The Ontological Argument
An ‘a priori’ argument for the existence of God. So:
· Deductive argument with premises leading to a logically necessary conclusion.
· Cannot be falsified.

e.g.) P1: A bachelor is an unmarried man.
        P2: Mr Bond is a bachelor.

        C: Mr Bond is unmarried.

· the Ontological Argument attempts to prove that just as Mr Bond the Bachelor is by definition unmarried, God by definition exists.

St Anselm’s Version
· early Scholastic thinker

· Archbishop of Canterbury

· Ontological Argument presented in books 2-4 of the Proslogian.
· Faith is not blind, but a kind of illumination which helps us to reason clearly, therefore Anselm believes he can prove God.

· God is “That being than which nothing greater can be conceived”

· If God exists only in the mind, i.e. is a figment of our imagination, then something greater than God can be thought of. 
· e.g.) a unicorn would be far greater if it existed than it is as it doesn’t.
· Therefore, God must exist because otherwise something greater could be conceived, and this would contradict the definition of God, and so is not possible.
SO: P1: The definition of God is “that being than which nothing greater can be   conceived”

 P2: Something that exists outside the mind is greater than something that exists only within the mind.

 C: God exists.

· Just as a triangle has three sides, or else it ceases to be triangular, God must exist or else cease to be Godly.

· Centre of argument is aseity or necessary existence. 

· God is infinitely perfect and not limited by space or time, so no possibility of him 1) coming into existence or 2) ceasing to exist.

· We can see that either God exists, or He is not what we think of as God. Therefore, Anselm argues that it is ridiculous to say “God does not exist” because it is essentially saying “a being that exists does not exist.” To do this he quotes Psalm 52, “The fool says in his heart there is no God”
Criticisms:
Guanillo: “On behalf of the fool”
1. “The Lost Island”
· We can define anything into existence by Anselm’s method.
· e.g.) the island than which no greater island can be conceived must exist by Anselm’s logic, yet clearly it doesn’t
· Anselm masks phoney reason behind the name “God”
BUT Anselm claims his reasoning is only meant for God, who is non-contingent, you cannot improve on Him.
 “No matter how great the island is, no matter how many maidens and dancing girls adorn it there could always be a greater one with twice as many”  but you can’t improve on God.
2. No-one actually understands the nature of God yet Anselm claims to be able to define him
· Talking of God is more like describing a man you have never met-all in general terms, without any conception of individual nature.
· For the argument to work we must know God a lot better before we begin.

Aquinas:

1. Anselm assumes we can know the God is perfect before we know he exists.

· Aquinas believes nature can only be understood once we have established existence. Otherwise we are essentially saying what God is and expecting Him to be there [like describing Mr Johnston as a 6’ 7” body-builder with a Texan accent before knowing he exists.]
BUT Anselm claims that “Credo ut intelligam”- “I believe in order that I may understand”. He is not trying to prove God’s existence, as he already believes that, but his faith [i.e. in a perfect God] illuminates his reason.

· Not a very popular concept in our scientific age.

2. We cannot fully grasp God’s “Divine Essence”

· Builds on Gaunillo’s point, we do not and cannot fully know the nature of a transcendent God, so we cannot argue from it.
3. “Being than which nothing greater can be conceived” not the only definition of God.

· There are many different concepts of what God is, and this is actually an unusual way of describing Him. e.g.) in the ancient world the ‘world’ was God and it is possible to conceive of something greater than the world, e.g. the Universe.
Kant: Existence is not a first order predicate
· A first order predicate is an attribute that is possessed by an object or individual, e.g.) blue, round, fat, hard.
· To exist adds nothing to a concept, it merely gives it actuality. E.g.) If we take the statement “the ball is round” and add to it “it is blue and bouncy” we have added something to the concept, but if we then tack on “it exists” we have merely stated that this concept of a round, blue, bouncy ball has an actuality. Nothing is added to the concept itself, as the ball remains the same.
· Existence is either there or it is not, it cannot define a concept.
· “one can move to a concept of imagination to  concept of reality but not from a concept of imagination to reality”
· The argument is purely conceptual and playing with definitions, yet it claims to demonstrate existence. But Kant claims it is  “We can no more extend our insight by mere ideas than a merchant can better his position by adding a few noughts to his cash account”  as neither God nor the money can be ascribed existence by definition, they must have actuality.
Bertrand Russell:

· Agrees with Kant. If existence is a first order predicate then the following argument can be constructed:
P1: Man exists.
P2: Santa Claus is a man.

