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In this paper | distinguish between Intelligent Design (ID) and Thomistic Design (TD) as well as offer an
example of how atheist critics of final and formal causes in nature implicitly rely on those causes.

|. WHATISINTELLIGENDESIGR
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mistake rests on two indisputable facts: (1) some ID advocates run in the same circles as some Creationists,
and (2) some ID criticisms to Darwinian evolution resemble, and are in some cases identical to, Creationist
criticisms of Darwinian evolution. But that is a weak argument, for we can marshal just as bad a case
against Darwinians who deny that their view supports atheism: (1) many politically passionate Darwinians
run in the same circles as some atheists, (2) most Darwinian critiques of Creationism and ID are practically
indistinguishable from atheist criticisms of Creationism and ID, and (3) most defenses of atheism maintain
GKFG S5FNBAYALY S@2fdziAz2zy A& |+ RSTFSIFIGSNI G2 GKSAAY
| side can play, though smart people should know better.

Here is why one should not think of Creationism and ID as identical. First, the cases offered for ID are
much more like the argumentation one finds in philosophy or natural theology than they are like the
Biblicism on which Creationism relies. For the ID advocate, Darwinian evolution claims to be an exhaustive
. account of the development of life on Earth. And because the Darwinian account is entirely a naturalist
' (and materialist) account requiring no mind behind it, as most of its supporters contend, the burden of the
ID advocate is to show both that Darwinism is an incomplete account of the development of life and that
| there is design in nature that requires a mind (or intelligence) to account for it. Because Creationists believe
| that God created the universet and thus the universe is designedt it takes little imagination to see why
. Creationists and ID advocates would run in the same circles and find some of the same arguments
i congenial to their point of view. Although there are ID advocates who accept a literalist biblical account of
origins (e.g., Paul Nelson), ID as a point of vievhas no necessary connection to any biblical account. For, as
| note below, the ID advocate offers a case that depends exclusively on the plausibility of arguments whose
premises consist of empirical, conceptual, mathematical, and/or philosophical claims.

Moreover, ID critics also embrace some design arguments embraced by ID advocates! For example,
two strong critics of ID, Francis Collins and Ken Miller, both Christians, defend the plausibility of design
. arguments that support some form of theism. Miller maintains that the alignment of the cosmic constants
| soon after the Big Bang points toward an extra-natural mind as the Intelligent Cause of the universe. Collins
agrees, but also offers an argument for the existence of God from the existence of the moral law, not unlike
| © { ® [ S¢ A Mee Ghristnine KySi aRWI a FAiTzyQ3/AEA O NEUANSY G &4 LIN
and Miller are also defended by thinkers associated with The Discovery Institute (DI), the Seattle think-tank
that is in the forefront in supporting ID research.

For these reasons, there is understandable confusion on what precisely constitutes ID. In my previous
works | defined ID so broadly that it would include the arguments of thinkers like Miller and Collins who,
though critical of ID in the life sciences, seem not to be troubled by the detection of design in cosmology.

Here is how | defined ID in September 2005:
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Intelligent Design (or ID) is not one theory. Itis a short-hand name for a cluster of arguments that
offer a variety of cases that attempt to show that intelligent agency rather than unguided matter
better accounts for apparently natural phenomena or the universe as a whole. Some of these
arguments challenge aspects of neo-Darwinism. Others make a case for a universe designed at its
outset, and thus do not challenge any theory of biological evolution.

But even ID advocates who criticize neo-Darwinism are technically not offering an alternative to

evolution, if one means by evolution any account of biological change over time that claims that this
OKIFy3S NBadzZ ta FTNRY | ALISOASAQ LIRoSNI G2 | 002YY
| surviving, and passing on these changes to its descendants. This is not inconsistent with a universe
i that has earmarks and evidence of intelligent design that rational minds may detect.

