A Critique of William Rowe’s Perspective on the “Begging the
Question” Nature of the Modal Ontological Argument

Mohammad Amin Khodamoradi®

1. MA Student, Department of Philosophy of Religion, Faculty of Theology and Islamic Studies,
University of Tehran, Tehran, Iran. Email: amin.khodamoradi@ut.ac.ir

Abstract

This research investigates and critiques William Rowe’s objection to Plantinga’s modal
ontological argument using a descriptive-analytical approach. According to Plantinga, God
is defined as a maximally great being—a being who is omniscient, omnipotent, and
omnibenevolent in all possible worlds. Plantinga’s argument holds that, since the existence
of such a being is possible, it must follow that this being exists in the actual world. The key
premise of this argument, known as the "possibility premise," asserts that God's existence
is not impossible. William Rowe argues that Plantinga’s argument epistemologically
commits the fallacy of "begging the question." Rowe claims that the only way to affirm the
possibility premise—the possibility of God’s existence—is by already accepting the
conclusion that God exists in the actual world. This research provides a detailed analysis
of Rowe’s objection and argues that his claim—that the modal ontological argument begs
the question—is inconsistent with his own criteria for identifying this fallacy. Furthermore,
as some of Rowe’s critics have pointed out, his reasoning would imply that all valid
arguments are guilty of begging the question, which is evidently false. Consequently, Rowe
fails to demonstrate that the modal ontological argument commits the fallacy of begging
the question.

Keywords: Alvin Plantinga, begging the question, modal ontological argument, William
Rowe.

Introduction

According to Plantinga's formulation of the modal ontological argument, God is defined as
a being who is omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent in all possible worlds. If the
existence of such a being is not impossible (the possibility premise), then, based on the
axiom ¢Op = gp in the modal logic system S5, this being also exists in the actual world
(Plantinga, 1977: 107—198).

William Rowe argues that this argument is epistemologically flawed, as it commits the
fallacy of begging the question. In an epistemological sense, begging the question occurs
when “knowledge of one of the premises of the argument” depends on “knowledge of the
conclusion of the argument.” By “dependency,” Rowe means that it is impossible to know
the premise without prior knowledge of the conclusion—so much so that “knowledge of
the conclusion” becomes a necessary condition for “knowledge of the premise” (Rowe,
1976: 444). Based on this reasoning, Rowe asserts that knowledge of the possibility
premise depends on knowledge of the conclusion. Specifically, one can only know the
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proposition “there is a possible world in which there exists a being who is omnipotent,
omniscient, and omnibenevolent in all possible worlds” if one already knows the
proposition “an omnipotent, omniscient, and omnibenevolent being exists in the actual
world” (Rowe, 2009: 89). The hypothesis of this research is twofold. First, Rowe’s
reasoning—that the modal ontological argument epistemologically begs the question—is
inconsistent with his own analysis of the criteria for identifying this type of fallacy. Second,
as critics such as Graham Oppy (1995: 53—-54) and Keith Burgess-Jackson (2014: 5-18)
have argued, if Rowe’s reasoning is correct, then all valid arguments would
epistemologically commit the fallacy of begging the question, which is demonstrably false.
Therefore, Rowe has not successfully shown that the modal ontological argument commits
the fallacy of begging the question.

