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Hume's Dialogues
Michael A. Ross

ABSTRACT -

. The purpose of this thesis 1is to offer an interorqga-

tion of Hume's Dialogues Concernlng,Natural Rpl_glgn, that is

consistent with regard to both the state of Natural Religion
in eiphteenth century England and the general philosophical
position of Hume. In particular it willvbe argued that
Philo's position in the Dialogies is one of agnosticism with
regard to the role played by natural reason in supporting a’
system of rellglon, and that thls agnosticism parallels Hume ' sl
: sceptical p031tlon regarding reaqon in his epiqtemology.- _

| In the first two chapters, background to the discus—
'sion of the Dlalogues is provided In Chapten I an outline
of the rise of Natural Religion is presented in order to glve
an appreciation of the issues involved. lThe second Chapter
deals with Hume's doctrine of beXlet in order to'reveal its
bearing on the methodology employed by the proponents of
Natural Rellgion. '

\In Chapters IIT and IV the two majof issues confront—g
ing commentators on- the ~;glggggi are diqcuosed Firstly,_
what was Hume trying to establlsh in the Dialogueg? And»
secondly,-who, if anyone, was meant to. represeht his- Opinions
'in this work? In Chapter IIT it is argued that Philo- rejpctso

the sufficiency of Cleanthes design argument to establish a

iv



v e .
system -of religion and suggests that it is not reason, bﬁt
rather faith, that)most securely founds systems of religion.

While Chapter III_carries with itithe implication
that Pﬁilo is Hume's spokesman in:the Dialogues, Chapfer v
considers this conLention ip some detall. . After a;reviéw of

vartous criticisms of the. 'Philo is Hume' thesis, -in which

their inadéquacy is noted, a comparisqn_is made of .the éfate—_

ments on religion made by Philo and Hume. It is concluded .

>

that Philo 1is Hume. A conclusinn is offered in which the

"points established in the thesis are reviewed, and a specu-,
R ) . .

-lation offered dnfwha{ might have been liume's final position

~on religion. . .
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_began-t» read Locke and Clarke.

Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1907) pp.

IWIRODUCT ION

David Hume had become fascinated by religinn ~arly in
his life. We know that before he was twenty he had filled a
"manuscript book" full of hls thoughts on the subjeét.l He

had read lgg_wgqlajggpx_of‘mag -—- a popular didactic trentise

"of the day w\t*inmnv the responsibilities of the virtuous man2

15

W
&h"

-- only to condlude that he would rather take his virtues from
Cicero.3 And shortly before his death he confessed to Boswell
thatAhe "never had entertained any belief in Religion since he

wht } e

' While in France'compoéing the <Ireatise of Human Nature

&

he wrote an essay againét the possibility of establishing

miracles and sent a first draft of it to Henry Home (later

Lord Kames) in 1737.5 He forﬁent publishing it for fear of
. * 7

offending Bishop Joseph Butler to whom a copy of the Ireatise

David Hume, Letters of David Hume, edited with an
Introduction by J. Y. 1. Gring (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1932), 1: p. 154,

. “See Norman Kemp Smith's Introduction to his edition
of Hume's Dialogues: "onc:rning Natural Rellgion (New York:

>

3 ™ ra
Hume, Lette;g, I: p 3%

L'Hume, Dlalogueg, p. 76.

(53

5Hump, tiers, I: pp. 23-25,



was sent. However, his obin}ons on religion were still out-
spoken enough to cost him the chair of Moral Philosophy at

Edinburgh Unlversity in 17HS,I hnd he had earned the unenvi-
able sobriquets of heretic, Deist, sceptic, and atheist. 2 .In

17&8 he published Phllosophical Essays Concerning Human Under-

standing and. included his essay "Of Miracles" and an essay "Of
the Practical Consequences of Natural Religion" which prdbed
to be a harbinger of the ng]gguga.3.

The first mention we have that Hume wag at work on a
book about Natural‘Religion.comes in a letter of his to
‘Gilbert Elliot on March 10, 1751." 1In a later letter to
Elliot he claimed that "the Subject is surely of the greatest
Importance; and the Views of 1t so new as to challenge some
Attention.”5 It was just this attention that Elliot and Adam

Smith feared, for they continuously urged Hume against

-

. 'David Hume, A Letter From a Gentleman to Hig Friend
in Edinburghi edited with an Introduection by E, C, Mossner
c

and J., V, Price (Edinburgh: University Press, 1967)

2Hume, Letters, I: p. 57:

, 3Philosophical ESsays was re-entitled Enquiry Concern-
ing Human Understanding in 1758. "Consequences" was altered

to "Of a Particular Providence and of a Future State'" -- a
title Iess apt than its predecessor,
, . ‘
Hume, Letters, I: pp. 153-157.

%Ibid., p.158. 7 n



_3_

publifg1t1rn1;l and whlle he Jfollowed this advice while he
‘li.vc?d, he never stopped revising and polishinpg this plece for
which he admitted to having a "partionlar Partin]ity.”P te
wrote the Dialopues during the early 17950's (in thé same
period he wrote his other major works on religlon: "Of Suti-
cide,'>\Cm the Immortality of the Soul," and "lhe Natural
History of Relir ion")3 revised them abont 1761 and in the few
months preceding his death,Jéfter again modifying them, wrote
Smith that "I find that nothing can be more cautinusly and
more artfully written.”!+
Hume went to extraordinary lengths to insure post-
humous publication of lgg_QLqLQggqﬁ<QQQQQLQLQQ_NQU{RQL

> and 1t finally saw the light of day in the fall of

Religion
1779.
The aim of this thesis is to provide an interpreta-

tion of Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion that is

consistent with regard to both the state of Natural Religion

lHume, Dialogues, p. 88.

Hume, Letters, II: p. 326,

‘ 31he first two essays were composed in 1755 although
suppressed -- with the exceptlon of an unauthorized publica-
tion in French in 1770 -- until after Hume's death. The
latter appeared as part of Four Dissertations in 1757,

) . .
Hume, Letters, II: ‘- p. 334,
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in etrhteeonth contury oy land aod the peneral tondenctes of

(.

Hiame philnsophy .

In the first two chapters two matters are dealt with
that turntsh o backprouand to the 1asuos involved tn the
Dialnpues: Natnral Reliplon and Hume ' s ;ﬂ]ihdsnnhy. Insnfar
as Hime's Dialogues enncerns Natural Relirion 1t 15 necessary
tns have an understanding of what conastituted this relirious
crend a4t the time Hume was writine about it. .?oo often com-
meatators, havine fatled in this regpard, bave not given the
Dialnruns 1ts due., Cuvendish referred 1o it as "disanpoint-

tt

ing" and wondered why ftume had missed his "oonponrtunity for

contributineg something really original to Natural Holigion.”l

A

E. laylor described it as "wanting in high seriousncss and
logical coherency'" and as ”superfici.al.”2

Although such opfﬁioné are regrettable they may be
avoided. More so than most Works, Hume's Dialogues must be
read iﬁ accordance with 1its historical c%?text. It was

‘written in an age.when men, infatuated with their achieve-

- . o
ments in the sciences, claimed that their empirical mrthods
were equal to any task -- even that of establishing the-
1 ' :
. A, P, Cavendish, David Hume (New York: JpPover Pub-
lications, Inc., 1968), p. 108. !
2 o .
A. E, Taylory "Symposium: 7The Present-Day Rele-
vance of Hume's Dialopues Concerning Natural Religionz”
/.: 179.

Aristoteltan Soclety Suppkementary (Vols. 17-18, 1939
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ecxiateries and o atlribute s ot the t!"i?_‘,’,’ The controveray of -

the day wis noaty s Taylor seems tao think, betwenn atheiat
and thetat but tbhetwren Unlﬂ} and thntNi.“ delther proup
dented the extstence of God and both ﬂﬂurnd~1hw assumption
that relipinn was eaaentially reasonable,  The qQuectinn wiag,
Hs Sortey notesy Yoo what, on rational grounda, oueht to be
telieved: " The Defats argued that only whiat was empiric-
ally veriftable was reaconaole and consequently, as Toland
stated ", .., nothing revealed, whether as to its manner or
oxlstence, s more exempted from {ts disqgulsitings than the
nrdinary phenomena of n:atxlrce."h The practi~al eftent ot
this position was to cast doubt on the allered truth of
biblical miracles and supernatural revelations. The
theists, on the other hand, rejected this stands As Hobert

Boyle pointed out: "I cannot allow thiat the intellect of

man 1s the penuine stand:rd of truth, so that whitever

1deo R, 5. vestfall, Science_and Ilelipgion in oovon-
teenth Century England (New Haven. Yale Univprvity Press g
1958), p. 34 where he quotes J. lkins as sayine that
scientific inquiry "... proves a God and a providence, and
incites our hearts to a greater admiration and fear of His

omnipotency.,"

&

2laylor, Symposium, p. 180.

3w R. Sorley, A History of vritish Phlloanphy to
1900 (C”mbridre University Press, 1965), p. 145,

1

.{ -
John Toland, "Christiagity Not Itysterious" in Deism
and Natural Telipion, edited with an Ingroduction by E. G,
-Waring (New York: F. Ungar Publishing Co., 1967), p. 4,
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dp e e pomprerieosg bon st i b gttt e oy he nl

Simply ot then, the s Car e om0 bt e o Ll it a i

W Yo e ot ol atpr ety by arypglog Yo e Dben vrnenag o af
e tip e whiereas the e b et mg bty oot gt b W b ®
ti o tent and 't;\l'l. ey o supplemented Ly tne rene ot tomes oan -
. . i

tadne! fn the ceriptures,

cear oy Uhae at )\}f“ in "‘_1““5 Pame ' m ahep b Sl iews
coneorning the cpabttftties of man'g reason Ao arrfuving gt
cprtuzniy take on conclderatlle G&infi”unvw. Far f empir- A
{oal reqranine conld not attain certainty, 9t in many ases
coald only clatim A4 moasure ot prot Aot ity then Nestiira)d
Pealiplon, tounded as it was on the desifpn wfm;mnﬂt, was o In

1

jeapardy, The parillel to.n skeptical opictemalaey cuch as

Higme's e, In the :{’).’]ilﬁ_‘itfihhy of reliplion, arnnaticisy, As
1

J. S, 111 puts tt:

1 ©saq DR a

westfall, Science and hkelipion, n. 16% .

Hence the term 'natural reason'+~reasning based
upon our experience of niture or what we mirht ~all ,
emnirical or inductive reasaslng, althonrh the une of the
term in Hume's day often did Aot accord with even this
vague definitinn. : - .

Apain, the meaning of Delst nn thelst in the
preceding 1s by no méans definitive -- 1t 1is iondicative )
only of general characteristics. . L
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. . . the rational attitude of a thinking mind
towards . . . natural or . . . revealed religion,
1s that of scepticism as distinguished from

belief on the one hand, and from atheism on the
other.

In Chapters III and IV our discussion concerns tﬁe
two ma]or 1qqups in the ngjogues:v What conclusions does
'Philo come to regarding Natural”Religion, as a result of ‘his .
analysis of Clnanihps' design argumedt?ﬁ And which~disputaét”
in‘the Dialogues, if ady,_;s meant to represent. Hume?

© With regard to the finst‘issué I shall be maintaining
that what gfﬁgéferféd to éé the 'designvargumentﬁ is best ¢

LR

seen as consisting of two parts. In the fiist,'an analogy 1is

B

drawn betwébgﬁtgé alleged desipgn in the universe and @he
d951én pv1de@t in manrmade productiols. This is what T call
the 'd@sign analogy'; the conclusion of which is that the
-designers in both these cases probably sbare some vague
intellectual similérity. The second part of the design argu-
ment Ig intended to establish the further claim that on the
basis of this adthropomorphic énalogy several other attri-
Jbutes of the deity may be -Inferred. This is a cruciaivstep
for thé De;sks to make 1if they are to genergge a moral
system -- for'their knowledge of God procéédéfby analogy with
man . And if the most they can claim is vague 1ntpllectual
simllarity then they cannot Pstablish a system of religion

£
involving duties, responsibilities, etc. ;*

: ~lJﬁ S Mill, "Theism" in Three Essays on Religion
(Lortdon: Longmans, "Green and Co., 1885), p., 2L2,




<

With rPSp@ct to the above diviqlon, I shall be afgu— '
-, ing. thaf whlle Phllo‘accepted that the '6031gn analogy4 had
a measure of plau51b111tyz he dpnipd that it lpd bpyond o

§
itself to a system of rellglon. By reJectinp the socond pdrt .

of thp d951gn argument, Philo succeeded in underwining

Natural Roligion, and aocordlngly drew the conc1u<1on that
‘faith'.and not 'reason' prov1ded the sureqt suéport for
religion. = Q : : oo e *

. \ . , G
Having established Philo as- the victor in the Dialogues.

we draw the natural‘concluSion that he'is meant to speak for
iime. ‘This view is double-checked by a conQ1doration of the
Aargum@nts again%t it, along with a comparison of thp similar-

ity ofwthafpositions held by Philo and Hume, with‘particular

fégérd to the claim that‘faith is,thé‘best,fdundation of

, re1ig1on.

