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1. Descartes, Discourse on Method and the Meditations; Leibniz, New Essay

Concerning Human Understanding; Hume, Dialogue concerning Natural Religion
and Other Writings; Kant, Critique of Pure Reason.

2. modal logic

3. Plantinga, The Nature of Necessity; Gettings, “Godel’s Ontological Argument: A
Reply to Oppy”, 309-13.

4. Anselm, “Proslogion”

5. Graham Oppy

6. Oppy, “Ontological Arguments,” section 8.

7. Ibid.
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1. a priori
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1. Himma, “Anselm: Ontological Arguments for God’s Existence,” section 2.
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1. Danielyan, “On the Inherent Incoherence of Gaunilo’s Island”; Ward, “Losing the
Lost Island”, 127-134.
2. Oppy, “Ontological Arguments”, section 6.
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1. Descartes, Discourse on Method and The Meditations.
2. perfections
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1. Lawrence Nolan
2. Nolan, “Descartes’ Ontological Argument”.
3. William Alston
4. John Abbruzzese
5. William Forgie
6. Alston, “The Ontological Argument Revisited; Abbruzzese, “The Structure of
Descartes’ Ontological Proof”; Forgie, “Is the Cartesian Ontological Argument
Defensible?”.
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1. Ibid.
2. Look, “Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz”.

3. simple
4. limited by

5. interfered with
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1. Ens Perfectissimum
2. Ibid.



e e G Jls db ol + YA

oW s 055 J 52 e bl il 3501 831,590 Lslidl s~ gl ol 51
Ty bl 3 g2 5 SISl O p g iy LT3 U] BLSI] Ao o Y
HE
SL3L T @15 ol ol alladl 8 - g 52 Jaal) Gla s 2 2500
O ISV 3D B e 8 403 o & el o 3Rl 38, oy e
j}aujs.@u@:@ﬁp@o,}dﬂ¢év.@u@w
2 ST el g pn s 4T LA 3o 01 KT 5 g
B U K i e Y (U 03 s ke
s O A8 & s 500 80500 il i 55 5 i 0 S
D s a2 53 g Sl ol 93 g 5 5 305 01 Sed (IS L3 2 5 pks
Lossb s Jo a4 O oKl T 13U 5 03 g o ot T LK
5l Lo lele 3 ik k) Lo B e LSS T ek i S 5
A3V e Jaa T OTIW oo Jo oSl Y L IWIS1 5 I3 e )
23 e 2T S UYL il O (e 2,301 3 G S Y €5 g 5L
WL 8 pad e o iV el A g M Sl oY) i)
oY oz 3 I O b3V o i Kl ity k) ) 3 5l
Q)Kiawéb,\_ﬁ.U:J1¢st_:,e}§b:w,a|;&wmc;kjd\;\_g
Y1 pmall sy ool B (3 Ul iy 113 5 2 3,5)
L2 S O S8 Lot 525 5 M OT G B 2 (BN e
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1. Gassendi
2. Nolan, “Descartes’ Ontological Argument”, section 3.
3. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason.

4. property
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Anderson, “Some Emendations of Godel’s Ontological Proof™.

5. See:Plantinga, The Nature of Necessity



oWl e G s db ol Y'Y

o 2350 e stall ol Yo (3 ey Do sy 3 38 i
5 s DT e 35 ko3 e e Ly B iz Gl
LeSlay bl O Lo 2 paslad) e Bkl 13) € N1 L e 855
—a_usg\ujw\w\jw‘s,w\&i—;,ﬁ\“*}Awtu)\p\g
JeNIALL e 0ls 13T ((Li._py‘.k.;-blc.)a_&»_}?)l‘djga u_i.t(l\.p
\MjcmiAl\(l\)_xJ\Ced&‘ﬁ\.x;-bw;yjl\o\d\co)jfa_m
upwcdwwéﬂwj@mqw\ > o AT ok
mwb@wxceummw\L;J&(ﬁ)_,u\wuizgmyj
uwuw\Lgby;?jl\mmf\guduﬁjmuww
(£) & JeVIALL S 20h 5 i LI s (aallall 5,00l ey Y |, Ste)
&»\jgudw\uwmaw&wu-pwwgmj
@\g\ﬁj\cﬁd&wi;uwgyjlxummsbg).(Js‘v\
i;pmuyts&\ﬁou_ﬁ&gmu@ws.&Sz\l;pmz;j_@
ia Of | 805 - VT AL (e Gl (6 52 58ele s 5 OF 6T ¢ Y
23N Fal £ 5 6 el Radanll T sy o Jo VI L S 52 21U
ol g 3180 O Juti 0T LS Sl J gl e (B3 5015
wb«.ﬁjG&Y‘J&J}U(}.\&L}b?ﬁmyugfuam\\.JJA (OLYL
OYL ol sgb ¢ &A\‘l\yd\ db‘ywﬁuwjby
’iwom;\u&u@ng}\@duw\&b\ S5 J&_zf
B3 sl ol a3 13) (S5 Uy cads s ol s 5 OGN Ul s Lo

