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INTRODUCTION

Ever since St. Anselm wrote the Proslogion, the argument
for the existence of God therein contained has been commented
upon and disputed by both major and minor philosophers. GSome
have briefly expressed their thoughts on it; others have written
lengthy monographs; few completely ignore it. The msny, varied
opinions expressed over the centuries may be seen in such histor-
jcal studies as Augustinus Daniel's Geschichte der Gottesbeweise
im Dreizehnten Jahrhunﬁegs,l Georg Grunwald's Geschichte der
Gottesbeweise inm ﬂ;&telaltor,e and Alvin Plantinga's recent The
Ontological Argggent.5 which includes the comments of modern and
contemporary philosophers. Books, articles, and pamphlets writ-
ten on the subject are numerous enough to form a small library.
The issues are clearly defined; the camps are set. Why, then,
should more be written on the subject?

Recently, Norman Malcolm of Cornell University and Charles|
Hartshorne of the University of Texas have raised the new issue

of how many arguments there are. They both maintain that Anselnm

lAnsustinus Daniels, 0.S.B., "Geschichte der Gottesbe-
weise im Dreizehnten Jahrhundert,” Be%traegg %gg gﬁsehichte der
Philosophie der Mittelalter (VIII, I-Z; Tluenster: Aschen orffsche
uchaverhandiung, .

ZGoorg Grunwald, "Geschichte der Gottesbeweise im lMittel-

alter." Beitraege zur Geschichte der Philosophie der Mittelalter
(vI, %; Fuenster, Aschendor?lsche Buchsverhandlung, 1307).

3Alvin Plantinga, The Ontologicsl Argument (New York: Dou-
bleday, 1965).
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has two argumen:s: one from contingent existence and another from
necessary existence. According to them, if properly understood,
the second argument does not exhibit the admitted weakness of
the firat. The purpose of this paper is to investigate this new
jssue concerning the number of arguments and to give a critique
of the views of Malcolm and Hartshorne on the validity of what
they consider is a second argument. In conformity with this pur-
pose, the suthor, while realising the vast literature on the
Anselmian argument, limits himself chiefly to the writings of
Anselm, Malcolm, Hartshorne, and the current critiques of the
latter men's positions. The procedure is to give an exposition
of the foundations of the argument in the writings of St. Anselnm,
the argument itself, the argumentation of Malcolm and Hartshorne,
and finally a critique of their positions.




CHAPTER I

FOUNDATIORS OF THE ANSELMIAN ARGUMENT
IN ANSELM'S WRITINGS

Charles Hartshorne asks what Anselm meant by "grestness"
in the famous formula, "a being, than which nothing greater can
be thought,” which appears in the second chapter of the Proslo-
g;gg.l This specific question should be placed in the larger
context of the meaning of the entire formula. In Anselm's Hono-
logion the answers to the specific question and the question of
the meaning of the whole formula can be found. Why Anselm formu-
jated his idea of God the way he did is partially due to his cosé
nitional theory. It is said that Anselm's theory of truth is the
hidden nerve running through the argumentation in the Monologion
and Proalogionz and that his cognitional theory provides a foun-
dation for his entire thought.5 Both Anselm's cognitional theory]
and Monologion, then, require investigation as propasdeutic to

the argument in the Proslogion.

lCharles Hartshorne, The ;gg%%agg Perfection and Other
Easg*a in Neoclassical Hetaggisica salle, TiTinois: Open
o ’

19627, p. >5.

aéiienne Gilson and Philotheus Boehner, Geschichte der
Christlichen FPhilosophie (24 ed. rev.; Paderborn: Ferdinand
Bchoenlingh, 1 s 11, Ps 299.

BRabert Miller, C.S.B., "The Ontological Argument in St.
Anselm and Descartes,” The Modern Schoolman, XXXII (May, 1955),
P. 345. 3
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Since Anselm did not write a comprehensive treatise on
cognition, his cognitional theory muet be culled from his De Ver-
itate and from snatches of his other writings. The Dg Veritate
iz a dialogue between Anselm and one of kis students on the topic
of "what truth is, and of what things it is ordinarily predi-
cated, and what Justice is."a Anselm's student was puzzled by

his statement in the Monologion that truth does not have either

a beginning or an end and that "'nothing can be true without
truth.'”5 Since God is truth and every true thing is = partici-
pation in truth, the student wishes to know whether or not God
is the truth of every true thing or statement. This leads to
the question of what truth is.

Anselm does not answer immediately. Slowly he proceeds
to formulate a suitable definition, beginning with an inquiry
into the truth of statements, proceeding to the truﬁh of opinion,
the will, natural and unnatural actions, the senses, the eszence
of things, and finally the definition itself.

Statements are true in two ways: by nature, by both nature
and an actual affirmation that something that is, is, or that
gomething that is not, is not. Each coherent statement has its
truth, its signification, regardless of whether or not the sig-
nification correctly refers to the condition of what is signi-

#pnselm, "De Veritate," Selections from Medieval Fhiloso-

phers, ed. and tranms. filchard MoKeon (New JOPK: Charies SCTibe-
ner's Sons, 1929), I, 150. Rurther quotations are from this
translation.

%Tbid., p. 152.
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fied. Thus, the gtatement "it is raining” has a true meaning.
A5 a statement it can be undarstood by anyone cogrnizant of ng-
1ish who has lived, is now living, or will live. Such a truth
is natural. In this sense even a lie is true. Whether the
statement correctly refers to the presence of rain drops actually
falling at the same time the utterance is made, is another ques-
tion.

Anselm's student, who holds that the thing stated is the
cause of a true statement, supposes that truth is found only in
gtatements. Anselm, however, argues to a deeper meaning of truth
then natural truth. His dislectical progresslon 1s here guoted,
because it introduces & key motion in Anselm's doctrine of truth

and in his philosophy as a wholes:

Mast. What then does truth in statement seem to you to be?

sc. 1 know nothing other than that when it signifies that

that which is is, then truth is in it, eand it is true.

Mast. To what end is an affirmation made?

ac. To signify that that which is is.
¥ast. Then it should do that?
Disc. Certainly.
WMust. Then when it signifies that that which is is, it sig-
nifies as it should?
ac. That is clear.
iagte. fug when it signifies as it should it signifies right-

J

gc. That 1s so.
8t. However, when it signifies rightly, the signification
18 right?
Disc. There is no doubt of that.
¥ast. Therefore, when it signifies that that which is is,
the asignification is right?
%%g%. That follows.
Vast. Likewlse when it signifies that that which ie is, the
signification is true?
Dise. Yes, it is both right and true, when it signifies that
that which is is,
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Mast. It is the seme, therefore, for the affirmation to be
right and true, that is, to signify that that which is
is?
Disc. Yes, it is the sane.

. Consequently, truth, for it, is not other than right-
nessS.
Disc. I see clearly now that truth is this rightnaas.6

Rightness or rectitude is the major criterion for the truth of a
gtatement. In the conformity of a statement to the objective
reality of the thing signified lies the truth of the statement.
Though all coherent statements are naturally true, they may be
both true and right if they affirm and deny what they ought to.
According to nature, a statement is always true; according to
use, it may be either true or false, according to whether or not
it signifies what it was made to signify; namely, that what 1s
is and what is not is not. These truths are separable and there-
fore different. The double rectitude may or may not be there.
Yot in some instances, such as in the statements "Man 1s an ani-
mal" or "Man is not a stone,"7 the double truth is always had,
because they always actuslly signify what they are made to sig-
nify. Wwhat applies to verbal communication applies to all forms
of communication which use signs "for signifying that something
is or is not."8

Truth is also said to be in the area of thought and opin-

jon. Anselm's argumentation is brief. The reason man has the

®1bid., pp. 153-154.
71bid., p. 155.
81pid., p. 156.
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power to think is to enable him to think that what is is and what
is not is not, which means to think as he ought. Again rightness
is the key note. When a thought corresponds to reality and real-
ity exists in the manner it is thought to exist, the thought is
true, for "there is no other truth of thought than rightnesa."g

It is also said that the will is true. Anselm investi-
gates the truth of the will, finding the familiar solution. In
the will, truth is "nothing except rightness."lo Both angels
and men were given wills to be used for willing what they should.
aatan and his followers abandoned truth and rightness only when
they willed what they should not have willed,

Moreover, actions have truth. Arguing from Seripture
inselm affirms that doing good is the same as doing the true.
But, according to the opinion of all men, he who does good and
acts truly also does as he should. Acting as he should, he acts
rightly, "wherefore nothing is more apparent than that the truth
of action is rightness."ll Actions, however, may be either de-
ternined or undetermined by nature. Those proceeding from the
jntellect and will are naturally undetermined, because they may
or may not be done the way they should; whereas involuntary acts,
such as the warming of fire, are necessarily determined by the

nature of the agent.

91bid., p. 157.
101pi4.
11l1pi4., p. 158.




8

Similarly there is determined and undetermined truth in
gensation. The senses seem to deceive us often. They report,
for instance, that a man's face is in a uirror, even though he
knows his face remains with himself, and that a straight rod is
crooked when placed in water. Anselm distinguishes sense lmpres-
sions from the interpretation of them, maintaining that the sen-
ses report what they are by nature made to report, do what they
should, and have both truth and rightness. Error creeps in when
the mind improperly Jjudges the truth presented by the sense or-
gans.

Anselm's treatment of sensation and the genesis of an idea|
as a whole requirs further elucidation. A man senses, because
he has a body; a man has ideas partly because he has a body,
partly because he has a soul.

Not restricted to any one part of the body, the soul per-
meates, suffuses, and enlivens the whole body, being entirely
itself in the whole as well as in all of the parts. "For, if
the soul were not as a whole in the separate members of the body,
it would not fecl as a whole in the separate membera.“12 The
soul has several aspects--intellect and will--which, on account
of their not being coextensive with it and their having special

activities, are different from 1t.l5 Both the intellect and will

12Anselm, "pProslogion,” c¢h. 13, St. Anselm, ed. and %trans.
Sidney Deane (24 ed.; ﬁﬁﬁcago: Open Court, 1935J), P. 20. All
further English quotations are taken from this edition, unless
otherwise noted.

13Anselm, "De concordis prasscientiae et praedestinationi
et gratise dei cum libero arbitrio,” ch. 11, géera Omnia S. An- I
e e e :




9
are likened to instruments; the one being used for reasoning,
the other, for willing. In both cases 2 distinction is made be-
tween the power and its act, the instrument and its use. In the
will there is also distinguished the affectlons for happiness
and rizhtness, forces and inelinations by which the will spon-
taneously moves itself and in turn moves the other powers in-
volved in free, voluntary acts.

A man has both sensual and cognitional knowledge of the

14 He iz affected by particular corporeal objects in the

world.
world around him. Prom the reaction of his five sense organs to
the impulses from the sensible object an interior corporeal 1magi
is formed in the body. PFurthermore a spiritual image or word is
formed in the intellect, for "to think of an object...is to ex-
press it mentally.“ls The one is not the other. The phantasm
is restricted to =z particular sensible cbject: whereas the intel-
lectual image grasps the universal. "I express a man in one
way...through the image of his body, when the mind imagines his
vigible form; through the reason, however, when it thinks of his

universal essence, which is rational, mortal animal."16 Whereas

the mind may misinterpret the reports of the senses, the senses

selmi, ed. Francis Schmitt, O.3.B. (6 vols.; Vol. I; Sekau: Abbe
Press, 1939; Vols. II-VI; Edinburgh: Thomas Nelson, 1946-61), II
Pe 279, 11. 4=6, All Latin quotations are from this edition.
14Kcn010 ion, ch. 1, p. 38.
151p14., ch. 48, p. 112.

161434., ch. 10, p. 57.
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always report correctly. A mistake in the process of sgsensation
is "not the fault of the senses, which report what they are able
to, (since they were given just this potency), but it must be
imputed to the judgment of the mind, which does not distinguish
clearly what they can or what they ought teo do.“17 Moreover,
knowledge of the world is gained only through the medium of the
sengses and phantasm: "the artisan is wholly unable to concelve
in his imagination any bodily thing, except what he has in some
way learned from external objects, whether all at once, or by
part.“ls

Besides knowing the world, a man can reflect upon and
know himself. Just as a person can passively know many things
without actually thinking about them, so too does he have an
swareness, a consciousness of himself, even though he may not
actually have his soul as an object of reflection. "The human
mind i8 not always thinking of itself, though it ever remembers
itsalf."lg This memory of itself, moreover, is the condition
for the reflexive actj for "it is clear that, when it thinks of
itself, the word corresponding to it is borm of maaory."gG In
reflecting upon itself the soul forms within itself an image of
itself by speaking itself as an interior word. Between thia wonﬂ

1723 Veritate, ch. 6, McKeon, op. g¢it., p. 162,
18Honolagion, ch. 11, p. 58.

191bid., ch. 48, p. 112.

2o£3§§.
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and the soul only a rational distinection exists. "The rational
mind, then, when it conceives of itself in thought, has with
jtself 1ts image born of itself...although it cannot, except in
thought alone, separate itself from its image, which is its
word."21

A third source of knowledge is the light of trutk, which
jliumines mankind and "from which shines every truth that gives
light to the rational mind.”22 The light is far too bright for
Anselm tc see and yet he sees nothing except through it just "as
the weak eye sees what it sees through the light of tne sun,
whieh in the sun itself it camnnot look upon.“25 It is the splen—
dor of the Lord which is wholly present, in which Auselm moves
and has his being. This much Anselm says, but just exactly what
he means is ambiguous., Domet de Vorges, for instance, maintains

24 whereas Fischer

that the light of truth is the agent intellecty
beliseves that it is a metaphorical expression for the first prin-
ciples in so far as they are grasped as reflections of the divine
1ight.2?

Now that the sources of human knowledge have been consi-

dered, the investigation into truth may be continued. Truth 1is

‘?I‘Ibido' cho 35’ }?- 97.
22Proalc ion, ch. 14, p. 21.
25Ibid., ch. 16, p. 22,

2hpomet de Vorges, Saint Auselme (Paris: Felix Alcan,
1901 ) s Po 106.

