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THE ARGUMENT AND ANDBJECTION
Hartshorne derives,
“There is a perfect being, or perfection exists,”
from the premises that
“perfection is not impossible,”
and that,
“perfection could not exist contingently.” (Hartshe 1962, pp. 50-1.)
Rowe, pointing the finger at common grounds sinngedm for premises such as the second one, saysadulen
it is a question whetherertainkinds of things exist, it cannot be settled thas at least not impossible, that is,
that it isat least possiblethat they exist, simply by observing that we wstind the natures of these kinds and
that our ideas of them harbour no contradictions.
Hartshorne's premises are, on certain assumptiusyalent to at least close approximations of ltaries to
which Anselm was committed of the premises of ttegomargument ifProslogion2.
“Something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thdugtists in the mind.”
and “That-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought caraxdgt in the mind alone [and not also in reality].
(Charlesworth 1979, p. 117: quotations from Fneslogionand ancillary documents are, unless otherwise
indicated, from this work. M. J. Charlesworthrarislation ofProslogion2 is in Section 1 below, and of
Proslogion3 and 4 in Appendix B below.) Hartshorne’s casgdn is similarly related to the conclusion ofttha
argument,
“Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thougifdte both in the mind and in reality.”
Rowe’s point can be found ‘in embryo’ in Gaunil®eo Insipiente2. These venerable clerics, Anselm and

Gaunilon, are ‘re-matched’ in Hartshorne and Raweahother look at how all this began and mighthdoave

ended.



PART ONE. THE ARGUMENTTHEN ANDNOW

1. THE ARGUMENT THEN, IN THE PROSLOGION
1.1 Proslogion2
“That God truly exists

"[1] Well then, Lord, You who give understandingtgllectun to faith, grant me that | may understand, as nagh
You see fit, that You exist as we believe You tsgxand that You are what we believe You to B8. Nlow we
believe that You are something than which nothiregter can be thougtdl[quid quo nihil maius cogitari pos$it
[3] Or can it be that a thing of such a nature dustsexist, since ‘the Fool has said in his hehete is no God'?
[Psalmsl4, I. 1, and 53, I. 1.] [4] But surely, whenglsiame Fool hears what | am speaking about, namely,
'something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thtuglk understands what he hears, and what he stadds
[intelligit] is in his mind [ntellectd, even if he does not understand that it actuatigts. [5] For it is one thing for
an object to exist in the mind, and another thingriderstand that an object actually exists. [@]s[ when a painter
plans beforehand what he is going to execute, kdithan his mind, but does not yet think thaaittually exists
because he has not yet executed it. [7] Howevieenvihe has actually painted it, then he both hiashits mind and
understands that it exists because he has now imaf@ Even the Fool, then, is forced to agreatsomething-
than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought exists irthe mind, since he understands this when he hears it, and
whatever is understood is in the mind. [9] Andedyithat-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought cannotexist
in the mind alone [and not also in reality] [10] For if it exists solely in the mind evehgcan be thought to exist in
reality also, which is greater. [Peter Millicantpin place of that, Alexander Broadie’s ‘transdati ‘For if it exists
solely in the mind, something that is greater carthought to exist in reality.” Hopkins and Riotison have in
(1974): ‘For if it were only in the understandirigcould be thought to exist also in reality — whis greater.’] [11]
If then that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thowgtists in the mind alone [and not also in realitigjs same that-
than-which-a-greaterannotbe-thought is that-than-which-a-greatarbe-thought. [12] But this is obviously
impossible. [13] Therefore there is absolutelydoabt thatsomething-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought
exists both in the mind and in reality" (pp. 87-8, bold emphasis and sentence numloieisda)

Charlesworth does not comment on the hyphenatelilsinterms that his translation Bfoslogion2 features.

How do they enter this proof? Anselm says thabeleve that God is something than which nothingptgr can

be thought. That he may understand that God exsske believes, he proceeds in terms of anotla@nehfor this

person in whom he believes, he proceeds in terrtteeadescriptive name ‘something-than-which-notkgnegater-
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can-be-thought’ [41,and says — | now make the best | can of the siggt¢ation marks in Charlesworth’s
translation when this name is introduced — thaheke Fool who declares that there is no God, staeds these
words, this hyphenated term, when Anselm speakstausing them/it. “He understands,” Anselm mighave
spelled outusingthese words,something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thoughind,” Anselm could have
added, tvhathe understands is in his mind as it is in my mindCf., Charlesworth’s translation Bfoslogion4
in the Appendix below.) One may gather from thegtuility of the last of that addition that Ansetiid not need

the Fool for his argument which in this part cohlie been conducted as a Cartesian soliloquy.

1.2 Once the term ‘something-than-which-nothingager-can-be-thought’ has been introduced fordhatich

he thinks and speaks iskroslogion2, Anselm does not get back to ‘God’ until theosetparagraph of
Proslogion3, to say and argue there that He is this beieg that these terms are co-referential). There i
incidentally, a problem with that identificatiomdthis argument oProslogion3. It would establish only that

God perhaptoo is something than which nothing greater can baghty and something that exists so truly that it
cannot be thought not to exist.

There is ayapin theProslogion though Anselnbelievedthat there is exactly one thing than which nothing
greater can be thought, which thing thus existsidg that it cannot be thought not to exist, andugh he says as
much inProslogion3; he does not prove this singularity there ocewleere in théroslogion In Proslogionl13
and 22 he argues only that God uniquely instargt@teer kinds of things. This is not, however, an impotta
gap. Having noticed it, Anselm could at the cdshanageable adjustments, have closed it by beginthie
argumentative proceedingsmrfoslogion2 and 3 with the confession that,

we believe that You are something than whicNOTHING ELSE AS GREAT OR GREATERan be thought
Assumptions concerning the as-great-as-or-grehter-telation intended by Anselm, including thasitonnected
in the field of things, would entail that there nahbe two things each of which is such that therething other
than it that is as great or greater, and thusl{erassumption that only what can be, can be thdnght manner
Anselm intends) that if there is something thanclhiothing else as great or greater can be thotlg, there is
exactly one such thing, and it is the greatestghirat can be thought (and that can be, on thergssun that only

what can be thought in the manner intended, cah be)



Noteworthy are shifts in the reasoningPobslogion2 from ‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-dae-
thought’ in lines [4] and [8] to‘that-than-which-thong-greater-can-be-thought’ in lines [9] and [&hld back to
‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thaugh[13]. These are remarked in the last parpgraf note
50 below.

2. Detailing the Argument

Proslogion?2 features two subsidiary arguments that delivemises emphasized in sentences [8] and [9] for its
major argument, the conclusion of which is dravamfrithem in sentence [13]. This agrees with the‘tak its
argument with which the able monk Gaunilon begiissresponse on behalf of the Féol.

“To one doubting whether there is...something.ntiwhich nothing greater can be thought, it is shéte...that its

existence is provedirst because the very one who denies or doubts itdyreas it in his mind, since when he hears

it spoken of he understands what is said;fanther , because what he understands [this-somethingwici-

nothing-greater-can-be-thought] is necessarily shahit exists not only in the mind but also imliy.” (Pro

Insipientel: p. 87, bold emphasis and bracketed materiatéadd

2.1 Subsidiary argument [4] through [8] This is an argument for

Premisel. Something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thowggtists in the mind.
The Fool understands of what Anselm, with the tewmething-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be thaygh
speaks: [4]. He therefore has not only these wihds term/this indefinite description) in his mdirbut this that
they (it) designate(s) in his mind: [4]. So it&®iin the mind. The curious passage from ‘hisdio ‘the mind’,

without mediation by ‘a mind’, is unremarked.

2.2 Subsidiary argument [9] through [12]
2.2.1 Thisis an argument for

Premisell. Something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thouginnot exist in the mind alone
(and not also in reality).
or, in other words, for

It is not possible thaaomething-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thoegitsin the mind alone
(and not also in reality).
which is equivalent to,
It is necessary that is not the case that
something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thoegists in the mind alone (and not also in reglity

To showthis it is sufficient to derive from only necesgsit that,



It is not the case that something-than-which-maikgreater-can-be-thought
exists in the mind alone (and not also in reality).
Now comes a derivation for thieegation It is anindirectderivation for which we suppose that,
(i), Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoegfsts in the mind alone (and not also in reality).
[M: a exists in the mind alone (and not also in rel\gl(g)something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thlmpg

It is, however, necessary that:

(i), For any kind of thing, a thing of this kind thetists not only in the mind
but in reality as well is greater than a thingtotkind that exists in the mind alone.

That it is necessary that existence in realitynisather-things-equal-greater-making’ conditioraiplainly
implicit premise ofProslogion22
Therefore, from (i) and (ii),

“[S]omething that is greater [than something-thamel-a-greater-cannot-be-thought ]
can be thought” (Broadie’s translation),

or in other equivalent words,

(iii) , Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought
is something than which a greatecan be thought to exist in reality.
and
There is something such that it is greater thanesioimg-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought,
and it can be thought to exist in reality.
(F[G(XA) & TX]
[A: something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thaugh a is greater thab;
T: a can be thought to exist in reality]

How so? Because we can think of something x doah k is of exactly the same kind as this somegtivan-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought, and x existonét in the mind but in reality as well.
However (now comes a line that is only implicitAnselm’s text),
(iv), This something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-behought

is something than which a greatecannot be thought to exist in reality.

or equivalently
It is not the case that there is something suchitlegreater than this
something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thougid,iican be thought to exist in reality.
~(@X[G(XA) & TX] .

The redeployment of the name letter ‘A’ servesu@sal for repeated ternigd symbolize the explicitly anaphoric

phrase this something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughitie emphasized contradictory lines — please see

their emphasized symbolizations for their intenthedrpretations and the contradiction — completeititirect



derivation. According to these lines, to adaptémss words in [11]: ‘This same something-than-whitothing-
greater-can-be-thought, is, (iii), something thdmclv a greatecan be thought to exist in reality, and, (iv), it is

something than which a greatmmnnotbe thought to exist in reality. But this is ohwity impossible!®

2.2.2 How did line (iv) of ‘self-predication’ géito this subsidiary derivation? Perhaps Anseloold say that
(iv) is itself necessarily true, and that,general of any ‘a-such-and-so’ is a such and so: This possibility is
revisited in Section 2.2.4. | propose, for novgttAnselm considered (iv) to be a consequencg of (vhich its
indefinite description occurs. My suggestion iatthis reasoning proceeded inwrarticulated logicfor
indefinite descriptions in which such inferences alt but immediate and can easily go unremarkei a very
simple and intuitive logic for indefinite descriptis. It can be reached by adding indefinite dptes terms to a
standard quantifier calculus for nonempty domams @enoting terms. For this logic, we may adch®language
of the Quantifier Calculus (Kalistet. al 1980), for variable,, and formulap in whicha has a free occurrence, the
indefinite description term@oao" in which ‘@’ a variable-binding operaterliteral translation;an-u-such-that-
¢, and add to its deductive system the premiseféssence rule or axiom:

Indefinite Descriptions. For variables, and formulag andy, and formulayg,, that comes frony by

proper substitution of@agfor a,

Vau = (F0)(@ & y),*
an-u-such-thatg is ana such thaty if and only if (there is) an is such thap that is such thay

For example: ‘G@xPFx (3x)(Fx & Gx)'*? — ‘an-x-such-that-Fx is an x such that Gx if amdlyaf (there) is an x

such that Fx that is such that GX'.

Statement (i) of our derivation has in the languefithis logic the simple symbolization ‘M@xSx’ der the
abbreviations — Ma exists in the mind alone (i.e.exists in the mind, but not in reality); &is something than
which a greater cannot be thought to exist in tgalstatement (iii) has under this scheme the sjizdtion
‘~S@xSx’, and statement (iv) has the symbolizatia@xSx’. The explicitly anaphoridhis something-than-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought’ of (iv) is syritbed here by the same symbolic indefinite desmips being
used symbolizations of these sentences, as ilnM@sction 2.2.1 by the same name letter’s beirg (glease see
note 8). Sentence (iv), thus symbolized, hasdhewing derivation in the logic for indefinite dadptions just
detailed from sentence (i), thus symbolized.

1. SHEW (iv) S@xSx Direct Derivation (8)



©X NogOr WD

M@xSx 0]

M@xSx = (Ix)(Sx & Mx) Indefinite Descriptions
(FIX)(Sx & Mx) 3, Biconditional Conditional [left to right], 2lodus Ponens
Sa & Ma 4, Existential Instantiation
Sa & Sa 5, Simplification, Repetition, Adjunction
(IX)(Sx & Sx) 6, Existential Generalization
S@xSx@x) = (3x)(Sx & Sx) Indefinite Descriptions
S@xXSx 8, Biconditional Conditional [right to left], Modus Ponen§

2.2.3 The subsidiary derivation in Section 2.48lls out what | take to have been Anselm’s reimgpfor

Premisell. A crucial juncture of the reasoning, namehg entry into it of line (iv), can be spelled auta simple

and intuitive logic for indefinite descriptions wvahi | take to be Anselm’s unstated way with thénThere is,

however, not a small problem here. This logicifatefinite descriptions is fatally flawed. It isa axconsistent

logic in which contradictions are derivalife!

For example, there is in this logic an indirectidstion for the contradiction,

F@x(Fx &~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~Fx)

that turns on the case of Indefinite Descriptions,

~[(F@X(FX & ~Fx) & ~F@x(FX & ~Fx)] = (@X)[(FX & ~FX) & ~(Fx & ~FX)].

In this case of Indefinite Descriptions,

For variablesi, and formulag® andy, and formulayg,, that comes frony by proper substitution of

r@agfor a,
Vauw = F0)(¢ & ),

ais X', ¢ is ‘(Fx & ~Fx)’, y is ~(Fx & ~Fx), and ~[(F@x(Fx & ~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~FX)]' is yay, It can be seen that

‘~[(F@x(Fx & ~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~Fx)]' comes from ~(Fx & ~Fx)’ by proper substitution of ‘@x(Fx &Fx)’ for ‘x'.

1.

Noagak~ow N

SHOW F@x(Fx &~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~Fx) (6, 7, Indirect Derivation)
‘ ~[F@x(Fx & ~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~Fx)] Assumption for Indirect Derivation
| ~[(F@x(Fx & ~Fx) & ~F@x(Fx & ~Fx)] = (IX)[(FX & ~Fx) & ~(Fx & ~Fx)] Indefinite Descriptions
(FX)[(FXx & ~Fx) & ~(Fx & ~Fx)] 3, Biconditional Conditional [left to rightR, Modus Ponens
(Fa & ~Fa) & ~(Fa & ~Fa) 4, Existential Instantiation
Fa 5, Simplification, Simplification
~Fa 5, Simplification, Simplification




It may be observed that this troublesome derivatioour Anselmian logic for indefinite descriptionses only the
left-to-right half of the rule or axiom Indefini@escriptions.’” Coincidentally, it can be gathered from the next

section that Anselm, though | think he uses botkdsa needs only this first half of Indefinite Daptions.

2.2.4 | have derived (iv) from (i) in what | tat@be Anselm’s logic, because, though (iv) camldgved from
(iii), which is symbolized in its language most pimby ‘~S@xSx’, so can everything: here ‘'S’ abbreviates'
something than which a greater cannot be thougéxitt in reality. This is because, by an inseaoficindefinite

Descriptions, it follows from S@xSx that{x)(Sx & ~Sx).