Research Findings

Rowe’s claim that the modal ontological argument epistemologically begs the question is
based on the criterion that “the premise must necessarily be false if the conclusion is false.”
Specifically, if “a maximally great being” does not exist in the actual world (i.e., the
conclusion is false), then there can be no possible world in which “a maximally great being”
exists (i.e., the possibility premise is false). This, according to Rowe, demonstrates the
epistemological dependence of the possibility premise on the conclusion. However, Rowe
also argues that the entailment between two propositions, A and B (i.e., A entails B), is not
a sufficient condition for the epistemological dependence of “knowledge of proposition A”
on “knowledge of proposition B” (Rowe, 1976: 446). Since the statements “A entails B,”
“A is not true unless B is true,” and “the falsity of B necessarily leads to the falsity of A”
are logically equivalent, Rowe’s positions appear inconsistent. He asserts that the
epistemological dependence of the possibility premise on the conclusion arises because the
possibility premise entails the conclusion (the falsity of the conclusion necessarily leads to
the falsity of the premise). Yet, he also maintains that mere entailment is insufficient to
establish epistemological dependence unless it is demonstrated that there is no other path
to knowledge of A except through knowledge of B. Rowe provides no argument beyond
pointing to the entailment between the possibility premise and the conclusion of the modal
ontological argument to support his claim that the argument begs the question.
Furthermore, as critics such as Graham Oppy (1995: 53-54) and Keith Burgess-Jackson
(2014: 5-18) have observed, if Rowe’s criterion for epistemological dependence—that the
premises entail the conclusion—is accepted, it would imply that all valid arguments
commit the fallacy of begging the question, a conclusion that is clearly false.

Conclusion

William Rowe argues that the modal ontological argument epistemologically commits the
fallacy of begging the question. His reasoning is based on the claim that if a “maximally
great being” does not exist in the actual world, then the “possibility premise” must also be
false. This research has demonstrated two key issues with Rowe’s argument. First, his
views on the criteria for identifying epistemological dependence between two propositions
are inconsistent. Second, adopting his criterion for determining whether an argument
epistemologically begs the question leads to the unacceptable consequence that all valid



arguments would fall into this fallacy. Therefore, Rowe has not successfully demonstrated
that the modal ontological argument commits the fallacy of begging the question.

Cite this article: Khodamoradi, M. A. (2025). A Critique of William Rowe’s Perspective on the
“Begging the Question” Nature of the Modal Ontological Argument. Philosophy and Kalam, 57 (2),
497-513. (in Persian)

Publisher: University of Tehran Press. Article Type: Research Paper
© The Author(s). Received: 18-Jun-2024
DOI:https://doi.org/10.22059/jitp.2024.378216.523518  Received in revised form: 5-Oct-2024
Accepted: 28-Dec-2024
Published online: 18-Feb-2025



https://doi.org/10.22059/jitp.2024.378216.523518




(3 Uingag SVl (3993 (bt yy Culdliny Sl yd 9 oldsg 5D A5
o9
BT PP KESEN RPN

Ol el (Olygs ol&isls o oDl Byleo 5 Olipd) 581y ¢y Aduudd 09,8 cdis)) ol S (gommiils

amin.khodamoradi@ut.ac.ir :4.bl),

BAS
oy by & Sl ge (S lbdgg Sl 4 g) plliy JISA A8 5 oy (g ool (Lol At
g 03] J: AJ9|..\> u_'>)l.'> dg>g AJ9|..\> 59.9(0.0 )l ‘)9"‘-’(_5‘ = ua.’>1.~.».)9>9 JYM‘ 30 Ll uJ.J?u
585y o5 ol Jlign 5Lagny IVl Vil ) sty (o ostcin ) G54
839390 3l Caml oyl Bolas iy 5 SVl ol b ol 0 &8l Koy o)l bawwgs (ol a5
(padas ()5S 10 Jobody 3g>90) Cansl jaro olgs 5 g 3llas 138 ¢ sllas Wle FSae (clailos plod 3 a8
dodbo Cuol d9250 Jill Oloz ) cxlply ol Yoy ple S 5l e39250 iz 45l 5l
Jbs 854l gy (ol Loluly 457 (laaddo )5 pb (el 4y LU dndion JYoal oyl jluceisg
bloday Kol JYaiwl &S Cul o ol 0 o s liongs g SVl Gl 51 (S gy plby G
4 LU dedden 4 (50,5 oy ple ofy L &S Ly p oo ) (Liwy Ciliiy dallie 3l 8 lncdyme
2l (lea 53 Bglus dgmg xSVt des i 31 a8 Sl () (glis 3o ple (ISl Sl
oo () 28 4y s 9 401 5 pliig SIS 51 (835 Lot 39 oo mms g ol 53 ol Ay
(s ol dign 58,8 a8 lincdyre bloday joS3e JYaiwl aShl (sly gy o &8 250 0 Yol
3B aS pehilen opizmen .l Bl dbllis g6 opl jasids lae b 3 gy Julos b
Sldse 3lingsg JYaiwl cpudld (tay Cllaon dog¥ wiled,S oylil sy o) (ladie
UMby aS” (6 pol £ouly (o gy Sl Hli8)S 1) yuiimo (gl Yl plod a8 Canl oyl <5y Judd Loy
llio Hld 3 Sldge aslidgrg IVl 45 aad lis ol aaslys gy o ) ol K