When | wrote this definition | was trying to explain to a wider audience that the best way to understand ID

| isto see it as a counter to the hegemony of philosophical materialism that some thinkers believe is entailed

' by Darwinian evolution as well as a particular understanding of science. It is a view of science that

maintains that the hard sciences are the best or only way of acquiring exhaustive knowledge of the natural

world and its genesis, and that these sciences, in order to function properly, require methodological

naturalism. According to ID advocate, William A. Dembski, methodological naturalisth & a0 KS @A S g
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that challenged philosophical materialism, either by critiquing its methodological assumptions and/or its
ontological commitments, could rightfully be included under the big tent of Intelligent Design. | am now

. convinced that my definitiont though an accurate description of what would constitute a central belief to a

' broad coalition of anti-naturalistst does not truly capture the core arguments of what has come to be

' known as the Intelligent Design Movement (IDM).

i Take, for example, Miller and Collins, who defend cosmological fine-tuning (CFT) arguments but

| who are at the same time critics of ID. Former Discovery Institute vice president, Mark Ryland, points out

. that although ID advocates will, at times, incorporate CFT arguments into their works, CFT supporters, like

. Miller and Collins, do not reciprocate. Ryland explains the reason for this:

CFT does not imply any intervention by God in the evolution of the cosmos. The laws and

constants at issue are preordained, built into the very fabric of reality. IDT [Intelligent Design

Theory], on the other hand, implies intervention, divine or otherwise, by arguing that an
GAYGStftAISYld OFdzaSé Ydzald KI @S R2yS a2YSiKAy3
LINE 0S4 a ¢

Consequently, one ought not to confuse ID with other views that claim that the natural universe is designed

| (such as CFT) and/or includes both formal and final causes. It seems to me, then, that Ryland is correct

6 KSYy KS RSTAySa L5 a | @ASe GKIFG aLIzNLIZNLaA (2 06
SINIKX LGB RSTAYSAa A0GaStT Ay LI NDarwnianetolsiBdry vy 3 | 3
theory and in part by making allegedly scientific arguments in favor of designA y* 6 A#stthRed rdodt é

important theorists are Michael Behe, Stephen Meyer, and William Dembski. Thus, when critics and

defenders write of IDM, they are virtually always referring to the works of these and other thinkers

assoiated with the Discovery Institute.
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Nevertheless, both ID advocates and other believers in design (e.g., CFT supporters) hold at least one
belief in common, namely, that the human mind has the capacity and power to detect and know that the
universe and/or parts of it are designed and thus the product of mind rather than non-mind. ID advocates,
however, typically argue for the application of certain design-detecting criteria to empirical observations in
GKS ylFadz2NI f 62NI Rd | SyOSs 5 S YmnaturekhatRrEesk efpfitied 4s5 |
0 KS NB&dzZt G °>8oFfor axgfipl& Behe/argubs yhat Bedaase things that are irreducibly complex
are the product of mind (e.g., a mousetrap), therefore some aspects of the natural world (e.g., the bacterial
flagellum) are the product of mind since they too are irreducibly complex. Dembski offers a similar criterion
- based on a concept he calls specified complexitHe argues that because things that exhibit specified
| O2YLX SEAGE NB G(KS LINBRdAzZOG 2F YAYR 6So3oesx I t20]
. (e.g., the bacterial flagellum) are products of mind since they too exhibit specified complexity.

Consequently, for both Behe and Dembski, design is a property had by an entity that exhibits a
OSNIFAY GeLls yR tS@St 2F O02YLX SEAGE® . 20K YIAYD
irreducible complexity (in the case of Behe) or specified complexity (in the case of Dembski) becomes
| incapable of being accounted for by non-agent causes, such as natural selection, random mutation, and/or
C AOASYOGATFTAO flgad C2NIo2GK . SKS FyR 5SYo0aiA AdG Aa
of that arrangement that requires an agent cause. However, short of achieving that threshold of irreducible
| or specified complexity, no design inference is warranted.

