Trzy pierwsze prace w sekeji ,Studiow doktrynalnych” dotyczg teologii wszech-
mocy Bozej. Pierwsza, piéra M. Palucha, ograniczajac si¢ do oméwienia roli za-
sady niesprzecznosci w definicji wszechmocy, ukazuje zasadnicze przestanki sta-
nowiska Tomasza, formutowane w oparciu o tradycje i w dyskusji ze wspélezesny
mu teologig. Dwie nastgpne, ktérych autorami sg P, Napiwodzki i M. Przanowski,
.zajmujq krytyczne stanowisko wobec dzisiejszych negacji wszechinocy wigzac
jedne z funkgja i rolg jezyka, inne z psychologizujgcym postrzeganiem postepu,
z nows formg antropomorfizmu lub z pytaniem o mozliwosé uprawiania teologii
po doswiadczeniach Auschwitz, z niezrozumieniem transcendencji Boga. Prace
te przedstawione bylty 30 wrzesnia 2008 na sesji o Wszechmocy Bozej zorgani-
zowanej z okazji pigédzicsigciolecia Instytutu Tomistycznego i trzydziestolecia
Smierci jego zalozyciela, Ojca Bernarda Przybylskiego. Ta okolicznosé pozwala
uczci¢ pamigé O. Przybylskiego opartym na materiatach archiwalnych opracowa-
nem jego yteologii oddania si¢ Matce Bozej”, dokonanym przez Bogustawa
Kochaniewicza. W trzech ostatnich artykulach tego dziatu znajdzie Czytelnik
obszerne i krytyczne oméwienie pogladéw kilku uczonych ,anglosaskich”. Po-
glady A. Peacock’a, wybitnego uczonego i teologa, omawia M. Tabaczek. Do-
minikariskg szkotg filozoficzng w River Forest, jej osiagnigcia.oraz programowy
wysitek, aby odczytaé na nowo i zrekonstruowaé filozofie $w. Tomasza na pod-
stawie jego komentarzy do Arystotelesa i skonfrontowac¢ jg ze wspétczesnymi na-
ukami, przedstawia M. Pierikowski. P. Lichacz zajmuje sig ,organem moralnym”,
wedle M. Hausera wrodzonym i usytuowanym w mézgu, skad kieruje ocenami
1 dziataniami moralnymi. Dostrzezone podobietistwa owego ,organu” do znane-
go scholastyce zmystu wewnetrznego, dopuszczaja poréwnanie obu stanowisk
i dokonanie ich oceny. Czytelnik otrzymuje tu jasny wyktad Tomaszowowej teo-
rii poznania zmystowego.

Nasze ,Archiwum dominikanskie” przynosi czysto historyczng rozprawe
o sporach polskiej prowincji dominikanéw lub niektérych jej klasztoréw z ducho-
wienistwemn diecezjalnym w w. od XIII do XV. Wspomniana juz okolicznosé po-
zwala opublikowaé na zasadzie wyjatku prace J6zefa Pucilowskiego o inwigilacji
O. Przybylskiego i Instytutu Tomistycznego przez shuzby bezpieczeristwa.
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WHAT ANSELM AND GAUNILO TOLD EACH OTHER'

In the following analysis I would like to propose a novel approach to the
famous and curiously challenging argument of Anselm of Canterbury for the
real existence of God. Ever since its publication, the argument has inspired a
wide range of commentators, from enthusiastic supporters to scathing critics,
with all kinds of modest “colourings” or more ambitious reworkings in be-
tween. It has been commented on and reflected upon in the most varied ways
by practically every major philosopher over the centuries.

The fact that it has retained its mysterious quality of attractiveness testifics
to the fact that the argument contains a truly puzzling and perplexing prob-
lem. The deeper scope of the problem is usually taken to be, as the generic
term for these kinds of argument suggests, the problem of existence. It is the
problem of concluding existence from concepts which has kept readers in-
trigued, and this is why the “ontological argument” has remained such a re-
spectable subject for commentaries, despite the many serious charges that
claim the argument is based on simple logical fallacies. One could probably

! This is a corrected English translation of my article: ‘Amit Anselm és Gaunilo mond-
tak egymasnak’, originally published in Hungarian in Magyar Filozdfiai Szemle [Hungarian
Philosophical Review] 44 (1999): 650-658. The idea of the reconstruction occurred to me
in June 1992, at the Scepticism conference in Budapest. I thank Gabor Forrai for discussing
the idea with me first. I gave a lecture on the reconstruction in January 1998 in Liverpool,
where 1 received valuable comments from John Williamson and Yiota Vassipoulou. 1
learned later in May 1998 that Gyula Klima arrived at similar conclusions (but with the
help of a different formalism) in his “Saint Anselm’s Proof: A Problem of Reference,
Intentional Identity and Mutual Understanding”, in: G. Hintikka (ed.): Medieval Philo-
sophy and Modern Times, Proceedings of “Medieval and Modern Philosophy of Religion”,
Boston University, August 25-27, 1992; Kluwer Academic Publishers, The Netherlands,
2000, p. 6988 (available also here: http://www.fordham.edu/gsas/phil/klima/MLM/
AnselmProof.pdf). I thank my friend and colleague Ferenc Ruzsa, with whom we con-
ducted many a debate on the interpretation, and who was kind enough to correct some of
my mistakes; we also organized a joint session in 1999 on the argument. He published his
paper later as: Ferenc Ruzsa, “Hibas, de hol? Anzelm ontolégiai istenérve” [Wrong, But
Where? The Ontological Argument of Anselm], Magyar Filozifiai Szemle 48 (2003/4):
503-532. 1 am grateful to Philip Barker for correcting my English, and Jinos Perczel who
made a valuable comment. All remaining mistakes are mine, of course.



summarize the issue by saying that it is this deep problem which explains the
attraction of the work, while Anselm’s surface argument can be more easily
disposed of. With due respect, I beg to disagree. I suggest that it is the formal
side of the argument which is of real interest, as it deals with a set of very sub-
tle issues, while the “problem of existence” does not play an important role at
all in Anselm’s argument. In addition, the argument itself is not based on a
simple fallacy. I would be ready to go as far as to claim that it is not even an
“ontological argument.” The real issue in Anselm’s case (which, as T will try
to show, is not the case with later truly “ontological arguments”) is the issue
of the levels of logical language and the nature of proof. It will be along these
lines that my reconstruction will try to do justice to the attractiveness of
Anselm’s argument, while at the same time it will attempt to point out the real
problems with his assertions, an exercise which will be more involved than
merely pointing out a number of simple mistakes.

Since my strategy will be to look at the original form of Anselm’s proof as
contained in the 2™ chapter of his Proslogion (dated 1078), I would like to state
in advance that in my reconstruction I will set aside many traditional issues
that concern the argument. I will therefore take Anselm’s argument — which
is clearly an original piece of logical argumentation — at face value. Even
though there are earlier records of certain elements included in the argument,
the work as it stands still provides some uniquely original insights.2 Therefore,
from a methodological point of view, the historical element will be kept to a
bare minimum. In exchange for neglecting religious content, my reconstruc-
tion will concentrate on the presuppositions of the argument. The analysis
will be charitable, but not uncritical: the ultimate result is to show precisely
where and why the argument was wrong, despite its prima facie validity — but
simultaneously to demonstrate why the claim of validity can be justified to
some extent. My claim is that the argument is much more sophisticated than
generally assumed, and that this can be shown in a precise way.

