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" for the existence,

formulating rational ”dgmonStrations
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INTRODUCTION

The design argument has always been the most popular
and persussive of the arguments Tor God's existence. It occurs,
in one form or another, in philosophical literature all through
the ages, since Plato's Timaeus to the present day, Its
prominence (as a proof for God's existence) has dwindled
almost to insignificance in the more progressive theological
es,

circles, although 1%t is still echoed (albeit faintly) by

theologians of conservative theological circles., Tt also has

c»\-
O
s
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been of considerable interest philosophers as an intellectual
exerpise..

The deslign argument is persuasive because 1t appesls to
the emotive and psychologlcal aspects of man's nature irom
which its distinctive religilous character arises, The argument
draws attention to the order and hearmony and beauty of the
world which bespeak the hendivork of an intelligent deslgner
who must, in all likelihood, exist. Immanuel Kant {though he,

like Hume, was not convinced by this argument) respected it

because of its persuasiveness, He writes:

Thig proof always deserves to be mentioned
with respsect, it is t cldest, the
¢clearest, and the most CCOF@?LC with the
common lLdSJﬂ of mankind, It enlivens

"vt a8 1t itselfl

nd galins even ﬁ@w
It suggest

our observation

the study of nature,

‘ derives 1ts exlstence
vigour from that source
ends and imU.uO,C- e
would not have de then by itsell,
and extends our of nature by
means of the guldir rnnfuﬁu of & special



unity, the principle of which is outside

' nature, This knowledge again reacts on its
cause, namely, upon the idea which has led
to it, and so strengthens the belief in
a supreme Author (of nature) that the belief
acquires the force of an irregistible
conviction, !

Because of this emotlionally persuasive character, the design
argument has always been popular and probably will contilnue
to be popular. Its logical status and its status as a proof

gua proof of God's exis

Hh]
~F

bence, however, have been seriously

questioned by many philosophers. The logical status of the
argument has also been the subject of many philosorhical

- papers, among which the most thoroughgoing and outstanding is

Devid Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Relieion, So thorough
was Hume's critigue that meny scholafs have proclaimed it fatal
to the argumeni as a proof of the existence of C«odo2

The purpose of this pa?er is to show that this claim
is indeed sound and that because of this (and similar claims)
sericus minded, progressive theﬁlogians are forced to take
another hard look at theology-—the look that - in all like-

lihood is and will be responsible for their return to Faith

TImmanuel Rant, Critioue of Pure Reason,
lated by Norman Kemp-Smith, p. 520,

2among those who hold the view that the Dialogues
have Tatally weakened the deslign argument are: 3lr Leslie
Stephen, (see his History of Enmlish Thousht in the
Eighteenth Century, Vel. 1, p.p. 288-289.) R. H. Hurlbutt,

s
(See RHume, Newton and the lesign Argument, p.p. 168 and 210, )
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and Fevelation, the true and proper domains of theology. For,
although 1t is true that Hume succeeded in refuting the

design argument, I do not think that this wasg his sole purpose
in writing the Dialogues., It seems to me that in pointing

cut the logical weakness of the argument, Hume was &t the same
time exposing the absurdity, futlility, and most of all, the
irrelevence of attempting to prove the existence of God.?

And, I daresay, this is not at all far-fetched, For in the
twelfth dialogue we see Philo (who as I shall contend, is the
representative of Mume) giving a rather "plein, philosophical

it

essent"” to the "remote anzlogy' between the cause of the

universe and humen intelligence-—in a sense, the Toundation

(weak as 1t is) upon which the design argument it based. And

SNot only was Hume concerned to dismlss the design
argument, but he also polinted out the logical weakness of the
ontological and cosmologlcal arguments., He 4id not consider
the latter two arguments to be very important, or at least
not as important as the former. With regeard to the ontological
and cosmological argumente advanced by Demea in Part IX. of
the Dialopues, Hume points out that propositions "in which

we ert the existence of anything" cannot be demonstrated
a priori. "For the truth of a proposition can be demon-
strat a priori only by showing thet its negation would

be self-contradictory: bhut whatever we conceive o exist

we could equelly well conceive not to exist.” (See R,
Wollheim, ed, Hume on Relision, p.p. 21-22).

Furthermore, given Hume's emplirical position it is impossible
for the mind to create any new ideas, Tor it i1s net able to
rise beyond sensible experience, (8See Sir leslie Stephens,
History of English Thought in the Tighteenth Century,

Yol., 1, p.p. 207-268),

5 K




earlier in that same dialogue, he characterized philosophical
and theological disputes between dogmatists and sceptics on
matters concerning thelsm, as being "merely verbal-—a dispute
of woras.”

By polnting out the futility and irrelevance of
rhilosophic proofs for God's existence, Hume at the same time
leaves the avenues of Faith and Revelation open to theologlans

as alternatives, This does not mean, of course, that he

5
himself adhered to any Torm of faith and revelation. The
fact of the matter is that he did not believe in any kind of
-revelation, but thls does not mean that he did not recognize
the merits of revelation as the basls ugon which religion
should rest,4 And, 1t is by no means lmpossible or coatradic-
tory for omne to recognlze the merits of a particular point
of view, while,at the same time, not supporting that point
of view, -

In order to support the above claim I shall first of
all attempt to show that Fhilo speaks for Hume in the Dialogues,
On this view FPhilo's position in the twelfth dilalogue becomes
less obscure, Adopting this view also streangthens my claim

that Philc did not give his full support to the design

. 4Fred@riok Copleston, A History of Philosophy,

Vol. 5, Part II, p.p. 114115,
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argupent. This latter view, in my opinion, 1s mistaken,
For, FPhilo's positioﬁ in the twelfth dialogue can be shown

to be compatible with Hume's major DhLlOQOpthul principles and,
thus, not a support of design theology. This will be the
subject of the Tirst Chapter. In the second and third chaptérs,
I shall attempt to show that Philo's contentions in the

twelfth dialogue are consistent and compatible with the first
eleven dialogues, and also vith Hume's general philesophical
principles; his analysis of causality, his ana Jyu s of the

~nature of belief, his moral sense theory, and also his treat-

-ment of the design argument in Section XI of the Enguiry. By

]

0

so doing, it is hoped that Hume's reasons for dismissing the
design argument as irrelevant to theology (that is, as a
proof for God's existence) would Be brought to the fore, And
finally, in the  last chapter,ll shall attempt to asséss the
relevance and Importance of the ‘Jclo ueg to the modern-~day
theological trend.,

The domain of 'faith and revelation', which Hume's
Dialogues poinl out, as the proper place for theology is the
domain to which modern day theologlans (especially Protestant
theologians) have turned and are turning. There are other

factors responsible for this present trend; Tor example, the

two world wars =and the threat of a third, the threat of
o vorl ,

nuclear power, the unrest in the world, and the apparent
futility which seems to characterize human exigtence. These

ix



and other simlilar factors-—Tactors which are indicative of
the course of man's destiny-ware also responsible for the
theologian's interest in the God who reveals himself: the
God éf personal encounter, But Hume's damaging and violent
treatment of the design argument as a proof for God's exis-
tence is also greatly responsible for this trend in modern
theology. And to this extent Hume's Dialogues were probably
ehead of their age-—and to thls extent also they are still

very relevant to theology and will in all likelihood continue

to be relevant for a long time to come,



CHAPTER 1
One of the most perplexing problems about Hume's

Dialogues Concerning Natural Relision concerns the identity

of the interlocuters., How perplexing a problem this is and has

been can easily be seen by the various theorlies put forth by

Hunean Scholars., Among those who agree that Pamphilus'

crowninzg of Cleanthes as the champlion of the discussion repre

sents - the view of Hume, thus identifying Cleanthes as Hume's
s ; P s S s 4 4

mouthpiece are: C, W, Hendel', Pringle-Pat twaoney A, B,

M o 4 N o = ; -

Tayloray laing™, and IDugald Stewart-, Prof., J. k. Jessop

refers to the Dialogues as "Hume's aanbiguous work"™ thus poin-

ting out how difficult it 1s to identify the three speakers,

£

Te, w, Hendel, Studies in the Philogophy of David
Hume, p.p. 306-307 :

25, 5, Pringle~Pattiscn, Idea of God in the Lisht of
Recent Philosophy, p. 15.

55, E. Taylor., "Symposium: The ?renoal Day Relevance
of Hume's Dialomues Conuewning Natural Religmion'. Proceedings
of the Aristotellan Society, Supp. Vol. XIII, p. 2040

90

\}J

4B, M. leing, David Hume, p.

5Buga1d Stewart, Collected Vorks, ed, Sir Willjam
Hamilton, Vol. I, p. 605,

. 6T E. Jdesaop, "Symposium: The Pres eut~u9v Relevance
of Hume's Dielogues Concerning Ratural Religion", p, 206~

207- .
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Indeed, John Laird hes held that none of the speakers repre-~
sents Hume's own position! (an interpreiation which I find
very diffioult to agree with), Prof, James Noxon seems to
hold the view that none of the three speakers really repreéents

'

Hume's own positicn because Hume's intention in writing the-

Dislogues was not simply either to defend or to attack the
argument from design but was of a more intricate nature, He
contends that Hume's intention was to showthat "the only ten-
able position on the Quegtion discussed in the Dielosmues

Concerning Natural Religion is ampost101=m”8~_*hat is, to show

that the discussion of the Dislogues 1s virtually futile.

"I am sure that Hume wrote the I@M;Qf ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ g precisely in order

to reveal the futility of such theological argument and to
show that the only sensible course is Lo abandon such topics
for what he calls 'the examination of common life', -It is
obviously not futile to show that a certain kind of argument
is futile, end I daresay that Hume himsell thought 1t was very
veseful', This interpretation by Prof., Noxon is, on the face

of it, quite tenable but I do not think that 1t is inconsistent

77, Laird, '"Symposium: The lr@qoa1MJuv Relevance
Hume's Dialogues Concerning FMatural Relision', p. 206~
207.

. 8Jc Noxon, “Hume's AJﬂos*icjsm”s ¢ din -
Hume, ed. V., C. Chappel, p.p. 376-277.
9

Ibid., p.p. 3786-279.



with the view that Hume is represented by one of the inter-
locuters, to wit,Fhilo.

In the twelfth Diazlogue Philo characterizes "“the dispute
conceraingz theism" as being "merely verbal"!C.z position which
is very close to the one which Hume puts forward when speaking
for himself im a footnote!!, Prof, Noxon contends that .
Hume's position is \f a different order from that of Fhilo!

But this by 1tself is not sufficlent to show that Philo does
not represent Hume. It is true of course that vwhile Philo,
on the one hand, speaks of the verbal nature of theistic
Idisput@s in connection with the inpossibility of settling the
degree of similarity between the divine mind and the human as
being of the same nature as that of trying to settle the con-
troversy about the beauty of Cleopatra'or the greatness of
Hannibal or the kind of pralse that 1s due to Livy or Thucydides,
Hume, on the other hand,speaks of the inherent difficulties

which tend to render the whole discussicn virtually unsolvable,

But I am not sure that this difference is enougnh to warrant

the conclusion that Philo is not spesking for Hume, For the

important point brought out by both Fhilo and Hume (spesking

for himsell) 1s that the dispute between the dogmatists

\]5

. 10psvid Hun ne, Dislogmues Concerning Natural Religl
., N. Kemp-Smlth, p. 218, (All references are nade to L 1is
ition of the bvaLonu>s )

o ©
[OTIE RN

Mipia., p. 219
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and the 'sceptics on matters concerning theism is merely
verbal, This is the significance of Philo's contention in
Chapter XII and it 18 crucial to the entire discusslion in the

dalogues, So cruclal is the significence of Fhilo's conten-~

/.

-

tion that Hume sees it to add more emphasis to 1t by adding

the footnote°12

-

I do not think that this interpretation in
any way contradicts Prof, Noxon's contention that Hume wanted
to show that agnosticism is the "only tenable position on
the question discussed in the Dialogues, "'2 but I do tﬁink
that it undermines his contention (or vwhat seems to be a con-
tentlion) that Philo is not the representative of Hunme,

Another kind of argument brought Torward by Prof.
Noxon to ghow that Philo was not the representative of Hume
has to do with the quality ol sceptism advocated by these two
protagonists, Both Philo end Hume were sceptics, No one
would want to dispute such a bold Tact but Prof, Noxon contends
that ",...Philo's skepticism was of a Gifferent type from
Hume's and of a type Hume consistently repudisted and condemned:
Philo's skepticism ls excessive skepticism or Pyrrhonism, a

position which it is impossible to meintain consistently:s..."!4

o~

While this contention 18 true, I do not think that it 1is

Ibid., . 219.

5763 135, Noxon, "Hume's Agnosticism”, Op. €it., p.pP.
76377,
14
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crucial to the view that Phillo i1s the representative of Hume,

Oon

D

important point that must be borne in mind is that a rep-

egsentative is not the same as or 1ldentical with the person

=

represented, It is not unusual for a representative (even in
the form of a dialogue) to hold a slightly different position
from that held by the person being represented, It is my
contention that something of this nature is the case with
regard to Hume's Dialogues, K, C. Mossner claims that

because of Hume's "timidity", "... complete suspense of judg-

ment was impossible to maéintain; so the Pyrrhonian sceptic of
the study became the mitigated sceptic of the salon.,"!2 Hume
the thinker differed from Hume the man-and these two sides

of his character had to be reconcliled. Huwne was avare of the
very dellicate nature of the subject he wasltouching upon when
he decided to attack religlion, Ig 1t any wonder, then, that
he was so anxious to secure the post-humous publicati&n of hils
Dizlozmues——a work which he kept beside him for about twenty-
Tive years unpubllshed? TJis,'according Lo Mossner, reflects

16

the more timid, unheeded aspect of Hume's character ~--an

1

aspect which must be taken into considerstion if the "riddle"

-

] clved, Norman Kemp-Smith also

of the Dislogzues is to b

o
n

made reference Lo the timid,cautious agpect of Hume's charac-

. 179, p. 347. ' .
"pislogues, p. 73
Dialogues, p. T5.

W
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ceptical positions

=
0
et
5]
feod
L
—
ny
=
w0
@

ter as “his general policy of
‘with the least possible emphasls compatible with definite-

ness@00@”1f OF course it can be c¢laimed that a certain

amount of inconsistency is involved on Hume's part if it is

k]

allowed that Philc, at times, holds a slightly different posi-
tion from what would be expected if a sirict consistency on
Humé*s part is expected, But Hume’s abllity to create Philo
with freedom of charscter without at the éame time defeating
his main purpose (that.ié, to create Philo as his represen-
tative) shows, at the same time, his ability toétimulate drama-
tic interest. VWith regard to consistency, though, I think I
have to agree with Richard Wollheim when he says,

It would, I think, be a mistake to look
for anyv way of removing or rescolving all
the inconsistencies that appear in Hune's
writings on religion, and of extracting
from them a rigorous and unlified doctrine,
Thorough~going consistency was not some-
thing he aimed at, nor would such an aim
have been in keeping with his philoso-
phical temperament, Hume had an inguiring,
restless mind, chronically sceptical in

its disposition, which no sconer acdopted
one intellectual position than he tried

to see the best in all the arguments thatl
would refute it. It was a mind that was
naturally attuned to the dialcgue Torm, and
it is significant that Hume made a far

more genuinely dreamatic usge of the form
than either of his twe great predecessors
in the genre, Plato and Berkeley, vhose
sympathies as betwsen the various par-
ticipants are iamediately and unambli-

1Ty

vl @

C. Mossner, "The Enigma of Huwe"', Op. Cit.,



. - guously declared, The dialogue form,
however, not merely reflected, it also
reinforced the ambiguities in Hume's
position: The need for suspense, for
drama, led him to strengthen the various
competing attitudes so that_ they should
be well-matched opponents, !

