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The End of Reason: New Atheists and the Bible
Yannıck Imbert

RESUMEFE de leur critique de Ia foi chretienne. Ensulte, "article
&value Ia methode de reconstruction theologique des

LE Nouvel Atheisme est maıntenant devenu phe- C athees » laquelle les Conduit emeltre
nomene social el culturel. Grace 5e$S PrINCIPaUX question entreprise theologique. ette partieporte-parole, Richard Dawkins, Peter Hitchens, Danie| indique YUE le MaNqUE d’arguments theologiques elt
Dennett et Sam Marrıs, les < Quatre Cavaliers » du Nouve!| logiques solides, dans Ia perspective critique du < Nouvel
isme, celui-ci est AaUSS! devenu phenomene Atheisme » Dourrait hien Stre de demission
appelant UNe reponse apologetique publique. de Ia ralson. nfin, ”auteur conclut mentionnant
UNe breve presentation des PFINCIPaUX du troIls PrINCIPaUX chantiers apologetiques SUT lesquels e
< Nouvel Atheisme » celt article explore les representa- < Nouvel Atheisme » 110US CONVIE (PUuVIeTr celui de
tions bibliques caricaturales Ouvent Caracteristiques de 1a comprehension de societe, celui de |’unite de
leurs 6crits alt alors apparaitre leur C hermeneutique ’Eglise, el celui de la defense de Ia legitimite du langageutilitariste » NM ’un des Elements fondamentaux religieux.
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Im Anschluss daran betrachten WIr die Methode der
theologischen Rekonstruktion, WIE SIE VOoT den Neuen

! )Der eue Atheismus ISst heutzutage einem SOZI1a- Atheisten verwendet ird Sie führt etztlich dazu, dass
len un kulturellen Phänomen geworden. Durch seINe jegliches theologische Unterfangen In rage gestellt irdMauptvertreter, die selbsternannten „Vier Keıiter“ ichard Als Schlussfolgerung daraus ergibt sich, dass der Mange!Dawkins, Peter Hitchens, Danie]|l Dennett und Sam soliden theologischen und logischen Argumenten,Harrıs, wurde er auch eıner offenen apologetischen wWIıEe ihn die Kritik der Neuen Atheisten auswelst,Herausforderung. [Dieser Artike| legt zunächst kurz die gut WIE dem Ende der Vernunft gleichkommt. |J)er
grundlegenden nklagen der Neuen Atheisten dar und Artikel welst schließlich auf die drei hauptsächlichenuntersucht die alsche Darstellung der ibel, die Herausforderungen hin, die den christlichen Gilauben
häufig charakteristisch für ihre CNrılten Ist. Dabe! trıtt gestellt werden: das Verständnis der Gesellschaft,die funktionale Hermeneutik euUuc hervor, welche die der Dienst der inheit der Kirche und der legitimeGrunalage ihrer Kritik christlichen Glauben darstellt. eDrauc religiöser Sprache
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UMMARY
tional tO their criticısm of the Christian al Second,The New Atheism has hbecome soCcial and cultural phe- explore the method f the New Atheis; eologi-

11Oommenon Through Ifs maın spokesmen, Richard Dawk- cal reconstruction IC!| leads their questioning of all
InS, Peter Hitchens, DETS Dennett and Sam Harrıs, the theological endeavour. This part concludes that the lack
self-proclaimed Our Morsemen)’, t has also become of soli theological and logical In the New

ODEN cChallenge Christian apologetics. After rıe Atheists’ criticısms could el] He >SYyNONYMOUS ith the
presentation of the basic grievances of the New Atheists, end of [Cason The article finally mentions three maın
his article first SUTVEYS the misrepresentation of the ible challenges the Christian al those of understandingIC often characterises their wWritings. In oing 5!  / their OUr soclety, of serving the unity of the Church, and of
Oone-sIidel hermeneutics will cClearly dDPDCAaT aASs founda- legitimising the USeEe of religious language.

A i  > S

Introduction‘! cultural and phiılosophical posıtıon known 4S the
Since the Nirst publication, 1n 2004, of Sam Harrıs’s °“New Atheism)’. It rapıdly became socı1al phenom-
The End of Reason ave wıtnessed the rNse f CNON wiıth the subsequent publication of Richard
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Dawkıins’ The God Delusıon 2006), Danıiel “the MOST dangerous author in Britain” if
Dennett’s Breakıng the Spell (also 2006 and aVCTaSC work of fantasy lıterature could endanger

ne’s  A faith.® Peter Hiıtchens, celebrated journal-Christopher Hıtchens’ God 15 NOT Great
es:e four books together form the Englısh ist.“ brother the late Christopher Hitchens and
“canon’ of New Atheism.* 1o these should himself former atheist, Z1VES Pullman and ther
ad Harrıs’ Letter Chrıstian Natıon 2006), New Atheists wrıters LOO much credit.!®

Although the neCcessIty CNSHASC wıth the NewVıctor Stenger’s God. The Faıled Hypothesıs
and IDan Barker’s Godless Grayling’s Atheists O€es NOT COMN1IC from the eed respond
Agaınst All 0ds (2007) had much influence 1ın alıy COgCNLT argumcent agalnst the existence of
the 4S Michel Onfray’s Atheıst anıfesto the biblical God, the C  enges posed Dy these

wriıters ATC nonetheless serious.*! Reviewers ave1ın France.
The four maın promoters of thiıs informal noted that despite eing received wiıth ridicule

atheist„ Dawkins, Hiıtchens, Dennett Dy Man Yy theologlians, the New Atheists CannOT
and Harrıs, WCIC abelled Dy Dawkins the °Four be easıly dismissed. Thev ave also pointed

the noteworthy questi1ons that ıIn the NewHorsemen of the Apocalypse’ 45 if mark the end
of relıgion and of the Christian faıth 1n particu- Atheists’ attacks Christianıity; questions that
lar. According 2007 Wall Street Journal artı- cshould 1ın theır opınıon challenge honest
cle following the publicatiıon of Hıtchens’ God 15 Christian believer.!* Even though that

the quest1ons F1LMES worthy of interest, theyNOT Great, ‘“atheism’s NEWEST champions ave sold
close million books’.* Thıs impressive number might NOT DOSC threat Christian.
indıcates that, aTt the VCLY least, New Atheism 15 chall SCC, MOST of the New Atheists’ est attacks

cultural phenomenon NOT be blindly disre- agalnst Scripture, for eXampile;, ALC, NOT the result
of careful consıderation. However, because thegarded Thıs, in fact, 15 what authors, Bradley

and Tate; AVe argued iın theır investigation of the New Atheists aVe soclal vOolce and regularly M1S-
philosophical and lıterary connectlons of the New Scripture, eed consider theır USCE of
Atheism Exploring the LCASOIS behind the incred- Scripture and the challenges before
ble rıse of the Our Horsemen in Just four Y  ’
they conclude that the maın LCaAasSONMN O€es NOT hıe The rise of Bıble utilıtarıans
In the realm of philosophical OLr scientific analysıs
but in the realm of socılal imagination.° Indeed, °a New Atheism’s misrepresentations of

the Biblemight be LLOTC CONVINCINS SG the New Atheısm
One of the MOST striking features of the Newd5 VCLY specific cultural and political Atheists’ USCc of the Bıble 15 theır almost exclu-climate: the so-called retrIurn the relig1i0us iın the

supposedly secular\ Certainly, the renewed S1VEe UuSsCc of the Old lestament 1n general, and the
Book of Deuteronomy iın particular, attack thevisıbility of religion 1ın western socletlies ftorms the
Christian faıth 1Io the New Atheists, the Godbackground of New Atheıism, especlally after the
wh: revealed himself at the Sermon the Mount/ attacks and the rse of Christian and Islamıc

fundamentalism. Indeed, the New Atheists AVe 15 a1sSO the God of the Old lestament that SOMNNC

NOT missed the chance capitalise what they would describe A ouillty of premeditated 111455-

murder. iıke the ther three Horsemen, HıtchensSA  < 4S the evil one 1in the amnec of inherent eviıl
religions./ makes much USCc of the so-called genocıdes of

Against this cultural background, SOMNC 2Ve the Old Testament, ın which he finds the 14-

questioned the expression New Atheism what tial Nature of the biblical God.$ Commenting
Numbers 21:17 OW therefore maleprecisely 15 NCW their argumceNts OTr omething

else? In fact: the New Atheism’s novelty les IMNOTC the ıttle OI1C5S, and kal WOI1Ndall that
in the social CONTEXT from which 1t CAHIC than in the has known Dy Iyıng wıth him’), PaSSapc
persuasıyveness of the argum«ents. In thıs reSpECL, concerned wıth regulatiıon for WAar agalnst the

