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AN ' INCONVENIENCE ' OF ANTHROPOP!OR?I!I SN 
13. 

I n  P a r t  I1 of Burne's Dia logues  C o n c e r n i n x N a t u r a l  
Rcl ic j ion l  C l e a n t h e s  m a i n t a i n s  t h a t  t h e  similari t ies between 
t h e  works of n a t u r e  and t h o s e  of human c o n t r i v a n c e ,  namely,  
t h e  p r e s e n c e  of means t o  ends  r e l a t i o n s  and a coherence  of 
p a r t s ,  are  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  e n a b l e  u s  t o  r e a s o n  a n a l o g i c a l l y  
t o  t h e  cof ic lus ion  t h a t  t h e  c a u s e  of t h e  design of t h e  world 
resembles human i n t e l l i g e n c e .  C l e a n t h e s  i n s i s t s  i n  ?art I V  

t h a t  t h e  i d e a s  w h i c h w e  have of mind are ' j u s t  and a d e q u a t e  
and c o r r e s p o n d e n t '  t o  God's n a t u r e .  P h i l o ,  who t h r o u g h o u t  

t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  has i n s i s t e d  on ' t h e  a d o r a b l e  m y s t e r i o u s n e s s '  
of t h e  d i v i n e  n a t u r e ,  responds  t o  CLeantnes by s a y i n q  t h a t  
he w i l l  endeavour  t o  show 

t h e  i n c o n v e n i e n c e s  of t h a t  anthropomorphism,  
Q h i c h  you have embraced; and s h a l l  p r o v e ,  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no ground t o  supposo a pZan of 
t h e  world t o  be formed i n  t h e  d i v i n e  mind ,  
c o n s i c t i n g  of d i s t i n c t  i d e a s ,  d i f f e r c n t l j j  
ar*rangcd;  i i z  t h c  sane manner L;C un a r c h i t e c t  
forms i n  h i s  head t h e  p i a n  of a house  wkieiz 
he i n t e n d s  t o  e r e c u t e .  ( D 1 6 0 )  

I t  i s  t h e  aim of t h i s  p a p e r  t o  e x p l i c a t e  t h i s  ' incm~i?riien:,? a 

of C l e a n t h e s '  anthroporrorphism. 
Philo b a g i n s  by c l a i m i n g  t h a t  n o t h i n g  i s  yainc?d by 

Cleant i ies '  p o s i t i o n  w h i ? t h e r  it i s  c l s~ ;us r ; cd  Ly ~ C L G G I '  ' OX 

by ' e x p e r i e n c e ' .  The judgment of r e a s o n  is  
t h a t  a tnen?nl world or  x n i v e r s e  of  idccri: ' 

rcquircc a C U U S I ?  a s  much a s  d o e s  a m u 2 c : ' i a l  
world o r  u n i v e r s e  of o b j e c t s ;  and i f '  s i m i -  
l a r  in i t s  arrangemen$ m74zt y t . :? iA i rS  a 
u i t n i i a .  cuuse .  if 'or what i s  t lscrc i n  t i i t:;  
s u b j e c t ,  wh ich  s h o x l d  o c c a s i o n  a d i J P f e r c n t  
P ~ J F I P Z U . V L ' O ~  U P  inj ' t:r~c,r!,:c:~ In rrri : T ! , : : L  r * , r : - t  
v i e w ,  t h e y  a r e  e n t i r e l y  a l i k e ;  cnd no  dif- 
f i c u Z t l {  attcndn t h e  onc n u p p o o i t i o n ,  u l i i c k  
-Is n o t  cormon t o  b o t h  of' t h e m .  ( D i 6 0 )  

S i m i l a r l y ,  e x p e r i e n c e  canfiot p e r c e i v e  any  m a t o r i a l  diff 'Crc!xC:c 
i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r ,  b e t w e z n  t h e 3 2  two kinds o f  wox.Zds, but,  
f i n d s  them t o  be governed by s i m i l a r  p r i n c i p l e s ,  (2nd tc d e -  
pend upon an equa l  v a r i e t y  of c a w e s  i n  t h e i r *  o p e r a t i o n s .  ( D 1 6 i j  



20. 
? h i l o  concludes t h a t  t h e  type  of  argument employed by 
Cleanthes  l e a d s  t o  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s :  

How t h e r e f o r e  s h a l l  we s a t i s f y  o w s e l v e s  
concerning t h e  cause  of t h a t  Be ing ,  whom 
you  suppose t h e  A u t h o r  of n a t u r e ,  o r ,  
a c c t ; r d z n g  t o  y o u r  s y s t e m  of an thropo-  
morphism, t h e  i d z a t  w o r l d ,  i n t o  wh ich  y o u  
t r a c e  t h e  mot-zriai!? s a v e  ue n o t  t h e  same 
r e c s o n  t o  t rac t !  t h a t  i d e a l  w o r l d  i n t o  
ano-ther i d e a l  w o r l d ,  o r  new i n t s l l i g e n t  
p r i n c i p l e .  (D161) 

He t hen  s u g g e s t s ,  a s  though it w i l l  prove t o  be more satis-  
f a c t o r y ,  t h a t  w e  should  n o t  go beyond t h e  m a t e r i a l  world 
i t s e l f :  

But 2f we s t o p ,  and go no  j a r t h e r ;  why g o  
80 faza.? Khy n o t  s t o p  a t  t h e  m a t e r i a l  wor ld?  
!!ow can we s u t i s f y  o u r s e l v e s  w i t h o u t  g o i n g  
on i n  i n j i n i t u m ?  And a f i e r  a l l ,  what s a t i s -  
f a c t i o n  is t h e r e  i n  t h a t  i n f i n i t e  p r o g r e s s i o n ?  ... If t h e  m a t e r i a l  worZd r e s t s  upon a s i m i l a r  
idea l .  wor ldJ  this i d e a l  wor ld  mus t  r s s t  upon 
some o t h e r ;  and s o  o n ,  w i t h o u t  end .  I t  were 
b e t t e r  ... n e v e r  t o  look  beyond t h e  p r e s e n t  
m a t e r i a l  wor ld .  (D161-162) 
I n  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  it is  b e t t e r  neve r  t o  look beyond 

t h e  material wor ld ,  what p r e c i s e l y  i s  it t h a t  P h i l o  is 
advocat ing?  George Nathan2 ma in ta ins  t h a t  “Cleanthes  i S  

unaware t h a t  ?hi19 is t r y i n g  to e l i m i n a t e  o n l y  t h e  ex te rn -  
a l i t y  of the cause .  H e  is  n o t  t r y i n g  t o  deny i t s  i n t e l -  
l i g e n c e “ .  (Chappel l  4 1 0 )  P i k e , 3  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i n t e r -  
prets  P h i l o ’ s  p o s i t i o n  as e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  requi rement  f o r  a 
c a u s a l  account  of t h e  o r d e r  present i n  t h e  world: 

I f  w e  i n t r o d u c e  an o rde red  mind i n  an e f f o r t  
t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of an o r d e r e d  
wor ld ,  must w e  no t  provide  a s i m i l a r  explana-  
t i o n  of t h e  ordered mind? But i f  w e  accep t  
t h i s  demand, w e  s h a l l  have t o  i n t r o d u c e  y e t  
ano the r  i n t e l l i g e n t  be ing  a s  t h e  c r e a t o r  of 
t h c  f i r s t .  This explana tory  cha in  c a n  cnd 
only  i n  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s .  We would prob- 
ab ly  do be t t e r  t o  assume t h a t  o r d e r  i n  t h e  
m a t e r i a l  world is  a n  u l t i m a t e  fact t h a t  does 
n o t  r e q u i r e  exp lana t ion .  Once w e  t a k e  t h e  
f i r s t  s t e p  down t h e  explana tory  t r a i l  w e  a r e  
committed t o  go on fo reve r .  ( P i k e  157)  



1: ~jlll now examine c r i t i c a l l y  t h e  i n t e r p r e t n t i c n s  s u g g e s t e d  
by Xathan and P i k e .  

C e r t a i n  ques t ions  sugges t  themselves  reGarding 
Nathan ' s  p o s i t i o n .  F i r s t ,  what does Nathan nean by t h e  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  of t h e  cause? Second, what ev idence  i s  there 
t h a t  Hume does n o t  want t o  cieny t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  of t h e  
cause? And t h i r d ,  i s  Nathan c o r r e c t  i n  ma in ta in ing  t h a t  
P h i l o  only wants t o  deny t h e  e x t e r n a l i t y  of  t h e  cause,  and 
not; i t s  i n t e l l i g e n c e ?  

T o  unders tand  Nathan 's  s e n s e  of t h e  terms ' r a t i o n -  
ality ' and ' i n t e l l i g e n c e  ' ( t r e a t e d  as synonyms i n  t h i s  con- 
t e x t  - see h i s  a r t i c l e ,  p.421) w e  nust examine what he s a y s  
i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  of  h i s  paper .  The f i r s t  c l u e  t o  Na than ' s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  occur s  when he  d i s c a s s e s  t h e  v e g e t a b l e  l i b r a r y  
i l l u s t r G t i o n .  H e  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an e s s e n t i a l  mbI- 

g u i t y  i n  t h e  word des ign  throughout  t h e  Dialogues:  " A t  sone  
s t a g e s  t h e  meaning of "des ign"  i s  taken  t o  be t h a t  o f  t h e  
r a t i o n a l  o r  i n t e l l i g e n t  o r d e r  which is  produced by an  e x t e r -  
n a l  agen t  o r  t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  and p l a n s  of t h a t  ayeil t .  However 
"cissign" can a l s o  mean only  t h e  r a t i o n a l  o r d e r  i t s e l f  w i t h o u t  
any f u r t h e r  assumptions about  e x t e r n a l  causes" .  (Ch. 4 0 4 )  

To determine whether an o b j e c t  has  a r a t i o n a l  o r d e r  Nathan 
sugges t s  t h e  fo l lowing  : 

. . . j u s t  as we c a l l  a min2 r a t iona l .  becaiise of 
i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  o r d e r ,  and n o t  because of .its 
cilcse, l i k e w i s e  wc! determine whether any 
o t h e r  t h i n g  has  an i n t e l l i g e n t  order by axam- 
i n i n g  i t s  s t r u c t u r e  and n o t  by 1ookir;g f o r  
t h e  cause.  For H u m e  t h e  way of de te rmining  
such o r d e r  i s  by comparing something to 
o b j e c t s  which a r e  acknowledged t o  be r n t i o n -  
ally orderud  and t h c n  asccr ta i  n ing  what. 
p o i n t s  of analogy a re  p r e s e n t  i n  b o t h .  I f  
the a s p e c t s  wh ich  a r c  found i n  t h e  ordcred 
product  a r e  a l s o  found i n  t h e  i t e n  311 
q u e s t i o n ,  t hen  w e  can pronounce t h a t  item 
r a t i o n a l .  O f  course ,  human a r t i f  a c t s  sug- 
g e s t  themselves  a s  t h e  obvious paradigm f o r  
such comparisons.  (Ch.407-408). 