To spell out the intricacies of the argument, I will provide an unusual type
of formal reconstruction. In it T will try to avoid both wrong-headed simpli-
fications and overly complex approaches, such as the recent attempts to recon-
struct the argument in the various systems of modal logic.® I claim that there

* See Eadmer's account of the illuminating experience of Anselm, Eadmer, VA i.19,
quoted by RW. SoUTHERN, Saint Anselm. A portrait in a landscape, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990, p. 128: “Behold, one night during Matins the grace of God shone in
his heart and the matter became clear to his understanding, filling his whole being with im-
mense joy and jubilation.”

* A magnificent analysis of the best modal argument by Kurt Godel was provided by
my colleague, Ferenc Csasa, “Az ontolégiai bizonyités és Kurt Godel,” [The Ontological
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is no reason to buy into the unavoidable intricacies of modal systems, as this
would be an attempt doomed to failure from the very beginning, since any one
of the various axiomatizations of modal caleuli would allow criticism in terms
of another system, and intuitions. Instead a more appropriate formalism will
be offered, as this is surest way to spell out the presuppositions and dissect the
author’s reasoning.

The appropriate formalism is needed since the argument put into the terms
of simple logical systems, such as propositional logic or first-order predicate
logic, would inevitably lead to the omission of some of Anselm’s key prem-
isses. Alternatively, the reconstruction will have to be made in higher order
logic, although this reconstruction will not require’ anything beyond second
order standard logic with identity. (As opposed to modal versions.) However,
once we have shown this to be a necessary requirement, it will also become
apparent that this operation will spell doom for the argument, since certain
characteristics of the argument will lead to an unavoidable — and insur-
mountable — metalogical difficulty.

It is well known that Anselm’s argument was first criticized by an otherwise
unknown contemporary named Gaunilo, a fellow monk from Marmutier, in
his Libellus pro insipiente [Short treatise on bebalf of the fool). Anselm tried to de-
fend himself against the objections, and supplemented his argument with fur-
ther points in a rejoinder. Based on my proposed framework I will also plead
that Gaunilo, the other — albeit much-neglected — genius involved in the de-
bate, was aware (at least to a certain degree) of the intuitive difficulties that
Anselm’s logical tools led him into, and this formed the basis of his criticism.

For this reason, the interpretation takes the approach that Anselm’s proof
is a proper example of logical proof, and that its refutation is therefore a prop-
erly logical one. (As opposed to the interpretation of e.g. Karl Barth.) Both
Anselm’s original proof and Gaunilo’s counterarguments will be put into the
language of one unified system. The approach will hopefully point out the
unusually tricky issues involved in analyzing Anselm’s proof, and reveal some
of Gaunilos great insights into the nature of logical proof. (As opposed to
those, like Kant, who considered Anselm’s proof as a simple fallacy.) Again,
by looking at some highly interesting criticisms of various philosophers, the
interpretation presented here will be indirectly substantiated.

Proof and Kurt Gédel] Magyar Filozdfiai Szemie 43 (1998): 57-69. A general introduc-
tion to the “ontological arguments” can be found in G. Orry, Ontological Arguments and
Beliefin God, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995; A. PLANTINGA, ed. The On-
tological Argument, London: Macmillan, 1968, and J. Hick, A.C. McGiLw, The Many-
~Faced Argument, London: Macmiltan, 1967.




The novelty of the approach I suggest is that it offers a unified framework
for the discussion of both Anselm and Gaunilo in such a way that — to some
extent — it justifies both parties in a systematic way. What I find interestin
in their debate is that there is neither a simple mistake committed by Anselm,
nor is there a simple refutation by Gaunilo. As I see it, there are a number of
inherent structural ambivalences in the argument, and their precise location is
rather tricky to point out, as they allow a perpetual iteration of their posi-
tions.* They can re-establish their positions over and over again, provided that
their opponent posits a conclusion. Neither of them is perfectly right or per-
fectly wrong: they are both falling victim to the decoys their logical language
provides them with. In order to develop this interpretation, it is necessary that
we specify the common assumptions of a unique logical framework that ac-
counts for both the manoeuvres that justify their approaches, and the tricks
that their logic plays on both of them.

Such a reconstruction will hopefully help us understand why Anselm’s ar-
gument has remained captivating for so long, and why no less brilliant minds
have found the conclusion to be deeply counter-intuitive.’ My proposal is that
these details point to the existence of a deep-rooted ambivalence, rather than
mistakes of a simple nature. There must be a reason why both of these intui-
tions are so strong.

First of all, we have to clear up a methodological problem. It seems trivial
to state that a proof is either “good” or it is not. It either contains a fallacy, or
it is valid. Am I going to propose that one could warrant the validity of both
positions at the same time? Not at all. Anselm’s argument ultimately fails, but
it fails in such a way as to be infinitely repeatable. This possibility of the it-
eration or reopening of the argument (even though it ultimately fails) is the
key to its long-lasting attraction. Thus, the reiterative character of the argu-
ment is the real problem to be solved. The analysis proposed here highlights
the rather complex issues assumed by the argument, which relate to the higher

* This is why I am alluding to the famous article of Lewis CarroLL, “What the
Tortoise Said to Achilles,” Mind 4, No. 14 (April 1895); 278-280.

5 As an illustration let me quote Bertrand Russell who remembered: “the precise mo-
ment one day in 1894, as [ was walking along Trinity Lane, when I saw in a flash {or
thought I saw) that the ontological argument is valid. T had gone out to buy a tin of to-
bacco; on my way back, 1 suddenly threw it up in the air, and exclaimed as I caught it:
‘Great Scott, the ontological argument is sound’” The description of this intellectual in-
sight is not that far removed from Eadmer’s account of Anselm’s. The two cases are
quoted and compared by RW. SouTHERN, St Anselm..., p- 58. Southern quotes B.

Russell, (1944) ‘My Mental Development, in P.A., ScuiLpe, The Philosophy of Bertrand
Russell, New York: Tudorm 1951, p- 10. _

problems in model theory and natural language semantics, and, if treated in a
naive way, allows for an infinite chain of restatements. Of course, the 1.1th cen-
tury arguments could not take into account much later developments in logi-
cal argumentation — but thoroughly insightful opponents seem to have had
rather deep intuitions on the subject. :

As 1 said T will not deal with the history of the debate. I will look at some
historical issues, but only when the reconstruction of the logical structure re-
quires so. I will restrict myself to Anselm’s proof, and by this I mean I wr111
not deal with the Cartesian version, which I consider to be a hugely inferior
version. As I said, I will not enter into the thorny issues of distinguishing
meditation from argument, or whether the argument is rather a prayer, and
whether it presupposes belief in God. I simply take it for granted that Anselm
meant what he said, and that he said that his text was an argument for prov-
ing the real existence of God, since it was Anselm himself, after all, who used
the phrase ‘unum argumentum’ for his proof. Not only Gaunilo, but also latFr
scholastics clearly understood him this way. Again, I think that Anselm did
not consider belief in God as a pre-requisite for the argument, for if that was
the case, then why would he have to persuade the Fool? He would have con-
sidered a belief in a solely conceptual God that had no real existence to be
more foolish than anything else. However, he does assume an understanding
of a definition of God, but more about this later. Suffice it to say that if
Anselm assumed, that is, presupposed the real existence of God in the argu-
ment, and then assumed the Fool to doubt it, he would have rendert?d the Fjool
so stupid that probably no argument could have ever possibly conv1'ncec% him.
The argument, therefore, will be treated as a proper subject for logical inves-
tigation, irrespective of its solemn subject, the real existence of God.