25pischer, "Die Erkenntnislehre Anselms Von Canterb
Beitraege zur GeschIchte der Fﬁirahéﬁﬁiﬁ'Eéﬁ'ﬁiﬁfﬁlﬁIEéfﬁ;!%i, 33
Thenster i. W: Aachendorffache Veriagsbuchhandiung, 1911), P. 48.
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also predicated of the essences of things. Wherein does the
+truth of essences lie? In the conformity of what they ought to
be with what they a&re. God is truth; there is nothing, bs it in
any place at any time, that is not related to this highest truth
nor that is able to be anything else than what it is. “Whatso-
ever is, therefore, is truly, in so far as it is what it ls in
the supreme truth.“zs Essences are true because they correspond
to the divine idea of what they should be. Anselm seems (0o indi-
cate that truth is had only in the context of real existence.
According to him, "that which is falsely is not.">’ Since what-
is exists in accordance to the divine mind, it is as it should
be. Being &s it should be, it rightly is what it ia. It fol~-
lows, then, that truth and rightness are in the essence of
thingss "it is certaln that the truth of things is rightnesa."ea

FProm his investigation of where truth is said to be found,
Anselm coancludes that truth or rightness is primarily the supreme
Truth, All other truths are true in virtue of the supreme Truth.
They are what they ought to be or do what they ought to do be-
cause they are or act in accordance with divine Truth. 3Such is
not the case for divine Truth. It is what it is solely because
it is. It is completely independent, dependsent upon nothing.

BExclusive of the divine Truth, some truths are causes:

26pe Veritate, ch. 7, p. 163,

27 1via.
28115d., p. 164,




13
others, both effects and causes: effects in that they are caused
by God, the cause of all truth; causes in that they in turn cause|
the truth of thoughts and statements. "The truth which is in
the existence of things...is also cause itself of the truth which
is thought and that which is in a proposition; and these two
latter are the cause of no truth."zg

Anselm has shown the rightness of statements, thoughts,
actions, essences, and sensation. The only rightness not as yet
considered is the rightness of corporeal things, such as the
rightness or straightness of a pole. The common notion in the
truth of statements, thoughts, actions, essences, sensation, and
corporeal things, is rightness. Is there any way of distinguish-
ing their rightness? The former rightnesses of statements and
so forth are coanceived by the mind alone; whereas the latter (the
rightness of corporeal things) is perceived by both the senses
and the mind. Truth, in the strict sense, Anselm limits to the
former, defining it as "rightness perceptible to the mind
alone.">°

Pruth has three characteristics; it is eternal, unchange-
able, and one. Upon the first characteristic a proof for the

existence of God can be based.51 That truth is not eternal is a

contradictory notion. If someone were to say there was a time

?91pia., p. 170.
3%1pid., ch. 11, p. 172.

3141 exandre Koyre, L'Idea de Dieu dans la Philosophie de
St. Anselme (Paris: Frnst Leroux, 1923), Db. 55.
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when there was no truth or that there will be a time when there
will be no truth, he would have to affirm the statement that
truth is not eternal. But then, this statement would be true
even when truth is not supposed to exist or have existed. The
contradiction is obvious. Since men make true statements, truth
is eternal; since God is the source of truth, He must exist and
eternally exist.32

Since truth is eternal, it must also be unchangeable.
Jomething is true, when it is right or has rightness. Either
the rightness varies or it does uot vary. If it varies, 1t
varies according to the things themselves. One proper example
is adequate for elucidating all instances. A statement is right
when it says what it ought to say; namely, that what is is and
what is not is not. Without this rightness, a statement cannot
be right. If rightness were dependent upon the sbatement, right-
ness would vary as statements vary; and when a statement is

false or not made, rightness would not exist. But, when a state-

nent is false, it is no less right that the statement should haw
expressed what it ought to have expressed. Rightness is the nar]
according to which a statement is true or false. When a state-
ment is not made, it is no less true that, if it were made, it
should be made rightly. Therefore rightness exists, even though
the statement does not exist. Even after a statement is made,

the rightness by which it was right or should have been right

3232 Veritate, ch. 10, p. 170.
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does not perish. "The rightness ther=fore by which significatio
is called right does not acquire being, or any change, through
aignification, however the signification itself may be changedﬁBa'

Since truth is both eternal and unchangeable, it is invar-
iable, it is one. That Anselm has considered the truth in state=-
ments, thoughts, escences, and so forth, all of which are differ-
ent from one another is no objection to the unity of truth; for

truth is improperly said to be of this or that thing,
gince truth does not have its being in things, or out
of things, or because of things in which 1t is said to
be, but when things are according to that which is always
present in those things which are as they should be, then
the truth of this or that thing is spoken of...the supreme
truth subsisting in itself is the truth of no thing, but
when something is according to truth, then it is called
the truth or the rightness of that thing. 34
God is supreme Truth. Truth is one, immutable, eternal, and per-
ceptible to the mind alone. It is independent of the things of
whieh it is predicated. These same ldeas run through the proofs
for the existence of God in the Monologion.

All rour55 of the Monologion proofs go from the sensible
world to the first cause or exemplar of the world. Hen experi-
ence good things in this world with both their bodily senses and
intellectual faculties. The question arises as to whether these

desired goods are good through one thing or several things. All

3%Tvid., ch. 13, p. 182.
41v1d,, pp. 183-84,

55The number of arguments is disputed, The common count
is four; e.g., P. Vignaux, "Sens et Structure du Momologion,"
Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologlques, X4XI, pP. 199.

ologiqu
Yoyre adds an argument from beauty, OpD. Cites De 37.
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goods can be compared with one snother. In comparison, the goodsd
are either equal or unequal, either they are good in the same
measure or else some are better or less good than the others.
But the comparison, to be wvalid, can depend upon only one criter-
ion or standard for all of the compared goods. The standard can-
pot be different in one thing and in another. One may not declde
one man is wore Jjust thau another, "except through the quality
of Jjustness, which is not one thing in one substance, and another
in another.“56 Though Jjustice is a quality predicated of only
some beings, goodness is noti it can be predicated in greater or
lesser degree of everything. In each case, the criterion musi
be the same, although sowetiwes a thing appears to be good for
different resscns. Thus & horse may be termwed good, because it
is swift and strong, neither of which qualities seems to be the
game. But swiftness and strength csnnot be the basis of good—
ness, because these sume qualities are said to make & thief bad.
The gqualitiee themselves are good; how they are ewployed account o
for their being called good or bad in different circumstances.
In general, things are called good because they are either useful
or have some noble gusiity. Wwhatever is useful or noble, however)
if it be truly goed, is good through that being "through which
it is necessary that everything, whatever it may be, is gaod."37

———

3Gﬂenolo ion, ¢h. 1, p. 39.

37Authcr's translation. On account of the context he in-
terprets "(per idipsur esse bona) per quod necesse est esse cunce
ta bona, quidquid illud sit," Monologion, ch. 1, Schmitt, I, p.
15, 11, 2-3%, differently from Deane's translation: "througk
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cince it is the basis upon which everything is termed good, this
being cannct but dbe the greatest good. Moreover, since the les-
ger goods do not have goodness of themselves (otherwise goodness
would be one thing in one being and zomething else in another),
they must receive or parteke in the common source of goodness,
which is the one, the supreme gond, which alone is good through
itself. Surpassing all other beings it is both supremely good
and great. Nothing surpasses nor equsls it in gcodness or great-
ness, not physical greatness but that depending upon worthiness,
like wizdom. Supreme goodness and greatness imply each other,
"and since there can be nothing supremely great except what is
gupremely good, there must be a being that 1s greatest and best,
Le9s,y the highest of all beingg.”aa

Anselm has argued from goodness and greatnesas in beings
to one greatest and best being. He continues by arguing fronm
exiastence and degrees of dignity in beings. Whaltever exists,
axists through itself or through another or through mutual causal
infiuance. It 1s not logical to imagine that a being exists
through the very being upon which it confers existence; so this
alternative is ellinminated. More than one thing cannot exist
through 1itself, because if they were to exist through themselves,
they would be equal in this reapect. But to be equal it is neeesp
sary that there be one power or nature of existing “"through it-

whicq'all goods exist, whatever that being is," p. 40. Cf.
Koyre, Op. cit.y p. 39.

58Honolo ion, c¢h, 1, p. 40,
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gelf" by which they’exiat. There can be, then, but one being
who exists through itself and through which all other existents
oxist, "one being which alone exists in the greatest and highest
dagree of all.“59

Furthermore, there are in the world natures of Jiverse
aignity. A borse is better than a log and a man better than a
horse. But the ladder caannot rise forever, sc there must bs one
highest nature or one highest class. If they form a class, they
are equal. If they are equal, they are so through One cause
which is either themselves or something else. If it is souething
else, it is something of & superior nature; hence, they couid not
form a highest class. If it is themselves, ii{ is their essence.
But, then, they can have only one essence &and oue nature, nature
and ecsence being identified here. Auselm's resounding conclu-
gion to these arguments is that there ls:

e certain Nature, or Substance, or Essence, which is
through itself good and great and through itself is what
it is; and through which exists whatever 1s truly good,
or great, or has any existence at all; and which is the
supreme good being, the supreme great being, being or
subsisting as supreme, that is, the highest of sll exis-
ting beings. 40

Just as all things which exist exist through the supreme
Being, so toc do they exist from it; because the two modes of
expression may be interchanged now with the same meaning, now

with another., The question remsains how the supreme Being exists

391bid., oh. 3, p. 42.
w;gidoy ch. 4, P 450
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through itself, sincé the expression “esse per" usually suggests
an efficient, material, or instrumental cause. Can the supreme
Being be any of these causes in regard to its existence? Cer-
ainly not, becsuse these causes are prior to the effect, are
greater in some sense than the effect, and rule out independence.
Nor ¢an the supreme Being exist through or from nothing. Exis-
tence through and from itself can be compared to a lighted light.
The mutual relations of the light and the verdb "to light" and thej
participle "lucent” are like the relations of essence, esse, and
baing.“l

4

2 and Fischer

Bneumkor4 > maintain that the above proofs
exclude causality; whereas &alhoch“4 holds that they are causal
arguments and Domet de Vbr30345 compares them to the causal
proofs in S5t. Thomas., The issue here is whether or not Anselnm
is merely dealing with concepts. It appears that, since he de~-
velops his notion of God from things in the world and concludes
40 an uncaused cause, the second opinion is the stronger.

After establishing that the Supreme Being exists through

“11pid., ch. 6, p. 49,

4201emens Baeumker, "Witelo, Ein Philosoph und Naturfor-
scher des XI1Y. Jahrhunderts," beitraege zur Geschichte der Phil-

osophie des Mittelaiters (111, uenster 1. w.: Aschendorf=-
?acgen Verlagsbuchhandlung, 19085. ps 295.
43?1861’101‘, Ob. 2&0, P 570

443. Adlhoch, "Der Gottesbeweis des heiligen Anselm,”
Philosophisches Jahrbuch (X.4, 1897), p. 270 f.

“Spomet de Yorges, op. cit., pp. 233-38.
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jtself and all other things exist through it, Anselm investigates
its properties. He proceeds by eliminating whatever it is better
not to be than to be. First of all, no ralative expression sig-
nifies God's essence. To say that He is the highest of all be-
ings, or greater than those which have bsen created by Him is noH
to give an essential description of God. If no other beings ex-
i1gted with which He could be compared, lie could not be referrved
to a8 "greater than" or "the highest."” OSince He is what He is
through Himselif and other things are what they are through Hium,
He is actually no less great even though there are no other crea-
tures with which le way be compared. Whether lle is termed "su-
preme” or not makes no difference; thersefore, the name is nol
essentisl to His description. This sama reasocning appllies to
all similar relative expressions. By themselves, they cannot
describe God.

The non-relative expressions are conveniently divided ln-
to those things, which, ccusidered separately, it is better to be
than not to be, and those which it is not better to be thanm to
be. In general, tc be something is better thau noi be be some~
thing; but there are some perfections which are good in some cir-
cunstances and bad in others. 7To be gold, for example, is better
than to be lead; tc be an apiusl is better tharn to be a plaat or
a stone; to be & man is better than tv be merely an animal. For
& plece of lead to be vurnad into gold could well bLe a good; but
for & man to be turned intc gold like King Midas would certalnly

be & catastrophe of the first rank. Such perfections, theun,
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since they depend upon special circumastances for being good, can-—
not apply directly to God's essence.

Other perfections are good without qualification., Wher-
ever they are, they are good; wherever they are absent, some per-
fection is missing. Wiadom and justness are two examples of thisg
type. To be wise is slways better than not to be wise; to be
just is always better than not to be just. Other examples are
truth, blessedness, power, and eternity. These names can be and
should be attributed directly to God. "Hence, the Being must de
living, wise, powerful, and all-powerful, true, Jjust, blessed,
eternal, and whatever, in like manner, is absolutely better than
what is not it."*®

Even these terms seem 0 have relative aspects. For in-
stance, to say that God is true or Jjust seems to imply quantity
or quality, that is, accidents which are distinct from His es-
sence; because something can be true and just only through truth
and justness. The participant is what it is through another, the
participated. The participated is not the participant; the par-
ticipant is not the participated. But this distinction cannot
apply to God. As was proved above, the supreme Being can be
through nothing else than Himself. The only possible conclusion
is that, in reference to God, absolute perfections, no matter
whether they are predicated as adjectives or nouns, mean the same

thing. He is true, He is truth; He is Just, He is Justice.

4sﬁonologiun. ch. 15, p. 64,
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"Nothing that is truly said of the supreme Being is accepted in
terms of quality or quantity, but only in terms of what it 153'47

Although many names are applied to the supreme Being, and
designate His essence, He is not conposed of many, different
thin:s. In Him there can be no composition. Otherwise He would
depend upon something outside of Himself as an efficlent and/or
material causs. But, as was proved above, He exists through Hime
gelf, depending upon nothing else for His existence. God iz a
single, simple being described by means of a plurality of names.

Just as the divine simplicity excludes all compositionm,
8o too does it exclude any accidents, properly so-called. By
definition, an accident is something which comes and goes from a
being, causing some change in it. The divine being, however,
does not undergo change in any form. It is eternal, immutable.
If it were not eternal, it would have a beginning and/or an end.
If it had a beginning, it would derive its existence from anothex
or from nothing. 8Since nothing can come from nothing, it could
not have had a beginning from nothing. Since it would be a con-
tradiction to maintain that the supreme Being exists through any-
thing but itself, it could not have had a beginning from some-
thing else. If it had an end, it would be corruptible, able to
be broken into parts. Since it is simple, it cannot be broken

into parts; and hence, it has no ending. Furthermore, on accouzg

of its simplicity, it cannot be the material cause of anything.

