutionary explanation 
for morality and religion. Perhaps not. To assess any gap (or gap-filling), we 
must become educated on what the theory states, examine relevant facts, and 
consider the implications. Through this process, gaps get exposed and filled; 
theories are improved or abandoned.

In other words, our confidence in our assessment is proportional to our 
knowledge of the issue at hand. This is why the ID theorists are not swayed 
by the charge that they are arguing from ignorance; comparing and contrast-
ing the explanatory powers of rival theories is simply an inference to the best 
explanation.72 Whether such theorists are right about their design inference, 
exposing gaps is not an argument from ignorance; thinking so is a conflation 
between everyday language and philosophical reasoning.

Of course, arguing against a theory does not directly prove an alternative 
theory. Even after an explanatory gap of a given theory—say, atheism—is con-
firmed, it does not mean that a rival theory—say, theism—is therefore true. 
This is the classic argument from ignorance fallacy.73 Fortunately, few people 
reason like this without further context. For instance, a new theory may ap-
pear as a debunking argument against an otherwise intuitive belief, and we 
find the debunking argument unsuccessful. A fallacy can be avoided if we have 
additional premises to consider.

How do we move from identifying explanatory gaps in scientific theories to 

Dozen (or so) Arguments for God: The Plantinga Project, New York: Oxford University Press 
(2018), pp.224-26. For similar cases, see Lewis, C.S. Mere Christianity, New York: HarperCollins 
Publishers (1952), pp.3-27. Also Nagel, T. Mind & Cosmos: Why the Materialist Neo-Darwinian 
Conception of Nature is Almost Certainly False, Oxford: Oxford University Press (2012), pp.105-
16.
70  Nagel accuses ‘the secular theoretical establishment… and the contemporary enlightened 
culture’ to be guilty of ‘materialism and Darwinism of the gaps’—a point familiar to many crit-
ics of scientific materialism; Nagel, op.cit., p.127. Larson points out the inconsistency of Francis 
Collins, who rejects ID as GOG but is convinced by cosmic fine-tuning and Lewis’ argument from 
moral law, unburdened by the naturalists’ attempts at debunking them as ‘cosmic design of the 
gaps’ and ‘moral realism of the gaps’; Larson, op.cit., pp.14-15, 19; Collins, F., op.cit., pp.11-32.
71  Snoke, op.cit., p.153.
72  Meyer, op.cit., pp.138-39.
73  Theism-atheism is a classic illustration; Walton, op.cit., pp.25-28; Gensler, op.cit., p.60.
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the premise that ‘no natural means we know of can explain this event’? Here, 
we simply examine all of the plausible naturalistic theories one by one. This is 
an inductive step, and the number of serious contenders on a given issue at a 
given time is surely finite.74 It is also possible that multiple theories share simi-
lar tenets and suffer from similar explanatory failures. Therefore, we often use 
simplified binary frameworks, such as naturalistic vs. supernaturalistic or neo-
Darwinian vs. design; but we can also evaluate additional theories as needed.

Consider some scientists’ efforts at finding naturalistic explanations for 
miracles. Theory A is the ‘traditional’ theory, but it fails at explaining these key 
moments. Theory B is a recent improvement of A; it resolves some of the issues 
but opens other gaps. Theory C is a creative idea from this other perspective, 
but something is still missing… In the end, we may find a good naturalistic ex-
planation, or we may realize that even our best explanation fails significantly, 
in which case our inability to explain the miracle should be admitted. The topic 
may be unusual, but the reasoning is routine. We only need to substitute mira-
cles under known natural mechanisms with other questions in science—say, 
the apparent expansion of the universe under an eternal universe or the extinc-
tion of the dinosaurs under terrestrial geological forces.

Now let us mention the elephant in the room. Let us say that a supporter of 
special divine intervention behind certain miracles—say, the Red Sea cross-
ing—has surveyed the existing naturalistic theories A, B, C and concluded that 
we have no good naturalistic explanation. One may respond: what if explana-
tions D, E, F come along later with new scientific facts and theories? Suppose 
that a new theory—say, Colin Humphrey’s wind set-down theory, aided by ma-
jor advances in meteorology and oceanography—is finally successful at filling 
the current gaps.75 Then obviously our earlier inductive conclusion of ‘no good 
naturalistic explanation’ will be overturned.

This is the pragmatic objection to GOG from scientific progress—a classic 
component of why we should avoid gap arguments. Having gaps filled thanks 
to new scientific discoveries is entirely possible; this cautious voice, at its core, 
is a response to the uncertainties posed by the limits of induction; it cannot be 
conflated into the blind conviction that science will eventually figure everything 
out.76 Our supernatural argument was a good argument, given what empirical 

74  If we see this as an argument from ignorance, it will be a ‘lack-of-knowledge inference’ or 
negative reasoning from searching exhaustively through a finite knowledge base. See Walton, 
op.cit., pp.72-75.
75  Humphreys, C. Miracles of Exodus: A Scientist’s Discovery of the Extraordinary Natural Caus-
es of the Biblical Stories, London: Bloomsbury Publishing (2003), pp.244-60. This example is 
used to minimize the distraction by more heated debates.
76  Without scientism, scientific progress itself is not a serious objection: ‘Science can account 
for more now than it could some hundreds of years ago. But this is not surprising—we didn’t 
forget what we figured out some hundreds of years ago, and we’ve figured out some more 
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knowledge we knew at the time, just as a one-color theory of swan heredity 
(‘all swans are white’) was a sound theory until we discovered black swans in 
Australia. After black swans are accepted by our biologists, it is possible that 
we discover green swans in Greenland, tan swans in Tanzania, or indigo swans 
in India. It is also possible that black feathers turn out to be the result of human 
intervention (say, via Australian natives’ skilful breeding or ritually painting 
otherwise white swans); then the earlier theory will be re-instated. Does the 
possibility of future discoveries prevent us from updating our theories accord-
ing to available evidence? Not usually. We will be wise, of course, to recognize 
the limits of evidence, assert conclusions cautiously, and embrace future revi-
sions or even refutations; but this concern is no more problematic in GOG cases 
than what is intrinsic in the work of science at large.77

Let us go back to the main argument. We have expanded the premise ‘We 
do not know that there is a natural cause for this event’ into the following sub-
argument:

(1) There is a proposed naturalistic explanation or cause for this event or 
phenomenon.

(2) The proposed theory fails to explain significant parts of the said event.

(1a) There is a second (third, fourth…) proposed naturalistic explanation.

(2a) The second (third, fourth…) theory also fails to explain significant parts 
of the event.

(3) All of the currently available naturalistic theories (or proposed natural 
causes) fail to explain some significant parts of the event under investigation. 

(4) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this phenomenon.

Statement (2) is the result of exposing the explanatory gaps of a given theo-
ry, in light of our observations and experiences. (3) is an inductive conclusion 
based on our assessment of each of the proposed theories. (4) is a straightfor-
ward result of (3), assuming that the problem of induction is manageable. Now, 
consider the first major conclusion:

(5) Therefore there is no natural cause for this event or phenomenon.

The move from (4) to (5) corresponds to the second logical form of the ar-
gument from ignorance: ‘We do not know that p is true; therefore p is false’ 

things since then. These facts do not, however, provide a plausible basis for an inference that 
atheistic science will eventually be able to account for everything. Dismissing the fine-tuning 
argument out of the blind conviction that it will fall apart eventually is epistemologically risi-
ble.’ These well-said words apply to other theistic explanations as well. Hawthorne, J. and Isaacs 
Y., op.cit., p.140.
77  Ganssle, op.cit., p.133-34.
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with p standing for ‘there is a natural cause for this phenomenon’. This is the 
central argument from ignorance and it is the most important transition in the 
logical chain of GOG-2. We start with an epistemic statement—the failure of 
certain types of theories (in this case naturalistic)—and end with a metaphysi-
cal or ontological statement: there is (there exists) no natural cause in reality. 
We have discovered an actual gap in nature—something that nature cannot or 
would not do. Successful or not, the true goal of those who raise GOG arguments 
is to establish this ‘gap on account of nature’; their pointing out epistemic gaps 
is simply a step along the way.78 ‘The gap… appealed to is a gap in our scientific 
knowledge. From a gap in the current state of our scientific knowledge, we in-
fer a gap in reality. We argue for a gap in what naturalistic items can explain.’79

This is what the defenders did when they denied that GOG arguments are 
cases of argumentum ad ignorantiam fallacy.80 Rather, they re-classified GOG 
arguments to be instances of modus tollens, or denying the consequent. Con-
sider Larmer’s Great Dane example:

If my son tells me that there is a Great Dane in our bathroom and I go look 
and find no evidence of a Great Dane, I conclude that it is false there is a 
Great Dane in our bathroom. My lack of evidence for it being the case that 
there is a Great Dane in our bathroom is good evidence that there is not a 
great Dane in our bathroom because I have knowledge that if a Great Dane 
were there, there should be positive evidence to confirm its presence.81

This kind of reasoning is, no doubt, quite common and valid. This use of 
denying the consequent can be generalized thus:

(a) No X we know of can do Y.

(b) If there were an X which could do Y, we would probably know that this 
is the case.

(c) Therefore probably no X can do Y.82

The previously unstated premise (b) is what makes the argument deduc-
tively valid. This, I trust, easily maps onto the main GOG argument:

(4) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this phenomenon.

(4a) If there were a natural means to explain this event, we would probably 
know that this is the case.

(5) Therefore there is no naturalistic explanation for this event or phenom-

78  Collins, J., op.cit., p.24; Kojonen, op.cit., p.294.
79  Ganssle, op.cit., p.131, emphasis added.
80  Larmer, op.cit., p.131, 139; Ganssle, op.cit., p.132.
81  Larmer, op.cit., p.131.
82  Ganssle, op.cit., pp.131-33.
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enon.83

Does this argument depend on the absence of knowledge or proof (i.e. ig-
norance) in a non-trivial way? Yes, the confession of our ignorance, which is 
premise (4), is indispensable. Does this argument solely rely on ignorance? By 
no means. Note that our conclusion—if the premises are sound—is a reason-
ably confident ‘no’, not a ‘we do not know’. What we have is a contrast between 
available proof and the absence of proof, together leading to a point of posi-
tive knowledge—even though its content features a negative conclusion. Most 
importantly, the inference is made on the basis that we know enough about 
the event or phenomenon; in fact, the more we know or the harder we have 
searched, the more confident our answer of ‘no’ will be.84 This is the crucial 
step which popular impressions of GOG have missed.85 Since denying the con-
sequent is widely used and clearly reasonable, this modus tollens transforma-
tion is a legitimate way to appeal to ignorance.86 The absence of proof is not 
necessarily the proof of absence until we can establish a link between them.

Let us consider more closely the additional premise (4a), regarded as the 
key to the GOG argument by its defenders. If the premise is improbable, then 
the inference of a gap in nature (and all subsequent conclusions)—though 
not fallacious—will be weak.87 The advocates of GOG then spend most of their 
effort defending this premise from anticipated attacks. What are some ways 
to undermine the premise ‘that enough can be known about the operation of 
natural causes to make it reasonable to conclude that at least some gaps… are 
evidence for supernatural intervention’?88 The ‘shrinking gaps’ concern, or the 
pragmatic objection from scientific progress, is addressed more or less by all 
defenders of GOG.89 Other attacks include theological, philosophical, and meth-
odological objections—indeed, the whole lot of AGOG arguments.90

While I agree that the usually implicit premise (4a) is a necessary step in our 
chain of reasoning, I find the great emphasis placed on it rather exaggerated 
and potentially misleading. To me, this premise simply expresses confidence in 
our scientific investigations, which in turn is rooted in a common-sense confi-
dence in our general epistemic faculties. There is a mind-independent reality, 
and our epistemic faculties can reliably track entities and events out there in 
the world. If something was at a given place, then we would be able to detect it; 

83  ibid., p.133.
84  Larmer, op.cit., pp.132, 136-37. 
85  Bube summarizes the matter aptly when he introduces GOG; Bube, op.cit., p.57.
86  Walton, op.cit., pp.133-39.
87  Larmer, op.cit., pp.131-32; Ganssle, op.cit., p.133.
88  Larmer, op.cit., p.132.
89  ibid., p.136. Also Ganssle, op.cit., p.133-35; Snoke, op.cit., pp.155-56.
90  Larmer, op.cit., pp.132-36; Moreland, ‘Science, Miracles, Agency…’, pp.136-37; Ratzsch, 
op.cit., pp.47-49, 118-20; Dembski, op.cit., pp.238-45, 252-60.
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if something was not there, then we would not be able to detect it, and we would 
reasonably conclude against its existence. Depending on what we are studying, 
sometimes we can arrive at a definite answer after a quick look (e.g. searching 
for a Great Dane in the bathroom), and sometimes our answer requires system-
atic investigation (e.g. testing for harmful effects of a new medicine).

Systematic investigation, of course, can and often does become complicat-
ed and the results may have considerable uncertainty. Perhaps we have not 
searched everywhere or gathered all of the relevant factors. Inferences based 
on empirical observations often suffer from such constraints; it may be sim-
ply impossible to arrive at definitely true or false judgments, compelling us to 
speak in terms of probabilities. Our epistemic faculties are certainly not om-
nipotent or infallible.

But this well attested fallibility only calls into question the stated premise: 
‘No X we know of can do Y.’ Perhaps there is an X which can do Y after all—say, 
a naturalistic explanation for a supposed miracle—and we are about to dis-
cover it, thus rendering the premise false. This is an inductive step, vulnerable 
to future scientific discoveries. But cases of previous mistakes—of once dearly 
held conclusions overturned upon new knowledge—will not invalidate the un-
stated premise: ‘If there were an X which could do Y, we would probably know.’ 
If they do invalidate it, then we need to question many things, including every 
possible X (naturalistic or not) which seems to be able to do Y—that is only an 
appearance, after all, which could be overturned at any minute! We shall be 
trapped in a loop of scepticism; the best thing we can do, then, is to withhold 
judgment.91

It is possible, of course, that premise (4a) is false. Perhaps some kind of ide-
alism is true, and our observations and experiences will never tell us about 
whether there are gaps in nature. This, however, is a high price to pay. I rather 
think that (4a)—‘if there is a natural means to explain a phenomenon, we would 
probably know it’—is usually hidden precisely because it is widely assumed to 
be true; this realist stance is shared by both those making GOG arguments and 
those insisting on naturalistic explanations. Thus, (4a) is not problematized 
and needs not be defended. 

Since Larmer organizes his defence of GOG around (4a) and his work has 
been influential among discussions of the rational legitimacy of GOG, I will ad-
dress some of the issues raised by Larmer here. The theological objections—
which Larmer addresses first—are more effective against GOG-1 presented 
earlier. Assuming God’s action as the default until proven otherwise by science 
leads, quite reasonably, to many theological questions about whether God 
acts in nature and how God is related to the world. This is not a problem for 

91  Ganssle, op.cit., p.133.
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GOG-2 based on negative reasoning of what nature cannot do, which in turn is 
based on what we know of what nature ordinarily can do. In other words, this 
formulation does not begin with any particular theology. It does begin with 
a particular reported event (e.g. miraculous healing), observed phenomenon 
(e.g. appearance of design), or common experience (e.g. moral judgments). Its 
inference that ‘a miracle occurred’ or ‘God was involved here’ is made when 
strong signs are available; but such signs are not necessary requirements for 
God to act, nor are they the only reasons to affirm divine presence.92

Consider this theistic objection: ‘[GOG implies that] we think that it is pos-
sible to say of some events or objects, “God made this,” and of the natural ones, 
“God did not make this.” The doctrine of providence… affirms that the products 
of secondary causes are every bit as much direct divine action as the miracu-
lous events.’93 While this may be a serious problem for the earlier GOG-1, it is 
irrelevant here. Our chain of reason does not imply that God made this but not 
that. Rather, we are saying of some events or objects, ‘this is where we can con-
fidently tell that God made this’, and of other ones, ‘we cannot tell one way or 
the other based on available evidence—although we may have other reasons 
to say that God made this too (theists) or God did not make this (naturalists).’94 
Again, this version of GOG argument is, at its core, an inference of a nature 
gap from a knowledge gap.95 Larmer’s defence of divine action is laudable but 
unnecessary.

Continuing his defence of (4a), Larmer addresses the challenge from MN: ‘If 
[GOG] explanations are to be rejected as in principle scientifically illegitimate 
it must be solely on the basis of their inferring a supernatural cause…’96 This 
is, no doubt, a frequently contested point in debates involving the GOG label 
(design, miracles, etc.).

I will not be able to settle this debate, nor do I find it particularly impor-
tant to my present purposes. Scientific legitimacy is not the same as rational 

92  Ratzsch points out that while contra-nomic supernatural agency offers strong signs of de-
sign, it is perfectly possible that the supernatural is working without causing anything contrary 
to the regularities of nature (supernatural nomic agency), or that divine activity is entirely 
invisible. In the latter cases, design inference is less straightforward, though it may still be pos-
sible. See Ratzsch, op.cit., pp.51-60.
93  Collins, J., op.cit., p.24. This objection is quite different—indeed opposite—from the deistic 
objections questioning God’s acting in nature as a secondary cause, which are what Larmer 
spent most of his effort refuting. See Larmer, op.cit., pp.132-33.
94  Our GOG argument is strengthened if we have independent theological reasons to expect 
God to act in ways leaving behind signs which we do observe. Ganssle, op.cit., pp.135-38. More-
land, ‘Science, Miracles, Agency…’, pp.137-46.
95  Collins, J., op.cit., p.24.
96  Larmer, op.cit., pp.135.
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legitimacy;97 even if MN is true and sound, it only means that a scientist can-
not entertain supernatural entities when working as a scientist—but he could 
discuss the supernatural in his ‘free time’;98 then if he is a rational human being 
who is also knowledgeable about relevant topics, his views on the supernatu-
ral should nevertheless gain a serious hearing, even if outside ‘science’. So… 
Francis Collins, Michael Behe, Richard Dawkins, Stephen Jay Gould, Paul Davis, 
and Alister McGrath are not acting as scientists; they are philosophers drawing 
rational conclusions from scientific findings. This sounds like a semantic dif-
ference to me.99

Instead, the relevant question is: What does MN have to do with premise 
(4a), that if there is a successful naturalistic explanation or cause for some-
thing then we would know it? The answer is that MN poses no challenge to this 
premise. If anything, MN presumes (4a), else there is no reason for the support-
ers of MN to invoke the success of science, to highlight its empirical nature, and 
to commend a naturalistic methodology in the first place. The more we trust 
our ordinary investigations of nature, the more confident we will be in spotting 
what nature would not do—a real gap with no naturalistic explanation—when 
we see something strange.100

But perhaps MN could be an issue if MN’s agreement with (4a) is conditional. 
While we are able to reliably detect an X which can do Y (if there exists such 
X), this reliability only applies to certain things—things within our ordinary 
senses and hence subject to scientific study—and God is not part of this cat-
egory. In this case, agnosticism (‘we know that we cannot know’) is the sensible 
response. In contrast to ‘only MN science is proper science’—which plunges 
us into the notoriously difficult task of defining science—this ‘God cannot 
be studied by scientific investigation’ seems to be a better formulation of the 

97  Ratzsch, op.cit., p.47-48.
98  Menuge, A. ‘Who is Afraid of ID?’, in Dembski, W. & Ruse, M. (ed) Debating Design: From Dar-
win to DNA, New York: Cambridge University Press (2004), p.32. Also McMullin, E. ‘Plantinga’s 
Defense of Special Creation’, Christian Scholar’s Review (1991) 21, 55-79 (p.57).
99  Plantinga counters Michael Ruse’s support for MN, who attempts to define and demarcate 
science. Plantinga, ‘MN?’, pp.145-46, quoting Ruse, M. Darwinism Defended, Reading: Addi-
son-Wesley (1982), p.322. For another parallel, see Dembski, op.cit., pp.256-59.
100  There is no disagreement between the supporters and the skeptics of MN over the em-
pirical nature of science and its general legitimacy. The wise advice to be cautious and to ‘keep 
digging’ when we encounter anomalies is largely irrelevant, in that our question is not whether 
anomalies exist—they clearly do—but whether we should (1) always profess ignorance indef-
initely or (2) conclude in cases of a persistent and serious gap that ‘it is not possible to explain 
this naturalistically’. MN supporters advise the former and dismiss the latter as ‘God of the 
gaps’. MN skeptics disagree. See Torrance, A. ‘The Possibility of a Theology-Engaged Science: 
A Response to Perry and Ritchie’, Zygon (2018) 53(4), 1094-1105 (pp.1095-97). Also Perry, J. 
and Ritchie, S. ‘Magnets, Magic, and Other Anomalies: In Defense of Methodological Naturalism’, 
Zygon (2018) 53(4), 1064-93 (pp.1074-78).
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methodological objection to theistic arguments such as intelligent design.101

Does this objection carry weight? I think not. Even if MN is true, it is es-
sentially a restriction of the evidence base.102 This does not pose a rational 
defeater to theistic scientists who have a larger evidence base which includes 
natural causes but is not limited by MN.103 If science is “restricting itself to a 
more manageable kind of fact” than God,104 then we will consider both what 
is available naturalistically and what is beyond MN. Furthermore, critics with 
this objection seem to have overlooked that the difficulties involved in study-
ing the supernatural are precisely why we resort to negative reasoning about 
the natural—that which can be more easily perceived and investigated—and 
we mobilize all available means to do so. It has been the central theme of GOG 
all along. The transcendent is elusive, so let us see what we can discern from 
the book of nature; to do so we must assume that ‘nature [is] a legitimate, au-
thorized, [though] limited pointer to the divine’, rendering natural theology an 
empirical discipline.105

Now, consider conclusion (5): there is no natural cause for this event or 
phenomenon. This—rather than premise (4a)—is the true target of some of 
the objections to GOG. As Larmer has realized, ‘Those espousing methodologi-
cal naturalism insist that non-natural explanations of physical phenomena are 
to be resisted… this insistence seems clearly a priori. Proponents of super-
natural intervention… are dismissed not on the basis that they have failed to 
produce enough evidence, but on the basis that such evidence is in principle 
impossible.’106 There are simply no gaps in nature, thus no amount of gaps in 
our knowledge can ever lead us to assert a gap in nature. This seems to be the 
theoretical impulse behind MN.107 

101  Ratzsch, op.cit., pp.105-10. Also Halvorson, H. ‘Why Methodological Naturalism?’, in Clark 
K. (ed) The Blackwell Companion to Naturalism, Chichester: John Wiley & Sons (2016), pp.136-
49. Halvorson’s ‘theistic rationale for MN’ (pp.142-45) is based on a humble or limited aim of 
science that constructs mathematical models.
102  Haught, J. ‘Darwin, Design, and Divine Providence’, in Dembski, W. & Ruse, M. (ed) Debat-
ing Design: From Darwin to DNA, New York: Cambridge University Press (2004), pp.234-35.
103  Plantinga, Conflict, pp.168-78. Also Plantinga, ‘MN?’, pp.143-45, 153; Torrance, A. ‘Should 
a Christian Adopt Methodological Naturalism?’, Zygon (2017) 52(3), 691-725 (pp.704-19).
104  Halvorson, op.cit., p.147.
105  McGrath, The Open Secret, pp.5-12. Certainly, how we proceed from empirical observa-
tions can be questioned; particular arguments (e.g. those of Paley) can be replaced by other 
ones (e.g. McGrath’s arguments, pp.262-313).
106  Larmer, op.cit., p.140, emphasis added.
107  While MN is by itself a method of investigation, we do not choose our method arbitrarily. 
There are still theoretical reasons of why we believe a given method is appropriate in a given 
discipline. Plantinga, ‘MN?’, pp.146-48; Moreland, ‘Science, Miracles, Agency…’, pp.136, 146-48. 
Both primarily respond to Van Till, H. ‘When Faith and Reason Cooperate’, Christian Scholar’s 
Review (1991) 20, 33-45. Also Torrance, A. ‘Should a Christian Adopt Methodological Natural-
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Here, I cannot settle whether causal closure is true.108 We should note that 
whether there are gaps in nature is a metaphysical position about how nature 
really is; it is not an empirical claim.109 Those who insist on ‘the functional in-
tegrity of nature’, no doubt, expect a continuous and gapless landscape; and 
if we see some gaps, these are only blind spots in our knowledge.110 We know 
that (5) is false because we are bringing independent reasons to bear (external 
rational defeaters), not because we see a fallacy in the argument. The inference 
of a gap in nature would have been valid if we did not already know that such 
gaps do not exist. This is what the metaphysical challenge amounts to in GOG-2.

Advocates of GOG recognize the possibility of real gaps in nature—that (5) 
may be true, while it is falsifiable depending on the strength of its premises. 
Then, to GOG defenders, the decision that (5) is always false is no different from 
a commitment to deism or naturalism; refuting GOG thus without explaining 
the commitment is question-begging.111 We need to first discuss whether gaps 
are at all possible; if no, then no amount of arguments for divine activity (GOG 
or not) will work.112 I will leave the matter here.

We return to our main argument:

(4) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this phenomenon.

(4a) If there were a natural means to explain the event, we would probably 
know that this is the case.

(5) Therefore there is no natural cause for this event.

The new premises to consider are:

(6) There is an explanation for the event of interest.

(7) Every explanation (or every cause) is either natural or supernatural.

And we conclude:

(8) Therefore there is a supernatural explanation of the said event.113

This step is relatively uncontroversial. The only ambiguity, I think, is found 
in premise (7). Could this be guilty of false dichotomy? Not if the ‘natural’ and 
‘supernatural’ are clearly defined: supernatural explanations involve super-

ism?’, Zygon (2017) 52, 691-725.
108  Sarah Ritchie offers an apt analysis; Ritchie, op.cit., pp.201-08.
109  Collins, J. op.cit., p.25. 
110  The term is coined by Howard Van Till; Van Till, op.cit., p.42.
111  Dembski, op.cit., pp.240-42; Larmer, op.cit., pp.133-35, 138.
112  Lewis, C.S. Miracles: A Preliminary Study, New York: The Macmillan Company (1947), 
pp.7-10, 16.
113  Ganssle, op.cit., p.130.
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natural agents, and the ‘natural’ simply covers all explanations not involving 
supernatural persons.114 This pair is intended to be a true dichotomy. Granted, 
this is still a bit circular, since ‘nature’ is not yet explained. I will borrow C.S. 
Lewis’ definition:

The Natural is what springs up, or comes forth, or arrives, or goes on, of its 
own accord… Each particular thing… is what it is because other things are 
what they are; and so, eventually, because the whole system is what it is. All 
the things and events are so completely interlocked that no one of them can 
claim the slightest independence from ‘the whole show’.115

This is the causal closure principle: nature is one coherent, interlocking 
whole; then a naturalistic cause or explanation is that which depends only on 
other parts of nature. The naturalist affirms this; even if supernatural entities 
exist, they are irrelevant to us.116. The supernaturalist, on the contrary, affirms 
that there is something else apart from nature. This premise, I believe, is widely 
accepted—consistent with GOG critics’ insistence that God is not a secondary 
cause and should be found in the whole of nature,117 also consistent with the 
defender’s focus on ‘contra-nomic agency’ contrasted with the ordinary capaci-
ties of material systems.118 There is a dichotomy alright, but the dichotomy is 
reasonable.

Now, let us consider the final steps in GOG-2. While negative reasoning 
about what nature can or cannot do is the central argument, it is possible that 
we bring additional knowledge to bear. Perhaps we have good, independent 
reasons to expect supernatural activity in this corner of nature (a theological 
argument), while we suspect that nature alone cannot produce the event or 
phenomenon of interest (an argument from ignorance).119 This comes in the 
form of an additional premise, resulting in the strengthening of the overall ar-
gument:

(7a) If there were a supernatural agent at work here, we would expect some-
thing like the observed event or phenomenon.120

For example, what may be the explanation of intelligent beings like us, who 
are conscious, having apparent agency to make decisions, capable of rationally 
deliberating over our decisions, and having a sense of right and wrong? Thomas 
Nagel argues that neo-Darwinian, materialist theories are explanatorily inad-

114  ibid., p.138.
115  Lewis, Miracles, pp.11-12.
116  Bar, op.cit., p.20.
117  Peacocke, op.cit., pp.77-78; Brooke, op.cit., p.162; Coulson, op.cit., p.35.
118  Ratzsch, op.cit., pp.41-46; Reynolds, op.cit., pp.326, 328.
119  Ganssle, op.cit., p.137.
120  ibid., p.136.
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equate—it is highly improbable that we would be here if such theories were 
true.121 This is our GOG argument using denying the consequent. Intelligent 
beings like us, however, are not really surprising to Christian theists: ‘Given a 
Christian understanding of the overall plan of God in creation and redemption, 
we have grounds to expect that God would be especially interested in the crea-
tion of beings that have specific capabilities.’122

Since the Christian theists’ evidence base is wider than that afforded by nat-
uralism, this allows us to bring additional knowledge (e.g. theological knowl-
edge) into consideration.123 While the truth of premise (7a)—whether we 
should expect supernatural activity in a given case—can be debated, enlisting 
premise (7a) is not an unreasonable move: ‘Indeed… surely the rational thing 
is to use all that you know in trying to understand a given phenomenon.’124 The 
negative reasoning (based on gaps in nature) and the positive reasoning (based 
on our knowledge about the supernatural) are two separate arguments—one 
does not entail or require the other—and the two work together to arrive at a 
strengthened case. This, I think, is a much better interpretation of how God and 
his ‘signs and wonders’ are invoked by most theists in science and philosophy.

Conclusion: A Formal Account of God of the Gaps
Here is the second and more successful form of GOG (GOG-2) as an argument 

from ignorance in its entirety, with numbers adjusted:125

(1) There is a proposed naturalistic explanation or cause for this event or 
phenomenon.

(2) The proposed theory fails to explain significant parts of the event under 
investigation.

(1a) There is a second (third, fourth...) proposed naturalistic explanation.

(2a) The second (third, fourth...) theory also fails.

(3) All of the current naturalistic theories (or proposed naturalistic causes) 
fail to explain some significant parts of the event under investigation. 

(4) We do not know that there is a natural cause for this phenomenon.

(5) If there were a natural means to explain the event, we would probably 
know that this is the case.