Mention hasg already been made of the difficulty in

ldentifying the three interlocuters of the Dislogues and of
the many conjectures that have been made in this respect,

More often thah not rhilo, the skeptic, has been identified

as thé representdtive of Hume Eut this interpretation 1s not
without 1te complexities, I shall join with A. G, Flew’9? and
2, Co M08$ner20, in agreeing with Norman Kemp-Smith~—'an

authorlity to whom all those who write and think about Hume

2 . Ve o
111 _fthet Philo from start to finish

O

are dceeply indebtle
ue

o

represents Hune, The identification of Fhilo as the repre-
sentative of Hume 18 by no means coajecture, Apart from the
conclusive identification established by Kenp-Snith clted
above, a careful reading of Hume's other major works will

help to substantliete the vievw thsat Fhilo is indeed the repre-

sentative of Hume. (Something of this nature will be attem-

ESRO Wollheim, ed., Hume on Religion, p.p. 17~18.

2

194, @. M. Flew, See his article in A Critical
History of Westera Fhilesophy, edited by D. J. O'Connor,
p. 268,

20, ¢

&

% . - { e, Ty A e 5 Iy t} S
Mossner, “The Enigma of Hume', Op. Cit.,

a?RN Wollhelim, ed., Op. Cit., p. 19.

5

22 - PPN -
®2pialogves, p., 59.



pted in the third chaptler

of this paper,)

A major problem lmmediately crops up when the view

that Philo represents Hume is maintalined,

This problem has

to do with Philo's complete reversal (or what seems Lo be a

complete reversal) in the position which he adopts

twelfth dialogue,

in the

Here Philo seems to have conceded every-

thing which he argued against all along in the earlier dia-~

logues, Such a

one

But such doubte can be dis

the

after all very slight, if
vhat N. Kemp-Smith did in
the Dialogues.

1all assess the

bt

Is
of the Pialogues later in

say

I think it 1s safe to

about in Phnilo's position

late interest.

wanted to avoid "that vulgar error ,... Of

but nongense 1u the mouth
characters to be among

day. IT

In a letter,

the most intell

Cleanthes is meant to ropresent the

complete reversal of stendpeint certainly makes

doubt whether IFhilo reelly is the representative of Hune,

vensed with if it cen be shecwn theat

concessions which Philo made in the twelfth dialogue are

not insignificant. This is in fact

the introduction to his edltion of

of Phileo in Part XII

conceasions

this chapter, but,for the present

4

that what seems to e a complete turn

was part of Hume's desire to stimu-
Hume makes 1L clear that he

o

putiing nothing

. .
of the Adversary”gjs but wanted his

scholars of the

igent
&

views of Joseph

2 . X -
2)Lett@rs of Devid Hums, 6 edited by J. Y. T. CGre

(cited by i, C.

I, 154
Ho. 169, p. 3248,

s t e
XLV, ¥o.

ig
N ; =7
Mogsner, "The Enigma of Hume", Mind



Butler (and it seems highly probable that for Hume Cleanthes
was Butler), then it would not be very difficult to sée why
Hume (Philo) would show respect to him, X. C., Mossner points
out tﬁat Hume admired Butler greatly and showed him greast res-
pect, 8o great was his admiration for him that he was anxious
to have the Bishop read his Treastise in 1ts unpublished form,
In a letter to Henry Howme, Hume expressed his desire to be
introduced to Butler,thus making it possible for him to have

the Bishop's comments on the Jreatise
Your thoughts and mine sgree with respect
to Dr, Butler, and I would be glad to be
introduced tc him. I am al present cas-
trating my work, that l1s, cutting off its
nobler parbs- that is, enomavour¢ny it
shell give as little oIfGQCu as pos¢¢b13
before which, I couvld not pretend to put
it into the Doctor's hands. This 1s a piece
of cowardice, for which I blame myselfl,
though I believe none of my friends will
blame me. But I was resolved not to be
an enthusiast in philosophy, while 1
was blaming cther enthusliasums

Thus when Philo, in the twelfth dialog says that

“no one hag a deeper sense of religion iumpressed upon his

I 8 ) g et . e
mind, or pays more profound adoraticn to the Divine Belng,”aﬁ
this dees not necessarlily mean that he has joined hands witlh

Cleanthes thus throwing out all that he had argued for ear-

lier, but rather, I ithink 1t shceuld be teken as a careful
24 . i .
“Tletters of David Hume, I., p. 25.
25 !

Dislogues, p. 2i4.
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manoeuvre on Hume's part—a manoeuvre which shows hils respect
for his opponent's integrity, and at the same time provides a
point of agreement for the sake of argument, thus making it
possible to go on to dlscuss a more crucial point, namely,
the morai effects of the Deity on human lives. Of course, this
is only an assumption, but. 1t is highly probable that it is
a true assumptiocn,

I have already pointed out that Hume was aware of the
dellc .Le nature of Lhc subject he was treating., Is it any
wonder ,then, that he was cautious, timid, and prudent in his
manner of criticisms? K. C. Mossner says,

{imej ssential timidity seems of a va~
riety far more deeply ingrained than
just the prudential desire not to offend
the proprieties or to viclate the laws of
established soclety, ..., This is not
the place to recite the penalties, legal
and extra-legal, then attached to radical
dissent., But one instance or itwo may be
cited to indicate how the threat of sucio
penalties forced a conformity upon all
thinkers, The Young George Berkeley, 1t
will be recalled, visualizing a career
" in the Church, hcd to warn himself in the
privecy of his Commonplace Book "To rein
in your satyrical nature, " "To use ut-
most caution not to give the least
handle of offence to the Church or Church-
men.'" Hume also tried to rein in his
satirical nature, but Hume's position was
Tar more difficult, as he had pushed past
nomlnA11 o into coJ"Pjum. Hume had
een his Triend, The plOuu Francis
Hutcbe 5011, pvombcuued in 1737 by the
Glasgow Pruubgtery, and three years later
was himselfl exceedlngly worried concerning
. a "Point of Prudence", knowing full well




i1
that "the consequences are very momentous u26
Hunme's cautious attitude could also very well explain why he
described Philo's sceptical position as "careless"; why he
wrote Lo Willism Strahan stating that the gsceptblc was
"indeed refuted", and "that he was only amusing himself by
his cavils “’7 whiy he sald that anyone expressing any kind of
doubt with regaerd to the “"Supreme Intelligence" must have

w28

attained a certain "pitch of pertinacious obstinacy. Cer.

tainly, 1t is not unusval for an author to be modest when
meking remarks about the person who is represeanting his own

‘ . ‘ . 7/
position in a dielogue., In Hume's case the well known cliche

Rt il

‘discretion is the better part of valour,"” could probébly
explain tne poslition he held and the somewhat strange remarks
he made concerning that peslition,

I must antlicipate an objection at this juncturg. It
could be pointed out that one does not have to be discfeet in
a work to be published posthumousaly . But this objection
can hold only if it was Hume's intention from the begiuning
to secure posthumous publication for his Dislomues. But

this we do not know, It is probable that the idea of post-

humous publication could have beern the result of serious op-

20k, ¢, Mossner, "The Enigme of Hume" Op. Cit.
P « pa 346'"’3!% 7 ©

'

27ietters of David Hume, II., p. 323,

28pialopues, p. 215.



position from the most influsntial religious .people., But

b

even 1f Hume were contemplating posthumoug publication for

ar

his work from the beginning, he still could have seen the impor-

tence of discretion., For, 1T the Dialogues were to serve any
purpcesce at all, they had to be published sometime, And con-
sidering the religious atmosphere of Hume's day and the con-

tents of the Dialcgues  a discrest attitude would seem to be

the mogt reasonable one to adopt in order to secure publication,

even posthumously.

If it is the cage that Philo is "indeed refuted",
then the foregolng interpretation would fell flat on 1ts Tace,
but this 1s precisely the point at issue here (that is,
vhether Philo was refuted or not) and it is my contention
that Philo was nol refuted, but that he succeeded in refuting
Cleanthes, One point that might substantiste this rosition
is the amount of space 2lloted to the three speakersé 12 per
cent te Demes, 21 per cent to Cleanthes, and 67 per cent o
Philoagg Philo is alloted twice as mich space as the Lwo op=-
ponents put together, The obvious retort is that importance
is not necessarily measured by volubility but I am sure that
thig would not apply to Hume's Dialogues, No one (I think)
would want to argue that any of the space alloted to Philo

wes waosted opn trivialitles,

22 i s N . ' AN .

“7This 1s besed on a count by J. T, ¥. Greilg, in
David Hume, p. 236. (Cited by E. C. Mossner, “The Enigma of
Hume' Mind, XLV, No. 179, p. 346,
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From what has been sald so far, I shall conclude that

Philo is the representative of Hume in the Dialogues. 0 There
. <o

i s 4 i 4 o e A8 B

ol

still remalins, however, one major difficulty (which has been
alluded to in passing) with regard to thls conclusion which
ust recelve immediate attention, This difficulty has to do

with Philo's apparent abandonment (in the twelfth dialogue) of

-

all for which he had earlier contended,
J After Demea's pusillanimous retreat, Fhilo and Cleanthes
continued the already laboured discussion., Here Philo makes

a strange turn and seems 1o ‘be supporting what he was all

PR

along ettacking, viz, Cleantheﬁ'_contentiqn thet the curious
adaptatlion of meang to end in the world and the artifice .c¢f
nature lead us to infer the existence of the Diviné Belng.
In the beginning of the twellth dialogue, Philo says:

You, in particular, Clesnthes, with whom
‘1 live in unreserved lutimacy; you are
sensible, that, not withetanding the free-
dom of my conversation, and ny love of
singular arguments, no one has a deeper
sense of rgiigiua impressed on his mind,
or pays more profound adoration to the
Divine Being, as he discovers himselfl

to reason, in the Iinexplicable coniri-
vence and artifice of nature, A purpose,

tify Cleanthes with Joseoh butlJ and Demc w
Clarke, (See his article, "The anQma of Hume
No. 179, p.p. 334-3439,) For the purpose of thig
no b necessa: ry for me to show that Clezathes iz iadeed Butler
nor Demea, ﬁ?mHEW Clarke, It 1s¢ only necessar
identify Thilo., TFor the icentifications of Cl ,
Demes, I shall take Mossner's interpretation as deanitive@
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an intention, or design strikes everywhere
the most careless, the most stupld thinker;
and no man can be so0 hardened in absurd
systems, as at all times to reject it,
That nature does nothing in vain, 1 a
maxim established in all the schools,
merely from the contemplation -of the \
works of nature, without any religious
PUPOSE: .o thlu all the scilences almost
lead us insensibly to acknowledge the
first intelligent Author; and their
authority is often so much the grea T&r,

as they do not dirsctly profess that in-
tention. (Dialogues, p. 214,)

At first blush thie represents Philo (Hume)as being a staunch

supporter of design theology, but is this really the case?

F. Copleston points out that this is nét the case. For "....
it seems to me most imprdvable that he (Hume) regarded thé
argunent from desizn as conclusive, For this would hardly
have been compatible with his general philosophilcal prin-
'cipleso”31 Hume's choice of wordé in the above passsage also
indicates that he ig not a wnyporter of design LueoTo”y
Philo ie speaking about a God who is the object of "adoration”
— a God, in other words, who is the object of faithWBE Xemp-
Smith's point, that the God to wvhom Philo 1is referring is
"not to be equated with ‘God' as ordinarily understocd in

K N 03
religion,”)5 is well teken., The God who 1s the cbject of

jiF, Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol, 5,
Part 11, p. 112,

JETbrouonquL this th@;l% I ghall differentiate he-
tween a designer-god and the God who is the object of Faith
and Revelation.

53D7dlquuw e 120,
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feith and adoration 1s certainly mét the same as the god of
natural religion--a Tact of which Hume was very well aware,
FPor, it seems to me that one could believe in God thrbugh
faith and yet claim that he "manifests' himself in nature,
without being & supporter of the design argument,

I do not think that Hume (Philo) was blatantly denying
the- existence of God, but rather, he was concerned to show
that the design argument does not and cannot prove the exis-
tence of God, nor can 1t tell us much about the attributes
of God, (that is, even if it is the case that God exists ),

Hume might have said that it is reasonable, though not neces-

sary, to have beliel in a God through faith, but to engage
in thelstic disputes and in formulating philosophical proofs
for God's existence 1s to engage oneself in an exercise of
futility., Indeed, Hume says something very close to this in
section XI of the Enquiry, when (speaking through the mouth
of an Epicurean friend) he refers to "the tradition of your

ts (in which I

o]

H

forefatherse, and the doctrine of your prie

o}

lluded to here most

e

ey ox g
willingly acquiesce)ﬁjF The tradition &
probably has to do with "falth" in Ged. Thus Philo's con-
fession of faith in a God who 1g the object of adoration is

not really a confession in support of Cleanthes' design

2J . - -
2 pavid Hume, Enouiry Congerning Human Undersgtanding,
ed, L. A. Selby-Bigge, Section XI, p. 135. (All references

5 o Ll \
will be made Lo this edlition of the Eoguiry.
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@

theology after all, It should be emphasized that Philo did
not say that the "contrivence and artifice in nature' prove
the existence of the Divine Being but that this '"contrivance

and artifice" are inexplicable,

The most adamant atheist is at lee struck with ave
and wonder at the contrivance of nature, He, too, sees design
in hature’ but this does not change his beliefs. He finds
other means of explaining what could be taken for design and
contrivance, Thus 1n agrecing with Cleanthes that a feeling
of design strikes everyone evefywheremmeven himself-—Philo
is claiming that this feelling is not really as obvious and as
~unambiguous as Cleanthes makes 1t out to be, After all, |
customs, traditions, and educatlon have a lot to do with our

interpretation of different phenomena in nature. In other

words, the peychologilcel compulsiveness of the design argument
ig, to & great extent, the resull of previously acgulrad emno-

tiohal prejudices in its favour.. So tiorough a“e ths previous
education and training, that all strong evidence to the
contrary is often neglected by religicus people, The pre-
concelved notlions which were acquired through tralninz and
nuture greatly influence and determine one's opinions of the
orld, This i1s a polint that FPhilo wase anXious to bring out.

Is the world considered in genera as 1t
appears to us in thils 1life, diff@?@ﬂt from
what a man or such limited being would,

: befgggyaﬂc expect from a very powerful,
wigse and benevolsnt Delity? It must be
strange prejudice to assert the contrary.

P, 205, )

-
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Thus it is nol the case that the evidence of design in nature
leads us to establish the existence cf a good and ﬁowerful
Being as Clesanthes would have us bellieve, but rather, such a
conviction is based upon evidence which originates in psy-
cholozical and emotional causes, Thus Philo is not a designv
theplogy convert after all-~he's still holding his ground
against Cleanthes,

Philo is quite willing to allow Cleanthes' claim "that
the works of nature bear s great aﬁalogy to the production
of art....and accordiﬁg to all the rules of good reasoning,

we ought to infer, if we argue at all concernling them, that

3

their cesuses have & proportional analogy, But as there are
also consideresble differences, we have reason to suppoée a
proportional difference in the causes." (Dialogues, p.p.
2‘6~¢17\ Philo is now in & position to make hisg crucial
point, that in deciding the degree of resemblance the Delty
bears to human minds, the QLoCuu&ion becomes a "mere verbal

H

controversy~g dispute of words," which depends upon one's

emotional and religious standpoints, The thelst claims that

the Deiiy or original intelligence is very different from the

3

human mind or reaso while the athelist, on the other hand,

claims that the original intelligence probably bears "some

remote analogy" to human reason, Each one stands firm in

nis coentention, unwilling to budge regardiess of evidence,
(" that is, if any evidence is forthcoming).

-

In the finsl analysise, the outcome of the dispute is

R



of the same nature as the dispuie concerning the degree of A
greatness ln Hannibal or of the beauty of Clecpatra; and what

is this but & verbal disagreement-—a mere dispute of words?