ol € iaan s Cadol Aip)

153 pllag s Cublay oty gl « Sladgo (s iingrg JYazal :dojlgads


mailto:amin.khodamoradi@ut.ac.ir
mailto:amin.khodamoradi@ut.ac.ir

g g IVl (g € iy Cedliin Ol ) gy plilig 0B 18 (VFe¥) el oo (g3]polis 3]
DVY-YAY (YY) aY ‘Lsﬂy\'”‘\ FB’\S 5&».&5 L;tLQ?w}a

g ele :allio £o5 Oy ol ol Ll Ao : puslo
VFer/ox/Ya by Oy ©

VEe¥/oV/VF 15,5554 DOILL https://doi.org/10.22059/jitp.2024.378216.523518
Ve¥/Ve/oh 1oy
AR VARVA IR W]



fa4q ‘;rle.’;}o ‘f‘.’L‘.«uJyj J)’J.Z'.w/dd}.r rluiw);r ‘.'lssft/.l.{;v)) ol o9y 0lly olluw udi

AdR0

S Vil duo s lincole o7 s laples SVl 93,68 ) s libngs g Yl
o 500 IVl 93 5l a8 liddga g JYaiwl pled dg gy oo Hlods 0 Lglas 399 L3I ¢y
Ol b yd (228 Blis g Slaslie e (BUBCE 5 (BLdlee SVl 93 o4 Cul
(Rowe, 2007: 19) Slcgyxe 15535 3939 LS| (6lps T ymams (sl SVl 45 g ol 51 g dans
g9 S (6l © i SVl S5 s liingsg SVl 29 o 23] &S Cul Jbs 5> oyl
Oppy, 1995: 15 ) dss 4,56 §) 3gsle &1 53 by )l dy oo 45 955 oy sl Wglas
.(Rowe, 2007: 19; Goldschmidt, 2020: 1

e 6,503 s el IS g b 57l a8 il 5 gy Yoz
Sl eantyge sl OS5 Lo Jlia 5 i <o 51w (Anselm, 1077: 87) 58
Sytien At 45 S Olgs oo Jb ol b sl s &3l s liindgs g Yl 51 edie b
poréin (ol (313 (25 Blimn 4y 335 pogite sy 48 Sl (ol bng2io g0 oles i
‘ ‘ (Palmer, 2001: 3-4) s »y o0 2

oolizul b Bzl ol 5 Vgl )l s oy ke S1eddl s 553
Yl 5l s g B xS o Tl g T gn Shdee mablis )
Malcolm, 1960: 41-62; Hartshorne, 1962: 49-68;) auS &) oslingg
sl JYawl 4 Eoy opl Slool > o5 (Plantinga, 1974: 213-216; 1977: 107-112

PL“ 3 aS Cowl $2¢>90 ..\39‘.)\5 5@ LgMU)ya d».‘o ..AS‘J9)M Wu.';l.éyo gobnb?9

L. Ontological argument
2, Cosmological argument
3. Teleological argument
4. A posteriori argument
5. A priori argument

6, Saint Anselm

7. Proslogion

g g (sl ¥l oghun dald aslisls (s libogag (s JYazuly Jsa0 Vo VY Jlo (g 5 o plals A
P& (e (SLbdgrs Yl (hyS e (BSLDgs Sl JYiul (S o i dod Gt 4
Wy e SLidgry b Nuwl (Sgnle (slidgry b Vawl (Shdee (Slisgy cla Yol
Oppy etal,) (5 (3 lidgrs o Yozl VL asye (3 liogeg cla Yol @loli)h (slisgs cla Yozl