1. Maximally Excellent
2. Maximally Great



FYoo Lo g gl dod |

B2 858l 505 08) Kl Ul o G €6 S8 a5 Il
G (o g I 5 QO il Gl o 2l LET il Say 805
AoV sl 801 BL o33 1513 5 (S5 1 el 5 (gl Glas
ol 5 eI AL laall 3181 0T I3 e oy OIS 5 5
.>ﬁy’m.uuwwﬂmqw\t@g.’gygww

;S‘wauuﬂ‘ Pl

| Sead OIS 130 € Le N1 AL \‘.Ja.c«)) >j>,i\ uj.% ey el 5L LY
ALl all o 31552 505 eV 3L

15 5 50§ 52 oS8 Jle ¢ LV ALL o dae 1S s 53 OF Kl e Y
o 2o s SN OB ¢ Je VI AL o T | oY1 AL (ke
Corls ga Qe VN Al pdanll 1S3l e (Clypmald 5 5) orl s g
DKL

> s M 0L OV ol s eI ol s 5 LI OIS 13 Y
5 &3lgx ol Aadudl e e a1 g I ol g s oY1 AL o laall

oo i 3 1 Sy yo LoV B il ey
o3 edlsnl i 33 5o 10T ms Ml 52¥1 0 58 G5 (1) (Y)
Ll g

JEt 13T oY b calids Il Bl e 8 5 LB, Sy
SV e ot I OT ey 05 bl s s o ol 6 e Gl
e e el Sy Gdlae 0l

s g Lt lo el 1 ol el o o LASE 0,5 0 i



el e G dls db ol + YE

e o 5l a3 LEL I OF S0l Y s 1 S ool g 180
558 5 S 13 O (o) 35 M Lgzoaian ] MRl e ol | 805
Mgl U J 5 Al e T el LB o SY1 e
155 el gl 4o L] 3 Aemo 5 LesDb O aadl 20 cells
b e i
g;’b-j\Q}LA}MHJA.U\@@OQQJ\M.Q)?Y&WQJU\
fh eSS 55 il 01555
o ot gy AR e Y1 il Gl e
z * ws w
318 3 s 513U VI Gl J e S Lo 3VT UL 808000, 5L S5 el s
J o L L3V Il g 2,801 0 5L G yon 0 guial] dainll
T gl il by 1S 4 s S e 5 5 sl VI Ui
Gélale 5 Camss JsinntUe3l pa S 1 DL LoV ST A 0 s
AR ) il > g 5 B Lo e sl s O e 3 G L clgdl
) p . " s
d;ﬁo.'ujc&\aﬁﬁsbs‘ﬁ\&la@}\d@coyuc@pj.(osﬁjj_i;g
" 2 s " , ..
e s 58 5 oS Dy s Lgle o OF L5708 31 43y Lol
oo bl By s aml 5 0 2308a] J s o M Jelzy 23 LA L oY)
i 3 01 25l T sy sy sl 48 (U1 31 a1 e a Sl S Ll
tdebe d5 S lanadd G35 de e O LalS 5 g5 SLSY LDl
P oyo o8 g3l SLaV ol Sy o5 15 s ol Lo P Jtcls
Ly 515 g 50 OIS —15) Jats 5= 13 2 2 Loy 1 ol Ml T e
P oy s sl OLaiVl drols 0L ol 35136 . S Il J5 P
1. Ibid, 221.
2. Oppy, “Ontological Arguments”, Section 8.