Thuz far Philo has only admlitted that some remote analiogles

ere present between the works of nature and the works of man,

ut’ to this he adds that there is some remote analogy "among

all the operations of nature'—the rotting of a.turnip, the
generation of an animal and the structure of human thought-

. T ]
all these '"bear some remote analogy to each other,”? This

Lo

4

admlssion or concession in no way vitlates the claims,earlier
"made by Philo, that evidence of this gort proves nothing aboutl
the cauce or suthor of the world in terms of character, ben-
evelence or other moral attribules.; Indeed, this admis&ién
supports Philo's earlier contentions that the world is like
an animal or a vegetzable or that it was made by infant
delties or inept workmen who might have bétched and bungled
many worlds. Moreover, the aitributes ol cmnipotence,
omniscience, and "omnibenevolence', are still to be accounted
for. But more of this later,

After the above admisslon, Philo bringse up the crucial
subject of the moral attributes of the Deity. On thils subject
Cleanthes’ pogition, except for some minor appeals, is defense-

Jess, Philo says,

-

-2

25 “
Dialogues, p., 213.
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.. .88 the works of nature have a much

greater analozy to the effects of our art

and contrivance, than those of our ben-

evolence and justlice; we have reason to

infer that the natural attributes of

the Delty have a greater resemblance to

those of man, than his morals have to

human virture, (Dialogues, p: 219.)
But Cleanthes i¢ not willing to submit.-he appeals to the
pragmatic justification of belief in a loving God, who is a
strong and necessary security to merality., In other words,
Cleanthes is claiming that religious belief is the cause
of" so much good in the world; that religion 1s the cause of

man's moral behaviour. Religlon, he claims, 1is necessary for

Ex

man to behave in a morally responsible manner, People are so
persuaded by the doctrine of an all-loving, all-powerful and
all-good God who will reward them in a future state that they

are willing to behave morally. "Religion®, says Cleanthes

"mowever corrupted, is still beiter then no religion-at sil, "

(Dialeopues, p. 219.) Philo's rebuttal is quick and to the
point,

How happens it then,....if vulgar super-
stition be so salutary to soclety, that
ell history abounds so nuch with accounts
of i1ts pernicious conseguences on public
affairs? Fectlion, civil wars, persscu-
tions, subverslons of government, oppre-
sslon, elavery; these are the dismal
consequences which always atteod 1ts
prevalency over the minds of nmen,
(Bielogzues, p. 220.)

Cleanthes' only meaus of defense is to appeal Tor a distinc~

tion between “proper"” religion cn one hand, and the religion
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that 1s practiced on the other. Cleanthes' point, it seems,

y
is that the many evils which follow in the train of religious
practices éom@ about because men have distorted the propér
and esuthentic religlon. But it was clalimed eariier by
Cleanthes that relligion 1is necessary to influence the conduct
of people, thus meking them behave morally. Obviously the
religion which Cleanthes was referring to failed in its
pregmetic functions, 1f the practiced religion of men was the
cause of the many evils which Fhilo enumersated, Clcuntb gt
sppeal for a distinctlion between proper and practiced religions
does not support his position at all, but rather helps in
its defeat by exposing the appérent contradiction polnted out
gbove, Philo's point that religion is what is pracuviced in
its name is & very good one, Not only does it point out
the evils that have been (and are) associated with, or have
been the result of religion, but it also defeats Cleémﬁhes'
claim that religious belief doces so much good in the world by
working upon the minds of men to make them behave morally.
Man's natural inclination to honesty and benevolence is much
more admirable and respectable than the moral behaviour which
is the result of coanstant fear of punishment, or the promise
of some rewsrd.

In emphasizing the supericr nature of man's natural
inclinations to ﬁoral behaviour, Philo is also, at the same
time, supporting Hume's moral sense theory as rut forth in

the Tr etise of Human Nature, {This latter point will be )
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discussed in greater detall in Chapter| three of thisg paper.)

|
Suffice it to say that Fhilo's emphasib on man's natural ine-

! -
clination to moral behaviour is a "deafth blow" to (leanthes'

appeal to this pragmatic justificationéof religious persuasions,
That is to say that Cleanthes' belief hn eternal réwards and
punlshments as a basis for'morality ig| not enough to Jjuetify
adopting a religioué attitude. For, m%n’s natural inclination
to morallty is much gimpler in that th% psychoiogical strain
brought about by the con&talt thought bf revards and punish-
ments in a future life is more of a sup@rstition than 11t 1is
‘a gulde to moral behaviour. For, Humeipoints out that the
behaviour of many religlous people whoiaffirm beliefl in a
future 1ife does not seem to support Euch a belief, This
apparent inconsistency seems to sugges& that those who
gpeak of rewards and punishments in a &ﬁture 1life "do not
|

really believe what they affirm" (Treatise, p. 115.).

We are now in & position to assess Phlilo's concessions
and his final position with regard to besign theolozgy and the
tenets of natural religion. To say th%t Philo rejects the

gsign argument in toto would be an error. It 1s true that

de
he does accept some part of the design| argument, but this

acceptance is very limited, How very [Qimited is hils accep-

tence can €asily be seen in the conclusion to which he Tinally
. !

comes: |

The whole of nstural theolegy, asg sone
people seem to ma Jztainj res bTwes itself
into one simple, though somoyhab amblguous,



at least undefined pronosition,

that the

cauge or causeg of order in |the universe

probably bears
human intelligence: 1T
be not capable of extension, variation,
or more particular CXJllCleOﬂ; if it
afford no inference that afflects human
1life, or can be the source of
or Forbearance: And 1f the lanalogy;
imperfect as it ig, can be clarried no
ferther than to the humen intelligence;
and cannot be transferred, with any
appearance of probwoithJ, tio the other
qualities of the mind: If this really
be the case, what can the mogt inguisit

some remote dnalozy o

this prouosition

any action

ive,

contempliative, and religious man do more

than give a plain, ptho sophical assent
to the preposition, as often as it
occurs; and believe that the| arguments,
on which 1t 1s established, exceed the
ocbjections which lie against| 1t? Some

astonisiment indeed will natlirally arise

from tne greatness of the object: Some
melanc holy from its obscurity: Some
contempt of humnan reeuon that 1t can
gilve no solution more satisfactory
with regard to so extrdordinary and

magnificent a question. But belleve me,

CLEANTHES, the most natural gentiment,
whnich a vell ~dio
this occasion, 1s a lonziag
expeCudtlo
to dissipate, at least alle viate
profound ignorance i3 affmrblng
particular revelation to mankind, and
making discovéries of the na {ure
attributes, and operation o(\thp
divine ObJ ect of our Failth,

pa 25-7 © )

It is not difficult Lo

desire and

this

1

see thet| Philo's
!

not support, the views

philosophical assent” does

religion. He does not adnit beliel in any of the

attribvutes of God; the attributes of omnipotence,

-

omnibenevolence, and unity. ALl that the

\
. X . e | : R
phical assen given to is that there 1is some
|

yposed mind wull Teel on

(D¢ploﬁups

tnau Heaven 1ouﬂd be pleased

some more

Hoa ..
plain,

of tr
traditional

omniscience,

"plain philoso-

"remote

aditional

Suv
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analogy" to humen intelligence in the "¢

ause or causes of
order in the universe, (" - But then, everything in the universe
bears some analogy to everything else.—a point made above,.
The remoteness of the analogy is indicated in the examples

of the rotting of turnips, or ihe generation of animals, All
these, claims Fhillo, bear some remote analogy to human intel-
ligence., This leads Philo to eumphasize the importance of
faith in matters of religion and recommends thles lesson to
Pamphilus, the pupil of Cleanthes, By recommendling faith, 1t
is not difficult to see how trivial Philo's "plain, philoso-

a i1

phical assent” really i1s, Kemp-3mith points out that Philo

"makes the conventionally prescribed avowal that the disablli-

- TP 4 ETS
ties of reason only make revelation and falith the nore needful"3%

—& point which, in my opinion, is very well taken.

My task iun this chapter htas been twofoid, On-the one
haend it was meant to show that Philo is the representative‘of
Hume in the Dialogues, and on the other, o asgess the con-
cesslons and admissions of Phillo, thus establishing where he
stood at the end of the discussion, I have shown that Philo,
speaking for Hume in the Lialomzues, has conceded very little
indeed to Cleanthes in the twelfth dlalozue., He has admitted
that he accepts some part of the design argument, viz.,

"that the cause or causes of order in the universe bear some
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remote analogy to human intelligence.,® That is all that Fhilo
has really conceded and thé fact that Pamphilus sums up by
saying “that Cleanthes has come nearest to the truth", with
respect to the status of the design argument, does not really
diminish the force of Fhilo's refutation of it, F., Copleston
holds & similar view when he says,‘

It would appear that Cleanthes is the.
hero of the Dialogues for Pamphilus
rather than for Hume; and though when the
latter showed Elllot an incomplete version
of the work he could quite well invite
Elliot to contribute ldeas which would
strengthen Cleanthes' position, in order
to meintain the dramatic interest of

the dialogue, this does not alter the
fact that the tendency of Part XII, the
final sectlon of the work, tends to
strengthen Philo's position rather than
that of Cleanthes, in spite of Pamphilus'

2

concluding remarks, 37

It is not so very difficult for us to understand
Pamphilus' allegiasnces to Cleanthes, his tutor, but we must
be careful lest we misconstrué this as the final logical out-
come of the whole controversy. A great deal more objectivity
on the part of Pamphilus 1s needed to reveal such an outcone,

Now that we have assessed Philo's concessions in the
twelfth dialogues, we can move on to the task ol the next
chapter, which is to determine whether or not these con-

cesgsions are consistent wlth the contentions held earlier in

the Dialogues.

»

-

5T, Copleston, Op. Cit., p.p. 112113,



CHAPTER II
In the last chapter 1t was established that Philc ad-

1

mitted that the "“cause or causes'" of the universe bears some

rather "

remote analogy" to human intelligence, thus accepting
some meeagre part of the design argument., This was all that
Philo, speaking for Hunme, waé willing te grant and nothing
more. It would be (in my oplinion)-a mistake to think that
Philo joined hands with Cleanthes in the twelfth dialogue to
support design theology, simply because he spoke in‘favour
of some part of the design argument. After advancing some of
the most devastating arguments (as we shall see) against the
deslign argument and design theology, it 1s not at all likely
that Phllo or anybody else in a similar situation, would
simply adopt the contrary view point. To assume that this is
what Philo 4id is, Ivsuggest, & misinterpretation. There is
no need to defend Hume by saying.that his writings are
amblguous. This may be true of some of his works, but I
think 1t is falrly clear whatl he lg dolng in the twelfth part
of the Disjoguesg, and 1t simﬁly woulé not do to ignore this
and resd In otrer interpretations. But let us get down to the
task at hend and try to ghow that Philo did indeed malintaln a
consistent position throughout the Dislogues, This I shall
do by examining the major arguméntso

The key factor in ihe deslgn argumeni 1s its analogical
form of inference, and as such would be the point most readily

ol

(9]
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attacked by any opponent., Hume (Fhilo) is no . exception to
this rule, Fhilo's critical mind ie set into motion by
Cleanthes' formulation of the design argument, early in the
Dislogues:

Look round the world: Contemplate the
whole and every part of it: You will find
- it to be nothing but one great machine,
subdivided into an infinite nuuber of
lesser machines. which again admit of sub-
divisions, to a degree beyond what human
senses and faculties can trace and explain,
All these various machines, and even their
most minute parts, are adjusted to each
other with an accuracy, which ravishes’
into admiration of all men, who have
ever contemplated them. The curicus
adapting of means to ends, throughout all
nature, resembles exactly, though it much
exceeds the productions of human con-
trivance; ol human design, thoéught, wils-
dom, and intelligence. Since therefore
the effects resemblec each other, we are
led to infer, by all the rules of analogy,
that the causes also resembple:; and that
the Author of Nature is somevhat similar
to the mind of man; though possessed of
much larger facultles, proportioned to
the grandeur of the work, which he has
executed, By this argument g posieriori
and by this argument alone, we do prove
at once the existence of a Deity, and his
similarity to human mind and intelligence.
(Dislogues, p., 143.)

Philo at once questions the strength of the analogy., The
argument from design, as an argument from experience, 1is

not éoientific since it offers very little or no evidencs

for the cause or causes of the unlverse, In order to provide
such evidence 1t must be possible for us to hava gxperience
of divine operations, bul Fhilo mekes 1t quite clear that

“we have no such experience cof divine attributes and opera-

e
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tions"1 in the same way that we have experience within the
world. In order for Cleanthes' analogy to work, it is neces-
sary that we have experience of both the effects and the
causes, But this 1s preclesely the difficulty which Philo
polints cut in connection with the analogy. We can draw an
analogy from building to builders; from watches to watch
makers; because we have experlenced these many times over,

That a stone will fall, that fire will
burn, that the earth has solidity, we
have observed a thousand and a thousand
times; and when any new instance of this

nature is presented, we draw without
‘nesitation the accustomed inference,

o

But the unliverse 1g unique; it does not belonz to a
speclies as is the case with a watch or a house, There is an
infinite difference between houses or watches and the unliverse,
For, whereas we are famlliar with such things as houses and
watches, bullders and watchmakers, and from experience we
' know that the one does not come lato existence without the
other, we are not familiar with the universe anc¢ 1ts cause
or causes in the same way. For all we know there migzht have
been a2 god who designed the\world, but. the analogy by which
Cleanthes wants us to conclude this 1s a weak, 1f not false
analozy., (I am sure that this interpretation is not far

afield from Philo's positiocn.,) To get the analogy to work

-

L
/)0

"Dislogues, p. 14
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we wlll have to substitute wvhat we know from experience for

what 1s unknown, namely, God. But this is not in keeping

'~

with scientific induction—we do not have the experience which
is needed to make a causel inference, The only way that the
analogy can work, thus entitling us to make the inference, is
if we are accustomed to seeing worlds made in the same way
tha% we see watches and houses made, or if we know fér a
fact tnat the universe is similar to human art and contrivance,
In questioning the strength and completeness ofvthe analogy,
hilo 1s, at the same'time, well within, the limits of his
admission that there is some "remote analogy" between the cause
of the universe and humanAint@lligence;

Philo further exposes the weakness of Cleanthes causal
inference by stating that we comsonly infer one object from
another when we find these two objects constantly conjolned:

When two gpecles of objects have always
been observed to be conjoined together,

I can infer, by custom, the existence of
one wherever I see the existence of

the other: And this I call an argument
from experience, But how this argu-

ment can have pla where the objects, as
in the present case, are single, indivi-
dval, without parsllel, or specific
resemblance, may be difficult to
explain.,,.. To agcertain this reaso-~
ning, 1t were requislite, that we head
experience of the origin’ of worlds;

and it is not sufficient surely, that

we have seen ships and clities arise

from humen art and contrivance,
{Dialogues, p.p. 149-150.) °

ot SOt

ce,
Se

We can only make a causel inference from an obhserved X to

an unobserved Y, if we have observed X% and Y® together on
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many occeasions in the past, or if this observed X is sufw
ficiently similar to another object Z, whosé cause we know by
experience, We know (from experience) that watches and watch-
makers are constantly conjelined, but we do not see gods

making worlds in the same way. We are only familiar with one

¥
Py

planet, earth (which 1s a small part of the universe) the

=

origin of which is still somewhsat of a mystery to scientists,
It is quite clesr, I think, that the only way that we can
draw the analogy from this connection is if we have been
sccustomed to seeling worlds Eeing made by gods, or if it can
be shown that worlds belong to the same species of objects as
machines, Philo's point here arises from Bume's analysis of
causality and if the zbove interpretation of analogy is accepted
then his charge, that the reasoning from expsrience (that is,
from watches to watchmakers) is not anaiogoua to the same sort
of reasoning with regard to the order of nature, is quite
correct,

R, G. Swinburne objects Lo Hume's above line of argu-
mentation,charging him with an "ynadequate appreclation of
scientific method."