Qx

[l. THOMISMANDINTELLIGENDESIGN

Now | want to discuss another way of thinking about design in nature. It is a view defended by
. Thomists, followers of the philosopher and theologian St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). And it is a view that
A& 020K O2yGNINEB (2 GKS R2YAYyLyd | 002dzyd 2F L5 |
critics (though not all of its non-materialist critics). Calling this view Thomistic Design (TD), it maintains that
| God brought the universe into being ex nihiloand that this universe consists of a vast variety of inanimate
| and animate entities that are subject to certain scientific laws. Among the animate entities are human
. beings, who possess an active power for self-movement that allows them to engage in free acts initiated
CFYRK2NJ I O02YLI YASR o0& (K2dAKG YR NBFESOGA2Yy P ¢K
that which already existed, as Aristotle (384-0o HH . ®/ ®0 06 St ASOSR (KIG KA& RS
prime matter. Rather, according to St. Thomas, the universe is radically contingent upon God for its genesis
as well as its continued existence, including the development and order within it. This is why, in his famous
CAO®S 2184 02N I NBdzySyidao (2 &4K2g D2RQ& SEA&AGSYyOS
0 KS dzy A @S Navwh@esiappRating ta tHoge sdiertific kaws that make motion possible. St. Thomas
writes:

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things which lack
i intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting
f always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it is plain
that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their end. Now whatever lacks
intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with
knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. Therefore some
intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being
we call God.®
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universe, including scientific laws and all inanimate and animate things and their powers, which have their
own natures that direct them to certain ends. And God, who brought the universe into being ex nihilo
sustains them all. St. Thomas, though a believer in design, was no ID advocate.

As | have already noted, the ID advocate tries to detect instances of design in nature by eliminating
chance and necessity (or scientific law). This implies that one has no warrant to say that the latter two are
the result of an intelligence that brought into being a whole universe whose parts, including its laws and
those events that are apparently random, seem to work in concert to achieve a variety of ends. But this is
. precisely the position advanced by the Thomist. In response, someone could say that an ID advocate who
| accepts a CFT argument does in fact have warrant to believe that chance and necessity are the result of
CAYyUSttA3ISYOS a ¢gSttsx airAyoOS o620K ¥Fdzy OiuniggyButl a LI
then, what happens to irreducible and specified complexity as criteria by which to eliminate non-agent
causes of apparently designed effects in nature? Perhaps this is why some ID advocates are reluctant to call
GKSANI GRSaAaA3AYSNE D2R3X AAYyOS Aékxnidilgndihen revifd ngw addK |- {
| again to tidy things up a bit when they seem to be going awry.

But, as Brad S. Gregory writes, this puts the ID advocates in the ironic position of sharing a
philosophical assumption with the New Atheists:

Advocates of intelligent design posit that ordinary biological processes of natural selection
and genetic mutation can account for much but not everything in the evolution of species,
GKS NBYFAYRSNI NBljdZANARAY3I NBO2dzZNES (G2 D2RQa Ay
; RSAAIYy LRaAldG y2NNIffte ldzizy2Y2dza y I GdzNF £ LINE
| share important assumptions with the New Atheists.’

. DNBI2NE LRAyda 2dzi GKS Frftl O&8 Ay (GKAA dzyRSNEOIl Y
 BIENBAYAAY gl ayQli SELXFyYylFd2NRte LRgSNFdxZ Sy2daK
Cf2y3ASNI ESHEGBS NR2Y F2NJ D2R®Pe ¢KS NBadzZ 0 Aa | adN
YR GKS bS¢g !'GKSAAGAY G¢KS AydaStftAaSyd RSaAIYy LN
supernatural intervention; the New Atheists claim there are none left. Both assume that God, conceived in
spatialand quasi-& LI G A f (G SNX &I yiSvBdR & predidslpwhat @aditiogal Clari§ianD 2 R
GkKS2ft23e alea B2R R2Sa y2i ySSRd¢
Thomistic Design (TD) also has something to say about the detection of purpose in the universe. For