Again, as I said above, I saw no need to introduce a modal contv'ext for the
analysis of the argument. While this approach was very popular in the last
century, the many attempts failed to convince me of the advantages. A recon-
struction has to be as simple as possible, and the extensional interpretation T
propose is already complex enough for the purpose. Anselm himself never re-
curs to modal principles in his version of the argument. His use of modal terms
is part of the rhetorical language he employs to indicate inferences, but these
are only logically redundant and dispensable stylistic elements. '

Finally, I assume that the basic elements of my reconstruction do 1.ndced
occur in the texts of Anselm and Gaunilo bequeathed to us. I do admit that
the texts — especially that of Gaunilo — are sometimes very difficult to in-
terpret. A detailed justification could not be provided, since it would have re-
quired a separate treatment, and here I wanted to concentrate on the essen-



tials. Therefore I will forgo the long and detailed Justification, even though |
will, of course, provide a textual basis. At least in some cases I will certainly
be left to invoke the principle of charitable interpretation.

For the sake of clarity, I will first structure the argument and isolate the
premisses. Then I will put forward the language of analysis. As a third step,
I'will propose the reconstructed version of the proof, with a detailed justifica-
tion of the proposed premisses. Fourth, I will look at the simple criticisms,
and then proceed to some of the best counter-arguments I believe can be
found in Gaunilo’s text. F inally, as part of the summary, I will look at the

Cartesian version in order to demonstrate the superiority of Anselm’s original
argument.

1. The structure of Anselm’s argument

Let me now provide a side-by-side juxtaposition of the Latin text and my
reading of it. In some cases I also add versions of the sentences repeated later
in the text, In the fourth column I suggest what I take to be the logical func-
tion of the text. The Latin text is in a semi-natural language, a kind of tech-
nical and regimented Latin, which I have rephrased only slightly in transla-
tion (modifying personal pronouns, changing to 3 person, and so on).

Required additions — in elliptic structures — are in square brackets. Em-
phases are mine.

LY. VEt quidem credimus to [Deum — GyGj | [God] is something, than which [ Definition
esse aliguid quo nibil maius cogitart [ nothing greater can be thought.”
possit, ot ‘a[igm’d quo matus nibil co-

1.6. |Aliud ... est rem esse in intellectn et | For it is one thing for an object to | hypothesis
aliud intelfigere rem esse. exist in the mind, and an'other thing

to understand that an object actually
exists,

1.7. |..hoc, cum audit, intelligit. .. The Fool hearing the dftfinition Inference
[for “hoc” substituted] hec igsum|1.1. understands the definition (as [from 1.1, and
quod dico: aliguid gquo maius nikil|a sentence). 13
cogitari potest), intelligit quod audit.

L8. | Convincitur ergo etiam insipiens esse|The thing defined in 1.1. is at least | Inference i
vel in intellectn aliguid quo nibil ma- | in the mind. from 1.4,an
fus cogitari potest ... : 1.5 _

1.9. | 8i enim wvel in solo intellectu est, .| For if it exists solel){ in' the n:)ind, it Peﬁmt]on of :
(quod) potest cogitari esse et in re, | can be thought to exist in reality alo, being greater
-..maius est ... (emphasis - GyG). which is greater, -

1.10. | 8i ... id, quo maius cogitari non potest, | If then that-than—wh.ic‘h—a—g-rcatcr— Conclusion
ot in solp intellectu, id ipsum, quo cannot—be—thought exists in the|from 1.1,1.8,
maius cogitari non potest, est, guo{mind alone, this same that-than-(1.9
maius cogitars potest. which—a—greater—c.annat-bc—thought

is  that-than-which-a-greater-zan-
be-thought .

111, | Sed certe hoc esse non potest. 'This case is obviously impossible. Impossilblc
conclusion of
lemma.

1.12. | Existit ergo... aliguid quo maius cagi- | Therefore there is .. that something- | Conclusion of

| tari non valet gt in intellecty etinre than—which—a-greater—cannot-bt';:- the argument
thought Zetk in the mind and in|from 1.11.
reality.

As a first conclusion I would like to suggest that Anselm presents his ar-

Litari potest.

eius est ... or ... quidguid intelligitur,
in intellectu est.

in his mind.
In a generalised form: “Whatever is
understood is in the mind.’

1.2. | An ergo non est aliqua talis natura, | Can it be that a thing of such nature | Formulation
does not exist? of the problem
1.3. |Dixit insipiens in corde suo ‘non est The fool has said in his heart: “there Existential
deus.’ is no god”. (Ps 13, 1; 52(3), 1). premiss,
14, | boc [1.3] cum audiz intelligit, ... or |'The fool [1.3] understands what is | 1.4,
cum audit hoc ipsum quod dico [1.1) spoken about [1.1.] and understands instantiated
intelligit guod audiz. what he hears, for the Fool
V5. | quod (insipiens) intelligit, in intellectu | What is understood [by the fool] is hypothesis

¢ For the Latin text I used the Opera Omnia,

—122. For the logical structure the textual variants are not significant,

7 T use the translation of MJ. Charlesworth

ed. F.8. Scumrrr, Vol. I, 1946, p. 93—

in the volume: Anselm of Canterbury,

The Major Works, B. Davies and G. Fvans eds., Oxford and New York: Oxford

University Press, 1998, p. 87—

89. T slightly modified t

he translation if necessary.

gument in a clearly articulated way. He takes care of the formulation of: defi-
nitions to indicate inference, and proceeds towards a conclusion. Once intro-
duced, he employs the definitions and connectives precisely, even at the ex-
pense of getting complex.

Now in the second step I would like to show in what sense Anselm can

. claim that his argument is formally correct. The argument assumes a lan-

guage and a special universe of discourse, the elements of which will be de-
ployed first.

2.0. The presuppositions of the Anselm — Gaunilo universe
and its vocabulary.
Let it be:
21. R is the non-empty set of mind-independent phenomena. Such

things can be individuals or individual facts. Commentary.: I will consider :"rea! i
and “actual” (or “truly”, “in reality’, or even “objective’) to be synomyms, which all



mean that somethin ¢ extsts independently of the mind, or in other Words, separately
o the thinking subject. This realm is not empty. There is no indication to suppose
that there are no things in the world that are independent of being thought about.
One could even weaken the assumption to the point that there are at least certain real
things that are independent of the mind of the fool. The assumption is warranted by
the declaration of the fool that there is no god in reality. It is important to note that
by phenomena” I mean not only material substances, but any individual entity, be
it physical, non-physical (e, & mental, or spiritual), or individual facts.

22. S is the non-empty set of (individual) persons. Commentary: the
Fool must exist if ke is to utter bis Judgement about the non-existence of God.
23. P is the set of sentences, formed by correct syntax from the usual

logical and set-theoretical signs, such as the sentences (formulas) formed e.g.
from the logical operators €”, “.%, “=”, “3”, V7,47, 48, “S, “17 the function
names “C”, “T™ set names “S7, “P”, “I”, “R”, “U”, “V”, individual variables, in-
dividual names, predicates (e.g F(a) ). Naturally, the sentences formed by ne-
gation, conjunction or disjunction are also sentences. The sentences stand be-
tween single quotation marks *’, as opposed to their isomorphic counterparts
among the sentences understood {or “in the mind”), which stand without quo-
tation marks. Cammentm:y: the elements of P are uninterpreted sentences, uttered
by the persons of 8. This set can be empty, e.g. if there would be no persons, or all
persons would just remain silent. In our case this ser can not be empty, since the Fool
utters at least one sentence. This is why premiss 3.1.1. below is an existential prem-

iss (that is, it bas an existential import). Modern parlance: every sentence~token is
in this set.

