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THL ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMLNT ‘
As the Ontologioal Argument is grounded in the Platonic philoeophy,
in g systematio coneideration of thie proof for the existencc of God
_ for orientation 1t is'necessary to start with Plato's Doctrine of
"Ideue,‘-Plato;following in the epirit-of his great teacher_Socretee,
véndeevorodvto giye toithe world a theory of‘knowledgeifounded unon o

'b_thedSocratic 1den of univereale,'_The‘Sophieteﬂhad bluoed knonledgehr‘

uDon the basie of the particular and ‘the accidental and Socrates
D01nted out to them that knowledge iﬂ ooncerned with the general und |
the typical. Pluto argued that 1f our knowledge 1is derived from eenee~‘

N

perception and opinion the Sophiete would be right in their contention
that there could be no genuine knowledge.‘ But Plato contended Lhut
Benee-peroeption gives us mere appearance only and genuine knowledge:f
arises when we g0 beyond eenee-perception to the idea, and discoverln

| ‘the universal. Thie art of thinking in ooncepte is oalled- Dialeotice

by. ‘Plato, and he says it is the love of truth whieh compele us to thie o
etudy. | | | | | LR

B "
2

For example, we cunnot oell & man Juet or unjuet unlese we huve'd
;&‘notion of what Juetioe 18. The main theme in Plnto 8 Republic ie
‘what is Justice? Plato is endeavorinp to find a univeraal which is
‘the arohetype of all quulitiee under it. He finde in hie doctrine of
Lidoe ‘the solution of the problem of the Ono and the nany. The - |
‘univereal, permanent ldea ie the One, all‘else is‘the Many eubeunedr‘

”under theiOne.‘ The 1dee or notion‘ie e syntheeiaingiprinciple which'

e oomprehends or holds together the eesential qualities common to many

p&rtioulare. .To us of today theee 1deaa appear as mere mental prooeeaee
-only, the particular alone oxiete.‘ Outeide the mind there 1s nothing

V°°?”99D6nding‘to‘the archetype. Antiethenea 15 reported ‘to have eaid

:\t\(‘x\m .
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"I eee horee but not horeeneee"t‘ But Plato held a different viewPoint f‘}

'and thie ie the eeaentiel point upon which thie Ontologioel ArgumenL S

:finds anv cogenoy at all. and that 19, that the 1deas or forms to Plato‘f
' wWere not mere 1deee 1n the minde of meh or even 1n the mind of Godm ;

1b°r Plato they exiet in and for themeelvee,,they are real or eubetantial
:.forme. the original eternal traneoendent arohetypee of thinge, exieting

fPrior to thinge and apart from them 1ndependent of them and uninfluenoed

jby the ohangee to whioh they are nubjeot.” The particular objeote whioh |
‘We Bee ere Juet 1mperfeot oopiea of eternel forme. The perticulure ooue ex;
and go but the- 1deae go on forever. For example men oome and go but vle
4the man type the human raoe goee on foreVOr.‘ The objeote or oopiee are ﬁh
| meny' but the 1dee or erohetype 18 one.l All things relations, qualitiee
8'01:10:.113 1n faot, everything hhe ite idea or form, thue the 1deee are

| numberleee.‘ But while the arohetypes ere numberleee, they are not a

-Oh&oe but rather ooneiet of a well-ordered eyetem with the higheet 1dea

at the epex the. Idea of the Good.. Thue the 1deae ooneiet of a well- |
1°rdered and rational cosmoe. The 1deae are 1nterrelated and oonneoted | 5
‘by °rganio unity anﬁ arranged 1n logioal order.: The Good ie the eounoe}v,fgi
“”of 811 the rest and beyond 1t there ie no other. | Thie idea of the Good

lie &180 regarded as the ooemic purpose, eo therefore the Univeree 1e aleo

ta retional moral whole.'u‘ | | R '

| Thie notion of the 1aea doee not originate 1n experienoe.f It doee
7not oeme by 1nduoting from partioular oaeee.C For example, the 1dea of
%;Juetioe aleeady exiete 1mplioit1y 1n the eoul.‘ Thee< univereal prin- fffvh‘t
fﬁ°1plee whioh lienimbedded in man e eoul are the etarting point of all

ghie knowledge.‘.Vhen we approeoh the world we already have ideal.or

| standerde of trut h, euoh ee Beauty, Juetioe, Goodneee - the partiouler

: i
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°bJeote 1n the world are 1mperfeot oopiee of theee atandarde.\ So with

Plato ae with Soeratee, oonoeptual knowledge ie the only genuine knowledgo.f;“f

But 1f it 1e aeked what guarantee have we of its trnth we find in ahort
Plato appealing to metaphysios) ?hat ie hie world view for the proof
Of the validity of knowledge. He holde thut our aeneee oun graep only ’
th? Ohanging, fleeting phenomenal world but conceptual thought oan graep
the eternal and ohangelees, the eesential forme of thinge whioh exiet
1ndependently of the rnind. o " ‘.
It WOuld take too 1ong to give an, exhauetive aooount of flato.e |

Philoeophy in reepeot to hie doctrine of ideae and for our purpoee it
13 Cnly neoessary to note that the Plutonio philoeophy is based upon the
reality of the Ideae.‘ our universal oonoepte euoh as Juetioe Beauty,‘ gf -
Truth Goodnees. have‘for Plato not merely exietenoe 1n re but uleo vﬁ\tn
ad rem.. To a' thorough underetanding of the Ontologioal Argument 1t 18
eeeential to reoognize this point.‘ . '4'l B " | S

| It 15 Iurther neoeseary to note that while 1n Plato there 18 a‘hgyttsf
dualiem of 1deae and matter yet 1t 1e not the dueliem of modern phileao-‘td'_
Ph& that ie of oonsoioueneee and 1te obkeot.i The anoient Greeke did |
not have the 1dea of ooneoioueneee euoh aa we hold todey.‘ Our view that
‘the oontente of knowledge are the mind 8 own 1deae ’and ae things exiet |
°ut81de of the mind we eannot know them wag foreign to the Greeke. Their’f“'
PrOblem wae the problem of the One and the Many and Plato tried to aolve
1t bY makiny the Idea the One and the 1mperfeot oopiee dn the world of
-8énge. the Mﬁny. To Plato univereale oannot exiet 1n the mind without ‘
;ObJeotivity.‘ To him 1deae oonld'not be mere mental eyates.‘ The oontro—‘;dl‘
fverfxr;n the Middle Agee bctween Nominalists and Realiste EQJ; over éaet
thieAqueetion. Nominaliste ‘&8 we know held that Univereale are Juat

namee; Reallete following Plato held that 1deee are not only mental
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Btatee but aleo entitiee in the external world. The Greeke did not
dietinguieh between in mind and out of mind.h Deeoartee by putting A
ideae in the mind eete the problem for all modern philosophy 7f&he ideae,
then to Plato are the only true and original elemente of reality, to“lv_
whioh everything that beoomee or ohangee owes what reality 1t poeeeeeee.if;ﬁjf
Sooratee had held that only the knowledge of oonoepte guarantees a true _i:
knowledge but Plato goee further and manntains that only/refleotion tn of
f°rm8 ideae, or oonoepte that true and original being oan be maintained.‘.j;_
Pl&to in the Phaedo ialeo apeake of the ideae a8’ oaueee, and aotually -
denotea the ideas ae the oauaee by whioh all that ie ie.f So the ideae | ]
are the only tnue being. Thue Plato 8 aootrine of ideae ie not eubaeotive,fvé
but ie ae obJeotive ae ‘matter. o e i | N "‘ O

- Having eeen thie obJeotive viewpoint of Plato we. now have the baeie
ff°r the ontologioal argument. It ie an. attempt to eetablish the exietenoe U
of the Infinite, not from faote,’euhh as ie done in the Caueal : ;
'Deﬂien ‘and the Moral. srguments for God, but from 1deas.. That whioh 18 2
)neoeeeary existe.. While Plato argning for ‘the- existenoe of the gode,_jfttef'
eBDeoially mentioned ae proofe, the argument from Deeign, trom Intuition, 5:1?
and from Univcreality ot Belief yet 1t may be esid that hie philoeophy B
wae the firet attempt to ptove the reality of the Infinite from the‘3.
’eeeential prinoiplee of knowledge. - R [‘ R
; Following Plato oame ‘a number of firm believere\in the Platonio
1p’°‘8uppoeitione ‘and. they have beeed their viewe of divine reality upon
this foundation.' Auguetine foi inetanoe,‘arguee for the exietenoe of ‘1ftff
;uod from the nery nature of truth., The verJ lawe of our intelleotual | |
.ana morel oonetitution ‘are ideae whioh oannot have thetr eouroe in us S
but muet be eternelly inherent in an unohangeable and perfeot Being._g.i:ﬁb"i'
'.'Lord Herbert of - Oherbury. ‘the founder o.f Fnglish Deiem, Cudworth Oleanthea
"th" 3t°10 philoeopher and Boethiua a1l held to- metaphyeioal pre- } )
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i;Bquoeitione eimilar to Plato.j But Aneelm of Centerbury wae the firet“j;jfliT:

to attempt to deduoe the reality of God from the very idea of God.,

‘7Anee1m hae beoome famoue ae the founder of that type of a paiori argn-ﬂfr‘”V*K

./..

'iment whioh ie oalled Ontologioal.; k k
P . "

He hae written two dieooureeeﬁeepeoially attempt to argue to the_;v,d;-‘:

' exietenoe of God. namely the Monologium end the Proelogium.r In the'fw“"M

:Proelogium,,or 68 he oalle i$. "A Dieoouree" we huve a direot argumentbés””'

vfor the exietenoe of ‘the Infinite, while in the Monologium the argument _!,{T{t

‘vie rather indireot. Aneelm wae not altogether eatiefied with the\jf

fpresentation in the Monologium, and ae he himeelf eaye he wanted to

| find a eingle argument for the proof of God., LllwAfter I had publiehed'ﬁ” |

'uat the eolioitoue entreaties of eertain brethren a brief work The

anologinm ae an example of meditation on the grounde of Faith in thefﬁhflf?

‘fperaon of one who inveetigatee, in a oouree of eilent reaeoning with |
.thimBelf matters of whioh he ie.iynorant- ooneidering that thiebook wae |
;knit tOgether by the linhing of many argumente, I begen to aek:myeelf [‘
:"hether there might be found a eingle argument nhioh would require no

-%other for ite proof than iteelf alone- and alone would euffioe to demon-iir

’._ ,

:retrate that God truly exiete \and that there ie a Supreme Good requiring.‘ffﬁfi

'fn°thine elee, whioh all other thinge require for their exietenoe and

well-being-‘and whatever we believe regarding the Divine ﬂeing.ﬁii7
“Aneelm' ‘

8 wording of the argument ie ae followe° "Indeed we believe thattfeﬂrf

Thou art a Being, 0 Lord than whioh nothing greater oan be oonoeived. :]jéﬁqff

Or ie there no euoh neture, einoe the fool hath eaid in hie heart theregfﬂﬁ;tf

x_le no God?. But at any rate thie very fool when he heare of thie

“Being of whioh I epeak - a Being. than whioh nothing greater oal be rQWWfV‘:f*

Ab°°noeived - underetande what he hears and what he underetande ie in
ohie underetanding, although he doee not underetand it to exiet._ For it

18 one thing for an objeot to be in the underetanding, and another to

nnderetand that the objeot exista. When e



When a painter firet oonoeivee what he will afterﬂarde perform, he hae }%

viit in hie underatanding, but ‘he doee not yet understand it to be,

‘beeauee he has not yet performed it._ But after he hae made the B
’painting, he both haa it in his underatanding, and he underetands that |
Ay exiete beoauee he hae made it.; Henoe even the fool 18 oonvinoed JERRR

' that eomething exiete in the underetanding, at leaet than whioh

nOthing greater oan be oonoeived. For when he heare of’ thia he

1‘“nderetande it. And whatever ie undereteod exiate in the underetanding;f14}1
rAnd aaeuredly that than whioh nothing greater oan be oonoeived oannot

Yéxist in the underetanding alone. For euppoee it exiete in the under-~'

Btanding alone. then 1t oan be oonoeived ‘to exiet in reality. whioh ia |

Sy

| Sreater.,jfbb"‘”‘:“g ’7~w7““:' o f?h"‘f“ Lo

"Therefore if that than whioh nothing greater can be oonoeived

,°Xiste in the underetending alone the very being, than whieh nothing

r;Sreater oan be oonoeived 18 one, than whioh a greater oan be oonoeived.‘igh

‘,But obviouely thie ie impoeeible. Henoe, there ie no doubt that there

"exiete a Being, than whioh nothing greater oan be oonoeived and It

,A°X18te both in the underetunding and in reality.

"And It aeeuredly exiete 80’ truly that It oannot be oonoeived not

.°0noeived notto exiet' and thie ie greater than one whioh can be

”°°noeived not to exiet. Henoe 1f that than whioh nothing greater oan

- be Oonoeived, oan be oonoeived not "to exiet 1t ia not that than whioh

S S

__can be oonoeived to exiet that it oannot even be oonoeived not to tgg*'"”ﬁ'

"n°th1n8 greater oan be oonoeived.. But thie ie an irreeoneileable oon-'r""t

\tradietion. There ia.,then. eo truly a being, than whioh nothing greaterf-‘i

7f°XiBt ~and this Being, Thon art .0 Lora, our God. " . _f

WBut how hae the fool eaid in hie heart what he oould not



gconoeive' or how ie 1t that he oould not oonoeive what he eaid ‘in. hie C

Lheatt? Since 1t is ‘the ‘same ‘to #ay in’ the heart and %o oonce1Ve.a But

f,if really. nay, eince really, he both oonoeive, beoauee he 'sa 1d in -.’“hﬂf“ﬁ?Wi

'ihie heart and’ did not eay 1n ‘his heart beoauee hc oould not oonoeive°74f\h' -

there 1e more than one wayin whioh a thing 19 eaid in the heart or e
°°noeived. For 1n one sense an obteot 18 oonoeived when the word
»eignifying it 18" oonoeived and 1n another when the very entity whioh
‘the objeot is 1e underetood.‘ In the former sense, then God ‘can. be v
f°0n0eived not %o’ exiet but in ‘the latter not at all for no one who
tunderetande what fire and water are oan oonoeive fire to. be water 1n L
.aooordanoe with the" nature of the faote themeelvee, although this 1e:vf'u'
iPOeeible aooording to the worle. So then, no: one who underetande what

'G°d 1e oan oonoeive that God does not exieti although he says theee""

worde 1n hie heart either without any.or with eome foreign eignifioation_’f[3

than

For God is that/whioh a greater oannot be oonoeived. And he who thorough f_ -

,ly underatande thie aeeuredly underetande that this Being eo truly jf»"lﬁﬂ

exiets

_who underetande that God eo exiete ‘oannot oonoeive that He doee not

exiat,n (Proslogium Deane 8 trane. pp. 7-10 ) | ‘ |
Thigs argument of Aneelm oondeneed and by the uee ofhsymbole may

ebe Bt&ted as followa.‘qw

that not ‘even in’ oonoept ‘can It be non—exietent.' Therefore he"‘“ "

'.Let X a God a Being than whioh’ nothing greater can be oonoeived.""‘

T; The fool hae an idea’ of X beoauee he oannot deny what he hae an
"iidea of, | h_ : | " | ."h,
'tBut'the_fool'doee not:underetand‘that'x'eiiete;""'"'
Differentiation: 1 - Objeot in the understamaing. = .
oo ‘ 2 - Underetanding that objeot exiete.j |
;;Illuetration of thie' The painter firet hae the pioture in the S
underetanding only,‘then after painting 1t he hae a piotureA?; fﬂg:

1n the underetanding and 1n aotuality.; -



ih?é-'
.i;Henee the fool ie oonvinoed thet something exiete in the under-
‘ etanding, at leaat X. :‘ : o | "h
":f\Assuredly, 3 oannot exiet in the understanding alone.‘ L
B ‘lEor veuppoee X existe in understanding alone; then say; x1 for
| instanee, oan be oonoeived to exiet in reality.;‘y‘ : §
{;XI is greater then X beoauee it exiete not only. in the underetandimp:e
‘ but in reality aleo. R y i '1' o .‘ | o
'h;If X ie in the understanding alone, then something whioh ie greater ifﬁ
‘i' oan be oonoeived namely, what exiete in reality ag well as in SR
the underetanding.v:-q | ;,J ' - “,.l _ ,e “ o |
V~But thie is impoeeiblew beoeuee x by definition, is a Being than _7n”‘
i which nothins greeter can be oonoeived.";, “' - ' e
, Conolusion, henoe x plue x exiete.___”‘jlﬁi.edybf: S
Thie oonetitutee the firet part of the argument. ;Steting’eymbolioellyf,ﬂ
the eeoond part it would read ag fOIIOWS"““ A" irlb “: y_h_'“i. e
| Let A : a being which oannot be conceived not to exiet..~;“ll
‘"ﬁfBif a being whioh can be oonoeived not to exist..”?i_:.‘y
If X a B then it ie not X for thie ie e contradiotion.uii'”v | ‘
But x - A (Aneelm doee not eny thie in his Argument but it ie_,'lfr}
' i'npliod)’-sXJ. XplueA. S e
, Therefore X ie that whioh oannot even be conoeived not to etist.e';”
If our mind oould ooneeive better than x plue A the oreature would
’180 above the Creator. BverYthing elee oan be oonoeived not to exist 5:'!ﬁff
‘let ue oall thie Y._ To X it belongs to exist more truly then all other R
thinge‘ and henoe in a higher degree.j We ehould eey that Aneelm meens |
to be more reel\then to exiet more truly. For there are. kinde and »L‘_ )
degreee of reality; for example. reality of the idea in the mind and r,%

{r°°11t¥ in re.:or in aotuality, in thinge.} Aneelm holde that everythins
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_}elee thet 19 X, can be oonoeived not to exiet. exoept God A’Then he

> 8088 on further and hie argument may be eteted a8 followe., ’th

~only GOd (X) but aleo eay Xn ‘a heing greater than oan be oonoeived.‘tttfxg*

3 Bnt if God 18 not Xn then a greuter than bod can be oonoeived but

“hthie ie 1mpoesible. Aneelm 8 argument here eeeme to tend to the

rigrinfinite regress beouuee he eeye that it een be oonceived thet there

':is & being greater than oen be oonceived. - f{fﬂ”“"?

, Aneelm 8 argument reduoed to a eyllogiem, would eeem to reed ae gg;‘V

w'léffhet;M" the Idea of the greateet being.\-‘ ?;{f_f”"jﬂi‘ L
| t ?d?‘?fi reqlity or exietenoe.,f’“ TR
."f%V‘S God. A e

" 'The idea of the greateat being 1n01udee reality. g is P.
| "’”feod 18 the idea of the greatest being, s ie M. |

erHenee God 1e reelity or exietenoe.-s 18 P. f BTN f ‘

But 1t may “be obJeoted that, of courﬂe grantins the major f“"“

Premiae the oonelueion neoeeserily followe.v But oen we grant the {tt;‘:Kn

"meJor premiee? Aneelm would enewer that 1f exietenoe 1e not 1n01uded

» in the 1dea of the greateet Being, then 1t 18 not. the 1dea of the

"L'Ereateet Being, for there would etill be a greeter being oonoeiveeble,,mﬁff

_hhioh would have the uttribute of exietenoe. hf}fffﬁw?utf:rfftfhtf;wf[§fﬁfﬁ

On the baeie of tne Platonio,realiem that univereale exiet
“obJeotively Aneelm e ergument 19 lopioel end oogent. Thie 18 the

“f Orux of the whole problem. To Plato idea ae we have eeen. 1n01uded

- ?exietenoe. If that ie true, all follows. But the real point of atteok

'f,eaﬂ fur ae the eyllogietio form 1e eoncerned ie in thienmajor premiee.‘q~”'

In Faet 1t eeeme to ue that there ere really four terme to Aneelm e

‘‘‘‘‘
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of the Greatest Being plus existenoe° 5 - Realitv,”nerise“‘4'e‘God.wf"‘
W peedt”

l - This Idea of the Greatest Being ‘Bthan whioh nothing can be

o oonoeived. ,.”’