Midıanıites, Hıtchens concludes:they ATICc children of theır ABC, dBC of emotional
nON-argumentatıion. hus the fear expressed Dy Now thıs 15 certainiy NOT the of the
SOmMe Christian inkers regardıng the strength of genocıdal iIncıtements that OCCUT'S 1in the Old
New Atheist wriıters 15 partly misplaced, AS 15 the Testament* The End of Reason: New Atheists and the Bible *  Dawkins’  The God Delusion (2006),  Daniel  ‘“the most dangerous author in Britain’ — as if an  Dennett’s Breaking the Spell (also 2006) and  average work of fantasy literature could endanger  one’s faith.® Peter Hitchens, a celebrated journal-  Christopher Hitchens’ God is not Great (2007).  These four books together form the English  ist,? brother to the late Christopher Hitchens and  ‘canon’ of New Atheism.? To these we should  himself former atheist, gives Pullman and other  add Harris’ Letter to @ Christian Nation (2006),  New Atheists writers too much credit.!®  Although the necessity to engage with the New  Victor Stenger’s God: The Failed Hypothesis (2007)  and Dan Barker’s Godless (2008); A.C. Grayling’s  Atheists does not come from the need to respond  Against AIl Gods (2007) had much influence in  to any cogent argument against the existence of  the U.K. as did Michel Onfray’s Atheist Manifesto  the biblical God, the challenges posed by these  writers are nonetheless serious.!! Reviewers have  (2007) in France.  The four main promoters of this informal  noted that despite being received with ridicule  atheist movement, Dawkins, Hitchens, Dennett  by many theologians, the New Atheists cannot  and Harris, were labelled by Dawkins the ‘“Four  be easily dismissed. They have also pointed to  the noteworthy questions that appear in the New  Horsemen of the Apocalypse’ as if to mark the end  of all religion and of the Christian faith in particu-  Atheists’ attacks on Christianity; questions that  lar.? According to a 2007 Wall Street Journal arti-  should in their opinion challenge every honest  cle following the publication of Hitchens’ God is  Christian believer.!? Even though I agree that  the questions are at times worthy of interest, they  not Great, ‘atheism’s newest champions have sold  close to a million books’.* This impressive number  might not pose a threat to every Christian. As we  indicates that, at the very least, New Atheism is  shall see, most of the New Atheists’ best attacks  a cultural phenomenon not to be blindly disre-  against Scripture, for example, are not the result  of careful consideration. However, because the  garded. This, in fact, is what two authors, Bradley  and Tate, have argued in their investigation of the  New Atheists have a social voice and regularly mis-  philosophical and literary connections of the New  quote Scripture, we need to consider their #se of  Atheism. Exploring the reasons behind the incred-  Scripture and the challenges before us.  ible rise of the Four Horsemen in just four years,  they conclude that the main reason does not lie  2. The rise of Bible utilitarians  in the realm of philosophical or scientific analysis  but in the realm of social imagination.® Indeed, “it  2.1 New Atheism’s misrepresentations of  the Bible  might be more convincing to see the New Atheism  One of the most striking features of the New  as a response to a very specific cultural and political  Atheists’ use of the Bible is their almost exclu-  climate: the so-called return to the religious in the  supposedly secular West’.® Certainly, the renewed  sive use of the Old Testament in general, and the  Book of Deuteronomy in particular, to attack the  visibility of religion in western societies forms the  Christian faith. To the New Atheists, the God  background of New Atheism, especially after the  who revealed himself at the Sermon on the Mount  9/11 attacks and the rise of Christian and Islamic  fundamentalism. Indeed, the New Atheists have  is also the God of the Old Testament that some  not missed the chance to capitalise on what they  would describe as guilty of premeditated mass-  murder. Like the other three Horsemen, Hitchens  saw as the evil done in the name of inherent evil  religions.”  makes much use of the so-called genocides of  Against this cultural background, some have  the Old Testament, in which he finds the essen-  questioned the expression New Atheism: what  tial nature of the biblical God.'® Commenting on  Numbers 31:17 (‘Now therefore kill every male  precisely is new: their arguments or something  else? In fact, the New Atheism’s novelty lies more  among the little ones, and kill every woman that  in the social context from which it came than in the  has known a man by Iying with him’”), a passage  persuasiveness of the arguments. In this respect,  concerned with regulation for war against the  Midianites, Hitchens concludes:  they are children of their age, an age of emotional  non-argumentation. Thus the fear expressed by  Now this is certainly not the worst of the  some Christian thinkers regarding the strength of  genocidal incitements that occurs in the Old  New Atheist writers is partly misplaced, as is the  Testament ... but it has an element of lascivi-  case with Peter Hitchens’ statement that Philip  ousness that makes it slightly too obvious what  Pullman, an atheist writer of fantasy books, was  the rewards of a freebooting soldier could be.'*  E 2251but It has element of AaSCIVI-
CAaSsSeC wiıith Peter Hıtchens’ STaAatfemMeENT that Phıiılip OUS11C55 that makes It slightly LOO ObviIious what
Pullman, atheist wrıter of fantasy books, Was the rewards of freebooting oldier could be 14
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Sufhce SaV that Hiıtchens really trıes for emotional Indeed, they ave
explore the meanıngs of the key CONCCDL of herem; successfully psychologically influenced their audı-
he 15 merely wıth quoting crude descrip- S11 wıthout makıng COgCNL demonstration.
t10NS Ör biblical violence > onetheless, their 1E of the Old Testament needs

1O the New Atheists, Old lTestament violence be challenged because their goal 15 demon-
STrate that violence 15 inherent the Christianhas always een argument of choice SuppOrt

the impossibilıty of belief in God Under Harrıs’ faı  S We eed re-explain those We do
PCH, CVGil the Golden ule becomes trivially rıdi- NOT eed ALISWCTLT the New Atheists, who clearly
culed do NOT Car much about eologic understand-

We read the Golden ule and judge It be Ing, but eed reach those attracted their
brilliant distillatıon of INa of OUr ethical argumenNts and realise that for of OUur talk about

mpulses then COMNIC ACTOS5 another of fulfiılment In Christ, the sual explanations INAaY
NOT SCCHN legitimate MOST people The New0d’s teachings moralıty ıf INan discov-

( hıs wedding nıght that his bride 15 NOT Atheists challenge us Presecnt OUur biblical SC
virgın, he MUST her death her arshıp In CONTEMPOFarY and popular

In fact, the New Atheists also challenge OUurfather’s doorstep (DeuteronomyA) 6 christological reading of the Old Testament DySuch violence infurlates the New Atheists and
according them Justifies dismissing anı V posıtıve regularly attacking Christian theologians for theiır
reference the New Testament. selective anı inconsıstent reading of Scripture and

of the Old Testament 1n particular. Sam Harrıs, forIn fact:; the New Atheists ften take the Bıble’s example, STAaTtes that Christians Can only thatdepictions of uman SIN be posıtıve>
AN ıf God himself approved, CVCNMN recommended, stonıng adulteress eat Was NOT practised

ANVINOIC because they read the Old Testamentthese actions.!/ hıs USsSsCc of Scripture 15 agalın utılı- selectively. Whatever INAaYy 1n of the strenFarıan ıIn Nature, disregardıng the obvious INCanll- of hıs CNL, MUST recognIise that, ar theIng of Sults their needs AdS in the CdsSsCc
of the last three chapters (19-21) of the book of VCLIY least, he and the ther Horsemen challenge

us PFrEeSCNHNL defence of OUur OW) readıing. SuchJudges Hıtchens then conclude: “CIThe Bible defence should uUuSc the CONCCDL of history of
INAaV, indeed does, contaın for trafhick- redemption, hıch take be the MOST 1mpor-ng in humans, for ethnic cleansing, for slavery,
for ride-price, and for indiscriminate d”

LATIE framework for interpreting both testaments

Ü 18 Hıtchens ame the Bible for Interestingly, the New Atheists ften prescent
themselves 45 CXDECIL CVCN though MOST ofmerely reporting and describing cruel EVCENTS 1f them had anıYy formal traınıng In either Greekthıs becomes the NOTM, rCDOrTerSs and Journalısts

should be forbidden repOrt WAd[IS, famine, OTr bıblical ebrew. example, let us consider
Hıtchens’ uUusSsc of Psalm E He pOomNts OUuUTt thatgenocides CVCIN DOVEITY; maybe Hıtchens

hımself should be blamed for reporting WArl': the celebrated openıing ofpsalm 12L for CXa

throughout the world.!?” ple ’ chall Liıft mıne CYCS NILO the hılls,
The sheer of thiıs proposıtion 1$ Oobwvı1- from whence cometh help 1$ rendered

iın S 4S STatement but In the originalOU:!  ® It 1S, however, the hermeneutical method of
the New Atheists: the mentionıng OTr reporting of takes the form of question: where 15 the help
violence 15 taken be the justification of violence. Comıng from??2
Agaın, sed In rather SLraANSZC The STatement that the Psalm should begin with
utılıtarıan WAdV; there 15 cCOonsıstent presentation question 15 doubt cutting remark directed
of the Old and New Testaments, NOr 1S there AT theologians of confessions*® but Hıtchens
regar for historical developments in .0d’s revela- overlooks everal crucıal factors. He 15 UNaWarc
t10n  20 that MOST translators do actually translate Psalm

Despite theır siımplistic and literalistic uUuSCc of 12124 A questlion; thıs 15 the Casc for the follow
the Bıble, the New Atheists ATC challenging.*‘ We ing translatiıons: the ESV, the Jerusalem ©3 the
could of COUTSC deny thıs Dy (rıghtly) sayıng that the ASV, the Darby 1  €; the New Ameriıcan
if they offer critical interpretation of the Old Standard 1  , the New Life Version, the Wyrclıiffe
Testament, they aVve NOT PFOVCN anything they Bible and oung’s Lateral Iranslation
ave merely quoted few sensational, violent PaS- others, and only in the Englısh language. Only the
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OUaY Rheims and the Kıng James Version aV argument;: brandishing naturalıstic eOrYy O€es
translated 4A5 sSstatement Hence Hıtchens’ NOT necessarily entaıl that relig10us explanatıons

arc false Hıtchens would Airst aVve disprove theassertion that 15 rendered AS STALFEMENT
does NOLT stand SCrutInNy. Although he 4A5 relig10us explanatiıon and, second, the atu-

CeXpert CXCYELC, he O€es NOT EMC consider the ralistic ONC be rue
actual translations worth checking. 'Ihe New Atheists’ favourıte theological Larget

15 the doctrine of revelatıon. Andre Comte-Harrıs makes CVGi better CASG for evaluatıng
the New Atheists’ uUus«c of Scripture. The Sponville, the second maın representatiıve of New
ofthe Our Horsemen regularly attacks the °“God of Atheism 1ın France, asks rhetorically:
Abraham’ 4A5 ıf Abraham WEIC the archetype ofbıb Which father would be CONTtENL, 1ın order raıse
ical violence and wickedness. Of COUTSC, ıf Harrıs hıs dren, wiıth word gıven ther people,
CVG} wanted misrepresent the 1  e he could dead for centurIies, word that would be trans-
have chosen better example SUt hıs mitted only Dy equivocal dubious texts?<?
Moses (the choice of Dawkins and Hitchens). It But Comte-Sponville forgets tell us what he
15 indeed rather unusual reading of Genesis that would rather aVe and leaves the reader wıth
leads hım take °*the God of Abraham’ the est
example of relig10us intolerance. Let us, for CO

deconstructive argument. Moreover, hıis 12NO-
of ecology blinds hım cruclal pointter-argument’s sake, mention that Abraham enfters of which student in theology 15 that

nNnto allıance wiıth foreign natıons and that providence, insplration and the work of the pırıhe 15 called be essing for natıons. One
chould also remember that the “God of Abraham’ also ACCOUNT for the authorıty an CONtTINUOUS rel-

of Scripture. Yet despite thıs carıcature,
CVCN blesses Ishmael and hıs descendants; Strangc Comte-Sponville’s assertion challenges OUr theo-indeed for God of relig10us intolerance!