1. SHEW P (5, 6, Indirect Derivation)
2. ‘ ~S@XSx premise
3. | ~S@XSX= (IX)(Sx & ~Sx) Indefinite Descriptions
4. |Sa&-Sa 3, Biconditional Conditional [left to rightModus Ponens
5. ~Sa 4, Simplification
6. Sa 4, Simplification

For the same reason, (iv), ‘S@xSX/, is itself eotieen by an indirect derivation in this unfortundamic,

1. SHEW S@xSx Indirect Derivation (5, 6)
2. ‘ ~S@XSx Assumption for Indirect Derivation
3. | ~S@XSX= (IX)(Sx & ~Sx) Indefinite Descriptions
4. ~Sa & Sa 3, Biconditional Conditional [left to right], 2lodus Ponens
5. ~Sa 4, Simplification
6. Sa 4, Simplification

as (iv) carseemfrom its translation,

‘Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughkéxist -in-reality is something than which a

greater cannot be thought to exist in reality.
that it should be in goodlogic for indefinite descriptions. As suggestedSection 2.2.2, Anselm may well have
viewed (iv), not as an inference from something st as provable and necessary in its own ragid, therefore
hardly remarkable. This mistaken impression abdtthink by the proximity of the indefinite desgtion
predication an-x-such-that-a-greater-cannot-be-thought-to-exist-in-realisyan x such that a greater cannot be
thought to exist in reality’ to the universal geslération ‘any x such that a greater cannot be thought to exist in
reality is an x such that a greater cannot be thoughtisb i@ reality’, which generalization is analytic.

Similarly, for everypair of formulas~gg,,’ andreg,,'. For any variable, formulae in whicha is free, and

formulareg,, that comes fronp by proper substitution of@og" for a: the formulareg,,’ is a theorem of our
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Anselmian logic, and everything is derivable frasnegation in our logic with Indefinite Descript® This
with the remarkable consequence that in this gt for any variable and formulap in whicha is free, (o)

is a theorem. To illustrate:

1. SHEwW @x)Fx (5, Direct Derivation)
2. ' F@xFx theorem
3. | F@xFx= 3x)(Fx A FX) Indefinite Descriptions
4. |Fan Fa 3, Biconditional Conditional [left to right], Etential Instantiation
5. |(3x)Fx 4, Simplification, Existential Generalization

2.2.5 Unflattering?

2.2.5.1 “But,” Leftow might say,this puts an unflattering gloss on [Anselm’s] argurent....One can instead
read [it] in light ofnon-Anselmian semantic assumptions....[assumptions that inclinddg]one can use satisfiable
descriptions as if they refer, whether or not tey..This would amount to running Anselm’s arguineithin a
‘free’ logic.” (Leftow 2005, p. 84, bold emphasidded) Leftow ‘extracts’ (as David Lewis would/saplease
see note 33 below) froroslogion2 a two-premise argument, indicates informalljree-logical’ path (without
saying what is specifically ‘free logical’ abou} ib a contradiction from the assumption that “moghis a G [i.e.,
that nothing is identical with something-than-whitb-greater-can-be-thought],” and says, “As fal ean see,
then, given a free logic, Anselm’s reductio goestigh” (p. 5).

Perhapsthe two-premise argument Leftow extraeteslogion2 can be symbolized and derived in a free
logic system for natural deduction. | have nokkmbinto that, and Leftow is evidently not stften any case, it
does not matter to the exercise of the presentrpayéch is not that of extracting more-or-lessenizguments
from Proslogion2, but of saying what line of reasoning Anselm hachind for this great text, and saying,
incidentally, whethehis reductio goes through. To get full value wherdgitog historical philosophic arguments,
it is important to keep apart exercises of faittetticulation, from those of ‘extraction’ for bemtguments If great
philosophers have made mistakes, they figure te haade mistakes from which we can learn. | dacoosider
the ‘gloss’ | place on Anselm’s argument toateall unflattering. It isnotas if | were accusing Anselm of relying
on an unstated easily taken for granted questiggibg premise, a premise that all by itself entattat he is out
to prove inProslogion2. Though even that accusation was not, whendenitain the first draft of this paper,

terribly unflattering.



2.2.5.2 My criticism of Anselm’s reasoningfmoslogion2, and in particular his reasoning fremisell, is not
that it proceeded in amarticulatedlogic for indefinite descriptions. Nor, certainlyg it that his reasoning
proceededn a very simple and highly intuitiiegic for them. My admiring criticism is thatptoceeded in an
imperfectlogic for indefinite descriptions, the faults ofileh logic are far from obvious. Studying his argnt is
instructive firstly of the value ofirticulating andvettinglogics of natural reasoning as we are now better
positioned than he was to #oStudying the faults his simple and intuitive weith indefinite descriptions is
secondly instructive of the challenges of this igatar piece of logical grammar. It todeniusto find and exploit
the loopholes of the intuitive system for it.

It was anexcellent error® Anselm can be seen in his reasoning to meld iat\i#) after all but not obviously,
an impossible manner a Fregesmope-fredreatment of indefinite descriptions as bona fialedit ‘epsilon’)
terms, with a Russellian treatment of them as irpleta-in-themselves parts of essentially scopeuiditeis, which
treatment provides for its indefinite descriptianrulas the premiseless rule or axiom, for variabli®rmulase
andy, and formula-like stringy' that comes frony putting rAag’ in place of each occurrence of 3 that is free in

vy and that does not standynn an occurrence of a formutpAae]y’ ,
1 [Aao]y = (30)(¢ & W)
For a simplest example we have the senteidcd-X]G AxFx = (Ix)(Fx & Gx)'. Anselm’s error provided an

occasion for the observation that these ways dfrdgéormally with indefinite descriptions adeeplydifferent

and not mergeable. If Gaunilo had ‘cottoned’ t@itd seen the problems of Anselm’s argumentatiphis
secondmajor premise, the subject of the logic of deswis, indefinite and definite, could have beemtsthup
then, in the twelve century, instead of waitinghe end of the nineteenth. But he did #ioAnd it was not. There
is more in Appendix B below of these alternativeysvaf coming to formal terms with the indefinitesdeptions

of English, and of the relation of these altermativays to the argumentative reasoning@mfslogion2.

Unflattering? Far from it. It was an award-winning errdfive star$

2.2.6 A more generous construction of Anselm’s reason®gppose | am right about Anselm’s implicit lofpc

indefinite descriptions. Then, had he articulatexhd noticed the fatal flaw of it illustrated 8ection 2.2.3, he
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could have found a cure that left his argumenfi@mise llintact. This on the assumption that he wouldtkay

the range of his quantifiers was exattlings that exist in the mind

2.2.6.1The cure Taking into account this range for his quantifigkaselm could have seen that the rule
Indefinite Descriptions needs to be premised. cbidd have, (a), revised Indefinite Descriptions to
Indefinite Descriptions*. (3B) B = @ue /- Yau = (Fa)(9 & ),

o andp variablesgp andy formulas, andyg,, a formula that comes from by proper substitution of@aq*for a;
and, (b), lettingV be a logical predicate for existence in the mieddorsed the rules,

Existence in The Mind My /. (3B)B=vy; @B)B=v /. My,
v aterm B and variablé? These rules would reflect the intended rangesfjbantifiers, within which things that
exist in reality would make a proper sub-classttihg R be a logical predicate for existence in realitg tatter
intent could be reflected by the rule,

Existence in Reality Ry /. (3B) B =Y.

2.2.6.2 Amending his logic in this manner, Anselonld have argued fd?remisell much as suggested in
Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. Using the new logicalipegdes M’ and ‘R’ for existence in the mind and in reality, and
‘S’ to abbreviatea is something than which a greater cannot be thioiogéxist in reality’, the supposition for
indirect derivation in Section 2.2.1 could be syf#sul thus,

(i) M@xSx & ~R@xSX,
from which (iv) could be derived thus,

1. SHOW (iv) S@xSx (8, Direct Derivation)

2. |M@XSX & ~R@xSx @i

3. |3y y=@xSx 2, Simplification, Existence in The Mind
4. ~R@xSx = (IX)(Sx & ~Rx) 3, Indefinite Descriptions*
5 |(3X)(Sx & ~Rx) 4, Biconditional Conditional (left to right), Simplification, Modus Ponens
6. Sa &~Ra 5, Existential Instantiation
7. Sa & Sa 6, Simplification, Repetition, Adjunction
8. |(@X)(Sx & Sx) 7, Existential Generalization
9. |S@xSx= (Ix)(Sx & Sx) 2, Simplification, Existence in The Minbhdefinite Descriptions*

10. | S@xSx 7, Biconditional Conditional (right to left), 8/odus Ponens

Having added Existence to reflect his intent thatdomain of his quantifiers should be exactlyrfts that exist
in the mind’, Anselm could wish to ‘free-logic’ thrales of existential generalization and instaidiato agree

with that intent, so that lines (6) and (8) shdoddrespectively,
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(6) (@Bx)x=a & (Sa &-Ra) 5, Existential Instantiation*
and(8‘) EX)(Sx & Sx) 6', Simplification fx x = a), 7, Existential Generalization*
Existential Instantiation* : for variablea, distinct variabld that is novel to the derivation, formupaand
formulaq, that comes fronp by proper substitution @f for a,

B /- (Fa) a=p & ¢y
Existential Generalization*: for variableo, termg, formulag;, and formulap that comes fronp, by proper
substitution ofx for §,

Fa) 0 =6, 05 /. F)p
2.2.6.3 Anselm could have maintained that crittqoielndefinite Descriptions in Sections 2.2.3 &wsdtion 2.2.4
cannot be adapted to run against Indefinite DeSorig*. Thereductioof Section 2.2.3, readdressed to
Indefinite Descriptions*, would need the premisatM@x(Fx & ~Fx). This premise he could have said is not
available, since only things of which we can spasa#t thinkwithout a priori contradictionas even the Fool can
do of that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thautib in the domain on his quantifiers and ‘existhe mind’
in the sense oM’. Thegeneralproblem illustrated in the last paragraph of2&an be deflected by two
observations: first, that in the amended logic features Indefinite Descriptions*, not ‘F@xFxuttonly
‘M@xFx> F@xFx', can be entered on line (2) as a theorerd;second, that needed but not provided for the

entry ‘F@xFx= (3x)(Fx A Fx)' by Indefinite Descriptions* is the sentend&@xFx’, this to infer the premise

‘(Fy) y = @xFx’ required for that rule.

The amendments suggested in 2.2.6.1 to what | thagkAnselm’s defective implicit logic iRroslogion?2
save the subsidiary reasoning in it Rnemisell, and afford a charitable alternative interptigta of its hidden
logic that would place the burden of this chaptargument squarely on iBremisel, and direct critical attention

to Anselm’s reasoning for it. This direction i&éa in Part Two below.
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2.3 On to the conclusion of Proslogion 2
2.3.1 With premises | and Il ‘in hand’, Anselm vest “[13] Therefore there is absolutely no doulstt fomething-
than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought existthlin the mind and in reality. (Italics added). Exactly this
‘singular proposition’ is the stated conclusiorPobslogion2, and it does indeed follow from,

I. “[S]something-than-which-nothing-greater-cantheught exists in the mind.”
amljl. “[T]hat-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughnnot exist in the mind alone [and not also alitg.”
Under the abbreviations — A: something-than-whidgjreater-cannot-be-thought; M:exists in the mind; Ra
exists in reality — the argument from these presisdhat conclusion is symbolized by,

M(A). ~O[M(A) & ~R(A)] - R(A),

which is valid in every logic for alethic modaligi&

2.3.2 However the last line Bfoslogion2, [13], does not deliver what was to be proved,iwhich was the
existential generalizatiothatsomething that which nothing greater can be thowgtidts or in other words, that
there exists a thing such that nothing greater tharan be thought That this is what was to be proved in this
chapter can be gathered from its first lines:
“[1] Well then, Lord, You who give understandingféith, grant me that | may understand, as much as
You see fit, that You exist as we believe You tsgxand that You are what we believe You to 8. [
Now we believe that You as®mething than which nothing greater can be thought [3] Or can it be
that a thing of such a nature does not exissince 'the Fool has said in his heart, ther®i&ad'?”

For a general result Anselm could have taken fantgd the availability of,
something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thougsbmething than which nothing greater can be
thought,

which we have seen is a theorem of a logic thatfea the axiom Indefinite Descriptions, and a egugnce of

Premisel in a better logic that features the rule Indiédirbescriptions*. From that together with [13fatlows

that

something than which nothing greater can bethough¢xists both in the mind and in reality®
and, since to exist in reality is to exssmpliciter, that “a thing of such a nature does...exist” {@jjch is to say

that,
something than which nothing greater can be though¢xists®
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Such a thing ‘truly exists’, Anselm might add, ascording to the title dProslogion2, he would prove that God
does.

Neither of the displayed, boldly emphasized, eris#d generalizations is drawn by AnselmRroslogion2.
It serves his argument f@od to skip over these generalizations, and to pbé®en the non-general particular
conclusion ofProslogion2, namely thasomething-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought exists both in the
mind and in realityto Proslogion3. This next chapter of his boelaborateshe result oProslogion2 regarding
“this being....that-than-which-nothing-a-greatenugat-be-thought” Rroslogion3, [1] and [3], for ) that it “exists
both in the mind and in reality” [13]. This residtupgraded to say that“exists so truly...thait cannot be even
thought not to exist” (bold emphasis added), tahit is identified with God. It was convenient for theogress
of Proslogion3 to have available this something — “this beihg"writes — for several references. As for the
existential general conclusion itself , ‘promisedProslogion2 lines [1] - [3], Anselm ‘took it as read’, and

might have had little patience with a student \eiked after it

3. THE ARGUMENT NOW —HARTSHORNES MODAL ARGUMENT
Hartshorne offers a deduction of the existencepréect being from two modalized premises. BlesuN’ for
necessity in the so-called S5-sense of truth alyguassible world, and-N~’ for possibility in the correlative
sense of truth at at least one possible worldselinstead’ and ‘0’. He dubs his first premise ‘Anselm’s
Principle.’
AP 0[Q - 0Q)],

which under the abbreviation — “Q’ for3k)Px’ There is a perfect being” (Hartshorne 1965 — symbolizes,

It is necessary that if there is a perfect beihgntit is necessary that there is a perfect being.
Hartshorne provides fakP the free translation perfection could not exist contingeritlp. 51, italics added),
which idea he gets frofAroslogion3: there is in Hartshorne’s text for this prineigfThe Incompatibility of
Perfection and Contingency,” pp. 58-68) nothing lknselm’sreductiofor hisPremisell.?’ Hartshorne's
argument runs in terms of an unanalyzed existegéakralization. His reasoning, which is condudated
sentential, not quantified, modal logic, is wekat of the complications of Anselm’s descent famppses of

logical calculation to a particular somethifigThat perfection could not exist contingently tizes symbolization,

~0[Q & ~BQ],
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which is logically equivalent tof[Q > OQ]' by a modal-negation interchange followed byesaV
interchanges of sentential equivalefitsHis other premise comes with the comment, “kintaipostulate (or
conclusion from other theistic argument)p( cit, p. 51): it is the propositiothat perfection is possitle

P 0Q.
Hartshorne had in mind foP something more than ‘the first subsidiary argurnehProslogion?2 for the
existence in the mind of something-than-which-noghgreater-can-be-thought, namely, ‘theistic arguisiehat
show that “the fool's...idea...is self-consiste(’ 52)%° It follows in modal logic S5 fronAP andIP that there is

a perfect being,
Q: @x)Px2

4. This Modal Argument ‘Updates’ the Major ArgumenPobslogion2
Hartshorne's two premises are, on three assumptigiidosophic translations’ of at least close apgmations to
consequences to which Anselm was committed of thmises of the major argumentRioslogion2, and
Hartshorne’s conclusion is similarly related to tdoaclusion oProslogion2. Assumption Onés that Hartshorne’s
words, ‘a perfect being’, mean the same as Anselmords,‘a thing than which nothing greater cathioeight'*
Assumption Tws that to say, in Anselm’s mentalistic idiom, tii@ere is something of a kind thagitists in the
mind, is to say in modal terms that something of thmglks possible or equivalently, thai is possible thathere
is something of this kindAssumption Thre&s that, ‘to exisin reality’ was, for Anselm, ‘to exissimply. On
these assumptions, consequences to which Anselromawmitted of the stated premisesPobslogion2 are
equivalent to Hartshorne’s premises, and the ceiariuofProslogion2 is similarly related to Hartshorne’s
conclusion®
Premisel of the major argument iRroslogion?2 is,
Something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thowgfidts in the mind
From this, Anselm would need to say it follows, nigiby Indefinite Descriptions (or Indefinite Degations™),
that:
There is something of the kind, thing than whiclthirog greater can be thougltiat exists in the mind
HConfirmation (i) Premisel: M@xSx. (ii) S@xSx: a theorem given mainly Imgé&finite Descriptions, or a

consequence of (i), rewrittetM@xSx’, mainly by Indefinite Descriptions* and Eteace in The Mind.
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Therefore(3x)(Sx & Mx) by Existential Generalization, or Existential Gealization*HM Therefore, by
Assumption TwoPremisel has for Anselm the corollary,
It is possiblethat there is something than which nothing greeaer be thought.
And this, according to Assumption One, is equivaten
IP Itis possible that a perfect being existQ
Premisell of the major argument d¢froslogion2 is,
Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thowgimnotexist in the mind alone (and not also in reality).
Anselm is committed mainly by Indefinite Descriptgo(or by Indefinite Descriptions* arRtemisel) to,
Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughttlsing than which a greater cannot be thought.
SoPremisell alone (or with assistance froRremisel) has for Anselm the consequence,
(*) Something than which a greater cannot be thbognnotexist in the mind alone (and not also in reality).
And he would accept that,
(**) Itis not possiblehat (something than which a greater cannot begifioexists in the mind,
though no such thing exists in reality).

or equivalently,

(****) It is not possible that there is an x sutihat nothing greater than x can be thought,

and x exists in the mind along (and not also ititsga

JJPlease observe that

(*) Something than which a greater cannot be ghboannotexist in the mind alone (and not also in reality).

is amphibolous between,

(***) There is an x such that nothing greater thacan be thought, and
x cannot exist in the mind alone (and not alscemlity).
and
(**) Itis not possibléhat something than which a greater cannot be titoug
exists in the mind alone (and not also in reality)
(***) and (**) are not equivalent. My claim is #8t Premises | and Il #froslogion2 commit Anselm to (*)n the
sense of (***) and that while not similarly committed to (**) eould agree to it. It is the ‘close approximation
to something to which he is committed that wascidted in the first paragraph of this sectiffn.

