






Summa Theologzae, Questions on God 

naturally desire, and we naturally desire happiness, which is to be 
found only in God. But this is not to know unequivocally that there is 
a God any more than to be aware of someone approaching is t a  be 
aware of Peter (even if it is really Peter who is approaching). Many, in 
fact, believe that the ultimate good that will make us happy is'riches, 
or pleasure, or some such thing. 

2. Someone hearing the word 'God' may very well not understand it to 
mean 'that than which nothing greater can be thought'. Indeed, some , 
people have believed God to be something material. And even if 
someone thinks that what is signified by 'God' is 'that than which 
nothing greater can be thought', it does not follow that the pergon in 
question thinks that what is signified by 'God' exists in reality rat* 
than merely as thought about. If we do not grant that something in 
fact exists than which nothing greater can be thought (and nobody 
denying the existence of God would grant this), the conclusion fhat 
God in fact exists does not follow. 

3. It is self-evident that there is truth in general. But it is not self-evident 
to us that there is a First Truth. 

Article 2: Can we demonstrate that God exists? 

I. It seems that we cannot demonstrates that God exists. For it is an 
article of faith that God exists, and we cannot demonstrate matters of 
faith since demonstration causes knowledge while faith, as St Pavl 
says, is concerned with 'the un~een ' .~  So, it is impossible to demori- -, 
strate that God exists. 

2 .  Moreover, the middle termIO in a demonstration is what something +. 
But, as Damascene tells us, we do not know what God is, only what he 
is not." So, we cannot demonstrate that God exists. 

3. Again, if we could demonstrate God's existence, the demonstration 
would have to proceed by reference to his effects. But God and hi's 
effects are incommensurable, for God is infinite and his effects finite, 
and the finite cannot measure the infinite. So, since a cause cannot be 

* 1.e. prove by deducing from known premises. Hebrews I I :  I .  

' O  The term in an Aristotelian syllogism that lets one link the subject of one premise with the 
predicate of another. Thus in the argument 'S is P, aU PS are Qs, so S is Q', the middle term is 'P'. 

" On the Orthodox Faith 1.4. PG 94.800 

Question 2 

demonstrated by effects that are incommensurate with it, it does not 
seem possible to demonstrate that God exists. 

On the contrary, St Paul tells us that 'the invisible things of God can be 
clearly seen, being understood from what he has made'.'" And if that is 
right, then we must be able to demonstrate that G,od exists from what he 
has made, for that something exists is the first thing we need to know 
about it. 

Reply: There are two kinds of demonstration. One kind, 'demonstra- 
tion why' something is so, argues from cause to effect and proceeds by 
means of what 'is unqualifiqdly first. The other, 'demonstration that' 
something is so, argues from effect to cause and proceeds by means of 
what is first so far as we are concerned (for when an effect is more 
apparent to us than its cause, we corne to know the cause through its 
effect). But, in cases where the effect is better known to us, any effect of a 
cause demonstrates that the cause exists, for effects depend on causes and 
can occur only if their causes exist. So, from effects that we know we can 
demonstrate what in itself is not self-evident to us, namely, that God 
exists. ir 

Hence: 

I. The truths about God that St Paul says we can know by Our natural 
powers of reasoning (that God exists, for example) are not articles of 
faith.13 They are presupposed by them. For faith presupposes natural 
knowledge, just as grace does nature, and just as al1 perfections 
presuppose that which they perfect. But there is nothing to stop 
people from accepting on faith some demonstrable truth that they 
cannot personally demonstrate. 

2. When we demonstrate a cause from its effect, the effect takes the place 
of what the case is in the proof that the cause exists, especially if the 
cause is God. For, when proving that something exists, the middle 
term is not what the thing is (we cannot even ask what it is until we 
know that it exists) but what we are using the name of the thing to 
mean. But when demonstrating from effects that God exists, weare 
able to start from what the word 'God' means, for, as 1 shall later 
explain,14 what we predicate of God is derived from these effects. 

I~ Romans 1:2o. I3  Romans I : I ~ - 2 0 .  I4 ~a 13.1ff 
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