471bia., ch. 17, p. 67.
481pid., ch. 7, p. 5l.
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Tt and it alone exists through itself, all other thinpgs exist
fthrough it by creation and conservation. Therefore, wherever and

Whenever anything is, there and then it is. Besides being every-

here at every time, it goes beyond the dimensions of space and
49

ime, "for place and time themselves are existing things,” crea-
ed by it; so that it is unlimited and eternal.
The names "life"” and "eternal” are of special interest fox
he topic of this paper, because both life and eternity imply for
nselm necessary existence., The eternal being has no beginning,
or end, nor time, whether it be past, present, or future, con-
idered as the transient time of men. The being who is 1ife pos-
esses the fullness of life., No cause either brings it about or
erminates it. The supreme Being is said to be eternal or to
xist forever and "since for it, it is the same to exist and to
ive, no better sense can be attached to this statement, than
hat it exists or lives etermally, that is, it possesses intermin-
Bble life, as a perfect whole at onca.“sa
Moreover, when he inquires into whether God can be called
p substance, Anselm maintains that the term suits God in a quali~
Fied way. An ordinary substance is affected by accidents, under-

poing changes for which composition of substance and accidents is

491p14., oh. 20, p. 73.

501hid., ch. 24, p. 85. The Latin text reads: "Quonian

dem est ilIT esse et vivere, nihil meliue intelligitur quam ae-
erne esse vel vivere, id est interminabilem vitam perfecte simul
ottam obtinere," Schmitt, I, p. 42, 1ll. 18-20. Compare with Boe-
hius' definition of eternity in De Consolatione Philosophiae, V,
o3 ﬁo Lo 63' 858 4.
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equired. God is both simple and immutable. The only way the
[erm can apply is if substance is used for being and so trang-

pends all substances.5l When distinguishing between God and

verything that is not God, Anselm uses absolute, perfect exis-
Eence over against highly imperfect existence. God and God alone
xists simply, perfectly, and absolutely; all other things are as
hon-existent in comparison with Him.52 That which exists simply
bnd in the highest degree of all seems to have, and can have, no
pther existence than necessary existence.

When all the names are put together, God is described as:
gsupreme Being, supreme Justness, supreme Wisdom, supreme
Truth, supreme Goodneas, supreme Greatness, suprene Beau-
ty, supreme Immortality, supreme Incorruptidbility, supreme
Immutability, supreme Blessedness, supreme Eternity, su-

preme Power, supreme Unity; which 1s nothing else than
supremely being, supremely living, etc. 53

51The Latin text reads: "nisi dicatur substantia pro es-
rentia, et sic =2it extra sicut est supra ounem substantiam,”
Sehmitt, Monologion, c¢h. 36, I, p. 44, 11, 10-~11. Deane trans-
lates esgentia as "being" (p. 86), and not without reason; for in
arlier passages Anselm equates existens with gubsistens and esg-
sentia with esse and ens. "Quemadmodum enim esse nabent ad invi-
em lux et lucere et lucens, sic sunt ad se invicem essentia et
3ne et ens, hoc est existens sive subsistens. Ergo sumna essen-
ia et summe esse et summe ens, id est summe existens sive sumnme
ubsistens," Monologion, ch. 6, Schmitt, I., p. 20, 11. 15-18.
Quoniam tamen ipsa non solum certissime existit, sed etian summe
paniunm existit, et cuiuslibet rei essentia dici solet substantia:
Erofecto 81 quid digne dici potest, non prohibetur dici substan-
ia," Monologion, ch. 28, Schmitt, I, ». 45, 1ll. 13-15.

Szﬂenologion, ch. 26, p. 86.

saThe Latin text is more inclusive, reading: "Summa essen-
ftia, summa vita, summa ratio, summa iustitia...summe ens, sumne

vivens, et alia similiter,” Monologion, ch. 16, Schmitt, I, p. 314
11, 4-8; Deane, p. 66.
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All of these names are contained in the simple formula "a being
a greater than which cannot be thought." But even more is im-
plied in it, because whatever men use to name God, they use im-
properly. Men have only analogical knowledge of God. The names
are derived from experience of the finite world. Hence, both
creatures and God share the same name; yet, in the case of God
the name has a very different signification.B# God transcends
men's knowledge just as He transcends all substances. God, An-
selnm realizes, is actually in this sense, "a being greater than

can be conceived.”SS

54Honologion, ch, 26, p. B6,
Ssproslogion, ch. 15, p. 22.




CHAPTER II

THE ANSELMIAN ARGUMENT AND THE CONTROVERSY
BETWEEN GAUNILO AND ANSELM

The argument is found in the second and third chapters of
the Proslogion, in which Anselm writes:

And so Lord, do thou, who dost give understanding to
faith, give me, so far as thou knowest it to be profitable,
to understand that thou art as we believe; and that thou art
that which we believe, And, indeed, we believe that thou
art a being than which nothing greater can be conceived.

Or is there no such nature, since the fool hath said in his
heart, there is no God? (Psalms xiv. I). But, at any rate,
this very fool, when he hears of this being of which I speak-
& being than which nothing greater can be conceived--under-
stands what he hears, and what he understands is in his unden
standing; although he does not understand it to exist,

Por, it is one thing for an object to be in the under-
standing, and another to understand that the object exists.
When a painter first conceives of what he will afterwards
perform, he has it in his understanding, but he does not yet
understand it to be, because he has not yet performed it.

But after he has made the painting, he both has it in his
understanding, and he understands that it exists, because
he has made it. 1

¥

lnoane. %%%. cit., p. 7. The latin text reads: "Ergo,
domine, qui das f] ei“Iﬁtellectum, da miki, ut quantum scis expi-|
dire intelligam, quia es sicut credimus, et hoc es quod credimus.
Et quidem credimus te esse aliquid guo nihil majus cogibari
possit. An ergo non est aliqua taslis natura, quia 'dixit insip-
iens in corde suo: non est deus'? BSed certe ipse idem insipiens,
cum audit hoc ipsum quod dico: ‘'aliquid quo maius nihil cogitari
potest', intelligit quod audit; et quod intelligit in intellectu
eius est, etiam si non intelligat illud esse. Aliyd enim est
rem esse in intellectu, aliud intelligere rem esse. Nam cum pic-
tor praecogitat quae facturus est, habet guidem in intellectu,
sed nondum intelligit esse quod nondum fecit. Cum vero iam pinx-
it, et habet in intellectu et intelligit esse quod iam fecit."
V@l. I’ P- 101’ 11. 5“’15.
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Hence, even the fool is convinced that something exists
in the understanding, at least, than which nothing greater
can be conceived. For, when he hears of this, he under-
stands it. And whatever is understood, exists in the under-
standing. And assuredly that, than which nothing greater
can be concelved, cannot exist in the understanding alone.
For, suppose it exists in the understanding alone: then it
can be conceived to exist in reality; which is greater.

Therefore, if that, than which nothing greater can be
conceived, exists in the understanding alone, the very being,
than which nothing greater can be conceived, is one, than
which a greater can be conceived. But obviously this is
impossible, Hence, there is no doubt that there exists a
being, than which nothing greater can be conceived, and it
exists both in the understanding and in reality.

CHAPTER IIIX

And it assuredly exists so truly, that it cannot be con-
ceived not to exist. PFor, it is possible to conceive of a
being which cannot be conceived not to exist; and this is
greater than one which can dbe conceived not to exist, Hence,
if that, than which nothing greater can be conceived, can be
conceived not to exist, it is not that, than which nothing
greater can be conceived. But this is an irreconcilable
contradiction. There is, then, so truly a belng than which
nothing greater can be conceived to exist, that it cannot
even be conceived not to exist; and this being thou art, O
Lord, Our God. 2

2Ibid., Pr. 8«9, The latin text reads: "Convincitur er-
go etiam Insipiens esse vel in intellectu aliquid quo nihil maius
cogitari potest, quia ho¢ cum audit intelligit, et gquidquid in-
telligitur in intellectu est. Et certe id quo maius cogitari ne-
quit, non potest cogitari esse in s0l0 intellectu. Si enim vel
in solo intellectu est, potest cogitari esse et in re, quod ma-
ius est, 51 ergo id quo maius cogitari non potest, est in solo
intellectu: id ipsum quo maius cogitari non potest, est gquo ma-
fus cogitari potest. Sed certe hoc esse non potest. Existit er-
goe procul dubio aliquid quo maius cogitari non valet, et in in-
tellectu et in re.

Quod utiqgue sic vere eat, ut nec cogitari possit non es-
se, Nam potest cogitari esse aliquid, quod non possit cogitari
non esse; quod maius est guam quod non esse cogitarl potest.
quare si id quo maius nequit cogitari, potest cogitari non esse:
id 1psum quo malius cogitari nequit, non est id quo maius cogitari
nequit; quod convenire non potest. Sic ergo vere est aliquid
quo maius cogitari non potest, ut nec cogitari possit non esse.

1. 3 Et hoc es tu, domine deus noster." Ibid., l. 13- p. 103,
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So truly, therefore, dost thou exist, O Lord, my God,
that thou canst not be conceived not to exist; and rightly.
For, if 2 mind could conceive of 8 being better than thee,
the creature would rise above the Crestor; and this is most
absurd. And, indeed, whatever else there is, except thee
alone, can be conceived not to exist. To thee alone, there-
fore, it belongs to exist more truly than all other beings,
and hence in a higher degree than all others. For, what-
ever else exists does not exist so truly, and hence in a
less degree it belongs to it to exist. Wwhy, then, has the
fool said in his heart, "there is no God" (Psalms xiv. I),
since it is so evident, to & rational mind, that thou dost
exist in the highest degree of all? Why, except that he is
dull and a fool. 3

This is the general structure of the argument. Further embel-
lishment, commented upon by Anselm in his reply to Gaunilo, ap-
pears in chapter four.

But how has the fool said in his heart what he could not
conceive; or how is it that he could not conceive what he
gaid in his heart? BSince it is the same to say in the
heart, and to conceive.

But, if reslly, nay, since really, he both conceived,
because he said in his heart; and did not say in his heart
because he could not conceive; there 1s more than one way
in which a thing is said in the heart or conceived. For,
in one sense, an object is conceived, when the word signi-
fying it is conceived; and in another, when the very entity,
which the obJjeoct is, is understood. 4

3Ib;d., Pe 9. The Latin text reads: "Sic ergo vere es,
domine deus meus, ut nec cogitari possis non esse. It merito,
81 enim aliqua mens posset cogitare aliquid melius te, ascenderet
creatura super creatorem, et iudicaret de creatore; quod wvalde
o5t absurdum. Et quidem guidquid est aliud praseter te solum,
poteat cogitari non esse. Solus iglitur verissime omnium, ot ideo]
naxime omnium habes esse; quia quidquid aliud est non sic vere,
et idecirco minus habet esse. Cur itaque 'dixit insipiens in cor-
de Buo: non est deus', cum tam in promptu sit rationali menti
to maxime omnium esse? Cur, nisi quia stultus et insipiens.”
Ibid., 11. 3-ll.

4 bid., pps 9-10, The Latin text reads: "Verum quomodo

dixit in e quod cogitare non potuit; aut quomodo cogitare nonj
otuit quod dixit in corde, cum idem sit dicere in corde et cogi-
are od sl vere, immo quia vere et cogitavit quia dixit in

corde, et non dixit in corde quia cogitare non potuit; non une
$gnyym modo dicitur aliquid in corde vel cogitabur.” Ivia., 11.




29

In the fcrmer sense, then , God can be conceived not to
exist; but the latter, not at all. For no one who under-
stands what fire and water are can conceive fire to be water,
in accordesnce with the nature cf the facts themselves, al-
though this is possible according to the words. So, then,
no one who understands what God i cen conceive that God does
not exist; although he says these words in his heart, either
without any or with some fcreipn significaticn. PFor, God is
that than which a greater cannot be conceived. And he who
thoroughly understands this, asssuredly understands that this
being sc truly exists, that not even in concept ocan it be
non-existent. Therefore, he who understands that God so
exists, carnot conceive thet he does not exist.

I thank thee, gracious Lord, I thank thee; because what
I formerly believed by thy bounty, I now sc understand by
thine illumination, that if I were unwilling to believe that
thou dost exist, I should not be able not to understand this
to be true. 5

The Preslogion was read by people within and without the
Abbey of Bec. One of the outsiders, Geunilo, a monk of Marmou-
tier near Tours, wrote a sbort reply to the Proslogion, in which
he lauded Arselm for the ardor and spirituval wealth of his treat-
ment of the divine essence and chided him for using weak argumen-
tation to prove or conclude to God's existence. As far as Gaun-
ilo was concerned, the sole method of proving God's existence was

inference from empirically given data in the world. The other

Aliter enim cogitatur res cum vox eam significans cogitatur, ali-
ter cum id ipsum quod res est intelligitur. Illc itaque modo po-~
test cogitarli deus non esse, isto verc minime. HNullus quippe in-
telligens id quod deus est, potest cogitare quia deus nor est."
;Eido' 11. 18"’210

5Ib1d.. Pe 10. The Latin text reads: "licet hzec verba
dicat in corde, aut sine ulla aut cum aliqua extranea significa-
tione. Deus enim est id quo maius cogitari non potest., Quod qui
bene intelligit, utique intelligit id ipsum sic esse, ut ne cogi-
tatione queat non esse. Qui erge inteiligit sic esse deum, ne-
quit eum non esse cogitare."

Gratias tibi, bone domine, gratiae tibi, quia quod prius
credidi te donante, {an asic inteliiso te illuminantei ut si te no-

v

lim credere, non possim non intelligere.® Ibid,, p. 104, 1l1l. 1-7,
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two notions that formed the basis of his rebuttal were his unwile
lingness to equate the object of the formula "a being than which
nothing greater can be thought” with God and his knowledge that
some people actually deny God's existence.

He credits Anseln with making two points: the first being
that the divine nsture is in the intellect when %the formula "a
being than which nothing greater can Ye thought™ is mentioned and
understood; the second, that the divine belng also exists in real-
ity or else it would not be "a being than which nothing greater
can be thought." The gecond point follows from the first but
the first is incorrect; so both are falsge.

