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	The existence of God or a creator of life is an argument that has long been debated upon. Philosophers, theologians and scientists today still look into ways to prove whether or not God exists. Studies and arguments relevant to the existence of God are linked closest to the branch of philosophy known as ontology, which examines the nature of being and existence. In the 11th century, philosopher Saint Anselm of Canterbury proposed an ontological argument which can be summarized into 2 main points: 1. God is the greatest conceivable being 2. And by its definition, God must exist. Anselm’s argument is logical and valid, but whether or not it was successful is debatable. A year later after Anselm’s ontological argument was proposed; Gaunilo offers an appropriate counter argument on behalf of Anselm’s “The Fool” via reductio ad absurdum in which Gaunilo uses the same logic of Anselm’s with a different matter to create an absurd result, hence showing fallacy in the argument. My view is that Gaunilo’s move was successful because it pointed the weakness of Anselm’s argument was only applicable to the circumstance that God really is how the classical conception of Him is. 
	To begin, Anselm defines God as that than which nothing greater can be conceived which Anselm later suggested that even “The Fool” understands this concept. Anselm’s move in pointing out the understanding of “The Fool” is to show that the concept of God is understandable in the mind to the general population, making it exist in the mind just like an artist has a picture of what he will draw, and by the definition of God it would be contradictory if God only existed in the mind and not in reality because of the premise: Anything that actually exists in reality is greater than anything that is only thought to exist. This argument essentially means that for God to be greater than anything, He has to exist in reality as well. Anselm’s argument is valid and logical. The fact of its deductive reasoning nature and priori knowledge, meaning the justification of knowledge is independent of experience, it can be hard to rebut, as it would be hard to deny that one plus one equals two.  
	As hard as it is to prove one plus one equals two, philosopher Gaunilo was still able to propose a counter argument to Anselm’s ontological exposition. Gaunilo did not prove that the existence of God is false, but much rather pointed out the flaw in Anselm’s argument, this move by Gaunilo is known as the reductio ad absurdum.  Gaunilo states that through the same deductive reasoning that Anselm uses to prove the existence of God, then it could also be said that the “Lost Island” exists as well. The “Lost Island” is said to be so great that no other land could be thought greater, and if this is true then the “Lost Island” must exist, because its non-existence would then make other existing land greater than it is, which is absurd because the definition of the “Lost Island” is defined by the people, and who is it to say that these people are not deceptive in what they say. Gaunilo points out the weakness in Anselm’s argument, as to if the same logic could be applied to a different matter, in that case including matters that don’t exist in the world, we can say that this non-existing matter does exist in the world otherwise it would defeat the premise that things that actually exist are greater than things that are thought to exist, exactly like how the “Lost Island” could be said to exist.  With this said, Gaunilo points out another idea that further backs up his argument, in which he says if it is not possible to apply the same reasoning to a different matter, Anselm’s argument is still flawed because one conceives one’s own existence yet one can conceive the possibility of his or her non-existence, then why of the same certainty that one conceives the existence of God and understands the impossibility of Him to not exist, can he not conceive the possibility of God not existing.  Gaunilo’s points imply that the understanding in the mind could be any sorts of things, including things in which its existence is uncertain or may not even exist at all. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	In conclusion, Anselm’s argument was successful and absolutely logical but is too assuming. For example, Anselm assumes and implies that what you hear is already in your understanding, and if the concept of God is in your understanding then God must exist. However, Gaunilo proposes that this understanding in the mind could be anything including just physically hearing words themselves or things that are known to men to not exist, thus shedding light on Anselm’s Ontological Argument that it only makes sense due to the circumstances of how he himself understands and defines God. In my opinion, Gaunilo’s objection was successful as it showed the different perspectives in Anselm’s argument that could and should be considered before deciding whether or not to believe it. Then again, the debate of the existence of God continues unless implied by Gaunilo, only until physical evidence is shown can we truly believe God’s existence.  
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