-

eeoe & more developed geience than Hume
knew has taught us that vwhen observed A8
have a relation R to unobserved B%, it
is. often perfectly reasonable to postulate
that unobserved A*®  gimilar to A have
the same relstlion to unobserved and

. unobservable B*® gimilar to BS,2

2R, G, Swinburne, "The Argument From Desizn®,
Philosophy, Vol. XLIII, No. 164, (July 1568) p. 208.
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It is true, of course, that analogical reasoning is a very

bl
valuable form of reasoning for the formation of hypotheses,

but it is not considered by scientists as a method of proof

or verification,- In the case of the design argument: , on the
basis of the analogy, we can postulate a mod who designed

the world but we can never prove that this is so., Ve can

say 1t is probable, but the probability would be extremely

low,

But in addition to being somewhatl of an anachronism,
there is & more important rebuﬁtal to Swinburne's objection,
and this haé to do with the similarity between works of art and
the world, Indeed, this 1s the very point at issue, that 1is,
whether the world 1s in fact simllar to a watch, This is
the point that Philo is questioning. We know that a watch
has orderly and purposive rélationships amonz its parts, but
that the world has orderly and purposive relationships
among its parts 1is not a fact known to us. And, as Fhilo
peinted out in the twelfth dialogue, customs and upbringing
are, Lo a large extent, responsible for our beliefl in the
deslgn and purpose in nature. It 1s by no means obvious that
there is & simi ilayity between human art and the world, IT

it were obvious ,then Cleanthes' analogy would have been much

stronger. But Philc's contention is that the analogy i1s not

3R H. Hurloutt, Hume, Newton, and the Desiazn
Argument, p.p. 150-151,
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strong, but weak; that is, 1t is not a good analogy.
The exact similarity of the cases gives
us a perfect assurance of a similar
event; and a stronger evidence is never
desired nor scought after, But wherever
you depart, in the leastl, from the
gimilarity of the cases, you diminish
proporticnately the evidence; and may
at last bring it to a very weak analogy
h] 3 . s - - : e b i s
which is confessedly liable to error
and uncertainty, (Dialosues, p. 144,)
The similarity between the analogues which is neces-
sary to form a proper analogy lis the point at issue for
Philo, thus Swinburne's objection is not very pertinent in
that 1t seems to beg the question at lssue, viz.,, the simila-
rity between human art and the world. In an analogy of the
form: 2:6=9:x, we can infer x=18. The degree of similarity
between 3 and 9 does not arise., But the gquestion does arise
in the case of a non-mathematical enalogy as, for example,
Cleanthes' analogy. Is the world sufficiently similar to a
watch so that we can infer the existence of a being comparable
to a watchmaker as its creator? I8 the world sufficiently
similar to a house so that we can infer & Divine Architect?
Or 1s 1t like a work of art, so that there must be a Supreme
Artist? If it cannot be shown that the world 1s similar to
watches or houses or at least of the same gpecies as these, then
it is not reasonable to postulate a watchmaker-builder-type God
as itse makey, Philo makes this point asbundantly clear with
regard to the movement of the earth., Clsanthes asks FPhile if

there are other earths which we have sesn to move, from which

we can prove that our earth moves, Fhilo does not hesltate



with his reply.

Yes! ....we have other earths. Is not
the moon another earth, which we see to
turn round lts centre? Is not Venug
another earth, where we observe the same
phenomencn? Are not the revolutions of
the sun alsc a confirmation, from analogy,
of the same theory? All the planets,
are they not earths, which revolve about
the sun?.... These analogies and resem-
blances, with others, which I have not
mentioned, are sgole proofs of the
Copernican System: And to you it
belongs to consider, whether you have
any analogles of the same kind to sup-
port your theory. .(Dialogues, p. 15C.)

We can say that the earth moves because othef planets
which are anslogous Lo the earth have been seen to move. Here
we have a perfect analogy, in that "“Galileo, beginning with
the moon, proved its similarity in every particular to thé
earth;----and that the similarity of their naturs enabled us
to extend the same arguments and phenomena from one to the

" (Dialomues, p. 151.) The earth and the moon are

other,'
members of the same species of planets and we can form a
hypothesis about the ferrmer from the observation of the latter.
But, Cleanthes' analogy lacks this very important ingredlent
of similarity between the world and human art and as such it‘
is not possible to reach concluslons concerning the former,

R. G. Swinburne again objects to this view claiming that

-

"cosmologists are reaching very well-tested conclusion about
the universe as a whole, asg are physical anthropolodgists
about the origins of ouvur human race, even though it is the

only human rece of whnich we have knowledge and perhaps the
5 & ¥



only human rece there is, '

‘ It is true that cosmologists and anthropolozists are
reaching conclusions about the universe as a whole and about
the origins of the human race, but I am not at all sure that
this is what Philo had in mind when he raised his objection,

It seems to me that the imnportant point'Philo was stressing
is not that we do not and cannot reach conclusions aboutl an
unique object, ‘bult the manner by which we reach our conclusions,
If a unique object 1s placed before us,we can say certain
things about it—we can come to conclusions about ite size,
~shape, solidity, etc., by thoroughly examining 1t. Cosmologists
are daily reaching further and further into space and learning
more about the universe; anthropcologists and archeclogilsts are
finding out more and more about the humsn race by studying
the archeological findings fhey discover everyday, From
thheir various researches these scientists can reach conclusions
about the universe and the human'race, based upon hypotheses
which are being confirmed and disconfirmed all the time,

But the same kinds of conclusions cannot be reached
if we use Cleanthes' analogiéal method of inference,
Cleanthes, as we have seen, makes a causal inference on the

basis of an analogy which 1s 1n fact weak., In order to make

4 p . s
'R, G. Swinburne, "“The Argument From Design"
p. 208,

Op. Cit.,

i
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the causal inference of the kind Cleanthes makes, it must be
shown thet the analogues are sufficiently similar to allow

such .an inference—>but this is not true of the universe,

v

Cleanthes' claim that the universe is analogous to a machine

¢

does not help the situation in any way. (This is precisely
the point at issue). For, we know that machines are designed
and bullt by men because we have been accustomed 1o this——
we have never seen or.heard of a machine that was not made by

& mechanic, Thus, whenever we gee a machine we immediately

mechanic who made the machine because

Y]

make the 1inference to
machines belong to the species of human art. But in the case
of the universe this inference cannot be made with any kind of
certainty. If it is a fact that the universe ig indeed

nine, then

3

similar to a mac

5

and only then, can we draw the
analogy to a mechanlc-type god who made 1t, |

But let us dwell a little longer on Cleanthes'
machine-1llke universe, Suppose the world were a machine
designed by an intelligent god. Cleanthes' analogy still
would not work, for Fhilc could have argued thus. From
ve know that the preductions of buman contrivantces
are purpcsive; a watch is mede to toll the time of day; a
house 1s bullt to protect us from the inclemencles of the
weather; a car is made Tor ’L:«:-ans»poJr-‘rﬂa.i“,ion,s Indeed, wherever
we look we see that moet of what is made by man is made with

some end in view, But, what, we may ask, 1s the purpose of



the universe? If Cleanthes' analogy 1s to vwork at all we
must know why the universe was made, In other words, is the
universe similar to human contrivance with regard to purpose?
But thies is something we do not know, and there 18 no way

to find out, that is, from the designer., But let us, for the
sake of argument, assume that the universe does exhibit
pur%osive ' design., What does this entall? The oprosite
of purposiveness 1is arbitrariness, And if we delete purpose,
ve at the same time delete design, for 'purposive design' is
redundant., But there is no way for us to know whether the
universe is purposive or not; we can only assume that it is

5

‘or it is not, If we join with the mechanists” in adopting
the latter point of view, all we can conclude from this is
that the universs is elther arvdlitrary or the pfoduct of chance;
"that all events are due to the interaction of matter and
motion acting by blind necesslty In accordance with fhose
invariable sequences to which we have given the name 1aws,"6
cr something we know not what,

Again, even if it be granted that there are purposes
in the universe and that the unlverse itself has a ﬁurpose, we

cannot conclude that this implies that there is a Being who

designed 1t, We do, of course, have evidence 1in our owvwn

: bPhilosophefs and sclentists who malatain that in
the relevant and important asuect of machlnes and orgenlsms,
crgenisms are machines, are called mechanists,

&

See Hugh Elliot, Modern Science and Materislism,
p. 140, -
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experience to indicate that mosl purposes do imply -design and
a deglgner, but do we have any right to regard human purposive- he
ness as typical of ail purposes that we might believe to exist
everywhere in the unlverse? To generallze about all vurposive-
nese that we might bellieve to exist in the universe as a

vhole from what we know of human purposiveness, is to commit

the fallacy of hasty generalizationa7 We only have knowledge

of a small part of this vast universe (and even that knowledge

is considered sketchy by many). Surely, we caanot conclude

that the rest of the universe 1is exactly the same as this

one part, Such a conclusion would be én atrocity of logic.

We can again assume further that the universe is

V]

purposive, But what of the end of thls purpose? To say that

Q

God made the universe to achleve end X, is, at the same tinme

5
to deny him omnipotence and omnliscience. For, if CGod is

omnipotent and omniscient, why does he have to achleve end X

N

by some means? He should be able to achieve his end by a '

o)

imple act of will, A religious persou could say that God

jea)

gcondary purpose, say B, in view, and could achieve

ny

-y 0y
lag a

m

only this by meking the universs (primary purpose A), But

that is to say that God could not achleve B without A, and

7By the "fallacy of hasty generalization" I mean a
generalization of the form: All A° are B®, vhere we have
only had some particular instance where an A is B. An effort
should be made to delerming that thise instance 1is represenlta-
tive of all AS, If not, then the "fallacy of hasty
gensralization" has been committed,
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this

considerations we can safely say

ergument is a goo

could only prove the existe
in the attributes of omnipotence

arguments based on the reductio

out this same pol

limits his power and wisdom even more.

d one

27
From the above

that even 1f the design

(vhich is the question at issue),i

.

ence of a god who 1s sadly deficient

and omniscience, Philc's

nt,
It has been Philo's contention since the beginning of
the discussion in the. Dialogues that the analogy presented

N Rt

by Cleanthes is weak, that is, that it is not a good example
of an analogy wnich sugzgeste & scientific hypothesis But
Cleanthes, in order to maintaln his znzlogy, claims that the
divine nind 1s a mlad "like the human', and later adds, "the
liker the better,”8 But even if it is grented that the
analogy does establish an intelligent-designer-god, who made

the world, this

lsa

not

the only conclusion to be drewn, ¥ For

be established-conclusions

a nuuwber of other conclusions can also
which would prove very embarrassing to religiousg peoplem
Frrilo's series of reductic ad absurdum arguments reveal such
conclusions,
A world 1is like an animal, hence Iis caused by genera~
tion; the world is like a getable, hence 1s caused by the
8pialomues, p. 166,
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seed of a plant., Fhilo goes on to say that the world is like
a machine or a house, and meny artisans get together to
build a house or a machine, hence the world was made by many
gods. The world alsoc could have been made by an infant god
or even a deformed god, Tor there are many instances of imper-
fection end disorder in the world..

This world, for aught he knows is very
faulty and’ imperfect, ccmpared to a
superior‘au4aceru, and was only the

first rude essay of some infant Deity,
who afterwards ebandoned 1it, ashamed of
his lame performance;....1t 1s the pro-
ductlion of old age and dotage in some
superannuated Delty; and ever since his
death, has run on at adventures, from the

first inpulse and active force, which it
received from him.... (Dialogues, p. 169)

In using the analogy of human agent,we should go all
the way and postulate a god who is like men in all respects,
Philo asks Cleenthes why he does not 'become a perfect anthro-
pomorphite“, and why does he not “assert the Delty or Delties
to be corporeal, and Lo have eyes, a nose, mouth, ears,
ete.?" (Dialogues, p. 168.) What Philo is pointing out is
that even 1f we accept Cleanthes' amalagylin the design argu-
ment, we still would not be in a posltion to make predictions
concerning the nature and attributes of god—-these belng the

central lgsues

In connection with the similarity of the world to
human contrivance, it has to be shown that the world does dis-
play purpose or desizn and whether thils necessarily implies

an intelligent designer., It 1s Cleanthes' contention that
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everything In the world displays sonme kind of purpose and
design@ He claims that "the anatomy of an animal affords
many stronger instances of design than the perusal 5f Livy or
Tacitusy”9 and later spells this out in'greater detail,

Consider, anatomlze the eye: survey
its structure and contrivence: and tell

- me, from your own feeling, if the idea
of a contriver does not immediately
flow in upon you with a force like that
of a sensation. The most cbvious
cocnclusion surely is in favour of design;
~--=-=Who can behold the male and female
of each species, the correspondence of
their parts and instincts, their passions
and wnole course of 1life before and
after generation, but must be sensible,
that the propagsation of the species is
intencdsd by nature?---Whatever cavils
mey be ursed; an orderly world, as
well as a coherent, articulate speech,
wlll st1ll) be received as an incontes-
table proof of design and intention.
(Bislozues, p.p. 154-155.)

That nature displays design.ahd TUrposSe no one really doubts,
Pnilo (in the twelfth dialogue) admitted this, When we look
because they it the way the mind works. There is a great
deal of mutual adaptation to things. One need only conslder
phe example of how batus guidé their flight in darkness to be
impressed with how the different parts of a single orgsanism
are integrated with all others; and an elementafy course Iin

blology would be sufflcient to impress upon us the mutual

- )




40
adaptation of different organisms to each other,

o

It is aleso a common beliefl that everything in nature

is designed for the purpese of man (The Creation-story in
Genesgls states that man should have dominion over the earth
and subdue it—-.this is likely the origin of the belief,)

But Philo contends that "---order, arrangements, or adjustment
of final causes 1ls not of itsell proof of design; but only

g0 far as it has been experienced to proceed from that
principle.”" 1Indeed, it is qﬁite possible that "matter may
contain the source or'ﬁpring ol order originally within
it&elfaoa”;1o a point which can be substentiated by Darwin'sg
theory of evolution. According to the theory of evolutidn,

it is possible to argue that the mind and its functions deve-
loped in a long evolutlonary course aléng wilth the bodies in
such a way that they are fitted to the conditions of the
enviroament, The mind's slow adaptation to things, faccording
to this theory) it seems, results in a sort of ihtelligim
bility of things, Darwin's theory further points out that

the varying nature of animals and plants results in a struggle
for survival amohg the organisms, and only those which can
adjust Lo each other or whose variations allow for their

adjustment, willl survive and muitiply—-those that cannot

adapt are eliminated, And alter generations of thils process,
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the result 1s an environnent in which flowers and beeg are
perfectly adapted to each others' needs; plants and animals
living together in balanced harmony with each other‘,H
The polint that everything in nature is designed for
the benefit of man can also be explained away if we look at
man_himself ag a product of evolution. It can be argued that
man survived because he adapted best to the environment in
which he Tound himself, and later he began to use his intel-

ligence to adapt other tiings to himself, It is true that

5]

this argument does not rule out the hypothesis of design

in nature, but it does offer a good counter-hypothesis,

vThus whatl appears to us 1o be purposive in living orgenisms,
for example, the exquisite mutual adaptation of parts of an
organism to one another, is a mechanical result of the elimi-
nation of those organisms or organs that are not adaptable
physiologically., VWhat we see are only the results, and from
this we go on to conclude that the organisms were deslianed
for the purpose of making such adjustments. The teleological
view of things-—the bellef that nature 1s purposive or designed
for a purpcse-—is probably a'subjecpive illusion, This is
eésentially the point made by Fhilo in the twelfth dialogue,
(See chapier one above, )

Furtihermore, the struggle Tor survival suggested by

. ey s , o a s
J. Huxley, Eyolution: The Modern Synthesis,

p. 576,
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the evolutionary theory deals another "death blow" to the -
hypothesis of design. If the design theory is true, we would
expect that the different numbers of mtations would prove
(e be‘an asgelt to thelr possessor, but Iln the struggle for
survival these matations are often deleterious to their
pos%essorg12 Another point that must be taken into considera-
tion when speaking of purpose and design in the world, that
is, nature's mervelous organization, 1s the great deal of
evidence of lack of o?ganizatibno The organisms thet survive
are the relatively few that can adapt to the environment,

But what of the elimination ol the many thal cannot adapt
themselves and 1t in? There is progress but there is also
degenerailon, The existence of mosguiltoes and germé, poiSow
nous snakes, poverty and pain and suffering, do not seen

1

prima facle to indicate that the world was designed Lo be man's

home, A world that can be subjugated by hunans for evil
purposes; a world that is so organized that atom bombs and
napalm bombs could work; a world in which men engage in
oppressions, slavery, and persecutions, does nol seem to be
designed for man's benefit,

The presence of evil in the vorld thus posed a serious
problem for Cleanthes' degign argument. Philo 1a willing

ol

to grant the reasonableness of purpose in nature, but how

-

1200t s
Ibid., p. 465,
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is this to be reconciled with the racking pains, which "arise
fron gouﬂs, gravels, megrims, toothaches, rheumatisms"; and
abound everywhere?