2 ~‘Thisuldea_ofutheﬂGneatestiBeing,- objeotive reality.
ts’-'QOA" R ‘this Idea.

4

reality.‘l'f” ‘

Henoe God

.‘4.

"ihus Anselm concludee God is not only an Idea but is an idea“
Whieh has‘objective reality. Unless we' have this term number 2 we |
 cannot get beyond the realm of ideas. This eeoond term, of oourse féf'
& Platonic presupposition which Anselm inoluded in term 1 but in -il'“
:fBOt t—18 for ue 1t ie a separate term.” On this basis of four e
‘:terms Anselm s ?ullogism is fallacious. | ‘ - _“:_‘ _ |

'f; Looking at the argument in another way, ‘we would oritioise Anselm sf'
'major premise by asking the question, Does 1 (1he idea of the greatest
~ Being) inolude reality in re? We are'bound to say M inoludes reality
‘only bJ definition. Starting with this definition of M the oonolusion
' th&t God e\ists logioally follows but only on thie allowed definition. 7V

‘4: Therefore we must oonolude that the major premise M P is trae only ffV
by definition.-. 'f, ’.' o “» o e
| In this reepeot the OntOIOgical Argument is like the demonstra—ﬁ“ﬁ
| tions in mathematics and the theorems of geometry, whioh are based on h‘
and involve definition. Mathematioal or geometrioal theoreme are trueh
"m°n1y 1f something else’ is true but that something else must alwaye be;'nn
‘granted before the oonolusion logieally follows° I We do. not grant
.the majcr premise then the. oonolusion w111 not follow.\ This is'*«fe‘tli’
- Preoasely our oriticism of Anselm 8 syllogistto reasoning- Hiﬁ ' ‘, ‘,M
“,“rsument in valid only 1t the definition in the premisis is valid. ‘If‘f‘

- We do not allow the Platonie definition of the Idea then Anselm e f;



 argument falls to pieces. As Paulin saye in an article on the

Ontolegieal Argument in the Amerioan Journal of Theology,'vol 10
pago 53, "Of Aneelm Deeoartee und Spinoza it night be said thut
| a11 three of these %im thinkers might- well say that they cure not
‘Who mnakes the argumeng if to them be given the making of definition. _
: Their general form of syllogism is .- If I have an. idea of God of whioh o
existence w(anm¢er then that God exiets. But I do have eueh an idea |
therefore God exiets.""" | _ o . |
| . We oan conclude no-more than thie name£§ his argument as stated
Bives ug only the Idea of reality,'and not obJective reality. We}f,
fenain in the realm of ideae and have not passod to conerete existence._;f
Re-stating the argument onee again ve find thut what Anselm aetually
doee 1o thia. o e

M = the Idea‘of the Greatest Being. | o

P = the Idea of evietenee, (not objeotive exietenoe.

but only mentel exietenoe ) ‘ |
S m God.- - wULHQL‘ .
Then the 8yllogism would road,’ M P (EAnot the idea of the Being,

than which & greater oould not be conoeived ‘unlesns it &noluded the
idea of existence as an attribute ‘and we-might add the’iaea;of; L |
Perfeetion,yeto.). o o . o ‘ .::;,._ h : o
. ‘ ‘ o8 =M. BRI : |
P,

‘ “Hence 8

| dhat Aneelm thought he was 1ogiea11y doing is this. M = the Idea
of the Greateet Being, which includes exietenoe (Platonie) |

B Pz Reality,

- °b490$tww=bxieteno . e
C ‘ | . S = God,
Thercfore, =~ 8 = P. =
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| | “‘W’v. ; Guunilo sObjections.‘t, ,
Geunilo a monk of Mermoutier in his Liber Pro Insipiente
beOomos ths first great oritio of Anselm.. In eight different points f“‘"’f
he tukes up the argument of Anselm snd &ttaoks it. lFirst}'he sets ”‘  ’ .”
| up the argument es Anselm gives it in the Proslogiume.Sueeaéibfhen helffs'i
remarks ths.t the fool might fnake this re,ply. "This Being m said to
be 1n my understunding already, only because I understand Whet is
’vaaid Now oould it not with equal justice be said that I h&ve 1n
Lxistence in themselves beouuse I understand these things if one o
. Gpeaks of them, whatever they may be." | N |
) "Unless 1ndeed 1t is snown that thie Being is of such a chereo- 3
ter that 1t oennot be held 1n oonoept like all unreal obJects ‘Tr;'i
ObJects whose ewistencs is uncertain end henoe I au1not able to e’l
°°n061ve of it when I hear of 1t or to hold 1t 1n eoncept. But I
must understund 1t and huve it 1n ny understanding, beoeuse 1t seeme
I 0&nnot oonaeive of 1t 1n eny other way than by understanding it
that*i?w by oomprehending 1n my knowledge 1to. existenoe 1n reality.,,f
"But 4f this is the oame, in tho first place thexe w111 bomo .
diStinction hetween what hes preoedence in. time - nemely, the having
of an ObJoet in the understunding - and what is. subsequent in time -
namelJ the understanding that an obJeot exists- as in the example of h _
the chture whioh exiets first in the mind of the peinter and aftor-fn.‘fi
wards 1n ‘hiw work.44~ | | ' P ' ‘ a
~"Moreover the followinv assertion can hurdly be accepted"that |
) this Being when it is spoken of and heerd of,. cannot be oonoeived not

t° BXist in the way 1n whioh even God osn be oonoeived not to exist.li‘zf ;
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| tn~the“weynin-whiehweven:ﬂod_can;biioonoeivéﬂinojnj._exiat» Bor, if
“this is. impoeeible what wae the obJeot of this argument against one

J Who douhte or deniee the exietenoe of such a Being.»

| "Finally, that thie Being 80 exiete that it oannot be peroeived
by an understanding convinoed of ite own indubitable existence unleee
this Being 18, afterward oonoeived of - thie ehould be proved by an o
‘indieputable argument but not by that whioh you heve edvanoed°'namely,t_1

;that what 1 underetend when I heer it,,already ie in my- underetanding.‘l |

~ For- thus in my- underetandinp ‘aB’ I etill think oould be all eorte of .i
&hinge whoee exietenoe is unoertein or whioh do not etiet at all if ‘A‘
-‘9°meone whoee worde I underetand mentioned them.; And eo muoh the |
4more ir 1 ehould be deoeived a8 often huppene and believe in them°‘
:th°u8h I do not yet believe in the Being whoee exietenee you would
pr°V°-«- (Deane 8 tran. Proelogium. PP. 145-7.

Suooinotly put Guenimo 8 reply might be stated A - If to have

';a thing 'in underetanding implioe that I oomprehend in my knowledge ite SN

. CXEREXEXK o
“.existenoe in reulity - then there ie no dietinotion 1n time between a o

f°°n°ept having en objeot in the underetanding and Lnowledgo of ite o
BXietence For example, the pioture whioh firet exiete in the mind of : ?
bthe puinter then in aotuulity 1n the oonorete objeot.‘ ’

S B - That the aeeerticn about x (ueing our previone symbol)
:that it cannot bo oonoeived not. to ewiet oannot be aooepted for if

thiﬂ is, inpoeeiblo, whet ie the obneot of thie urgument egainet the

| denier oi X.} (Evidently, Guanilo meane that if God oannot be coneeivedjl'

‘Un°t to eniet no one oen doubt that ‘He' does not Olet and 80, there
19 no uee to ergue egeinet one who oluime He doee not exiet. He may
Jblaim that God doee not exiet bnt that doee not meke it 90° in faot

hi? °1aim is of no value when the aotual faot ie thet no- one oan

‘Oonoeive God'e non-exietenoe.) .
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C - Guanilo holde that what is in the understanding is ' not. |
; neoessarily real, that ie objeotively eo beoauee in the underetanding
'are all sorts. of. thinge whoee existenee are uncertain or. whioh do not -
'a exist at. all. | | SEE .
3. He holds thut Anselm's exumple of the picture snd the
| peinter ie not a good analoyy to the idea of X; i;; Be:oennot eonoeive\
'the neture of X as he ounnot oonoeive the neture of God and for thie
very. reueon God can be eonceived not to eriet. He cannot oomprehend
;vreality even from eome other like reality. For he eaye, you youreelf
*eeeert thet realitJ is euoh thut there can be nothing elee like it.
17He then givee exemple ‘of & man who was abeolutely unknown to him. He 1“i
',oould underetand the ohuraoterietioe of the man numed beouuee he knew ~“j
“in general what nan ie.‘ But even at that he oould be abeolntely e
.‘deceived for the man named - might not exiet nt ell. He oan oonoeive
h‘oﬂ a man . euoh ae mentioned beoauee he knowe the oharaoterietios of man
;in general but of .God he cannot oonoeive. ekoept as a word beoaueel
he knowe no : . HB o0lass cherecterietioe to whioh uod can be lihened.
"When a thing 18 underetood it ie not underetood by a mere. word whioh | ‘
.ie a real thing as far as the ‘sound of lettere and - eyllables is eoneerned;
;but a thing is understood by what. the word denotee.~ Here we note ;»
”Guanilo 's nominalistic tendenoiee.~ To him the word God is a. mere WV’A°”
.oonoept and we do not know ite nature in reality.; | | |
- 5. He then tekee up the next point made by Aneelm that iIfE
ﬂ dOee not exist in reality, then whetever exiete in reality would be
.VSreater than X. So X, which has been proved to exiet in’ my underetanding, »
‘g‘00uld not be greater ‘than Y, (all other beinge) Guanilo admits that
- X is at least in the underetunding.' ‘But . to be in the underetanding doee
not mean that it has real or obJeotive exietenoe. “As tofthe argument‘}

‘ that X muet exiet or 1t would not be X (otherwiee the Be;ng‘whioh 15';;

3 .
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figreater than all would not be greater than all. ) Guanilo eeye 'I
f'deny that X ie greuter than any ‘real obJoct." And further he deniee
; any other existence.to X than mentel exietenoe.;' |
:_ . He then argues that before you can hold that X subeiete in 1teelf
- You muet prove ‘that X 1tself really exiete somewhere (i.e. objeotively) |
When X 18 objective reality is’ proved then from ‘the . fuot that it is
Breater than,\”may be proved that it ie abeolute and independent, (i.e.,.:
eubeiete in 1tee1f). _ , : O :

| 6 In thieupart ‘he gives hie famoue 111uetration of a 1oet :- |
iBland, He says, "For evample 1t is .said that somewhere in the ooeanV'
18 an inland, whioh beoauee of the. diffioulty or rathor the 1mpoeeib111-'
nty, of’ dieoovering whet does not exint, is oalled the Lost Ielund.. ‘And
,‘they Bay that this Island hae an 1nest1mab1e wealth end all manner of
ri°hes ‘and delicaoles in greater ‘sbundance than is told of the Ielende
- of. the Bloet end that, having no owner or 1nhebitant ‘it is more . '
'°X°ellent than all other oountriee whioh are 1nhab1tod by mankind 1n
the sbundance with which 1t 1s stored. ' R

“"But if eomeone should tell me thet there 1e euoh an ieland I ehouldv;'“
| easny underetand.f. his words, in which there 1s.no diffioulty.,. But L
neupp°80 that he went on to eay, ae if by logioel 1nferenoe' 'You oan :
no 1°nger doubt that thie Ieland which' 18 more exoellent. than 811

lunds, exists eomewhere,‘since you have no doubt that it is in your

‘underetanding. And since it is more exoellent not to be 1n the under-"”
:ostandinﬁ alono but to exiet both 1n the underetandinv and in reality,r

- for thig reaeon i1t must exist. For if it does not exiet any land whioh
i»really GX1ate will be more exoellent than 1t and 80" the. Islund alreedy?
;understood by you to be more exoellent will not be more exoellent.

" )
| It a man ehould try to prove to me by euoh reaeoning that this
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‘Island truly exists end that its existenoe should no 1onger be
:Qdoubted either I should believe thut he uas Jesting or I know not
‘Which I ought to regard as the greater fool: myself eupposing thet |
I should sllow this proof; or him,. &£ he should suppose thetehe hed |
[establiehed with any certainty, the existenoe of this islend.% For he ;
:°u8ht to. show first that the hypothetioel excellence of this‘Ieland
‘;exists ag a real and induoitable faot and in no wise,as eny‘unreal
‘PbJSOt or. one Who existenoe 18 unoertain in my understanding "\'
. Robert Flint in his "Theism", obJeots to. this illustration of
-'the Lost Island.; His»words ‘are interesting.\ﬂﬂe eays ;“There is no
f°r00 .aB Anselm showed, in the objeotion of &uenilo thet the -
_ existence of God can . no more be inferred from the Idea of a Perﬂept -
‘Being than the existence of a Perfeot Islund is to. be inferred from j‘
| the 1dea of ‘such un island.\ There neither ie nor ean be the ideu of
“ﬁn Isiand whioh ie greater or. better then any other whioh can ever be
: oonoeived Anselm oould sefely promise that he wouhd meke Guenilo a
preeent of guck an Islund when_ he had imaginedit. Only one Bein van-"
1nf1n1te independent neoessary Being - owi be perfeot in the sense.
‘of beinB greater -and better than every other coneeiveable beinp. .
' 7- In the seventh plaoe Guanilo points out. th&t this X muet be
firﬂt Proved in gome way. to have objeetive existenoe.- Then we may be--
able o Prove from this all the ottributes thet euoh a Being neoessarily h
{ Bhould possees. To ue this is a good point. Anéelm tries to prove the |
h,reality of God from his attributes. Guanilo would prove the attributes
lonly after the exietenoe of God had been proved." Anselm takes the ";
attributee for -granted und prooeeds to. prove God from them, but thie :
i“oannot be done. And as Guanilo holds the attributeg\must be proved

-first, or God 8 obdeotive reality must be proved first in eome othe

- way,



.,iThen’Guaniio'ehowethat'thefnon-exietenoe*of‘God is not the -
only thing that‘ie inoonoeivahle., He epeake of h&meelf saying that
Sinoe he is to poeitively aware of hie own' e\ietenoe he is not eure
that he ~can conoeive of his non—exietence. So oneeeelf as well as o |
G°d. are in the same olass as far ag the conoeption of non-exietenee-:"

15 coneerned. Inutoad of - eaJing the non-existence of God ie inooncei-

vable he holde 1t would be better to eay it is unintelligible.. hor, Ca

‘a°°°rding to the true meaning of the word ‘unreal objeote are unin— ;;
' t911181?119. Paunin remarke,"Guanilo touched the. nerve of the whole o
'198&0 when distinguishing the oonoeiveable from the intelligible _end L
‘deolared that unreal obJeote are unintelligible.. Other teete of..
°X18tenoe we have none; if God exists even He oannot eeoape it (that
18. thin test of M) Amer. Jour. of Theol. Vol. 10 p. 57.
” 8. Fina11y, Guanilo paeses a compliment upon Aneelm BY: iegarding
'Ithe other parts of his bookefﬁenépeaye "Are . argued with such truth, |
‘8“°h brilliancy euoh grandeur ~ond are Bso replete ‘with ueefulnese
80 fragrant with u certain perfume of devout und holy feeling, -that
"th°u8h there are matters in the beginning whieh however rightly
-Bensed, uge weakly preeented ‘the rest of the work should nct he
| re.‘!ected on thie acocount. Rather ought these earlier matters to be
reaeoned more oogently, and the whole to be’ received with great |
:reepeot and honor. N l\ U . |

As’ to the value cf Guanilo s reply, we believe it is a valid |
»rebuttal and dieproof of Aneelm 8 argument a8 long as we aleo deny the
Platonic pre-euppoeition with which Aneelm hegan.: It would be taken
.by oommon ooneent that anything in the underetanding doee not neoeseari-f»
ly have tonexist. With Guanilo, we would think a man wae Johing with

“B who made euoh a elaim. _As Weber eaye "the eritioism of Guanilo ie s
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Juetf Indeed the Ontologioal Argument would be conolusive only in i

‘”088e the idea and the existenoe of God in the human mind were identi-'

031- If our idea of God ig God himself it is evident that this Idea

-/

”18 the immediate and inoontrovertible prooi ‘of the existenoe of God.

“But wh&t the theologians aim to prove is not the etistenoe of the

.rCnanil

GOd Idea of Plato and Hepel but the existenoe of the personal 'God e

br°ad and profound oonoeption or the sagaoity of his opponent who,'
in the . eeolusion of his cell, antioipates the Transcendent&l Dialectic
of Kﬂnt " (ﬁnxnntuxxxannx Weber 8 Hist. ‘of Philosophy. pp. ' )»’

“\D rner in 1ntorpretation—of—ﬁuanilo*s—reply«—says—-het-~
Guanilo LO_vwias tryin
Dorneyty

s

bein& in the understandi) g"it\mnly existe therein by the ear nos- by s

being. It only x{Bte as & men\;ho\h s\heftd a sound*endaavors to

embraoe a,thing wholly unxnown in-an imagp r‘ri.nd so on, quoting 1rom ; -
‘Guan 10. s . . . Do o oo .