Harrıs’ reSst isolated a logical interpretation and demands that clarıfy
ONs from disconnected 4S ıf collection of OUr LlCAaSONS for maıntaınıng OUr doctrine of revela-

tıon
VEISECS could make solıd G ASC agalnst the God of However, such theological consıderationsScripture. Hıs uUusSsc of the Bible Call be summarised
ın the followıing INAaNnnNer

would certainly be LOO much ask from the New
Atheists. In fact they ATC satishied wıth observing

(1) the Old lTestament SaVS that there 15 diversity of relig10us revelations.
the New lestament SaVyS Hıtchens, for example, that

(8) therefore the and the ATC false Since of these revelatıons, INalıYy of them
ıe there Was possible lıterary, OgIiC and hopelessly inconsistent, CANNOT Dy definition be

theological relationshıp between the a- siımultaneously WIFUC, It MUST follow that SOMNC of
ere 15 NOT the eginnıng of them AUE false and iLlusory. It could also ftollow

Sshow, CVCN AT distance, the relatıon between that only ONC of them 15 authentic, but ın the
the premises and the conclusion. hıs strikingly YTSt place this dubıio0us and iın the second
mistaken form of reasonıing unfortunately plagues
the wrıtings of all the New Atheists.®> place IT aAaDPCaLs necessitate relıg10us 1n

order decide whose revelatıon 15 the IT
one.°New Atheism’s theological reconstruction

ase theır utilıtarıan readıng of the Bible, the He makes three remarkable mistakes. 'Ihe fırst 15
New Atheists ften provide criticısm ofChristian posıt logical relationshıp between “*there 15

diversity of revelations’ and **haf OLC be FLHCtheology, which they CAaNNOT but despise Harrıs
15 dubious’. Certainly, Hıtchens would NOT LCasSONcalls theology “1ignorance wiıth wings’.*° The New

Atheists UuSsc the Samllc non-rational method 1n the SAamMıc WaY wiıth scientific explanations: the
attack Christian ecology AN) they uUusc agalnst the diversity of scientific models O€es NOT Sd Y an  ıng

about the validity of such models.Bible In Hıtchens’ chapter “The Metaphysical Hıs second logical mistake 15 that hısClaims of Religion arc False??2/ the ‘proof” CONSsSIStS
only 1ın random enumeratıon of Scripture VETITSCS [[U ıke thıs ıf several revelatiıons eXISt,
summarısed in the following argument: ‘“Another then all of them aICc false; 1ın syllogistic form:
explanation 15 possible HENCE; the religi0us expla- ( given A
natıon 15 false 728 Thıs 15 another logically faulty (2 given
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(5) therefore and both false AL obvious WwItNESSES the rse of emotıional
reason.° Daviıd Bentley Hart rightly a-Of course, he immediately indicates that he

TAW such conclusion and that the diversity of r1SES, “Sensation sells better than reason.’ If they
revelatıons might st1l] low for ONC of them be gaın ILNOTC influence ın the COINC, the ch

enge the Christian faıth will become INOTC S1g1irüue However, he refutes thıs possibility Dy STAaT-
niıficant, but NOT for sound philosophical LTCasonsIng that this would necessarily entail relig10us WAÄr.

Here 15 hıs thırd mistake: of cCategorIes. We probably SCC emotional extremısm rse
Hıs conclusion, briefly stated, 15 that the diver- from the ashes of rational atheism. hıs NCW WaVC

of atheism will be nON- argumentative S willinglySIty of revelatıons (and consequently of rel1g10ns) offensive and radıcally condescending.““ There 15necessitates that they eradıcate each others ntil
only OC remaıns: ıf ONC 15 LruC, It will annıhilate PFrODCI WaY describe New Atheism ther
the competing Optlons. Here he mistakenly takes than pomting ItSs long and excruclatingly palın-

descent Into triviality and narcissism.°®°°metaphysıcal and epistemologic STatement (*there Unfortunately, the CONLCMPOFaAr fascınation15 only OC revelation’) be soclo-polıtical OI  @
nstead of rea| thıs STatement AS meanıng the yıelds alarming conclusions: first, that °sen-

certainty (epistemology) that only OLLC revelatıon satı1ıonalısm sCe. better than sense?$0 and second
that “ıt probably SaVS MOTC than It 15 comtortable1S ruC, he reads It INC: that only OLC MUST know about the relatıve vapıdıty of (r cultureremaın soclially.“ There dIC ther examples of the

SALMl1C implistic argumentatıon agalnst revelation.°* that A lost the apacıty produce profound
belief? %/ At rate, the New Atheism could ellOther nds of sed Dy the New be SYNONYINOUS wıth the end of TCasonAtheists psychological explanations, especlally

In the Casc of the New Testament, and of Paul 1n
particular. In this rESPCCL, iıchel Onfray 1S PCI- Apologetic enges
fect example. In hıs pu CO SES the history 2 1 'Ihe challenge of understandingof philosophy given aTt the Popular Universıity of the sociletyGaen,; Onfray draws heavily psychosomatic
analysıs of Paull’s religion along Nıetzschean lines. In thıs second Dart WanTt TAaW key apologetic

pOo1nts from the above. TIhe first challenge 15 sımply1Io Dut 1t sımply, because Paul Wd5, Dy hıs OW) that of understanding OUrTr SOCIETY. mentioned
AaCCOUNLT, weak and irremediably sick, he devel- ATı the eginnıng of this artıcle, there 15 consıider-oped ecOology of weakness and destruction of
the body. able debate regardıng whether the New Atheism

adds anything L1CW atheistic thought. 1, for ONC,What 1S hıghly emarkable ere 1s that; 1rON1- do NOT think It has INOTC er 45 criticısm ofcally, Onfray 15 OLlIC of the few New Atheists take reliıgion, and Christianity 1in particular, than DICthe New Testament for granted. Indeed, he
has only Options hıs ACCOUNT of

VIOUS atheistic philosophical OVvement: One
of Its LTarc claiıms novelty 15 that they advancePaul’s theology. Hıs Hirst option 15 aCCCDL the their position the basıs of radıcally materialıstic

Pauline epistles N rehable. In this CaASC, he Call build thought But they do NOT provide, 1in Op1inıon,critique of Christianity based Paul’s psycho- alıYy CONsıstent cConstruction of ILICW atheistic phıSsOMmMatıc obsessions. But In thıs CAdasSsCc hıs intellectual losophy.“®honesty ıf he has anıy requires that he allows However, should also evaluate the 1MpoOTr-theologians build alternative explanations AaSE: of the New Atheism by looking at Its audı-
wıder of New Testament such A4S CHCcCE In fact, thiıs 18 MOST lıkely the maın novelty.Corinthians 13 Hıs second option 15 consıider

the New Testament 4A5 NOT reliable. In
The conditions of belief in OUr hypermodern WEST-
CI socletles aIc signiıfıcantly different from the

thıs CaASC, and by OgIC CONSCQUCNCC, Onfray MUST CONTEXT of atheist thinkers such 4S Albert Camus
refrain from presenting reconstruction of Pauline ean-Paul Sartre.° Previous atheist inkers
ecology based non-rehable documents! But WEeEIC INOTC willing CNSAYC wıth religion Arı
in the en Onfray chooses the IncCOnsistent intellectual level A they WCIC willing debate the
of relying non-receivable build DIO- reality of the human predicament.*” Iheirs Was
graphical AaCCOUNLT of Paul’s theology. In this, hıs tiıme of erosion of certitude, but also of Eer10us
Nıetzschean hermeneutics PIFOVCS Its lımits. philosophical and rational ınvestigation, AS well A

To conclude this ISt PDart, the New Atheists of social disorder. Our socl1o0-cultural CONTEXT has
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dramatically changed: R generations aAaTrc much conviıinced 15 NCCCSSAL Y and cruclally 1Mpor-
less CONSCIOUS of the nNeCESSILY of presenting COIMN- Tant field that of hermeneutical presupposıtions.
siıstent posıt1on, MOST lıkely because of the erosion For example, Tına Beattıe, professor of Catholic
of rational truth 1n favour of dıversity of narratıve Studies at Roehampton, AIg UCS in her The New
truths. Moreover, OUr AC of CyNıCISmM and CI1NO- Atheısts that the maın representative atheist WTIt-
tionalısm keeps INanıy people from engagıng in GCIS AICc threat the maiınlıne Christian church
critical thinking It 15 therefore surprise because theır attacks ATC directed at specific Dart
that the CONLEMPOFAarCY audience 15 read of Christianity, Fundamentalism.*® 1Io her: the
books that offer reasoned ACCOUNLT for the truth New Atheists mistakenly read the Bible 1ın the Samlc
of atheism for the SIty of religion. Hence WaYV Fundamentalists do they read the Bible A if ıt

Was historical. Her conclusion 15 clear: shouldthe YrSt challenge Oc€es NOT COMNIC from the New
Atheıst wriıters themselves but from understanding choose take ‘the Bıble 4S fiction, but fiction
CONLEMPOFAFY culture, soclety and people. At the worth reading)”.* Beattıe also reminds her readers
end: IT 1S only because people read their books that that CVCM though Christian theologians 4VE SUC-
the New Atheists ATC ell known, and NOT because cessfully swered the New Atheists theıir OW|]
of theır philosophical insıghts! ground, they ave 1n o1ing overlooked the real

Thıs MNSSs us the 1Ssue of vernacular theo- challenges internal the Christian COMMuUNItY. In
logical language. key thing learn from the thiıs FrESPCCL Beattıe INaYy ell be COTTEGELr However,
New Atheists 15 that the language usc OIIlC cshould NOT revIisıt the Nnatfure of Scripture
for much of OUr relevance in SOCIETY. We AaNe merely because of socılal enges but exeget1-
often stressed the necessIity of consıistent 2837 cal an hermeneutical grounds bıblical studies
Irue worldview Ver agalnst the eed be under- and systematıc eology always hand ın hand
stoOd, CVERNn at VCLY basıc and popular level But Yet, nothing in the New Atheists’ wrıtings < =-

