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19. 
HUME AND BARKER ON THE LOGIC O F  DESIGN 

1 f i n d  myse l f  i n  c o m p l e t e  agreement, w i t h  what 'I: 

t a k e  t o  b e  t h e  main t h e s i s  of S tephen  B a r k e r ' s  p a p e r .  I t  

i s  c e r t a i n l y  a m i s t a k e  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  oar a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  

n e g a t i v e  c r i t i q u e  which Hume d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  modes of a r g u -  
ment of h i s  r a t i o n a l i s t  p r e d e c e s s o r s  and c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  -- 

and d i r e c t e d  even more a t  t h e  mode of c e r t a i n  c o n v i c t i o n  
w i t h  which t h e y  p r e s e n t e d  c o n c l u s i o n s  a r r i v e d  a t  by a r g u -  
ments  t h a t  d i d  n o t  h a v e  a l o g i c a l l y  compel l ing  force. Hume 
was v e r y  much c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  problem of j u s t  what  k i n d  
of f o r c e  an  argument  t h a t  was l o g i c a l l y  c o m p e l l i n g  c o u l d  
have: and h e  w a s  even more concerned  ( p e r h a p s )  w i t h  t h e  
problem of  how t h e  l o g i c a l  s t r u c t u r e  of noc-compell ing a r g u -  
ment c o u l d  b e s t  b e  e x h i b i t e d  so t h a t  t h e  l o g i c  of the argu-  
ment would n o t  be c o n f u s e d  w i t h  i t s  force. H e  made s i g -  
n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  b o t h  of t h e s e  problems;  and 1 
t h i n k  h e  knew what  h e  was d o i n g  w e l l  enough n o t  t o  d c , 4 .  - "rvc 
t h e  c h a r g e  of i n c o n s i s t e n c y  which Barker  seems i n c l i n e d  t o  
b r i n g  a g a i n s t  him. T h e r e  a r e  some q u e s t i o n s  which h e  d id  

n o t  a d d r e s s ,  f o r  t h e  v e r y  good r e a s o n  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d  o n l y  
a r i s e ,  o r  a t  l ea s t  t h e y  c o u l d  o n l y  b e  f o r m u l a t e d  c l e a r l y ,  
a s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of  o u r  i d e a s  and  o u r  s i t -  
u a t i o n  t h a t  Hume h i m s e l f  a c h i e v e d .  H i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
" r e l a t i o n s  of i d e a s "  and "matters  of f a c t "  may be o v e r l y  
s i m p l i s t i c .  But i n  all i t s  s i m p l i c i t y  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
powerfu l  enough t o  e n a b l e  Hume t o  d e a l  q u i t e  s h o r t l y  w i t h  
any c l a i m  t h a t  it i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  t o  want t o  a c h i e v e  t h i s  
goal of knowing and s a y i n g  what i s  t r u e ,  j u s t  b e c a u s e  w e  
have  shown t h a t  w e  h a v e  no  l o s i ca l  g u a r a n t e e  t h a t  w e  s h a l l  
a c h i e v e  i k .  C h r i s t i a n  o r t h o d o x y  h a s  a lways  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  
w e  a re  a l l  of  u s  e q u a l l y  " s i n n e r s " ;  b u t  no o r t h o d o x  C h r i s t i a n  
moral is t  h a s  ever m a i n t a i n e d  t h e  S t o i c  paradox t h a t  a l l  s i n s  

a r e  equal .  It is  p r e c i s e l y  b e c a u s e  w e  kr.ow t h a t  w e  c a n n o t  
a c h i e v e  S t o i c  wisdom t h a t  w e  c a n n o t  p o s s i b l y  b e  tempted  to 
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a c c e p t  t h a t  paradox.  H u m e ' s  achievement was t o  show t h a t  
( i n  s p i t e  of t h e  s e r p e n t ' s  f a l s e  promise)  o u r  s i t u a t i o n  

wi th  respect t o  knowledge has  always been j u s t  a s  pa r lous  
a s  ou r  s i t u a t i o n  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  a c t i o n .  But even i n  t h e s e  
unhappy c i rcur rs tances  i t  i s  n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  t o  s t r i v e  f o r  
whatever  measure of t r u t h  w e  can achieve :  and t o  s t r i v e  a t  

t h e  same t i m e  f o r  a b s o l u t e  l o g i c a l  c l a r i t y  about  t h e  l i m i t s  

o f  ou r  i n s i g h t  and about  t h e  comparat ive m e r i t s  of a l l  pro-  
posed approaches t o  t h e  g o a l .  