121  Nagel, op.cit., pp.3-12, 127-28.
122  Ganssle, op.cit., pp.137-38. This is based on the doctrine of the image of God.
123  Plantinga, Conflict, pp.167-68, 178-83.
124  Plantinga, ‘MN?’, p.144.
125  For previous formal structures, see Reynold, op.cit., p.328; Ganssle, op.cit., p.136.
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(6) Therefore there is no natural cause for this event.

(7) There is an explanation or cause for an event.

(8) Every explanation is either natural or supernatural.

(9) If there were a supernatural agent at work here, we would expect some-
thing like the observed phenomenon.

(10) Therefore there is a supernatural explanation of the event or phenom-
enon.

The truth of premises (2), (3), and (9) are clearly contingent on the par-
ticular event or phenomenon under investigation. A pragmatic objection from 
scientific progress can sometimes challenge premise (4). The transition from 
(4) to (6) is an example of denying the consequent, which is a special form of an 
argument from ignorance. There may be independent, metaphysical objections 
to premise (6). Premise (9) may be the centre of heated theological debates.

As a whole, the truth (or probability) of the final conclusion (10) will very 
much depend on the specific gaps involved. At least for theists, there can be 
strong GOG arguments; though we must keep in mind that there are also weak 
GOG arguments, and even currently strong arguments are not infallible. The 
structure of the argument, however, is valid—the conclusion will follow if the 
premises are true.

Our current dismissive stance towards ‘God of the gaps’—especially among 
theists—is to a large degree caused by our failure to differentiate different 
kinds of GOG. The critics and the defenders are not really addressing the same 
issue. Given the intricacies of an argument from ignorance, there is, in fact, no 
‘knock-down’ refutation of GOG; some objections are irrelevant, while others 
are effective against the first but not the second form of GOG examined above. 
Therefore, the talk of ‘God of the gaps fallacy’ can rest in peace.
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& Eve Hypothesis: Rooted in Genre 
Misidentification, Ad Hoc Concordism, 
and a Biblical Proof-Text
Evangelical Christianity is often characterized by concordism in that it 
attempts to align the Bible with science. Joshua Swamidass’ genealogical 
Adam and Eve hypothesis stands within this tradition as he tries to match 
the purported timeline in the early chapters of the Book of Genesis with 
modern genealogical science. Like many evangelicals, he views the 
account of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2–4 as a historical record of real 
people and their activities, instead of an ancient account of origins that 
features de novo creation and a parable-like story with inerrant spiritual 
truths. In order to fit genealogical science into the opening chapters 
of Genesis, Swamidass must extend the standard estimated times of 
this science back by roughly 2000 years. The paper concludes that his 
genealogical hypothesis is based upon several mistaken hermeneutical 
assumptions.

Key words:  Joshua Swamidass, genealogical science, Genesis 2-4, 
Adam, concordism, documentary hypothesis

Introduction

In only a few years, computational biologist and physician S. Joshua Swa-
midass has become a notable voice in the evangelical science and religion 
community. His central claim is that ‘evolutionary science does not require us 
to reject the Genesis narrative. Adam and Eve, ancestors of us all, could have 
lived as recently as six thousand years ago in the Middle East. They could have 
been de novo created, the first “humans” of Scripture, free of death in a sinless 
environment.’1

1  Swamidass, S.J., The Genealogical Adam and Eve: The Surprising Science of Universal 
Ancestry, Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press (2019), p. 7. Hereafter cited as GAE. One of the 
challenging aspects of Swamidass’ writing style is his frequent use of modal language, making 
it difficult at times to determine what exactly he believes. For example, in the short quotation 
just cited, he uses the verb ‘could’ two times. In addition, Swamidass presents his theory as 
‘a thought experiment,’ implying that he may not fully accept it. Ibid., pp. 24-25. However, the 
views of Swamidass are best presented in the summary of his hypothesis entitled, ‘The Specu-
lative History of Humankind.’ Ibid., pp. 175-178. In this account, he uses the indicative mood 
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Swamidass explains his hypothesis in The Genealogical Adam and Eve: The 
Surprising Science of Universal Ancestry. The following is a summary of the 
main historical events in his view of human origins:2

•	 God created Adam de novo (i.e., quickly and fully formed) from the dust 
of the ground as recorded in Genesis 2:7. He did not have parents.

•	 God created Eve de novo from the rib/side of Adam as recorded in Gen-
esis 2:21-22. She did not have parents.

•	 Adam and Eve were created as recently as 6000 years ago in the Middle 
East.

•	 Humans existed outside the Garden of Eden at the time of Adam and 
Eve’s de novo creation. This group of people were created by God through 
a providentially governed evolutionary process. Genesis 1 refers to the 
origin of these humans.

•	 The events recorded in Genesis 1 happened long before (millions of 
years) the events recorded in Genesis 2.

•	 The descendants of Adam and Eve interbred (blended) with the pre-
existing humans who lived outside the Garden of Eden.

•	 In only a few thousand years, everyone on earth became a genealogical 
(not genetic) descendant of Adam and Eve. This happened by AD 1, at 
the latest.

Swamidass must be congratulated for introducing the evangelical science 
and religion community to the concept that there is a significant difference 
between genetic ancestry and genealogical ancestry. As he defines it, genetic 
ancestry ‘traces the history of stretches of DNA in our genomes, using recently 
invented technology.’3 In contrast, genealogical ancestry ‘traces the repro-
ductive origin of people, matching the common use of [the terms] ancestor, 
descendant, parent, and child. . . . In this sense, genealogical ancestry matches 
an ordinary understanding of ancestry.’4 By employing genealogical ancestry, 
Swamidass integrates human evolution with a historical and de novo created 
Adam and Eve.

Swamidass’ genealogical Adam and Eve hypothesis is deeply rooted in con-

throughout with only a couple theological speculations introduced by the term ‘perhaps.’ 
For example, Swamidass muses, ‘[P]erhaps the tree [of the knowledge of good and evil] was 
meant for Eve, and not for Adam.’ Ibid., p. 177.
2  Ibid., pp. 7, 10-11, 24-26, 175-178.
3  Ibid., p. 33.
4  Ibid., p. 32. Italics original.
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cordism.5 He is attempting to align the Bible and modern science. To be more 
specific, the moment anyone states that Adam was an actual person in his-
tory, he or she is assuming a concordist hermeneutic. This idea does not come 
from science. It originates in Scripture. Swamidass refers to Adam about 500 
times in his book.6 His assumption that concordism is a feature of the opening 
chapters of the Book of Genesis leads Swamidass to a God-of-the-gaps view of 
origins with dramatic divine interventions to create a de novo Adam and Eve.7

But before anyone attempts to align the Bible with genealogical science, it 
is crucial to determine the correct interpretation of the Genesis accounts of 
origins, particularly the chapters dealing with Adam and Eve in Genesis 2–4. 
Asked incisively, has Swamidass correctly identified the literary genre of these 
opening chapters? Is his concordist interpretation the proper way to read these 
accounts? And if Swamidass has misidentified the genre, and if concordism is 
a mistaken hermeneutical approach, will this undermine his God-of-the-gaps 
genealogical Adam and Eve hypothesis?

Toward the Literary Genre
The key to understanding any written work begins with the identification of 

the type or category of literature used by an author. Most Christians throughout 
history have firmly believed that the de novo creation of Adam and Eve and the 
events described in Genesis 2–4 really happened. But before embracing this 
traditional interpretation, we need to determine the genre of these accounts. I 
will suggest that there are features within Genesis 2–4 that offer clues. The pos-
sibility must be entertained that these biblical chapters are an ancient literary 
genre that is unfamiliar to most of us today.

Genesis 2–4: A Thought Experiment
The critical hermeneutical assumption in Swamidass’ genealogical Adam 

and Eve hypothesis is that Genesis 2–4 is a record of actual historical events. 
He believes in the existence of Adam and Eve, that they were created de novo, 
and that they originally lived in a real geographical region on earth—a garden 

5  In the second part of this paper, I will formally define the term ‘concordism.’
6  In this paper, all word counts from Swamidass’ book are derived from a word search in the 
Kindle edition his book.
7  The term ‘God-of-the-gaps’ refers to the use of dramatic divine interventions in nature 
to explain physical features. The classic example is God intervening miraculously to cause 
retrograde planetary motion in a geocentric universe. Swamidass’ gap in nature derives from 
his interpretation of Scripture. He accepts the de novo creation of a historical Adam and Eve, 
and this requires two God-of-the-gaps miraculous interventions for this man and woman to be 
made quickly and fully formed.
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in the land of Eden. Swamidass also believes that their children Cain and Abel 
were real people, and most importantly for his theory, that other people were 
living outside this garden at the time when Adam and Eve were created.

Let me propose a thought experiment.8 Assume for a moment that the ac-
count of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2–4 did not exist. Also assume that you have 
just discovered an ancient account of origins written in Hebrew with the fol-
lowing features:

•	 de novo creation of the heavens and the earth

•	 de novo creation of a garden paradise without suffering and death

•	 wordplay with a realm and garden named ‘Delight’9

•	 de novo creation of one man made from the dust of the ground

•	 de novo creation of one woman made from the rib/side of the man

•	 wordplay with a man (’ādām) formed from the ground (’ădāmâ) 

•	 wordplay with a woman named ‘Life’ (ḥawwāh) because she would be-
come “the mother of all the living”10

•	 de novo creation of a mystical (symbolic/allegorical) tree with fruit that 
imparts knowledge of good and evil

•	 de novo creation of a mystical (symbolic/allegorical) tree with fruit that 
imparts eternal life

•	 de novo creation of all birds made from the ground

•	 de novo creation of all land animals made from the ground

•	 the Creator commands the man not to eat from the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil, and warns him that disobedience of this command leads 
to physical death

•	 a talking snake tempts the woman to disobey the command of the        
Creator

8  Swamidass refers to this rhetorical technique 22 times in his book to make a point. GAE, p. 
24.
9  This is the translation of the Hebrew word ēden instead of the common transliteration 
‘Eden’ found in most Bibles (NIV, NRSV, NASB, JBS, KJV). All Hebrew translations based on 
standard lexicons. Brown, F, Driver, S.R. and Briggs, C.A.  Hebrew and English Lexicon of the 
Old Testament, Oxford: Clarendon Press, [1906] (1951); Koehler, L.  and Baumgartner, W. 
The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, 5 vols. New York, NY: Brill Academic 
(1995); Clines, D.J.A., (ed.), The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, 8 vols. Sheffield, UK: Sheffield 
Academic Press (1996).
10  The Hebrew name ḥawwāh is related to the verb ḥāyâ that means ‘to live.’
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•	 the woman disobeys the Creator and then leads the man to disobey

•	 when called to accountability by the Creator, the woman blames the 
snake for her disobedience, the man blames the woman, and then he 
ultimately blames the Creator for his disobedience because the Creator 
put the woman in the garden with him!

•	 the Creator judges the man and woman for their sin of disobedience, 
and physical suffering and physical death enter the world for the first 
time

•	 the Creator casts the man and woman outside the garden 

•	 cherubim—composite mystical creatures with the wings of a bird, body 
of a lion, and head of a human (cf. the Sphinx in Egypt)—guard the gar-
den 

•	 a flaming sword flashing back and forth also guards the garden

•	 all people on earth descend from the first man and first woman

•	 wordplay with the first-born child named ‘Spear’ (qayin) because he 
murders his brother

•	 wordplay with the second-born child named ‘Breath’ (hebel) referring to 
a ‘short-lived breath’ because his life is cut short

•	 wordplay with a land named ‘Wandering’ (nōd)11 where the Creator ban-
ishes the murderer to be trembling (nu‘) and wandering (nud) 

After reading this account of origins with these twenty-three features, would 
you immediately conclude that it is a historical record of actual events? Or 
would you say that these characteristics indicate that this account is a made-
up story with spiritual lessons and that it includes ancient science (de novo 
creation), wordplay, and mystical (symbolic/allegorical) aspects? I think most 
people would say this account of origins is a story somewhat like a parable, but 
not real and actual history.

Of course, these twenty-three features appear in Genesis 2–4 with the crea-
tion of Adam and Eve and the events both inside and outside the Garden of 
Eden. I believe that if we look beyond traditional concordist interpretations of 
these chapters, and focus instead on these literary characteristics, they become 
clues in determining the genre of this biblical account.

For me as an evangelical Christian, Genesis 2–4 is a Holy Spirit-inspired ac-
count of origins that includes a story with characteristics that are to a certain 
extent like the parables of Jesus. And we must remember that about one-third 

11  The term ‘Wandering’ is a translation of the Hebrew word nōd, and not the transliteration 
‘Nod’ that appears in most Bibles.
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of the Lord’s teaching were parables. These are fictional and non-historical sto-
ries that He invented to teach spiritual truths. Stated in another way, biblical 
revelation features made-up accounts from our Saviour. Similarly, Genesis 2-4 
offers life-changing, inerrant messages of faith. Yet being an imaginative story 
indicates that the events in these biblical chapters never occurred in the past. 
Therefore, concordist attempts to align Genesis 2–4 with modern science will 
inevitably fail.

Let me explain the problem of concordism with an analogy using a familiar 
fictitious story. Most of us have heard of the story of Jack and the Beanstalk. We 
all know that it is a made-up story that offers a moral lesson. But imagine if a 
botanist assumed this account was historical and proposed a concordist read-
ing of it. He might speculate on how wide the trunk of the beanstalk needed to 
be for it to reach the clouds. This scientist might also calculate the width and 
depth of the roots of the beanstalk to stop it from falling over in high winds. 
However, would any botanist attempt such a concordist interpretation of Jack 
and the Beanstalk? Of course not. And I would suggest that concordist readings 
of Genesis 2–4 are no different. It is not possible to align modern science and a 
fictional story with events that never happened.

It must also be pointed out that the accounts of origins in Genesis are like 
other creation accounts found throughout the ancient world, especially in an-
cient Near Eastern nations surrounding ancient Israel.12 These ancient rendi-
tions of the origins of the inanimate universe and living creatures are a distinct 
literary genre. Simply stated, they are ancient creation accounts.

This ancient literary genre has two basic characteristics. First, de novo crea-
tion is the view of origins that appears in most of them. The god/s made the 
heavens and earth, the plants and animals, and men and women quickly and 
fully formed. This was the origins science-of-the-day. Second, these ancient 
creation accounts usually include made-up stories that are somewhat similar 
to parables. These stories feature the religious and philosophical beliefs of a 

12  For a compilation of some ancient creation accounts, see Hallo,W.W.,  (gen. ed.) The Con-
text of Scripture: Canonical Compositions from the Biblical World. vol. 1. Leiden, Netherlands: 
Brill (2003); Leeming, D.A., Creation Myths of the World: An Encyclopedia 2 vols. Santa Barbara, 
CA: ABC CLIO, (2010). It is worth pointing out that I tend to stay away from the volatile term 
‘myth’ to categorize the accounts of creation in Genesis 1 and 2 because it carries the meaning 
of something that is untrue and utterly false. In addition, myths are denounced in the Bible. 
The apostle Paul warns in 2 Timothy 4:3–4, ‘For a time will come when men will not put up 
with sound doctrine. Instead, to suit their own desires, they will gather around them a great 
number of teachers to say what their itching ears want to hear. They will turn their ears away 
from the truth and turn aside to myths.’ The falsity of myths also appears in 1 Timothy 1:4, 
4:7, Titus 1:14, and 2 Peter 1:16. However, the category of myth is a well-accepted literary 
genre in theology, religious studies, and the study of literature. It refers to a story that primar-
ily conveys the beliefs and values of a community. Defined in this way, Genesis 1 and 2 could 
be termed a ‘creation myth’ in that it outlines the foundational spiritual truths of the Hebrews.
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community or civilization. In many ways, accounts of origins are a form of wis-
dom literature.13 Ancient authors were masterful storytellers and the spiritual 
truths they told through their well-crafted fictitious stories were critical for 
holding their society together. This is also the case with the ancient Hebrews. 
The stories in the opening chapters of Genesis about a holy and powerful Crea-
tor who cared for them united their community.

In contrast, our scientific accounts of origins are limited to physical facts and 
theories, and they never include made-up stories with spiritual truths.14 This 
is why reading ancient creation accounts is a challenge for us. It is a literary 
genre that we are not familiar with. And today there is a tendency to read the 
biblical creation accounts through our scientific mindset and to historicize the 
parable-like, non-historical story. This is a mistake made by many evangelical 
Christians, including Joshua Swamidass.

Original Sources in Genesis 1–11 & Authorial Intentionality
A foundational concept for understanding the first chapters of Scripture is 

that they contain original sources that were combined by an editor, who is of-
ten termed the ‘Redactor.’15 Genesis 1–11 has two different versions of origins, 
written at two different times in the past, by two different authors, commonly 
referred to as the ‘Priestly’ and ‘Jahwist’ writers. More specifically, Genesis 1 
is attributed to the P author and Genesis 2–4 to the J author. For readers not 
familiar with source theory, I have two online supplementary documents that 
introduce the basic concepts with some biblical evidence supporting it.16

13  Peter Enns asserts ‘that reading the story of Adam as a wisdom story, as others have done, 
is compelling in its own right.’ Enns, P., The Evolution of Adam: What the Bible Does and Doesn’t 
Say about Human Origins. Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press (2012), p. 80. Regarding ancient 
Near Eastern wisdom literature, see Sparks, K.L., Ancient Texts for the Study of the Hebrew 
Bible, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson (2005), pp. 56-83. A common ancient literary technique in 
these stories was to invent talking animals, which of course points us to the talking snake in 
Genesis 3.
14  For example, in the dozen scientific papers I have published with my colleagues in the 
paleontology department at my university, we have never included parable-like stories or our 
religious and philosophical beliefs.
15  This theory is commonly known as the ‘Documentary Hypothesis,’ and it attempts to 
explain the formation of the Pentateuch. In many evangelical circles, it is viewed as controver-
sial and often rejected. But in this paper, I limit my analysis to the opening chapters of Genesis 
and will simply refer it as ‘source theory’ and the ‘theory of original sources.’ For excellent 
introductions on the Documentary Hypothesis, see Friedman, R.E. Who Wrote the Bible? New 
York, NY: Simon and Schuster (2019); idem, The Bible with Sources Revealed. New York, NY: 
Harper, SanFrancisco (2003), pp. 1-31; Feldman, L.M., The Consuming Fire: The Complete 
Priestly Source from Creation to Promised Land. Oakland, CA: University of California Press 
(2023), pp. 1-52.
16  Supplement A deals with basic principles of source theory: https://sites.ualberta.
ca/~dlamoure/asa21a.pdf .  Supplement B reveals the sources in the biblical flood account in 

https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21a.pdf
https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21a.pdf
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A challenging aspect in the interpretation of the Genesis accounts of origins 
involves determining the authorial intentionality of the Priestly and Jahwist 
writers. Like all authors, they intended to communicate specific ideas to their 
audience. In addition, they each chose a specific literary genre to deliver their 
messages. But the Redactor in combining the P and J sources also had his own 
intention. I believe it is fair to say that his purpose was to offer a history of both 
the creation of the world, the first people on earth, and the beginning of the 
Hebrew community. Therefore, concordists like Joshua Swamidass and Chris-
tian anti-evolutionists are quite reasonable to suggest that the first chapters of 
Genesis are a historical account of origins. Indeed, Genesis 1–11 does give the 
impression of being a record of real people and real events.

However, this is the question that needs to be answered: Does the autho-
rial intentionality of the Redactor override or cancel the authorial intention 
of either the Priestly writer or the Jahwist writer? For example, if the J author 
intended the account of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2–4 to be a parable-like story, 
does the Redactor’s intention to provide a historical account in Genesis 1–11 
transform this fictional and non-historical story into actual history? I am sure 
that most would say the answer is ‘no.’ If this were the case, it would be like 
someone taking the story of Jack and the Beanstalk and attempting to histori-
cize it by placing it in a historical account. I doubt anyone would try to do this.

It must be acknowledged that the authorial intention of the Priestly author 
is, for the most part, to offer a record of historical events and people. This writ-
er often places titles at the beginning of accounts in the Book of Genesis, and he 
uses the formula ‘These Are the Generations of [Name of a Person].’ For exam-
ple, Genesis 6:9 states, ‘These Are the Generations of Noah.’ In the P passages 
of the Book of Genesis, there are ten of these titles and five of them are found in 
Genesis 1–11 (Gen. 5:1, 6:9, 10:1, 11:10, 11:27). The term translated ‘Genera-
tions’ is the Hebrew noun tôlēdôt. The root of this word is the verb yālad, which 
means ‘to give birth’ and ‘to bring forth children.’ Therefore, tôlēdôt could be 
translated, ‘This is the family History of [Name of a Person]’ or simply ‘This is 
the History of [Name of a Person].’17

Now, here is where it gets challenging. As noted above in our thought ex-
periment, Genesis 2–4 features a parable-like story. But the account of Adam 
and Eve in the Garden of Eden begins with: ‘These Are the Generations [or De-

Genesis 6-9: https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21b.pdf . A CiS reviewer of this paper 
pointed out that I should distinguish between (1) the literary features in Genesis 2–4, and (2) 
the speculations regarding the theory of original sources. The former stand on firmer ground, 
while the latter are less so. I am grateful for this insight, and I concur. 
17  See Wenham, G.J., Genesis 1-15, vol. 1. Waco, TX: Word Books (1987), p. I:xxii. The noun 
tôlēdôt could also be translated as ‘descendants.’ Therefore, this title could be translated, 
‘These Are the Descendants of . . .’ See Feldman, op. cit. pp. 15, 56 note 10; Carr, D.M., Genesis 
1–11. Stuttgart, Germany: Kohlammer (2021), p. 93. 

https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21b.pdf
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scendants] of the Heavens and the Earth’ (Gen. 2:4a). There is internal biblical 
evidence that suggests the Redactor added this title in his attempt to histori-
cize Genesis 2–4.

First, the Jahwist author does not use titles like the Priestly tôlēdôt formula 
to introduce different accounts. Therefore, it is unlikely that the J writer com-
posed Genesis 2:4a. Second, this title refers to the heavens, but not once in 
this account does it mention the sun, moon, and stars. Third, the Genesis 2:4a 
heading is illogical. The tôlēdôt formula deals with generations/descendants of 
humans that arise through natural reproduction. But the heavens and earth do 
not reproduce. Fourth, Genesis 2–4 deals with Adam and Eve and their prog-
eny. However, the Priestly genealogy in Genesis 5:1 already uses the title, ‘This 
Is the Book of the Generations [Descendants] of Adam.’ Therefore, the Redactor 
had to invent a different title for Genesis 2–4 that was not a repetition of the P 
writer’s Genesis 5:1.

There is more internal biblical evidence to indicate that the parable-like 
story in Genesis 2–4 was historicized. It appears that an unknown editor made 
additions to these chapters after they had been composed by the Jahwist au-
thor. Some biblical scholars refer to this individual as ‘Jahwist2’ or simply ‘J2.’18 
A clear example of such an editorial insertion is the geographical interlude 
(better: interruption) in Genesis 2:10–14. Stylistically, these five verses are 
disruptive and clash with the story, adding nothing to the plot. For example, 
what does knowledge that there is gold, bdellium, and onyx in Havilah have to 
do with the spiritual message about humans not obeying the Lord in this ac-
count? This would be no different than placing a similar geographical interlude 
in Jesus’s Parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:11–32) after it refers to a ‘distant 
country’ in verse 14.19 It would be stylistically and thematically completely out 
of place.

In addition, there is a conflict between the geographical interlude and the 
beginning of Genesis 2. Conflicts and contradictions in an account are some 
of the best evidence for the existence of different original sources.20 Verse 6 
states that ‘a mist came up from the earth and watered the whole surface of the 
ground’ (my italics). However, verse 10 asserts that it was a river that watered 

18  The main Jahwist author who wrote most of Genesis 2–4 is labelled ‘Jahwist1’ or ‘J1.’ See 
Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible? Op. cit. (15),  p. 69; Wenham, op. cit. (17), pp. 97-98.
19  See footnote 28 for a supplement in which I add the geographical and genealogical 
intrusions from Genesis 2 and 4 into the Parable of the Prodigal Son.
20  Joel Baden argues, ‘The mark of an author is his creation of and adherence to a distinct 
and definable set of historical claims: who did what, when, where, and how. Where these 
claims are contradictory, we must consider that a different author is at work; where they are 
the same, there is no need to pursue any source division.’ Baden, J.S., The Composition of the 
Pentateuch: Renewing the Documentary Hypothesis. New Haven, CN: Yale University Press 
(2012) p. 246.
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the garden.21 Moreover, verse 8 asserts that ‘the Lord God planted a garden 
in [Hebrew preposition bǝ] Eden;’ but verse 10 of the geographical interlude 
states, ‘Now a river went out from [mē] Eden to water the garden.’22 In other 
words, the former has the garden inside of Eden, while the latter has the garden 
outside of Eden. These conflicts and contradictions indicate that the geographi-
cal interlude in Genesis 2:10–14 is an addition by an unknown editor (J2) in his 
attempt to historicize the parable-like story in Genesis 2-4.

This interruptive geographical inclusion has also impacted the translation 
of Genesis 2–4. Most people are aware of the aphorism, ‘lost in translation.’ For 
example, wordplay does not often convert into another language, such as the 
Hebrew words ’ādām (man) and ’ădāmâ (ground) in Genesis 2. There is anoth-
er similar translation shortcoming: lost in transliteration. Genesis 2–4 refers to 
‘Eden’ six times and ‘Nod’ once. These are transliterations of Hebrew words. It 
seems that the geographical references in Genesis 2:10–14 influenced transla-
tors to move away from the actual meaning of these two terms in a parable-
like story and turned them into actual geographical regions on earth.23 These 
transliterations further contribute to the traditional historical and concordist 
interpretation of Genesis 2–4.

However, the Hebrew word ēden means ‘delight’ and ‘luxury.’ For example, 
Psalm 36:8 translates, ‘You [God] give them drink from your river of delights 
[ēden]’ (NIV; cf., NRSV, NASB). And the related noun nōd and verb nud refer to 
‘wandering’ and ‘moving to and fro.’ The Lord in 2 Kings 21:8 states, ‘I will not 
again make the feet of the Israelites wander [nud] from the land’ (NIV; cf., NRSV, 
NASB). Therefore, if we respect the literary genre of the parable-like story in 
Genesis 2–4, this is an account about being with the Lord in the symbolic/alle-
gorical Garden of Delight or being alienated from him in the symbolic/allegori-
cal Land of Wandering. These are not real geographical regions on earth, but 
imaginary realms in a made-up story. Moreover, this account is characteristic of 
wisdom literature in that it presents two simple choices—wisely obey the Lord 
and be in his presence, or foolishly disobey God and be alienated for him (cf. 
Book of Proverbs). The Jahwist author of Genesis 2–4 never intended to teach 
geography.

21  Gordon Wenham notes regarding Genesis 2:10–14, ‘The narrative flow is here interrupted 
with details about rivers in the garden. This break has led most modern commentators to 
conclude these verses at least reflect a different source from the rest of the chapter.’ Op. cit. 
(17), p. I:64. My italics.
22  These are my literal word-for-word translations of the original Hebrew to display the 
conflict. Of course, modern translations attempt to smooth over this problem. 
23  This transliteration problem occurs as early as the Septuagint (Greek translation of the 
Hebrew Old Testament roughly 250 BC) with the Greek terms ‘Edem’ and ‘Naid.’ Notably, 
concordist and historical interpretations of Genesis 2–4 were common by this time. See the 
apocryphal books associated with the Bible and the pseudepigraphal books. Charlesworth, 
J.A., Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. 2 vols. Peabody, MS: Hendrickson (2010).
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There is more evidence for the presence of another passage added to Gen-
esis 2–4. A subtle conflict exists between Abel who ‘kept flocks’ in Genesis 4:2 
and Jabal who ‘was the father of those who lived in tents and raised livestock’ 
in Genesis 4:20. Jabal could not be ‘the father’ or originator of tending livestock 
because Abel lived six generations before him, as indicated by the genealogy in 
Genesis 4:17–24. This conflict suggests that the genealogy is a separate source 
that was inserted at the end of the story of Adam and Eve and their two sons in 
Genesis 2:4 to 4:16. Again, this seems to be the work of an unknown editor (J2) 
in his attempt to historicize this account.

An even more striking contradiction appears in Genesis 4. After Cain mur-
ders his brother Abel, the Lord condemns him in verse 12 and declares, ‘You 
will be a drifter (nu‘) and a wanderer (nud) on the earth.’ In verse 14, Cain 
repeats this divine judgment and laments, ‘I will be a drifter (nu‘) and a wan-
derer (nud) on the earth.’ Genesis 4:16 then concludes, ‘So Cain went out of the 
Lord’s presence and lived in the Land of Wandering [nōd], east of [the Land 
of] Delight.’24 The wordplay is obvious. It is important to emphasize, there are 
three different voices repeating this condemnation of Cain to be a wanderer—
(1) the Lord, (2) Cain himself, and (3) the narrator of the account. 

However, immediately following Genesis 4:16, verse 17 states that Cain mar-
ried a woman, had a son, and then ‘built a city, and named the city after the 
name of his son Enoch.’ So, is Cain a wanderer moving about the earth? Or is 
he sedentary and the builder of a city in one specific place?25 This obvious con-
tradiction indicates that the genealogy of Cain in Genesis 4:17–24 is a separate 
source that was added at the end of the account of Adam and Eve and their 
two sons in Genesis 2:4 to 4:16. The inclusion of the Cain genealogy appears to 
be another attempt by the unknown editor (J2) to historicize this parable-like 
story.

