
the Oval, where the household gods ensured a certain justice: only a few balls
after the decision we have been discussing, Stuart Broad had Ponting clean
bowled.5
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The ontological argument simplified
GARETH B. MATTHEWS AND LYNNE RUDDER BAKER

The ontological argument in Anselm’s Proslogion II continues to generate a

remarkable store of sophisticated commentary and criticism. However, in

our opinion, much of this literature ignores or misrepresents the elegant
simplicity of the original argument. The dialogue below seeks to restore

that simplicity, with one important modification. Like the original, it retains

the form of a reductio, which we think is essential to the argument’s great
genius. However, it seeks to skirt the difficult question of whether ‘exists’ is a

genuine predicate by appealing instead to a distinction between having only

mediated causal powers and having unmediated causal powers. Pegasus has
no unmediated causal powers, but he has mediated causal powers through

the thoughts, depictions and literature in which he figures. In contrast, those

people who think about Pegasus, portray him in paintings and sculptures,
and write stories about him themselves have unmediated causal powers.

5 With thanks to Jonathan Barnes and David Papineau for correspondence about the cricket,

and to Lucy Baines and Joseph Raz for legal advice.
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The Argument

Anselm: (in prayer) You, O God, are something than which nothing
greater can be conceived.

Fool: (i.e. atheist, who has overheard Anselm’s prayer) God is just
an object of the imagination.

Anselm: So you agree that the something than which nothing greater
can be conceived is at least an object of the imagination; it is
therefore something conceivable.

Fool: All right, it is conceivable. But it isn’t real. It has been con-
ceived to provide an ideal object of worship. It doesn’t exist
in reality.

Anselm: Would it be greater to have unmediated causal powers than it
would be to have only mediated causal powers?

Fool: Of course it would be greater to have unmediated causal
powers; but God doesn’t have any. Being just an idea made
up to provide, as I have just said, an appropriate object of
worship, God has only mediated causal powers, that is,
powers through the believers in God. They do all sorts of
things in the belief that they are fulfilling God’s will.
However, in and of himself, God has no causal powers
whatsoever.

Anselm: So, according to you, something than which nothing greater
can be conceived is only an idea in people’s minds and there-
fore has only mediated causal powers.

Fool: You got it right.
Anselm: But then a greater than God can be conceived, namely, some-

thing than which nothing greater can be conceived that actu-
ally has unmediated causal powers. According to you,
something than which nothing greater can be conceived, by
having only mediated causal powers, is something than which
a greater can be conceived. By contradicting yourself in this
way you have offered an indirect proof, that is, a reductio ad
absurdum, that God, i.e. something than which nothing
greater can be conceived, actually exists.
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Oppy, G. 1996. Gödelian ontological arguments. Analysis 56: 226–30.

Oppy, G. 2000. Response to gettings. Analysis 60: 363–67.

Oppy, G. 2006. Arguing About Gods. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schlenker, P. 2009. Anselm’s argument and Berry’s paradox. Noûs 43: 214–23.
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The Pinocchio paradox
PETER ELDRIDGE-SMITH AND VERONIQUE ELDRIDGE-SMITH

The Liar paradox is intuitive. Having explained the Liar to my elder children
some years ago, I asked them to come up with versions of their own. My son,

Leif, then 13, suggested:

A policeman asks a suspect whether he is lying, and the criminal just
says ‘Yes’.

One can see how this would work, and it is similar to a known version of the

Liar originating with L. Jonathan Cohen.
After some time, my elder daughter, Veronique, then 11, devised the

Pinocchio paradox. Pinocchio says ‘My nose will be growing’. Pinocchio’s
nose grows, so the story tells us, whenever he tells a lie. The use of a future
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