24. 1 is the set of intelligible phenomena, which represent the phe-
nomena in the mind that are intuitively the meanings of the sentences in P
{one could take them as sentence-intensions). P~ [ = @ Every i element of
Iis an isomorphic pair of a 2 € P sentence, which is written as: if Fla) e P
, then i, is its picture in I. Convention: the pair of ' in I can be signalled
by p. The corresponding pair of sentence ‘p’ in I, that is p or i is tsomorphic
to °p’ as regards its logical content: the predicates forming ‘p’ correspond to
predicates, the in-names to in-names, and the constants to constants. Com-
mentary: I will consider “conceivable things”, and “things in the mind” as identical
to the term “z‘ntellz;g*i&ie:”. The modal  facet in “conceivable” can be disregarded, like
in the case of the obtainable 8oods in a shop, which are those that are in Jact in the
shop. For the present case there is no need o suppose that there are other things to

be understood (or thought of) beyond the realm of sentences, or their component
paris,
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25, T=SXP-I] is the function of “thinking of”, which assigns

to sentences uttered by persons an intelligible element i of I. Commentary: on

- the basis of 2.4. the value of the function is the ‘meaning” of the sentence p in P, cor-

mpanding structurally to the sentence 2.

'26. C=I->R isa correspondence-function, which assigns to certain

elements of I certain different elements of R, in such a way that individual
names are assigned to individuals, predicates to listed ranges of extensions,
and sentences to facts.

27 V={ilieL3rre R, r=C i)} is the set of those intelligi_ble
things (thoughts or concepts), which have a counterpart, or a corresponding
element in reality R. Commentary: Compare 2.1.

28, U=I\V is the set of those thoughts, or phenomena of thought

" and concepts which do not have a corresponding real pair, that is, of those

thoughts which do not have a counterpart, a corresponding element in reality
R. Commentary: Anselm introduces this case by the example of the painter. Bqﬁn:e
actually painting the picture, the painter has a concept (only) of the picture. When it
will have been executed, there will be a real counterpart of the thought.

29. n{R,S,PL}=@ R,S,P,Iare disjunct sets. Commentary: see 1.5.
above

210. R, S,PLUV=z@ Commentary: consequence of the above assump-
tions. |

21, U,VcLUUV=5n{UV}=@ U,V are real and digjunct sub-
sets of I, which divide I completely

212, beS & is the individual name of the Fool, who is a person

213. ¢ the individual name for God

- 3.1. The proof of the thesis: Ir.r = C (g)

3L [T, '~3rr=Clg9 The Fool says in bis heart that there is| Existential

ne God. premiss

32 |g=, %Ay y > x God is the one thing greater than whick | Definition,

can not be conceived. stipulating uni-
queness
33, |¥xxe P&y TG %) ox € L | Whar is said and understood is in the Assumption,
mind. on'T def.,
- (=2.5)
34, [gel What is understood by the Fool of the|3.3;3.1.

definition is in bis intellect,




7ﬁm__—j-—4__

35 |viviie UjeVizi Whatever is in the intellect and also in | dof, (=1.8)

reaflity is greater than that which is solely
in the intellect.

36, |lgeV lemma
37 |geV & is only in the intellect. (‘God is only a| Assumption for
concept’ — but a concept be is ) the reductio ad

absurdum

38 |geV= gel FowelVyvwesl/ Assumption
2.1L

39. |V=@ Vis nat empry. Assumption
2.10.

310. |3j.j>g There is a greater thing than God in the 2142153,

mind (a concept which is an element of |
V).

311, |~Fxx>g&Ixx> g God is the greater-than-which-can-not— 2.1.1,;2154.

be-conceived and God is nor the greater- | Contradiction.

than-which-can-not-be-conceived, Conclusion of
the reduction.
312, |geV Lemma QE.D, Conclusion of
: lernma
3B2(VvIrr=C{) Applying the character of V Definition

3142[ . 3rr=C (2 QED.: God is in the intellect in such a 1.1;2.1.5.6.

way that be bas a counterpart in reality.

315, |'Clg¥e R Lemma: God exists in reality. Rule of detach-

ment

It is clear that given the assumptions the conclusion seems to follow from
the premisses. But are the premisses justified?

3.2. Justification of the premisses

3.2.1. Itis important to observe that 3.1. is an existential premiss. It has of-
ten been neglected in the reconstructions that an existential conclusion neces-
sarily requires that there be an existential premiss. Therefore it is absolutely
necessary for the Fool to pass a judgment if the argument is to continue.
Otherwise the premiss z € I’ would never work, and the whole argument
would collapse. Anselm seems to have been very well aware of this, since he
adopts a rather subtle strategy to secure the premiss, that is, the voicing of the
opinion of the Fool. He quotes a psalm (either Ps 14, 1 or 53, 1), which guar-
antees the occurrence of the utterance for all times, so to say. The Fool of
Anselm is not just an empirical fool — but an instance of an eternally exist-
ing position. '

3.2.2. In premiss 3.3. g is considered as an individual name and it is intro-
duced by a definition. God is a singular term (expressed by the “!” uniqueness

operator), a name, of which we only know that nothing (conceived or other-
wise, it is not specified yet) is greater. It is important to secure the quality of
uniqueness, since the “thing greater than which can not be conceived” would al-
low for more than one such maximal element. It is for this definition of God
that Anselm has received not only serious criticism, but also unsavoury en-
dorsement. The criticisms ranged from the impossibility of defining God to
the form of the definition. The endorsements on the other hand, detected in
the definition the ultimate formulation of Anselm’s personal belief, and then
the personal religious nature of such a belief-premiss would have rendered it
unassailable. As for the first problem, I take it as a sign of Anselm’s logical
acumen that the term g is introduced through a definition. First of all, the
premiss is required, and Anselm clearly sees that the meaning of the term can
not be assumed to be something self-evident. Secondly, it is a matter of con-
vention whether we stipulate that the set I has an element like & or not. Some
commentators identify here the religious presupposition of Anselm, since this
definition is for God, who is to be believed in. I do not see here a special case
of belief, and therefore the apology based on religious conviction is ill-meant.
In a general sense, Anselm is theologizing or speaking about God, but in the
definition he does not make use of any special theological pleading. He only
offers a “minimalist” formula which should be acceptable — he thinks — even
for Fools. Now why would there be only one g? Is not the definition already
implying that God really exists (that is, does the definition not imply a kind
of petitio principii)? 1 take it that Anselm would first reply that for a Christian
there is only one God, at least on the basis of the Creed. Second, setting the
Creed aside, reason also supports the uniqueness of God, since if there was
more than one god, they would either be equal to each other, or different, in
which case one would be greater or have “more” than the other(s). If they were
unequal, then some of them would not be unlimited, or all-powerful.
Limitation would also be implied by multiplicity even if they were equal, since
they would be limited with respect to the other’s equal omnipotence. A mul-
tiplicity of gods can not be absolute and all-powerful, and ‘this goes against
the assumption of the properties found in the Biblical concept of God.® As for
the logical allegation that the definition of God as that-than-which-a-greater-
cannot-be-thought would imply a “defining into existence,” one could answer
that even a cursory look at the definition shows that there is no existential im-
port implied by the formula. A definition specifies that the logical use of a
name has a meaning which at most implies a concept of the mind — and in

- ® Anselm puts forward this argument in the Monologion, ch. 1. For an English trans-
lation see AnseLm oF CANTERBURY, The Major Works, p. 11.



fact cven this will not be assumed without much ado by Anselm. Therefore,
there is no petitio principii,

3.2.3. This formula is an often neglected but very important step in Anselm’s
train of thought that shows his great care in formulating the argument. In the
previous premiss he gave a nominal definition of God, Anselm’s move is a far
cry from defining God “into existence”, since he does not take it for granted
that there is a concept corresponding to the nominal definition. Rather, if a
sentence is said and if it is understood, that sentence will have a correspond-
ing element in the mind. Thus it is sure that the concept of God is not just

repeated by the Fool as by a parrot, but is assigned as an element in the men-
tal realm as well.