Nathan main ta ins  t h a t  t h e  r a t i o n a l  o r d e r  i n  hunan a r t i f a c t s  
d e r i v e s  from t h e  fact:  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  " p a r t s  which zre r e l a t e 2  



LL. 

t o  each o t h e r  by  t h e  r e c i p r o c a l  r e l a t i o n  of cause  aiid a f f e c t  
and which a l s o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  some g e n e r a l  purpose of: t h e  

object as a whoic".  (Ch.421.)  Hence, on Nathan 's  r ead ing  
of I!un:e, non-hu;:ian products  can be regazded as ra t i .ona1  Ly 
ordered  provided they  aJ.so posses s  t h e s e  f e a t u r a s .  To be 
ra . t r ional ly  ordcred, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e r e  i s  no requirement  of 
conscious des ign  o:i the p a r t  of t h e  cause.  Na.than goes 

f u r t h e r  sr.6 ho. that where an e f c e c t  d i s p l a y s  t h e  f e a t u r e s  
which e n t i t l e  2:; t o  r ega rd  it a s  r a t i o n a l  o r  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  
o rde red ,  w e  can conclude t h a t  i t s  cause  i s  r a . t i o n a l  o r  i n t e l -  
l i g e n t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of whether  t h e  cause  is  i n t e r n a l  o r  ex- 
t e r n a l .  Comen t ing  on t h e  e f f e c t s  of c a u s a l  reasoning  i n  
man and s i i n i l a r  resillts achieved  through i n s t i n c t s  i n  o t h e r  
animals  ( c a s e s  of e x t e r n a l  causes )  Nathan w r i t e s :  

4 

Judging from t h e  marvelous a d a p t a t i o n  of means 
t o  ends which men ev idence  w e  must e q u a l l y  
acknowledge a s i m i l a r  p rocess  on t h e  p a r t  of 
a; i .h3lr , .  I f  man e x h i b i t s  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  then so 
do o t h e r  c r e a t u r e s .  The f a c t  of r a t i o n a l i t y  
is  n o t  d iminished  by t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  t h a t  
i n s t i n c t  i s  t h e  cause  o f  t h i s  amazing a d a p t i v e  
p rocess .  Ra the r ,  w e  a re  led t o  t h e  conclus ion  
t h a t  i n s t i n c t  passesses a r a t i o n a l i t y  of i t s  
own. (Ch .407)  

Speaking i n  connec t ion  wi th  t h e  vege. table  l i b r a r y  i l l u s t r a -  
t i o n  which Rathan 'ma in ta ins  must be  regarded  a s  having  
i n t e r n a l  o r d e r i n g  p r i n c i p l e s  he  writes: " ... even though 
t h e  propagat ion  o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  volumes 6oes n o t  depend on 
consc ious  d e s i g n ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e  volumes a r e  r a t i o n a l  and 
are due t o  a r a t i o n a l  cause .  The c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  volumes 
rcmains unchanged, even i f  they  d i d  no t  have an e x t e r n a l  
cause" .  (Ch.407) 

Regarding t h e  second q u e s t i o n  I raised i n  connoc- 
t i o n  wi th  Nathan ' s  t h e s i s ,  namely, is t h e r e  evidcncc t h a t  
Hume does n o t  want t o  deny t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  o r  r a t i o n a l i t y  
of  t h e  cause  of t h e  des ign  o f  t h e  world,  h e  a rgues  as 
follows: "The ... p r i n c i p l e  which i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  for t h e  
o r d e r  i n  the u n i v e r s e  h a s  a l r eady  been  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  
r a t i o n a l .  I t  i s  r a t i o n a l  or i n t e l l i g e n t  because i t s  e f f e c t s  



23. 
rc:ser;.ble t h e  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  orc?cred 05 j ec t s  oi hi;r;ran art i-  
f i c c " .  ( C h . 4 2 1 )  We a r e  now a b l e  t o  see why h e  h o l d s  t h a t  

in P a r k  I V  o n l y  t h c  e x t e r n a l i t y  of t h e  cause of t h e  d e s i g n  
of t h e  world i s  b e i n g  a t t a c h e d :  s i n c e  Nakhzn holus t h a t  
Hume a s c r i b c s  r a t i o n a l i t y  to causes t h e  cffectn of wfiich 
have a r e l a t i c n  of p a r t s  to e a c h  o t h e r  and tci a cjclneral 
p u r p x e ,  2nd s i n c e  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  arc n o t  qu2s:ioned i n  
xegard t o  t k e  dcsign of  t h e  wor ld  i n  ? a r t  IV, he  c o n c l u u c s  
t h a t  n o t h i n g  sa id  by P h i l o  i n  t h i s  p a r t  i s  c r i t i c a l  of t h e  
r a t i o n a l i t y  of t h e . o r d e r i n y  c a u s e .  Xow, a l t h o u g h  it is 
t r u e  t h a t  n o t h i n g  s a i d  by P h i l o  i n  P h r t  IV cl.ialleiigcs t h e  
c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  world  is r a t i o n a l l y  o r  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  o r d e r e d ,  
t h i s  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  c o n f i r m  Nathan ' s  p o s i t i o n .  For  
h i s  argument  is  t h a t  €fume nowhere c h a l l e n g e s  t h e  r a t i o n e l i t y  
of  t h e  cailse o f  t h e  d e s i g n  of t h e  w o r l d ,  and t h e r e f o r e ,  
N a t h a n ' s  major  e f f o r t  i s  t o  show t h a t  Hume i s  arguinc;  for 
a r a t i o n a l .  ( i n  N a t h a n ' s  s e n s e )  i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of order 
for  t h e  world. T h e r e f o r e ,  I propose  t o  t u r n  t o  t h e  t h i r d  
q u e s t i o n  r a i s e d  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  N a t h a n ' s  paper  t o  deter-  
mine whether  P h i l o  wants  o n l y  t o  deny t h e  e x t e r n a l i t y  of the 
cause. T h i s  i s  b e s t  approached by d e t e r m i n i n g  w h e t h e r  P h i l o  

e v e r  c r i t i c i z e s  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e  of t h e  i?e-. 

s i g n  of the wor ld .  
I n  p r o c e e d i n g  w i t h  t h i s  problem I b e l i e v e  it best 

t o  advance i n  two s t a g e s .  F i r s t ,  I w i l l  e x a s i n e . p a s s a g e s  
which are  he ld  by Nathan (arid o t h e r s )  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  
P h i l o  a c c e p t s  t h e  r z t i o n a l i t y  of t h e  w o r l d ,  and t h e r e f o r e  
of i t s  d e s i g n i n g  c a u s e ,  and I w i l l .  show t h a t  t i i ese  pnssac;es 

do n o t  s u p p o r t  N a t h a n ' s  view. I n  t h e  second s t a g e ,  I w i l l .  
t u r n  t o  t h e  t e x t  t o  show t n a t  t h e r e  a r e  p a s s a g e s  i n  which 
P h i l o  shows why t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of  t h e  d e s i g n  of  t h e  world 
and of i t s  c a u s e  c a n n o t  be e s t a b l i s h e d .  One more p o i n t  
b e f o r e  w e  b e g i n .  Nathan m a i n t a i n s ,  as w e  saw, (and I 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  is  c o r r e c t ) ,  t h a t  f o r  an  e f i e c t  to be 
considered r a t i o n a l ,  and,  t h c r e f o r c ,  f o r  the cause o f  t h a t  
effect, t o  be c o n s i d e r e d  r a t i o n a l ,  t h e  e f f e c t  m u s t  be  SO 

o r d e r e d  t h a t  it s a t i s f i e s  two c o n c l i t i o n s ,  n m c l y ,  there must, 
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b e  a r e l a t i o n  of p o r t s  t o  each o t h e r  and t o  a g e n e r a l  pur- 
pose.  I t  is reasonab le  to  ho ld  t h a t  i f  t h e  second condi-  
t i o n  i s  s a t i s f i e d ,  t hen  t h e  f i r s t  c o n d i t i o n  is  a l s o  s a t i s -  
f i e d .  That  i s ,  i f  t h e  p a r t s  are s o  o rde red  t h a t  t hey  lend 
themselves  t o  some o v e r a l l  purpose ,  t h e n  t h e  p a r t s  must be 
r e l a t e d  t o  edch o t h e r .  flance, c la ims  of purpos iveness  
a l low us t o  conclude t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  means to ends r e l a -  
t i o n s .  P h i l o  neve r  d e n i e s  t h a t  t h e  d e s i g n  of t h e  world 
e x h i b i t s  means t o  ends r e l a t i o n s .  However, it i s  f a r  from 
obvious t h a t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of means t o  ends  r e l a t i o n s  a l lows  
us  to  claim t h a t  t h e r e  is  a g e n e r a l  purpose t o  whatcvcr  
posses ses  means t o  ends r e l a t i o n s .  As w e  s h a l l  see, it i s  
t h i s  ve ry  p o i n t  w i th  which Hume is  s t r u g g l i n g  i n  seek ing  t o  
de te rmine  whether  the o r d e r  w e  f i n d  i n  t h e  world i s  a 
r a t i o n a l  o r d e r .  P h i l o  w i l l  deny t h a t  reason  can e v e r  est-  
a b l i s h  t h a t  t h e  des ign  of t h e  world i s  purpos ive .  

P a r t  X. P h i l o  asserts: You a s c r i b e ,  C l e a n l h e s  (and I 
b e l i e v e  j u s t l y )  a purpoge and i n t e n t i o n  t o  n a t u r e .  (D198) 
A t  f i r s t  glance, t h i s  passage  appears  to  suppor t  t h e  view 
t h a t  t h e  des ign  of  t h e  world i s  a r a t i o n a l  one.  However, 
1 b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  somewhat more complex, and 
t o  show t h i s  I want t o  r e t u r n  t o  a passage  spoken by P h i l o  
i n  P a r t  I1 i n  which he  speaks  - as he  does i n  t h e  passage 
from D198 - of ‘ a s c r i b i n g  j u s t l y ’ .  P h i l o  t h e r e  t e l l s  Dcmea  
and Cleanthes :  

... cs a l l  p e r f e c t i o n  is e n t i r o l y  r e l a t i v e ,  
we ough t  n e v e r  t o  i m a g i n e ,  t h a t  u e  compre- 
hend t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  of t h i s  d i v i n e  acing, or 
t o  s u p p o s e ,  t h a t  h i s  p e r f e c t i o n s  have any 
ana lo33  o r  l i k e n e s s  t o  t h c  p c r f c o t i o n :  o f  a 
human c r e a t u r e .  Vlisdom, t h o u g h t ,  desizn, 
knoiJ1cd:jc;  t h e s e  we juctly CrccriSe t o  him; 
becaimc? t h e s e  words a r e  honourab le  anong 
men, und z3e have no o t h e r  Zanguacje o r  o t h e r  
c o n c e p t i o n s ,  b y  wh ich  we can express  our 
a d o r a t i o n  o f  him. But l e t  us beware ,  l e s t  
we t h i n k ,  t h a t  our  i d e a s  any w i s e  correspond  
t o  h i s  p e r f e c t i o n s ,  or  t h a t  h i s  a t t r i b u S e s  
have any rcscmblance  t o  t h e c e  q u a l i t i e s  
amor,? men. ( D 1 4 2 )  

The f i r s t  passage  quoted  by Nathan appears  i n  
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A t  l e a s t  i n  connect ion wi th  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s  , ' j l l s t l y  as- 
c r i b i n g '  c e r t a i n  a t t r i b u t e s  t o  God does n o t  i nvo lve  any 
accuri=cy on ou r  part: i n  regard  t o  such a s c r i p t i o n s :  j u s t  
e s c ~ i p t i o r ~ ,  i n  t h i s  ca se ,  i s  lir.kec! wi th  a cornr;r!.etc lack ef 
coxprehension of  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  and a i icn is l  of any  l i k e -  
nes s  between human p e r f e c t i o n s  and t h o s e  of Cod. 