Sentence (****) is, by my three assumptions, Ansieln speech for,
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It is not possible that (both it is possible thatre is a perfect being,
and it is not the case that there is a perfectg)ein
[0 particular, *'something than which a greater @irive thought exists in the mind’ is, by Assumptine,
synonymous with ‘a perfect being exists in the mimdhich, by Assumption Two, is synonymous withist
possible that there is a perfect beiffg’ And that in symbols is,
~0 [0Q & ~Q].

AnP O[0Q> Q],

which is equivalent to

and thus to Hartshorne’s,

AP O[Q > 0Q].
Each ofAnP andAP is equivalent to the Leibnizian principle thaitifs possible that there is a perfect being, then

it is necessary that a perfect being exists,

©Q > 0OQ:
JAnP:0[0Q > Q] = 0Q 5 OQ’ is an instance of the modal-confinement theotgfP > R] = [OP > ORY].

AP:'O[Q > 0Q] = ¢Q > OQ’ is an instance of the modal-confinement theorgff- OR] =[0P> DR]’..

The explicit conclusion dProslogion?2 that,
something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thougtists both in the mind and in reality
has either alone, or with assistance ff@ramisel, the consequence for Anselm that,
something than which nothing greater can be thoagists both in the mind and in reality.
This, by my three assumptions, is equivalent to,
It is possible that there is a perfect being, dredd is a perfect beingdQ » Q),
which is equivalent to Hartshorne’s conclusion tiatre is a perfect being,

Q: @x)Px3

Part Two. THE OBJECTION NOW AND THEN
5. THE OBJECTIONNOW BY ROWE — THAT CONCEIVABILITY DOES NOT ENTAIL POSSIBILITY
5.1 Common grounds since Anselm for premises thathperfect beings, and things than which nonatgrecan
be thought to exist, have been that we @amceiveof such things, that we understand what we akéinglabout,
when we talk about them, that our ideas of thenbdwarno contradictions, and so on (please see4®below

from some evidence of this commonality). Rowe akpd why, regardingertainkinds, includinghesekinds, the
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issue cannot be settled that it is at lgmstsiblethat things of these kinds exist, simply by obsggithat we can
think of such things existing, that wmderstand perfectly well wordar their kinds. He explains why, even if we
could prove that our concepts of these things daruiori entail contradictions, this would not settle thas
possible that there are such thidg€Examples of such kinds include actually or tresysting magicians, a.k.a,
magicans® and things than which (according to Anselm’s Ig)htothing greater can be thoufhtf such things
could be showm priori to be possible, and thus to exist, simply by thigkof them and so offthen ever so many
kinds of things could be shown similarly to exisat we are sure cannot be shown similarly to exiiw come?

Because,for one thing corresponding teverykind K that can be thought or conceived withoutteadiction
to be instantiated, there are kinds, for examgadéyally or trulyexisting K's, which can also be thought or
conceived without contradiction to be instantiatedich kinds are instantiated only if the kinds K are
instantiated. For example, there is no contraatictn the thought that the kind dragon is instaatlaand so the
kind dragoon a.k.a.actually or truly existing dragarcan also be thought or conceived without conttéaati to
be instantiated. Noif it could be settled priori that it is possibly the case that that theredsagoon then it
could be settled priori that it is actually that case that there is a dnagButthis, we are sure, cannot be settted
priori %

And becausefor a second thingregarding many, though not all, kinds K that berthought or conceived
without contradiction to be instantiated, therekinels K* of ‘K’s than which no greater K’s can be thought or
conceived For example, the kindylessed little islesthat is, earthly isles not exceeding in areahtectares that
are blessed beyond anyone’s imagination, can hetitavithout contradiction to be instantiated, ancan the
kind Anselmiarblessed little isles, this being the kindlessed little isles than which (by Anselm’s liginis
greater such isles can be thought or conceivedhd so again, if it could be settledpriori thatAnselmian
blessed little islearepossible then it could be settleal priori thatblessed little isles exist and are acttfal,
thoughthis, we are sure, cannot be settéegriori.

Presumablyit is the somewhat same fAnselmian godghat is, for beings than which no greater beiceys
be thought or conceived. To bring out the paraligh Anselmian bless little isles, we may letavsolutely
magnificent beindpe an being that is everynon-existential respectexactly like a being than which (according to

Anselm’s lights) nothing greater can be thoughtabsolutely magnificent thing would be a being tidrich
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nothing of greater power/knowledge/goodness/creatgponsibility/and so on could be thought or eared, but
it is not part of the idea of an absolutely magmifit being that it ‘exists in reality’. AAnselmian godvould be
an absolutely magnificent being that existed iditygaSo again, if it can be settledpriori that Anselmian gods
are possible, then it can be setttegriori that there are absolutely magnificent, though taisnot be settled
priori, if, contrary to what Descartes found to be chead distinct together with what he took to be réaedy
‘the natural light', existence in reality is nottaited by what would be the non-existential feasurgan

Anselmian god that constitute absolute magnificéhce

5.2 To elaborate in possible-world termBy a ‘possible world’ | mean ‘a way things mighave been’, a
comprehensive way that settles “everything regayavhat things there are and how they are bothem#telves
and in relation to one another” (Sobel 2004, p. F)e actual possible worlid the possible world that happens to
be the way things are the actual worldthis world in which we live and breathine actual world is not a
possible worldit is in particular not the one that is the whings are in the actual world; the actual world
instantiateshe actual possible world. Following Plantinga, Us say that the actual possible worlKrignos
That said, here comes thenceptof amagican

A thing x is amagicanat a possible world w if and only if, (,exists and is a magician at and, (ii), x

is exists and is a magicianktonos (Cf., Rowe 1993, 42n13.)
Theconceptof amagicanis in a certain way peculiar. Let us say thabedinary concept of a kind of thing is
such that, for any possible world w, whether arth@s concept is instantiated at w depends exablisbn the
natures of things that exist at w. The concegt wfagician is ordinary in this sense. The conokptmagicanis
not. For whether or not it is instantiated at agilde world w other thakronosdepends in part on the natures of
things that exist a@ronos the concept of enagicanis instantiated at a possible world w only if tomcept of a
magician is instantiated &ronos(the concept of enagicanis instantiated at at least one possible workhid
only if it itself is instantiated aronog. Let us say that a concepteistraordinaryif and only if whether or not it
is instantiated at a possible world w other tk@onosdepends at least in part on the natures of thimafsexist at
Kronos The concept of enagicanis extraordinary in this sen$e.

The concept of an Anselmian god is similarly extdimary. To prepare for this concept, we haveafor

different concept, that:
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A thing x is anabsolutely magnificent beirgf a possible world w if and only if x exists atwd is, at w,

in everynon-existentiatespectexactly like a being than which (according to Anssllights) nothing

greater can be thought.
Now comes the concept of an Anselmian god.

A thing x is an Anselmian god at possible worldfwnd only if, (i), x exists and is an absolutely

magnificent being at w, and, (i), x exists an@msabsolutely magnificent beingkatonos
The concept of an Anselmian god is an extraordicancept: whether or not it is instantiated at ssfse world
w other tharKronosdepends in part on the natures of things that exisronos The concept of an Anselmian
god is in this respect like the concept shagican®® And one may gather from their parallel definigasther
similarities. For one, that as it can be knavpriori that it ispossiblethat there is anagican only if it can be
known a priori that it istrue that there is anagician so it can be knowa priori that it is possible that there is an
Anselmian god, only if it can be knovenpriori that there is an absolutely magnificent being.d foresumably
for second, that as @annotbe knowna priori that there is a magician, so it cannot be kneavgmiori that there is
an absolutely magnificent being. Given these sirtifles, there follows bynodus tollensnferences, the third that
as it cannot be knowa priori that it is possible that there isreagican so it cannot be knowa priori that it is

possible that there is an Anselmian gbd.

6. THE OBJECTIONIN GAUNILO’S SPEECHON BEHALF OF THE FooL

6.1 What should have been madé@uadslogion2 then, in the beginning of its history? Not muGaunilo said
when it was first circulated, his reason being thatgh its major argument is valid, Anselm’s sdlasiy
argumentation foPremisel does not establish that this thing of which Ansepeaks i$n the mindin a sense
that would entail that it exists not only in thenaj but in reality as well. This capsule sketcheag with
Anselm'’s take on Gaunilo’s critical position.

“[Y]ou maintain that, from the fact that that-thamich-a-greater-cannot-be-thought is understood, it

does not follow that it is in the mind, nor thdtitiis in the mind [in a manner entailed by itsrige

understood], it therefore exists in reality . [Agsti this] | insist...that simply if it can be thdugt is

necessary that it exists.” (Reply to Gaunilo 11p1.)
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Gaunilo had nothing to say gainst Anselm’s reaspifidn Premisell. There is no evidence that Gaunilo
considered at all remarkable the implicit transiidrom ‘atomic indefinite description sentences’ t
corresponding existential generalizations in Anseliext. The hyphenated indefinite descriptionfrefuent
occurrence in Charlesworth’s translatiroslogion2 - 4 haveno occurrences in his translation of Gaunilo’s

opposition to théroslogion2.

6.2 Gaunilo’s critical position was, | suggestHER that from the fact that that-than-which-a-great@nnot-be-
thought is understood, it does not follow titas in the mindoR, that though it does follow from its being
understandable that it is in the mind, this follawmy in a sensén which, from its ‘being in the mind’ it does not
follow that it exists. Why? Because, he could sagr so many things are understandabledbatot exist
including, he explicitly indicates iRro Insipente2, things that arare not capable of existing.

Gaunilo does not say that there is adhing than which nothing greater can be thougBine gathers that he
may personally have thought there is such a thhnggh the evidence is mixéd.In any case, he of course does
not deny that he has these words, ‘a-thing-tharchivhiothing-greater-can-be-thought’, in mind wherrdeds
Anselm'’s inscriptions of them. Nor does he derat the then understands them, or that he then hastiy
mean in mind. We may take, furthermore, that hddino contradiction @ priori impossibility in these words.
What he denies is that, from his understandingetiesds, and we may add from there being no coittiad in
his understanding of them,fallowsthathe has in his mindomething in any manner different from the way “al
kinds of unreal thingsjot existing in themselves in any way at allare equally in the mind since if anyone
speaks of them | understand whatever he s&®®' Ifisipiente2, p. 105, bold emphasis added). Included, Gaunil
could have added, are things thahnot‘exist in themselves’, things that areapableof existing in reality, such
as greatest numbers (the concept of which hartmuoostradiction), andnagicansthe concept of which harbours

no contradiction, had he heard of such things afieved there are in reality no magicians.

6.3 Anselmgathers that a thing than which a greater cannttdagyht is in the minéh a manner that serves his
argument since it is in the mind of the Fool who, undenstiag what he says, says there is no such being.
Gaunilorejects this inference, but we should acknowletigé he denies the inference from the fool's
understanding Anselm’s words to trejuisiteexistence in the mind of “what he understands'8{f), only with

difficulty, and not in a manner that fully illuminates thelpem of the inference. The problem with Anselm’s
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first subsidiary argument for his great beingigstence in the mind in the sense required bwtggment for its
existing in reality is, | think, in other words, the problem that Webspoil a similar argument for Hartshorne’s
‘Intuitive Postulate’ which affirms thpossibilityof a perfect being. Understandability and coneaptoherence
do not entail possibility. ‘The more accurate @dqdion’ of Anselm’s argument that runs in termspssible
existence explained in possible-world terms, rathan in terms of things existing in the mind, whaned with
the more accurate explication of Gaunilo’s primalbjection cast in these up-to-date terms, can ‘golditional

evidence to’ this objection.

6.4 Gaunilo, anticipating Leibniz, all but saysftaselm, “You have not proved that something thémictv
nothing greater can be thoughtipableof existing. You have not proved thessibilityof it, becauset is not
sufficient for the possibility of a kind of thingat there should be understandable words for thid lor even that
there should be no contradiction in words for iitgd@houghts of it. And you have provided nothingrento the
possibility of your great being than this. If ybad proved the possibility of it, if you had provegicapacityto
exist, | would give you your perfect being, afteuygave me, as you have promised to do, my bldgdedsland
conceived as an island than which none greatebedahought.*
The admirable mon&ctually said, with reference to Anselm’s attempt to ‘placéhe mind’, in a manner
sufficient for the argument, whatever is understopa person:
“this is in my view like [arguing that] any thingsrre capable of existingf these things are mentioned by someone
whose spoken words | might understani@fq Insipiente2, 106, emphasis added, brackets original in the
translation).
And he said that, “If...someone wisltbss to persuade me th#tis island...exists, | should...think that he was
joking”(Pro Insipiente6, bold emphasis added). This line contintms:should find it hard to decide which of us |

ought to judge the bigger fool — I, if | agreediwitim, or he, if he thought that he had provedetkistence of this island...,
unless he had first convinced me that its very kswee exists in my mind precisely as a thing éxgstruly...and not just as
something unreal or doubtfully real.”

Gaunilo was, | think, near enough to Rowe’s elugimger to get credit for anticipating®it.It was, | believe,
otherwise unanticipated. Anselm does not take up in the spirit of coogeeanvestigation the point that Gaunilo

lobbed?® which, | conjecture, could have been, in Anseltatsns as translated by Charlesworth, that from the
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existence of a kind of thinig a mind for example, in the Fool’s mind, or in Anselm’sna, it doesnot follow

that itexists inthe mind or, Charlesworth might have let him say, thakittsin mind.* >

And that is how it all began, might have ended, emdd now end. Though we know that it did notj avill not.

APPENDIX A
PROSLOGION2 AS TRANSLATED BY S. N. DEANE

Chapter II.
“Truly there is a God, although the fool hath saidhis heart, There is no God.