3.24. In this step Anselm offers the conclusion that the Fool has a concept
of God in the mind. This step is crucial, since it is not a name—phenomena
connection that Anselm wants to build his argument on, but a concept-phe-
nomena relation. Without the introduction of concepts, the function T would
be superfluous, and definition of God would be meaningless.

3.2.5. Premiss 3.5. is the definition of “greater”. If we are correct in our un-
derstanding, this idea (which has caused a great number of headaches for com-
mentators) is a deceptively straightforward and simple concept, which is based
on the intuition that something is greater than something else, if it has eve-
rything that the other has, plus something more. That is, the smaller is a “real
part” of the other. The straightforward interpretation can be seen both in the
formulations of Anselm (“not only ... but also ...”), and in his example of the
painter. The plan (or idea) of the picture compared to the picture realized (in
addition to the concept) is a clear instance of such a “greater” relation.

"There are numerous advantages to this definition. First, unlike “perfection”
it does not imply modalities, and the intensional context can be avoided.
Second, in this way Anselm avoids the vexed question of comparing concepts
to things, since he is comparing only two concepts: one, which does not have
a cortesponding element in reality, and another, which has. Anselm has been
often understood to compare something real with something in the mind (in
fact at least at once by Gaunilo).’ If Anselm had indeed meant this, a rather
serious problem would crop up, since then the smallest of the bacteria would
then be “greater than” the idea of the Glass Mountain. Again, if God would
be the “greatest” thing imaginable in reality then our imagination would be the
criterion for ordering real things. If somebody would imagine that the greatest

? Gaunivro, Libellus Pro insipiente, . 5; ANSELM OF CaNTERBURY, The Major Works,
p. 108.
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thing imaginable (among real things) would be a vintage Rolls-Royce, then
this would qualify as God according to the simple understanding of “greater”.
But Anselm’s idea is better than these. He compares, as we said, not disparate,
but similar things: concepts of the mind to each other. This is why g will have
to be one of the two concept types, either being an element of V or of U (in-
dicated by an added asterisk). In this case we compare concepts, in the way
that if 7 is an element of U, then any element Jof V is greater than i, since ;
has all  has, plus a significant addition, namely a corresponding element in R.
The important issue here is that 7 is equally a concept as 7 except that ; has the
corresponding element in R, and this is their only difference. (One could also
say, that g ranges over I, and the stipulate that for every g there is either an el-
ement 7 of U, or, alternatively, an element Jof V, to which g would be identi-

fied.)

3.6.  The lemma proves a perfectly sensible point. If there is a concept i €
I, it is a meaningful question to ask which of the mutually exclusive and ex-
haustive subsets it belongs to: that is, whether i € Vori e U, (3.8) This is an
especially pertinent question regarding the maximal element g

4, Criticisms of the argument

4.1. Traditional criticisms

On the basis of the above reconstruction the argument looks valid. Does it
then prove the existence of God? As I said above, therc were very strong in-
tuitions voiced in the earliest critiques that state it does not. But then where
is the mistake?

One of the most famous objections levelled against the argument is attrib-
uted to Immanuel Kant. The essence of his criticism is that ontological argu-

- ments, which are concluded by attributing the property of existence to a sub-

ject, cannot be conclusive, since they assume the existence of the subject to
which they want to attribute being. A predication of existence is therefore ei-
ther tautological if the subject exists, or impossible if it doesn’t. Existence can
not be an ordinary property, only a second-order predicate, as Frege observes.
Many versions of Kant’s argument have been proposed against Anselm, but
all of them point to the same basic flaw about predicating existence. Now this
argumentation is certainly correct. What this reconstruction shows, however,
is that Anselm’s argument does not use existence as a predicate, and therefore
the Kantian objection is irrelevant. The argument simple does not assume an
existence-predicate anywhere. I will indicate later that Kant’s objection is valid
only against the Cartesian type argument, which is indeed ontological, mak-
ing use of existence as “perfection.” :



Another sct of objections are raised against the modal versions of the argu-
ment, but since this reconstruction does not need modal operators, I will set
them aside for now.

As a first step in the criticism, let us look at the premisses to see whether
they can be accepted.

As for the first premiss, let us observe that this existential premiss is abso~
lutely necessary for Anselm’s argument. Legend has it that it was Schopenhauer
who noted — quite wittily — that the easiest way for the Fool to refute
Anselm’s argument would be #o remain silent. If the Fool would not say in his
heart that “there is no God”, or at least not voice it publicly, he would not be
forced to understand what he said, and so on. If the Fool keeps silent, g will
never become an element of I and the argument will never get off the
ground.'?

Another way of rejecting the argument would be to attack the definition of
God, which was a well-known criticism made by Thomas Aquinas. He judi-
ciously said that the Fool is not bound by anything to accept this particular
definition, since it does not necessarily correspond to an intuitive concept of
God. Indeed, there are many possible theologies that do not think about God
as the “greater-than—which—can—not—be—concgived,” (or, we may add, as a single
such entity). Such theologies are, for example, those of Greek polytheism and
Stoicism. Even an atheist such as Lucretius would not be forced to accept the
definition. If the real existence of God is impossible, why would anyone be
inclined to identify God with the greatest thing conceivable?

The interesting impact of this objection on the argument would be that
while it would not prove God (since God could be conceived in a differenit way
to the definition), it would still prove the existence of something. The argu-
ment would still prove that, given an appropriate model, the conclusion about
the real existence of something would follow (to this we will return below.)

Also, it highlights that Anselm’s universe of interpretation (his model) is
weak in the sense that must be one that allows for a maximal element. This
means that the rejection of the definition of God by Aquinas can be given a
stronger formulation: why should one accept that the world is arranged in
such a way that it must have a single maximal element? What if g is not inter-
preted in I? One can easily think of an Twhich does not allow for such a total
ordering of its elements that results in a maximal element. As it is well known,

there are such universes, including the universes of numbers, prime numbers,
and of naive set theory.

1 T could not identify this reference in Schopenhauer. He certainly considered it as a
charming joke.

Again, the fifth premiss could be criticized on Platonic grounds. The _dcf—
inition of “being greater” would not be acceptable for someone who th151ks
that the existence of an intelligible reality (like Platonic or divine ideas) “ex-
ists more,” in a more elevated and real sense than ordinary reality. An idea is
for the Platonist certainly more real than those things which exist changea.bly
in physical reality. Against this one could say that it would be absurd to think
— and Anselm would no doubt agree — that the mental idea of God is more
real than his real existence. If this were the case it would permit the concoc-
tion of the most absurd entities. Again (and an appropriate distinction was

' developed by the later Platonists of the Roman period as well) one should dif-

ferentiate between mental ideas, and the “real”, independently subsisting ideas
that exist in a different realm. The idea of God Anselm speaks about is cer-
tainly of the first kind, while the Platonist’s ontological preference pertains to
the second.!! It is precisely because of this that Anselm’s definition works, as
it does not allow for a confusion of subjective intelligibility with the subsist-
ént, ontologically independent realm of intelligible ideas.