The passage spoken by P h i l o  a t  0198 i n  which he ack- 
nowledcjcs a purpose and i n t e n t i o n  t o  n a t u r e  is expres sed  i n  
a manner s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  way ir, which h e  expressed  h i s  vi3ws 
about  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s  i n  P a r t  11. And, t h e r e f o r e ,  i n  
reading t h e  passage  i n  P a r t  X w e  should  b e  open t o  t h e  pos- 
s i b i l i t y  t h a t  when P h i l o  consents  t o  a t j u s t  a s c r i p t i o n '  of 
a purposa and i n t e n t i o n  t o  n a t u r e ,  he  does n o t  b e l i e v e  e i t h e r  
t i i a t  we understand t h e  purpose and i n t e a t i o n  i n  n a t u r e ,  o r  
t h a t  purposiveness  as f a r  as w e  unders tand  i t  h a s  any l i k e -  

nes s  t o  what is  t r u e  of t h e  world.  I n  any c a s c ,  t h e  passage  
a t  D l 9 S  cannot  be  t aken  s i m p l i c i t %  as  evidence t h a t  Philo 
ho lds  t h a t  t h e r e  is  a purpose and i n t e n t i o n  t o  n a t u r e .  

"he second >assage quoted by Nathan occur s  a t  t h e  
end of P a r t  X:  

I n  m a n y  v i e u s  o f  t h e  u n % v e r s e ,  and o f  i t s  
p a r t s ,  particularLy t h e  l a t t e r ,  t h e  t e u u t g  
anti f i t n e s s  o f  f?:naZ c u u s e s  s t r i k e  L I O  i ~ i t h  
Z ; I A C ~  : r r o ; . i s t i b % e  f o r c e ,  . t ha t  aZZ ob 
u?pzur ( w h n t  I be l i ev , ?  t h z y  r e a l l y  c r e )  i:!er'e 
c a v i l s  acd s o p h ? : ~ ~ ~ ;  nor can t l e  t h e n  S lnug t t*~c  
hou <t L:US evez*  p o s s i b l e  f o r  us to r e p o s e ,  
ctny w e i g h t  DP, them. ( D 2 0 2 )  

I n  a s s e s s i n g  t h i s  passage ,  t h e  sen tence  preceding  what I have 
quoted i s  r e l e v a n t .  P h i l o  t e l l s  Cleanthes  t h a t  f n r n s r l y ,  
~ i ? !  ! ? ) L  L! i: 21*!17.4 ::(I ao y! c-c PP, i n :7 t 12 c i i : ~  t. U P [ L  /. (i I; t r*% 1) i( 

goi..ce clzd d o s i g i ? ,  I needed  a l l  my scept?:caZ anci m e t a 2 h y s t c a l  
s u b t i l ~ y  t o  e l u d e  your  g r a s p .  The f u l l  p o i n t  t h a t  P h i l o  i s  
making, t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  t h a t  i n  a t t a c k i n g  t h e  c la im of i n t e l -  
l i g e n c e  and des ign ,  he  employed s c e p t i c a l  ( P y r r h o n i s t i c f  
arguments. However, o f t e n  o u r  pe rcep t ion  o f  the world, par-  
t i c u l o r l y  t h e  a d a p t a t i o n  of means t o  ends ,  s t r i k e s  u s  so 
i r r e s i s t i b l y  t h a t  w e  can no longe r  deny t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of 
t h e  wor ld ,  even though w e  have been exposed to rile s c e p t i c a l  
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arguments a g a i n s t  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  world. I n  f a c t ,  
t h e  s c e p t i c a l  arguments now appear  t o  us  a s  mere c a v i l s  and 
sophisms (and a r e  s u c h ) .  

t o  i n t e r p r e t i n g  him a s  ho ld ing  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  reasonable  ( o r  
a n a l o g i c a l )  grounds f o r  b e l i e v i n g  i n  a purpose and i n t e n t i o n  
t o  na tu re .  Rather ,  what h e  says  suppor t s  the view # a t  a 
b e l i e f  i n  purpos iveness  is an  i n s t i n c t i v e  o r  n a t u r a l  b e l i e f .  
Notice  t h a t  t h e  concess ion  t o  purpos iveness  fo l lows  t h e  pre-  
s e n t a t i o n  oE s c e p t i c a l  arguments. And n o t i c e  f u r t h e r  t h a t  
it is  a p a r t i c u l a r  view of t h e  world ' s t r i k i n g '  us wi th  
' i r r e s i s t i b l e  f o r c e '  which g i v e s  rise t o  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  pur- 
pos iveness .  These are c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  n o t  of a reasonable  

5 b e l i e f  , b u t  o f  a n a t u r a l  one. 

The s t r u c t u r e  of P h i l o ' s  p o i n t  does n o t  lend  i t s e l f  

A t h i r d  passage r e l e v a n t  t o  ou r  p r e s e n t  d i s c u s s i o n  
occurs  i n  P a r t  XI1 where P h i l o  aga in  appears  t o  a s s e n t  t o  t h e  
purpos ive  n a t u r e  of t h e  world:  

k p u r p o s e ,  an i n t e n t i o n ,  o r  d e s i g n  s t r i k e s  
e v e r y  w h e r e  t h e  most  careless, t h e  most  
s t u p i d  t h i n k e r .  (D214) 

I n  unders tanding  t h i s  passage it should  be r e c a l l e d  t h a t  
" ca re l e s sness"  f o r  Hume is a t e c h n i c a l  t e r m  which is  used t o  
c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h a t , s t a t e  o f  mind which enab le s  u s  t o  ignore  
t h e  arguments of t h e  s c e p t i c  and t o  be  moved by our  n a t u r a l  
t endencies .6  
b e l i e f  i n  purpos iveness  is n a t u r a l ,  and n o t  r a t i o n a l .  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  a b e l i e f  i n  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  OE t h e  de- 
s i g n  of t h e  wor ld  i s  no t  something which reason  can e s t ab -  
l i s h .  I t  i s  usua l  with Hume i n  h i s  e f f o r t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a 
b e l i e f  as n a t u r a l  t o  show why reason  i s  unable  t o  e s t a b l i s h  
t h e  b e l i e f  i n  ques t ion .  I w i l l  now show t h a t  t h i s  s t anda rd  
p r a c t i c e  of Iiumc's is  also p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  case  of t h e  claim 
rega rd ing  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of t h e  des ign  of t h e  world. 

world possess-s a r a t i o n a l  des ign  i s  made by Cleanthes  a t  
thc end of  Part V: ... b9 t h e  u t m o s t  i n d u l g e n c e  of y o u r  

Eence, aga in  h e r e  P h i l o  is  sugges t ing  t h a t  a 

The passages  w e  have examined l e n d  themselves  t o  t h e  

The cha l l enge  t o  P h i l o  t o  determine whether t h e  
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L T I ~ L ~ . . T L ~ ~ x ,  you n e v y r  g e t   id o f  f h c  hypothesis of d e 3 i g n  
ii.. t he  u r i i ; i e r ~ s d ;  but a r c  o b l i g e d ,  a t   ever;^ t u r r ,  30 ha.92 

;recoupi?9c zo i t ,  (D169) C l e a n t h e s '  c h a l l e n g e  i s  met ?QJ 

Phi10  i n  P a r t  V I I I .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  P h i l o  proposes  t h e  

fo l lowing:  
Ssppose . . . tlaat matter w e r e  throwr, i n t o  a r y  
~ o j . i t i o n ,  b y  a b l i ? ; d ,  t t ng l ided  f o r c a ;  it i s  
e i ) i d e n t  t h c t  c h i s  f i p s t  p o s i t i o n  mus t  i n  a l l  
proSnbiZSt ;9  b e  t h e  mos t  c o n f u s e d  and r i o s t  
u'i t; o P d e  r Z. y i ma gi n ah l e ~ ?J i t 11 o t( t any r e  B e mb - 
Zancc t o  t h o s e  uorks  o f  h m a n  c o n t r i v a n c e ,  
w h i c h ,  a l o n g  w i t h  a symmetry  of pay'bs,  d i s -  
c o v e r  a x  uc7justn:cnt of means t o  cnds  a n d  a 
- s ~ ; ? ~ ~ g ! n e y  t o  s e l f - p r ~ e s e r v c t d o n .  I f  t k , ~  
~ c t x c i t i n g  f o r c e  eeac  e a f t e r  t h i s  o p k r u t i o n ,  
m a t t e r  mus t  renia-ln for e v e r  i n  d i s o r d e r ,  and 
e o n t i n t i e  an immense c h a o s ,  w i t h o u t  any 
?ropo:*t-iorr ore a c t i v i t y .  Buf s u p p o s e ,  t h a t  
t h e  acr%uating force, what-ever it j e ,  s t i l Z  
coxtinucs in m a t t e r ,  t h C s  f i r s t  p o s i t i o n  

w h i c h  u i l Z  l i k e w i s e  i n  a l l  p r o b a b i 1 i t S  b e  
at: d l s o r Z a r l y  a s  t h e  f i r s t ,  and s o  on, 
t h r o u g h  many s u c c , s s s i o n s  of changes  and 
r e v o Z u t i o n c  . . .  Thus  t h e  u n i v e ? a s e  g o e s  on 
for n!crn.y a:gc?s in a c o n t i n u o d  s a c c e s s i o n  o f  
chaos avd if5:;order. But  i s  i t  n o t  p a s s i b l e  
t h a t  it may set-tie at l a s t ,  s o  a s  n o t  t o  
Zosc i t s  mGt'lon ar,d a c t i v e  f o r z e  .. . y e t  so  
a s  t o  p r a s e r v e  an  i i n i j o r m i t y  of' appearance ,  
a m i d s t  t h e  e o n t i n k c l  i no t ion  and f l u e t u c t i o n  
of i t s  p a r t s ?  T h i s  L I E  f i n d  t o  be t h e  case 
w i t h  t h e  u n i v e r s e  a t  p r e s e n t .  
Every  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  p c r p c t u a l l y  c h a n g i n g ,  
and e v e ~ y  p u r t  of  e v e r y  i n d i v i d u a l ,  and . 
y e t  t h e  whole  r e m a i n s ,  i n  appearance ,  I h e  
same. May i~:? no t  hope  f o r  s u c h  a p o s i -  
t i o n ,  o r  r a t h e r  b e  ciscured of i t ,  f r o m  t h e  
e t c r n a Z  r e v o l u t i o n s  of unguiJzc7 m a t t e r ,  
and  ma3 n o t  t h i s  a c c o u n t  f o r  cZ1 t h e  c p -  

?ny  wisdom and c o n t r i v a n c e  which 
h e  u n i v e r s e ?  L e t  u s  c o n t c m p l u t c  
cct G l i t t l e ,  und uc? o h a l Z  f i n d ,  t h a t  

