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19,
AN 'INCONVENIENCE' OF ANTHROPOMORPHISM

In Part II of Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural

Reliqionl Cleanthes maintains that the similarities between
the works ¢of nature and those of human contrivance, nanmely,
the presence of means to ends relations and a coherence of
parts, are sufficient to enable us to reason analogically
to the conclusion that the cause of the design of the world
resembles human intelligence. Cleanthes insists in Part IV
that the ideas which ‘we have of mind are ‘just and adeguate

and correspondent' to God's nature. Philo, who throughout
the discussion has insisted on 'the adorable mysteriousness'
of the divine nature, responds to Cleanthes by saying that
he will endeavour to show

the inconveniences of that anthropomorphism,
which you have embraced; and shall prove,
that there is no ground to suppose a plan of
the world to be formed in the divine mind,
conststing of distinet ideas, differently
arranged; in the same manner «s an architect
forms in his head the plan of a house which
he intends to execute. (D160)

It is the aim of this paper to explicate this 'inconvenienca’
of Cleanthes' anthropomorphism.

Philo begins by claiming that nothing is gained by
Cleanthes' position whether it is assessed by 'reason’ or
by ‘experience'., The judgment of reason is

that a mental world or universe of idecs
requires a cause as much as does a material
world or universe of objects; and 1f simi-
lar inm 1ty arrangement muct require «
stmilar cause. For what i1s there in this
subject, which should occasion a different
conalunion or inference? In an albulraci
view, they are entirely alike; and no dif-
Ffieculty attende the one cupposition, which
18 not common to both of them, (D160)

Similarly, experience cannot perceive any material differcnce
in this particular, between these two kinds of worlds, but
Finds them to be governed by similar principles, and ite de-

pend upon an equal variety of causes in their operations. (D163
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Philo concludes that the type of argument employed by
Cleanthes leads to an infinite regress:

How therefore shall we satisfy ourselves
concerning the cause of that Being, whom
you suppose the Author of nature, or,
aceording to your system of anthropo-
morphism, the ideal world, into which you
trace the material? Have we not the same
reason to trace that ideal world into
another ideal world, or new intelligent
prineiple. (D161)

He then suggests, as though it will prove to be more satis-

factory, that we should not go beyond the material world
itself:

But 1f we step, and go no farther; why go

8o far? Why not stop at the material world?

How can we satisfy ourselves without going

on in infinitum? 4nd after all, what satis-

Faction is there in that infinite progression?
.« If the material world rests upon a similar

tdeal world, this ideal world must rest upon

some other; and so on, without end. It were

better ... never to look beyond the present

material world., (Dl61-162)

In suggesting that it is better never to look beyond
the material world, what precisely is it that Philo is
advocating? George Nathan2 maintains that "Cleanthes is
unaware that Philo is trying to eliminate only the extexn-
ality of the cause. He is not trying to deny its intel-~
ligence”. (Chappell 410) Pike,3 on the other hand, inter-
prets Philo's position as eliminating the requirement for a
causal account of the ordexr present in the world:

If we introduce an ordered mind in an effort
to explain the existence of an ordered
world, must we not provide a similar explana-
tion of the ordered mind? But if we accept
this demand, we shall have to introduce yet
another intelligent being as the creator of
the first. This explanatory chain can cnd
only in an infinite regress. We would prob-
ably do better to assume that order in the
material world is an ultimate fact that does
not require explanation. Once we take the
first step down the explanatory trail we are
committed to go on forever. (Pike 157)
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I will now examine critically the interpretaticns suggested
by Nathan and Pike.

Certain gquestions suggest themselves regarding
Nathan's position. First, what does Nathan mean by the
intelligence of the cause? Second, what evidence is there
that Hume does not want to deny the intelligence of the
cause? And third, is Nathan correct in maintaining that
Phile only wants to deny the externality of the cause, and
not its intelligence?

To understénd Nathan's sense of the terms ‘ration-
ality' and 'intelligence' (treated as synonyms in this con~
text - see his article, p.421) we must examine what he says
in other parts of his paper. The first clue to Nathan's
interpretation occurs when he discusses the vegetable library
illustration., He points out that there is an essential ambi-
guity in the word design throughout the Dialogues: "At some
stages the meaning of "design" is taken to be that of the
raticnal or intelligent order which is produced by an exter-
nal agent or the intentions and plans of that agent. However
"design" can also mean only the rational order itself without
any further assumptions about external causes". (Ch. 404)
To determine whether an object has a rational order Nathan
suggests the following:

...just as we call a mind rational because of
its particular order, and not because of .its
cause, likewise we determine whether any
other thing has an intelligent order by exam=-
ining its structure and not by looking for
the cause. For Hume the way of determining
such order is by comparing something to
objects which are acknowledged to be ration-
ally ordered and then ascertaining what
points of analogy are present in both. If
the aspects which are found in the ordered
product are also found in the item an
question, then we can pronounce that item
rational. Of course, human artifacts sug-
gest themselves as the obvious paradigm for
such comparisons. (Ch.407-408).

