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Abstract

The guestion raised in this thesis is whether it is
appropriate to criticize a cosmological theory for being
anthropomorphic or anthropocentric. I answer this gquestion
through a discussion of Philo’'s analysis of anthropomorphism
as found in David Hume’'s Dialogues Concerning Natural
Religion. Philo’'s analysis, however, is not limited to
anthropomorphism and he also presents a major challenge to
cosmology in general. I use Philo’'s comments on cosmology
to assess modern anthropocentric theories. The concluding
section of the thesis deals with Philo’s opposition to
cosmology and shows how anthropomorphic and anthropocentric

viewpoints can still be included in cosmology.
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CHAPTER ONE

In this thesis, I discuss what I refer to as the "cos-
mological enterprise”. 1In particular, I discuss the re-—
strictions placed on this enterprise. I define the "cos-
mological enterprise"” as the project of explaining why the
universe, the totality of existing things, exists and why it
exists the way it does. This broad definition incorporates
most of the material that normally falls under the cate-
gories of cosmogony and cosmology. The reason why I use the
label "cosmolagical enterprise”, rather than one of the more
traditional labels, has to do with the two directions the
project can take. First, one can seek to account far why
there is a universe. This account usually involves pre-
senting reasons why the universe came into existence or
explaining the mechanics of the creation of the universe.
Second, questions can be raised concerning the particular
structure of the universe. In this regard, the explanation
is not concerned with why there is a universe, but why the

universe has the features that it does. It is paossible to
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ask the first question without raising the second and vice-
VEersa.

Although the cosmological enterprise involves two dis-
tinct questions, these gquestions are often joined together.
The reason for their merger lies in the need to justify
particular theories concerning the origin of the universe.
If I claimed that the reason why there is a universe is
because of X, I would more than likely be called upon to
support this claim and show why, for example, reason Y is
not the case. In so doing, the natural source of justifica-
tion for my theory would be the universe itself. I might
argue that X is the case because X explains why the universe
has property P. 1 would draw on observations of the struc—
ture of the universe to explain why it exists and, in the
process, I would also explain why the universe has a par-—
ticular feature.

The blending together of cosmological questions is what
has prompted me to use the term "cosmological enterprise”.
The terms "cosmology” and “cosmogony" are often associated
with one particular question, rather than a combination of
questions. It is apparent from the examination of certain
cosmological theories, that the question being answered is
not always clear.* This confusion of questions is notice-
able in the theories that are the focus of my study. The
discipline traditionally known as "natural theology" uti-

lizes observations of the operations of the universe as a
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starting point for describing the creator and creation of
the universe. I will discuss the problems that natural
theology faces as well as the problems with modern scien—
tific views that mirror theological positions.=

Although I have identified the main theme of this dis-
cussion as the cosmological enterprise, I am approaching the
issue with a specific question in mind. The question I am
answering is whether the description of a cosmological the-
ory as anthropomorphic or anthropocentric is a valid form of
criticism. Anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism are pejor-—
ative terms intended to indicate a flaw or weakness in a
casmolaogical theory. These terms are generally applied when
an account of the origin or structure of the universe em—
ploys a vocabulary which originates in the description of
human beings and human actions. The suspicion surrounding
these tendencies emerges from a belief that the language of
human intentionality, such as willing, imagining and think-
ing, cannot be extended to non—human situations. To do so,
as Wright puts it, is to "traffic in dubious metaphor”=-

But why is it wrong to transfer this terminology to accounts
of the existence and structure of the universe?

The negative reaction to anthropomorphism and anthropo-—
centrism reflects a particular view of the cosmological
enterprise. However, the dismissal of these theories may be
based on a personal dissatisfaction with or distaste for

theories that concentrate on human beings. In other words,



certain theories are disqualified because they are not the
kind of theory that one likes. A rejection made in this
manner does not necessarily eliminate anthropomorphic and
anthropocentric theories from the cosmological enterprise.
Such a dismissal is primarily an indication of how the in-
dividual prefers to view the nature of the universe.

While I personally do not accept anthropomorphic and
anthropocentric views of the universe, I cannot claim that
these views are completely improper. The removal of anthro—
pomorphic and anthropocentric theories from the cosmological
enterprise must be accompanied by some indication of what
constitutes a correct cosmological theory. To put it ano-
ther way, it is important to show what makes anthropomor-
phism or anthropocentrism a mistake. For the most part,
however, the rejection of these views is based on the pre—
sentation of alternative hypotheses which are taken as su—
perior. But alternative hypotheses do not necessarily ex-—
pose any conceptual problems which might weaken anthropomor-
phic and anthropocentric theories.

I will present an analysis of anthropomorphism that
shows why it is not a proper answer to questions raised in
the cosmological enterprise. However, this analysis creates
problems for the cosmological enterprise in general and not
just the variants that appear to be anthropomorphic. The
analysis of anthropomorphism will then be extended to cover

the issue of anthropocentrism. I argue that a rejection of



these positions, that is more than an expression of a dis—
trust of their basic assumptions, can also be construed as a
challenge to other proposed or preferred theories. My focus
in this discussion is a particular branch of natural theo—
logy known as the "argument from design". Although other
approaches to cosmological gquestions may display anthropo—
morphic and anthropocentric tendencies, it is easy to high-
light these elements in design arguments. The bulk of my
analysis evolves from an examination of Hume’'s Dialcgues
Concerning Natural Religion. 1t is through Hume’'s dissec—
tion of design arguments, in particular, and natural theo-
logy, in general, that the limitations of anthropomorphic
cosmology are exposed.

The Dialogues Concerning Natural Religicon proves to be
an important work for this discussion. Not only does it
present criticism of anthropomorphism, it also contains a
theological response to the problem. Generally, anthropo-
morphism is associated with religious arguments intended to
reveal the nature of God. In this regard, anthropomorphism
seems to be an unavoidable topic in the Dialogues where the
"question is not concerning the being but the nature of
God"“+- Anthropomorphism is more than likely to be intro-
duced when a description of God, rather than a proof of his
existence, is being presented.

When an attempt to describe God shows him to possess

attributes or to behave in a fashion more commonly associa-



ted with human beings, the charge of anthropomorphism is
raised. It is believed wrong to describe God as similar to
human beings or to endow him with human qualities. But why,
in the religious context, does anthropomorphism become a
negative aspect of a theory? After all, theistic positions
aften claim that human beings are created in God’'s "image",
implying a connection between God’' s nature and our own.

What makes this connection a defect in anthropomorphic cos-—
mology?

The religious dissatisfaction with anthropomorphism
arises from a concern over exactly which image should be
taken as primary. The dispute is over which "vision" of God
should be endorsed. The theistic response is limited be—
cause it only censures anthropomorphism because it creates
an image of God that is not preferred or intended. Demea,
in the Dialogues, presents a case along these lines when he
defends religious orthodoxy against the heresy of anthropo-—
morphism. Demea states that:

it must be acknowledged that in representing the

Deity as so intelligible and comprehensible and so

similar to the human mind, we are guilty of the

grossest and most narrow partiality.=
Anthropomorphism is the elevation of mankind to the level
reserved for God. It is a reflection of conceit and ar-
rogance to picture God as similar to human beings. In doing
so, the theistic position is reversed. God is conceived in
the image of man rather than man being created in the image

of God.
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There are two possible applications of Demea’s remarks
to the analysis of anthropomorphism. One position I believe
to be Demea’s concern and the other is a response that can
be derived from this position. Demea advocates what
Cleanthes describes as the view of "complete mysticg"®-
because Demea maintains that "the perfect simplicity of the
Supreme Being"” cannot be understood by human beings. God,
from Demea’s perspective, remains outside human comprehen—
sion. Even though Demea has the confidence to speak of
God's "perfect immutability and simplicity"®» there is a
definite restriction placed on how God can be known. Demea
claims that:

the infirmities of our nature do not permit us to

reach any ideas which in the least correspond to

the ineffable sublimity of the Divine Attributes.”

God, therefore, must not be made "so intelligible and com—
prehensible” because this misrepresents the true nature of
his being. In principle, human beings cannot have a de-—
tailed knowledge of God.

Anthropomorphism creates problems because it is an
attempt to breach the gulf between God and human beings.
When Bod is conceived in an anthropomorphic manner, there is
a definite knowledge claim being made. The claim is that
"the Author of Nature is somewhat similar to the mind of
man"*® God is no longer out of reach because he can be
understood as analogous in nature to human beings. More

troublesome than the belief that God is knowable is a theory
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that makes Sod knowable in terms that contradict the tradi-
tional definition of God. Cleanthes’ design analogy in the
Dialogues leads to a conclusion that God possesses an intel-
ligence not completely foreign to that of human beings. But
if Cleanthes’ comparison works, then God is not immutable or
simple. As Demea remarks:

What is the soul of man? A composite of various

faculties, passions, sentiments, ideas; united

into one self or person, but still distinct from

each other.**

God s proposed nature is altered by the dynamics of
Cleanthes’ analogy. A mind that is composite is not “"some—
what similar” to a mind that is immutable and simple. The
attributes of immutability and simplicity are challenged by
the anthropomorphic model applied to God.

As it stands, Demea’s position contains two objections
to anthropomorphism. First, anthropomorphism denies that
God is ineffable. Second, it makes God knowable in such a
manner that the orthodox concept of God is undermined.

While these objections indicate why Demea does not embrace
anthropomorphism, they do not completely demonstrate why
anthropomorphism is a mistake. It is only when Demea’'s
definition of God is accepted that anthropomorphism becomes
an issue. Cleanthes’ description of God has not been shown
to be inadequate. As a diagnosis of anthropomorphism,
Demea’s criticisms are limited to a disagreement over which
image of God is more accurate. However, a way of deciding

between competing definitions and descriptions has not been



introduced. Therefore, Demea’s opposition seems to be an
expression of preference concerning the image of God.

There is still another criticism of anthropomorphism
that can be derived from Demea’s objections. The anxiety
created by anthropomorphism may stem from a suspicion that
God can be "explained away" if such a position is adopted.
To say God is "similar"™ to the human mind allows for the
proposal that he is nothing more than a product of the human
mind. Hume provides the groundwork for this view in the
Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding where he writes that:

The idea of God as meaning an infinitely intel-

ligent, wise and good being arises from reflecting

on the operations of our mind and augmenting with-

out limit, these qualities of goodness and wis-

dom.1=
This passage could be interpreted as indicating how the idea
of God is revealed to human beings through introspection,
but, in Hume’'s context, it is more likely a psychological
account of how this idea originates.

The conclusion could be drawn that Bod is not an actual
existing entity. The idea of God emerges from the opera-
tions of the human mind. By emphasizing the human features
of God, as anthropomorphism does, the potential exists for
alternative accounts of the source of this idea. God ap-—
pears similar to the human mind, because he is a product of
that mind. This interpretation appears to be a case of

taking the wrong image of God as primary. In this example,

God is reduced to the level of fiction because he is seen as
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an idea derived from operations of the human mind. The
anthropomorphic definition of God presents difficulties for
theism because doubts are raised concerning God’'s existence.
The theistic objection to this problem reflects Demea’s
other criticisms. The source of the problem is humanity
making itself "the model of the whole universe"2=- In other
words, if the human mind becomes the model for understanding
God, it is possible that the above interpretation may become
more convincing.

An anthropomorphic concept of God raises doubts con-—
cerning the nature of God, whether these doubts are limited
to the description of his being or extend to the question of
his existence. Demea concentrates on the former, with his
attempt to prevent a misunderstanding of God’'s being. But
Demea’s objections are also relevant when doubt arises con-
cerning Bod’'s existence. In this regard, anth?opomorphism
is perceived as a challenge to Demea’s definition of God and
the belief that God, so defined, does exist.

At this stage, it might appear as if an appropriate
refutation of anthropomorphism has been found. The rejec—
tion of anthropomorphism is called for because it reduces
God to the level of fiction. However, this criticism only
applies if we are convinced that a "human—-like" God must be
a product of human imagination. The view that the idea of
God is only a creation of the human mind seems to be as much

‘af a speculative belief as the view that God does exist. It
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is not absolutely clear how the idea of God originates and,
in this regard, the psychological account is speculative.

It is safe to say that the psychological account does not
entirely remove the anthropomorphic concept of God from the
cosmological enterprise.

Demea’s position is important to the analysis of an-
thropomorphism for a reason other than those mentioned so
far. Not only does Demea present a series of objections
against anthropomorphism, he is also engaged in an activity
not entirely different from what the character of Philo, in
the PDialcogues, is attempting. Philo, in his own way, re-
bukes those who would suggest that God can be described or
known. Demea insists that fhe "infirmities of our nature”*<
prevent an understanding of God’s true being. Philo takes
this position to the extreme. Not only is God beyond human
comprehension, but so is any proposed éreatnr or cause of
the universe. Cosmology is problematic because it involves
"gpeculation which so far exceeds the narrow bounds of human
understanding”*®- Anthropomorphism, in regard to the de-—
scription of a creator, attempts to transcend the limita-—
tions of human understanding. This point is central to my
analysis and I will return to it later. But it is signifi-
cant that Philo’s approach develops from Demea’s basic ob-—
servations.