The divine nature cannot be in the intellect when ths
formuls is heard and understood. If a man attempta to prove the
existence of something in reality from a concapt, this concept
nust have a different status in his mind from a false or doubt-
ful concept or one of something which is known not to exist,
But, in order to enjoy this superior status, the object of the
concept must first be proved to exist in reality. "I cannot con-
ceive,” Gaunilo writes, "of 1t in any other way than by under-
standing it, that l1ls, by compreéhending in my knowledge its exis-
tence in reality."6 And if this is the case, the order is
changed from concspt %o reality to concept from reality. BSince
the formula as a concept has the ssme value as the concepts of

unrsal objects, it c¢an be thought not to exiat just as God can be

snoane, In Behalf of the Fool, ch. 2, p. 146,




31
thought not to exist. God, indeed, can be thought not to exist,
for if His non-existence were impossible to conceive "what was
the object of this argument against one who doubts or denies the
existence of such a being."7

The snalogy of the painter who paints a plcture does not
apply. Pollowing Augustine, Gaunilo holds that the thought or
imagined picture which springs up in the painter's mind is a liv-
ing part of him. The picture generated in his art is nothing
other than a part of his intellect which, in turn, is a part of
the painter. All other truths which do not pertain to the nature]
of the intellect are perceived by thought or hearing. The formu-
la would be numbered among those truths not pertaining to the na-
ture of the intellect. Even granting that "a being a greater
than which can not be thought" is heard and understood, it would
still not have the same status as an interior picture.8

Moreover, upon hearing the formula, it is as impossible
to have actual knowledge of the object of the formula according
to either genus or species as it is to have actual knowledge of
God. If someone were to tell Gaunilo about a man whom Caunilo
did not know, Gaunilo could imagine him as an actually existing
being, even though he were a purely mental fiction that never
existed and never would exist. He could conceive of him as liv-

ing, because he knows by both genus and species what a man is.

71bia.
81b1d., ch. 3, p. 147.
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3ince he can be deceived about things of which he has knowledge,
the possibility of deception greatly increases in regard to
things of which he does not have such knowledge. God and "a be-
ing than which nothing greater can be thought” are conceived "as
by a man who does not know the object, and conceives of it only
in accordance with the movement of his mind produced by hearing
the word."9 Neither the concept of God nor of "a being than
which nothing greater can be thought" are already in the mind.

The second point, namely, that existence in the intellect
of "a being than which nothing greater can be thought" implies
its real existence or else it would not be greater than every-
thing else, Gaunilo rejects on the grounds that, since the idea
has the same status as any doubtful or false notion has in the
intellect, any actually exlisting being would be greater than it.
In order to show that this being i3 greater than anything else
it should be proved first that this being itself really exists

»10 Existence is proved on the basis of an empirically

somewhere,
given existent. Otherwise, Gaunilo would have to admit that an
island having no owner or inhabitants and possessing the greatest
abundance of riches exists merely becsuse he understands what is
meant when he hears a description of the perfect island, a pro-

cedure he deems absurd.ll

9Ibidcg p' 1490
101pi4., ch. 5, p. 150.
1l1pi4., ch. 6, pp. 150-51.
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The statement itself that a being which could be thought
not to exist is a lesser being than that which cannot be thought
not to exist Gaunilo maintainas does not prove the actual exis-
tence of the object of the formula. The proper procedure would
be to cogently prove the being's real existence and then compare
it with other beings to ascertain if it really is greater than
all others.

Instead of stating that the non~existence of the greatest
being cannot be thought, it would be better to state that the
possibility of its non-existence is impossible to understand.

In this way the greatest being would be distingulished from the
many thoughts in the human mind which do not and are known not to
conform to reality. Gaunilo does not know if he could think of
his own non-existence when he knows beyond doubt that he does
exist, It makes no difference to his argumentation. In elither
case there i3 no reason for thinking of the necessary existence
of the object of the formula or of God. For, if Gaunilo can
think of his own non-existence while being absolutely certain he
exists, it follows that he can think of the non-existence of any-
thing else, including God whom he knows and believes to exist.
And, if he cannot, it follows that the impossibility of being
thought not to exist is by no means a property of God.la

Anselm begins his rebuttal with his strongest argument,
the one from faith., Gaunilo has maintained that the formula is

12..,......_Xbid’ ] Gh. 79 po 1520 , uﬁ"”mﬂ s
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in the mind in the same way as a concept whose exemplification
in reality is imposaible or unthinkable and that its mere pre-
sence in the intellect is no basis for claiming that it ias exem-
plified in reality. From these statements Anselm reasons that
either God is not "a being than which nothing greater can bde
thought” or else he is not understood and in the intellect. But,
both of the statements are false., By faith and conscience all
Christians know that there is a God and hence He is in their un-
derstanding. By faith and conscience they also know that He is
the Supreme Being and hence He is the being than which nothing
greater can be thought.13

After arguing from faith, Anselm procedes %o argue from
reason. If "a being a greater than which cannot be thought" can
even be thought to exist it must exist, "for that than which a
greater is inconceivable cannct be conceived except as without
beginning."** In order to fulfill the requirements of the form-
ula, the being must be eternal and eternity implies necessary
existence. Moreover, it must exist as a whole everywhere and
always; for, if it 4id not, its non-existence at some time or
some place could be thought, which is contrary to the formula.
Furthermore, suppose that the greatest being does not exist, even|
though it can be conceived to exist, or that it cannot be con-~

ceived to exist even though it exists. In both cases a contra-

laneane, Angelm's Apologetic, ch. 1, pp. 153-54,
%1pid., p. 154.
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diction arises. Neither slternative satisfies the requirements
for "a being a greater than which canrot be thcught."ls Anselm
has just made statements sbout the greatest being, statements
which both he and Gaunilo understand not by faith alone but by
reason. Since they both understand what they are saying, “"as—
suredly a being than which a greater cannot be conceived exists,
and i8 in the understanding, at least to this extent--that these
statements regarding it are undarstood."16 To say that something
is not in the intellect because it is not thoroughly understood
is as absurd as to say a man cannot see daylight because he can-
not face the pure, direct rays of the sun. And if the fool does
not understand the formula when he hears it spoken in his own
language, he is either very stupid or else he has no mind at all.
what is understood is in the intellect just as what is thought
is in thought.l7

Gaunilo's example of inferring the actual existence of
this island from the fact that when it is described the descrip-
tion is understood is not to the point. Anselm's argumentation
deals only with a being a greater than which cannot be thought.
Even the perfect island described has parts, but the being than
which a greater cannot be thought is simple. Gaunilo suggests
that he can eagily think of the non-existence of the perfect is-

151via., p. 155.
161h14., p. 156.
171p1a.
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land. With this Anselnm agrees. He does not agree, however, that
the non-existence of the perfect being cen be thought; because
28 soon as someone thinks the perfect being does not exist, he
is thinking of something other than the perfect being.la

Whereaa Gaunilo suggests it is better to state that the
possibility of the perfect being's non-existence is impossible
+o understand rather than to de thought or conceived, Anselm
maintains that the proper expression is impossibility to be
thought. It is impossible to understand that a being which is
known beyond the shadow of a doubt to exist does not exist. 1In
this sense God is not the only being whose non-existence cannot
be understood. The impossibility of non-existence beiang thought,|.
however, is applied onYy to God. HMen imagine many non-existent
things as existing and many existing things as non-existent. A
distinction is to be made between thinking and understanding, be-
cause no sxistent can be understood as non-existent, while all
creatures, which have a beginning or an end or are composite, can
be thought not to exist. "That being alone, on the other hand,
cannot be conceived not to exist, in which any conception dis-
covers neither beginning nor end nor compesition of parts, and
which any conception finds always and everywhere as a whole.”lg

Anselm agrees that some people deny God's existence. How

is this denial possible when God cannot even be conceived not to

lalbid.. cho 5; ppn 158—59.
lglbid., ¢h, 4, p. 160,
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exist? To this query Anselm answers that there is a difference
between understanding a thing and thinking about the word which
signifies the thing. "In one sense, an object 18 conceived, when
the word signifying it 1s conceived; and in another, when the
very entity, which the object is, is understood. In the former
sense, then, God can be conceived not to exist; but in the latter

not at all.”zo

A person may say thst fire is water s0 long as
he precinds from the actual meaning of the words "fire" and
"water" when he joins them into thought, But if he knows what
fire and water really are, he cannot truthfully Jjoin the words
into a meaningful sentence. The same applies to God. No one whqg
really understands what God is can truly and meaningfully think
he does not exist. If a person thorcughly understands what is
meant by the formula "a being than which a greater cannot be
thought,” he "assuredly understands that this being so truly
exists, that not even in concept can it be non~exiatent.”21 By
thorough understanding Anselm does not mean an adequate or proper
concept of God. Like Gaunilo, he realizes that such an under-
standing is beyond the power of man. In the introduction to the
Proslogion he writes: "I do not endeavor, O Lord, to penetrate
thy sublimity, for in no wise do I compare my understanding with

that; but I long to understand in some degree thy truth, which
my heart believes and lovas.“22 Indeed, God is more than a being

2°Deane. Proslogion, ch. 4, pp. 9-10.
2lyhia., p. 10.

221p1d4., ch. 1, pp. 6~7.
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than which nothing greater can be thought. He is a being greater
than that which can be thought.

According to Anselm, part of Gaunilo's difficulty arose
from a misconception. Gaunilo wrote that "what is greater than
all other belngs is in the understanding; and if it is in the
understanding, it exists also in reality, for otherwise the being
which is greater than all would not be greater than all."23 An-
selm, however, argued from the presence of a "being greater than

n24 The two statementa are not the

which cannot be gonceived.
same. It is easy to prove that a being than which a greater can-
not be conceived exists in reality, that its non-existence is im-
possible, and that the possibility of its non-existence is incon-
ceivable. Anything which does not exist is certainly able not to
exist. But whatever can be thought not to exist, whether it ac~
tually exists or not, does not fulfill the hypothesis of a being
than which a greater cannot be conceived., A man can conceive of
an absolutely perfect being that so necessarily exists that it
lcannot even be thought not to exist.25

On the other hand, the argument from a being greater than
j2ll others does not readily exclude possible non-existence or muld
tiplicity of greatest beings nor include identification with the

being than which nothing greater can be thought. In order to

2anseln's Apologetic, ch. 5, p. 161.
241bid., p. 163.

25Thid., pp. 162-163.
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prove God's existence, Gsunilo's version "requires another prem-
ise than the predication, greater than all other beings."gﬁ
whereas in Anselm's veraion "there is no need of any other then

this very predication, a being than which a greater cannot be
n27

conceived.
Gaunilo daimed that the formula 1s understood in the same
manner that unreal objects are understood and are in the under-
standing., This is all that Anselm was trying to establish. Gau-
nilo strengthened his argument with the example of a painter
painting a picture. Before he paints the picture, the painter
has the image of the painting in his mind. Before the picture is
actually painted, it is an unreal object. Anselm shows tha:t this
example is not to the point. Anselm was trying to demonstrate
that "what is not understood to exist c¢an be in the understand-
ing.”28 not that the notion of a being than which nothing greater
can be thought is the same as the conceptual image according to
which a painter paintas. If unreal beings can be in the under-
standing when heard and understood, certainly the formula is simi
larly understood when heard. The next step is to discover whe-
ther the obJject of the formula is solely in the understanding as

are unreal objects or whether it also exists in reality.ag

261pia., p. 163.

2729&2-

agzg;g., ch. 8, p. 167.
2?;2;@.. ch. &, pp. 164-65,
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Gaunilo, moreover, claimed that he could understand the
formula wher he heard it. He also claimed that he could deny
God's existence, because he did not understand God. But the for-
mula expresases an obJect and that object is God. Therefore, An-
gelm cannot fathom how Gaunilo would be able to deny the exis-
tence of what he understands on the grounds that he does not un- ,
derstand it. To Anselm, this is a ridiculous contradiction. "It
is incredidble, I say, that any man denies the existence of this
being because he denles the existence of God, the sensory percep~
tion of whoz he 1ln no wise concelves of."3°

According to Anselm, it is obviously not true that Gaun-
ilo is unable to understand the formula in terms of any real ob-
ject, genus, or species. The notion ¢f a bheing than which no-
thing greater can be thought arises from an analysis of the world
which is known in terms of genus, species, and actual individuals
Goods are compared, for instance, in accordance with the manner
in which they approach one another in goodnesa. That which is
less good is like that which is better, because it too is good,
although not in the same degree. "It is therefore evident to any
rational mind, that by ascending from the lesser good to the
greater, we can form a consideradble notion of a being than which
a greater is inconceivable."31 A leaser good can begin to be and

cease to be, but it would be greater if it did not cease to be,

301pid., ch. 7, p. 166.
3l1pid.
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and still greater if it never began tc be nor will ever cease to
be. A good, then, a greater than which cannot be thought will
have to be a necessarily existent, eternal being., The notion is
formed from the notion of actually existing objecte than which a
greater can be thought. In this way, the fool who "denies that
e notion may be formed from other objects of a being than which
a greater is inccnceivable“BE can be easily refuted; and the
Catholic should need no further proof than 8¢, Paul's famous pas-~
gage wherein he maintains the invisible things of God can be seen
in his vestiges in crmation.33

Even if Gsunilo's contention were true that the being
than which nothing greater can be thought could not be conceived
or understood, it would still be true that this being would be
both conceivable and intelligible. "lIngonceivable is cancoiV&bloL
although that to which the word jlnconceiveble can be applied is
not ooncaivable."’q The formula would be both conceivable and
intelligible even though the being itself to which it refers
were neither conceived nor understood. Auny one who denies that
& being a greater than which cannot be thought exisis must cone-
ceive and understand his negative judgment. "But thias denial he
cannot understand or conceive of without its component terms; and

a term of this statement is g being than which a greater cannotb

321v14., p. 168.
53Ramans I, 19-21.
54Ansolm's Apologetic, ch. 9, p. 168,
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be conceived.">? this being is conceived and understood and what
is conceived and understood is in the concept and understanding.
poreover, this being cannot be conceived of and undsrstood as
possibly not exdistingy for then it would not be ccnezived of and
understood for what it is, a being than which a grezter cannot be
thought. “When a being than which a greater is inconceivable is
[conceived, if it is a being whose non-existence is possibie that |
is conceived; it is not a being than which a8 greater cannot be
conceived."56 According to the law of non-contradiction, a per-
|son cannot think of two opposite thoughts at the same time, It
follows, then, that "what he conceives of must exist; for anythiné
whose aon-existence is possible, is not that of which he con~
keives.">7

wWith this refutation Anselm believed that he had shown

hat he had previously proved in the opening of the Prosliogion
E;d really been proved; namely, that the being of the formula "is
lof necessity, from the very fact that it is understood and con-
jceived, proved also to exist in reality, and to be whatever we

Ishould believe of the divine subatauce¢“58

351vid., p. 169.
361114,

57&, 1d.
381v1a., ch. 10, p. 170.