Nathan maintains that the rational order in human artifacts

derives from the fact that there are "parts which are related
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to each other by the reciprocal relation of cause and effect
and which also contribute to some general purpose of the
object as a whole”. {(Ch.421) Hence, on Nathan's reading
of Hume, non-human products can be regarded as rationally
ordered provided they also possess these features.4 To be

rationally ordered, therefore, there is no reguirement of

conscious design on the part of the cause. Nathan goes

which entitle us to regard it as rational or intelligently
ordered, we can conclude that its cause is rational or intel~
ligent, regardless of whether the cause is internal or ex-
ternal. Commenting on the effects of causal reasoning in
man and similar results achieved through instincts in other
animals (cases of external causes) Nathan writes:

Judging from the marvelous adaptation of means
to ends which men evidence we must equally
acknowledge a similar process on the part of
animals, If man exhibits rationality, then so
do other creatures. The fact of rationality
is not diminished by the revelation that
instinct is the cause of this amazing adaptive
process. Rather, we are led to the conclusion
that instinct possesses a rationality of its
own. {Ch.407)

Speaking in connection with the vegetable library illustra-
tion which Nathan maintains must be regarded as having
internal ordering principles he writes: "... even though
the propagation of the natural volumes does not depend on
conscious design, nevertheless the volumes are rational and
are due to a rational cause. The character of the volumes
remains unchanged, even if they did not have an external
cause”, (Ch.407)

Regarding the second question I raised in connec-
tion with Nathan's thesis, namely, is there evidence that
Hume does not want to deny the intelligence or rationality
of the cause of the design of the world, he argues as
follows: "The ... principle which is responsible for the
order in the universe has already been characterized as
rational. It is rational or intelligent because its effects
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resemble the intelligently ordered objects of human arti-
fice". {Ch.421) We are now able to see why he holds that
in Part IV only the externality of the cause ¢of the design
of the world is being attacked: since Nathan holds that

Hume ascribes rationality to causes the effects of which

have a relation of parts to each other and to genexal
purpose, and since these features are not guestioned in
regard to the design of the world in Parxrt IV, he concludes
that nothing said by Philo in this part is critical of the
rationality of the ordering cause. Now, although it is
true that nothing said by Philo in Part IV challenges the
claim that the world is rationally or intelligently ordered,
this is not sufficient to confirm Nathan's position. For
his argument is that Hume nowhere challenges the rationality
of the cause of the design of the world, and therefore,
Nathan's major effort is to show that Hume is arguing for
a rational (in Nathan's sense) internal principle of order
for the world. Therefore, I propose to turn'to the third
gquestion raised in connection with Nathan's paper to detexr-
mine whether Philo wants only to deny the externality of the
cause. This is best approached by determining whethexr Philoc
ever criticizes the rationality or intelligence of the de~
sign of the world.

In proceeding with this problem I believe it best
to advance in two stages. First, I will examine.passages
which are held by Nathan (and others) to establish that
Philo accepts the rationality of the world, and therefore
of itse designing cause, and 1 will show that these passages
do not support Nathan's view., In the second stage, I will
turn to the text to show that there are passages in which
Philo shows why the rationality of the design of the world
and of its cause cannot be established. One more peint
before we begin. Nathan maintains, as we saw, {(and I
believe that this is correct), that for an effect to be
considered rational, and, therefore, for the cause of that
effect to be considered rational, the effect must be so

ordered that it satisfies two conditions, nawmely, there must
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be a relation of parts to each other and to a general pur-
pose. It is reasonable to hold that if the second condi-
tion is satisfied, then the first condition is also satis-
fied. That is, if the parts are so ordered that they lend
themselves to some overall purpose, then the parts must be
related to each other. Hence, claims of purposiveness
allow us to conclude the existence of means to ends rela-
tions. Philo never denies that the design of the world
exhibits means to ends relations. However, it is far from
obvious that the existence of means to ends relations allows
us to claim that there is a general purpose to whatever
possesses means to ends relations. As we shall see, it is
this very point with which Hume is struggling in seeking to
determine whether the orxrder we find in the world is a
rational order. Philo will deny that reason can ever est-~
ablish that the design of the world is purposive.

The first passage quoted by Nathan appears in
Part X. Philo asserts: You ascribe, Cleanthes (and I
believe justly) a purpose and intention to nature. (DL198)
At first glance, this passage appears to support the view
that the design of the world is a rational one. However,
I believe that the situation is somewhat more complex, and
to show this I wént to return to a passage spoken by Philo
in Part II in which he speaks ~ as he does in the passage
from D198 -~ of ‘'ascribing justly'. Philo there tells Demea
and Cleanthes:

v. a8 all perfection is entirely relative,
we ought never to imagine, that we compre-
hend the attributes of this divine Being, or
to suppose, that his perfecticwns have any
analogy or likeness to the perfections of a
human creature. Wisdom, thought, design,
knowledge; these we justly aseribe to himg
because these words are honouraeble among
men, and we have no other language or other
conceptions, by which we can express our
adoration of him. But let us beware, lest
ve think, that our ideas any wise correspond
to his perfectiong, or that his atitributes
have any resemblance to these qualities
among men. {D142)
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At least in connection with divine attributes, 'justly as-
cribing' certain attributes to God does not involve any
accuracy on our part in regard to such ascriptions: Just
ascription, in this case, is linked with a complete lack of
comprehension of divine attributes, and a denial of any like=-
ness between human perfections and those of Cod.