‘Let us notq however, that Guanilo daid not fully oomplehond the'

'debth of Anselm 8 thought. We oannot think. Anseln 80 naive a8 not to

: exiﬂtenoe.

dossmet .
realize thet a mere thought in unoerstanding:imp1§pe its objeotive

'

His own words indioate ‘that he olearly reoogni ;68 the

:diﬂtinotion botwesn in intelieotu und in re.' Anselm had somethinv

deeper in mind than mere thought or idea in fuot ho mskes his oon-"

tention on tho basis of oonoepts that have a right to be oalled univer-'

Bal(rg.s X '
' ant later held,if universal then obdeotiva. - And further

~nema::k,isnntessting.m e~saysr‘ The~highastwessenoe has no

to~substantiatejffh§;s c-Bowevem—tha¢Lm&y“ho -;;} o

'H°W9Ver that may bo' we hurdly Lnow what to admire: most 9t. Anselm b,_h

: —~Mb-doubtiwhether o

\
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'his main contention is not on universals in goneral but on the highest o

univereat God. He did not perhaps always stress this point fully

Gnough but he ooos say very distinotly "Now I promise oonfidentally L

that if any man shall devise anything existent either in reality or
in Oonoept alone exoept that than whioh a greater oannot be oonoeived‘
t° Whioh he oan adapt the soquenoe of my reaeoning, I will disoover

t}at thing and will give him hio Lost Island not to ve, loet again.:h N
a

,(Anselm s Apologetio ‘Deana’ g trane. p. 158). The important point hxxnf'

here . that it is. _
xhnxtio/brought out/is/not xhxt every notion that must. have objeotive

°x18tenoe but onlJ the notion of God. In this respect the universal

God is unique. It soems to us that Guanilo miseed this point and maoe S

‘his °bJPotion upon the basis of any notion in the mind.- As Hoohing .'

gsays "In general the oiroumstanoe that I have &n 1dea of an objeot

18 the Emty emptiest of reasons for suppoeing that that objeot _
erists.' Whatever foroe such reasoning oan have must depend upon some:'
p°°uliarity in the 1dea of God, not ‘to be found in xhntideas or ideals |
:generally. It is alwaye with ‘some inoredulity that we read the
assertion that any idea of ours oarries with 1t its onn guarantee of
reality.
,Wh011v faithful to the history and the anthropology of religion. It
18 the only proof of God Although an idea which ehould oarry on itsﬁg
ifa°e an assurance of reality must have eomething unique about 1t'. Weii
are not Without analogies whioh help to interpret this extraordinary
"type 01 argument. The Idea of God ie not the only one of our ideae

which Seem to oonvey .an assuranoe of objeotivity. My idea of spaoe»If

’am 1nolined to regard 88 real. Of my idea of oausality, 1 oan hardlyv
ﬁhlnk that it is an idea only, a form of relating events without an

°b390t1ve oounterpart. 50 also with the Boauty of thinge or their :,5“

Yet this same ontologioal argument is the ‘only one - whioh is-i"'
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,Goodnees leto. It 18 not without preoendent then that an idea ‘
should convey with iteelf some appurent title to reality. mt 18 not i
uimpossible that some idea as perhaps the - idea of God,‘ehould ‘be able
to make this title gooa.ﬂ (Hocking 8 "Meaning of God", p. 308). -

,"

Anselm 8 Answer to Guanilo.v

. Anselm attempts u general refutation of . Guanilo e argument against
,him. He replies that either God is not X or he ie not in the under~z“f‘ff
lst“nding or. iu conoept.,uﬂe resorts to an argument ad hominem by
8Dnea11ng to Guanilo s fuith and oonscienoe that his: Jtutemont ie _
f3188~‘ By faith and ooneeienoe, Annelm says, we know God in ooncept f‘
ang underetanding.. Then 1t followe that either Guanilo e grounde are
ot valid, or the 1nference baeed 1ogiou11y on these. grounda ie not
Juatified © And aguinbhe asearts ‘that 12 x is even. oonceived in the '
understanding, 1t muet etist in reality, 1or X oannot be conceived i t -
‘exeept as witheuu beginning, and X (ull other things) which we conoeive,'
b“t Which do not ezist ‘are oonoeived through a beginning. Henoe Y ie
lun°t X therefore X neoessarily exiete because it can be oonoeived to
‘exist Thus he " aeserts in the vame old way thut if a thought is in B
ithe under"tanding, then it ie in reality.,‘-" \ o “

| HO makes a further contention regurding X exieting au & wholefi
'°Vtiythere and alwaJe.w We would grant that X is in the underetanding
‘:&nd that we oan conoeive it to exist. But oonoeiving 1t to eyist

«\doee not nake it exist, ‘not, at leaat from the modern P8y0h°1°81031
.’potnt of view, o - SR

Anuelm then takee up the illuetration of the Loet Island 1n whioh |

G
uanilo triee to show that mn the same . way ag Anselm argument about

fx B0 the real exietenoe of a lost Island might be 1nferred from the"l v

. fuot of 1te being oonceiv /In ehapter nive of hie replv Aneehm t.A

cmae f’ ﬁy;f’//,,,&.»«a /4 ,,.,..ﬁ
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‘takes Guanilo to task for miequoting him. Guanilo epeeke of the
term Being as greater than a11 other beings. Whereae Anselm ueee thetf
‘term'y being than which nothing greater can exist.' Of course Aneelm _
is right in this respeot for there ie a differenoe between the two o
' terms. He is not oonoerned with the merely more exoellent but with
)that than which'a nore excellent oannot be’ conceived. The former ie
' °n€ amonn particulars while the latter is the universal and embraoee
all Darticulare. Thue Anoelm wculd oontend that ror thie reason
Guanilo 8 idea of a Loet Ieland dces’ not involve exietenoe.“ Partioulare
are Lnown through the exietenoe, while univereals are known a priori.
R ch R would grant that Aneelm is right in this oontention it doee SR
not ohange the validity of hie argument although it may weaken |
‘“Omewhat Guanilo" 5 oritioiem.‘ " | | ,:‘y ,
| In the Bthh ohapter of hie Apologetio,. Aneelm points out | |
_Olearly that he meane by understanding an obaect the oompfehending of |
| it ag real existence. 'To have en objeot in the understanding is to t
°°mpr0hend it real, But he oughtto have pointed out that thie oannot
be true of every objeot ' but only of Goo as Leibniz euggeeted. ‘}"
Regaldine this reply’ of Aneelm to Guanilo hindelbanﬁ pointe out that
- Anseln, instead cf holding to the belief that God must be thought
- Slmply expatiates’ further on his argument in the Proelogium that |
‘whetever is in the intellect must be. in re.‘ Leibnia, too mentione .
this a4 a defeot of the Aneelmian argument. If Aneelm had pointed
~°ut more €xpliocitly the unique oharaoter of ‘the- God idea he might have:"
gonG Tarther in his proof. As regarﬁinv the foroe of his anewer to
: G“aniig)there is not much to be eaid in addition to our general oommente ‘
~‘mad° preV1°u91y on the Anselmian’ arguments.' The only real addition that‘i
he mekeg 1n -the Apologetio to his previoueeirgument in the Proelogium

|

‘18 an appeel to the eternity and ubiquity of God, whioh however doee
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.not help him much in the eatablishment of God's existence.; ‘

t

;‘x Desoartes and the Ontologioal Argument.: }
Though Deeoartes 18 the . father of the. modarn dualism of thought |
‘:and 1ts object yet he. is an upholder of the.Ontologioal Argument.‘ ;.“f:7
In faet,. he ie rcgarded as stating this Ontological Proof in a bettor :
forn than Ancelm the originator of the argumont. As 18 generally o
‘n°Nn Descartes starts his philcsophy with a provision&l doubt.‘.ﬁ‘ff"77ﬁ
‘hau been &eekinw to gain uncontaminatdd truth. Nothing is to he ' n
aeoented as true until it has bean proved aboolutely true. Desoartes
: douhts everything,‘~ the testimony of th;\renses,uhe exibtenoe of
the m&terial uorld ‘and the existenoe of Godls Aiter etumining all
’traditional beliefa he comes to the. oonclusion that ‘the only thing that
‘cannOt be successfullJ doubted in the thinking process itself. As he
- Bay '8, one thing I am certain of ‘is that I am. oonscious of mJaelf as
,‘thinking = even 1n dcubting I am thinking.: Therefore, an. unalysis of
Our ideas reveals at lecast one absolutely oertain prinoiple "Oogito A$”\
‘°’f=»° Sum," " think ‘thorefore I an".. He belioves that this
nrinciple gives him a oriterion of truth.’ Its oharaoteristio is

-diStinctness and olearneas and he. regards these Gharaoteristic a8 the

Proof of the truth of 1deas. ﬂThus for Desoartes reality lies within o

. the 8eRf, and now the problem 18 how to get out of the aelf — '
‘s°1ipsism. He propones to escape solipsism through the door of logic.’
.HG maintains that any 1dea is as true as the oonsoiousness that o
i,a°°°mpaniea 1t Just as 1n geometry a propoaition ‘partakes of the\  |
axiomg from which 1t 13 derived. There are at 1eaat three kinda of
'1deas in, my mind, adventitious (what comes in) factttioua (what ‘the

- 'mi
nd oreates Cr makesg over)- and 1nnate‘., Descartos hits upon the
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~1nnate ideae to help him out of his sobipsicm.‘ Innate ideas are not
derived from experienoe and they are clear and d&stinot.‘ God as 8

perfect Being is one of these 1doas. Now if the idea of God can be

deduoted from oonsoiousness it would prove very useful to Deecartes

.‘nrovided of gourse, it had re&lity. Consoiousness on1J knows 1tself ,7'

and the question ie how is the- outorﬁworld to be known. ‘ Descartes a
" thought that if God could be demonstrated then he oould demonstrate
the existence of nature. It 48 not our purpose to discuss Descartes
'any further than to show how he is 1ed tc disouns the problem of |
"the*em. He reyarded this question ae being of suoh 1mportanoe that he-
ave aJ number of arguments tenaing to edtablish the existenoe of
'God.‘ We are cnly 1ntereeted in tho two Ontolooical urgumcnts whioh he -
disbusses. One is a simple deduction ,which mtght be qtated ”If I
havo in my oonsciousness any idea as clear and dibtinct as my idea of
| mvself it must have evistence as myself. My idea of God has Just , 

1thut olearnese ana distinotness* therefore Go& exists.” AshDesoa tes'

himself statea it "But now if I because I can druw from my thoughtd .

s

:, Desoartes '  4?” T ;e”

| Hig aeoond)proof is)the geometrieal urg%/gnt’zgf naméalby
) i.- (/

'..'
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the idea of an object, it follows thut ell I clearly and distinctly

~ &pprehend pertaining'to thieiobjeot does in truth belong to it. May'

I not from this derive an argumont for the exietenee’of God? It
',iB;eertain that I no less find the idea of & God ih my- conscious-
nees' that“ie ‘the. idea‘of a Beiné supremely perfect, than that

+ 0f an figure or number whatever; and I know with not lees clearneae
Nand dietinotnees that an aotual and eternal exietence pertains to
318 nature, than that all which ie dennnetrable of any figure or :'

- number freely belonge to ‘the nature of that figure or number' “end

rtherefore although all the oonolueione of the‘preeeding meditatiene |

‘:Were falee the evietence of God would pass with me for a tiuth at

leaet as eertain as I- ever Judge any truth of mathematics to be, ,,-“ |

.\:alth°u8h indeed such & dootrine may at firat eight appear to con-

' itain more sophietry than truth. For as I have been aocuetomed tn
*ngery Other matter to dietinguiah between existence and easenee,

I eaeily believe that ‘the existence can be separated from the |

. eBBence of God and that thus God may be conceived as not actually B
~éxistin8 But nevertheless, when I think of it more attentively,
‘it appears that the existenee can no more be eeparated from the‘ B
.easence of .God, than the idea of a mountain from that of a valley,
Or the equality of its three sngles. to two right-angles from the‘
‘®88ence of a triangle, so that it is not less imposeible to con-

:e'°eive a GOd that is, a Being eupremely perfect to whomn exietenee

1e a wanting or who is devoid of a certain perfection than to

.°0nce1ve & mountain without a valley. ' /]t di feTigrs. - Clﬂ[r /"'f//’?U;

Desoartee seems to antioipate the objeotion of Kant and others

"1n regard to his statement of this argument.' Kent made . the obdeo-'.'

 t10n that 1t 1s not neoeeeary to ‘think & triangle or to think a

R




thinking a

:. mountain and thereTore a valleg)ie not unalogous ‘to thinking God and | |
therefore his exietenoe He-saye " But in truth I oannot conceive a -
hiGod unlees a8 existing, any more than I cen & mountain without a f'."‘h.
.Valloy, yet Juet as it doee not follow thet there ie .any mountain in :
»fthe ‘world merely beoauee I oonoeive a mountain.with 8 valley, eo
Jlikewiee though I oonoeive God as exieting. it doee not seem to_g
gfollow on that account that God exists. for my. thought 1mposee no'
‘neoeeeity upon thinge' and ae I may imagine a. winged horse, though
'»vthere be none .such,. .80 I oould perhape attribute exietenco to God
‘t‘though no God exieted.} But the oases are not analogous, and a"
:fallaoy lurks under the semblanoe of thie objeotion, for beoauee I -
*‘O&nnot conceive a. mountain without a valley, it doee not follow thut‘
'there ‘is any mountuin or valley in exietenoe, but simply that the
‘mOuntain or valley, whether “they do or do not exiet are ineeparable
“from each .other; whereaa on the other hand because I cannot. conoeive
God unless as existing, 1t followe that exietenoe ie ineeparable
from Him, and therefore that He really exiete not that this ie
‘brought about by my thought or that it imposes any neoeseity upon
.thinga but on the contrary. the necessity which lies within 1tself,
that is, the necessity of the exietenoe of God, determinee me to
1 think in thie way. For it is not in my power to conceive a God
Without elistence, that is, a Being supreme and perfeot, and yet
- devold of absolute perfeotion, as I am free to imagine a horee with
or W1thout wings." . | g
Desoartee ‘then takes up the objeotion that bo posit exietenoe
°f God after granting Him all perfeotion is to urgue in a cinde.
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.He,holds that upon the basis of this idea not'being-factitious,‘that‘
is, depending sayply upon my. thought but upon the basis that it 1s o
8n innate idea, we can hold to its truth. Finite beings could notw
originate such an idea. It can come only from the existence of such
a being, He says, "Nor must it be alleged here as an ob} eetion that
1t is 1n truth necessary to admit ‘that God euists after having
’Bupposed him to possess a11 pergection,;sinoe existenoe is one of
:them, but that my original supposition was not neoessary,‘just as it
is’ not necessary to think that all quadrilateral figures can be | S
inscribed 1n a circle, since if I supposed this I ehould be const&@ined :
to admit that the rhombus being a figure of four sides oan be therein
inscribed, which however is manigestly false. Thisaobjeotion 1s
I_say, 1noompetent-’for although it may not be neeessary that I shall
at any time entertain the notion of Deity. yet each tinme I happen to
~ think of a first and eovereign being, and to draw 80 to speak the
ldea of him from the storehouse of the mind I am necessitated to
attribute to him a11 kinds of perfeotions though I ma& not:enumerate
j them all or think of each of them in particular. And this necessity
18 Suffieient a8 soon as I diseover that existence is a perfection
.t° cause me to infer the existence of this first and sovereign being'
Just a8 1t is not neoessary that I should ever 1mag1ne any triangle,
'but Whenever .I am desirous of considering a reotilinear figure |
Composed of only three angles, it B ¥:] absolutely neeessary to ettribute
thoge properties to 4t from which it 1s eorrectly inferred, that 1ts'
three angles are not greater than. two right-angles although perhaps .
» I may not them advert to this relation in particular.“
| Huving gone at this length in his argument, which is called
1 ’the Beometricsal proof for God, Descartes then falls back upon his
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’dicfum that true ideas are #hose that are olearly and distinectly
peroeived ‘end that the God. idea 1e one of this ohareoter.' He says,
"But indeed whatever mode of probation Iin the end adopt it always.
.returne to this, that it is only the thinge I olearly and distinotly
.Perceive ‘which have ‘the power of oompletely persuading me. And
7a1though of the objeots I oonoeive in this manner eome indeed are,e' |
‘,Obvioue to everyone while others are only dieoovered after oloee and‘;'
'Oareful 1nveetigation- nevertheleee after\they are onoe;uieoovered,

. the latter are not eteemed less oertaih than the‘formera 'Thue; for
GXamplé to take the oaee'of'the'right~argled friunble, althoughrit .
is not eo manifest at first that the square of the base 18 equal to,r'
the squares of the other two éides, as that the “base ie Opposite to
The greatest angle; neverthelees after it is once apprehended, we are
ag firmly persuaded of the truth of the former as of the latter. And
with respect to God, 1f I were not preoooupied by prejudioee and my
thought bo eet on all eidee by the oontinual ‘pregence of the images

of Sensible objeots I ehould know nothing'sooner or more easily than
the faot that we see Him. For is there any truth more clear than the}»"
®x1stence of a Bi¥reme Being or of God,. seeing it is to his-essence
. &lone that neoeseary and eternal exietenoe pertaine? And although
vthe right peroeption of this truth hae ooet me muoh close thinking,
neVerthelose at preeent I feel not only as aeeured of 1t as of what
I deen most certain, but I remark. further ‘that the oertitude of all
; Other truthe ie so abeolutely dependent on it that without this'

: kn°W1edge it is 1mpoaeib1e ever to know enything perfeotly. “.

It is pointed out by Dorner that Desoartee makes an advanoe
Uron Angelm in that he holds that all other ideas oarry‘in them -
P°88#b111ty‘¢n1y andhoohtingono&;lbut the idea of God aeﬂfhe'moef
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real.of'alllbeinge, oarriee also in iteelf‘ite‘neoeeearia et
Oterniu exietenoiai Dorner in oritioiem eeye "By such reaeoning -
Some negative or apogogic aid is rcndered to the proof that, we do -
not arrive oontingently at the thought of ‘the ubeolute- but nothing
more. Granting that the idea of God lies ready made and innate |
Within us, we might it ie true be compelled to think it, but the .
aDm‘eheneion would %ﬁill be abeent of the faot thet the thought of
~ the divine existence neoeeeary anhered in the thought, of God.ﬂ ;?‘
And further it will be granted thet modern psyoho-anelyeie

Would not fully admit Deeeartee‘ oriterion of truth. We need only to
| Witneee the facts of dream life.' It is objeoted on good grounds thet

the Carteaian theory of cognition of God does not differ from his |
‘itheOry of any obJeotive reality. -And since hie philosophy hae beoome
‘“untiqu&ted and rejeoted hie whole argument for the existenoe of God
h&S beocme impaired. The caee ie the same as with Aneelm‘ 18 you |
' a°°ept his epietemology you have to accept hie oonolueion. After o

reViGWing Anselm we came to the oonolueion that while his syllogietie
Dutting of the argument may have been fuulty, yet upon the- deeper basis
1°f the Platonic pre-euppoeitione hisnconclusions were hard to refute.
.N°W in regard to Deeoartee we meet this etrange eituetion. He
reetatee the Aneelmic urgument and epeake of the Supreme Bein not
88 a greater then whieh eannot be thought but a8 the all-ﬁerfeot Being.
Perfection ie a univereal in the Platonic sense. Yet Deeoertee'v
seP&ration of thought and being, or oonecioueneee and its world,
ﬂividea into two sides the guli’ whieh he apparently had bridged by
hisg insietenoe on universal perfeotion implying the eyietenoe of
God. Hyg ontologloal argument attempts to unite thought and being,a |

.While his epietemology eeparetee these two again;'and ever since
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Deeoartes' day philosophy has been%try;ng to overeome this dualiem of ,
eubject and 1ts objeot. | | - H">' v‘ | | ‘, |
- Deeoartes no doubt aid not ‘8oe the 1noonaieten¢iee in hie"‘
.several views, ond if he hod he might hawe saved the world a deal"
.Of trouble in trying to answer the problem, 1e exietenoe created?
.Ior our preeent purpoee we can only hint that the dualiem whioh
Dosoartee oreeted does not exiet ‘and that hie version of the ontolo-e
?ioal argunent containe more truth than hie dualism. Of courge, on_~
the baeie of this modern dualism oi thought and objeot Deeoartee ie

to be oritioieed 1n hie vereion of the ontologioal argument upon the'

B&me grounde as Aneelm. Khnt tekes up in particular this geometrioalv'

:argument eo-oalled end apparently demoliahee 1t to the aatiefaction
of most thinkers. We ehell take up thia oritioiem of Knnt and treat

“1t when we come to him.
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Spinoza endtthe'Ontologioalfnrgument.t

Spinoza "the God intoxicated man,™ naturally was intereeted in an i

3argument for the proof of God.i So entranoed was he by the methematnxal
formula of Deeoartee that he attempted to construct on a geometrieal |
)mOdel o complete eyetem of the knowledge of God of the Universe 'anﬂ
| °f Man He-writee "I will write about humen beings as: though I were

cOnoerned with lines and planes and solids.” And 8o’ hia chief wor k

 the "Ethics", is a treatise whieh ooneiate of definitione exiome and
‘demonetratione 1ike the Euolidian geometry. With Spinoza definitione o

_play 8 more impoartant part than with either Anselm or Descartee.

" His definition of a eunreme being is, "By God I mean a Being
8bsolutely infinite, that is, a eubetanoe ¢onsisting in infinite
attributee of which each. expreeeee eternal and infinite eseentiality "o

Having given this definition he proeeede'in PrOpoeitionJSI. as followe{
:"GOd. or Subetanoe, conaieting of infinite aﬁtributee of: which eaoh

 °Xpressee eternal and infinite eeeentiality, neoeesarily exiets.ﬂ A

o 1his propoeition “he glves. the following proofe, "If thie be
denied ecneeive if poeeible that God does not exiet then Hie

eBBenoe does not involve existence. But thie (by Propoeition 7) ie

abeurd. Therefore God neoeeearily exiats. Now Propoeition 7 reade,

"EXistenee belonge to the Nature of eubstanee;.'Proof. Subetanoe .

,Oannot be produoed by anything external must therefore be ite own ;‘,
“°a“86 that is, its eeeenoe neeeaearily involvee exietenoe for‘e~

eX1Btenee belonge to its own nature."