Demea’s objection to Cleanthes’ anthropomorphism in-

cludes an association of anthropomorphism with human ar-—
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rogance. It is a sign of the "graossest and most narrow
partiality”2*+ to advocate an anthropomorphic concept of God.
If arrogance is perceived in anthropomorphism, it is doubly
apparent in anthropocentrism. The label of anthropocen-—
trism, attached to a cosmological theory, suggest that the
theory makes humanity and its position in the universe,
central to understanding the universe. A theory that places
such emphasis on human beings is said to be an expression of
arrogance because it assumes that human beings are more
important than other things. Anthropocentrism demonstrates
the same unjustified bias in favour of human beings as the
*model of the universe" as anthropomorphism does.

George Greenstein, in his book The Symbiotic tUniverse,
presents criticisms of anthropocentrism that are similar to
Demea’s objections. The defect of anthropocentrism, accor-
ding to Greenstein, is that it is a religious concept and
religion should be avoided when developing a theory.
Greenstein may oppose religion, while Demea supported it,
but they both see a pre-occupation with human beings as a
shortcoming in a cosmological theory. Greenstein thinks
that the espousal of anthropocentric doctrines is a reflec—-
tion of a "prescientific mentality”*? indicative of reli-
gious thinking. Greenstein’'s criticisms of religion and
anthropocentrism develop as a response to the accusation
that his own theory of a mutual dependence between the uni-

verse and living things is an anthropocentric theory. In



defending his views, Greenstein states that the Scientific
Revolution was a “direct frontal attack on a number of doc-
trines of the Christian faith"*® He concludes that the
transition from Theistic to Copernican cosmology was the
gradual replacement of a religious system with a scientific
theory. In the process any justification for anthropocen—
trism was also eliminated*®-

Breenstein believes that religious ways of thinking are
fundamentally misguided when it comes to cosmology. In
fact, Greenstein is so wary of religious thinking that he
worries his own theory may have unintended consequences in
the "combat against creationism"2®- His anxiety is demon-—
strated by his claim that "(n)o scientist worth his salt
would tolerate a return to the prescientific mentality en-—
shrined in notions such as creationism"#**- The use of the
term "combat" indicates that éreenstein perceives a division
between science and religion. Greenstein seems to believe
that only science is equipped to answer questions concerning
the origin and development of the Qniverse. Greenstein’'s
opposition to religion and its anthropocentric doctrines is
not unique. Francois Jacob remarks that "(i)t has been an
ever recurrent problem in the natural sciences to get rid of
anthropomorphism, that is, to avoid endowing various en—
tities with human properties"22- Although Jacob is con-
cerned with anthropomorphism and myth2=r he seems to be

isolating the problem that troubles Greenstein. The pro-
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gress of science has resulted from the elimination of theo—
ries that are based on a pre—occupation with humanity.
Creationism, for example, is an error because it seeks to
reinstate past mistakes by ignoring the conclusions esta-—
blished by science.

1 think Greenstein is correct to challenge creationism,
but I do not think that his criticisms are adequate. If
science is superior to religion in all areas, this super-—
iority must be demonstrated. The application of labels,
such as "religious" or "prescientific", to particular theo-
ries does not establish the validity of alternative, "non—-
religious” or "scientific" theories. If I knowingly present
an anthropocentric theory, the error of this theory must be
shown. Since I may readily acknowledge that my theory is
religiocus, I will not be daunted by the accusation that it
is a religious theorvy.

Greenstein does touch briefly on how this problem can
be resolved. He mentions that Darwin "dethroned humanity
from its central position in the overall scheme of life"Z%-
In this case, the refutation of anthropocentrism is based an
the development of a theory that is a comprehensive explana-
tion of observed phenomena. The virtue of the theory of
evolution is that it provides an explanation that does not
require the postulation of a deity and that can explain the
diversity of biological organisms in a detailed and exten—

sive fashion. The bioclogist, Robert Haynes, describes the
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advantages of the scientific approach in terms that resemble
Greenstein’s admiration of Darwin’s contribution:

Since coherent, abservationally plausible theories

can account for design, in both the physical and

biological domain, science offers no reason to

involve the extra metaphysical baggage some would

lay upon us with ‘god’ hypotheses.=2®
Anthropocentrism, in this context, is rendered superfluous
by the development of a theory that does not describe the
development of life as the result of conscious planning.
There is no reason to suppose that God has intended the
universe to be suited for human existence.

The introduction of the theory of evolution into the
discussion affects both anthropomorphic and anthropocentric
cosmological theories. In regard to anthropomorphism, the
theory of evolution suggests that the existence of a uni-
verse conducive to life does not have to depend on an intel-
ligent creator. 0One of the major assumptions of the argu-—
ment from design is that only a God "somewhat similar to the
mind of man" is capable of creating a universe suited for
the existence of human beings and other life forms. The
theory of evolution proposes that the presence of life in
the universe is a result of the cperation of material forces
unguided by a designing agent. I will return to this point
when I discuss Philo’'s presentation of alternative accounts
of design in the universe.

Anthropocentric cosmology is countered by the claim

that human existence was not preplanned or predestined. The
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theory of evolution argues that humanity’'s place in a biolo-
gical hierarchy was not the result of a divine blueprint.
Therefore, the belief that the universe was ordained for
human benefit is highly suspect. Human beings are not ne-—
cessarily "special objects of attention"2#- However, the
replacement of an anthropocentric doctrine by a theory of
evolution does not automatically expose the weaknesses of
anthropocentrism itself. Traditional creationism may be
undermined by Darwin’s theory, but this conclusion does not
entail that anthropocentrism is beyond repair. Later, I
will discuss how cosmology could benefit from a "new anthro-—
pocentrism"2”>

The development of a non—-religious anthropocentrism
would weaken the distinction Greenstein draws between valid
scientific thinking and invalid, prescientific thinking. In
order to banish anthropocentrism from the cosmological en-
terprise, Greenstein has to establish that anthropocentrism
in cosmology is always a mistake and not just a mistake
associated with religion and other "primitive" ways of thin—
king. The scientific methodology may normally entail a
distrust of anthropocentric doctrines. The cumulative suc-—
cess of science inspires the v;ew that only non—anthropocen-
tric science can reveal the true nature of the universe.

But since Greenstein has not based his refutation of anthro-
pocentrism on a general proof of the validity of science,

his rejection of anthropocentrism appears to be a reflection
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of his personal preference for scientific theories. Without
a demonstration of why science is always better than reli-
gion, all Greenstein has done is shown why he dislikes reli-
gious theories. We may agree with Greenstein, but that does
not mean that he has presented a complete dismissal of an—
thropocentrism.

The other shortcoming of Greenstein’'s abjection to
anthropocentrism is the absence of a general consideration
of the cosmological enterprise. A complete cosmological
theory should try to account for the existence of the un—
iverse as a whole. The theory of evolution, which
Greenstein presents as an alternative to anthropocentrism,
is not concerned with the universe as a whole. Rather, the
theory explains particular features of the observed uni-
verse, namely the development of biological organisms. It
is not clear, at this stage, that other features of the
universe may not call for explanations that presuppose that
human existence is an essential feature of the scheme of
things. I will return to this issue when I discuss the
possibility of a non—-religious anthropocentrism. I think,
however, that it should be understood, at this stage, that
the theory of evolution is not a complete explanation of the
entire universe.

My remarks indicate that the theory of evolution enters
into the cosmological enterprise as a proposed answer to

questions concerning the particular structure of the uni-
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verse. These questions are part of the cosmological enter-—
prise, but they are not the only gquestions being asked. In
this regard, the theory of evolution is primarily a scien—
tific theory with limited application in the realm of cos—
mology. Such a description complies with Jacob’'s overall
characterization of the aim of science.

For science does not aim at reaching a complete

and definite explanation of the whole universe.

It proceeds by detailed experimentation on limited

areas of nature. It looks for partial and provis-—

ional answers for certain phenomena that can be
isclated and well defined.=2®
Greenstein, therefore, is taking a theory relevant to "limi-
ted areas of nature” and making it the model for determining
what is a proper cosmological theory. His criticisms of
anthropocentrism are limited because the theory that re-—
places it isg itself limited in application.

Anthropocentrism can be excluded from the cosmological
enterprise if it is shown that there is no evidence that can
support anthropocentric cosmological theories. However,
this exclusion cannot be based solely on the claim that
anthropocentrism is the wrong kind of thinking. As I have
argued, such a response is the expression of a preference
for particular ways of thinking and can also involve the
extension of theories to cover matters outside of their
intended domain. The position that I believe leads to a
more successful analysis of anthropocentrism and anthropo-—

morphism argues that the nature of human experience does not

allow for the acquisition of evidence to support these theo-
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ries. There is something about the relationship between
human beings and the universe as a whole that prevents the
establishment of any particular cosmological explanation.
The following chapter provides the foundation of my position

through an analysis of anthropomorphism.
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CHAPTER TWO

I have discussed why certain objections to anthropomor-
phic and anthropocentric cosmology are limited in effective-
ness. In the process, I mentioned that a better response
can be developed from Philo’'s comments on anthropomorphism
in the Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. To understand
this position, it is necessary to understand the view that
inspires Philo’'s analysis. Philo joins Demea in criticizing
Cleanthes” anthropomorphic conclusions. Demea is unable to
refute Cleanthes’ position because Demea limits his remarks
to emphasizing that Cleanthes is mistaken and that he mis—
represents the nature of God. 1In other wo;ds, Demea de-—
clares what the nature of God must be and this declaration
is intended to stand as a refutation of anthropomorphism.
Philo, at this stage, intervenes and provides the analysis
of anthropomorphism that Demea is unable to develop.

Philo does not think that Cleanthes’ anthropomorphism
is justified. Cleanthes derives his conclusions from what
Philo believes is a faulty comparison between the products

of human artifice and the universe. In particular,

Cleanthes compares the universe to objects that are manufac-

22
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tured for certain purposes. His comparisons are intended to
show that the universe was created in a way analogous to how
human beings manufacture machines and other devices. If it
is possible to demonstrate that the universe is the result
of a manufacturing process, then Cleanthes believes it is
also possible to conclude that there is an agent respaonsible
for this process, namely God.

The aspect of manufactured cbjects that Cleanthes fo-~
cusses on is that of design. Manufactured objects are said
to be designed by their makers. For example, a watch* is
able to keep track of time because of the conscious effort
of the watchmaker. The watchmaker imposes order on the
materials that compose the watch. He does so with a par—
ticular purpose in mind. The successful operation of the
watch is also attributed to the efforts of the watchmaker.

In comparing the universe and manufactured objects,
Cleanthes presents evidence intended to show that the struc-
ture of the universe is not an accidental occurrence. The
natural world does not appear to be assembled in a haphazard
fashion. There is too much interdependence and interaction
among the components of the universe to suppose that the
total system is a product of coincidence. Cleanthes ex-
claims, "Loock round the world: contemplate the whole and
every part of it: You will find it to be nothing but one

great machine . . ."2®- A survey of the natural world, in
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whole and in part, supposedly presents reasons for believing
that the universe was manufactured.

The mechanical operation of the universe is viewed as
sufficient for establishing that there is an intelligent
designer responsible for the creation of the entire uni-
verse. Cleanthes concludes that the universe was produced
by an intelligent agent, even though the creation of the
universe is not something that has been observed. Cleanthes
uses the example of the human eye to support his case:

Consider, anatomize the eyej; survey its structure

and contrivance, and tell me, from yvour own feel-

ing, if the idea of a contriver does not flow in

upon you with a force like that of a sensation.™
An examination of the eye, in isclation from the rest of the
universe, is taken as a powerful proof that the structure of
the universe is the product of intentional activity.

The strength of Cleanthes’ conclusion that the universe
was manufactured by an intelligent agent, depends on the
number of similarities there are between the universe and
manufactured objects. The more the universe resembles a
machine, the stronger the conclusion that the universe was
created in the same way. The following passage indicates
that Cleanthes believes there are more than enough similari-
ties to justify his conclusion:

The curious adapting of means to ends, throughout

all nature, resembles exactly, though it much

exceeds, the productions of human contrivancejg
human design, thought, wisdom and intelligence.“
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An anthraopomorphic concept of God is a natural exten—
sion of this analogy. Since the comparison is between the
universe and the products of human artifice, there is an
implication that the creator of the universe is endowed with
human attributes. God is seen as "human—like" because his
works are described as being similar to those of human be—
ings. Cleanthes is aware of the consequences of his ana-
logy. He asserts that only an anthropomorphic concept of
God can make sense of the ascription of intelligence to God.
In response to Demea’s claim that God cannot be described as
similar to the human mind, Cleanthes states that:

A mind whose acts and sentiments and ideas are not

distinct and successive, one that is wholly simple

and totally immutable, is a mind which has no

thought, no reason, no will ... or, in a word, is

no mind at all.®
For Cleanthes, any attempt to describe God as having mental
states involves depictingABod as being similar to human
beings.