You ascribe (Cleanthes (and I believe
Justly) a purpose and intention to
nature. But what, I beseech you, is
the object of that curiocus artifice
and machninery, which she displayed in all
- animals? The preservation alone of
individuals and propagaticn of the
speciles, It seems enough for her
purpose, if such a rank be barely up-
held in the universe, without any care
or concern for the happiness of the
members that compose 1t,
(Dialogues, p, 198.)

Cleanthes 1s aware that Phllo 1s using our experience

"of nature as a basgls for asserting God's benevolence, and
A

also sees the seriocusness of this attack. He therefore

chellenses Philo to prove that mankind is unhappy or cor-

2

rupted. ¥or, if this can be done then "there is an end at
ornce of all relizion., For to whot purpose egstablish the
natural atiributes of the Delty, while the moral are still

doubtful and uncertain,” (Dialogues, p, 199.) At this point,

Demea intervenes to put forth his "porch view" of religion,

which Cleanthes rejects because it is impossible to "esta-~

; . 4 . X
blish its reality."™ ™ Cleanthes now asserts that, "the

A g r ] ~ H
1)w¢ H, Capitan, "Part X of Hume's Dizlowues',

anthologized in Hume, A Collection of Critical Lssays,
ed. by V. C. Chappell, p. 390.°

2 .-
%gee Dialogucs, v.p. 199-200.
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only method of supgorting divine benevolence (and it is what

I willingly embrace) 1s to deny absolutely the misery and

H 4

wickedness ol maneew-, He contends that “"~--Health is more

comnon than sickness; pleasure than palin; happiness than misery.

And fTor one vexation we meel with, we attain, upon computation,

Philo quickly shows the absurdity of this position by
pointing out that it is not possible to compute all the pains
and pleasures in the world, DBut, even 1f thls could be done

the problem still 1s not solved, For, the questiocn is not

.Ly
the amount of pain and misery there are in the world, butlt the
fact that there are pain and misery at all,

Why is there any nisery at all in the
world? Not by chauce surely. From some
cause then, Is 1t from the intention
of the Deity? But he is perfectly
benevolent, Is it contrary to his
intention? But he is slmizhty., No-
thing can shalke the solidity of this
reasoning, so short, so clear, so
decisive; except we assery, that these
subjects exceed all human capaclty .
(Dialozues, p. 201.)

Fhilo's attack is crucial to the idea of a god who 1s infini-

tely wise, good, and perfect, Cleanthes tries 1o escape

3

the conclusions by attempting to preserve the human analogy,

and by arguing that the suthor of nature is "Finitely

perfect”jﬁ Philo goes into zreat detall to show that this can

<~
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prove nothinz more than that evil and divine benevolence

C . 1 S . PR
are compatible, 6 (a point which he was willing to grant for

the sake of argument in Part X), "but can never be Ffoundations
for any inference”'7; that is to say, there is no way that

the attributes of God can be proﬁed by inference from obser-
vable phenomena. Philo says,

Look round the universe, VWhat an

immense profusion of beings, animated

and organized, sensible and active!

You acdmire this prodiglous variety and

fecundity. But inspect a little mor

narrowly these living exlistences, the

only belings worth regarding., How

hogtlile and destructive to each other!

How Iinsufficient all of them for their

own hapniness'" How contemptibkle or

odious to the spectator!{ The whole

presents nothing but the idea of =

blind nature, impregnated by a great

vivifying priu01plc, and pouring forth

from her lap, withoutl dilscernment or

parental care, her maimed and abortive

children, (Dialogues, p. 211, )
Thus the presence of evil in the world, while it does not
prove that God does not exist nor that he (if he exists) 1is
not loving and benevolent, does, however, make it impossible
to infer anything about his moral character, Ve can learn

about the moral character of God (that is, about his infinite

TONQL son flk@ contends that Hume wanted to disprove
God's existence by showing that evil and benevolencs are
incompatible, See his article, '"Hume on LVll” in Qggwlgd
Evil, ed. by Nelsor Pike, p.p. 85-102.

YLJMJOﬂue 3, P. 20b.



goodness, wisdom, and power and benevolence) only through

“the eyes of faith'lB This, we would recall was also Philo's
contention in the twelfth dialogue, 19
Throughout this chapter I have tried to assess the

major contentions of Philo in the first eleven chapters of
théﬁggglggggg, in order to show that they are consistent with
the concessions and admisgions made in the twelfth dialogue,
In the latter dlalO&H@ Pnilo, as we have seen, was willing

to admit that the “cause or causes" of the world bear some

2

"remote analogy" to human intelligence. This admission, I
say, wasg supported throughcocut the first eleven chapters of
the Dialogues. For, by exposing the weakness of Cleanthes'

AR o V

analogy, by questioning the attributes of God in the face of

evil in the world, and by devoting & great deal of space 1o

reductio ad absurdum arguments, Philoc was in Tact sbbwing

the remoteness of the analogy.

From the above evidence then, I conclude that Fhilo
(Hume ) maintained, throughout the Dialogues, a consistent line
of attack against the design argument and design theology—-
an attack, which rendered the argument loglcally bankrupt.

Our problem now 1s this: Are the concessione made by Philo

in the twelfth dialogue and his contentlons ithroughout the

B1id., p. 202,

191pid,, p.p. 219 and 227

A
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Dialogues as a whole, compatible with or supported by the
views of Hume as put forth in his major works? This is now

k4

our topic for consideration,



CHAPTER III

In chapters I and II, I have contended that Philo is

=

tained a coherent and systematlc lins of attack against the
design argunent, In chapter‘l, I also alluded to the poinﬁ
that the position maintained by Philo in the twelfth dizlogue
and the Dialogzues as a whole 1is conmpatible with Hume's more
‘general philosophical principles (sée page 6 above). Ve

~are now in a position to elaborate on this view, that is, to
see to wnat exteat this claim can be substantiated. The
philosophical principles most relevant to this enterprise are:
Hume's analysis of causality, and his treatment of the desilgn
nature of beliel; and nhis moral sense theory. My chiefl and
only concera in undertaking this task 1s to examine these
principles to see to what extent Philo's concessions in the
twelfth dialogue and his maln contentlons throughout the
Dialogues are compatible witﬁ them. If I am successful in
this endeavour, this would not only support the hypothesis
that Philc is the representative of Hume, but 1t will also
strengthen my malin contention in this paper, that is, that
Hume's refutation of the design argument in the Dialogues

is logically fatal, 2nd because 1t 1s loglcally Tatal to

the argument it expels theolopy and religlon from the domains
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of logic and reason, into which they had carelessly wandered,
thus forcing them into their rightful domains, that is, the
domains of Palth and Revelation.

We hsve seen that Philo, in the twelfth dialozue, was
1ling to admit that there is some "remote analogy" between
the” "cause or causes'" of order in the world and humsen intel-
ligence, and all through the Dialogues he supported this
contention ©y pointing out the weakness c¢f the analogy.
Cleanthes, in stating the desién argument, claims that It is

a posteriorl and as such is based on experience. But FPhilo

is at palins to see how such an argument could be thought of

as cogent, For in order to maks & causal inference it is
necessary that we nave experience of several instances of‘conm
junction between two objectsz, But in the case of the world

we do not have any experience whatsoever and Philo's main
atiack revolves around this point. Thst is to say that
analogical inference lsg also dependent upon experience and

observation in the sense that the analogous effects and causes

miat be similar to those of which we have had or have experilence.

lnquiry, p. 143.)
Early in the Dialogues, Phileo relterates his main
empirical principle, Lthat l:z, that "our ideas reach no far-

ther than our experience’ and since "we have no experience

PR . . . L .
of divine attributes in operation" , 1t is neot at all possible




to form any ideas concerning

world, To do this

worlds. We have

18

of & bullding or & machiine

from that species of

Hume points out that
from objects thatlt we
of causation must be derlived Irom
and that relation we

Hume mentions

V'LZ

elements of causal relation,

cesslion, and necessary

tant but Hume does not think that

in the same sense Iin which the
ideas

are cerivable from experience and

2 -
cause@ In
the ldea of caus

normally call

mist...endeavour to discover,

three relailions
connection,

latter is

of the relations of contigulty and temp

50

the deity as the cause of the
we must have experience of the origin of
no difficulty when we speak about the cause
pecause this is precisely that

s of effects which we have experienced to proceed

his eanalysls of causality,
ation 1s not derived

'cavses ! but "the ideg—--

some relation among obJecL :

N4

n

which are essential

contig ulty, temporal suc-

The first two are impor-
they are
important, .For the
oral succession
as such not as problematic

of which is not derivable

ags necessary connection, the idea
from experience, Ve can ssy that the relations of contin-
gulty and temporal successgion are necegsary but not suf-
2
.:,[...b.j:_g_ p. 1 44,
5 . .
’ David Hune, Treztise of Human Nature, ed.
ed. L, A. Selby-Biggze, (OXLOTu, 1888), p. 75"
(A1l references are made to this edition of the Dr eatise)
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absolutely essential
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ficlent elements of causal relation, Hume says:

. Shall we then rest contented with these
two relations of contiguity and succes
sion, as affording a compleat idea of
causation? By no means, An cbject may
be contiguous and prlor to another,
without bcln¢ consider'd as its cguae°
There is a NECESSARY CONNECTION to be
taken into consideration: and that
‘relation is of much greater importance,

- than any of the other two above-
mentioned, (ZIreatise, p. 77.)

Thusg in order to make an analysis of causal inference .we

have first to account for the idea of necessary connection,
thet is, to say from what lmpression or impressions the idea

s the crucial point of the whole issue,

3

Jte

veé, This

6]

;_:.

is de

cand it is by no means uncomplicated. It is true tnat we say

"

h]

"everything which has a beginning should alsc have & cause

and "particular causes must have such particulsr effects™, but
the important thing ls the reason why we coanclude this and
"what is the nature of that inference we draw from. the one to

i .
the other, and of the belief we repose in it." It would not

do to say that these principles are either intuitively certaln

that this is not the case,

€23

or demonstrable, for Hume show
For with regard to the latter positlon, we cen concelve of an

object gs non-existent in one mﬂment and as existent in

®

another, and still not have the¢ idea of cause, With regard

to the former position Hume simply leaves 1t up to those who
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maintain it to show that it is really the case, Hume 1s now

in a position to support Philo's contention that "it is.....

by experience only that we can infer the existence of one
objeét from another," (Treatlise, p. 87.)

Cne of Philo's major objections to the desizn argument
is that it 1s not, strictly speaking, an argument from
experience because no one has had experience of the origins

of worlds in the ssme way as we have experlience of the origin

\

of watches and houses, Philo says:

When two species of objects have always
been observed to be conjoined together,

I can infer, by custom, the existence

of one wnerever I see the existence of
from experience, But how this argu-
ment can have place where the objects,

as in the present case, are single,
individual, without parallel or specific
resemblance, may be difflcult to explain.
(Dialogues, p. 149,)

s o s oo s

we Tind a gimilar sort of argument, We have frequeﬁt
experience of the constant conjunction of two objects, for
exenple, flame and the sensation of heat (to use Hume's
example ) and from memery we krnow that these two have always
eppeared in the order of contigulty andé temporal succession.
Because of thisg frecuent experience of the conjunction of.
these two objects we can, "without any further ceremony call

-

the one cause and the cother effect and infer the existence
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of the one from that of ths other,'? Philo's constant reference -
to the unigueness of the univerge-.-the fasct that it.isthe only
one of its kind-—as the source of weakneés in Cleanthes'
inferénce, is perfectly in keeping with Hume's idea of con-
stent conjunction, This is one of Philo's main criticisms
of -the design argument in ﬂhe Dlalogues. Ve have never had
experience of worlds being made by gods. Indeed, there it
is guestionable whether it would be possibie ever t§ have

3

experience of the latter since God is defined as nonmaterial

2]

and splritual. Even if a god were producing & world it i
.not easy to see how we eould have experience of this, given
that we can only have expefience of physical events, that is,
those objects and events which are subject to perception

and sensation. (But, we can leave this objection agide for v
now and concentrate upon the world.,)

I am contending thet Philo's emphasis on the unigqueness
of the world and its lack of eimilerity to huwman art are
central to his criticism of the design argument, and these
in turn are based upon Hume's idea of constant conjunction,
the basis upon which cesusal inference is made, The fact that

there is only one world whose crigin we have never experienced

R

rgunent

[
¢

weakens considerably Cleanthes' claim that the desipn

is an argument from experience, which 1ln turn weakens the

»
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analogy between a machine and the world, For had there been
moré than one world,‘it wouid have been easier for us to
determine whether worlds fall within the species of human art
and contrivance, VWe know from experience that machines are
deslgned by mechanics but we do not know that the world is
80 designed, Indeed, this 1s the very point at issue in the
deslgn argument, And since ﬁe have no experience of a
desligner designing a world we are at liberty to foriulate
various theoriés about 1its origin, One such theory is Philo's
claim that "matter may contain the source or spring of order
coriginally, within itself, as well as mind doese“6 We can
¢laim that there are signs'of design and purpose within the
world (for example, the adjustment of the parts) but we do
not know for a fact thalt these are designs or purposes in the
szme way as we know of the design and purpose of a watch.

i

We cannot clainm that the Teesling of design and purpose we have

when we look around the world comes aboutl because we have sesn

a designer—god at work. . This ieg a weak point in Cleanthes'

analogy. The feeling of deslign we get in looking around the
world is emotional and psychological. (We shall come to this
later on in this chapter, )

After peinting out the weakness of the analogy FPhilo




ad absurdum rule (questioning the attributes of God), all of
which are a rssult of the lack of similarity between human
art and the world. Since almost all the main objections
raised by Philo against the design argument emanate from or
depend upon the uniqueness of the world, and the lack of sim-
ilarity between the world and human art and contrivance, the
importance of constant conjunction in making causal inferencs
is at once brought to the fore. For, as we have seen, it is
Hume'!s contention that basically it is only as a result of
experience and observation that we can infer one object fromf
another,

soe When one particular species of

event has always, in all instances, been

conjoined with another, we mke no

longer any scruple of foretelling one

upon the appearance of the other, and

of employing that reasoning, which can

along assure us of any matter of fact

or existence. We then call the one

object, cause; the other, effect.

(Enquiry, pp. T4=75.) | |
Thus habit or custom is very important to Hume's analysis of
causality ~- a habit which results from repeated instances of
conjunction between two objects. It is the observation of
this revetition or conjunction that produces the impression
in the mind from which the idea of necessary connection is
derived, And the idea of necessary commection is essential
to causal inference.