The firet etatement in the proof oomee from eorollary to Propo-_

Bition 6, whioh reade, "One eubetance cannot be produeed by another

Substance. Proof. It is 1mpoeeible that there should be in tho
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universe two eubetanoee with an 1dentioal attribute.;:That'ie, which
have anything common to them both, and therefore one cannot be the:
Cause of another, neither can one be produced by the otherey Q;E.D;
Gbrollaryjanﬁenoe it followe that a eubetanoe camot be produoed by"
.anything external to 1tee1f for in the universe nothing 1s grunted _v
tSaVe subetance and their modifications. How (by thc last proposi-a
tion). subetanoe oannot be produced by another eubetunoe thereﬂore
1t O&nnot be produeed by anything external 1tee1f. Q.E. D. This is
Bhown etill more readily by the abeurdity of the oontradiotory.v Por} \
,1f subetanoe be produoed by an external oauee the knowledge of 1t
woulq depend upon the knowledge of ite cause, aud 1tee1f would not be‘
& substance. ' - o ‘  ' ‘m R

~ Then, etep by etep from the original proposition ‘ag 1n geometry,
Lhe arrives at his eonolueion. "Therefore God neoeesurily exiete;" QDB.
‘And after giving proof upon proof and eaoh time apparently with
mathemati eal preoieion arrivlng at his conolusion, "God neceeearily:
"’Msts". QED, - Spinoza 1s 'still a ittile Zoubtful of the velidity of
'hiﬂ Own proof. He eans, "Many pereone will not be able to see the
‘f°r°0 of thie demonetration. If people would ooneider the nature of
;Bubstance they would have no doubte about the truth of proposition 7.
In f8¢t this proposition would be a univereal axiom ‘and scoounted &
'truiem. For, by eubetanoe would be. underetood thet whioh is in iteelf_
8nd is ﬁoeivea through 1tself, - that is, something of which the
°°n09ption requiree not the oonoeption of anything olse°'whereae :
m°difioations exist in eomething external to themeelvee und a oon-f‘
cePtion of_ them 18 formed by means of a conception of & thing in whioh
thoy exist, Theréfore,vwe may'have true ideas of non—existent modi-

.?10at19n8; for although they may havehno aotual‘ekietenoe apart.from.:
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. the conceiving intelleot yet their essence is 8o involvod in some-
thino external to themselves that they may through it be conceived.
Whereas the onl& :;::hsubstance/oan have, external to the intellect,
mmust gonsist in their: existo?oe because ‘they are - ‘conceived through
'themselvee. (hthics x£§z§§2 trons. pe 43 ) .

- As logical ue Spinoza 8 propoeitione and proofs appear to be ,
we' must ask thie one importunt question can we grant his definitjone?
And this is whst we must ask of all mathematioal demonstrations - we
must first be Bure‘we oun.grant the definition beforo.we can eooept,‘
the conclusioh~that.logioally follows; ‘If.we do accept Spinoze's L
| definition that absolute infinity and perfeotion of a thing 'e"s‘talbiishes .
. its exietenoe~'then in hisuown worﬂé 1t 1e‘true thet "Of no exiotenoe
can ‘We be more sure than of the existence of the Being, abeolutely
1n?in1te or perfeot that is, God." |

In fact we have really made no progress until Spinoza has shown
,Lhat we must aooept his pre-supposed definitions.' Leibnitz held
m&themutioal definition must be uhown tO‘oorrespond to<roa11ty,'and'

- 88 he urped, "We cannot uafoly uee definitions beforo knowing that

they are real." . A \; - e

if we allowed Spinova's definitione*(ﬁhioh manifeetlytwe camot

"“ntil proven ) by his causa sui we would" apparently have satisfied the

Piret demand of the Anselmisn proot, namely, God is only thought if -

He is thought as exieting'~ existenoe neoesearily inheres 1n the 1dea.‘
- But the further question remains that if God‘is not an idea of a

°°ntiogent being, we must still ask whether heeis«not o'oontingeno

idéa- and not a necessary 1dea;othatvis, whether 1t is ﬁodeseary‘to

%% think the idee of Goo,‘ We have seen that in this matter Deeoeftee

ha§‘given us only a negative and apogogic reply. It remained for Kant
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to enter prbfoundly’info’this quostion. But before taking up his
00ntributions pro and con, to the Ontologicul Argumont 1et us con-r

sider the reaction of Loibnitz to the general argument. _

4
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Leibnitz and the Qntologioal Argument.

.Leibnitz‘ie a oritic of Descartes as regards his:putting of-the
Ontological Argument. While he acknowledges his belief in innate .
ideas, and in particular the'innete‘idea,of God, yet he holdevfhere
is'a gap to be filled in the Cartesian reasoning. He does not'believe
with the eoholaetice that the Ontologioal Argument amounts to a
Paralogism but that it - is an imperieot demonstration. . He holde that
Descartes is ot fault in assuming that the perfect beinv 13 poesiblo
and 1mpliee no oontradiotion. He agrees thut if this single point of
the poseibllitv of God were proved 1n addition to\the Ontological
Qrgument - the whole demonstration would be complete. »

» ' Leibnitz admits that we have the right to preeume the possibility
of every being and - especislly that of God until a oontradiction ie
'.foun d, and he makes this admission in favor of the argument. It at
‘ _leaet gives ue'aAmorelly demonetretive oonoluelon. Yet while this |
may be so neventheleee'he believes 1t 1s not quite sufficient.and that
8 demonstration must be eonght‘whioh has the gstrictness of a'proOf in
' mathematioe. 'ln‘hie own words, "Although I am for innafe_ideeeﬂend
‘in particular for that of God, I do n;st think that the demonstrations
of the Carfeeiane drawn from the idea of God are perfeot. I have ‘
Bhown fully elsowhere that \hat Deeoartee has borrowed from Anseln is
Very beautiful snd really very 1ngenioue but that there is still 21
- 8ap therein to be filled: This celebrated arohbishop who was without
doubt one of the most able men of hie time congratulates himself not
‘Without reason, for having disocovered & meane of proving the existenoe
°f God, a ‘priori, by means of its own notion, without referring to its
effeots., And this is very re arly. the foroe.of his argnment: God 1is
- the greatest, or as 'Descartes says, the most perfect of belngs.‘

O rather, a Being of supreme grandeur and pprfeotion,finoluding.all
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degreee thereof] fhat is, the notion of God. See now how existence

‘follows from this notion. To exist ie something more than not to
eexist, or rather existence adds & degree to grandeur and perfection
_ and as Descartes states it, exietenoe is iteelf a perfection. There~
- fore this degree of grandeur and perfeotion or rather this perfeotion

’whioh ooneiete in exietenoe is in thie supreme all—great all-

perfeot Being, or otherwise gome degree would be wanting to it,

. oontrary to its definition, eoneeouently this Bupreme being eziete.

’f The eoholaetios have mieunderetood this argument and have taken it

'&8 a paralogiem, in whioh resypeoct they were altogether wrong, and

Desoartee who etudied~quite a long time the scholastic philoeophy‘at*

‘the Jesuit of Le IMleche, hed'greet‘reeeone‘for're-eetebliehihg it.

'It is not a parelogism, but an imperfect demcnstration, which EBSumee’ |

something that must still be proved in order to render it mathematioally
evident; . that ig, it is taoitly aeeumed that this idea of the 8ll-
great or ell-perfeot Being 1e poeeible and 1mp11ee no oontradiotion

" and it is slready something that by this remapf it is proved that,

- assuming that God 1is possible, he exists. This is the pri#ilege of
- divinity alone. We have the righﬁ to'preeome the~poeeibility‘of overy

being, eepeeially that of God, until someone proves "the contrary. ‘S0

that this metaphysical argument already gives a morally demonetrative

- eonclusioh, which declaree that according to the preeent etate of our

knowledge we must Judge that God exists and sct in conformity thereto.
But it 18 to be deeired neverthelees that olever men achieve the _

demonstration with the strictness of & mathemetieal proof -and I think
I have eleevhere said eomething that may ‘gerve thie end." - (Taken from

New Eesays Lonoerning Human Underetanding. Langley' 8 tranelation pp.‘
502, re, )
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We see here again how Leibnitz, as others of his day, believes
that the only valid proof is that built: upon a mathematical model. 7
‘vIn another plaoe ho speaks of this same defect of assuminb the
| possibility of God end concluding therefore that He exists. “He says
thet the assumption of tho possibility-of God which 1s secured from
fheving an idea in the mind is analogous to the idee of perpetual
: motion whioh we assume to have, and as perpetual motion is an imposei-
bility, therefore our idee of it is not reul but apparent. hnd eo
.likewise ‘before we oan deduct the etistenoe of God from the idea of
God, we must prove his possibility. Leibniz own stetement'oi this
contention is as follows' "The other argumont of Descartes whiah
'undertakes to prove the existenoe of God beouuse ‘the idee of him isl.
in our souls and must heve oome from the originul is still less
Gonclusive. For, in the first plaoe this argument has this defeot
in eommon with the preoeding, that it assumes that thore is in us such.
an idea, that is that God is possible. For whet Desoartes allegee,
thet in speaking of God we know what we are sqying, and thet conse~
,aquently we have an idea is a deoeptive indication, einee in speaking
of perpetuul meohanical movement, for example we know whet we are
1Baying. and yet this movement is an impossible thing,/giich conse~
'Quently we oan have only an apparcnt idea."‘ /f/fu /(J.rz)/,r Pﬁ *‘5"0 5‘(/’6"!!
_ In xhe xenondxpiexex iexbnixthul&sx :hxtxtkexsrgnment tsx
ﬁinxdnqnexex x
With Anselm there was no question ebout the possibility of God

-ﬁéfin his theory of knowledge to deny the possibility of the univer-
Asal wan absurd and as Desourtes reg&rded the idea of God as innate

it was never thought nooossery to inquiro ebout the possibility of the
idea.' Loibnitz too, regarded the idee of God as innate, and‘the,
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chief reascn for his emphasia'upon the possibility of God is seen in:l~
’the fact that he had a difficulty to ‘meet in reconoiling his
- theology with his theory of physics. So he was oompelled to 1ay
Btrese upon the poseibility of God, a need ‘which was not neoeaeary
in his physics but‘eeaential to hie theology. To Leihnitz,if the
‘1dea of God 18 not oontradictory'it‘ia‘poaeible.4 As’ he aeeumes that
the 1des is not contradictory, thereforepto him,it is pousible. dﬁ
Then he continnes in hie 1easoning that, 1f God be defined as a
‘neceeaary Being, then it is eelffevident that the neceaeity of hie
exietenoe is involved therefore God existe.‘ To thie it ie objeoted
’ that Leibnitz has covered the ground all too quiokly, and what ‘he
really has done 19 to bury the difficulty a 1itt1e deeper undernthe'
ambiguity of ‘the category of poseibility. | ‘
~In the second plaoe Teibnitz holds that the argument is in-
&dquqte whioh attempte to prove thut the 1dea of God whioh is in owr
8ouls must have come from the original thorefore God' exists. He
.realizee that as a believer 1n innate 1deas he ought not to question
. the existence of God but, he holds that he permits thie doubt of ‘God
‘only in relation to a strict demonatration based upon the idea alone.
He rominds us that he does helievenin the existence of Qod and the _
Possibility of demonstrating this exiatence in)other‘ways,‘aehfor
‘1n8tanoe" in the}dootrine of the pre-eetabliaheddharmony. Vie think
; th&t he {is right in his view that all the arguments for the existence
‘of God are good but need“perfeeting. And the Ontological Argument
13118 under the sarme oritioiem 1t too is good but needs to be
Pﬂrfeoted. As regards 1ts worth as a morally demonstrative conclusion,
I"511)111‘!;z is hinting at its validity uﬂ as 8 value Judgment but does
N0t ptate so in 80 many words. ‘In fact, the reality of value judg-

N



ments conee as a later'development after Leibnitz' time and of tnie_
we shall have much to eeyvleter on. ' For our purpose here “however,
we simply eant‘tovnote how he, though eubjecting the Ontological
Argument to criticiem etill sees value in 1t and cennot give it np
fentirely. Ae a rationalist he wne a firmer believer in the a£U g7
priori method cnd gives a most cogent metaphysical urgumentAfor

‘God which ie hord to refute. o 2 x

As Aneelm was criticised in his view of the Ontological Argument

on the baeie of definition 80 Leibnitz is- aleo attacked. Uberweg
- remarks, "Leibnitz makee application of these definitions to the

‘Z-Ontological Argument for the exietence of God in its following

Curteeian form whatever follows from the dofinition of unything can
be prodicated of this thing, exietence follows from the definition of
God as the moet perfoct. being, then which no- greater can be’ conceived
~ for exietence is a perfection therefore existenoe can be pvedicated
" of God.  He arguee that only follows thet God existe provided his |
| exiotence ‘be poesible‘ for the inference from the-definition ke pre-

‘ euppoeee thet the definition ie a real definition . that ie, tbet it

; involvee no contradictions; the nominel definition namely,containe

.only the dietinguiehina.marke while the resal definition eetabliehee

. the poeeibility of the thingidefined; this poseibility is known a

| priori if all the predicates are compatible with each other thet is,

if a complete analyeie diecloeee no contradiction between them.f But

'Jno euoh contradiction is poeeible in the idea of God because this

“~idea includee only reality."‘ U%erweg mekes thie comment upon thie
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addition of- Leibnitz to the Cartesian argument. "But the oategorical
inference from definitione takee not merely the possibility, but the
realitv of the objeot defined for granted the definition only showe

‘. the necessity of our conneoting the predioato with the eubject and
not/:ﬁggoeing the eubjeot to exiat and it leuds, therefore by
itself to a hypothetioal oonolueion whioh only then when the - reality
‘and not merely the poseibility of the eubJeot hee been otherwi
demonetrated paseee over into a categoriocal conclusion. Lant~just1y
disputed tho correctness of the Cartesian argument together with that

N pibuweg - oot FAc(oSola)-/ /71‘ o C g
of the Leibnitzian addition to it./ﬁThis leads us to Lent g

vt 1

| Eorit and the Ontologiosl Argument.

Bollowing Leibnity,the Leibnitz-Wolffian Bchool realizing,the
part played by definition, showed that their predeocesore had treeted‘
éxistence as a perfection among ‘the perfections of the moet perfeet
being. How, they pointed out, thatlifvthe notion of»their predeoeeeore‘
Oonoerning God be eooepted, their an&l&eis of that concept is bound to
establish existence. This is cutting a2t the nerve of the whole argu-
nent. The question may be:aeked,‘doee the’anaiyeis of a ooneept point
to existenee‘ae a neoeeeery eiement of the ooneept? If you answer no,
then the question becomes, 1f not in other cases, why in the oeee of
-GOG? Is 1t not a feot that the reality of a oonoept seeme to be
°btained only by adding eomothing to a oonoept ratherxr than by the mere
d1esootion of a concept; that is, by eyntheeie rathéer than by analysie.

And this is Just ant's point and it is now, appropriate to tuke up
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his anulysis of the Ontologioal Argument. In a tery thorough manner

and very profoundly)Khnt enalyees the argnment employed by the speoular

: tive reason for the prcof of the existenoe of a Supreme Being. He
points out: how reason, seekiny thie proof of God takes the following
course.4 First most naturally, it moves from the conditioned to the
unconditioned or necessary being. Tuking for granted that there must be
- Bome abeolute neoessary existenoe reason endeavors nent to disoover
What kind of bbmngi’that is, whioh is neceseary, and ooncludee thut the
only neoeseary bein: is that which is the condition of all other reality,
‘but which in itself is unoonditioned.A This gives us the oonoeption in

Bhort of an ens realissimum, the moet real being. '

The third step is to conclude that this s being conteining all

reality in itself, 1is the ﬂupreme Being for which reason was eeeking.
Granting thet this reasoning is sound 80 far a8 it goee, Xsnt objeots that
1t does not necegsarily follow that the only necessary being is that
| which contains all reality within itself. For it is,veryjposeible to
héve'a‘neceesary being which is also finite end not intinite. If that
18 so0, we cannot reason from the exietenoe of a neoeseary being to the o
GXietenoe of an infinite being. And thus here‘our argumont ie tntﬁto .
o estopp§J , Even gronting thet we have reached 1egitimetely the A
. existence of & necessary being, we oennot legitimatelv g0 on to an . ng\i
infinite being, as»neoessity of being does not imply infinity of-oeingf§¢54
In Kent'eLOWniwords‘he states the matter as follcws: "For, admitting.the,u
truth of alllthat has been saidv that namely,‘the inference from a

8iven existenoe (my own, for example, ) to thevexistenoe of an uncon-
ditioned and necessary being, is valid unﬁ unaes&ileble- thsat, in the
Beoond'pleoe vie muet ooneider o being whioh contains all re&lity, and

Consequently all the conditions of other beings, to bo absolutely un-

R
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‘oonditioneq; and admitting, too, that wenhave thue'dieoovered the con-
ception of a thing which may be attributed without ineoneietenoy, o
absolute necessity - it does not. follow from all this that the oonception
of a limited being, in which the supreme reality does’ not- reside ie
therefore inoompatible with the idea of absolute necessity. For |
although I do not dieoover the element of the unconditioned in the oon-‘ ‘
ception of suoh a being - an elemnent whioh is manifestly exietent in the .
| eum total of all conditione, I am not entitled to oonolude that ito i" B
1existence is therefore eonditioned~ Juet og I am not entitled to affirm,
~in a hypothetical svllogiem, that where 8 oertain oondition does not
iexiet (in the present, .completeneee as fer as pure: oonceptione are |
'oonoerned) the oondition doee not exist either. On the eontrary, we are
“free to consider ell limited beinge ae likewise unconditionally ncoee-

sary, elthough we are unable to infer thie from the general oonception ‘x(;

o et .w**‘
wa S, ‘ -

‘which we have of thom.' Thus oonduoted,,thie argument ia inoapeble of" ‘
?4giving ue the leaet notion of the propertiee of & neoeseary being, and :5
‘muet be in every- reepeot without reeult." ‘ff‘h?'°‘ oI V”{‘ Kﬁ‘r'ﬂ Fﬁ'

| Hotwithetendinp the logioal defioienoies whioh he sees in this

‘argument KEnt ‘makes ‘some interesting remarke upon its deep~eeated
“‘influenoe. He eaye.."Thie argument oontinuee however to . poeeees a
weight and an authority which 1n epite of its objeotive ineuffioienoy.
it has never been divoeted of. “or granting that certain reeponeibilities
lie upon ue which as baeed on the ideas of reason, deeerve to be | |
respected snd submitted to although they are inoapable of a real or
_praotioal application to our: nature, or in.other words, would be )
iresponeibilitiee without motives exoept upon the euppoeition of a

supreme being to give effeot and influence to the practioal 1aws- in such

& case we whould be bound to obey our oonoeptione which, although '

LA
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obJjectively insufficieat, do, aocordlng to the standard of reason,
preponderate over and are eupeiior to any claims that may be,admanoed
‘from any othen quarter. The equilibirum of doudbt would in thie‘oaee
be destroyed by a praotioal addition' indeed reason. would be’ compelled
to .condemn herself if ehe refused to oomply with the demands of the
judgment no eupcrior to whioh we knowf- however defective. her under-
] utanding of the# grounds of theee demands might bo." (Critique of Pure
Reason Ihch&el,john 8 translation p.- 441. ) R