nature. Following Aristotle, St. Thomas maintained that there are four causes of change in the universe:
efficient, material, formal, and final. In order to explain them, consider this example. Imagine a marble
statute of Jesus made for the chapel of a large cathedral in order to facilitate worship. The marble is the
. material cause. Its maker, the artist, is the efficient cause. The reason for why it was madet to assist the
. chapel attendees in worshipt is the final cause. And the formal cause is the pattern of the statute in the
FNIAadQa YAYR (KIFIG KS AYLRaSa 2y GUKS dzyF2NXYSR YI
I KdzYly o0SAy3aQa fdzy3aod ¢KS 2NHIFYAO YIUGSNRFE 27F
cause is the biological parents of the human being in which the lungs reside. Its formal cause is the nature

of the being in which the lungs function, for they are fully integrated parts that work in concert with the
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of the person who owns them.
For St. Thomas (again, following Aristotle), the formal and final causes of artifacts, like desks,
. computers, and iPods are imposed from outside the collection of parts by an intelligent agent. On the other
' hand, the formal and final causes of natural objects are intrinsic to those objects. This is why, as Aristotle
CLR2AyGa 2dziz AT €2dz 26y | O0SR YIRS 2dzi 2F ¢22R |y
y2i 068 I 0SSR (KIG ¢Z2&hB OAXKE 6dzlIi Ko dzld ( K52 RANI y3ISY
rules of the art is merely an incidental attribute, whereas the real nature is the other, which, further,
 LISNAAaGa O2yltAaydz2dzateée UGKNRIEAK GKS LINROS&aa 27F YI |
I AYLI2ASR FNRY gAGK2dzG o6Fy Gl NNYy3ISYSyd Ay I O0O02NRI
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Consequently, for example, a medical scientist may provide an exhaustive account of the mechanics

of respiration without any reference to final and formal causes. But it does not follow that final and formal

causes play no part in our rational deliberations about the world. In fact, as | show below, some critics of ID

. simply cannot resist helping themselves to those causes in their assessments of ID and its advocates, even

i though many of these critics believe that Darwinian evolution has forever banished these causes from our

; study of nature. And there is a reason for this: formal and final causes are so much the woof and warp of
our lives that we, like the water-skeptic fish submerged in H,O, are blissfully unaware of the role they play
in our ontological and normative pronouncements. As Stephen M. Barr, a physicist at the University of
Delaware (and a critic of ID), puts it:

| Contrary to what is often claimed, even by some scientists, modern science has not

| eliminated final and formal causes. It uses them all the time, even if unaware that it is doing
i so. For example, a liver and a muscle are made up of the same material constituentst
hydrogen, carbon, oxygen, and so ont acting on each other by the same basic forces. It is
precisely their forms their organic structures, that differ and enable them to play different
roles in the body.

The same is true in physics. The very same carbon atoms can form a diamond (transparent,

hard, and electrically insulating) or a piece of graphite (opaque, soft, and electrically

; conducting). What explains their different properties is the difference in form, in intelligible
structure. Indeed, as one goes deeper into fundamental physics, one finds that matter itself
seems almost to dissolve into the pure forms of advanced mathematics.

g Some people think that the Darwinian mechanism eliminates final causes in biology. It

! doesn't; the finality comes in but in a different way. Why does natural selection favor this
mutation but not that one? Because this one makes the eye see better in some way, which
serves the purposeof helping the creature find food or mates or avoid predators, which in
turn serves the purposeof helping the animal to live and reproduce. Why do species that
take up residence in caves gradually lose the ability to see? Because seeing serves no
purposefor them, and so mutations that harm the faculty of sight are not selected against.
(Even a Dawkins would not deny purpose in this sense; he would deny only that these
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purposes were in the mind of God.) Darwinian explanations can account for very little
indeed without bringing intrinsic finality into the explanation.™