But I must n o t  devote  my t i m e  t o  an i s s u e  t h a t  ' 

Barker  w i s e l y  a sks  us t o  keep an open mind about .  I want 
t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  form and subs t ance  of t h e  arguments w i th  

which Barker  s u p p o r t s  t h e  t h e s i s  t h a t  I do a g r e e  wi th ,  r a t h e r  
t han  t a k e  up an a s i d e  of h i s  t h a t  I happen no t  t o  ag ree  
wi th .  So then ,  f i r s t ,  l e t  u s  c o n s i d e r  t h e  f a u l t  t h a t  he  
f i n d s  i n  t h e  " f i f t h  way" of Thomas. H e  s a y s  t h a t  i t  "begs 
t h e  q u e s t i o n " .  I t  "obscures  t h e  nexus of con t rove r sy"  be- 
cause  t h e  f i r s t  p remiss  of t h e  s y l l o g i s m  makes a c r u c i a l  
assumption t h a t  needs t o  be proved.  Now I deny t h a t  t h e  
" f i f t h  way" obscures  t h e  nexus of con t rove r sy  i n  that way. 
Thoinas (and a l l  of h i s  competent h e a r e r s )  knew p e r f e c t l y  
w e l l  t h a t  h i s  f i r s t  premiss had n o t  been u n i v e r s a l l y  
accepted .  H e  was s t a t i n g  t h e  view of  A r i s t o t l e  about  t h e  
g e n e r a l l y  purpos ive  c h a r a c t e r  of n a t u r e ,  and he  knew t h a t  
i t  had been doubted.  But he  d i d  n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  a r a t i o n a l  
b e l i e v e r  cou ld  h e s i t a t e  about  t h e  cho ice  between A r i s t o t l e ' s  

p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  of t h e  a t h e i s t  de fende r s  of chance. Any- 
one who d i d  h e s i t a t e  was a fool, and arguments could n o t  

touch him. That  some men were f o o l s ,  and could  "say  i n  t h e i r  
h e a r t ,  'There  is  no God"', was p a r t  of t h e  "problem of e v i l "  
which w e  m u s t  cons ign  t r u s t f u l l y  t o  t h e  i n s c r u t a b l e  wisdom 
of God (save  i n  so f a r  a s  S c r i p t u r e  r e v e a l s  t o  u s  t h e  o r i g i n  
of and reason  f o r  o u r  f a l l e n  c o n d i t i o n ) .  

\ 

I n  Hume's world,  A r i s t o t l e ' s  concept ion  of t h e  

o r d e r l i n e s s  of Nature  had been supp lan ted  by Newton's. 

Newton accep ted  t h e  a t o m i s t  view t h a t  " n a t u r a l  bodies"  d i d  
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__ n o t  a c t  f o r  an  end: b u t  h e  a l s o  e x h i b i t e d  t h e  " s y s t e x  o f  

t h e  World" which t h e  n a t u r a l  b o d i e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  as a mar- 
v e l l o u s  p e r p e t u a l  motion machine. Thus Newton d i d  n o t  make 

t h e  f i r s t  p r e m i s s  of t h e  argument less a t t r a c t i v e ,  thouqh 
i t  now had  t o  b e  f o r m u l a t e d  i n  P a l e y ' s  way. b a ~  h e  made 

t h e  second premiss of t h e  " f i f t h  way" a p p e a r  t o  be l o g i c -  

a l l y  impregnable .  Thomas w a s  w e l l  aware  t h a t  t h i s  w a s  t h e  
p r e m i s s  whose s e l f - e v i d e n c e  must be a d m i t t e d ;  a n d  h e  was 

a l so  aware t h a t ,  upon t h e  A r i s t o t e l i a n  v i e w  o f  n a t u r e ,  some 
g r a v e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  c o u l d  a r i s e  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  i t .  H e  