For after we have observ!d the resem-

blance in a sufficient numbsr of

instances, we immediately feel a deter-

mination of the mind to pass Ifrom one

object to its usual attendant, ...
Necessity, then, is the effect of this



observation, and is nothing but an inter-
nal impression of the mind, or a deter-
mination to carry our thoughtu from one
object to another, (Treatise, p. 165, )

Following this analysis of causalityione of the major
objections to tne degign argument that is immediately apparent
is 4hat of the absence of constant conjunction, because we
are dealing with an object that is unique; the only one of

its kind. And as 1 have argued above, this 1s one of the

UJ‘

main objections to the argument which Hume puts into the mouth

, in the Dialosues (as we have seen) Philo

of Philo. For
claims that only experience of constant conjunction between
two objects can lead us to infer one from the other. But in
the case of the design argument this essential element is not
forthcoming, Philc asks Cleanthes:

Have worlds ever been Tormed under your

eye, and heve you had lelgcure to observe

the whole progress of the phenomenon,

from the first appearance of order to its

final consuammation? I you have, then

cite your experience and deliver your

theory..... (Pialogues, p, 151.)

But this 1s the very experience which Cleanthes cannot

produce simply because it is not there to be produced, Far-
thermore, with the absence of experience of counstant conjunc-
tion,?hilo claims that 1t i1s possible that this ordered world
could have been the result of an accident amoung the chance
arrangenents of eternal mattsr, For in the course of etern nity

Kol
]

matter can arrange itsell in many different ways. It just so
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happens - that we live in a period of order, bul we should not
make the mistake. to attribute this to a designer-god. A
similar sort of argument crops up in the Trestise in con-
nection with causal inference, Here Hume claims that if con-
s@ant conjunction is lacking, then it is the same as chance,

'Tis the constant conjunction of objects
along with the determlnation of the mind,
whnich constitutes a physical necessity:

And the removal of these is the same
thing with chance. (Treatise, p., 171.)

S0 far we heve seen that Fhilo meintained a line of
attack ageinst the design argﬁm@nt which followé directly from
Hume's analysis of causal inference, The cobjections which
Philo raised are precisely the type of objections that m@st be
ralsed, gilven Hume's treatment of ceusality, and the fact that
Fhilo ralsed these objections in the Dialogues seems to me to
be much more than mere colncidence. Of course, it}is pos-~
sible to ignore (perhaps without justice) the evidenEe given
above and cleim that 1t is only a matter of coincidence that
Philo's objections are so very similar to those that must
come, given Hume's treatment of causal inference. But vhat
of Hume's treatment of the design argument and natural
theology as a whole 1n Sectlion XI of the Enquliry? Surely,
this cannot be brgshed aside easlily, For here Hume,'speaking
through the mouth of his friend "Epicurus", and at times for
~himself, polints out that in making & causal inference, the
cause must be proportioned to the effect, Nothing. can be

atiributed to the cause but whaet is present in the effect.
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And later in the discussion Hume (s ppakinc for himself) Drlng%
up the point of the uniqueness of the world and further
supports Phile, Immediately siter Eplcurus has finished his
'nerangue' (as Hume calls it),Hume, speaking for himself,
reiterates his baslc emplrical position, that is, that
experience 1s the only standard of our judgment.7 And from
experience we argue from a building to a builder, from a
machine to a mechanic, from a painting to a painter. From

all these effects we infer that they are works of design and
contrivance, VWhen we see an unfinished building, we go on to
infer an intelligent designer as its cause, and we can return
gdgain from the inferred cause to infer further that new ad-
ditions would be made to the effect; for example, that the
building would soon be finished and show further signs of
de igh and contrivance, VWhy then, we may awl; doesg Hume refuse
to allow the same sort of reasoning with regard to the order
of nature? The answer to this gquestion is culte obvious, The Vv
reason why he accepts the inference from a building to a
builder and from a machine to a mechanic and rejects the same
sort of inference with regard to the order of nature 1is becaus
of "the infinite difference of the subjectsﬂ”8 In other words,

the unilgueness of the world which accounts for the lack of
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constant conjunction, and the fact that it is not a member of

Py

the species of objects of which we have experience, make it
impossible for us to make a causal Inference., Philo, we would
remembér, asked Cleanthes to cite vhatever experience he |
had of gods meking worlds or universes, to match the experience
he has of builders meking houses, But this he cannot do,lfor
as C. S, Pierce one remarked, “universes are not as plentiful
as blackberriesw”g In the case of human pfoductions we have
no such difficulty fof we are familiar with these productibnsn
Vhenever we see cars, bulldings, paintings, ships, machines,

- weapons, we immediately infer from them that they are worké
of design because both the criteria of constant coanjunction
and similarity are satisfled, whereas 1n the case of worlds,
neither is satisfied,. We.can reason thus because, ”mén is

a being whom we know by experience, vhose motives and designs
we are acquainted with, and whose projsc¢ts and inclinations
have certain connection and coherence, according to the laws
which nature has established for the government of such a
creature." (Enquiry, p.p. 143-144.) But we are not familiar
with the Deity and his work in the same way——a polnt which is
so cruclal and central to the whole lisgssue that it is not
really possible to‘overwemphasize it, For,

The Deity 18 known to us only by his

9¢ited by A. Flew in A, G, N. Flew, Hume's Philo-
sophy of Beliefl K p., 232,
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productions, and is a single being
' in the universe not comprehended
under any species or genus, from
whose experienced attributes or qualities
we can, by analogy,infer any attribute
or quallity in him. (Enquiry, p. 144,)

/ In the Dialogues Philo questions the atiributes of

the Deity by advancling a series of reductio ad absurdum

arguments, and also by enumerating the evile and imperfections

in the world, 0

In other words, he is at pains to see how
these gitributes (omnipotence,Iomnisciénce and omnibenevolence )
arise in the cause of the world when we know of no such:
attributes in the effect, given tnat we are arguing from
effects to causes, - In the Enguiry the same sort of objection
is advanced by Hume's Eplcurean friend (who I shall assﬁme is
speaking for Hume), In thils work . he ig concerned to point

out that,when we infer & particuler cause from a known effect,
it i1s not legitimate to ascribe qualities to the cause "but

”‘I 1 Il’l ‘

what are exactly sufficient to produce the effect,
keeping with this line of reasoning, the lelty who is supposed
to be the causge of the unlverse cannot be anything but finite,
This is & serious blow indeed Lo the cherished idea of God
as being infinite and almighty . (Noticé, how subtly Hume

points outlt the absurdity of attempting to prove God's exis-~

tence or even to reason aboutlt his nature and attributes,)

105¢e Dislomues, Perts V, VI, VII, XI,

(R .
Enguiry, p. 136,
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From our experience of human contrivance in the world,
we know nothing of infinity except through imagination and
conjecture. IL1fe as we know 1t is finite; the things we know
in the world by experience are finite, From these we can

N

conclude that the cause must also be finite., This is one of

To ascribe any further qualities to the inferred entity (other
than those seen in the effect) is to indulge in conjecturé
and "arbitrarily suppose the existence of gualities and

12
' We cannot prove

energies, without reason or authority,
anything further about the inferred entity, "except (vhere)
we call in the assistance of exaggeration and flattery to
supply the defects of argument and reassoning,,”13 This objec~

-

tion which Hume puts into ths moutl: of Epicurus is vervy close
- X ery

to some of those made by Philo, ZEpilcurus contends that in
an argument from effects to causes., the cause should be pro-
portioned to the effect—a point which could very well be
attributed to Philo,

If the cause be known only by the effect,

we never ought to ascribe to it any

gualities, beyond what are precisely

reguisite to produce the effect: Nor can

we, by any rules of just reasoning,
return back from the cause, and infer
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other effects from it, beyond Lhose by

which alone 1t is know to us., (Enquiry,
p. 136.) ‘

The point made here is by no means a superficial one;
it is éimed directly at the delsts' description of god as
being all-powerful and all-wise, But these attributes are
not-exhibited in the world, and as such should not be ascribed
to the inferred cause., This is not to say'that‘the cause does
not possess those extra qgualities or attributes, For all we

tnow 1t may possegs many more than are displayed in the

effect, but we do not and ceannot know that this is th

[0

case,
Any attempt to speak of attributes other than those which are
displayed in the effect ig mere conjecture and should be
recognlzed as such, Not only are pronouncenents concerning
the putetive cause of tne world conjectural, but as far as
Hume 1is concerned the whole igsue is futile,

I much doubt whether it be posgible for

a cause to be knowm only by its effect---

or to be of so singular and particular a

nature as to have no parallel and no

similarity with any other cause or

object, that has ever fallen under our

observation. (Enguiry, p. 143.)

This as we have seen, is essentially the main point
made by Philco towards the end of the discussion in the
Dialogues, and we can hardly ignore the force of it, For it
shows that any atiempt to mske a causal inference from the
world to an intelligent-designer-god ends in disaster...for

logical. cogency 1s lacking. This throws religion and

theology back upon other gources such as intultlon, mysticism,
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faith and revelation, and emotion produced by man's psycholo-
glcal and scclal conditions. Religion, for Hume, is not
founded upon reason. Man's emotional and p,ychologlcal mnakew

up has & lot to do with the origin of religion, In the

Natural History of Religion, Hume asserts that belief in an

omnipot >nt creator is not a product of reason, for if you
ask any man why he believes in a god,

He will tell you of the sudden and
unexpected death of such a one: The
fall and bruise of such another: The
excessive drought of this season: The
cold and rains of another., These he

ascribes to uhz ]mmodldt@ operation of
providence, ..

In Part XI1I of the Dialogues we have seen that Fhilo

emotional effect of the design

£y

éonceded the psychological an
argument. He was willing to granl that the design argument
has some force, not in a logical sense, but as z psycho-
logical force brought about by sccial conditions; cusgtonms
and eduoation°15 But this by no means committed Philo to

-

support sign theolegy. Earlier in the Dialomues Cleanthes

¢ited human anatomy to support his contention of design and
purpose, but as we have scen this could be accounted for

(at least in pert) by Darwin's theory of evolutlion. But

Cleanthes' point is more sophisticated and important than it

Lo . S - o
’ Ypavia Hume, The Natural History of
Hume on Religion, ed, R. VWollhelim, p.p. 55~5&.

_ t55ee Norman Kemp-Smith's exposition of Part XII,
Dizlogues, p. 120,



seems at first, In addition to citing human anatomy as a
specimen of design, he 1s at the same time uttering one of
Hume's most importaznt principles, to wit, natursal beliéf,
Cleanthes says:

The declared profession of every res-
ponsible sceptic is only to reject

. abstruse, remote and refined arguments;
to adhere to common sense and the plain
instincts of nature; and to assent
wherever any reascon strike him with so
full a force, that he cannot, wlthout
the greatest vicolence, prevent it,
Now the arguments for natural religion
are plainly of this kind;----Congider,
anatomize the eyei----and tell me, from
gour own feeling, K 1if the idea of a
contriver does not immediately flow in
upon you with a force l1like that of a
sensation, (Dialogmues, p. 154.)

The fact that Phile does not readily support this
contention has caused concern asmongk some Humean critics as
to the identification of Philo as the representative of Hume.
For if Philo is the representative of Hume 1t 1s not easy 1o
see vihy he does not seem to accept this principle when pro-

posed by Cleanthes, ! On the face of it Hume seems to be in-

5 " oy P

10se¢e for example, J. Hoxon, "Hume's Agnosticisa",
in Hume, A Collection of Critical Essays, ed., V, C. Chappell,
P.D. 3006-307.

714 is not until the twelfth dialogue that Fhilo
recognizes the importance of "feeling' when contemplating the
works of nature, He admite that there are signs of con-
trivance and ertiflice in nature but these he says are
inexplicable (See Dislogucs, p. 214.) Furthermore, the in-
fluence of early educatlon and traditional religious beliefs
could also account for such feelings,. (Bee p, 12 sbove)
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volved in a basic inconsistency, il not contradiction, the
solution to which lies concealed in the neture of Cleanthes'
beliefl in an lnuclligcnt»deul ner-god,  That 1s to say,#if it
can be‘shown_that belief in an intelligent Deity does not
Tall into the same cate egory as the natural beliefs vhich Hume
accepts, Tor example, the reality of the external world, then
Hume would be free of the cherge of 1nconJ15Lency J. K,
Jessop seems to agree with this latter contention when he

-

says that "both the Tg_mlggg and the Engulry are unsympathetic
to the extension of 'natural beliefs' to matters of religion»“18
According to Hume there are certain beliefs which are
essential to humen 1life: Dbelief in the uniformity of natufey
belief in tﬁe continued and independent existence of |

bodies, and the belief that everything which begins to be has

beliefs dominate and ought® to dominate if
<

B

a cause, These
human 1life as we know it is to be possible., As we have seen,
'Hume vointed out that wrlnviplés like the uniformity of

neature andé necessary counection are nelther intuitively cer-
taln nor demonstrable, According to Hume, we have, on the one
hand, synthetic propositlons which are based on experience,

and on the other, analytic propesitions which are demonstreble,

But by experilence we can know nothing about the future, nor

18q, J sscp, “Symposiu The Present-Dlay Relevance
of Hume's Dialowue ’, in Proceedins of the Aristolelilan
ﬁoc'ﬁty SUpY. xolq, AVITI (.939) n, 220. For a similar view
see g, Laird in the same work, p.p. 209 and 213,

LI
o8
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can we ﬁrove by the méans of reason ahytbing about the future,
We can have beliefs and expectations zbout the future but we
cannot Justlfy these by proofs, Yet these veliefs are Vvery
important to human life which,without them ,would be impossible.
But belief in an intelligent-designer-god is not essential to
human 1ife in the same way that belief in the continued and
independent existence of the external world is essential to
human life. Ve could very well do without the former but we
cannot do without and cannot eradicate the latter, even
though we do not have any raticnal justification for it, We
cen take it for granted though, that "whatever may be the
reader's opinion at this present moment, that an hour hence
he will be persuaded there 1is both an external and internal
world." (Treatise, p. 218.) So essential is belief in the
external world that to expfess doubt concerning it is to
involve oneself in a sort of contradlction. Or as Prof,

Noxon puts it, one "would seem to be in the untenable position
of the skeptic who publiciy denies {it) for want of rational
. . . . TS )
proof, but continues privately to believe in 1it,
Hume's anzlysis of the origin of these "natural
beliefs" also seems to rule out Clesnthes' belief in an in-

"does nothing

telligent~designer, For on Hume's view beliefl
but vary the manner in which we conceive any object, it can

only bestow on our ideas an adéitional force and vivacity.

i s ' st . .
=3 Woxon, "Hume's Agnosticisa”, Op. Cit., p. 366.

A Idursbult i
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An opinion, therefore, or beliefl may be most accurately

defined, a lively idea related to or assocliated with 2 present

impression" (Ireatise, p., 96.) On the face of it,Cleanthes'

belief in an inpelligent contriver seems to fit in with this
definition. For his feeling which comes ih "with a force 1ikea
that of a sensation' does seem compatible with the liveliness
and vivecity which Hume mentlons. But, Hume goesoﬁ to add that
in the passzge from the impression to the idea "we are not
determined by reason, but by Custom,'or a principle of
association., " (Eggﬁéig?, P. 97.) And the custom which ié a
result of the principle of constant conjunctiion and associétion’ ;
is lacking (as we saw earlier) in the cace of Cleanthes'
inference to a contriver., It is thus highly probable that
this deficiency brings it closer to “fancy™ than to belief,
Hume was careful to emphaslze the importance‘of ' d;stinguishing
between bellefs and fancy.
An idea assented to feels different
from a fictitious idea, that the
fancy alone presents Lo us: And this ~
different feeling I endeavour to explain

by calling it a superior force, or
vivacity, or firmness, or gteadiness,

Siendbeaty et o et

(Treatise, p. 629.)

