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Abstract:

Atheology is the term for exploring unbelief and explaining its reasonableness. Scientific atheology specifically appeals to current sciences and scientific methodologies to help explain why no gods are real. Folk religions and anthropomorphic gods can’t survive, but science vs. religion is hardly the whole story. Only science joined by philosophical reflection suffices to skeptically analyze the natural theology arguments for supernatural gods, too aloof and abstract for direct confrontation over evidence. Theology’s desperate maneuvers for avoiding science and scientific atheology only delay the inevitable. Partner atheologies wielding logic, ethics, and civics await to help theology extinguish the gods.

Notes on this revised version (4/3/2014):
Reviewer 1 made no request for changes. Reviewer 2 complains about undeveloped points, ignoring my opening statement about how “This article’s programmatic discussion mustn’t be mistaken for the best that scientific atheology or naturalism can achieve”, warning how this paper won’t fully develop all points. Reviewer 3, by contrast, said that this opening statement was too modest, and more than hinted that the paper is too detailed. Both Reviewer 2 and 3 did agree about needing an explanation of the paper’s organization and purposes to the sections. This has been added to the first section. The opening to the second section has also been reorganized for clarity.
Reviewer 2’s other complaint is that I unfairly let naturalism revise itself (to its credit) while I shame supernaturalism for adjusting conceptions of god. That sounds unfair indeed, but this is a misreading. Nowhere does my paper render its negative verdict against theology because it adjusts god – it simply covers the reasons why those adjustments remain unreasonable. By contrast, when naturalism updates itself using science, it must do so, since naturalism is by definition what science says, and not some metaphysical view begging science for support. Naturalism therefore can’t get any credit for doing what it must, and nowhere in my paper do I imply that this is the basis for naturalism’s superiority (although naturalism is insulated from hasty theological criticisms). Perhaps Reviewer 2 apparently disagrees about the metaphysical status of naturalism, but at least I define what I mean by “naturalism”. Besides, the paper nowhere says that theology shouldn’t bother incorporating science, quite the opposite, and where Reviewer 2 points to p. 14 for supposed unfairness, the paper also immediately goes on to endorse serious interest in truly scientific theologies. 
Reviewer 2’s last complaint is that the paper’s use of Bayes is confused, but doesn’t say what exactly is confusing. Reviewer 3 notes that the hidden god “Schmod” used in this same section was too clever. So I eliminated that whole Schmod example and Bayes business, and condensed two sections together. 
Reviewer 3 supplied many comments, nearly all of them approving. I handled all requests for changes. A handful of notes ask for clarity, and the text has been amended at those passages. There is also mention of side excursions, yet none of Reviewer 3’s notes make any such indication, but I tightened up a few things in several sections anyways.