One of the most important concepts in Swamidass’ genealogical Adam and 
Eve hypothesis is that there was a real geographical region outside the Garden 
of Eden. In his book, he refers to this area as ‘outside the Garden’ 246 times. 
For his theory to work, Swamidass absolutely requires the existence of a popu-
lation of humans in this region that interbred with the descendants of Adam 

24  As per footnote 22.
25  To suggest that Cain rebelled against God and became a city dweller is unconvincing. 
There is no indication that God’s judgment of Cain was recanted, or for that matter, that divine 
judgments can be avoided. For example, did Adam sidestep God’s condemnation for him to die 
(Gen. 3:17; 5:5)? Wenham notes that biblical scholars such as A. Dillmann, H. Gunkel, S. Driver, 
and J. Skinner have recognised this ‘glaring’ contradiction. Genesis 4:12–16 ‘make Cain a 
perpetual wanderer, but according to v. 17 he builds a city.’ They argue this is evidence for ‘the 
existence of two sources within J.’ Op. cit. (17), pp. I:97-98. My italics. In addition, it should be 
pointed out that the Semitic thrice repetition of Cain’s condemnation is stylistically appropri-
ate as an ending to the original parable-like story of the Jahwist author in Genesis 2:4 to 4:16.
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and Eve. However, Swamidass completely misidentifies the literary genre of 
Genesis 2–4. This is a made-up story and not a historical record of real people 
and real events in a real place on earth. And as the next section of this paper 
argues, this failure to recognize the genre of Genesis 2–4 chains Swamidass to 
a concordist hermeneutic and a God-of-the-gaps view of divine creative action 
in these opening chapters of Scripture.

By correctly identifying the literary genre and respecting the existence of 
sources within Genesis 2–4, we can address two common issues raised by Swa-
midass and other Christians. First, after murdering his brother Abel and being 
judged by God, Cain laments that ‘whoever finds me will kill me’ (Gen. 4:14). 
Who are these people that Cain feared? In reality, no one. This is a parable-like 
story that never happened. Genesis 4:14 offers an inerrant wisdom message—
murder your brother (or anyone) and you will wander about trembling in fear 
for the rest of your life. As Proverbs 28:17 states, ‘A man tormented by the guilt 
of murder will be a fugitive (nus) till death.’ This is a spiritual truth, not a his-
torical truth. This is wisdom literature.

The second issue is very well-known. Where did Cain get his wife? The an-
swer is that the story of Adam and Eve and their sons Abel and Cain in Genesis 
2:4 to 4:16 is a distinct literary unit, and it never refers to Cain having a wife. 
The mention of him marrying a woman and fathering a son comes from the 
genealogy in Genesis 4:17–24, which was later added by the unknown editor 
(J2) in his attempt to historicize Genesis 2–4. In other words, the question of 
where Cain’s wife came from is based on an incidental editorial artifact. It is an 
accidental and unintended by-product of placing together not only two differ-
ent sources, but two different literary genres—a parable-like story (J1) and a 
genealogy (J2).

This artifact is like the contradictory order of God’s creative acts in the 
Priestly Genesis 1 and the Jahwist Genesis 2. The combination of these two 
sources by the Redactor created incidental conflicts between events that in re-
ality never existed. For example, birds are created before the male and female 
humans in Genesis 1, but they are made after Adam and before Eve in Genesis 
2. The wife of Cain is not part of the story in Genesis 2:4 to 4:16. The question of 
her origin cannot be forced into this imaginative parable-like account. An inci-
dental editorial artifact cannot be used to establish the existence of a historical 
population of people ‘outside the garden,’ as Swamidass proposes.

In failing to identify the correct literary genre of Genesis 2–4, Swamidass 
misses an opportunity to savor the masterful storytelling ability of the Jahwist 
writer. As literary scholar Lisa Cron notes, ‘A story is designed, from beginning 
to end, to answer a single overarching question . . . Stories are our way of mak-
ing sense of the world so each and every one tells us something about what it 
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means to be human.’26 The made-up story in Genesis 2–4 is everyone’s story. We 
are all sinners—sinning against God and sinning against other humans—and 
we even try to rationalize our sins by blaming others . . .  and even blaming God! 
The power of the Holy Spirit-inspired opening chapters of the Word of God 
is that inerrant messages of faith transcend the incidental historiographical 
intentions of the Redactor and the unknow editor (J2).

To appreciate the ‘story-ness’ of Genesis 2–4, Supplement C attempts to re-
create the original Jahwist source by removing the disruptive geographical and 
genealogical intrusions and using translations instead of transliterations of the 
Hebrew words ‘Eden’ and ‘Nod.’27 Supplement D shows how the geographical 
and genealogical intrusions from Genesis 2–4 can be incorporated into the Par-
able of the Prodigal Son in an attempt to historicize the made-up story.28 These 
editorial additions certainly disrupt the flow and ‘story-ness’ of the parable in a 
manner similar to Genesis 2–4, yet the inerrant spiritual truths of this parable 
are preserved like those in these opening chapters of Scripture.

The Inevitable Failure of Concordism
Concordism is the assumption that the Bible in some way aligns with the 

facts of modern science. It must be noted that concordism is a reasonable be-
lief. After all, God created the world, and he also inspired the Bible. To expect 
a harmony, consistency, or alignment between Scripture and science is an as-
sumption that makes sense to most Christians.29 Concordism continues to be 
a dominant hermeneutical approach within several evangelical circles, espe-
cially in the United States.

A classic example of concordism is the day-age theory presented in James 
Dana’s famous Manual of Geology. Figure 1 is a reproduction of his attempt 

26  Cron, L., Wired for Story: The Writer’s Guide to Using Brain Science to Hook Readers from 
the Very First Sentence. Berkeley, CA: Ten Speed Press (2012) pp. 25,  43.
27  Supplement C: https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21c.pdf. 
28  Supplement D: https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21d.pdf .
29  For a history of concordist interpretations, see Ramm, B., The Christian View of Science 
and Scripture. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans (1954); Jaki, S. Genesis 1 Through the Ages. New 
York, NY: Thomas More Press (1992). Ramm notes that concordism leads to a God-of-the-
gaps view of origins. In a section that describes ‘moderate concordism’ in Genesis 1, he 
states, ‘From time-to-time great creative acts, de novo, took place.’ Ramm, Christian View, p. 
155. One of the American Scientific Affiliation reviewers of this paper complained that the 
term ‘concordism’ was a ‘pejorative.’ Not true. For example, I believe that real history in the 
Bible begins with Abraham around Genesis 12. This makes me a ‘historical concordist.’ And I 
embrace without any reservation historical concordism in the New Testament. For an account 
of my own acceptance of concordism at the beginning of my Christian faith, see Lamoureux, 
D.O., Struggling with God & Origins: A Personal Story. St. Augustine, FL: Best Seller Publishing 
(2023). 

https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21c.pdf
https://sites.ualberta.ca/~dlamoure/asa21d.pdf
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Figure 1. James Dana’s Concordist Interpretation of Geology and  
Genesis 1.

to align geology with Genesis 1.30 Of course, this concordist interpretation 
abounds with problems. To mention only a few: Dana claims that ‘lower orders 
of animals’ are created on the fifth day (age). However, Scripture states that 
‘creatures that move along the ground’ (this would include lower orders of 
animals) were made on the sixth day. Moreover, the Bible asserts that God cre-
ated birds on day five, but they are not ‘lower orders of animals.’ Scripture also 
records that sea creatures were made on the fifth day. These marine animals 
would include whales and other cetaceans, which are mammals, and again not 
‘lower orders of animals.’ But Dana puts the creation of mammals on day six. 
Finally, the days in Genesis 1 are regular 24-hour days (as I will argue below). 
They are not millions of years long and do not match up with the geological re-
cord. The lesson to be learned from concordists like James Dana is that the Bi-
ble and science cannot be aligned or harmonized. Concordism inevitably fails.

Swamidass is aware of the term ‘concordism.’31 He refers to this word twice 
in his book and casts it in a disapproving light—’the eisegesis of concordism’ 
and ‘the negative type of concordism.’32 In the first chapter of his book, Swa-

30  Dana, J.D., Manual of Geology. Philadelphia, PA: Bliss Co. (1863) p. 745.
31  In a 2020 podcast, Swamidass admits, ‘I don’t think I knew the term “concordism” before 
I met them [the people at BioLogos around 2014].’ Swamidass states that he prefers to be 
identified as a ‘scriptural realist.’ However, I see no conceptual difference between this term 
and concordism. As I will demonstrate, Swamidass is a concordist, but he does not seem to be 
aware of it. Heiser, M.S., Naked Bible 356: The Genealogical Adam and Eve Part 1. 27 December 
2020. Retrieved January 8, 2021 from: https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/naked-bi-
ble-356-the-genealogical-adam-and-eve-part-1/id961385822?i=1000503723463  
32  GAE, pp. 166, 204. The latter reference makes me wonder if Swamidass believes there is a 

https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/naked-bible-356-the-genealogical-adam-and-eve-part-1/id961385822?i=1000503723463
https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/naked-bible-356-the-genealogical-adam-and-eve-part-1/id961385822?i=1000503723463
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midass makes an impassioned declaration against concordism, ‘We are not 
reading evolution into Scripture . . . I am not reading evolutionary science into 
Scripture.’33 Yet in the same paragraph where he attempts to distance himself 
from concordism, he states, ‘In this book, I hypothesize that God created every-
one outside the Garden through a providentially governed process of common 
descent, a process legitimately described by evolutionary science.’34 Unwitting-
ly, Swamidass is aligning Scripture (‘everyone outside the Garden’ from Genesis 
4) and science (‘evolutionary science’).

And in this same paragraph denouncing concordism, Swamidass asserts that 
his genealogical ‘hypothesis matches the traditional account of Adam and Eve’ 
and that it is ‘consistent with Scripture.’35 Swamidass goes so far as to state, ‘The 
genealogical hypothesis (GH) holds three claims together: (1) de novo created, 
(2) recent Adam and Eve, (3) ancestors of us all. It is very close to a young earth 
creationist understanding of Adam and Eve.’36 As everyone knows, young earth 
creation is deeply rooted in a strict literal concordism.

Despite his fervent protestations, Swamidass is a concordist. In fact, he em-
braces two types of ad hoc concordism. The first form takes biblical accounts 
and distinguishes between passages to be understood through a literal con-
cordism from those using a less literal concordism.37 The second type of ad hoc 
concordism is an inconsistent hermeneutic in that some verses in a biblical 
account are read with a concordist approach, while others in the same ac-
count are completely ignored.38 With these two versions of ad hoc concordism 
in mind, let us turn to the main biblical chapters that undergird Swamidass’ 
hypothesis of human origins—Genesis 1 and Genesis 2–4.

positive type of concordism. If so, he never mentions it.
33  Ibid. p. 10.
34  Ibid. My italics.
35  Ibid. My italics.
36  Ibid., p. 11. My italics.
37  This first form of ad hoc concordism appears with Swamidass’ inconsistent interpreta-
tions of the creation of Adam and the flood of Noah. He affirms the historical de novo creation 
of Adam based on a literal reading of Genesis 2, but steps away from a literal interpretation of 
the Bible’s worldwide flood in Genesis 6–9 (e.g., Ararat Mountains inundated; Gen. 8:4) and 
proposes the flood was local. As Swamidass states, ‘Noah’s flood did not destroy the people 
outside the Garden . . . A unique regional flood might have destroyed all of Adam and Eve’s 
world in a large region, but not the whole globe.’ Ibid. p. 170.
38  This second form of ad hoc concordism is seen when Swamidass attempts to align Genesis 
1 with the evolution of living organisms and humans, but then he completely ignores the 
origin of the inanimate universe (i.e., the firmament, sun, moon, and stars).



The Swamidass Genealogical Adam & Eve Hypothesis

Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2 • 203

Genesis 1: Evolution of Living Creatures & Biological     
Humans

Swamidass contends that Genesis 1 offers a record of the evolution of liv-
ing organisms, including what he terms ‘biological humans.’ These people are 
found outside the Garden of Eden, and they bear the Image of God. Swamidass 
asserts:

In Gen 1, Elohim calls, ‘Let there be,’ and the ‘land’ and ‘sea’ (subject) bring 
forth (verb) plants and animals (object) of ‘many kinds.’ The land and sea 
create under God’s providential governance, just as is affirmed in many 
Christian understandings of evolution . . . In the beginning, Elohim creates 
biological humans in the image of God, through a providentially governed 
process of common descent [i.e., evolution]. Elohim grants this people an 
irrevocable gift of freedom. Elohim calls forth all humankind, male and fe-
male, created in his image and commissioned to multiply and spread across 
the Earth (Gen 1:26–27). Biological humans, the people outside the Garden, 
arise long before Adam and Eve. Science [i.e., evolutionary science] legiti-
mately tells us the story of how they arose and who they are.39

Swamidass’ ad hoc concordism is displayed in this passage. He disregards 
the actual meaning of God’s verbal commands in Genesis 1, ‘Let there be ...’ 
These do not refer to divine providential activity through an evolutionary 
process over aeons of time. Instead, these are God’s de novo creative acts that 
happened quickly to form fully mature creatures. Clearly, Swamidass is ‘read-
ing evolution into Scripture’ (to use his words). In addition, he completely 
overlooks the Creator’s de novo formation of the heavens on creation days two 
and four. Scripture states unequivocally that God rapidly created a solid firma-
ment to separate a heavenly sea overhead, and then he quickly placed the sun, 
moon, and stars in this hard dome. Swamidass does not seem to be aware of the 
significant implications that Genesis 1 and the Bible feature an ancient Near 
Eastern cosmology (3-tier universe), as shown in Figure 2.40

39  GAE, p. 165 footnote 6 and 175. My italics. Swamidass uses the word ‘Elohim,’ which is a 
transliteration of the Hebrew word for ‘God.’
40  The presence of an ancient cosmology in Scripture indicates that God accommodated 
during biblical inspiration to the intellectual level of the writers and their generation. This 
ancient astronomy and geography imply that the Bible also includes an ancient biology, such 
as the immutability of living creatures and their de novo creation. In this way, the de novo 
creation of Adam and Eve is an accommodation by the Holy Spirit to the biology-of-the-day 
held by the ancient authors of Scripture. See Lamoureux, D.O., The Bible and Ancient Science: 
Principles of Interpretation. Tullahoma, TN: McGahan Publishing House (2020) pp. 53-58, 
98-136.
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Figure 2. The Ancient Cosmology in Scripture.

Swamidass is also ‘reading evolutionary science into Scripture’ (to use 
his words) when he states the creation of land animals in Genesis 1 aligns 
with ‘Christian understandings of evolution.’ But he seems unaware that one 
mechanism of origins in the ancient Near East assumed the gods planted the 
reproductive seeds of land creatures, and they then grew out of the ground like 
plants.41 For example with regard to humans, the Assur Bilingual Creation Story 
claims people ‘sprout from the ground like barley.’42 Similarly, the Hymn to 
E’engura asserts that ‘humans broke through the earth’s surface like plants.’43 

41  Ancient people accepted preformatism. This ancient view of reproduction asserts that an 
entire miniscule animal or person was inside a reproductive seed. From this perspective, it 
was assumed by some that the gods had seeded the land with animal and human seeds, and 
these later sprouted and grew into mature creatures. See Needham, J. A History of Embryology. 
New York, NY: Arno Press (1975) p. 44. 
42  Clifford, R.J., Creation Accounts in the Ancient Near East and in the Bible. Washington, DC: 
Catholic Biblical Association (1994) p. 30.
43  Ibid.
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This plant-like mechanism appears to be the creative method described in 
Genesis 1:24. God commands, ‘Let the land produce living creatures according 
to their kinds: the livestock, the creatures that move along the ground, and the 
wild animals, each according to its kind.’ The Hebrew verb translated ‘produce’ 
in this verse is yāṣā’, and it is the same verb found in Genesis 1:12 in which ‘the 
land produced vegetation.’ Therefore, Genesis 1 is not affirming biological evo-
lution, as Swamidass proposes. Instead, Genesis 1:24 is pointing to an ancient 
science of origins in which land animals sprouted out of the earth like plants.

In addition, Swamidass overlooks the numerous references to time in Gen-
esis 1. This chapter is limited to God creating over a period of six days. These 
days are 24-hour periods since each is qualified, ‘There was evening and there 
was morning.’ Moreover, whenever the Hebrew word ‘day’ (yōm) appears with 
a number, it refers to a normal day, as is the case in this chapter. Finally, Genesis 
1 is designed to affirm the Fourth Commandment—six 24-hour days to work 
and one day to rest (Exo. 20:8–11). Therefore, Genesis 1 is not referring to a 
period that is hundreds of millions of years long with the evolution of living 
creatures and so-called ‘biological humans.’ To claim that ‘biological humans, 
the people outside the Garden, arise long before Adam and Eve’ disregards the 
clear temporal markers in Genesis 1. Once again, this is evidence of concordism 
and Swamidass ‘reading evolution into Scripture.’

Genesis 2–4: De Novo Creation of Adam and Eve & Textual 
Humans

Several evangelical Christians will undoubtedly be attracted to Swamidass’ 
genealogical hypothesis since he defends the traditional de novo creation of a 
literal and historical Adam and Eve.44 They will also be drawn by his concord-
ism as he attempts to align the events in Genesis 2–4 with modern science. 
Swamidass explains,

Entirely consistent with the genetic and archeological evidence, it is possi-
ble that Adam was created out of dust, and Eve out of his rib, less than ten 
thousand years ago. Leaving the Garden, their offspring would have blended 
with those outside it, biologically identical neighbors [i.e., Swamidass’ cat-
egory of ‘biological humans’] from the surrounding area. In a few thousand 
years, they would become genealogical ancestors of everyone . . . Genesis 1 is 
about the creation of the people outside the Garden [i.e., ‘biological humans’ 
created through evolution], but Genesis 2 onward sits within this larger ac-
count, following Adam, Eve, and their descendants, who become all of us . . . 

44  In many ways, Swamidass is the Hugh Ross of genealogical science. Ross has assisted 
Christians to accept the age of the earth. Swamidass will undoubtedly help many of them 
embrace evolution.
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From this point of view, Adam and Eve are the first textual humans on earth, 
and no textual humans lived on earth before them. Every textual human in all 
of history is a direct genealogical descendant of Adam and Eve.45

For Swamidass’ genealogical theory to work, he needs to radically reinterpret 
a critical and well-known biblical verse. Genesis 3:20 states, ‘Adam named his 
wife “Eve,” because she would become the mother of all the living’ (my italics).46 
However, this verse is problematic for Swamidass because Eve cannot be ‘the 
mother of all the living.’ As noted earlier, he claims that ‘biologically identical 
neighbors’ bearing the Image of God existed outside the Garden of Eden who 
did not descend from her, and most of these so-called ‘biological humans’ lived 
tens of thousands of years before her. To protect his theory, Swamidass needs 
to invent another new category of humans—the ‘textual humans.’ Therefore, 
according to his theory, the phrase ‘the mother of all the living’ in Genesis 3:20 
refers to ‘the mother of all textual humans.’ Of course, this category of humans 
is not found in Scripture, and it has never been part of Christian tradition. It is 
the fabrication of a modern concordist hermeneutic.

Swamidass’ ad hoc concordism also appears in his view of God’s creative 
acts in Genesis 2. On the one hand, he accepts the de novo creation of Adam and 
Eve.47 But on the other hand, Swamidass ignores the fact that God also made 
plants and animals quickly and fully formed in Genesis 2. In verses 8 and 9, 
the Creator planted a garden with trees bearing fruit for human consumption 
and two mystical trees—the tree of life and the tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil. As well, verse 19 states, ‘So out of the ground the Lord God formed 
every animal of the field and every bird of the air’ (my italics). This situation is 
like Swamidass’ disregard of God creating the heavens de novo in Genesis 1. He 
uses a literal and concordist interpretation for the creation of Adam and Eve, 
and then completely ignores the de novo creation of all other living organisms 
in Genesis 2.

Akin to his failure in recognizing the ancient plant-like mechanism of the 
origin of land animals in Genesis 1, Swamidass overlooks the fact that Genesis 
2 features a second ancient creative method—the craftsman-like mechanism 
of forming creatures from clay or earth. In ancient Mesopotamia, the Epic of 
Gilgamesh describes a goddess creating a man from a pinch of clay.48 The story 
of Enki and Ninmah records an intoxicated goddess using earth to make seven 

45  GAE, pp. 10, 142, 180. My italics.
46  It is significant that Swamidass refers to Genesis 3:20 only once in his book and never 
explains it in the context of his hypothesis. Ibid. p. 114.
47  The de novo creation of Eve would have required some God-of-the-gaps genetic engi-
neering. For example, all the Y-chromosomes in Adam’s side/rib needed to be removed and 
replaced with X-chromosomes in order to make Eve with two X-chromosomes. See footnote 
61.
48  Op. cit. (42) pp.  48-49.
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humans with disabilities.49 In ancient Egypt, the god Khnum creates people 
from clay by fashioning them on a potter’s wheel, and the goddess Isis then 
gives life to them.50 These ancient Near Eastern examples of the de novo crea-
tion of humans are quite similar to Genesis 2:7. The Lord acts like a craftsman 
and ‘formed a man from the dust of the ground.’51 And Isis’ animation of a clay 
human is comparable to God who ‘breathed into his [the man’s] nostrils the 
breath of life, and the man became a living being.’ Clearly, the de novo creation 
of Adam in Genesis 2 is an ancient understanding of human origins.

Swamidass’ attempt to date the creation of Adam and Eve offers more evi-
dence of his ad hoc concordism. In the block quotation above, he places their 
origin at ‘less than ten thousand years ago.’ Yet Swamidass offers a wide range 
of other dates in his book. In one place, he suggests that Adam and Eve ‘could 
have lived as recently as six thousand years ago . . . It is also possible that Adam 
and Eve were situated more anciently, at eight, ten, or fifteen thousand years 
ago.’52 In another place, Swamidass extends the date of Adam and Eve even fur-
ther back in time. ‘If they lived ten thousand years ago, or fifty thousand years 
ago, or five hundred thousand years ago, they also would be ancestors of            
everyone from AD 1 onward.’53 Swamidass’ lack of specificity for the date of 
Adam and Eve does not promote confidence in his theory and only demon-
strates his ad hoc concordism.

Finally, in the block quote above, Swamidass offers his view of the relation-
ship between Genesis 1 and 2. He states, ‘Genesis 1 is about the creation of the 
people outside the Garden, but Genesis 2 onward sits within this larger account, 
following Adam, Eve, and their descendants, who become all of us.’54 However, 
Swamidass seems unaware that these chapters are two entirely different and 
independent creation accounts that were composed by two different writers 
at two different times in the past.55 Standard dates place the Jahwist writer of 
Genesis 2 in the ninth or tenth century BC, and Priestly author of Genesis 1 in 

49  Ibid. p. 75.
50  Ibid. pp. 105, 107.
51  Notably, the verb translated as ‘formed’ in this verse (also vv. 8 and 19) is yāṣār. It is the 
root of the noun ‘potter.’ As Isaiah 64:8 states, ‘Yet you, Lord, are our Father. We are the clay, 
you are the potter [yāṣār]; we are the work of your hand.’ 
52  GAE, p. 64.
53  Ibid. p. 61. On the range of dates for Adam and Eve see also, ibid. p. 78.
54  Ibid. p. 142. My italics.
55  It is obvious that Swamidass is not aware of source theory. For example, he states, ‘About 
4,000 years ago, Genesis is compiled into its final form.’ Ibid. p. 58. My italics. I do not know 
of a single Old Testament scholar who places the completion of the Book of Genesis at 2000 
BC. In fact, the Hebrew language did not appear until the tenth century BC, and the Priestly 
author most likely wrote his document in the sixth century BC or later. This obviously places 
the ‘final form’ of Genesis after this time. See Sanders, S.L., The Invention of Hebrew. Urbana, 
IL: University of Illinois Press (2011) pp. 103-155. 



208 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

DENIS O. LAMOUREUX

Figure 3. The Swamidass Genealogical Adam and Eve Hypothesis. 
IAP: Identical Ancestor Point; Nearly IAP: Nearly Identical Ancestor Point; 
MRUGA: Most Recent Universal Genealogical Ancestor. See text for an explana-
tion of these terms. 

fifth or sixth century BC. Therefore, Genesis 1 and 2 cannot be aligned or har-
monized into a concordist reading of human origins.

Figure 3 summarizes Joshua Swamidass’ genealogical Adam and Eve hy-
pothesis.56 It is strikingly similar to James Dana’s concordist alignment of geol-
ogy and Genesis 1 in Figure 1. Dana matches the six days of creation on the left 
side of his diagram next to geological evidence on the right. The Swamidass 

56  It is disappointing that Swamidass does not assist his readers by offering a diagram 
that summarizes his hypothesis. Instead, readers are forced to piece together a series of his 
different diagrams. Figure 3 is based on GAE’s Fig. 5.1, p. 60; Fig. 5.2, p. 62; Fig. 11.1, p. 136; 
Fig. 17.1, p. 207; Fig. 18.1 p. 218.
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summary has genealogical concepts like IAP, Nearly IAP, and MRUGA (to be ex-
plained in the next section of this paper) on the left side and biblical books and 
biblical individuals on the right. There is no doubt that these two concordist 
theories are referring to actual historical periods since both use the chrono-
logical term ‘Era.’ In fact, Swamidass employs this word 32 times in his book 
and states, ‘Adam ends one era and begins another . . . Jesus ends one era and 
begins another too.’57

Extension of Genealogical Time Estimates Based on a Bib-
lical Proof-Text (Acts 1:8)

Attempting to understand how Swamidass aligns the dates in Scripture with 
the time estimates offered by the science of genealogical ancestry is a chal-
lenge. For example, he conveniently admits, ‘The date when Adam lives can be 
moved more ancient in time as far as necessary.’58 As noted above, Swamidass 
places Adam anywhere from 6000 to 500,000 years ago. However, the creation 
of Adam at 6000 years ago (4000 BC) is by far the most common date pre-
sented in his book, appearing about 20 times. 

This well-known traditional date for the origin of Adam is calculated by as-
suming the ages in the genealogies of Scripture are literal and historically accu-
rate, especially those found in the Genesis 5 and 11 genealogies.59 As Swamidass 
notes, ‘A recent Adam and Eve might be consistent with dates ascertained by 
adding up generation times in Genesis.’60 He also acknowledges the historicity 
of the longevity of people in the early Genesis genealogies. In appealing to the 
Genesis 5 genealogy with its average human lifespan of 912 years, he argues 
that Adam and Cain ‘both live long lives, full of years (Gen 5).’61 And a concord-
ist reading of the chronology in Scripture is obvious when Swamidass states, 
‘Approximately matching the timeline of Genesis, our ancestor’s world is totally 

57  Ibid. p. 181. See also 64.
58  Ibid. p. 205. My italics.
59  This traditional date is often attributed to Archbishop James Ussher who calculated the 
creation of the world to be 22 October 4004 BC. See Barr, J. ‘Why the World Was Created in 
4004 B.C.: Archbishop Ussher and Biblical Chronology’ Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 
(1985), 67, 575-608.
60  GAE, p. 166. My italics.
61  Ibid. p. 198. Note that the reference to ‘(Gen 5)’ in this quotation is from Swamidass, and 
it is not my editorial addition. Also note that Cain is not mentioned in Genesis 5 (he appears in 
the Gen. 4:17-24 genealogy), and Scripture does not give his age. Of course, some God-of-the-
gaps genetic engineering would be required to restore the length of telomeres if people lived 
over 900 years. See footnote 47. In addition, if people lived this long, then the archeological re-
cord should show teeth flatten to the gumline because of occlusal attrition, and the remanent 
pulp chamber occluded by secondary dentine. However, according to my scientific specialty of 
dental development and evolution, no such physical evidence exists.



210 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

DENIS O. LAMOUREUX

reordered with the rise of civilization.’62 Clearly, Swamidass assumes the Book 
of Genesis basically provides a sequential chronology of historical events in 
real time.

In offering a concordist alignment between modern science and ‘the time-
line of Genesis,’ Swamidass takes advantage of discoveries from the science 
of genealogical ancestry that countless universal ancestors have arisen quite 
recently, and that they have appeared everywhere throughout the world.63 
For everyone living today, the most recent universal genealogical ancestor 
(MRUGA) emerges only 2000-3000 years ago. The nearly identical ancestor 
point (Nearly IAP) is where 95-99% of those who leave descendants are also 
universal ancestors, and it is estimated to be about 3500 years ago. And at the 
identical ancestor point (IAP) around 5000 years ago, 100% of those who leave 
descendants are ancestors of everyone today.

Swamidass asks, ‘Which of these three points in time [MRUGA, Nearly IAP, 
IAP] is most important to us?’64 He answers that it is the Nearly IAP. Swami-
dass then claims that at this point ‘most people in Mesopotamia are universal 
ancestors. If Adam and Eve lived at this point in time, or anytime more an-
cient, it would not take luck or miracles for them to be universal ancestors 
of everyone.’65 However, these standard genealogical ancestry dates are far 
too late to be aligned with the ‘timeline of Genesis’ and the traditional date of 
the creation of Adam and Eve 6000 years ago at 4000 BC. For example, these 
scientific time estimates would place Adam and Eve between 2000 years ago 
(lowest estimate of MRUGA at AD 1) and 5000 years ago (IAP at 3000 BC). And 
if Swamidass’ preferred Nearly IAP is used, it puts the origin of Adam and Eve 
3500 years ago in 1500 BC, which according to the Bible is during the time 
Israel was living in Egypt.

To solve this chronological problem, Swamidass introduces a third new cat-
egory of humans termed the ‘required descendants’ (along with his so-called 
‘biological humans’ and ‘textual humans’).66 He dates these people around AD 
1.67 His justification is based on only one single Bible verse. In Acts 1:8, Jesus at 

62  Ibid. p. 184. My italics.
63  This counterintuitive discovery reflects the fact that instead of genealogies expanding in 
an exponential manner, they actually ‘collapse’ because related individuals often interbreed. 
All the genealogical time estimates that follow in this paragraph are from Swamidass’ book. 
GAE, pp. 46-50.
64  Ibid. p. 59.
65  Ibid.
66  Ibid. p. 58. Swamidass refers to ‘required descendants’ 14 times in his book—7 times on 
p. 58, twice on p. 59, 3 times on p. 60 and twice on p. 61.
67  In a subsection entitled, ‘Required Descendants at AD 1,’ Swamidass asserts that this date 
is chosen for ‘theological reasons’ because ‘AD 1 is before the ministry of Jesus, and before 
Paul writes Romans.’ Ibid., 58.
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his ascension states, ‘But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes on 
you; and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, 
and to the ends of the earth’ (my italics).