. -  

.$ i 'i v c  7 i m m e d i a t e l y  g i v e  p l a c e  t o  a s e c o n d ,  

t h i s  a d j u s t r x e n t ,  if a t t a i n e d  b y  mat ter . ,  
of G seeming  s t o 5 i Z i t y  i n  t k e  forms, w i t h  
a p e a l  and p e r p e t u a  2 Pevo Z u t i o n  o r  m o t i o n  
of p a r t s ,  n f f o r d s  a p l a u s i b l e . ,  i f  n o t  a 
t r ,uz  s o 1 g t i o n  of t h e  d i f f i c u Z t y .  (D154-185) 
A b l i n d  unguided force - of the s o r t  which t h i s  

h y p o t h e s i s  p o s t u l a t e s  - c o u l d  n o t  be c o n s i d e r e d  a r a t i o n a l  



28. 

des ign ing  p r i n c i p l c  i n  Nathan 's  s ense .  Now, i f  reason  w i l l  

always be conf ron ted  wi th  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  the cause of 
t h e  des ign  of  t h e  world i s  n o t  a r a t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r ,  
and i f  on ly  a r a t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  can  produce a 
r a t i o n a l l y  o rde red  e f f e c t ,  it fo l lows  t h a t  reason  cannot  
e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  t h e  world i s  a r a t i o n a l l y  o rde red  e f f e c t .  
The q u e s t i o n  w e  must ncw answer i s  why can r eason  no t  be 

convinced t h a t  t h e  des ign  o f  t h e  world i s  a r a t i o n a l  one.  
H u m e ' s  answer t o  t h i s  must be t h a t  means to  ends 

r e l a t i o n s  and a coherence of p a r t s  - f e a t u r e s  of t h e  world 
which w e  can v e r i f y  - do n o t  ensu re  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a g e n e r a l  
purpose t o  whatever  i t  is  t h a t  posses ses  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s ;  
f o r  i f  t hey  d i d ,  t h e n  t h e i r  p resence  would r u l e  o u t  t h e  
p o s s i b l i t y  t h a t  t h e  cause  o f  des ign  i s  a ' b l i n d  unguided 
f o r c e ' .  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  p o i n t  Hume is  anxious t o  make 
i s  tinat purpos iveness  i s  n o t  r e d u c i b l e  t o  means t o  ends 
re1at ior .s  and a coherence of p a r t s ,  nor do t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  
ensu re  purpos iveness .  I f  means t o  ends r e l a t i o n s  and a 
coherence of  p a r t s  were e i t h e r  t h e  same as  a g e n e r a l  pur- 
pose o r  f e a t u r e s  ensu r ing  a g e n e r a l  purpose,  t hen  t h e s e  
f e a t u r e s  would ensu re  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  is r a t i o n a l l y  de- 
s i g n e d ,  and hence has  a r a t i o n a l  cause .  But s i n c e  w e  can 
deny t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of t h e  cause even when t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r -  
is t ics  are p r e s e n t ,  it fo l lows  t h a t  a g e n e r a l  purpose can- 
n o t  b e  known o r  i n f e r r e d  merely from t h e  presence  of t h e s e  
f e a t u r e s .  I f  w e  t a k e  a machine o r  an orgariism a s  i t e m s  
which s a t i s f y  t h e  requirements of a r a t i o n a l  des ign ,  much 
can be l e a r n e d  about  Hume's views on purpos iveness  and 
r a t i o n a l  design. Machines and organisms all possess  means 
t o  ends  r e l a t i o n s  and a coherence of p a r t s  a s  w e l l  a s  a 
r a t i o n a l  d e s i g n ,  and t h e r e f o r e  Ifume's p o i n t  is  t h a t  it is  
a common e r r o r  t o  confuse  t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w i th  t h e  
notion of  a g e n e r a l  purpose,  ox t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e s e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ensu re  a g e n e r a l  purpose.  Nathan h imsel f  
has f a l l e n  i n t o  t h i s  confus ion  when h e  tells us t h a t  
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?or iIur:ie t!ic way of d e t e r n i n i n g  such 
[r i l t i .onai l  orc?er i s  by corqxr inq  som- 
t h i n g  to o b j e c t s  which are. acknowledged 
t o  bc r a t i o n a l l y  ordcrec: and then ascer -  
t a i n i n g  what p o i n t s  of anal.ogy a r e  
p re scn t  i n  both .  I f  t h e  a s p e c t s  which 
are  found i n  t h e  ordered  p roduc t  a r c  a l s o  
founc! i.n t h e  itern i.n q u e s t i o n ,  t hen  w e  
ca:; pronounce t h a t  i t em r a t i o n a l .  O f  
coursi?,  human artifacts sugges t  then-  
s e l v e s  a s  the obvious paradigm for  such 
comparisons.  For t h i s  reason  Clcant.hes ' 
i l l u s t r a t i o n s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  a p t .  H i s  
e m p a r i s o n  of t h e  un ive r se  t o  machines,  
houses and books i s  u s e f u l  because ",hey 
a l l  e x h i b i t  irri i n t e l l i g e n t  s t ruc tu rc - .  

K!iat II'uiTii? i s  t r y i n g  t o  show i s  t h a t  t h e  presence  of meam 
to e n 2 s  r e l a t i o n s  arid a coherence of p a r t s  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  
to claim t h a t  an o b j e c t  posses ses  a r a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  and 
a r a t i . c x a i  cause ,  and t h a t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  more i s  r e q u i r e d  be- 
fore  such a r a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  can be  c o n f i d e n t l y  a f f i r m e d .  
What more i s  needed? 

A c l u e  t o  answering t h i s  is  provided by  Hume i n  a 
passage i n  P a r t  VIII which i .mediateLy fo l lows  t h e  one we 

have been d i scuss ing .  P h i l o  a s s e r t s :  
.rL is i n  v a - i n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  to i n s i s t  upon  
t h z  u s e s  3f t h e  p a r t s  i x  a n i n a ' l s  or v e g e -  
t a b l e s ,  and  t h z < r  c u r i o u s  a d j u s t m e n t  fo 
e a c h  o t h e r .  I wou2d f a i n  kzow how an 
animaZ costld s u b s i s t ,  l u L ? 4 ? C s  i t s  p a r t s  
were  so  a d , f u s t e d ?  Do #e n o t  f i n d ,  t h a t  
it i r m c d i a t e l y  p o r i s i i e s  whenever  t h i s  , 

a d j u s t m e n t  c e a c o s ,  and t h a t  its m a t t e r  
corrupting t r i e s  some new form? 1 5  hap-  
p e ~ ~ s ,  i n d e e d ,  t h a t  t h e  p a r t s  of .the w o r l d  
Q T Z  G O  w a l l  a d j u s t e d ,  t h a t  some reguZar 
forirn i m m e d i a t e l y  Zags c l a i m  to t h i s  C O P -  

-ruy/ted m a t t e r :  Ant7 if' :t wers  zot so, 
L!o:.cId t h c  w o r l d  sub2 t? Must  it r .ot  
d i s s o Z v e  QL-' U C Z Z  a s  t h c  u n i m a l ,  and  p a s s  
t h r o u g h  new p o s i t i o n s  and s i t u a t i o n s ;  
ciZI. i z  u great;, O i i t  finite cucccsnion it 
f a l l  a'i l a s t  i n t o  $he present o r  come s % c h  
o ~ r l e r .  (Dl85) 
According t o  t h i s  passage ,  means t o  ends r e l a t i o n s  

and a coherence of p a r t s  a r e  necessa ry  for an o b j e c t ' s  e x i s t -  
ence:  w i thou t  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  no th ing  can e x i s t .  Where an 



30 .  
o b j e c t  conies i n t o  e x i s t e n c e  through a ' b l i n d  unguided Eorce'  
t h e  o b j e c t  and i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  

n o t  brought  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e  pu rpos ive ly .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
where an o b j e c t  and i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  o f  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s  
Come i n t o  e x i s t e n c e  through some gu id ing  f o r c e  ( o r  p r i n c i p l e )  
t h e  r e s u l t i n g  des ign  is purpos ive .  For  t h e  des ign ing  p r in -  
c i p l e  t o  b r i n g  about  such an o b j e c t ,  it is  n o t  necessa ry ,  
accord ing  t o  Hume, t h a t  it b e  aware of t h e  o b j e c t  it i s  
des igning:  

A t r e e  b e s t o v e  o r d e r  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  on 
- t h c t  t r e e  wnick s p r i n g s  f r o m  i t ,  w i t h o u t  
knowing t h e  o r d e r :  an  a n i m a l ,  i n  t h e  same 
manner,  on i t s  o f f s p r i n g :  a b i r d ,  on  i t s  
n e s t :  And i n s t a n c z s  o f  t h i s  k i n d  art? even  
more f r e q u e n t  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  t h a n  t h o s e  of 
o r d e r ,  i ~ h i c h  a r i s e  f rom r e a s o n  and con- 
t r i v a n c e .  (D179) 

What is  r e q u i r e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e  des ign  i s  purpos- 
i v e  i s  t h i s :  w e  must f i n d  t h e  cause  of des ign  and t h e  i t e m  
des igned  c o n s t a n t l y  conjo ined .  I t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  absence 
of t h i s  c o n s t a n t  con junc t ion  i n  t h e  case  of God and t h e  de- 
s i g n  of  t h e  world which a l lows  P h i l o  t o  s u g g e s t  a ' b l i n d  un- 
guided f o r c e '  a s  t h e  o r i g i n  of  t h s  des ign  of t h e  world.  
The re fo re ,  w e  f i n d  o u r s e l v e s  r e t u r n i n g  t o  P h i l o ' s  e a r l i e r  ob- 
ject ion i n  P a r t  IT: wi thou t  s e e i n g  worlds  formed under  ou r  
eyes ,  it is imposs ib l e  t o  comment on t h e  cause  of  t h e  des ign  
of t h 2  wor ld  - and t h i s  i n c l u z e s  i ts  r a t i o n a l i t y .  Without 
t h e  r e q u i r e d  c o n s t a n t  conjunct ion  it w i l l  never  be  p o s s i b l c  
t o  answer t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "Why does t h e  world e x h i b i t  t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  se t  of means t o  ends r e l a t i o n s ? "  Ki thou t  an 
answer t o  t h i s ,  t h e  problem of t h e  g e n e r a l  purpose se rved  by 
i t s  d e s i g n  cannot  be answered, w i th  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  w e  can- 
n o t  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e s i g n  of t h e  e f f e c t  
no r  o f  i t s  cause .  I n  P a r t  V I I I  P h i l o  is sugges t ing  t h a t  so  
long as w e  are unable  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  t h e  des ign  of t h e  
world and i t s  cause of  des ign  a r e  both  r a t i o n a l  ( i n  t h e  
s e n s e  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r )  it w i l l  be imposs ib le  to  determine 
i f  t h e  q u c s t i o n ,  "What is t h c  purpose of t h e  des ign  w e  f i n d  
i n  t'n9 w o r l d ? "  i s  v?ll-€ormed, sincc t h e r e  may not be a 
pcrpase t:, t h e  design. 7 
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I t  cun now be s e e n ,  tk ie rcfore ,  t h a t  Natnac i s  nis- 

taken  i n  h o l d i n g  t h a t  orily the e x t e r n a l i t y  of  t h e  c a u s e  i s  
b e i n g  a t t a c k e d  by Hume, an6 n o t  i t s  r a t i o n a l i t y  ( i n  N a t h a n ' s  
c;ense of t h i s  term). The p a r t i c u l a r  i n s i g h t  which Philo 
has r c v c a l c d  is  t h n t  t h e  p r c s e z c e  of m e a x  t o  ends  r e l a t . i o n s  
arid a coherence  of  p a r t s  docs n o t  e s t a b l i s h  o r  guarar.r;ce ti 

g e n e r a l  purpose ,  and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  a l o n e  c a n n o t  
bc? used t o  e s t a b l i s h  the r a t i o n a l i t y  of t h e  e f f e c t  and  of 
the causc.  