shows t h i s  by h i s  d e c i s i o n  t h a t  o n l y  two o b j e c t i o n s  m e r i t  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  when w e  a s k  "Whether G o d  e x i s t s ? " .  The f i r s t  

i s  t h e  "problem of e v i l " ;  t h e  second i s  t h e  a r g u a b l e  s e l f -  
s u f f i c i e n c y  o f  t h e  sys tem of n a t u r e  - o r  i n  i t s  naked a t h e i s t  

form " t h e  e t e r n i t y  of t h e  world". Thomas r e p l i e d  t o  t h e  
second o b j e c t i o n  by s imply  r e s t a t i n g  t h e  " f i f t h  way" w i t h  
emphasis  on t h e  second premiss  " S i n c e  n a t u r e  works f o r  a 

d e t e r m i n a t e  end  under  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  a h i g h e r  a g e n t ,  what- 
e v e r  is  done by n a t u r e  @ be t r a c e d  b a c k  t o  God a s  t o  i t s  
f i r s t  c a u s e " .  (m 1 , 2 , 3 ,  a d 2 ) .  

A s  I see it ,  Hume's g r e a t n e s s  c o n s i s t s  p r e c i s e l y  i n  
h i s  r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  i t  is  a t  this p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  argument  
s h o u l d  be a t t a c k e d .  The s y l l o g i s t i c  form o f  t h e  argument  - 
which Thomas c e r t a i n l y  imposed upon it' d o e s  i n d e e d  " o b s c u r e  

t h e  nexus of c o n t r o v e r s y " .  I t  l e a d s  t o  t h e  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  
of a t t e n t i o n  upon t h e  f i r s t  p remiss .  But t h e  s o - c a l l e d  
"argument  from d e s i g n "  i s  n o t ,  and n e v e r  was,  a p r o p e r  s y l l o -  
gism. I t  is  an  argument  by ana logy .  Thomas was c e r t a i n l y  
aware of t h i s ,  as  a n y  c a r e f u l  s t u d e n t  of  A r i s t o t l e  w o u l d  be .  
But i n  a n y  case - a s  Barker  p o i n t s  o u t  - Bishop B u t l e r  

r e c o g n i z e d  i t .  I a g r e e  w i t h  Mossner and  B a r k e r  t h a t  B u t l e r  

i s  a h i g h l y  p l a u s i b l e  model f o r  Hume's C l e a n t h e s .  I do  n o t  
know what  t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  view a b o u t  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  q u e s t i o n  
i s ,  b u t  I a m  myself  much impressed  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Hume 

accepts B u t l e r ' s  g e n e r a l  c o n t e x t  f o r  h i s  own a t t a c k  upon t h e  
argument .  Demea and P h i l o  b e g i n  by a g r e e i n g  w i t h  B u t l e r  
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t h a t  i t  can  be t a k e n  f o r  proved  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  
Au thor  of x a t u r e .  W e  s h o u l d  n o t e  t h a t  P h i l o  makes t h e  
c o n c e s s i o n  i n  a p e c u l i a r l y  nominal  way ( t h e  o r i g i n a l  c a u s e  
o f  t h i s  u n i v e r s e  ( w h a t e v e r  i t  b e )  o e  call G c d ) .  For  s i n c e  
P h i l o  h a s  j u s t  commented on t h e  d o u b l e  f o l l y  of  denying  God's 
e x i s t e n c e  n o t  o n l y  i n  o n e ' s  h e a r t  b u t  w i t h  o n e ' s  l i p s ,  w e  
a r e  bound to wonder what h e  is a f f i r m i n g  i n  & h e a r t .  But 

h i s  c o n c e s s i o n ,  v e r b a l  though i t  may be, h a s  t h e  i m p o r t a n t  
l o g i c a l  r e s u l t  t h a t  C l e a n t h e s '  argument  is e v a l u a t e d  not a s  
a " p r o o f "  t h a t  God e x i s t s ,  b u t  a s  a means of  i n s i q h t  i n t o  