According to Swamidass, ‘Adam and Eve are genealogical ancestors of eve-
ryone to the “ends of the earth” by AD 1, at the latest, but not necessarily our 
genetic ancestors.’68 More specifically, he notes, ‘The phrase “to the ends of 
the earth” (Acts 1:8) suggests that Adam and Eve have become ancestors of 
all humankind by, at latest, the ascension of Jesus, while allowing for people 
outside the garden in the past.’69 Similarly, he adds, ‘The phrase “to the ends of 
the earth” (Acts 1:8) . . . gives grounding for inferring universal descent from 
Adam by, at the latest, the ascension of Jesus.’70 And in the concluding chapter 
of his book, Swamidass claims, ‘Adam and Eve’s lineage began within a larger 
population and became everyone to the “ends of the earth” (Acts 1:8).’71

Instead of using people today as a baseline, which is the common practice in 
the science of genealogical ancestry, Swamidass pushes back the baseline of his 
hypothesis by 2000 years to AD 1 and his ‘required descendants.’ In addition, 
he rounds up the Nearly IAP date from 3500 years to 4000 years.72 As a result, 
Swamidass solves the problem of standard genealogical ancestry estimates be-
ing far too late for the alignment with the ‘timeline of Genesis.’ This moves his 
preferred Nearly IAP back 4000 years from AD 1, and it conveniently matches 
up with the traditional date for the de novo creation of Adam and Eve at 6000 
years ago in 4000 BC.

However, in a review of several commentaries on the Book of Acts, I did not 
find one New Testament scholar who interprets Acts 1:8 as Swamidass’ so-
called ‘required descendants’ or any concept equivalent to it.73 And there is no 
hint this verse infers the existence of biological humans or textual humans, and 

68  Ibid. p. 31.
69  Ibid. p. 135. The mention of ‘(Acts 1:8)’ in this quotation, and in the next two quotations, 
are from Swamidass, and not my editorial insertions. Of course, there is a minor inconsistency 
between these quotations. On one hand, the required date is AD 1, but on the other hand, it is 
the ascension of Jesus in the AD 30s.
70  Ibid. p. 138.
71  Ibid. p. 218. Italics original.
72  Ibid. p. 60.
73  To mention a few commentaries that I examined: Padilla, O. The Acts of the Apostles: 
Interpretation, History and Theology. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press (2016) pp. 98-99; 
Holladay, C.R., Acts: A Commentary. Louisville, KT: Westminster John Knox Press (2016) p. 74; 
Mullins, M., The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary. Dublin, Ireland: Columba Press (2013) pp. 
63-65; Schnabel, E.J., Acts. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan (2012) pp. 77-80; Peterson, D.G., The 
Acts of the Apostles. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan (2009) pp. 110-113; Pelikan, J., Acts. Grand 
Rapids, MI: Brazos Press (2005) p. 41; Bock, D.L., Acts. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic 
(2007) pp. 63-67; Bruce, F.F., The Acts of the Apostles, 3rd ed. Leicester, England: Eerdmans 
(1990) p. 103; Willimon, W.H., Acts. Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press (1988) pp. 19-21.
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that these humans are completely interbred (blended) to become required de-
scendants by AD 1. In Acts 1:8, the Lord Jesus simply reveals that the apostles 
will be empowered by the Holy Spirit to be his witnesses, starting first in Judea 
(Jerusalem), then Samaria, and finally throughout the known world, including 
Asia Minor, Greece, and Italy (Rome) as described in Acts 13-28. This verse has 
nothing to do with genealogical science.

Swamidass’ use of Acts 1:8 is a classic example of a biblical proof-text inter-
pretation. He tears this verse out of its historical and literary context, and then 
forces into it modern scientific concepts that are completely foreign. Without 
Swamidass’ convenient extension of genealogical time estimates based on a 
biblical proof-text, the standard dates offered by genealogical science times are 
far too late to be aligned with the ‘timeline of Genesis.’

There is another fatal problem with Swamidass’ concordist attempt to match 
up the biblical timeline with the science of genealogical ancestry. He fails to re-
alize that the ages and time periods recorded in the early Genesis genealogies 
are sacred/symbolic numbers, and not real chronological numbers.

Figure 4 presents ages and time periods from the Genesis 5 and 11 genealo-
gies of the Hebrew patriarchs. These numbers clearly point away from being 
historical periods of time. In Genesis 5, 15 of these 20 numbers are multiples 
of 5. If the sacred/symbolic number 7 is subtracted from the 5 non-multiples 
of 5, then 5 more multiples of 5 appear. Important individuals are found at 
positions that are multiples of 5 and 7. Noah is at the 10th location (5×2) and 
Abram the 20th (5×4). Enoch, who did not die, is at the 7th position (7×1), Eber 
whose names echoes the noun ‘Hebrew’ at the 14th (7×2), and the miraculously 
promised son Isaac at the 21st (7×3). Together, these genealogies with the in-
clusion of Isaac, total 25 people (5×5). Ancient genealogies were often stylized 
to deliver theological messages (e.g., the genealogies of Jesus).74 It may be that 
this emphasis on the number 5 reflects the Hebrews being the people of the 
Torah (Law), the Pentateuch, the first five books of Scripture.

 

74  For example, the Lord’s genealogy in Luke 3:23-38 features 77 people, clearly empha-
sizing the sacred/symbolic number 7, which in the ancient world carried the meaning of 
completion, fulfillment, and perfection. See ‘Numbers: Sacred and Symbolic Usage (and the 
Number Seven in Particular,’ in Bailey, L.R., Genesis, Creation, and Creationism. Mahwah, NY: 
Paulist Press (1993) pp. 157-160.
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Figure 4. Genealogical Framework of Genesis 5 and 11. Genesis 5 is from 
Adam to Noah; Genesis 11 is Shem to Abram. The inclusion of Isaac results in 
more multiples of 5 and 7. Multiples of 5 are in bold type.

In sum, the traditional belief in the creation of Adam and Eve 6000 years 
ago is based on literal and concordist readings of Genesis 5 and 11. But the 
ages and time periods in these genealogies are sacred/symbolic numbers, and 
they cannot be used to construct a chronology of historical events. Therefore, 
in the same way that it is impossible to align the fictional parable-like story in 
Genesis 2–4 with actual history, concordist attempts at ‘matching the timeline 
of Genesis’ to the modern science of genealogical ancestry inevitably fail.

Final Reflections
Joshua Swamidass often repeats, ‘There is no evidence for or against the de 

novo creation of Adam and Eve within a larger population.’75 Yet this is an un-

75  GAE, p. 165. Also pp. 12, 26, 46, 80 (twice), 81 (twice), 87, 89.
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witting admission that the genealogical Adam and Eve hypothesis is scientifi-
cally vacuous. A theory that cannot be tested or falsified is inconsequential to 
science.76 If anything, Swamidass has found a loophole in genealogical science 
where he places a concordist and historical Adam and Eve, and this insulates 
them from scientific investigation. This also protects his God-of-the-gaps view 
of the traditional de novo creation of Adam and Eve. In addition, Swamidass’ 
hypothesis lacks the precision of science. He can shift the date for Adam and 
Eve anywhere from 6000 to 500,000 years ago, whatever might be convenient 
for him at the time. This theory has no scientific value, and it will never be part 
of science.

Toward the end of his book, Swamidass admits, ‘I am not a theologian. I en-
tirely expect that my speculation requires further development, perhaps even 
correction. I still hope this experiment is received with empathy. Take what 
works. Reject what does not work.’77 But Swamidass is playing the role of a 
theologian. Of the roughly 190 pages of text in The Genealogical Adam and Eve, 
nearly 170 pages are theological musings and biblical misinterpretations.78 
The fact that I have read his book four times indicates that I have seriously 
considered his theory. Yet from my perspective, it is ultimately rooted in genre 
misidentification, ad hoc concordism, and a biblical proof-text. Therefore, my 
conclusion is simple: I reject Swamidass’ genealogical Adam and Eve hypoth-
esis because it ‘does not work.’
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A Theistic Cosmological Theory 
Aligned with Principles of Thomism: 
The Holy Infinite Memory Model of 
Consciousness.

This paper presents a classically theistic cosmological model of 
consciousness that aligns with Thomistic principles. This discussion begins 
with a focus on the transcendent identity of God the Father existing in 
eternity, establishing His simple essence as the pure act of being self-
conscious, which defines the mind of God as containing a single holy infinite 
memory; Himself. However, this model suggests His eternal mind also 
contains a complex infinite collection of unique self-memories all composed 
of His immutable essence, framed as the origin of differentiated immaterial 
information. Guided by St Thomas Aquinas’ formulation of hylomorphism, 
creation is understood as the ongoing process of God re-actualizing His 
self-memories from an immaterial to material form, requiring God to unfold 
prime matter as His first creation from nothing but His own pre-existent 
essence. The production of prime matter, as pure potentiality, allows the 
Father to breathe His Holy Spirit that contains the Word (foreknowledge 
of all possibilities / information) to manifest creation. This model suggests 
that formless prime matter can be described as a zero-dimensional point 
singularity of infinitely dense pure energy that is imbued with the self-
consciousness of the Holy Spirit, which extends into a one-dimensional 
string that can then fragment into different physical entities. The immanent 
existence of God’s holy infinite memory at the incorporeal centre of all 
created forms further implies that the universe is structured as an unfolding 
non-local holographic fractal.  Formulating the beginning of creation in this 
way allows us to see possible connections between Christian doctrine, 
the primacy of information, string theory and other scientific principles 
that pose new ways in understanding the immaterial nature of the raw 
fabric of physical reality. Objections against this model, in relation to its 
alignment with classical theism, are addressed towards the end of this 
paper. Fundamentally, fresh perspectives are presented on the nature and 
origin of consciousness that may shed new light in uncovering the persistent 
deficiencies in our understanding of consciousness itself.

Key words: God, Holy Spirit, Thomism, essence, consciousness, informa-
tion, memory, holographic fractal, strings, energy
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Introduction
Consciousness has long been argued as existing generally in one of two ways; 

as an emergent property of biology or a fundamental property of the universe. 
This model argues that a third theological-based explanation of consciousness 
needs to be considered, as a central characteristic of God the Father. Therefore, 
this model assumes that consciousness has its origin beyond the universe in 
the immaterial realm of eternity and is why the study of consciousness, from a 
materialistic science perspective, has resulted in limited progress towards our 
understanding of its nature. This classically theistic view of consciousness is 
guided by the wisdom offered by one of the greatest Christian theologians to 
exist; St Thomas Aquinas, resulting in the formulation of a Christian cosmologi-
cal model that aims to highlight original new ways in which axioms of classical 
theism can align with current findings in the field of modern science, especially 
related to information and string theory, that may provide a deeper under-
standing of the raw building blocks of physical creation and their relationship 
to the eternal uncreated realm. As a result, new perspectives on the nature and 
origin of consciousness are offered that may shed new light in uncovering the 
persistent deficiencies in our understanding of consciousness itself.

This paper begins by framing God’s simple understanding of Himself as the 
dominant feature of His identity and, therefore, His essence is synonymous 
with His self-consciousness. This enables us to clarify how eternity is nothing 
but the mind of God that is engaged in a single immutable pure act of being 
conscious of oneself and therefore, God only has one holy infinite memory that 
defines His mind; Himself. Hence the model’s name; the holy infinite memory 
(HIM) model of consciousness. Within this memory exists an infinite order 
of fully actualized incorporeal self-memories all formed out of God’s non-
compositional essence of self-consciousness, which represents His complexity 
beyond creation. The HIM model views this collection of uncreated memories 
as the immaterial origin of information, as God is informed of all His memories 
simultaneously via His essence. Aligned with Thomism, God’s basic pure na-
ture of self-understanding means He is in an unchanging state of bliss and joy 
from knowing He is of infinite worth as the unrivaled Divine Being of reality, 
giving us the simple reason He free-willingly chose to create; to celebrate His 
own love towards Himself.

Guided by St Thomas Aquinas’ formulation of hylomorphism, we then turn 
our focus towards the process of creation. To actualize His memories as physi-
cal actualities, God needed to first create prime matter, as formless energetic 
potential. God could then breathe His Holy Spirit, as the original substantial 
form, which contains the ordered logic of His self-memories in the form of im-
material information, into the potentiality of prime matter to begin the act of 
creating. The HIM model proposes that prime matter itself can be described 
as a zero-dimensional point singularity of infinitely dense pure energy that is 
imbued with the Holy Spirit’s pre-knowledge of all possible actualities, which 
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fulfils its intended specific purpose by extending into one-dimensional string 
singularity. This primordial string has the potentiality to infinitely divide into 
various energy densities to give rise to a universe made of an ever-increasing 
orderly series of physical forms that reflect their immaterial nature. Formulat-
ing the beginning in this way allows us to see possible connections between 
Christian doctrine, string theory and the primacy of information that pose new 
ways in understanding the nature of the raw building blocks of physical reality. 
This model suggests that the whole of God’s identity, as the self-conscious holy 
infinite memory, is present within the immaterial centre of each created piece 
of information the universe is composed of, further implying that creation as a 
whole must be structured as a non-local entangled holographic fractal. Objec-
tions against this model in relation to its claim of aligning with classical theism 
are then addressed, especially in regards to its panentheistic features and the 
notion that the identity / mind of God extends from the eternal realm and si-
multaneously resides wholly within every aspect of His creation.

Self-consciousness as the simple essence and identity of 
God.

This model takes a classically theistic position in relation to God’s transcen-
dental existence in eternity. God is uncaused, without beginning or end, in a 
simple unchangeable immovable state, meaning potentiality and composition 
does not exist beyond creation, which also implies that God is an incorpo-
real being, as all corporeal things contain composition.1 Therefore, eternity is 
viewed as nothing but God’s existence as His simple essence, which is to say 
His essence and existence are the same, as His fundamental identity.2  In other 
words, nothing but God’s infinite identity exists in eternity. Because God’s 
uniform being is the whole of reality beyond creation, void of potentiality and 
matter, He is of pure actuality and, therefore, His essence is of a simple pure 
form. ‘Because every agent acts by its form; hence the manner in which it has 
its form is the manner in which it is an agent. Therefore whatever is primarily 
and essentially an agent must be primarily and essentially form. Now God is 
the first agent, since He is the first efficient cause. He is therefore of His es-
sence a form; and not composed of matter and form’.3

The essential form of God is not only His identity but is also the one thing 
that He does, as God is eternally engaged in a single unique act (actus purus) 
that defines His being. Therefore, aligned with Thomistic doctrine, this model 
proposes that this pure act is God being conscious of Himself, as ‘God primar-

1  St. Thomas Aquinas, Of God and His Creatures, Burns and Oates: London (1905), p. 44.
2  Ibid, p. 47.
3  “New Advent: Summa Theologia” website visited 21st of June 2023 https://www.newadvent.
org/summa/1003.htm 

https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06137b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06137b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06137b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06608a.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/03459a.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06137b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/10053b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06137b.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/summa/1003.htm
https://www.newadvent.org/summa/1003.htm
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ily and essentially knows Himself alone.’4 ‘If therefore anything else than God 
is the first object of His understanding, something else will be His perfection, 
and will be nobler than He, which is impossible.’5 Therefore, in eternity, there 
is only one thing happening; God being aware of His own infinite and perfect 
existence. Thus, who God is and what He does are the same. He is the infinite 
person of existence doing only one thing. This singular action, of God being 
eternally self-aware, is what defines the whole of eternity according to this 
model, beyond which, there is nothing. 

Another way to frame this description of God the Father is that eternity only 
contains God as a simple mind made entirely of His own consciousness of Him-
self, meaning He only has a single infinite memory; Himself. God’s knowing 
of Himself exists as an uncreated eternal memory that, without beginning or 
end, informs God of His own infinite being. Because form is of pure actuality, 
this model proposes that God’s self-consciousness is His essential form, as a 
singular holy eternal memory. God’s knowledge / memory of His own infinite 
being is found throughout the Bible when God encounters man, as He frequent-
ly mentions His holiness, especially in the book of Leviticus. Therefore, this 
model is called the holy infinite memory (HIM) model of consciousness.

Because God knows He is the alone King of reality, as the most important and 
significant possibility of existence, second to nothing, He holds infinite worth, 
value and, thus, love towards Himself. His self-love is restricted to the aware-
ness He has for Himself, which is to say God’s self-love is wholly infinite. His 
knowing of oneself is synonymous with His love for oneself. ‘If therefore our 
act of understanding, coming to its perfection, yields delight, most delightful 
must be the act whereby God understands.’6 Because God shares eternity with 
no other, He is the object of His own love. ‘It is the essential idea of love, that 
whoever loves wishes the good of the object loved. But God wishes His own 
good and the good of other beings; and in this respect He loves Himself and 
other beings.’7 The HIM model views God’s self-consciousness as His natural 
will to understand Himself, and seeing that He is the source that wields His will 
and the object in which His will rests then God is in an eternal self-referential 
state of joy and bliss, as pointed out by Aquinas, ‘Joy and Delight are a sort of 
rest of the will in its object. But God singularly rests in Himself as in the first 
object of His own will, inasmuch as He has all sufficiency in Himself.’8 

God is utterly alone beyond creation, meaning He is infinitely self-bounded 
in the self-reciprocation of His own understanding and love, which entails no 

4  Aquinas, op cit. p. 82.
5  Ibid.
6  Ibid, p. 143.
7  Ibid, p. 145.
8  Ibid, p. 143.
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movement at all, as the knowing subject and the known object are the same; 
hence God is of perfect wholeness and completion. Fundamentally, God’s mind 
is a static actuality of self-consciousness, characterized by utter silence and still-
ness, as all that can be known resides in the knowledge of Himself without ever 
experiencing the transformative process of becoming. This is why God’s nature 
is often described as being of blissful peace. Suggesting that self-consciousness 
is the central characteristic of God’s identity also allows us to see how other 
characteristics of His essence can be attributed to this central feature, such as 
God being the causal Creator and is, therefore, omniscient, omnipresent, om-
nipotent in relation to creation, which will be explored throughout this paper. 

God’s simple holy infinite memory contains a complex or-
der of an infinite many self-memories.

The HIM model suggests that God’s simple mind of self-consciousness is 
simultaneously infinitely complex, as His essence, the singular infinite possi-
bility that defines eternity, contains an infinite many possibilities made from 
the form of the holy infinite memory. Thus, it is understood that God perceives 
this infinite sequence of possibilities, or self-memories, through the self-con-
sciousness of the holy infinite memory and, therefore, knows them all as His 
essence. ‘But in God’s knowledge many things are known in one, not by many 
different presentations, but by that one species, or presentation, which is the 
essence of God.’9 God’s holy infinite memory of Himself is the only true and 
perfect whole possibility of reality and is the foundational essence for each of 
His memories and, thus, the whole of God’s self-consciousness is within each 
memory. This means God instantaneously knows the whole infinite series of 
immaterial forms that exist within His eternal essence.

Although each memory is of unique formation, each is formed of the only 
form of eternity; God’s self-consciousness. This implies that this infinite store 
of memories are immaterial, uncreated and fully actualised. They have eternal 
existence in spirit form as an infinite complete collection of distinctive impres-
sion within the only substance present beyond creation; the spirit of God. Thus, 
infinite possibilities are enfolded within, as a natural aspect of, God’s essence. 
Edith Stein captured this notion of God’s character in the following quote, ‘This 
being is all that it is in the highest measure of being, or more correctly, it is 
measureless (it is the very measure by which all is measured)- it is pure act. 
In it nothing is shut, nothing remains unfolded; it is in absolute openness, il-
luminated in itself and through itself; that is, it is light itself- it is pure spirit.’10

To have an infinite many self-memories, they must all be distinguishable and 

9  Ibid, p.113.
10  Moran, D. ‘Being and Nothingness’. In Meister Eckhart and the Tradition, (2023), p. 7.
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individualised, which reflects the uniqueness of God Himself being the only in-
finite individual of reality, allowing God to discern each memory in its totality. 
Each memory acts to imitate the absolute perfection from which they are made. 
‘God in His essence, as in a sort of exemplar medium, knows other things. But 
as He is a being of infinite perfection, there can be modelled upon Him infinite 
copies with finite perfections, because no one of these copies, nor any number 
of them put together, can come up to the perfection of their exemplar; and thus 
there always remains some new way for any copy taken to imitate Him.’11 Each 
self-memory directly informs God’s consciousness, as they are all made out 
the very consciousness they are informing. Hence, God’s self-memories can be 
described as discriminant pieces of immaterial information, inseparable to the 
pure consciousness God has of Himself. Many physicists agree that information 
is the fundamental building block of reality and is what gives rise to energy, 
matter, space, time and, thus, a deeper understanding of information holds the 
key to unify general relativity with quantum mechanics.12

This model assumes that God sees all such variation within His essence si-
lently through an immutable perceptual lens of self-identity and infinite worth, 
which is to say He knows the innate importance and meaning of each individu-
alised memory via the wisdom of knowing His own perfection. Therefore, it is 
impossible for God to view all such variation within His own mind as compo-
sitional, as all self-memories are seen with the understanding that they are all 
composed entirely of the singular divine form. Thus, God perfectly recognises 
His own essence within all such differentiated forms that make up the infinitely 
complex memory structure of His own mind.

But the divine mind understands by virtue of no impression other than its 
own essence. At the same time the divine essence is the likeness of all things. 
It follows therefore that the concept of the divine understanding itself, which 
is the Divine Word, is at once a likeness of God Himself understood, and also 
a likeness of all things whereof the divine essence is a likeness. Thus then 
by one intelligible impression (species intelligibilis), which is the divine es-
sence, and by one intellectual recognition (intentio intellecta), which is the 
Divine Word, many several objects may be understood by God.13 

God loves all His self-memories with the same infinite worth and holiness 
He holds towards Himself, which is to say each memory is infinitely meaning-
ful to Him. It is the self-recognition and self-love that God perceives in each 

11  Aquinas, op. cit. p. 113.
12  Ananthaswamy,A. ‘Inside Knowledge: Is Information the Only Thing that Exists?’, 29 March 

2017, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg23431191-500-inside-knowledge-is-in-
formation-the-only-thing-that-exists/

13  Aquinas, op. cit. p. 88.

http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg23431191-500-inside-knowledge-is-information-the-only-thing-that-exists/
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg23431191-500-inside-knowledge-is-information-the-only-thing-that-exists/
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unique impression within His complex mind which makes all His memories of 
invaluable worth to Him, for each provides a unique meaning that contributes 
to the complex identity of infinite possibilities that God possesses. Because God 
knowing Himself is the only occurrence that ever happens beyond creation, 
God has a perfect comprehension of His entire infinite collection of memories 
all at once. God sees the infinite chain of His interrelated possibilities simulta-
neously within His pure act of being conscious of oneself. ‘God is attentive to 
behold His essence perfectly, which is to see it to the whole reach of its virtual 
content, which includes all things. God therefore, in beholding His essence, dis-
cerns at once all things’.14 By perfectly knowing the entirety of the whole, all its 
implied parts are explicitly known all at once. In this one simple eternal act, 
God has a unique loving, intimate and orderly relationship with each memory 
based on the individualised meaning they add to God’s complex knowledge of 
Himself, which requires God’s mind of infinite self-memories to be harmoni-
ously entangled and logically organised, completely void of chaos. 

God’s self-understanding is the cause of creation, which 
He chooses to create via His free will.

Aligned with classical theism and Thomism, the HIM model supports the 
doctrine that creation is not necessary for God. God requires nothing else than 
His own presence, which does not depend on the actualisation of creation. ‘But 
God has no need of other things, seeing that His perfection depends on nothing 
external to Himself, and when He wills other things for Himself as an end, it 
is not that He needs them, but only that this reference befits His goodness.’15 
Therefore, this model views God as the omnipotent agent that caused creation 
via His free will to choose to do so, based on a single simple reason; to celebrate 
the infinite worth and value of His own existence. God’s self-consciousness 
entails His will and desire to rejoice in His own greatness, as a mind that un-
derstands the good of the object understood must be a mind that is innately 
capable of willing good. Thus, His self-consciousness and His will share no 
distinction. ‘God has will inasmuch as He has understanding. But He has un-
derstanding by His essence, and therefore will in like manner.’16

This celebratory will, as the reason for creation, is referred to throughout 
scripture as God’s glory. Isaiah states God’s reason for creation clearly; ‘eve-
ryone who is called by my name, whom I created for my glory, whom I formed 
and made’ (Isaiah 43:7). Creation is, therefore, a glorious expanding growth of 
God’s overflowing love for Himself. This is the entire reason why God, although 

14  New Advent, op.cit. 
15  Aquinas, op cit, p. 156.
16  Ibid, p. 121.
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already complete, whole and perfect, free-willingly chose to create creation. 
Because He and nothing else exists, God has the complete freedom to create 
within the infinitely expansive grace He holds towards Himself. This model, 
thus, agrees with the argument that creation had a definitive ‘beginning point’, 
which is an observation becoming more apparent in the modern world of ma-
terial science.17

God uses His self-memories existent within the Holy Spirit, 
as the Word, to create the material world.

God’s Holy Spirit is naturally cognizant of the entire spectrum of material 
effects that creation can be composed of, as uncreated immaterial actualities 
that have always existed in His mind formed within the holy infinite memory. 
This notion aligns with how Aquinas views the relationship between cause 
and effect, as effects are pre-existent within and, thus, inseparable from their 
efficient cause.18 God’s knowledge of His own infinite possibility, within the 
context of this model, is known as the Word, as referred to in the Holy Bible 
possessed by the Holy Spirit of God. ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God.’ 
(John 1:1-2) This opening sentence from the gospel of John makes it clear that 
in the beginning there was both God and the Word, but both are God. The HIM 
model interpretation of this quote is, in the beginning, there was only the es-
sence of God in existence, which contains two aspects of His infinite character; 
His simplicity of knowing singularly Himself and His complexity of knowing 
the whole infinite many immaterial impressions that exist as a likeness to Him-
self within His form / essence (the Word)19.

17  Meyer, S.C. ‘Three Major Scientific Discoveries in the Past Century that Point to God,’ The 
Federalist, April 2nd, 2021, https://stephencmeyer.org/2021/04/02/three-major-scientif-
ic-discoveries/ 
Meyers points out in his article that the most compelling piece of evidence that indicates the 
universe began at some point in the past is the emission of ‘red-shifted’ light from distant gal-
axies, which shows the universe is not only expanding but is doing so at an accelerated rate. As 
we travel back in time and reverse this process, the evidence points to the universe being born 
out of a singular explosive definitive beginning.
18  Soars, D. ‘Creation in Aquinas: ex nihilo or ex deo?,’ New Blackfriars Vol 102, Issue 1102, p. 
957. http://doi.org/10.1111/nbfr.12603 William Hasker points out that for God’s knowledge 
to span the completion of what has been and what is yet to come then there is a requirement for 
an inner representation of such possibilities on God’s part (Matthews Grant, W. ‘Divine Simplic-
ity, Contingent Truths and Extrinsic Models of Divine Knowing,’ Faith and Philosophy: Journal of 
the Society of Christian Philosophers (2012),  29, 268.
19  This following passage by Anselm of Canterbury makes it clear how God possessed a 
pre-understanding of infinite actualities before any created thing was made; ‘But I seem to see 
something that forces me to distinguish carefully the sense in which the things that were made 
can be said to have been nothing before they were made. After all, there is no way anyone could 

https://stephencmeyer.org/2021/04/02/three-major-scientific-discoveries/
https://stephencmeyer.org/2021/04/02/three-major-scientific-discoveries/
http://doi.org/10.1111/nbfr.12603
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‘If the Holy Spirit is “poured out” on the whole creation, then he creates the 
community of all created things with God and with each other, making it that 
fellowship of creation in which all created things communicate with one an-
other and with God, each in its own way.’20 Thus, when the Holy Spirit of God 
speaks the Word and breathes creation into existence, He speaks of pure logic 
that aligns with His inner life of infinite actualities, otherwise known as the 
Logos. Another way to state this axiom of Christianity, within the context of 
this model, is that creation is the result of God, as the Holy Spirit, re-actualizing 
His pre-existent incorporeal self-memories with the potentiality of matter so 
that they can be realised physically and celebrated as a material reality, which 
is highlighted in this quote by Jürgen Moltmann; ‘That we have to understand 
every created reality in terms of energy, grasping it as the realized potentiality 
of the divine Spirit.’21 Therefore, the Holy Spirit is the creative aspect of God’s 
character. ‘If the Father functions as the source of being and the Son bears 
the claim of God into the world, the Spirit’s function is to complete the task of 
creation so that the community of the triune God comes into fullness. Spirit is 
the dynamic both by which God brings creation into existence and by which it 
reaches the goal of new creation.’22

Fundamentally, God’s eternal act of being purely consciousness of oneself 
causes creation, which is to say the pre-existence of consciousness has a causal 
effect on reality that unfolds material actuality from potentiality. This notion 
is an underlying feature of quantum mechanics which argues that quantum 
particles exist in a potential state of superposition, allowing quantum objects 
to exist simultaneously in multiple forms / places until an observation has 
been made, which effectively collapses the potentiality of superposition into a 
classical singular determined actuality; aka the observer effect.23 However, to 
begin collapsing physical reality into existence, made in the image of His actu-
alised spiritual self-memories, God’s first creation must have been a substance 

make something rationally unless something like a pattern (or to put it more suitably, a form 
or likeness or rule) of the thing to be made in the reason of the maker. And so it is clear that 
what they were going to be, and what sorts of things, and how they were going to be, was in 
the reason of the supreme nature before all things were made.’ (McFarland, I.A. From Nothing: 
A Theology of Creation, Louisville, Kentucky, Westminster John Knox Press, (2014) p. 90). This 
passage implies that, as God’s spirit creates, He is doing so with the eternal knowledge of an 
uncreated order that is intrinsic to His own life.
20  Daneel, M L, African Earthkeepers: Environmental Mission and Liberation in Christian Perspec-
tive, Pretoria: University of South Africa (1999) p. 207.
21  ibid
22  Pinnock, C.H. ‘The Role of the Spirit in Creation,’ The Asbury Theological Journal (1997) 
52:49.
23  Hameroff, S. ‘Time, Consciousness and Quantum Events in Fundamental Spacetime Ge-
ometry’, The Nature of Time: Geometry, Physics and Perception. NATO Science Series (Series II; 
Mathematics, Physics and Chemistry) (2013) 95: 77-89
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of pure potentiality that can be inhabited by God’s Holy spirit to reform His 
metaphysical memories as the physical universe.