I t u r n  ilow' t o  t h e  second suggestec! i n t e r p r e t z i t i o n  
of P h i l o ' s  p o s i t i o n  i n  advocat-ng t h a t  i t  o e r s  b e t s a r  n e d t ' r  

$3 l o o k  b e y o n d  t h o  p r e c a n t  rra ter~ia i !  w o r l d  i n  a c c o u n t i n g  Eor 
the d e s i g n  of  t h e  wor ld .  P i k e  i n t e r p r e t s  P h i l o  2s p a i n t a i n -  
i n g  t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  a causal 
account  of t h e  o r d e r  i n  t h e  wor ld .  By c o n s i d e r i n g  the p r e -  
s e n t  order as a n  u l t i m a t e  f a c t ,  no e x p l a n a t i o n  of it i s  
r e q u i r e d ,  and no r e g r e s s  i s  g e n e r a t e d .  The t e x t ,  however ,  
c;oc?s n o t  b e x  o u t  P i k e ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

t o  marc t h a n  one i n t e r p r e t a t i c n .  When Philo ~ 2 . 1 7 ~  t h a t  <.t: 

u e r a  b e t t e r  ne'SeT* t o  Zook b a y a n d  t h e  presenl: mcrterliol wcrali! 

F i r s t ,  t h e  p a s s a g e  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  is i.imtznab1-e 

o rde r>  w i t h i r i  i t s e l f ,  we really a s s e r t  it t o  b e  ',<id. N c w ,  i n  

s a y i n g  t h i s  P h i l o  may e i t h e r  mean t h a t  o r d e r  p e r t a i n s  t.t t h e  

v e r y  n a t u r e  of t h e  w o r l d ,  i n  which case t h e  scaxc?; f o r  Cia\:YCii 

i s  removed, o r  he  may mean t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  suppose th.;::: :?, 

world h a s  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of  o r d e r .  I t  i n  o n l y  i f  

P h i l o  i n t e n d s  t h e  former  t h a t  h e  c a n  b e  r e g a r d e d  2 s  h o l d i n g  
that t.hc p r e s e n t  o r d e r  i s  n o t  one r e q u i r i n g  a c a u s a l  ex9lana.-  
t i o n .  'Yo d e t e r m i n e  which of t h e s e  P h i l o  i s  msin ta in i .  n j ,  T 

will now examine o ther  p a s s a g e s  i n  whic!i Philo i s  c o z c e r n c d  
wi th the  i n f i n i t e  regress g e n e r a t e d  by C l e a n t h e s  ' arcjunent .  
I s h o u l d  add t h a t  t h e  t w o  p o s i t i o n s  o u t l i n e d  ?hove zLlow f o r  
a tertiur?. q u i d ,  namely,  P h i l o  nay b e l i e v e  t h a t  n e i t h e r  p o s i -  

t i o n  i s  a c t u a l l y  d c f e c s i b l e ,  i n  which c a s e  h e  is riot c o m i t t a  
t o  e i t h e r  p o s i t i o n .  
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A t  Dl62-163 P h i l o  examines ways of s topp ing  t h e  
resress i n  C lean thes '  p c s i t i o n .  H i s  f i r s t  a t t empt  invo lves  
t h e  sugges t ion  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  i d e a s ,  w h i c h  oompoce t h e  
r e a s o n  o f  t h e  supreme Be ing ,  f a l l  i n t o  o r d e r ,  of t h e m s e l v e s ,  
and by t h e i r  own n a t u r e .  (D162) I n  assessing t h i s ,  P h i l o  
a s s e r t s  a)  t h a t  t h i s  i s  r e a l l y  t o  i;aZk w i t h o u t  ar.y p r e c i s @  
meaning (D162) , and b )  i f  i t  has  meaning, he  a sks  why it i s  
not a s  good s e n s e  t o  s a y ,  t h a t  t h e  p a r t s  of t h e  ma ter iaZ  
U G r Z d  f a t 1  i n t o  o r d e r ,  o f  t h e m s e l v e s ,  and b y  th s ) i r  own 
n a t u r e ?  Can t h e  one  o p i n i o n  b e  i n t e l l i g i b Z e ,  w h i l e  t h e  
o t h e r  i s  n o t  so?  (D162) NOW, i f  Pt i i lo  w e r e  o p t i n g  f o r  t h e  

claim t h a t  t h e  p a r t s  o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  f a l l  i n t o  o r d e r  by them- 
s e l v e s  through t h e i r  own n a t u r e s ,  t hen  w e  cou ld  accep t  P i k e ' s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  For i f  t h e  p a r t s  of t h e  m a t e r i a l  world were 
s e l f - o r d e r i n g ,  t h e r e  would b e  no d i s t i n c t i o n  between what 
w a s  orderec? and what brought  t h e  o r d e r  about :  i n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  
t h e  order i n  t h e  world would be an u l t i m a t e  f a c t .  But t h i s  
is n o t  what Philo is main ta in ing .  H i s  aim i n  t h i s  passage  
i s  t o  a rgue  t h a t  i t  i s  as p l a u s i b l e  t o  hold  t o  a self-ordering 
m a t e r i a l  world as it i s  t o  hold ,to a s e l f - o r d e r i n g  d i v i n e  
r eason ,  so  t h a t  t h e  one hypo thes i s  has  no advantage ove r  t h e  
o t h e r .  T o  adopt  P i k e ' s  p o s i t i o n  r e q u i r e s  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  
P h i l o  ho lds  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of s e l f - o r d e r i n g  phenomena can be  
g iven  a p r e c i s e  meaning or be rendered  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  which he 
neve r  acknowledges, and it r e q u i r e s  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  he  ho lds  
t h a t  t h e  hypo thes i s  of  a s e l f - o r d e r i n g  m a t e r i a l  world i s  more 
d e f e n s i b l e  than  t h a t  of  a s e l f - o r d e r i n g  d i v i n e  r eason ,  which 
h e  a l s o  6oes n o t  acknowledge. 

The second way i n  which P h i l o  seeks  t o  p reven t  t h e  
r e g r e s s  i n  C lean thes '  p o s i t i o n  i s  to examine t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  
t h a t  God's mind is a r a t i o n a l  f a c u l t y ,  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  
cause  o€ t h e  o r d e r  i n  t h e  i d e a s  i n  t h e  d i v i n e  mind: . . .  when 
i t  i 3  a n k o d ,  what c a u s e  p r o d u c c o  o r d s r  i n  t h e  .ideao 0.f t h e  
supreme B e i n g ,  can a n y  ocher r e a s o n  be a s s i g n e d  by y o u ,  a n t h r o -  
pomorphitzs, t h a n  t h a t  i t  i s  a r a t i o n a Z  f a c u l t y ,  and t h d t  such  
-Is t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e  D e i t y ?  (D163) But P h i l o  aga in  a sks  why, 
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i f  t h i s  l ine is  adopted w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  d i v i n e  m i n d ,  a 

s i m i l a r  answer w i l l  n o t  be  equa l ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  i n  account -  
i n g  f o r  t h e  o r d e r  of t h e  world,  w i thou t  having  r e c o u r s e  t o  
any such i n t e l l i g e n t  Crea to r :  ... I t  i s  o n l y  t o  say, t h a t  
-_- such  i s  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s ,  and that t h e y  a r e  
ell o r i g i n a l l y  p o s s e s s e d  o f  c i a c u l t ! j  of o r d e r  and ;~-o?or-  
c; * + o n .  (D163) I f  T h i l o  accepted  t h i s  l a t t e r  account ,  P i k e ' s  

reading  could b e  accepted .  P h i l o ,  however, i s  qa ick  t o  
po in t  o u t  t h a t  t h e s e  a r e  o n l y  more Zearned a n d  e laborrr t e  
ways of c o n f e s s i n g  'OUT i g n o r n n c e ;  n o r  has th,? one >y?o- 
t h e s i s  any r e a l  cdvan tage  above t h o  o t h e r ,  e z c e p t  { i ;  5 2 s  

g r s n t c r  conformity t o  GscZgur p r e j u d i c e s .  ( D I G 3 1  P h i l o  con- 
cludaa Park 31V by emphasizing t h a t  n e i t h e r  hypo thes i s  - that 
of a s e l f - d e s i g n i n g  d i v i n e  reason nor a s c i r - u a a i y z % i a y  

m a t e r i a l  world - i s  e i t h e r  more i n t e l l i g i b l e  o r  m r e  p l a u s -  
i b l e  than  t h e  o t h e r  i n  account ing  f o r  t h e  des ign  of the  
wor Id  : 

An i d e a l  s y s t e m ,  arranged of i t s e l f ,  ; J i t ; i ? O u t  
u p r e c e d e n t  d e s i g n ,  is not a w h i t  more e x -  
p l i c a b l e  t h a n  a m a t e r i a l  one ,  wh ich  a t t a i z s  
i t s  o r d e r  i n  a l i k e  maznar; n3r  is f h e r e  
any more d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  s u p p o s % t S o r z  
t h a n  i n  t h e  f o r m e r ,  (0164) 

Nothing s a i d  by P h i l o  i n  P a r t  IV, t h e r e f o r e ,  suppor t s  Pike's 
p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t o  s t o p  t h e  r e g r e s s  P h i l o  advocati..s assxr;i!t ng 

t h a t  o rde r  i n  t h e  m a t e r i a l  world i s  an u l t i m a t e  f a c t .  
I mentioned e a r l i e r  t h a t  P h i l o ' s  COIX 

is  b e t t e r  never  t o  look  beyond t h e  p r e s e n t  matcriaj. b b z ~ " i  

i n  account ing  f o r  t h e  des ign  of t h e  wor ld ,  and that we shc:iLCi 

supposc i t  to c o n t a i n  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of i t s  order w i t b i n  
i t s e l f '  i s  amenable t o  two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s :  e i t h o r  t.22 wcrld 

should be  regarded a s  though o r d e r  p e r t a i n s  to i t s  v e r y  
n a t u r e ,  o r  e lse  the  world should h e  supposed t o  nave an in -  
t e r n a l  ( a s  op2oscd t o  an e x t c r m l )  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r .  Si:>c? 

P h i l o  r e fused  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  former €o r  t h e  reasons  d i s c u s s e d  
above, i t  might be  thought  that he  i s  a c t u a l l y  advoca t ing  
acceptance  of an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  f o r  t h e  world.  
T h i s  i s  t h e  p o s i t i o n  which George Nathan argues  P h i l o  i s  
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w i l l i n g  t o  accep t .  I w i l l  now show t h a t  Nathan i s  mistaken 
i n  h i s  r ead ing ,  and t h a t  P h i l o  i s  n o t  prepared  t o  a c c e p t ,  
o r  b e t t e r  defend ,  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  f o r  t h e  
world. 