Philo exploits Cleanthes’ own "rules of analogy”® to
challenge the conclusion that God is "somewhat similar to
the mind of man, though possessed of much larger faculties

«"7- Philo insists that "much larger faculties" cannot be
construed as a "claim to infinity in any of the attributes
of the Deity”"®- The rule of analogy that Philo refers to in
making this claim is that "Like effects prove like causes"®-

According to Philo, the effect in question, the universe,

does not establish the existence of an infinite cause. The
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analogy is based on the observation of features in the natu-
ral world. Individual observations of machine—like opera-—
tions in the world do not demonstrate that their cause is
infinite. God may require "much larger faculties” to create
the universe, but observation does not indicate that God
must be infinite. Even if it is assumed that the universe
is infinite, the comparison that Cleanthes makes is between
the universe and things that are obviously finite in nature.
Human beings and the products of human artifice are not
things that are described as infinite. The analogy cannot
establish the existence of an infinite creator.

Philo raises similar points concerning the ascription
of perfection to God. He argues that if the comparison
between manufactured objects and the universe justifies any
conclusion concerning God, it is the conclusion that God is
finite and imperfect1®- Philo also presents reasons for why
it is tempting to think that there is more than one Deity
responsible for the creation of the universe. Most manufac-—
tured objects require the input of more than one person*?*-
Therefore, why not suppose that more than one Deity con-
tributes to the creation of the universe?

The cumulative effect of Philo’'s analysis is a chal-
lenge to Cleanthes’ analogy. Cleanthes argued that the
similarities between the praoducts of human artifice and the
natural world established that God is comparable to human

beings and that God created the universe. Philo questions
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whether these similarities really exist. The problem that
emerges for Cleanthes is whether or not his analogy reveals
God as Cleanthes envisions Him. God, in this context, is an
all-powerful, all—-knowing being capable of creating a uni-—
verse that He has designed. However, these are not the
attributes that Cleanthes has given God. Rather, as Philo
contends, the attributes that Cleanthes gives to God are not
the attributes of God, they are the attributes of human
beings. The defect of an anthropomorphic concept of God,
therefore, is that anthropomorphic attributes are not the
only attributes being sought in God. God cannot be
approached through a comparison with human beings because
the logical ocutcome is that God is nothing more than a
"large" human being. But God must be more than a human
bheing, he must be infinite and perfect and these are not
human attributeg.

Philo has demonstrated why anthropomorphism is incom—
patible with the theistic definition of God. In the pro-
cess, Philo has also undermined the use of the design ana—
logy as a vehicle for obtaining knowledge of God. The first
problem is the one that motivated Demea’s objections. The
second problem emerges from Philo’s analysis of Cleanthes’
position. The former is only a problem if a particular view
of God is presupposed. The latter, on the other hand, a-
rises from Philo's concern with the method Cleanthes em—

ploys.
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Because Philo’'s criticisms are inspired by Cleanthes’
analogy, these criticisms appear to be limited to that ana-
logy. An anthropaomorphic concept of God that is derived
from analogy, may be unjustified, but only in so far as this
concept af God is not supported by the analogy used. The
possibility remains, however, for anthropomorphism to be
reinstated in different ways. If the design analogy was
abandoned, the claim could be made that an anthropomorphic
God is known through revelation or introspection. In either
case, Philo’'s criticism of analogy would have no effect
because, quite obviously, no design analogy was being used.
On the other hand, a design analogy could still be used to
argue for the existence of anthropomarphic gods, as long as
it was acknowledged that these gods are not like the god
defined by traditional theism. Philo’'s criticisms would not
apply because such a position is compatible with Philo’'s
criticisms. Philo even suggests this version of anthropo-
morphism when he asks Cleanthes, "why not become a perfect
anthropomorphite? Why not assert the deity or deities to be
corporeal, and to have eyes, a nose, mouth, ears, etc."1=
As 1t stands, the analysis presented so far has not dealt
with such variations in anthropomorphic thinking.

I have left the analysis of anthropomorphism at very
much the same point where Greenstein left the analysis of
anthropocentrism. Greenstein’'s objections to anthropocen-—

trism were, in part, inspired by concerns over method. The
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method that gives rise to anthropocentric doctrines is one
Greenstein thinks is ;mpermissible in cosmology. Likewise,
Philo’'s starting point is a demonstration of why the method
of design analogy is suspect in theistic cosmology. How—
ever, the anthropomorphism that results from this analogy is
only one form of anthropomorphism and the design analogy is
only one particular method for generating anthropomorphic
conclusions.

In order to uncover a more significant treatment of
anthropomorphism in Hume’'s Dialogues, a distinction must be
drawn between what Philo says on behalf of Demea and Philo’'s
own position. When Philo volunteers a response to anthropo-
morphism, an alliance is created hetween Philo and Demea.
Philo’'s initial dissection of Cleanthes’ analogy can be
interpreted as a manifestation of this alliance. Philo, at
one point, acknowledges the existence and function of the
alliance with Demea. Philo reassures Demea that:

I argue with Cleanthes in his own way and, by

showing him the dangerous consequences of his

tenets, hope at last to reduce him to our

opinion.*=
Philo commences to argue from the perspective of traditional
theism. In this regard, the discussion starts as a theo-
logical debate over the "nature of God"24-

The alliance between Demea and Philoc turns out to be
short—-lived. Demea suspects that Philo maybe “a more dan—
gerous enemy than Cleanthes himself"*®- Demea’s revelation

results from his realization that Philo is making extreme



claims concerning religious matters. At one stage, Philo
declares "that I have still asserted that we have no data to
establish any system of cosmogony"*®- This confession indi-
cates that Philo’'s alliance with Demea is not based on com—
plete agreement. Philo claims to be consistent throughout
his treatment of cosmogony, even though he raises points
that Demea finds objectionable. Philo’'s confession also
reveals the radical nature of his approach. He is denying
the existence of any evidence that supports cosmogony.

When Philo speaks of "cosmogony”, he is referring to
the activity of describing the origin or cause of the uni-—
verse. Therefare, in regard to the distinction I drew esar-—
lier, Philo views cosmogony as limited to questions concern-—
ing why the universe exists. This interpretation is based
on Philo’'s description of Cleanthes’ argument. Cleanthes”
discussion of design is intended to establish that the “uni-
verse sometime arose from something like design"*7- The
idea of the universe "arising" indicates that the guestion
being asked is one of origin. The main issue under con-
sideration is what do the particular features of the uni-
verse reveal about its initial cause.

Philo maintains that the problem with questions con-—
cerning the origin of the universe is that the creator or
cause of the universe cannot be described. Human beings
cannot solve the problem of why there is a universe because

they do not have the data to support any particular con-—
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clusion. Cleanthes believes that the universe "arose" from
the activities of an anthropomarphic creator but Philoc con—
tends that this doctrine lacks the appropriate evidence.

The key to Philo’s argument is the principle that “Experi-
ence alone can point out ... the frue cause of any
phenomena"*®- According to Cleanthes, experience of order
and purpose in the universe "points out” that an anthropo-
morphic God is the "true cause”" of the universe. Philo
questions whether human beings can describe the cause of the
universe because they do not seem to have the capacity to
experience the universe in the appropriate way. Without the
praoper experience of the universe, it is impossible to make
inferences concerning the cause of its existence.

The cause or creator of the universe cannot be des—
cribed, according to Philo, because human experience is "so
imperfect in itself and so limited in extent and
duration”"*¥- The spatial and temporal finitude of human
experience destroys any chance of describing what is respon-
sible for the existence of the universe. Underlying this
view is the assumption that the nature of experience deter-
mines what is knowable. The problem of description, there-
fore, is a problem of knowledge. The cause or creator is
unknowable and cannot be described because human beings do
not have the proper experience of the universe to make such

knowledge claims.
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The limitations of experience impose two restrictions
on the cosmological enterprise. First, the cause of the
universe in itself is not something that can be experienced.
This limitation holds whether the cause of the universe is
viewed as part of the universe or as something outside the
universe. If the cause of the universe is believed to be
part of the universe, it cannot be encountered through dir-
ect experience. Human beings, due to their limited percep-—
tion, do not have access to the actual event of creation.
Any knowledge, in these circumstances, would be based on the
observation of residual effects. Even if the cause con-
tinued to exist as part of the universe, its acting as a
cause would not be perceived. If the cause of the universe
is viewed as being "outside" of or independent of the uni-
verse, it still remains completely inaccessible. Human
experience is limited to things that exist in space and
time. A cause ocutside the universe is not in space and time
or else it would be part of the universe. By definition, a
cause outside the universe is something outside of ordinary
sense experience.

The second restriction placed on the cosmological ent-
erprise by the limits of human experience is that the uni-
verse, defined as the totality of existing things, is not
something that falls within the bounds of possible experi-—
ence. Philo notes that our limited sense experience "can

afford us no possible conjecture concerning the whole of
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things"2®- Any attempt at describing the cause of the uni-
verse, without direct experience of this cause, presupposes
that we are familiar with the entire universe. Without
access to the entire universe, we lack the data required for
pinpointing the cause of the universe. To have knowledge of
the cause of the universe, based on experience of the uni-
verse, the full effect of this cause must be apparent. But
the universe, the effect in this case, exceeds the spatial,
temporal limits of human experience. Therefore, the cause
of the universe is unknowable because the complete result of
this cause is unknowable.

The problems that a lack of proper experience creates
for the cosmological enterprise can bhest be understood
through a comparison with everyday activities of understand-—
ing. Philo states that "familiar objects"=®* are not very
well understood. Given this situation, he wonders how "can
we decide concerning the origins of worlds or trace their
history from eternity to eternity"22® if we have difficulty
understanding "the coherence of the parts of a stone..."257
The subject matter of cosmology makes it more problematic
than other empirical problems. If we have trouble with
objects that fall within the realm of ordinary experience,
it seems unlikely that we will be more successful with the
universe, which far exceeds our perceptual limitations.

The solution Philo proposes for overcoming the dif-—

ficulties of cosmology is to "never look beyond the present



material world"2<4- The desire to know the origin of the
universe arouses "an inquisitive humor which it is impos-—
sible ever to satisfy"=2®- The cause of the universe remains
beyond human experience and speculation does not lead to
concrete results.

The major assumption that Philo makes in this attack on
cosmology is that a partial experience of the universe is
insufficient to establish the cause of the existence of the
universe. It could be said in response that Philo demands
too much evidence. Limited experience of the universe re—
veals enough for "praobable conjecture” concerning the uni-
verse as a whole. A complete experience of the universe
would be the standard if the goal of the cosmological enter-
prise was certainty. Adequate accounts of the creation of
the universe could be developed that show what the genuine
cause of the universe is most probably. However, the dif-
ficulty facing this line of argument is that it does not
mention or indicate how the adequacy of proposed accounts
can be tested. It must be stressed that a theory of what
causes the universe to exist cannot be bolstered by an ap—
peal to direct experience of the cause. For this reason,
all proposed accounts are conjecture. Without a way of
judging their adequacy, all accounts, based on some inter—
pretation of a partial experience of the universe, are ade-

quate. Philo claims that without the proper experience, all



accounts of the origin of the universe ars on "equal foot-
ing"=e-

FPhilo argues that an indirect knowledge of the cause of
the universe depends on a selective interpretation of the
available evidence. To prove his point, he extends his
initial analysis to include alternative accounts of design
in nature. In one way, these alternatives function as furt—
her examples of why Cleanthes’ anthropomorphism is unfound—
ed. But, in another way, these examples bring out the cent-
ral problem with cosmology. These alternative accounts of
design are fully compatible with the available evidence.
However, Philo does not think that there is a method for
deciding which of these accounts is the correct view. As
long as two alternatives explain what is observed, there is
no reason to accept one over the other. All conjecture
concerning the cause of the universe is considered equally
acceptable.

Philo deliberately presents theories that Cleanthes and
Demea see as quite unusual. Philo cites, for example, the
Brahmin belief that "the world arose from an infinite spid-
er, who spins the whole complicated mass from his
bowels..."2”7- He even proposes that the universe is a vege-—
table that "grew" like other plants2®- These accounts ex—
plain observed phenomena and employ methods similar to those

commonly employed in cosmology. As Hurlbutt notes, these
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counter—proposals function as "reductio ad absurdum argu-
ments"=2% that are:

calculated to show that...one can, by precisely

the same methods of analogy and from the same kind

of evidence, deduce a number of conclusions about

the proposed cause of the universe that are remar-

kably obnoxious to those who accept traditional

religious doctrines.=®
Hurlbutt tends to view these "reductios" as part of Philo’'s
project of discrediting the claim that the design argument
is scientific™*- While I admit that Philo's arguments can
be viewed this way, I do not think that their application
has to be so narrow in its scope.