P3: Santa Claus exists.
Descartes Version
· Rationalist- believes that we should find truth through logic and reasoning, not intuition or experience.
· Outlines version of the Ontological Argument in his Meditations.
· Just as I have a clear and distinct idea of numbers and figures, I have a clear and distinct idea of God.
· That idea is of a “Supremely Perfect Being”

· All concepts have causes, e.g. Fire is a cause of the concepts heat, burn, flame.

· Perfection is a different substance to all other concepts, as it has no source in our world of immediate experience.
· “Perfection” is an infinite term and so could not be the product of our finite minds.

· Therefore, the only possible source of the concept “Perfection” is God.
· ALSO existence is perfection, God as a supremely perfect being must, therefore, possess existence.

· Therefore:

“Existence can no more be separated from the essence of God than can its having three angles equal to two right angles be separated from the essence of a rectilinear triangle.”
Just as one “cannot separate the idea of a mountain from a valley, so one cannot separate the thought of God from the existence of God.”
SO
P1: The idea of God is that of a supremely perfect being.

P2: A supremely perfect being has all perfections.

P3: Existence is a perfection.

C: God must exist if we have an idea of Him.

Criticisms

Kant: 
· Still treats existence as a first order predicate - existence is defined as “a perfection”. 

· A successful proof would demonstrate God’s existence and then define Him, not define Him in order to prove Him.

BUT Idea of causes for concepts is interesting. Although modern psychology/sociology would propose naturalistic explanations for our grasp of infinite concepts, Descartes claim that finite beings cannot create an infinite concept is compelling. Perhaps God has to be the source of the concept “God”.
Norman Malcolm’s Version
· Agrees that Anselm’s argument fails due to treatment of existence as a first order predicate.

· Builds instead on the concept of aseity. 

· The concept of God is the concept of a being whose existence is necessary.

· If God is the greatest conceivable being and does not exist then He cannot come into existence (because this would require something to cause Him to come into existence of for Him to have happen to exist, either way limiting Him)
· God cannot cease to exist. (same reason)

· If God exists His existence is necessary, if He does not then His existence is impossible.

· God’s existence is only impossible if the concept of His necessary existence is logically absurd.

· Assuming God as necessary being is not absurd, then He exists.

i.e. “God is necessary, therefore God is”
Criticisms:
Brian Davies: Use of “is” 
· There are 2 ways of using the word “is”

1. Define/describe, e.g.) “The horse is tall.” “The gate is locked.”

2. Explain actuality, e.g.) “there is such thing as a dragon”.

· The second use implies existence, but doesn’t really tell us anything. But this is unacceptable as we can use it to define anything we want into existence.
[DISCLAIMER: I don’t agree with this or understand it. Clearly “is” in the second form is describing “there” and it is the same word used in the same way in a different context (e.g. “there is blue”, “there is cold”, “there is a dragon” all simply describe “there”). Neither can I see how it has any relevance as if it really were an issue then Malcolm could say “God is necessary, therefore God exists,” changing the word so he says the same thing but avoids Davies criticism. Sorry, just felt I should be honest, I have quite likely entirely misunderstood what is being said.]
Alvin Plantinga

· At every point where there could be a variation in our world there is a possible world. E.g., a possible world where the grass is pink, or where gold nuggets grow on trees, or where oranges have legs.

· In one possible world, W, there is a being with “maximal greatness”, the property of existing in every possible world (including ours).

· To possess “maximal greatness” one must also possess “maximal excellence”, the property of being perfect, essentially being God. [this appears to be an entirely ridiculous clause to allow Plantinga to prove whatever he wants, it could have been decided that to have maximal greatness one must be a talking turnip]

· Therefore a being of maximal excellence, i.e. God, exists in this world.

Criticism:

· Davies: It only demonstrates God is possible, as whilst we can accept that this might be true, there is no reason to say that the definitely is a being of maximal excellence and greatness.
CONCLUSION
As “a priori” the ontological argument should either prove God’s existence or fail totally, as it leads to a logically necessary conclusion. Both Anselm and Descartes fall to Kant’s first order predicate criticism, although Descartes’ question of where the source for our concept of God exists remains. Malcolm seems sensible enough, though only suggests ½ chance of God’s existence [necessary vs impossible] and Plantinga should have smoked less crack.
