
Anselm of Canterbury is a philosopher better known for his ontological argument for the case of the existence of God. He however has lesser-known works one of which is called The Monologium where he presents his version of the cosmological argument. The argument is to prove the existence of God (never explicitly mentions the word God but it is safe to say that he means God) through the existence of the universe itself. Anselm will show many options and reasons he rejects all but one of those to prove the existence of a self –existent being. 


For example, take person A. If I were to ask person A, what he or she depends on for existence he or she would probably say his or her parents. Continuing on I asked the parents on what they depended on for existence they would say their parents and so forth. What happens is an infinitely long chain of parents after parents. What Anselm claims is that there must not be infinity but a beginning to that chain. 


Anselm proposes that the beginning of the connection starts with a being that exists through itself.  He came to this conclusion when he was deliberating whether the first being would come exist through nothing or something. He swiftly arrives at the decision that the being must exist through something and thus through itself, as it would be inconceivable that something exists through nothing.


Once Anselm establishes the concept of a self-existent being, he runs into the problem of just how many self-existent beings exist in the universe. At the very least one must exist but that does not rule out the fact that many of them may also exist. In light of this Anselm then goes on to state why there can only be one self-existent being by giving us three scenarios in which there are many self existent beings.


First is the case in which there are many beings but referred to and exist through one being. However if the beings exist through one being, it is obvious that there is only one being in which they all exist through. 


Anselm then supposes that there are many self-existent beings that exist through self individually. If indeed these beings did live through self separately it is an illogical conclusion as they all rely on existence on the capability to be able to self-exist. Thus the power or capacity to self-exist is the sole being in which all existence depends on. Without this power there is no way to be able to exist. 


There is also the scenario in which there are multiple beings that mutually exist through each other. This supposition is highly irrational. To say that a being relies on existence through another being while at the same time that being also relies on the other for existence. It becomes an infinite loop of reliance on the other for existence. 


By rejecting all the possible claims for the existence or many self-existing being, Anselm states that there is only one such being. He then mentions that all beings that exist and through this one self-existent being and because of which that it is the greatest degree of all things. Anselm’s final claim is that since whatever is good and great comes from this being it must therefore be supremely good and supremely great.


At the end when everything is tallied up, Anselm leaves us with the idea of a there being one self-existent being which is supremely good, supremely great, the highest of all beings and in which all others exist. 


The purpose of the cosmological argument is often to try to explain what seems to be an infinitely long chain of events in the universe, to a universe with a beginning. Anselm uses a self-existing being as the beginning of the universe to answer all other existence and to defy the idea of infinity. However I’m not convinced that Anselm beats the problem of infinite regress. I believe Anselm makes an unreasoned claim about a being that exists through self. It begs to ask the question of where the self before “self-existence” comes from. This is much like the case in where Anselm rejects the idea of many mutually existing beings. We have self and self-existence mutually dependent on each other for existence. There would be no self-existence if it were not for the self and likewise no self if it were not for self-existence.

On a different occasion Anselm heavily relies on human logic to come to the conclusion of that it would be inconceivable that something would exist through nothing. It puts much restriction on a being that would be supremely great saying that the self-existing being is incapable of doing the logically impossible. In fact it may even make much more sense to have something coming from nothing. If something comes from nothing, nothing is the thing in which all beings exist from and would also defeat the problem of infinite regress. Many critics may argue the fact that everything in existence needs a cause employing the use of the Principle of Sufficient Reason. However why and on what evidence is it necessary that all things have a cause? 

The biggest gripe I have is with Anselm’s supposition that the self-existent being is supremely good and great. He argues that this is true because all that is good and great relies on the existence of this being. If this is such the case Anselm must also concede that the self-existent being is also supremely evil and wrong. It is my position to say that Anselm would not admit to such a claim as it goes against the idea of a wholly good and omnipotent being. Anselm creates the biggest flaw in his argument when he starts attributing properties of goodness to the self-existent being. 