The hylomorphic process of creation
The HIM model aligns with Aquinas’s perspective on the hylomorphic na-

ture of physical things.24 Let’s first look at how scripture makes clear how God 
first had to create prime matter to allow His inner life to physically come to 
fruition as creation. We will then review some of the core principles of Thom-
istic hylomorphic theory of substantial form and prime matter and unpack 
how such principles underlie the integrity of the HIM model. This model of 
consciousness completely affirms the Christian doctrine of creatio ex nihilo; 
creation from nothing. This axiom implies that there was not a pre-existent 
eternal material that God used to shape creation but, instead, God first created 
the raw material of which all forms of His immaterial inner-structure of self-
memory could then be physically moulded of. Thus, because the HIM model 
is based on the notion that nothing exists beyond creation but God and His 
Spirit, it can more specifically be stated that creation comes from nothing but 
God, implying that God first created the material of creation; aka prime matter. 
This is consistent with how Theophilus of Antioch, a 2nd century Bishop who 
championed the teachings of creatio ex nihilo, interpreted the opening verse of 
the Old Testament. 

Aligned with the grammar of the ancient Greek translation of the Hebrew 
Scriptures, known as Septuagint, Theophilus viewed the first verse, ‘In the be-
ginning God created Heaven and Earth,’ as a separate sentence which describes 
the first creative act of God bringing the basic substance of heaven and earth 
into being.25 The following verse, according to the Septuagint interpretation, de-
scribes the state of creation once the basic substance of prime matter has been 
created, which reads; ‘The earth was invisible and unformed, and darkness was 
over the deep, and the spirit of God moved over the waters.’ Theophilus viewed 
these opening sentences of scripture to be a statement of how God first cre-
ated matter itself from which He would shape the universe of a diverse many 
forms.26 The HIM model is in complete agreement with this interpretation, as 

24  Hylomorphism was first formulated by Aristotle and further developed by various stu-
dents of his and Scholastic philosophers, which views all physical objects of reality consisting 
of two intrinsic principles; substantial form and primary matter. St Thomas Aquinas adopted 
many of the core principles behind the doctrine of hylomorphism, which he formulated further 
in his ‘De ente et essentia  (Of Being and Essence)’. A commentary on Aristotle’s Physics and 
Metaphysics (‘Britannica’, website visited 15th of Dec 2023, https://www.britannica.com/topic/
hylomorphism)
25  McFarland, I.A. From Nothing: A Theology of Creation, Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster 
John Knox Press (2014), p 2-3.
26  ibid

https://www.britannica.com/topic/hylomorphism
https://www.britannica.com/topic/hylomorphism
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this model proposes that, because nothing but God existed before the crea-
tion of the first physical thing, then God must have used nothing but His own 
Holy Spirit to create prime matter. This implies that prime matter is completely 
imbued with and nested within the self-consciousness of the Holy Spirit, mean-
ing prime matter contains the spiritual knowledge of all possible immaterial 
actualities. Thus, in the context of the HIM model, the original uncreated form 
(essence) of the Holy Spirit, in relation to prime matter, could be referred to as 
the ‘substantial form’, which is consistent with St Thomas Aquinas’ approach to 
Hylomorphism, as will be discussed. Therefore, we can view the Holy Spirit as 
the original divine substantial form that creation itself depends upon. 

To explicate further in regards to how potentiality in creation invisibly har-
bours God’s eternal actualised immaterial self-memories yet to be physically 
actualised, let us look at some of the core axioms of Thomistic hylomorphism, 
summarised by Rev. Nicanor Pier Giorgio Austriaco with elaborations on how 
the HIM model aligns with such principles. In the beginning of creation, God cre-
ated prime matter as a formless, dark and empty substance, which implies that 
it lacks actuality and is of pure potentiality. Prime matter, as a pure potentiality, 
is given its ‘being’ (actuality) by the substantial form. ‘If prime matter is the 
metaphysical principle that specifies the potency inherent in an existing thing, 
then substantial form is the correlative metaphysical principle that specifies 
the actuality of that thing. It is form that makes a thing of a natural kind, what 
it is.’27 This quote emphasises how potency itself is non-determinant and lacks 
any power to actualise as a form by itself. As Aquinas explains it, ‘prime mat-
ter has substantial being through form…else it would not be in act. Therefore, 
in the nature of things, matter cannot be found without form.’28 Potentiality 
enjoys existence only if it is coupled with substantial form, which informs the 
formlessness of prime matter and provides the logical boundaries of a specific 
structure for a particular function that prime matter can then take the shape of. 

Although prime matter is associated with potentiality, its beingness / exist-
ence implies it has a nature of actuality, which infers formless potentiality can-
not exist without the consciousness of God ‘upholding’ it. As noted by Aquinas, 
‘Between actuality and potentiality such an order obtains, that, though in one 
and the same being, which is sometimes in potentiality sometimes in actuality, 
potentiality is prior in time to actuality (although actuality is prior in nature), 
yet, absolutely speaking, actuality must be prior to potentiality, as is clear from 
this, that potentiality is not reduced to actuality except by some actual being.’29 
This initial creation of prime matter, as the first created actuality of reality, is 

27  Austriaco, N.P.G. The Hylomorphic Structure of Thomistic Moral Theology from the Perspec-
tive of a System Biology. Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of Theology at the University of 
Fribourg (Switzerland) for the Degree of Doctor of Sacred Theology (2015) p. 34.
28  Ibid p. 30.
29  Aquinas, op cit, p. 176.
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referred to as pure conscious energy (PCE) in the HIM model, which will be 
discussed further in coming sections. 

As God’s memories become physically actualised as a part of creation, by the 
Holy Spirit (substantial form) shaping prime matter, they are designed with a 
specific purpose and function that orientates each created possibility towards 
fulfilling their intended contribution to a wholly entangled and organised or-
derly material reality. ‘More specifically, substantial form is the principle that 
explains the determination, the nature, the operation, and the unity of a com-
posite thing. It is also the principle that specifies the end of a thing of a natural 
kind, the principle that makes a thing tend by nature towards its perfection.’30 
This explanation of the substantial form makes it clear how it holds the com-
pleted knowledge of the full actualisation for each created possibility. This 
means the substantial form of a particular material object contains informa-
tion about how it completes its purpose. ‘Substantial form is the metaphysical 
principle of finality that explains the directedness, the teleology, of things.’31 
In other words, the substantial form already knows the determination of each 
possibility it creates, as the future of the whole of creation is already fully actu-
alised within it, as God’s holy infinite memory. 

The notion that God gives His spirit and its eternally existing immaterial 
contents, as information, to creation as He creates prime matter is also im-
plied in the following passage, ‘The act to which prime matter is in potency is 
the substantial form. Therefore, the potency of matter is nothing else but its 
essence.’32 Thus, the substantial form allows potency to be an actuality, by pro-
viding prime matter with an essence that invisibly nests the enfoldment of the 
whole infinitely complex pattern of incorporeal information (actualised self-
memories) that have their belonging in God’s self-consciousness. Therefore, 
at the singular moment of creation, we have the pure act of God along with the 
pure potency of prime matter, which represents the opposite of God’s actuality. 
However, upon its unfoldment into existence, this pure potential is simultane-
ously wholly infused with God’s form, giving us a beginning point that allows 
for the greatest possible spectrum of material forms to collapse physically from 
the immaterial memories of God’s mind via the infinite potentiality of prime 
matter.

30  Austriaco, op. cit. p. 24.
31  Ibid, p. 38.
32  Ibid, p. 29.
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The infusion of the Holy Spirit and prime matter at the 
beginning of creation means God is silently present and 
inseparable with His creation. 

The self-consciousness of God, as the essence and cause of prime matter, is, 
thus, present with all contingent created effects that logically unfold from this 
first effect, rendering God as being omnipresent with physical reality. This way 
of God relating to His creation doesn’t deny ontological distinction between 
cause (God) and His effects (creation) but indeed supports the reality of this re-
lationship, as ‘it is precisely the non-contrastive nature of the distinction which 
allows God, as cause, to be both transcendent to and immanent to the world.’33 
Consistent with the origin of consciousness being presented by this model, 
there are, and have been, many prominent scientists and philosophers who are 
continually finding more evidence that supports the idea that consciousness 
itself may possibly be derived from an all-pervasive all-knowing universal field 
that inhabits the whole universe.34

God, therefore, immanently experiences every physical possibility of His 
own making and, thus, knows the created realm by which He knows Himself 
and His memories existent in His eternal essence; through a lens of silent love 
and divine worth. He knows every individual possibility of creation is a physi-
cal manifestation of His essence, as beings within His being. ‘As then by one 
act He understands Himself and other beings, in as much as His essence is the 
pattern of them all.’35 This insight into God’s perceptual outlook upon creation 
is also reflected in Aquinas’s work when he states, ‘But God with His under-
standing understands Himself in the first place, and in Himself understands 
all other things’36 and ‘He knows them (things) more perfectly and in a more 
noble way, because nothing but His essence is the principle of His cognition.’37 
In this context, we can understand more deeply the truth behind what Andrew 
Klavan calls the ‘Great Speculation’; a two part conjecture on the presumed 
inner reality of how God values the subjective perceptions experienced by His 
creatures. Klavan explains, ‘one, other people’s inner lives are as real to them as 
yours is to you and, two, all inner lives are of equal value to God on high.’38 The 

33  Soars, op. cit. p 957.
34 Dirk K. F. Meijer, “Universal Consciousness: Collective Evidence on the Basis of Current 
Physics and Philosophy of Mind, Part 1” (October 2018), http://www.researchgate.net/pub-
lication/328538224_Universal_Consciousness_Collective_Evidence_on_the_Basis_of_Current_
Physics_and_Philosophy_of_Mind_Part_1 .
35  Aquinas, op. cit. p 124.
36  Aquinas, op. cit. p 123.
37  Hubler, J.N. Creatio ex Nihilo: Matter, Creation, and the Body in Classical and Christian Phi-
losophy Through Aquinas, Publicly Accessible Penn Dissertation, 980 (1995), p. 166, https://
repository.upenn.edu/entities/publication/5e90cd8d-bc84-4d2f-9165-ddd8e2aa8ac1 
38  Klavan, A. ‘The Spirit of de Sade’, The American Mind: A Publication of the Claremont Insti-

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/328538224_Universal_Consciousness_Collective_Evidence_on_the_Basis_of_Current_Physics_and_Philosophy_of_Mind_Part_1
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/328538224_Universal_Consciousness_Collective_Evidence_on_the_Basis_of_Current_Physics_and_Philosophy_of_Mind_Part_1
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/328538224_Universal_Consciousness_Collective_Evidence_on_the_Basis_of_Current_Physics_and_Philosophy_of_Mind_Part_1
https://repository.upenn.edu/entities/publication/5e90cd8d-bc84-4d2f-9165-ddd8e2aa8ac1
https://repository.upenn.edu/entities/publication/5e90cd8d-bc84-4d2f-9165-ddd8e2aa8ac1
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HIM model interprets this insight into God’s perception upon His creation as 
God seeing our inner-lives through His self-reference of infinite value and, thus, 
knows the equal (infinite) worth of the reality creating perception we generate 
with our God-given consciousness.

Experiencing creation through a lens of self-identity and infinite worth 
means God’s omniscience over the whole of creation is done so in a state of 
primordial still silence, without any requirement of mental propositions 
to make sense of what He perceives. Thomas D. Sullivan suggests that God’s 
knowledge is non-propositional, as he points out that ‘God knows the world in 
a way we cannot adequately represent in any proposition’ and ‘God knows the 
whole of it, in all its individuality. He displays occurrences to Himself through a 
single intellectual act, without relying on impoverished abstraction, and since 
He is beyond space and time, without temporal self-reference.’39 According to 
the HIM model, this non-propositional intellectual act that Sullivan refers to 
is God’s silent understanding that all is of one’s own essence and, thus, His 
self-reference, while observing creation, is atemporal (eternal). Experiencing 
the world through a perceptual lens of silent eternal self-recognition is also 
consistent with Thomistic thought, as Aquinas makes it clear that there is 
no passion in God. ‘In every passion the subject is more or less drawn out of 
his essential condition or connatural disposition: which is not possible in the 
unchangeable God.’40 This quote refers to God’s essential condition, which the 
HIM model views, as already mentioned, is a state of knowing all is essentially 
self and therefore, aligned with Thomism, includes experiences of love, joy and 
delight as such experiences do not involve anything inconsistent with divine 
perfection.41 Therefore, the HIM model argues that the whole of reality could 
be conceived as a single atemporal self-conscious perceiver (God) creating an 
inseparable temporal information-laden physical perception (creation) from 
the spiritual memories contained within His eternal essence, for the purpose 
of His own delight. 

tute, 23rd May 2023, https://americanmind.org/features/the-spirit-of-de-sade/ 
39  Sullivan, T.D. ‘Omniscience, Immutability, and the Divine Mode of Knowing’, Faith and Phi-
losophy (1991), 8, 30. DOI: 10.5840/faithphil1991815.
40  Aquinas, op. cit. p 141.
41  Aquinas, op. cit. p 143.

https://americanmind.org/features/the-spirit-of-de-sade/


230 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

SAM BRESLAUER

The full actualisation of the first moment of creation ac-
cording to the HIM model: Prime matter, as a zero-dimen-
sional point of pure conscious energy, materialises its 
potential by extending into a one-dimensional energetic 
string.

The HIM model proposes that the creation of prime matter is presented as 
a zero-dimensional point of pure conscious energy (PCE). PCE is a point sin-
gularity of infinite density that is completely void of material form, as it lacks 
any physical dimensions. This is consistent with Aquinas’ thought, who viewed 
prime matter as utter formlessness; ‘Created matter is formless so that it may 
be accommodated to different forms.’42 This initial point of creation can’t divide 
itself, as it is impossible to divide a zero-dimensional object, which is what PCE 
must do to create various forms of prime matter. Thus, to divide itself into an 
infinite many unique related parts it must form itself into an object with one 
dimension, as one can be divided infinitely. Therefore, this singularity of PCE 
extends into a one-dimensional string of PCE, which simultaneously gives rise 
to the spatial dimension of length, as the first piece of created information that 
is poised to act as the fundamental building block of all created things. The HIM 
model refers to this one-dimensional object as the string singularity. This pro-
cess of PCE transforming from 0 to 1 dimension occurs according to God’s logic 
(the Logos) and, thus, instantaneously actualises its preordained God-given 
purpose of forming into a shape that allows for infinite divisibility. 

Therefore, the HIM model suggests that all matter is essentially made from 
one-dimensional strings, derived from this primordial string singularity, that 
carries the consciousness of God and is, thus, the micro-physical medium 
through which God is able to divinely act upon His creation. Carl Gillet points 
out that for divine action to be compatible with the physical sciences, then it 
must be microphysically realised43 and John Polkinghorne, theorised how the 
ultimate cause of the universe, resulting from God giving away His own love 
into something other than Himself, allows the movement of God’s love through 
the generation of creation, which permits a flow of information from God to the 
universe by which God guides it providentially.44 Polkinghorne, thus, pondered 
that God’s divine action upon creation must shape the course of its evolution 
through the input of some generalised form of information to exert direct influ-
ence into the open grain of nature.45 The HIM model presents possible solu-

42  Austriaco, op. cit. p. 29.
43  Gillet, C.’Physicalism and Panentheism: Good News and Bad News’, Faith and Philosophy 
(2003) 20, 8.
44  Silva, I. ‘John Polkinghorne on Divine Action: A Coherent Theological Evolution’, Science and 
Christian Belief (2012) 24, 22.
45  Ibid, p. 25.
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tions for these deep ponderances raised by Gillet and Polkinghorne.

It is also apparent that the HIM model aligns with a general principle of 
‘string theory’; that the fundamental building blocks of our physical descrip-
tion of nature are one-dimensional extended objects / strings.46 More spe-
cifically, the HIM model reflects notions presented by Dejan Stojkovic’s string 
theory model; ‘the Vanishing Dimensions Theory’. In Stojkovic’s cosmological 
model, as we regress back in time, the dimensions present vanish until we 
are left at a ‘beginning point’ where the size of the universe is zero-size but as 
we move forwards from this point, at the shortest distances, space becomes 
one-dimensional then at a certain critical length space becomes two and then 
three-dimensional.47 Stojkovic’s theory also implies that because the universe 
evolves from a zero-size of no fixed number of dimensions then it should pos-
sess unlimited potential for further dimensional developmental.48 Therefore, 
the HIM model agrees with Stojkovic and string theory in general that the 
universe should contain many more dimensions to account for the variety of 
forms, especially types of particles, that make up the universe.

It is important to notice how PCE acts to imitate God’s essence in eternity. 
For PCE to take on various forms it must fragment itself into different ener-
getic densities and, because the string singularity is of infinite density, it has 
the potential to continually produce new densities (forms) for PCE to fragment 
into. So, although words such as division and fragmentation are being used to 
describe how PCE transforms into different physical entities, fundamentally 
PCE itself is zero-dimensional in nature and is, thus, indivisible, and unchange-
able, just like God’s essence. New theories are emerging in science that suggest 
fragments of energy may be the ultimate building blocks of the universe, more 
fundamental than waves or particles.49 However, to be clear, this model argues 
that the information that makes up the consciousness of the Holy Spirit com-
bined with pure energy to create PCE is a more accurate description of the true 
indivisible building block of the universe.50

46  Gasperini, M. ‘String Theory and Primordial Cosmology,’ Springer Handbook of Spacetime, 
(30th Dec 2014) http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1402.0101 .
47  Stojkovic, D. ‘Vanishing Dimensions: Theory and Phenomenology,’ Romanian Journal of 
Physics (2013) 57(5) 
48  Ibid.
49  Childers, T. ‘New Theory Casually Upends Space and Time,’ Popular Mechanics, 10th of 
Dec, 2020. https://www.popularmechanics.com/space/deep-space/a34934990/new-uni-
verse-theory-fragments-energy/ 
50  According to the HIM model, while PCE takes various forms, it essentially will always retain 
its memory as an indivisible point of formless energy. Therefore, ‘between’ the memory of PCE, 
as a zero-dimensional point, and its actualized fulfillment into a one-dimensional string lies the 
enfoldment of an infinite order of entangled pieces of immaterial bits of information (between 
0 and 1 exist an infinite many possible values) that are structured in line with God’s eternal 
understanding and love for Himself. 

http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1402.0101
https://www.popularmechanics.com/space/deep-space/a34934990/new-universe-theory-fragments-energy/
https://www.popularmechanics.com/space/deep-space/a34934990/new-universe-theory-fragments-energy/
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The physicist John Wheeler was an enthusiastic proponent of the explanato-
ry power of ‘information’ as the primary building block of the universe. He was 
famous for coining the term ‘it from bit,’ which symbolized the idea that every 
‘thing’ of the physical world has, at its deep vast bottom, an immaterial source 
and explanation and, thus all material things are information-theoretic in their 
origin.51 Wheeler conceived the universe as a great cyclic organized informa-
tion system, whereby the presence of an all pervasive knowing field, existing 
in the quantum realm, as a unified ‘storage and creative’ force, communicates 
with all animate and non-animate existent entities, generating information-
based ‘collective memories’ that continuously grow towards greater configura-
tions of informational complexity.52 Wheeler theorized that, in order for this 
all-pervasive conscious field to have unlimited storage capacity for informa-
tion-based memories, then such information must be structured elegantly as 
fields interconnected holographically in a single structure of consciousness.53 
The HIM model presented in this paper largely concurs with the informational 
memory-based structure of universal consciousness that envelopes the whole 
of the universe Wheeler describes. However, the HIM model views this ‘great 
knowing all-pervasive field’ as the memory field of PCE left over from the first 
moment of creation, of which all created possibilities have since been unfold-
ing and nesting themselves within.

For a universe to accommodate the parameters described in the previous 
paragraphs, where the Word breathed by the Holy Spirit manifests as an unlim-
ited flow of conscious energy constantly taking different forms of increasing 
complexity as material information, the HIM model aligns with many current 
scientific theories that suggest the whole universe is a great hierarchically 
organized non-local holographic fractal54. The HIM model suggests the non-
locality of the universe55 can be attributed to its true localisation in God’s mind, 

51  Wheeler, J.A. Information, Physics, Quantum: The Search for Links Princeton University: 
Physics Department (1990) pp. 309-336.
52  Breslauer, S. ‘Comparison of Fractal of Self Model of Consciousness with Other Model’, Jour-
nal of Consciousness Exploration and Research (2020) Vol 11, no 2.
53  Meijer, D.K.F. ‘The universe as a Cyclic Organized Information System: John Wheeler’s 
World Revisited,’ NeuroQuantology ( 2015) 13(1) 
54  Some prominent examples of the cosmological model that are based on a holographic 
structure of the universe are as follows; Bohms’s Implicate Order model (Bohm, D. ‘Wholeness 
and the Implicate Order’, United Kingdom: Routledge (1980)), Wheeler’s Cyclic Organized In-
formation System Model (Meijer, D. ‘The Universe as a Cyclic Organized Information System. 
John Wheeler’s World Revisited’, NeuroQuantology, (2015) 13, 57-78), Anjamrooz, McConnel 
& Azari’s The Cellular Universe model (Anjamrooz, S. H., McConnel, D. & Azari, H., ‘The Cellular 
Universe: A new Cosmological Model Based on the Holographic Principle’, International Journal 
of Sciences (2011) 6, 2175-2183) and Di Biase’s Holoinformational Model (Di Biase, F. ‘Quantum 
Information Self-organising and Consciousness: A Holoinformational model of Consciousness’, 
Journal of Nonlocality (2013) 2(2)). 
55  John Clauser, Alain Aspect and Anton Zeilinger won the 2022 Nobel Prize in Physics for 
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which is to say it is localised in eternity. Because creation began from a starting 
point of pure energetic potentiality that possesses God’s implicit knowledge 
of all possible forms, we can understand this unfoldment happening from a 
spiritual state of completion. Therefore, as discussed, the memory of the whole 
(the holy infinite memory) must be present in each physical effect material-
ised within creation. A fractal is an infinitely complex pattern of self-similarity 
which can continue creating unique parts that have the same statistical charac-
ter of the whole56, which shares similarities with the structure of a hologram, 
whereby it’s lower dimensional surfaces can possess enfolded information 
about related higher dimensional surfaces within it.57 Therefore, if creation 
evolves as a holographic fractal then it would possess the structural integrity 
required for the memory of the whole to exist in each of its parts. 

Given God’s sole existence in eternity with His pre-knowledge of all actuality, 
He already had the perfect design for creation, giving Him the exact under-
standing of how to unfold material reality in His own image with its amazing 
fine-tuning parameters. This implies that there is only one perfectly ordered 
way to create an infinite sequence of God’s possibilities, as opposed to the 
popular modern idea of a ‘multi-verse’ that infers there are various many ways 
to sequence possibilities in multiple co-existing universes. Stephen C. Meyer, a 
philosopher of science, highlights the fact that such a finely tuned universe is a 
major piece of evidence that a transcendent intelligent designer must exist as 
the supreme cause behind such an orderly creation.58

Objections against the HIM model, as a classically theistic 
model, and responses.

1) According to traditional theistic perspectives, consciousness 
itself is generally considered to be a contingent aspect of crea-
tion.

Panpsychism seems to be a clear feature of the HIM model, as panpsychism 
includes any cosmological model where ‘mind’ is a foundational feature of the 
universe.59 The HIM model is based on the notion that all of reality is funda-

designing and carrying out experiments that confirm the non-locality of the universe (Garisto, 
D., ‘The Universe Is Not Locally Real, and the Physics Nobel prize Winners Proved It’, Scientific 
American (2022) Oct 6.
56  ‘Fractal Foundation’, website visited 20th November 2023, https://fractalfoundation.org 
57  Siegal, E., ‘Ask Ethan: Is Our Universe a Hologram?’ Big Think, Oct 14th 2022, https://bigth-
ink.com/starts-with-a-bang/universe-hologram/ 
58  Meyer, op. cit.
59  Leidenhag, J. ‘Panpsychism and God,’ Philosophy Compass, 17, 2, http://doi.org/10.1111/

https://fractalfoundation.org
https://bigthink.com/starts-with-a-bang/universe-hologram/
https://bigthink.com/starts-with-a-bang/universe-hologram/
http://doi.org/10.1111/phc3.12889
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mentally ‘of God’s mind’ and, thus, is a panpsychic view of reality. According to 
Leidenhag, the Monadology model formulated by Gottfried Willhelm Leibniz 
is a traditional monotheistic panpsychic model60 and, because the HIM and 
the Monadology model share significant overlap61, we can also view the HIM 
model under the same category. However, it is presumed that because Leibniz 
was a traditional Christian theist, he likely viewed ‘consciousness itself ’ to be 
a contingent part of creation just like matter.62 This is a point of difference be-
tween the Monadology and the HIM model, as the HIM model argues that God’s 
Self-consciousness is His immutable essence that defines His identity and uses 
to form the world, which is a relatively new contention, although supported by 
Thomism, this paper presents. 

2) The HIM model is panentheistic which opposes classical    
theism.

Panentheism is a philosophical attempt to grasp God’s contrasting nature 
of being immanent yet transcendent in relation to His creation. Basically, pa-
nentheism argues that the world is in God and, thus, the world is God without 
ontological distinction and, therefore, argues that God and creation are co-
dependent. Such notions run directly against the teachings of classical theism. 
However, panentheism also asserts that God is the Creator of and is, therefore, 
more than the world, thereby providing a resolution for the ‘immanence and 
transcendence’ problem.63 The HIM model asserts that God’s causal signature, 
as His consciousness, is the essence that upholds the existence of the whole of 
creation and is, thus, present in all physical possibilities. Therefore, creation 
is ‘in God’, as a physical inner-extension of His metaphysical mind. Therefore, 
the HIM model certainly presents some panentheistic undertones, but also op-
poses some core axiomatic features of panentheism. Let us compare the two 
approaches using the definitions provided by Mikael Stenmark. According to 
Stenmark’s criteria, the HIM model would present as a ‘traditional theistic’ 
model, as the following axioms apply;

phc3.12889 
60  Ibid, p. 7.
61  Sam Breslauer has published a model of consciousness called the Fractal of Self (FOS) in 
the Journal of Consciousness Exploration and research (JCER) in 2019, of which the HIM mod-
el is a refinement of and, thus, both models share many of the same axiomatic principles. In 
2022 Breslauer published another paper in JCER called ‘Comparison of Leibniz’s Monadology 
and the FOS Model’, which exemplified how the FOS model and Gottfried Willhelm Leibniz’s 
Monadology shared significant overlap. Therefore, the HIM model and the Monadology model 
also share significant overlap.
62  Leidenhag, op. cit. p.7.
63  Stenmark, M. ‘Panentheism and its Neighbors,’ International Journal for Philosophy of Reli-
gion, 85:23-41, p. 26, http://doi.org/10.1007/s11153-018-9687-9 

http://doi.org/10.1111/phc3.12889
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11153-018-9687-9
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God is ontologically distinct from the world;

God is the creator of the world, so the world depends on God for its origin;

God could exist without this world or without any other world, so God in no 
way depends on the world for God’s own existence;

The continuing existence of the world depends on God’s ongoing creative 
activity;64

Panentheism agrees with axioms (2) and (4) but is in opposition to (1) and 
(3). Panentheism assumes that creation is an essential part of God’s existence 
and views the world as God’s body of which He depends on for His existence65, 
which the HIM model refutes. However, the HIM model does suggest that crea-
tion is nested within the eternal immaterial reality of God being conscious of 
Himself, implying that God’s essence of self-consciousness is present within 
every physically actualized piece of information the universe is made up of, 
which aligns with panentheism. Therefore, we could say the HIM model is a 
classically theistic cosmological model with panentheistic features.  

3) The HIM model suggests that creation is a part of God’s iden-
tity, which runs against the grain of classical theism that em-
phasizes the identity of God as transcendent and distinct from 
creation.

The HIM model supports the understanding of God’s aseity; that He is com-
pletely self-sufficient and perfectly content within Himself and, thus, does not 
require creation to complete or add to His infinite identity. Thus, He creates 
not out of necessity but as an act of joy, celebrating His singular existence in 
eternity and is done so purely for Himself, as fundamentally He, as essence, is 
the only individual of reality with no other. Therefore, His reason for creating 
does not contradict His aseity, as creation is a physical projection of His memo-
ries within His eternal essence, which creates the impressions of ‘other beings’, 
although each is made from the immutable self-consciousness of the Supreme 
Being. Thus, creation is inseparable from eternity as it unfolds inside this pre-
existent reality of God’s memory of Himself. Therefore, it is reasonable to argue 
that, from God’s perceptual frame of eternal self-reference, He recognises His 
essence (identity) in all other beings of creation. In this sense, the HIM model 
views creation as an extension of God’s identity.

64  Ibid
65  Ibid, p. 27.
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Conclusion
The purpose of this paper was to focus on the nature and origin of conscious-

ness, by leading a theological and scientific discussion that emerges when we 
work from Thomistic axioms of reality. Starting from such principles, this mod-
el aimed to highlight some overlooked connections between the reality of God 
the Father, His Holy Spirit and His beloved creation that offer insight towards 
our understanding of consciousness and the fabric of the cosmos. As a result, 
some new, though somewhat provocative, ideas have been presented forming a 
model of the universe that attempts to bridge divisions between its metaphysi-
cal and physical aspects. The HIM model attempts to bring back a focus on the 
character of God the Father, by following the formulations of St Thomas Aqui-
nas in relation to God’s natural state of perfect and simple self-understanding. 
It is from this starting point of Christian wisdom that this model flows from, 
which results in framing His eternal state of complexity as an infinite order of 
individualized memories, that can then be associated with God’s Word of pure 
logic existent as immaterial information in the mind of God. Such a characteri-
zation of the Father and the Spirit provides the eternal backdrop from which 
a marriage of theology and science can then be formulated to highlight how 
God’s self-consciousness is the causal and sustaining factor that creation relies 
on. The author is humbly aware of how drawing such conclusions about God’s 
eternal immutable state and perceptual outlook is risky theological territory to 
tread. However, elaboration from this description of God’s identity, scaffolded 
by the Thomistic principles, has allowed for the formation of logical implica-
tions that hopefully open-up new perspectives on the nature of consciousness 
itself whilst offering solutions towards marrying the theology of Christianity 
with findings we are ongoingly uncovering in various fields of science and phi-
losophy. 

