R|c'hard G%Howe Dh.ID" _//’

Emem‘rus Drgfesigg 0f; Dhl'lugggphg and F]p'ciloge’rlcs
' Sou’rhernEvangellcalSemlnarg \ '

President, In’rf*na’rlonal Some’rTF'Chms’rlan\ 100,

‘A
/

! 4

‘:







God"’as ’rhe" Cause
of ’rhe_Beglnnlng
of ’rh_e"' Un'lve 0@

1. The Universe began to
exist.

. Whatever begins to exist
has a cause of its
existence.

Therefore, the universe
has a cause of its
existence.




1. The Universe began to
exist.

2. Whatever begins to exist
has a cause of its
existence.

Therefore, the universe
has a cause of its
existence.

The Scientific
Evidence for the
Beginning
of the Universe




v'Big Bang Theory
v Expanding Universe

v Second Law. of
Thermodynamics

Design- of f’rh 2

Unlver‘s\e{




Design:

The Scientific
Evidence for the
Design in the
Universe




Extrinsic Design of the

Universe as a Whole

% Design as fine'tuning. for life
*» Design as the origin of life

Intrinsic Design of
Living Systems
% Design as information

s Design as irreducible complexity
% Design as knowledge of reality




o Strengths <

> They appeal to the common sense
notion that something can only begin
to exist by being caused to exist.

They appeal to the common sense
notion that anything that exhibits
Sufficient evidence of design is likely
caused by an intelligence.

o Strengths <

> They often appeal to data from
contemporary science (with all of
science's social, etc., clout).

They generally avoid trafficking in the
technicalities of academic philosophy.




~ Weaknesses <

» These arguments do not demonstrate
that the cause of the universe still
exists.

These arguments do not demonstrate
that the cause of the universe is God
(i.e., that the cause has the attributes
of classical theism).

> My Weaknesses <

> Certain aspects of the science are
disputed by some.

» Such disputes invariably get technical
and, thus, are beyond the knowledge
of the non-scientist.




<> My Weaknesses <

> Certain aspects of the science are
disputed by some.

» Such disputes invariably get technical
and, thus, are beyond the knowledge
of the non-scientist like me.

"Other arguments
may vividly suggest
the existence of God,
press it home
eloquently to human
consideration, and
for most people
provide much greater
spiritual and
religious aid than
difficult metaphysical

Joseph Owens g
demonstrations.

(1908 - 2005)




"But on the
philosophical level
these arguments are
open to rebuttal and
refutation, for they
are not
philosophically
cogent.”

[Joseph Owens, "Aquinas and the Five Ways,"
Monist 58 (Jan. 1974): 16-35. [p. 33]]

Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

&Etienne Gilsone

Gilson was concerned about
"the liberty which [physicists
and biologists] grant
themselves of
philosophizing ... and
presenting their philosophy
as if it were a matter of their
science. ...

Etienne Gilson™®

(108 98T)




&Etienne Gilsonee

"It does not bother them if
the philosophy thus bandied =
about under the name of &
science often consists in a
denial of the validity of
philosophical position as
accepted by those whose i c
metier is philosophy. ... H/

&Etienne Gilsone

"Holding reasonably that is
necessary to have learned a =
science in order to be <
authorized to speak about it,
he does not for an instant
doubt that it is a matter of
indifference who may be
authorized to speak of "cj
philosophy, provided only H
that he knows some other
discipline."

[Etienne Gilson, Linguistics and Philosophy: An Etl e n n e G | Ison '

Essay on the Philosophical Constants of Language

(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), s
i B (1884LR19/78)]




There are two great
philosophical traditions
in Western thought that
have endured since the

ancient Greeks.




\ 2 .
Plgo Aristotle

}(428-348|BC) \(384:322 BC)#8

| iph|Iosoph|calltheolog|cal
‘mtradltlan_gm Chrlstlg-‘
thought that have‘tracked
thesertxvo Greekt _,.1,.
phllosophlcal traditions' &'
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Augustine| /Aquinas

(354:430) (1225-1274)




of reallty and oﬁr knowledge
oiqﬁx will enable&s,to
posmon UELY que‘stlons‘
and cor'l_gsms we have as
" Christians.
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René Descartes JohniLocke
(1596-1650) (1632-1704)

..J

George Berkeley David Hume
(1685-1753) (1711-1776)
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A child can know what a flower is.

She knows that a flower is not a person.

However, to delve deeper into the
physical nature of a flower, one would
need'to understand botany.