The significance of Philo's alternative hypotheses is
that they are coherent accounts of how the universe may have
been created. Demea and Cleanthes may prefer other theories
but such preference cannot be a result of their being a more
coherent account of observed phenomena. In this context,
anthropomorphism is a problem because anthropomorphism is on
the same level as the examples Philo presents. Therefore,
it is not really important that anthropomorphism is derived
from an analogy or that it is obnoxious to traditional the-
ism. The real issue is that the evidence that supports an
anthropomorphic cosmological theory is easily countered by
interpretations that either view the evidence in a new way
or that highlight different observations that "point out®

other possible causes. Regardless of how the evidence is

compiled or presented, nothing establishes anthropomorphism



as the most probable description of the cause of the exis-
tence of the universe.

The problem with anthropomorphism is the problem with
cosmology in general. Since human beings cannot directly
experience the cause of the universe or the universe as a
whole, there is no way to assess the accuracy of proposed
descriptions of the cause of the universe. Unlegs there is
the possibility of uncovering the truth, there is no com-—
pelling reason to suppose that one description approximates
the truth more than any other. Philo states, in support of
his position, that:

I believe that I could, in an instant, propose

other systems of caosmogony which would have some

faint appearance of truth, though it is a thou-—

sand, a million to one if either your or any one

of mine be the true system.>=2
To put it succinctly, anthropomorphism is a mistake because
it is an attempt at describing something that cannot be
described.

I have reached the point where Demea’s reaction to
anthropomorphism can be evaluated in terms of Philo’'s over-
all analysis of cosmology. The major asset of Demea’'s posi-
tion is that he recognizes the cognitive disadvantages of
being human. Demea thinks that the "infirmities of our
nature">> are an obstacle in the way of knowledge of God's
being. Human beings are not equipped to perceive and know

God s perfection. In contrast with Philo, Demea does not

remain true to this conviction. Demea believes in the “a-
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dorable mysteriousness of the Divine Nature“”>* and that "his
attributes are perfect..."=®- Even this vague description
of Bod involves speculation. If God is truly incomprehen-—
sible, it does not seem possible to make any claims concern-—
ing his nature. Demea’s recognition of the limits of human
experience does not prevent him from speculating about the
unknowable.

The other strength of Demea’s position is that he
doubts whether the use of analogy and other indirect proofs
is a productive approach to knowing God. In reaction to
Cleanthes’ analogy, Demea raises the following objection:

What! No demonstration of the being of God! No

abstract arguments! No proofs a priori! ... Can

we reach no farther in the subject than experience

and probability?~e
Demea suspects that Cleanthes’ method reduces the idea of
God to the level of conjecture. The probabilistic reasoning
that Cleanthes pursues leads directly to Philao's skeptical
conclusions. If God is only known through empirical me-
thods, then Demea thinks it is possible to doubt whether God
exists because "the infirmities of our nature" stand in the
way. However, if Demea makes claims about God’'s being, such
as naming the divine attributes, he will encounter the same
difficulties that Cleanthes does. Philo would ask how human
beings can know anything about a God that they cannot ex-—

perience. Demea thinks that the emphasis on experience

renders all religion "totally precarious and unsatisfac-—



tory"=7- In the end, Demea will still insist that a know—
ledge of things outside experience is a genuine possibility.

I have maintained that Demea prefers the traditional
definition of God, but preference alone does not demonstrate
the superiority of a position or the weaknesses of opposing
views. Demea is not really interested in whether the an-
thropomorphic conception of Bod is a coherent description of
the cause of the universe. Rather, his concern seems to be
the irreligious overtones of Cleanthes’ attempt to fathom
God s nature. Demea sees Cleanthes’ project as being almost
as contemptible as "the impiety of denying his (God 's) exis-
tence"=®- Philo also disagrees with Cleanthes, but presents
; more worthwhile analysis. In the process, Philb'shows
that Demea’s preference cannot be supported by the claim
that traditional theism is the correct view. The view of
God as crea£or that Demea subscribes to is not based on a
demonstration of the inadequacy of anthropomorphism as a
description of the cause of the universe.

Philo's analysis is also relevant to an assessment of
the role of the theory of evolution in cosmology. The the—
ory can explain the diversity of biological organisms with-
out referring to God as an explanation of design. The theo—
ry of evolution, in this context, is similar to Philo’'s
description of how the natural world could have ordered
itself. Philo, at one point, suggests that the basic mater-—

ial of the world could be "thrown into any position by a
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blind, unguided force">¥- The universe could have, there-
fore, ordered itself without the intervention of an intel-
ligent agent. This suggestion is similar to one that
Richard Dawkins makes in his book The Blind Watchmaker.
Dawkins claims that:

Natural selection, the blind unconscious automatic

process Darwin discovered and which we know is the

explanation for the existence and apparently pur-—
poseful form of all life, has no purpose in

mind... It has no vision, no foresight, no sight

at all. If it can be said to play the role of

watchmaker in nature, it is the blind

watchmaker.4®
Dawkins® portrayal of Darwin’s theory is almost identical in
spirit to Philo’s notion of a "blind, unguided force” order-—
ing the universe. Dawkins goes as far as to assert that the
universe is ordered by "the blind forces of physics"4*- The
"blind watchmaker" that is responsible for "the apparently
purposeful form of all life" is alsc the same watchmaker
that gives the universe its structure.

I agree with Dawkins that the theory of evolution is a
better account of design, in the biological context, than
the concept of an anthropomorphic God. This conclusion may
appear inconsistent with my overall pasition but my reason-
ing is based on the dual character of the cosmological en-
terprise. The theory of evolution explains why the observed
universe has particular features. In other words, it is a
"coherent and observationally plausible theaory”42 of the

development of life on this planet. However, the success of

the theory in this regard does not entail that it can be
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used to account for the existence of the universe as a
whole. The "blind forces of physics" do not necessarily
explain the existence of the universe or even why these
forces work. They can explain the orderly nature of the
observed universe, but they do not account for the origin of
the entire universe. In this regard, the blind forces of
physics answer questions concerning the structure of the
universe rather than questions concerned with its initial
cause.

Two problems stand in the way of an extension of the
"blind forces" hypothesis to cover the question of the ini-
tial cause of the universe. First, this move challenges the
role these theories play in the enterprise of science.
Following Jacob, I have claimed that science does not seek a
complete explanation of the entire universe®*=- It may be
worthwhile to suggest that the concept of science should be
revised to include explanations of the entire universe, but
this conceptual revision would not alter the fact that the
theory of "blind forces"” develops from limited observations
and not from a complete survey of the universe. The second
problem arises because of Philo’s claim that conclusions
concerning the universe as a whole cannot be decided by
limited experiences. If the theory of "blind forces" is
taken to be a replacement for the anthropomorphic concept of
God, the result will be speculation concerning the creator

of the universe based on inferences from limited observa-
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tions. To use the theory as an account of the origin of the
universe would either involve the claim that the universe
designing itself explains its existence or that a universe
ordered by blind forces needs no further explanation.

The first of these two options is definitely specula-
tive in that it takes the blind forces to be the cause of
the existence of the universe. The claim being made is that
a universe ordered by blind forces arises from nothing more
than these blind forces. A theory of this kind is on the
same level as one evoking "god hypotheses"“4* because they
both include a description of the cause or creator of the
universe. Both hypotheses are on "equal footing” because
there is no way of deciding which is a more accurate de-
scription of the cause.

The other option can be interpreted in several ways.
The claim that the existence of blind forces entails no need
for further explanation can be connected to the view that
the universe is uncaused. However, this position is alsco
speculative because it implies that certain alternative
accounts can be eliminated. None of the proposed causes of
the universe is viewed as the actual cause. There is no way
of determining the accuracy of this conclusion. The other
interpretation of this option is that the cause of the univ-—
erse does not need to be considered in order for observed
phenomena to be understood. This interpretation is com—

patible with Philo’s analysis, which means the theory is not
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really intended as an account of the existence of the uni-
verse. What this interpretation involves is an awareness of
how material explanations of observed phenomena do not de—
pend on an underlying theory of the origin of the universe.
Particular features of the universe can be explained by a
theory that does not go outside of the material universe.
The orderly functioning of the universe can be explained by
the "blind forces" hypothesis and there is no need to extend
the enquiry. Any attempt to extend the theory to incor-
porate conclusions concerning the whole of things results in
the project of explanation becoming a speculative venture.

The theory of evolution or any theory involving a
"blind forces" hypothesis can be used to account for ob-
served phenomena. But the existence of the universe, or for
that matter, the blind forces themselves cannot be
explained. In the process of explaining, something must be
taken as given or else the process does not end. From
Philo's perspective it is better to limit our concerns to
the present world and eliminate unproductive speculation.

In this regard, anthropomorphic cosmology is a problem be-—
cause it involves describing the cause of the universe.

Such descriptions cannot be supported by direct experience
or a complete survey of the universe as a whole. Therefore,
the defect of anthropomorphism is that it is a claim to know
something that cannot be known and does not need to be

known.
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CHAPTER THREE

In his book The Symbiotic Universe, George Greenstein
presents his views concerning the nature of the universe.
Greenstein’s book is relevant to my thesis for two reasons.
First, he attempts to criticize anthropocentric cosmological
doctrines. Second, his conclusions concerning the universe
in general can be challenged by Philo’'s analysis. In what
follows, I deal with Greenstein’'s treatment of anthropocen—
trism and argue that his own theory implicitly allows for
anthropocentric conclusions. Although Greenstein does not
embrace anthropocentrism, his own theory suffers from the
weaknesses of anthropocentrism. In other words,
Greenstein’s views may be considered anthropocentric, but
even if they are not described as such, they are open to the
same criticisms. The reason why Greenstein’'s views meet the
same fate as anthropocentric doctrines is because he is
involved in the enterprise of cosmology.

Both anthropocentric and anthropomorphic cosmology
invoke reference to human nature or human purpose in dis-
cussing the nature of the universe. Until now I have

focussed on how anthropomorphism is the "personification" of
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the cause of the existence of the universe. In anthropocen-—
tric cosmology, the structure of the universe is the main
concern. The emphasis is on the apparent goal-directed
nature of the universe. Human beings are taken to be the
end product of the universe and the overall structure of the
universe is made to accommodate their existence. Anthropo-
centric cosmology considers humanity to be the center of
importance in the universe by postulating that the universe
is designed for human beings.

Described in this way, anthropocentric cosmology does
not necessarily maintain that the cause that brings the
universe into existence should be compared to human beings.
An anthropomorphic creator does not have to design the uni-
verse so that it is conducive to human existence. An an-—
thropocentric universe can be described as designed without
the design having to originate with an intelligent, human—
like agent. George Gale, for example, sees a "new post-—
modern anthropocentric perspective”?® as separating anthropo-—
centrism and anthropomorphism. From this perspective, the
creation of human beings is the overriding concern of the
universe without implying that a god, with an intelligence
similar to that of buman beings, is responsible for the
creation of the universe.

Anthropocentric cosmological doctrines answer the ques-—
tion of why the universe exists by reinterpreting the ques-

tion. The answers presented differ from those presented in
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anthropomorphic cosmology because anthropocentrism does not
involve describing the creator or creation of the universe.
Anthropocentric cosmology argues that the universe exists so
that human beings can exist but this claim does not entail
that the existence of human beings is the product of an
intentional act by an intelligent agent. Rather, anthropo—
centric doctrines can be construed as viewing human exis-~
tence as the reason why the universe exits the way it does.

The differences between anthropocentric and anthropo-
morphic cosmology can be illustrated through a discussion of
the different senses of the word "why" as it is used in the
question "why does the universe exist?”. This discussion
employs terminology first introduced by Aristotle. Why, in
the context qf anthropomorphism, asks why does the universe
exist in the first place. In other words, the question is
interpreted as a question concerning the efficient cause of
the universe. In anthropomorphism, the intelligent, human-—
like agent responsible for the creation of the universe is
the efficient cause. The "why" in anthropocentric cosmology
is concerned with the final and formal causes of the uni-
verse. The final cause is the purpose of the universe or
the goal toward which it is directed. The purpose of the
universe can be described without considering the efficient
cause. The universe can have a purpose or goal without this
purpose or goal implying anything specific about the creator

or efficient cause of the universe. In anthropocentric
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cosmology, human existence is the goal of the universe and
this goal may not be intended by the agent or force respon—
sible for the initial creation of the universe.

In my presentation of anthropocentric cosmology, the
discussion of the final cause of the universe is tied to a
consideration of the formal cause. The formal cause is what
is being sought when the "why" in the questiﬁn “why does the
universe exist?" is interpreted as inquiring about the
structure of the universe. The formal cause accounts for
the overall structure of the universe. In anthropocentric
cosmology, the development of the structure of the universe
is controlled by the final cause. The purpose directs the
structure of the universe so that human beings can exist.
The existence of human beings is, therefore, the formal and
final cause of the universe.