(2023

%, Norman Malcolm

10, Charles Hartshorne

11, Alvin Plantinga

12, Necessity

13, Possibility

4, Modal ontological arguments

[N



) Fol (090 6 )l qpicd g a%sjjd “!o)iw//c)Lrjw Qoo

3230 Oz 329 ) ol g 3 il 38 3l e 2San slagles
ol 3g5m 55 ™ Sl o 53 39350 eyl oS (el 0 b eie) sl ¥ Jloc

gy bl tion Aallia 5 Kiniidy Yl 48 sl diino ¢)gbb1AS Cigualid %, ol
Lo Lz euml sy el i8S (s ibcdyme Lloday PVl 0l 55 59k & 0 &)
55148 sy 5515 gy 52l ple Sal-(OlSel 4y b dalion & il oo ey oS
g ses S0 Syle 4 (Rowe, 2009: 89) ™ il aisld wle Jxdlb (yloa )3 glas dgng 4
oo (Ol 4 0 dedden s o Vil dxs) =l Gloa 3 59108 3939 4 (L3 (iled] (g
D)5 1

IVt il sy Cblaig g & gy > V3l o sl o)yl gy oy
sgolon b 5 sl S5l dlallio g5 cpl et Ol 53 o) Jhna b Jlege (S lidgn
il s gy I3 51 13,0 TS iy S 5 T P (g ol itie oS
a3l o 0l iy Ciliin Hl3 S s liancdyme bloday 35 ™ yuime (sla Yol ples o]
i i i 5 o 5 gy o iy 0 5 ol Bl 259 das o
S p9d S 53 2yl polas] (e ge (3 bdgag SVl | Bl a5 g 40 3
3 (A8 s &5 39 g0 (g P (A0 53 298 Gl (e Sl dlallie L 3 )
5 slede a8 & Ll 5 plar ise 290wl Sldge (Blingy Sl 4 g5 JSa)
g g0 0315 Glis g 3)d [olas] Slsge s lingsg J\JMI Oyl d oy Cadol iy 853
el b e ol g s s Vottl oS

-

5, Possible worlds

8, Impossible

7, Possibility premise

8, Actual World

9, William Leonard Rowe

20, The fallacy of begging the question

1. Epistemologically

o 3,5 lesge s bingmy Vol wb 5 (el 50d) KIS 55 Liidgng JVotal o 4 Canl itno 5y 77

P~ e

N

D95 4563 § (w239l 505 o 41 it SeuwMS S Lbagrs IVl ) JSS QL o allie l ) s (s Cubliig

o & ol Yl (520> sy Cubldity Sl 5 0l503 185 gl oS oo Syt Slage 5 ibdgarg SVl 1,
S axnlye 3

Burgess-Jackson, Keith. (2014). Does Anselm beg the question. International Journal for