The passage spoken by Philo at D198 in which he ack-
nowledges a purpose and intention to nature is expressed in
a manner similar to the way in which he expressed his viewsv
about divine attributes in Part II. And, therefore, in
reading the passage in Part X we should be open to the pos-
sibility that when Philo consents to a 'just ascription' of
a purpose and intention to nature, he does not believe either
that we understand the purpose and intention in nature, or
that purposiveness as far as we understand it has any like~
nass to what is true of the world. In any case, the passage
at D188 cannot be taken simpliciter as evidence that Philo
holds that there is a purpose and intention to nature.

The second passage gquoted by Nathan occurs at the
end of Part X:

In many views of the universe, and of ite
parts, particularly the latter, the beauty
and fitness of final causes strike us with
such irresistible force, thait all obJections
appear (what I believe they really ara) mere
cavils and sophisms; nor can we then imagine
how it was ever possible for uas *to repose,
any weight on them. (D202)

In assessing this passage, the sentence preceding what I have
quoted is relevant. Philo tells Cleanthes that formerly,
when we argued conccrning the natural attributes of tntelld-
gence and design, I needed all my sceptical and metaphysical
subtilty to elude your grasp. The full point that Philo is
making, therefore, is that in attacking the claim of intel~--
ligence and design, he employed sceptical (Pyrrhonistic)
arguments, However, often our perception of the world, par-
ticularly the adaptation of means to ends, strikes us so
irresistibly that we can no longer deny the rationality of

the world, even though we have been exposed to the sceptical
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arguments against the rationality of the worlid. In fact,
the sceptical arguments now appear to us as mere cavils and
sophisms (and are such).

The structure of Philo's point does not lend itself
to interpreting him as holding that there are reasonable {or
analogical} grounds for believing in a purpose and intention
to nature. Rather, what he says supports the view that a
belief in purposiveness is an instinctive or natural belief.
Notice that the concession to purposiveness follows the pre-
sentation of sceptical arguments. And notice further that
it is a particular view of the world 'striking' us with
‘irresistible force' which gives rise to the belief in pur~
posiveness. These are characteristics not of a reasonable
belief, but of a natural one.5

A third passage relevant to our present discussion
occurs in Part XII where Philo again appears to assent to the
purposive nature of the world:

A purpose, an intention, or design strikes
every where the most careless, the most
stupitd thinker. (D214)

In understanding this passage it should be recalled that
"carelessness"” for Hume is a technical term which is used to
characterize that state of mind which enables us to ignore
the arguments of the sceptic and to be moved by our natural
tendencies.6 Hence, again here Philo is suggesting that a
belief in purposiveness is natural, and not rational.

The passages we have examined lend themselves to the
interpretation that a belief in the rationality of the de-
sign of the world is not something which reason can estab-
lish. Xt is usual with Hume in his effort to establish a
belief as natural to show why reason is unable to establish
the belief in gquestion. I will now show that this standard
practice of Hume's is also present in the case of the claim
regarding the rationality of the design of the world.

The challenge to Philo to determine whether the
world possesses a rational design is made by Cleanthes at
the end of Part V: ... by the utmost indulgence of your
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imagination, you nmever get rid of the hypothesis of design
in the universe; but are obliged, at every turn, to have
recourse o <1t. (D1l69) Cleanthes' challenge is met Ty
Philo in Part VIII. In this section, Philo proposes the
following

Suppose ... that matter were thrown into any
vosttion, by a blind, unguided Fforecz; it is
evident that thie first position must in all
probability be the most confused and most
disorderly imaginable, without any resemb-
lance to those works of human contrivance,
which, along with a stmthy of paris, dis-
cover an adjustment of means to ernds and a
,cmaerﬂz to self- pr°scrvatuon. If tke
actuating force cease after this operation,
matter must remain for ever in disorder, and
continue an immense chaos, without any
proportion or activity. But suppose, that
the actuating force, whatever it be, still
continues in matter, this first position
will immedictely give place to a second,
which will likewise in all probability be
as discrderly as the fivest, and so on,
through many successtions of changes and
revolutions ... Thus the universe goes on
for many ages in a continued succession of
chaos and disorder. But 18 it not possidble
that 1t may settle at last, so as not to
lose its motion and active force ... yet so0
as to preserve an uniformity of appearance,
amidst the continucl motion and fluctuation
of its parts? This we find to be the case
with the universe at present.
Every individual ie¢ perpetually changing,
and every part of every individual, and
yet the whole remaing, in appearance, the
same. May we not hope for such a pooz~
tion, or rather be assured of 1t, from the
eternal revolutions of ungutded matter,
and may not this account for all the ap-
near7nJ wiedom and contrivance which is
in the universe? Let us contemplute tae
subject a little, and we shall find, that
this adjustment, 1f attained by matter,
of a seeming stability in the forms, with
a real and perpetual revolution or motion
of parts, affords a plausible, 1f not a
true solution of the difficulty. (D184-185)