There is é strong temptation to view anthropomorphism
and anthropocentrism in cosmology as identical. This temp-
tation arises from attempts to make sense of the ascription
of a goal or purpose to the universe. 6Goals and goal-di-—
rected behavior are normally associated with agents capable
of having an awareness of goals. Since the universe is not
assumed to be a consciocus agent, something else must be
moving it toward its goal. God or some other intelligent
agent, comparable to human beings, is introduced to account

for the goal-directed nature of the universe.
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In this context, Cleanthes’ anthropomorphic cosmology
has anthropocentric implications. God, according to
Cleanthes, intends the universe to be the way it is=2- In
the process of creation, God designs things so that human
beings can exist. Despite this anthropocentric aspect,
however, it is possible to employ Cleanthes’ design analogy
independently of a consideration of human beings. The or-—
derly nature of the universe can be seen as evidence of
design without including reference to how this order makes
human existence possible.

Greenstein, on the other hand, insists that anthropo-
centrism is a manifestation of anthropomorphic religious
doctrines. In his evaluation of a universe well-suited for
life, Greenstein entertains the following questions, only to
dismiss them as misguided:

««shave we at last found their Watchmaker—not

hiding in the petals of a flower, not lodged in

the optical perfection of the eye, but ensconced

within the very laws of nature themselves? Was it

God who created these laws so precisely to our

benefit?>
These questions are misguided because they presuppose that
God can be referred to in an explanation. But it is wrong
"to explain by reference to Bod the fitness of the cosmos
for life..."*- Greenstein argues that the existence or non-
existence of God can be addressed through empirical

methods®- Since there is no way of verifying or falsifying

claims made regarding God’'s existence or his relation to the
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universe, reference to God cannot be incorporated into a
proper explanation.

According to Greenstein, anthropocentrism assumes that
an intelligent God has consciously made the universe for
human beings. When the orderly nature of the universe is
interpreted as "a harmony so perfectly fitted to our
needs"%+» the next step is to take this harmony as evidence
for the existence of God. God, in this context, is de-—
scribed by Greenstein as a "Watchmaker" which makes his con-—
cept of God very similar to Cleanthes’ concept of God as the
intelligent manufacturer of the universe. However, the
association of anthropocentrism with this concept of God can
be avoided if anthropocentrism is no longer viewed as being
concerned with the efficient cause of the universe. The
claim that the universe exists for human beings is not ne-—
cessarily the claim that God created the universe.

A new, anthropocentric cosmology would make human exis-—
tence the goal of the universe without grounding this view
in theological doctrines. Greenstein’s dismissal of anthro-
pocentrism as religious thinking would not apply to this new
position. The starting point of a new anthropocentrism
would be observations that demonstrate how remarkable it is
that human beings exist. One way of challenging this view
is hinted at in Greenstein’s work. In defence of his own
theory, Greenstein argues that the universe is goal-directed

but the goal is not just the existence of human beings.
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Rather, life in general is the goal of the universe.
Greenstein writes,

Nothing I am saying should be taken as implying

that it was us the cosmos conspired to bring into

existence. The conditions required for humanity

to exist are also the conditions required for

every other organism to exist.”

Anthrapocentrism, therefore, is a mistake because the evi-
dence presented to support it also supports non—anthropo-
centric theories. For Greenstein, the central concept in
understanding the universe is the concept of observers, but
not all observers are human. Anthropocentrism is unwar-—
ranted because there is no reason to eliminate other life
forms from the class of observers.

The theory that Greenstein devélops as an alternative
to anthropocentrism is a version of the Anthropic Principle.
The Anthropic Principle is generally concerned with how the
existence of intelligent observers factors into explanations
of the existence or structure of the universe. Earman notes
that the Anthropic Principle "is not a single unified prin-
ciple but rather a complicated network of postulates, tech-
niques and attitudes"®- Despite the diverse nature of An-
thropic Principles, it is standard procedure to make some
basic distinctions. The basic form of the Anthropic Prin—
ciple is the Weak Anthropic Principle. This is primarily a
way of describing the universe. From this perspective,

human existence is taken as a given feature of the universe

and questions are raised pertaining to what this fact re-
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veals about the universe. The answers demonstrate what
features of the universe are required in order for there to
be human observers of the universe. To put it another way,
human beings can only exist if certain conditions are met
and since human beings do exist, these conditions must have
been met. The Weak Anthropic Principle highlights the fea—
tures of the universe conducive to human existence.

There is nothing particularly anthropocentric about the
Weak Anthropic Principle. Although human observers are used
as the starting point, no claim is being made that human
existence is the goal of the universe. The Weak Anthropic
Principle is harmless, in this regard, because it only dem—
onstrates the features of the universe required for human
existence. Greenstein states that the Weak Anthropic Prin-—
ciple "cannot be doubted. It is logically true: true as
only a tautology could be"®- The Weak Anthropic Principle
does not explain anything. It only demonstrates what the
universe is like and does not explain why it is this way.

Even though the Weak Anthropic Principle lacks explana-—
tory power, it does uncover how unlikely the coming into
existence of life in the universe is. There are numerous
conditions that have to be met before life can exist:®-
Greenstein and Gale both cutline how such features of the
universe as the gravitational constant and the expansion
rate of the universe depend on events that occurred long

before life merged on this planet. If these physical fea—
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tures were radically different, life would not have come
about. Gale remarks that,

When all of these demands are conjoined together a

‘window’ of incredibly small dimensions is created

through which the possibility of life must pass.*?

Life can only exist within narrow boundaries. A variation
in the gravitational constant, for example, could bhave meant
that no one would be here to observe the universe.

The Strong Anthropic Principle goes a step further by
claiming that the existence of life is non—accidental.
Barrow and Tippler define the Strong Anthropic Principle as
the principle that "(t)he universe must have these proper—
ties which allow for life to develop within it at some stage
in its history“*2- The universe must exercise some control
over its features to ensure the development of life. The
main assumption of this principle is that the existence of
life requires too many conditions to be met for its develop-—
ment to be a result of coincidence. Greenstein borrows John
Leslie’'s example of a firing squad to illustrate this point.
Life has so many obstacles in its way that its actual de-
velopment is as unlikely as a prisoner surviving a firing
squad because every qun misfired2>- Life exists because it
is somehow required by the universe and not as an accident.

Life, in this discussion, refers to all biological
organisms. Greenstein accepts this concept of life** and
incorporates it into a particular version of the Strong

Anthropic Principle. The Participatory Anthropic Principle
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holds that "Observers are necessary to bring the universe
into existence*®- 0On this view, the universe would not
exist without observers. Barrow and Tippler note that the
Participatory Anthropic Principle tries "to arrive at a
satisfactory interpretation of quantum mechanics”*®- This
description is consistent with Gale’'s summary of the physi-
cist Wheeler’'s initial formulation of the principles:

As Wheeler states, "quantum mechanics must lead us

to take seriously the view that the observer is as

essential to the creation of the universe as the

universe is to the creation of the observer.*”
Greenstein’s formulation of the Participatory Anthropic
Principle does not differ much from the above-mentioned
view. He maintains that there is a relationship of mutual
dependence between the universe and observers. Greenstein
chooses the biological model of symbiosis to describe his
theory. He asserts that there is a unity between observers
and the universe which is analogous to the "mutual inter-
dependency of two organisms, each one required by the other
and neither capable of surviving on its own"*®- There is no
possibility of a universe without observers or observers
without a universe.

The difficulties in explaining the Participatory An-—-
thropic Principle arise from the difficulties of explaining
quantum mechanics. For my purposes, the essential aspect of
Greenstein s use of quantum mechanics is the role of the
observer in determining the results of observation. Without

an observer, sub-atomic particles remain "unreal"” in the
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sense that they lack the attributes of real objects. N.
Herbert summarizes this interpretation of quantum mechanics
in the following way:

-When we measure a certain attribute, we should not

imagine that the electron actually possess this

attribute. Electrons possess no attributes of

their own. An electron’s so—called attributes are

really relations between the electron and its

measuring device and do not properly belong to

either.2*
The act of measuring or observing brings about a synthesis
of the contributions of the electron and the observer to the
measurement or observation. Reality, in common sense terms,
depends an the presence of both the sub—atomic particles and
observers. OGreenstein takes this conclusion to be true of
the entire universe and not just limited to laboratory ex—
periments=2- The conclusion he draws from this interpreta—
tion of quantum mechanics is that observers are an essential
feature of the universe:

In this world nothing is objectively real indepen-—

dent of us. Rather, it is observation that brings

the world into existence.=*

The first problem I have with this conclusion stems
from the ambiguity of the concept of "observers®.
Greenstein rejects anthropocentrism because the conditions
required for human observers are also the requirements for
all other organisms. In the symbiotic universe "the second
partner is all organisms——life itself"22- However, it is

unclear whether Greenstein believes that all organisms are

capable of the observations required to confer reality upon
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the universe. He does not focus on life itself, but on a
particular form of life, namely life that interacts with the
sub—atomic world. An anthropocentric cosmologist would
maintain that Greenstein’'s discussion of the importance of
observers is derived entirely from human examples. For
example, he claims that "nothing is objectively real in-—
dependent of us"2>- By "us", Greenstein does not seem to
mean "all organisms". The evidence employed in the formula-
tion of the Participatory Anthropic Principle is not accumu-
lated by "all organisms”. Greenstein assumes that all life
forms contribute to the creation of the universe, but he
does not present any further evidence to support this as-—
sumption=4- There is no description of how other living
things confer reality on the universe. For all we know, we
may be the only creatures capable of perceiving this "obiec-—
tively real" universe. OGreenstein bases his conclusions on
how the universe appears to human beings and for this rea-
son, he implicitly endorses anthropocentric thinking.

Another guestionable aspect of Greenstein’s position is
his reliance on a concept of "mind" that places the con-
sciousness of the observer "outside" of the quantum world.
If the observer is not in some way independent of the quan-—
tum world, he would not be "objectively real" until he was
brought into existence by another aobserver. In turn, the
second observer would have to be ohserved as well in arder

to be objectively real. The result is either an infinite
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regress of observers or the postulation of an observer that
exists without having to be observed by something or someone
else. Greenstein opts for the latter and accepts Wigner's
tenuous solution to the problem. According to this view,
"the regress of quantum theory terminates..." when "the
nerve impulses of a brain are translated into the awareness
of a mind"2®- Only a mind capable of self-consciousness can
remove the threat of an infinite regress.

Greenstein is troubled by this solution. He writes
that:

Wigner’'s "'mentalist’ interpretation of quantum

mechanics comes close to holding that the mind

stands ocutside all the rest of nature.=+
The "mentalist interpretation" tends to be "supernatural“=7
in its assessment of the concept of mind. Greenstein dis-—
trusts the dualism his theory generates. The interesting
question is not whether dualism is tenable but whether
Greenstein thinks that all organisms have this "awareness of
a mind". If all organisms have the same self-awareness,
Greenstein has to explain why it is not more apparent. The
"minds" of creatures such as snails and slugs do not seem to
be the same as the minds of human beings. There is no ob—
vious reason to assume that snails or slugs=®® have minds
that are "outside all the rest of nature”. For the most
part, the dualism Greenstein describes usually identifies
human beings as the only organisms with this “awareness of

mind”. There is nothing wrong with extending the concept of
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mind to include other life forms. But Greenstein does not
present any reasons for doing so. He tends to think that
his initial dismissal of anthropocentrism guarantees that
all organisms will be viewed as equal, but the observers
that are central to this system appear to be human beings.
Once again, Greenstein has allowed for anthropocentric con-—-
clusions to be drawn from his arguments.

Anaother way of criticizing Greenstein’'s theory is to
point out that he emphasizes some particular aspect of the
universe over all others. 8Specifying observers as essential
to the universe is a problem even if anthropic cosmology is
not viewed as anthropocentric. There are two ways this
point can be connected to Philo’s analysis of cosmology.
First, it can be shown that Greenstein’'s "observer—-centric”
cosmology involves the description of things that cannot be
described. Such a description inveolves the speculation that
Philo warns against. The second criticism builds on this
first problem to show that observer-centered cosmology pre-—
supposes a knowledge of the universe as a whole. But a
knowledge of the universe as a whole is an impossibility,
according to Philo.

Greenstein holds that the universe as a whole is a
“partner” in the “symbiotic"” relationship between the uni-
verse and observers. As he describes the situation, one of
the partners "is a structure not previously suspected as

taking part in such relationships: the universe as a
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whole"2”- Another ambiguocus concept has been introduced.
It is not clear what Greenstein means by "the universe as a
whale". He seems to equate the universe as a whole with the
product of the interaction between observers and the quantum
world. He is prepared to exclude the unobserved sub—atomic
world from this definition of the universe. This inter-—
pretation is based on Greenstein’s description of the condi-
tions required for the existence of life. These conditions
are featuirres of the universe that exist after being
observed. They are "objectively real”. No mention is made
of the unobserved, unexperienced or pre—experienced sub-—
atomic world "conspiring"” to create life. In fact, such a
claim appears to be impossible because it amounts to at-
tributing something to things without attributes. Even
Greenstein’s description aof the universe ignores the sub-
atomic world. He writes that the universe is "a participa-
tory universe; nothing exists unless it is observed”=®-
Only the participation of observers brings the universe into
existence.

