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[1]- John F. Haught. God and the New Atheism: A Critical Response to Dawkins. Harris. and Hitchens
(London: Westminster John Knox Press. 2008). x. Throughout this essay I use “scientific naturalism”
exclusively as Haught defines it.

[2]- For a good discussion of metaphysical naturalism and the new atheists. see Stewart Goetz and
Charles Taliaferro. Naturalism (Grand Rapids. Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.
2008). especially 1-11.

[3]- Most scientists only affirm methodological naturalism. not metaphysical naturalism. And

most philosophers reject scientism.

[4]- Jeffrey W. Robbins and Christopher D. Rodkey. “Beating ‘God’ to Death: Radical Theology and the
New Atheism. ” in Religion and the New Atheism: A Critical Appraisal. ed. Amarnath Amarasingam
(Leiden: Brill. 2010). 35.

[5]- Richard Dawkins. The God Delusion (New York: Houghton Mifflin Company. 2006). 214.

[6]- Sam Harris. The Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Human Values (New York: Free
Pressc 2010)¢ 195¢ note 9.
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[1]- “These postulates are those of immortality. of freedom considered positively (as the causality of a
being so far as this being belongs to the intelligible world). and of the existence of God” (Immanuel Kant.
Critique of Practical Reason. trans. by Werner S. Pluhar (Indianapolis. IN: Hackett: 2002). 168 [5:132]).
[2]- Harris. The Moral Landscape. 102-104 (emphasis in the original). Harris tries to salvage (unsuccessfully
in my judgment) some notion of moral responsibility based on the overall complexion of one’s mind and
character. See id. 106-112. See also Harris. Free Will (New York: Free Press. 2012). 48-60.
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[1]- Nancey Murphy. Bodies and Souls. or Spirited Bodies? (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Pressc 2006). ix.

[2]- See Robert A. Delfino. “Christian Physicalism and Personal Identity. ” in Global Spiral
[www.metanexus.net/essay/christian-physicalism-and-personal-identity. accessed on Sept 28. 2015].
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[1]- Dawkins. The God Delusion. 219-220.

[2]- Richard Joyce: The Evolution of Morality (Cambridge. Massachusetts: MIT Press. 2006). 211.

[3]- David Hume. A Treatise of Human Nature. book IIL. part I. section I. ed. L. A. Selby- Bigge
(Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2nd ed.. 1978) 469.
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[1]- Alasdair MacIntyre. After Virtue (Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press. 2nd ed.. 1984). 58.

[2]- Richard Dawkins. The Blind Watchmaker (New York: W. W. Norton & Company. 1996). 5.

[3]- Some examples include. Thomas Nagel. Mind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist Neo- Darwinian
Conception of Nature Is Almost Certainly False (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2012). Stephen R.
Brown. Moral Virtue and Nature: A Defense of Ethical Naturalism (New York: Continuum« 2008).
and Richard Cameron: “How to Be a Realist about sui generis Teleology Yet Feel at Home in the 21st
Century. ” The Monist 87:1 (2004): 72-95.

[4]-Aquinas in the fifth way (Summa theologiae. I q. 2¢ a. 3) and in other passages (e.g.c Summa
theologiae: I-IIc q. 1¢ a. 2 responsio. Summa contra gentiles. IL. 23¢ n. 6. and De Veritate: q. 5 a.
2. responsio) successfully argues. in my judgment. that the teleology in natural things must have its
foundation in intelligence (a willed. rational order). One reason intelligence is necessary is because
only intelligence as an immaterial power can envision an end that does not yet exist yet order something
to that end of being (essence and existence). In contrast. matter by itself cannot transcend what is here
and now. For an excellent discussion of this topic see. Leszek Figurski. Finality and Intelligence: Is the

Universe Designed? (Wydawnictwo Bezkresy Wiedzy. 2014). especially chapter four.
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[1]- Dawkins. The God Delusion. 220-221.

[2]- Id.

[3]- Haught. God and the New Atheism. 73.

[4]- As argued in note 18 above. only intelligence can ground teleology. However. in the world of the
scientific naturalists. intelligence emerges very late in history. It is not prior and foundational to

reality. as in a theistic world-view.
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[1]- The Ultimate Why Question: Why Is There Anything at All Rather than Nothing Whatsoever?. ed.
John F. Wippel (Washington. D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press. 2011).

[2]- David Hume. The Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. ed. Richard H. Popkin (Indianapolis.
IN: Hackett. 1980). part IX. 56.

[3]- Thomas Aquinas. Summa contra gentiles. I. 18 and 42 8-11. In Summa theologiae. I. q. 2¢ a. 3¢
Aquinas makes a distinction between a necessary per se being and a necessary per aliud being. But even
if the material universe were a necessary per aliud being that would not be enough to salvage Hume’s
objection. For Hume to succeed he must argue that the universe is a necessary per se being. yet he
cannot do that for the reason I gave above and for other reasons. For example: to be a necessary per se
being precludes a real distinction between being and essence. But even if the material universe were one
thing. as opposed to a collection of things. there would still be a real distinction between the being and

essence of the material universe.
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[1]- Joyce. The Evolution of Morality. 208. I would like to thank Marie George. Jon Weidenbaum. Tony
panakos. and an anonymous reviewer for helpful suggestions on this paper. My gratitude also extends
to Peter Redpath. Curtis Hancock. and Fulvio Di Blasi for their encouragement. Et Deo Gratias.

[2]- I would like to thank Marie George. Jon Weidenbaum. Tony Spanakos. and an anonymous reviewer
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