SUSPCECL that thiıs COIMNCETN ofUurs 15 NOT chared Dy sitates revisıting the nNnature of Scripture.
MOST of OUr contemporarıes. IThe UuCCESS of the Beattıe 15 NOT the only scholar make such
New Atheists shows that people arc wiıllıng be claıms. In God an the New Atheısm John Haught
inconsıstent 45 long AN they understand that other also cshOows that the New Atheists AVE adoptedpeople stand for the SAaMNıc INCONSIStENCY long the SdI11C obsolete hermeneutics aASs Christian
4A5 they understand that they belong accepted Fundamentalists:
socıal COMMUNItTY. Maybe eed equivalent Here agaln It 15 only because he embraces C(LECA-Dawkıins, wh: the haır of the Public 10N1Sst hermeneutical metho that ennettUnderstanding of Science .4} Colleagues in the ATICa claım triıumphantly that evolutionary biologyof bıblical studies, INaY eed Chair for the
Public Understanding of Biblical Interpretation. has exposed Genes1Iis aAS HGE fossil .4°

believe Haught 15 mistaken. Ifennett Cal claım
The challenge the unity of the Church that evolutionary biology has exposed Genesı1is

Secondly, the New Atheists ironically and UuNWIt- and ther specıfics of the Christian faıth 4A5 INEIC

tingly AaDDCAL be real C  enge the unıty aud legend, It 15 NOT because of o-called
of the Church. 'Thıs 15 NOT because their posıt1ions creation1ıst hermeneutic but because ennett has,
DOSC erous threat the Church but because ike ther New Atheists, adopted materI1al-
of the ANSWETS gıven by theologians. Answering 1St epistemology and metaphysıcal foundatıion.*°
the New Atheısm, theologlians ave engaged Moreover, Haught’s reference “creatlion-
their wrıtings 1n varıety of WaVS Among the 1St hermeneutic’? 15 red erring It would SCCI11

best LCSPONSCS ranks aVl Bentley Hart’s Atheıst that Haught’s point 15 clear enough: Creationists
Delusions which pDO1LNtTS er10us miıstakes ın ATrCc the chosen OpPONCNLIS of the New Atheists
the New Atheists’ scholarshıp but also provıdes However, refer specific “creationiıst’ herme-
detailed AdLISWCTIS the maın questions of the Our neutics 15 misleading for It has methodological
Horsemen. Alıster cGrath has also produced reality. There 15 of COUTSC “creationist”? readıng of,
severa|l g00d ICSDONSCS the New theists’? chal- SdV, Genesı1ıs 1-3, but there 15 “creationiıst her-
lenge. ther theologians aVe chosen siımpler meneutIic’.
path, pomting the liımıtatiıons and inherent S1M- What 15 Aat stake 1n the New Atheists’ criticısm 15
plistic carıcature the Dart of the New Atheists . * NOT partıcular reading of the Bible but the IHGTEC

Yet ther theologians ave engaged ın what exIstence of the Bible 4A5 Word of God Miarser
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how VOU explaın thıs Haught and Beattıe 1in atheism of Dawkins and the ike
So the fromthıs reESpCCL blind the fact that the New Atheists’ present challenge

attacks NOT prevented Dy claıming that only Feuerbach’s COrY of the emptiness of relig10us
the Fundamentalıists hold such and such biblı- language He 15 MOTC Ser10us influence than
cal claıms. If that Was the CaSC, ONC would aVEC SOMIIC Christian theologians an apologists ave

defend the Christian position by showıng that yeL acknowledged. Moreover, of those wh: AaNC
only Fundamentalists believe God be Creator nte: äl the possible influence of Feuerbach,
(by supernatural natural processes) of the Uunı1- IMNan aV at mes ser10usly misread the German
V  „ that Christ has CVCT historically existed, that philosopher. Iına Beattıe, for example, thinks that
he died and Was raised from the dead But take 1t Feuerbach’s COrY that religion 15 proJjection of
that NOT only American COChrıstian Fundamentalıists uman desire be summariısed thıs WaYV °the
believe In these particular doctrinal points.*/ Of 4SSOCIAtT1ONS between masculınıty and divinıty INlcCan

COUISC, the anger TE would be Warrant the that Christian beliefs about God Ar influenced Dy
New Atheists’ charges these grounds. masculıine fantasıes and projections’.° Thıs 15
convınced that Haught Q1VES LTOO much ground er10us misrepresentation of Feuerbach’s theory
the New Atheists.“® In fact, WC should Ways be of “proJjection’ for CVCNMN superficial and CUFSOL V
SUSPICIOUS when OMNCOINIC agalnst given readıng of hıs work shows that when he refers
position merely because of Its supposed “anachro- man’s projection’ he O€es NOT UE in mind GEN-”
NIıSt1C’ NatUurce, AN f the Dast could NOT CONVCY truth dered notion but unıversal OoOne  5l eligıon 15 the
In INalıy WAdVYS5, what Haught rejects d ‘obsolete projection ofhumanıty’s desires, NOT masculinıty’s
eology’ 15 obsolete because It exısted. desires.°® Nathan Hiılberg, professor of philos-

sa1d that the second challenge Was the PICSCI- Oophy of relıgion AT the Universıity of Pıttsburgh,
vatıon of the unıty of the 15C Indeed, Beattıe indicates:
and Haught AT SCDaAFraLCl themselves from
°“Christian Fundamentalism’ because they when Feuerbach about God, he Was NOT

referring the God typically associated withthey aVEC found perfect line of defence. The the estern theistic tradıtion: the Creator ofNew Atheists attack Chrıistian Fundamentalism, heavens an the Carth, for example. Rather, DyNOLT Christianıity itself. In oing S! they unınten-
tionally but irremediably rFeaten the unıty of the Feuerbach Was describing projection of
Church Dy Ostrac1sıng OC tradıtion ofthe Christian OUrTr SPECLES-CONSCLOUSNESS.”*

Projection of desires 1S OIlLlC of the basıc teNeTSsChurch In Ial y WdYS Haught and Beattıie’s
FCSDONSCS the New Atheists AdIC a4Ss much chal- of his understanding of the Nnature and rıse of reli-
enge for us$s d the New Atheists themselves. When 2102 Desire 15 the orıgın of the gods Thıs Dal:
takıng the New Atheists’ challenges, should ticular point 1s clear in hıs Theogony and

be considered hıs MOST elaborate explana-NOT forget that OUrTr words cshould NOT endanger the
unıty of the Church tıon of the relig10us phenomenon. In The EsSsence

of Christianıty hıs conclusion 15 CVCIN clearer: the
Feuerbach and the challenge of religi0us LFOOT of religion itself 15 desire, NOT understood

language morally but metaphysically.” hıs metaphysical
Ihe 1r challenge 15 that Ol relig10us language desire 15 whart Neusch also calls ll lıve, se]f-
The New Atheists SCCIN NOT C ATC for precıise development the instinct for happıness. hıs
argumentatiıon because them relig10us anguage desire for happiness 1S, accordıng hıs readıng of
1$ NOT worth discussing. In this reESPECL, SOTINC of Feuerbach, the deepest ayer wıthın humankind.°>

hıs larıfles what Feuerbach when hethem, particularly French New Atheists, rely CAV-
ily Ludwig Feuerbach’s theory of religion. famously concludes that °the secret of theology 15
Incidentally, It 1s remarkable that Hıtchens OCs anthropology”.°® Everything eg1Ns wiıth hıs-
NOT include anı Y TeCX T Dy Feuerbach ıIn hıs collection MeEeNT that al therefore which, in the-point of view
ofessential atheist readıngs, The Portable Atheist.*” of metaphysical, transcendental speculation and
The absence of Feuerbach 15 interesting indi- religion, has the significance only of the second-
catıon of the differences between continental and ar V, the subjective, the medium, the Organ\n has
Anglo-Saxon philosophical tradıt1ons, especlally ıf 1n truth the significance of the priımary, of the
OIlC eeps in mınd the IMOTC existential direction CSSCNCC, of the object itself? >7 The complexıity of
of continental atheists compared the scientific Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity precludes the
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possibilıty of presenting sımple SUMIMALY but OC LUr y agO “r 15 perfectly Irue that nothing eXI1IStS
merely because wiıish It, but It 15 NOT ITE thatthing stands OUutTt from the PrevIOuUS y-

thing that 15 predicated ofGod, MUST be predicated something eX1ISTt f wish It Feuerbach’s
of the uman ESSCIICE Everything that belongs entire crıtique of relıgion and the proof of hıs athe-
the uman nNnatfure the secondary 15 iın fact pr1- 1SM, however, FreSst uDON this single argument

logical fallacy?.°° It be rather surprisıngMar Yy, that 1S, it belongs the human Nature in
the primary Humans POSSCSS love, g00d- New Atheists iıke Michel Onfray OPpCNIY building
NCSS, CI NOT Dy virtue of being created Dy God such aSsumptl1ons without interacting wıth the
but by and 1ın themselves. All ther divine attrıb- relevant critical scholarship.®

Nevertheless, the C  enge of Feuerbach’sutes aATrCc only desires transcend the lımıtatıons
of the uman specles (Oor SpeCcies-CONSCiOUSNESS).*  8 atheism 15 NOT be taken lıghtly. Ihe New