Sam Breslauer is an independent researcher from Adelaide, Australia who has a 
specific interest on exploring the intersection between consciousness studies and 
material science from a Christian world view.
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JOHAN EDDEBO
Response: A Theistic Cosmological 
Theory Aligned with Principles of 
Thomism: The Holy Infinite Memory 
Model of Consciousness.

 This is an ambitious article, to say the least. It not only sets out to reappraise 
consciousness and redraw the map of certain basic principles of the relation-
ship between religion and science, it also implicitly endeavours to provide a 
novel account of creation and of the fundamental ontology of contingent being 
as such. While the article might be seen as somewhat lacking in argumentative 
rigour, it should rather be approached as a creative and experimental explora-
tion of conceptual possibilities, without necessarily attempting to prove any 
particular thesis. 

We should all be grateful to encounter such innovative efforts at systematic 
philosophy, not least in a culture that increasingly seems to be either character-
ized by a rigid conformism or an unprincipled arbitrariness.

That said, and with all the innovative merits of the “Holy Infinite Memory 
Model of Consciousness”, there are certain important issues besetting this ana-
lytical model that require clarification.

Breslauer’s article initially sets out through structuring an ontological mod-
el with a lofty appreciation of consciousness at its core, where self-awareness 
functions both as the ground of being as well as the point of contact between 
the eternal and the contingent. The initial suggestion is that God’s transcend-
ent nature is nothing other than His own undivided, infinite and absolute self-
consciousness, a position which at least on the face of it seems compatible with 
most mainstream Christian fundamental theology, and not least the Thomist 
approach which the author wants to stay close to.

But there are already here a few caveats around the attribution of conscious-
ness to the divine that we need to make note of. The author seems to use con-
sciousness in a univocal sense when referring to God and creatures, arguing 
that this ontological entity that we and other sentient creatures immediately 
possess is something essentially divine: ‘… a third theological-based explana-
tion of consciousness needs to be considered, as a central characteristic of God 
the Father. Therefore, this model assumes that consciousness has its origin 
beyond the universe in the immaterial realm of eternity and is why the study of 
consciousness, from a materialistic science perspective, has resulted in limited 
progress towards our understanding of its nature.’
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No account of theistic creation would disagree with the notion that con-
sciousness, like everything else, has its origin beyond the universe, but there 
seems to be a much stronger claim here. The unique, living immateriality of 
consciousness appears to be taken as an implication of its deeper, transcendent 
nature, and the author’s further reasoning gives us a view of consciousness as 
a sort of link between the divine and created nature, an innate and immediate 
participation in the divine essence by the human being.

This is more clearly laid out in the next step in the model, where both all of 
the interesting possibilities as well as the difficulties begin in earnest. On this 
notion of God’s essence as His own absolute self-consciousness is now added 
the further proposal that the Divine mind contains an infinite set of ‘self-mem-
ories’ which are all made up of God’s own immutable essence. At this point, the 
Thomist is likely to remark that we now also seem to have introduced composi-
tion (and an infinite one at that) into God’s ostensibly absolutely simple and 
immutable essence. I get the impression that the author wants to emphasize a 
transcendent complexity as both a mark of perfection (that which is absolutely 
complex is also the most perfect) and as a clear causal grounds for the var-
ied actualities of creation which on the face of it can be somewhat difficult to 
square with something like divine simplicity. The best example is probably the 
article’s suggestion that the Holy Spirit can be regarded as a substantial form 
(in the A-T sense, we may assume), which directly implies composition.

It seems to me that both of the aforementioned problems (univocity in refer-
ence to divine and created consciousness and the implied composition of the 
divine nature) with a bit of work can be effectively sidestepped from the point 
of view of a Thomist understanding of transcendence and its detailed account 
of actus purus, but the issue then is that such an approach risks undermining 
what I consider to be the article’s foremost contribution to the philosophical 
discussion, namely the innovative account of the relationship between the 
respective objects of theology and science. In other words, it’s specifically 
through the claims of identity between certain aspects of the objects of theol-
ogy and science that ground this article’s creative revision of their relationship.

And it’s in this regard that the author clearly comes into his own, elaborating 
a novel account of the complex relationship between contingent and neces-
sary being. One good example is the notion that processes and potentialities in 
nature are immanent reflections of the Divine’s self-recollection yet to be fully 
actualized as an emanation of God’s perfection. Quite elegant. One implication 
of such an interpretation of reality would be the eventual overlap between the 
potentially infinite actualities of the created universe and the transcendence 
of God that could serve as a conceptual bridge between theology and the more 
ambitious Theories of Everything of science.

The remaining question here is then whether the author’s approach to the 
dialogue between science and religion can be maintained without resorting to 
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a kind of univocity that’s problematic from a Thomist perspective; or whether 
other related approaches, such as Scotus’ or Bonaventure’s accounts of univoc-
ity can serve equally well.1,2 

But one can perhaps remain within the framework of Thomistic analogy and 
still retain the author’s innovative perspectives by arguing that the necessary 
claims of identity can be anchored indirectly, in something like the overlap of 
those distant truths towards which both theology and science are ultimately 
‘pointing towards’:

If, then analogical perfection is only proportionally one, it follows that when 
we speak of God, there is an infinite distance between the two analogues, that 
is, between God as wise, say, and man as wise, although the analogical idea 
(wisdom) is found in each, not metaphorically, but properly. Wisdom in God is 
infinitely above wisdom in man, though wisdom in the proper sense is found 
both in God and in man. This truth may surprise us less if we recall that there 
is already an immeasurable distance between sense cognition and intellective 
cognition, though each is cognition in the proper sense of the word.3 

1  Bonaventure, ‘Sermon for the Second Sunday of Lent,’ The Works of St. Bonaventure. St. An-
thony Guild (1960).
2  Ryan, J.K., Bonansea, B.M. (eds.) John Duns Scotus: 1265-1965. The Catholic University of 
America Press (2018), pp. 250-262  
3  Garrigou-Lagrange, R. Reality, London: Ex Fontibus Co (2012) p. 86.  
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SAM BRESLAUER 
Response to Johan Eddebo - A 
Theistic Cosmological Theory 
Aligned with Principles of Thomism: 
The Holy Infinite Memory Model of 
Consciousness.

The HIM model regards consciousness as the central eternal characteristic 
of God the father, which simultaneously exists univocally throughout creation 
also, as the pure substance that directly bridges these two foundational aspects 
of reality. Of course, in doing this, it  completely reconsiders the nature of con-
sciousness, especially in regards to how it presents itself in creation. As noted 
in the first response, the way in which consciousness is initially described in 
the HIM model is reasonably consistent with Christian fundamental theology, 
however, this explanation becomes controversial when suggesting that its 
nature does not change within contingent being also, implying that the very 
consciousness we humans, and other creatures, embody has it grounding in 
the divine. For this to be the case, I indeed make it clear in this paper that, 
therefore, all actualised effects of creation must be constructed of, and thus 
contain at their centre, God’s Holy Spirit of immutable self-consciousness. 

To conceptualise God’s identity at the basis of all created things, which is to 
emphasise the univocal presence of His essence (divine pure consciousness), 
is not unlike the perspectives of Francis’, Scotus’ or Bonaventure’s accounts of 
univocity;

So-called ‘nature mysticism’ was a worthy entranceway for Francis, and then 
Bonaventure laid the theological foundation for the same by seeing all things 
as likenesses of God, fingerprints and footprints (vestigia Dei) that reveal the 
divine DNA underlying all living links in creation. John Duns Scotus would 
philosophically name this ‘the univocity of all being.’ In other words, we may 
speak of all beings with ‘one consistent voice.’ Dawn Nothwehr, a Franciscan 
sister, lovingly calls it ‘cosmic mutuality.’1 

This passage certainly resonates with the theme of univocalism in the HIM 
model. The HIM model simply tries to specify the ‘univocity of being’ God ex-
presses as His essence of self-consciousness. The ‘divine DNA’ mentioned in 

1  Nothwehr, D.M., Franciscan Theology of the Environment: An Introductory Reader. Franciscan 
Media (2003)
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this passage, in the context of the HIM model, can be interpreted as the ac-
tualised immaterial information (memories) that already exists in the divine 
mind of the Holy Spirit that guides the formation of all created things, with the 
pure potentiality of prime matter. In this sense, we can conceive the univocal 
consciousness of the Holy Spirit at the centre of all created things.

This paper does not focus on how the unchanging nature of God’s uncreated 
consciousness is maintained as it arises in biologically embodied creatures. On 
the one hand, it seems self-evident that the consciousness we humans pos-
sess compared to our creaturely counterparts, is very different and is again 
very different to the consciousness God possesses. However, I do believe that a 
deep analysis of the univocal nature of consciousness is essential in reframing 
our understanding of this mysterious immaterial substance that we all know 
intimately. Motivated by this belief and the possibility of consciousness to act 
as the point that connects the divine to the created, I have written other papers 
in two different journals that attempt to explain how the uncreated essence of 
consciousness remains unchanged between eternity and creation and, in turn, 
a novel account of the biological mechanics of ‘embodied perception’ is given 
that offers counter-Darwinist perspectives on how life is intelligently designed 
and evolves towards an ever-increasingly refined image of God.    

However, emphasising the univocality of consciousness also implies that, for 
consciousness to act as the bridge between the uncreated and created, God, in 
the form of the Holy Spirit, must act as the substantial form that provides the 
fully actualised information necessary to give rise to such a varied creation. 
The Father, therefore, must inherently possess infinite informational composi-
tion within His simple singular infinite essence, together making up His perfect 
mind. This feature of the HIM model is where I clearly deviate from Thomistic 
principles. However, this set of infinite memories is composed ‘of’ and ‘within’ 
His immutable simple essence of self-consciousness, which is to imply that, 
given God’s absolute perfection and infinite nature as pure simplicity, He will 
naturally also contain a level of complexity to the same infinite degree, as, like 
the respondent suggests, together are marks of His absolute perfection. 

Therefore, although much of this paper pays homage to the deeply insightful 
principles of Thomism, I would describe this seemingly opposing principle as 
a concept that extends from the Thomistic basis of this paper. To emphasise, 
this infinitely complex yet perfectly ordered actualised set of differentiated 
memories can only exist within an omnipresent ‘background’ essence that is of 
perfect undivided simplicity, which implies that there is a subtle relationship of 
order between these two features of His identity in that His simplicity naturally 
gives way to His complexity (although not in an ontological sense of course). 
His complexity only makes sense because of His foundational infinitely simplis-
tic nature and, therefore, His composition does not oppose His singular nature 
but rather complements it.
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To clarify further, the infinite complexities of God’s mind exist in eternity as a 
hierarchy of memories nested within God’s memory of Himself (the dominant holy 
infinite memory). These memories are not ‘effects’ of the holy infinite memory, as, 
according to Thomism, potentiality and change have no existence in eternity, but 
instead present themselves as a naturally fully actualised orderly uncreated pattern 
of unique entangled pieces of information. For this to be the case, the HIM model 
implies that its immaterial structure must occur within God’s simplistic essence as a 
great non-local holographic fractal, where each part (memory) contains the nature of 
the whole (God’s self-consciousness). Fractal structures allow complexity to evolve 
in an orderly logical fashion from an initial set of simple parameters, where such 
complexity complement and unfold in accordance with the underlying simplicity of 
the structure rather than opposing it in a disorderly incoherent way. Thus, fractals 
demonstrate perfectly how complexity has a secondary order to simplicity in much 
the same way in which God’s composition exists nested hierarchically within His 
primary characteristic of simplicity. 

However, in the created realm, this differentiated series of memories exist as a 
continuous unfoldment of created effects that collapse into actualised being from 
the causal point of God knowing Himself. So, although these memories already 
exist immaterially in God’s mind as an immovable unified structure of uncreated 
actualities, in creation, they unravel sequentially as material effects, based on their 
hierarchal position in eternity. This description of how reality operates is consistent 
with Aquinas’ view of the relationship between cause and effect, as effects can be 
understood as pre-existent within and, thus, inseparable to their efficient cause2. 
Therefore, in the temporality of creation, new effects continuously emerge, nested 
within the created actualities of the past, as the continual refreshment of the always 
changing present moment. This explanation of the relationship between the divine 
and the contingent also gives grounds for why we observe fractal structures, on all 
scales, throughout nature and are collecting more and more scientific evidence that 
support the idea that the meta-structure of the material universe is non-local and 
holographic.

This model obviously makes some controversial and challenging claims but 
I believe the answer to the mysteries of consciousness exist within the truth of 
Christianity and, as a result of revealing these natural relationships of funda-
mental reality, science will be collectively perceived through a new refreshed 
lens, creating a new chapter in human scientific progress.

2  Soars, D. ‘Creation in Aquinas: ex nihilo or ex deo?’ New Blackfriars (2021) 102, 957.
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Dear Editor,

I very much appreciated George Coghill’s critical appreciation of Donald 
MacKay as scientist and accidental philosopher in volume 36 of Science and 
Christian Belief (2024, page 83-102). This, alongside Malcolm Jeeves’ brief 
overview of MacKay’s contribution to the early days of The Research Scientists 
Christian Fellowship, provided a fitting summary of his profound influence on 
the Christian/science scene in the UK and beyond. I would like to comment on 
one contribution that is rarely mentioned, namely, the article he wrote on ‘The 
beginnings of personal life’ in In the Service of Medicine (30:2, 9-13) in 1984. 
This was the journal of the Christian Medical Fellowship, and it was at the time 
of the Warnock Report into human fertilisation and embryology.

It is true that this was hardly central to MacKay’s major contributions in 
the science and faith area, and it may have proved embarrassing to some in 
the evangelical community since it diverged from that community’s dominant 
position on the status of the embryo. Interestingly, it was not included as one of 
MacKay’s essays in Melvin Tinker’s collection of his writings in The Open Mind 
and other essays (IVP 1988).

The only reason I raise this omission is that this short article is quintessen-
tially Donald MacKay. He treads on toes by stating that the argumentation used 
by evangelicals is seriously confused and devoid of support either from Scrip-
ture or contemporary science. His basic question is whether the fetus from the 
moment of conception has the status of a person with the rights of a person. 
For MacKay there is no question that the fetus is human and alive, is a divine 
work of creative skill, with direct continuity between antenatal and postnatal 
being. What there is he writes ‘is one of the most marvellous structures known 
to [us]; it is rich with deeply mysterious potentialities.’ (p10)

But then MacKay’s approach comes into its own. For him there is no logi-
cal basis in any of the usually quoted biblical evidence for the claim that what 
is there at, say, four days, is a person with the rights of a person. He fails to 
see how Psalm 139 says anything about spontaneously aborted embryos at 
too early a stage necessary for recognisably personal life (he calls these Xs). 
He asks by what biblical authority can we claim that there was someone there 
whom God knew as a person with the rights of a person.

For MacKay the issue comes down to one of commitment. He asks whether 
we are required to make a commitment to the very early fetus based on Scrip-
ture, science, or experience. He does not think we are required to do so, al-
though he accepts that it may be necessary in practice to err on the safe side. 
He accepts that we have moral obligations towards God to deal responsibly 
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with any fertilised egg, but this is different from claiming on biblical grounds 
that the early fetus has the rights of a person. On what grounds can we say 
with complete assurance that God requires that every fertilised egg must be 
protected?

For MacKay the quality of the argumentation being used is crucial especially 
when, in his view, Scripture is being wrenched from its context and read to 
defend a case not based on Scripture.  He concludes that ‘there is nothing in 
science to rule out the possibility that there is a decisive stage before which 
personal categories are inapplicable to the early fetus.’ (p13) A similar conclu-
sion applies to the Scriptural evidence or lack of it.

The only reason I have raised this matter, contentious as it is in Christian 
bioethical circles, is because it highlights the very strong scientific and biblical 
drivers that MacKay evinced in all his thinking. In this case, it may have been 
an approach not warmly welcomed among some evangelicals, and yet it repre-
sents an unashamedly  rigorous approach that deserves far more of a hearing 
than it has received up to this juncture.

D Gareth Jones, Emeritus Professor of Anatomy, University of Otago, Dunedin, New 
Zealand.



S & CB (2024), 36, 245	 2756-0988

Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2 • 245

Reviews
Eric Dietrich, Chris Fields, John 
Sullins, Bram van Heuveln, Robin 
Zebrowski
Great Philosophical Objections to 
Artificial Intelligence.
London, UK: Bloomsbury Academic, 2021. 
300pp. pb. £31.69. ISBN 9781474257107

As IT is turning into QIT (quantum IT) and 
cognitive science amalgamates with neu-
roscience and psychology, one may think 
modern science is taking a step back to 
the old days of natural philosophy. Two 
of the authors of this book are qualified 
philosophers and two professors of cog-
nitive science, based in the US. The fifth 
author, Chris Fields, is an independent 
scholar based in France. They certainly 
teamed well and produced a coherent 
metaphysical analysis of the history of 
artificial intelligence (AI). Although the 
writing does not come anywhere near 
Christian theology or any theism at all, 
it does not grind any axe against them 
either. What I most liked was good under-
standing of the field of mathematics and 
the history of computing, which allowed 
them to expertly survey and examine the 
AI area from different angles, using very 
accessible, unambiguous philosophical 
and technical language.

Chapter 1 is a brilliant explanation of 
the foundational arguments against AI, 
related to Goedel’s theorem and other 
classics (Roger Penrose’s The Emperor’s 
new Mind, 1989 and The Shadows of the 
Mind, 1994), making the right conclusion 
that evaluating Penrose’s and other argu-
ments is impossible because they con-
verge on the issues of consciousness, ad-
mitting ‘we currently have no idea what 
consciousness is, nor how any physical 
thing can be conscious’ (15).

Chapter 2 continues with describing 
the Turing imitation game following his 
ideas that intelligence does not have a 

precise definition, but it is something we 
attribute to machines as well as humans 
in order to make sense of the world. Intel-
ligence and consciousness are separate 
categories and attributing intelligence to 
entities does not require them to be con-
scious. Chapter 3 tells us how later logical 
empiricism and behaviourism rejected 
philosophy (the mind) (48) and how phi-
losophers reclaimed the mind with the 
‘brute facts: we cannot prove others are 
conscious but we know we ourselves are 
conscious, have beliefs, hopes, desires 
emotions, …rich inner lives…beyond 
reach of science’ (49).

Chapter 4 turns more technical in de-
scribing the early paradigms for AI: sym-
bol processing, neural networks, which 
currently is the front runner, embodied 
situation cognition, dynamic systems 
and hybrids while Chapter 5 delves into 
the problem of meaning. The arguments 
from the Chinese room thought experi-
ment are well explained (95) and the 
intricacies of designing a robot pencil 
sharpener are demonstrated (101), to re-
alise in the end that, again, it is all down 
to consciousness (109). The authors de-
scribe why implementing it is a ‘unique 
roadblock to science’ (119-20). 

Chapter 6 expertly describes how the 
AI scientists endeavoured to ‘put human-
ity’s cognitive specialness in silicon’ and 
failed because ‘humans are not mono-in-
telligences, but open-ended intelligences’ 
(139). Nevertheless, a great advancement 
in algorithmicising intelligence has been 
achieved. To make progress ‘requires 
advances in the problem of meaning 
(semantics) and … in understanding how 
humans think’, but the former ‘requires 
understanding of consciousness’ or ar-
guably, ‘domain-specific intellectual au-
tomatisms’ (150-160). Chapter 7 moves 
the debates from semantics to awareness 
and the fact that ‘we lack generally ac-
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knowledged, public, observational meth-
ods for determining whether an entity is 
conscious’. For this reason, it ‘feels right’ 
that ‘noninfant humans are regarded as 
conscious by definition’ (175). These are 
‘non-ostensive definitions’ [which] can be 
either theoretical or operational’. An ex-
ample of the former is Tononi and Koch’s 
(2015) definition as ‘integrated informa-
tion’ according to their Integrated Infor-
mation Theory (IIT), while the latter is 
based on behavioural and physiological 
signs like EEG rhythms and on reporting 
experience or lack of it after surgery. For 
reasons already explained, non-ostensive 
definitions are considered ‘morally sus-
picious’ (176-177). The authors then 
make a brief review of the recent work 
in neuroscience and psychology produc-
ing a plethora of new concepts and terms 
like phenomenal and non-phenomenal 
awareness, bodily, somatic, perceptual, 
imaginative and other awareness, spir-
itual consciousness and many others, 
which are supposedly paving the path to 
a psychological neurological model of the 
human mind and cognition (177-196), 
but the reader should be careful here as 
this direction is very controversial.

Chapter 8 is devoted to the ethical is-
sues surrounding AI applications. One of 
the authors argues that humans are ’ex-
amples of intelligence run amok, leading 
to the unjustified extinction of thousands 
of species, many of them sentient’ ‘On 
the available evidence, then it should be 
possible to implement machines that are 
better than we’ (199). I am not sure of 
that. This affirmation reminds me of the 
persuasion Eve received from the serpent 
in the garden of Eden. Such machines 
would be helpful as tools but not as in-
dependent agents with ethics based on 
rule-based algorithms and no conscious-
ness. However, the authors’ concerns 
about political, legal, social, and ethical 
implications of ‘AI powered consumer 
predictive technologies’ remain, which 
inspired the formation of organisations 

like the Algorithmic Justice League www.
ajl.org (202). Other topics discussed are 
the semi-autonomous and autonomous 
weapons (204-210), debated intensively 
now, as well as the autonomous vehicles 
(210-217). Finally, Chapter 9 discusses 
the question of whether embodied AIs 
can be ethical agents.

I learned a lot from this brilliant writ-
ing, which regrettably, fails to recognise 
the transcendent uncreated trinitarian 
God of love, who offers ethics based on 
life situations, described in the Bible in 
a way beyond mathematical definition. 
Human personhood in His image is not 
part of this philosophical discussion, yet 
the book certainly is very informative 
and useful to students in the combined 
area of AI science, philosophy and ethics, 
with over 200 citations and bibliography 
of key readings in the field. 

Todd Kantchev is Reviews Editor of 
Science and Christian Belief with de-
grees in medical physics, computer 
science and engineering.

 

Matthew Vest
Ethics Lost in Modernity: Reflections on 
Wittgenstein and Bioethics
Cascade Books, 2023. 243 pp. pb. £25. 
ISBN 9781666747188

I was intrigued by the title of this book, 
as I have an interest in bioethics, and 
have lectured on aspects of this subject to 
University undergraduates studying bio-
logical sciences. I knew very little about 
Wittgenstein and hoped to be educated 
and find new insights into how complex 
bioethical decisions might be made. I 
was profoundly disappointed. The book 
is largely based on Matthew Vest’s PhD 
thesis at the University of Nottingham, 
which was supervised by John Milbank. 
Although there are some variations from 
the original it reads like a PhD thesis! 
It appears to be erudite and scholarly, 
with large numbers of quotations from 
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eminent philosophers who have had 
something to say about Wittgenstein. 
However, it is largely incomprehensible, 
and will probably only be a resource for 
professional theoretical ethicists. The 
book should be read with the help of an 
online dictionary of German and Latin 
words and phrases. I suspect that the 
author may have some interesting things 
to say, but like Wittgenstein’s writing, 
his overall message is unclear. Of course, 
Wittgenstein didn’t write anything about 
bioethics, so the arguments are based 
around his mysticism and ‘language 
games’.  Nonetheless I will try to summa-
rise what I think Vest is trying to say.

Vest argues that, for practical bioethics, 
there is a gap between technical/scientif-
ic advances and the moral questions that 
these create. There is nothing surprising 
in that statement. Vest suggests that phi-
losophy is usually trying to play catch-up 
and that the field of bioethics is domi-
nated by modern scientistic and quan-
titative reasoning, which fails to respect 
the importance of the individual, and has 
ignored pre-modern ways of thinking. 
I am not sure that this analysis is cor-
rect, and it is an unfair criticism of those 
who engage in bioethics from a religious 
(Christian) worldview. He is also critical 
of the bioethical approaches adopted by 
Beauchamp and Childress in their widely 
cited textbook ‘Principles of Biomedical 
Ethics’ (now in its 8th edition) which he 
claims assumes a ‘common’ or ‘universal’ 
morality, thereby bypassing foundational 
questions (43). In Vest’s words they use 
the language of autonomy, beneficence, 
nonmaleficence and justice without dis-
cerning exactly what these terms mean, 
describing them as ‘cosmopolitan liber-
als who define their own secular moral-
ity (44). Instead, Vest seems to advocate 
a form of apophatic ethics, which arises 
from some aspects of Orthodox Christian 
theology, but which has less to say about 
the explicit ethical and moral command-
ments that are contained in scripture.

In essence Vest argues for a more 
personal approach to bioethics, which 
is more closely aligned with religious 
(Christian) and mystical perspectives. 
There is nothing surprising in that, and 
most Christian would agree in principle. 
Vest builds on Wittgenstein’s ideas of 
‘language games’ – when we say ‘justice’ 
or ‘autonomy’ or ‘beneficence’ what ex-
actly do we mean? The answer will be dif-
ferent for each person. Autonomy might 
harm an individual who makes foolish 
decisions. Utilitarianism (the greatest 
good for the greatest number) assumes 
that we all agree on what is the ‘good’.  
I can talk about pain as I experience it, 
but I can’t begin to fathom another per-
son’s pain. So, we need to be very care-
ful about the words that we use. Science 
may be able to identify ‘biological life’ 
but it cannot determine what varieties 
of life are more meaningful than others 
and it is not equipped to address ques-
tions of ethics. There is much truth in 
this. However, Vest claims that bioethics 
is trapped within unexamined ‘language 
games’ from which we need to escape. 
Wittgenstein wasn’t anti-science (neither 
did he identify as a Christian), but spoke 
of the traditions of wonder and mystery 
that can’t be expressed within scientific 
thinking. For Wittgenstein (at least in his 
thoughts and actions expressed in his lat-
er lifestyle), the way we live is much more 
important than the words we use. Some 
of these concepts will resonate with 
Christians who are involved in making 
practical ethical decisions, but they are 
lost within an unnecessary mountain of 
‘scholarly’ verbiage in the book. If there 
is a disconnect between quantitative sci-
ence and the process of making moral 
bioethical decisions, then this will need 
to be expressed in language that can be 
understood by biomedical scientists. 

The book is heavy with ethereal philo-
sophical discussions, but it offers little 
practical guidance on how to make com-
plex bioethical decisions.
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Keith Fox is Editor of Science &      
Christian Belief, Emeritus Professor 
of Biochemistry in the University of 
Southampton and former Director of 
the Faraday Institute for Science and 
Religion in Cambridge.  

Jongseock James Shin
Natural and Cosmic Theodicy: A 
Trinitarian Panentheistic Vision
Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2022. 
282 pp. pb. £34.00. ISBN 9781666734928

In this impressive scholarly book, Jong-
seock James Shin tackles that most diffi-
cult of theological conundra, the problem 
of why there is evil, pain and suffering in a 
universe made by the Christian God, who 
is taken to be supremely good. He does 
this in dialogue with four main interlocu-
tors—Catherine Keller, Arthur Peacocke, 
Wolfhart Pannenberg and Robert Rus-
sell—and then produces a theodicy of his 
own. The book covers a great number of 
topics in the dialogue between science 
and theology in recent decades, and the 
reader acquainted with these will be the 
better equipped to engage with the tech-
nicalities herein.

Shin is concerned to unite creation and 
redemption, with the latter meaning re-
demption of the whole cosmos. Redemp-
tion is thus to embrace the universe as a 
whole, which, on current cosmological 
theories, will eventually either freeze or 
fry, and will include the living world of 
nature. He is particularly concerned, like 
Christopher Southgate and others before 
him, with animal suffering—even insects 
suffer pain, he says. 

Readers of this journal may be put off 
by Shin’s adoption of panentheism which 
takes us away from classical orthodoxy. 
The plain meaning is that creation is 
part of God but the term is admittedly 
ambiguous and Shin offers his own nu-
anced interpretation. My own preference 
remains with John Polkinghorne’s shun-
ning of this term in favour of affirming 

and balancing God’s transcendence and 
immanence.

Arthur Peacocke is an interlocutor who 
proposes panentheism. However, Shin is 
critical of Peacocke’s account of divine 
action as whole-part causation. This is in-
adequate, he says, since it excludes mira-
cles and special divine action, through 
which Shin sees God working soteriologi-
cally for the eschatological fulfilment of 
creation.

Catherine Keller is further removed 
from classical orthodoxy in espousing 
process thought as well as panentheism. 
Her God does not create ex nihilo (from 
nothing) but only ex profundis (out of 
the depths, i.e. chaos) or ex vetere (out 
of the old). In responsive love, God lures 
the creation to fulfil the potentials which 
emerge for it through mutual interac-
tion with God. This is positive but does 
not do enough for Shin, since God is not 
then powerful enough to be responsible 
for the world’s evils, nor indeed to over-
come the chaos which remains co-eternal 
with God. Thus, there is no eschatological 
redemption, central for Christian theod-
icy. In contrast to Keller, Peacocke’s God 
creates ex nihilo, so is omnipotent, but 
chooses to limit himself in divine kenosis. 
Importantly, for Shin the bodily resurrec-
tion of Jesus is vital for his theodicy as 
pointing to the eschatological redemp-
tion, not only of humans, but of all nature 
and the cosmos. He draws on N. T. Wright 
and others to support the truth of the 
resurrection as an historical event and 
critiques both Keller and Peacocke as 
downplaying this as some sort of psycho-
logical encounter with Christ.

Wolfhart Pannenberg is helpful since 
he affirms Christ’s resurrection as pro-
leptically revealing the eschatological 
consummation of history. God creates ex 
nihilo and through general and special 
divine action guides the creation to its 
ultimate destiny. Just as there is continu-
ity and discontinuity between Christ’s 
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pre-resurrection and post-resurrection 
body, so there is between the end of the 
present creation and the new creation.

Robert J. Russell takes on much of Pan-
nenberg’s approach, though with a more 
up-to-date grasp of the science. Whereas 
Pannenberg uses the analogy of the 
Spirit’s action with fields in the sense of 
Faraday, Russell posits bottom-up divine 
action through quantum indeterminacy 
in his NIODA (Non-Interventionist Ob-
jective Divine Action) approach. He also 
affirms—and Shin agrees—with Pan-
nenberg but contra Peacocke, the doc-
trine of creatio ex nihilo in the sense of a 
temporal beginning to the universe, and 
engages specifically with the Hawking-
Hartle quantum gravity model; this then 
leads to creatio continua through cosmic 
fine-tuning and biological evolution.