Philosophy of Religion. 76 (1) , 5-18. DOI 10. 1007/s11153-014-9450-9

23, Graham Oppy

24, Keith Burgess-Jackson

%5, Valid arguments



o) ‘;rle.';}o wwoyj J)’M/‘_‘,J}g rluiw);r ‘.'luft/.l.{;v)) ol o9y 0lly olluw udi

ool oot Sage 5libagng Nl 5 ple oty o i5litogng Vol b
S35y Sy D9 00 0,Li] 3)90 L &y digel Ol 3l &S Calonds 4l o) )by & (6d3wi0
o Vsl 35y 40 48l S (i o Ll e 3 Dl s 5 o el (3
bwgionis g ylao @pr Sl iutygn pizad 5 Cuoldislyy Oy dald o s libdgg
U585 e 4551e) Sladcl g ypu ime 35 o 5l oDl (lguld 5
Shlawl ((Jadl o) S oo (Frme imblatnjoo 0 3 Sl se suyge Gl
SVl 3 Bazily cugll 5 0pptile 3l psSlo (y0y98 )5 A (0yde S2929 Sy
a2 Slp gy 4w 3 g (G Cudlany dbllis O )3 g 03, i) Sledge (S ldogg
2 OV DAY oy g el Col) Wlools &) sl (lSal 4 JBb Aolien Go
sr @ (gl S Hlaie 5l 63929 Gatly A8 5 (qwyp e 13 Sloj deso 08 5 (e
oty & sy Nl 5 wslyy o plalS s aslisdsms sl Varl pludl
oleg 50 (AV=VVE AR Sloy desee g cpeely) Wlosls JL3 Ly g0 |y a8 liideng
Cawloddn (:l?v‘ UQL""")9>9 JYM] L:Jl.’ 39 r"lf.-lz’j o8 é)lg)ﬁ &S LTy L)’)"le"o‘
a Ol a8 Cul ey 753 5151 gy plibg plate 51 (63939 (il 13 ( iy Cuilaiyy Alallien
45 2 0938l 9 oy s Bhstily g olesl 30,85 93 41 ) plbag (g 1 (o ity JIS]
O3t Gl el (sledo Cagll 55 (s IV 950 )8 93y 4y SISl 1l 0323
AYVY=YAQ :NFoY  poly) a0 plosl Kioily JY !

335 oo (s &S] gl 1yl 93 )3 iy Sl gy 4y G 0l gy (S pglsd
@) Sg Jome Olo 9 A5 oy (Sledge (S liodgg SVl 4 gy JUB] ) (A5 (s
abllio ;)5 Sledge (3 lidgrg SVl aSol O a1 ) lede aSal pgs 90,0 Juais
S e ol gy Sl iy

Pl 90 SLbd g2 g Sl (J§! iy
o3> b ;3 bl Lo 0 o)) (o0 (o <5 gy SVl 5] SISl
3 g Mom slods & 7 JLS S5 (0l 5390 (Vo (] 5l (s S b ab\se LS

Bglis cplpls )3 j9a5 (g s |y O 5 5ol a5 Canl (6393 9oy a5 pli=iglas & L]
IVl (gl Glals 51 (K a8 V8 yums 40 (Anselm, 1077: 87) ol 3390 7,15 5

2 perfection
27, Rene Descartes



) Fol (090 6 )l qpicd g a%sjjd “!o)iw//c)Lrjw QoY

Caolodis 0 luS Edie porao ;0 (pdld gl dwd &S Glizeed ol S 8 lidgng
Descartes, ) " cal o8 0.5l (Welas) ™ Lol Tllas 35350 popio ;5 3 ((52ild 3539
IVl Spdacaml Sipd py de ( aSbingry Yl pole Glels (2008: 47-51
Malcolm, 1960: 44; Plantinga, 1977: 101-) cblasl ply ;0 S 8 libdgsg
1l g3 b5 a8 sls &) Vil ool 3 oty linnyge Ol 4 Sizme (104
Sy &5 o )d dSeud (pised (Malcolm, 1960: 50; Plantinga, 1977: 108-112)
i o (3 gl IS5 ool 4 Sl adgn 5 Lngny Nzl il
Ty g s) s g (Plantinga, 1974: 213-216) "y pio Culgus OUS 93 53 oS Cau
Caoldisldy SVl oyl 4068 4 (Plantinga, 1977: 108-112)
lad] ololyy el T LolS 39550 gl 3 it oS ) Sl ) Sigiily o8 iy 5
Lloday 3¢90 cp i Jle b (Rogers, 2000: Vii) \Soe 39390 oy 5 JolS Bglas  JolS 393 g0
Canl )™ 513 gosas |y EVLS ples dmas 3 o (Nagasawa, 2017: 9) Cuwl S (S jublio
Codien 9 (TBSlhs gy Mol g 5l Kozl (Van Inwagen, 2024: 137)
(v il oo Mas] U glln S e oslizd 2ozl 03y L el (P esiSTin
illan e W X 51l 5 551 sunl 106510 65y syl W ixSios g 13 X 9390
X 515 5 ST el (5,380 Cualaen (6113 X 39390 (¥ g Lisly o olgs s g 3llas 36
o2 ,US'L (Plantinga 1977, 108) il (ST s iy oSew slaples plos )
)8 gy oy 1) (s pS10e Cualaen Ol oo e s pslaieds oy 53 ol (ol
Blle e BSee slaples plos ;3 X )51 a5 ¢ ST el (6,581 Cualacn (gl X 34550
G Sy isedlian S5 Ksthy f ) Pal e iyt 5 shae 30