We end our discu551on with a brief review and a final
,,specﬁiafidg on what mayvyery;wellnhavg been Hume's personal
considéfé%ionmof“reiigibn. .



CHAPTER 1

%

THE KISE OF FREETHINKING

'
@ a

' In this chapter we‘shall'be discussing the growth of
religious freethinking in late seventeenth #nd early eight-
eenth century England It will be noted that there exiqted
considerable furmoild%ithin the Protestant Church at- thiq
time and that as a result several attempts were made to end
_ the internecine disputes either by re- establiqhing Christian-
ity, or by inaugurating a uniuersal religion, on reasonable,
rather than on revelatory, grounds. Collectively, exponents
of this apnroach were known as Deilsts, and. their creed
referred to as Natural Religion. Although hardly & single
Deist agreed with any other about the articles of theif -
shared religion, they all agreed that it was- founded on the’
‘conjunction of matdi's reason and his experience of natural
phenomena. | _ - . .

During. the dame period of time that the Deists were
. flowering, the RoyalDSociety was coming to maturity.
ﬂAlthough its merpbers were practicing Christians, the methods
they employed and the discoveries they made reéulted[more in
the deifioation of nature .than in an anthem to the Christian
de. Consequently, they attracted the ire of orthodox

Christianity. By way of defending themselves from charges of

»

_.9 -

3
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irreligion, members of the sociesty argued more and more fre-
quently that to be a scientiét was to be God's ‘most faithful;
worshipper; forcevery discovery ods order, purpose,.pnd beauty
in nature added yet another éfoof‘of-divihe existencé. Thé
particular expression of thi; point of view took the form of
the design argument .

The Deists found ihqthe design;argument a. natural and
“supposedly invincible foundation for tﬁéir Natural»Religion..
Heré'was an argument,‘rqpted in experiénce, that had been -
devélopéd by man's réason into a system of religion.'iThe
result”Mas"a strange'maffiage between the Deists and the mem- -
bers of the Royal Society. Aé Bafbour, in Issues ih Science
anj Religion, notés:

Although the séventeenth—century virtuosi still con- -
sidered. themselves Christians, they ended with a
concept of God that was indistinguishable from that
of Deism; the God yqo started the machine and left
it to run by 1§se1f. .

o <

\

Deism - Cr

Who born withjn the last forty years has read one
word of Collins, and Toland, and Tindal, and Chubb,
and Morgan, dnd that whole race who called them- ™
selves Freethinkers? Who now reads Bolingbroke?

Who ever read him through?l :

L. 1. G. Barbour, Issues in Science and Religion (New
York: Harper lorchbook, 1971), p. 5&4. )

thetoricaI question asked. by Edmund - Burke in’
Reflections on the Revolution in_France (1790): Cited in
L, C. Mossner, Bishop Butler and the Age of Reason (New
York: 7The Macmillan Company, 1936), p. 154,

-
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The dispute between Protestantism and'Catholicism
which had typified the sixteenth and seventeenth CPnturleS had
given way to a dispute among Protestants; for, while freed
from the doctrinal’interpretation of the Scriptures offered by
. the Romish Chureh,‘the Protestants had yet:to replace it with
their own . AcoOrdinglyS countless sects arose, each'offering'.”

its own creed which in some cases bore ,only the remotest link

with Christianity. In his Christianity As _0Old as the‘Creatlon,
Matthew Tindal (1657~ 1735) quotes one Dr, Scot on the situation.

While Men -behold the State. of Religion thus miserably
broken and divided, and the. Professors of it crumbled
- into so many Sects and Parties, and eacho Party spit-
ting Fire and Damnation at its" Adversary, so that, if
all say true, or indeed, any Two of them in five
hundr ed Sects, which there are in the World; (and for
. olught, I know, there may be five thousand‘ it is five
hundred’ tosQme, but that every One is damnjd because
every One damns All: but. itself; and 1tse1f is,damn'd
by four hundr.ed and ninety nine.l . S~

\\

1o.make matters worse, there was a growing numh\r\of
”1ndividuals who eschewed the Scriptures altogether, claimlng
as a substitute ‘for this pody of truths their own diVine
inspiration.' lhey were known as Enthusiasts. Hobbes defined
their ravings. as,"the insign)flcant soeeches of madmen, sup—‘
poseqd to be.possessed»w1th'a divine spirit, which possession
n2

The ability to act as a receptor

-

. they’ called enthusiasme

e

Ui, Tindal, Christianity as Old as the Creation
“(Stpttgart-Bad® Cannstatt: Guntker Holzboog, 1967), p. 137.
Originally published in 1730. ‘

i 21. ilobbes, Leviathon (New York. Bobbs-Merrill,
1947), p. 99. Originally published in 1651,
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for this divine interventiod»proliferated,'i; would aﬁbear,
among the deranged, as ‘the folldwingfsketcp indicates:

[They]'rejected magistrates, yet set ihemsolves.up

as kings; holding community of wives and goods,
went naked, and so met in their very..conventicles,
and were authors of infinite,abominaxions, murders,
rebellions, and mischiefs.! ! : S

The'sifuation broughtﬂabout.by iﬁe widespread growth .
.Qf Sectarianism and Enthuéiasm Qasfinfélerablé._;lf | -
-?rotestantism was to survivé as é’viapletQaith.some common
ground had to be found tha£7ail‘theise€fs;cogld share.i The
pbasic truths of Prote;tantism had tgvbé'formulated'in such a
manner thét Enthusiasm was excluded and Sectarianism dis;

-~

solved.

The first recorded occurrence of the term'Deism is in
Viret's lnﬁdnugilggwgbxgxigagg-(1563k |

Jtai entendu qu'l y'en a de ceste bande, qul
s'appellent Deistes, d'un mot tout nouveau
lequel 1ils veulent oposer 2 Atheiste.

~ Peter Viret (1511#1571),'3 follbwer of Calvin and minister of

- the Reform Church, called these first Deists "monsters" for

while beliéving in a creaiof—dod, w. . .-with respect to Jesus

' Christ, they knew nothiing about him, and shew no' regard to him

1Quoted from J. Evelyn's seventeenth century, Ihe
Q}story,of Religione.. Cited in R. L. Fmerson, 'Heresy, the
Social Order, and Edglish Deism,".Church'Histqgl (December
1968), p. 393 ., ° ‘ . . o

, The compact edition of the Oxford English Dictionary,
1971 ed., S.V. "Deist". ' I .
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iearly eighteenth century and that 1is largely d

kS e ‘, - l}‘ - ‘\

) ’ 1 - : | \

or Qiq doctrine."” _ .\
Little elsa is heard nf ooniinental Deiim until the

e &0 the

Enplish Deists and their effect on men such as Voltaire.2

o

" Meanwhile the condltionq in anland proved more favourable

-

“to the growth of Deism.3 “The English Deists: belhevod that -

’vn

.a universal rellgion was necessary, as Leland ngtes in his

A View. 'of the Principal Deistical drlters,,". . . as the

bgn way to prevoht man s having no religion at all. nht

_i-Chprbury, generatly credited as being England's first Deist,

-3

'listed five articles yhich he claimed represented the essonce

)

of all relieionq. lhey alone he claimed were qafficient to

provide man's spiritual guidance. ihey were:

2

1 . s )
chtion ry, 173&r17u1 Ehglisn:ed.,«s.v.v"Viret,"
by P Bayle. s :

(—‘;\\ N v;- )
2bpe No L 1orrey, Voltdire : and i§e Eneglish Deists
(Hamden, Connpcticut.< Anchor Bookr;,o 1967 .

@

3. _ . .
JSee R. W. Frani?, The Enpli;h “lraveller (New York.:
Octagen Books, 1968) ., ,

o

L
. John Leland, A View of the Rrinoioal,Deistical

.Writere, 2 Vols., (London. T. Cadell and W. Davies, 1793)

p.
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do

There is a Supreme God. -i,“__ ‘ —
This Soverelpgn Delty ought to be Worshipped.

The connection of Virtue with Piety, defined in this

work as the right conformation of the faculties, 1s

and always has been held to be, the most important
part, of religious practice.
The minds of men have always been filled with horror
for their wickedness. 7Their vices and crimes have

_been obvious to them.  They must be explated by
repentance. , '

;There is,ReQa£d or Punishment after  this life.!
Cherbury's successor, Charle: Blount, before sending
a bullet iLhrough his bréiﬁ; added .a few more ;rticlpé to the
list ahd insistea that the Scriptures were not meant to be
takén litefally but rather allegorically. This,‘naturally
enougﬁ, inﬁtiated a grand quarrel between the Deists and the

Protestant clergy. - lhe Deists believed that the miraculous-’

happenings related by. the Bible wére‘unreasonablé°if“taken

litérally inasmuch as they contradicted our experience., It

was this reliance on a strict reading of the Scriptures

they claimed that was causing so much yoe to Christianity,

for-no’two readings ever turned out fhé gsame. -Anthony

- Collins‘in his Discourse on Free=Thinking (1713) went so far

as to suggest‘that n, . . before the restoration of learning,

when men werp'subject.toithe impositions of priests, a

# .

1Edward, Lord Herbert of Cherbury, De Veritate,
trans. with an Introduction-by i. H, Carre (Bristol, England:
F, W, arrowsmith, 1937), pp. 291, 293, 296, 298, 300. = - -
Originally published in 1624,

<
Y

° I
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L The only way to save

prodigious ignorance prevailed."

Christiantty was to show thqt'it was based upon reason and

.not mysteriously supported by a host of dubioﬁ§ miracles.
John Toland (1670-1722), the first Deist ofbmajor"

importance, was a follower of Joh%?Locke. In his Christianity

Not Mysterious (1696), T0ld proclaimed the Deist manifesto:

. . . we hold that reason is the only foundation

of all certitude, "and that nothing revealed, .

‘whether as to its manner or exlstence, is more

exempted from its disquisitions than the

ordinary phenomena of nature. .
In other-words, sO far as it could be'given a reasonable
explanation, founded, as the Deists were fond of saying, on
the 'naturé of things', so far was Christianity believable.

The point that Toland wished to stress was that

becaﬁ;e ", . . religion is calculated for reasonable cre-
qtuies, 'tis conviction and not aqthﬁxity that should bear
weight with t‘hem."3 By following_éﬁe‘s reason it was thought

that one could separate the true Christian sects from the

false; whereas by blindly belleving any miracle and?’

1Anthony Collins, '"Discourse on Free-Thinking," in
Deism and Natural Religion, edited with an Introduction by
. G: Waring -(New York: F. Unpar Publishing Co., 1967),
p. 57. ' . . ,
2Johﬁ-Toland, "Christianity Noi Mysterious," in
Deism and Natural Relipgion, edited with an Introduction by-

o e 2 e

E. G. Waring (New York: F. Ungar Publishing Co., 1967),
p. 4, Previously cited on p. 5.

a

3.
Ibid .9 p . 2 .

-
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subseribing wholly to authtiority one could ohsi[& be misled.

Tindal put the matier in simple terms:

. . . if you are to be govgrn'd by the lat ter, [Scrip—
tures] That supposes you musat take every thing on
Trusty or meerly because its sald by those, for whose
Dictates you are to have_an implicit Faith: For to
examine into the Truth of what they say, 1s renouncing
their Authority; as on thé .contrary, 1if 'len are to be
govern'd by their Leason, they are not to admit any
thing further than as they see it reasonable, To sup-
pose both consistent, is to suppose it consistent to
take, and not to take, Thinrs on Trust.l

The central tenet in the Deist's creed then, was that
' reiigion is essentially reasonable, and ‘thetr faith became
known as Natural Réligion which Tindal defined as

- .. . the Belief of the Existence of a God, and the
Sense and Practice of those Duties, which result from
the Knowledge, we, by our Reason, have of him, and
his Perfections; and of ourselves, and our own
Imperfections; and of the Relaticn we stand in to him,
and to our Fellow-Creatures; .so tb the Religion of
Nature takes in every thing that isWounded on the
Reason and Nature of Things. . - :

At this point we might sum up the position of the
Deists in the following way: To the extent that Deism cén
be called a movement it arose and wés sustained by indivi-

duais who, in most cases, wilshed to perpetuate a basically

Christianjsystém,of rnligion.3 They differed from orthodox

ly3ndal, Creation, p. 186.
2Ibid., p. 13.