In a paesage preliminury to his dieoussion of the argumenh of ;
Theiem which he deolaree ‘to ooneiet of only three, namely the dov “
phyeiologioal the coemological ond the ontological he practically
shows in one point his chief,objeotion,tolthe Qntological Argument. |
'He regarde it as based-upon grounda oontrary'to hle philoeopﬁioel‘
viewpoint namely, the 1mpoosibility of knowing obJecte beyond the
'~phenomenal world. ‘He eaya "I ahall show it as unsuocessful on the
:one path ~ the empirioal‘ as on the other - the tranedendental and
that 1t stretohee 1ta winga in vain to soar beyond the world of senae
by the mere might of apeculative thought " l' . | |
U th\&ugh his dissertnion off the 1mposaibility of an ontologioal
fproof for ‘the exietenoe of a Supreme Beinga‘g;d'again he shows that
-1n the final analyeie his chief oriticism of thie proof reats upon
ite 1ncompatibility with the suppositions of hie epietemological
conelueioﬁ. It is to be noted that in the Critique of ‘Pure Reaeon
Kant holds that if tho £inal test of roslity is in the data of
\ seneatlons, there can ‘e no data for the" 1dea of God. He did not mean i
that God‘does not exist, but only:that if he does;exlst It.must]be
out of all relation to the human-intellect. The only method Kont .
knows aooording to tne Critique of Pure ﬁéason, whereby one can learn

of a being,is a‘poeteriori and not é priori%;through'the data of the
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- senses and not through mere actiyities of the thought. Hence from
the idea of absolute being we do not get the right to posit existenoe.
He rematke, "It is evident from whet has been said, that the: ooncep- '
tion of an obsolute;y necegsary. being is & meno_ideo.-the objeotivo~l)
reai;ty‘of which 1is farfron being7eqtabliShednby the mero:faotvthot
it 15 a neédfof reason. On tho contrary, this idea serves merely tél_
~ indicate a OGrtain unattaineble. perfection,‘and rather limits *he |
operations than, by the prebentation ©of new obkeote, extends the .'.
gsphere of the understanding. But a strunge anomaly meets us at thex
very threshold- for the inferenoe from a givon exiatenoe in general
, to an absolutely neceSbary existence, seems to be correct and
-‘unavoidable while the oonditions of the underatanding refuse to aid
us in forming any conception of such & beghg." |

By this laat remark, of,course, Lnnt means that the understanding ‘

operates only;in the world .of experienoe‘ and thorefore can give us no i-"
help" in ‘the 1deas which yransoend experienoe. He reminds us that |
while philoeophers have alwaya talked about an abaolutely ‘necessary
being, they have never taken the trouble -to asoertain it & being of
_thio nature is oonoeivable. much leea _to ahow its exiutenoe is A
demonetrable, As Wutaon 1n 1nterpretin5 Knnt puts - 10 “Ho doubt it
18 eaey to define a neoessary being as one the non-exiatenoe of which
is imposeible. But this does not tell us whether that the non-’ |
existenoe of which is impoesible is really'oonoeivable. Now what we
wish to know 1s the oondltion whioh compel us to affirm that the
non—existonce of the absolutely neoessary being is imposeible. The
unconditloned 18 no doubt thought of a8 8 negation of the conditioned -
- by means of which the understanding is able to regard anything as

neoeaoary;'but this does not give us a positive conception of the

L.
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unoonditioned, and therefore it ‘may be thut it is merely a produot of
abstract thought to whioh nothinv whatever oorresponds." k/ f’f{ )Lﬂ" 5A
: Kont calle this conception of a necessary being a ohance}ggncep—éjw}
tion which many have attempted to establish by examples taken from >
- .geometry. No doubt he is especislly referring to Desoartea.’ It is said
'that every geometrical propoeition ~such as & triangle has three
angles, is abeolutely neeeseary, and xhxx from this it is 1nferred
that ve may reason from the oonception to the existenoe O¢ a neoessary»'
being. Kont objcotn ‘to. this reaeoning and points out that all the |
‘examples given, have been dr&wn from Judgments and not from thinge,
and oonoludes, “"the unoonditloned necessit; of a Judgment doee not |
form the absolute necessity of & thing.' On the oontrary, the ebsolute
necessity of a Judgment is only a conditioned neoessity of a thing,
wor of the predioatc 1n 8 judgment. The propoeition above mentiored
'_doee not enounoe that three angles neoesearily exist but upon oondi— :
tion that s triangle oxiets three.angles must neoessarily exist,e-1n~
gg.m Crdigre »' | o .
‘Then Xant points out that the‘diffioulty involved is due to the'
confuaion of logical noiesnity with real neoessity. It is eontended
that because existence is a predicute inseparable from thé subjeot as_(t
conceived, therefore it follows that the subject must have existence.
- Logical necessity 1s the neoeaeary inseparability of & predioate fromé'
a given subjeot, and renl necessity is a neoeeaary ebistenoe_of.the |
- subject itself. It 15 obvioue'that,the two are different, for example, '
in an.analytic judgment the predicate camnot be[éenied.without deny-
‘ing the subject, becouse the predicate eimply.oonteins wha t ie'in-the

subject and no mOre.. In caSe»of'a triangle we oannot‘deny thet it‘hae

P
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three angles and yet affirm the existence of a triangle. But Kunt

. points out that while the logical necessity of the predicate

‘triangle hes three angles, is apparent yet it can be said that there

is no triangle and therefore no three anglee.

And precisely it is thc same with the idea of a necessary supreme
being. We cannot deny the attributes of God 1f we posit his existence.
His omnipotencébcannotpbe denied because the eonception God tacitly
‘involves conception almighty. But we can deny his existenee and there

is no contradiction involved inrholding that ‘8 necessary being does not
| exist. We ask the question°{$;u1d it be a necessary being if its
existence could be denied? It seems to us it might be a being but’ not
a8 necessary.being. If we deny existence to the necessary being, how

.can we_rationally proceed?

. 1 N 4.
ML .

It ocours to uslthat we are making several suppositions.such as
the conceivability of the non~existenee of o triangie, or the denial
that'a,triangle exists.‘ There can be no value to this supposition when
we}conSider the faot that.a'triangletaotually does oxist; therefore,
~ how can'weedeny it? However, it.might be different with the conception
of & Supreme Beings VWe cannot say with such certainty/empiricallx,
that it exists which is the very point we want to prove. So the;ev
analogy of the triangle and the Supreme Being is not a;verylgood'one,'
Asg Dorner says}’ﬂxantis objection'te'Descartes is ofecourse.too
sweeping;"When he says in opposition to him 'the three;angles of a
- triangle are equal to two triangles is of course neceesury, but only
hypothetioally, - upon the existence of the -triangle,' the objection ‘
is not Just. Supposiny a triangle wore nowhere to be found the

~ conclusion would 8till hold that when thought it must be so thought

i
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,But it is to be conceded that Descurtes has not proved thet'eYiatenee
is Just as inherent in the thought of Gou as the relation of the

! Dorhﬁf j}f?’z 0[ (4/'/5‘f"‘ D"(”L/??' B

:angles ig in the thought of a trianyle.

Desaanggg::ontendedwthat«thexewis_one con<eption which
unique,.namely.,— hiazziiz;eonception ofwanweb:ziffgly’neceesarJ Being. -
it is-a conception viith- objeot~which»canno ~be denied without: S

\oontrad%ctten‘”'lnd further he holds-thet® thiq ovnceptxen—of;ah-mN;

absolutely necessa:y being st that of Q. ;

e

L
himeeIf*aII“reality:;and“that“whieh“contains =~

€ ng.whanposseﬁsee within ,

SR S

eality“nuetwwmﬁme“;
neceasarily exist.vwWe cannot GBDJ the. ex1ntenee ofnthem. ect. without
.oontradiction~as “the- ~Very- possibility of the thingmimplies the

r”‘ :

o a o
ﬂpredioate of existence.w.meL29iftfw: . R

| Kanﬁ‘then points out that the whole mattex rests upon the
- question whether the Judgment that a necessary being exists is an
anelytie or.a synthetic Juévment. As an analytio Judgment ve do not
getk%he actual existenoe for to eay that the conoeption contains
existenoe as one of its predicates 18 not to say that an obkeot
lying beyond the ooneeption aetually exists. To call the predicate"
existence does not mutter,_for 1n an analytic Judément we can have
no more in the predicate than is contained in the snbjeet.~ On.the
Avqther hand, if we admit.thut the'judgmentpie synthetie, as he says
. it ebviouely is, we oannot u& argue thet there is a oontiadiot;en
| involved in denying the predicate existence. Only in_analytio
judgmenﬁs.ia the donial of the predéicate self-contradictory. As
Kant hinself says, "Iaek is the propoeition, this or fhat thing |
(whioth am admitting to be_poesible); exiatejan analytieal or a |
synthetiocal propositbon? In the fofmer, therg)is}no addition made
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}'to the subjeot of your thought by the affirmation of its existenoe'

- but then the conception in your mind is identical with the thing

itself, or you have supposed the existence of & thing to be possible
and then 1nferred its existence from 1ts internal poasibility - whioh |
- is & miserable tautology. Tho word reality in the conception of the"”‘
'thing, and the word ex istence in the oonoeption oi a predio&te,vwill
not help you out of the difficulty, for suppooing you were to term
. all pesiting of a thing as reality, you have thereby positod the
1thing with all 1ta predic&tea in the oonception of the subject and
‘absumed its aotual existence and this you merely repeat in the
predicate. But if you oonfess a8 every reasonable pezson muat that
’evory existential proposition is SJnthetioal how can it be maintained
that the predicete of cxiotenoe oannot bc denied without oontraulction -‘
a property which 13 the oharactertﬁtio of analyfioul propositions
alone. " Cfr‘/"-:' - “'lf

Khnt then showed that from the point of view of lovio bcing is .
not a real predicato, but'simp1y~tho copula of a Jjudgment. For example;
in theljudgment God is omnipotent, the word, i, does nof‘mean that |
God exists it morely expresses the relation of the predioate to fhe‘
, subjeot o & judgmont. But it I mean by the phrase uod 15 that he
exists in reality, we have a totally different kind of judgment from
lthe other whioh we have been discussing. This mesns ‘that an objeot
‘oorreoponding to the conception exists beyond the oonception. The A
other simply implicd lcgioally that havinw the conception God, we have -
alsgo the predicate tacitly contained in it.‘ As ‘far as the content of
a oonoeptjon and the oontent of the ohjeot correepondinv to it is
concerned they are the ocme. . Otherwise, the ooncepuion od would not

Y

be an exp:esﬂion of the whole obJeat God} Thie is what Kant means when
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Ahe says, "The real contains no nore than the poesible.- A hundfed
reul dollars contains no more than a hundred poesible dollars.“ 4
| While the content ie the same in the oonception one hundred dollare and |
”'in the aotual one hundred dollars,_yet thlo ‘does not give ue‘tho right
'fto conclude that,having the concept one hundred dollers, we have the
aotual one hundred dollars in dur'pufse;’ That is, we oonnot argno'fromv
the mere oxistence of & ooncoption to the aotual existence of an. objeot‘Ao
oorxesponding to it. Whils it is true however tha't the: oontent of
content of the
tho concoptual one hundred dollare is the oame ag uhe/aotual one
hundred dollars, yet there is & fundnmontal dﬁotinctmon botween the
two that is verxy obvious namely, ~ the exiotence of the one hundled
dollaro implies eomotning moro than tho mere conception of them -
something in the way of aotual oold oash which I h&ndle in experionoe.
Ag Knnt puts it, "But in reckoning my. wealth thero may be °aid to be
‘moro in a hundred roal dollars than in & hundred: poesiblo dollurs -
~that ie, in the mere conception of theme IFor the real objeot, the
}dollaru,;is not analytioally'oonteined‘in ny oonoeption;‘but'forne~o:
veynthetionl'eddition‘to my oonoeption (which is merely-n determination
of my mentel etate)._nlthough’thie objéqtive reslity - thie ekletenoe}e'
apart from my oonoopfion does'not in. the‘lcast.degroo'inoreeee'the
'uforeeaid hundred dollars," (He meang an actusl content. D |
Hepel says in reply to Kunt that God 1s something very different
~from a hundred dollure. Thie ig vcry simil&r to Aneelm 5 roply to}
ananilo when he stutes that the example of a lost icland is not 8 .
good analogy to the Supremo BGin@;ﬁ,,Lu a,”.~u+,** -+ |
Grenting 2ll of thleichheﬂpoint is that notwithstanding tho
oompleteness of my concoption inhthe determination of a.thing, it is

‘not ougmented by saying e‘thing‘exiete.’ Eor‘the point at issue ig,
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nthhetﬁer certain determinants exist in our thought but whe ther W
fﬁey actually exist beyond our thbughts in objecfive reaiity. And
fherefore no matter how complete mey be our couoeption of the | ‘
Perfect Being, to affirm 1ts objectivo existenoe is to go heyond our
oqnception. As Khnt says. in hie own‘worda "By whatever and by |
3whateyet munber of predicates - even to the complete determin&tion of

it - T may cogigate a thing, I do not in the least adgment thq'cbjedt
of my conception by,the.dﬁditlon of the'statement._this'thing exiats.

_ thérWise, not exactly the name, but §Qmeth1ng moreuthuh.wh&tyas |

“~‘cogitated in my concention, pould,axist; And i-éould notfdffifm that

the exacf object of my oonceptioh had roal éﬁiStonoe; I T co*itate

a thing ag containing all modes of reality except one, the mode of _
roulity which is aboent 19 nog added to the ooncoption of a thing by . |
the affirmation that tho thing exiets- on the oontrary, thetthing - [
ewista - if it oxiets at all ~ w1th the same defeot as that cogitated

- in its concentlon- otherwiae, not that which was oowitated byt something
different exists.; Now, if I oogitate a bein .ag ths hiphest reality,

_without defect or imperfection, the question still remains whether

~this being exists or not? For ahthough"no elemqnt is want;ngvin thg |
possiblé regl‘content of my concgpticn,‘there“is‘a'defeot in its
relation to my mental stste, thatvis, I am ignorant whether the

oognition of the objJect 1ndicated by the conception is possible a . ‘ |
l/l/;, %uyfﬁroﬂq'f ‘/‘/"- Cm:«t—/ o[ this /ai/cc/ /'Q..,ra hlh? |

l u,,f"‘\ﬂ’)l/?l/ f/L‘_
)/thaW‘right at this point we recognire the souroe of the whele

I(w 4 (T\;j‘ﬁ_@ s
o“ﬁé§££3§§ﬂ$§? "Kontf holds thet in the cage of objects of senaiblev

expericnce, it is very bbvious that from the oonception of the thing

'posteriori."

we ounnot pags to its actual ewistence. As he puts it, "I the

question regarﬂed an obiect of sense moroly, it L 18 &3 wou d be impoa-



" sible for me to confound the conception with the extstenoe of &
thing. For the conception merely'enables me to oogitete an ooject
as aecording with the general oonditione of experience~ while the
existenoe of the objeot permits me to oogitate it as oontained in the
| sphere of actual erperienoe. At the same time, this oonneotlon with
the world of experlence does not in the least augment the oonceptlon
althouph a poesible pcroeption hes. been added to the experienoe of the
mind. But if we oogitate oxperience by the pure category alone it
is not to be wondereé at that we “should . find outselves unable to _
preaent any criterion ouffioiont to distinguish it from e re possibili-
ty. @ d Lc coh*wvxvij S
"Whatever be the oontent of our oonoeption of an oojeot it 13 “
neeessary to go beyond it if we wish to preoioate existence of the
‘ objeot. In the case of seneuoua objeots this is nbtained vy thetr
‘conneotion aceording to empirioel laws with sone one of my peroeptione,
but there 18 no moans of cognizinu the existence of objects of pure
: tnought becauge it muet be oognized complctely a. priord. But all our
knowledge of existence (be it immedzately by peroeption of by
inferences connecting some obJject with & peroeption) belongs entirely :
.to the sphere of oxperience, which 18 ‘in perfeot unity with 1tself,_
and although on existenoe out of this Sphere cannot be absolutely
- declared to be impossible it is a hypotheeis the truth of which we
have mo means of aecertaining " |
€§‘4 | Agsin we reiterate/we gee why Kent c&nnot entertain the Ontolo- |
;ﬁ'. gical Argumont” fﬁ we cannot ge beyond the ephere of sensuous ererienoe..f
for true xkx‘knowledgo the -categories apply only to oensuoue ewperlenoe Jo

of course we cannot hnow the Hounena1 world, where he has pluoed the
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‘idea of God. The oonceptiou/ae Profeoeor Watson interprets Lunt
here) merely stetes the condition under which an object of experience '
is'poeoible ard we can only convert this possibility into aetuality
by means of a perception which enablee us to obtain a Lnowledge of
the object as contained within the content ‘of our ekperience. Thus :
it is through pcrception that We are able to pees from the conoeption
of an object to the kncwledge of it. (To us this eounds like Berkeley 8
nnxaxx case es8 pcrcipi). But, es Professor Watson continues, "In the
eaee‘of theyidea of an ens recliosimum there is nc poseibilitv-of- 4
,enlurging our conception by means of perception and hence it io not
surprlsiny that we oannot find in our, idea anything to dietlnguieh 1ts f_]
oontent from mere possibility. Valuable therrfore ‘a8 the conception
of a Supreme Being is, as a mere.idea it cunnot_in nny wuy\enlarge our
" krowledge; nay we' cannot even eej‘with Leionitz that an notual being'
- corresponding toiour idea poSuibly‘criete.- The faunue Dntologieal or-'
"Carteelan proof of tho eyistence of a Supreme Being is therefore |
invaltd." (Wetson, "Kent prlained"1 Pe 297). |
| hent finally concludes his account of this proof by eayincr
"The celebrated Ontologiecl or Carteeian Argument: for the existence of
a Supreme Boing is therefore ineuffioient; and we nay &as woll hope to
1noreaee our atook of knovledgc by the'aid of .mere ideas’es the
merchant to augment hi weal th hy thc addition of nowghte to his
caeh account," (Critique of Pure Reaeon. Pe 450.)

 While Kant ‘thus refutes the Ontological Argument he ctill regarde
the idea of a Suprome Being 88 very useiul and coneludes hi" objeotione i
"to thie a priori proof for bod &8 follows. "The nction of a Supreme
j‘Qeing is in many reepects a highly useiul idea;‘but for the very reaeon'
thut it ie an idea, it is incapable of enlarging our.cognition with

Y



reogard to the existence of things. It is not even sufficient #o
instruct‘us ag to the ﬁossibility of & being ﬁhioh.ﬁe do not know to'
~exist. The analJtioal eriterion of possibility, which oonsists in the
absence of contraoiction in propositions, cannot be denied it. - But
‘the .connection of real properties in a ‘thing is a syntheais, of the
poasibility of which an & priori judgment canuot be formed, because
these reclities are not prosented to ‘us specifioally, and even 1f v
’thio were to happen e jadgmont would still be impossible because the
oriterion of the possibility of synthctical cognitions must be sought
‘ for -in thc world ef eaperienoe to whioh the ob]eot of an idea cannot

1

-‘belong."