Altnough force and vivaclty are laportant to belief,
they are not absolutely essentlial, for there are many bpbellefs
about which we do not feel stronglyat For example, we
believe that the earth is round and not flat, and that the
earth rotates con 1ts axlis once every twenty—fﬁur.hours,

but we do not have strong Teelings about these beliefs. How,
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then, do we comé ilo hsave beliefl in such propositions? The

...‘.9

" i

steadiness",

-t

We have always been told that the proposition, "the earth is

answer lies in the atitributes of "firmness" and

round"  is true, and nothing has happened to make us doubt
the truth of this proposition, All observations of the earth
are compatible with this proposition. Consequently, we nave

firm and steady belief in this propositién although we have
no strong feelings about it,

When we turn to Cleanthes' pelief in an intelligén@«

designer we do not have the same firmness and stea diness.
And although many people have bsen brouzht to believe in’
such a god, there is evidence 1n the world which is coﬁtrary
to this belief. Evil, sufferinz, pain. and imperfectioh in
the world, are all incompatible with such a belief. Thus
in spite of the fact that belief in an intelligent~designer-
god has been generated by education, this does not make it a
rational belief,go Hume is wiliing to grant that education
can generate belielfs but such beliefs are not all rational
beliefs, and I am sure that Hume would not have advocated
drrational beliefs, Furthermore, he makeg 1t clear that

educacion does not generate "natural’ belisfs,

20., . o .
. By rational belief I mean "natural belief" (in
Hume's sense) and by irrational belief I mean fancy or

e e

super31tiuion Although Hume did not differentiate between

rational and irrational veliefs , L am sure that such a differen-

tiation (had he made it) would have made his distinction be-

i . 2 > LR 4 ) A o
tween "belief" and "fancy or superstition"” much easier to
understand.
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~~~~~ education is an artificlal and
not a natural cause, and as its maxins
are frequently contrary to reason, and
even to themselves in different times
and places, it is never upon that
account recogniz'd by philosophers; -
tho' in reality it be built almost
on the same foundation of custom and
repetition as our reasoning from
causes and effects, (Treatise, p. 117.)

Thus those beliefs that have been éenerated by education, and
which are found to be inconsistent and incoumpatible with
beliefé that are founded upon @xperience,vshouid be discarded
for they are more like fancies than beliefs, At one time al-
most everyone believed that the earth was flat, but Columbus‘
voyage to the "New World" in 1492 was evidence to the contrary.
.Since the appearaﬂce of this and other evidence, reasonable
people have discarded the bellief in a flat earth, ‘But
Cleanthes' beliel in an intelligent-designer is inconpatible
with many of our everyday experiences (imperfection,_lack of
organization, etc,). Thus the idea of an intelligent-
designer is more of fancy and‘illusien that it is a belief

(in the sense in which Hume means it) in an intelligentQ
designer-god. Moreover, this belief (as was poinfed out above)
is not essential to human life,21 Many people have no’sgch

belief and yet they lead comfortable and normal lives., But

T s . . ) . s .

Notice, that I am carefully differentliating be-
tween a designer-god and the God of Abraham, Isasc and
Jacob. Thie differentiation 1s crucial to my whole thesis,
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the natural beliefs about which Hume spesks are eséential and
necessary for the normal continuation of human lives,

It could be claimed, however, that belief in an in-
telligent delty is necessary for man to behave in a morally
responsible manner, and this is in fact what Cleanthes turned
to as a last resort. at there are many people who affirm
velief in a god who is intelligent and wise and yet have no
way of knowing what the highest moral standards are, There
is such & wide variance in‘man's.moral standerds that 1t is
practically impossiblé to know which, if any; of these numerous

standards is the correct one, and Cleanthes' design argument

deoes not and cannobt cast the least light upon the whole
maetter, This is in effect what Philo means when he says
that "we have reason to infer that the natural attributes of i
the Delty have a greater resemblance to those of men, than
his moral attributes have to buman virtues," (Qig;géggé, P.
219) And, even if Cleanthes' design argument proves the
existence of a God, it still is not clear what moral precepts
could follow from this fact. Not only is it difficult to
see wnat moral precepts could be deduced from the fact of
God's existence, but any such attempt 1s logica.ly impossible
—Tor the validity of such deductions ‘1s highly suspect. That
is to say, that it is logicelly impossibvle to deduce normative
precepts from factual assertlions-——a point made clear by Hume:

I cannot forbear adding to these resasonings

an cbgervation, which may, perhaps, be
found of some importance., In every
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system of morality, which I have
hitherto met with, I have always remark'd
that the author proceeds for some time
in the ordlnary way of reasoning, and -
stablished the being of a God, or makes

observations concerning human affairs;
when of a suddean I am surpriz'd to
find, that instead of the usual copula-
tions of propositions, is, zand is not, I
meet with no propositions that is not

- connected with an ought, or an ought .t not..
—w—wPor {t) seems altogetber incoen~
celveble, how this new relation can be a
deduction from others, which are entirely
different from it. (Ireatise, p. 469.)

Thus Philo's unwillingness to accept Cleanthes' re-
course to the moral Justification for belief in & God is per~

. fectly compatible with the view expressed by Hume in the

above passage. Cleanthes' design argument does not and cannot

provide any means of distingulshing between good and evil,
and as g result men can néver be sure, on this basis,which
is the correct way to act and behave, The fact that Philo
alludes to this polint is not at all surprising, for in the

Treatige, Hume spends a greatl deal of time showing that moral

distinction "depends only on the will and appetite--,"

(Treatise, p. 468,) Not only does Hume dismiss belief in a
God as the basis of moral behaviour, but he also contends
that reason by itself can never move anyone to moral acllion
nor can it pppose ém action of thSVWill, "Reason', he says,
"is and ought to be the slave of the passions, and can never
pretend to any other office than to serve and obey them,"
(Treatise, p. 415.) For Hume, morality is based on some

[caue it ey

feeling of blame or praise-—a feeling which lies in us, and
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not outside of us in some object., In other words, morality

is founded upon what Hume calls "moral sense" or "sentiment",

-

wnich is part of our nature,

We may only affirm on this head, that
if ever there was anything, which cou'd
be call'd natural in this sense, the
sentiments of morelity certainly may;
since there never was any nation of the
world, nor any single person in any
nation, who was utterly depriv'd of
them, -~~~ These sentiments are so
rooted in our constitution and temper,
that without entirely confounding the
human mind by diseszse or madness, 'tis
impomesible to extirpate and destroy
them., (JTreatise, p. 474.)

b e e et

Thus for Hume morality is a result of our human nature and
attempts to inculcate 1t through pilous religlous instruction
result in evils and destruction. For there are many super-

stitlons. connected with religlion——superstitions which prove

harmful to society as a whole. In The Natural History of
Religion, Hume points out the harmful and destructive effects
of religious influence on morallty.

The greatest crimes have been found, in
many instances, compatible with super-
stitious plety and devotion; Hence, it
is Justly regarded as unsafe to draw

any certaln inference in favour of man's
morals, from the fervour of siriciness
of his religious exercises, ev&noghough
he himgelf belleve them sincere,.<<

Not only crimes and destruction follow from religious piety,

22 pavia Hume, The Natural History of Religios,
1t =R
-—}2—“ .Q}.,&“ 9 po po 55"_)6e
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but also many personal evils, for instance, mental disorders
=z

brought about by the fear instilled in péople;g) In the

influence of religion on human conduct results in destruction,

24

intrigues, war, and slavery. Cleanthes' claim that belief

3
in God or adherence to religion would bring reward in a future
1if; does not change matters at all, For there is no way of
verifying the truth or felsity of such a claim. Only when

we get to this mysterious Tuture iife.(granted of course that
it 1s even sensible to speak about such a life) will we ever
know of such rewards,

The purpose of this chapter has heen to show that
Philo's position in Part XII of the Dialogues and his main
contentions througnout the Dialogues ars compatible with
Hume's main philosophical pfinciples. This I have done by
examining Hume's analysis of causality, his treatment of the

design argument in Section XI of the Enguiry, his analysis ‘

of the nature of beliel, and his moral sense theory, thus
pointing out that these principles bear a great similarity to
Philo's claims in the Dialogues, We are now in a position to

conclude,finally, that Pnilo's sentiments in the Dialcaues

represent Hume's final position on disyutes about God's
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existence and thelism, that is, that they are futile, useleés,
and irrelevant. |

Now thet we have established that Hume, spéakiﬁg"
through the mouth of Philo, has weakened the logical founda~’
tions of the deéign argument, thus expoéing the futility of
such arguments, 1t remains now for us to éssess the signifi-

cance of all this for modern-day theology. This will be the

subject of the nexi chapter,



CHAPTER IV _

Throughout this paper, I héve'contended lhat Hume

maintained a serious and consisfent line of atteck against the

design argument and deslgn theology as a whole., I say serious
because Hume directed his sttack against the logical and

- rational foundations of the argument (at least the seventeenth
and eighteenth century verslions ofvi‘p).,.1 Of course, this

does not mean that the argument is

forgotten or without
emotional and psychological fbrcew Fdr, elthough Hume
attacked the argument in 1ts analoglcal-scientific form,'he
did not dismiss the psychological and sociological effective-
ness of it. For, as we have seen, Hume dié not belieyé that
religlon rested vpon rational fouﬁdations, but was based upon
man's emotional and psychological needs, longings and fears,
Man'e fear of the unknown, his fear of death, his longing for
security and sassurance have driven him to re¢liglon; to search

for a god who would help him to liv:e in the face of his weak-

ness Hume recognized this as the basis from which religlion

not irom a contemplation of the works

of nature, but from a concern with regard
to the events of life, and from the in-
cessant hopes and fears, which actuate

. the humen mind..... The anxious concern

" the first ideas of religion arose

1 ) b { 2 A
See R. H, Hurlbutt, Qp. Cit., p. 1£9,
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for happiness, the dread of future
misery, the terror of death, the

' thirst of revenge, the appotitc for
food and other necessaries,...' '

The psychologzical and sociological bases of the design
argument are quite forceful and compelling, and because of
this 1t is possible that the design argument which adds to
belief in an intelligent crvauor -would probably continue to
be popular, in spite of Hume's Dialogues. And needless to say
the design argument hes had (end probably still has) many
supporters, even, after the appearahce of the Dialozues

The design argument has found support in the works of William

. . 5
PaleyB, in the Bridgewster Treatlse349 F. R. Tennant-s

E. G. Swinburneé, and other philosophers and theologlans, I
shall not attempt to show that all these versions of phe.design
srgument are victims of Hume's oriticism, for such an

enterprise, though very imporiant, is beyond the scoﬁe of

the present paperu7 I shall turn ny attention, rather, to a

2gee David Hume, A Natural History of Religion, in
R. Wollheim, ed, Hume on Religion, p.p. 33-239. (See 2180
p. 85, Bection XIII)

5yilliam Paley, Ra tvral Theolozv, p, 5., (Cited by
R. H. Hurlbutt, Op. Q:EW, p. 172.)

“R. H. Hurlbutt, Op. Cit., p. 173.

5F, R. Tennant, "Cosmic Teleology", in The Existence
of God, ed., John Hick, p.p. 120-136.

. 6R° G, Swinburne, See his article "The Argument From
Design®, Philosophy, Vol. XLIII, No. 164 (19068) p.p. 199-212,

St

explanation of this, see R, H.
o

7For a reaso e
i 69-155. T shall follow his inter-

Hurlbutt, Op. Cit.
pretation on this
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more pertinent subject which has to do with the role of thé
design argument and design theology in éontémporary religious

laircles. | ‘ﬂ

We have contended that at the hends of Hume, the
design argument.met its logical death,'although it continues
to live in 1its psychologicél and emotionél aspects, One
would expect theologians and religious people to do everything

possible to bring about some sort of resurrection of this

o -

argument, butl, strange as 1t may seem, this is not the case,

There have been attlempts, as we have seen; but these aré rela-
tively few and thelr followers are rather sparse indeed&  The

logical death brought about by Hume's cripicisms of the design
grgument 1s not the cause of much mourning among contemporary

religious people. But on the contrary, many theologiens

sgem rather Joyful and also seem to subport Hume, by insisting

8 Instead

on the emctional and non-rational nature of religlon,
of trying to refute Hume, thus establishing a solid proof for
God's existence btogether with all his attributes, sonme
theologians are proclaiming the “Pesth of God”ig‘ For many

theologians, the modern world has "come of age",

< .

3]

nd there is

1)

no longer any need for man to depend helplessly upon God for

8see¢ R, H. Hurlbutt, Op. Cit., p. 190,

Gy . s

Jipeath of God" Theologians include, William
Hemilton, "The Death of God Theologies Today", See J. J.
Altizer and William Hamilton, Radlical Theology and the

Death of God; John A, T. Robinson, Honest to God.
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protection and security,1 In other words, theologians are

beginning to doubt the existence of a God "out there“ii, —a
god whose existence éan be proved or disproved—eand arg opting
for a God who is the object of faith and personal revelation,
Thus the God, who is the mechanic, or désigner or architect
of the world, the God who has been used by theoclogians and
scientists to account for unexplainable phenomena in the wofld,
is dead--and there are not many who are mourning'ﬁhis death, -~
Thus Hume's rather violent refutation df the design

argument and design theology, and his oharacterization cof dis-
putes about thelsm ag verbal, seem moré of a service than a
disservice to the contemporary religlous outlook. For iﬂ
helps the theologian in hils attempts to reject the traditional
conception of God and also the traditional arguments fbr God's
existence, This rejection 1is due; in part, to the rise of
gclence, as Paul Tillich poinﬁs out: | '

Both the theological and the scientific

critice of the belief "that religion is

an aspect of human spirit define religion
as man's relation to divine belngs, whose

. g,
existence the theological critics assert
and the scientific eritics deny. But

it ies just this idea of religion which

"Oyonn 4. T, Robinson, Honest to God, p. 78.

gy "out there®, I mean & God who can be resched
only at the end of a long vrocess of inference-—a God who 1s
like a stranger. '
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mekes any understanding of religion
impossgible~--—- A God about whose existence
or nonexistence you can argue is & thing
beside others within the universe of )
existing things.... It is regrettable
that scientists believe that they have
refuted religlon when they rightly have
shown that there 1s no evideance what-~
soever for the assumption that such a
being exists., Actually, they have not
only not refuted religion, but they

have done 1t a considerable service,

They have forced it to reconsider and

to restate the meaning of the

tremendous word God, <

-

Thus modern thecloglans are rejecting the tradition
of naturel theology with 1ts rationzlistic overtones and are
turning to a theology fhat is anti-raltionalistic and anti-
naturalistic. This rejection of natursl theology makeé it
pogsible for the theologians to return to the Biblical
tradition-—a iradition exemplifled by falith and personal
revelétion, |

This does not mean that Hume gave support to scriptural

authority. In Section X of the Enguiry, Hume outlined a series

of objectlons to seriptural suthority, especially the literal

interpretation of them. Hume was avare that the Holy

Scriptures were founded on the testimony of the apostles
those apostles who claimed to be eyewitnesses to the occurence
of miracles and other incidents which convinced them of the

Fover of God, But Hume was very suspicious of thése miracle-

"2pgul Tillich, Theolozy of Culture, p. 4,
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stories which form the basis of scriptural authority because
they could not and did not fit in to everydéy experiences,
and most of all because they came to us through human Testi-
mony which is often not reliable, Hume s:zys: o

We entertaln a susplcion concerning any
matter of fact, when the witnesses con-
tradict each other; when they are but
few, or of a doubtful character; when
they have an interes:t in what they
affirm; when they deliver their tes-
Timony with hesitation, or on the.
contrary, with too violent asseverations,
(Enquiry p.p. 112-113)
According to Hume, miracles are violations of the laws
of nature—a fact which goes against thelr credibility in the
gcriptures, especially if they are taken literally,
A miracle is a violation of the laws of
nature; and ae a firm and unalterable
experience has established these laws,
the proof against g miracle, -from the

very nature of the fact, is as entire
as any argunment from experience can

o

possibly be imagined., (Enguiry p. 114,)
Thus from experience we know that a dead person does not cone !
to 1life again, and we are very suspicious of anyone who
speaks of dead people coming to life, 1In the came way we
ought to be susplicious of people who read the Holy Scriptures
literally and believe the extraordinary.and miraculous
stories found in them. Hume draws attention to the fabulous

accounts found in the Pentateuch, which he claims are the

Yproduction of a mere human writer and historian'. (Enguiry,

AN

p. 130.)