__- t h e  n a t u r e  of t h a t  f i r s t  c a u s e  whose e x i s t e n c e  is s a i d  n o t  
t o  be i n  doubt .  The c o u r s e  of  t h e  e x a m i n a t i o n  makes us  see 
f i r s t  how many p l a u s i b l e  a n a l o g i e s  can be drawn from e x p e r -  
i e n c e  t o  a c c o u n t  for t h e  o r d e r l i n e s s  ( t h e  a p p a r e n t  " d e s i g n " )  
of t h e  wor ld .  T h i s  is  t h e  f u l l  deployment  of what  Thomas 

r e c o g n i z e d  as " O b j e c t i o n  2" .  Then t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a n a l o g y  o f  

f a i t h  i t s e l f  is p r e s s e d  t o  a l o g i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n  ( t h e  f u l l  
deployment  of " O b j e c t i o n  la', t h e  "problem of e v i l " ) .  The 
fair c o n c l u s i o n  is  t h a t  t h e  o r d e r i n g  p r i n c i p l e  of t h e  w o r l d  
may be more l i k e  a plant or a s p i d e r  t h a n  it i s  l i k e  t h e  
human mind: b u t  t h a t  i f  i t  i s  i n d e e d  a mind w i t h  c o n s c i o u s  

p u r p o s e s ,  t h o s e  p u r p o s e s  are  so  f a r  removed from 
r a t i o n a l  g o a l s  t h a t  t h e  a t t i t u d e  o f  w o r s h i p  ( i f  i t  i n c l u d e s  
mora l  r e s p e c t )  is  q u i t e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  The " d i v i n e  n a t u r e "  

i s  a s  m y s t e r i o u s  a s  D e m e a  s a y s  it i s ;  b u t  i t  i s  a t  a l l  
" a d o r a b l e " .  Thus by t a k i n q  the arqument  s e r i o u s l y  Hume 
shows t h a t  it w i l l  n o t  j u s t i f y  t h e  second p r e m i s s  of  t h e  
" f i f t h  way" i n  any t h e o l o g i c a l l y  r e l e v a n t  way. Once w e  
r e c o g n i z e  that, w e  m u s t  a s k  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  was any  r e l i g i o u s  
p o i n t  i n  a p p l y i n g  t h e  c o n c e p t  of  d e s i q n  t o  t h e  w o r l d  a t  a l l .  

What a p p e a r e d  t o  Thomas as  a f o r c e d  o p t i o n  between " d e s i g n "  
and "chance"  h a s  become a d i s t i n c t i o n  w i t h o u t  a d i f f e r e n c e .  

I f  I am r i g h t  i n  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  Hume saw t h e  reduc-  
t i o n  of t h e  argument  t o  a s y l l o g i s m  a s  m i s l e a d i n g  i n  q u i t e  

a different way than Barker says it is misleading, and t h a t  
by n o t  t r e a t i n g  t h e  argument  as a " p r o o f "  a t  a l l ,  h e  meant 
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t o  make us  see more p r e c i s e l y  how w e  are  m i s l e d  by i t ,  t h e n  
i t  c a n n o t  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  i n  w i s h i n g  f o r  a " q u i t e  f o r m a l  
and r e g u l a r "  a n a l y s i s  of C l e a n t h e s '  argument  ( i n  t h e  l e t t e r  

t o  G i l b e r t  E l l i o t  which B a r k e r  q u o t e s )  Humr-. - ' -  " h ? - k e r i r g  
a f t e r  a d e d u c t i v e  argument" .  I n  making t h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  
Barker  i s  u n j u s t  t o  t h e  s t r o n g  c a s e  t h a t  h e  h a s  made f o r  

Hurne's "shrewd g r a s p  of  i n d u c t i v e  r e a s o n i n g " .  I f  w e  a s k  
where t h e  f o u n d a t i o n s  o f  t h a t  " s t r o n g  g r a s p  of  w h a t  a c c e p t -  

a b l e  i n d u c t i v e  r e a s o n i n g  by a n a l o g y  s h o u l d  be" were f i r s t  
l a i d ,  I t h i n k  w e  s h a l l  soon l i g h t  upon a more p l a u s i b l e  
h y p o t h e s i s  a b o u t  what  Hume wanted and why h e  wanted i t .  