CHAPTER III

MALCOLM'S AND HARTSHORNE'S UNDERSTANDING
OF ANSELM'S ARGUMENT

Malcolm indicates that "in Anselm's Proslogion and Respon;

slo editoris there are two different pleces of reasoning which

he did not distinguish from one another,"l but which should be
distinguished in order to shed light upon the problem of the on-
tological argument. The first argument, an argument from contin-
gent existence, is in chapter two; the second, an argument from
necessary exlstence, is in chapter three. In the first argument,
Anselm states that a being is greater if it exists in both the
intellect and in reality than if it exists merely in the intel-
lect. From the wording of the text in both Latin and English vex
sions it is hard to decide whether Anselm also meant that exis-
tence in reality is by itself greater than existence in the mind
alone or that intentional existence is inferior to real existence
At any rate, the implication in the argument is that "if I con-
ceive of something which does not exist then it is possible for

it to exist, and it will be greater if it exists than if it does
2
"

not exist. Anselm, in other words, treats existence as a per-

lNorman Malcolm, "Anselm's Ontologicsl Arguments,"” The
Philosophical Review, LXIX (January, 1960), p. 41.

2Tbid., p. 43.

L
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fection, as a real predicate.
Immanuel Kant claimed to have demolished this notion of

existence being a real predicate in The Critigue of Pure Reason.

According to Kant, no matter how many predicates are attached to
a subject, even if it be completely determined, nothing is added
to it by attributing existence to it. If that were the case, the
exact objects of concepts would not exist. Malcolm agrees with
Kant, maintaining that Anselnm's first argument is invalid on ac-
count of its basis in "tlhe false doctrine that existence is a per
rection."3 Existence is rather that by which perfection is pos-
gible.

The argument in chapter three is different in that it
rests upon the notion that necessary existence is a property ra-
ther than that mere existence is a property. Whereas the first
argument stresses contingent existence over nonexistence, the
second emphasizes necessary existence over non-necessary or con-
tingent existence. Malcolm points out that Anselm says two
things in the second argument: "

first, that a being whose non~sxistence is logically impos-
sible is *greater” than a being whose nonexistence is logi-
cally possible (and therefore that a being a greater than
which cannot be conceived must be one whose nonexistence

is logically impossible); second, that God is a being than
which a greater cannot be conceived. &

There is a common meaning for the word "God" according to

which the statement: "God is a being a greater than which cannot

3Tvid., p. 44.

41pid., p. 45.
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be conceived" is a logically necessary truth. Anselm's use of
the word "greater" in this formula is puzzling enocugh to require
sonme explanation. Malcolm amplifies the meaning by explaining
what is counonly meant by the notion of superior and inferior,
dependent and independent, limited and unlimited, all of which
are intarconnected.5 With this explanation he supports his no~
tion of God.

In ordinary langusge the words "superior" and "inferior"”
may refer to guantities. For instance, Joey Brown's knowledge
of algebra is designated as superior to Billy Black's, if Joey
knows more algebra than Billy. God is also said to be superior
because He has more knowledge, to mention only one perfection,
than any other being.

Moreover, the word "dependent" is used to signify a cau-
sal relationship. A house, for instance, depends upon an archi-
tect and builders for its constitution and upon a whole series of
causes such as painting and repair work and upon conditions such
as no serious storm or fire for its preservation. The house does
not exist by itself either initially or consequently. It is de-
pendent. God, on the other hand, as one reads in common prayers
and the Nicene Creed does not depend upon others for his exige
tence or continued exiastence. He is the Supreme Maker not the
made nor the made-maker. Independence is one of the notable

characteristics which distinguish Him from other beings. "To

oTbid., pp. 46-48.
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conceive of anything as dependent upon something else for its
exlstence is to conceive of it as a lesser being than God."6
The notions of dependence and inferiority and of independence and
superiority are linked. If something depends upon something else
it is said to be inferior to another something which, in all
other respects is the same, does not,

Closely allied to the notion of dependence is that of
limitedness. An engine that would not require fuel would be said
to be‘superior to one that is limited by or dependent upon a fuel
supply for effective service. The only being that is not commone
ly conceived of as limited is God. He is conceived of as an ab-
solutely unlimited being. No limits are placed upon either his
existence or his operation., Nothing makes Him dependent. No-
thing, not even Himself, prevents or coculd prevent Him from exis-
ting or operating without bound.

This unlimitedness also excludes any chance or contingent
existence in God. If it were possible that God could not-exist
and should happen to exist, He would not be the eternal being
that He is commonly conceived to be; because, if He could not-
exist and does exist, it would be possible that He could go out
of existence Just as He came into existence. This implies dura-
tion, a notion which is so alien to that of eternity. Duration
implies a beginning, a continuing, and an ending; hence, a cause

for each. None of these comport with the notion of eternity.

sIbidc [ Po 47’
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In short, contingency in regard to either existence or nonexis-
tence has no application to God. God's exlestence is necessary
existence. The only alternative is that llis existence is logi-
cally impossible. But an affirmation of the logical impossibil-
ity of God's existence is tantamount to maintaining there is a
contradiction in Ansels's formula for God.7 Malcolm assumes that
the formula is not self-contradictory. He cannot give a demonw
strable proof of its self-consistency nor does he believe that
one can be leglitimately damanded.a

Necessity in God extends to all of His properties, He is

a necessary being; everything in Him is necessary. His necessity)

however, is not something one proves through empirical data or
test criteria, That He necessarily exists, that He is necessar-
ily omniscient, all-good, and omnipotent are requirements of our
a priori conception of Him. "The s priori proposition 'God neces
sarily exists' entalls the proposition 'God exists,' if and only
if the latter also is understood as an s priori proposition: in
which case the two propositions are equivalent."9 For Malcolm,
therein lies the validity of Anselm's proof for the existence of
God.

Many philosophers, attesting that existence is not a prop
erty of God, claim to have destroyed this ontological argument.

71vid., p. 50.
81pid., p. 60.
91vid,, p. SO.
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Certainly, contingently existing thinge do not have existence as
a property, but this is not true of a necessary being. The onto-
logical inference is not & jump from the abstract intentional or-
der to the concrete reslm of contingent existents, "What Anselm
did was tc give a demonstration that the proposition 'God neces-
sarily exista' is entailed by the proposition 'God is a being a
greater than which cannot be conceived' (which is equivalent to
'God is an absoclutely unlimited being')."lo The absolutely un-
limited being is the necessary being.

According to modern loglc all existential astatements are
contingent and the necessity in propositions is based upon the
manner in which words are used. One modern critic, J. N. Findlay
argues that the religious needs of people require that God be the
supreme excellence manifested by such properties as omniscience,
complete independence, zuperiority in rank as well as in degree,
and necessary existence, The contingency dogma of existential
propositions, on the other hand, shows that the religiously sde-
quate concept of God cannot be satisfied. As a result, God's
existence is impossible., The Anselmian argument proves the exact
opposite of what Anselm intended to prove.ll

Malcolm maintains that Findlay and others misuse aspects
of their thought. The logical law that necessity in propositions

is based upon the manner in which words are used "cannot possibly

-

10134,

11y, pindlay, "Can God's Existence Be Disproved?,” Mind,
LVIT (April, 1948), pp. 176-183. —
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have the implication that every existential proposition must be
contingent."12 Both the Christians and the Jews speak in a nmean-
ingful way of the necessary existence of God. And their state-
ments are not to be understood as hypothetical. A statement like
"God 1s eternal” is not to be understood to signify "if God ex-
ists then he is eternal," which would bs the same as saying "it
is possible that God may not exist, therefore he may not be eter-
nal." Eternity by definition excludes any contingency whatsoever
Kant, Caterus, and others contradict themselves when they link
the a priori truth of the proposition of God's necessary exis-
tence with the possibility of His nonexiutenca.13 The two con-
cepts in no way mesh.

Malcolm's proof, then, is based upon the commonly accep-
ted conception of God and the rejection of the law of logic con-
cerning the contingency of all exiastential propositions. In sum-
mary form his proof is:

If God, a being a greater than which cannot be con-
ceived, does not exist then He cannot come into existence.
For if He would either have been caused to come into exis-
tence or have happened to come into existence, in either
case He would be a limited deing, which by our conception
of Him He is not. 8Since He cannot come into existence, if
He does not exist His existence is impossible. If He does
exist He cannot have come into existence...nor can He cease
to exist, for nothing could cause Him to cease to exist nor
could it Just happen that He ceased to exist., So if God
exlsts His existence is necessary. Thus God's existence

ia either impossible or necessary. It can be the former
only if the concept of such a being is self-contradictory

12y414., p. 55.
131p1d., p. 57.




or in some way logically absurd. Assuming that this is
not so, it follows that He necessarily exists. 14

Hartshorne agrees with Malcolm that there are two argu-
ments in Anselm's work, one from contingent existence and one
from necessary existence, and he also rejects the law of logic
concerning the contingency of all existential statements. He
contends that:

the theory of the modality of existential Judgments (their
uniform contingency) upon which rejection of the argument
chiefly rests has little to comnmend it, being supported
solely by an exceedingly loose form of analogy, assimilat-
ing to ordinary contingent Jjudgments (those which nearly
all philosophsrs agree are such) two forms which are radi-
cally distinct from them and from each other, and whose
contingency is by no means non-controversial. 15
"Anselm's intuition was that God exists in s superior manner, the
ordinary way of existing being a defect.”ls The critics have
overlooked this insight, Hartshorne claims, They content therm-~
selves, often superficially, with refuting the proposition that
contingent existence adds nothing to a concept. "That Anselm ar-
gues also from this more dubious premise does not jJustify the
critics."l7 The ways of the critics Hartshorne finds atrange.
"Here is a man everyone thinks worthy of refuting, dbut almost no

one thinks worth studying.”la Hartshorne has studied Anseln and

¥1v14., pp. 49-50.

lscharles Hartshorne, The lLogic of Perfection and Other
Essags in Neoclassical Metaphysics !EE le, 111.: Open Court,
PP
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the controversy over his argument as well. The list he gives of
twenty obdectionslg to the argument is the longest, to the best
of his knowledge, that has appeared in print, Of these twenty,

L

which he refutes in his book The Logic of Perfection, he has sing;
led out three for special consideration: Kant's argument that ex-
istence is not a perfection or, to put it another way, non-exis-
tence is8 not a defect; the positivist rgument thst there is only
emotive meaning, not cognitional, in the assertion that God ex-
ists; and the crucial logical-type objJection that, since exisg-
tence is concrete, it cannot be on the same logical level as an
abstract predicate, and therefore cannot be contained in it,
Since these three objections are the major ones and since their
refutation involves Hartshornae's theory on the argurent, they
will suffice as a framework for stating his position.

His position on the Anselmisn argument is midway between
that of Malcolm and Findlay. One reason for this is his approach}
He approaches the subject from a rationalistic pasitiouzc within
neoclassical metaphysics.zl Instead of employing emotionslly
persuasive srguments, he strives to argue from the basis of cool,
detached reason. Instead of holding the being, absoluteness, ne-
cegsity, and substance of classical metaphysics as primary phil-

osophical conceptions, he opts for creative becoming, event, pos-

19Ibid., Pp. 4547,
eolbid., p- 40

2l1bid., p. ix,
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8ibility, and relativity. Hence, he concelves of God as a chang-
ing God and clings to an a priorl proof of His existence.az

Findlay argued that Anselm had proved thst the idea of
God could prove His existence only if God is a necesgary exiatent
But modern logic shows that it-is impossible to have a necessary
existent. Therefore, inatead of proving the existence of God,
Anselm lald the basis for the proof of His non-existence. Thus
Findlay forced the issue of choosing "between the view that the-
ism i3 logically invalid or impossible and the rejection of the
doctrine of ‘'modern logic' that necessary existence i3 an absur-
dity.”23 Malcolm belleves that existence is not a perfection and
that necessary existence is not logically impossible, thereby con
tending the ontological argument in the second form definitely
proves God's existence rather than His non-existence. Claiming
the proof is atheistic as well as theistic, Hartshorne is in

24 Such a posk-

qualified agreement with both Malcolm and Findlay.
tion is only seemingly illogical, because it depends upon two
different interpretations of perfection and its existence. If
the argument is understood in terms of the clasasical definition
of divine perfection, then Hartshorne would agree that Findlay's
insight ise sound; if the argument is understood in terms of the

neoclassical definition of divine perfection, then Malcolm's ar-

LA
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gumentation is wvalid. It is only according to the neoclassical
definition, Hartshorne maintains, that God's existernce can be
proved by ontological inference.

The definitions of perfection, then, play important roles
in the arguuentetion. Anselm gave all the elements of the clasw

sical definition., In the Honologion, he showed that God is every;

thing it is good to be by essence. God is the Unlimited, the In-
finite, the All-knowing, All-powerful, Unchanging Completeness
of being. In Him there can be no chunge and therefore no poten-
¢y, In Him there is no beginning, nor end, nor process of devel-
opment. He is pure act.

Such a definition, by excluding any admixture of potenti-
ality with God's actuality and any progressive development in
perfection, Hartshorne says, involves logical difficulties.

These impasses become apparent in reference to God's operations,
knowledge, and love. According to the classical view God could
have made other worlds, yet He is still conceived of as being
without any unactualized potentialities. God is all-knowing, yet
His knowledge would have undergone no change if He had created
any one of a multitude of possible worlds instead of the one He
has created., But surely, Hartshorne argues, "if it be denied
that there are unactualized potentialities in God, it is contria-
dictory to say that He could have produced other worlds, and that

He is sure in any case to know the truth."25 According to the

e d

25Tbide, e 37.
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classical view God loves ilis creatures, yet He would still remain
in the same state no matter what world He created. "By defini-
tion, to 'love' is to care about differences, and to respond to
them differently."@® fhe intensity with which God loves would
remain the same, but not His state or else His love would be gen-
eral, undifferentiated by the particular objects of His love.

As each new person comes into the world God's love becomes great-
er, His knowledge more extensive, His operation more inclusive.
Each increment in the divine being also indicates unactualized
possibilities, because after having made a person im a particular]
way the divine possibility for making the same person at the samel
tisme in & different way remains forever unactualized.