Hence for Feuerbach, the essential Orgahns of Atheists MaY NOT aVe taken the critical evalua-
rel1g10ns ear wıtness the essenti1al subject of ONSs of hıs work Into aCCOUNLT, but this O€es NOT
human ESSCIICE Thıs 111Ca1ls5 that 1f feelıng 15 the INcCcCaAan that do NOT aVe difhcult challenge
essential of relıgion, the NALUFTFE of God 15 ahead of Certainly, the New Atheists, partıcu-
eXpression of feeling; but also, and INOTC 1Mpor- larly Onfray, ODCDH the charge of presenting
tantly, that if humanıty 15 the essential of dubious theory of relıgion. But convınced
relıgion, the nNnature of God 15 expression of that they do NOT eed ANSWCT PreviIOUS criticısms
uman Nature In thıs>Feuerbach has sımply of Feuerbach In fact, the New Atheists take the
taken radıcal anthropological understanding of COUNTErN-ArgumM«CNTSs agalnst Feuerbach be irrel-
the incarnatıon. Barth, for example, perceptively CVaANLT, hıch 15 quite soliıd position gıven theır

than when Feuerbach identifes uman assumption that rel1g10us anguage 15 devo1d of
CSSCIICC and dıivine CSSCNCC, he merely claiıms be objective meanıng.
Dart of the Lutheran tradition.°” Thıs, for Barth, 15
mainly the result of Lutheran the eleva- Ihe legitimacy of theological construction
tıon of Christ’s uman nature.®©© H: for Feuerbach, Ihe last C  enge before us 15 that of hermeneu-
the 1irHe Nature of religion 15 the study of uman t1CS and theological construction. In faCE: INa
Nature, It entaıils that the PFrODCI object of relıgion remarks made Dy the New Atheists striıke chord
18 NOT God but something the notion of God has We aVve become sed interpreting the
subjectively hıdden from OUur VIECW. In faet, the Scriptures that INaYy ave forgotten that biblı-
object ofGod 15 then nothing else than 0d’s OW) cal interpretation Can ook obscure and CVCIMN Ne-
Nature taken objectively, and SINCE the nNnature of gitimate OUr contemporarıes. For example, the
God 15 nothing objectively, It MUST be in iıtself the christological interpretation Old Testament,
objective subject of Its orıginatıng ought PTIO- CVCIN if NCCCSSAT V, still needs be justified in Order
cCess® that 1S, humanıty’s self-consciousness. We for OUur contemporarıes SCC Its legitimacy. TIo

then conclude that “theology 1S anthropology rCpCal pomnt already mentioned, when the New
and, therefore, the hidden meanıng of Christianity Atheists charge theologıians wıth selective reading
18 atheism’.°* of the Bible, they INaYy actually ave pomt. Not

that theır remarks in themselves warranted,Some the New Atheists uUusc Feuerbach
SUggCSL that the Bible 15 exclusively the Holy but, ın the absence of clear explanation OUr

Scripture of the COChrıstian COMMUNItTY, and then Part, OUr contemporarıes AIC left wıth alterna-
that It 1S only the eXpression of thıs cCommunıty’s tıve but that of the OoOur Horsemen.
projected desıres, NOT the eXpression of omething Ihıs particular challenge INaY OINC of
unıversally human. In thıs WdY understand the MOST difhcult because of the intense theo-
what Onfray SdyS about the Nnature of Christian logical debate regardıng hermeneutics, especlally
theology: It 15 the projection of the Christians’ regardıng the New Testament’s UusSc of the Old
desires. However, Call challenge the New Testament ©> In thıs reESPECL, E CCCI1t} COMMCNEIS Dy

SOMNC biblical cholars about the rather od. USCcAtheists’? reliance Feuerbach for, ın the end, hıs
overall theory of religion relies heavıly of SOIMNC- of the Old Testament Dy the New INaYy ell work
thing that 1s dithcult demonstrate: that religion ın favour of the New Atheists They make S$1M1-

lar remarks regardıng the non-contextual, an ANEfrom the projection of objectified human
desires. hıs assumption has een ser10usly QUCS- mes ıllegıtimate, handlıng of the Old Testament
tioned Eduard VO Hartmann nearly CENMN- Dy the New lLestament. Thıs UumMceNtT, which

EIT 227



YANNICK MBERT

makes the pomnt that the New Testament under- the how and why f our hermeneutics. hat 1S, they
stands the Old Testament 1n WaVS the latter ın demand that provide metaphysical ground
itself does NOT arrant, 15 behind much ofthe New for OUur epistemological understandıng of scriptural
Atheists’ criticısm. hermeneutacs. Here probably lıes another problem:

The real difference 15 that, whereas theologi- that OUur hermeneutics, whatever Its metho key
A41ls ATC legitimately concerned wıth christologi- CONCCDL, has NOT yveLr Gen explained in
cal readıng that would reESPECL the integrity and that be understood by OUur SOCIETY. ould
diversity of the Old Testament books, the New ArgUuC that eed make clear Casc for bibli
Atheists concerned about the WaVYV theologi- cal theology®” d ell for renewed historical-
A41l5S5 disregard Darts of the Old Testament. hıs 15 redemptive readıng of the whole Scripture.
particularly clear in theıir attack relig10us MO
eration. Harrıs, for example, SayS that 1ın America, Nietzsche 4aN! Onfray
relig10us moderation 15 further enforced by the would iıke end wıth another maın influence
fact that MOST Christians and Jews do NOT read the Manı continental New Atheists, Friedrich
Bible ın ItSs entirety and consequently aVve idea Nıetzsche. Agaıln, It 15 striking that Hıtchens’
Just how vigorously the God of Abraham Portable Atheıst (079 NOLT contaın anythıng Dy
heresy expunged’.°° hıs remark, CVCN ıf hopelessly Nıetzsche. TIhe absence of the fathers of
superficial, iıllustrates what might be problem modern atheism strikes rather Lr

Could 1t be that Hitchens finds that Harrıs’ andfor OUuUrTr contemporarıIes: how the Old Testament
15 read through the New; how SOMNC of the Dennett’s superficial wrıitings hıs PUTrDOSC
cult and ra of the Old Testament better than the deep, challenging thoughts of
lJegitimately be read 1ın christological and escha- Feuerbach and Nietzsche?®® ave doubt that,
ological INanNnnNner. indeed, Harrıs and ennett E better rCpreSCNTA-

We could of COUTSC PresSCNt several Ad115SWCIS VES of the (AN TEnı of emotional atheism
the New Atheists’ challenge of OUur readıng of than the radıcal posıtion of, SdV, Nıetzsche.
Scripture. We could er  > in He postmodern iıchel Onfray has made g00d Casc for the
fashion, the exclusively narratıve and cCommunitar- CL TDENT relevance ofNıetzsche’s philosophy of the
1an reading of Scripture. In oıng S would body. To Onfray, the crucılal alue of Nietzsche lıes
certamly SCCUTC the poss1ibilıty of readıng the Old the realm of epistemology. Agalnst the CI-
Testament rough the New However, in doing OUuUSs VIEWS that locate owledge iın OIC specific

would partly 1VE OUr epiıstemologi- Dart of human > Nıetzsche Argucs that
cal ground by makıng evealed truth function thı  5 because the body thinks Nıetzsche’s 111C5-
of communıitarıan narratıve. OM scholars S1ANI1C idea 15 precisely that ought Oc€s NOT
that the New Testament SCS the Old In creative neıther CONSCIOUSNESS, neıither intelligence
WAdVYS,) however, what do *creative Ways’ precisely FCasSON, but the body alone .° Onfray there-
IC and they be warranted AN comprehen- fore conclude that knowledge 15 biography”” and
S1VE hermeneutical methods? If do NOLT PDIO take 45 example towering hgure ofFrench lıt
ide CONVINCINS > CXDCCL OUr Crature, Michel de Montaıigne’s ESSaMS, hich
contemporarıes be convınced Dy claims about Monta1igne afırms that ıf he speaks of himself It
the authority of Scripture. Still others Sa V that the 15 only because talkıng about himself makes hıs
New Testament O€es NOT provide consistently discourse unıversal./! Wıth this example, Onfray’s
legitimate reading of the Old Testament. In this Nıetzsche AISUCS that PrFrODCI methodological
CaSC, arc the of arguıng that the New reading (or hermeneutics) MUST consider that the
JTestament Oces NOT provide Justified interpreta- CONTLEXT 15 hıstorıcal In itself, but 15 the hıstorytıve reading of the Old Testament. At best, AdIC of the body hus hermeneutics becomes, properlyagaın OPCH the charge of arbitrary and selective speaking, CXCSZESIS of the body an philosophyreadıng of the Old JTestament. becomes transfigurated physiology. Onfray SUN1-

Agaın, the New Atheists challenge us provıde arlses Niıietzsche’s hermeneutics by Sayıng that
CONsIıstent and biblical interpretative method In “‘philosophy (and ecology) 1S always bodydoing thıs, wıll also posıtion hermeneutics In tryıng resolve problem comıing from hıs 1d1

the NCCECSSAL Y metaphysical ground: that ofthe self- OSyNCrasy” .“ The of this 9  S epistemologyattesting and self-revealing God They challenge 15 that knowledge of oneself 1s knowledge of ne s  l
us explain which ground aVeC ın realıty for body.”® One Can CVCN SdV that knowledge ofa philo-
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sophical MOMENT of rel1g10us tradıtiıon has done, that these books display od defen-
S1VENESS* The End of Reason: New Atheists and the Bible *  sophical moment or of a religious tradition comes  has done, that these books display ‘an odd defen-  siveness ... as though they were a sign not of vic-  only by and through the personal acts of a given  > 78  .  author. Religious texts are constituted mainly by  tory but of desperation  ‘the smallest door of personal experience through  This myopic caricature of Christian episte-  the hugest fortress of Existing.  mology and belief leaves us wondering in which  way we could significantly engage them. As one  Again, the later Feuerbach supports this view,  adding to his earlier philosophy of religion the  reviewer has said,  convictions that (1) mind and body are just two  because [the New Atheists] lack any concept of  aspects of one material organism; and (2) this  context or necessary COIII‘ICCÜOII‚ we are never  organism is animated by an overwhelming drive  offered the thorough coverage of any question,  for fulfilment ( Glückseligkeitstrieb) which, in turn,  breaking down a case into simpler elements and  manifests itself in needs and desires. Onfray’s criti-  building up the patterns of relation; rather, we  cisms of Pauline Christianity might in this case be  are given the tracing of single elements (often a  unwarranted. Of course, on Onfray’s own basis,  word) through different frames and contexts.””  one may wonder how we can truly understand  It is difficult to interact and establish a real dialogue  anything about the world or ourselves while our  with these writers. However, even the shallow-  bodies are acting upon us {ndependently of our  ness of their writings demands a serious apologet-  thoughts and ideas. Can we have any control over  ics. In order to engage the Four Horsemen, we  the events of our history as well as the truth of the  should never review their positions on our terms  world surrounding us? To my mind, there is little  doubt that Onfray must surrender all possibility  but on their basis.®° In order to engage in effective  apologetic defence of the biblical faith, we need  of finding a solid ground on which to establish  to reconsider our presentation of biblical herme-  a proper ethical or political philosophy. His her-  neutics and show the manner in which our biblical  meneutics of the self and the world is doomed to  be merely an exegesis of individual events. That is  theology provides a consistent and epistemologi-  cally legitimate reading of Scripture. But this epis-  to say, we have here the opportunity not only to  temological challenge also reveals another area in  answer the challenge of Nietzschean hermeneutics  which we have to engage the New Atheists for, in  but also to challenge this hermeneutics.  the end, they take the debate within the realm of  metaphysics, as Hart perceived:  4. Conclusion  The only points at which the New Atheists seem  At first, the New Atheists’ challenges do not  to invite any serious intellectual engagement are  appcar to be as serious as one might have feared.  those at which they try to demonstrate that all  Their crusade against religion sounds like a disor-  the traditional metaphysical arguments for the  reality of God fail. At least, this should be their  ganised diatribe rather than a thoughtful confron-  tation of ideas and worldviews. Their arguments  most powerful line of critique, and no doubt  are like ‘a meditation upon some rather arbitrarily  would be if any of them could demonstrate a  chosen aspects of the world’.’* As I have shown,  respectable understanding of those traditional  metaphysical arguments, as well as an ability to  their case is so plighted with categorical, logical  refute them.®!  and hermeneutical errors that the intellectual chal-  lenge is not much of a threat.”” Moreover, the  Metaphysics is precisely where Christian theology  unfortunate nature of the New Atheists’ criticisms  has always been at its best and it can thus be the  often prevents us from engaging them in any sig-  field where we should also take the challenge of  nificant way.”® This, however, does not mean that  New Atheism. Merely to answer the biblical chal-  the challenge is not real, on the contrary. Even if  lenge would be a serious mistake because it would  we can agree with Pascal when he concludes that  overlook the necessity of broader apologetic  ‘atheism shows strength of mind, but only up to  respONsCeS.  a certain degree’, the New Atheists’ refusal to  To answer the New Atheists’ challenge, apolo-  engage with theological scholarship demonstrates  getics should point to the essential inconsisten-  that we have not yet taken into account that in  cies of their endeavour. Indeed, if their cultural  the realm of philosophical debates, they have sur-  anthropological premises are true, if all we have  rendered reason for the tyranny of emotionalism.’”  left is a materialistic or Nietzschean epistemology  Maybe we could even consider, as Michael Novak  with its corresponding view of the world, the New  EL 2201 59AS though they WeTIC S1gN NOT of VIC-only by an through the personal AaCTS of g1ven