A blind unguided force ~ of the sort which this

hypothesis postulates - could not be considered a rational
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designing principle in Nathan's sense. Now, if reason will
always be confronted with the possibility that the cause of
the design of the world is not a rational principle of orxder,
and if only a rational principle of order can produce a
rationally ordered effect, it follows that reason cannot
establish that the world is a rationally ordered effect.
The question we must now answer is why can reason not be
convinced that the design of the world is a rational one.
Hume's answer to this must be that means to ends
relations and a coherence of parts - features of the world
which we can verify - do not ensure that there is a general
purpose to whatever it is that possesses these features;
for if they did, then their presence would rule out the
possiblity that the cause of design is a 'blind unguided
force'. I believe that the point Hume is anxious to make
is that purposiveness is not reducible to means to ends
relations and a coherence of parts, nor do these features
ensure purposiveness. If means to ends relations and a
coherence of parts were either the same as a general pur~-
pose or features ensuring a general purpose, then these
features would ensure that the object is rationally de-
signed, and hence has a rational cause. But since we can
deny the rationality of the cause even when these character-
istics are present, it follows that a general purpose can-
not be known or inferred merely from the presence of these
features. If we take a machine or an organism as items
which satisfy the requirements of a rational design, much
can be learncd about Hume's views on purposiveness and
rational design. Machines and organisms all possess means
to ends relations and a coherence of parts as well as a
rational design, and therefore Hume's point is that it is
a common error to confuse these characteristics with the
notion of a general purpose, or to believe that these
characteristics ensure a general purpose. Nathan himself
has fallen into this confusion when he tells us that
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Por Hume the way of determining such
[rational]l order is by comparing some-
thing to objects which are acknowledged
to be rationally ordered and then ascer-
taining what points of analogy are
present in both. If the aspects which
are found in the ordered product are also
found in the item in guestion, then we
can pronounce that item rational. Of
course, human artifacts suggest them~
selves as the obvious paradigm for such
comparisons. For this reason Cleanthes’
illustrations are especially apt. His
comparison of the universe to machines,
houses and books is useful because they
all exhibit an intelligent structure.

that Hume is trying to show is that the presence of mean
o ends relations and a coherence of parts is not sufficient
to claim that an object possesses a rational structure and
a rational cause, and that, therefore, more is reguired be-
fore such a rational structure can be confidently affirmed.
What more is needed?

A clue to answering this is provided by Hume in a
passage in Part VIII which immediately follows the one we
have been discussing. Philo asserts:

It i in vain, therefore, to insist upon
the uses of the parts in animals or vege-
taebles, and their curious adjustment to
each other., I would fain krow how an
animal could subsist, unless its parts
were so adjusted? Do we nct find, that
14 immediately perishes whenever this
adjustment ceases, and that its matter
corrupting tries some new form? It hap-
pens, <indeed, that the parts of the world
are o well adjusted, that some regular
Fform immediately lays claim to this cor-
rupted matter: And 1F <t were not so,
could the world subsist? Must <1t not
dissolve ags well as the animal, and pass
through new positions and sttuations;
till in a great, but finite suceecsion it
fall at last into the present or some such
order. (D185)

According to this passage, means to ends relations
and a coherence of parts are necessary for an object's exist~
ence: without these features nothing can exist. Where an
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object comes into existence through a 'blind unguided force'
the object and its particular set of causal relations are
not brought into existence purposively. On the other hand,
where an object and its particular set of causal relations
come into existence through some guiding force (or principle)
the resulting design is purposive. For the designing prin-~
ciple to bring about such an object, it is not necessary,
according to Hume, that it be aware of the object it is
designing:

A tree bestows order and organization on
that tree which springs from it, without
knowing the order: an animal, in the same
manner, on its offspring: a bird, on its
nest: And instances of this kind are even
more frequent in the world, than those of
order, which arise from reason and con-
trivance. (D179)

What is required in order to say that the design is purpos-
ive is this: we must find the cause of design and the item
designed constantly conjoined. It is precisely the absence
of this constant conjunction in the case of God and the de~
sign of the world which allows Philo to suggest a 'blind un-
guided force' as the origin of the design of the world.
Therefore, we find ourselves returning to Philo'’s earlier ob-
jection in Part II: without seeing worlds formed under our
eyes, it is impossible to comment on the cause of the design
of the world - and this includes its rationality. Without
the required constant conjunction it will never be possible
to answer the question, "Why does the world exhibit this
particular set of means to ends relations?" Without an
answer to this, the problem of the general purpose served by
its design cannot be answered, with the result that we can-
not establish the rationality of the design of the effect
nor of its cause. In Part VIII Philo is suggesting that so
long as we are unable to establish that the design of the
world and its cause of design are both rational (in the
sense discussed earlier) it will be impossible to determine
if the guestion, "What is the purpose of the design we find
in the worleé?" is well-formed, since there may not be a

