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I w o u l d l ike to show that Proslogium I I is self- inval idat ing and that , 
moreover, i t must be so i n order fo r Proslogium I I I to be a valid argument^ 
I f we were to use the language o f Thomas M o r r i s , we cou ld express the 
second por t ion o f my claim as fol lows: the axiom distinctive o f S5 modali ty, 
the pr inciple that a p ropos i t ion wh ich is possibly necessary is necessary 
is logical ly impossible to assert^. 

Necessary existence cannot ever be a matter o f logical possibi l i ty . 
Necessary existence either necessarily is or i t necessarily is not . Necessary 
existence is not a matter o f possibi l i ty. For , i f necessary existence were i n 
the range o f possibi l i ty , some aspect o f contingency w o u l d have to be 
impl i ed . The n o t i o n o f possibiUty, as I understand i t , is that which may 
be bu t w h i c h need not be. However , and this is the crux o f the matter , 
the concept o f 'may be' is logical ly incomplete w i thou t its correlative 
'may not be'. T o pu t i t i n another way, the n o t i o n o f mayness makes no 
sense i f -mayness is not an equipossibil i ty. 

What I am arguing above is that possibility is not definable completely 
w i t h o u t inpu t f r o m the concept o f contingency. For an existence to be in 
the range o f the possible, i t must be a contingent existence. Contingency 
is a status that need not be, or , i n Aris tot le ' s w e l l - k n o w n phrase, that 
cou ld be otherwise. A contingent existence that is actual must have been 
possible or i t could not have been. But , once i t is actual, i t is actual and 
eo ipso is no longer merely possible. 

The concepts o f possibi l i ty and contingency are log ica l ly symbiot ic . 
We can d i f ferent ia te possibi l i ty and contingency i n terms o f the tense o f 
t empora l i ty . W h a t is possible must be contingent. W h a t is contingent 
must have been possible. Possibil i ty and contingency cannot be defined 
i n exclusion o f each other. The logical completeness o f contingency is 
dependent upon the logical p r io r i ty o f possibility. The logical completeness 
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o f possibi l i ty is dependent upon the absence o f necessity and actuali ty; 
or, the pluperfect o f contingency. Contingency can only be defined 
backwards i n terms o f possibil i ty as that which must have been possible. 
Possibili ty can only be defined forwards in terms o f contingency as that 
which can only become a contingent actuality. 

Possibility is, i n a w o r d , an enthymemic logical no t ion . I t is logically 
incoplete w i t h o u t the concept o f contingency. Mayness implies the equi­
possibility o f maynotness. Contingency is possibility more f u l l y expressed. 
I f we add the concept o f existence to the contingent we can then differentiate 
between the t w o concepts as the possible being that which may or may 
not be and the contingent being that which has actualized the may be o f 
the two sides o f the possible. 

H o w does a l l o f this apply to Anselm? As logical ly perverse as it 
might sound, necessity can i n so sense be possible f o r the possible implies 
the contingent at some fu tu re t ime. The possible implies that which 
might be but that which might equally also not be. The actuali ty o f the 
possible is contingent: i t is that which might not have been. I n matters o f 
D i v i n i t y whether one is Theist or Aetheist one must be a necessitarian. 
Bonaventure's argument, Si Deus Deus, Deus Est, is necessarily self-re­
f u t i n g . There can be no " I fness" w i t h respect to Necessary existence. I f 
the D i v i n e cou ld possibly not be, then the Div ine cannot not not be. We 
cannot argue f o r necessity on the grounds o f possibility. F r o m possibihty 
we can only argue f o r necessary non-existence. This leads us to the 
curious bu t true propos i t ion ; i f the D iv ine is possible, i t is impossible. I f 
we construe D i v i n i t y in terms o f necessary existence, then the concept of 
D i v i n i t y can never be a merely possible concept. 

The status o f arguments about the D i v i n i t y cannot be on the level 
o f logical possibil i ty. M a j o r critics o f the ontological argument do not 
question the va l id i ty o f arguing f r o m possibil i ty to necessity. I n Kane's 
article, 'The M o d a l Ontological Argument ' , he takes possibil i ty as a 
premise i n the argument towards necessity. He does see that the possible 
existence o f the De i ty is weaker ihdii the desired conclusion o f necessity: 
" A l l that must be assumed, besides... is [ the] premise..., ' i t is logically 
possible that a perfect being exists', a premise that is also weaker than 
the desired conclusion"-. W h a t he does not see is that i t is not only that 
i t is weaker; such a premise is logically incompatible w i t h the conclusion 
in such a way that the conclusion cannot f o l l o w f r o m such a premise. 