To delve deeper still, one would need to
understand chemistry,(to understand,
e.g., photosynthesis).
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And to delve deeper still, one would need
to understand physics.




Suppose:we wanted to account for a number.
of other aspects of the.floweriand the
person:

What makes a flower a flower.and a person
a person are their. respectivenatures.

Metaphysics




We can know.that one is a flower and the
other is a person by,our.senses.

Epistemology

We value the person overthe flower because
of the different kinds of:thingsithey are.

Ethics




We insist that others value the person over
the flower.and hold them accountable when
they. donit.

Political Philosophy

We know: that both the flower. and the
person cannot account for.their own
existence but are created by God.

Philosophy of Religion




"The senses are
only the bearers of
a message which
they are incapable
of reading, for only
the intellect can
decipher it.”

[Etienne Gilson, Thomist Realism and the
Critique of Knowledge (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1983), 199]

\




Thomas Aquinas was
a 13t Century.
Dominican theologian.

Complete English
Edition in 5 Volumes
ST. THOMAS

AQUINAS
SUMMA THEOLOGICA

tual Life
One of the world’s oldest and greatest masterpieces
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1225 -1274




Thomas Aquinas's
"Five Ways"

Argument from motion

Argument from efficient
causality

Argument from
necessary being

Argument from degrees
of perfection :
v

Argument from final A =N =
causality " \~Thomas Aquinas
1225:-1274

All of Aquinas's arguments
demonstrate, not that there
is a cause of the universe's
[6eginningftoJexist, but that
there is a cause of the

universe's [cumgentfexisting.




His arguments are
indifferent as to whether
the universe began to exist
a finite time ago or has
existed from all eternity.

éssence

existence (esse)

essence / existence
distinction




The essence / existence
distinction maintains that
there is a real difference
between in a created thing
between its essence and its
existence.




Essence Existence
WHAT itis = THAT it is

- 2 »ﬂwt w .
Dlstlnctlon S




For Aristotle, to be
is to be a form.

As such, there is no
philosophical distinction in
Aristotle's philosophy
between essence and
existence.




Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

"For 'one man' and
'man' are the same
thing, and so are
'existing man' and
'man’ and the doubling
of the words in 'one
man' and 'one existing
man' does not express
anything different."

~  [Metaphysics, A (4), 2, 1003026-27, trans. W.

D. Ross in Richard McKeon, ed. The Basic

A Works of Aristotle (New York: Random House,
:"  1941), Ross, in McKeon, 733]

"From the viewpoint of
the much later
distinction between
essence and the act of
existing, this treatment
must mean that
Aristotle is leaving the
act of existing, entirely
outside the scope of
his philosophy.




"The act of existing
must be wholly
escaping his scientific
consideration. All
necessary and definite
connections between
things can be reduced
to essence."

[Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the
Aristotelian Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek
Background of Mediaeval Thought, 3 ed
(Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies), 309 emphasis in original]

Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

Indeed, there does not. seem
to be a distinctive
philosophical discussion of
existence as such in any
Greek philosophy, and, thus,
no notion of an essence /
existence distinction.




PHILOSOPHIES
OF
EXISTENCE

&

-
Parviz Morewedge Ancient
and
Medieval

Edited by
PARVIZ MOREWEDGE

IAUthodofk\W hy Existence' Did Not Emergelas)
[alDistinctiConcept in Greek Philosophyz

“The upshot is that, although we

- _ AN can recognize at least three

‘ g 9 : different kinds of; existential

P N questions discussed by,
p i’ h.'k Aristotle, Aristotle himself

» 4 neither distinguishesithese
Parviz Morewedge questions from one another nor,
brings them together.under. any.

common head or. topiciwhich
might be set in contrast to other.
themes in his general
discussion of Being.*

[Charles H: Kahn, “Why Existence Does Not Emerge as
a Distinct Concept'in Greek Philosophy;*in
Philosophies. of Existence: Ancient and:Medieval, ed.
PariziMorewedge! (New:York: Fordham University.
[Alihoroi\Why Existence Did Not Emergelas) Press, 1982),110]
[alDistinctiConcept in Greek Philosophyz




The Essence/Ex:ste/qce
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Thomas was certainly not the
first philosopher to make a
specific mention of the
essence/existence distinction.




developed notion

of existence was
inspired by the
earlier thinker

However, Aquinas seems to be
the first for whom his notion of
existence and the essence /
existence distinction will figure
So prominently in his own
philosophy.




His thinking will go on to play a
significant role in subsequent
Christian philosophical theology.