The language  of P h i l o  abounds w i t h  echoes  of Newton's " R u l e s  
of Reasoning i n  P h i l o s o p h y " ;  and C l e a n t h e s  e x p l i c i t l y  a p p e a l s  
t o  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  a c h i e v e m e n t s  of  Newton, Copern icus  and 
G a l i l e o  i n  a t t a c k i n g  P h i l o ' s  s u p p o s e d l y  h y p o c r i t i c a l  s c e p -  
t i c i s m .  Hume d e s e r v e s  less c r e d i t  a s  a c r i t i c a l  t h e o r i s t  
of a n a l o g y  t h a n  Barker  i s  w i l l i n g  t o  a c c o r d  him, b e c a u s e  
some of  t h e  p o i n t s  t h a t  B a r k e r  remarks  upon are  c i t e d  
d i r e c t l y  from t h e  P r i n c i p i a ;  and t h e  way C l e a n t h e s  assoc- 
i a t e d  h i s  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  t h a t  of Copern icus ,  G a l i l e o  and 

Newton - a l l  o f  whom w e r e  b e l i e v e r s ,  and Newton ( a t  l e a s t )  
a d e e p l y  concerned  t h e o l o q i a n  b o t h  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  and ir. 

t h e  r e v e a l e d  mode - i s  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  a c c i d e n t a l .  Hume ( I  

i n f e r )  would l i k e  t o  see t h e  " h y p o t h e s i s "  of t h e  "Author  
of Nature"  f o r m u l a t e d  r i g o r o u s l y  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  Newton's 
r u l e s  of method, so t h a t  i t s  g r a t u i t o u s  or m e t a p h y s i c a l  
c h a r a c t e r  might  be made p l a i n .  Behind " o u r  f a c e  i n  t h e  
moon" t h e  t e l e s c o p e  r e v e a l s  g r e a t  r a n g e s  of  l o n g  e x t i n c t  
v o l c a n o e s .  The D i a l o q u e s  g i v e s  u s  a c l o s e r  look  a t  t h e  f a c e  
of t h e  "Author  of  N a t u r e "  and r e v e a l s  someth ing  s i m i l a r .  
A l l  t h a t  Hume i s  w i s h i n g  for, p e r h a o s ,  i s  t h e  freedom t o  

s a y  p l a i n l y  what h e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  h e  can  q u i t e  m e t h o d i c a l l y  
show. But even i n  t h e  l e t t e r  h e  does  n o t  d a r e  t o  speak  of 

t h a t . 2  F o r  what was i n  f a c t  not f o o l i s h  when s a i d  " i n  o n e ' s  
h e a r t "  remained v e r y  e v i d e n t l y  a f o o l i s h  t h i n g  t o  s a y  w i t h  
o n e ' s  l i p s .  So a l l  t h e  bad r e a s o n e r s  ( i n c l u d i n g  Newton) who 
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think that Newton's science is a bulwark of theology because 
they do not apply Newton's method properly, continued to 
follow an "inclination which may and ought to be controlled" 
in view of the fact that it has actually been shown not to be 
"a legitimate Ground of Assent". 
confirms the wisdom of the wishes I have ascribed to Hume. 
Newton's metaphysical hypothesis of the "clockmaker" per- 
ished only after Darwin ceased "feigning hypotheses" and 
used the Newtonian method with just that clear awareness of 
its essentially hypothetical character which Hume had sought 
to inculcate. 

Paley's general success 

1. 

2. 

H. S. Harris 
York University 

I think Paley did not, but since he is only part of the 
inertial system of human thought, not one of its great 
moments like Thomas and Hume, I shall not concern 
myself with this problem. 

It is somewhat unjust to the author of the Ealouues 
to put it like this. For what is most clearly evident 
in the letter is Hume's consciousness that his own 
inclination to side with Philo weakens his capacity to 
present the case for Cleanthes. (The postscript to 
this letter is also important because it reveals Humels 
uneasy feeling that the normal principles of analogical 
reasoning do not operate upon our belief in design. 
This uneasiness is a forerunner of Kant's view that 
there are questions which we cannot answer, but for 
which we are forced to postulate a reply. I do not 
think that Hume would find that he was still troubled 
by the "will to believe" in our post-Darwinian world. 
But I take this question to be irrelevant to the "losic 
of design" in any case). 


