Gaunilo’s “Lost Island” Objection

Like Anselm’s argument, Gaunilo asks us to entertain the following three premises, two of which are modifications of Anselm’s original argument.

(1*) Pisland is the island than which no greater island can be conceived.

(2) That which exists in re is greater than that which exists in intellectu alone.

(3*) Pisland’s existence in re is conceivable.

The Pisland fool may be understood to say:

(4*) (a) Pisland exists in intellectu, but (b) Pisland does not exist in re.

We can then validly deduce a contradiction in much the same way that Anselm does:

(5*) If Pisland did exist in re, then it would be greater than it is. [from (2) and (4)]

(6*) It is conceivable that there is an island greater than Pisland. [From (3) and (5)]

(7*) It is conceivable that there is an island greater than the Pisland than which no greater island can be conceived. 
Gaunilo takes it that if Anselm’s argument is a sound argument for God’s existence, a similar argument can be generated to prove the existence of an imaginary island solely from the idea of such an island.  And it should be possible to prove the existence of anything using such an argument.

Is Gaunilo’s argument structurally identical to Anselm’s ontological argument?