There is an
earlier mention
of it is by the
tenth century
Arabic
philosopher

Al-Farabi. “wer
AAI-Farabl\

1 872:9508




"We admit that essence and
existence are distinct in
existing things. The essence is
not the existence, and it does
not come under its
comprehension. If the essence
of man implied his existence,
to conceive his essence would
also be to conceive his
existence, and it would be
enough to know what a man is,
in order to know that man
exists, so that every
representation would entail an INMEEYETo

affirmation. ‘

N
n ‘

| 872-95048

|

L

"But the same token, existence
is not included in the essence
of things; otherwise it could
become one of their
constitutive characters, and
the representation of what
essence is would remain
incomplete without the
representation of its existence.
And what is more, it would be
impossible for us to separate
them by the imagination.

Al-Farabi
“}‘ 872-9501 1
L%, .

N




“If man's existence coincided
with his corporeal and animal
nature, there would be nobody
who, having an exact idea of
what man is, and knowing is
corporeal and animal nature,
could question man's
existence. But that is not the
way it is, and we doubt the
existence of things until we
have direct perception of them
through the senses, or mediate
perception through a proof.

"If Thus existence is not a
constitutive character, it is only
an accessory accident.”

[This is a tertiary quote. Djemil Saliba quotes
Alfarabi in his Etude sur la métaphysique, pp.
84-85. Saliba is quoted by Etienne Gilson,
History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle
Ages (London: Sheed and Ward, 1955,
reprinted 1972), 186]




“In order not to confuse this
important metaphysical move
[in Alfarabi] with later ones, it
should be noted that the 4
primacy of essence dominates
the whole argumentation. Not
for an instant is there any
doubt that existence is a
predicate of essence, and ch
because it is not essentially
included in it, it is considered H
an ‘accident.’

Etienne Gilsonis

"We are still far away from the
Thomistic position, which will
deny both that existence is
included in essence and that it
is accidental to it. With
Thomas Aquinas, existence
will become the 'act’ of
essence, and therefore the act
of being; we are not there, but
we are on the way to it.

Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the
Middle Ages, 186.

Etienne Gilsons

({882LR19/78) K




Probably. the biggest
influence that
suggested the

essence/existence
distinction was
Avicenna, though
Aquinas will
significantly change
the meanings of the
terms.

The language of the distinction
between form and being (essence
and existence) is also found in the
Liber de Causis (Book of Causes,

dated late 1000s to early 1100s)
and was accommodated by

Aquinas for his ewn purposes.




Essenqe/Ex:ste/qée ‘
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Controversy over the place of
existence in Aquinas' philosophy
in light of the essence/existence

distinction erupted as early as

the sixteenth century.




The 16th Century Thomist
philosepher Dominic Banez (in
his The Primacy of Existence in
Thomas Aquinas) defended the

notion that in the philosophy of
Thomas Aquinas, existence Is
the primary. metaphysical
notion.

The Primacy 7w
of ‘ 3

Existence in |
Thomas Aquinas ||

Dominic Banez

; :,i'i‘
Dominic Bféﬁez
A -- §15285i1604)
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Essence/Ex:stence
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Thomas Aquinas

I ESIE R On being and
out his essence
understanding
of the essence /

existence

distinction in his
On Being and

Essence. Translated by ’““

Armand Maurer




That essence and
existence are distinct in
sensible objects is evident
from the fact that one can
understand the essence of
a thing without knowing
whether it exists.







gNow levery.essence
eeicanibelunderstood
without knowing
anythinglabout its
being=¥lican'know, for
instance;\what'a man
lodaiphoenix:is and
stilllbelignorant
whetherlit has being
inireality:

gEromithisiitiis clear
thatlbeinglis other
thanlessence ...
unlessiperhaps there
istalreality;who
quiddityi[essence] is
lits!being:*

Being and Essence; |V.§6, trans. Armand
(Toronto:AThe|Rontifical Institute of:
'MidiaevallStudies}}1968); 55]

] N
'\ ~Thomas Aquinas
12251274

Jf "‘TQ‘ m":”“&};. ;&- ' y
" Thomas Aguinas
1225-1274




onsiders







iEverythingjthatlisiinithe!genus of
substancelisicomposite\with a real
composition’ibecause whatever is in
thelcategorylofisubstance is
sistent{inlitslown!existence, and
litslownlact{oflexisting/must be
distinctifromithething itself:
othenwiseliticouldinotibeldistinct in
existencejfromithelother things with
whichlitlagrees!inithe formal
Charafer ofiitsiquiddity:ifor. such
agreementiisirequired!in'all things
thatlareldirectly/iniaicategory.
Consequentlyleverything that is
m \thelcategory,of/substance
Composed atileast ofithe act of
belngéhd thelsubject/of being."