As'we review Kant's objection to the Ontological Argumont it‘

seems‘to us thet it is based, as we herestofore have mentioned,,opoﬁ
"..& philosophical viewpoint that we e:in know nothing béyond the field ofV
experience. Boiled down and pondensed it. really amounts To Just thie.
~ Kent admits thie in theae words “Whatever, thoremore, our aopoept of

an objeot may contain, we mugt alﬁavs'étep outside of it in order to’
"uttribute to 1t existence. With obJeots of the senses this takes. pluce
through their connection Wivh any one of my perceptions according to
'emplricnl lawg; with objeq.s oi-pure,thought, howover‘ there is no.
means of Lnowing their existénce‘beoause it would have to'be knowh :
‘entirely a priori, while our coneciousness of every kind of existenoe
whether immedzately by pchOption or by conclusions which connect
somcthing with perception, belongq entirely to. the unity of experience
~and any eristenae outgcide of tnat iield though it cannot be deolared

to be absolutely impossible, is a froe supposition that cannot be
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justified by anything. " (Critique of Eu;e‘Reason. mﬁller‘s'trans.
p. 483). | |
| From the standpocint of the modern epistemological dualibm as

radsed Ly Descartes, Xant's criticism of the Anselmian argument
appears to be oonolusive'~but from the atandpoint of the untenability
of thiq dualism Xent's objeotions are inadoquute. This is 8 problem'
that we oannot ‘enter into as it oonstitutes~u gepars e thesis.' We mayn"
say briefly that 1if thils epistomologieal dualism 18 real it is quite
important to ask how is Knowledge possible? But if this modern
{dualiem is a false view of consoieuqneqa and thore existe a real

unity of eub1ect and obgect in thought then Kant‘s argument falls

flat. We cannot f0 into this exoept as ‘to note this fact.' Knnt~didl“
not‘tuka into}consideration that the Ontological Argumept was‘fdxmﬁlated
by Angelm who wﬁs‘uttérlj obllvious'to this modern dualism;'*ﬁe. ', |
failed to recognize 7 Ancelm 8 epietonological viewpoinﬁ. ‘Aleiﬁdsay
~says, “"Kant miﬁaedlseeing that being is given, not pre@icqtéd, 1h’the"f
affirmation 6£ this argumeht. He sets out under the mis&ppréhehsion
that Anselm asserted that what exiets 1n intellectu eyiets alec in re.
Nhereas Ansolm maintaineu that existeﬂoe ia. of neoenaity in thel
}ooncept of God. There wag truth behind the existential Judgmeht of this
Judgmant which Kant never saw. It was & rasher thing than he
supposed, ho say that is hlways is thg 00pu1a merely of a judgmant.
Hegel d1d much better when he founded the highest proof for.the l .
truth of a ooncept in its being a necessity to thought and concluded
therefoom to 1ts necessity of being. ! Conrd QL ctnvri‘“"‘f .
|  Xant was wrong in aupndsin ‘thut what we-necesearily think

and think as neceesarily existing, has no title to validity. It is
no question of mere concoiving, ag 18 frequently supposed it is one

of necessary thinking. To say that, ‘existenoe canmot be clawed out
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of thought' is very obvious and beyond challcnpe in the case of mere
imagining. but thet is not thinkinv at 2ll in the senge of this
argument. It 18 thought dealing with the real -.tnc existence,and the
necessarily cxistent.. The truth is - Khnt's}pcsition ie both illbgicall
and irraticnal. To deny the naseage to existence from necessary
thought of necaesary ox1stence - would be a far more astounding feat
than Kant dreamcd. - To whct mesningless coniusion would thought in
.its ultimate principlce and wcrkingc, be reduced if it could be hcld -
‘as Anselm deemed impossible) (Nequit eun non esse covitare,) ﬂhat
God can be conceived as. ncn-cyistenc and this argument treated in
the fictiticns Xantian mode. The idea of this argument_shcnld never
have been. Buixk classed witn‘thosc born of individusl fancies and,its .
uninucnese and solitariness 1oet eight of." (Biblical Secrv volQ B :
Peskgfs Limdrey ,5(,/,£(r AP S So KIS tondimeaTisn o f Kan T Fe
66, 88e) L Lo cdtimonld cc8 Fin Folimitrstishe s fulty 15 posrien.
Pinally, this ccnclu31on ic to be noted. - Vhile Spinozc and
Dcecartes shcwed that the idea of. uod is not tne idea of a contingent
being, the qucstionk%ich btlll rom&ined 'Was, whether the. idea of flod
is not a- contin~ent idea, that is, whether it 19 nccessary to think
the idea of God, which if thought is nnceqeurily nought as eelf~
evietent essenae. 30 the question fnllﬁwinp Desccrtes and Spinoza
: became this} in the rormatlon of the concept of God contingent or
‘ necessary? We Imow Ansolm ncld to the idea of &od as given anid
Deecartes ae innate while Lant goes eogfur to show thet the idea of
God is the aemcnd of reascn. It is nht contingent but followe from

the vory nature of reuason.

While Xent grants the necescity of the idea of God, ho does not
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alldw,zagawe havé-seen, that‘tho.existénoe"of God neoessariiy follows.gf_
Dorner cunnot see‘Kaht's position hére‘at'ull. He says, “Although .
f’therefore the idea of God is not an idea of a continvenqbut o’ a‘
~neoessar11y self-eyietent essence - 1ndecd although the thought of
this cssence 18 not volitional or contingent, but rationally neoessary,-f
1t does not, notwithbtanding follow *n his (Xent's) esscen, that - |
- this idoa hag & resl ewistonoe, it only folloms that we must think
it.e But 1ito eyietonce dnes not follow from’ the fact that we thinh
it dnd must think it an cxistent. But whet more can be desired of a,~E.'
“proof thaen thet um% in order to think rutionally must think a thingf:
necessarily (in this case, an ultimate essence), which when thought
- 1s thought ase existent, namelJ a8 self~existent? If this thought of
tho highest exiantent esnence is a thouOht r&tion&lly neceb ury,_v
rational thought is nct pcssible in eddition, and &t uhe same timo
it states the opposite, snd either~asserts that the thought of the 
highest essence gonerall* is no necessarJ thought, cr. that though"
;'necessary, it is not necesnarily a tbouvht of scmething emistont.,"u |
A ckepticism \hich conceden thet the thouyht of God . is tho thought;6f “
an existent thinp end a necessary thouvht but: nevertholess thinka |
Lhat it does not therefore follow thut there is an existent highoot
easence, mugt at the same.t:ne give utterance,tq the oontradiction
 thet the,thought‘Which.is néceséary Lor the ration&l thinkerfin notulk
nécesedri;»iﬂcr only by ncn-thought could it aasert nbn~neuOSSltYo |
’_Wo say, on the ccntrary, that the prcof ie Zor ratiunal und not for
“hesitant: thcught. The rational necessity of a prooi being dononstrated.;-
there ie no rook for an intermittent or denial of the truth cf this
| thought. If that isg nct to be regarued as true end certgin which we_ ‘

must think ne knowledge ot ull 18 possib]e not'even mathematicai_

.~
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' knowledge- we must ekeptioally despair or the cognizability of
‘truth generally." (System of Christien Doctrine vol. I, Pe 224, )

| P?leiderer_Joins with‘Dorner\in this view of Lant.. He says,
P Kaﬁt ﬁhinks that evonarationaily necessary ideés nced’not ph
this gcdount be regardéd as quéctively true, this opinion4isvfhe'
‘basis of é pure skepficinm‘in the thebrotic Jphere., But Kuhfw
himsel¢ denies this altogother 1ﬂmediately he treats of practical
proof, then, what i necossary oO thought aocordinr to rcaaon is
cbjoctivo truth without nore ado and indecd, possesses transcendenQ
tal and absolute validity." (Philcsophy of Religion, p.~al). |

thn Yent leavea the Critique of Pure Reason and turns to the

Critique of Precticel Reason we find him swinging‘buck again‘to the_'
- conceptions which were réally in the badkground of‘Anselm's thinking,r
as we.know‘they wero cexrtainly the basils for Platec's views, ngmely,,
the idea of value Judguments. Kant is the modern discovererrof fhea§ |
- value concepts, as Rleto was the encient disccverer of them. IWhile
we cannot prove or dispreve God's existence from the stdndppint'Qf-
- mind, vet, aaya“xant, from the standpeoint of will we can with gobd
- gongelence hold‘to the postulate of God and thus satis?ly the demands
of'reaeon andvof life. And we must sy to the undying credit of.
kant that this was his reul ohjocvive in life, - to establish his
. moral eond religidus viewpoints on. unassailable ground. As he
himaelfASAys, he aid away with knowledge in order to make room for
faith.  He sew that the_ground upon ‘which the arguments for God
‘weié built up,were always open to dttack and so. he made the most
'thorough ptudy ever attempted in this fleld of thoiem yet not »
'funder $hot title. As Kuno FishQrAhas daid of Xant, "However Kant'

may have varied in his thinking abcut the knowableness of demon-

P
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_ etrability - : .
xtxatixn of God there wae not .a moment in the course of the

development of his philoeophioal convictione when he denied or even
‘doubted the reality of God." o |
| And B0, while Kant appeared as the great agnostic who ‘.,o;o
absolutely demolished the greateet argument for. the exietenoe of
God, we find him in reality as .the .great discoverer of the universal \
veluee which are so necessary that we cannot be rational w&thout
aomnowledeing them. X¥ant says in regard toc his postulates of" tho ’
pure pruotioel reason thutethey ere not theopetioa; dcctrines.but C
'iatber pre-euppoeitioﬁe demanded bv‘the charecter of nen'ae a moral 3
agent. He affirme that they in no way extend ouxr epeculative know-‘
Aledge but merely enable us to affirm the object*ve reality. of the
ideas of epeoulative reaeon. Thus thev Jueti?y us in the use of
oonoeptione which otherwieo would be employed illepitimatelv.' Ae
rcgardinp the postulate of the ewietence of God,. he‘saJs. that it
depends upon the necessity ox presuappoeingva eup:eme,he;ng WhOp» 
aleo}&e.intelligent and-eoral, as the onlywcondition under which
the highest good is capable of being realized.

| While the speculative reagon led to the conccotion of a Supreme
Being, 1t was. unable to prove thet io ves more than an ideal.
?raotioel reaeon,-on the other hend,_ehowed\that & SBupreme Being}-

actually exiete as the supreme prinoiple,'withoﬁt-whioﬁ the‘higheet‘

"“good'ie~imposeib1e, and that thia Being is endbwed,withothe,sovereign,» -

power oOf prescribing moral laws 1n an intelligible world. .After'
these considerations, "he practicullJ roﬁucee the wholo matter of the
exiefenﬁe of God to & matter of faith. He asks the question; "0
-these phstulates then enlaxgeooﬁ} knqwledge? Are 1mmortality,
freedom, and God, which forﬁebeeﬁletivefreaeon are transoeﬁdeﬂt,

immanent, and constitutive for praotioellreason? He answors that
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they‘are immanent and constitutive but only in the sense of being
pre-supposod in fhe morAI conﬁoiouﬂﬁesa.’ He avers that practical _Q
reason does not bring the Supreme Boing or the free aubject or thef
1ntellggible world within the sphero of knowledbe~‘a11'that it'cun 
;do is to ahow that they are bound up dith the practioal conoeptlon

of the, highest goods - It ig pu¢ely cn the: basis of the morul law that

‘tnelr reuli»y is ostubllshod. ‘thile, we cunnon know the the °X59tenqe o

ot God befause of the charactor- of our experience, yet hant pro-‘i‘*
olaimed his belief thet no sophistry oan dostroy our rationnl f&lth
 1n his recality. | ' o

In speeking further upon the. extension of practioal reason, we
fgggg that Kent was far from being the great dest”OJer of faith that
magy thus rate him. * He holds that the free nx ideas of reasoni_ .
nanmely, immortality, freedom,'and'God, are not kmowledge but thoﬁghts
of objoets which even the théoretical reason showed to be;possible.
They huave objective realitJ in the sense that they ure esaential to

the realization of moral law. IHe evonﬂ affirma ‘that we cannot doubt

the existenoe of objecta ccrresponding tc these ixhx three jdeas of

B raason,:uhough we cannot know hom thc; &re related to tho:e obJects,

and we uherefore‘cannot make sny theoreticel synthetic Judgmenu in
regard to them. .And he admits that while there is no extension of
our,know1§dge throughbthese ideas, the Sphere of reason is itself ’ |
enlarged. in theAsense,that'we_are'now cartain thdt theré‘qre.actual
objoats oorrosponding to then. And fin@lly he Writes'upon.faith ,
as a Lundumentul need of hunan raturo. ' He avers that thou?h the N

‘prinoiple oi morality is fox us subjcctive it ise ulao objoctively

: - the basis of faith in God Ereedem and Inmortulltv ‘einoe without'

' pos@ulating these, the highest«gooq could‘not‘pcsuibly be realized.
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He says, "If it be édmittéd that pureymorgl law is inexorably-bindipg
- on everyone as & command, the rightédus man mey say,'I will that- .
there should be a'God'; I will that, though in this naturasl world, |
I ehould not be of it, but should also beleng to a purelj *ntelligible, 
world; finally I will that my duration shall be endleus. I insiat |
"upon this and will not ;zzsvthis Conviction be teken from me.‘ ”his
is the bole casce in which ny 1nterest,, beouuqc I have no ribht to  'y
furrsnder or 1imit it, inev1tab1J detorminos my Judgment v

: Wizanman uttackod Xent's argument here and illustrated hls
- peint by the exanple oi o 1over who deluded himself with sn iuea of
the. duty Qﬁ hig mistress, which, however exist nowherc bnt in. o
his own imagination. Xunt's reply wag, "I eptirely eoncur with
Wizenman in all caseé where the feeling of ﬁant.vi‘is,due:to‘
(mere inclinetion or naturel desire. Such*a‘want cannot 5ostu1ate ,;ﬂt
the existence of the objeot‘wanted, even for him who fbéls 1t; mubhf
‘leés‘oan it be the ground of & demand or postulate'which is
‘hiversal. In'thisAcase' bowever we have a wunt of reason springing
not from the subjective ground of our wishes but from an obgective .
motive of the will, which binds every rationul belng, and hence
guthorizes him a priori, to prosuppose the exiatenee in. the naturo

« of tne condiulons neceasery for its satisfaction.”

“As tc the prim&cy or the theoretlcal ovexr the practioal we.
find that Xont's followere duimm dxvided. Wobexr regards Kant as
gi&ing primacy to the praqtieal reason.: He says, "Theoretical reaapn‘
ang pracﬁical reason, though"not diréétly-ocntruaicﬁory¢to each

'other;'gre alightly at variunce as.the ﬁoat important qﬁeatione of



A0
| - -5s¢ | |
ethics and religion the former tending to oonoeive liberty, God
and the Absolute as ideal, having nondemonatrable objeotive existenee
the latter atfirming the reality of the autonomous eoul responsi-' -
bility, immortality, and e eupreme being. The coneeqaenoes of |
thie dualism would be disastrous if theorotioal reaeon and praotioal
- reason wore of equal rank and they would be etill more disastrous
‘were the latter subordinated to the former.y But the euthority of
| praotioal reuson is euperior to that of theoretioul reaeon and in
real 11fe the former predominates. Henoe' we ehoula in BX any oueo,e
sct ae if it wore proved that we ere free that ohe eoul ie immortal
and that there is 8 Supreme Judge and Rewarder. In certsin respeots, ;f
| the dualism of underetandinv and will ie ) hanpy oiroumstanoe if
kthe realities of relihion God freedom 4and immortalitv of the soul
”were se1f~evidont truthe or oapable of theoretioal prcof we should‘v
~do the good for the. sake of future rew&rd our will would oeaee to
be autonomous our acte would no longer be etriotly moral for
| every other motive cxoent the categorical imperative of coneoienoe
‘and the reepoet which it inepiree be it friendship or even the love
- of God renders the will heteronomous and deprivee 1ts aots of their

. ethioai oharaotor " (Weber, History oferhilosophy, P ).

1

Thue Khnt who above all uttaoke the Ontological Arvument and
1te pre-euppoeitions and anperently overthcows it to the eatiefac-
"ntion of many, turns baok to 1t upon the basis of the practical
reascn and gives it pluoe end authority. By thie we mean thet the
Ontolovioal Argument as referrine to the reelity of values, eopocially
moral veluoa is reinetated by Kent thouyh not in eo many worde.

‘Our highost ideas of God Freedom -and Immortdlity ure given
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objectivifj such ag the Ontological'hrgument has unceasingly-con— .
tonded for. And it is Kant who gives us grounde *or this view in
nis m ﬂ::flc‘c/ /‘iejcy,

Heyel an&~the Ontoldgical Argﬁment.
In Dorner s condlusion as to the skepticism of Kant regarding
:tho Ontologicdl Arpumant he pays trlbnua to Plchte Schelllng, and
degel an. mallng the step be"ond Iunt. They recog snized that xhun |
‘ what we muat necessariWy think us ezistonoe does e ist, Not only
did Hegel hold thls view but goes even ¢4rther and makes ‘some ‘r
actual {§3§1§¥§ of necegsary thought Jnd ¢bjeo»ive existenoe tbus }
overrating the Ontolobloul Argument to its detr;ment.‘ To Hegel a
- nature and reason are one, but he subordin&tes Nature to Reason.
For him ail bein§ ahd reuson aro identical, thu same prooess tbat

ig ot ‘work in reason ia preuent overywhe e - hence whatever is real

is rational, whatever is rational is real. We find therafore e logiO"7

in narure s well as in history, end he believes that thé universe -
 is ot bdttom 2 iovical gystem, in fact the Absclute is reason 1tsclf.
rBy reason dbgel did not moan intuition but the conoent or
: enerul notionq the divine idea is exblb*ted in history, natter and
thought. All beinq ie thought realiue& and all becoming is the
‘_déveiopmcnt of thought. To Hegel reason is not an outside oriterion
f of‘naﬁure,Athat‘is it is not in our mind only; but reason is
objeéti#é~iﬁ fhin z, not uubjective in ourselves. Ve are not tO“‘
uét'ﬁp"i qtaﬁdard 5 of our own by which to judge things, we have only’
to watch ex perlence unfcld and to note the lawg which are 1nvolved
in the untolding, that is, Huture is full of reason ns. well a8 mind.
Experience ts o system of’ reason with its own laws, and Hugel' |
whole phllcsophy is en endeuvcr tq oxplein this, We‘see\here whut

-
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he maané by the asSeftibn that ﬁhouéht'and réﬁlit&iafe idéﬁtiéall
Hegel does not mean, &g somectlimes 1nterproted thatvour individual
thou@hts are the sole reality.. Lor does he mean ghat reality is 8
set of abstract thonmht cocncepts; for him, concrote qxperionce is.
"tho startinq point and. the end, and, this cxperienoe is, rational
throuvbcut.- Every clﬂmont of oxporienco is oonnected by relationS'
with a rationul whole in vhioh it has a dofinite place and whxch
~énables it to be thour}t undarst&ndinflv., Eech step emista only"«
as it is intelligiblg set in this larver framowork- and its |
'existenoe end its intolligibility are one.. ‘With such a ystem of
identlty we‘see how re&dily Hegel found intoxest in roviv1ny thc o
| Ontologicul Argument, which ¢ also ondcavor to unito tho opposites
Thought and Beinn./iﬂogcl reminds us thut among the anciontq/God is |
absqluta thought as objective. But he attributes to Anselm the
first appearance of the‘oﬁnosition~between thoﬁvht itself and" |
.being; He says "Later on the other hund the oppoaition brtween
thought itself and being begun to appear with Anselm. Tt is
‘noteworthy that cnly ncw for. the firot time throuvh‘thelnid@le Ageg.
and in Christlan;ty,thq‘universal notion qnd bciné,faujit.is“tol
drdinﬁry concepticns, bocame.cstaﬁliehcd’in thislpuré absfraction .
a8 these infinite oxtreumes. And thus the-highest law has Some ﬁO'

| consciousnéss.“aut we resch our profounaest sfcps in bringing the
highost opposition into cons scicusness, Only no advence was mode
boyond‘tho diviéicn as such, slthough Angelm alsc tried to find thé
conncction betwoen thC‘. sides. But while hitperto God appeabod as
‘the abs oluto evictencc snd the univorsal was uttributedito‘him aé-.
“predicute, an onpo yite ordcrﬂbéyins with Ansclm; - being Becomos

- predicate, and the Abs solute Idea is Lirst cf ell estubllshed as the

%
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- 8ubject but the éubject of thought. Thus. if the existenoe of God
is once abendoned as a first hypothesis and established as a o
result of thought, self~consciousness 18 on the way to turn back
with;n itself. Then we have the aueation coming in does God -
e%ist? While on the other side, the question‘of,most 1mportan¢e.WBs
whot ig uod?"" | o -

After presentlng Anselm 8 statement of ‘the prcof of the “
Ae71atence ox God, Hcgel ccncludes thut the content of the Anseiﬁian‘,-;
‘reasoning is qu;te right, bnt the Lorm is faulty. He suys that
'acccrdinv to Anselm" the hiwhest conceptlon cannot be in the~ _
anderstandlng alona' it ia essential that it should exiat. lhua it
'is made clear that beinv iJ in a superfioial waJ sub&umed under the

unlveraal of reality, that to this Exiwiro extent being does not

C enter into oppoaxtion with the notion. That is quite rlght he

says, onlJ the transitlon is not domonstrateﬂ - *h t the subjpotive
‘undorstundinp abrogutes it aelf.‘ This however. ia Just the auestipn‘
‘Whlch wives the wnole interest to the m&tter. ‘When reality or

f eomplotlon ig expressed in such a way that 1t 18 not yet posited a8 |

existence it ig something thourht end r&ther opposcd to beingtthan

: thut this 18 subsumed under it."
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‘ Hegel then tnkee up the Knntien objeotion and oritioieee his. |
,e,‘argument aguinst Ancelm. He_pointe out;that Aneeln as well as Kent f;
- knew that what was only a ooneeption docs not exist. But Anselm was
 not epeaking of untrue conceptions but of pure thought. And then

he shows that the only thing laoking 1n the Ontologioel Proof ie a
»fperoeption of the unity of thought and ewietence in the 1nf1nite. N
“‘In his own vords he says, “Khnt, on the other hand, attacked enﬂ f ;

"_'~reJeoted Anselm 8 proof - whioh rejeetion the whole world. afterwarde

An-folloved up - on the ground of 1te being an aeeumption thet the' o
?unity of being and thought 1e the highest perfeotion. What Knnt thue i~?

| ’demonetretee 1n the preeent day - thet beiny is different from theught
| end thet being ie not by eny meane poeited with thought - wee a

. oritioism of fered even in thet time by a monk named Gaunilo.- He

s oombntted thie proof of Anselm in a '"Liber pro Inoipi@nte" to whioh

.j;k;doee not involve exietenoe.' That 1s certainly true, whet iS only

 Anee1m direeted a reply in hie 'Liber Apologetioue Advereue Inoipiented

"Thue Kant eeye "If we think a8 hundred dollere thie eonoeption
e oonoeption doee not exist but 1t ie likewise not a true oontent |
for whet does not exist ie meroly an - untrue conoeption. Of euoh we'f
do not, however here epeek but of pure thought° it ie nothing new h

~to say they are different - Anselm knew thie Just ae well ee we do. :

MGod is the 1nf1nite,duet as body and eoul being and thought are
‘eternally united; this is the speoulative, true dei’inition of God.