. 7
purpose to the design,
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it can now be seen, therefore, that Nathan is mis=-
taken in holding that only the externality of the cause is
being attacked by Hume, and not its rationality (in Nathan's
sense of this term). The particular insight which Philo
has revealed is that the presence of means to ends relations
and a coherence of parts doas not establish or guarancee a
general purpose, and, therefore, these features alone cannot
be used to establish the rationality of the effect and of
che cause. )

I turn now to the second suggested interpretation
of Philo's position in advocating that it were betier never
to Look beyond the precent material world in accounting for
the design of the world. Pike interprets Philo as maintain-
ing that we should eliminate the requirement for a causal
account of the order in the world. By considering the pre-
sent order as an ultimate fact, no explanation of it is
reguired, and no regress is generated. The text, however,
does not bear out Pike's interpretation.

First, the passage under consideration is amenable

o more than one interpretaticn, When Philc save that ¢

2

were better never to look beyond the present material world
he adds that by supposing 1t to contain the principle of its
order within itself, we really assert 1t to be Zod. Now, in
saying this Philo may either mean that order pertains t¢ the
very nature of the world, in which case the scarch for causes
is removed, or he may mean that we should suppose that tha
world has an internal principle of order. It is only if
Philo intends the former that he can be regarded as holding
that the present order is not one requiring a causal explana-
tion. To determine which of these Philo is maintaining, I
will now examine other passages in which Philo is concerned
with the infinite regress generated by Cleanthes' argument.

I should add that the two positions outlined above allow for
a tertium guid, namely, Philo may believe that neither posi-
tion is actually defensible, in which case he 1s not committe

to either position.
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At D162-163 Philo examines ways of stopping the
regress in Cleanthes' pcsition. His first attempt involves
the suggestion that the different ideas, which compose the
reasor of the supreme Being, fall into order, of themselveas,
and by their own nature. {(D162) 1In assessing this, Philo
asserts a) that this is really to ralk without any precise
meaning {(D162), and b) if it has meaning, he asks why 7t {s
not as good sense to say, that the parts of the material
world fall into order, of themselves, and by their own
nature? Can the one opinion be intelligible, while the
otner is not s0? (D162) Now, if Philo were opting for the
claim that the parts of the material fall into order by them-
selves through their own natures, then we could accept Pike's
interpretation. For if the parts of the material world were
self-ordering, there would be no distinction between what
was ordered and what brought the order about: in this sense,
the order in the world would be an ultimate fact. But this
is not what Philo is maintaining. His aim in this passage
is to argue that it is as plausible to hold to a self-ordering
material world as it is to hold to a self-ordering divine
reason, so that the one hypot@esis has no advantage over the
other. To adopt Pike's position requires believing that
Philo holds that the notion of self~ordering phenomena can be
given a precise meaning or be rendered intelligible, which he
never acknowledges, and it requires believing that he holds
that the hypothesis of a self-ordering material world is more
defensible than that of a self-ordering divine reason, which
he also does not acknowledge.

The second way in which Philo seeks to prevent the
regress in Cleanthes' position is to examine the supposition
that God's mind is a rational faculty, and that this is the
cause of the order in the ideas in the divine mind: ... when
it ig asked, what cause produces order in the ideas of the
supreme Being, can any other reason be asstigned by you, anthro-
pomorphites, than that it i{s a rational faculty, and that such
ig the nature of the Deity? (DPl63) But Philo again asks why,
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if this line is adopted with respect to the divine mind, a
similar answer will not be equally satisfactory in account-
ing for the order of the world, without having recourse to
any such intelligent Creator: ... It <s only to say, that
such 1s the nature of material objeets, and that they are
«ll originally possessed of a faculty of order and propor-
tion. (D163) IXIf Philo accepted this latter account, Pike's
reading could be accepted. Philo, however, is guick to
point out that these are only more learned and elaborate
ways of confessing ‘our ignorance; nor has the one hypo-
thesis any real advantage above the other, czcept in its
greater conformity to vulgar prejudices. (DLl63) Philo con-
cludes Part IV by emphasizing that neither hypothesis - that
of a self~designing divine reason nor a selri-qQesigilaa
material world - is either more intelligible or more plaus-
ible than the other in accounting for the design of the
world:

An 1deal system, arranged of itself, without
a precedent design, 15 not a whit more ex-
plicable than a materiql one, which attains
its order imn a like manner; nor is there

any more difficulty in the latter supposition
than in the former. (D164)

Nothing said by Philo in Part IV, therefore, supports Pike's

position that to stop the regress Philo advocates assuming

that order in the material world is an ultimate fact.

in accounting for the design of the world, and that we ghoulld
suppose it to contain the principle of its order within
itself' is amenable to two interpretations: either the werld
should be regarded as though order pertains to its very
nature, or else the world should be supposed to have an in-
ternal (as opposed to an external) principle of orcder. Since
Philo refused to accept the former for the reasons discussed
above, it might be thought that he is actually advocating
acceptance of an internal principle of order for the world.

