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PROOFS ON THEEXISTENCE OFGOD: NON CREDOUT INTELLIGAM, OR
ANSELM AND AQUINAS: REDEFINING NON-BELIEVERSAS IRRATIONAL FOOLS
St Anselm and St Thomas Aquinas, as Christians, believed that Gstd ex
because He has revealed Himself in His Word (Genesis 1:1)natie iworld of His
creation. It is interesting to note that the two most influeptiabfs on the existence of
God came from two people who did not doubt His existence, and in fastdokin Him
blindly, guided by faith alone. This engrained bias (faith) andebéli God would
ultimately reveal their proofs and arguments to be directed tbwacertain result.
Anselm wrote that it is the nature of faith that desires kndgde “credo ut intelligam”
means it is “my very faith that summons me to knowledgénd it is indeed his devout
faith and love for God that summoned him toward the knowledge of dewasivay of
proving His existence based purely on logic and reason (the Ontoldggahent). In
Chapter 1 of th@roslogian Anselm writes:
| do not even try, Lord, to rise up to your heights, because my iritdbes not
measure up to that task; but | do want to understand in some sraslinae/our
truth, which my heart believes in and [loves]. Nor do | seek to utaterso that
| can believe, but rather | believe so that | can understand! debeve this too
that ‘unless | believe | shall not understand™ (Isaiah 7:9).
It is in a similar manner that St Thomas,Snomma Theologiaaleveloped a series of

proofs using the cause of effects — from the works of Plato aistbde — to prove the

existence of God from things found in nature as the Unsurpasdableirst Mover, the
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Primary Cause, the First Ruler, and the “Ultimate End To TAlings.”® From the
Proslogianand theSumma Theologiagvo ecclesiast philosophers using reason and logic
devise a system of thought that proves the existence of God “undovibtbdty
ultimately says nothing about God's natlire. His nature, they believe, is
incomprehensible to humans but reflects the great Creator’'socre#tquinas writes that
“we are as blind as owls in the light of the sun” when it comes to knowing what &od is.
As Anselm and Aquinas created these reason-based proofs, it sermghat
very little is said regarding their own reasons for creathrese proofs; furthermore, it
seems almost unreasonable and illogical to use reason and lpgiwéothe existence of
a Supreme Being when nothing can be known about that Being. This hpaes to
provide a clear presentation of the two major series of proofs oextsence of God,
their definitions, and a brief description of the lives of tlwe philosophers that devised
these proofs not for their own faith, but in the hope that the “fool” velys %here is no
God,” will ultimately be proved foolish from the rational, natural anclogical proofs
of God’s existenc@. Looking at the lives and proofs of Anselm and Aquinas, light will
be shed on how they attempted to prove the existence of God, and hopefugdbe
will glean an understanding of the motives and reasons that led them to these proofs.
Little of Anselm’s secular life is known. He was born in 1033taly] near
Aosta, and at the age of 23 he left home because of a quarrel with his fathpenHeis
time roaming throughout France visiting schools and monasteriestiggtae education

on the way. In 1060, Anselm joined the Benedictine abbey of Bec arklygmiade a
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name for himself under the tutelage of LanfrAntn 1063, Lanfranc moved to the new
monastery founded in Caen by William, the Duke of Normandy, and winketame
prior at Be He held the position of prior until 1078 when he became abdtBec,
Anselm was able to write his thoughts on philosophy and theology da¥is.works
while at Bec include thMonologion(1076), theProslogion(1077-78) — which is the text
where his famous ontological (based purely on reason) proof appesrd his four
philosophical dialogue®e grammaticpDe veritate andDe libertate arbitrii (1080-85),
andDe casu diabol{1085-1090}° When Lanfranc, then Archbishop of Canterbury died
in 1093, King William the Conquerer, previously William (the Duke of Namuohy),
requested Anselm to replace Lanfranc as the new archbiSHbipe rest of Anselm’s life
was either spent in dispute with William the Conqueror, WilliaofuR, and Henry |
arguing about royal control of the eccclesiastal world or iredxim England. Anselm
died in 1109.

In the year 1077, as the prior of the Benedictine abbey of Beamc&r Anselm
made one of the “greatest intellectual discoveries of aé"twhile attempting to boil all
of what Christians understand as God into one “single premise:Xisterece of God can
be proved using logic and reason and is in fact an “analytical .probf This
Ontological proof appears iRroslogion. Since Anselm believed that God is rational,

and what He does is rational, and since humans are blessed wath, neasshould then
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be able to some extent understand the rationality of God’s actiamselm believed that
the following proof had proved the existence of God so undoubtedly thattlegen
thought of God not existing, cannot existBy understanding or defining God as “that
than which a greater cannot be conceived,” Anselm assumes thesenméat to exist
only as a concept is inferior to existing in concept and realitg.pkbof would appear as
follows:

Giventhat God is “that than which a greater cannot be conceivedifands
greater to exist in reality and in concept than existing iretstdnding alondghen
it is contradictory to say that God exists in human concept buinncgality,
because then the one “that than which a greater cannot be conasived’than
which a greater can be conceived, explicitly, a being thatsekath in concept
and in reality*>