So, the problem with Darwinism in relation to beliefin Godisnoti KS 5F NBAY Al yQa Of I AY
processes, including scientific laws, are sufficient to account for the variety of life forms that now populate

the world. After all, for the Thomist, Darwinian mechanisms and algorithms, as well as scientific laws and

other natural processes, no more count against the existence and necessity of God (or even final or formal

causality) than does the account of my conception by the natural processes of human reproduction count
F3FrAyad GKS OfFAY (GKFd D2R A& /NBFG2NI 2F GKS dzyaA
attributed to a natural cause and to divine power in such a way that it is partly done by God, and partly by

the natural agent; rather, it is wholly done by both, according to a different way, just as the same effect is

gK2ff e GGNAROGdzi SR (2 GKS Ay &l NIASngequently/tRe plodled 2 6 K 2
GAa 6KSy aO0OASyidAraida LINBadzyS ddKFd GKS YFGSNRFE RA
presumptions to a metaphysical stance, that is, atheism. Without an acknowledgement of formal and final

Ol dzaSasz GKAAa A&a®Ly Slraeé tSIFL G2 YI 1 So¢

As | have already noted, for Behe and Dembski no design inference about nature is warranted short
of achieving that threshold of irreducible or specified complexity. But that means that the person who
believes he has good grounds for final and formal causest s KAf S NB2SO0Ay3 . SKSQa
KFa y2 gFNNFyid F2NI oStASOAYy3a GKIG GKS FAYLFE |yR
In other words, Behe and Dembski are implicitly accepting the assumption of the materialistst the
opponents of final and formalcausest 4 K- § D2 RQ&a NRfS Ay yI{(dz2NB Yl & 2y
bits of matter so as to signify an agent cause of the arrangement.

LY 5SY04a1AQa& YINNIGAGS 2F GKS KAAG2NER 2F (KS F
GKIGdG agAGK GKS NARAS 2F Y2RSNYy &aOASyOS Ay GKS aso
turn. The mechanical philosophy that was prevalent at the birth of modern science viewed the world as an
assemblage of material particles interacting by mechanical forces. Within this view, design was construed
a4 SEGSNYylFffte AYLRaSR 2y LINBSEAaGAY3a 2y AYySNI VI
natural theology of William Paley (1743-1805), author of the famous Watchmaker Argument. However,
writes Dembski, Darwin, with the publication of Origin of Specid&s @ RSt A SNBR (KS RSaA
oAIISal o0f263¢ GUK2dzAK GKFG RAR y20 alLlstt GKS Sy
2F RSaA3ady sAUGKAY GKS dzyAGSNESZ¢ RSaA3ady I NHdzYSy
dzy AGSNES |4  ¢gK2tS ¢l a RSaAaAIYSRdE . dziz F2NIdzyl
theorists see advances in the biological and information sciences as putting design back in the saddiad
enabling it to out-explain Darwinism, thus making design rather than natural selection current the best
SELX FylFdA2y 2F dA2Ai2 aKOKt YO2YRE SKAGERSaAaATIY Ay VI
than the tree from which the bed was made. In other words, ID advocates assume the very mechanistic
philosophy of nature that drove both Paley and his atheist critics.

If you are unsure why this is an unacceptable philosophy of nature for the Christian theist to
entertain, consider this. Suppose that in the next few years biologists discover another force in nature,
similar to natural selection, that has the power to produce in living organisms organs and systems that
appear to be irreducibly or specifically complex. According to the ID advocate, the rational person would
have to abandon the idea that these organs and systems are intelligently designed, since his criterion

~ A s oA = T
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conclude that these organs and systems are probably the product of necessity and/or chance (to employ
5SY0a1AQa OF{iS3I2NARSa0vd ¢53 2y GKS 20KSNJ KIFIyRZ Aa
actually expects to find such laws in nature, since she believes that God created ex nihiloa universe

teeming with ends or purposes that depend on laws and principles that cry out for explanation. By rejecting

the mechanistic assumptions of both the Darwinian materialists and the ID advocates, TD does not have

the burden of waiting with bated breath for the latest scientific argument or discovery in order to remain

confident that the universe, or at least a small sliver of it, is designed.