This is the position which George Nathan argues Philo is
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willing to accept. I will now show that Nathan is mistaken
in his reading, and that Philo is not prepared to accept,

or better defend, an internal principle of order for the
world.,

In defense of his reading, Nathan argues as follows:

Iohilo is defending the grinciple of an
internal cause of order in the universe.
2Cleanthes is positing an external cause
which is itself internally ordered. 3Both
seek to avoid the infinite regress. To
prevent the regress in which the order of
the universe is explained by an external
cause, etc. ad infinitum, it is necessary
that there be an internal principle of

order somewhere in the series. 4If the
internal principle is necessary, then an
external principle is impossible. 5Since
the internal principle is necessary for
explanation, it is also sufficient.

6philo and Cleanthes agree that experience
reveals an internal principle of order in
the universe in plants, animals, and minds.
Such things as watches and houses are ob-
served to be the result of human minds which
are themselves internally ordered. /There-
fore because this internal principle exists
in the universe, the universe has within it
a necessary and sufficient explanation for
its order. 8As a result an external prin-
ciple of order for the universe is impossible.
9rurthermore, if one external principle is
impossible, an infinite series of such
principles is equally impossible. (D412-413)

To facilitate my discussion of this passage from Nathan's
paper, I will refer to the superscripts which I have inserted.
The first sentence in this quotation is, of course,
what Nathan is trying to establish, and therefore, our
decision regarding it must await an appraisal of Nathan's
argument., Sentence 2, however, can now be shown to reflect
inaccurately Cleanthes' position. Although Cleanthes does
want to hold that the cause of the design of the world is
external to the world, he deres not commit himself to holding
that it is internally ordered. There is but one passage in
the Dialogues wherein Cleanthes makes any response to Philo's
charge of an infinite regress, and within it he shows himself
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to be without a proper answer:

Even 1w common life, 1f I assign a cause

for any event; 1s it any objecticon, PHILO,
that I cannct assign the cause of that cause,
and answer every new question, which may in-
cessantly be started? ... You start abstruse
doubts, cavils, and objections: You ask me,
what 1¢ the cause of this cause? I know not;
I eare not; that concerns not me. I have
found « Deity; and here I stop my enquiry.
Let those go farther, who are wisgser or more
enterprising., (D163)

Even though MNathan.is mistaken about Cleanthes in this re=-
gard, he may still, of course, be correct in his inter-
pretation that Philo is defending an internal cause of order
in the universe.

In the group of sentences numbered 3, Natﬁan
wrongly accounts for how the infinite regress can be stopped.
From the fact that an internal principle of order is posited
somewhere in the series, it does not follow that there is no
infinite regress. For it can still be asked of this inter-
nal principle of order, what it is that brought it about,
and so on. In other words, the 'location' of the ordering
principle is not all there is to the problem of the infinite
regress, nor is it a complete solution to the problem. There
are but two ways to stop the infinite regress which Philo has
charged: either the thing designed must be such that order
pertains to its very nature, or there must be an internal
principle of order somewhere in the series of causes {(as
Nathan holds) which, for some specifiable reason,8 does not
itself require a causal explanation. If the former is true,
i.e. if order pertains to the very nature of the world, then
all external principles would be impossible, but, of course,
so would all internal principles. To establish the necessity
{and therefore sufficiency) of an internal principle of order
for the world (Nathan's points 4 and 5), it must be shown that
the nature of the world is such that order does not pertain
to its very nature, and that the design of the world cannot
be better explained by an external principle of order which
is itself internally ordered and which does not itself
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require a causal explanation. Or alternatively, it must be
shown that the evidence in favour of the hypothesis of an
internal principle of order meets a satisfactory level of
acceptability. According to Nathan, Hume held that this
latter position can be upheld (Nathan's step 7). The evi-
dence 1s given in 6, namely, by experience we find an inter-
nal principle of order in plants, animals, and ninds. How=-
ever, it does not seem likely that Hume would employ such
evidence, since it is subject to the very same criticism
which Philo levied against Cleanthes in Part II, when
Cleanthes sought to establish thought as the cause of the
design of the world. In short, the problem still remains

as to why we.can accept what experience discloses about
parts of the world to be applicable to the whole world. If
Cleanthes had difficulty with this in his argument, it appears
that Philo will have the same difficulty. If my point here
is correct, then Nathan's steps 8 and 9, wherein it is
concluded that Philo’s evidence rules out all external
causes of order for the world, cannot be accepted.

Thus far, I have stated how I believe that the
regress can be stopped, and one way in which I do not be-
lieve that Philo would argue for an internal principle of
order. However, it might be said that textually Nathan's
position is accurate, even though we might disagree with
Philo's arguments. I will now show that Philo does not adopt
the position which Nathan puts forth in his behalf.