28, Supremely perfect being

3yghs) Bl Qi) 51yl (3 lidgry JYansh JSse 4 ()8 (s lbidgg SVl 5l et el (ol T
RIS

Nolan, Lawrence, «Descartes’ Ontological Argument«, The Stanford Encyclopedia of

Philosophy (Spring 2021 Edition) , Edward N. Zalta (ed.) , URL = <https: //plato. stanford.

edu/archives/spr2021/entries/descartes-ontological/>.

30, The Nature of Necessity

31 God, Freedom, and Evil

2, Perfect being theology

3, Essentially

34, Maximal excellence

3, Maximal greatness

s S 93 4 i o |y oy oyl el F 3Sa sl iloa plad j0 a8 ol (6393 90 a1 v ysls @ dgp90 iy y5 40 )5
Sy ¢ Jle (gly .Cawl F ca (essential properties) (13 by Shg 3l (K &5 S o0 (sl Le).@ Gy cpl (3l 008
(S 31 € 5y0dn (S &S WS o Ol 15)..0 «Sod 3l gy ol Gl (o HSen slailea plos )d &S Cunl ($39550

w W

| .VP



HoY ‘;rle.’;}o ‘fob.«uoyj JYM/OJ}J rluiw);r ‘.'lssft/.l.{;v)) ol o9y 0lly olluw udi

LS‘>L“‘“">9>9 IVl Olg o sy Cualaon (S (slizo v d 3 o Sl (ST
5 St 5956 Ol o 3 5 S 1 Ky e

Wle HSen slagles plod ;5 a5 Cunl (639390 ) )3 45 315 dgmg iKew Oles (dodio
LSl 0 b n o) sl aeo ol 5 3llan 015 < 3llae

335y el ol 3 sl 3 3lan b il ol (s

32 SIS &S Gl p3Y (Ol s L0 deden ) dzes g bl (SeXa 4 sty 5l i
Sline a3 st 5 s 9 Ol S Slaler > G55 b G50 3
g (Vale Olaly 1a)ld 3gng b 93 e pas ply (S laples )3 il b il
g (T ygpon 1398 0 s Sl g3 4 e s plo ple GlSe) s dgs (M lial
ol 390 e e S 3 Jilin oS Cnl (63950 " ple Snn Sgg 1 oS (lSaly
T ol (See g2l d9250 B oo plad ) o Cul (639250 T 000 S99
5 Sl pgdne (Sen Oloa S 3 JBli> 5 39290 (S Gl S p> Pl o sl (635250
o D290 (S0 o e 52 4 Cul (39250 T giton S22 90

, 9P 09790
|9Lc US‘M S350
W pae b ogzg )
[ Sow sl Pl Sae 35290
how 595 96

2P 93 et 4y bl jelateds c(OlKel 4y 50 doden 45 CiS (g o Sl oyl b

Syl> o0

38 o (il Lo &5 53l (pgd wCansl ()90 (i) (3l ckidly dsld dgng (Sodn a5 S Ol 52 3 9 Cowl bl

(505350 dy NgldS iy 425 50 .Caml 9390 (S0 Slales plad pa a8 WS o Lo aSh cunl Faa 13 (sl Sy 5l (S a8

Bglas oy a5yl Sudo .l a5 B p g3yl U Cml o 0lgS s g sllas JB ¢ sllas Wle HSen slagilen ples p> oS