3". . . Natural Religion . . . d4iffers not from .
Reveal'd, but dn the Manner of its being communicated: The
One being the Internal, as the Other the Fxiernal Revela-
tion of the same Unchangeable Will of a Beirng, who is alike
" at all times infinitely Wise and Good." Ibid., p. 3.
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Christlans prirmarily by ronardinp_M1bllcnl miracleas and reve-
lations as allogorical rather than literal. 1bis was due to
their belief that it was the cendless wrangling over which
interpretation best suited a glven passare 10 the Scriptures

’that‘was causing the riffs in the Chriﬁtian church. In order
to avoid the debilitating effects of this 1ﬁtornecino con-
f1ict -the Deists suggested that thé'essence of Christianity
could be. arrived at solely by the Judiﬁious employment of
man's reason with regard to the teachings of nature. By |
fodnding Christianiiy oﬁfpeason, rather than on_aufhority)or
scriptural revelation, they félt that its trﬁth covild be
placed beyond all doubt. . S

» In view of this emphasis on the use of reason in

- @atters of religlon, it is not surprising that the Delsts
avidly adopted thefdesign argument'develgped within the Royal
Society. Fof here was proof supreme of“the abilgties of man's
reasoning powers proQided byvno less than tbe_leading intel-

lectual figures of the day. -

Scientific Theism

That by this means there was a race of yong Men pro-
vided, against the next Age, whose minds recelving
from them, their first Impressinns of sober and
generous knowledge, were invincibly_arm'd agalinst
all the inchantments of Enthusiasm. ,

e T

lT. Sprat, Historyvof the Royal Society, edited Qﬁth.

an Introduction by J. 1. Cope and H, W. Jones (St. Louis:
Washington University Studies, 1959), p. 53. i

3
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n 1619 when Edmund Gunter assumed the choir of
Asiroﬁomy qt Gresham College, London, he began a practice of
holdinghinformal méotings with colleagpues in which matters of
sclentific research were Aiscussed. Unaor the aegis of his
succéssors, Henry Gellibrand and Samuel toster, these pather-
ings lncreased both in frequency and size until the early
fortirs when weekly meotingscwerv held in Fosto;'s rooms.

The Gresham group, although particularly interested 1in
science, had attracted, due to the considerable freedom of
thought exercised at its discussions, the English Comenians,
who in turn appreciated a forum for their irenicism.l

It wasg not long before these two groups were joined by
Dr. John Wilkins of Wadham College, Oxford. Wilkins and bhis
disciples were anxious to get down to the business of natural
philosophy, which, as far as they were concerned, could only
begin after the appalling misuse of language was ended. These
three factions were mutually benoflcial and shared the all-
important Baconlan belief that natural knowledge could and
would be systemat@zéd. They were granted a charter by the
.King in 1662 and became known as the Royal Society.2

The characteriétic most typicél of the early Royal

. Soclety was 1its desire to promote the growth of natural

. ¢
Pl

philosophy. As Joseph Glanvil (1636~ 1680) acknowledged,

lipid., "Introduction.

2Sprat himself only traces the origin of the Royal
Society. from Wilkins, hiq mentor.



Bacon had anticlpated the Soclety's aim in the New Atlantlg
(1627):
The end of our foundation 1s the knowledge of causes,
and secret motions of things; and the enlarpging of
the bounds of humnn emplre, to the effecting of all
things poqxiblp. :
The chief hindrance to their aim was considered to be the
fabulous use of language., Language, the virtuosl insisted,
was meant to reflect the natural world and not, as often
appeared to be the case, the miscellanenus ex:ogitations of

bewildered brains., As Wilkins claimed, in An Fssay Tqwardg
a Real Character and _a Pbilosophical Language (1668), a

phillosophical language would even

. « « contribute much to the clearing of some of our
Modern differences in Religion by unmasking many
wild errors, that shelter &hemselveS'under the dis-
gulgse of affected phrases,.

Thomas Sprat in his History of the Royal Society (1667) added
that the virtuosi preferred ". . . the language of Artizans,
Countreymen, and Merchants, before that, of Wits, or Scholars."3

hThe Royal Soclety had resolved

1F Bacorr, "New Atlantis,”" in Essays ‘and New Atlantis
(New York: Walter J. Black, Inc., 1942,, p. 288,
Sprat, 1in bhis Hia&ggx quotes Glanvil's Scgepsis Scientifica
(16655 "Saloman's House in the New Atlantis was a Prophetick
Scheam of the Royal Society," p. xii.

/

21b1d., p. xxvii,

3
Ibid., p. 113.
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L. t.y represent druth, Sloth' ) with Havdieds, oot to
b iy boowledye hrack apaln to our very NES TR ?‘y-ur\x
whenee 1t was Uirat dertv'd to our nnderastandlines,

The members ottt the Soclety butibled with optimtsm and
conttdence Glanvil claimed thnt the very law of Godts mind
was exemplified tn the physt-nl Taws P nature whoile the
. ;
ebullient Lpratl, reachineg dizoying new heiphtas with his own
rhctoric, auppgeated that

. . . the Church of Pnpland . . . persist, as 11 has
brpun to lncourare Fxperiments, which will be to our
~hurch® as the British Vak is to our Emplre, an ornag
ment and defence 10 the soil whereln it 1s planted ~

Unfortunately for the fledgling Royal 3oa{aty the
remainder of Enpland's learned community did not view them as
saviours. 70 the contrary, the virtuosi attrocted the dis-
pleasure not only of the Fathusinsts -- with whom they would
willingly battle -- but also of the Zollrees, the Cambrldge
Platonists, and the rival Koyal College of Physicians all of
whicbfintensely dislixed this meddlesome groun of upnstarts.
dhat was considered specifically irkSome~about the Society

was the manner’ in which its members seemed to view God's sub-

lime creation,'the universe. As Westfall notes:

4ith the growing prestife of science --- it achieved
- immense prestige after the publication of Newton's
Principia -- its reconciliation with Christianity

3

lIbid., D 1127 Sprat also says on pe. 3316
. . . that knowledpge which #is only founded »n thots and
words, has seldom any other end, but the breeding and
increasing of more thots and words . . - U

1"

°Ibid., p. 3743
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came more and more to mean the adjustment of
Christian belipfs to’ coangy 1o thp conclusions c T
of science. ; . f(

As far back as 16H6'Alaxandér Rosé.hdéq;arned of ‘the
blasphemous,position of .the sqientiéts: |
Wher e,as you say, that astronomy serves to confirm
the truth of the Holy Scriptures you are very pre-
posterous; for You will have the truth of Scrip-

ture confilrmed by astronomy, but you will not have
the truth of astronomy confirmed by Scripture.

‘lhefmqmbers of the Royal bogiety -- seven out of ten of whom
were Puritaqs3 -- refuségd to let such.narrow—mindédﬁess

stand 1n théir way. They unflinchingly pursued their inves-
tigations;and increasingly resorted to the position that the
evidence o; design and order throughout nature provided the

most magniflcent possible diqplay of God?s power and the

surest proof of hls existence, 4 To be a scientist was to be

God*s mosr appTeCLdLIV@“WOT?hfpﬁﬁf*“F&Chﬁﬁ@WAﬁfﬁcﬁveﬁfﬂﬁﬁY*

an added teqtampnt to the wisdom of God. Barton proclaimed

that ". . . .every lump of matter, is a lesson of divine

1

"R, S. Westfafl, Science and Religion in Seventeenth)‘
Century England (New aven: Yale University Press, 1958),

3Barbour ‘ sy De 48,

J. Wiflkins claimed that science ". . . proves a Ged

and a providegce, and incites our. hoarts to a greater admir-

ation and feaf. of His omnipotency. ‘Westfall, Science and
Religigg, Pe ® . . » . ‘
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'truthg“l‘whilé Jones went even further and claimed that.

nature ". - . . is Christian, and the world itself a daily

miracle.”2 Robert Boyle3 compared the world to the clock at
Strasbodrgu; the laws of nature functionlng like the mechan-
ical parts of the clock, and God bearlng the same relation --
as creator - to the world as man. did to the clock > ‘Fven‘
the simplest thlng was held to have a purpove in the divine

plan. After all, observed Boyle, were not lambs born in the

spring when there is fresh grass for them to eat?® Asked

Newton in his Optics (1704)

Whence is 1t that nature doth nothing in vain; and

whence arises all that order and beauty which we )
see in the world? How came the bodies of animals . #
to be contrived with so much art, and for what

ends were their several parts? Was the eye

Richard Barton, Analogy of Dlvine Wisdom (1747).
Quoted in E. R. Wasserman, '"Nature Moralized: The Divine
Analo 'y in the Eighteenth Century," EQELlSh Litorary Hig-
ry June 1953), p. 60.

°Ibid., p. 66.

3"Rob@rt Boyle had centered his whole life on Chris-
tian practlce. Governing his conduct by the strictest
puritanical code, he abstained from tobacco, alcohol,
gXcesses in any tform, It is reported that he nevcr uttered
the name of God without first pausing reverently." \
Westfall, Science and Religion, p. 41, :

\hBarbour, Issues, p. 40.
“Tbid., p. 38. Q

‘4

Ibid., p.38; cf. pp. 49, 4é, 62 -- of this paper
for discussion of thp corporeality of God 1in the Dilalogues.

;
!
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contrived without skill in optics?" . . . Does it
not appear from phenomena, that there is a being
incorporeal, living, intelligent . . 21

The analogy between the order .and design in nature

+

and in-fhe proauctions of man.seemed overwhelming, No. longer
need one bé steeped in £heolog}cal'cdriosities in order to
'appfeciafe the wisdom and power of God ~-- one “had merely to
open .one's eyes gnd'lodk about. Again and again the com-

parison of nature -and man-made artifacts. was made. °
By nature, I Understand this vast, if not infinite
Machin of the universe, the perfect and wisé pro-
duction of ‘almighty God, consisting of an infinite
nunber of lesser machins, ey one of whileéh 1s
adjusted by weight and measfure. - :

Tessive and had the support -of

The'argumen£ Waé
the most learned men of the day; and it was particularly

suited to an age intoxicated with 1ts achievements in the

S

natural sciences..'ItS’Use—wa%—inten&éd-%e—ﬁappef%%fﬂe%4‘-—————
replace, Christianity, for as Winstanley noted: ". . . the

pursuit of all useful knoWledge in the aris and sciences 1is

itself almost an’act_of worship;"s And as .late as 1748 --

lipid., p. 38.

2Qubted in R. H., Hurlbutt, '"Hume 'and Scientific
Theism," Journal of the History of Ideas. (Oct. 1956) ,p.491.
Cheyne, who made the statement, and who was a member of the
Royal- Society, also justified using analogies in trying to
prove God's existence: "Analogy and 1its Appendages -
4s the only natural Language the Deity can speak to us at
present, under ‘our Degeneracy and Lapse," Quoted in
~Wasserman, Nature, pe. 43, Cf. Cleanthes' analogy on
Dialogues, p. 143, :

. . 3 . . [
Cited in Emerson, Heresy, p. 395.

Q
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‘Christianity and both argued that the design in nature

-2y <

three years before Hume began composing his Q;g;oguee -

=]

-

. Colin Maclaurin in Ag Account of Sir isaac Newton's

Philosophical Discoveries eagerly restated the design argu-

Ly

ment :

The main argument for the existence of the Deity.

obvious to all and carrying irresistible convic- , ©
tion with .it, is from the evident contrivance and

- fitness of things for one another, which we meet

~throughout all parts of the universe. There is .« °

nQ need of nice or subtle reasonings in this

matter, a manifest contrivance suggests a con-

triyer. It strikes us’ like a. sensation; and art-

ful reasonings against it may puzzle us, but it : °
is without shaking our belief. No person, for

examples that knows the principles of optics and

the structure of the eye, can believe~-that it was

formed without skill in that science; or that male’

.and female in animals were not fprmed for each .-
other,; ‘and for continuing the species. o

- As the eighteenfh.century wefe on, the position of

_the Deists became more and more inseparable from that of the

”*“‘***’”“Sc1entifie‘Theists*Uf‘fhe*ﬁeyai’6UeIety‘*ﬂﬁrﬁTﬁnjnnﬁrﬁﬁnﬁr—““-*——

man's natural reason offered the surest foundatlon for
afforded the most convinc}ng proof of God's existence and
attributes. Thelrs was a religion based entirely upon
reason, and it was to this Natural Rp&igion and its allegedly

invincible protector, the design argument, that Hume

o

~addressed himself in the Dialogues "Concerning Natural

Religion. : )

u

Quoted in Hurlbutt, "Scientific lhelsm,' p: L92,
Cf. Cleanthes' analogy in DiaLogg S, P. M43,



CHAP1FR II-

THE NATURE OF BELIEF IN HUME'S PHILOSOPHY

a9

Before conqidering'Hume’s treatment of Natural Religlon

M -

in the Diglogues, it~ would serve us well to examine some
general aspects of his eplstemology,_for hlS approach to

religion was determined thrdugh his philosophy as a whole; and

'this, in turn, was characterized to a large extent by the dis-

tinctjon he made between knowledge and bellef.