[©nbTrithl(DelVeritate) XXVII5 ' ad- 8, trans.
RobertdWASchmidti(Indianapolis: Hackett,
1994) V3T pp:31i1-312]

Bertrand
Russellﬂ |
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~I'homas Aqumas

1225-11274

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970




“The contentions that
God's essence and
existence are one and the
same, that God is His own
goodness, His own power,
and so on, suggest a
confusion, found in Plato,
but supposed to have been
avoided by Aristotle,
between the manner of

) y -~
being of particulars and the
manner of being of _ z
universals. 2 ,

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

——

God's essence is, one must
suppose, of the nature of
universals, while His
existence is not. It is not
easy to state this difficulty
satisfactorily, since it
occurs within a logic that
can no longer be accepted.
But it points clearly to
some kind of syntactical

confusion, without which
much of the argumentation w ?

‘""

about God would lose its

plausibility."
ertrand Russell

[Bertrand Russell, A History of Western
Philosophy, (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1872-1970

1945), 462]




A CRITIQUE OF THE QUANTIFICATIONAL ACCOUNT OF EXISTENCE
William . Valicela
rvmraty of Dayir

Deyton, Onie

A CRITICISM OF TEN brought against phicsophers who raise questions about Being ot existence
charges that these phiosophers have smply been misied by the surface grammar of existence
statements into thenkung that * exsts * and its cognates are iogical' predicates. and thus it
thare Must b SOMe MySIBNoUS (OPerty Of Quask-pIoperty calied * Being % 1o which this putative
predicate refers. and inio which it would make sense 1o inquire. According 1o Berrand Russell

thare s 3 vast amount of phiosophy that rests upon the notion that existence,
.30 10 5peak, @ property that you Can attibute 10 things, and Mat 1ha things that
exist have the property of existence and the things that do not exis! do not. That is

rubbsh . 3

In a somewhat more restrained tone, Rudall Camap agrees that * Most metaphysicians since antquity
have aflowed themsetves 10 Do 00uCEd MO PICUSONIEMENts Dy (e verbal, and thercwith the
pendicative form of the word 1o be "8 g . | am

310" grammatcal * Mo Ihat Kant uses * I0gas * n Bhe snse of * grammabcsl ™ For Kant § i veil
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sWhatever.belongs
tolajthinglis either
caused by.the

naturel’-.or.comes 4
itolitifrom an
extrinsic;principle. iﬁ -
=7 ’

Thomaé Aquinas
12251274
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“is because




XIt’is part:
3* of:) your
ressence

-as human
to have

tlonallty

1‘ You have

gﬁ'atlonallty
by virtue
*_of.being




‘Ratlonallty 1
;’ls caused ! Q
by your L&
essence

The reason

you have
3‘ ﬁ risibility is
\ beg'ause

| -you ares

{ A
© “human.
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It is: part of
your
essence as
Y human
fto‘have:
I'lSlblllty

0\

You have
l’lSlblllty by
v:rtue of
% being
hlf'man‘-“-
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@\ ‘essence.
\ \

L

R -‘ =

1 '\?" & .
» Is the reason you

8c !a/re‘at this" £ &

> conferehce becaUse «
" )\&/ 2 . D N A ‘s <¢\
po you are human?




Is lt‘part of youra,

—

8 f, essence X
3~ %

B as human to,b&’m
je thls conference? &

pP~ (= o
Nt
/

: Are you at thls
S E

X o_‘nference by wrtue
3. of. bemg human’? N




= Is bemg at thls
‘ cpnference caused=

*

/

: M ;
:;/ by your e__ssence? N

g &
’ Why, "then; are’youﬁ.g
>~ able'to’ be at this: > #s:

,_,_,'* >

- /cogterence even

B /though lt lS not part« S

“at this confe(qnce7 A

: xﬁ' \ /, \




" - -
— &= -
» ¥

- 4.
‘ ""} -a ‘

You are at thls
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eNow/being itself
cannotibelcaused by
thelform!:". of.a thing
(37 CEL FINGCELL
byian]efficient
cause)libecausethat _a-
. 4
would|bringlitself W ¥
bemg, whlch is @ m——=

¥

' ~Thomas Aqumas
1225-1274
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If you saw a giant glass ball,"-‘
you might ask how did it
come to be.