I1l. RCHARDAWKINSHASA POINT™®

Interestingly enough, atheist critics of ID, such as Richard Dawkins, seem to offer their criticisms while
unwittingly helping themselves to an understanding of the human person and mind that presupposes a
NRodzzald OASe 2F (KS KdzYly LISNE2YyQa AYUINARYyaAO LizNL.
following example.
In his book The God DelusipbBawkins laments the career path of Harvard-trained paleontologist Kurt
Wise.'® At the time Dawkins published his book, Wise was an associate professor of science at Bryan
College, a small Protestant Evangelical college in Dayton, Tennessee. Dawkins writes that at one time Wise
was a promising young scholar who had earned an undergraduate degree in geology from the University of
Chicago as well as advanced degrees in geology and paleontology from Harvard University, where he
studied under the highly acclaimed paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould."” Wise, surprisingly, is a Young Earth
creationist, which means that he embraces a literal interpretation of the first chapters of Genesis, and
maintains that the Earth is less than 10,000 years old. It is not a position | hold, and for that reason | am
A@YLI GKSGAO (2 5Fg1AyaQ 0SoAt RSNYSyd 2F gKe 2AaS
false choice between one controversial interpretation of Scripture (Young Earth creationism) and
abandoning Christianity altogether.

In any event, at one point in his career Wise began to understand that his reading of Scripture was
inconsistent with the dominant scientific understanding of the age of the Earth and the cosmos. Instead of
abandoning what many of us believe is a false choice, he continued to embrace it and had a crisis of faith.
Wise writes:

Either the Scripture was true and evolution was wrong or evolution was true and | must toss
out the Bible . . . . It was there that night that | accepted the Word of God and rejected all
that would ever counter it, including evolution. With that, in great sorrow, | tossed into the
fire all my dreams and hopes in science. *®

With that decision Wise abandoned the possibility of securing a professorship at a prestigious research
university or institute.

5l g1Aya Aad RA&AZUGA2NDSR o0& 2AaSQa GKS2t23A0Ft 2d
a scholar, researcher, and teacher. Writes Dawkins:

| find that terribly sad . . . . [T]he Kurt Wise story is just plain pathetict pathetic and
O2ySYLIWIAGESPd ¢KS g2dzy R (2 KAa -infitedBSNI | YR
unnecessary, so easy to escape . . .. | am hostile to religion because of what it did to Kurt
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Wise. And if it did that to a Harvard educated geologist, just think what it can do to others
less gifted and less well armed.*®

