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The ontological argument about the existence of God is an argument in classical theory that explains that the concept of God necessarily and logically demands the existence. Correspondingly, if someone understands what the word “God” meant, and follows it to the logical conclusion; then such a being does exist. This argument was initially attempted by Anselm of Canterbury during the 11th C in Pros logion book. 
Anselm defines God as the greatest conceivable being and therefore it is impossible to conceive something greater than God. Anselm believes that God does exist and not only in people minds but also in reality. The ontological argument is a priori reasoning since the Anselm tries to prove the fact that God exists from the meaning of the term God. In the argument contends that if one understands what talking about God meant, then the person would understand that his existence is necessary.
The classical ontological arguments according to Anselm is summarized as follows; first, God is a being by definition and none can be imagined to being greater than Him. Secondly, it is a conceptual truth that God does exist in the mind. Thirdly, God is real and exists both in mind and in reality and no other being is above Him. Lastly, Anselm believes that God does exist in all worlds. 
Objections to the Argument
However, there are common objections regarding Anselm arguments that are always laughed off by atheists and some Christians. The primary objection was from Guanilo in his work, “On Behalf of the Fool”, he opposed God being the only one greatest and went ahead to prove the existence of an Island. This argument was meant to prove that apart from God, there exist other greater things and therefore he is not the only great conceivable being. 
Gaunilo proceeds to use Anselm strategy in deducing the existence of God but in Gaunilo strategy, he tries to prove the existence of an Island. The counterexample of the strategy includes; first, Piland Island is the greatest and none greater thing that supersedes its existence. Secondly, the fact that Piland Island exists in the mind is a conceptual truth. Thirdly, Piland Island doesn’t just exist in the mind but also in reality and it is impossible that there is any other Island that is greater than Piland. Lastly, he concludes that Piland does exist. 
According to Kant, he criticizes the ontological classical arguments on God’s existence in his work on Critique of Pure Reason. He claims that Anselm’s arguments are in a contradiction of trying to distinguish between something that exists in conception and something that exists in the real world as well as exists in conception. He claims that there is a difference between God existing and an existing God. Kant explains that existence is a special property in the argument in God’s existence. He, therefore, undermines Anselm argument since he doesn’t bring out the differences in these two groups of objects.
Thomas Aquinas also opposed the Anselm argument of God’s existence. He believed that the reasoning of god’s existence was self-evident. He then rejected the fact that Anselm claims are deduced from the concept of God. Furthermore, Thomas argues that not everyone understands the word God by hearing it. The idea of Thomas was since different individuals hold different concepts concerning God, then Anselm argument would only apply if and only if everyone defines God in the same way.
In addition, Thomas had another critic concerning the argument of Anselm. According to Thomas view, there would be a possibility that everyone holds the same definition of God as a greater being that none can imagine, but it doesn’t follow that everyone who knows it understands it and what the word signifies. It is possible that the word God, therefore, exists just mentally. He claims that Anselm uses the ambiguous statement to define God in that, it would have been easy for one to understand God if finite familiar concepts are used, but again, there are no adequate concept to explain his existence. In short, Thomas believes that the ontological argument on God’s existence does not help people for it lacks the detailed idea of God.
Conclusion
I think the ontological argument on God’s existence according to Anselm is the right one in comparison to design argument on God’s existence. Well, it may lack empirical evidence as that in design arguments but indeed is seen by action and events of things to prove the true existence of God and being the greatest conceived being. Whether one agrees or disagrees with the ontological argument about God being good or not good, it changes nothing to Christians for they always believe in His existence and observe Him as a supreme being having His own fellowship nature and expects submission and love from Christians.  
Guanilo opposition of God not being the only greatest conceivable being was from a misunderstanding of the term ‘great’. He equivocated on the definition by taking the term as a typical objective. God is the greatest conceivable being is not based on things one can look at admire but based more on superiority perspective. Moreover, other things such as beautiful beaches, pleasing climate, and tropical fruits could be great too apart from the Island.
Personally, I believe the ontological argument to be the right one than the design argument since unlike any other argument, the ontological argument always argues from God and not to God. Additionally, the argument is founded in the true nature of the living God rather than from a general idea of His divine being or ultimate principles. The argument is strong and valid for it does not give a probability of God’s existence or requires one to prove whether He exists or not. It implies that God must exist therefore; it takes one from a position of trying to judge what’s true to a position of responding to the truth. More so, the success of an argument should not depend on containing full understanding of the existence of God especially if it is clear to some people.
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