The one passage which is relevant to our present
discussion appears toward the end of Part VI. Philo says:

And were I obliged to defend any particular
system of this nature (which I never willingly
should do), I zstcem none more plausible than
that which aseribes an eternal, inherent prin-
eiple of order to the world; though attended
with great and continual revolutions and alter-
ations. This at once solves all difficulties;
and if the solution, by being so gencral, isg
not entirely complete and satisfactory, it is,
at least, a theory, that we must, sooner or
later, have recourae Lo, whatever system we
embrace., How could things have been as they
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arz, were there not an original, innerent
prineiple of order somewhere, in thought
or in matter? And it is very indifferent
to which of these we give the preference.
Chance has no place, on any hypothesis,
sceptical or religicus. Every thing is
surely governed Ly steady, inviolable laws.
And were the inmost essence of things laid
open to us, we should then discover a
scene, of which, at present, we can have
no idea. Instead of admiring the order of
natural beings, we should clearly see,
that 1t was absolutely impossible for them,
in the smallest article, ever to admit of
any other disposition. (D1l74-175)

Nathan gquotes parts of this passage as evidence
for his reading. However, it must be pointed out that there
are certain peculiarities in Nathan's presentation of it.
First, he omits the bracketed portion in the first sentence
in which Philo declares that he would never willingly defend
what he is about to say. Second, Nathan misquotes a portion
of the first sentence, rendering eternal inherent principle
of order to the world as internal inherent principle of
order to the world., Third, Nathan stops quoting the passage
after the third sentence, thereby omitting Philo's claim
that it is indifferent whether we opt for an original inher=-
ent principle in thought or in matter, and also omitting
Philo's comments as to what we would find were the inmost
essence of thinge laid open to us.g Now, if the passage 1is
read as Nathan has quoted it, it seems as though Philo is
advocating an internal principle of order to the world. But
even if the passage is rendered as Nathan has done, there is
nothing supporting his step 6; that is, nothing said by Philo
in this passage indicates that he accepts the existence of
internal principles of order in the world as evidence that
the principle of order of the world is also an internal one.
In any case, once the entire passage is examined, it can be
seen that Philo is not himself committed to an internal prin-
ciple of order to the world.

Philo is making the following points:
{1) If he were to defend any theory, it would be that
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advocating an eternal inherent principle of order, but he
would never willingly do it. This solution, by being so
general, is not in a finished form nor wholly acceptable as
it stands. ,

{2) An original inherent principle of order seems both
necessary and sufficient for explaining the order in the
world, but we cannot determine whether this inherent prin-
ciple is in thought (i.e. in an external principle of order)
or in matter (i.e. in an internal principle of order).

(3) He suggests that if we could penetrate the essences of
things, we would find that they cannot have any order other
than the order they do have.

BEach of these three points deserves some comment.

In the case of (1), the inclusion of the term ‘eternal' is
important, for it shows that Philo realizes that the infinite
regress cannot be stopped merely by positing an internal
principle of order. On the other hand, if the cause is
eternal, then the infinite regress criticism ceases to be
effective: now it makes no sense to ask for the cause of
this cause.

The hypothesis of an ‘'eternal inherent principle of
order' avoids the problem of how the world is to be character-
ized (a criticism which Philo brought against Cleanthes’
Argument from Design), and it makes no reference whatever to
what the ordering principle is. This explains Philo's asser-
tion that the solution possesses too great a generality; this
also explains why Fhilo denies completeness and full accept-
ability to this hypothesis, What Philo believes is that
rather than a solution to the problem of the divine nature,
he has, by asserting that the design of the world requires as
its cause an eternal inherent principle of order, provided
the 'form' which he regards the most plausible solution to
possess.

If the world could be characterized as having a
'specific resemblance' to certain things found in the world,

for example if it could be characterized as machine-~like, it
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would be possible to argue by analogy to the tvpe or order-
ing principle it has, and this includes whether the ordering
principle is internal or external. The claim of generality
to the hypothesis in (1) coupled with Philo's claim in (2)
that it is indifferent whether we opt for an internazl or an
external oxdering principle establishes that he believes that
such a characterization of the world is not possible.

Even though we cannot, according to Philo, determine
whiiether the ordering cause of the world is in thought or
matter, it appears ‘as though some success has been obtained
in the realization that no more plausible solution can be
proposed to the problem of how the world achieved its design
than that of an eternal inherent principle of order. Why,
then, does Philo say that he would never willingly defend
this position? In the passage under discussion he says that
the theory of an eternal inherent principle of order is one
we must socner or later have recourse to whatever systenm we
embrace. In other words, all systems of cosmogony are open
to the criticism of an infinite regress, and, therefore, all
must, in the end, posit an eternal inherent principle of
order, for only in this way can the regress be stopped. But
to argue in this way is to argue as Demea does in Part IX:
to explain the contingent, Demea argues, a modal jump is
required to a necessarily existent being; otherwise, you
become involved in an infinite regress, in which case no
existent can be satisfactorily accounted for. I submit that
Philo recognizes that to stop the regress to which all systems
of cosmegony lead, we must have recourse to Demea's a priori
argument in Part IX. However, since Philo holds that this
argument is ill—grounded,lo he is obviously unwilling to
defend the claim of an eternal inherent principle of order
to the world.