" To the proof whioh Kant eritioieee in a menner whieh 1t 1s the : | |
fuehion to follow nowudeye, thcre is thue 1aoking only the peroeption
of the unity of thought and of exietenee in ‘the 1nfin1te.. And thie. o

slone must form .the commencement." ‘f‘ /L‘}fe /471?7 ?//2/’éf?%§y #?t; A?

N}
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Hegel urged rightly that in dealing with God we are treating of
an object wholly different in kind from any hundred dollars, and that
in fact no particular notion or representation whatever is comparable
to the case of the concept of Gods And again Hegel remarks that it
would be strange if the concrete totality which we call God should not
be rich enough to include 80 poor a category of being as that here
involved. As he pointe out, thought #tself seems to demand & unity
of things which shall be ultimate; and this argument is but an effort

to give logical form to our beldkef in such an ultimate, which is God.

Hegel seems to appromimate the result desired in the Ontological
argument. Anselm thought that the idea of the universal God in the
mind implied his existence in re. The God of Hegel is the absolute
idea, but it is not a God of perscnality, such as Ahselm speaks of
in words of adoration and love. Hegel's Absolute Idea is a hard,
cold, concept, devoid of personality and without the quality of
love. He doec not quite identify the idea of the absolute in
intellectu with existence in re, but he does hold that the concepts
of the thinker in his mind are of the same nature as ghe universal
concepts. The process that is at work in reason is present every-
where in nature. So all motions and aotions, in fact, all life, are
a sort of unconseious thinking, and like individual minds they too
follow the lawe of thought. The more law we discover in Nature,

the more rational its activity. True, there are superficial
transitory and accidental forms in nature and in the entire world of
experience, which do not appear to proceed by rational processes;
but the problem €f philosophy is to discover not these but the
eternal essence, the harmony and the law of the world. And for
Hegel this can be discovered, for things do have meaning. The

planetary system is a rational zm order, the organism is rational,



| '/LL;purpoeivo and full of meaning, Since the universe at bottom is a

9 rational process, full of meaning and purpose, it can be known only
by thought. But he does not regard the world as static but it is a
dynamic process and 80 is thought or reason a moving process. Both
are processes of evolution. All things are passing over into their
orrosites, but the process doee not stop there, for the movement
goes on, and oprosites are overcome and become part of a unified

whole.

Now this dialeotical process, so aalled, this movement from
thesis to antithesis and thqn to synthesis, is alike both in the
mind and in the world, for both alhke are rational. The concepts
in the philoscpher's mind coindide with the objective evolution of
the world; or stated in another way, the categories of subjective
thought are likewise categories of the universe. Thue, in this
sense thought and being are identical.

R

" According tb Sorner; "Phe aim and result -of the Ontological Argument
in Hegel's view is to show that the Absolute is true, or the essence
of our heing and thought, the basis from which our conscicusness
ascendsy, In the Ontological Argument the spirit comprehends itself
in its Absolute being as absolute thought, it is at the same time
existence. Thus Hegel applies this argument in the interests cf a
ﬁantheistio or panlogistic mode of thought.”

Dorner admits that whele Hegel's view of the argument does not
procure the complete concept of God (that is, the concept which
includes persmnality as well as absoluteness), yet the statement of
Hegel does Bo so far as to show the necessity that An uncond itioned
abgolute essence is tc be thought as existent.

As to what this absolute essence is, whether our being or the

world or a $ranscendent being -~ remains undecided and requires furthaxgrros}
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" As regards the Ontological Argument and Hegel's 1dealistio
position in general, we would note that while his attempt to ehow -
‘the rationality of a11 reality was & very worthy endeavor and quite
fruitful - yet he overdid 1t. It«ia generally conceded, ae Rogers
says, that"he exaggerated the extent to which this rationality is
altraneparent one for human thought“and iteblogioally'neoeeeary .
oharacter. If we were to Judge by many of the utteranoee of- Hegel )
and his disoiplee all mystery is at laet dispelled in the olear
"1ight of reason and the whole course of ereation may’ gﬁtﬁﬁiix as
it moves with 1ogica1 necessity from one etep to the next.‘ In |
oppoeition to this extreme and preeumptuoue gnoetioiem Kant and
his limitation of the human faculty to mere phenomena proved a  /
" welcome relief, ****x For the ‘spiritusl 8ide of 1life Hegel had ’.,
done ‘much; but what of that independent world of things on whiehvuc .
Athe experience of man depende and which Beems at times so indifferent
.80 antagonietie even “to human intereete? Hegel‘e treatment of thie ,
had been weak and faneiful and he had even sct himself againet what f
have proved to be truthful solentific ideas, and finally, there wae
a new soocisl apirit ooming to birth whieh Hegel also failed to A
satiefy. For him the task of philoeophy was simply to interpret the ‘
‘ 1movement of a universeol epirit as it had already embodied iteelf in |
| veocial institutione‘ it was not ih any sense to prophesy or conetruot
1dea18. The whole effort of Hegel had been to show that truth ie to
vbe found in the actual, that between thought and reality, the ideal
v‘and the real there is no eeparation. To the ‘new temper which wae
beginning to demand eooial juetioe and a reconetruetion of eoeiety

that should give eomething to the maee of men to gope for and
- relieve the eufferinge of those: with whom the Idea had not eeed fit

.. ..(
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“to concern itself, Hegel seemed'to have nothing to'say."' (Rogers,
History of Philosophy, p. 44.) | N L |

As Hume carried out’ the empiricism of Locke and Berkeley to
its logical conclusion and thus too far, having failed to note the
claims of rationalism, 8o it seems to us that Hegel has carried
fidealism to its logical conclusion and thus too far failing to
note ‘the claims of empirical and scientifio fact. Thus)very ‘
_ naturally with his’ emphasis on logical idealiem he‘would‘practically“
find the ontological argument consistent in its claims. But as_we
have mentioned hitherto, he has exaggerated and overdane it.liﬂegel -
was not merely certain of the consonance between necessary thought
and obJective existenoe but he goes to that extreme of trans-A |
forming the consonance into an identity of thought and being.' Anselm”
m&%{‘n‘-memea. He desired to find & logical proof for the :
existenee of God but he never, had any idea of worshipping logic
in oonsequenoe. To Hegel thinking amounts to religion in its
highest manifestations. For him the intellectual life practically ,,f
becomes the supreme form of worship, as well as the basis for the
_ metaphysioal view of the world. And with Santaysna we would regard '
 Hegel's philosophy as egoistic, for Hegel regards the highest ”
philosophy to be Hegelian. Romenticism becomes directed into a
metaphysics and wherever you have the assertion of the ego, as in
‘ Romanticism, you have no assertion of a transcendental ego. but
rather a deification of our ego. While there 18 no question of-thex"
‘strength of many parts of the Kegelian philosophy, we simply deeire
vto bring out in our conclusion regarding him that as he claimed too
much for thought " he has therefore claimed too much for the Onto— .
logical argument on its purely cognitive and 1ogical side. |
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o | Summary. L « _ | _

- The progress of the argument hae been eomewhat as followe' We“
noted that Plato hold to the objeotive reality of the ideae. To _
him they were not eubneotive but objootive ae matter. He offered
no partioular proof for them. but eimply made an aesertion of their .

reality. The ideal forme are there B8 entities in the external world“i
iand we do not know them by generalization or abetraotion but by '
oontemplat&on by revernntial oonverae. The eoul'e own oonversation
with itself. Of oourse, this 1s & mystiosl and intuitionsl theory
of knowledge and no demonetration of the divine idea as ochetively
"real is attempted. | L |
A Aneelm. starting with theee Platonio pre-euppoaitiona, endeavored”
‘:to deduoe the reality of God from the idea of God. Granting the f
Platonio premiee that the univereal idea God eiiete not merely in
the mind but also in re, Aneelm 8 being than whioh nothing greater
oan. be conoeived muet havo the attrihute of eiietence, for 1f 1t
doee not have thie attribute a greater etill can be oonoeived, whioh"‘
exiets not only in intellectu but aleo in re. Por him, the highest

degree of greatneee must include exietenoe.ﬁ We noted that Aneelm 5,‘
argument is oogent provided we grant the maﬁor premiee, namely,‘n ‘
that the idea of the greatest being inoludee exietenoe. .

But Guamilo oould not grant this maJor premiee.‘ He made the N
| ‘ptn point that nhtn what ie in the underetanding ie not neoeesarily |
- objeotively real and thie point seems . to be well taken. We granted,
ithat Aneelm in his reply ehowed that Guanilo 8 fanoue illustration |

, of the Loet Ieland was not analogous to the oonoept of God and even‘
granting thie we found that Anselm did not RXE get out of the realm |
”of ideae by hie reﬁatation of the analogy of the Loet Ialand.
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Deecartee found it neeeaeary to prove the existence of God to
‘get out of his eolipeism. A8 a etarting—point he Jhad found reality
| in the aelf and his next problem was to get out of the sedf. To do
80 he ohoee the .route of the divine idea. He : baeee hie argument on
the perfection of God.' He thought that it ‘was as 1mpoesib1e to think .
God looking the attribute of exietenoe. as it is. to oonoeive a -
"mountain without e valley. The one advance which Deseartee made'
iupon Anselm was the emphasis on the neoeeeity of the idea of God'
that. while a11 other ideae oarry in them poeeibility ano oontingenoy
only, the idea of God oarries in itsclt neoeeeity ‘and exernel exie~ ,
~tence. This point helped the argument et least this muoh° that the
‘thought of the abeolute 18 not arrived at oontingently but necee-“ B
- parily. However “even granting thie point we saw that we have not
‘conclusively proved that His exietenoe neoeeearily follows. '
Spinoza, too, " by his mathematical prooeee, eeemed to eatisfy the
first domond of the Aneelmian proof,. that God is onlv thought if he
is thought of as existing, - exietenoe neoeeearily inheres in: the
‘1des. But the drowbook we: found in Spinoza was in his definitione.
They played a8 more important part tham in either Aneelm or Deeoartee.m
: But before we could accept Spinoza ) oonolueione we had to ‘put hie |
. definitione under an soid test. The 8same queetion aeked Spinoza is
“the eame queetion asked today of all mathematical proof - oven of
the long established theories of Newton and Euolidian geometry, |
namely, are these pre-euppoeed definitione themeelvoe valid? Until o
‘SpinOze‘proved the validity of his definitions we muet hold that hie |
proof of God falle ehort of truth. =
Leibnitz oritioieed Spinoea on this point as we have eeen,‘

\holding that we oannot eafely use: definitione bdfore knowing that -
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- they are real,ﬂ While Leibnitz offered a epeoial 8. priori proof of

‘f his own for the exietenoe of God yet he oritioieee Deeoartee in that‘

“he failed to ptove thet the idea of God ie possible and implied nof'
“oontradiotion. Leibnbtz admits that if this point be proved then

. the exietenoe of God has been eetabliehed, ‘dbut he. doee not belieye‘f‘

that Beeoertee hae aohieved thie reeult.. He grante however, that“‘
-"the argument givoe a morally demonetretive oonolueion. Nevertheieee
he holds that the demonetration ehould have the etriotneae of a.
mathomatioal proof to be valid.\‘Leibnitz. on hie own acoount

tthinks he hee overoome the obneotdon whioh he 'saw in Deacartee.

'''''''

" hamely the abeenoe of proving the poeeibility of God.. He aseumee that

the idea of God ie not oontradiotory, therefore it ie poseible. |
AThen by definition, God 1s & neoeeeary being. If he ie a8 neoeseary
e boiny, he is se1f~exietenoe.‘ Then ho oonoludee that the heoeeeity
of his evietenoe is involved and therefore he ex1ete. We gaw that
) Leibnitz goes” too far in what he takee for wranted the neoeseity ‘
| whioh Leihnitz eaw, Zant doclared is not in the exietenoe of God
 but onlv in the oonneotion of the predioate with the eubnect as in |
‘an analytic Judgment. L

~ Kant held that ‘the unoonditional neoeesity of a judgment doee
-not form the abeolute necessity of a thing. He believed that the

. ,.confugion

difficulty 4in thie matter of neoeeeity, ie due to the nnnninsinn of
“logioal neooeeity with real neoeeeity. He held that only in an
analytio Judgment is the denial of the predioate uelfpoontradiotory,
and not in a synthetic Judgment. Anad. he deolared that the Judgment

that God as 8 neoeeeary being, therefore existent to be a eynthetio

Judgment ag is every exietential Judgment. But he: pointed out

that the predioate of the eynthetio Judgment can be denied ‘and in o



L VY)’

’ the argument oonoerning God he doos dony it. We . noted that whilo
” Kant's rejeotion of the: Ontologioal Argument was due to his epis-
tomologioal presuppoeitionl in the Gritique of Puro Reason yet in
the 3raotioal Reason he swings buok again to find a plaoe for bod
Preedom and Immortality, whioh he: postulates as neoeseary to satis- )
fy ‘the demanﬂe of roason. ‘ B
We 8GwW that Kent' grantea that the idea of God ie not the idoa of\
a contingent but of a neceosar;, self~existen¢ esscnce. Yet though
| rationally neoessary, he does not allow on this acoount that the idea
has real exiotenoe ‘but only: that we muot think it.- We noted that
“the objeotion made to Kant ot this point was his demahding too much
of & proof, for it was said, what more can bo deoired of e proof .ﬁ -
than Just this: if in order to thinL rationolly, we muet think a'fhwa
kaHg necessarfly, snd when thcught is thonqht a5 syls+c~1~ ”Cmu/

.
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It was held, we baw that“suoh a viow is skeptioal and leads to
the'overthrow of all rational thought /\It was then noted that Kant ,-
1mmediate1y upon 1oav1ng tho theoretioal proof and ontering upon the‘
praotioal proof postul&ted God, which hitherto he had deniod..

Aot o
Our argument then showed that Knnt had done was to admit a

value judgment whioch satisfies the demands of reason and lifo from =

the side of will but not of 1ntellect.

: . ) . B . ‘70
.,umg,?wpvu‘;,,gﬁo‘*no“,r\y« ?3\\?;")‘ }\”,el ‘ .

Wo found that Hegel, with his philosophioal pre~ uppositions
found favor in the Ontological Proo¢ and oriticizod Knnt and aome
of his objootione. Wc oonoluded howover, that Heﬂel with his‘ .
logioal 1dea116m, naturully overrated tha Ontologioal Proof, Even
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‘going so far ae tc use 1t to establieh his pan~1ogiem. This 1ed us
to tha conolueion that the existenoe of God oannot abeolutely be ‘
_proved through the Ontological Argument. The most we oan admit is
that there 18 truth in the argument when taken as a valne judgment
‘,and with Lotze we would hold that the totality of valuo oannot be

.utterly divorced from existonoe.‘
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The'Futility of Absolute Proof.

After having made thie 1engthy examination of the attempted proof
for the reality of the Supreme Being, we’ have to conclunde that not’

mueh progress has been made by the thinkere from Plato to Hegel in

B establishing an abeolute proof of God. We wonder 1if there is not a

reaeon for thie state of affairs. And why is 1t that the God 1dea ' )

"pereiets despite ite absenoe of valad demonetration? Aneelm firmly

believed in God, yet laeked a euffieient and adequate proof. Kant

.apparently delivered the death~blow upon the theistic argument and yet .

he never doubted the reality of the Supreme Being. ey the truth not

‘; be that the validity of the obJective existenoe of God reate upon a

fundamental principle in the mind and in lifs whioh can’ have no proof
and requiree none? o

“And what thie prineiple ta that permite of. belief and yet cannot .

" be demonetrated. Ie it the prinoiple of value whieh has ite baeie

in tne intuitione of the mind? There ie abundant illuetration of

‘intuitional valuee in all phaees of thought and life. We ean mention
. the following group{ 1. Color and eound ezb intuitione of eenee, Helen"

' Keller eannot know them beouuee Bhe 1aeke eyes and eare. Theee

intuitions of sense are variable however, ohanging from time to time

}acoording to the light, eound eto. For the beauty of a painting or ‘
-8 piece of mpsic we oannot give proof as to why we hold them beautiful.

A1l we oan say ie “their beauty ie intuitive.‘ Toleay that meane we"

congider it a value~that cannot be demonetrated." "HVarioue kinde'
of drinke‘are another‘illuetration., The only reaeon we can give that

they are good is that we know it by intuition. 3. And 80 the

, prineiple of lex talionie. Why ie this law of eqiivalente univereally

‘reoognized - this 1dea of value Ior value? Again all we can eay 1s

- .
A
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that it is an intuition.‘ WWe generally.hold that the government ie'
good. On what basig? How &0 we know it? Ie not the idea of the
value of the government an intuition? Aristotle remarked "Man is a
| political nnimal by nature" And thie woulqrmean that govenoment'ie
intrineically valuable. | ‘ o
‘ Plato, in the Republio givee a lengthy disoussion of Justiee.~.Ggﬂ4’f
"{he mesns by thie term an eetabliehed peaoeful ,and orderly oharaeter
in 2 eommunity. It ie eimilar to our term righteoueneea. Where do we
get this belief in righteouaneea ae a value to be sought? Again all
| we can say ie that 1t ie an intuition. 4. Mathematice too afforde fh
‘.an illustration.. What ie the proof for the axiome of mathematics aﬂg
.tfand geometry? How do we know that two things equal to the same thing
Jare equal to eaoh other.. except by inttﬁtion? (3 5. And the laws of\
+ thought are still further illuetrationa.l What 1ine of reaeon have we
"for holding, . for example that A ig A - whatever is, is; except that

it ie an intuition anﬁ life demande it as a rational prinoiple other-

' .wiee we cannot prooeed rationally, And ao with the other laws of

thought that of non-oontradiotion and exoluded middle and the law of .
.suffioient reaeon. We know them true only by intuition. Theee 1aws |
‘are fundamental aseumptions of all reaaoning and are universally

4iyaooepted exoept by sLeptios. In fact in the last analyeis they B
';belong to the olasa of value ooneepts. 6. Further the law of

‘oausality is o pre-suppoeition of all reasoning. Welhave no waycofth

proving the universality of causal rehxtiona., We’believe in the idea

of causal relatione not beoause we oan prove them neoeeeary, but |

ibeoauae of" their persistence und intuitional character. 7. And 80

with aeathetio values. Why do we oa11 eome things beautiful and

‘ethere not? What is our oriterion of beauty in the Sistine Madonna?