The root of the difficulties inherent in the classical
idea of perfection is the conslideration of God as pure act. The
inclusion of potentiality in the notion of God is not a defect.
Men in general agree that a man is better or more perfect than an|
amoeba and that God is better than both a man and an amoeba. An
amoeba has little actuality and potentiality for actions; an ard-
vark, which can walk and run as well as digest food, has more of
both; a man, who can reason and choose from innumerable possibil-
ities, has far more; God, then who can do all things, should be

considered as having infinite potcntiality.27 God's perfection
may be called the "coincidence with possibility as such,"8 1

261bid., p. 36.
271bid., p. 35.

281p14., p. 38.
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terms of God's knowledge, a possible is something that may be an
object of God's intellection, and an actual, an actually existin
object of the divine intellection., His actuality extends to eacj
and every actuality; His potentiality, to each and every possi-
bility. His perfection is the modal coincidence of actuality and]
possibility.

God is the God of religion, the object of worship.29 Az
such He must be worthy of the honor, love, and veneration lle com-
mands. Through the Bible He has told us that we should love Him
with our whole heart, mind, and strength, and that we should lovel
one another as we love ourselves. Observing this imperative is
worshipping. Yet, how can we give all our love to God and still
love ourselves and our neighbor? The two commands would be con-
tradictory unless the actualities of creatures be included in God
80 that nothing outside of Him is loved. The created values in
creatures nmust evoke a corresponding interest in God or else they|
become "a bare nothing, or something external, and genuinely ad-
ditional, to God.">® Either alternative is both irreligious and
illogical. The God of pure act cannot be the God of religion.
Although always remaining the supreme being, far above any crea-
ture no matter how exalted, the God worshipped by men must rise
above Himself in successive states. "All actuality must be in-

cluded in His actuality, and all possibility in His potsntial ace

291vi4., p. 40.
aolbid.. P. 4l.
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tuality, ">t

Like the classical definition of divine perfection, the
neoclassical is a priori and tolerant of only necessary existence
Unlike the classical definition, it includes some contingent
properties, is unaffected by the inherent logical impasses, and
reinforces the argumentation for the necessary existence of God
from His logical possibility.

Some people are biased against the Anselmian argument be-
cause they feel that religlon is basically an emotional affsir,
and therefore subrational; others are biased against it because
they believe religion is a matter of faith, and therefore supra-
rational. KNeither group deems a critical inquiry into the theis-
tic proof necessary or rewarding. Perhaps the largest group of
philosophers who reject the argument, do so, because they think
Kant has settled the problem forever. All they have to do is re-
peat what Kant has written or else give his solution 2 slightly
different slant.>2

But did Kant, great thinker that he was, really solve the
problem? He argued that a hundred real dollars are no better
than a hundred imaginary dollars. Simple existence is not a per-
fection nor its lack a defect. As far as it goes his reasoning
is sound. The only difficulty with it is that it does not go far
enough. "This whole line of criticism has nothing to d¢ with the

3l1pia,
321p1d., pp. 48-49.
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caaa."3§ Hartshorne emphasizes again and again that Kant's chief
criticism, which has echoed and reechoed throughout the years, l1s
Just as empty as the echoes. Nor does Hume escape the censure.
"Kant and Hume refuted, not the theistlc arguments, but their own
admittedly weak, versions of some arguments for a substitute for
theism.“54

Kant's mistake was tokeep the argument on the level of
contingent existence, instead of raising it to the level of nec-
essary existence. Anselm was concerned with necessity, not con-
tingency. His insight was that perfection necessarily exists.
"There is, then, so truly a being than which nothing greater can
be conceived to exist, that it cannot even be conceived not to
exist; and this being thou art, 0 Lord, our God.“35 Contingency
and necessity no more mix than oil and water. Contingency means
that the zubject of & property may or may not exist. In regard
to existence, it is neutral. Necessity, on the other hand, is by
no means neutral. Elther the subject necessarily exists or it
necessarily does not exist. There is no middle ground. The argup
ment has the irrevisable modal structure of necessity. By neces-
sity, Hartshorne means analytic necessity, that is, neceasity folp

lowing upon an understanding of the terms of the propoﬁition.56

331bia., p. 59.

1pid., p. 117,

35Doano. op. cit., Pros., 2, pp. 8-9.
BGHartsborne. op. ¢it., p. 53,
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Upon understanding the terms, it is contradictory to speak of a
perfect being, which exists contingently, Jjust as it is to speak
of a perfect being, which does not exist. Barring the exclusion
of contingency leaves but one alternative--necessary existence.
By Becker's Postulate, the statement "it is false that it is nec-
e8sarily untrue that perfection necessarily exists" strictly im~
plies that perfection necessarily exista.57 In the case of con-
tingent existence there can be no inference of either existent
or non-existent subject; but in the case of necessary existence,
there can be no inference other than necessarily existent subject
unless the proposition "a perfect being necessarily exiats” is
meaningless or inconsistent. The property-instance distinction
rules out both inconsistency and meaninglessnnas.38

Far more powerful than Kant's criticism is the logical-
type objection, accordin; to which existence, being more concrete
than a predicate, is on a different logical level. Existence is
not contained in a predicate, rather it is added to it. The uni-
versal perfection Anselm defines, therefore, cannot contain an
individual which exemplifies 1t.59 Hence, no inference can be
made from the predicate to the existence of its subject. Hart-
shorne meets this difficulty on three counts: the uniqueness of

the perfect being, the necessity of some instance of the perfect,

3?1vid., v. 51.
381vid., p. 93.
59“1&., Pe 46,
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and the contingency of the particular exemplification of the gen-
eral instance of the perfect.

To speak of God is not to speak of a man or a fortiori of
anything else in the universe. A man is in process from birth to
death, changing continually into different states yet remaining
at the same time his individual self. This means that, though he
is bis individuality, only his states exemplify it. Moreover, he
is concretized through no proliferation of specifying predicates.
There has to be an experiential relation, some "this" or "that"
indication, before a man can be identified as this particular in-
dividual. Being a member of a class his individuality cannot be
specified in the order of concepts. God, on the other hand, is
not, as an individual, a member of a class. He is unique; He is
absolute perfection, a perfection exemplified in consecutive, con¢
tingent states. The property-instance distinction, to be sure,
applies to God, but He alone is defined and designated solely in
abstract terms. The predicates properly applying to Him cannot
apply to any other individual. Coincidence of actuality with all
actuality and of possibility with all possibility is an attribute
of‘God alone.qo

The property-instance distinction requires further expla-
nation. Men and blue jays may exist. This particular man and
this particular blue Jay may exist. This particular man may be
seeing and hearing this particular blue Jay singing. The senten-

#01p14., 6.
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ces show at least three levels of existence: the occurrence of
certain actual states of individuals; the existence of certain
individuals; and the existence of certain kinds of individuals
or of certain class properties. A natural necessity exists here;
because, given the kinds, they have to exist in individuals who
are in astates; and at the same time there is contingency, because
the kinds may or may not exist, the exemplifying individual may
be in this or that state. This conjunction of necessity and con-
tingency in the world of everyday experlience provides the ground
for accepting necessity and contingency or property and instance
in God.,*

By defining God as modal coincidence Hartshorne has a
distinction "between an individual (a) in its abstract identity
and (b) in its concrete actual atataa."“z Like man, God is in
process; unlike man, He must exist throughout a process, which
has no beginning nor end. He is His individual self. He is per-
fection yet He has perfect states., The necessity in God is the
necessary existence of some instance, some perfect state. What
this state will be is correlated to the ongoing state of the uni-
verse and therefore contingent. To use but one example, God's
actual knowledge includes whatever exists and has existed in the
universe., As more things come into the world, God's knowledge
increases in a corresponding manner., He attains a state of great-

er actualization, God, as modal coincidence, necessarily knows

411bid., pp. 63-64.
421p1d., p. 65.
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whatever is actual as actual and whatever is possible as possible
The content of this necessary knowledge is contingent. 1In God:

perfection has two aspects, the absolute aspect, A,'which

cannot be surpassed in any way whatever, and the transcen-

dentally relative aapect, or the aspect of transcendent

relativity, R, which 1s surpassable only by the perfect

itself, not by any other individual. Or better, and pos-

itively: as A, God surpasses all things save only Himself;

as R, he surpasses all things, ineluding Himself. 43
God coincides with the property "perfection." That a perfect in-
dividual exists is necessary. The property and its existence are
both on the same logical level of necessity. Which particular
state of the individual exists is contingent. The property-in-
stance distinction is kept intact; the logical-type objection is
overooma.44 Though kept intact, the distinction applies to indi-
vidual and state, not individual and class property. God's per
fection is "a class of similar and genetically related states of
one individual.“45

The classical definition of perfection allows for actual-

ity alone. It provides for no distinction between property and
instance. Hence, it cannot withstand the logical~type objection
proposed by Carnap and others., Only the neoclaasical definition
with its admission of potentiality as well as actuality in God

can bear the onslaught of the powerful objection. If the Anselm~

ian argument is to prove the existence of God, the classical defif

v
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nition of perfection must cede to the neoclassical. "Anselm was
right...except...that he had no remedy, and could have none, for
the Logical-type difficulty and other sntinomies in the élassical
idea. Here was his sole essential miatake.”“ﬁ Since the solu-
tion of the logical-type objection involves a necessary existent,
a full refutation of this objection also includes the refutation
of the law of modern logic that all existential statements are
contingent, The law will be refuted, if it can be shown that at
least one proposition does not come under it., This can be done
by establishing the criteria for contingency and seeing if contind
gency applies to the proposition "perfection exists," Hartshorne
proposes, as the foundation of his major proof, ten marks of con-
tingency. The contingent individual is such that it:

(1) By existing prevents some other things (otherwise pos-
8ible) from existing;

(2) Depends causally for its existence upon some, but not
all other individualas (thus upon those coming hefore
but not after it in time);

(3) Could conceivably be known to exist by some imperfect
minds and by Perfect Mind (if this be itself conceive
able), and it could also conceivably be known not to
exist;

(4) Depends, for the datails of its actual qualities, upon
some other existing things (this qualitative dependence
not baing limited to thingfas in ?22} without which it
could not exist);

(5) Is itself a cause requlrad for the sxistence of sone
other things;

(6) Includes in it as actuality the actuality of some other
things as parts or constituents (in a very general
sensa), and its potential states include soma of the
unrealized possibilities of the universe;

(7) Palls within sone quantitative and qualitative linmits
esgsential to its individual identity, including limits
ag to number and kind of parta.

461p14., p. 83.
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(8) Has, or can be conceived to have, a beginning at some
time and an ending at some time;

(9) Can be defined or identified as an individual only em-
pirically, and only by some other individuals (not, for
instance, by those entirely before it in time), rather
than universally or by mere universal concepta;

(10) Is "good" for some legitimate purposes only. 47
None of the above criteria of contingency apply to the proposi-
tion "perfection exists."

Though God in the concrete exemplification of his ab-
stract essence does have contingency, He by no means is contin-
gent in His individual self. Contingency entails arbitrariness
and exclusiveness. The contingent being may either be or not be;
it may have these qualities or those; but, granted that it exists
its concept and existence exclude the existence of incompatible
beings and demands the existence of compatible ones. The exis-
tence of men demands the existence of air, sufficient warmth, and
nourishment. The proposition "a man exists" is not compatidble
with the proposition "nitrogen is the only gas in the universe,"
Both propositions are contingent and mutually exclusive. Neces-
sary propositions stend with any consistent, positive statement.
The proposition "perfection exists” is one such statement. As
Hartshorne puts it:
| I hold that the existence of perfection is compatible with

any other sort of existence whataver. The rerfect shows

its superiority precisely in this, bhat it can maintain it~

self regardless of what else does, or does not, maintain it- |

self. It can tolerate or endure any state of affairs whate
soever, 48

*?101d., pp. 74-75.
q-aIbido; p. 68,
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God may, of course, by His own free action exclude innunerable
things. By itself, however, His existence cannot be prevented
nor can it prevent anything else from existing, because it does
not depend upon any other state of affairs or conflict with any.
God's creative nature precludes Eis solitary existence, to be
sure; but His mere existence remains independent of outside in-
fluences. In regard to the first criterion, the najor one of ex-
clusiveness, it may be said that each contingent concept specif
excludes, or restricts some positive possibility. But the con-
cept of perfection does not. Therefore it is either necessarily
Jexenplified or impossible. Since it is not gelf-contradictory,
it must be exemplified. The only question remaining is whether
men have rational knowledge or just feel that God exista. Thus
runs the argument from universal existential tclerance.“g

A common way of discovering the truth or falsity of a
statement is to conceive or to find a state of affairs that would
contradict the statement. A statement that cannot be conceived
to have a contradiction will not be impossible. The proposition
"perfection exists" is such a statement. By definition, God has
perfect knowledge. Only nothing escapes it. There is only one
"thing” God does not and cannot know--Hie own non-existence.
8ince the perfect mind cannot know its own non-existence nmuch

less can the imperfect human mind know it. Humans could know it

“1vid., p. 70.
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only by knowing something that would make its existence impossi-~
ble. But there is no state of affairs that humans could thus
know, becsause there is no state of affalrs incompatible with God's
existence.Eo God cannot be conceived not to exist.

Furthermore, the possibility of His existence can be con=-
ceived. The perfect nind would certainly know its own existence.
The human pind implicitly knows the existence of the divine being,
To know is to know something. But everything depends upon God
for existence. Whereas it 1s possible to know the truth of the
proposition "perfection exists", it is Impossidle to know its fal4$
sity. Perfection can have only necessary existence or no sense

at all. In the latter case no judgment can be made, 30 the for-

L4

mer must be ﬁrue.Sl "A thousand scholars, relying on their prede
cessors or contemporariss to have looked into the matter with due
care may say otherwise; but the logical relations of concepts are
|what they are, not what they are said to be."52 Thus the third
criterion does not apply. The epistemic proof rules it out.
Bvery being, both actual and past, becomes part of God's
knowledge and valuations. In order to know these beings which
continually spring from the divine creativity, God must come af-
ter each of these beings--a condition that necessarily requires

God to be everlasting, thus making His non-existence impoasible.5#

O1bid., p. 71.
51;9;&., P. 72,
5%;2;@., P+ 73,
>31bid., p. 80.