DElauthor. Religious ATC constituted mainly Dy LOFrY but of desperation
*the smallest OOr of personal experience through 'hıs MYyOPIC carıcature of Christian episte-
the hugest fortress of Exısting'. mology an belief leaves us wondering ıIn which

WdY could significantly CNSYAHC them ONCAgaın, the later Feuerbach thiıs VIEW,
addıng hıs earlier philosophy of relıgion the reviewer has sald,
CONVICtIONS that (1) miıind and body arc Just because |the New Atheists | ack CONCCDL of
aSPCCLTS of OC material Organısm; and (2) this CONTEXT connectlon, ATIC

organısm 1S anımated Dy overwhelming drive offered the thorough of questlon,
for fulfilment ( Glückseligkeitstriebh) which, in turn, breaking OWN C dSC Into simpler elements and
manıfests iıtself in needs and desıires. Onfray’s crit1- bulldıng the of relation; rather;
C1ISMS of Pauline Christianity might ın thıs CdsSC be ATC gıven the tracıng of single elements (often
ınwarranted. Of COUISC, Onfray’s OW|] basıs, word) through different frames and contexts.””
ONC INaYy wonder how Can truly understand It 15 difhcult interact and establish real dialogueanything about the world ourselves whıle OUrTr wiıith these writers. However, CVCIl the challow-bodies aIrc actıng upDON us independently of OUTL

Ccs5 of theiır writings demands Serl10us apologet-thoughts and iıdeas. Can ave anıy control VCL 1CsS In order CNSASC the Four Horsemen,the EVENTS of COUT histOory AS5 ell 4S the truth of the should FEVIEW theır pOSIt1ONS OUurworld urroundıing us? 1Io mind, there 15 lıttle
doubt that Onfray MUST surrender possibility but theır basıs.®© In order CNSHAZC 1n effective

apologetic defence of the biblical faıth, eed
of inding solıd ground hıch establish reconsider OUTLr presentation of biblical herme-

PrODCI ethical political philosophy. Hıs her- neut1ics and cshow the in hıch OUTr biblical
meneutIics of the self and the world 15 doomed
be merely EXCZESIS of indıvıidual EVENTS hat 15 ecology provides cConsiıistent and epistemologı-

cally legitimate readıng of Scripture. But this EPIS-
SdY, aVe 6IC the Opportunity NOT only temological challenge also reveals another aAIrcCca ın

ANSWeTr the challenge ofNietzschean hermeneutics which aVve CNSAZC the New Atheists for, 1ın
but also challenge thıs hermeneutics. the end, they take the debate wıthın the realm of

metaphysics, AS Hart perceived:
Conclusion The only pO1NtS at hıich the New Atheists SCCIN

At fırst, the New Atheists’ challenges do NOT invıte er10us intellectual ENSAHKEMECN
be 4A5 er10us d OC might ave feared those at hıch they demonstrate that

Their crusade against religion sounds ike disor- the tradıitional metaphysical argum«cenNts for the
realıty of God faıl At least, thıs should be theıryaNISE diatrıbe rather than thoughtful confron-

tatıon of ideas and worldviews. eır IMOST powerful lıne of Crtique, and doubt
ike meditation uUuDON SOLIINC rather arbitrarıly would be ıf of them could demonstrate

chosen aSP! of the world’.“ UE shown, respectable understandiıng of those traditional
metaphysıcal UmMCNTS, 4S ell d Al abilitytheir Casc 1s plighted with categorical, logical refute them ®and hermeneutical CITOIS that the intellectual ch:

lenge 15 NOT much of threat ”> Moreover, the Metaphysics 15 precisely where Christian eology
unfortunate Nature of the New Atheists’ critic1ısms has always en at Its est and 1t Caln thus be the
often PFeVECNTS us from engagıng them 1in S1S- neld where should also take the challenge of
nıfıcant WAaYy.  76 Thıs, however, O€s NOT INCan that New Atheism Merely the biblical ch
the challenge 15 NOT real, the CONTrAar Y. Even ıf lenge would be Serl10us mistake because It would

wiıth Pascal when he concludes that overlook the NECESSILY of broader apologetic
“atheism cshows strength of mind, but only FCSDONSCS

certaın deSIEC. the New Atheists’ refusal TIo ANDNSWECT the New theıists’ challenge, apolo-
CNSAZC with theological scholarshıp demonstrates getiCcs should point the essential iInconsısten-
that aVve NOT yeLr taken into ACCOUNLT that 1n Ccles of their endeavour. Indeed, ıf their cultural
the realm of philosophical debates, they aVe SULL- anthropological premises dIC ruC, f aVEe
rendered [CaSOIMN for the of emotionalism .”” left 15 materialistic C Nıetzschean epistemology
Maybe could CVCIl consider, Michael Novak with ItSs corresponding VICW of the world, the New
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Atheists MUST surrender PFrOSPCCLS of providing forums, and other OO0 ave also played ımpor-
210 COrY grounded ın reality realıty eing tant role in driving this socıal phenomenon.’

Aall individual body-made notlon. Given the New Cimıiıno and hriıstopher Smith, “Che New Atheism
and the Formatıon of the Imagıned SecularistAtheists’ uUuSc ofScripture and their allıance of CPIS- Community’, Journal of Medıa and elıgıon 10.1temological materialısm with scıentism, apologet-

1CS should demonstrate that their posıtıon Can only (201 24-38 Taylor VANCcCıSs Onlıne, http://www.
tandfonlıne.com, accessed August 1 2012ead nON-exXisting reality. hıs be achieved, chard Dawkıins, “CThe OUur Horsemen’, The

SUrmM1SE, by restating OUur tradıtional understand- Rıchard Dawkıns Foundatıon, http://richardıng of the of God, of creation and Scripture dawkıns.net, accessed ugus 1 2012
in CONLCMPOFAFrY Here: the Christian faıth Peter Berkowitz, “IT’he New New Atheism’, Wall

demonstrate the un1ıqueness and Street Journal July 16, 2007, http://online.ws].
of the God of hope and salvation. After CO accessed August 2 2012

long absence metaphysics MUST be brought back ur Bradley an TEW Jate,; The New Atheaıst
into the philosophical debate. Novel. Fıctıon, Philosophy an Polema1c after 0/11

ndon, New York Continuum, 2010 Z COIN-We should NOT grant LOO much groun the cCIu that the 1SEC of thıs atheistic MOvemen 15 theNew Atheists when they endanger the unıty of the result of LICW creation mytha emerged fromChurch. Ihe challenges face requıre r particular SOCI10-Cultural narratıve beginning wıth1DI1Ca an theological apologetics mbodied the allıance of American politics wıth the ReligiousIn publıc understanding of biblical interpreta- Right, and lastıng well into the opening of the 2lst
t10N Thıs 1s the INOTEC necessary because, ıT OUr CCENTUFY. If the New Atheism 15 “undoubtedly surf-
biblical scholarshıp O€es NOT integrate the S - Ing SOMNC SOTT of cultural ELtgELSE , the fact remaıns
Sar y epistemological anı metaphysical ground that unlıke er models of atheism that depend
for stian knowledge, ave gıven the New complex hılosophical theological AargUu-

n  ’ New Atheism 15 intentionally esigne forAtheists ground for charging usSs wıth fideism and
CVCN relativism.®?® 111455 Consumption. of the authors adopt COMN-

Iwo different conclusions in order, Dy versational tONE They wrıte 1n the first CISON, and
LrYy avo1d technical anguage Thıs OPDCI} aM PCLI-which IC NOT conclusion ıIn polnts but sonal WdYVY of addressing the reader also makes thedifferent conclusions. The first ıs that the New New Atheists remarkably emotıonal TheyAtheists’ challenges dIC opportunıty aAarc NOT Opposed eligion purely intellectual

the unified and UNLAQUE metaphysical and episte- eEevVeE eligion makes them aNngrTY.' ightning DPeter
mological foundation for knowledge, including Jay, ‘Miısunderstandıing Religion Critique of the
knowledge of creation and Scripture (God’s New Atheists’, esleyan Untversity 2009)
revelations). In thiıs CaASC, should NOT fear theır Bradley and JTate; The New Atheist ovel,
challenges for ground In the OINC wh: Paul opan makes the Sanıc pomnt In the opening of
himself interprets his world and hıs Word for hıs book Is God 0OYV0. Monster? (Grand p1ds