As swe saw in the last chapter, enllghtened speculation

in the Seventeenth and eighteenth century held natural reason

- to be a force capable of unravelllng the mysteries of the uni—

‘verse. Han, standing apart from the rest of creation, care—

=4
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fully analysed the data of experlence and derived far—reaching

conclusions, moved only, so it seemed, by a pa551onate longing .

for knowledge- Hume s position, however, was a more modest

one, Man not.only acted upon nature, but more 1mportantly
nature acted upon man. As Kemp Smith noted:

His entire philosophy, both theoretical and prac—

tical, is built around the view of Nature as having

an authority, which man_has neither the right nor

the , power to challenge.

‘Hume removed reason from the hallowed positlon of an-

=]

1

!

Ljorman Kemp Smith, Lhe Philosophy of David Hume -
(London:, Macmillan and Co. Ltd., 1964), p. 56k,




'~ system of religion, claimed'by its adherenfe to be founded

- 26 -

-

autonomous analyfical force; and instead made'ithsubject to
the vicissitudee of ekperience;"iAnd our interoretation of
the data of experience was not solely the result of the
operations of nature but also, of man, his culture, and his

traditions. As he noted in the Absttract: "It is not, there-

fore, reasondwhich is the guide of life, but custom . . . ol

The importance of Hume's demotion of reason is readily.

apparent with'regard'to Natural Religion.' For here was a

completely upon'man's natural reason. - And concerning”this'
highly touted ability of reason, Hume s p031tion, as he

pointed out in the Eng_;gl was clear.v -
While we cannot give a satisfactory reason, why we
believe, after a thousand experiments, that a stone
will fall, or fire burnj; can we ever satisfy our-
selves concerning any determlna%&én, which we may

" forr, with regard to the origin of worlds, and the-

51tuation of nature, from and to%eternityfa

In this chapter our concernﬁﬁill be to offer a brief §

'outline of Hume! .S doctrine of belleﬁ 1% order to show its

importance with regard to the role’ of reason 1in religlon.

And we shall see, that ‘because of the myriad causes -- both

" -natural and unnatural ~- of our beliefs, Hume recommended a

Fa

- lpsiyid Hume, "An Abstract of a Book Lately Published"
Entitled A 1reatise of Human Nature," in Hume: _Theory of
Knowledge, edited with an Introduction:by D. C, Yalden-

Thomson. (New York' lhomas Nelson and Sons, 1951) P. 25Q

~ A
2DJVid Hume “Enquiry Concerning Human Underqtanding,

in Enquiries, edited with. an Introduction by L. A. Selny-Bigge

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966) 162, _
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‘skeptical attitude“toﬁarés the'clgims ad&anced on behalf of .

. reason. Our reason was simply not capable of reaching out

beyond the bounds of our experience. °And as it was in the .
very nature of religidus systems to account for what was not

emplrlcally “exper ienced °then, Hume ‘concluded, reason was

“certainly not to be our guide in such,matters.

Divinity or Theolégy as it proves the existence of
a Delty, and the 1mmortality of souls, is composed
partly of reasoning's concerning particular, partly
concerning general facts. It has a foundation in

¢“ reasopn, so far as 1t is supported by experience.

But its best and m?st solid foundatioen 1is faith and
divine revelation. "

‘In the Egguigy, Hume separates reésoning.in{o two
camps | |
A1l reasonings may be diVIded into two klnds, namply
demonstrative reasoning, that concerning relations

of ideas, and m_ora];roasoningé or that concerning
matter of fact and existence. '

B s

1o the first group —- that conuelning the relatlono of ideas --

Hume applies the term 'knowledge ‘ | h

Propositions of thls kind are‘discovprable by the
mere operation of thought without dependehge on
what is anywhere existent in the universe.
As exémples of these sorts of propositions he pbints to the

truths of aritbmetic, élgebré, and geometry; An 1important

1‘ .

Ibid., p. 165.
2 |
Ibid., p. 39.
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characteristic shared by these propésitions is that.theirjcon—

tradictories are inconceivable. Hume separates his two 'kinds'

of reasonings absolutely:

. knowledge and probability [matters of fact and

existence]
natures, that
each other,

are of such contrary and disagreeing

they cannot well run insensibly into

and that because they will not divide
but musi be ®ither entirely present, or entirely

absent.
The second kihd of reasoﬂings ——kthose ihvolving
matters of fact and existence =-- Hume calls ‘prpbable reéson—

|

are concelvablej

ings' or 'peliefs'. The contradiciories of these propositions

- . - P 4 -
and these propositions of belief are of

immediate concern to man's practical 1life and'reQﬁire the

relation of cause and effect.

A1l reasoning

s concerning matter of fact seem to be

founded on the relation of Cause andé Fffect. By

means of that relation alone we .can go beyond the

. évidence of our memory and seusess

Before turning to his analysis of causation we must.

note that Hume offers a further division in this second kind

of reason between"proofs' and 'probabilities'.

. . . '"twould perhaps be more convenient . . . to
distinguish human reason into three kinds, viz that
from knowledge, from proofs, and from probabilities.
By knowledge, i

nf ideas. ' By proofsy those arguments,

compa™ -
which

an Intrc

-~ Press, l9/,5

2Hume, Enquiry; p. 26.

S

R
D o

i

:‘ﬂ. A. Seloy-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon

mean the assurance arising from the

iv'd from the relation’ of cause and

4 Treatise of Human Nature, edited witﬁ

181. ’
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effect, and which are entirely free from doubt and

uncertainty. By probability, that evidence‘which

is still attended with uncertainty.!l ‘ '
When discussing 'proofs' Hume has in mind such cases as know-
ing that - the sun will rise tomorrow. Our ceftainty‘of this
claim arises because. not only has the sun risen every'morning‘
id our exberiedce but also it bas never been known not to
rise. In the category 'probabilities' Hume places all other
propositions that fall short of.this degree of certainty,
i.e., thosemin‘which-either our experiéncé is limited in
o extent or not uniform in 1its deferminatioﬁs.z

Our idea of céusal, or necessary, connection arises,

according to Hume, in the following_way: When we are subject

to the constant conjunction in our experience of two objects

a 'custom' is causally generated.-

For wherever the repetition of any particular act
or operation produces a propensity to renew the
same act or operation, without being impelled by
any reasoning or process of the understanding, we
always gay_that this propensity is the effect of
Custom. \\ '

This custom determines the mind, upon the ifipression of.the
first object, to form an idea of the second object. As >
Cavendish notés: ‘ . - -

1

1Hume,°Tr_;§;§g, p. 124,

e

%See Dialogues, p. 1hh where,Philo discusses this.

3Hume, Enquiry, p. 43.



_3() -

. . .. if an 1idea 1is associaled with an improswinn']
we now have, the idea is naturally called to mind .~

This detsrmination of the mind causes a 'feeling' -- an
impression of reflection -- to arise, 1hls new feeling of
necessitated transition is -- as an imbression -—- the sourée
to which Hume traées-our 1dea of neceésary connection,

. . . after a frequent repetition, I {ind, that upon
the appearance of one of the objects, the mind 1is
determin'd by custom to consider its usual attendant,
and to consider it in a stroneer light upon account
of its relation to the first object. 'Tis this
impression, then, or determination, which affords me
the idea of necessity.? )

We come now to Hume's very impbrtantmdoctrine of

belief which he explains in the following way:
. - 9 belief is nothing but a more vivid, lively,
forcible, firm, steady conceptlon of an object, than
\\\v what the imagination alone is ever able to attain.

. + . belief cod%ists not in the poculiér natufe or
order of ideas, but in the manner of their concep-

o

B e iaCUE O et

tion, and in their Teellng

Bééically, We may say that a belief arises when the

8] N,
-

present conception of an idea 1is enlivened, almost fo th¢
intensity of an impression, through conjunction with either

B : I ) . .
a customarily associated. idea of *the memory or impression of

the senses.5

Ycavendish, David Hume, p. 52.

‘2Hume, Treatise, p..156.

. 3}h.].rne, E[;gui; i‘, po )49' G
o ,
'Ibid.

5Ibid_(, b. 50.
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The eftect, then, of belief 1s to railse up A simple
i{dea 10 an equality with our impressions, and
pestow on it a like influence on the passions.

1"his effect it can only have by making an idea
approach an impression in force and vivacity.l

It is important to note with Hume that w, . . bellef
is moré‘properly an act of the sensitive, than »f the cog-

nitive part of our natures"< and this because belief results

from custom operating throdgh the agency of feeling.3 An idea
is réised'to ihe status of a belief, not ihrough‘a chain of
reasoning, but because of an associatibn resulting from odr
previous experience.

Thus all probable reasoning is nothing but a species
~f ‘sensation. 'Tis not solely in poetry and music,
we must ‘follow our taste and sentiment, but likewise
in philosophy. When 1 am convinc'd of any principle,
'tis only an idea, which strikes more strongly upon
me, Wwhen I give the preference to one set of argu-
ments above anather, I do nothing but decide from my
feeling concerning the superiority of their influ-
—enee— Objeects have no discoverable connexion "
together; nor is 1t from any other principle but
custom operating upon the imagination, that we can
draw any inference from tEe appearance of one to

the existence of another. :

As we shall see in our~discussion of thg design argument in
Chapter ITI, this superiority of influence that some argu-
ments have over others, has an 1mportant role to play in the

§ . , determination of'one's religious beliefs.

lHumé, 1reéti§g, p. 119.
[ : 2Ibid.,. p. 183..

3Kemp Smith, Hume, p. 95. _QL%;ﬂ

hHume, Treatise, p. 103.
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Our beliefs, therefore, are tHO result of the asso-
ciations we form dufing the course ot our experience., These
agssociations, in turn, arise in various ways for man is a
product both of his ﬁatural and his social environmepi.

While natural bel}efs are brought about through our observa-
tion of, and participation in, the natural world, a .great

many other beliefs are due to man's involvement in his socilal
milieu and it is the business of the philosopher to écrutin-
ize these. And while natural beliefs are probably unalter—_v
able, artificial beliefs resulfiqg from the forces of society,
are not. These forces within the social network, such as
educatiod, politics, and religion, inculcaie various beliefs:
through the medium of repetition. Such beliéfs écquire con—v

siderable power in the affairs of man and, because their

effects can often be deleteriSus, a close appraisal of their

merit is reqnired;l Kemp Smith points out the danger of
these prejudicial beliefs:

Does not every impression, of internal reflexion no
less than of the outer senses, in communicating its
vivacity to associated ideas, conspire to bring man
into subjection to influences which are inéonsidered
and often malign? . And when the influences of the
state, of education, and especially of religion, are
sé directed as to reinforce them, are they not of
well-nigh overwhelming power? ~j~"

] .o
The safeguard against such influences wa%, according

/. ! . . ) AN

_ lnByasseS from prejudice,. education, passion, party,
etc. hang more upon one mind than another.," Hume, Enquirvy,
p. 1074 ‘ ; , -

2, ' - ,
Kemp Smith, Hume, p. 130.
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to Hume, a skeptical attitude, And it was the only safepuard

becanse belinfs could neither be proven nor disproven.

In general, there 1s a degree Hf doubt, and cauttion,
and mndesty, whlch, In all kinds of scrutiny and

decislion,_ought for ever to ac:ompany a Jjust
reasoner. .

Philnsophers, aware of tho_limitations and }mpPrfectionS of
human facult;os, ", . . will ne?er be tempted to go beyond
common life."? And the very area where speculative beliefs
do go beyond comnon life, is TOiigion. Natural Religion,
claiming as it did; to be founded entirely on natural reason
was the chief offender of the power of reason. Here, reason
was heldvcapablo of establishing and supporting, on the basis
of the empirical deéign argumeni, an entire system of
réliéibnu Consequently, in the Dialorsues, Hume turned his
attention.to the role of reason in religion in order to

— —determine -exactly how-much suppof£ Natural Religion could ——— — - —-
ekpect from the operation of natural reason. And the con-
clusion he came to was the same one-that he céme to in the
Enguiry: |

I am the better pleased with the method of reasoning
here delivered, as I:think it may serve to confound
those dangerous friends or disguised enemies to the
.Christian Religion, who have undertaken to defend it
"by the principles of human reason. Our most holy
religion is founded on faith, not on reason; and it
is a sure method of exposing it to put it to sgch a
trial as it is, by no means, fitted to endure.

~lHumé, Enquiry, pp. 161—162.
2Ibid., p. 162.

> - I
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1HE UESSAGE OF 1 HE DIALOGUES

. the most cogent presentation «of any roliqinus

view in eighteenth century English literature.

The Dialogues was published in the Fall of 1779 by

Hume's nephew .and was reviewed immediately by both the

Monthly Review and the Gentleman's Magazine. .1lhe former pro-

~claimed that fPhilo is the hero of thepioce,”2 while the

“latter observed that Hume's method in attacking '"the moral

attributes of the Deity are the same with those which were

employed by Lord Bolingbroke."3

In 1780, 1. Haytor, a fellow of King's College

Cambridge published the firstobook—length study of the

. . which person,

, 1
lishers, 1968), p. 128.