66
In neoclassical metaphysics the ideal of perpetual creation is
never realized, "since the possibilities open to divine and non-
divine creativity are absolutely infinite, and their exhaustive
actualization is self-—contradictory."54 Both God and the uni-
verse continue to develop. The fourth criterion, then, does not
apply. Beings can ultimately result only from God's creative ac—
tion. Therefore, all things, not merely some arbitrary number
have Him as their cause. Without Him nothing would exist. Thus,
the fifth criterion does not apply. By definition God's actual-
ity is coextensive with the actuality of all things and His pos~-
8ibility with the possibility of all things., Thus the sixth cri-
terion fails to apply. The only limit on God's knowledge and
valuations is the present state of the world. There is no cap or
top put upon His creativity. His individual identity is absolutet
ly illimited. Thus the seventh criterion fails to apply. God caﬁ
not be conceived tc have either a beginning or an end, otherwise
He would not be the modal coincidence of actuality and possibil-
ity. Thus the eighth criterion fails to apply. God is the sole

individual who can be recognized as an individual through the cols
lection of universal terms. He is unique, not a member of a
class. Ko epistemic relation is required for His individuation.
Thus the ninth criterion fails to apply. God is good for all le-
gitimate purposes. To think of His non-existence serves no pur=-

pose at all; hence, it is unthinkable. Thus the tenth criterion

*1via., p. 91.
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fails to apply.55 The convergence of all the criteria present a
most powerful argument on behalf of the Anselmian principle.

Pror the above, the refutation of the positivists readily
follows. 'The positivists have the dilemma: "God cannot exist
contingently, for contingency of existence is an imperfection;
but also God cannot exist necessarily, for the necessary is ab-
atract and inactual, the mere common factor of posaibility."56
They are unable to solve the dilemma, and hence, decide that the
jidea of God can have no cognitive meaning., Men might feel in
their hearts that God exists but they cannot prove His existence
through rational argumentation. An immediate argument against
the positivists is that millions of people in the past and pres-
ent believe the idea of God is significant. Yet this will not
suffice. Hartshorne resolves the problem by distingulshing be-
tween classical and neoclassical views of God. The classical
view is so fraught with logical antinomies that it cannot be used
to solve the dilemma. The neoclassical view, however, with its
distinction between the divine individuality and its concrete em-
bodiment in gemetically related, contingent states can be admira-
bly used in elimirnating the crucial second horn of the dilemma.57

Necessity is often spoken of as pertaining to the rela-

tionship between concepts,and not between concepts and a particu-

251bid., pp. 80-81.
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lar individual. The statementz so far made about God, however,
are abstract. The relations are solely between concepts; hence,
a necessary connection between then can be made. '"Necessity can
perfectly well relate the concept ‘'perfection' to the concept
‘necessarily exemplified property.' And this is exactly Anselm's
Principle."?® God is not an ordinary, limited, particular indi-
vidual; He is the unique, absolutely unlimited individual. There
is a distinction between His individual abstract essence and its
necegsary exemplification in concrete, particular, genetically res
lated states. "That He exists is non-particular; only how He ex-
ists, or in what state, is exclusive or particular."sg The truth
of the necessary relations is conseguent upon the very definition
of neoclassical perfection. "The necessity of the existence of
verfection is simply that a 'predicate so general that any possi-
ble state of affairs would embody it' is necessarily embodied,
and this is analytic."éo On two accounts the positivists are de~
feated. The necessity of God's exlstence is rendered logical and
the neaning of the concept is rendered significant. The exis-
tence of God or perfection is neither meaningless nor inconsis-
tent,

These, then, are the theories of Malcolm and Hartshorne
on Anselm's ontological argument for the existence of God. It

only remains to evaluate then.

581vid., p. 92.
591bid., p. 93.
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CHAPTER IV
A CRITIQUE OF MALCOLM'S ARD HARTSHORNE'S POSITIORS

Both Malcolm and Hartshorne maintain that Anselm has two
arguments in the Proslogion; one from contingent existence and
one from necessary existence. In both arguments the starting
point is "a being a greater than which cannot be thought.” If it
can be shown that Anselm never attributes anything but necessary
existence to this being, Malcolm and Hartshorne will be proven
wrong. The discussion, then, centers around the meaning of the
phrase "a being a greater than which cannot be thought.”

The common note in the various egquivalents to the most
frequent formulation and in the formula itself is the comparative
form of the adjective "great." Coupled with the words "nothing
«so.than” t:e comparative "greater" has superlative force. Indeed
this is Anselnm's intention; for, when he speaks of God whom, con-
trary to Gaunilo's view, he identifies as the "being a greater
than which cannot be thought," he refers to Him only with super-
latives. In arguing to the existence of God from an analysis of
good things in the world, Anselm concludes to a good that exists
and is goed through itself and through which all other goods are
good. A good preeminent over all others is a supreme good. "But

that which is supremely good is also supremely great.”l "And

lMonologion, ch. 2, p. 40. The pertinent Latin reference
€9




70
since there can be nothing supremely great except what is supremet
ly good, there must be a being that is greatest and best, i.e.,

n2 Whatever is great is great

the highest of all existing beings.
through this being "which is great through 1tself.“3 This being
exists through itself while all other beings exist through it;
consequently, & comparison can be made between the beings. An-
selm makes the comparison saying:

vhatever exists through another is less than that, through

which all things are and which alone exists through itself.

Therefore, that which exists through itself exists in the

greatest degree of all things.

There is, then, some one being which alone exists in

the greatest and highest degree of all. 4
Purthermore, "that which is greatest of all...must be supremely
good, and supremely great, and the highest of all existing be-
ings."s At this point is added in the Schmitt edition but not in
the Deane translation: "Therefore, there is something which, whe-
ther it be called as essence or a substance or a nature, is the

best and greatest and highest being of all."6 This being more-

for this and the following guotations is given to highlight the
§ogency of the argumentation. This reference is: "summe magnum,"
s Po 15, 1. 11,

2Ibid.. Ppe 40=-413 "...summe magnum...maximum...id est
summe omnium,” I, p. 15, 11. 21-22,

aIbid.‘ p. 40; "quod magnum est per seipsum,” I, p. 15,
11. 18-19.

4Ibid., ch. 3, ps 42; "...minus...maxime omnium est....
solum maxime et summe omnium est,” I, p. 16, 11. 20-23,

5Ibid., po. 42-43; ",..maxime omnium est...summe bonum et
summe magnum, et summum omnium quae sunt," I, p. 16, 1ll. 23-26,

GIbid.ﬁ "Quare eat aliquid, quod, sive essentia sive sub-
stantia sIVe ndsura dicatur, optimum et maximum est et summum om-

nium quae sunt;" I, p. 16, 1l1. 26-28,
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over, is "the supremé good being, the supreme great being, being
or subsisting as supreme, that is, the highest of all existing
beings."7 How has Anselm used the word "great" thus far? He
has used it as an ordinary adjective, as an ordinary adjective
modified by the superlative adverb "supremely," as a8 superlative
adjective, and as a superlative adverd modiryihg the verd "is."
That being which is supremely great is said to be the one and
only being which is the greatest being, the being which exists in
the greatest degree of existence. In all cases "great" refers to
absolute excellence. By "great," Anselm dces not "mean physical-
ly great, as a material object is great, but that which, the
greater it is, 18 the better or the more worthy--wisdom, for in-
atance.“a

The being which exists in the highest degree is that be-
ing which has existence through itself., It is not caused, either
efficiently, materially, or formally. It is the uncaused being,
which causes all that is. Such a being cannot come intc existence;
for it has no beginning. Such a being is not composite. "Every-
thing which is composite requires for its subsistence the things
of which it is compounded, and, indeed, owea to them the fact of

its existence, because, whatever it is, it is through these
things.“g This being has no causes; it ig simple. Being simple,

7Ib1d., ch. 4, p. 45; "summum bonum, summum magnum, Sum-
ﬁgm §?s gzze subsistens, 1d est summum omnium quae sunt,"” I, p.
[ » .

8Ibid., ch. 2, p. 40.

9Tbid., ch. 17, p. &7.
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it cannot corrupt; being incorruptible, it cannot go out of exis~
tence. Buch a being has no end. A being which is and can have
neither beginning nor end is a necessary being.

When assigning names to God Anselm makes it very clear
that "nothing that is truly said of the supreme Being is accepted
in terms of quality or guantity, but only in terms of what it
15.”10 The simple perfections Anmselm lists such as truth, power,
wisdom, life, being, and Justice, in naming God refer only to His
essence, and in two special ways., First, if any name is applied
to both the supreme Being and creatures "doubtless a very differ-
ent signification of that name is to be understood in its case.nll
Secondly, "whatever it iz essentially in any way, this is all of
what it 1s,"12
stantially identical with itself."'3 The identification of itself

so that "this Essence is always, in every way, sub:

with itself means that all of the names refer to one and the same
thing, although the intelligibilities of the names are different.
To refer to a supremely great being is to refer to the same being
Anselm calls eternal and suprenmely living. Iife as an attribute
of the supremely great being means etermal 1life, life in which
there is no beginning, no end, not even a present as understood

in human terms. It is totally itself all at once. Wherefore,

107344,
M1pid., ch. 26, p. 86.
lggg;g., ch. 17, p. %57,
1J1pid., ch. 25, p. 85.
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since for the supreme Being, "it is the same to exist and to live
no better sense can be attached to this statement, than that it
existas or lives eternally, that is, it possesses interminable

nls Such a being, indeed, is a

life, as a perfect whole at once.
necessary beinvr,.
Thus far the argumentation has been restricted to the

Monologion; but the same conclusion applies to the Proslogion and

Anselm's Apologetic as well. In the Proslogion God, the "being a
greater than which cannot be thought," is still that being which
"alone exists through itself and creates all other things from

nothing,"l5 which "alone among all beings not only does not caase

nl6 which alone "is, as a

to be, but also doesg not begin to be,
whole, at the same time everywhere,"l7 which is the life wheredby
it livea, the wisdon whereby it is wise, the goodna2ss whereby it

is good.le And in Anselm's Apologetic, Anselm makes it clear tha;

he has deliberately chosen the formula "a being a greater than
which cannot be thought" rather than the formula "a being a great:
er than which cannot be understood."lg This being is that being
which has all the perfections it is better to have than not to

have. "Hence, when a being than which a greater is inconceivable

141pid., ch. 24, p. 83.
15Proslo ion, ¢h. 5, p. 10,
161pid4., ch. 13, p. 20.
171piq.

181p1d., ch. 12, p. 19.

lgﬂnaelm's Apologetic, ch. 5, p. l62.
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is conceived, if it is a being whose non-existence is possible
that is conceived, it is not a being than which a greater cannot
be conceived.”eo Nowhere does Anselm argue from any existence
other than necessary existence. This is Anselm's point. The
person who really understands that "God is that being than which
a greater cannot be conceived...assuredly understands that this
being 80 truly exists, that not even in concept can it be non-

n21 By means of his formula Anselm has presented a

existent.
gtructure in which all the conceptual content applicable to God
can be placed.

After Malcolm and Hartshorne pointed out two arguments
for the existence of God in the Proslogion, critics W. J. Hug-

24 also mentioned

gett,za Raziel Abelson,e3 and Terence Penelhun
them. In pointing out the arguments, Malcolm said that they are
argumen:s which Anselm "did not distinguish from one another“25

and for which "there is no evidence that he thought of himself as

offering two different proofs."26 It is surprising, then, that

201ps4,, ch. 9, p. 169.
21Proslo ion, ch. 5, p. 10.

22W. J. Huggett, "The Nonexistence of Ontological Argu-
ments," Philosophical Review, LXXI (June, 1962), p. 377.

23Raziel Abelson, "Not Necessarily," Philosophical Re-
view, ILXX (January, 19615, Pr. 67-68.

eamerence Penelhum, "On the Second Ontological Argument,"
Philosophical Review, LXX (January, 1961), pp. 85-86.

25Malcolm, op. cit., p. 41.
261p1d., p. 45.
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Malcolm still maintains that there are two distinct arguments,

One may naturally ask why Malcolwm does this. The reason Malcolm,
Hartshorne, and the others distinguish the arguments is that they
do not understand Anselm's thought on this point. On the basis
of the evidence presented above showing that Anselm only thought
of God as necessarily existing, it is here submitted that the
reason why Anselm did not distinguish two different proofs for
the existence of God and why he did not think of himself as dis-
tinguishing them is the fact that the "arguments"” are the same.

Regarding the second part of their argumentation it must
be said that in so far as both Malcolm and Hartshorne argue from
a concept of a perfect being to the real existence of this being
their arguments are similar and can be refuted with the same ob-
jection. But, since they develop in somewhat different manners
their argument for the validity of the second form of the Anselm-
ian argument, each man will be treated separately.

Malcoln's basic principle is that necessary existence is
a property of God, that the proposition "God necessarily exists"
by no measns signifies "that it follows necessarily from something
that God exists contingently."27 He also describes God as being
unlimited, independent, necessarily omniscient and omnipotent.
All these statements Anselm would endorse. Malcolm, however, has
failed to clear the ambiguity in the propositions "God necessar-
ily exists" and "It is necessary that God exists."” Whereas the

2?1pid., p. 50.
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former modality is predicated de re, the latter is predicated de
dicto. The two propositions are not intrinsically related by
logical ties, because existence is not a real predicate. IExis-
tence 1is a logical or formal predicate, a second-level predicate,
which can only be predicated of predicates not things.28 Nor can
making the concept of God a unique concept bridge the gap. "To
proffer the uniqueness of the concept of God as an intuitive
ground for the ontological argument is to abandon rules of logic
for the eye of faith,"zg a faith which has far more foundation
than the argument. The de dicto proposition may well be analyti-
cally true. A logically necessary truth, however, is not neces-
sarily an ontological truth. Both Malcolm and Hartshorne main-
taln that "God necessarily exists" is an analytic proposition.
The critics agree. That an analytic proposition automatically

30 Penel-~

applies to the real world, however, is sormething Allen,
hum,al Plantinga,Bz and Pikea5 deny. According to Penelhum and

Plantinga, the proposition "God necessarily exists" springs from

28Abelqon, op. ¢it., p. 70.

298. E. Allen, "The Ontological Argument," Philosophical
Review, LXX (January, 1961), p. 59.

3%1bid., p. 57.

31Penelhum. op. cit., p. 91.

3zzllvin Plantigna, "A Valid Ontological Argument," The
Philosophical Review, LXX (January, 1961), p. 101.

338@180n Pike, Review of The lLogic of Perfection and Oth-
er Egssays in Neoclassical Meta sics, by Charles Hartshorne,
The Fﬁ%%osqghlcal Review, fXKI% iAprIl, 1963), p. 268,
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religious sentiment, not from experiential evidence; according to
Allen, existence i3 not a predicate; according to Pike, the Jump
from statements to beings is illiecit.