L

But if you were hearing music,
you would not ask how it
came to be.




Rather, you would ask what is
causing the music to be
right now.

Thls ’ls ‘I%W

I @masrAqumas
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Anything thatiexists that
does not ’enyVirtue of
ltsfe.s?:e‘nc'é'imust bey
continuously, caﬁd to
exist by something.whose
essence IS exisgéfﬁce itself.

asNow/since/God is
verylbeing by, His
ownjessence,
created/being must
belHis!proper; effect
oo Now God causes
effect inithings ¢
only whenthey (
firstibeginito be, but
[as) Ioﬁg as'they are

preservedlinibeing..." § ‘,Tho;naéi;&qainés
1 ed ; 1225-1274




wAsithelproduction of a
thinglinto existence
degle;nds onithe will of
God; sollikewise it
dependsioniHisiwill that
thingsishould be
presernved;ifor.He does not

(Y
£
.

‘f\" b &"’!" e

~I'homas Aqumas
1225-1274

gNowitherelis'a being
thatlis lts own being: and
thisifollows from! the fact
thatitherelmustineeds be
ajbeingithatiis pure act
landiwherein| there is no
composition:Hence from

S
\’ L o :,P:&J; P

G ; " n .
e,k;_I, Qi3}art. 5 c, trans. English Thomas Aqu INas
Dominican|Fathers{(Eugene:\Wipf & Stock2004), 1225 1 274




its essence /tXWould need
(0] be cont/nuously caused




thatlisithelcause of being
dfofalliotherthings,
becauselitlisipureibeing. If
thisjwerelnotiso,; we would
golonitolinfinity/in'causes,
forlevenythingithatis not
plrelbeinglhas a cause of &
itsibeingilasihas been

@m andlEssenceIVA S, trans. Maurer, 56-57
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EfithatibyAwhichlitis put in
motionibelitself put in
motioniithenithis also
mustineedsibe put in

motibn bylanother, and

"‘J
-,.Thomas Aqumas
1225-1274

Thomas Aqumas
1225-1274




('ao Ahirdi\VWay: <

"But levenyinecessary.
thln_g either has'its
neéssity caused by

Jininecessary things g
Wwhichihaveltheirnecessity | ‘ ’
caused bysanother, as has £ ‘ f

beenlalieady/proved in S & 44’?’
regarditolefficient j & Pmewgg T

N causes'® ThomasAqumas
1225-1274

The Universer .ato
exist.

Whatex® _egins to exist

Cosmologic: b 4 cause of its
Argument Jistence.

[he. =a the universe
has a 'se of its
existence.




Not: If (since) there cannot be an
infinite regress, there must be a
first cause. There cannot be an
infinite regress. Therefore, there is
a first cause.

1.~IR>F

2. ~IR/ -F

Rather: If (since) there is a first cause,
there cannot be an'infinite
regress. There is afirst cause.
Therefore, there cannot be an
infinite regress.

1. IR > ~F
2. F /. ~IR
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per acc:dens Infl_nlte
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zinlefficienticauses it is
impossibleito proceed

A L
Thomas Aqumas
1225 -11274




zItlisfaccidental to
thisiparticular man
aslgeneratorto be
generated by
anothegman; forhe ¢ ¢
generatesiasia man, £ &
andinotiasitheison £ @
offanotherman.” & ° W
) 1§ Suewgy

[StmialTiheologiac Q- 46. i ad 7] ' Thom a‘é h \ q-u inas
1225 -11274










"The proof in no way
considers movement
as a present reality the
existence of which
requires an efficient
cause in the past,
which is God.

"It aims simply at

establishing that in the &

universe as actually

given, movement, as

actually given, would
be unintelligible without 14

a first Mover
communicating it to all
things.

Etienne Gilsonis

(1088 997




"In other words the
impossibility of an
infinite regress must
not be taken as an
infinite regress in time,
but as applying to the '-.c/
present consideration
of the universe."

The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, trans.