[1] And so, Lord, do thou, who does give understagdo faith, give me, so far as thou knowest ibéoprofitable, to
understand that thou are as we believe; and tbatatt that which we believe. [2] And, indeed, vetidve that thou art a
being than which nothing greater can be conceil3dr is there no such nature, since the fool Isatid in his heart, there is
no God? (Psalms xiv. I). [4] But, at any ratestiery fool, when he hears of this being of whiglpéak — a being than which
nothing greater can be conceived — understands lvehbaéars, and what he understands is in his uadeiag; although he
does not understand it to exist.

[5] For, it is one thing for an object to be in tnederstanding, and another to understand thailijeet exists. [6] When
a painter first conceives of what he will afterwapkrform, he has it in his understanding, butdesdot yet understand it to
be, because he has no yet performed it. [7] Bet &t has made the painting, he both has it inmiterstanding, and he
understands that it exists, because he has made it.

[8] Hence, even the fool is convinced, that sonmeftaxists in the understanding, at least, thanhwhathing greater can
be conceived. For, when he hears of this, he gtateds it. And whatever is understood, existhénunderstanding. [9] And
assuredly that, than which nothing greater canobeeaived, cannot exist in the understanding alfid.For, suppose it exists
in the understanding alone: then it can be condeioexist in reality; which is greater.

[11] Therefore, if that, than which nothing greatan be conceived, exists in the understandingeakbre very being, than
which nothing greater can be conceived, is oney titsich a greater can be conceived. [12] But thishiviously impossible.
[13] Hence, there is no doubt that there existsind) than which nothing greater can be conceiaad,it exists both in the

understanding and in reality.” (Anselm 1962, pi8.)

Bracketed numbers have been added. They marletttersce breaks in Charlesworth’s translation, whigtee
with those in Deane’s translation, except for [8jene three sentences in Deane’s translation camesip just

one in Charlesworth’s.
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PROSLOGIONB AND 4: CHARLESWORTH’'S TRANSLATIONS

3. That God cannot be thought not to exist

[1] And certainly this being so truly exists thatannot be even thought not to exist. [2] Forsibiimg can be thought to exist
that cannot be thought not to exist, and this éagsr than that which can be thought not to efBtHence, if that-than-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought can be thoughtaexist, then that-than-which-a-greater-canrestiought is not the same
as that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughtchvts absurd. [4] Something-than-which-a-greatemot-be-thought exists
so truly then, that it cannot be even thought aaxist.

[5] And You, Lord our God, are this being. [6] Yeuist so truly, Lord my God, that You cannot ebenthought not to
exist. [7] And this is as it should be, for if sermtelligence could think of something better tlyan, the creature would be
above its Creator and would judge its Creator —taatlis completely absurd. [8] In fact, everythelse there is, except you
alone, can be thought of as not existing. [9] dtne, then, of all things most truly exist andréfiere of all things possess
existence to the highest degree; for anything @ss not exist as truly, and so possesses existeackesser degree. [10]
Why then did ‘the Fool say in his heart, thereasGod’ [Ps. 13: I; 52: I] when it is so evidentawoy rational mind that You of

all things exist to the highest degree? [11] Wideed, unless because he was stupid and a fool?

4. How ‘the Fool said in his heart’ what cannot be tight
[1] How indeed has he ‘said in his heart’ what bald not think; or how could he not think what Isaid in his heart’, since
to ‘say in one’s heart’ and ‘to think’ are the s&mi2] But if he really (indeed, since he reallgttbthought because he ‘said
in his heart’ and did not ‘say in his heart’ be@bsg could not think, there is not only one sensghich something is ‘said in
one’s heart’ or thought. [3] For in one senseiaglis thought when the word signifying it is théiigin another sense when
the very object which the thing is understoodthia first sense, then, God can be thought notisi,éxut not at all in the
second sense. [4] No one, indeed, understandiag @bd is can think that God does not exist, eliengh he may say these
words in his heart either without any [objective[ynification or with some peculiar significatiofb] For God is that-than-
which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought. [This is ldmt occurrence in theroslogionof hyphenated terms.] [6] Whoever really
understands this understands clearly that this $mimg so exists that not even in thought cantienest. [7] Thus whoever
understands that God exists in such a way canimt &f Him as not existing.

[8] I give thanks, good Lord, | give thanks to Yaince what | believed before through Your free¢ igifow so understand
through Your illumination, that if I did not wand believethat You existed, | should nevertheless be unabiléounderstand

it. (Anselm 1993, pp. 88-9Charlesworth’s interpolatia
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APPENDIX B. FORMAL THEORIES FOR INDEFINITE DESCRIPTIONS

Though beyond the purposes of this paper, | willrasist indicating for indefinite descriptions@uad extension of the
Identity Calculus of (Kalishet. al, 1980), congenial to Anselm’s syntax in whichefidite descriptions arkona fideterms.
In this Fregean theory ‘proper’ and ‘improper’ ifidée descriptions are distinguished for sepategatment. Another
extension of the Identity Calculus, a Russelliagotly, for indefinite descriptions will be indicateapplications of which to
Anselm’s text can be illuminating, though this seteheory is not congenial to his syntax, for imiefinite descriptions are
‘scoped’pseudaerms. The Identity Calculus itself is a two-vaduogic for denoting terms and non-empty domaassare

these two extensions of it.

B1 The Indefinite Description Calculus
B1l.1Language

New terms For any variable and formulap, raa¢" is a term: it is afmndefinite descriptions

Semantics Let an indefinite descriptiomae' beproperin an interpretatioint for the Indefinite Description Calculus if
and only ifr(Ja)e" is satisfied for an assignment of elements ofditr@ain of Int: for the special case in liwhich no variable
other tharu is free ing, raaa is closedor aname and the propriety condition is thgHa)e be true inint. Let a description
rao @' bevacuousf and only ifa is not free inp. An interpretation for this logic features iamproper designatum A
descriptionraa ¢ that is closed and not vacuoudii, if proper inint designates something in the extensiomtrof ¢,
whereas, if improper iimt it designates thenproper Designaturof Int. That is a selected member of the domaimof-it
falls to us to make some decision concerning [tlesjgnation [of improper descriptions™ (Kaligdt, , p. 307), and this is the
simplest decision. In an interpretation vacuouscdptions designate the improper designata ofpnétations. An
interpretation for the Indefinite Description Cdlesiincludes a choice-function that, to each deson rao® that is proper in
Int, assigns a member of the extensiop slibject to two restrictions: (i), Alphabetic Varce, for any variables andp, and
formulase, andg, such thatp; comes fromp, by proper substitution df for o andvice versathe same thing is assigned to
raag,’ as toraPeg’, and, (iii), ‘Logical Extensionality’, for any fanulay, if ¢ andy are coextensive in every interpretation,
the interpretationnt assigns the same thingtooy as toraae.%

The Indefinite Description Calculus is an ‘epsitaiculus’ as is the Description Calculus itselfp¥on Calculi are
extended forms of the predicate calculus that pa@te epsilon terms. Epsilon terms are individaahs of the formexFx',
being defined for all predicates in the languadee @psilon termexFx' denotes a chosen F, if there are any F'shaadin

arbitrary reference otherwise.” (Slater 2005).

B1.2 Logic. For derivations in The Indefinite Descriptionl€ldus, | add analogues of the rules for definiégsaptions terms
in The Description Calculus of (Kaliskt. al, 1980).

Proper Indefinite DescriptionsFor any variable, formulag, and formulap,, ,that comes fronp by proper substitution

of raag for a,

(309) /- Pagy

for example, from 9x)Sx’ one may infer ‘GxSx,
and

Improper Indefinite Descriptiong:or any variables andy and formulap,

~(30)¢ [ a0p=ayy+y

for example, from < (3Ix)Fx’ one may infer 4xFx =2 X x # X.
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and the two rules,
Alphabetic Variance For any variables andp, formulase andy such thaty comes fromp by proper substitution of
B for a ande comes fromy by proper substitution ef for B,
- 2009 = 4Py,
for example, one may ‘infer’, or enter on a linghaut further ado,4xFx = ayFy'.

and
Interchange of EquivalentsFor any variable, and formulas andy such that(e = y) is a theorem
1. 209 = aay,

for example, from one may, or enter on a line witifarther ado, inferaxFx = ax~~Fx'.%

B1.3 In this calculus ‘GxFx’ neither is entailed by, nor does it entaifxf(Fx & Gx)’.

-{0,1} U: {0}
Impropersignatum: 0 phoper designatum: O
2 XFx: 1 axFx: 0
F:{0,1} F: {3
G: {0} G: {0}
ABFx  @x)(Fx & Gx) GxFx  @x)(Fx & Gx)
1 T 0 F
F T

‘axFx’ is proper in the first model; its chosen desitym is 1. 4xFX’ is improper in the second model, and thus glesties
the improper designatum.
Similarly, in this calculus <GaxFx’ neither entails, nor is it entailed byd¥)(Fx & ~Gx)’. Also, whereas
GXFx -~ VWIAX(FX = X = y) A GY] V [~VYAX(FX = X = y) A GIX X # X],
which expresses what “might be called éssence of FregéKalish, et. al, p. 325) is valid in the Description Calculus,s -

analogue,
GaxFx = (AX)(Fx & Gx) V [~(Ix)Fx & Gax x # X],

is not valid in the Indefinite Description CalcaluLastly, FaxFX is false in every model in which the extensioriFfis {}.

B1.4 Line (i) in the subsidiary derivation of Sent2.2.1 forPremisell in Anselm’s argument can be symbolized4kBx’;
line (iv) can be symbolized &Sx— M: a exists in the mind alone (and not also in regliBzp is something than which a
greater cannot be thought to exist in reafityhe inference,

MaxSx [. SaxSx
is not valid in the Indefinite Description calcululis premise is true, thought its conclusioraisé, in this model:

Universe: {0}
Improper designatum: 0

S:{
M: {0}

And line (iv), that SxSx, is not valid in this calculus, nor is it ‘desble from scratch’.

B2 A Russellian Theory of Indefinite Descriptionsnother formal treatment of indefinite descripis can take its cue from
Bertrand Russell’'s Theory of Descriptions. It wbuhake indefinite descriptions ‘incomplete symbakeit occur in formulas
that feature ‘scope-indicators’ for them. This smoomplicated theory — let it be the Theory of firdee Descriptions — can be
taken from theR-calculus of (Sobel 2006, Chapter VIII), as thedfiwite Description Calculus is taken from the Digstoon
Calculus of (Kalishet. al, 1980)%
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B2.1 ‘What might be called the essence of thistyef indefinite descriptions’,
[AXFX]G AXFx = (IX)(Fx & Gx),
is an instance of its principle or axiom for indfé description formulas, for variabde formulasp andy, and expression’
that comes fromy puttingrAag™ in place of each occurrence of 3 that is freg and that does not standynin an occurrence
of a formulafAaoe]y ,
Russellian Indefinite Descriptions /- [Aaoly = Fo)(e & )
(cf., Sobel 2006, Chapter VIII, Section 6.2). | dd kiwow that Russell ever considered such a thefdndefinite descriptions,

but | think he must have done.

B2.2 ‘Scope matters’ in this theory. For examplgAxFx]G AXFx’ is equivalent to+(3x)(Fx & Gx)’, while
‘[ AXFx]~G AXFX’ is equivalent to ‘Ex)(Fx & ~Gx)’. ‘Scope matters even fproper A-descriptions in this theory:3§&)Fx’

doesnot entail the equivalence~[3x)(Fx & Gx) = (Ix)(Fx & ~Gx)]': ‘(Ix)Fx’ and ‘@x)(Fx & ~Gx)’ are true, and

‘~(IX)(Fx & Gx)' is false in the model,

Universe: {0, 1, 2}
F:{0, 2}
G: {0, 1}

So ‘(@x)Fx’ does not entail the equivalence [AXFX]G AXFx = [AXFx]~G AXFX)’.
The case is otherwise for Russell@gfinitedescriptions in my theory for which

@AY)X)(Fx = x = y) o (~[XFX]GxFx = [1xFx]~GxFx)

is a theorem, since
@AYE(Fx = x=y)> (~ENIX)(Fx = x =y) & Gy] = @ANIX)(Fx = x =y) & ~Gy])
is a theoren® On the other hand, while in my Russellian thdorydefinite descriptions
["XFX]GFx =["XxGx]JFxGx

is not a theorem, since

@AI(Fx = x=y) & Gy] = @Y)[(X)(Gx = x =y) & Fy]
is not a theorem, the case is otherwise for owrthef Russellianndefinitedescriptions in which

[AXFX]G AXFx = [AXGX]F AXGx
is a theorem, since

(FX)(Fx & Gx) = (IX)(Gx & Fx)
is a theorem.

B2.3 This Russellian theory of indefinite desdnps does not agree with Anselm’s use of indefidiscriptiongroslogion

in which they are terms for which there are no tjoas concerning scopes of their occurrencesiescriptions are not terms.
They are ‘incomplete symbols’ that occurrences loictv in term-positions i-formulas are scoped. Relating this theory of
“non-Anselmian semantic assumptions” (Leftow 200584) to Anselm’s text can even so be illuminatifidius it may be
observed that in an extension of a ‘free logic ewsion’ along lines drawn in (Sobel 2004: ChaplleAppendix B) of this

Russellian Indefinite Description Calculus for legi modalities, Premisell has multiple symbolizations.
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Something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thowgginnotexist in the mind alone (and not also in reality)
or equivalently,
It is necessary that it is not the case that sbingtthan-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought
exists in the mind alone (and not also in reality).

has in this extension the following symbolizatidhat feature exactly one occurrence of the ‘scageator’ ‘[AXSx]": (II'),
[AXSX]o~(MAXSx & ~R AxSx), (II"), O[AxSx]~(M AxSx & ~R AxSx), and, (II'"), ‘O0~[AXSx](M AxSx & ~R AxSx)'.
Premisell —to go withPremisel, [AXSx]MAXSX, as Anselm would have it do — would need tahderstood along the lines of
the third of these symbolic sentenééd-appily, this is also the waBremisell would need to be understood forealuctio
that, while being served bycansistentogic of indefinite descriptions, wa®mewhatlong the lines traced in Section 2.2
above®®

Reconstructeavith Russellianpseudo-ternindefinite descriptions, the problemsRibslogion2 would be confined to
ones concerningremisel. These, however, would be exacerbated bydiemise’s being in this reconstruction equivatent
an existential generalization symbolized Byx)(Sx & Mx)'. Premise |, thus reconstructed, would entall by itselfwhat is
to be proved, namely, thabmething than which nothing greater can be thoegists (3x)Sx*® The reconstruction of
Anselm’s argument contemplated here, and the amenidafi his logic for indefinite descriptions sketchin Section 2.2.6

above, agree on this point. Each would confingptioblemof Proslogion2 to its subsidiary argument fBremisell.

B3 | have attributed to Anselm a defective logicifalefinite descriptions, a characteristic theoamwhich is this instance of
its rule, Indefinite Descriptions:

G@xFx= (Ix)(Fx & Gx).
For comparisons, the restriction to the case irchvkiie term 4xFx’ is proper of the half of this sentence upostamces of
which Anselm depends,

(@X)Fx o [GaxFx o (Ix)(Fx & Gx)],

is valid in the Fregean Indefinite Description @éilrs, and the unrestricted narrow-scoped analofjtleavhole sentence,
[AXFX]G AXFx = (Ix)(Fx & Gx)
is valid in the Russellian Theory of Indefinite Baptions.