Hume is correct in sayinz that the miracles and exag-
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gerated accounts found in the scriptures are the products of
human writers, but tﬁis doesg not render them valueless ﬁo the

-
theologian., Most theologians are aware that the stories and
incidentse found in the. SBcriptures are eiaggerated, incon-
gistent, and even contradictory, and as such should not be
taken literally but should be interpreted. Most of the
incidents, stories, and miracles, in the scriptures occurred
long before they were recorded. The writers dépended greatly’
on human testimony which, in many insteances, was not from eye-
witnesses., The task of the theologian.is to interpret the
- stories of the scriptures to find out as clearly as possible
what the writer wanted to convey to his readers, . To this
extent Biblical interpretation hag become & central lssue in
modern~day theology. To believe fhe miracle-~-stories
literally is to bhelleve in a *ovcrfJ1~mdw1c1an~”oJ the kind
of God which many theologians bhelieve is "dead.

The problems which Hume points out concerning scriptural
suthority based upon miracles and human testimony, come about,

it seems to me, because of & literal reading of the scrip-

r_l-

tures., Theologilans have come to see the problems which crop
up when a miracle-story is taken literally. The miracle of
Christ's death and Resurrection, which 1g central to the
beﬁatimn religlon, is still the subject of great debateﬁ

AJtho s, many veople still belleve 1t literally, many modern-

lay theologilans are concerned wlth 1ts meaning and not whether

-‘1

Y

it happened exactly as the gospel writers wrote 1t. Most
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theologians are not concerned with vheéther or not it happened ‘
in the exact manner described by the writers; but are con-
cerned to ask why he described it in such a manner. im other
words, what dld the gospel writer mean when he asserted that
God raised Christ from the dead? This is where car@fui inter-
pretation is important, Meany people (theologians 1nﬂ1udcd)
still believe in a physical resurrection, but there are many
others who hold no such belief, Whether the Resurrection of
Christ was physical or not, is not important., What is im-
portant is that something happened that day which changed the
lives of many people, and called the Church iﬁto existence,
It does not really matter whether Christ's resurrection was
an historical fact or not. VWiat matters is the meaning of

this Resurrection,
Thus the difficulties and probléms, pointed out by
Hume, concerning scriptural authority are not ignored by

theolo

2
&

ia Most contemporary theologians are aware (as Hume |

was ) of the fact that the Pentateuch was written by (what Hume

calls) "a barbarous and ignorant people and written in an age

. . i .

when they were still more barbarous, " 3~anq contains fabulous
and incredible accounts, But what is important to the
theologian 12 the meaning which lles behind all this barbarism

and incredibility. The theologian 1s concerned with similar

1 .
B.Enqw_{x p. 130,



problems with which Hume was concerned,hence the stiress on

Biblical interpretation; faith and divine revelation which,

h ]
according to Hume, are the "best and most solid. foundation® '™

of theology. And as we have seen, both in the twelfth part of

e st

me ) recognizes the reasonableness of such a position“15 This

-

does not mean that modern theoclogians are following Hume in.
this respect, but 1t does mean that the Q;glggggg are relevant
to the modern day, in at least thils one respect, And this, |
is seems to me, is probablylenough.to bring out the importance

of Hume's Dialogues for this modern age, in spite of A. E.
16

Taylor’s and J, E., Jessop's views to the contrary.
The emphasis placed on the santi-rationalistic aspect
of modern theology also exemplifies the theologlans' concent

of CGod, not in the sense of an 'ebsentee landlord"” who comes

3
once in a wnile to check up on his tenants, but in the sense
of perscnal encounter-—an "I-Thou' relationship., The design

argument and other arguments for God's existence, (especially

the cosmological argument) make out God to be some sort of

"“1pid., p. 165.

[y * 3

Osee Diglozues p.p. 2145 ang p. 227; See also Enguiry,
p. 135, This i1s also the view held by Kemp-Smith. He says,
“Pnilo, in closing, makes the conventionally prescribed
avowal that the disabilities of reason only make revelation
and faith the more needful", (Dialozues, p. 123.)

16500 "Symposium: The Present-Day Relevance of
Hume's Dislogues", p.p. 179 and 213, respectively.



84
Superman in the sky, powerful designer, intelligent mechanic,
wise artisan and benevolent artificer,—.—a god, that is, who
should be admired and congratul=zted, rather than a Go&mwho
is worthy of worship and adoration. In other words, the
God who 1s the object of philosophical enguiry; the God who is
the result of an inference, 1is not the God that modernwday‘.
theologians are interasteé in. The death of such a God is
welcomed, for it Brings to life the God of the Bible—the Géd
vho menifested himself in the person of Jesus, the Christ.
Is it any wonder then, that theologians are going back to
Biblical authoritarianism?

In going back to the Bibllcal authority, the theolo-
glan does not accept the teachings found there in a literal
sense, but he is concerned to interpret them to find out in
what way they are relevant to medern 1life. The alm of the
theologian is to present these teachings as relevant‘issues
to life in this part of the twentieth century—a time when
man is seriously questioning ﬁhe meaning and significarnce of
1ife, To this extent the theologlans are turning to ”Existen*'
tialism", which, in addition to its non-rationalistic character,
has closge affinity to the understandinz of the being of‘ﬁa
Implicit in the thqught of the biblical writers, One such
theologian is Rudolph Bultmann, R. H. Hurlbutt says,

Rudoph Bultmann dips into the well of
- existentialism for his philosophical
inspiration, and concludeg that theology

has in the past been ftoo closely tied
to the particular myths of the 01d and
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New Testements.... Christianity, according
to Bultmenan's lights, must be “demytho-
logized", and interpreted in terms of

the anxieties, gullts, and fTears of

modern life, all of which are expressions
of absurdity and irrationality. There

is little if any evidence of natural
theology here, |

The modern-day theologian 1s not concerned with
philosophical-rationalistic proofs for God's existence and

attributes, but he is concerned with the relationship of man

to God whode existence is an article of faith., In other words,

the theologian takes the "leap of faith" without which it is
impossible to'have any knowledge or understanding of God,
Theologlians are turning to sxistentialism because there is

a close affinity between 1ts themes and those expressed by
the Biblical writers: ‘Such themes as cholice and freedom;
man's individual responsibility before God or in the absence
of God; man's consclousness of guilt, fear and anxiepy; the
necessity of meaking deciclons: and the nature of man's tem-
poral existence and its termination by death,

In fine, many contemporary theologlans neglect all’
philosophical proofs for God's existence including philoso-
phical demonstrations of his attributes and concentrate upon
man's existence and his relationship to the God of the
Bible, whose existence 1s never guestioned, For it is men's
existence that is at stake,not God's. Man's existence is at

stake, I say, because man lives in a world which seems to

V7R, H. Furlbutt, Op. Cit., p. 194,
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be on the brink of chaos and disaster, Man's existence is

threatened by the presence of alienation, loneliness, -confusion,
-t

war, automation, hatred, prejudice, persecution, disease,
stervation, leck of communication among people, and what is

even worse, apparent futility, meaninglessness and hopelegs-
ness. It is no wonder then, that theologians are concentraﬁing
their efforts upon the human condition rather ﬁhén upzon

prhilosophical proofs and demonstrations concerning the attributes

=

and existence ol God., In this respect the influence of the

Biblical traditiocn is brought out, For, no vhere in the

Bible does anyone attempt to prove the existence of God. John
./ Bailie says:

~-~--For the New Testament, as for the
0ld, God is one who 1is directly known
in His approach to the human. soul, He
is not an inferencebut a Presence, He
is a presence at once urgent and
gracious, By all whom He seeks He 1s
known as a (laimant; by all whom He
finds, and who in Christ find Him, He
is knowvn as a Gilver, The knowledge

of God of which the New Testament
speaks 1s a knowledge for which the
best ergument were but a sorry sub-
stitute and to which it were but a
superflous addition. 18 '

For the Biblical writers God was and is and forever will be;
He is the "Alpha and the Omega' __the beginning and the end.

They had no doubts about CGod's existence, and you only attempt

'8 yonn Bailie, "Ths Irrelevance of Proofs from a
Biblicsl Point of View", in The Existence of God, ed. John
Hick,»p. 20%-210.
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to prove that about which you are doubtful, In a word,
preoccupation with philosophical discussions pertaining to the
nature and attributes of God is irrelevant to the tasﬁfof the
modern-day theologians in the same way as they would have been
to the Biblical writers, And Hume's Dialogues, (it seems to

me ) bear witness that he too was aware of thig fact.
The contemporary theologilans' rejection of the '"Super-
man''--ides of God-—the idea of a God who keeps people safely

' thus making life easy for them—also

in his "“Heavenly Bosom'
reflects theirrelevance of rational proofs for God's
exlstence, For the theologilan, acguainiance with God comes
through constent "confrontation'—a constant confrontation
between man and God. pcYualintance with CGod comes through con-
stant strugzle and commitmen t, The Christlan does not want
a “Superman-God" to make 1ifé easy for him: to take away all
his burdens and cares, For him Caristianity 1s a stfugglemaa
strugele in which he nust participate 1f 1life isg to have any
meaning at all., Thus he turns away from the god of philo-
sophical enguiry to the God who is revealed in the suffering
Christ-—-the Christ who suffered on the (Cross and dies, but
who is "resurrected', John Hick says:

In Christianity God ig known as "The God

and Father of our Lord Jesus Chrigt."

{11 Cor. 11:311 God is the Being about

whom Jesus taught; the Being in relstion

to whom Jesus lived, and into & relation-

ship with whom he brought his dlsciples;
The Being whose agape toward men was
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geen on earth 1in the life of Jesus. In

short, God is the trangcendent Creator
who has revezled himself in Christ, 19

The Chrlistlan sees that the only way to begmﬁua;nted
with éod is to engege in the struggle with Jesus the Christ
whose resurrection has brought hope for the future.—a hope
which perseveres in the struggle with Justice and freedom
and peace in the face of suffering and death without falling

20 The sort of -encounter between

vietim to utoplan illusions.
man and God which ig éxemplified in this view of Christianity,
rules out as linadequate ané irrelevant, the logical and
rational technligues so characteristic of the traditional

theistic proofs.

Furthermore, the philosophic proofs for God's exlg-

tence do not seem to make a difference. one way or the othe
to the religious believersﬁ Froofs for God's existence are
defended and refuted all the time, but the non-religioug and
the relligious people are virtue 11y unaffected, They go on
as if nothing has happened. Fnilosophical proofs for God's
exlstence and philosophical discus&iogs_about the attributes
of God are useful and necescary 1f they are meant to clarify

dmportant philosophical issues such as determining the limit

. 19John Hick, "Religious Statements as Factually
Significent" in The Existence of God, ed. John Hick,
P, 271,

EOJurgen Moltmaenn, Theology of Hope, p.P. ?7f°
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of human knowledge., Buti 1f they are used by philosophers as
arguments for and agéinst religion and theology, then they
become more like intellectual games which philosophers_play
to amuse themselves, Philosophic proofs are exercises in
logic and as such seem to be of benmefit only to those who
participate in themn. Sﬁrem‘K%ﬁ%egaardronce remarked tﬁat any

{1,

attenpt to prove or demonstrate the existence of God is "an

E : 3 3 [ . 5 ! o)
excellent subject for a comedy of the higher lunzcy.'<!

Attempting to prove the existence of God is a %aste of time
because no one seonms io be affected. Vhen & proof is well
defended,unbelievers do not become bellevers becaﬁse of it,
and when a proof is refuted believers fail to bscome unbeslievers
because of 1t., In other words, philosophic proofs for Go@'s
existence seem to meke no difference to anyone, one way or
the other. And whal falls to make a difference, 1t seems to
me, is of little or no value 1to enyone. |

This is what 1 think Hume meant when he characterized
vhilosophicel and theologilcal disputes about matters concerning
theism as being "merely verbal',  And if this is indeed what

Hume meant,then I think 1t is a mistake to say {(as Taylor did)

thet the permanent impoertance of the Dialogues is over-

. 21 o o . . .
Séren Kierkegeard, "A Religious Objection to
Theistlc Proofs”, in The Existence of God, ed, John Hick,

pe. 214,
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estimatedozg Hume's Dialogues will always be important in

religlon and theology. For, in pointing out the absurgity,
futlility and irrelevance of phlloscophlc-rationalistic proofs
for God's existence, they will aleo ser%e as a warning and a
'guide to theologlans to keep theology within its proper domain,
that is, the domain of faith® and revelation. This, as we
have seen, 1s the trend in modern~-day theology and any
theologlian who reads'the ;ggéggggﬁvwith any kind of serious-
ness would see their value and impqrtancé to this enterprise,
To this extent Hume's Dislogues are up.po date, relevant, and

~useful, To what extent Hume anticipated this value of his

2254, K, Taylor says, "w---repeated study of Hume's
Dialogues leaves me convinced that thelr permanent worth 1is
commonly over-estimated”., (See: “Syuposium: The Present-
Dey Relevance of Hume's Dislogues”, Op. Git., p. 178.

23y faith I do not mean "blind" feith or Fideism,
but a failth which seeks to understand, Unlike the Fideist,
who believes without really caring what he believes, beliefl
(in the sense I mean 1t) consistis in seeklng to understand
what i1s believed, For 1T the believer does not understand
the utterances {(he maekes when he speaks through feith), then
he cannot reject or accept them, for he would not really
understand what 1t is he is rejecting or accepting. These
utterances should be intelligible at least. to some men,
That is to say if, we do not understand what we mean by “God
loves us" or “"There is a God", then to suny we accept these
statements on faith 1s like saying we accept "Blog" on
faith or "There is a 'Blog'" on faith,. -

Thus when I speak of falth,l mean a falth which seeks
to understand what is believed.w.a falth which is somehow
alded by resson; or &as Paul Tillich puts 1it, "feith i1s the
state of being ultimately concerned"., (Paul Tillich,
Dynamics of Falth, p. iT,)
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work is not of greal importance tc us, VWkhat is important is
that he recognized the irrelevance of theistic proofs and
thelstic disputes and saw fit to share this tremendous~insight
with the world,

This does not mean, of course, that religious people
will cease to contemplate the wonderful works of nature.—the
beauty and grandeur that are displayed in.it, People will
Hever cease to be amazed.at the marvelous adaptation of
organisms; the beguty of a sunset; the fragrance of & rose;
the supply of food which natﬁre provides; the intelligence
and ingenulty of man., And those who believe that God reveals
himgself through events in history will also wonder at the
destruction and evil in the world., In other words, the con-
templation of the whole of nature will always leave religious
people in a state c¢f awe and wonder, They will élﬁays want
to know the meaning and siénificance of it all. Thus the
religious person today does not use the order, beauty and

grandeur of nature to prove God's existence, but rather, these

gserve to strengthen hig falth in God; the God vhose exlstence

is never questioned; not a deus ex machina, but a God who

reveals himself in and through historical events and to whom
man responds thyough faith; the God who 1s the object of
reverence and adoration; the God, that is, of Abraham, Isaac

end Jacoch,
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