Baker, 16ffThe secon.d conclusion 1s that ıf we do NOT take OUur
hermeneutical scholarship the realm of public Peter Hıtchens, Maıl Sunday, 2002

Peter Hıtchens Was wınner of the 2010 Orwelltheology, if do NOT embody OUur scholarshıp iın TIZEe for foreign COIMT' CSPOIIdCIICC .CONLCEMPOFar and popular CXpPress1ONSs of faith, 10 Terry Eagleton that Pullman ecriticısed godmight already aVve lost the apologetic challenge. that had hlıttle do wıth the transcendent God of
Judeo-Christianity.

annıc Imbert, PhD, DEA, 15 professor of apol- 1: 1 Christian and non-Christian wriıters have pointed
Ogetics an church history at the Faculte Jean the inherent liımitations of the New Atheists: “There

ATC atheists, such Rıchard Dawkins, whose miıindsalvın 1ın Aix-en-Provence, France
closed, and whose hatred of all eligions blinds

Notes them the N and dıversity of human nN-
tial.? Vıyıenne Blackburn, ‘Albert Camus: The ch:

'Thıs 15 the te' version of presented at enge of the unbeliever’, Scottis.  ournal of Theologythe 2012 conference of PERI: the Fellowship of 64 .3 2011) 313-326, here 3172
European Evangelıcal heologians, 1n er'! SUSPCCL that what INanYy theists, including Man Y“i'he best-selling [070) Dy Rıchard aW.  S, Danıiel Christians, find troubling about the New Atheısm
Dennett, Christopher Hıtchens, and Sam Harrıs AT C NOT the questions that Can LOO easıly be
form the *canON” of the NCW atheism, but media answered but those questions that, ıf we aATrc honest,
In the form of magazınes, Webh sıtes, OgS, onlıne struggle ANSWer sımply CannOT AaNSWEeTL.
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In thıs regard, ind several of Hıtchens’ favorite 23 In fact, Hıtchens shows basıc interactiıon wiıth
TEGEN: decent scholarshıp. Of course he qUOTLCS fromattacks COhristian theism be noteworthy

aCOo Friese  I %E  D the New Atheısm, an several SOUTICCS5 including Mencken’s Treatise
the God of the Trın The Other Journal July the ods Baltımore: John Hopkins Universıity
1 http://theotherjournal.com, accessed Press, an IThomas Paıne’s The Age of
August LZ 2012 Ihe beginning of the artıicle 15 Reason (and from secondary source!). However,
also worth quoting “some theists, especı  y those Mencken Was Ameriıcan Journalıst, eSSaYlst, Mas-
of INOIC academiıc strıpe, SCO at the fad of New azıne editor, satırıst and aıne polıitical and
Atheism They speak of Its intellectual inferlority soclal deist actıvist. Neıither Was traıned
and TAaW unflattering COMparısons between today’s theologian CXCBELE. ven ıf that WCIC the CaSC,
atheıist celebrities and past philosophical g1ants of ONC would CXPECL LNOITIC interactiıon wıth reCcCentTt

atheism, such ur Schopenhauer, udwig eologic: an philosophical materI1al. Dawkıins
also has understandıng of basıc theology, pomlntFeuerbach, TICaArce Nietzsche, Karl Marx, an

Sigmund reud.’? made Dy critics, Chrıistian an! non-Christlian, such
13 Hıtchens’ fourfold objection relıgıion’ an Tagleton iın the openıng lines of hıs FEVIEW

Christianıty iın particular often revolves around of The God Delusıon: "Imagıne SOINCOMNNC holding
thıs point. See the four rreducıble objections’ forth biology whose only owledge of the
al he claıms identify: that It wholly miısrepre- ubject 15 the Book of British irds, an YOU have

the ONgINS of the unıverse; that 1t combines rough idea of what It eels ıke read
the maxımum of ser wiıth the maxımum of Dawkins theology.” erry Eagleton, Lunging,
solıpsısm: that eligions arc the and ONSC - aılıng, Mispunching’, 0N Revıecw 0 00RS,
QUCNCC of sexual repression; an that they http://www.lrb.co.uk, accessed August 1 2012
ATIC grounded iın wishful thinkıing 15 surprisıng SCC that Hıtchens 15 ‘Kıng James

14 NIy beliıever SINCE he takes the Kıng James VEGI-hristopher Hıtchens, God 15 OT Great. How
elıgı0on "O1S0NS Everything (New York, Boston: S10N be the only worth quoting from. On
Twelve, 2007 126210 % salm 53 “Che fool has saı1d ın hıs heart; there 15

15 Regarding genocl1de, alter Moberly, cholar God’, Hıtchens remarks that ‘al that Cal tell
for SULTIC from the otherwise meanıngless assertionat Durham Universıity, that the inJunction

"tO destroy them an show them mercy’ 15 fol- 15 that unbelief NOT Just heresy an backslıding
OWE:| Dy the commandment NOT stressing, but unbelief — MUST aVe been known eXISt VCIN

the holiness of separatıon from ther people; SCC in that remote epoch.’ Hıtchens, God 15 N”NOT Great,
254Ian arkham, Agaınst Atheısm Why Dawkıins,

Hıtchens, an Harrıs Are Fundamentally TONG 25 Another kınd of 1DI1Ca. argument greatly favoured
(Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, by the New Atheists 15 the differences between,

16 Sam Harrıs, Letter Chrıstian Natıon (New ınternal Ü bıibliıcal books, wıth the
York Vıntage, 2008 of the Synoptic Gospels Hiıtchens 15 trouble by

/ See John Haught, God an the New Atheısm. discrepancles between gospel such the
Critical Response Dawkıns, Harrıs, an Hıtchens 1g of Joseph an Mary Egypt 1Io hım the

of Matthew an Luke arc irreconcılable:Louisville, London Westminster John KNOX Press,
2008 9/ in Matthew, Joseph Was warned in dream make

18 Hıtchens, God 15 NOLT Great, 102 immediate CSCADC Fgypt hıle accordıng Luke
19 Hıtchens 18 the OMNC Horseman who has, his the OLY amı y stayed ın Bethlehem for SOTIIC

credit, consistently taken sıdes wıth the weak an days However, anı Yy Sunday school these
the oppressed. discrepancıles AIC easıly explained NOT dismissed.

20 Copan, Is God 0YOA Monster®, 62-66 egarding New Testament culties, Hıtchens
241 TIhe challenge also from the observatıon that VCN credits Lewiıs wıth intellectual honesty,

the New Atheism 15 ftorm of ratıonal fundamental- referring the apologist’s famous (trı
1SmM Hart 15 ONS those critics wh ave entine emma) that Jesus Was either fraud, Iunatıc
the posıtion CW Atheists atheılist1c fideism He indeed that he W as what he claımed be; SCC (5:8S
regularly attacks the New Atheists’ “nvıncıble ten- Lewiıs, Mere Christianity on Collıns, 952
dency toward fundamentalısm). They ften refuse 54-56 But Hıtchens rhetorically concludes: FEither
u and AIC merely CONTENT self- the Gospels A ın SOIINC liıteral-truth, the

attested authorities wıthout decent critical [C4SOIN- Ole thıng 15 essentially Tau and perhaps
Ing; SCC aVl Bentley Hart Atheiıst Delusions: The immoral OMNNC at that.? (  iıtchens, God 15 NOT Great,
Christian Revolutıon an 1Es Fash:onable NEMALES 142)
(New Haven, London Yale Unıiversıty Press, 2009 Harrıs, Letter Chrıstian Natıon, 96
231 Hıtchens, 790 15 nNOt Great, 73-854

AI Hıtchens, God 15 NOL Great, 253 28 Or rather, ıf natural evolutıonary explanatıon 15

EL 227 67



YANNICK MBERT

possible, all other explanations AIC alse Dennett Guardıan Oonday, November 2009 http://
regularly makes the SAaIlılc poıinnt: “One reader of www.guardıian.co.uk, accessed August 1 20412
early draft of this chapter complained A thıs pomt, 25 The MOST narcıssıst of the Our Horsemen might
Sayıng that Dy treatıng the ypothesis of God Just ell be Harrıs, who proclaımed: “CIhe fact that INY
OC INOTC sclientific ypothesis, be evaluated by CONtTINUOUS and public rejection of ristianity
the standards of sclience ıIn particular and ratiıonal does NOT in the least should SUggCSLT
thought in general; Dawkıns and arc 1gnNorıng the yOUu Just how inadequate thı VOUr Casons for
vVCLY wıdespread claim Dy believers in God that their eing Christian are Harrıs, Letter Christian
faith 15 quıite beyond ICASON, NOT atter IC Natıon,

26such mundane methods of testing applıes. It 15 NOTLT Hart, Atheist Delusions, 220
Just unsympathetic, he claımed, but strictly 11Wal- Hart, Atheıst Delusions, 220
ranted for SIMpIY ASSUNMNC that the sclientific 28 Thıs critical JjJudgment MaYy NOTLT appIy ichel
method continues appIy wıth full force in this nfray, wh 1S probably the MOST consıistent New
domaiın of truth.? anıe. Dennett, Darwın s Atheıst large portion of hıs works Can be SCCHN
Dangerous Idea Evolution an the Meanıngs of Lafe SYysStem of ‘atheist hedonism)’” including ethics
(New York Sımon Schuster, 153 (La sculpture de So1 | Parıs Grasset, 19931); polıtı
Andre omte-Sponville, Presentations de Ia phıloso- cal cory ( Polıtique du ‚ehelle | Paris: Grasset,
phıe (Parıs Albin chel,;, 2000 97 )5 aesthetics (Archeologte du present Adam
Hıtchens, God 15 NOT Great, 97 Bıro, 2003 epıstemology ( Feertes anatomıques21 Moreover, ıf CONSIStENCY WEIC the only criıterion | Parıs Grasset, and metaphysics ( Iraıtefor validity, hıs TSt enCce 1IMpIY, the d’atheologıe | Parıs Grasset, 2005 |). Hıs works dIC
Oole New Atheist endeavour would SOON rumble nonetheless ften poorly wriıitten (unless ONC (&

32 TIo take another example, consıder Harrıs’ remark: random SUCCESSIONS of ırrelevant adjectives) and
“CThe dea that an Y OC of OUr religions rCPrESCNLTS theır argumc«enNts ften pointless