I n  defense  of h i s  r ead ing ,  Nathan argues as fo l lows:  
' P h i l o  is defeni?ing the  p i n c i p l e  of an 
i n t e r n a l  cause  of o r d e r  i n  t h e  universe .  
2Cleanthes  is  p o s i t i n g  an e x t e r n a l  cause  
which is  i t s e l f  i n t e r n a l l y  ordered.  3Both 
seek t o  avoid  t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s .  To 
p reven t  t h e  r e g r e s s  i n  which t h e  o r d e r  of 
t h e  un ive r se  i s  exp la ined  by an e x t e r n a l  
cause ,  etc. ad i n f i n i t u m ,  i r  is  necessary  
t h a t  t h e r e  be an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of 
o r d e r  somewhere i n  t h e  series. 41f t h e  
i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  necessary ,  t hen  an 
external p r i n c i p l e  is imposs ib le .  5Since 
t h e  i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  necessary  f o r  
exp lana t ion  , it is  a l s o  su f  f i c iea t .  
6Ph i lo  and Cleanthes  ag ree  that exper ience  
r e v e a l s  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o r d e r  i n  
t h e  un ive r se  i n  p l a n t s ,  aiiimals, ant! minds. 
Such t h i n g s  a s  watches and houses  a r c  05- 
served  t o  be t h e  r e s u l t  of  human minds which 
are theinselves i n t e r n a l l y  ordered .  7There- 
f o r e  because t h i s  i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  e x i s t s  
i n  tile un ive r se ,  t h e  un ive r se  has  w i t h i n  it 
a necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  exp lana t ion  f o r  
i t s  o rde r .  8As a r e s u l t  an e x t e r n a l  p r in -  
c i p l e  of  o r d e r  fox  t h e  un ive r se  is impossible .  
gFurthermore, i f  one e x t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  
imposs ib le ,  an  i n f i n i t e  series of such 
p r i n c i p l e s  i s  e q u a l l y  imposs ib le .  (D412-413) 

To f a c i l i t a t e  my d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  passage from Nathan 's  
paper ,  I w i l l  r e f e r  t o  t h e  s u p e r s c r i p t s  which I have i n s e r t e d .  

what Nathan i s  t r y i n g  t o  e s t a b l i s h ,  and t h e r e f o r e ,  ou r  
d e c i s i o n  regard ing  it must await an a p p r a i s a l  of Nathan 's  
argument. Sentence 2 ,  however, can now be  shown t o  r e f l e c t  
i n a c c u r a t e l y  Cleanthes '  p o s i t i o n .  Although Cleanthes  does 
want t o  ho ld  t h a t  t h e  cause  of t h e  des ign  o f  t h e  world is 
e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  world,  he does n o t  commit himself  t o  hold ing  
t h a t  it is  i n t e r n a l l y  ordered .  There is  b u t  one passage i n  
t h e  Dialogues wherein Cleanthes  makes any response t o  P h i l o ' s  
charge of a n  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  and w i t h i n  it h e  shows himsel f  

The f i r s t  s en tence  i n  t h i s  q u o t a t i o n  i s ,  of  course ,  
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fveil i?; c;ovimon L i f e , ,  if I a s s i g n  a c a u s e  
j.-or c;iiy e v e n t ;  is ic any o b j e c t i o n ,  t 7 1 1 L 3 ,  
t h a t  I ccili?~.t assign t h e  c a m e  of $i:c$ c c x s e ,  
und ansuer  e v e r 3  neu question, which  r:ay i n -  
c e s s a n t l y  b e  s t a r t e d ?  .,. Y o u  s t a r t  a S s t r u 3 a  
d o u b t s ,  c u v i l s ,  and o b j e c t i o n s :  You ask me, 
Lihnt i s  .the cailse of t h i s  cause?  I know n o t ;  
I car3 n o t ;  tha-t concerns  K G ~  me. .I h a o e  
found  L! D e i t y ;  azd here  I s t o p  ny er.q:ni i .y.  
L o t  t h o s c  g o  f u r t h e r ,  who a r e  w i s e r  o r  more 
en  t ~ p r  i s i ri g . ( D I  6 3 ) 

Even though Na than . i s  mistaken about  Cleanthes  i n  t h i s  re- 
ga rd ,  he may s t i l l ,  of cour se ,  be c o r r e c t  i n  h i s  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  P h i l o  i s  defending  an i n t e r n a l  cause  of order 
in t h e  un ive r se .  

I n  t h e  group of sen tences  numbered 3 ,  Nathan 
wrongly accounts  f o r  how t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  can be  s toppe8 .  
From t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of  order  i s  positeo 
somewhere i n  t h e  series,  i t  does n o t  fo l low t h a t  t h e r e  is no 
h f i r i l t e  r e g r e s s .  For i t  can s t i l l  be a s k e d . o f  t h i s  i r . t e r -  
n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r ,  what i t  i s  t h a t  brought  it a b o u t ,  
and so on. I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  ' l o c a t i o n '  of t h e  orc?er ing 
p r i n c i p l e  i s  n o t  a l l  t h e r e  i s  t o  t h e  problem of t h e  i n f i n i t e  
r e g r e s s ,  no r  i s  it a complete s o l u t i o n  t o  the problem. There 
are  b u t  t w G  ways to s t o p  t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  which Philo has 
charged: e i t h e r  t h e  t h i n g  designed must be such t h a t  o r d e r  
p e r t a i n s  t o  i t s  very  n a t u r c ,  o r  t h e r e  must be a n  i n t e r n a l  
p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  somewhere i n  t h e  series of ciliises (as 

Nathan h o l d s )  which, f o r  some s p e c i f i a b l e  r eason ,8  does n o t  
i t s e l f  r e q u i r e  a c a u s a l  exp lana t ion .  I f  t h e  former is t r u e ,  
_I i .e.  i f  o r d e r  p e r t a i n s  t o  t h e  very  n a t u r e  of the world, ther, 

a11 e x t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e s  would be imposs ib l e ,  b u t ,  of c o u r s e ,  
so would a l l  i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  To e s t a b l i s h  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  
(2x6 t h e r e f o r e  s u f f i c i e n c y )  of an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  
f o r  t h e  world (Nathan ' s  p o i n t s  4 and 5 ) "  it must be shown tka? 
cnc n a t u r c  of t h e  world i s  such t h a t  o r d e r  does n o t  p e r t a i n  
co its very  nature, and t h a t  t h e  des ign  o f  t h e  world cennot  
b e  b e t t e r  exp la ined  by an e x t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of orcier which 
is  i t s e l f  i n t e r n a l l y  ordered  and which does no t  i t s e l f  
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r e q u i r e  a causa l  exp lana t ion .  O r  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  i t  m u s t  be 

shown t h a t  t h e  ev idence  i n  favour  of  t h e  hypothes is  of an 
i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o rde r  m e e t s  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  l e v e l  of  
a c c e p t a b i l i t y .  According t o  Nathan, H u m e  h e l d  t h a t  t h i s  
l a t t e r  p o s i t i o n  can be upheld (Nathan ' s  s t e p  7 ) .  The ev i -  
dence is Given i n  6 ,  namely, by exper ience  w e  f i n d  an i n t e r -  
nal p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  i n  p l a n t s ,  animals ,  an6 minds. How- 
ever ,  it does no t  seem l i k e l y  t h a t  Hume would enploy such 
ev idence ,  s i n c e  it i s  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  very  same c r i t i c i sm 
which P h i l o  l e v i e d  a g a i n s t  Cleanthes  i n  P a r t  11, when 
Cleanthes  soucjht t o  e s t a b l i s h  thought  a s  t h e  cause  of t h e  
des ign  o f  t h e  world. I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  problem s t i l l  remains 
as t o  why we.can  a c c e p t  what exper ience  d i s c l o s e s  about  
p a r t s  o f  t h e  world t o  be a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  whole world.  I f  
Cleanthes  had d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  t h i s  i n  h i s  argument, i t  appears 
t h a t  P h i l o  w i l l  have t h e  s a n e  d i f f i c u l t y .  I f  ray p o i n t  h e r e  
i s  correct, t hen  Nathan ' s  s t e p s  8 and 9 ,  wherein it i s  
concluded t h a t  P h i l o ' s  ev idence  r u l e s  out a l l  e x t e r n a l  
causes  o f  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  world,  cannot  b e  accepted.  

Thus f a r ,  I have s t a t e d  how I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  
r e g r e s s  can be s topped ,  and one way i n  which I do no t  be- 
l i e v e  t h a t  P h i l o  would argue f o r  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  

orde r .  However, it might be  s a i d  t h a t  t e x t u a l l y  Nathan 's  
p o s i t i o n  is  a c c u r a t e ,  even though w e  might d i s a g r e e  wi th  
P h i l o ' s  arguments. I w i l l  now show t h a t  P h i l o  does no t  adopt  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  which Nathan p u t s  f o r t h  i n  h i s  b e h a l f .  

The one passage  which is  r e l e v a n t  t o  o u r  p r e s e n t  

And w w r o  I o b l i g z d  t o  d e f e n d  any p a r t i c u l a r  
s y s t e m  o r  - t h i s  n u t u r e  ( w h i c h  I nc:ui!p w i l l i n g l y  
a h o u l d  d o ) ,  I astcern none more p l a i i s i h l e  t h a n  
t h a t  wh ich  uocr*ibcs  an c t e r n c i l ,  i n h c r e n t  prin- 
c i p l e  o f  o r d e r  t o  t h e  wor ld ;  t h o Q g h  a t t e n d a d  
w i t h  g r e a t  and c o n t i n u a l  r * e v o l u t i o n s  and a l t e r -  
a t i o n s .  T h i s  a t  once s o l v e s  a l l  d i f f i c u l t i e s ;  
and if t h e  s o l u t i o n ,  bg b e i n g  so  g e n e r a l ,  is 
n o t  e n t i r e l y  c o m p l s t e  and n a t i s f a c t o r y ,  it is, 
at: l e a s t ,  a t h e o r y ,  t h a t  we m u s t ,  sooner  o r  
later, have r e c o u ~ 3 ~  t o ,  wha tever  s y c t e m  we 
embpucc. How could t h i n g s  have b s e n  as e h e y  

d i s c u s s i o n  appears  toward t h e  end of P a r t  VI. P h i l o  says:  
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cri?,, were t h e r e  n o t  an o r i g i n a l ,  i n h e r e n t  
p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  somewhere, i n  though: ;  
o r  i n  m a t t e r ?  And i t  i s  v e r y  i n d i f f e r e n t  
t o  wh ich  of t h e s e  we g i v e  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e .  
Citancc has  no p2ace,  on any h y p o t h e s i s ,  
s c e p t i c a 2  o r  r e l i g i o u s .  Every t h i z 9  is 
s u r s 2 y  g o v e r x e d  b y  s c e o d y ,  i n v i o l a b  2s l a u s .  
And u e r e  t h e  tnrnost e s s e n c e  of t h i n g s  laid 
open t o  u s ,  we s h o u l d  t h e n  d5acover a 
s c e n e ,  of w g i c h ,  a t  p r e s e n t ,  We can have 
no i d e a .  I n s t e a d  of admir ing  t h e  o r d z r  o f  
n a t u r a l  b e i n g s ,  w s  shou ld  c l e u r l y  s e e ,  
t h a t  i t  was abso l zc t e l y  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  them,  
i n  t h z  s m a l l e s t  a r t i n l a ,  e v e r  t o  admi t  o f  
any o t h e r  disposition. (0174-175) 
Nathan quotes  p a r t s  o f  t h i s  passage  a s  e v i d e n c e  