Shin draws together the insights of 
his interlocutors to produce his own 
kenotic-eschatological panentheistic vi-
sion of creation as a Trinitarian project in 
which God co-suffers with his creatures 
and lures them to consummation in the 
new, redeemed creation. The book is a 
difficult read, not made easier by poor 
copy editing and considerable repetition. 
It is, nevertheless, a worthy contribution 
to the modern science-religion dialogue 
and the vexed question of theodicy.

Rodney Holder is former Course Direc-
tor of The Faraday Institute for Science 
and Religion and a Fellow Commoner 
of St Edmund’s College, Cambridge.

Alexei V. Nesteruk
The Universe in the Image of Imago Dei
Eugene, Oregon: Pickwick (Wipf and 
Stock), 2022. 309pp. pb £37 ISBN 
9781666711233

Discussions on the relation between sci-
ence and religion often take a familiar 
course in the English-speaking world. 
This book is profoundly different. Writ-

ten not just from a theological perspec-
tive, but one informed by the tradition 
of Eastern Orthodox Christianity, its 
emphases are strikingly different from 
Catholic or Protestant thought. There is 
stress on patristic theology, particularly 
thinkers such as Maximus the Confessor, 
a Byzantine seventh century theologian. 
In addition, the writer, a physicist and 
theologian, draws heavily from post-Kan-
tian traditions in European philosophy, 
notably that of phenomenology.

That focus on phenomenology means 
that the judgement of humanity becomes 
of central importance, because how 
things appear to humans matter. Alexei 
Nesteruk, a physicist and theologian, 
argues that human beings must be at 
the centre of the issue of mediation be-
tween theology and science because we 
cannot escape the centrality of human 
consciousness in the world. He claims 
(35) that scientific research ‘is bypassing 
in its scope the problem of the human 
presence as the central disclosure and 
manifestation of the universe’. That, the 
author concludes, is the leading theme of 
the dialogue between science and theol-
ogy. We should not concentrate on the 
natural world as investigated by science, 
(to which we have what the author calls 
‘the natural attitude’) so much as the 
nature of the human person made in the 
image of God. Much is made of the ‘Logos’ 
indwelling the universe, and identified 
with the Incarnation, which, for Nest-
eruk, was an event of unique, and unre-
peatable, importance. He says, (123) ‘the 
event-like truth of the Incarnation places 
it in the class of those phenomena whose 
intuitive saturation invokes an infinite 
hermeneutics of its appropriation.’ If this 
sentence seems impossibly opaque, its 
jargon is typical of what appears on every 
page in this book. We hear a lot of ‘satu-
rated phenomena’ and ‘hypostasis’, as in 
the ‘hypostatic inherence of the universe 
in the Logos of God.’  The influence of 
Byzantine theology, in all its obscurity, is 
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very clear. There is a glossary of terms at 
the end of the book, but it must be admit-
ted that sometimes the glossary seems 
as difficult to interpret as the terms it is 
trying to explain. While the stress that all 
science is human science, and the conse-
quent necessity not to forget the function 
of human consciousness, is salutary, the 
result can be an excessive emphasis on 
the role of humanity. Cosmology, we are 
told (160), is anthropic in its very consti-
tution.

  For Nesteruk, sciences must be ‘geo-
centrically bound’ (152) because of the 
human position in the universe. The role 
of human consciousness, leading, as the 
author says ultimately to the possibility 
of the Incarnation, raises questions about 
the relevance of the new discipline of 
astrobiology with the possibility of intel-
ligent life not just on earth but on other 
exoplanets. This is dealt with briskly with 
the assertion that ‘the existence of exo-
planets with similar physical conditions 
does not guarantee an actual existence 
of life.’ Necessary conditions are not suf-
ficient ones.  

It can be refreshing to read a book root-
ed in different theological and philosoph-
ical traditions from one’s own. It can cast 
new light on old problems, and this book 
is particularly strong in stressing the role 
of God in the Universe through his Logos, 
as Incarnate in Christ. Yet obscurity can 
sometimes be mistaken for profundity. 
With its clunky language and technical 
terms, this book is an exceptionally diffi-
cult one to read for anyone who believes 
that philosophical clarity is a virtue.

Roger Trigg is Senior Research Fellow 
at the Ian Ramsey Centre, University of 
Oxford 

James Hannam
The Globe: How the Earth Became Round
London: Reaktion Books, 2023. 376 pp. hb. 
£13.89 ISBN 9781789147582

The story of how we came to realise 
that the earth is round is a fascinating 
case study in the relationship between 
science and religion. Just like the Coper-
nican Revolution, the story has become 
ammunition for a certain type of atheist 
to criticize Christianity - and is also popu-
larly misunderstood.

James Hannam is a noted historian of 
science. He is a member of the Science 
and Religion Forum and the British So-
ciety for the History of Science, and has 
published articles in the Spectator, the 
Mail on Sunday and History Today, as well 
as in academic journals. He is a Christian, 
but writes as an academic with no axe to 
grind for or against religion.

The Globe is a masterful tour de force. 
James Hannam works through the world-
views of the major ancient civilisations, 
tracking through to the discovery that 
the earth is round in ancient Greece. He 
then describes how that belief spread 
across the world of middle and late an-
tiquity. With some notable exceptions, 
Christians, Jews and Muslims mostly 
embraced the idea. He sets the story 
straight about Columbus and discusses 
the Chinese opposition to the Western 
notion of a spherical earth. As Western 
knowledge spread in the colonial era, the 
idea became gradually more accepted. 
James then tracks the rise of flat-earth 
conspiracy in 19th century England and 
discusses the place of the flat-earth in 
modern day society.

Writing about this topic gives an op-
portunity to discuss in one book how 
almost every major civilisation across 
the last four millennia have understood 
their place in the cosmos. This makes 
discussion of flat-earth ideas far more 
engaging than one might initially think! 
This is a broad topic, but James writes 
with a great economy of words, enabling 
depth and breadth. There are points 
where The Globe gets quite technical. 
He gleans the worldview of obscure phi-



Book Reviews

Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2 • 251

losophers through passing references of 
later writers, discusses ambiguities in 
the original languages, and points of con-
tention between scholars. However, for 
the most part this book is quite easy to 
read. He does not assume any significant 
background knowledge about people and 
ancient civilisations. 

The author points out that the historic 
belief in a flat-earth should not cause us to 
belittle the people of the past – we would 
believe in a flat-earth if it was what we 
were taught, since the world does seem 
flat. The Egyptians, Babylonians, Per-
sians, and Chinese all believed that the 
earth was flat and that they inhabited the 
centre of it. Hence the Mediterranean is 
the “middle sea” and China is the “middle 
kingdom”. It is only when we travel long 
distances and see changes in the night 
sky, or find that sunrise occurs earlier, 
that we start to have reasons to doubt the 
flat earth. And even then, there are other 
explanations of these phenomena. So, it 
is not surprising that ancient civilisations 
assumed that the earth was flat, and the 
spherical earth took many centuries to be 
widely accepted.

James Hannam provides insightful dis-
cussion of biblical cosmology in both Old 
and New Testaments. The Hebrew scrip-
tures describe the world as a flat-earth 
(e.g., “the four corners of the earth” from 
Isa. 11:12), because they describe the 
world as it is seen and experienced. How-
ever, the biblical texts do not teach that 
the earth is flat – they are concerned with 
other matters, and such descriptions are 
more poetic than scientific. These dis-
tinctions are helpful and no doubt impor-
tant for other science-religion questions. 
The author further points out an intrigu-
ing comparison between the temptation 
narratives in Matthew and Luke. Mat-
thew writes that the devil took Jesus “to 
a very high mountain and showed him 
all the kingdoms of the world” (Matt. 
4:8); implying that all the world’s king-

doms could be shown to Jesus if He was 
taken somewhere sufficiently high. Luke 
writes: “The devil led him up to a high 
place and showed him in an instant all 
the kingdoms of the world” (Lk. 4:5). 
Instead of using the more familiar term 
kosmos for world as Matthew does, Luke 
uses the word oikoumenē, which refers 
to the three continents of Europe, Africa 
and Asia. This subtle difference indicates 
a difference in cosmological perspective. 
Matthew uses the language of Hebrew 
flat-earth cosmology, whereas the Gen-
tile Luke, writing with the knowledge of 
the spherical earth, uses the language of 
Greek cosmology.

In summary, The Globe is an excellent 
example of history-of-science writing. It 
is expansive in scope without being ex-
cessively detailed. It is neither dumbed 
down, nor impossible for the layman. The 
story of how the spherical earth came to 
be believed is an instructive case study 
in the relationship between science and 
religion. Many in the church and outside 
would benefit from reading this.

Carl Thomas holds a PhD in atmos-
pheric physics from Imperial College 
London and is currently in ministry 
training at St Helen’s Church, Bishop-
sgate.

Jamie Boulding
The Multiverse and Participatory 
Metaphysics: A Theological Exploration
Abingdon: Routledge, 2022. 188 pp. pb 
£130. ISBN 9780367857165

This is a book for those interested in 
metaphysics and philosophical theology 
rather than for those who I understand 
to be the average readers of Science 
and Christian Belief. Its stated aim is “to 
provide the first systematic theological 
engagement with the key metaphysical 
issues arising from multiverse theory” 
(1). Boulding seeks to achieve this by em-
ploying participatory metaphysics – the 



252 • Science & Christian Belief, Vol 36, No. 2

Book Reviews

idea that creation exists by participation 
in God (165) – based on the work of three 
key thinkers: Plato, Aquinas and Nicholas 
of Cusa.

The first chapter gives a good introduc-
tion to the current range of multiverse 
theories, and to the ideas underlying par-
ticipatory metaphysics. Boulding wants 
to move beyond the dichotomous views 
that a) the fine tuning of the universe 
suggests the existence of God and b) that 
the existence a multiverse explains fine 
tuning and so dispenses with a need for 
God. He believes that a dialogue between 
multiverse theories (of which there are 
many and on which no agreement ex-
ists among scientists) and participatory 
metaphysics is a fruitful way forward.

The next three chapters look at Plato 
and cosmic multiplicity, Aquinas and 
cosmic diversity, and Nicholas of Cusa 
and cosmic infinity, respectively. In each 
chapter Boulding also interacts with 
three modern writers on the multiverse 
and tries to show how participatory 
metaphysics is relevant to their views. 
So, he has a total of twelve “conversation” 
partners in this relatively short book. 
The fifth and final chapter summarises 
the outcomes of Boulding’s study and 
suggests future directions for the science 
and theology dialogue. The book is based 
on Boulding’s PhD thesis and the writing 
betrays its origins – with somewhat too 
much repetitive summarising.

On reading the book I felt that I had 
learnt much about Platonic and Neopla-
tonic thought but not much theology, and 
in particular specifically Christian theol-
ogy. Much of the participatory metaphys-
ics discussed seems to ignore biblical 
theology. For example, Boulding states 
that Aquinas developed his participatory 
metaphysics to explain the relationship 
between the diversity of creation and the 
unity of God’s perfect being (84, 98), but 
no mention is made of God’s Trinitarian 
being, the paradigmatic example of unity 

and diversity (cf. Gunton’s The One, The 
Three and The Many). Throughout the 
book there seems to be an overemphasis 
on the oneness and unity of God, which 
fits well with Platonic and Neoplatonic 
thought but less so with the specifically 
Christian concept of the Trinity.

In discussing Nicholas of Cusa’s views, 
Boulding say that one participatory in-
sight about the God-creation relationship 
is “so in God everything is God” (124) 
which seems more like pantheism or pa-
nentheism than Christianity. He explains 
this by saying “‘in’ signifies participation, 
and not conflation or direct identifica-
tion” (125), but then talks about the 
“enfolding” of all things on God (125) and 
“all things exist in God as God” (128). He 
also notes (126) that Cusa proposes that 
creation is an ‘image’ of God, but surely 
man and woman and Jesus are the im-
age of God (Gen. 1:27; Col. 1:15) while 
creation merely displays God’s invisible 
qualities (Rom. 1:20). Likewise, Cusa’s 
view that “God imparts being and per-
fection to all” (127) seems at odds with 
Genesis’ description of God declaring His 
creation good (not perfect – the two are 
not equivalent). Perfection seems to take 
us back to Platonic and Neoplatonic cat-
egories rather than biblical ones. One last 
point on Cusa is that he uses mathemati-
cal symbolism as a way of ascending to 
God (152), but God (Jesus) descended to 
us because we are incapable of ascending 
to Him.

The final chapter summarises the key 
points in Boulding’s attempt to show the 
relevance of participatory metaphysics to 
multiverse theory. He states that his ap-
proach is theological (171), but I would 
suggest that it is more philosophical. He 
hopes that others might “apply a partici-
patory outlook to other key questions in 
the theology and science dialogue”, for 
example to evolutionary biology. Based 
on this book I would argue that participa-
tory metaphysics seems far too depend-
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ent on Platonic and Neoplatonic thinking 
and is insufficiently biblical and Trinitar-
ian, so unlikely to bring together science 
and Christian belief as this journal seeks 
to.

Naïvely, I do not see that the possible ex-
istence of a multiverse poses any greater 
challenge to theistic belief than any other 
aspect of science does. Whether there is a 
universe, or a multiverse still leaves Hei-
degger’s so-called fundamental question 
of metaphysics “why is there something 
rather than nothing” unanswered ir-
respective (18). I am not convinced that 
participatory metaphysics really helps 
me much here.

Meric Srokosz is an Emeritus Fellow 
at the National Oceanography Centre, 
Southampton, a former Associate Di-
rector of the Faraday Institute, Cam-
bridge, and the author with Rebecca 
Watson of Blue Planet, Blue God: the 
Bible and the Sea.

Peter S Williams
A Universe from Someone: Essays In 
Natural Theology
Eugene, Oregon: Wipf & Stock, 2022. 133 
pp. pb £22. ISBN 9781666702927

This short book is a collection of essays 
and debate transcripts from philosopher 
Peter S Williams’ years of engaging with 
sceptics. This accessible contribution is 
a useful guide to those looking to gain 
deeper understanding of arguments for 
God’s existence. Each chapter is brief, 
with Williams providing copious foot-
notes to signpost to a variety of resources 
for more fruitful dialogue with sceptics. 
The finest is a marvelous response to 
Lawrence Krauss’ A Universe From Noth-
ing. This response is an outstanding 
collection of his own analogies and the 
poignant criticisms of others, collected 
into a devastating critique of Krauss’ 
withered attack on theism.

There are two significant issues: 
Firstly, natural theology is given such a 

broad treatment, that one can finish the 
book wondering if science simply means 
the cosmological argument, fine tuning 
and design. Any reader buying this book 
in hope of understanding science and re-
ligion further needs reminding from the 
start that this is a philosophical guide, 
written by a philosopher. There is almost 
no science in this book.

Secondly, Peter’s book is an apologetic 
for Intelligent Design. As a biologist, I 
could not understand that despite the 
dramatic change of landscape over the 
past two decades (gene editing, cancer 
immunotherapy, the bioinformatics revo-
lution, numerous Nobels given for CRIS-
PR, the structure of the ribosome, even 
sequencing the Neanderthal genome etc.) 
there is no mention whatsoever of biol-
ogy as it is now. Instead, we are treated 
to quotations from the small camp of Dis-
covery Institute writers whose work is 
older, including Moreland. Williams tells 
us that their work is relevant and cutting 
edge when it is no such thing (90), yet 
the work in biology and chemistry that is 
cutting edge is missing. Intelligent Design 
has settled the issue according to Wil-
liams (94) whose bibliography is exclu-
sively ID proponents. There is no single 
mention of theistic evolution in the entire 
book. Other views on science and reli-
gion debated over the last century, from 
the inter-war work of Eddington to the 
convergent evolution of Conway-Morris 
and everything in between, are missing. 
In this regard, his conception of natural 
theology come across as scientifically de-
ficient and narrow, despite the definition 
being broad and the approach evidential: 
the science in natural theology is simply 
cosmology and design, with even these 
extremely limited in the book.

Sam McKee is lecturer in philosophy 
of science at Manchester Metropolitan 
University and a researcher in DNA 
repair.
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Denis Alexander and Alister 
McGrath (Eds.)
Coming to faith through Dawkins: 
12 Essays on the pathway from New 
Atheism to Christianity
Grand Rapids, Kregel Publications, 2023. 
271 pp. pb. £13.35. ISBN 9780825448225.

This book is composed of a set of twelve 
essays, each written by a different Chris-
tian believer who has at some point in 
their past been an atheist, and has also 
encountered Dawkins’ writings. The 
common thread is that each author has 
formed a critical view of Dawkins’ argu-
ments against Christianity and has, as a 
result of a combination of intellectual 
honesty and spiritual awakening, come 
to a firm faith in Jesus. The writers are 
however very different in both personal 
character and academic background, 
with some in the arts and others in the 
sciences, and with very different ap-
proaches to faith. 

Most speak of a personal element to 
their faith, where they come to a sure 
knowledge of God through experienc-
ing the presence of Jesus in their lives, 
as a confirmation of their intellectual 
understanding of the sound historicity 
and philosophical completeness of the 
gospel. Many have a similar experience to 
CS Lewis who, faced with the logical con-
sequence of his intellectual and spiritual 
enquiry, admitted defeat and accepted 
Christian faith as the only reasonable 
response. And yet each time, this step of 
acknowledging the lordship of Jesus has 
been presented as a positive choice rath-
er than an inevitable outcome, and con-
firmed by subsequent spiritual growth.

There is something for everyone, and 
the writing styles are of a high standard, 
being well written without being overly 
technical. For each essay, the distinct per-
sonality of the writer is well expressed, 
and their journey into faith presented 

with spirit and conviction. The criticisms 
of Dawkins which have led them to faith in 
Christ are usually expressed courteously, 
although sometimes there is irritation 
expressed with Dawkins’ tone, polemical 
style and narrow choice of the angle of 
attack. What is very attractive about this 
set of essays is that the stories are highly 
personal and individual and showcase 
the way that there are many paths to 
faith, across many landscapes, but that 
the country explored, and the goal of 
faith attained, is the same throughout. 

However, this collection of essays is 
not intended to be a systematic critique 
of all of Dawkins’ arguments, as they are 
charting the personal journeys to faith of 
the essayists. While the cosmological an-
thropic principle is the most extensively 
discussed and the historic evidence for 
the resurrection of Christ referred to 
more than once, other challenges raised 
by Dawkins are not answered. Notably, 
the scientific implausibility of the Vir-
gin Birth, the argument from morality 
against Hell and the Atonement, and the 
assertion that Christianity is merely an 
emotional crutch are not addressed. The 
main critique of Dawkins in these essays 
focuses on Dawkins’ dismissive tone and 
selectivity of argument, as well as chal-
lenging where Dawkins’ morality comes 
from. The accounts of personal meaning 
and purpose in particular seem to play 
into Dawkins’ hands, although the au-
thors take pains to point out their experi-
ence of a spiritual reality.

Nevertheless, the book remains an 
unapologetic declaration of faith in Jesus 
by a wide range of authors, most of whom 
have a scientific background, and for 
whom Dawkins’ writings, principally The 
God Delusion, served to repel the authors 
from atheism and propel them towards 
faith in Jesus. Perhaps the unequivocal 
teachings, obedient suffering and unique 
identity of Jesus will always offend the 
purely cerebral and continue to evade 
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merely intellectual arguments, and the 
merit of these essays is that it puts per-
sonal and spiritual reality squarely at the 
centre of the discourse into the reality of 
God.

Christina Biggs is a postdoctoral re-
searcher at the School of Chemistry at 
the University of Bristol, investigating 
the correlations between air pollution 
and traffic in Bristol, and has previ-
ously been Local Group Leader of CiS 
Bristol.

Mike Hulme
Climate Change isn’t everything. 
Liberating climate politics from 
alarmism
Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2023. 200 pp. 
pb £14.99. ISBN: 9781509556168 

I found this book deeply disturbing for 
it challenged my rather monochrome, 
scientific view of climate change. Mike 
Hulme has a long track record in climate 
science. He has contributed to several 
IPCC reports and is currently Professor 
of Human Geography at the University of 
Cambridge.

The central thesis of this book is that 
the present public conversation about 
climate change is being overtaken by the 
ideology of ‘climatism’ (8). Climatism is a 
way of seeing the world, in which there is a 
‘settled belief that the dominant explana-
tion of all social, economic and ecological 
phenomena is a human-caused change in 
the climate. (Thus), complex political and 
socio-ecological challenges are reduced 
to and solved by resolving the issue of 
human-induced climate change’ (27-28). 
Hulme argues that climatism has become 
a master-narrative about ‘the present and 
future state of the world…which offers a 
seeming explanation for nearly every-
thing’ (14) and offers the tempting allure 
of simplifying what are in reality complex 
social problems. Hulme documents the 
rise of climatism and the reasons for its 

ascendancy, but then moves on to warn of 
the dangers that this ideology presents. 
Amongst these there are three that reso-
nated with me.

First is the complex nature of climate 
change and the dangers of over-sim-
plifying the problem. He illustrates his 
argument with examples of the wrong-
ful attribution of some extreme weather 
events to climate change when, in real-
ity, some of these stories are primarily 
about something else such as changes 
in land use or the implementation of 
particular economic and social policies. 
This is the allure of climatism. In the 
language of social policy, climate change 
is characterised as a ‘wicked problem’ 
(120, 182-183), one that is almost irre-
ducibly complex. It represents a problem 
to which there is no straightforward 
scientific solution and, because there are 
so many unknowns, one where proffered 
solutions pose the real possibility of un-
intended and harmful consequences.

A second danger comes from some 
contemporary writing which plays into 
the climatism agenda.  Naomi Klein’s 
book ‘This changes everything: climate 
vs capitalism’, to which Hulme’s title 
Climate Change Isn’t Everything may be 
seen as a direct response, uses the ideas 
of climatism to challenge that of the pre-
vailing ideology of capitalism. Hulme 
comments that ‘to use climate science 
as a trump card to shut down ideological 
opponents…turns science into an ideo-
logical weapon’ (155), which in the long 
term is harmful to science itself.

A third danger lies in the familiar man-
tra ‘just follow the science’ for as Hulme 
points out science is not neutral. Even 
climate science is vulnerable to influence 
by climatist thinking. This is illustrated 
with a discussion of the different climate 
scenarios proposed by the IPCC and the 
way in which models which play to the 
greatest drama get the most extensive 
press. 
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As an antidote to climatism Hulme 
suggests that we show a greater humil-
ity towards the role that science has in 
contributing towards our understanding 
of the future. Further, given the complex-
ity of the climate-change problem we 
must allow for ‘clumsy solutions’ (139) 
which are administered in a spirit of 
pragmatism. Climate change is but one 
lens through which we view the many 
development problems identified by the 
United Nations. 

So how do we as Christians respond to 
the ideology of climatism?  Throughout 
the book Mike Hulme is at pains to point 
out that he is in no way denying the re-
ality of climate change and sees limiting 
its impact as a necessary ambition. How-
ever, we are being invited to recognise 
that the effects of changes in climate are 
not simply determined by climate alone 
but rather are mediated through a range 
of social, cultural and political factors. I 
recognise the power of these arguments. 
And yet at the same time I see a warm-
ing world and more worryingly, in many 
places I see business as usual. In the 
global north I see few policy initiatives 
that are effecting serious change where-
as in the global south I read of farmers 
struggling with the unpredictability of 
seasonal rains. So where does this leave 
the nuanced approach? Maybe a little 
alarmism is necessary. 

Whilst this is not an explicitly Christian 
book, I would commend it to Christians in 
churches and charities advocating for cli-
mate justice for it allows us to form more 
rounded arguments. For those wanting 
a more theological approach see Chris 
Doran’s book reviewed in S&CB 30:2.

Hugh Rollinson, is Emeritus Professor 
of Earth Sciences at the University of 
Derby and former course director at 
the Faraday Institute for Science and 
Religion

 

John Loughlin (ed.)
Human Dignity in the Judaeo-Christian 
Tradition: Catholic, Orthodox, Anglican 
and Protestant Perspectives
Bloomsbury Academic, 2021. 283 pp. pb. 
£28.99 ISBN 9781350238138

While the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights recognizes dignity as the 
foundation of all rights, its definition of 
dignity is deliberately vague. Loughlin’s 
collection explores the historical and 
theological roots of human dignity in the 
various Christian denominations, includ-
ing Catholicism, Orthodoxy, Anglicanism, 
and Protestantism.

It delves into the classical Greek, Ro-
man, and Scriptural roots of human dig-
nity, examining the works of prominent 
theologians like St. Thomas Aquinas and 
St. John Paul II. Additionally, it explores 
how Renaissance art and music reflected 
humanist ideals of human dignity, noting 
continuity rather than outright rejection 
of what went before.

In his introduction, Loughlin acknowl-
edges the existence of secular critiques 
of Christian notions of dignity. These 
critiques range from the nihilistic pessi-
mism of Friedrich Nietzsche to the radi-
calism of Peter Singer, who challenges 
human exceptionalism (“speciesism”) 
and defends infanticide in certain cases. 
Loughlin argues that secular humanists 
like George Kateb, while recognizing 
human dignity, often dismiss religious 
perspectives. Noting that religion is a key 
aspect of humanity, as is a great capacity 
for evil and destruction, Loughlin warns 
that atheism risks reducing humans to 
animals lacking obvious inherent dignity 
or equality.

The book originates from a series of 
academic lectures that offer valuable 
insights, but which lack a fully unified 
and sustained narrative and analysis. 
However, Loughlin’s introduction pro-
vides a helpful framework, and the essays 
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themselves follow a broadly chronologi-
cal order. The “image of God” concept and 
its interpretations predominate, and the 
dualities of human glory and misery, 
spirituality and physicality, and the indi-
vidual and society recur several times.

One potential shortcoming is the un-
systematic discussion of the nuances of 
“dignity” itself. Christianity majors on 
our inherent worth as human beings, but 
the word also refers to calm, serious, self-
controlled behaviour. Delving deeper into 
these distinct yet interconnected ideas 
could have helped frame arguments in 
the book and in society.

The first, foundational chapter is by 
John Day. Day examines the “image of 
God” concept in its biblical context and 
its later development. He argues that the 
image and likeness of God refer to intel-
ligence and creative power, potentially 
including our physical form, given God’s 
portrayal in human-like terms within 
scripture.

While most essays contribute to the 
overall exploration of Christian thought, 
the third chapter, “Christ as Imago Dei 
– A Missed Opportunity of Ante-Nicene 
Christian Theology,” by Vladimir Lati-
novic, seems less relevant. The focus 
deviates from human dignity generally 
and dismisses Trinitarian readings of the 
Scriptures. While discarding Trinitari-
anism sidesteps certain problems and 
aligns with non-Trinitarian religions, the 
essay does not consider how such a dras-
tic dismissal of fundamental Christian 
doctrines undermines the credibility of 
the whole Christian tradition. 

Bringing things up to the present, 
Roger Trigg explores the role of dignity 
in discussions of religious freedom, while 
Michael Burdett compares transhuman-
ist ideas with Christian notions of the 
image of God. Finally, Callum MacKellar 
defends inherent human dignity as a ba-
sis of universal rights and equalities that 

is threatened by euthanasia, eugenics 
and abortion. 

Overall, this book is not a systematic 
historical, theological or bioethical ac-
count but rather a rich, academic intro-
duction to influential Christian ideas 
about human dignity and their applica-
tion to contemporary issues. It offers a 
valuable resource for academics and 
students seeking historical context and 
diverse theological perspectives on this 
important and contested concept. The 
last two essays, focusing on transhuman-
ism, robotics, and bioethics, likely hold 
the most immediate interest for readers 
of this journal.

Patrick Richmond is Vicar of Christ 
Church, Eaton, Norwich, Chair of Sci-
ence and Faith in Norfolk, and an as-
sociate of the Faraday Institute.

 

Noreen Herzfeld
The Artifice of Intelligence: Divine and 
Human Relationship in a Robotic Age
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2023. 200 pp. 
pb £22.22. ISBN 9781506486901

By now, almost everyone is aware of what 
the much-heralded revolution in Artifi-
cial Intelligence (AI) is purported to offer 
us.   Very soon, our current technological 
lifestyle and world-view are set to be 
overtaken by brand-new innovative ap-
plications of AI, from self-driving vehicles 
to entire films and novels being written 
and produced completely by AI.

Most works discussing this subject do 
so from a relentlessly utopian, techno-
evangelical perspective, but this book 
takes a rather different, more philosophi-
cal and theological approach.  Instead, 
author Noreen Herzfeld considers some-
what deeper issues, namely: 1. What kind 
of relationship can people authentically 
have with AIs? 2. How does the increas-
ing presence of AI within society change 
our perception of ourselves and God? 
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Broadly speaking, how AI tech impacts 
our relations with each other and our 
worldview as seen from a Christian 
perspective. Perspicaciously, Lutheran 
theologian Ted Peters lucidly states in the 
forward: ‘We call ourselves intelligent. 
We are so very smart that we plan to in-
vent a future with a posthuman species 
smarter than we are. Smart? Yes. Wise? 
Well, that’s questionable.’

Crucially, Herzfeld’s first chapter pro-
vides an essential core for appreciat-
ing the rest of the book, containing key 
insights linking the remaining chapters 
together.  Appropriately enough, the 
context is set with a concise history of AI 
and its potential applications.  AI’s long-
term major goal is widely acknowledged 
as artificial general intelligence (AGI), 
broadly corresponding to human-level 
intelligence and capability – currently 
unattained. Given the focus on authentic 
relationships, Herzfeld takes her theo-
logical lead from Karl Barth.  Following 
Jewish theologian Martin Buber, Barth 
observes that authentic relationships 
between people possess an ‘I – Thou’ 
character - namely the recognition that ‘I 
am as Thou art’ - rather than the ‘I – It’ 
relationship we have with things. Her-
zfeld shows how Barth sees authenticity 
in terms of presence (looking the other in 
the eye), direct communication (speak-
ing and listening to each other), agency 
(helping and assisting each other), and 
finally, freedom (gladly offering help and 
companionship). She further notes that, 
although humanity was made in the Im-
age of God, AI is being made in the image 
of man - or more precisely, the Internet, 
which is problematical at best.   