S e
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Or in the baautiful passages in Bcripture such as the twenty-third
psalm? Or the beauty/we see 1t in great literature.L To ask for proof
we must answer we have none. The values appear B8O immediate and |
_intuitive that it seems almost nonsensioal to ask for their proof.

8. And finally, we would refer to.moral and religious values.
Is not the Good a moral intuition? And i3 not +the belief in God a
realit;-feeling in the final anulysis? '‘Would Anseln ever have formulated
the Ontological Argument or sought to find a rational proof for God
~unless first he had a reality-feelinp of Him? The origin of the 1idea
of a Btpreme Being is dispﬁted but the existenoe of the idoa is
universally admitted.‘ thnce did it oome and whv do we, still hold
it, despite the seeming impossibility of dennnstrating its obJeotivity -
except that 1t is an intuitional reality-feeling and vs.lue.? o

And so we are led baok to Plato from whenoe we came. To him the ;

- Good is an inherent value, his doctrine of the Eidos is a &octrine of i_»
"value~concents. We believe this to be the ‘better. interpretat*on of
Plato. He -considered the good as sternal and immutabl e only beoause )
positive value was always etornal. And h w does- Pleto get his ideas

vor value concepts? They came not from generalization inferenoe,’or
abstraction, but rather by intuition or as he himself stated it

through reverential eonverse of the soul_withzthe divine. The deepest
thing‘in Plato.is Just this.:reality”is value. ‘Whatover‘is.real'is
value,'. c .i. | ,' ‘ ‘ Pviv ,‘

In order to account for this world of sense_Plato breught.in a
gsecond prinoiple beside his ideas which Aristotle oalis the Plapoaici
matter XﬂxixlﬂYl « It forms‘the basis of the phehomenal world and‘is
everything that idea is not. This matter has no form of its own, it

is merely the xaw material on whioh the forms are impressed. It{is
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a lower order of existence and insofar as it takes on form it

partakes in o measure of realitys 'What‘we wish to note“here is that

in Plato's designatlon of this mattar as non-being, meaning & lower

order of exietence ‘he expresses a Judgment of valne. In faet Plato
regarded his ideae as olaeses and relations- not olaseee of thinge,
but rather classes of claesoe of things and relations of relatione

wfof things. The Gocd of Plato ie a olaes term which 1noludes a1l

_otker clagses of Goad., As the number,@bis the olass of all pairs,
. therefore a claes of classes, 80 are Plato g universale, sueh a8 the
“Good the True and the Beautiful olaseee of cluseee. And the fixtity
_of,the Erue Good and Beautiful is probably the same ;ixity as the |

,Nnumbers 2, 3 4, etc. We see here that Plato 8 universale are

classes of classes of ﬁositive value. Uﬁ §

Aristotle criticieea Plato beoauee of *hﬁ-l&ck of distinotionb;f A”{$§ |
f‘dnd the ideas he asoribee.tq Plato-are ebetruct universals.. Whileu “
f?lafe‘sometimee'makns you think thut hie ideas aré ﬁere?aﬁstraetionS»
or mattors of opinicn ae he wouln exprees it, yet the truer view of

A Plato is that ho meant by his ideas- value concepts. Ana in this

N respeet Aristotle.dig Plato a philosophic injustice,‘ﬁeeauee he did
not underetand this to be his mecening. A4s WQ‘havs’hefeinbefore noted,

the ideas did not dome by gencralization from‘experienee,‘but_théy

4\oame by a priori 1ntu1tion."They are'eomething-instinotive not'any-
thing which you~oah lcarn. They are the gift of . God but yet.do not

come without scme elfort on our part.-

Today the tendeney is to set down all vaiuee as roiafive. They ~ .
are regurded as more.ox less coﬁtributing to en end, so more-o; leas
~valuable to unvehd, which hog another end. Plato did not 80 regard - | |
them. He was sure that seme values are inherent, ultimate, and

"immutable.
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Thus we see there are two ways of interpreting Plato. In the firet
plaoe us 8 metaphyeieian fhe Good is a. ‘metaphysical prinoiple. In
1the second plaoe as’ a. practical ethioist, The Good is a velue.
It is this latter 1nterpretatlon which we wish to hold, and in this ‘

"~ the Good would xh.bomthe highest class of classes of value. ¢v/e st
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- The dootrine of the exxstenoe of values of any. eort ~argues the

' existence of God.- The problem of theism is not a mere acudemic problem.
It is of profound practieal s&gniflcunce and social 1mportanoe. The
‘question whether God exists is the queetion whether the universe hae
"eny goal,,or are there eny 1nherent valuee at all. In e univerae with

‘purely physical and'ohemioal changes ‘there would be no value at all,

) from the standpoint of muterialiem there are no. values.‘ Yet

. materialists holad valuee as by-products. But in the theory of valuee,
they are the reality end the phyeiee and chemietry are the by-produots.'
In other words, they aro,goale ends outoomes, that are qf supreme '
velue. This is the theietio’conueptlonﬂof_the world. As Platofhas
been attacked co have all of his foilowere. The rigoristic'method

of logic holos that only that is- trne which can be demonstrated with -
' mathenutioul ezaotneea. But there ie/ggoh thing as abeolute deduotive
- proof of the dircot sort. ' Among the’ eoienoes the proofs thul are
deduetive are not questioned, but the dednotive proof offered fortthe
divine being are keenly challenged. 'For‘exqmple, we cennbt(abeoluteiy
prove the luw of gravity, .yet its validityeie questioned only in rare
plaoes. But it is not so with the ' arguments offered for the divime
exietenoe.‘ Seience eaye if this.propesition is proved, certain con-

/
sequences are to be observed. These consequences are observed.
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Therefbre thiu pxopbsition'is true. The bi-nomial theory of Newton
is seldom.question.‘ The only proof we have of it is the examples |
'given; And of course we canmnot exhaust all possible examplea. But
when you offer the same kind of proof for God it is immediately
rejected. The Bi-nomial theoren 1s called axiomatic by laymen, but
. it ian't an uxiom nor is 1t deductable. It is rather reasoning by
‘recurrence. We do not Xnow the fruth o2 mathematical deduction  :’  .

,vabsolutely. Idductive proof too, is Just'illustrative,‘Just one

'eyample after another. _ , | | | “ - ,
Now trying to prove reality in general amounts to the same thing

» as tryinp to prove the ‘Ontological Argument. You~cannot demonstrate
\‘syllovistically any value or reality-feeling; And“éo on thafrﬁoéount}
Anselm 8 syllogistio form of the Ontologioal Prcof is irrelevent and
‘ misleading. Lotze’ and innnn Bowne saw 1ntrinsic and abeolute value $

w4 s 15 what"we S ‘ ui‘c‘f |
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You cannot put 1n syllogistio form the oxperienoe of value as you
;cannot muthematically demonwtr&ta the value of a piece of muaio."But
‘you cun feel it.A Isn t it absurd to 1nsist on the mathematioal
demonetratton of value suoh as mxxx music, poetry, God? The essence
of reality is to bolieve in the reality of eternal things, which is
to believg in the reality of Bod. This is 1n Leibnitu, best poasible

of aliipéséible worlds. It is in Browning -"the best is yot to be".
This 1s the meaning of the Ontological Argument. When it is cu.id that |
it 18 the only possible proof of God it is to say this immediate experie&»

 ce of value is an experienoa of supremo or absolute periection.
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Existence and Value.

If vie . regard the idea ot God as a value oonoept quite naturally
the queetion is raised, as in the Ontologioal Argument have we a “.,‘
right to infer his existenoe from the reoognition of his value? By ”'
objeotore we are cautioned that we must remomber in disouesing the,vy
.inferenoe from value to existenoe that values,to begin with are Just
claims, which may like other olaims fuil of valioity. 0f course if
we hold to the supposition to begin with that whatever 1s value . is f“
valid, then perforoe we heve settled out oase without even arguing it._
We must admit that our olaims regerd&ng the truth of reality of God

aﬂkﬁn logically but’ a postulate. And if we are oompellod to get our
postulated value confirmed by exper*enoe in case of the divine idea
we run up against a snag put in out wey by Kent namely the 1mposaibility
of knowing enything beyond the phenomena of experienoe.

IT, then we attempt as Ritsohel to pxtntxnnt put tho matters of
faith Judgments in a separate sphere from theoretioal judgments and .
thus argue their reality, we are back again to the scholastio two-‘: |

‘ fold proof, and heve made an unwarranted eeperation of the unity of our
ooneoiouenees. : - | | : | -
| If, then we resort to abeolute values whioh we regard asg . eelf~
proved or axiomatio arein we ere told that we are merely making formel"u
olaims, o8 oomes out clearly in Khnt's aooount of the absolute value of
personality and of ‘the outegorical imperetive. s bohiller seys,‘"Thusi¥
it is quite poeeible, and indeed neoessery, to inquire whether the
values olaimed are really poseeesed and to question the validity of o
,the valuee eotually reoognized., This indeed is one of the ohief |
ooeupations of 21 oritiotl philosophy. It meens that the problem of

values appeare also in the sphere of value - the antieheeis of ought o
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- and is, which xppnx was euppoeed to differentiate value and fact,

arieee again over the value mf value 'when they are taken a8 iaxn

. faote for the purpose of asseeeing their value. The explanation

perhaps 18 that error and failure are possible in all human operations ,
and henae aleo in the eetimatien of value." (F.C.S. Schiller, "Encyclo-
pedia of Religion and Ethice.) | o

Wo would siaply eonclvdo that all truth is value. It may be objeoted
that 1f this is 80 then thero can be no aboolute separation of the

prautioal (the ephero of value) from the theorotica’ (the sphere of

' faote). ] would anewor by aeLing can deaoriptive knowledve be‘

free from uppreciotivo knowledge? Hove any thinhers been able, in

the soarch for truth, to be absolutolv free from ovalnation9 If not,

the apparent antithesiw betweon cht end value doos not hold,

absolutely, for fact ﬁithout’value oannot be found. IS it poseible,

'peycholoniou11j, to re"oh anJ foot exaept by 8 procoee permeated

throughout by valuag, that ie, a purposive endeuvor to attainnn end of
knowledgo or whet notl withou ‘the procesa of uelection partioularr
preferenoe, bpooial intorost biae, etc. .As‘Janen saye,."PhiIOSOphy

is a matter of.temperJMOLt. There are the tou&h-minded and the tender-’

“,minded,"‘ And concerning the viewo of the world held ae fruthe in the
- differont agoe, we qubte with interout Falchenberg a8 remukk In
‘speukinp above of tho worth of the philoeophiou] dootrinee of the

‘past as defined Time and as oompa;able to the stnndard ohsracter of

finished works of art, the speciel roference was to,thoee olements of
speoulatioﬁ which proceod loes from abstract thinking then from the‘
fanoy, the heurt and the character of the individual and even more

direotly from the diepoaition of the peop1e~ and whioh to a oeltain
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degree may be divorced from lo"icel reaeohing and the eoientific R ENef
treatment of particul ar questione.' The so mev be summed up under the g;{;
phrase ’Viewe of the World. The necessity foxr constant reconsidere~ %h;
tion of them is trom this etandpoint at once evident. The Greek view '
of the world is as classic as the olaseic art of Phidiae and the epic‘
of Homerp the Ohristien as eternally valid 88 the architecture of the“
Middle Ages; the modern, as irrefutable ee Goethe's poetry and the

mueic of Beethoven. The views of the world which proceed from the

Spirits of different agee ‘as producta of the general deve10pment ef

'culture are not so much thoughts as rhythme in thinking, not theoriee

but modes of intuition eaturated with the feelings of worth. We may

dispute- about them it is true° we may &rgue againet them or in their

defence‘ but they can neither be estahliehed nor oterthrown by cogent

proofs. It is not only optimism and peesimism determiniem end

indeterminism, tnet have their ultimete roote in the affective side of
our nature, but pantheiem and individualiem aleo iaealism and materielism,
even rationaliusm and seneationaliem.‘ Even though they onerate with the
instruments of thought, they remain in the last analyais matters of

faith, ieeling, and of resulution. The eeethetic view of the world held

by the Greeks, the transcendontal religioue view of Chriatianity, the
intellectual views of Leibnitz and Hegel, the panthelietic views of

richte and Sehopenhauer are vitsl forcesn, not doctrines poetulatee not ‘

reeulta of thought. One view of the world ie forced_to yield its pre-

‘eminence to another, which it has itself helped produce by ite”own one-

'eidednese, only to reconquer its opponents 1ater, when it has 1earned B

from her when it has been purified correoted and deepened by the -
struggle. But the elder ccntestant is no mocre comfuted by_the younger

than the drema of Sophooles by the;drame\of Shskespeare, than youth by -
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ege or spring by autumn.” (Falekenberg, History of Philoeophy, Pe 3. )

We beg to note elso that for the unsophisticated religious eon—

xeeioueneee there is often a eonfusion between appreoiative and = b
"existential meaninge. No doubt the defendere of the Ontologioal _
: Argument were somewha t mixed without due appreciation of. their uifferen-T
. tiation.‘ The pre- supposition of reality in Aneelm 8 idea of God being
ﬂfmixed with hie Judgmente of worth, led him into making an exietential

‘judament of the Ontolopioal Argument.l Urben admirably bringe thie B

point out in his dieeueeion of the. value Judgmente of religion._.He

eaye, “heligioue veluee furnish us an edmirable illustretion of the

-truth of this analysis of the relation of Judgmente of velue to Judg-

mente of truth and faot 2; their relative. independenoe at eertain
H»a{ 1M

pointe. They are, &s &gztingﬂhee well eeid value judgmente of the
‘eeoond degree, in that they express the ieelings whieh arise from the

coneideration of the faith of primary personal and social values in .’

reeiity; they express the demand for a conservation of values elreedy

ﬁfqoquired,‘ As & consequenee”of this charaoter. &he judgment of veiue_

ieobound up originelly‘With exietential Uudgments, the resal meaning_of :

.whieh is not alweys at first apprehended.

"The objeot of relirioue belief and devotion is peyoholopioally

an appreoiative oonetruotion externelized and given ‘outer exietenee'

in the manner- already deeoribed. The pre-euppoeition of reality ie

2

aoknowledyed in existential Judgments of the most element&ry tvpe.'vAe

a. oonsequenoe for the uneophietioated religioue ooneoioueneee

‘appreoiative and exietentiel meenine are often inextrioably mixed.

Literal Paredieee and Hells rise out orf thie etute of primitive un- ‘

'edifterentiation~ the heighta and. depthe of our experiencee of value are .

eo oonfueed with tenmoral and spatial magnitude that belief in the

'reelitygof values is made to rest upon the belief in the physioal
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exietenee of . the'eymbole.. ‘But when this firet fueion - and oonfueion - ﬁ}
is broken up, ae 1t ultimately is when the interpretation of the

preeuppositione of reality in this way i8 no longer poeeible '&.e.,

when the object ie neither peroeptually verified nor continuoue mith

other truth Juagmente & readjustment or redlity meaninge tahee pluee. .

A reetoration of a value in the form of s conception of eynbolic or

1nner truth appeare. end it the velue involved ie vital the pre~ti

‘euppoeition of reslity outlaete the. cruder iactual and truth Judgmente. u‘

The hietory of religione ot Ohrietienity no leee than othere, uhowe "

thie prowreeeive olarificetion of reality meaninp, hietorleal oulmina-

tion in the euee of Ghrietienith being the ettempt to identify the

..pre-euppoeition oe nealitv impliclt in the ides of perfection with

1opical or truth objeotivity 1n ate moet abetract form.‘ r‘he feilule

of this attempt ae 1n the Ontologieal ?roof merhe ‘the full realiza~.

tion of the primaoy of valuee. prerienoe has ehown the remerkable

‘power of religioue beliefe o reouperete and reedauet themeelvee and

_.from this vitality we maJ probably infer that until the veluee of men

themselves ehange the value judgmente of religion need fear nothing

from the appeeranoe of new audgmente of faot and truth. » (Urben,

‘"valuation - Its Nature und Lawe", p. 394).

Thie 1eade us fina11J to 88y that the meaning of the Ontologieal

‘ Argument, when considered ae a velue Judgment is that the value of

a Sunreme Beine guerenteee his reality, Velue ig realzty. No doubt

‘Aneelm or Deecertee never thought of 1t in that wey. but bech in their

minds they reoognieed the idea of a bupreme or Perfeot Being a8 of

‘greatest worth and therefore reel.: boneerning this euppoeition of
‘the thought behind the Ontolorioal Proof let us agein quote from Urben

' who remurke' "To the final queetioa therefor - how are Judgmente of

-
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1existenoe ﬁnd truth related to ultimate appreciation. with their

intrinsic yalueeﬁe our answer is s;mple.gpq evident. They estahliah
relémiona betweon cxporience and expsrience, betwéen ideavand idea,
whioh 1ead to new apprcoiatxonu or: oonaerve thoae ahready acquireﬂ.

The spaeifio predicuted of existence, .of truth, already conaidered

‘fhave meaning‘onld when they add to the intrineio value or reality of

| an impréeSion or idea.' There are cases where tho aoknowledgment of the

pre-aupnosition of re&lity in thege predioates dooe add value end

reality to the idea, e.gk, where the pre~aupposit on of reulity already‘

includes a retrospactive explicit definition o* exis»enoe or truth.

"Bup’sueh aduiticn is not-a”neoeasary congequence oIl such aoknow~

lodgmént' nor is such- aanowled?nont neceas&ry eonaition of appre~

,oiation._ As the critics of the Ontologioal Proof have oleurlv seen,

the proo* of tho truth or existenoe of tho idea of the Perieot Being -
adds nothing to ita reality. ‘In the intrinsic appreoiation 01 the

meaning o? the demaud or postulate of such 53 Being, whatever reulity

it hus is ulreaay included. It central pluce in ‘the upirltual life,

its. guar‘ tee nust guarantoe ite reelity. And the attempt to trang-.

.

late such ultimute reality intoc the subordinato ooncepte oi outer

~existence Lnd truth can certainly add nothing to that reality, ana may

even by falsely interpreting tbe pxe»nupposition of xeality, 1euu to

~ error and unraalitya"

We observe thut we are being lod unwillingly. into a diuouseion of _
the theory cf valuu which the compass of this'theeis will not permit;
We simply want to note thet the strongth cf the Ontolonical Arpumont
really lies in our evalnations, - in pur appreciutlvo Lnowlodge rather

than our thebretical Imoviledge. o many this udmission constitutee

,a confegsdon o& woaknoas or failure , Tor they regard’xnnught that

-
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,;whichbcannot bo oognitivolJ upheld ag not being trua. Yet we must reply,
thau the. other eideso; our naturg, the volitional und the uffective
havé rights o8 well a8 tho oognitivc. And with Profesuor Bowne we

mugt rooogniae tho demunﬂu oP thc wholo of our n&ture and not merely

a ﬁart.
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