f o r  h i s  reading .  However, it must be po in ted  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  
a r e  c e r t a i n  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  i n  Nathan 's  p r e s e n t a t i o n  .of it. 
F i r s t ,  he  omits  t h e  bracke ted  p o r t i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e  
i n  which P h i l o  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  h e  would never  w i l l i n g l y  defenc? 
what he  i s  about  t o  say .  Second, Nathan misquote? a p o r t i o n  
of t h e  f i r s t  s en tence ,  r ende r ing  e.terna2 i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  
of o r d e r .  t o  t h e  w o r l d  as internal i n h e r e n t  p r i n z i p l e  o f  
o r d e r  t o  t h e  wor ld .  Thi rd ,  Nathan s t o p s  quo t ing  t h e  pas sage  
a f t e r  the t h i r d  sen tence ,  thereby  o m i t t i n g  Philo's claim 
that it is  i n d i f f e r e n t  whether w e  o p t  f o r  an o r i g i n a l  i nhe r -  
e n t  p r i n c i p l e  i n  thought  o r  i n  m a t t e r ,  and a l s o  o n i t t i n g  
Philo's comments as t o  what w e  would f i n d  w e m  t h e  inmost: 
esoc i :cc  0: t> i ing , -  l a i d  opcr.  t o  N O W ,  i f  t h e  passage is  

read a s  Nathan has  quoted i t ,  i t  seems a s  t h o u g h ' P k i l o  i s  
advocat ing an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  t o  t h e  world .  13ut 
even i f  t h e  passage is  rendered  a s  Nathan has  done, there  is  
nothing suppor t ing  h i s  s t e p  6 ;  t h a t  i s ,  noth ing  s a i d  by PhiLo 
i n  t h i s  passage  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  he  accep t s  t he  e x i s t e n c e  of 
i f i t c r n a l  p r i n c i p l e s  of o rdc r  i n  the world as evidence t h a t  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  of t h e  world i s  a l s o  an i n t e r n a l  one. 
I n  any c a s e ,  once t h e  e n t i r e  passage  is  examined, i t  c a n  be  
seen t h a t  P h i l o  i s  n o t  himself  committed t o  an i n t e r n a l  p r i c -  
c i p l c  of o r d e r  t o  t h e  world.  

P h i l o  is making t h e  fo l lowing  p o i n t s :  
(1) I f  he  were t o  defend any t h e o r y ,  it would be t h a t  
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a%vocat ing an e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i r i c ip l e  of o r d e r ,  h u t  h e  
would neve r  w i l l i n g l y  do it. This  s o l u t i o n ,  by be ing  so 
g e n e r a l ,  i s  n o t  i n  a f i n i s h e d  form nor  wholly a c c e p t a b l e  a s  
it s t a n d s .  
( 2 )  An o r i c j ina l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  seers bot!i 
necessa ry  and s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  o r & r  i n  t h e  
world,  b u t  w e  cannot  de te rmine  whether  t h i s  i n h e r e n t  p r i n -  
c i p l e  i s  i n  thought  (c. i n  an e x t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r )  
o r  i n  m a t t e r  (e. i n  an i n t e r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r ) .  
( 3 )  H e  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  i f  w e  could  p e n e t r a t e  t h e  e s sences  of 
t h i n g s ,  w e  would f i n d  t h a t  t h e y  cannot  have any o r d e r  o t h e r  
than  t h e  o r d e r  t hey  do have. 

Each of t h e s e  t h r e e  p o i n t s  dese rves  some comment. 
I n  t h e  c a s e  of (l), t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of t h e  term ' e t e r n a l '  is 
impor t an t ,  f o r  it shows that P h i l o  r e a l i z e s  t h a t  t h e  i n f i n i t e  

r e g r e s s  cannot  be  s topped  merely by p o s i t i n g  an i n t e r n a l  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  o r d e r .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  t h e  cause  i s  
e t e r n a l ,  t h e n  t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  criticism ceases t o  be 

e f f e c t i v e :  now it makes no sense t o  ask  f o r  t h e  cause  of 
t h i s  cause .  

The hypo thes i s  of an ' e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of 
o r d e r '  avoids  t h e  problem of  how t h e  world i s  t o  be  c h a r a c t e r -  
i z e d  ( a  criticism which P h i l o  brought  a g a i n s t  C lean thes '  
Argument from Des ign ) ,  and it makes no r e f e r e n c e  whatever  t o  
what t h e  o r d e r i n g  p r i n c i p l e  is .  T h i s  e x p l a i n s  P h i l o ' s  a s s e r -  
t i o n  t h a t  t h e  s o l u t i o n  posses ses  t o o  g r e a t  a g e n e r a l i t y ;  t h i s  
a l s o  e x p l a i n s  why Pnilo d e n i e s  completeness  and f u l l  accept -  
a b i l i t y  to  t h i s  hypo thes i s .  What P h i l o  b e l i e v e s  is  t h a t  
r a t h e r  t h a n  a s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem of t h e  d i v i n e  n a t u r e ,  
he  has ,  by a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h e  des ign  of t h e  world r e q u i r e s  a s  
i t s  CJIXC an e t e r n a l  i n h c r e n t  p r i r , c i p l e  of o r d e r ,  p rovided  
t h e  ' fo rm'  which he  r ega rds  t h e  most p l a u s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  t o  
posses s .  

I f  t h e  wor ld  could  b e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as having a 
' s p e c i f i c  resen?hlance'  t o  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  found i n  t h e  world,  

f o r  example i f  it could  be  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as machine- l ike,  i t  
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Woaid be p o s s i b l e  to a r g u e  by ana logy  t o  t h e  typa o r  o r d c r -  
ir,g p r i n c i 2 l e  it h a s ,  and t h i s  i n c l u d e s  whether  the o r d e r i n g  
p r i n c i p l e  is i n t e r n a l  o r  e x t e r n a l .  The claim of g e n e r a l i t y  
t o  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  i n  (1) cocTled w i t h  P h i l o ' s  clairn i n  ( 2 )  
t h a t  i t  i s  i n d i f f e r e n t  whether  w e  o p t  f o r  an  i n t e r n a l  o r  an 
e j r t c r n a l  oxc?cring p r i n c i p l e  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h a t  h e  b e l i e v e s  r h a t  

such  i: c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e  wor ld  is  n o t  p o s s i b l e .  
Even though w e  c a n n o t ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Philo, d e t e r m i n e  

whether  t h e  o r d e r i n g  c a u s e  of t h e  wor ld  is i n  t h o u g h t  or 
matter, i t  a p p e a r s  'as though some s u c c e s s  h a s  been o b t a i n e d  
i n  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  no n o r e  p l a u s i b l e  so lx t i . cn  c a n  be 

proposed t o  t h e  problem o f  how t h e  world a c h i e v e d  i t s  d e s i g n  
t h a n  t h a t  o f  an  e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i r x i p l e  of  o r d e r .  Nhy, 

t h e n ,  does P h i l o  s a y  t h a t  h e  would n e v e r  w i l l i n g l y  d e f e n d  
t h i s  p o s i t i o n ?  I n  t h e  p a s s a g e  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  ha says  t h a t  
t h e  t h e o r y  of an  e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  is one 
w e  must s o o n e r  o r  l a t e r  have r e c o u r s e  t o  what,-z)t.r n 9 s t e m  ue 
ornbrsce. I n  o t h e r  words,  a11 s y s t e m  of cosmogony are open 
t o  t h e  cr i t ic ism o f  an  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a l l  
: n u s t ,  i n  t h e  e n d ,  p o s i t  an e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of 
o r d e r ,  f o r  o n l y  i n  t h i s  way can t h e  r e g r e s s  be s t o p p e d .  But  
t o  a r g u e  i n  t h i s  way is t o  a r g u e  as D e m e a  d o e s  i n  P a r t  I X :  

t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  c o n t i n g e n t ,  Demea a r g u e s ,  a modal jump i s  

r e q u i r e d  t o  a n e c e s s a r i l y  e x i s t e n t  be ing;  o t h e r w i s e ,  you 
become i n v o l v e d  i n  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  i n  w h i c h . c a s e  n o  
e x i s t e n t  can  be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  a c c o u n t e d  f o r .  I s i lbmi t  t h a t  
P h i l o  s e c o g n i z e s  thzit  t o  s t o p  t h e  r e g r e s s  t o  which a l l  s y s t e m s  
of cosrcogony l e a d ,  w e  m u s t  have r e c o u r s e  t o  Demca's a p r i o r ?  

argument: i n  P a r t  rx. Ilowcver, s i n c e  P h i l o  ho lds  t h a t  t h i s  
nrprncnt i s  i l l - g r o u n d e d , l '  h e  is o S v i o u s l y  u n w i l l i n g  to 
defend  t h e  c l a i m  of an e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of o r d e r  
GO t h e  world.  

T h e  t h i r d  p o i n t  r a i s e d  by P h i l o  i n  t h e  p a s s a g e  under  
d i s c u s s i o n ,  namely, t h a t  i f  w e  c o u l d  p e n e t r a t e  t h e  e s s e n c e s  
of t h i n g s ,  w e  would fi;id t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  have  any o r d e r  
o t h e r  than  t h e  o r d e r  t h e y  do have,  can a l s o  be e x p l a i n e d  by 
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t u r n i n g  t o  a passage  i n  P a r t  I X .  Toward t h e  end of t h i s  
P a r t  P h i l o  asserts: 

I t  i s  obsczrved b y  a r i t h m e t i c i u n c ,  t h a t  t h e  
product;s  of 9 compose always e i t h e r  9 o r  
some L e s s e r  3 r o d u c t  of 3; if y o u  add t o -  
g e t h z r  a i l  t h e  c h a r a c t e r s ,  of which  or,y of 
t h z  f o m e r  p r o d h e t s  i s  composed ... T o  a 
s u p e r f i c Z a 2  o b s e r v e r ,  s o  wonder fu l  a r e g u -  
Z a r i t y  may b e  admired a s  t h e  e f f e c t  e i t h e r  
of chance or  d e s i g n ;  b u t  a s k i l f u l  a l g e -  
b r a i s t  i m m e d i a t e l y  c o n c l u d e s  it t o  b e  t h o  
work o f  v :ecessS ty ,  and d e m o n s t r a t e s ,  t h u t  
i t  musb f o r  c u e r  r e s u l t  f r o m  t h e  n a t u r e  of 
thccc vumbczrv. I s  i t  n o t  p r o b a b l e ,  I aak ,  
t h a t  t h e  w h o l e  occozorny o f  t h e  u n i v e r s e  is 
c o n d u c t e d  by a l i k e  n e c e s s i t y ,  t hough  no 
human a l g e b r a  can f u r n i s h  a key  u h i c h  s o l v e s  
t h e  d i f f i c u l t y ?  And i n s c e a d  of admir ing  t h e  
o r d e r  o f  w t u r a l  b s i n g a ,  ray i t  n o t  happen,  
t h a t ,  c o u l d  wo? p e n e t r a t e  i n t o  t h e  i n t i m a t e  
naticre of b o d i e s ,  we s h o k l d  c l e a r l y  S E ~  uhy 
i t  was c i b s o l u t e l y  i m p o s s i b l e ,  t h e y  c o u l d  e v e r  
a d m i t  of' uny o t h e r  d i s p o s i t i o n ?  (D191) 
T h i s  passage  makes it cleer t h a t  P h i l o  i s  n o t  claim- 

i n g  t h a t  t h e  o r d e r  i n  t h e  woxld is necessa ry .  What he i s  
s a y i n g  is t h a t  a l though w e  cannot  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  claim t h a t  
t h e  orcier of t h i n g s  i n  t h e  world i s  necessa ry ,  i t  i s  a l s o  
no t  p o s s i b l e  tc, d i sp rove  it. And s i n c e  t h i s  c l a im cannot  
be d i sp roved  (g iven  t h a t  w e  cannot  p e n e t r a t e  i n t o  the i n t i -  
mate n a t u r e  o f  bod ies )  w e  w i l l  always be i g n o r a n t  of whether  
a p r i n c i p l e  of order i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  account  f o r  t h e  o r d e r  i n  
t h e  world: t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of p r i n c i p l e s  of o r d e r  presupposes  
t h a t  t h e  ordcr i n  t h e  world i s  c o n t i n g e n t ,  and t h a t ,  there- 

f o r e ,  t h e  o r d e r  a r i s e s  from something o t h e r  t han  t h e  vcry 
n a t u r e  of what IS ordered .  

