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Aristotelico-Thomism-Thomistic philosophy as the organic develop-
ment of the thought of Aristotle. —Ralph McInerny is Michael P. Grace 
Professor of Medieval Studies in the Department of Philosophy at the 
University of Notre Dame. He is cofounder of Crisis magazine and 
author of several books published by CUA Press, namely, the bestsel-
ling Ethica Thomistica, The Question of Christian Ethics, Aquinas on Human 
Action, and Boethius and Aquinas. Winner of the 2007 Charles Cardinal 
Journet Prize awarded by The Aquinas Center for Theological Renewal 
at Ave Maria University [to the best Thomistic book of the year 2006.]»

688. CACHIA, J., Le Créateur de l’universe (F. X. de Guibert, Paris, 2006) 
236 pp. [Rev. : Nodé-Langlois, M. : Revue Thomiste 106/3 (2006) 466-
470]. SUMMARY : «Cet ouvrage aborde le problème philosophique de 
l’existence de Dieu dans tous ses aspects. Il part d’une étude complète 
des notions de causalité et de mouvement. La critique kantienne des 
preuves de l’existence de Dieu fait ensuite l’objet d’une analyse et d’une 
discussion approfondies. Un examen de la pensée de Heidegger 
permet une réflexion sur le but de l’existence humaine. Ainsi passe-t-on 
de la question de Dieu comme cause de l’univers à celle de Dieu 
comme fin de l’homme. Enfin l’ouvrage se termine par une réflexion 
sur les attributs de Dieu et sur la notion de création proprement dite, 
mettant en jeu la liberté de Dieu et celle de l’homme.»

689. HEMMING, L. P., Giving a Good Account of God : Is Theology Ever 
Matematical? «The Thomist» 70/3 (2006) 367-393.

690. HARRISON, P., Miracles, Early Modern Science, and Rational Religion. 
«Church History» 75/3 (2006) 493-510.

691. OPPY, G. R., Arguing about Gods (Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge — New York, 2006) XIX, 449 [espec. 98-107] pp. (ISBN : 
0521863864). REVIEW : As the author defines it in the Introduction, “it is 
a book about arguments about orthodoxly conceived monotheistic 
gods,” which focuses on “the kinds of arguments that contemporary 
Christian philosophers of religion typically give when they give argu-
ments on behalf of the claim that the orthodoxly conceived god in 
which they happen to believe exists.” — The thesis that he chooses to 
defend is that “there are no successful arguments” about their existence. 
In his view, a successful argument is such that it “ought to persuade 
those who have reasonable views about the existence of orthodoxly 
conceived monotheistic gods to change their minds.” Thus, his stated 
goal is that “if the argument of my book is successful, then at least some 
of those philosophers will be led to change their minds about some 
things” (p. 1). As for the author’s notion of rationality, he claims that “I 
can see no reason at all for thinking that there is a unique set of priors
that any reasonable person must have on pain of conviction of 
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irrationality,” and that “I see no reason at all why it could not be that a 
single piece of evidence leads you to believe that p and me to believe 
that not p, even though we both act with perfect rationality” (p. 8). —
Beliefs, on the other hand, are in his view “merely caused” by one’s 
upbringing and other “environmental influences.” To acknowledge 
that —he concludes— “one must already have reached a state in which 
one is giving them up.” Moreover, “I may be perfectly well entitled, or 
even obliged, to judge that some of your beliefs are merely caused, par-
ticularly if they manifest a sufficiently deeply rooted disagreement 
between us” (p. 9). — With these premises the author : (a) denies in 
practice any possible common ground for a rational discussion, since a 
common set of priors, i.e. of principles of knowledge, is the very 
foundation and condition of possibility for such an exchange of ideas; 
(b) and turns himself into the measure of all of his interlocutors’ beliefs, 
as he dismisses a priori all the ones that he does not share with them 
from the start. Within these narrow and misguided definitions of 
rationality and belief, which are useless for any true dialogue, he 
undertakes an examination of a wide variety of arguments for the 
existence of God, most of them contemporary. — This preamble al-
ready anticipates what would happen if the author had indeed dis-
cussed Aquinas’ Five Ways for the knowledge of the existence of God. 
However, for some reason he has confined himself to discussing only 
the three first, which belong to an earlier tradition and are not of his 
exclusive making, while he does not confront the Fourth and the Fifth, 
which are originally his -particularly the Fourth-. Moreover, he 
inexplicably modifies the original arguments in a substantial way (even 
though he asserts that he does so “with very little alteration to standard 
translations”). For instance, when expounding the Second Way he 
eliminates from it the notion of order in the universe -hierarchy of be-
ings— as well as Aquinas’ meaning of the relation cause-effect. It is 
therefore not surprising when he concludes that “the most obvious 
difficulty with this argument is that it is invalid” (p. 99). Then, he pro-
ceeds to “better reformulate” the argument, in a way that is actually 
closer to Aquinas’ own original formulation, and considers it valid but 
with reservations. With this Way, as with the other two, he tends to lose 
the focus of the unity of the argument by dissecting the premises and 
discussing them separately, with excursus that do not contribute to 
clarify the explanations. — To sum up, Oppy’s contribution to the 
scholarly discussion on the historical arguments for the knowledge of 
the existence of God in general is compromised by his stated departure 
point of radical relativism, and his input to a discussion on Aquinas’ 
Ways in particular is doubtful due also to the lack of fidelity to the 
original texts. Mercedes Rubio.