The third point raised by Philo in the passage under
discussion, namely, that if we could penetrate the essences
of things, we would find that they cannot have any order
other than the order they do have, can also be explained by
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turning to a passage in Part IX, Toward the end of this
Part Philo asserts:

It is observed by arithmeticians, that the
products of 9 compose always either 9 or
some lesser produet of 9; <1f you add to-
gether all the characters, of which arny of
the former products is composed ... To a
superficial observer, so wonderful a regu=
larity may be admired as the effect eitner
of chance or design; but a skilful alge-
braist immediately concludes it to be the
work of necessity, and demonstrates, that

1t must for ever result from the nature of
these numbers. Is it ncot probable, I ask,
that the whole oeconomy of the universe isg
conducted by a like necessity, though no
human algebra can furnish a key which solves
the difficulty? And instead of admiring the
order of natural beings, may it not happen,
that, could we penetrate into the intimate
nature of bodies, we should clearly sece why
it was absolutely impossible, they could ever
admit of any other disposition? (D191)

This passage makes it clear that Philc is not claim-
ing that the order in the world is necessary. What he is
saying is that although we cannot establish the claim that
the order of things in the world is necessary, it is also
not possible tu disprove it. And since this claim cannot
be disproved (given that we cannot penetrate into the inti-
mate nature of bodies) we will always be ignorant of whether
a principle of order is required to account for the order in
the world: the inclusion of principles of order presupposes
that the order in the world is contingent, and that, there-
fore, the order arises from something other than the very
nature of what is ordered.

I argued earlier that Philo refuses to defend the
hypothesis of an eternal inherent principle of order to the
world because this would involve him with the type of argu-
ment Demea employs in Part IX, and he holds this argument to
be defective. We can now see an additional reason for his
unwillingness to defend an eternal inherent principle of
order to the world, namely, he would have to establish that
the order in the world is contingent, and this he believes

he cannot do.
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To sum up, if the order in the world is contingent,
then the ordering cause must be regarded as necessary to
stop the infinite regress charge. And if not contingent,
then the order must be necessary. In either case, our ignor-
ance will continue, since we can neither understand nox demon-
strate necessity as it relates to existence.

An ironic element in the debate between Philo and
Cleanthes is apparent. Philo has shown that Cleanthes’
Argument from Design ultimately rests on the a priori proofb
presented by Demea in Part IX. Yet, it is Cleanthes who
offers the bulk of the critique against this a priori proof.
By so doing, he shows that the 'inconvenience' of his Argu-
ment from Design, as developed by Philo, is something he
cannot remedy.
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6.

At the conclusion of the section 0fF Scepticism with
regurd to the Senses in the Treatise Hume writes: Thkis
sceptical doubt, both with respect to reason and the
senses, ts a malady, which can never be radically cur'd,
but must return upon us every moment, however we may
chace it away, and sometimes may seem entirely free from
it. 'Tis impossible upon any system to defend either
our understanding or senses; and we but expose them
Farther when we endeavour to Justify them im that manner.
As the sceptical doubt arises naturally from a profound
and intense reflection on those subjects, it always
encreases, the farther we carry our reflections, whether
in opposition or conformity to it. Carelessness and
in-attention alone ¢an afford wus any remedy. For this
reacon I rely entively upon them; and take 1% for
granted, whatever may be the reader'c opinion at this
prasent moment, that an hour hence he will be persuaded
there ts both an external and internal world.... (T218)

This position does, of course, accord with Hume's view
regarding the lack of intelligibility of a natural belief.
All natural beliefs - those generally accepted being the
belief in causality, in a continuing self, and in body =
are such that, despite their irresistibility and impoxrt-
ance to us, they cannot be rendered intelligible. For
example, the question "What is the necessary connection
between a cause and an effect of that cause?" may also
not be well-formed, since there may not be such connec- .
tions between objects. In any case, the habit generated
in the mind which leads to the belief in a necessary
connection between objects cannot be used to explain the
necessary connection between objects - only the belief in
such connections.

This will be discussed shortly when we come to the pas-
sage in which Philo suggests how to stop the infinite
regress charge.

Nathan records the passage in question as follows: A4nd
were I obliged to defend any particular system of this
nature ... [ e¢steem none more plausible than that which
aseribes an internal, imnherent principle of order to the
world; though atterded with great and coniinual revo-
lutions and alterations. This at once solves all dif-
fieulties; and if the solution, by being go general, i€
not catircly completc and satisfactory, <t tc, at least,
a theory, that we must sooner or later, have recource to
whatever tystem we embrace. How could things have been
as they are, were there not an original, inherent principle
of order somewhere in thought or in matter?

10. We need not state his (and Cleanthes') criticisms here.