It is as if Anselm’s unarticulated logic were faoper indefinite descriptions only, a natural sgkzation given that
improper indefinite descriptions are avoided inimady discourse, though they can come up in argtetiea philosophic
discourse that would ‘stretch envelopes’. It isfdss unarticulated logic would ‘have it both veayand be Russellian for
equivalences of indefinite description formulashnéixistential generalizations, while being Fregfearits bona fideindefinite
description terms, and its inattention to ‘scopefshdefinite descriptions, though these can maitdeast in philosophic prose
that explicitly features indefinite descriptiong/hat anice natural, and hardly resistible in the languagddgic of the

twelfth centurybadidea.
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NOTES

1. This study complements sections of (Sobel 20@4t One complements Sections 3.1-3.4 in ChdjpperAnselm’s
ontological reasoning, and Section 2.2 in Chaptenlthe relation of Hartshorne’s argumenfroslogion2. Part Two
complements Sections 3.5 and 3.6 of Chapter llann@o’s non-sequiturcharge, and Section 8 of Chapter Ill to Rowe’s poin
that conceivability does not entail possibility.

2. Written in 1077-8 when the Italian Anselm (1a339) was Prior, soon to be Abbot, of the Benéukicabbey of Bec in
Normandy. He joined the monastery in 1059, heddpbst of prior from 1063 to 1078, and that of alftmmm that year to his
departure in 1094. He was Archbishop of Canterfrarp 1094 to 1109.

3. His is, to my knowledge, the only translatibatthyphenates to highlight the play of indefirdscriptions in Anselm'’s
reasoning. ‘Something-than-which-a-greater-cafwsthought’ occurs once in Charlesworth’s transtatf Proslogion3.
‘That-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought’ osdinree times ifroslogion3, and ‘that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-
be-thought’ occurs once in his translatiorPobslogion4.

‘Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughturs twice in Chapter I, and once in the lastpBaX of his
translation of Anselm’s reply to Gaunilo. In thést occurrence it is used to say what Anselm hagep to exist “in reality”
(p- 189). ‘Something than—which-a-greater-canmstipught’ occurs twice in Charlesworth’s tranglatof Chapter IX (p.
189). And ‘that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-bedtift’ occurs fifty two times in his translation Aexisn's reply to Gaunilo!
One more thing: ‘the being than-which-a-greatemaiibe-thought’ occurs in Chapter | of this regly {69.) Caveat This
visually challenging data was assembled withoutmaer assistance.)

4. 1tis not the first descriptive name that hasrbproposed for the person who would be God. Hdasaid to God: Here |
will come to the Children of Israel and | will saythem: The God of your fathers has sent me tp gnd they will say to me:
What is his name? — what shall | say to them? <2ad to Moshe: Ehyeh Asher Ehyeh/I will be-theoavdoever | will be-
there. And he said: Thus shall you say to thedtéi of Israel: Ehyehivill-be-there sends me to you.”Ekodus3: 13-14: as
in (Fox 1995), p. 273. Bold emphasis added.] r&¥d-ox explains on page 270 his allegiance te {Buber and
Rosenzweig] interpretation” @hzeh asher ehyetil am that | am’ in the King James version) agai“some scholarly
consensus that the name may mean “He who causegs(tho be’ or perhaps ‘He who is’.”

5. Let L be the as-great-as-or-greater-than, the. atk east-as-great-as, of spiritual or religious sigatfice for Anselm.
That L is connected, i.e, that all things are L-panable,

@ AXAY[L(xy) V L(yx)],
entails that there are not two things each of wigcsuch that nothing else has this L-relatiort,to i
2 ~VxVy(x = y A ~Vz[z # x A L(zX)] A ~Vz[z # y A L(zX)]).

Confirmation of the need for (1) is possible byragle model for The Identity Calculus of (Kalish al, 1980). Confirmation
of its sufficiency for (2) is possible by a deriwat in this calculus. Therefore, since (1) entés from (1), and that there is
at least one thing such that nothing else had thidation to it,

3 Vx~Wly # x A\ L(yx)],
which Anselm could consider established in a revigif Proslogion2 addressed to the issue of the existence irtyedli
something-than-which-nothing-else-as-great-or-greean-be-thought, it follows that there is exaothe thing such that
nothing else has this L-relation to it,

4 VZAX(~Wly # X A\ L(yX)] = X = 2),
(4) follows from (2) and (3) by an instance of theorem,

~VxVy(x = y A FX A Fy) A VXFX < VWAX(Fx - x = y).
It follows from (1) and (4), that something has theelation to everything else,

(5) VYAX[x # y = L(yx)],
and from (4) that there are not two things thatehigne L-relation to everything else,
(6) ~VWz(y = ZA AX[X = y - L(YX)] A AX[X # 2~ L(zX)]),

as derivations can confirm. So it follows from éh)d (4) that there is exactly one thing that hasLtrelation to everything
other than it,

(7) VZAX(AYy # X ~ L(xy)] = X = 2).
It follows furthermore from (1) and (4) that whagevs of the first sort is of the second, and vieesa,
®) A=Wy # X A L(yX)] = AYly # X =~ L(xy)]),

as a derivation can confirm. So the thing such ieéhing other than it has this L-relation tostidentical with the thing that
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has this L-relation to everything other than it,
9) Vz(AX(~WWIy # X A L(yx] = x = 2) A VWAX(AY[y # X = L(Xy)] = X = W) A Z = W])
and equivalently in Russell's Theory of Descriptdobel 2006, Chapter VIII),

(10)  {mx~Vyly # x A LXIH XAVl # X = L(xy)] } X=Vyly # X A L(yx] =X Ayly # X = L(xy)] .
Defining greater-than in the usual way in terma®fgreat-as-or-greater-than,

(11) AXNY[G(xy) = L(xy) A ~L(yx)],
whatever has the L-relation to everything elsethass-relation to everything else, and vice versa,
(12) AX(MIy = x = Lxy)] = AYly # X = G(xy)]),

so that the thing that has the L-relation to eveng else is the thing that has the G-relationvierghing else,
which is to say, the greatest thing:
(13) VZ(AX(AYly # x = L(xy)] = X = 2)A VW[AX(AYY # X = G(Xy)] = X = W) A Z = W])
and equivalently
(14) {xMly = x = Lxy)] H ALy = X = Gxy)T} "X Ayly = x = L(xy)] = XAYly = X = G(xy)],
which entails the identity,
WX AYLY # X = L(xy)] =X AYly # x> G(xy)] .
Incidentally, that this L-relation is connectedtails that both it and the G-relation are syinitie
(15) AXL(XX),
and,
(16) AXG(xX),
which is as they should b&hough “God [would] not [be] greater than God” (&te 2000, p. 503), He would be as great
as Himself, and thus as great as or greater thansélf, as everything must be relative to itselfaiiks to Maciej Nowicki for
this reference, and for introducing me to the Jokites-H. Richardson translations.
Models and derivations alluded to in this note lbarfound in its expansion on-line, the URL of whish
http://www.utsc.utoronto.ca/~sobel/OnL_T/AnselmBdgainNote4plus.pdf.

6. This articulation of the reasoningRifoslogion2 contrasts with Charlesworth’s statement oaigument. He says that
it has two premises, “first of all...the definitioh God as ‘that than which nothing greater cathoeight’” (Charlesworth
1979, p. 60), and “the second premise...that wkiatsin actual reality is greater than what existthe mind alone” (p. 63),
and the conclusion that “Godif] actually exists” (p. 59). In fact, Anselm doest get back to God unti®roslogion3, and
that we believe that God is something than whidhing greater can be thought’ plays no réle inrdesoning oProslogion
3. Also Charlesworth neglects to mention the psenthat even the Fool understands (would understsmskelm’s words
‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thaugh

7. Gaunilo elides the movementRnoslogion2 from ‘is in his mind’ in sentence [4] to ‘existsthe mind’ sentence [8].
So does Millican in his statement of what he tefthe essential structure of AnselnPsoslogionll” (Millican 2004, p. 441).

8. This is’ analytic’ if ‘greater than’ here eilta'more worshipful’, since of things otherwiskka, only the one that
exists in reality is worshipful. It is impossitteowingly to worship what does not exist. | thithiat, in contrast,rfecessary
existence’ is not ‘great-making’ or ‘worshipful mag'. As it was once but not always John Findlay&w, | think that
necessary existence is antithetical to worshipigr(&obel 2004, Chapter IV, Section 7). From pleispective it is
unfortunate for his case that Anselm proceed@raslogion3 not only to identify something-than-which-a-geracannot-be-
thought with God, bubeforethat to maintain that it “exists so truly thenath cannot be even thought not to exist(bold
emphasis addedyuggestingas these words can do for modern readers argpésudid for Anselm and Gaunilon, tligtthat
is, thatsomething-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thdugkists necessarily

9. The valid argument — | was talking with Johfou met (this) John last week. | was talking with someone you met
last week. — is symbolized (with the quantifier fooed to persons) by — M(A). T(A) (3x)(Tx & Mx) — under the scheme —
A: John; T: | was talking witla; M: you meta last week. But not the invalid argument — | walkihg with John. You met (a)
John last week.. | was talking with someone you met last week. sTrigument is symbolized by — M(A). T(B) (Ix)(Tx &
Mx) — under that scheme augmented by the abbrevati®: John.

Proper names when repeated in speech or conversadby default’ for the same thing or persorhvifthis)’ and
‘(that)’ being understood without statement. Nofa repeated indefinite descriptions which angdefault’ for possibily
different things with ‘(a)’ being understood with@tatement unless ‘explicitly overwritten’ by ‘thior ‘that’ as in
Charlesworth’s translation &froslogion2.
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10. Anselm’s words here adapted are: “this sametttan-which-a-greatarannotbe-thought is that-than-which-a-greater-
canbe-thought. But this is obviously impossible.take them as short for ‘this something-than-wlaefreatercannotbe-
thoughtto-exist-in-reality is that something-than-which-a-greatanrbe-thoughtto-exist-in-reality’. There is more on this
adaptation in note 14 below.

11. The grammar of @-descriptions is the saméatsof--descriptions in the Descriptions Calculus of (KhJiet. al,
1980). Definitions of bound and free occurrendegmdables, of formulas coming from formulas bypper substitution of
terms for variables are the samatatis mutandigor this @-extension of the Quantifier Calculus@sDescription Calculus.

12. Cf.: “I met a man'....involves a propositional fuimt, and becomes, when made explicit: ‘The functionet x and x
is human’ is [at least once] true.” (Russell 1956168.) Russellmeans heraot to endorse the intuitive logic for ‘indefinite
descriptions’ just floated, but to say that ‘grarnhtan mislead here as to logical form: “This prsjpi@n is obviously not of
the form ‘I met x’. “The two words ['a man’] do héorm a subordinate group having a meaning obws” (p. 170). He
could have expanded his view by saying that ‘X1imet x’ is ‘holding a place for terms’ such ‘J®ignot ‘descriptions’ such
as ‘a unicorn’ or ‘the spy who came in from thedtol

13. Indefinite Descriptions may be contrasted i following rule which, in a manner, incapsusatiee rules of
existential instantiation and generalization.
EI/EG. For variable, formulag, and formulapg,, that comes fronp by proper substitution of@agfor a,
(P@um = (H(X)(p,
anu-such-thatp is ana such thatp if and only if there is an such thatp.
For example:

F@xFx=(3Ix)Fx,
an-x-such-that-Fx is an x such Fx if and only grhis an x such that Fx.
For anotherexample that serves the contrast with the rulefinide Descriptions,
F@x(Fx & Gx) & G@x(Fx & Gx)= (Ix)(Fx & Gx),
an-x-such-that-Fx-and-Gx is an x such that Fx ardf@nd only if there is an x such that Fx and Gx.

The variable ' of existential instantiation inghnference from 9x)[Gx & ~(Mx & Rx)] to ‘[Gj & ~(Mj & Rj)]' is cast
as abbreviating, given the scheme in play, “thefimite descriptive termsomething-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-
thought,-that-does-not-exist-both-in-the-mind-aneéality” in Section 3.3, Chapter Il (Sobel 2004). IncHBen 3.4, for the
inference from ‘@x)(Gx & Mx)’ to ‘(Gj & Mj)’, '’ is cast as abbrevating ‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-
thought-and-that-exists-in-the-mind’.

14. Michael Almeida proposed during discussion pfecursor of this paper presented at the UTSh&iphy
Symposium on February 3, 2006, that rather thaneadirectly forPremisel from the Fool's understanding of ‘something-
than-which-nothing-greater-can-be—thought’, Ansetmld have argued indirectly from the principlettbgistence in the mind
is great-making, as he argues indirectlyRoemisell from the principle thaéxistence in reality is great-makinghis is true.
In particular, from the assumption for thratluctiq ~M@xSx, the self-predication S@xSx can be similddyived. For its
derivation one may replace ‘M’ by M’ in the derivation just run.

Almeida’s proposal raises the question why Ansaasoned as he did fBremisel, directly from the Fool's
understanding. Perhaps Anselm would have beermfoable with thesuggestiorof theprinciple thatexistence in the mind
is great-making that there are things that not dolyot exist in reality (golden mountains) buttttia not exist in the mind
(round squares, largest numbers), though theyassille objects of thought and speech. | suspattie did not believe in
things that do not exist in the mind, since heehad in a Great Mind in which absolutely everythifigvhich we can speak
exists. I'm guessing.

15. The ‘adaptation’ of Anselm’s words, “this sathat-than-which-a-greateannotbe-thought is that-than-which-a-grea-

tercanbe-thought,”

(1) @x-(3Y)[G(yx) & Ty] = @x(FY)[G(YX) & TY]
to ‘this same something-than-which-nothing-greatar-be-thought, is something than which a greaterbe thought, and it is
something than which a greater cannot be thought’

(2 QY)Gy@x-(I[G(yx) & Ty]) & ~(Jy)G(y@x-(3y)[G(yx) & Ty])
can be negotiated by ‘judicious’ use the aximaefinite Descriptions. With Indefinite Descriptions we can get from (1)
both,

3 EX)(~(3YIG(yx) & Ty] & x = @X(3Y)[G(YX) & Ty])
and

4 EIENIG(yx) & Ty] & @x~(IY)[G(yx) & Ty] = X].
Existential instantiations of (3) and (4) can detirespectively,
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(5 ~(Jy[G(ya) & Ty] & a = @x@y)[G(yx) & Ty]

and
(6) EYI[G(yb) & Ty] & @x~(IY)[G(yx) & Ty] = b.
It follows from the conjunction (6) mainly by Leila’s Law that,
(@) ENGY@x-(IW)[G(yx) & Ty] & Ty) .
It follows from the second conjunct of (5) and {hat,
(8) @x-(JY)[G(yx) & Ty] =a.
It follows from the first conjunct of (5) and (&)dt,
9) ~(@AN(GY@x-(IWY)[G(yx) & Ty] & Ty).

(7) and (9) can be conjoined for (2).

16. There is, to continue the contrast begun te @@ above, nothing wrong with a logic for indéfndescriptions based
on the rule EIEG.

17. There is, for good measure, a troublesomevation that uses only the right-to-left half of &fohite Descriptions to
embarrass this intuitive logic for indefinite daptions. Please observe, for this derivation thatfollowing are theorems of
the non-empty domains quantification calculus ofolthis logic is an extension:

Tl @x)Gx = (AX)[(Fx V ~Fx) & GX]
T2 @x)~Gx = (IX)[(FxV ~Fx) & ~Gx]
The troublesome derivation coming establishestkerem of this logic:
T3 @x)Gx> (X)Gx
That makes this logic a logic for domains in whighkinds are ‘selective’. 1.SHOW (Ix)Gx > (&gBxrlitional Derivation (12)

2. | (@X)Gx Assumption for Conditional Derivation
3. | (IX[(FxV ~Fx) & GX] T1, Biconditional Conditional, Simplificain, 3, Modus Ponens
4. | (IX[(FxV ~Fx) & Gx] > G@x(FxVv ~Fx) right-to-left Indefinite Descriptions
5. |G@x(FxVv ~Fx) 3, 4,Modus Ponens
6. |SHOW ~(3Ix)~Gx Indirect Derivation (10, 11)
7. |1 (3x)~Gx Assumption for Indirect Deprivation
8. | |(I[(FxV ~Fx) & ~GX] T2, Biconditional Conditional, Simplification,, Modus Ponens
9. | |(IX[(FxV ~Fx) & ~Gx] > ~G@x(FxV ~Fx) right-to-left Indefinite Descriptions
10.| | ~G@x(FxV ~Fx) 8, 9,Modus Ponens
11.| | G@x(FxV ~Fx) 5, Repetition
12.| (x)Gx 6, Quantifier Negation, Double Negation

By this logic it could be proved that if, for exalapthere is a god, then everything is a god, iftthere is a frog, then
everything is a frog, and that if there are gods fangs, then everything is both a god and a fig.this logic things could not
differ in kinds. To make matters worse we mighgnagle the system to a second order predicate adgtjdentity to it, and
take from Leibniz the principle for the identityiofliscernibles, for variablasandp, and predicate letteyr,

o B> (F9)(ea & ~¢p).
It would be a theorem for Spinoza in this bizamgid that there is exactly one thingxvy x = y'.