I f we were to employ the language o f M c G r a t h , what I am saying 
above is that the so-called B pr inciple is logical ly incoherent. McGra th ' s 
succinct descript ion o f the so-called B pr inciple , ' that a p ropos i t ion that 



18- R.E. ALLINSON 

is possibly necessary is t rue ' , is a cont rad ic t ion in adjectcf. This is Bona-
ventur ism al l over again i n moda l dress. Incidenta l ly , one conclusion 
does fo l low f r o m this which should allay McGrath 's fear o f the proliferation 
o f less than perfect necessary beings ( L P N J . I f the B principle is logical ly 
incoherent and hence logically unstatable, then, since the existence o f 
LPN^ is a consequence o f the va l id i ty o f the B pr inc ip le ( i n his v iew) , 
then he may lay his fears o f the existence o f LPN^ quite comfor t ab ly to 
rest. 

T o Anse lm. T o paraphrase Proslogium I I , i f we can conceive o f 
that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-conceived that could [ i m p l y i n g 
equally that i t cou ld not by the appl ica t ion o f the completed n o t i o n o f 
possibi l i ty] exist (but only i n imaginat ion) , then this part o f the argument 
is sound enough because we w o u l d not be conceiving o f tha t - than-
which-nothing-greater-can-be-conceived. However , as the argument 
progresses, i t refutes itself. Fo r Anse lm concludes that , " . . . then i t can be 
conceived to exist i n r ea l i t y "^ But i f this is so, then the argument is 
self-negativing because 'can ' equally implies 'cannot ' . I f i t is on ly true 
tha t It can be so conceived (not that i t must be so conceived to exist), 
then i t is equally true that i t can be conceived as not existing. But i f the 
D e i t y is not existing, this is an existence which is in the imagina t ion only . 
Proslogium I I never achieves the that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-
be-conceived status because we can always conceive o f a greater, that 
being that exists o f necessity. 

T o the second part o f our argument: the conclusion o f the argument 
o f Proslogium I I I invalidates the argument o f Proslogium I I . For , i f I I I 
is taken as v a l i d , then I I must be inva l id . I n fac t , i t is precisely this 
version o f De i ty (as that w h i c h can be conceived not to exist), wh ich is 
employed to stand f o r that wh ich is not De i ty i n order to establish 
Proslogium I I I . Anse lm as much as admits to the inva l id i ty o f I I by 
employ ing the conclusion o f I I as a false but necessary premise i n estab­
l ishing the va l id i ty o f I I I . A necessary being is proven to be that than 
w h i c h no th ing greater can be conceived by showing the superior i ty o f 
this conception over that o f the conception employed i n I I . Bu t i t is not 
merely a superior conception. I t is a conception, wh ich , i f superior, 
draws, its super ior i ty f r o m the fact that the concept advanced i n I I 
(according b o t h to Anse lm and to me) cannot be a concept o f the 
D i v i n e . I t draws its va l id i ty f r o m the inva l id i ty o f I I . (Anse lm, however, 
does not seem to be aware that i n constructing Proslogium I I I , he has 
destroyed the va l id i ty o f Proslogium I I , but f o r al l that , he has). 

Retrospectively and prospectively, I I must be inva l id . I t is inva l id 
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retrospectively as its i nva l id i ty is a logical consequence o f the va l id i ty o f 
I I I . I t is i nva l i d prospectively as the cond i t ion f o r the va l id i ty o f I I I . 
Once i t is used as a premise i n the argument o f I I I , i t cancels itself out as 
a va l id conclusion i n I I . 

I f I I were v a l i d , i t w o u l d inval idate I I I . I t is not that I I does not 
prove enough. W h a t i t does prove ( i f i t proves i t ) , w o u l d inval idate I I I 
because i t proves a contingent actual i ty only . W h a t is more impor tan t , 
however, is that I I is used as precisely that wh ich is not that - than-which-
nothing-greater-can be-conceived i n I I I in order to establish the ' that 
wh ich cannot be conceived not to exist' o f I I I as the that- than-which 
nothing-greater-can-be-conceived. I f we understand I I I correctly, we realize 
that i n I I we were not and could not have been conceiving o f that- than-
which-nothing-greater-can-be-conceived. I t is not that I I I is merely the 
stronger o f the t w o arguments; i t is, i f correct, the only va l id argument. 
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