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The Relevance of Kant's Objection to Anselm's Ontological Argument
The existence of God has been debated for over centuries by scholars and philosophers. Some philosophers have developed philosophical ideologies to prove the existence of God, and have received backing from other philosophers. On the other hand, other philosophers have come up with explanations that challenge the belief that God exists. In the midst of these debates are two household names in the field of philosophy, Immanuel Kant and Anselm of Canterbury. Anselm was a famous theologian and philosopher who came up with what is regarded the most solid ontology that explained the existence of God. Opposing this philosophy, Kant came up with his ontology which disputed the ideas of the existence of God. Anselm’s philosophy has over the years been considered a certain idea is leaving little room for Kant’s version to sink deep into the minds of many (Heathwood, 2011). There are aspects of Anselm explanation that would have convinced Kant himself to believe God exist if they were expounded. Further explanations forwarded by other philosophers who supported Anselm ontology also provide enough proof that asserts the existence of God.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Alvin Plantinga was one of the philosophers who admired and supported the ideas that that were forward by Anselm. He studied this ontology and broke it down into sections that provided explanation concrete enough to make Kant reconsider his thought about God. He applied reductio ad absurdum of atheism which compares the things that exist in the understanding and those which live in reality (Sultana, 2012). With this, he stated that the general knowledge of everyone is that God exists in the understanding (considering that no one rules out the possibility of God existing). With this in mind, he added saying that existence of God, in reality, is more acceptable concept than the presence of God in understanding. This is true given that people will buy the idea of the things that they can see and not those that they imagine.
	He proceeds to build upon this ideology by adding that if God existed in reality, then He would be a higher God than what he is currently perceived. This notion brings the idea that there is a bigger God than the one the God people know. In Anselm’s ontology, he referred to God “as a being which nothing is greater is conceived from it.” Therefore, buying the idea of the existence of a God that is greater than the God Known by the people cannot be considered in this context. Plantinga concluded by saying that it is not accurate to say that God exists in the understanding alone but not in reality (Wills, 2010). With this explanation, it would be easy to convince Kant that he cannot dispute the fact that God does exist in understanding because even fools are confident that is present. In the very same way, he cannot come up with an excellent explanation that will dispute Anselm’s ontology
Graham Oppy is another philosopher that applied the concept of reductio to provide a more convincing reason to counter the dispute forwarded by Kant. In his account he said that a being that is only believed to exist is lesser than that that exists in reality and is also thought to exist. This statement is contradictory for we cannot imagine a being that is bigger than the one we consider the greatest (Wills, 2010). There are philosophers who did not add to the thought of Anselm but countered the Kant’s version. One of these philosophers is Gareth Matthews who believes that Kant’s explanation does not address Anselm’s statement directly. Instead, he brings forward the idea of comparing the things that exist in reality and those that merely exist in understanding. According to Matthews, Kant does not provide a substantial explanation that challenges Anselm, but he takes people away from the main topic to cause a contradiction.	From the various arguments, forwarded about the existence of God, ruling out His presence is something that is virtually impossible. Providing concrete prove that there is no God will be something hard to achieve. What most of those who challenge this idea does, for instance Kant, is provide arguments that counter the explanation of those in support of this belief. None of them attempts to formulate their evidence that will be solid enough to convince a substantial number of people that their belief of something they have seen is falsely (Kant, 2010). They if anyone will come up with word that is strong enough to challenge and bring the faith of those who believe then he would have proved that indeed, there is no God. Therefore, anyone is justified to hold steadfast to the conviction that there is God even when they have not witnessed. This belief is a concept has been developed ever since the time when history was documented in tablets. There comes a time when on fails to give explanations to some of the things that they witnessed (Oppy, 2011). The origin of species may have provided an undisputed explanation of how species evolved, but it still cannot tell as for where the composition and the energy to form organism came from. Where the knowledge of human being ends, there begins a formidable force that drives everything. As much as much as no tangible evidence to prove that there is God, in reality, you can only rule out if you can explain the origin of life comprehensively.
This essay has addressed the two contrasting ideas about the existence of God as forwarded by Kant and Anselm. It provides the various reasons why Kant should have believed in the presence of God after he offered an argument that aimed at disputing the most famous ontology by Anselm that proved that God exists. Many philosophers stepped forward to give support to his case by providing a further explanation that expanded his idea. These expansions have proven to be robust for they close all the loopholes that Kant may have used to penetrate and destroyed the ontology. Therefore Kant ended up providing a weak version that was considered vague. Matthews was one of the philosophers who felt like Kant was evading the central point in Anselm’s ontology with an objective of bringing confusion. The argument provided makes it hard for anyone who wants to prove that there is no God to succeed. They can only counter the weakness of the arguments given by those in support of the belief. To conclude, therefore, no one should be a force to accept there is no God just because they have not seen Him yet.
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