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Various responses from many different contributers: 
 
 

1. Naturalistic explanations of origins are not necessary for atheism. Nobody in the world can explain the 
origin of everything anyway. Leaving one more thing unexplained doesn't much matter. Dawkins' claim 
is the flip side of the "God of the Gaps" fallacy.  

2. Naturalistic explanations of origins do not make atheism mandatory. If God is the creator, it would 
make sense that He would be responsible for creating everything, including evolution and the laws that 
make it operate.  

3. Darwin was not alone in providing naturalistic explanations. Many people before him removed God as 
an explanation for parts of the universe. Laplace provided a natural explanation for the origin and 
stability of the solar system. Wöhler synthesized urea, showing that there was no "vital" element in 
organic material. Hume argued that design was not necessary for the origin of life. Darwin, by 
providing the mechanism, merely filled in one of the last gaps. It was possible to be an intellectually 
fulfilled atheist even before Darwin [Gliboff, 2000].  

4. There's nothing wrong with being an atheist if you want to be an atheist. That some people disapprove 
only shows that there is something wrong with religious bigots.  

5. Creationism also drives people to atheism, due mainly to its being rife with dishonesty. [Babinski, 
1995]  

 
 
 
 

God of the Gaps is the method of claiming God (or gods) exists by pointing to gaps in our present knowledge of 
how things work. For example, ancient Scandinavians who did not know the science behind thunder and 
lightning would see them as evidence for Thor driving his chariot through the sky and hammering with Miolnir. 
Present-day creationists and Inteligent Designistists employ the same method by claiming that our gaps in the 
knowledge of abiogenesis and evolution mean that an intelligent designer must have been involved.  
The weakness of "God of the Gaps" methodology is that the existence of God would be endangered every time 
scientists filled the gaps with knowledge. Howard J Van Till, a theistic evolutionist, warns against this risk, and 
proposes instead to see the whole of the evolutionary saga as a pointer to a creative and generous God, no gaps 
needed.  
The God of the Gaps argument is also a sign of enormous conceit. Anyone who uses it is claiming, without 
saying it loud, that he understands everything there is, except those things God did. He claims that a miracle is 
necessary to make him fail to understand. This is not a scientific stance.  
 
 
 