4.2, The Gaunilo-type counterarguments

Let me now turn to the counter-arguments of Gaunilo who, I think, pro-
posed specifically different and even more interesting objections to those

‘raised above. As his text is rather convoluted it is extremely difficult to pre-

cisely establish his strategy. Nevertheless, I will attempt a reconstruction. My
first methodological observation is that Gaunilo is more generous than othex:s
in analysing Anselm’s argument. He does not look for simple mistakes, but it
is as if he looks beyond finding a successful criticism towards an act1.1a1 ex-
amination the very nature of proof. This is the motivation, I think, behind his
counterexample of the “greatest island”, which to my mind points to a strategy
that does not want to show that the argument fails in a simple sense; instead,
Guanilo’s strategy attempts to demonstrate that Anselm’s argument is in fact
much too fertile. And Gaunilo doesn’t seem to be bothered with attacking the
premises individually either. Instead, he takes Anselm’s argument ieriously,
and turns it against him by referring to his own so-to-say “success.” He de-
ploys two arguments along these lines,

4.2.1. Gaunilo’s first argument
As it is well known, Gaunilo first raises the counter-argument of the great-
est island, greater-than-which-can-not-be-conceived. Now what does this ar-

" This is the famous Neoplatonic distinction between rnoeros (mind-dependent), and
noetos (mind-independent) ideas.



gument mean? Does it mean that the argument is bad because it proves the
existence of some absurd object? The reductio ad absurdum may be understood
in this way, but there might be another interpretation, too. The argument
must equally well be problematic if it is z00 good. What Gaunilo shows, is that
once set in motion, the argument cannot stop. Gaunilo’s point is that here
Anselm found an argument so fertile that it does not terminate at proving
God’s real existence. Gaunilo apparently intuited a basic problem with a valid
argument. If an argument is valid, then it can be schematized. If it can be
schematized, and it is satisfiable according to interpretation 4, then it will re-
main satisfiable for every isomorphic interpretation (4*) as well. That is, if
Anselm’s interpretation has one model, then it will have more. Plainly speak-
ing, the argument will yield an appropriate conclusion when applied to any
suitable interpretation, where there are persons, statements, or concepts (or
meanings of statements which can be understood); where there is a possible
difference between concepts that have real counterparts and those that do not
have them, and finally, where a maximal element can be stipulated that is at
all conceivable. In all such cases it can be proven that the g of the actual in-
terpretation can only be of the kind which has a corresponding real element,
that is, it also exists in reality. That is, if the argument is good, then it will
also be good for any isomorphic interpretation of its intended interpretation.
For example, such interpretations could also be used in qualifying arguments
for the greatest island, the best car (better—than—which-can—not—be-conccived),
the best wild boar stew, the best football-player and the most evil creature. All
these interpretations, of which each one is more peculiar than the other, are
all equally qualified to yield real existence, since they all satisfy the require-
ments for an isomorphic interpretation of Anselm’s intended interpretation.

4.2. Gaunilo’s second objection

I take Gaunilo’s equally brilliant second counter-argument as follows. Once
again, he seems to allow the conclusion to be valid, However, what does the
acknowledgement of the conclusion I r. ¢ = C(g), commit the Fool to? Here
comes the trick. Even if the Fool admits the validity of the argument, the ac-
ceptance of the conclusion only implies that he understands what the sentence
Fr.r=C(g) means. Why can he say this? Since — in order to get the argu-
ment moving — Anselm had to make it possible to speak @bout a sentence ut-
tered by the Fool (namely that there is no god, see 1.3, and formally 3.1).
According to the reconstruction above — which is now confirmed by
Gaunilo’s counter-argument as well — the necessary existential premiss re-
quires the Fool to say his foolish judgement aloud. If I may refer back to this

move, it is required to secure a concept of God in the mind of the Fool. In or-
der to secure this concept, Anselm has to introduce the T function above
(2.5), and by this he has to allow reference to sentences in his semantic theory.
Anselm needs to allow reference to sentence-tokens. The discerning modern
reader has already detected the implication of this, namely semantic closure,
the systematic origin of the liar-paradoxes. Gaunilo, however, need not be
credited with Tarski’s theory. He has no need of generalising what he ob-
served in the single case of Anselm’s proof. It is enough for him if any sentence
thought of by a person (2.5) can be interpreted in the sense of the T func-
tion.

If it is generally accepted that T (s, P)=p €1, then Anselm can, correctly

from the point of view of his proof, only assume that p € I, and not that p e

V, since #ke understanding of any sentence whatsoever will only imply that there is
a meaning-pair of the sentence in the mind, that is, there will be a 7’ sentence
thought of or conceived. And this remains true irrespective of the interpretation
of the conclusion of the argument, that is, whether the conclusion is about the
real counterparts, or not. Any understandable sentence, as a formula, must
have an apparent form — and the ambiguity between form and content was
introduced by Anselm himself,

Therefore the conclusion of the proof can be regarded only as a sentence (a
well-formed formula of Anselm’s logical language), of which, since it is a
proven conclusion, we can safely assume that we have understood it, and not
just mentioned it. But then let us apply the T function to the formula T r. r =

C g

T, 9rr=C @ ki, .. @ € 1, while it does not follow that: i, e V.

- If Anselm’s argument is valid, then we arrived to a conclusion, but this con-
clusion will have to be understood, that is, we have to apply the function T in
order to understand the conclusion, and by the same move we will arrive to 1.
In I, however, we will have to decide again whether 9 1. r = C (g)’ is an ele-

r-C(g)

~mentof Uor V.

Therefore, if the conclusion of the proof is 2 sentence, and if it is under-
stood by anybody, either by Anselm or by the Fool, then it has not achieved
more than bringing about an element of 1, about which no one yet knows
‘whether it is a thought with a real counterpart or not.

Therefore, from Anselm’s valid conclusion all that follows is that the Fool
encounters a sentence, which, like any other sentence, if understood, only
commits him to have an understanding of it in his mind. But from under-

standing the conclusion, the real existence of God does not follow. Any con-



clusion will be systematically ambiguous: it may be taken in a significative
sense, in its object-language meaning, but it can equally well be taken as a
name of the object-language sentence on the second-order language. Because

of the systematic ambiguity of the conclusion nothing more follows than an
understanding of something as a real object.

5. The rejoinder of Anselm
5.1. To answer Gaunilo’s first objection Anselm clearly saw that he had to

solve the uniqueness of the model. This meant that he would have to ensure -

that it is zheoretically necessary for his argument to have only one interpreta-
tion. Such a single interpretation is required to interpret g adequately as the
One God, and not only as one specific such element greater-than-which-can-
not-be-thought-of which is part of a restricted interpretation. For if the inter-
pretation is not a maximal interpretation, the successive enlargements will al-
ways allow for the re-emergence of another possible “greatest” element.
Therefore the problem emerges, whether one can find a way to ensure that
there can only be one and only one interpretation of the union of the prem-
isses and the conclusion (or, more precisely, whether it is impossible to satisfy
the union of the premisses and the negation of the conclusion). Now to coun-
ter any such attempt, Gaunilo claims that there will always remain a possibil-
ity for other maximal elements.