18. For ready reference, the two premises of két@onstruction are:
(1a). Possibly something is a G.
and
(2a). If possibly something is a G, but actualiyhing is a G, then in any possible world W in whgomething is a G,
that G could be greater than it is in W.
(2a) is said to yield immediately,
(2b) If possibly something is a G, but actuallyhiog is a G, then in some possible world W, soingtis G but could be
greater than it is in W.
He proceeds: “given (1a) and (2b), if nothing iG,ahen in some possible world W, something istauGcould be greater than
it is in W. But it cannot be the case that in sameeld, a G could be greater than it is in thatldobeing a G is being in a
state with no greater in any world. So it is i@ tase that nothingis a G.” (P. 85.)

19. Anselm could, I suspect, hardly have beligvsdyood fortune, but then he thought that he hedl @ thank for it, and

was thus not sufficiently suspicious and critickitoCf.:
“After | had published...[thtMonologior....I began to wonder if perhaps it might be polesto find one single
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argument that for its proof required no other, #rat by itself would...prove that God...exists.datso...prove
whatever we believe about the Divine Being. Bubfsn and as diligently as | turned my thoughtthts...it eluded
my acutest thinking..., so that finally...| was abto given up....However..., then, in spite of ampvillingness..., it
began to force itself upon me more and more prghsirSo it was that one day when | was quite warnwith
resisting its importunancy, there came to me...what despaired of finding...."Pfoslogion Preface.)
“Eadmer relates that while [Anselm] was reflectimmpn the problem he gave up ‘food, drink, and sleépeven began to
interfere with his religious duties. Anselm hduegun to wonder if the...pursuit were not a teniptadf the Devil when, ‘to
his great joy and jubilation’, the solution dawroaphim one evening between the night offices. [Eaidiita Anselmil. xix.]”
(Charlesworth 1979, p. 53.) [Eadmer: “PrecentdCafterbury and historian, born 1064 (?); died 1024 Catholic
Encylopediaon line.]

20. Anselm’s error of non-modal logic was vastipearior to Descartes’s exploitation in théth Meditationof the
existential/universal amphiboly & perfect being exists’, and superior as well t;8pa’s not that shabby exploitation of the
amphiboly of scope of ‘The infiniteubstance cannobe conceived not to exist’, for which errors ofgbethers of our betters
please see, respectively, Parts One and Two oft€hljin (Sobel 2004).

21. Indeed, hyphenated terms of the sort thathiari@sworth’s translation occur Rroslogion2-4, and that it is observed
in Section 1 lace his translation of Anselm’s res@oto Gaunilo’s reply, are entirely absent frosithnslation of this reply,
though | suspect that one was ‘wanted’ in this:line
“It is not, then, in the way that | have this urrggng [a speaker has falsely spoken of some nmatfjought or in
mind that | can have that object in my mind whéedr ‘God’ or'something greater than everything’spoken of.”
(Pro Insipiente4, p. 161, bold emphasis added.)

Re‘descriptions, indefinite and definite’ please siee last lines of note 50 below.

22. One could add to this amended logic for @-djgsons the rule

I Qo) = (3B) B = @uo
The result would be a logic in which the followiagalogues of three of the four rules of the Fregkaary of indefinite
descriptions in Appendix B.1 below are derivable.

Proper @-Descriptions For any variable, formulag, and formulapg, , that comes fronp by proper substitution of

r@ag for a,

(309) /- Oguer
Alphabetic Variance For any variableg andp, formulase, ande, such thatp, comes fromp, by proper
substitution o for o ande, comes fromp, by proper substitution af for f,
/ @a(Pu = @(PB
Extensionality For any variable, and formulasy andy,
()0 =vy) [~ @up = @uy.
The following analogue of the fourth rule of thaegean theory could be added to complete the arde@dtheory.
Improper @-Descriptions.For any variablea andy and formulap,
~(F0)e /. @up=@yy*y.

A semantics for this theory could take this ‘ pafyjein the “Russellian Theory of [Definite] Desciignis” of Chapter VIII
in (Kalish, et. al, 1980): “ARussellian modeldiffers from a Fregean model in [that]...theemsdion of “x x # x’ in the model
is to be some numbeotin the universe of the model” (p. 395). If thend, W, is its universe, U, plus its ‘improper
designata’, i; then its quantifiers are confinedJtdhough extensions of predicate and name letiedsof the logical relation
‘=" are not restricted to U(this in contrast withetRussellian theory of Kalishf. al, p. 395). Confinement of its quantifiers
to U will call for ‘free logical’ adjustments, as {Sobel 2005b), of the rules of inference andpitoeedure of universal proof
in the logic of the theory.

23. A short direct derivation uses in additiorsémtential rules, the rules, Modal Negation, andessity.

1. SHEW R(A) (Direct Derivation, 6)
2. |M@A) Premisel
3. |~0[M(A) & ~R(A)] Premisell
4. |O0~[M(A) & ~R(A)] 3, Modal Negation
5. |~[M(A) & ~R(A)] 4, Necessity
6. |R(A) 5, DeMorgan, 2, Double Negatiddlodus Tollendo Ponen®ouble Negation
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24. Given that

M@xSx & R@xSx [13]
and

S@xSx either as a theorem mainly by Indefinite Descripsio

or a consequence Bfemisel mainly by Indefinite Descriptions*

it follows that

(FX)(Sx & Rx)
by either mainly from Existential Generalization byExistence in The Mind and Existential Genesation* of the previous
but one note.

25. Proslogion2 is titled, “ThatGod truly exists” (italics added) though it is onlyRnoslogion3 that Anselm gets back to
God by name: “And You, Lord our God, are this bdthgt-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thoughtfr.if some intelligence
could think of something better than You, the aneatvould be above its creator and would judgerigsitor — and that is
completely absurd.” (P. 88) (In fact there naetlbe absurdity in that, and it is strange thasedm should have thought
otherwise. There may be impertinence when a ¢hddes her parents and finds them somewhat wartiitghere need not
be falsity, let alone absurdity.)

26. To get the best out Bfoslogion2, in Section 4 below I'translate’ its ‘mentalistdiom’ into modal terms. Millican
takes a different tack:

“To circumvent [certain] difficulties,” Millican fads it “necessary to sketch (at least) a suitdi#ery of mental or

intentional objects.” (Millican 2004, p. 446.) $Aerminology for these...the most appropriate cdmseems to be

the language of ‘natures’ which is used by Ansef @aunilo” {bid.).

Millican elaborates in a note that Anselm usesvibed ‘nature’/naturé only once and that Gaunilo uses it bwtice In the
argument that Millican says “[i]t is...very cleais.essentially the same as Anselm’s” (p. 458wibed and its plural are
prominent Millican offers an interpretation in which thertn, ‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-canfaight’ denotes
a nature (p. 447). In his ‘reconsideration’ of Alms's argument (pp. 457-8), Anselm’s mention @& tords ‘something-than-
which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought’, the phraseature-than-which-no-greater-nature-can-be-thtudlillican’s
reconsideration proceeds on his “Outline of an #msan’ theory of natures” to the conclusion théuna denoted by this
phrase is instantiated in reality. It is, | thidamething of a stretch to say that the argumefitdsin discusses ‘is essentially
the same as Anselm’s’, suggesting thereby thatlAriseeasoning proceeded in terms of a theory tfines. Left to be
demonstrated, | think, is the relevance to Anselangument of the ‘one fatal flaw’ that Millican idigfies in his
reconsideration of Anselm’s argument.

The single use of ‘naturetfaturd by Anselm is in:

“An ergo non est aliqua talis natura, quia ‘dixisipiens in corde sumon est ded8” (Charlesworth 1979, p. 116.)
which more or less literally comes to,

“Is there, then, no such nature ... , for the Fad said in his heart, there is no God?” (Ansedmi16, Jasper

Hopkins and Herbert Richardson translators)

Hopkins and Richardson, after ‘no such nature’eetite words ‘as You’ (1974-6) which interpolatidrey bracket in (2000).
They might better have left ‘no such nature’ unaed, or interpolatedas Yours would be Charlesworth assigns to ‘no such
nature’ the sense of ‘no thing of such a naturdiictvis | think right for the contextCf.:

“[3] Or can it be that @hing of such a nature does not exist, since the Famisaid in his heart, there is no God'?

[Psalmsl4, I. 1, and 53, 1. 1.]"

Anselm continues:

“Sed certe ipse idem insipiens, cum audit hoc ippuwd dico ‘aliquid quo maius nihil cogitari potéstintelligit

quod audit et quod intelligit in intellecta eius gdtiam si non intelligat illud esse. Aliud enim B=n esse in

intellectu, aliud intelligere rem es$e(Charlesworth 1979, p. 116)
which more or less literally comes to,

“But surely when this very Fool hears the wordsristhing than which nothing greater can be thouds,’

understands what he hears. Amthat he understandss in his understanding, even if he does not urideck...it

to exist. Indeed, for thing to be in the understanding is different from usteanding...that thithing exists.”

(Anselm 1974-6.)

If Anselm intended what the Fool understands, gitert he understands Anselm’s words, and whateisetbre in his, the
Fool's, understanding, to benaturg not athing, Anselm could have said so.

Brian Leftow writes: “A natural thought would beathwhat [is referenced by the indefinite descript® G’ and said to
be] ‘in his intellect'...is the property the degtion expressedeinga G. But as the argument proceeds, it supposeshi
Fool ‘has in mind’ some particular thing that has property....” (Leftow 2006, p. 81). This isd¢ruAnselm had primarily in
mind from the first lines of thBroslogion God, a divindeingor substancenot a nature, and not a “divine office” (Tichy
1979, p. 414) eitherCf.:

“I began to wonder if perhaps it might be posstolénd one single argument...that by itself wosldfice to prove
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that God...exists, that He is the supreme goathd,..to prove whatever we believe about the Diaing
[Substance].” (Charlesworth 1979, p. 103 [Ansel0®, p. 88].)

27. Hartshorne writes that “the famous-notoriobsy@er Il of theProslogium..is...altogether secondary. [Its] paragraphs
represent but a preliminary try, and an unsuccesstl— elliptical and misleading at best — toestat essential point, which
is first explicitly formulated irProslogium3, and reiterated many times in #ypologeticl, V, and IX.” (Anselm 1962, p. 2.)
Cf.: “...Anselm’sProslogioncontains two...proofs of God's existence. Oneppunded in Chapter Il is somewhat involved
and intractable, and on the most charitable in&tgpions suffers from deficiencies cognate to thogelved in Descartes’s
proof.” (Tichy 1979, p. 414.)

Hartshorne’s gets thideafrom Proslogion3 that “perfection could not exist contingentlyhgre one can find the idea
that a perfect being could not exist contingentie has no use for Anselmésgumentin Proslogion2 that something-than-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought exists in reallde seems to have missed its proximity, to bdegpeut in the next
section, to his own argument. He was perhaps bapged in his reading by the Deane-translation luictwhe relied: please
see the next note. Perhaps Pavel Tichy also religdiis translation. It is impossible to say. dtes not cite an edition of the
Proslogion and he presents a “novel analysis of Anselm’sof@gical Argument” (p. 403) without quotationscAnselm’s
text or a translation of it.

It may be observed that Hartshorne does not useléiaeothers have found Rroslogion3 that a perfect being would be
essentially perfect and would have not merely erist, but necessary existengex[Px > O(Px & EIX)]: ‘E!X’ here is short
for ‘(3y) x =y. Nor does he argue for the existencewih a being,3x)0(Px & E!x). That, in my view, is goodthing,
given that he intendstheisticargument for the existence olarshipfulbeing €f., note 7 above). Hartshorne’s conclusion is
‘merely’ that there is a perfect beingx{()Px. It could have been that it is necessarytiate is a perfect being(3x)Px.

That, however, would not yet say there is a beihg i8 necessarily perfecX)0Px, which, on the fair assumption that
‘perfection is existence-entailingvx(Px > Elx), is equivalent tof{x)a(Px & E!x) in the quantified modal logic of (Sobel
2004).

John Hick wrote: “Charles Hartshorne and Normanddiah...have revived the second argument, or sefmndof the
argument, found in AnselmBroslogion(3) and in hisResponsido Gaunilo.” (Hick 1967, p. 540b.) Yes. Theyshe
work contains two arguments. For their error dr@relations oProslogion2 and 3 please see Section 1 above and the texts
of these chapters. An argument for the existen@od, and that He is what we believe Him to beamaly, something than
which nothing greater can be thought — is begupraslogion2. This chapter reaches the result that somethizng-which-a-
greater-cannot-be-thought exists in realilBroslogion3 elaborates this result. It maintains first tthes something ‘exists so
truly’ that it cannot be thought not to exist.maintains next that this being is none other thad.GThere is aingle
argument in these chapters for the existence ofddddhat He is what we believe Him to eace Hartshorne, Malcolm,
Hick, Tichy, and their many followers.

28. “Was this departure on Hartshorne’s part ftbenform of Anselm’s reasoning deliberate, andriateo to work in
sentential modal logic?” My guess is, No. My guissthat this departure was unwitting and allibatvitable, given that
Hartshorne got his Anselm from S. N. Deane’s trai@h of 1903. No curious terms stand out in therslation ofProslogion
2: see the Appendix belowDeane’stranslation, read naturally, has Anselm proceedirttpe level of generalizations
concerning a thing or things than which nothingagee can be conceived, and casts as positivelyaunitghle a reading that
has him descending to a particular, given the fmittfoists on him.Charlesworth’stranslation, first published in 1965, gives
the reader no choice but to read Anselm as intthable. In the light ofhis translation, Hartshorne’s argument is not a
‘modal translation’ of Anselm’s, but a ‘modadconstruction

29. Here is a ‘path’ of logical equivalents fronetdisplayed sentence to Hartshorne’s symbolizatiéP: ‘ ~Q &
~m]’; 0-[Q & ~BQ]; B[-QV ~~BQ]; 0[Q > ~~0Q]; AQ > Q).

30. Anselm makes, in the first section of his yeplGaunilo, another argument for the existencté mind of that-than-

which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought.

“If ‘that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thougistneither understood nor thought of, and is neiih¢he mind nor

in thought, then it is evident theither God is not that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-bewghoor is not understood

nor thought of, and is not in the mind nor in thieugNow my strongest argument that this is fassmiappeal to

your faith and to your conscience. Therefore ‘than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought’ is trulglarstood and

thought and is in the mind and in thought.” (p131
“You understand that God is that-than-which-a-ggeatinnot-be-thought,” Anselm dares Gaunilo to dang without pausing
for a reply concludes, “Therefore” [To make thetdemn of Charlesworth’s single quotation marksolv unpack Anselm’s
inference] “since the term ‘that-than-which-a-gegatannot-be-thought’ is understood and used byrydought, that-than-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought is in the mind, avhat is the same thing, in thought.”