Anselm adds the following justifications to his proof: even the fool ty&ays] in his
heart ‘there is no God’ (Psalm 13:1, 52:1) ... understands in his thoughetising
greater than which cannot be thought’ even if he does not think it.exidescontinues
by referencing an artist and a conceived piece of artwakhas not yet been created.
He says that:

For when a painter thinks ahead to what he will paint, he hagpitttate in his
thought, but he does not yet think it exists, because he has not done @ngst.

he has painted it he has it in his thought and thinks it existsidet@ has done it

... And certainly that greater than which cannot be understood cannbbelxis

in thought, for if it exists only in thought it could also be thought abasting in

reality as well, which is greater ... if ... that which greatannot be thought
exists in thought alone, then that than which greater cannot be thoutghbtuito

be that than which something greater actually can be thought, but that is obviously
impossible. Therefore something that which greater cannot be thought
undoubtedly exists both in thought and in rediity.
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15 John H. Hick and Arthur C. McGill, 3.
18 «Anselm on God'’s Existence”

7 bid.



In Chapter 11l and Chapter IV é¢froslogionhe presents nearly identical proofs that show
it is impossible to conceive that God does not exist, and how thevfamldenies the
existence of God is truly a fool who denies reason and 8gind, that even if humans
deny God, they are involuntarily accepting the concept of God. wWrsedls his proof in

a closing prayer, “My thanksgiving to you, good Lord ... For whairdt fbelieved
through your giving | now ... understand through your illumination that eviedid not
want to believe that you are, | would be unable not to understatid it.”

A little over a century after the death of Anselm, St. Thomas lvaain in 1225,
into a noble family. His father, Landulf, the descendent of thet grealthy count of
Aquino, sent his son, Thomas, to the famous abbey of St Benedict atcilsit® for
schooling. Thomas soon left that school and traveled to Naples, whewashérst
introduced to Aristotelian thought; the standard discipline of the uitiest® In 1242,
to the dismay of his father, he joined the Dominican Order edid¢brers and relinquished
all possessions and revenues, and adopted the practice of stridy pbvBecause of
this, and the fact that his family did not support his decision to arfteendicant order”
and become a “begging friar,” he was captured on his way te BPwihis brothers and
put under house arrest for over a y&aiDuring house arrest his knowledge of Scripture
grew extensively. In 1246, St. Thomas arrived in Paris, and soomitlefSt. Albert the
Great, who became his mentor in Cologne. From 1254 to 1266, Thomas wrote
extensively, and it was not until 1266 (very late in his writingeegr that he began

working on the piece that would becorfBamma Theologiaghe text that includes his
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five natural proofs on the existence of God. He died in 1274 afteslificocareer of
writing commentaries on books of Scripture; he spent very littlesofime formulating
and writing proofs on God.

According to Thomas Aquinas we know by natural reason that God éxitstve
cannot know what God is. In hBumma Theologiabe says that “God is altogether
above everything, it does not follow that he cannot be known in anginalybut that he
surpasses anything we can know about him, which means that we do noélvemdpr
him.”?®* This idea of God as the Unsurpassable, the being that ekis¢e everything
else, is identical to Anselm’s. “To show that God exists, we have to beginthsithings
we see and do know” he asks, in other words, before he begins, whetgiven, what
can weassumeand what are the definitions of the terms we are #8ingSt Thomas
believes that what God is, is impossible to know, but it is possiteadaw what God is
not. He believes that one way to know that God exists ihé\cause of effects. He
establishes five arguments for the existence of God, or “theVWayes,” which can all be
found in Aristotle and Plato, and are not unique in themsélves.

His first argument starts with what is given: there isiamotn the world, things are
moving?® The argument is as follows:
Things move, and movement is change.
Whatever moves has the potential to move.
It is impossible for potential to “actualize itself.”

And it is impossible for there to be an “endless series of actualizers”
Therefore, there exists a “First Actualizéf.”
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His fourth premise requires some clarification. He justifiés step by saying that an
infinite series is impossible because successive movers moveoatythey are moved
by the First Mover. Nothing moves the First Mover, so the First Mover is God.

His second proof is on the argument of “Efficient Causality” and is as fallows

1. “There is an order of efficient causes in the world.”

2. However nothing can be the cause of itself.

3. And “no series of efficient causes” can cause their own self.

4. Therefore, there exists a “First Efficient Cauge.”

He justifies his second premise by saying that “if sometivaige its own efficient cause,
then it would be prior to itself, which is impossibfé."The third premise can be restated:
no later cause can occur with out a prior effect. Therefweirtfinite chain has no
beginning; consequently, later events can not happen.

His third argument is entitled “the Argument of Contingent Be€inys“possible
beings,” and argues that there are beings where non-existeingpossible. Here is a
summary of the proof:

1. Some things exist but can not exist

2. And “something has always existed” because if everything couleiigif then at

some time nothing existed.