Anselm follows the natural strategy of suggesting the union of all models.
On this suggestion one could consider all “maximal elements,” like the great-
est island, the best car (“better-than-which-can-not-be-conceived”), the best
wild boar stew, football-player and the most evil creature (just to list the ex-
amples above, but the list could continued at will), and view at them as one
group, in order to find the “truly maximal element.” Anselm seems to suggest
that all these other “maximal elements” belong to their respective smaller uni-
verses, and once put together they will dwindle and fade in the light of the
truly greater-than-which-can-not-be-conceived element, that is, God. In this
case, intuitively nothing precludes the maximal element of the union of the
interpretations from being the unique “greater-than-which-can-not-be-con-
ceived,” and that this unique element by definition would be greater than any
partially maximal element g of any restricted interpretation. From the point of
view of this maximal interpretation, that is, sub specie aeternitatis, the synopti-
cally conjoined “world of all worlds,” Gaunilo’s examples would all become
partial examples of g or only local g-s. Therefore, according to Anselm,
Gaunilo’s inflationary argument for the multiplication of “greatest things” will
tail, since nothing will secure the fact that all these £-s will remain g-s in a

maximal interpretation. What is more, since the uniqueness of g was stipu-
lated, all other g-s will necessarily be demoted to ordinary elements. Therefore
the argument can indeed be reduced to concern the real existence of the sin-

~ gle, truly unique g, which would intuitively be identified with God. Thus, ac-

cording to Anselm, the argument can be restricted to this single case, and
parsimony will be secured against proliferation.

At this point the educated modern reader will instinctively turn to Russell’s
well-known paradox of the impossibility of the set of all sets. The maximal
element of the union of all worlds smacks of inconsistency, or even impossibil-
ity. But Gaunilo does not need such overkill (and, historically speaking, he
was no Russell avant la Jettre, either.) For him a weaker argument suffices. All
right, he could have said, let’s go back to repeating the argument (this is an

argument pro Gaunilone, in fact). If the original argument is conclusive regard-

ing the maximal interpretation, then it has at least one interpretation. But
then, necessarily, it can be interpreted according to any interpretation I* iso-
morphic with interpretation I, which would yield yet another interpretation.
For any repetition of Anselm trying to secure the maximal, or “all-embracing”
inclusion, Gaunilo’s move will be repeatable as well. Example: let one such I*
interpretation be the following: let I be the set of all imaginable interpreta-
tions. Let ¢*be that maximal element, greater-than-which-can-not-be-con-
ceived in I. Then #* will really exist in this interpretation. But this element i*
of I is clearly not god, since it is an interpretation only (the elements of I are
interpretations). Now the greatest interpretation, whether it exists or not,
clearly cannot be identical to God in any meaningful theological sense, and
thereby the uniqueness is once again corrupted.

In sum: if it is always possible to find at least one more model, in which
there can be assumed a maximal element, then besides the g of Anselm there
will always be a similar &" for Gaunilo, which means that Anselm’s strategy
for securing the uniqueness of his argument fails.

5.2. To counter Gaunilo’s second argument Anselm reapplies his argument.
Let us indeed allow that we have only conceived the conclusion. Then let us
posit again the question: is “g’ € R’ an element of the mind only, or does it
exist in reality as well? But then this very statement that God exists in reality
(“g’ € R’) has to be considered as a statement uttered by somebody: T(b, ‘ ‘g’

‘€ R”), but then it will become an element of I. Now again, will this g belong

toUorto V?Is g € Uor g e V? (We have to ask this, since the £ shows up
in the formula of P.) Thereby we are back to step 3.8. Then again we will con-

“clude that g€ V.Butif g € V, then for C(g) thereis such an r & R thatr =

C(g). Therefore g exists in reality.



Oh yes, answers Gaunilo smilingly, but then we are back to square one.
The new conclusion is a sentence again, and so on, and so forth. He should
only refer to Anselm’s strategy again when introducing the T function, which

remains in force, and will be applicable to any sentence that is in need of un-
derstanding.

On the above interpretation these are the counter-arguments of Gaunilo that

win the day. I take their real weight to be in the understanding that the argu-
ment’s problematic aspect is not the neglect of ordinary logic, but that these are
the metalogical consequences of the Anselmian “calculus.” Tt is a much trickier
point which shows that any such argument will be doomed to failure on the
second level, precisely because of the ingenious move that allowed it to succeed
on the first level. To put it succinctly, it is not enough for an argument to be
conclusive formally: its semantics have to be appropriate, too. Without separat-
ing the metalogical level, however, the ambiguous character of Anselm’s calcu-
lus (since it is semantically closed) is strong enough to accommodate Gaunilo’s
conclusion, and enable Anselm to re-start his argument over and over again.
This, in turn, would invite Gaunilo’s counter-arguments, If the first, the sec-
ond, but if the second, then we get back to the first, and so on.

6. Summary

Let me now recapitulate my main findings. Anselm’s argument was recon-
structed with the help of a second order extensional language (with identity),
and it was found to be prima facie conclusive. The success of the reconstruc
tion shows that there is no need to introduce modat terms. It was also shown,
however, that the required language is not of first order, but of second order,
since it has to allow reference to sentences. Moreover, it is not an a priori ar-
gument, since for the existential conclusion an existential premiss is needed,
which was identified in the often-neglected statement of the Fool. Again, the
argument seems to depend on the underlying three-tier semantic theory (spo-
ken words or sentences — meaning — extraneous things), which formed the
backbone of logical theory in the Latin Middle Ages. Finally, the intuitive
appeal of the argument may lie with its peculiar nature, namely that in a se-
mantically closed context it leads to an infinite metalogical cycle.

As a final point, let me now fulfil my promise to show that the Anselmian
argument is not an “ontological” argument of the Cartesian type. In a nutshell
the argument of Descartes in the Fifth Meditation runs as follows: since God,
as a supremely perfect being necessarily has every perfection, and since exist-
ence is a perfection, necessary existence is contained in the clear and distinct
idea of God. Or, to put it another way, God also possesses the perfection of

existence. Setting aside niceties, one could identify the following basic differ-
ences to Anselm’s argument: 1. Anselm’s definition of God, as the “greater-
than-which-can-not-be-conceived” is different from the concept of a “su-
premely perfect being”. Conceiving is not just a rhetorical element here: it im-

plies the “T” function above. 2. The concept of the one-place predicate “per-

fection” is missing in Anselm, since for him the key concept is “greater”, which
Is a two-place relation. 3. For Anselm, existence is not a vague notion of “per-
fection”, but a well-defined concept of membership (“belonging”) in a realm,
specified by correspondences between realms. 4. Anselm’s argument is not
without an existential premiss, unlike that of Descartes. 5. The argument of
Descartes seems to require a modal context, while that of Anselm does not.

- The Cartesian concept of “necessar existence” can not be represented in a
Y P

purely extensional environment. 6. Anselm’s proof does not require the use of
existence as a first order predicate (it is for him a second-order predicate),

- while for Descartes it is first-order. There is also a similarity, though, namely

that “perfection” is a predicate of properties, and therefore the Cartesian proof,
I suggest, should also be reconstructed in terms of a second-order language.

Finally, I'd like to make the autobiographical remark that I largely owe the
above thoughts to the enlightening influence of Gaunilo’s modest little trea-
tise on behalf of the Fool. We know precious little about Gaunilo, close to
nothing compared to what we know about Anselm. But besides his personal
story, if I understand correctly that he thought along the lines suggested
above, then he deserves to be listed among the great saints of the history of
philosophy alongside Anselm — even if he was a little mean to him on at least
one point, as indicated above.1?