This, however, is not a ‘theistic argument’, anésloot supplement Anselm’s argument as Hartshoowidvihave done
by ‘other theistic proofs’. It is Anselm’s argunmdrom even the Fool's understanding of what Ansspmaks, merely
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readdressed to Gaunilo and made less clear bythesion of extraneous material that is not tgiispose. The ‘engine’ of
these arguments is that “whatever is understoaudtise mind” (sentence [8] iRroslogion2).

Hartshorne’s idea is that “one or more of the otherstic proofs” might be used to “demonstrate grexfection must be
at least conceivable” and that “the fool's'...ideGod [as a perfect being] is self-consistent”§p). This, Hartshorne was
thinking, would make it the idea of a not impossikind of being. His thought was that while untemdability of a kind of
thing does not¢onceivability without contradictiodoes, entail possibility. Rowe’s point, cominglart Two below, is that
Hartshorne was wrong about this. There are péyfesherent abnormal concepts, as Rowe calls them, that happen td be o
impossible kinds of things.

31. Here is a derivation in the Sentential ModalcGlus of (Sobel 1994) elaborated in (Sobel 200%&s, but for the use
of Universal Possibility, an unabbreviated derioati Universal Possibility is a ‘derived rule’ dM&, the ‘primitive rules’ of
which are: Necessity B /.. ¢; Universal Necessity ¢0¢ /..O¢ (a characteristic principle of S5 modal logic)daviodal
Negation —<¢ /.0~ ,0~¢ [+.~0¢@ , ~O¢ [.0~¢ , O~¢ [.~O6.

0. SHEW Q Direct Derivation (15)
1. |SHEW OQ Indirect Derivation (13, 14)
2. | |~0Q assumption for indirect derivation
3. 110~-Q 2, Modal Negation
4. | |SHEW 0O-Q Necessity Derivation (5: ‘Entries from withouT, 10, are entirely from without,
and are of necessities, they must be in a Necd3sityation)
5. SHOW -Q Indirect Derivation (9, 12)
6. Q assumption for Indirect Derivation
7. 0(Q - oQ) AP
8. Q-oQ 7, Necessity
9. oQ 6, 8,Modus Ponens
10. 0o~Q 3, Universal Possibility*
11. o~Q 10, Necessity
12. ~0Q 11, Modal Negation
13.| | 0Q IP
14.1 | ~0Q 4, Modal Negation
15.|Q 1, Necessity

*Why Universal Possibility? Because: For a serngenc <o is true at a possible world if and onlypifis true at at least one
possible world. From this it follows that>¢" is true at a possible world if and only e is true at every possible world.
Now D¢ is true at a possible world if and onlyifis true at every possible world. And sb¢" is true at every possible
world if and only if @0 is true at every possible world. Thereforgy' is true at a possible world if and onlyifO ¢ is
true at this possible world.

32. Thisis true — Anselm’s and Hartshorne’s ra@s ‘perfect being’ and ‘something than whidr@ater cannot be
thought’ do mean the samef-a property P is perfectionif and only if, for any things x and y that weréa except that x
had and y did not have P, x would dreater tharny (more completemore nearlyvanting of nothiny To say that their
predicates mean the same, is not to say that ArsethiHartshorne would agree about the extensiomedection’ and
‘greater-making property’. This first assumptisncbnsonant with: “What then are You, Lord God, Yoan whom nothing
greater can be thought?....You are just, truthful, hagmd whatever it ibetter to be than not to be...."Pfoslogion5.)

33. This is contrary to Rowe, according to whonséim should be understood to confine ‘things théten the mind’ to
things that are actually thought of: “Undoubtedigre are [things that don’t exist in the undersirggnd .For there are
things...of which we have not thought [and nevdl think].” (Rowe 1993, p. 31.) On this interpaibn not even everything
that, in Anselm’s terms, exists in reality alsohis terms, exists in the mind, though of courserghing that exists in reality
is, in our terms, possible. When laying out Anselargument Rowe adds to the premise that thattech-nothing-greater-
can-be-thought exists in the mind, the premisetthiatthing is a possible thing. He says, “Ansdlthink, assumes the truth
of [this] premise...without making it explicit” (33).

Rowe does, ‘to facilitate understanding’ substitiore'nothing greatecan be conceivédas found in Deane’s translation

38



of Anselm’s formula (Anselm 1962), the words ‘notfpigreaters possible (P. 31.) Relating this re-write to Charlesvist
translation, it is in order only if, a thing is Anselm’s words such thatdan be in thought if and only ifit is possible It is a
problem for Rowe that his main point (reached agep#0) is that it is possible that not even evénglhhat can be thought
without contradiction is necessarily possiblesihbt necessary that there are magicians, andrié tire no magicians, then,
though we can think ahagicanswithout contradiction, they are not possible.

34. David Lewis “confine[s]...attention to onetb& arguments that can, with some plausibilityekigacted from Chapter
Il of the Proslogion— not the only one, but the one | take to be sisiphnd [best]” (Lewis 1970, p. 176). | think that
Hartshorne’s argument isp contestthe simplest and best that can be ‘reached’ ftmhchapter, though perhaps the update
of ‘in the mind’ to ‘possible’ disqualifies it asidextraction’. Neither Hartshorne’s nor Lewisisggument can withny
plausibility be said tdbethe ‘argument’ of that great text, though Hartsleds comes much closer to being ‘essentially that
argument.” Neither features anything like Anseltesm, in Charlesworth’s translation, ‘somethingsifwhich-nothing-
greater-can-be-thought’. Similarly for the arguineroduced in Chapter I, Section 3.4 of (Sobel&0@hich non-question-
begging argument is assembled from materials aftblay/Proslogion2 without ascending ‘in the mind’ to ‘possibldhstead
of explicit use of indefinite descriptions it worksth a variable introduced by existential instatitn for the star of the
argument which, it is observed, can be understoadbbreviate an indefinite description, albeitga®l in note 12 above) not
exactly the one featured in Charlesworth’s tramstat Quantifiers in the argument produced in ($@8©4) range over the
union of things that exist in the mind, and thitigat exist in reality. This argument is in thergpf a ‘charitable
interpretation’ of Proslogion2.

35. These are, in the literature of Leibnizianf@etion-if-possible-is-necessary ontological argntegcommon grounds for
their possibility-premises, but they are not thiygrounds offered in these arguments. For exanflirt Godel (according
to notes by Dana Scott) derives, fraxioms for positive propertieghe possibility of a ‘God-like-being’ that had ahd only
positive properties.

For another example, Peter van Inwagen concisghais in (van Inwagen 2006, p. 21) a clever deigvafrom
informal Gédelian principles to the possibilityabeing that has precisely the properties thapasdive. The principles are,
(i), that positive properties are closed underiémet (i.e., that any property entailed by postproperties is itself positive),
and, (ii), that the negation or complement of atp@sproperty is not positive. Principle (i) ifenger than the informal
principle expressed by Axiom 2 in Dana Scott’s spt&ddel’s Ontological Proof”, which principle ibat any property
entailed by a positive property is itself positiverinciple (i) is expressible only in a formal ¢arage more accommodating
than the language actually deployed in those nar$ Godel’s note,Ontologischer Beweisstranscribed, respectively, in
Appendix B and Appendix A to Chapter IV of (Sob802). Principle (i) is the unproblematic parttoé principle expressed
by Axiom 1 of those notes, which principle is thia negation or complement of a property is pasitiand only if this
property is not positive. The informal derivatiexplained by van Inwagen runs in terms of setg@bgrties including the
possibly problematic set of all properties, butdicb..have been formulated using ‘plural quantgfighat bind ‘plural
variables’ ranging over properties” (van InwageriHfooming).

Having produced the argument, van Inwagen wondbeg i comes to, observes that this depends om#aming of
the words ‘positive property’ in terms of which #ieeprinciples are true, and gives a reason onelwse principles leave
wide openwhether these words mean anything ‘theologicallnetaphysically interesting’. For these principéntail that, if
there is a positive property, then, since everperty entails “universal properties like self-idénaind being either red or not
red,” these are positive propertieGf."[If] every property necessarily contained in aipoe property is itself a positive
property....[then] if there is a positive propertgvery necessarily universal property such asgogelf-identical, and being
either red or not red, is a positive property.’ol§&l 2004, p. 120.)

36. I mean by a magician not a trickster such asdihi, but a maker dfona fidemagical events, that is (by an exercise of
‘philosophic license’), a maker afiraclesin more or lesPavid Hume’s ‘accurately defined sense’,* as Metdimepicted as
being, and as the Pharaoh’s “wise men and...sosceranagicians of Egypt...with their occult-drEgodus7:11 (Fox 1995, p.
293), are reported as having be&f., “occult arts: Whereas Aharon needs none, since [when he thdows his staff and it
becomes a serpent] God performsfieacle’ (loc. cit, italics added — note by Everett Fox), whereadPth@raoh’s magicians
did their own. Rowe uses ‘magician’ in a sense lictv Houdiniis one. *'A miracle may be accurately defined,
transgression of a law of nature by a particulatition of the Deity, or by the interposition of senmvisible agent. (Hume
1902, p. 115n) | mean by a magical event ‘a geassion of a law of nature by a particular vofitmf some agent, visible or
invisible, natural or supernatural.” (I do nofibee in magic or miracles.)

37. ‘According to Anselm’s lights’ if things x andare alike in every universal respect other theistence, then the one
that exists igrreater Indeed, though this is not important to his angut, there is evidence that he thought that éviexy,
including the lowliest things, that exist in reglére greater than everything that exists onlhamind. Cf.: “[N]othing that
Anselm says makes clear what advantages in othpectsjf any, are sufficient to outweigh the additional shafrgreatness
that is conferred on a nature which is instantiaeckality as compared with one which is not.” il{an 2004, p. 451, bold
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emphasis added.)

38. Cf.: Anselm, in his reply to Gaunilo, writes, “l iss$i..that simply if it [that-than-which-a-greatexanot-be-thought]
can be thoughtit is necessary thdtt exists.” (Anselm 1998. Reply to Gaunilo* I: p.111, badphasis added.) All
quotations of Anselm’s and Gaunilo’s words are fidmJ. Charlesworth’s “deliberately literal transta” (Millican) as
found in(Anselm 1998). [*Though (Anselm 1998) ugles translation by M. J. Charlesworth, in the ioréd publication of
that translation thétle of Anselm’s reply to Gaunilo “A Reply to the Forggg by the Author of the Book in Question”
(Charlesworth 1979, p. 169). Anselm begins Sedionhis reply with the words, ‘You say then — yaihoever you are,
emphasis added. Gaunilo’s name does not occheiteixt or original titles of theroslogionand its Appendices.]

39. Itis an exceedingblusivecriticism of ontological reasoning. Though Roweéset’ to make it in “A Final Critique,”
and a reader is then ‘set’ to receive, it is notlena this section. Having just considered anaimna that he suggests “is best
construed...as raising the questwmether any of us is in a position to know...that Aselm’s God is apossible object”
(Rowe 1993, p. 37, bold emphasis and italics addedijfloesiotin his “Final Critique”say that merely from theaysis of
ideas of kinds of things such amgicansone cannot establish that things of such kindgpessible Rather he skips over the
issue of possibility, and cuts to that of existence

“In this final section* | want to present a somewt#ferent critique of the argument, a critiqueygested by the
basic conviction noted earlier: namely, that fréra mere logical analysis of a certain idea or cpfjage can never
determine that there exists in reality anythingngering to that idea or concept.” (P. 37. *The figaction in Rowe
1978 starts here and runs to the end the essaghdtfers only in minor ways from the chapter iovie 1993. One
difference is that the ‘final section’ of the essagivided into three sections in the chapter.)
Following a definition of fnagican and some discussion, Rowe writes,
“We are now in a position to...see that, from thererfact thaGodis defined as an existing, wholly perfect beirg, i
will not follow that some existing being is Goduhether some existing thing is God will dependretfion whether
some existing thing is a wholly perfect being..isTieing so, it clearly does not follow merely fréinis definition of
Godthat some existing thing is God. Only if a whablsrfect being exists will it be true that God, @enceive[d]
exists” (P. 39, emphasis added.)
Rowe gets to his novel and important, his ‘deeptical point only in the next section, “Implicatis for Anselm’s Argument”
(p- 39): “Suppose....that no magicians have evistexk...\We would then have a coherent conceptitaagwhich would not
be exemplified by any possible object at all.”™ 48) [*“| am indebted to Professor William L. Wairight for bringing this
point to my attention.” (P. 42n12) (Rowe 19781pn11.)] It took some time, but he did get alem@ with a little help from
his friend. | am guessing that Rowe did not get o initial drafts of “The Ontological Argumenthat he talked about with
Wainwright. (Rowe recalls that Wainwright madestduring a late night conversation.)

40. Using the abbreviations — &is an Anselmian blessed little isle; 8is a blessed little isle. It is a consequence of
definitions that {(3x)Ax > (3x)Bx], andthat [@x)Bx = (3x)Ax]. As a matter of logic, it is the case thaifjAx > ¢(Ix)Ax].

Therefore it is a consequence of definitions thdBk)Ax = (Ix)Bx], and that [¢(2x)Ax = (Ix)AX]: the property obeing an
Anselmian blessed isig possibly instantiated if and only if it is aatly instantiated. While ‘purely mathematical’ peoties
numbers are all like that, properties of concrbiegs that come first to mind are not.

‘Though not alt well numberscan be thought without contradiction to exist, butbers than which no greater numbers
can be thoughtannot be thought without contradiction to exist.

41. Descartes, in reply to the “First Set of Obets,” writes: “if we attentively examine whethexistence belongs @
supremely powerful being..we shall be able to perceivelearly and distinctly....[that] when we attend to the immense
power of this being, we shall be unable to think®kxistence as possible without recognizing thean exist by its own
power; and we shall infer from this that this being doesally exist and has existed from eternity, simée quite evident by
the natural light that what can exist by its own power always exist§Descartes 1984, Volume II, p. 85; italics andidbo
emphasis added).

42. ‘Ordinary’ concepts are not the same as Rowesnal’ concepts, for which he proposes “thatcamal concept C
of...kind of being issatisfiedin a given possible world just in case, were thatld actual, ...a being of that kind would exist”
(Rowe 1994, p. 75). The concept ahagicanis normal in this sense.

43. So is the concept of an ‘Anselmialmer-God’, for which one may replace clause (ii) bygxists and is an absolutely
magnificant being a¢verypossible world.” As existence is explicitly comtd in the idea of an Anselmian god, so necessary
existence is explicitly contained in the idea offarselmianuberGod. On the assumption that Anselm’s words ‘itreat be
even thought not to exist’ me#mecessarily exisidhe says ifProslogion3 that the “something-than-which-a-greater-cannOt-
be-thought” which has been showRroslogion2 to exist in reality, exists necessarily, andrigny terms, not only an
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‘Anselmian god’ but an ‘Anselmianbergod’ (Proslogion3, p. 119).

44. 1t is written in (Sobel 2004) that “there a@a priori possibilities” (p. 92). That, Anthony Andersorshacently
pointed out to me, is not true if there areriori truths, for whatever is true is possible. Whshduld have said is that there
are noa priori mere possibilities, meaning thitere are no possbhilities that are knowabj®iori that are not truths
that are knowabla priori. | am not sure this is true, and have claimee loety that it is no& priori possible that
there are things such as Roweiagicansand ‘Anselmian blessed little isles’, and the#sumablythe same holds
for ‘Anselmian gods'.

45. Anselm presumes so: “it is not the Fool...\tdl@s me up, but...an orthodox Christian” (Repl@tunilo: p. 111). He
says that his strongest argument against the disgun- “either God is not that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-bexghoor is
not understood nor thought of, and is not in thedmior in thought” — “is to appeal to your faithdato your conscience”
(Reply to Gaunilo 1: p. 111.) Also, Gaunilo hinfs@i his concluding Section, after praising eveipy else in théroslogion
says “of those things at the beginningfiroslogion2] (rightly intuited , but less surely [than the rest] argued outhat[t
they] should be demonstrated more firmly...so Jtegerything [can be] received with very great extand praise.” Rro
Insipiente8: p. 110.) However Gaunilo had said, “I certainly do not yet adrhistgreater [than anything] to be a truly existing
thing; indeed | doubt or even deny i’ (Pro Insipientes: p. 108.) PerhapsGaunilo believed only in a lesser god, a less than
perfect god, of a kind in evidence in The Bible addred by the rabbis (Wettstein 1997). PerhapmiGawas not the
‘orthodox Christian’ that Anselm said he was, andld have been daring him to confess that he was Rerhaps Anselm
was, at the same time, proselytizing for the nofipmly established orthodoxy of ‘perfect being theismusar to
philosophers of religion.