Edward Bullough (New York: Dorset Press, Etienne G||Son -_"
n.d.), p. 76. . a8 14

Anything thatiexists that

does not ’exisibyvirtue of
its¥ egss.‘e‘nc'g mustibess

¥ :.‘t"-\.; Ve

c_ont/nuously g§g§?_dt0'
exist by something.whose
A .
essence IS eXIsge'Iﬂ‘CG itself.




sNowjsince God'is very
being|bylHis own
essence created being
must be'His proper
effect!:.. Now God
causesithisieffect in
thlngs notionly when
they first'begin to be,
butfasilonglas they are
preservedlin being..." v 4
ST ONA6 it ad T £ p Mgy LT
' _~Thomas Aqumas
1225-1274

Aslthelproduction of a
thinglintolexistence
degﬁfends onithe will of
Godjisollikewise it
dependsion His\will that

preserved forHe does not
preserveithem otherwise :
thanlby/evergiving them f A
existence; hence if He t
tookiawayjHislaction/from . &
themjallithingsiwould be .

red_uced to nothing." ' _F:’(’)r;‘;.é ‘A‘d_umas

1225-11274
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Itds substantlal
“© I istencelitself:




It substantlal
eXIStenger/tself

IpSUm esse syb‘s:stens
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ETolGodlalone does it
belongitolbe His own
subsistent being. ... for
inojcreaturelis its own
eX|stence forasmuch as
|ts existenceis

participated.*
SN2 art v

r’i&,{r -
' omasAqumaS
1225-1274

Existence as such is
unlimited and contains all
perfections.

Existence is limited, if you
will, only when conjoined with
form or with form and matter.







Balloon lllustratlon

A horse
contains all
the
perfections
of existence
up to the

extent of and LS
according to H .
the limitations |

of the
essence of
horse.




A human
contains all
the
perfections
of existence
up to the |
extent of and @4
according to
the limitations
of the
essence of
human.

A being whose essence
is its existence will be
all the perfections of

existence without limit.




Since in God there is no
essence/existence
distinction, then all the
perfections of being exist in
God because God's being is
not conjoined with (and, thus,
limited by) form.
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An infinite being (i.e., a being
whose essence is esse)
possesses all perfections in
superabundance.

#Sthelperfections
following/from God
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sWhereforelit is
clearithat'being as
wel understand it

actuallty of all ’
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actsjanditherefore £
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alllperfections.” M ¥
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This'is the philosophical
grounding for all the
classical attributes of God.

Marrying the metaphysics of
Aristotle with the innovations of
esse and the essence / existence
distinction, Aquinas was able to
demonstrate the existence and
attributes of a God that
Aristotle’s philosophy could
never foresee.




"Thomism was not the upshot
of a better understanding of
Aristotle. It did not come out of
Aristotelianism by way of
evolution, but of revolution.

"Thomas uses the language of
Aristotle everywhere to make
the Philosopher say that there

is only one God, the pure Act
of Being, Creator of the world,
infinite and omnipotent, a
providence for all that which
is, intimately present to every
one of his creatures,
especially to men, every one
of whom is endowed with a

personally immortal soul
naturally able to survive the : ;
Etienne Gilsonis

death of its body. _
BN (1 882ER1978)




"The best way to make
Aristotle say so many things
he never said was not to show 3
that, had he understood
himself better than he did, he
would have said them. For
indeed Aristotle seems to have
understood himself pretty well. ch

v
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"He has said what he had to
say, given the meaning which
he himself attributed to the &
principles of his own %
philosophy. Even the
dialectical acumen of Saint
Thomas Aquinas could not
have extracted from the
principles of Aristotle more
than what they could possibly
yield.

Etienne Gilsons




"The true reason why his
conclusions were different
from those of Aristotle was

that his own principles
themselves were different. ...

Etienne Gilsonhs
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"In order to metamorphose
the doctrine of Aristotle,
Thomas has ascribed a new
meaning to the principles of
Aristotle. As a philosophy,
Thomism is essentially a
metaphysics. It is a
revolution in the history of the ch
metaphysical interpretation of
the first principle, which is H
"being."
Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy, 365.

Etienne Gilsons




eltlisfevident, then,

mathatiit'holds its

beingjifromithe first
beinghwhich is

beinglin all its
purity;fandithis is
thelfirst.cause,
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vAlllmenl know
thisito!be God."
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“A thougheiul
ranks of the
well informed
Atheists — Ric
have provided 1

theologically sophisticated sally into the
Ath Feser hus written a lively and
pobeniic agiinst the Iatest orop of Village
d Dawkins, Daniel Deanett, & Co. — who
¢ public with s

much entertainment and
so Nutle enlightenment these past few vears, This s a seri-
ows and passionately engaged age 1o the latest effort w
impose & dehumanizing orthodoxy by religious (lliteranes. "

- Roger Kimball, co-editor and publisher, The Nete Criterion
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