2

2

Wm. Blackwood and Sons,

L}

Natural Religion. Haytor's attitude is one of indignation:

‘Dislogues: Remarks on Mr, Hume's Dianeues,,Conéérnng

. inh the name of comnon sense, 1s
mgst worthy of confidence and dependence; -the man
who is restrained solely by a regard to character
and interest: or the man, who in the addition to

- 34

<

Cited in David Hume, Dialogues C¢
Religion, edited with an_ Introduction by
1907), p. xxxiii, .-

Cifed iw Hume, Dialogues, Pp. ?R. o

B,

oncerning Natural

’

M

J. V. Price, David Hume (New York: Twayne Pub-

wen (Edinburgh:

3

7

o
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the above motives, has the controul likewise of
divine vengeance, hanging incessantly like 1
Damocles 's- sword, over his every procedure°
Like most reviewers of his day, Havtor was"less interDSted
in the- philosophical merit of the Qlalogues than in the
implications it held for religion. The Dia oeues, simply and

beyond. doubt, was a scurrilous attack by a noted unbeliever

on Christianity1
J. Milner underscored this point a year later whenAhe

pablished his ambitious Gibbon;s Account,of‘Christianity,Con-

sidered: logether Wwith Strictures on Hume Dialoaues Con -

cerning Natural Rel gion.t With regard to . Philo 'S statements
in Part XII, Milner lamented that ’ ‘
"clhe tendency. of these passages 1is still more. e
pOisonous ta teach us that what Christianity
offers in a future Iife is not Worth the
having, and that the belief of it-is an enemy,
to all true virtue = R
So shocking did Milner find the Dia]ogues that, as Price tells
éus, he '"finally concludes-that~Hume 1s beyond reach of salva-
tion . . . and he implies that he will be severely dealt with
on Judgment Day. "3 r )
‘ Having relegated Hume to the ever- lasting fires of
Hell, little eIse was’ said of the Dialogues for the next cen—

tury, perhaps, as Green and Grose_we“¢ later to say, because '\

C Ly Haytor, Remarks on Mr./Hume s Dialogues, Ponoern—

ing Natural Feligion (Cambridge: . Cadel, 1780), b. Lo,

o

2Price, David Hume, p. 37.
3Ibia., p. 38.
! N ,
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"There seems to be a deep-seated reluctance to discuss such
fundamental queqtionq nl

In his Idtroductlon to The Natural Hlstory of Reli—

gion,- Hume said:
As every enquiry, which regards religion, is of the
utmost importance, there are two questions in par-
ticular, which challenge our attention, to wit, that
concerning its foundation in reason2 and that con—~
cerniggg its origin in human nature. :

& 5 (=) ’

o ‘ ' .
. In the Hi%%ory, Hume deals with the latter question and in the

Dialogues, he deals with the‘former.
lhe Dialogues covers a good deal of ground, much of

:, which this paper will not be dealing with. Let us therefore

Adraw the bourtdaries of this enquiry. We ‘shall be concerned
in this paper exclusively with the discussion of the deqign’
argument, and its bearing on Natural Religion, for it was

- this argument that provided 1ts/chief support in the eight-
eenth éentur§.3 It is important to remember thét our dis-
.'cuSsion of Natural Religion concerns "its foundation in
reason" and‘that, with the éxception of Demea, this reason is
'natural reason' or reason foundéd on 'nature' or 'experi-
ence' .

This chapter is divided 1nto three secfiohs. In the

- . '

lcited im Hume, Dialoﬁues, M'Ewen, ed., p. xiv.

| 2David Hume, The Natural History of Religion, edited
with an Intrpduction by H. E, Root (Stanford' Stanford»Uni-
versity Press, 1967) p. 21. , . :
3’1his means that we shall be dealing primarily with
Parts II -- VIII'and XII -

o
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fqut we shali be discuselng Cleanthes' design argument with
an eye to its nature and special features. In the second
section we examinthhe criticisms Philo makes  of the argu-

ment. Finally, in the third section we review the final

p051tlona of Philo and Cleanthes -and take partlcular note of ’

Philo S concluaionq regardlng the relation of theﬂdesign

argument to Natural heligion.

Cleanthes' QQsign argument has, as 1its purpose, the
z D :

eetablishment of a system of religion- specifically Natural
Religion, as thiq is eatablished by reaqon. It proceeds-=
firstly“by comparing the purposeful»order‘in matuie'witb ‘the
purposefui;ofder:in machines of fuman confnivance;‘oSO far .
as the latter is ‘due to'an external cause =- inte111gence -

so far, then, muﬂt the former be due to an external cause --.

‘inteliigenee. Intelllgence is an aspect of min€ " the’ only

'the divine mina must resemble it‘in'kiﬁd“ altbougﬁ differing
in degree.' Given this partial understandine of the divine
mind, it was. aasumed by the proponents of Natural Religion,
that one could reaqonably eome to an apprec1ation of manfs
“place in. nature and the duties that mlght be expected of him.

)

The bodyoof knowledgeJthereby attained was known as Natural

¢ o

Religion. Lo L _— - ?:pa - o

<

Cleanthes states his decign argument for thé first”.

) R -
o « o.

" mind of .which we have expeniepce 1s“the human mlnd° therefore

P

&
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time in Part II:

' ‘ Look round the world: Contemplate the whole and every
- part of it: You will find it to be nothing but one
o great machlne, subdivided into an infinite number of
lesser machines, which again admit of subdivisions, to
a degree beyond what human.senses and faculties ,can
trace .and explain. All these various machines, and
even thelr most minute parts, are adjusted to each
other with an accuracy, which ravishes into admiration
all men, wiio have ever contemplated them. - The cur ious,
adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature,
resembles exactly, though 1t much exceeds, the produc-
tions of human contrivance; of: human design, thought,
wisdom, and intelligence. Since therefore the effects
3 : resemble each other, we are led to infer, by all’the
. ‘rules of analogy, that the causes also resemble; and
that the Author of nature is somewhat similar to the
mind of manj though posséssed. of much larger faculties,
propor tioned to the grandeur: of the work, which he bhas
-~ executed. By this argument a posteriori, and by this
argument alone, we do prqove at once the existence of a
Deity,_ and his similarity to human mind and intelli-
gence .- - :

\ .
° o

At various points during the ‘course of the Dialogues

Clganthes restates and clarifies aspects ,of this arg\imenf.2

With -these changes jn mind his argument can be formulated in

. 7 fouf steps: _ ‘i
° ) 1 - Machines and Natural Systems3 exhibit a "self-
: evident and undeniable" similarity with regard
A°® e - ‘ . to the® fact that both show a 'curious adapting

BN : E of,means to ends." : .

2 - Experience shows that to the extent that effects
e resemble so will their causes. ’

Q c -

4 o

T o

1 |
Hume, Dialogues, p. 143,

2 L ‘ - o : ] _ o .
- " “See also pp. Lii-1h45, Philo's statement of 1t:
p. 146, and’ pp. 152, 154, 163, 216. . - o

0 o

s

. 31pe use of 4his term is explained on p. L0 of this '
%~ o paper. e T o :

a

A

o

o °
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3 - The cause of the order in machines is 1ntelli»
gence. .

© - e

SR lherefore, the cause of-order in natural sys-
tems is intelligence "proportioned to’ the )
grandeur. of the work.

There are seve]al things to note about Step One, the
f{rst of ‘which concerns the terms Cleanthes uses when com-
paring the productions bf man to nature. In his introduotlon
to “the Dialogues, Kemp Smith p01nts out "the ambiguity of
such terms5as 'design’, 'final cause ’ contrivanoe;, ;adjust—

“ment', 'order'. wl

Indeed thls ambigutty of expression runs
right through the discussion.

In "tHume and ucientific 1helsm Hurlbutt~observes,.“
concerning the design argument, that "it is possible to. dis-.
ﬁcrimina{e two basic points of departure. 2@ If when refer-
ring to order in nature, one means to signify the adjustment
of parts or -their Struotgre, then one 1is using what is called -
the argument from design'. In this varlation, order is held
to imply intelligence.‘ The other variation, known as the
'argument to\design"adds a further qualification: order,
if it 1s to imply intelligence, must refer not only to struc-
I ture apd adjustment but to purposeful adjustment Using a

Q

| machlne as an example, if one referred to its structure and

°©

the: adjustment of. 1ts parts in order to compare it to nature,

- . . - - =

ygumé,,Dia»o ue',:p.¢72.

° “Hurlbutt, "Hume and Scientific Theism", p. 488,

’ g L

’ o .
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one uould be anguing from design, whereaq if one were to"
argue in addition that both machines and nature are 50
ordered that they may acnieve a purpose one would be arguing
to design. In ih%s latter case it is heidjth;z‘the~order
and edjustment is a necessary requirement ‘for the‘purposeful.
functioning of the machlne and that such. purpoqeful ordering
is" a by-product only -of 1ntelligence. As regards Cleanthes
- use of machine, Hurlbutt riahtly notes. that it "is apparent
that often the two approaches are run together."l Though
,this 15 true, it is.alsO’the case that Cleqnthee reliea.most'
heavily on the %rgument tojdeeign and it is this formulation
that we will deal w1th 1n our discussion of what we shall
hereafter refer to simply as Cleantnes deslign argument

s . Having establlshed that Cleanthes ~argument concerns
’purpo seful order we need to. point out a further‘feature:
pur poseful order ex1sts both between the parts of an organ—
ism so far as they conspire to the funntroninp of the whole
and between whole organlsms so far as they also eonspire
towards mutual ends. For example, the adjustment of the
“parts of an eye conspire;to producing sight and the inter-
relatlonqhip of tﬁe eye and other bodity orgauns, to human
achievement.v In. hﬁg’argument Cleanthes makes use of both-
these seneesvof adjujtment For simplicity I have used the

-o

‘term 'natural systems’ whlch 1is uqed to refer to' either sense.

1Ibid;,_p,'h89l : 2 : , | o
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‘sense 1in which a trowel is, they are dynamic like a speed-

_l;l;. N

¢

There 1s a further aspect of Cleanthes' argument'that.

" is often ignored, but. has important ramifications. In dis-

cussing the purpose that machines fulfil, Cleanthes seems at
timesmto'haVe in mind a particular‘kind.of machine; namely a
dynamic sort. For instance,.both a trowel anq a speedometer
are machines, in the largerfsense; in which the specific
adjustment of thelr parts is requisite to the achieving of
thelir reSpective ends. ihey are machines designed ta fulfil

a -purpose. Natural systems, however,.are'not static in the.

ometer and it seems that it is the latter sort of machine

,that_Cleanthes is wont to compare with natural systems. .The

importance in recognizing this distinction lies ‘in fhe fact

that both machines -- such as speedometers -- and natural

Systems have an internal dynamic principle of order. For

“example, the barts of a speedometer can interact with each

- other whereas the parts of a trowel cannot. Although

Cleanthes does in fact use‘in'his various analogies both
sorts of notions of a machine the strongest form of his
argument'uould be that comparing dynamic machines to natural
systems and it'is this formulation that we shall follow.

| Now“ that we know wﬁat Cleanthes is comparing andihow,
we come to a most. intriguing aspect of his argument At the
end of Part Il Philo demands of. Cleanthes that he "show any

such similarity between the fabriec of a house, and the

o
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| 1 | :
ge:E}ation of a universe."  Cleanthes retorts simply that
"this similarity is self-evident and undeniable",2 and. later .
clarifies why this is so.

Consider, anatomize the eye.° Su*vey its qtructure
and contrivance; and tell me; from your own feel-
ing, if the idea of a contriver does not immedi- -
ately flow_in upon you with a force llke that of

sensation.3 S r

b

And, if Philo doés'not happen to approve of the logilc of his
argument, Cleanthes suggests that he consider the following

point.

Some beautips in writing we may meet with, which
seem .contrary to rules, and which gain the affec-
tions, and animate the imagination, ih opposition
to all the precepts of criticism, and to the
authority of the established mas%ers of art. And
if the argument for theism be, as you pretend,
contradictory to the principles of logic: its

¥ universal, its irresistible influence proves
\\;~_//; clearly, that there may be arguments of a like

irregular nature. Whatever cavils may be urged;
an orderly world, . . . will still be received as
an incontestablq proof of design-and intention.
Hur lbutt suggests @hat these passages are borrowed

from Colin Maclaurin who said, in An Account of Sir Isaac

Newton's Philosophical Discoveries (1748), with regard to

the design argument.

lﬂdme, Dialogues, p. 151.
2 .
-Ibid., p. 152.