39the infallıble word One rue God requıres NOLT talkıng ere about plausıbility structure,
encyclopedic 1gNOrance of history, mythology, and IC 15 eXpression often taken OuTt of CONTEXT
art VCn be entertaiıned the beliefs, rıtuals, these days, but only about the SOCI0-cultural COM-
and 1ICONOgraphy of each of OUT religions attest for LTEeXT in hıich the New Atheısts aAarc wrıiting.centurılies of cross-pollination ON them .? Sam PTE aArc crucılal dıfferences between nfrayHarrıs, The End of Faiıth: el19102, Lerror, an the and Camus beyond the obvious intellectual OMNCS
Future of Reason (London: TCO Press, 16 For example, Camus knew Christianity well; ın
PTE Aı several OgIC and categorical mistakes fact: hıs chosen tOop1C for the diıploma In Diplömeere Harrıs afırms that that one’s religion ES Superieures Was “Christian metaphysics15 the tIrue ONC 15 reject the reality of other reli- and Neoplatonism’”, displaying sensIitivity10NS; but believer thınks that other eligions Augustine. Thıs explains Camus’ early CNBASCdo NOT exıst! Harrıs takes metaphysıcal Statement MmMentTt Christian alt. from hıs atheist posıition.be historical ONC Thıs confusion 15 Surprisıng For hım dialogue Was poss1ible, for the New
for It takes 1ignorant philosopher ypass Atheists (r 1CNOlas Lash, Theology fOr ılgrımseasıly the distinction between these categorıes! on Darton, ngman Todd, 2008 who
Harrıs’ second mistake 15 SUPppOTFT the conclusion that looking for truth 18 NOT CONCETNMN
that the dıversity of religions entaıils the SIty ofall, of the New Atheists who identify themselves wiıth
making the Samıc OgIicC aCy found 1ın Hıtchens. Dawkins and the ıke g1ve QqUOTES fromer
Finally, VCN ıf the cross-pollination of religions Was Camus, Camus AL Combat (Princeton Unıiversıtysubstantiated, 1t O€s NOT 1n iıtself constitute proo Press, 2005 (1 “No-one WAants SI C dialoguethat sacred false between Christians and unbelievers INOTITC than

323 As when Hıtchens, God 15 NOT Great, 110-11L1,; do, because 1n both sıdes WOULU benefit.’
attacks the gospel of Christ’s cruciıfixion Camus AL Combat, FA March, 1945, 1814872 (2)by picking nght wıth Mel Gibson’s MOVIE Ihe “Christians ATC taught love their ne1ghbour. Yet
24SSION of rist, ıf the sSO-Calle: sectarıanısm of others who do NOT share theır alt. INaV yeL hopeGibson’s Catholicısm W d$S be legitimately unıver- arrıve at the Samıc goal OUuTt of sımple COMNCETNN for
alısed truth. spirıt of selflessness and appreclation of
r how dare be condescending? ON T  2 man’s greatness.’ Camus At GCombat, eptember,have faıth re Oon’t  7, Rowan ıllıams O€s 1944, 2372

do INan of fellow phılosophers iıke Alvın 4 1 Timothy Ns has hınted Aat the poss1bıilıty that
antınga (a Protestant) and Ernan cMullın (a need z  ( Dawkıins  „ for example, seriously,Catholic).” Michael Ruse, Dawkins CT bring because of hıs abılıty cCommunıicate hıs athe-
into disrepute: There’s schism alrıght, and SCCINMN 1st posıtion: “We should consider the posıtıve asc

find myse the unfashionable sıde ofu The that Dawkins> for that 15 what OVi hıs
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sympathetic readers Timothy Jenkins, °“Closer of theology CONSTANT underwriıting of relig10us
Dan Brown than Gregor endel Dawkins’ abuse; reducing the meanıng of alt. miıindless
The God Delusion,’ cottıish Journal of Theology belief iın whatever has evidence; reducing the
62.3 269-281, here 276 meanıng of evidence what 15 avaılable SC1-

42 On the sıde of apologetics, SCC ert ohler EHNCE ‘; educıng the whole re. what 15 known
JE Atheism Remiuxed. Christian Confronts the Dy SCIENCE; an: finally reducing the idea of God
New Atheaısts Wheaton: CrOosswaYy, 2008 Ravı ypothesis.
Zacharlas, The End of Reason: Response the Christopher Hiıtchens, The OrYLIaOle Atheıst: Essential
New Atheiısts Grand pids Zondervan, Readıngs for the Nonbelıever (Philadelphia: 1Da Capo

Press, Hıtchens’ only passıng referenceUnfortunately, often criticısms do NOT nclude QUCS-
tionıng the deeper presupposıt1ons of New Atheists Feuerbach PUtS hım wıth the German Idealısts,

tracıng back theır philosophic background. debatable choice (The Ortable Atheist, 75
However, effective apologetics MUST ACCOUNT 50 Beattıe, The New Atheasts, 1D
for these backgrounds in order demonstrate the 51 USCc the Englısh word “proJjection’ translate the
inherent contradiction wıthın the New Atheists’ German term Vergegenständ1igung. alternatıve
worldview. translatıon might be ‘objectification’. See Marx

42 1ına Beattıe, The New Atheaısts The wılıght of Wartofsky, Feuerbach (Cambridge: ambridge
Reason and the War elıgıon on Darton, University Press, 977 206-210 In fact, the feuer-
Longman and Todd, 2007 5- bachıian CONCEPL of “proJjection’ 15 NOLT easıly under-
Beattıe, The New Atheaists, stood, VCN wıth SOI hegelian background, SINCE

45 Haught, God an the New Atheism, Hıs 15 IT functions wıthout the complementary
from interview wıth DDennett who saı1d * DDarwın ’s notion of ‘objectification’ and Ca  — be under-
idea has anıshe the Book of enesI1is the 1m stO0d from Its OULCOMEC, ‘“alienation). Ihe
of quaint mythology. See John Brockman, The fact that Feuerbach sed the German word
Third Caulture (New York, Touchstone Books “Projektion’ but Man Y other (including
1996 8L ‘vergegenständlichen’) does NOT help clarıfy hıs

46 meanıng; SC Van Harvey, Feuerbach an theHaught further that the New Atheists
ATIC [9)0824 because they CQqUaALC the Christian faıth Interpretation of Relıgion (Cambridge: ambridge
wiıth the creatlionıst and Intelligent Design University PFeSsSs: J99%
But then, he also refers the equation between 52 Feuerbach CANNOT be clearer when he SdYS; “The
Christianity and biblical hlıteralısm in the New fundamental dogmas of ristlanı ATC ealised
Atheists’ perspective. Biblical liıteralısm 15 the mirror wishes of the heart the CSSCIICC of Christianity 15

scı1entiısm Decause, in Haught’s words: the CSSCIICC of human feeling.’ udwIi1g Feuerbach,
°the relig10us literalıst ASSUMNCS that the full depth The SSENCE of Christianıty (New York Harper and
of what 1s goINg ın the re: WOT. 15 made EV1- Brothers, 140

53ent the Irue believer in the plainest Nathan Hılberg, Religious YTUu an Religious
sacred text (God an the New ÄAtheısm, 30) The Diversity (New York Peter Lang,
1ssue for Haught, then, 15 clearly hermeneutics. arcel Neusch, AuxX SOUVCES de Patheisme CONLEM-

4 Haught, God AN the New Atheısm, d also thinks Doraın: Cients ANS$ de debats SM  - IDienun (Parıs
that the New Atheists U agalnst 110 obsolete Centurıion, 1977 61

55theology (conservative) OVCT agalnst IMNOTC "prO- As Barth ell SumMAaArIısES: +HEeNCE: according
grEeSsSsIVE’ theologıians. 4O hım example 15 the Feuerbach, Ila  —_ COu NOT admıt natural relıgion
New Atheists’? reference faıth propositional but the ıllusory eXpression of natural nostal-
and narrowly intellectual, exactly d g13Ss an! wiıshes of the uman eart Karl Barth,
tıve believers Put It He adds “Theologıians today Dogmatıque, (Geneve: Or et ıdes,
understand al the commıtment of one’s ole Sı
being God But the New Atheists, echoing 110 Feuerbach, The SSENCE of Christianity, Z
obsolete theology, 1n ofal ın aLlTOW intel- Feuerbach, The SSENCE ofChristianity,

58 “God God, that 1S, eing NOT finite, NOTlectual and propositional sense.’ Haug  S examples
do NOT refer established influential heologiı- human, NOT materlally conditioned, NOT phenom-
A1ls5 1n OW: evangelical eIiOorme: tradıtion, VCINN enal,; 15 only object of thought. He 15 the INCOTr-
oug MOST of the ecologians referred have pore formless, incomprehensible the abstract,
degree ofeologic interest an nsight negatıve eing he 1S known, LE becomes ODJECE;

48R au God an the New Atheısm, 35-55, 1VES only DYy abstraction and negatıon.‘ Feuerbach, The
helpful SUMIMALV of the New Atheists’ posıtion, SSENCE ofChristianity, 25

faulting them wiıth serles of reductions: reduc- 59 Barth, Dogmatıque, IV /ZS (Geneve: Labor et

ng monotheistic elıgions criptural hıteralısts 1des, 1968 83-86
and dogmatic extremists; reducing the ultural role Barth, Dogmatıque, 1/2 Feuerbach SdVS that
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“Unlike Catholicism, Protestantism 1s longer truth of the Idea_.? Feuerbach, Princıples,
concerned wıth what God 15 ın himself, but only ıchel nfray, Contre-histoire de Ia Philosophie, vol
wıth what he 15 for IN hence, It knows Uu- KL: °Mort de Dieu, nalssance des hommes’ (Paris
latıve contemplatıve tendency ıke atholicısm Fremeaux et ASsSsOoCc1€s, 2009

has ceased be theology It 15 essentially Z Of COUFSC, aYy does NOT talk about himself: his
thatChristology; 1S, relig10us anthropology. philosophy 15 NOT biography, hence, his philosophy,

udwig Feuerbach, Princıples Phılosophy according hıs OW) crıter1a, 15 nothing phılosophi-
Future (Indianapolis: Hackett ublıshing, 1986 cal! 15 DUIC ought, abstract ou model,
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