3. But possible beings do not come from nothing, that is, nothing causes nothing.

4. Therefore, there exists a “Necessary Beilg.”

According to Fr Francis Selman, “Thomas’ word for contingent is iptess since they
are thing which can exist and not exist by coming into and going@foexistence. If

everything were like this there would not be anything, since ediate at one time was

not; so there would be nothing because what is not can only come irtemegithrough
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something which already exists-"So for “contingent things to exist there must be some
necessary thing,” and this necessary thing is necessar\elbf &sd is the cause of all
contingent beings; thus, it is G&d.

His fourth proof is Platonic in style, and is as follows:

1. There are levels of perfection, and some things are either more or less perfe

2. “More or less perfection” is understood only through comparison to samethi

most perfect.

3. However, “the maximum of a kind is the cause of the rest of the kind.”

4. Therefore, there exists a “Most Perfect Cause” which caused engrgtae
This proof is confusing in its wording, but its message is simplee third premise is
saying that “all things are good only because they parteifra what is Good*
Aquinas concludes from this that “there must be something thheisause of being,
goodness and every other perfection — G8d.”

St Thomas'’ fifth and final proof is called the “Teleologiéagument” and varies
greatly from the first four which are causality arguméhtéie says that given all things
in nature act for an end, we can assume that this is intended éewgmsthing that is
unaware of its end (an acorn turning into an oak tree) isdsticted toward an end by
what he calls “Intelligence,” which is G3d4. Because only the mind bears intelligence
and is capable of “[intending]” things, there must be a mind to aliralathings that

directs them toward an end. The proof is as follows:

1. “Every agent, including natural agents,” act or are directedrtba beneficial
end.
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2. What acts for an end bears intelligence.

3. However, “natural agents have no intelligence of their own.”

4. Therefore, they are directed toward their end by an “Intelligéhce”

St Thomas believes that the world is rational and works througlonmeaBecause
there are laws of nature that are logical, the very ordehefuniverse manifests the
wisdom of its Maker, he believes that we are able to know somedbimgt the Creator
from His creatiorf” St Thomas also says that man’s nature desires to see Gduaand t
“since a natural desire would not be implanted in us in vain, unigkely that is not
meant to be fulfilled in some way,” which he says “is in theovi of God.*® However,
he believes that we cannot comprehend this in this life, becabsenass we are unable
to understand “that than which a greater cannot be conceivade’ believes that by the
things found in nature, there must exist one first immovable Beirgjnaary cause,
necessarily existing, not created; “existing the most wjdgpd, even the best possible;
the first ruler through the intellect, and the ultimate end of all things, whigbds*?

From Anselm’s proofs, a clear definition of what God is and whatbe assumed is
presented, and he uses reason and logic to redefine non-believeiasal fools.
Although he makes no suppositions on how God should be known, or how God should be
manifested in a religion, he does reasonably prove the existeac8ugreme Being. In
a similar way, using his knowledge of Aristotle and Plato, Aquinagepl with the
difficult concept of infinity and cause of effects, and deducedttieaé is a God, and that

God is the Architect, the First Mover, the Perfect Good, andHeatan be partially

understood from his creations. Although there is little written abwtreasons why
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Anselm and Aquinas set out to prove the existence of a God that treyetden whole-
heartedly; it seems that it was privilege that lead themthéo education; it was reason
and logic that led them to understanding; and, as they applied thistamdiéng to their
lives in religion, they found reason and logic justifying their faith.

It seems appropriate at this time to digress slightly flioenthesis of this paper, and
reveal a possible problem in the proofs of Anselm and Aquinas. Anseinesi&od as
something that a greater cannot be known, or understood.giVeisdefinition poses a
problem because it is not reafiiven that is, it cannot be proven. By defining God to fit
his beliefs, he can then accurately justify his definition andfsglit not the existence
of God. For example, imagine that you can conceive God. Then, mnrebénselm,
God is greater than your conception of God (but keep in mind that youeptarc of
God is God), which would mean that God is either greater than Himéeth could be
interpreted as polytheism, or that God can never be conceived, whith rygeproof that
He exists. Saying that God is greater than anything a huamathink up, is not proving
the existence of God, and by defining God as “that which a gremt@ot be conceived”
reveals the problems of his argument: Anselm’s faith and bigmesred this proof.
Similarly, for Aquinas, he stategivens which can not really be proven (i.e. things
change, nothing can be the cause of itself, something has awigysd). It appears to
me that Aquinas’s and Anselm’s arguments are based on fgiukps and based to
prove their points. In other words, their argument is proving their fahich really says
nothing about the existence of God, especially to someone who laitksofaiejects St

Aquinas’s and St Anselm’s beliefs entirely. Perhaps it vaslack of science and



technology a thousand years ago that helped shape their faith and belief invéawdiet
if these two ecclesiast philosophers were living today would ttiéggoply thegivens
they presented in their original proofs, given that so much of the unknotwnstithto be
contributed to God (and helped shape their beliefs), is now known informthat has

proof and base in physics and science?
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