' 3Ibido’ p; 151‘}. . ) L i I

L .
Ibid., p. 155.
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There is no need of nice or subtle reasonihgé in
this matter; a manifest contrivance suggests a-
contriver. It strikes us like a sensation; and

artful reasonings against it may puzzle us, but
it is without shaking our belief.l

Wwhether or not Cleanthes' speeéh is patterned on
Maclaurin's, we do know that Hume was: concerned. with this

dspect of the argument. - He writes to Elliot about it in 1751:

I coud wish that Cleanthes' Argument could be so P
analys'd as to be render'd quite formal and '
regular. Tlhe Propensity of the Mind towards it,
unless that Propensity were as strong and- uni-

~versal as that to believe in our Senses and
Experience, will still, I am afraid, be esteem'd .
a suspicious Foundation.2 ’

He adds:

. + . the other Dissimilitudes do nof weaken the

Argument. And indeed it woud seem from experi-

ence and Feeling, that they do not_ weaken it SO

much as we might naturally expect. :

These passages suggest that this_aépect of the design
argument was an important one to Hume. We shall see in Part
. \ "

XII of the Dialogues just what role $his "Propensity of the
Mind" plays. ’ |

| We come now to the second step of the argument, that
: experiencé'shows that to the extent that effects resemble so s

will thedir causes., This is the particular formulatien of

analogical reasoning that Cleanthes is using iﬁ.hiS'argument;

The Oxford English\Dictionany gefines°analbg§ as: o

N

lQuoted by Hdrlbutt, "Scientific 1heism",,p.»h92;'cf.”p;‘23.
2Hume, Letters, I: p. 155. . o |
%ﬁbid.; p. 157. . - L
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. « a name for °"the fact, that, the relations borne .
to any® object by some attribuio oy, circumstance,
.corresponds to the relation existing between another
object and some attribute or circumstance pertaining
to 1t, _
In the case we are considering, ;the objects being compared are
. * B
dynamic machines and natural systems and the circumstances
pertaining to each 1s the cause of its dynamism. It should
further be noted that our assurance of this analogical reason-
ing is based upon experiencei 1lhat the order in nature is an
effect and must thereby have a cause is not“argUed, but
~assumed, for as Philo notes early in Part II: "Nothing exists

without a cause. nl

) When we come to Step Three, we ﬁust bear in mind that
our knowledge that purposeful order -- in this case, the pur-
poseful order evidentAin machines ~- proceeds from intelli--
genée is also experientially based. 'As Philo, when.reformu-
lating'Cleanthés; argument, points out: "By experienceowe
find . . . that there is an 6riginal principle of order 'in
mind, not in matter..”2 1hé7point of the design argument is
to esfablisﬁ this claim, by analogy, not to assume that pur-
pdsefuluérder necessarily implies intefligence.3

C There is:a putatiyz confusion which arises at this

point in the argument concerning the 'cause' of order, be 1t

in machines or natural systems., Nathan, in a clevar article

1 .
Hume, Dialogues, p. 1k2.

°Ibid., /p 146.

“See Philo's remark to Demea, p. 179.
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entitled "Hume's Immanent God", puts it this way:

Yhe order of a thing can be exnlained either by a
nrincinle within itself or -by a principlm external
“to it. It is impnssibl~» that an object's order be
explained both ways since this would entail that a
Dr1n01pla both did and d4id nat oxnlaln the order

. . . . We see from experience that the universe
has internal principles of  order. lherefore, it is

impossible that_ it can also have an external prin-
c1p1p of order. Y

Nathan s intention here is to‘qhort circuit Cl~eanthes' argu-
ment . As he later puts it, the desipn argument must prove
not only that thero'is order in the universe but that 1its
cause 1is external, which; clains Nathan, Phil»n shows to be

_impossible. ' . v

However, Nathan notwithstanding, Cleanthes dOOS'noﬁ
have to prove that the cause of natural order is external.
If we accept £he comparison df dynamic machines to nétural
systems, and;if'we agree that thosé machines owe their
dynamism tosan intelligence external to them (in this case,
shuman beings) then analogously so do natural syétems'owe
their dynamism to an external 1ntelligenc .

Nuthaﬁ}s demand would have bearing if the compafison
were between static nrganisms5dbut, as we have already
pointed out, it is not. 7The principle ¢of internal order both
in machines and natural systems is taken for énantéd;‘it,is
what makes each a Jynamic rather {han a statié organism.

G. J. Nathan, "Hume's Immanent God," in Hume, @dlted
by V. C,»Chappell_(New York: Anchor Books , 1966) p. 413,

a
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A self-orderine principls is what distinguishes a machine
like a speedometer from a machine like a {rowel. So long as
the analogy concerns things which contain self~-ordering prin-
ciplens as an intrinch feature, it 1is perfectly. justifiable
to enquire into the canse of this self-ordering, which is what
Cleanthes is doing. To grant ClOanthos this p01ﬂt is not to
grant that his argument as a whole succeeds in establishing
what he wishes it to, it is only .to grant that he has an
“analogy. The intrinsic merit of his analogy, in contrast
"with others that may be suggested, is aidiﬂfpront,matter and
‘one that Philo later draws attention tslz but Philo does not
'deny.that Cleanthes has én analogy. Conqunently,vwhat is at
issue is what makes a machine self-ordering.-

| A final point to note with regard tQ‘Steprhree,is
that experience teacﬁésrus not one but two things about the
. cause of machines. They are brought about not'only by human
'intelligence but by human‘handiwork as well and both are
necessary. This aspect was tradltlonally overlooked by 18th
‘CpntUry proponents of the -design argument but, as we shall
see, not by,Phllo.

we come now to Step Four, thé conclusion of the argu-

ment, which Cloaqthes cléims is that»thn;égnse of natural

systems is div{ne:intélligence, which is an external, mental

]'See .Parts‘ VI - VIII of the Dialogues.
) - ) »

: 2Sée Diélgguesy pp. 171, 186.
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cause, As just noted the a;guméht ignores the physical agéncy
‘involvpd in human productions and consequently Cleanthes' God
does not have a physical being. However, Cleanthes does cor~
relate 'intelligence' with 'mlnd' and claims that his argument
prbves a divine mind -- tb1§ far he is immediately willing to
go in specifying his conclusion. Philo,'We Shéll see, 1s will-
ing to go much further, and it is to his c;ificism of the

design argument that we now turn.
;

Philo's Criticisms .of the Argument

Philo's-aim in Parts IT -- VIIT 1s to wpaken the ‘f
désign'érgumen£ as much as he can. Towards this end he dpviqed
two tactics: one was to show that the design argument estab-
lished»ﬁreciéus little aboﬁt the deity’—— certainly fér less
than what Cleanthes claimed it didj; and the other was toighbw
that natural.phenomena -- upon which‘CLeanthes' argument was.
based‘——ycoﬁld be used to éhpport equally plausible analdgiéé
that 1ed to conclusions other than Cleanthes'.r From his_-
examination Philo drew the conclusion that Cleanthes'bsystém
was no betier than any other because all "are subject to great
and insuperable difficulties", with the result that the best
.attitude to take on quch matters is a "total suspensg of
Judgment”._l - : -

In his first criiicism,'Philo has in mind to reveal

libid., p. 186.
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the weaknesses of the design argument. In particular he wants
‘to examine Cleanthes' notion of God.

Cleanthes, as“wé‘have-geon, correlates '1ntn11igénceﬂ
with 'mind' at the conclusion of his argument; and mind,.whiqh
he points out to Phllo, must be mind 1ikq~tﬁe human for "I

know of no other. nl Once again,‘expori@nce is to be our guide.

There 1is no disagreemont between Cleanfhes and Philo

at any point in the Dialogues that the universe exhibits order.?

And they both agree that its  cause may be cakled "Wisdom,
_thought, design, knowledge."? But Philo,,while willing to
invoke these encomiums,"because these words are honourable

among men', 3 adds an important qualification.
0 “
. o & let us beware, lest we think that our ideas
any wise correspond to his perfections, or that&
his attributes have ﬁny resemblance to t“@éﬁ
qualities among men,

Cleanthes, however, will not accept thls qualifiuationl

. . if our ideas, so far as they go, be nogt just
and adequate, and correspondent to is real nature,
I know not what there {s in this subject worth

insisting on. Is the name, without any meaning, of
such mighty 1mportance?

V]

1
Ibid., p. 166.

°Ipid., p. 142. e

3Ib1d. B '

L*Iloid.'

~51b1d., p. 158,
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In order to give his God some significance Cléanthes insist

that the aﬁélogy between the*gymanband the divinérminﬂ‘must
-~ o .

be adhered to and to this end he defigfsﬁmind. And, as wel’

Cleanthes goes on to’poid} out:

A mind, whose acts and sentiments and ideas are not dis-
tinct and successivej; one, that is wholly simnle, and.
totally immutable; is a mind which has no thought, no
renson, no will, nno sentimeht, no love, no hatred; or i
Ao, ie no mind at all., It ii an abuse of terms to

give 1t ~nat appellation . .
[rr . ur-~ Feur, Philo takes a narrow interpretation o:
- <@ "
min.. Thi- Lei-: the case, Philo determines that he

. 11 nrove, that there is no.ground'to suppose

a plan ottt toe world to be formed in the divine mind,

consisting >f distinct ideas, differently arranged .
He e ~ins by noting that experience teaches thaf if order.
reqﬁiros a cause, theq it requires a cause whether the orde:
is phyéical ~-- as 1in animals or?vegetablgs ;— or mental -- :
in the ideas in our minds. In-néithpr_céSe do we know how
the cause opeiates, we only know its effects, i;é;, the ord:
it creates. And if wenére unable to_undérstand gausé, Philc
asks'Clean£ho§, "what do wérgain by your system; in tracing
tﬁe universe of objecté into a similar universe of 16935?93

 an ideai system, arranged of ltself, without a pre-
cedent design, it %ﬁ?cj not a whit more-explicable
ng,

than a mator&al o which ,attalns its order in a
1ifke manner. oo R

el

1 e
“Ibid., p§&i159.°

- 2
@ - “Ibid., p. l60.

3 .
'Ibid.,kp. 1620

Y
Ibid., p. 164.
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Philo S . p01nt is that while Cleanthes may very well
use his argument in order/io hypothesize ‘a divine mind, hat
conclusion is an empty one. i

Naturalists . . . never surely .thought .it satisfac-

tory to explain a particular effect [ physical order ]

by a particular cause [mental order], which-was no

more to be accounted for than the effect itself.l
And if this is so -- that we cannot undprqtand tho causes of
physical or mental order -- why "look beyond the present
material world. By supposing it to contain the principle of
its order within itself, we really assert it to be God e

Philo will return later in the dlscussion to the
importanee of this p01nt about the unknowablllty of canuses, 3
but for the moment he is content with letting Cleanthes have
the last word. ' »

You ask me, what 1s the cauée of this cause? I know
not; I care not; that concerns not me . I have found
a Deity, and here I stop my enquiry.

In Part IV, Philo has showyn Cleanthes that while, on
the basis of his.analogy, he may claim that mind is the cause
~of natural order, he has not succeeded in adding anything to

our knowledge of this 'mind'. It still remains just a'name

without any meaning." - So in Part VQ Philo explores the other

Livia. _ o S A

2Ipid., p. 162.. * o 3
| 3See ‘L g £s, P 178
- : 3&\ '

bibi@., p._l63.
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works, Clpanthes analogy claims that tbe divine mind.

. . . o °

: v . o . : -
. - 51_ - R g »

° ’ o . R : .

Y
"

way in which Cleanthes has qngyested we might come. to undep—

-2

stand the dlvine mind and Tesolvesto qhow him "still more’&
Q

inconveniences ,”,é; in Lhis] anthropomorphism."l ° o

Now whlle we may Know nothlng of how menta} causation

6 v
o @

roqemﬁlps humnan mind indeed “the Yiker the better ”2 Tnis'?

o

being Cleanthes claim, Philo decides to elicit a few com=

parisons, based upon what we know byoexperience of the human
W ol

mind, and warnc Cleanthes to ﬁmark the conqequences "3 Among

the consequences Pnilo derives about the divinity, based upon

sour eXporience of ‘human: mihds, are that the deity nnst<be°

[}

' finite, imperfect, mortal, corpore@l, etc.; In, factd “for aill.

©

% o

and dotage ine some. superannuatedu »1§¢"5

o

PQilo has very cleverly put Cleanthes in a trap.: Ifoé

Cleanthes disowns the gross anthropomorphic compariqons that

o

Phllo is quggesting then he can only do so by’ claiming that
the ‘divine mind is pot very like the human. The consequence

T - SENISER Bttt S bl

1Ibid., p. 165.

21pid., p. 166. : | o -

Bta. . S

T

“1bid., p. 169+

Ibia. . . -
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of making this move is to weaken the s%rength of his design
argument to the point where he can claim not,much moxe than‘
some remote similarity between the human and the divine mind )
. to the extent that both exhibit intelligence. And if this is
Calle that he is 'left with then his argument will h&rdly prove
= sufficient to support Natural Religion ) :
' On the other hand, Af Cleanthes stresses the similar-
*o it) between the minds, as he already has, then’ he is power- |
o "less to stop Philo! s comparisons :with the result that his
Deity is grossly anthropomorphic and part of a "wild and
unsettled . . e system of theology."1 Again, hardly a com-

fort to the proponents of Natural Re&igion

- ‘:ntly, with regard to Cleanthes' design argu— ‘
" ment, Philo concludes Jat the end of Part V that: .