Some confusion would be eliminated if Greenstein was
clearer about the concept of existence in this discussion.
He tends to define "existence” as being “"objectively real”.
Nothing exists until it is made objectively real through
observation. What Greenstein does not realize is that the
sub—atomic world, independent of or prior to observation,

must "exist" in some way. Existence in this case is not the
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same as being objectively real. Instead, the sub—atomic
warld exists as a potentially real universe. There must be
something that has the potential of becoming actualized
through observation*- The universe, in this context, does
exist before observation. Otherwise, the "gbjectively real”
universe could not emerge from interaction with observers
because there would be nothing with which the observers
could interact.

Given that the unocbserved universe "exists" before it
is observed, it is clear that Greenstein is not really ac—
counting for the existence of the universe as a whole. He
instead explains how the objectively real, observed universe
emerges through observation. In essence, Greenstein’'s theo-
ry is an explanation of why the universe appears to us the
way it does. In presenting this theory, Greenstein is
forced to speculate on the nature of that part of the uni-
verse that is not observed. Only through such speculation
does his theory avoid being reduced to a tautolagy. As it
stands, Greenstein’'s theory is that the universe brings
observers into existence so that there can be a universe.
However, if "universe" is defined as what is created by
observation, then his theory is equivalent to the view that
there can only be an observed universe if there are
observers. This position differs iittle from the claim that
if no one existed, no one could observe the universe and

there would be no such thing as the observed universe. If
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this is the case, then Greenstein’s theory appears to be a
tautology.

Greenstein takes his theory to be more than an obvious
truth because the mechanics of observing the universe are
more complicated than we might normally suppose them to be.
When 1 observe the universe, 1 do more than look at an ob—
jectively real universe. I contribute to the universe
through observation. But even if what I believe to be ob—-
Jectively real depends on my presence, it does not explain
why the universe exists or even that the universe has to be
the way it is. Rather, all that is really being said is
that if I am referring to something as the universe, I have
to be observing it. It is at this stage that reference to
the unabserved universe becomes a factor. The universe is
not a product of observers alone. The unobserved universe
is what seems to be directed toward the creation of obser-—
vers. The requirement that observers exist must influence
the universe prior to the actual existence of abservers.
But if this is the case, the sub—atomic world assumes a
structure and a goal in the sense that it makes possible the
existence of observers. This position is not a tautology
because it makes the universe a manifestation of the sub-
atomic world’'s "conspiracy" to bring observers into exis-
tence. But Greenstein is not entitled to make such a claim
because the sub-atomic world cannot have properties or be

described independently of observation.
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By Greenstein’'s own admission, human beings cannot know
that the sub—atomic universe is like in itself>=- The pro-
blem created by this lack of knowledge is that it does not
seem appropriate to attribute goal—-directed behavior to the
sub—-atomic world. If human beings do not know that the
universe is like before observing it, it is speculative to
hold that this unobservable universe is directed toward
bringing observers into existence. It is unclear how human
beings can understand the functioning of a sub—atomic world
that defied description. Philo would be critical of
Greenstein’'s theory at this stage because Greenstein is
going beyond the limits of human perception to develop his
theory. There is no way of determining whether Greenstein
has described the nature of the sub-—-atomic world correctly
because it cannot be experienced. There is no evidence that
Qill establish the existence of observers as the goal toward
which the sub—atomic world is directed.

This adaptation of Philo’s analysis may appear to be a
limited evaluation of anthropocentric cosmology because it
relates to theories that involve some concept of an unex-—
perienced universe that is responsible for ordering the
objectively real universe. However, all anthropocentric or
chserver—centered cosmological theories are implicated be-—
cause they invoke reference to an unobservable feature of

the universe. All of these theories posit a reason for why
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the universe is the way it is and this reason is not some-—
thing that can be directly observed.

According to Philo, human beings lack the ability to
experience the universe as a whole>=- But in order to es-—
tablish that human existence is the reason why the universe
is the way it is, it has to be assumed that the universe as
a whole is structured for the purpose of bringing human
beings into existence. Anthropocentric cosmology requires
that other interpretations of the structure of the universe
be eliminated. The underlying assumption is that a limited
experience of the universe is adequate to establish that the
universe is the way it is so that human beings can exist.

Philo would argue that alternative interpretations
cannot be eliminated. In this context, Greenstein’'s evalua-—
tion of anthropocentrism is relevant. There is no reason
for believing that human beings are more important than
other life forms. The conditions that are required for
human existence are the same conditions required by all
other life forms with which we are familiar. The theory of
evolution challenges anthropocentrism by demonstrating that
human beings are not objects of "special attention"=4- QOur
place in the universe is the same as all other life forms on
this planet. Anthropocentrism is, therefore, not the only
available view because the evidence it utilizes supports

other interpretations.
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From Philo's perspective, however, Greenstein’'s coun-—
ter—-proposal is on the same level as the theories he ques—
tiongs. There is no reason to accept Greenstein’'s "observer-—
centrism" over anthropocentrism because there is no way of
deciding which is the more accurate account. Both theories
arise from equally limited experiences of the universe. The
only way to establish one as the correct view is to acquire
a complete knowledge of the universe. But this knowledge is
unavailable due to the limits of human e)xperience.

This conclusion can be supported by an example that is
similar to Philo’'s "reductio" counter—proposals>®- The
purpose of such an example is to show that the debate does
not have to be limited to two positions. In other words, it
is possible to introduce other interpretations of the struc-
ture of the universe into the discussion. For sxample,
imagine that the universe is actually directed toward sus—
taining the life of a particular plant that exists in some
unexplored area of the universe. This plant requires a
certain amount of heat to survive. The heat on its planet
is a little below the amount required to ensure its sur-—
vival. However, the heat that is generated by life on the
planet Earth eventually reaches this plant. This heat is
enough to save the life of the plant. Therefore, if life
did not exist on Earth, this plant would not exist. Human

beings and other living things on Earth are required by the
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universe so that it can sustain the life of this plant,
which is the real goal of the universe.

Life on our planet could now be construed as a partial
end, a "by—-product” of the universe’'s "conspiracy" to create
a certain plant. Greenstein may argue that since this plant
is described as being alive, it is part of the "symbiotic
unity" of life and the universe. But I have made no claims
concerning the plant’s ability to observe the universe,
which is the important detail in Greenstein’'s discussion of
life. The plant may alsoc depend on us to make the universe
"objectively real”, so that it can‘exist the way other
things exist. But even if this is the case, it does not
mean that human beingé are the final goal of the universe in
this example. Human observers exist only so that this plant
can exist.

The implication of this example is that there is no
reason to suppose that life capable of observation is en-
tirely responsible for the way the universe is. Human be-—
ings and other observers may contribute a great deal to the
structuring of the universe and may even be a necessary
component, but their role in this process may not be the
real goal of the universe. When Greenstein’'s theory is
viewed this way, the existence of observers is no more im—
portant than the physical features of the universe that

ensure the development of life. In other words, the pre-
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sence of life is one of the mechanisms employed by the uni-
verse to achieve its goal.

The example of the plant may be challenged on the
grounds that there is no evidence that such a plant exists.
Both anthropocentric and "observer-—centric"” conclusions are
supported by evidence. There are observations that support
these viewpoints. But this response misinterprets the in-
tent of the example. The issue is not that "plant—-centrism"
should be adopted because it is the correct or more accurate
view, but that such alternatives cannot be completely elimi-
nated. A limited knowledge of the universe does not es—
tablish the impossibility of "plant-centrism". UWhen it
comes to judging the overall goal of the universe, the cor-
rect conclusion cannot be discovered. If there is no way of
eliminating the alternatives, then judgment concerning the
goal of the universe should be suspended.

This conclusion is the same as the one put forward by
Philo in reference to anthropomorphic cosmology=*- Philo
would insist that in both cases speculation should be limi-
ted to the "present material world"=7- Seeking a goal re-
sponsible for determining the development of the universe is
the same as going outside the present material world to
locate its creator or discover the nature of its creation.
The goal of the universe is not something directly experi-—
enced. Instead, it is inferred from experience. When such

inferences are made, there is no way of determining their
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accuracy. However, particular features of the observed
universe can still be explained. In this context,
Greenstein’'s agreement with Darwin is relevant. A straight-
forward materialist account of certain phenomena does not
necessarily involve pastulating an overall goal of the uni-
verse. “The blind forces of physics">® can explain the
development of bioclogical organisms without suggesting that
the universe intends this development.

Greenstein’'s evaluation of anthropocentrism can now be
judged in a fashion similar to my previous assessment of
Demea’s position on anthropomorphism. Greenstein does come
close to pinpointing the problem with anthropocentrism. He
presents reasons for doubting that human beings are "special
objects of attention"=%- However, Greenstein fails to see
the logical outcome of his remarks. He still believes that
it is possible to view life as a "special object of atten—
tion". The problem is that it is not difficult to find
reasons for doubting this conclusion as well. In this re-
gard, Greenstein and Demea are guilty of the same oversight.
They think that an alternative hypothesis can supplant the
cosmological doctrines they find unsatisfactory. But it
seems that alternative hypotheses can also replace the posi-
tions they endorse. There is no clear way of demonstrating
why one cosmological viewpoint should be selected aver ano-
ther. The speculative nature of the cosmological enterprise

leaves all such discussions open to the same criticism.
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Demea and Greenstein do not fully realize this problem and
insist that the correct viewpoint can be found. Philo’'s
analysis of cosmoloqy indicates that such decisions amount
to nothing more than expressions of preference. 0Only avoid-

ing cosmology altogether can eliminate anthropomorphism and

anthropocentrism.
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CHAPTER FOUR

The impetus of the discussion in this thesis has been
the need for a critical analysis that exposes the weaknesses
of anthropomorphic and anthropocentric cosmological theor-—
ies. Philo’s analysis emerged as an alternative to the
positions of Demea and Greenstein. Both Demea and
Greenstein presuppose that a rival hypothesis concerning the
first cause or goal of the universe is sufficient to elimin-
ate anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism. The problem is
that it is unclear why a rival hypothesis should be accept-
ed. The virtue of Philo’s analysis is that it demonstrates
that there is no empirical reason for selecting one cos-
mological theory over another. Philo transforms the criti-
cal evaluation of anthropomorphism into an evaluation of the
evidence presented in support of all cosmological theories.
According to Philo, the evidence required to establish any
particular theory as the correct view is unattainable. The
limitations of human experience impose restrictions on what
can be known about the origin or purpose of the universe.

The cumulative effect of Philo’s analysis, however, is

the complete rejection of the cosmological enterprise.
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Philo views the cosmological enterprise as entirely specula-
tive. Without the proper evidence the truth cannot be
known. Speculation, in this context, is deemed unproduc-—
tive. Engaging in such speculation arouses "an inquisitive
humor which it is impossible ever to satisfy"*- Since no
answers can be given, Philo suggests that it is better to
abandon cosmology altogether. The enterprise that should be
given our attention is the project of explaining observed
phenomena. Certain features of the universe can be
explained without entertaining theories about the origin or
purpose of the universe. The "present material world"=® can
be explained and there is no reason to extend these explana-
tions to account for things outside the realm of possible
experience. The question raised by Philo’'s proposal is
whether speculation in cosmology should be dismissed as
unproductive or insignificant. If we recognize our limita-
tions in deciding these issues, must we admit that cosmology
should be abandoned? The cosmological enterprise may be
more important than Philo realizes. I intend to explore two
ways that the cosmological enterprise can be preserved.

First, Philo’'s analysis may be circumvented by an al-
ternative analysis of anthropomorphism that does not involve
an evaluation of the evidence employed in cosmology. This
analysis, if successful, would expose the flaws inherent in
anthropomorphism without raising the question of evidence.

The claim could be made that some cosmolagical theories are
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worse than others and this claim would challenge Philo’'s
belief that all cosmological speculation is on "equal foot-
ing"s- Although this analysis may seem only to delay the
impact of Philo’s attack on cosmolagy, its intent is to
demonstrate that certain theories may be eliminated from
consideration. This alternative to Philo does not deny that
cosmology is, in essence, speculative. However, even though
cosmology is speculative, it is still possible to identify
certain theories as irredeemably flawed.