4 Cuwl o olgdyus g allas 131 (3llas Wle iolea cpl 3 plS" 1 13 9313 3525 (iSew Sloa o )3 48 Canl (S39550

anecessarily existent being ) «Cal)l> 15 gooey |; VLS plod oS Cunl D939 Lgl)b:b')”:o 39550 SN Wglas ¢ iy yuus
.(Van Invagen, 2018 : 242) (who has all perfections essentially

37, Possibility

38, Impossibility

39, Necessity

40, Contingency

41, Possible being

42 Necessary being

43, Contingent being
4 Impossible being



) Fol (090 6 )l qpicd g aL;;ga‘j,.: “!o)iw//c)Lrjw Bo¥

O rse &y 45 iy 4m3 oo ka5 o I, glas 51 Ll iy o5 doiie ) 2 ) P
(e 39290 § (3902 d90) (B 93 § D9l 50 3y Hghts 392 (el (S S 900 (B0
/ Slogo B

3y sm ol 9 Gl 39390 M5glus ()] 348 315 39 g Ko o dedie oyl b g0 P8
& g Cunl (ol8 San D900 & Wiglas oS bl 5l s ) Nglds (13g) (pies dggo) (i
15 3505 (s Slnplae plas 3 5 Cal 105555 35500 S 5518 (ol cgisis S350

D900 ) Lglds iy ya3 4 3)S a8 g5 by 39 o &)l dodio pl )3 Nglus 5l a8’ &y O o
o ol e g 3llan 305 3l e 2ighas o S 05 Ol Bpo Plac (681 by
olgs s g 3llae B (sllas e ((owe Wl Pl 31 Bglis Cunl edo aSly
ONew 53500 43S Dgi o camw &S Cunl (S0 Slalea plod ;00 A3 (yeod Cuwl oo
e sl Sy isudliae (See Glex 1 3 635290 105 35 3y Bolas L9 (el
X 29290 33 399 (S Ol 2 )3 Loz g ity e 21585 5 oo 05 3l
Plantinga, ) Cusl 39290 W 0 X a8l )50 G @ (Shg (idudliae W Ses Gl )
2390 SO il ALild 2939 (iSee Gloz 50 (uv):v Plo) &S (639350 4 ((1977: 108
(alae (6810 jobody 3gn 501 s BgluS iy a5 s 4 CdS (g5 o s ) s o 1B (S0
1 48 b 33 35 e clbisle plo 13 48 sl (06 yap 9900 o |y Biglas b
Rowe, ) ¥ s 9390 iSon (lo b 50 4 mayol Hlods 4 (@itow 393900 S Iy Liglas
.(2009: 92

a8 10 jgbody 3gmgon iglis a5 D o o3l (ISl 4y Hob Aedien pgd pS 5
0392 (Eew dgg0) (3 eg) () 5| Sl Jlayg8p ple OISl 1 g Canss (@iins 32900 S
d9>90 «iyguo oyl 43 wl (83952 9500 S Wglds dS 39 0 01> (i 5 0 3 35 Lglas

# Maximally great being
ESn slaole pled 3 88 ol (99250 sy plie )3 oy Highas Canl (Son 555 48 39 g skae oy ol Wla T
o8 Blb (P 10 4 S8 alell @iiee 92900 SO gl Sl e 53 9 Sl aze ol s g (3llae B (3llas L
(g0 S50 a5k (oS (Ko S5 900 4435 S & (peubae ()51 jboay 52900 oS Wiglas iy o3 457 08T ol e
3 Jitn 65 & (5315 5503 5 wledon ST 515 332 (S 90 5900 Lot 9 135 o 3y 555 390 53 o |y 009
(@ion 392900 b (orbas (531> joloy S50 4y Kiglis hypoi CiS il Gl )3 )5 o g3 S92 (ple ISy
03,55 g Bl iKom o @b 5 psie oo 51 5 Caol pstie S o (6T Cuolasn .l il S5l (10ss
S50 D90 ol 43 5 ABl Axbl> S92 (erbas (515 gboar dg250n O )3 45 315 3925 (See (e e oS il
A 2 03 po (urlae (6810 sooty Sggen 4 2305 iy Bl il (mn Sgrged S (mias (58T poboe,
Ol S 3 Bglus 51 53,15 3935 xS sacile pla 3 olST sl iy Sgg ySe o <y 43 Biglis ST &S o
D)5 3939 Kes Cloa g 5 oKl (il anils 3g3g e