" In a word, Cleanthes, a man, who follows your hypo-

° thesis, is able perhaps, to assert, or conjecture,
that the universe, sometime, arose. from something .

- like design: But beyond that- position he cannot
ascertain one sihgle circumstances-and is left after-
wards to fix ‘every point of his theologg, by the-
utmost licence of fancy and hypothesis,

Although he does not answer Philo's criticisms,
TN
Cleanthes still retains hope for his design argument as being
o
'* the only possible way to account for natural order.

I see, that by the utmost indulgence of your»
imagination, you never get rid of the ‘hypothesis

'b1a. | s o -+

2Ibid., pp. 168-169.

9
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of design in the universel; but . are obliged, at

every turn, to have recourse to it. To this con-
cession I adhere steadily; and this_I regard as a
~sufficient foundation for religion.

The succgss of Philo's ,criticism to this point,lies
in his having estébliShéd that'thé design argument 1s incap-
able of reasonableiéxtedsion.—f that  1is, extension based ubo;
eipérienée.' Any attempf at extension is thé business of -
féncy,-not‘reason, and then'df coursehanything_goés.» So‘far
Philo has been contenf to grant Cleantheé his_aréument and ,
has mpre}y marked the;conSequencés, Néw, boWever, he shall
turn his attention to the analogy which Cleanthes has baéed
his argu;ent on with the intention of petting "rid of the
h&pothesis of desién‘ih'the universe." And this he,doeS'by
offering an a}tefnativ#nanéiogy "no less certain, and J
derived from‘the same source of'ex;erience."3“

At the beginning of Paft VI Philo draws his own
analoéy, based upon our'observanee;qf purpbéefui‘order in
nature. It parallels, exactly, Cleantﬁgs' argument.

1 = So far as we are abieyio see, the universe bears

"a great resemblance" to an animal: ". . . a

1ike principle of life and motion. A continual

circulation of matter in it produces no dis-

order: A continual waste in every part is
incessantly repaired: The closest sympathy 1s

-~ loleanthes is referring to his hypothesis that the
"design in the universe' is due to his God -- an external,

mental, orderer. -

2Hume, Dialogues, p. 169. ’
me, Dialogues -
31bid., p. 170.

)
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perceived throughout the entire system: And each
part or member, in performing 1its proper offices,
operates both to its own preservation and to that
of the whole."l v Y : :

o

2 - Experience shows "that where several known circum- -
- stances are observed to be similar, the unknown
will also~be found similar."2

3 - lhe cause of the order in animals is a soul "actu-
ating it and actuvated by it."3

% -"Therefore, the cause of the order in the universe
is a soul., ' '

fPhilb, bn the basis of thisfanalogyvhas got rid of
"the hypothesis of design". The external mental God of Gf
Cléanfhes' analogy has been replacod with an intérnal mental
GOdP—— a soul. Philo points out that his argument 1is of the

‘same - sort as Cleanthes: '"What we See in the parts: we may

infer in the wholg;?at least, that is the method of réasoning'

“on which you rest your whole theory'"; and there might just as
‘ : ,

well be an "inherent principle of order to ihe world" as any

other.h '

In Part VI1I Demea dbjects vehemently to Philo's

"wild, arbitrary suppositions"® and asks: '"What data have

'Ibid., pp. 170-171.
o l ..
(_Ibid., po 1700

3Ibid., p. 171,

L' ”‘. e
Ibid.’ pc ].7)“*.

°Ibia., p. 177.
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vou for such extraordinary conclusions?"l This gives Phi1o
' o 2
the chatice to drive home the point he made first in Part TI
This is the topic on which I have all along insisted.
I have still ass~rted, that we have no data to estab-
~ 1lish any system of cosmogony. Our expericnce, so
imperfect in itself, and so limited both in extent
and duration, can aftord us no grobable conjecture
concerning the whole of things
Bearing this in mind, then, all syqtemq are equal, 1in the
sense -that they are all equally problematlcal, And mbre
importantly, all these terms we use to refer to principles,
or causes, of order are also unknown in their pssencé'
. . Reason, in its internal fabric and structure,
iq really as little known to us as instinct or
vegetation . . . . 1lhe effects of these principles
are all known to us from experience: DBut the prin-

ciples ithemselves, and theiﬁ manner of operation
‘are totally unknown . . .

So, not only 1is it_arbitrary what analogy we draw'
from our observance of nature, but it is also arbitrary which
‘cause we assigh for the order of nature as we are equally
igngrént of all causes. So Cleanthes' anélopy héstno inherent
édvantages over any other -and it would be fbegging the ques-

tion"? to assume that ultipately the céﬁse'of, say, animal

~ order was intelligence, for that is the point that Cleanthes

lipig. =

°Ibid., pp. 1h7-149,

%Ibid., D. 177.A-(Emphasis mine) .
l " .

" "Ibid., p. 178.
5 . ’ . o ) <

Ibido’ po 1790
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“must prove. And, 1If experience is to be our guide, "genera-

tion has some prjv;Iénes,above reason: 'For we see every déy
the latter arise. from the former, névcr‘tho fofmer ffom the
latter ."t
Philo concludes Part VII by noting that there is also
no difficulty in SUggeéting that order might be snun from the

belly of a spider.2

It should be noted that in this case the
cause of natural order is an ex{ornal physical.one.' And 1if |
this is not shdcking enough a supnosition why not, says
Philto, 1in Part VIII éuppose "the beginning of motion in matter
itself" as the Epicureans did, and end up.with an internal,
physical cauée?3 o

There has begun in the last decade a movémént téwards
fa new view of the nature of Hume's Dialogues. G. J. Nathan
may, I believe, be credited with initzatiné.it, and recently

DM. Andic has also’argued persuasively in support of Néthan.
Nathan claims that "Huhe's Géd is immanent in the world as
its structuring force”and'not transcendent to it as a

designer"t; therefore "Philo is defending the principle of an

internal cause of order in the uhiverse.”5 Andic puts the

Y1p14., pp. 179-180.

°Ibid., p. 180.
Ibid., p. 183.
Nathan, “Hume's Immanent God" o, L21.

5 ' .
Ibid., p. 412,
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thesis a different way:
1The substantivo issue between Cleinthes and Philo 1s

surely this: Does nature” work like a machine, or
like a cr:—:tftsman‘>l

Although neither Nathan nor andic use the term, they are sug-
gesting that Hume (who they identify with Philo) is érguing
for. Pantheism, and that the Dialogues, therefore, is, as well
as boing critical of the design argument and Natural Rellgion,
pocltively Suggesting an alternative syqtem.

Nathan‘supports his thesis by quoting é lengthy pas-
sage from Part Vl.where Philo states that of all §§stoms he
thinks - thali the most pléuciblp.is one that would ascribe "an
eternal, inh@rent prlnciple of order to the world But
’?hilo prefaces this remark by saying that he "never willingly"
rGBuid "defend any partlcular system of this nature."? This 1is
the only part of the passage that Nathan omits publishing. It
is difficult tb supnose Philo arguing for Pantheism whén he
expréesly declares himself unw1llinf to defend the position.
Besides this, 1mmediately after the pasqage quoted by Nathan,
Philo concludes that ”All these systems" are "on a like foot-

ing” and none '"has any advantage over ghp others."3 Again, a

"strange remark to make, 1f one is claiming that one syStem is

-

1“ Andic‘ "'Fxperimental Theism' and the Varbal Dis-

pute in Hume's Dialogues " Archiv Fur Geschichte der Philosg-
bhie (Vol. s6, 1974): 245, _ _

Hume, Diélopqggy-p. 174,

3Ibid., p. 175.
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superior to the rest.

When Philo‘makes the analogy to an internal cause of
natural order, it is not for the purpose of suggect1ng that
his is a *_LLQL way of accountino for natural. order, bup

-

rather that it is just as good a way as Cleanthes', And Philo

does not just juxtapose'external and internal causes of order,
he‘also juxtaposes mental and.physical canses. |

Philo is dfivimg at the foliowing: All analogies oro—
ceed by noting a simllarity between the.Lwo things to be com-
pared. ﬁho'choice‘of what to compore is anbarbitrary one,
The body of nq{ural pnonomena remains .the ssme, though differ-~
ent.cultures and different individuals have chosen to see
nature in different wayss The choice of analogy determlnes
the nature of‘the cause of order onﬁ‘arrives at,,end;the'
Dialgﬁuos'deals with fonr basic sorts. ‘Cleantbes‘ analogy
leads to an external mental source ofvogder; Pnilo{s.parallel
analogy leads to -an internal mental.source»of order tPart VI);
the spider anaiogy (Part VII) leads to an external physical
source of.order; and, finslly, the Epic%fean hypothesis-(Pért
VIII) leads to an internal physical source«ofvorder.

Philo s intentlon in suggesting these Various hypo— i
_theses 1s not so that he may claim that his analogies are |
. superior -- remember, Gleanthes had chastlzed him at the end'
.of Part V for not being able to avoid the "design hypothesis"
which 1eads to an external mental cause of natural order.

Philo 'is advancing equally feasible hypotheses, and they are



eqnually feasible, he is maintaining, because of the very
daturo of them -- tlhey afé allﬂanalopies with only partial
gupport in. oxporlonce. If you begin your argumpnt by com-.
paring the world to a machine you unavoidably convlude with
an external mental Qource of order. But, by the same tokedi
‘if you‘begin by éomparing the wo;ld to an animal, you equally
unavoidably cohclude with an iniernal mental source of order.

If we ask experience to judge in favour of one over
the other, we find her silent. Nature prov1des many 'causeg'
of order, all of which are, in themselvnq, unkaown and none
of which has a supnriority over any other .. All the causes
operate only ip a part of ngture and experience provides no
justification for concluding that one must be the cause of
all. ‘v ) | |

By quégestlng his various thnorieq, Philé has driven
home the points he initially made in Part II; namely that
one's choice of analogy . iq arbitrary, all analoaleq of this
sort are partially, but no more, supported by exnerilence
because they all argue-from a p:rt of nature to the wholel;
-and ex%ﬁrience, because it cannot explaln the various prin-
ciplps of order in their “internal fabrlc and structure, n2

cannot decide betweer them as to which is thevprimary cause

of order in nature. The conclusion to be drawn from all of

,lIbid.; pp. 147-148. 1 31

°Ibid., p. 178..
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this is not that "Philo is defending the princinle of an
internal cause of 8rder in the universé" but rather the con-<
clusion that Philo himself clearly draws:
All ‘these systems, then, of séepticism,'polytheism,
.and theism, you must allow, on your principles, to
be on a like footing, and that no one of them has
any advantages over the others.
All religious systems, it is confessed, are subject
to great and insuperable difficulties . . . . A
total suspense_of judgment is here our only reason-
able resource. ~ '

Let us now put together Philo's.two criticisms. He
began by clarifying the nature of Cleanthes' argument and
concluded that it was not what he called "an argument from
eXperience"3‘but was rather an analogy which was based on

<

our experienée*t;He’went on to showathat while the anaiogy
.couldsbg drawgégiihout téo much difficulty, it was difficult
to -see what it sbecified'abqut"thevdivine mind', He pointed
out that whilé Cleanthes_was free to claim as many characte;—
© 1istics as he wished about the Deity,-fhese were due to the

| opéra;ion "of fahcy and hypothesis" and not reason, because
experfénce offered no insight in this ratter, COnsequently,
so far as natural reason was concerned, the ultimate verdict

~of the design argument was "that the universe, sometime,

arose from something like design." And no more!

lIbid., p. 175.

2Ibid.,.pp‘. 186-187.