Yo o o g ghi¥l dod |

o250 dle dl e (655 O s 225 Ll el e nd OISGYL &
Mol 3 LAT (635 G g s ORI

Ol g sd Sl cpn T o 81 TRV Lslt U Lo Lo
LYY Lo 850 o o il oy s ¢ o3I Akl (05 055
e}&;;@@sjg},}@wsu&g).M\gw‘@a&g‘éﬁy}@
LA g d g ( QLI € s3I DL Bl ol gl o plih do oy St
O U5 ) L]« lanald G251 LS 3 s e OF 85 il 5
PR R JS S a1 0Y) 591 A3 e OLS 5575
REASNRE

Erdn ) & St Jlea¥

al A o NI AL ol sze Glaal des W ALLENS il gt
I 8 @ YL s B Sebs i (oler sl a1 DY

& ’: . & W o

B Sl V1 e %S 5 T sl SIS a5 YT Y dasr) e
L s ol s sl 5 ddoaid] CasUls Lo 8 i o g1 AN J 5
o e oV Y nr | e U2 (3 L 235 (U o Jo 205 )

1. Tooley, “Critical Notice of the Nature of Necessity”, 102.
2. solvent

3. Oppy, “Ontological Arguments”, section 10.



,pwg,uwﬁwééu&%w‘ e ¥

LCdsdbe ‘zgj‘v)j‘ J5le ) pridiadli

ATl o 21 (gt o o sV DI el Lo C S ¢ Jmdll,
ans o Bal 5 dale 8 a5 iy AL o gt G g T S SSL
il Sl gl

Lo o) s NI AN o sk B2l 3 Hogll oy el (| o
IS ) oa plzat & el ad ) daeV) (g L3aad | a5l Sl
STt eI I s o 5 S U] o o sile GG Vil S
il o OB 03 Y) g o I S 555l (S 1S s
555 bl Glate 0 2Q85 ashate o Ll S5 oy b ) 2
i D5 psle Syl aie ledie £ 2501 Sa] el o2
coledde G

Zalal 5,1 O, 5 o St 0l VIS ud 52 (IS o S Y
S 3 Y IS 8,01 s pe D6 LS o

5421 e 015 13] Sltas -5 T VIS b f 5l ENISTN (G
odn O (U3 Y Lo 5T Cilallls) (6 T asliast i danall oda s YIS
L,;\ 3\1\5@@@1&\

1. Leftow, “The Ontological Argument”,

2. Matthews, “The Ontological Argument”.

3. Lowe, “The Ontological Argument”.

4. Oppy, “The Ontological Argument”.

5. Maydole, “The Modal Perfection Argument for the Existence of a Supreme Being”.
6. Szatkowski, Ontological Proofs Today.

7. Modal Perfection Argument



YV o i o) gl i

85 pally S8 IS sl g U105 01 51 G BLYI G
NS

5520 (U s Lo 60 5ule B (3 Olome D 5 25 508 o LsT 435
SBLaSYI [z e 08 13)) (J| I ellana C=r? Ji_.w Jsble
(S 2 WL;-‘OMOBGLY-&JL—@YN:J&UPL&‘}POJKWBU
fo gty LLE 13] 5) dmemns Ll SIS 135 ¢ 505 5 doeens Lok
Jsole Cabs &ngtsgyyéfmmMWZ,ﬁ (2QS5
Y \xjcuﬁfm,d\&pﬁ\syjl\ulﬁbémbm
MVJG.P‘dﬁd‘f‘gmwrt}poﬂs}ﬁj@&“ldu‘w
o st yand ety OF Flatl (88 ST OF soyls ol O s
ALl el i 33 5o 58 QWL el S0 1 512Q85

RRES RGP B WA RV PES P cZ_:z}JjLJY\RJ:Y\@ekS&_Q)
OF Jsile 5 s tila 5 3 VOIS, Bir Tk I 5yl OF oo A1 LU
oan O 5L B o755 s 3 Cins ST g iacalleds Ls slzs Y|
chdu\w& Ugins b T Gandl dg ) G5l L1 lsle3Y)
585 4 35 gy 16 ¢l QU 33 M1 S8 ¢ 3 6T 0L (OIS B
é_mjgiﬁjuu@?;\wdﬂwumﬂéiﬁywwi
Seo all O el 5 il ek OF 5y 2 15 $(dab 3o o)) 4 Liid

w }.;

MWJU.QJ ubdwé‘bb‘yu}ﬂjbyﬁ‘ﬁm\vﬁ)
yfgéyjj\ébdlcﬁd\Wbyﬂ\ﬁw\dg\blcdgjb

1. supreme

2.. Barcan, “A Functional Calculus of First Order Based on Strict Implication”.
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