The flaws of certain cosmological theories are made
apparent through the use of a distinction between theories
that could be verified and those that could never be veri-—
fied. A verifiable theory is one which could, in some ima-
ginable way, be shown to be correct or incorrect. The theo—
ry could be verified, but at the present time, it cannot be.
The obstacles that prevent verification in these cases are
"technical" or "practical"* in nature. The theory could be
established as the correct or incorrect view if certain
limitations could be overcome. We can imagine or describe
how the truth could be discovered even if we are currently
unable to do so®-

A theory that could never be verified may be hindered
by more than technical or practical aobstacles. The theory
itself may not make sense and it is, therefore, impossible
to devise a way of verifying its claims. There is no con-

ceivable way of testing a theory that is so conceptually
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confused that it lacks meaning. Toulmin, in making a simi-
lar point, notes that "once we start to imagine possible
explanations and inquire what observations really serve us,
we come up against grave difficulties”"®- These difficulties
are "conceptual or intellectual difficulties to do with the
sense of the question itself"”- For Toulmin, the difficul-
ties originate with the use of scientific terms in the wrong
context. What I am suggesting, however, is that anthropo—
morphism could be described as a non-sensical doctrine.

This is a claim that Philo does not consider. He makes no
mention of anthropomorphism being incoherent or non—sensi-
cal. The gquestion for Philo is what reason is there for
choosing an anthropomorphic theory over another alternative.
The stronger claim I am considering is that anthropomorphism
is not a plausible view.

Claiming that God or the creator of the universe is
comparable to human beings creates conceptual problems be—
cause Bod or the creator of the universe cannot be conceived
of as human in any way. The mistake, however, is not the
same one Demea and Philo accuse Cleanthes of making. I am
not concerned with whether or not anthropomorphism reduces
God’'s greatness or elevates humanity to the level reserved
for God. My concern is with the attributes given to God or
the creator of the universe. The attributes of human beings-
cannot be the attributes of the creator of the universe.

The attributes of human beings>can only belong to a certain
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kind of thing and the creator of the universe is not that
kind of thing. Anthropomorphism entails ascribing human
attributes to something that is not human. Since our under-—
standing of these attributes is limited to our associating
them with human beings, we cannot understand what it means
for something else to have these attributes.

This position resembles Ryle’'s description of “category
mistakes”. A category mistake results when concepts are
ascribed to "logical types to which they do not belong"®-
Ryle uses the example of the "Average Tax Payer"®- The
Average Tax Payer is not a person in the same way that John
Smith is a person. There is no individual that is desig-
nated as the Average Tax Payer. Therefore, to describe the
Average Tax Payer as wanting lunch or dialing the phone is a
mistaken use of concepts. The Average Tax Payer cannot be
described in this way.

The category mistake analysis of anthropomorphism in
cosmology insists that human beings and the creator of the
universe are in different categories. The question is,
therefore, what is the basis of this distinction? The ob-
vious answer comes from Philo’s analysis. Human beings are
part of the everyday, common sense warld. We have empirical
knowledge of human beings. On the other hand, the cause of
the universe is outside of or beyond human experience. The
category mistake is in ascribing the attributes of something

existing in the spatial, temporal world to samething that
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transcends space and time or that does not appear in space
and time.

This distinction is problematic because it effectively
eliminates any comparison between the creator of the uni-
verse and physical objects. The creator of the universe can
no longer be described in terms associated with the present
material world. If this is the real category mistake, it
does more than eliminate anthropomorphism. There are two
ways of dealing with this problem. The first is to specify
the particular features of human beings that cannot be as-
cribed to the creator of the universe. In this regard, the
problem with anthropomorphism is that it uses a completely
misguided comparison with particular features of the uni-
verse. This misgquided comparison arises from the ascribing
of human intentional states to the creator of the universe.
The second approach to the aforementioned problem is to
abandon all comparison between the creator of the universe
and the physical universe. The next step is to describe the
creator of the universe using a vocabulary reserved for the
description of abstract entities existing cutside of space
and time. The creator of the universe cannot be described
through a comparison with material objects, but that does
not entail that a more appropriate comparison cannot be
found.

In regard to the first approach, the contentious issue

in anthropomorphism is the use of terms associated with
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human intentionality. The creator of first cause of the
universe cannot be described as thinking, willing, believ-—
ing, etc. The category mistake is in attributing mental
states to the creator of the universe. Implicit in this
analysis is the assumption that human beings have encugh
knowledge of the creator of the universe to place it ac-—
curately in the category of things without mental states.
Identifying the attributing of mental states to the creator
of the universe as the conceptual problem in anthropomor-
phism presupposes a knowledge of what attributes the creator
could have. The claim is being made that the first cause or
creator of the universe cannot have certain attributes which
amounts to saying that the first cause or creator cannot be
this way.

The question left unanswered is how can human beings
know what the attributes of the creator of the universe
should be like if experience does not provide sufficient
evidence to establish any particular cosmological theory as
the correct view? This is the question that Philo would
raise. However, evidence cannot become a factor in this
analysis because the category mistake analysis developed as
a way of avoiding questions of evidence. The claim that the
creator of the universe cannot have human attributes re-—
quires evidence to support it. Without an indication of how
evidence can be presented to establish this claim, there

seems to be no reason for isclating mental states as the
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source of the problem in anthropomorphism. An anthropomor-—
phic concept of the creator of the universe appears to be no
different than any other suggested first cause which is
described through comparison with objects of ordinary ex-—
perience. The lack of appropriate evidence makes it dif-
ficult to claim that anthropomorphism is a completely im—
probable view.

The real category mistake, therefore, may be to de-
scribe something that is not spatio-temporal as having the
attributes of things existing in space and time. This con-—
clusion would leave abstract entities as the only things
with which the cause of the universe can be compared. How—
ever, to.éstablish that the cause of the universe has the
attributes of abstract entities, it would be necessary to
know more about the cause. There is no indication of what
features the cause of the universe shares with abstract
entities, other than being outside of space and time. Loca-
ting the proper attributes of the creator of the universe,
in this context, appears to be as difficult as it is in
cases involving comparison with objects of everyday experi-—
ence.

The last move in this analysis is to place the creator
of the universe in a category of its own. Since it seems
impossible to determine whether the creator has more in
common with physical objects or with abstract entities, it

belongs in its own category. Nothing meaningful can be said
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about the creator of the universe using other categories, so
it has to be given its own category. However, in order to
make this classification, something has to be known about
the nature of the creator of the universe. The category
mistake analysis does not allow for such knowledge because
it recognizes the speculative nature of cosmology. There—
fore, claiming that the creator of the universe has its own
category means that we know something about its nature,
namely that it does not belong in other categories.

This conclusion points cut the weakness of the category
mistake analysis. Placing the creator of the universe in a
category requires a certain amount of knowledge of both the
creator and the category. Without this knowledge, there is
no way of determining which proposed category is the proper
category. Anthropomorphism is, therefore, no worse than any
other cosmological theory because human beings do not know
what attributes the creator of the universe must have. Even
though we can claim to know that the creator of the universe
must have the attribute of being able to create the uni-
verse, this knowledge is not helpful. All proposed theories
concerning the creator and creation of the universe assume
that the suggested cause is capable of creating the uni-
verse, The problem remains as to how it can be accurately
described. Since all propsed descriptions include that the
creator is capable of creating the universe, this knowledge

does not eliminate any of the alternatives being considered.
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including anthropomorphism. The possibility remains that
the creator of the universe may have attributes similar to
those possessed by human beings. Anthropomorphism is not
nonsense because the category in which the creator of the
universe belongs is undetermined. There is no reason why
this cannot be the category of things having mental states.
Only knowledge of the cause could eliminate certain theories
from consideration.

The second response to Philo’'s analysis has the same
starting point as the category mistake analysis. From this
perspective, all cosmology is speculative but not all specu-
lation is the same. This position still accepts Philo’s
claim that the truth concerning the origin and purﬁose of
the universe cannot be discovered. However, certain alter-—
natives can be eliminated from consideration, even though
the truth cannot be known. The basis of this approach to
cosmology is a reinterpretation of the questions raised in
the cosmological enterprise. Philo characterizes these
questions as misdirected empirical questions. An empirical
guestion is one that can be resolved by sense experience or
observation. The motivation behind these questions is an
interest in facts. The problem with cosmology is that ex—
perience and observation do not answer these questions. In
this sense, cosmological questions are not genuine empirical

questions even though they appear to be empirical questions.
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For this reason, Philo argues that it is better not to raise
them.

The realization that cosmological questions areg not
genuine empirical questions can be construed as meaning that
they are a different kind of question. In other words,
cosmology can be seen as something other than a straight-
forward empirical science. The questions raised in cosmo-—
logy can be viewed as part of a search for an understanding
of the universe. An understanding of the universe is not
the same as being aware of the exact details of the origin
and development of the universe. Beliefs about these mat—
ters may be incorporated into this understanding but these
details are not the major concern. The search for under-—
standing involves trying to develop a theory that accounts
for the existence of the universe as a whole. The truth
concerning these matters may be unattainable but that does
not prevent the acceptance of particular theories concerning
the universe.

In order to preserve cosmology in the face of Philo’'s
dismissal of cosmological questions, it is necessary to
demonstrate how such speculation increases the human under-
standing of the universe. 0One approach to this problem is
to argue that speculation concerning the origin or purpose
of the universe provides human beings with a sense of aes-—
thetic satisfaction brought about by the contemplation of

and adherence to a cosmological theory. The expression



raesthetic satisfaction” implies that human beings derive
pleasure from thinking that the universe was created in a
certain way or that it has a distinct purpose. Cosmological
theories, in this context, appeal to our sense of what is
beautiful or pleasant. Philo’'s criticism of cosmological
speculation as unproductive fails to recognize the satisfac—
tion created by such speculation. Even though human beings
cannot discaver the truth, they will be tempted to speculate
on these matters. In the end, the theories that are ac-
cepted will reflect the tastes of the individuals involved
in the speculation.

The major weakness of this pasition is that the em-—
phasis on persaonal tastes undermines the claim that cos-
mological speculation results in an understanding of the
universe. An individual primarily concerned with the "beau-—
ty" of a theory is not interested in providing an in;depth
dafence of his choice. The satisfaction provided by the
theory is what matters and there is no impetus to convince
others that this theory is a better explanation of the exis-—
tence of the universe. A critical assessment of cosmologi-
cal theories will more than likely end with the parties
involved resorting to a form of relativism. Each individual
will base his beliefs on what he finds the most pleasing.

In such a situation, there is little indication of how this
enterprise results in an improved understanding of the uni-

verse.
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Closely aligned with the description of the obhject of
cosmological speculation as aesthetic satisfaction is the
idea that human beings have a natural and unavoidable curio-
sity about the universe and their place in it. In this
context, the tendency to speculate on cosmological matters
is more than an interest in finding a beautiful or pleasant
theory. The important measure of a cosmological theory is
how well it satisfies the individual’'s desire to understand
the universe. The goal of cosmological speculation is psy-—
chological satisfaction rather than aesthetic satisfaction.
Toulmin summarizes the psychological aspects of cosmology
when he writes that it:

has reflected the need to recognize where we stand

in the world into which we have been born, to

grasp our place in the scheme of things and feel

at home within it.*®
The "need to recognize where we stand" indicates that cos-
mological speculation fulfills a psychological need. The
emphasis on the human place in the universe makes cosmology
a matter of psychological interest.

This view makes Philo's warning against speculation
appear misgquided. He ignores human nature. Cosmological
speculation cannct be avoided because it is a natural mani-
festation of the desire of human beings to understand their
situation. Cosmological speculation also has some practical
importance. It is a worthwhile endeavor because it can
satisfy certain desires. For example, human beings could be

said to have a natural desire for emotional security. A
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cosmological theory that describes the universe as a product
of a benevolent creator could fulfill the desire for secur-—
ity by removing anxiety about the future. In this case, the
desire to understand the universe is a reflection of the
need to dispel fear. Philo’s position is impractical be-—
cause he does not recognize that cosmological speculation
has the power to reassure and comfort human beings about
things that are natural concerns.

The problem, however, with endorsing the psychological
approach to cosmology is that it is unclear why cosmology
should be primarily interested in making people feel com-
fortable. Many beliefs about the origin and purpose of the
universe may appear aodd aor unfounded even though they may
make certain individuals feel comfortable. Greenstein, for
instance, dislikes anthropocentrism as a theory because it
makes people too comfortable**- The guestion is should
cosmology be made into an enterprise entirely concerned with
making people "feel at home” in the universe.

The answer to this question is similar to the objec-
tions raised against the view that cosmological speculation
is justified as a form of aesthetic satisfaction. In both
cases, theories can be accepted arbitrarily or without much
intellectual consideration. Someone may happen upon a theo—
ry and accept it only because it makes him happy. According
to the positions discussed so far, he needs no other reasons

or arguments to support his choice. The problem is, how-—
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ever, that a theory selected in this fashion has the same
value or significance as a theory supported by more detailed
intellectual considerations. But if cosmology is genuinely
described as a search for understanding, it is necessary to
place greater emphasis on theories which have more intellec—
tual support. Understanding involves a degree of intellec-—
tual effort. The person who arbitrarily selects a theory
does not appear closer to understanding the universe. 1In
fact, "feeling at home" with a theory or deriving satisfac-
tion from it does not appear to be the same as understanding
the universe.