This culminates in considering wheth-
er AIs have personhood: ‘Do AIs truly 
make their own decisions, or do they act 
solely on the will of the programmer? 
Could an AI enter a contract? How would 
one hold a machine legally or morally cul-
pable? Does it possess intrinsic worth? 

Our understanding of what it means to 
be a person is simultaneously too vaguely 
defined and too specifically applied. Le-
gal systems demand yes-or-no answers, 
while our intuition finds no easy demar-
cation, no identifiable line, the crossing 
of which confers personhood.’ This first 
chapter ends with the following core 
question:

‘Barth insists that it is only through a 
consideration of the person of Jesus that 
we can grasp who God is and who we are 
meant to be. In taking on a human body, 
God became fully present to humanity. 
By enduring our suffering and mortality, 
God entered a fully authentic relationship 
with humankind. But what can suffering 
or mortality mean to a machine? Can we 
have a fulfilling relationship with some-
thing that does not share our embodied 
condition?’ 

Each of the remaining chapters takes 
the form of a philosophical and theologi-
cal meditation, ruminating upon Barth’s 
criteria for authentic relationships, and 
applying it in various contexts to the situ-
ation pertaining between humans and 
AIs. Although it is fully acknowledged that 
AGI has not yet been achieved, it might 
very well happen quite soon - which cer-
tainly gives urgency to the considerations 
given here. Even if AGI is not achieved in 
the near term, the attitude of many us-
ers to AI-enabled technologies confers 
person-like qualities and attributes to 
their implementation. This shocked com-
puter scientist Joseph Weizenbaum when 
he deployed the very first chatbot, ELIZA, 
back in 1966, well over 50 years before 
ChatGPT. It simply goes to show that Her-
zfeld’s concerns are indeed well-placed 
and continue to be relevant, even urgent. 

The final two chapters are perhaps 
the most profoundly theological in their 
character and consequently, also the 
most challenging. Therein, Herzfeld fur-
ther cautions us on how AI is already 
being used:
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‘However, we sometimes act as if AI 
were a god by giving it blind adherence 
or far too much authority. We let algo-
rithms decide in too many cases who 
gets parole, who sees what ads, who gets 
hired or fired, or who gets what medical 
treatment. Surveillance programs watch 
our every keystroke and, all too often, our 
physical movements.  […]   When we give 
AIs blind adherence, we treat them like 
gods; they are then, in fact, idols—gods 
made in our own image that we think we 
can control.’

As perhaps indicated by mentioning 
‘artifice’ in the book title, Herzfeld explic-
itly contends that ‘AI can be a good tool 
when used with care. It is an incomplete 
partner and a terrible surrogate for other 
humans.’

In conclusion, this was not an easy 
read. Although the writing style is lucid 
and clear, the overall structure and con-
tent are somewhat challenging. It could 
have had further consolidation and edit-
ing. With these minor reservations, I can 
certainly recommend this work as a good 
introduction to the deeper social, philo-
sophical, and theological ramifications of 
applying AI.

Brian Monahan is a retired computer 
scientist, mathematician and software 
developer, living near Bristol UK.

 

Paul Moes & Donald J. 
Tellinghuisen
Exploring Psychology and Christian 
Faith: An Introductory Guide (Second 
Edition)
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2023. 
pp.272 pb. £18.95. ISBN 9781540964687

In Exploring Psychology and Christian 
Faith Moes and Tellinghuisen develop a 
dialogue between scientific psychology 
and a biblically grounded anthropology. 
In doing so the authors deserve credit 
for both, the breadth of the psychologi-

cal topics considered, and the accessible 
tone they manage to maintain through-
out. The book engages with the nature 
of consciousness, perception, memory, 
emotion, sociality, development, psycho-
pathology, psychotherapy, and medica-
tion, to provide only an incomplete list. 
The book is intended as a textbook or 
companion for undergraduates taking 
an introductory psychology course or a 
course on the relationship between sci-
ence and religion. Students will no doubt 
value the effort the authors have gone to 
in the second edition, working to simplify 
their prose and providing easily accessi-
ble definitions to key terms. The discus-
sion questions at the end of each chapter, 
retained from the previous edition, are 
also hugely helpful. Together these fea-
tures make the authors’ depth of psycho-
logical scholarship easily accessible. 

While the work might not be explic-
itly intended for clergy, those involved 
in church leadership will be particularly 
interested by the central role that the 
Church plays throughout. While not a 
formal theme, the centrality with which 
the authors view relationships for human 
personhood means that they consist-
ently return to the Church as the site of 
Christian discipleship and sanctification. 
The potential usefulness of the work for 
clergy is further enhanced by the pastoral 
tone with which Moes and Tellinghuisen 
treat a range of topics including human 
limitedness (20), pornography use (76-
77), anger (180), and the use of medica-
tion to treat psychopathology (195-6). 

To explore psychology and Christian 
faith the authors set out a biblically 
grounded anthropology composed of 
five themes: 1. humans are relational 
persons; 2. humans are broken in need of 
redemption; 3. humans are embodied; 4. 
humans are responsible limited agents; 5. 
humans are meaning seekers. While fully 
acknowledging that this is an incomplete 
list Moes and Tellinghuisen understand 
there to be ‘wide agreement among bibli-
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cal scholars and laypeople alike’ on them 
(10). These five themes are unpacked in 
chapter one and then brought into con-
versation with each of the psychological 
topics explored in later chapters. The the-
ological discussion in chapter one might 
have been enhanced by greater theologi-
cal breadth of interlocutors. Notably this 
chapter contains no citation from a theo-
logian born before the twentieth century. 
St Augustine’s sermons on the Psalms, for 
instance, would have provided a unifying 
voice by which all five themes could have 
been integrated and developed. 

The five themes, outlined in chapter 
one, are theologically uncontroversial. 
More debatable is the way Moes and 
Tellinghuisen appear to understand the 
relationship between the natural and su-
pernatural. Describing this relationship, 
they refer to the ‘natural (versus super-
natural)’ (29), [my emphasis] suggesting 
an oppositional relationship between the 
two. In doing so they suggest that psy-
chology (which focuses on the natural) 
cannot be used to shed light on the activ-
ity of the Holy Spirit (the supernatural). 
Reflecting this, the authors contrast hu-
man cognition, desires and actions with 
the work of the Holy Spirit (65, 75-6, 
116). This gives the impression that the 
Spirit works outside of the human per-
son’s natural faculties. Indeed reflecting 
this, Moes and Tellinghuisen write ‘faith 
isn’t something people can earn, so it’s 
different from other kinds of beliefs stud-
ied by psychologists’ (164). 

This will no doubt be a concern to 
catholic readers who, with Thomas Aqui-
nas, understand grace to work through 
the perfection of human persons’ natu-
ral faculties. However, it may well strike 
some Protestant readers as questionable 
too, as reflected in the work of Protestant 
theologians Kathryn Tanner (Christ the 
Key) and Simeon Zahl (The Holy Spirit 
and Christian Experience) both of whom 
appeal to the embodiedness of human 

persons (a central theme for Moes and 
Tellinghuisen) to argue that the Spirit 
works through human persons’ natural, 
psychological faculties. Indeed, this claim 
reflects the work of psychologists of reli-
gion like Fraser Watts, Bonnie Poon Zahl, 
and Nicholas Gibson who understand re-
ligious cognition to make use of the same 
psychological systems as non-religious 
cognition. 

Overall Moes and Tellinghuisen have 
provided a hugely accessible introduc-
tion to a broad range of psychological 
topics bringing each into conversation 
with a biblical anthropology. Students 
of psychology will no doubt benefit from 
their reflections on the relationship be-
tween psychology and Christian faith and 
all readers will value the authors’ sensi-
tive and pastoral treatment of an array of 
issues. However, I am left wondering how 
psychology might help us explore life 
lived in the Holy Spirit? To best answer 
this, I believe we will need an interdis-
ciplinary dialogue where the dichotomy 
between the natural and supernatural is 
truly shaken.

Ed Chan-Stroud is a DPhil Candidate 
at Oxford University working across 
Theology and Psychology. He is about 
to start as an ordinand in the Church 
of England. 

Mary L. Vanden Berg
Aquinas, Science, and Human 
Uniqueness: An Integrated Approach to 
the Question of What Makes Us Human
Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2022. 158 pp. 
pb. £18.00. ISBN 9781725267770

Are humans unique, and if so, how? 
Vanden Berg takes an interdisciplinary 
approach to this question, incorporating 
insights from Scripture, theology, and sci-
ence. She starts with theology, following 
Aquinas in her view of human nature, 
holding that humans are composites of a 
body (matter) and a rational soul (body) 
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and form (soul). We are made in the im-
age of God and for relationship with God. 
Thus, our material nature makes us simi-
lar to the animals, but our rational soul 
sets us apart.

Next, she moves to biblical anthropol-
ogy and traces the Scriptural support for 
human uniqueness. This chapter dove-
tails nicely with the chapter on theology, 
and includes a discussion of what is en-
tailed by the image of God. 

From Scripture and theology, we get a 
view of humans as specially unique, that 
is, ‘set apart and above the rest of crea-
tion’ (108). But does science support this 
view? This is the topic of the third chap-
ter. Vanden Berg catalogues a surprising 
number of ways that research supports 
the claim that humans are similar to other 
animals, including the ability to make and 
use tools, wage war, live in community, 
and express moral behavior such as sym-
pathy, empathy, and altruism. Yet, science 
also indicates that humans are specially 
unique. For example, humans differ from 
other animals in being able to recognize 
and interact with other minds, though 
evidence suggests that chimpanzees can 
do so at a basic level. Humans can also 
use complex language, have a moral code 
based on abstract reasoning about other 
minds, and are generators of culture. 

In the next chapter, Vanden Berg recog-
nizes a tension between the biblical data 
about human nature and origin, and the 
evolutionary account of our origin. The 
chapter is pastoral, rather than academic: 
she is concerned to help the layperson 
think about the proper relationship 
between science and faith to ease their 
concern over the conflict between the 
two. She sees science and Scripture as 
two different stories of human nature 
and origin that sometimes overlap and 
are often in tension. Rather than seek to 
resolve the tension, she advocates living 
with the tension. In doing so, one takes 
both science and Scripture seriously and 

on their own terms. 

In the final chapter, she brings the 
book together by presenting her view of 
humans as ‘material-spiritual, intellec-
tive, worshipping beings, and therefore 
as specially unique creations within the 
world’ (132). 

This book is clear and helpful. It en-
gages with current academic research 
while remaining accessible to the layper-
son. It could be used at the college level, 
perhaps in a course on worldview or on 
human ontology. The author writes as a 
Christian academic, paying great respect 
to both Scripture and the Christian tradi-
tion. In a climate that seeks the reduction 
of humanity to the other animals, Vanden 
Berg argues forcefully for human unique-
ness while taking empirical studies of 
animal cognition and behavior seriously. 

I find her view of the relationship be-
tween science and religion helpful. To 
use Ian Barbour’s categories, it seems she 
advocates a mix between the conflict and 
dialogue models – science and the Bible 
overlap enough that dialogue is possible, 
but sometimes there is conflict between 
the two. At the same time, she says they 
are ‘mysteriously compatible’ in a way 
similar to Christian doctrines like the 
Trinity. So, while we do see conflict be-
tween science and the Bible, the conflict 
is due to a faulty understanding of one or 
the other. This comes as a relief knowing 
that we don’t need to force an integration 
between the two. But ultimately, there 
can be no conflict. Since all truth comes 
from God, when the story of the world 
and of the Scriptures are understood cor-
rectly, they will together tell a harmoni-
ous story about human beings and the 
world. 

Her material-spiritual view of human-
ity seems right since the Bible sees both 
body and soul as important aspects of 
human ontology. God formed us from the 
dust and breathed life into our nostrils 
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(Gen. 2:7, ESV). The separation of body 
and soul at death is an impoverishment 
which will be rectified at the final resur-
rection when Christ reunites them. And 
‘the Word became flesh and dwelt among 
us’ (Jn. 1:14), showing the value of our 
materiality. Yet there are challenges to 
this view. If we are body-soul composites, 
how do we retain our identity when the 
composite comes apart? Perhaps it does 
not, and we’re simply ushered into God’s 
presence with glorified bodies. Or per-
haps we survive via one of our parts, that 
is, the soul.

Vanden Berg’s book is a compelling ac-
count of our human uniqueness from an 
interdisciplinary perspective. This makes 
it well worth the read. 

Keith Hess is Associate Professor of 
Philosophy and Apologetics at Okla-
homa Baptist University. 

Paul Tyson
A Christian Theology of Science: 
Reimaging a Theological Vision of 
Natural Knowledge
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2022. 
224 pp. pb. £13.73. ISBN 9781540965516

In this book, philosophical theologian 
Paul Tyson re-envisions the relation-
ship between natural knowledge and 
Christian theology. Instead of adopting 
the common science and religion para-
digm, Tyson advocates for a ‘theology 
of science’ and ‘religion-to-science in-
terpretative dynamic’ (3, 27). Christian 
theology should engage modern science 
while holding fast to the core tenets of 
the faith and seek to incorporate natural 
knowledge into an orthodox theological 
account of reality. The goal here is for 
Christian theology to reclaim its histori-
cal position as a ‘first-truth discourse’ by 
recovering a theological epistemology 
informed by Plato, Aristotle, Augustine 
and Aquinas (98). Tyson argues that this 
approach is better for Christian theology 

than its current, highly dysfunctional, re-
lationship with modern science. Modern 
science, according to him, is shaped by 
empiricism, rationalism and physicalism, 
and judges Christian theology accord-
ingly. It thus excludes from its scientific 
account of reality many of the core Chris-
tian truth claims, which are metaphysical 
and miraculous in nature (7-15). Tyson 
views these philosophical aspects of 
modern science as untenable and sees 
the need for theological warrants for the 
reliability of human reasoning and sense 
perception (43, 54). 

	 The stark picture of contem-
porary science, which the author paints, 
identifies important tendencies, but his 
analysis struggles to deal with science’s 
success in producing knowledge. By his 
own admission, modern science has a 
better grasp of physical reality than any 
previous system, partly because of its 
abandonment of premodern metaphys-
ics (70-71, 93-94). This suggests the fall 
of Christian theology from its place of 
prominence was a fortunate one (felix 
culpa), and raises serious questions 
about the retrieval of premodern episte-
mology and metaphysics. We cannot just 
consider how Tyson’s proposal benefits 
contemporary Christian theology, but 
must also take its impact on science into 
account. He, for example, expects it to lead 
to an increase in theoretical complexity 
(168). Another concern is that Tyson, for 
all his criticism of modern philosophy, 
does not fare much better in combatting 
philosophical scepticism. ‘Theocentric 
ontological foundationalism’ may entail 
that our epistemic faculties are reliable, 
but clearly, we cannot know the ontology 
is true apart from these very faculties. 
Christians (and other theists) might re-
spond that they have a reasonable trust 
in their faculties (cf. 41-42), but, by my 
lights, this is hardly going to impress the 
sceptic. 

Further, I wonder why we should 
not base natural science on the natural 
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knowledge of God. Tyson seemingly takes 
a dim view of traditional natural theology, 
but it may be a more suitable ‘first truth 
discourse’, given the global nature of con-
temporary science. He remarks that ‘one 
cannot prove the primary (God) from the 
secondary (creation)’ (55n26), but, in my 
opinion, this either breaks with, or fails 
to engage, an important strand of pre-
modern thought. For example, Aquinas 
concludes from Rom. 1:20 that it must 
be possible to demonstrate the existence 
of God from created things. As is well 
known, he then proceeds to formulate 
five arguments for God’s existence (Sum-
ma Theologiae I, Question 2, Articles 
2-3). If Tyson thinks all such arguments 
fail, then it would be nice to know why 
exactly. Admittedly, they are not absolute 
proofs, but that standard would force us 
to reject (almost) all arguments. 

These are just a few of the concerns I 
have. Additional issues, such as the diffi-
culty of Tyson’s writing, have been raised 
by others (e.g. Chris Barrigar in Per-
spectives on Science and Christian Faith 
75:1). Nevertheless, I am sympathetic to 
key parts of Tyson’s approach. For mod-
ern science to be a reasonable enterprise, 
more is required than empiricism, ration-
alism and physicalism. For example, it is 
difficult to see how natural knowledge 
is truly worth pursuing if there is no 
such thing as objective value. Moreover, 
there is a legitimate place for a theology 
of science that reflects on the practices, 
results and foundations of modern sci-
ence, drawing on the Christian tradition. 
Lastly, Tyson’s focus on epistemology and 
metaphysics is praiseworthy, given that 
modern theologians often shy away from 
these fields. That is unfortunate, because 
these are areas in which theologians can 
constructively engage with modern sci-
ence. 

Mark Shaw, PhD student at the Vrije 
Universiteit, Amsterdam

Nick Spencer & Hannah Waite
Playing God: Science, Religion and the 
Future of Humanity
London: SPCK, 2024. 196 pp. hb £19.99. 
ISBN 9780281090037

Having read and enjoyed Nick Spencer’s 
recent book Magisteria (2023, Oneworld) 
I looked forward to reading and review-
ing Playing God. However, it must be said 
that this is a very different sort of book 
and perhaps my expectations regard-
ing it were somewhat misplaced. The 
authors’ stated aim is to make a helpful 
contribution to the twenty-first century 
debate on the nature and status of the 
human (11-12). They want to move the 
science and religion debate away from 
the ‘neuralgic issues of evolution, the Big 
Bang, and miracles, with perhaps a bit of 
quantum theory thrown in…’ (x). Their 
contribution to the debate comes in eight 
chapters that address a spectrum of is-
sues including: the quest for immortality, 
the existence of alien life, the personhood 
of animals and of AI, abortion and gene 
editing. The authors’ note that both ‘sci-
ence’ and ‘religion’ are problematic terms 
to define, but their chosen focus in terms 
of religion is on Christianity (xii).

The approach across the different 
chapters is somewhat uneven, perhaps 
due to the book’s dual authorship, and 
one chapter in particular seems to me to 
be out of place in this book. This is the 
chapter entitled ‘Anti-vaxxers, or how we 
need political theology to save the world.’ 
Even the title suggests that this is less 
about the nature and status of the human 
and more about political theology – and 
that indeed is the case. The topic is an 
interesting one, but I am not sure that it 
contributes much to the debate on the 
nature and status of the human. If the re-
cent pandemic had not occurred, I doubt 
that a chapter like this would have been 
included in the book – it is not a natural 
fit. Of the remaining chapters I was most 
struck by Chapter 1 ‘How not to live for-
ever’ and Chapter 6 ‘A scientific cure for 
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sadness’, perhaps because I know a little 
about the other topics already (with the 
exception of the chapter on anti-vaxxers). 

In Chapter 1, the authors note that 
‘eternal life’ (or how to live forever) is 
a USP (unique selling point) of at least 
some religions (13) but it has now be-
come a scientific quest. Considerable 
sums of money are being invested, espe-
cially by those who might be called the 
super-rich, in research on prolonging life 
and preventing ageing. Of course, better 
nutrition and medical progress over the 
last century have indeed significantly ex-
tended the human life span, particularly 
in the so-called western world (16), and 
perhaps further extension is possible 
(though see Milholland & Vijg  ‘Why 
Gilgamesh failed: the mechanistic basis 
of the limits of human life span’, Nature 
Aging (2022) 2, 878-884). Transhuman-
ism – the use of technology to enhance 
longevity, cognition and well-being – is 
now a well-established philosophy that 
seeks eternal life (scientifically based im-
mortality) in this world rather than the 
next (apparently there is even a Christian 
Transhumanist Association (21)). From a 
Christian perspective the authors rightly 
say that eternal life requires a radical 
transformation (29) and they argue that 
it is less than clear that living forever un-
transformed is a desirable prospect, even 
if science were to find a way to extend our 
lives indefinitely (32).

Moving on to chapter 6, this discusses 
the epidemic of mental ill health in the 
western world and looks at the possi-
bility of a scientific cure. Unfortunately, 
what counts as mental ill health seems to 
be so broad that almost everyone is likely 
to experience this at some point during 
their lifetime (126). Furthermore, the 
proposed pharmaceutical ‘cures’ don’t 
seem very effective generally (131). In-
terestingly, having a religious faith seems 
to be good for mental health, but there 
is a need to distinguish between belief, 

belonging and behaviour in their effects. 
Research shows that religious practices – 
either individual or corporate – are good 
for one’s mental health (136), which is 
encouraging for those of us who have a 
living faith.

To sum up: this is an interesting book 
but is somewhat uneven in its approach 
to the topic it addresses (as per its sub-
title, ‘Science, Religion, and the Future 
of Humanity’). If you haven’t thought 
about the issues that are discussed, then 
it is worth reading as a starting point. 
However, there are other books out there 
that address each of the topics in greater 
depth.

Meric Srokosz is an Emeritus Fellow 
at the National Oceanography Centre, 
Southampton, a former Associate Di-
rector of the Faraday Institute, Cam-
bridge, and the author with Rebecca 
Watson of Blue Planet, Blue God: the 
Bible and the Sea.

 

Diarmid A. Finnegan, David H. 
Glass, Mikael Leidenhag and David 
N. Livingstone
Conjunctive Explanations in Science and 
Religion
London/New York: Routledge, 2023. 335 
pp. hb. £ 125.00. ISBN 9781032139685

When we think of explanations as an-
swers to why-questions, we usually 
assume that each such question has pre-
cisely one correct answer. However, it 
may be necessary to give more than one 
answer to a why-question, leading to 
what is called a conjunctive explanation. 
This edited volume explores the poten-
tial of conjunctive explanations formed 
by conjoining scientific and religious 
explanations. (A volume discussing con-
junctive explanations within science has 
simultaneously appeared with the same 
publisher: J. Schupbach and D. Glass 
(eds.) Conjunctive Explanations, Rout-
ledge (2023).)
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One obvious obstacle to this kind of 
conjunctive explanation is the natural-
istic belief that once science has done 
its job of explaining what we observe, 
there is no explanatory task left for reli-
gion. While all the contributing authors 
disagree with this belief in some way 
or other, not all of them engage with it 
directly. One example of engagement 
that I found particularly interesting is 
Anastasia Scrutton’s chapter on possible 
conjunctive explanations in psychopa-
thology (Chapter 7). Scrutton sensitively 
discusses different ways in which we 
might acknowledge episodes of ‘hearing 
voices’ as genuine religious experiences, 
all the while explaining and treating them 
as psychotic. Another example is Gijsbert 
van den Brink’s discussion of Ockham’s 
razor in connection with the cognitive 
science of religion (Chapter 9). Apart 
from responding to naturalistic worries 
about conjunctive explanations, van den 
Brink also helpfully addresses theologi-
cal reservations against the very idea that 
religion is in the explanatory business.

The book consists of six so-called con-
versations, each of which contains two 
chapters and brief responses from both 
authors to the other’s contribution. As 
one might expect, the mutual engagement 
of the two authors is not always so exten-
sive as to deserve the term ‘conversation’, 
but the format nevertheless enhances 
the overall coherence of the book. For 
instance, although David Livingstone’s 
discussion of teleology in a Darwinian 
framework (Chapter 3) is highly interest-
ing in its own right, the connection to the 
theme of conjunctive explanation is rath-
er tenuous. However, the other chapter 
within this conversation (Chapter 4 by 
Rope Kojonen) then draws the discussion 
back to the main topic by zooming in on 
Asa Gray’s response to Darwin’s theory. 
By reconstructing Gray’s arguments for 
the compatibility of Darwinism and the-
ism, Kojonen demonstrates what a con-
junctive theistic-evolutionary explana-

tion might look like. Similarly, the reader 
can learn a lot about panpsychism as an 
explanation for consciousness (Chapter 
5 by Joanna Leidenhag) and about strong 
emergence in physics (Chapter 6 by Tom 
McLeish), but it is primarily by reading 
these two chapters together that one 
grasps their significance for the issue of 
conjunctive explanation.

It is clearly the first and the last of the 
six conversations that are most explicitly 
concerned with the book’s main subject. 
Since explanation has been a hotly de-
bated topic in philosophy of science for 
several decades, it is worth mention-
ing that all four participants in these 
conversations are up to date with the 
relevant literature. This enables them to 
formulate their own take on conjunctive 
explanation as a significant step forward 
in the ongoing debate on explanation and 
understanding. In the case of David Glass 
(Chapter 1), the step consists in develop-
ing a broadly Bayesian framework for 
discerning under which circumstances 
a conjunctive explanation may be better 
than a simple one. Aku Visala (Chapter 
2) then discusses explanations of human 
actions as a concrete case in which these 
circumstances are fulfilled, because nei-
ther an account in terms of neurophysi-
cal causes nor an account in terms of 
reasons for action is entirely satisfactory 
on its own. In their respective contribu-
tions, Stephen Williams (Chapter 11) and 
Alister McGrath (Chapter 12) emphasize 
the ‘big picture’ view that religion adds 
to science in conjunctive explanations. 
Williams does this through a critical ap-
praisal of John Polkinghorne’s writings, 
in which he identifies a neglect of the 
moral and volitional factors that affect 
our big pictures. McGrath explores the 
idea of an ‘explanatory mosaic’ as a mid-
dle way between an explanatory monism 
that fails to recognize the irreducible 
contributions of different approaches 
and a pluralism that cannot account for 
the unity of the one world we inhabit.
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Let me finally mention one more qual-
ity of the book: The diversity of the theo-
logical outlooks gathered within it can be 
illustrated by briefly looking at the two 
chapters I haven’t mentioned so far. On 
one end of the spectrum, Andrew Tor-
rance (Chapter 8) defends a robust no-
tion of divine intervention against natu-
ralistic criticism. On the other end, David 
Brown (Chapter 10) refuses to view God 
as a person, let alone an agent. In sum, al-
though not all the chapters of this volume 
are intimately connected to the notion of 
conjunctive explanation, each of them is 
an insightful and thought-provoking con-
tribution to the science-religion dialogue.

Matthias Egg is a lecturer and re-
searcher in philosophy at the Univer-
sity of Bern.

Michael Ruse
Understanding the Christianity-
Evolution Relationship
Cambridge: CUP, 2023. 184 pp. pb. £14.99. 
ISBN 9781009277280

Michael Ruse is Professor Emeritus at 
the University of Guelph, Ontario and re-
cently retired as Professor of Philosophy 
at Florida State University. In his Preface 
and Epilogue, he makes clear that he 
writes as a philosopher and historian of 
science, not a theologian. He does pre-
sent, and briefly comment on, the views 
of significant theologians from St Augus-
tine of Hippo to Pope Francis, but there 
are no in-depth theological discussions. 
In the Preface Ruse advises readers to 
begin with the ‘Summary of Common 
Misunderstandings’ at the end of the 
book. He does not discuss these explicitly 
in the book, but says they were in mind 
when writing it and readers should be 
able discern his answers to the problems 
they pose. A misunderstanding, that 
might be added to those listed, is the as-
sumption that the opening chapters of 
Genesis were meant to be read as an his-

torical and scientific account of creation. 
His writing is concise, occasionally terse, 
so that at times the text needs to be read 
with careful attention in order to follow 
the line of thought. There is an element 
of humour.

	 Ruse structures the book 
around two world views, based on dif-
ferent root metaphors. Organicism sees 
the world in terms of a living organism. 
It was the dominant view in ancient 
Greece, adopted by Plato and Aristotle. 
Mechanism looks at the world as a ma-
chine. It was the view of the pre-Socratic 
atomists. In the first three chapters of the 
book Ruse seeks to show how these influ-
enced, sometimes in complex ways, the 
relationship between Christianity and 
natural philosophy and then science. Ini-
tially organicism was seen as congenial to 
Christianity: the world seen as an organ-
ism created by God and in and through 
which God’s purposes are worked out. 
He sees its presence in the thinking of 
Augustine, Aquinas and Calvin. With the 
rise of science, the view of the world as 
a machine came to the fore. Thinkers 
from Boyle, Newton, and Paley onwards 
found ways of relating this to Christian 
theology. Even after the acceptance of 
Darwin’s mechanistic theory of evolution 
through natural selection, there were 
those like Aubrey Moore who were able 
to do this. Ruse exposes the tendentious 
nature of the ‘warfare’ model of the sci-
ence-religion relationship which arose in 
the late nineteenth century. He discusses 
the factors which encouraged the rise of 
biblical literalism with regard to crea-
tion in the southern USA, its promotion 
by Seventh-day Adventists, and its later 
adoption by some evangelicals in the 
mid-twentieth century. There are brief 
discussions of young-earth creationism, 
intelligent design, and the debate about 
the ‘fine-tuning’ of the universe. Teilhard 
de Chardin’s theologizing of evolution 
and A. N. Whitehead’s ‘process theology’ 
are seen as resurgences of organicism in 
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the twentieth century. 

	 Mechanistic Darwinism raises 
questions about the nature of humans 
and their place on earth which challenge 
Christian thinking. The second half of 
the book is devoted to this. Chapter four 
discusses attempts to understand hu-
man freewill and morality in mechanistic 
evolutionary terms, and some Christian 
responses to this. Both secular and Chris-
tian responses to the current environ-
mental crisis are discussed in chapter 
five. Chapter six discusses understand-
ings of human aggression expressed in 
war and prejudice (especially racial and 
sexual). Again, the organising principle is 
the influence of organic and mechanistic 
thinking on both secular and Christian 
thinking. A weakness of the book is that 
in its use of reference to biblical texts it 
shows no awareness of the contribution 
of modern biblical scholarship in dealing 
with the issues addressed. This is par-
ticularly true of how the Bible should be 
used in developing Christian ethics. 

	 This is not a book of answers, 
though Ruse’s own position on various 
issues is made apparent. It is a pres-
entation of a new way of looking at the 
debates that have taken place over the 
relationship of Darwinian evolution to 
Christianity in the hope that it will stimu-
late a fresh way of thinking about the 
issues involved. It provides a good over-
view of these debates and deserves to be 
read and given careful consideration. 

Ernest Lucas, Vice-Principal Emeritus, 
Bristol Baptist College and Associate 
Research Fellow, Spurgeon’s College, 
London, has doctorates in both sci-
ence and theology.	
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