Dol ‘;rle.’;}o ‘f‘.’L‘.«uJyj J)’J.Z'.w/dd}.r rluiw);r ‘.'lssft/.l.{;v)) ‘,4@).:5) ,oé.évj olluw udi

Ola 4 Lol 5 35 3grg (sSas Sloslas plas 5 yasma olysiygs 5 gllas 35 ¢ 3llao Jle
M ols agmg 5 Jeill Oler 50 (639390 (i il (sl (See o Oler 31 (S 3 Jadll

(i 33 Sabikigy Ao g 95 (P99 ik

Ll Sledge (Blbdgrs SVl (35 G Sy e gy JWBL @ 8 loy 5l i
(o Sl i) Alallio &S Connl Mdino gy Cnna (iaanrpy Caibslainn Alallio 3 4y Judodi aS” i

2955 el (A B oy Cubliip 5 (S Yp 3 Glasy Sl pud 93 4
&S Gl (Uasy Clolaign A aseds Yy > Sbey SVl & ((Rowe, 1976: 443-444)
1 e ) Syt 5y 48 It bly Jouols A gl oS 39 48,8 IS 4y Vol O > (claolie
oot sy s 3348 a0 0l o IVt (AiS o 3 (g Cehtipn Alallie
o anldl sg a8 & prie (1055 3535 s3la sl 635 Conl Aiinn oS LI
Hol g oo y90 JY ]

Cawl (B33l (515 3939 (53lo (Lol 8,135 ()

Dyl o yaBlS & yie (Bolo 8)]35 G (¥

(Rowe, 1976: 443-444) 545 05 a8l &y yoxio (153 D955 (§3lo (s Lioln 8,135 (dzeis

33 31 o ceole clut] ol titns oS Condlon] s (el ) Aolia (J¥tzal ol >
Oty Cabldt Canndlods] Py 33 1650 SVl Ao )3 g G 5,15 3939 Lolits Jeld
o) 3l Sl g Yl g5yl ds 45" ol Mdine 5y 4] (ROWe, 1976: 444) Caslos,S
alox 3] da Yozl (ol 5 Cud 3)ly Cans Jlie )b (ody 950 Gliiledio 5] (S 85
(Rowe, 1976: 444) aily 598 doxd 1 &y (295 slowr JY sl Wl 0 €90 JY

Chbaie paunST ool 51 (6,505 dmrg (Ol &y bbb dodon 3l Sledge s liirdgng SVl does g liitasl b p ol A
Sl ples ;3 p ol sl 33Lo Bygpo (s Slaa S 3 p )55 )51 1] ab &S sl Slege (shate S5 pitnsus 5
bjgpo HSen Oloa plod 1 0 ol el 3 Bygpio 3San ciloa S 55 0 85135 )31 < puizmad ol Bolio bygpio a0
:(Plantinga, 1977 : 112; Pruss& Rasmussen, 2018 :29-30) Cuwl w3
Oop=op

olg s g allas 306« gllae Wllen pi 8)l35 (ol 3 4 35 3gmg W iSKen Olga o] il 35k (el 4y b Aalien 3]
Sy yazwe olgiys g 3lhae 0B (gl Wlen gl 8))35 x5 Cul B3l ()15 D439 SKew Sl plod 3 A
W 3 q ST dhate pesnST oyl o sl B3l W ).5513)9,'0 P5y35 ) (xSen Sl plod yon 43 Jbls gl
28315 i ool 9 Sl 330 By 35 el Oles 53 ale 31 5 Sae sogle pled 53 q ol sl 3olo bigp
C oyl 0 Jadll Oles

48, Against someone

49 In itself
%0, G. E. Moore
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51, Logical way
52, Epistemological way
53, Identical
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