Raziel Abelson goes a step further. Malcolm attests that
the propositions "'God is the greatest of all beings,' 'God is
the most perfect being,' 'God is the 'supreme being',' are logic-
ally necessary truths, in the same sense that the statement 'A
square has four sides' is a logically necessary truth.“34 When
Malcolm equates the two types of provositions, Abelson claims he
also equates the verbs in each of the propositions. Existence,
however, as it is used in mathematical equations is such that its
elimination only lea:ds to inconvenient notation. The content re-
mains unchanged. The elimination of existence in Halcolm's for-
mulation, on the other hand, is far from trivial.55 Malcolm also
seems to view both theology and mathematics as deductive systems.
Certainly mathematics is a deductive system; yet its deductions
are based upon postulates, one 0f which must be existential in
order to avoid a vacuous system and a system in which existence
is never solely based upon a definition. Postulating the exis-
tence of God in any meaningful sense is begging the question.36
Malcolm merely concludes to what he has already assumed. His

formulations would apply to any necessary being or beings what-

34P‘lalcolm, op. cit., p. 45.
3s.Abelson, op._cit., p. 71.
361pi4., p. 72.




78
ever. A necessary being nccessarily exists, is necessarily omni-~
potent, necessarily independent, necessarily unlimited--all of
these statements and any others that may be made about a neces-
sary being are by definition admittedly true; but none of this
by itself proves the real existence of any necessary being. "It
merely describes any that mey exist."37 The only reason for be-
lieving in the existence of the necessary being is the use of the
proper noun "God." 'Since proper names usually or always imply or
presuppose existence, it 1s easy to slide into the belief that
what has been named exiets, and this is particularly easy when
the entity in question is described in terms of existsnce.“38
The use of a proper name, however, proves nothing.39

Hartshorne has four main points: that God is a unique,
abgsolutely unlimited individual, that He is defined as the modal
coincidence of all actuality and possibility, that the argument
has an irreducible modal structure, that the notion of God's ne-
cessary existence has not only emotional but also cognitional
foundation. His system stands or falls with his definition of
God, because it is on the basis of the abstract-concrete distinc-
tion that he handles the logical-«type objection, the most power-
ful objection in his opinion to his argumentation. But his defi-

nition is as fraught with antinomies as he claims the classical

57Pau1 Henle, "Uses of the Ontological Argument,” The
Philosophical Review, LXX (January, 1961), p. 106.

381p14.

39Allen. op._cit., p. 6l.
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idea to be. For instance, he maintains that to love is to care

for individuals;*0

yet how could God care for, provide for indi-
viduals in a meaningful way without foreknowledge? He maintains
that God cannot depend upon anything for His existence; yet he
also says God cannot exist alone.“l Further investigation of
this matter is unnecessary; because, even granting his definition
of God, his position can be refuted.

Hartshorne is correct in claiming that Kant missed the
significance of Anselm's argumentation. God 1s a necessary being
with necessary not contingent existence. The structure of An-
selm's argument is undeniably modal. The necessary existence of
something eliminates any possibility of its non-exlistence, should
it exist, and any possibility of its existence should it not
exist. Modaslity, in other words, is tolerant of only one alter-
native. Hartshorne's use of the modal argument, however, has a
fatal weakness. The crucial steps in his ten-step, partial for-
mulation of the mature form of the argument are six, seven, and
eight.“z In six, he statea that a perfect Being is elther neces-
sarily existent or necessarily non-existent; in seven, that 1t is
not necessarily non-existent; and therefore, in eight, that it is
necessarily existent. The proposition that it is not necessarily

non~existent is equivalent to the proposition that God's exis-

“OHartshorne, op. ¢it., p. 36.

“11pid., p. 80.

42 el R, Vog eliaS.J. Review of The Logic of Perfection
uygénm“-‘

Mur
and QOther Essa 8 in Néoclassicsl Metaphysi®d, YT
|shorne, The New Scholasticism, 2;32;!5; 2 IJnl uly, 1964), p. 411,
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tence 1s not impossible. In saying that God's existence is not
impossible, Hartshorne can mean that the notion of God's exis-
tence contains no contradiction or else that whether it does or
not is uncertain. If he means that it 1s uncertain, the argument
as a whole cannot conclude with certainty that God exists in real:
ity with necessary existence., He cannot mean that the notion of
God's existence contains no contradiction, because he has insuffi.
cient knowledge of it.43 The seventh step follows as an intui-
tion from the conclusions of arguments ex aliunde. "But (7) is
nelther an intuition or knowable until we have already proved

that God exists."44

The mere concept of a perfect being is no
proof for the possibility or impossibility of the real existence
of its content. Not knowing whether or not the notion of God's
existence is self-contradictory, Hartshorne cannot reach a posi-
tive conclusion about God's real existence. This line of criti-
cism applies to Malcolm as well as to Hartshorme. Whereas Hart-
shorne does not present a proof that the notion of God's neces-
sary existence is not self-contradictory, Malcolm not only as-
sunes the notion 18 not self-contradictory he also maintains that

he cannot prove his contention and that furthermore a proof is

not required.us In defense he draws an analogy. He does not

ABJohn 0. Nelson, "Modal Logic and the Ontological Proof
for God's Existence," The Review of Metaphysics, XVII, 2 (Decem-
ber, 1963), p. 236.

44

Vogel, op. cit.
“Smalcolm, op. cit., p. 60.

14
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know how to demonstrate the self-consistency of the concept of a
material being nor of seeing a material being. Some philosophers
argue that these concepts are self-contradictory, while others
maintain that they are not. No demonstration, acceptable to all,
exists; yet, these concepts, like the concept of God, play an
important role in human life.

Hartshorne's lengthy inquiry into the criteria for con-
tingency is both interesting and enlightening. Unfortunately,
his application of the criteria of contingent beings to contin-
gent statements and by contrast to necessary statements and the
concept of God does not prove the real existence of the object of
the concept. "The switch from talking about contingent beings
(which are, for example, dependent beings), to talking about con-
tingent Jjudgments or statements, renders the central theme ob-

wlté and invalidating the argu-

scure to the point of being opaque,
ment. But, even if the statement "perfection exists" is one of
the existential Judgments not exhibiting any of the ten contine
gency criteria listed by Hartshorne, still the statement would
not conclusively prove the real existence of such a being. For
“the concept of a Perfect Being would not prove its real exis-
tence unless its non-exlistence were inconceivable.“47 God, the
Perfect Being even as described by Hartshorne, can be thought of

ag non-existent. Moreover, even granted that a Perfect Being

does exist and necessarily exists, men would not know this fact

%Pikeg op. cit., p. 268,
47V’c>gel, op. ¢it., p. 410.
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as self-evident. "No snalysis of the concept of Perfect Being

will ever yield knowledge of any actual existence except the exis:

tence of the concept in our mind."48

The idea of God, as Hartshorne asserts against the posi-
tivists, has a cogrnitional and not merely sn emotional content
and foundation., Hartshorne uses his abatract-concrete distince-
tion to overcome the positivists. The difficulty with doing this
is that ontological possibility is given priority over actuality.
A8 Blackwell notes, possibility is comnsequent upon actuality.49
God is the repository of all possibilities because He is in act
and has infinite power for action. Whether the classical or the
neo-classical concept of God be used, its automatic application
to the real order is invalid., 3Jtatements made about God may be
necessary statemencs. "Propositions have their own ‘'being,' whe-
ther they are neceasary or contingent notwithstanding; but this
is not the being of actual entities.“so Necessity in human know-
ledge does not necessarily impose necessity upon God. In other
words, real existence must be proved from other sources than the
concept. The proposition "God exists" is, indeed, self-evident

to God, but not to humans who see Him only through an "unclear

glass,"

481pid., p. 411,

49Richard J. Blackwell, Review of The Logic of Perfection
and Other Easayz in Neoclassical Metaphysics, Dy Charies Hart-
shorne, The Modern Schoolman, XLI, ay, 1964), 388,

5oJulian Hartt, "The Logic of Perfection," The Review of
Mataphysics, XVI, 4 (June, 1965% P. 755.
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The source of the cognitional element in the concept of
God must be clarified, if Anselm's argumentation is tc be under-
stood. Hartshorne maintains that this definition of God, like
Anse' m's, is entirely a priori;5l and consequently his inference
from it is a priori. Is this so? "Upon the existence of the
Perfect,” he says, "all other things must depend...hence its non-
existence would mean that nothing was even possible, which is
absurd."52 How does he know about this dependence? The snswer
seems to be found in an analysis of experience. An analysis of
experience even yields a knowledge of God's existence; for "ime-
plicitly everyone knows (or at least feels) the divine exis-
tence‘"53 Malcolm holds that Anselm's proof is valid provided
both the propositions "God necessarily exists” and "God exists”
are understood as a priori propositions so that the former en-
tails the latter, thus making the two statements equivalent.54
Bven though he considers these propositions and Anseln's formula-
tion a priori, he is convinced that "there cannot be a deep un-
derstanding of that concept without an understanding of the phe-
nomaenon of human life that gave rise to it."ss He refrains from

explicating the origin at length, suggesting only the phenomenon

51Hartshorne. op. ¢cit., p. 35.
521b1d., p. 80.

531pid., p. 110.

*malcolm, op. ¢it., p. SO.
331bid., p. 60.
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of guilt. Men are weighed down under the pressure of a tremen-
dous guilt, while at the same time desiring with all their might
that this weight be removed. The guilt is boundless; so bound-
less must be the mercy that moves it away. The merciful, unlimji-
ted God, therefore, must be postulated.56 In other words, the
argument has an experiential basis., The concept of God is formed
through an examination and development of the meaning of empiri-
cal data.

Henry Wolz argues that the whole first chapter of the
Proslogion, the introductory prayer, provides the empirical basis
of the argument for the existence of God. When Anselm says, "1
sought calm in privacy, and T found tribdation and grief, in my
inmost thoughts. I wished to smile in the Joy of my mind, and I
am compelled to frown by the sorrow of my heart,“57 he gives ut-
terance to the fate of men. They glory in their intellect, in
the power of this tremendous faculty; yet this same intellect
forces them to know that their desires will remain unfulfilled,
that their life is doomed to frustration unless a loving God sat-
isfies their cravings., Prayer itself is a recognition of imper-
fection and dependence. And a recognition of imperfection is si-
multaneously a recognition of perfection; because the imperfect
is only known as such in the light of the perfect, the finite, in
the light of the infinite. The proofs in the lMonologion are all

561v1d., pp. 60-61.
57Proslo ion, ¢h. 1, p. 5.
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the same in the sense that they posit a unity before all multi-
plicity, the existence of one being which is through itself and
through which everything that is is what it is. Beings posses-
sing an attribute in a greater or less degree have it through a
being which has it in a perfect degree. The idea of a perfect
being is a necessary condition of knowledge, whereby men know
contingent reality. Without it men could not judge.sa Yet men
do judge. They Jjudge that they are imperfect, an overwhelmingly
undeniable fact., If they could be wrong in this Jjudgment, they
could not know anything. Everything would be unintelligible.

But men have knowledge, 30 the world is intelligible; since the
world is intelligible, there must be a being giving it intelligi-
bility. Such a theory is in accordance with Anselm's theory of
truth. Wolz, furthermore, asserts that the idea is vague. "It
is true we cannot say what that perfect being is, dbut we know how
it functions in human knowledge."59 For this reason it is best
expressed in negative terms such as "a being a greater than whilch
cannot be thought.™

This writer does not entirely agree with Wolz's position.
I hold that Anselm develops his notion of God from a causal anal-
ysis of himself and other things in the world, and that his for-
mulation of God as "a being a greater than which cannot be thought’

is a positive statement summarizing all of the attributes he

saﬁenry G. Wolz, "The Empirical Basis of Anselm's Argu-
ments," The Philosophical Review, LX (July, 1951), p. 348,

591pid., p. 354.
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lists in the Monologion and in the Proslogion. Anselm explicitly

states in the last chapter of his reply to Gaunilo:

I believe that I have shown by an argument which is
not weak, but sufficiently cogent, that in my former book
TProslogion! I proved the real existence of a being than
which a greater cannot be conceived; and I belleve that
his argument cannot be Invalidated by the validity of any
objection. PFor so great force does the signification of
this reasoning contain in itself, that this being which is
the subject of discussion, is of necessity, Trom the very
Fact that it 1s understood or conceived, proved also to
exist in reality, and to be whatever we should believe of
the divine substance., 60 (Emphasis mine.

The underlined sections of the passage Just quoted show that the
formula "a being than which a greater cannot be conceived" expres-
868 in capsule form "whatever we should believe of the divine

substance." Anselm treats "whatever we should believe of the di-

vine substance" in shortened form in the Proslogion and at length

in his earliier work, the Monologion. Once the formula has been
well understood several things are known: God's existence and the
attributes that can be applied to Him. Anselm stresses a "sound
understanding” of those things which a human can know about God.
In the fourth chapter of the Proslogion, he distinguishes between

conceiving of something according to the word signifying it and
according to an understanding of the thing itself. Only the lat-
ter node of conceiving God is acceptable in a proof of His exis-
tence. "God is that than which a greater cannot be conceived.
And he who thoroughly understands this, assuredly understands

that this being so truly exists, that not even in concept can it

ﬁoAnselm‘s Apologetic, ¢h. 10, pr. 169-70.
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be nonexistent.“61 The concept of a being”a greater than which
cannot be thought” is not amorphous. It is worked out in some
detail from an analysis of the world. Anselm says that "nothing
can be ascertained concerning this Hature in terms of its own

"62 ang

peculiar character, but only in terms of something else
that it is "evident to any rational mind, that by ascending from
the lesser good to the greater, we can form a considerable notion
of a being than which a greater is inconceivable."65 The line of
reasoning stated in the second chapter of the Proslogion is sim-
ple, because it assumes much that was done before. And this is
consonant with Anselm's method; "for his writings are related to
one another in this way that the conclusion of one work is car-
ried forward to become one of the premises of a later work."64
Only when the empirical basis of the concept 1s kept in view can
the concept be applied to reality; but, then, the inference is
not an ontological inference from a purely & priori concept.
Malcolm and Hartshorne would do well to follow even more closely

Anseln's lead.

elProslogion, ch. 4, p. 10,

sancnolog}on, ch., €6, p. 131.

63Anselm's Apologetic, ch. 8, p. 167.

GaJohn McIntyre, "Premises and Conclusion in the Systen

of St. Anselm's Theology," Spicilegium Beccense (Paris: Libraire
Philosophique J. Vrin, 1959), P .
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