I orcjucd e a r l i e r  t h a t  Philo r e f u s e s  to dcfenc? t h e  

h y p o t h e s i s  of a n  e t e r n a l  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  of order t o  t h e  
world because  this would invo lve  him w i t h  t h e  type  of argu- 
mect Demea employs i n  P a r t  I X ,  and hc  ho lds  t h i s  arqument t o  
be d e f e c t i v e .  Wc can now see an a d d i t i o n a l  reason  f o r  h i s  
unwi l l i ngness  t o  defend an e t e r n a l  i r rherent  p r i n c i p l e  of 
o r d e r  t o  t h e  wor ld ,  namely, he would have t o  e s t a b l i s h  t n a t  
the order i n  t h e  world is con t ingen t ,  and t h i s  h e  b e l i e v e s  

he  cannot  do. 
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T o  sun  up, i f  t h e  o r d e r  i n  t h e  w o r l d  i s  c o n t i n g e n t ,  

t h e n  t h e  orc?er ing cause must be r e g a r d e d  as n e c e s s a r y  t o  
stop t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  charge .  And i f  n o t  c o n t i n g e n t ,  
t h e n  t h e  o r d e r  must  be n e c e s s a r y .  I n  e i t h e r  case, ou r  i g n o r -  
ance  w i l l  c o n t i n u e ,  s i n c e  w c  can n e i t h e r  u n d e r s t a n d  n o r  denon- 
s t r a t e  n e c e s s i t y  as it r e l a t e s  t o  e x i s t e n c e .  

An i r o n i c  e lement  i n  t h e  ciebate between P h i l o  a n d  
C l c a n t h e s  i s  a p p a r e n t .  P h i l o  h a s  shown that C l e i l n t h s s  ' 
Argument from Design Q l t i n a t e l y  rests on .the. a p r i o r 1  proof 
p r e s e n t e d  by Demea Pn P a r t  I X .  Yet, it i s  CLeanthes who 
offers t h e  b u l k  of t h e  c r i t i q u e  a g a i n s t  t h i s  & p r i o r i  proof.  
Sy so d o i n g ,  he shows t h a t  t h e  ' i n c o n v e n i c n c e '  of h i s  Argu- 
Kent from Des ign ,  as developed  by P h i l o ,  i s  soinething h e  
caniiot remedy. 
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3-11 r e f a r e n c e s  t o  t h e  Dia logues  Concerri inq K a t u r a l  
R e l i g i o n  are  talcen from t h e  L i b r a r y  of Liberal A r t s  
e d i t i o n ,  e d i t e c  by Norman Keinp Smi th ,  I n d i a n a p o l i s  , 
N e w  York 1 9 4 7 .  

George NGchan " I Iume ' s  Imrnanent God" i n  IIunc: A Coliec- 
--....-I_--- t i i o n  of C r i t i c a l  E s s a y s ,  e d i t e d  by V. C.  C h a p p e l l ,  
pp. 396-423 , Anchor BOGxs, Doubleday and Cox:pa:iy, I n c .  
Garden C i t y ,  N e w  York, 1 9 6 6 .  References to  N a t h a n ' s  
a r t i c l e  w i l l  have Ch. fo l lowed by t h e  page nun.3er. 

IAume: Dia logues  Concerninq N a t u r a l  R e l i g i o n ,  e d i t e d  and 
w l t h  coicmentary by N. P i k c ,  t h e  Bobbs-Merr i l l  Co.  I n c . ,  
I n d i a n a p o l i s  , %cw- York , 19 7 0 .  

Nat.han's d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  t o p i c  of  r a t i o n a l i t y  appears 
in hi.s p a p e r  p .405-408 .  

I do  n o t  i r . tend t h i s  t o  be t a k e n  as e s t a b l i s h i n g  .tor.- 
c l i i s i v c l y  t h a t  tiurncl r c g n r d s  thc b c l i c f  i n  purposiveness 
i n  t h e  c?esign of the world t o  be a n a t u r a l  belief 
( a l t h o u g h  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  c la i in  c a n  b e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
through a d d i t i o n a l  t e x t s  i n  t h e  D i a l o g u e s )  . My p i n t  
h e r e  i s  t n a c  t h e r e  i s  no s u p p o r t  for N a t h a n ' s  c h i n  in 
t h e  p a s s a g e s  h e  c" .AS t h a t  t h e  wor ld  and its c a u s e  of 
d e s i g n  are r a t i o n a l l y  o r d e r e d .  
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A t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  s e c t i o n  Of S c e p t i c i s m  u d t h  
r e 3 ~ r d  t o  t i le  Scnses  i n  t h e  T r e a t i s e  Hume writes:  T h i s  
s c e p t i c a l  doubt, b o t h  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  r e a s o n  and .bhe 
s e n s e s ,  i s  a ;rialady, wh ich  can n z v e r  be r a d i c a l l y  cur'd, 
b u t  must  rset2rn upon us  e v e r y  moment, however we muy 
chace  i t  m a ; ! ,  alzd some t imes  may seem e n t i r z l y  f r e e  f rom 

our  undar;; tur,dir::y 3~ aen.3es' ;  aEc? we b u t  e z p o s e  thcm 
f a r t h s r  W k E i ;  w e  endeavour. t o  j u s c i f ' y  $hem i n  t h a t  manlzer. 
As t h e  i:c:?i>$iccL d03h2 a p i c e s  n a t u r a l l y  f rom a p r o f o u n d  

encz ' eases ,  t h a  f a r t h e r  w e  c a r r y  o u r  r z f  l e c t i o n s ,  whe+,her 
i n  opposition o r  c o n f o r m i t y  t o  i t .  C a r e l e s s n e s s  and  
i z - a t t e n t i o n  a l o n e  eizn u f f o r d  U G  any remedy. F o r  tk is  
rca;;oz .z' r c l y  c i? t i rc!Zy Lipon t h ~ : n i ;  and t a k c  i t  f'or 
g r a t : t a $ ,  x h c r t a v c r  may be t h e  r e a d s r ' c  opinicjn at t h i o  
p r a c e n t  moment, t h a t  an hotti* hence he  w i l l  be  p e r s u a d e d  
t h e r e  i s  b o t h  an e x t e r n a l  and  i n t e r n a l  w o r l d  . . . .  ("218) 

T h i s  p o s i t i o n  d o e s ,  of course. ,  a c c o r d  w i t h  H u m e ' s  view 
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  l a c k  of i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  o€ a n a t u r a l  belief. 
A l l  n a t u r a l  b e l i e f s  - t h o s c  q a n c r a l l y  a c c e p t c d  b e i n g  t h e  
b e l i e f  .in causa l . i . ty ,  i n  a c o n t i n u i r q  s e l f ,  anci i r :  body - 
a r e  s u c h  t h a t ,  d e s p i t e  t h e i r  i r r e s i s t i b i l i t y  and impor t -  
ance t o  [is, t h e y  cannot be r e n d c r c d  i n t e l l i g i b l e .  F o r  
example I t h e  c~ues t i o n  "Whst i s  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  
be tween a cause and a n  e f f e c t  of t h a t  c a u s e ? "  may a l s o  
n o t  b e  well .-formed, s i n c e  t h e r e  may n o t  h e  such  connec- 
t i o n s  between objects.  I n  any case., t h e  h a b i t  g e n e r a t e d  
i n  t h e  mind which l e a d s  t o  t he  b e l i e f  i n  a n e c e s s a r y  
c o n n e c t i o n  heeween objects c a n n o t  b e  used t o  e x p l a i n  the 
n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e c t i o n  between o b j e c t s  - o n l y  t h e  b e l i e f  i n  
s u c h  c o n n e c t i o n s .  

it;. ' P I .  i z s  Z m p o s n i b l e  upon a n y  s y s t e m  t o  de fsrrd  c i t h e r  

reflection on t h o s e  s u b j e c t s ,  *it aZways 

T h i s  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  s h o r t l y  when w e  came t o  t h e  pas- 
sage i n  which P h i l o  s u g g e s t s  how t o  s t o p  t h e  i n f i n i t e  
regress c h a r g e .  

Nathan r e c o r d s  t h e  p a s s a g e  i n  q u e s t i o n  as f o l l o w s :  And 
w c r c  T o b % i < ; e d  t o  d e f o n c l  a n y  p a r t i a u L a r  r;!/:;tem of t h % 8  
z u t u r e  . . .  .i e s t e e m  none more pZcusible t han  t h a t  wh7:ck 
a o c r i b e s  an intervaa I, i n h e r c n t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o r d c r  to t h e  
w o r l d ;  t h o u g h  a t t e n d e d  w i t h  g r s a t  and c o n t i n u a l  r euo-  
l x t i o n s  trzd a l t c r a t i o n o .  ~ h < s  a t  onoe  s o l v e s  uZZ dif- 
f ' i c u Z t i e s ;  and i f  t h e  s o I u t i o z ,  hc, bein<! C I )  g c r i c r a l ,  is 
n o t  c n t i r c l i l  com;>letc and s a t i c f a c t o r y ,  i.5 I s ,  ut l e a s t ,  
a t i r G o r y ,  t h a t  W Q  must sooner  0 x 4  l a t c r ,  havc  Pecom'se t o  
w h a t e v e r  s y s t e m  w a  embrace.  How c o u l d  t h i n g s  have b e e r ,  
a s  t h e y  crc ,  were t h e r e  n o t  an o r i g i n a l ,  i n h e r e n t  p r i n c i p l e  
of o r d e r  gomeuhere i n  t h o u g h t  o r  i n  m a t t e r ?  

1 0 .  We need not state  h i s  (and C l e a n t h e s ' )  cr i t ic isms hore. 




