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Abstract  
The invocation of supernatural causes in scientific explanations has always been a 

prevalent practice, including modern science. A simple and early example of this can 
be found in Newton's explanation of the initial and precise arrangement of planets 
around the sun as the work of God. More advanced examples exist today, such as the 
theory of intelligent design proposed by figures like William Dembski and Michael 
Behe. This approach, however, has not been well-received by naturalists, who criticize 
it as falling into the "God of the gaps" fallacy, accusing theists of misusing gaps in 

-centered explanation was 
eventually replaced by natural scientific explanations with the advancement of 
empirical knowledge, other scientific gaps will likewise be filled, leaving no room for 
God or theistic beliefs in scientific discourse. This study aims to examine and evaluate 
the objections raised by naturalists. The research method is library-based for data 
collection and analytical-philosophical for value judgments. The findings, in summary, 
defend the validity of supernatural explanations in science, refute the accusation of 
their reliance on "God of the gaps" theology, and classify such explanations into two 
categories: replaceable and irreplaceable. Furthermore, the study advocates for a 
balanced, dual-perspective approach, rejecting one-sided naturalism. 
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2. God of the gaps. 
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2. proximate explanation  
3. ultimate explanation. 
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