Another problem with approaching cosmology in this way
is that the psychological satisfaction created by a par-
ticular theory may be short-lived if the theory lacks intel-
lectual suppart. If the motive for deciding upon a theory
is psychological in nature, it might be difficult to defend
the theory. Any challenge to the theory, therefore, could
generate doubt in an individual who accepts the theory. The
individual may not be able to answer questions regarding his
theory or convince others that it is a worthwhile position
to accept. If the inability to present a defence does cre—
ate doubt, the individual might experience renewed anxiety.
Since anxiety is one of the things that is supposed to be
removed by the acceptance of a cosmological theory, the
individual would not have gained anything by engaging in

cosmological speculation. In fact, if the individual had
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invested a great deal of hope in a particular theory, he may
be worse off than he was before he adopted a particular view
of the universe*®- In such a case, the disappointment crea—
ted would cancel out any previous psychological benefit.

A more rewarding approach to preserving cosmology is to
maintain that a cosmological theory must be concerned with
the proper subject matter of cosmological questions, namely
the origin and purpose the universe as a whole. The concern
with the universe as a whole is what initially distinquished
the cosmological enterprise from other forms of explanation.
The result of stressing that cosmological speculation shauld
be limited to the universe as a whole is the elimination of
certain theories from consideration. Theories that function
as sxplanations of particular features of the universe do
not qualify as proper cosmological theories. Therefore, the
only theories that are considered genuine cosmological theo-
ries are those that seek to account for the origin or pur-
pose of the entire universe.

The relevance of this conclusion to the discussion of
aesthetic and psychological satisfaction is that adopting a
cosmological theory because of its initial appeal does not
necessarily entail that the theory selected is a proper or
complete cosmological theory. The theory in question may
not adequately account for all observed features of the
universe or the universe as a whole. For example, someone

may be persuaded by an apparent miracle to believe that a



98
benevolent God created the universe. However, his belief
about God does not indicate why the universe also contains
things and situations that throw doubt on God’'s benevolence.
As long as the individual is satisfied by his belief, there
is no reason to consider opposing views. But without this
added consideration, there is no indication that the belief
about God qualifies as a cosmological theory. Instead, the
belief presented explains only one isolated feature of the
universe.

The obvious conclusion is that until the individual
examines the universe in detail and considers his beliefs
carefully, he has no reason to suppose that he has an accep-
table theory. In the process, he may discover that there is
an alternative theory that is a better account of the origin
or purpose of the universe as a whole. For instance, I may
believe that the universe was engineered by a spider. My
affection for spiders prompts me to accept this view. On
closer examination, I realize that my simplistic hypothesis
cannot account for the immense size of the universe. I must
conceive of the spider as not being bound by the constraints
of space and time. A normal, spatioco—temporal spider would
be incapable of creating an infinite universe. With this
added detail, I have transformed my initial hypothesis into
a better theory. In terms of plausibility, a more sophisti-
cated consideration of the universe yields a more plausible

hypothesis.
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In describing cosmolagy this way, 1 have departed from
Philo’'s position. Philo thinks that once human beings ex-—
tend their speculation to include things that cannot be
resolved by sense experience, all hypotheses are equally
likely*=- My view is that, despite any initial, apparent
equality, better versions of cosmological hypotheses can be
found through extensive consideration of the nature of the
universe and what this consideration reveals about the pro-
posed creator and purpose of the universe. Philo insists
that experience is the determining factor. Without direct
knowledge of the creator or a complete experience of the
universe, cosmological questions cannot be answered. But it
seems that contemplation of what is known about the universe
can guide us in discovering the nature of things that are
not experienced. In the process, certain underdeveloped
hypotheses can be eliminated.

In one way, my position resembles the position put
forward by Demea. For Demea, the problem with anthropomor-
phism is that if God can be described as being human, it is
difficult to understand how a human being can create a uni-
verset“- In order to make sense of this doctrine, the de-—
scription of God as human cannot be taken as literal. In—
stead, God is described as possessing attributes comparable
to those of human beings, even though he exceeds human be-
ings in terms of grandeur and perfection. Demea’s reaction

can be seen as béing prompted by the apparent incongruity
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between the nature of the universe and the nature of God
conceived as human. The important point is that the anthro-
pomorphic hypothesis can only survive this initial attack if
it can be adjusted to account for the existence of the en-—
tire universe. Without this adjustment, the doctrine ap-
pears defective when compared to alternatives that more
readily account for the nature of the universe.

According to the view that cosmological theories are to
be selected on the basis of their aesthetic or psychological
appeal, the theory selected does not have to be defended or
revised. If anthropomorphism appears to be in conflict with
our general knowledge of the universe, it would still be
viewed as a viable alternative. Neither position would
insist that further argumentation be presented to support
the hypothesis in question. However, describing cosmology
this way destroys the claim that the prime concern of cos-—
mology is understanding the universe. There is little in-
dication of how such an approach is compatible with the
characterization of cosmology as an intellectual pursuit.

My alternative to the aesthetic and psychological jus-—
tifications of cosmology does share one feature with these
views. The final acceptance of a cosmological theory is not
decided by experience or argument alone. The number of
theories that are considered plausible may be reduced by
arguments and experience, but, in the end, it is still up to

the individual to decide which theory he believes most like-—
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ly approximates the truth. This concession is an unavoid-
able result of agreeing with Philo that empirical methods
cannot decide the matter. Disagreement with Philo, however,
arises over the issue of what speculation can reveal. The
alternative to Philo is to claim that speculation can un-
cover those theories which are the most plausible. After
eliminating certain viewpoints, the decision to accept a
particular cosmological theory becomes the individual’'s
prerogative.

In making this concession, it may appear as if the
emphasis on the intellectual nature of cosmology is unneces—
sary. If the individual decides on the basis of personal
inclination, there seems to be no reason to insist that this
decision only come after extensive deliberation. I stress
the intellectual aspects of cosmology because I have inter-
preted it as a search for understanding. It seems necessary
to interpret cosmology as the search for understanding be-—
cause only this interpretation preserves some of the origi-
nal aspects of cosmological questions. Before considering
Philo's criticisms of cosmology, it may seem as if cosmoclo-
gical questions could be answered. Philo’s analysis makes
it difficult to hold on to this position. But by emphasiz-
ing that cosmology is an intellectual pursuit, we remain
closer to our original beliefs about cosmological questions.
On the other hand, stressing the aesthetic and psychological

aspects of cosmology is tantamount to abandoning any charac-
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terization of cosmology as an intellectual endeavor or a
search for the truth.

In defending cosmological speculation, 1 have argued
that an understanding of the universe may be possible even
if the truth is upattainable. This conclusion is not un-—
usual. The defence of cosmology, in this context, mirrors
similar attempts to preserve religious belief, even though
such beliefs cannot be fully supported by empirical evi-
dence. The argument in favour of religious belief maintains
that the individual is entitled to his beliefs if they can
be "reconciled"*® with other forms of belief. The compari-
son of religion with cosmology will show that both are in-
terested in understanding the universe, despite the aésence
of direct confirmation of hypotheses through sense experi-
ence.

Penelhum, for example, considers the options of theism
and atheism and concludes that neither is "irrational in
relation to the evidence and that neither is regquired by
it*re- The use of the term "irrational" distinguishes these
theories from absurd or guestionable doctrines, such as the
naive version of anthropomorphism mentioned earlier. To say
that a theory is not "irrational"” implies that it can with-
stand some form of rational or critical assessment. But
even with this critical assessment, it is impossible to
determine which of the remaining theories is the correct

view. Penelhum contends that "our world is religiously
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ambiguous”*7 which implies that deciding on or accepting a
theory is not something determined entirely by the nature of
the universe. The ultimate decision in these matters seems
to be a reflection of the individual’‘s inclination to view
the universe in a particular way.

Hallberg also presents a position along these lines.
Hallberg describes how theories that go "beyond what could
be conceivably determined by scientific experimentation®":®
lend themselves to different attitudes concerning the uni-
verse. A theory that depicts the universe as a product of
design may inspire "gratitude or thanksgiving"*® toward the
designer. 0On the other hand, a theory that takes the uni-
verse to be a product of "blind chance”=® may inspire a
"very negative account of our ultimate relationship to our
ultimate context"=*- The difference between these competing
viewpoints results in different personal reactions depending
on the world view presented. Hallberg argues that "neither
choice can be accused of factual error"=2- Adopting a par-
ticular cosmological viewpoint is a decision not justified
by experience. Instead, it is a decision based on a par—
ticular perspective on the universe.

The positions developed by Penelhum and Hallberg defend
ways of thinking commonly believed to be discredited by the
rise of modern science. The relevance of such a defence to
cosmalogy is that cosmological theories are often rooted in

religion and myth. The success of science is sometimes
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associated with the elimination of these "primitive" ways of
thinking®=- The search for an understanding of the universe
seeks to reinstate these ways of thinking as acceptable
approaches to cosmological questions. The success of sci-
ence creates problems for certain cosmological doctrines
because these doctrines offer explanations of observed phe-—
nomena that are not as simple and experimentally accurate as
scientific explanations. Darwin’'s theory of evolution, for
example, has advantages over theories that use God as an
explanation for the development of biological organisms24-
Penelhum, in his defence of theism, is prepared to acknow—
ledge that Darwin’s theory is "inevitably more economical
and is supported by a vast range of independent evidence"=2-
The theist will, therefore, encounter strong opposition if
he attempts to explain things that have been accounted for
by science. Cosmology, it seems, will be unable to overturn
the findings of Darwin and other scientists.

Given this conclusion, Philo would repeat his claim
that cosmology should be abandoned. There are better, sim-
pler explanations of the "present material world"” than those
that invoke reference to the creation or purpose of the
universe. However, a more realistic position is to stress
that cosmological speculation has certain boundaries. A
theory that is developed in the context of a search for an
understanding of the universe cannot be used to explain

particular features of the observed universe. Otherwise,
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the justification of speculation is being abused. Cosmolo—
gical speculation is preserved by limiting it to particular
questions. The attempt to extend this gpeculation to cover
other questions distorts the nature of the enterprise.

The conflict between science and cosmological specula-
tion is similar to the conflict between science and reli-—-
gion. Penelhum argues that natural theology has been re-
placed by "defensive apologetics"=2¢ for religious belief.
The success of science has altered the approach adopted by
the "rational theist"27- Instead of describing religion as
being in competition with science, the need is for “recon-
ciliation"=2®- Religious belief is not irrational even
though God no longer functions as an.explanation of features
of the observed universe. Russell makes a similar paoint
about the restrictions imposed on religion by the success of
science: .

A purely personal religion, so long as it is con-—

tent to avoid assertions which science can dis-—

prove, may survive undisturbed in the most scien—

tific age.="

A similar defence of cosmology would arque that beliefs
about the origin and purpose of the universe can be recon-—
ciled with scientific explanations of observed phenomena.
The solution rests in assigning each its own domain. Sci-
ence, however, has the advantage in that established scien-—

tific explanations override explanations based on cosmologi-—

cal speculation. In other words, a cosmological theory is
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nat to be used as the basis for claims about things which
are better accounted for by other methods.

The outcome of this discussion is that a proper cos-—
mological theory cannot be inspired by or function as an
explanation of a "limited range of phenomena"=®- The rele-
vance of this conclusion to the assessment of anthropomor—
phism and anthropocentrism is that there is no reason not to
include these doctrines in the class of plausible theories.
AN individual can still accept an anthropomorphic or an
anthropocentric view if the universe if such a view accounts
for the origin and purpose of the universe as a whole.

Some, such as Demea and Greenstein, may consider a proper
formulation of these doctrines to be an impossibility. They
seem to find such views to be incompatible with the nature
of the universe. However, their arquments only apply to
particular versions of these theories. It still remains
possible to develop consistent, plausible anthropomorphic
and anthropocentric theories based on a detailed examination
of the universe.

Philo’'s analysis of cosmology makes all cosmological
theories equally plausible. In this context, there is nao
reason to choose anthropomorphism or anthropocentrism over
another theory. My position is that reasons for adapting
either theory can be presented. However, Philo is correct
to point out that decisions made in these circumstances are

not made on the basis of empirical evidence. At some point,
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the individual decides which of the available hypotheses he
thinks is better. From my personal perspective, I would not
adopt either an anthropomorphic or an anthropocentric view—
point. Although these theories can be made consistent with
the nature of the universe, I suspect that they are expres-
sions of an underlying desire to make human existence appear
to be special. 1In this way, I may have more in common with
Demea and Greenstein than I originally acknowledged. But
unlike these two, I do not think that personal dissatisfac-
tion with a theory removes that theory from the cosmological
enterprise. Anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism can still
have a place in cosmology even if they are offensive to
certain sensibilities. The search for an understanding of

the universe admits of numerous possibilities.
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1. David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 198@), p. 31.
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3. Ibid., p. 17.
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5. In this context, Philo’'s discussion of the limitations
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