46. “Now, | truly promise that if anyone shouldgclver for me something existing either in readityn the mind alone —
except ‘that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thdughd which the logic of my argument would apgiyen | shall find that
Lost Island and give it, never more to be losthit person.” (A Reply to Gaunilo 3.)

47. If only Anselm had picked up on the word ‘daleaand been disposed ¢ooperative disputatioaimed at truth and
clarification, he just might have, he was certasiyart enough to have, seen the possibility odingl on the idea of a blessed
isle, to make the idea of an blessed isle that®kisreality . This would not be a normal concepRowe’s sense (Section 5.2
above). It would, for a challenge specificallythe first subsidiary argument Bfoslogion2, stand to the concept of a blessed
isle, as the concept ofraagicanstands to that of a magician. It is too bad. edmcould have been ‘Gaunilo’s Wainwright’
(please see note 38 above).

48. Descartes does not,Neditation Five argue for the possibility of a perfect beirfhe had, then he might, when
freely associating on the thought in Objection &i&us) of an existing lion, considered in additiora winged horse’ and ‘an
actually existing lion’an actually existing winged hors&Vith these words in mind he jusighthave seen that from the
absence of contradiction in the idea of an actuatlgting winged horse he not only could not irtfeat it exists, but that he
could not infer even that it is capable of existiagthat it has possible existence. Caterus’satian is at least two removes
from anticipating Rowe’s. He does not anticipagébhiz by saying that Descartes needed to prosetfie possibility of a
supremely perfect being, and actually existingdiane both conceivable and possible since theracwally existing lions.
This in contrast to actually existing winged horsssd winged horses. As said, | think that Galsile theonly anticipation
of Rowe’s, with a little help from his friend, goobjection to the most common grounds for the filétyi of perfect beings,
and beings than which no greater beings can beeb@t; when actual existence is included in thefrcepts.

49. He was blind to it. Consider: “what is undeos is understood by thsi€] mind, and what is understood is thus, as
understoodin the gic] mind. What could be more obvious than that?egR to Gaunilo 2: p. 113. Regarding Charleswarth’
decision to insert articles, and th@mearticle, here, the next note is relevant.). Whainderstood is in a sense in a mind.
For what is understood is understood by someone when he is thinking about it, ‘has it in mindNo question about that.
But it is not obvious that whatever is understagdas understood, ‘ithe mind’, or better ‘in mind’, in the sense of being
possible or of being capable of existing. How ddu have missed this, which Gaunilo had so kiptige before him to see?

Anselm was not the last to miss to the point thiaatws understood need not possibly exist, if @ lend of thing, or
possibly be so, if it is a proposition. He was that last to miss that not even the coherenceeotdincept of a kind of thing
guarantees the possibility of a thing of this kirBuns Scotus seems to have supposed that sireédth of God as a
synthesis of ‘pure perfections’ cannot contain esnytradiction,” God so conceived is possible. (@Gsavorth 1979, p.5.)
Scotus is said to argue that this idea is fre@pfradiction, “since contradiction can only occurere something is posited and
something is negatedibid.). Leibniz equates possibility with freedom fraontradiction inNew EssaysBook IV, Chapter
10, and, in order to fill a gap in Descartes praofues similarly from the simplicity of perfect®oto the possibility of a most
perfect being (Leibniz 1979, pp. 167-8). “Scotugssion can be considered a bridge between SelArs argument and the
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later variations of it developed by Leibniz....Tleibnizian formula, ‘If God is possible, God existderives in fact from
Scotus’.” (Charlesworth 1979, p. 5.)

Norman Malcolm writes: "The only...way of rejectiAgselm’s claim that God's existence is necessatymaintain that
the concept of God, as a being greater than wkiohat be conceived, is self-contradictory or nos&e ....Gaunilo attacked
Anselm's argument on this very point. [False! Glaupbserved that a thing’s being mentioned by wdrdnderstand does not
entail that it is capable of existingro Insipiente2, p. 106. But he nowhere impugns Anselm’s conoép thing than which
nothing greater can be thought, or implies thay tmihgs whose concepts harbour contradictionsrex@pable of existing.]

He would not concede that a being a greater thadwdannot be conceived existed in his understapdifFalse again. He
allowed that he understood Anselm’s words, thatfbal understood what Anselm was talking aboutt, fleaunderstood
Anselm’s words, and in this sense had in his unideding what Anselm was talking about.] Gaunifalth and conscience
will attest that it is false that...'He is not umgteod (ntelligitur) or conceiveddogitatur)'....[Malcolm allude’s here to thed
hominemin the first section of his reply, p. 111, with sl Anselm accosted “one who, though speaking erFol’s behalf,
is an orthodox Christian and no fool,” p. 111, teom addressed his reply.] Descartes also remaakotte would go to
'strange extremes' who denied that we understandidndsthat thing which is most perfect that we can coreel [Again
Malcolm misses the limited significance of our uredanding these words, implying as he does thatinderstanding them
entails the possible existence of their purportddrent.]...." (Malcolm 1962, p. 49) "God's egiste is either impossible or
necessary. It can be the former only if the cohoépuch a being is self-contradictory or in sonay logically absurd. [False.
If there are no magicians, the existencenaefjicanss impossible, though the concept ohagicanis not self-contradictory or
in any way logically absurd.]" (Malcolm 1962, 0.5

Hartshorne sometimes equates possibility with cbest conceivability (please see note 29 abovégntirga sometimes
equates coherence of the idea of a kind of thinb thie possibility of things of this kind. Pleasmsider: “What [the
ontological argument] shows is that if it is po$sithat there be a greatest possible being ([f.thg idea of a greatest
possible being is coherent)....” (Plantinga 19¥4106.) Leibniz argued for the possibility bymd@strating to Spinoza the
consistencyf the idea of having every perfection. (Leibh®69.)

Lastly, there is David's Hume’s approving repoittis an established maxim in metaphysics’ thatteber isconceivable
without contradiction ipossible(David Hume,The TreatiseBook |, Part I, Section Il). Certainly ‘what che affirmed only
on pain ofa priori contradiction isrecessarily falseand ‘what can be denied only on painagpriori contradiction is
necessarily trué(paceGraham Priest who believes in ‘true contradictiprie which ‘maxims of metaphysics’ it is easy to
append the error that ‘what can be affirmed witteoptiori contradiction igossible

Rowe’smagicans again, speak to this error. Suppose there areagicians. Then it is not possible that there are
magicans though the proposition that there amagicanscan be affirmed withow priori contradiction. | do not say that in
this case the proposition that there muagicanscan be affirmed without contradictidull stop For in this case it is necessary
that there are no magicans, and the propositidritieae aranagicansentails a contradiction, since what is necessary i
entailed by every propositions. The point is tnahis case, though it is not possible that trmmagicansthe proposition
that there arenagicansdoes not ‘entaid priori’ that there are nmagicans since though this proposition, if true is necegsa
true, its truth is not discoverakdepriori, any more than is the truth of the propositiort thare are no magicians, if this is
true.

50. Further to this conjectureln Charlesworth’s translatiod\nselm'says’: “...when this...Fool hears what | am spegk
about...he understands what he hears, and whatdezatandss in his mind....Even the Fool, then, is forced to agree that
something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thoegitts in the mind...” (Proslogion2: p. 87) PerhapsGaunilo, had he
been fluent not only in eleventh century scholalstitn but in modern English, might have explain&hselm alludes
inadvertently to an essential distinction. It wbble, between Anselm and me, a matter of artidiég, were fluent in English.
I could then say to him, that it is one thing far@bject to exist im mind, that is, for a person to have in mind anderstand
words for this thing, and to entertain it as amimitonal object in thought. It Enotherthing for an object to exist ithe mind,
or perhaps better said, to ‘exist-in-the-mind’t@fexist in mind’, where this means ¢aist in the realm of all things that can
be both those thaire, and those thatan bethough they are not. | could say to him that hededeo show that something than
which nothing greater can be thought exists nog omthis or that mind, but that éxists in mind

I assume that there are in the latin text reasam€Hfiarlesworth’s choosing for the substantive @hihe definite rather
than indefinite article when it is not a particuiaind, such as the Fool's, of which he is writinghink that the phrase ‘a
mind’ does not occur in Charlesworth’s translatidThe Proslogion.Perhaps, however, Charlesworth’s translationccbel
improved by replacing throughout ‘existstire mind’ by the article-free predicate ‘exists in wiinan option open to him
given that absence from Latin of articles. Thewatdness of the construction ‘exists in mind’ wqulthink, have been
salutary. His choice of the construction ‘existghie mind’ invites the question, “And exactly whimind, exactly whose
mind, would that ‘the mind’s’ be (pray tell)?!” thdough Anselm’s answen other contextgould have been, “God’s,” this
answer is not available to him Rroslogion2, which is titled, “That God truly exists.”

Our preternatural Gaunilo could have seen andigmre of articles indefinite and definite’ raislegthe shifts, observed
in Section 1 above, fronsbmethinghan-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought’ hat-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-
thought’,and backin Proslogion2. However, ‘that-than-whichiereis | think short for ‘that-something-than-whichicaa
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term of anaphoric reference. Mnoslogion3, ‘that-than-which-which-nothing-greater-can-hexght’ occurs first, to give way
to ‘something-than-which-nothing-greater-can-badght’ . God is then said to be “this being” teaists so truly that it
cannot even be thought not to exist.Phoslogion4 we find that “God is that-than-which-nothing-grer-can-be-thought”:
hereone wants to take the term as short fbe-thingthan-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought’. Thane no occurrences
of hyphenated description terms subsequent tatieésnProslogion4.

51. Millican does not ‘lean on’ the principle bt first part of Anselm’s argument, namely, thahatever is understood
is in the mind”(sentence [8] iAroslogion2) or (modalized) that ‘whatever is understoodassiblé Certainly Millican does
not offer torefutethis principle. Implicit in his critique is only the idea that when conjaineith an ‘analysis’ of ‘perfection’
it allows Anselmian arguments beg their questianThis is implicit in his criticism of Plantinga'anselmian’ argument:
“The question-begging nature of Plantinga’s argunbecomes clearer if it is translated out of theridof possible
worlds....Thus translated, Plantinga’s claim igffect: ‘The following property -essential omniperfection which if possibly
exemplified is necessarily exemplifieds possibly exemplified.” (Millican 2004, p. 96.) It is no part of my critique of
Anselm’s own argument that in either of its subeigiarguments it is ‘question-begging’. AbsentrirMillican’s otherwise
ample bibliography are references to (Rowe 1978312994).

52. Analogues of Alphabetic Variance and LogiceteBsionality are derived conditions for extensiohpropen-
descriptions in the Description Calculus. Indeetl Extensionality is a derived condition for exsémns of propen-
descriptions: for any formula, if ¢ andy are coextensive imt , the interpretatioint assigns the same thingtouy as to
ra0Q.

53. The Description Calculus makes do with the twes, for variablea andy, formulag, variablep not free inp, and
formula,,, that comes fronp by proper substitution ohag for a,
Proper Descriptions.3@)(a)(¢ = o =B) /- ¢4,
and

Improper Descriptions~(3B)(a)(¢ = a =B) /- Tae =y y # 1.
Analogues of the rules Alphabetic Variance andrtitange of Logical Equivalents for-descriptions are derivable in the
Description Calculus in which, for examplexFx =2x~~Gx’ and 9xFx =2yFy are theorems.

54. Given the abbreviations — A: something-thamehisomething-greater-cannot-thought;a3s greater thab; T: a can
be thought; and now, &:is something than which a greater cannot be thoudinselm’s formulas ‘something-than-which-
nothing-greater-can-be-thought’ and ‘that-than-lukaegreater-cannot-be-thought’ have the three slpgimns in the
Indefinite Description Calculus, ‘A’ 4xSx’, and ‘ax~(3y)[G(xy) & Ty].

55. Each indefinite description calculus wouldwkwger, be an extension of the Quantifier Calculugalish, et. al,
1980), whereas the Description Calculus is an eiberof the Identity Calculus of that text, and Biealculus is an extension
of the Description Calculus.

56. Cf.: “It will be clear that when a denoting phrasaisglysed as a quantifier, the quantifier will hawene determinate
scope....On the other hand, if it is looked at &r@...embedded in...a negation, ‘~sapnéid ', it will have two readings,
depending on whether the negation or the quantiisrlarger scope.... This is Russell's notiogoope. It is most interesting
in the case of definite and indefinite descriptians a truth-functional context, scopan..make a difference. However, if the
appropriate conditions are metf there is a unique x such thatpx ....different scope interpretations lead to matigria
equivalent statements.” (Kripke 2005, p. 100¥Hpwever,if ‘the appropriate condition’ for the indefinite deigtion rAag
is its propriety condition, (Ja)e?, that this condition is met does not necessae#ylldifferent scope interpretations esome
¢ did g, [Aag]~y,,, and~[Aagp]y,,, being materially equivalent.

57. Applying Russellian Indefinite Descriptions(fpand (II') leads to existential generalizatidhsit need to be
instantiated talifferentvariables. Similarly for (I) and (II"). Applyig Russellian Indefinite Descriptions to (II'”) Ida, after
a Necessity inference, to the negation of an exiistiegeneralization, and then, by Quantifier Negatto a universal
generalization that can be instantiated to theatsdeiintroduced when (l) is previously instantiated

58. To simplify, as in Section 2.2.2 above, we msg the abbreviations: M:exists in the mind alone (and not also in
reality); S:a is something than which a greater cannot be thdagxist in reality. To prove that
Premise II'” O~[AXSX]M AXSx
it suffices to derive from only necessities
~[AXSX]M AXSx
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We may assume for an indirect derivation

@i [ AXSX]M AxSx
Given (i), that existence in reality is greaterking, we may infer that
(iii") [ AXSx]~SAXSX,

which is a symbolization available in this contektsomething-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thadgkexist-in-reality is
something than which a greatsn be thought to exist in reality’. (iii’) has thitéral’ translation, ‘there is something than
which a greater cannot be thought to exist in tgadindit is not the case that it is something than whkidreatecannotbe
thought to exist in reality’. (iii’) thus has asfeee’ translation of ‘there is something than athia greater cannot be thought
to exist in realityandit is the casehat it is something than which a greatanbe thought to exist in reality’. From (iii’), we
may by Russellian Indefinite Descriptions infer

(IX)(Sx & ~Sx),
and from this a contradiction. [All this can betle free quantified modal logic of (Sobel 2004barated in files linked to
the web page — http://www.scar.utoronto.ca/%7E$bbel]

59. Almeida has offered Anselm the friendly sugigesthat he forget about all that business offtlés understanding
and learn to equivocate on the scope-amphibolg Bassellian view, of ‘something-than-which-nothgrgater-can-be-
thought does not exist in mind’ for the appearasfareductioproof of Premise I, given the ‘free-premise’ teaerything that
exists exists in mind, (X)(E!x Mx). The pretence could work like this in a #réogic’. To prove AxSx]M AxSx, assume for
areductio(when your audtiors are not paying attention) fAaSx]~M AxSx. Infer from this that4x)(Sx & ~Mx), then that
Ela & (Sa &~Ma), and then, from Ela and that ‘free-premise’, tdat. A contradiction is now all but in hand. (Please
note 13 above for Almeida’s idea for a differerdbfectivereductiofor Premise 1.)
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