Irrespective of his pending canonisation, Gaunilo, I suppose, remains pa-
tient in waiting, since he has other things to do in the meantime. imagine
that both of them are sitting somewhere opposite each other, two saintly
Benedictine genii, and for every move of Anselm, Gaunilo reapplies Anselm’s
T function, to which move Anselm repeats his ingenious argument, and they
will continue to do so — until Judgement finally comes.

gerebygy@ceu.hu

2 Formal reconstructions are not goals in themselves. Formal methods may help to
see certain implications more clearly. To illustrate the advantages of this methodological
approach, I would like to add a few interesting corollaries resulting from the above re-
construction: 1. If God exists (is in reality R), there can be nothing greater conceived.
2.if there is only one world, then it is the greatest (most perfect) conceivable. 3. As
Anselm’s argument employs existence as a second-order predicate, which is implied in
the conclusion “g’ € R’, there emerges an interesting dilemma: it is either the case that
existence is a predicate, or else we have to suppose the existence of a mental language.

This latter strategy was taken by the medieval logicians, in fact, by Anselm himself,
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CO POWIEDZIELI SOBIE
" ANZELM I GAUNILO

STRESZCZENIE

Autor, za pomocy czysto elestensjonalnej formalnej rekonstrukeji w logice predykatéw
drugiego rzedu, przedstawia nowe spojrzenie na debat¢ Anzelma z Canterbury z Gaunilo
z Marmutier nad zamieszczonym w Proslogionie argumentem za istnieniem Boga.
Spojtzenie to pozwala rozpoznaé rzadko brane pod uwagg aspekty dowodu Anzelma.
W analizie ustala si¢ najpierw, zc argument jest konkludywny na pierwotnym poziomie,
a potem jednoczesnie ~ doktadnic z tego powodu, ze jest prawomocny, ale w semantycz-
nie zamknigtym jezyku — wykazuje si¢, e argument prowadzi do nieskoriczonego meta-
logicznego ciggu. Wydaje si¢, ze Gaunilo wyczuwat te metalogiczne putapki. Jego
pierwsza obiekcja (argument z doskonatej wyspy) opiera si¢ na metalogicznej naturze
prawomocnego dowodu, mianowicie, ze jesli prawomocny dowod jest satysfakcjonujacy
w jakiejé dziedzinie, jest réwnic satysfakcjonujacy w kazdej izomorficenej dziedzinie.
W niniejszej interpretacji druga obiekeja Gaunila (oparta na mysleniu o istnieniu do-
skonalego bytu) wskazuje na metalogiczny charakter dowodu Anzelma, ktory wprowadzit
odniesienie do zdan w niezbgdnej przestance egzystencjalnej: ,Glupi méwi, ze 27, gdzie
2 znaczy: ,Nie ma Boga”, Kontrargumenty Anzelma s skuteczne w tej mierze, ze dla
kazdego zarzutu Gaunila mozna powtarzaé poczatkowy argument z tg samg prawomocna
konkluzja, lecz ta konkluzja bedzie znowu otwarta na zarzuty Gaunila. Tworzy to
nieskoriczony cykl argumentéw i kontrargumentéw, ponicwaz omawiany dowdd ma
charakter metalogiczny. Rekonstrukcja dostarcza kilku interesujacych wnioskéw. Po
pierwsze, dowéd Anzelma nie jest trywialnie bigdnym argumentem. Po drugie, nie jest
on dowodem ,ontologicznym” i fundamentalnie rézni si¢ od argumentu Kartezjusza. Po
trzecie, nie wymaga on istnienia w uzyciu predykatywnym. A nawet, ostatecznie, wydaje
sig, Z¢ wystepuje konieczna alternatywa pomigdzy przyjeciem istnienia jako predykatu
lub wprowadzeniem jezyka mentalnego do dyskursu.

1SSN 0860-0015
Henryk Anzulewicz

Albertus-Magnus-Institut, Ronn ( Niemcy)

SW. ALBERT WIELKI
O NATURALNYM PRAGNIENIU WIEDZY

nMoze ktos zapyta, co jest ows rzeczywistoscia w cztowieku, ktéra sprawia,
ze wszyscy ludzie z natury pragng wiedzy. Czlowiek dazy mianowicie do osig-

- ghigcia tego, czego pragnie, a jesli pragnie tego z natury, pragnienie to bedzie

silniejsze, co z kolei wzmocni w nim zapat do studiowania®?. ‘Tymi stowy roz-
poczyna nauczyciel §w. Tomasza z Akwinu, $w. Albert Wielki, w komentarzu
do Metafizyki Arystotelesa, swoj wywdd o naturalnym pragnieniu wiedzy,
o tym, czego ona dotyczy oraz skad sie bierze rozmaitos¢ studiéw. U wielu lu-
dzi jednak, dodaje Albert, objawéw takiego pragnienia nie spostrzegamy”.
Przyczyna tego jest, jego zdaniem, zepsucie obyczajéw i sktonnosci, ktére od-
dalaja czlowieka od jego wlasnej natury i sprawiajg, Ze nie jest ona w stanie
bezustannie pobudza¢ go do studiowania, lecz pozostaje w stanie moznoscio-
wym, bedgc skrgpowang przez sprzeczne z nig nawyki’.

Poniewaz Albert jest przekonany, ze wiedza sukcesywnie przyswajana
przez studium prowadzi do mgdroéci, doskonalycej nasz umyst, ktory jest
W nas niejako czyms boskim, jak twierdzi nie tylko we wspomnianym komen-
tarzu do Metafizyki, lecz i w innych swoich dzielach?, staje si¢ w tym kontek-
Scie zrozumiale jego radykalnie intelektualistyczne pojecie czlowicka.

. Intelektualistyczny radykalizm Alberta nie ogranicza sig do sfery teoretyczne-

go poznania, lecz dominuje takze w jego koncepcji etyki, nauki filozoficznej

' ALBERTUS MAGNUS, Metaphysica, 1, 1, 5, ed. B. Geyer, Miinster 1960 (Opera Omnia,
Ed. Colon. XV1/1), 5. 7.44—48: ,Quaeret autem fortasse aliquis, quae illa natura in homine
sit, qua omnes homines natura scire desiderant. Homo enim studet adipisci, quod desiderat;

* et si desiderat illud natura, vehementius erit in ipsum desiderium, et hoc vehementius accen-

det ad studium”.
¥ Tamsze, 5. 7.49: ,Et hoc in multis hominibus non videmus”.

Y Tamie, 5. 7.65-70: Kt quia corruptelae consuetudinum et affectionum a natura dedu-
cunt hominem, ut in X Ethicorum probatum est, ideo natura haec non semper potest move-

.r¢ ad studium, sed manet in potentia et virtute, contrariis habitibus naturale bonum corrum-

pentibus impedientibus, ne in actum procedat”.

- * Por. ALsERTUS MaGNUS, Metaphysica, 1, 1, 1, 5. 1.11-12; De anima, 1, 2, 9, ed. C.
Stroick, Miinster 1968 {Opera Omnia, Ed. Colon, VII/1), s. 43.49-50; De natura et origine
animae, tr. 2, c. 6, ed. B. Geyer, Miinster 1955 (Opera Omnia, Ed. Colon. XI1), 5. 29.67-68.