It goes without saying that some religious believers, including many devout Christians, may be just as
GNRdzof SR a 51 glAyad ¢Kdzax 2yS R2Sa y2i0 KI@gS (2
have been better served by embracing an alternative understanding of theology and science that did not
require that he reject either the deliverances of modern science or the authority of Scripture.
| 26 SOSNE IABSY 51 1AyaQ FGKSAaAaYYX GKSNB Aa az2YSi
Dawkins accepts something about the nature of human beings that his atheism seems to reject. Dawkins
harshly criticizes Wise for embracing a religious belief that results in Wise not treating himself and his
talents, intelligence, and abilities in a way appropriate for their full flourishing. That is, given the
opportunity to hone and nurture certain giftst e.g., intellectual skillt no one, including Wise, should waste
them as a result of accepting a false belief. The person who violates, or helps violate, this norm, according
to Dawkins, should be condemned and we should all bemoan this tragic moral neglect on the part of our
FStt20a0d . dzi GKS Aadaadadziy3d 2F GKIFIG 2dzRIYSYyd 2y 2
particular talents and the sort of beingWise is by nature, a being that Dawkins seems to believe possesses
certain intrinsic capacities and purposes that if prematurely disrupted results in an injustice. So, the human
being who wastes his talents is one who does not respect his natural gifts or the basic capacities whose
maturation and proper employment make possible the flourishing of many goods. That is, the notion of
proper function, coupled with the observation that certain perfections grounded in basic capacities have
been impermissibly obstructed from maturing, is assumed in the very judgment Dawkins makes about Wise
YR GKS gl & o0& ¢6KAOK 2AaS aKz2dzZ R GNBIG KAYaSt¥Fo
1Yy26Ay3 I KdzYly o6SAy3aQa FAYLf yYyR F2NXIf OF dzaSao
But Dawkins, in fact, does not actually believe that living beings, including human beings, have final and
formal causes. Dawkins denies that human beings have intrinsic purposes or are designed so that one may
O2y Of dzZRS GKI GO @A2tlFGAYy3a 2ySQa LINRPLISNI Fdzy OQlAzy Y
maintained for decades that the natural world only appearstobdRr S& A Iy SRY a5F NBAY | YR
have shown how living creatures, with their spectacular statistical improbability and appearance of design,
have evolved by slow, gradual degrees from simple beginnings. We can now safely say that the illusion of
design in living creaturesisjustthatt I 'y A f P I1dB A@NIDESE St AaS6KSNBY awiB8KS
precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil, and no
322RS yY20GKAY 3 06dzi & fTHuy/ iRve arditditakd DAvkiBs sekiofisiy, hiFvieB i desigd S @ é
means that his lament for Wise is misguided! For Dawkins is lamenting what only appearsi 2 6 S 2 A a4 S Q.
dereliction of his duty to nurture and employ his gifts in ways that result in his happiness and an acquisition
of knowledge that contributes to his own good as well as the common good. Because there are no formal
or final causes, and thus no intrinsic purposes, and thus no natural duties that we are obligated to obey, the
AyldZAGA2ya GKFEG AYyTF2NY 51 ¢g1AyaQ 2dzZRAYSyYyd 2F 2XA4S8S
rejects. But that is precisely one of the grounds by which Dawkins suggests that theists are irrational and
ought to abandon their belief in God.? So, if the theist is irrational for believing in God based on what turns
out to be pseudo-design, Dawkins is irrational in his judgment of Wise and other creationists he targets for
NBELINAYlFIYR YR O2NNBOUGA2Y® C2NI5F¢g1AyaQ 2dzRAYSy
maintained throughout his career that only appears to bdrue.
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| 5l 61Aya 2y0S OfFAYSR GKIFIG 5FNBAY KIR aYPBRS Al
. givenhisembracingofpseudo-RS & A 3y +a GKS 2yG2f23A0Hf GNH2IK 2F
. that there are no intrinsic ends or purposes in nature including the intellectual powers of human beings,

 sKé R2Sa 5FglAya &adailasS GKFdG AG Aa 3I22R F2N 2y S
I If, of course, the mind, including its intellectual powers, has a proper function intrinsic to its nature,

C UKSY 2yS g2dzZ R 0S A0GKAY 2ySQa AyiaStftSOldzat NARIK
proper function. But this would also mean that a person has a responsibility to care for her mental life, and

A0 g2dz R 6S I QA0S AyO2yaAraidSyd sAGK 2ySQa 3IA22R
assess the morality of his or another's acts, including acts that lead or do not lead to intellectual fulfillment,

| he must not only know how the parts of a human being function and for what end (for example, that the

. brain helps facilitate the acquisition of knowledge for the good of the whole person), he must also account

for cases in which proper function is employed for the wrong end. So without final and formal causality,

Dawkins has no rational basis by which to declare himself intellectually fulfilled or Dr. Wise intellectually
impoverished. Thus, we may ask rhetorically a question once asked straightforwardly by the great Thomist
LKAt 2a42LKSNE 90GASYYyS DAtazyy aoféAaylt OFdasSa KI g
C0KS YAYR 2% aoOAaSyidaAradake
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