3Ibid., p. 149,
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Philo's eriticism to this point left apen the possi-
bitity, however, that the design argument might be the only
way of accounting for natural order. Indeed Cleanthes was
quick to claim this pyrrhic victory: ". . .1 séﬁ, that, by
the utmost induleence of your imagination, you never get rid
of the hypothesis of design in the universe."t Conseqﬁently,
Philo adged a second criticism. Cleanthes based his analopy
upon the experience we haVeoof intellipence as a cause of
order But, Philo showed, there are many CQﬁqes of order
revealed by our experience and we might JUSt as. woll build an
analoéy on these and thereby rid ourselves of‘the "hvpothesis
of design." And because we do not undefstand iggh‘eséonce'
of any of these causes, we cannot show that one has any
1nhorent supériority over any other. In Pact, all these

cauqos suffer a 1mllar dlqadvantage, in that experience

shOWS thgir operatlon to occur only in a part of nature and

,:,_,'\ ~

the: analogies se@k Ao account for all of nature. The lesson

B

X to bo drawn from our . iQVéﬁtigation is wot that one 'system'
is anJ botter than,ény other but that all systoms "are sub-’
ject to great and inquperable dlfflculties.

o Philo s criticisms, then, amount to a two-fold blow

~0an193nthPS _argument. not only i~ his argument merely one

Al

"of mqny, all ‘of whlch may claim equal, but faint, support

from eXperlence, but also his argument does not establish any
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system ot religion at all.
etfore moving.bn to A $nncidorwtinn ot Philo's Finalﬁw
remarks in Part L11, we mivht take gotice of two fintl com-
ments Philo makes in Port WIDD with repord to Cleanthes!
'qpth;opomorphic arpument., Firstly, he notes that experience
shows that ideas in the human mind are copled from objects,
w%oreas iﬂJCleanthos‘ analogy hr reverses this fact by claim-

L However, so

ing that divine ideas precede natural objecté.
far as we are concornéd with the ‘oraering' of objects this
point is irrélevant: it would only'bequievant if we were
discussing, the 'ereation' of objects. Philo's sccond criti-

cism is more to .the point and it is one we noted when dis-

cussing Step Three of Cleanthes' argument.,

hich we have ever seen, houphtfhaééj
no influence upt mtter, except where that matter is™
s» conjoined wi t . . . Your theory implies a con-
tradiction to this experience.~

In all instancag

@

Philo's final point with regard to- all systems based upon
natural reaSon 1is that ‘a "total suspense of judgment is
here our only‘reasonablé resourcé.” Let us now turn to
Part XII where Philo draws hlS variOUS points togethor and

renders a Jjudgment on Natural Religion.

11b1d;, p. 186.

°Ibid.

L
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ConcluSions on Natural Religion -

Part XII marks the final stage 1n the discussion

¢

between Philo and Cleanthes. They have discussed fully the
design argument [Parts I1 == VIII] they considered and
rejected Demea's a priori argument for God [Part IX] and
finally they- diseussed the moral aSpects of the Deity [Parts
X and Xx1]. They are now ready to give their final comments
on Natural Religion. Once again, let us-bear in mind that
Natural Religion was a system of religion resting upon the
“design argument. Therefore; 1its exponents claimed it was
™
the only system of religion that was/éupported entirely by
natural reason; that is, reasoning that is based entirely
upon our experience of natural phenomena.

Cleahthes, the expositor of Natural Religion, has
been arguing throughout that religion is to be’ founded on
our natural'reason. He noted with approval Locke“s position.

Locke seems to have been ‘the first Christian, yho
ventured openly to assert, that faith was nothlag
but a speciles of reason, that religion was onlyra
branch of philosophy,” and that a .chain of argu-:
ments, similar to that which established any truth
in morals, politlcs, or "phystcs, was always -

employed in discovering all the principles of
'theology, natural and revealed.

-

While Cleanthes was arguing that reason suppqrted faith in
religion, Philo was arguing in the opposite direction.

reason led to agmxnicism not to faith. Faith was a

i

lipia., p. 138.
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differont mattor altogether. And Cleanthes himself noted'
Philo's poﬁitlon oarly in the discussion’ for as hé said to

Phllo "You propoze then . .%f;to eroct relipiouq faith on

'_phlloqophlcal sceoticism . . . ol . ' .

In Part XII, we receive the final opidions of Philo
and Cleanthes on .this larger 1ssu9 of the rn]o of reason in
religion. In pqrticular, and in acog;ddnce with the- sub-
9ect of the Dialogues, we shall be loo&ing for-iho.flnal

conclusions on the design argument and Natural Relqgion.

Cleanthes' fgpal position with regard to Natural

Religion and its prop, the design arﬁument, has not changed;

In spite of the many crit1c1qms Philo has levelled at bis
theory, Cleanthes is still convinced that it

. . . is the only’ syqtem of cosmogony wnich can be .
rendered intelligible and complete, and yet can
throughout preserve a strong analogy to what we
every day see and exnerLence in the world.<

It is, he says, ”qupported by strong and obviouo reason, by

03

naturdl propensity, and by ear1y education.
) Philo's final pos ;ition, because 1t covers a great
deal more ground, is ndt as straightforward as Cleanthes'
but, as we shall sec, it, too, is essentially unchanged.

‘Philo's openinpg comments in Part XII have puzzled

libig., p. 132.
21bid.,;p."2l6.
>Ioia.

%

-
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many critics,'for he says of himself that

| .. . « o one has a deopor sense of religion impressed-
on his mind, or pays more profound adoration to the
divine Beinr, as he discovers himself to reason, in
the inexnlicable contrivance and artifice of nature,

A purpose, an intention, or design strikes everywhere
. the mo t carelesq, the most stupld thinker . 1

Ed . LN
.

7. E, Jessop found this and other ~peeches of Philo's in Part
XITI so mystifying that he ignoredthis entire section of the
Dialorues claimihg that i{ was "disconnected from the argued °

content” of the rest of the work. ¢  Kemp Smith claims that

Phllo is hore making a "confeqsion of ‘faith"3 and elsevhere\
stateu that such conventionally preqoribed avowal[s]"l+ were
necessar) cons idering the highly religious clima%e of the arge.
It is not, however, necessary to go to such,extreme
:lenéths to understand this passage. Philo has sald no more
in this staiement than that he too is impressed with the 7
purpoqeful order evident in nature. But then, this should
not be surprising for nowhere 1in the Dimlogues has he denied
this point. That nature evidences such order was the Bésis
not .only for Cleéqthés' analogy, it was also the basis for
all the analogies that Philo himself suggested. Philo has

not, i the course of-his discussjon with Cleanthes, at any

-libid.,fp; 21k

21. E. Jessop "cymposium. The Present-Day Relevance

/of Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion,". AxlstQLeLian
Socipty Supnlpm ntanyA(VOls. 17 18, 10393' 220,

3Hume,/21glgzgg§, P. 70.

«

L*Ibm., b 123
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point, qehied thét the'univerSe péssesses order -- this was
necessariiy taken for granied as the basis of all their
analogies. : oo |

What has been at issue throughouffthe Q;glggggé is
whether or not we can explain, in any reasonable way, the
cause of this ofdér. Ahd Philo has not changed his position
on this point: he still claims that the‘”contriQance'and

értifice of nature" is. "inexplicable."l

To see nature as
ordered 1is not the same as to understand the cause of -that
order; and Clpanthpﬂ' argument has oot\sﬁcceeded in inform- ~
ing us about this in any 31gn1ficant manner .
\ Consequently, 1n consideration of this latter point,
.Pbiio,tupqs-his attention for the final time to the conclu-
sions of the design argument that Cleanthes d;aws.-.”lf we
.argue at all”.ébout Cleanthes' analogy then indeed the ana—li
logy will lead us to a Deity; and this Deity will be the'
cause of matural order .2 But beyond this rather insignifi-
;cant result nothing more can be specified "and 1f we make
it a quéstion, whether . . . we can proporly call him a mind

orAintelligence . . e what is this but a mere verbal contro-A

vérsy?“3 Caillhim(a 'God‘, 'Deity', 'mind', 'intelligonce',

N {Ibid., p. 214, = -

,-u__;,:;t‘;_ >
- ‘ ‘. Ibid., Do 2170

3 :
“Ibid.
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'thoughf'vor whét you will, but you wil¥ learn nothing more of
his nature,5y doing so; And we cannot know more abnut his
~nature because we ""have no exper jgngg of divine éttributes and
,pporationSWi; and therefore, because we cannot spocifv the |
\terms_we use 1in describing him it is impossible to determine
th far, or évén whether; his attributes resemble their human
counterparts.

It 1is important to note here that thls is not a new

i
observation by Philoj; he had already mpntioned it in Part II:

wisdom, thourht, dnﬁlgn, knowledee; these we Justly
ascribe to him; because these words are honourable
among men, and we have no other lgnguage or concep-
tions, by which we can express our adoration of him.
But let us beware, lest we think, that our ideas any
wise correspond to his perfections, or that his
attributes have any resemblance to these qualities
among men. He 1s infinitely superior to our limited
view and comprehension; and 15 more the obipct of

worship Ln the temMple than of disguja;ign n tng
schooLg..

And after examining Cleanthes' argument, he notedAcarefully
just whit 1igdid, and what'it did not establish. ~

In a word, Cleanthes, a man, who follows your hypo-
thesis, is able, perhaps, to assert, or conjecture,
that the universe, sometime; arose from something
like design: But beyond that position he cannot
* ascertain one single clrcumstance, and is left ,
.afterwards to flx every point of his thpology, by
the utmost license of fancy and hypothesis

LIbid., p. 143, (Emphasis mine).

2Ibid., p. 42, (Emphasis mine). See also p. 48 of
this_papor:k> - -

3 .
“Ibid., pp. 168-169, See pp. 52, 61 of this paper.

X
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Philo's chafge, then, of 'verbal dispute' in Part XII
is neither a new one nor is it the key to the meaning of the
whole nglggnos.l It isl;howhynr, an es<sentiial part éf#

Philo's argument in his aftempt to discern just how far

g ‘
natural recason can lead us. in-religinous dis ssions. And as

such, it forms the mid-way point in what Phi.o is after.
Yes, natural reason if expressed in the form of the design

argument does point to a cause of order in nature, and that

N

‘cause we call, among other thinps:'intelligence,'or God, But

- Noy natural reason cannotl tell us any more about the nature

of this cnuse, and it certéinly~nannoi eatablish a "system of
cosmogony . " |
Nhat‘then may we say, finally, of Natural Réliyion?

If the whole of natural theology . . . re=olves

itself into one simole, thourh somewhat ambiguous,

atl least undefined proposition, that ihe cause or
~causes of order in the universe probably bear some
remot~ analogy to human intellisence . . . what

.. can the rost inquisitive, contemplative, and reli-

gious man de more than give a plain, philosophical :
assent ‘1o the proposition, as often as it occurs . . . .

o

. _ lJames Duerlinger, in "The Verbal Dispute in lhume's
Dialorues,'" Archiv_fur Geschichte. der Philosophie (Vol. 53,
1971): 22-34, makes much of the verbal issue, Duerlinsger
claims, on the basis of-a stupefyving analysis of the verbal
disput~, that the Dialogues is much more '"than an attemnt to

“discredit the design argument" (32); it is rather, an attempt

to show "what 1s established by reason" (34). If we then ask
What is establishedy we are told that "lhe Dialorues,’ do not

rive ;xnason's direct answer" (33). The trouble with analyses
like"Dderlinrer's is that they are tryinr to get at the mean-

9

ing of the Dialopues in a backward fashion. 7he way to under-

stand the verbal dispute is to see it as part of the whole
Eanargument as part of it,

A

:?Hume, Dialosues, pQ 227.
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This {s all that natural reason can tell us.

" But Philo has another point to make, and it is in‘
keeping with hié'position of agnosticism. ﬁho Oxford. EQ_LL§Q
chtivnanl defines ¢n aonogtic as |

One who holds 1hat the oxisteﬁoo of anythins bmyond

"and behind material phenomena is unknown and (so far

as can be judged) unknowable . . . .

This is Philo's position: ‘foason simplf cannot tell us any-
thing about the nature of tho deity‘that the design argument
posits. But an agnostic, unliké an atheist, does not make
the claim that a delty does not'exist:. he is content to séy
that if a deity does exist, we cannot know anyfhing pbout
that deity. . |

lhis lraves open the po sibility of 'b@iiof" One
may believe in a neity, and a deity of any particular kind,
even though this belief is unsupported by reason. . And the
causesvof'such a belief may be many, both »f a personal and
a social nature. Cleanthes has claimed that his belief in
his system of theology is "supborted by strong and obvious.
Teason, by nutural propmnsity, ‘and by carly ﬂducatlon.
Philo has qhawn, however , thﬂt it is not qupport@d by "strong
and obvious reason. As to itq boing qupportad by a "natural

propensity", Philo has also made his answer, though nnt as

idirébtly. Throuphout the Dialqun Phiio has‘coﬁtragted

Cléanthgsxgtgeory with many others. lle has refrrred to the
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theory of the Brahmins1 -- 1n all of which cases, the adher-
ents have held their theories to be the most obvinus and the
most strongly supported by natural phenomena. But if any one
of these. is the correct oné, then all the others. are incor-
rect; if any one of these is supported by a "natural propen{
sity™, then all the otheré cannot be. We might at this point,
howevér, make a distinction. It is one thing to say that the"
mind has a "natural propensity" towards believing that the
- ordered worid‘has a- causej it 1s quite another thing to say
that the mind has a "natural propensity'" towards believing
that thé ordered world has a specific‘cause;2 With regard'to
the former, not only does Philo not dispute it, he even
suggests several instances, ‘bBut what‘is at issue here is
Cleanthes' claim that there 1s a '"natural propensity" of the
| mind fowards his own deslgn argument. It is this p;i;t thép
Philo‘dedies. ' |
| i;How then may we éccount'for Cleanthes” élaim'that;his
is thefright one? "’ Humé, hinself, gave the answpf to this,
‘and he gave it in a passage in the lreatise that bears
frémérkable similérity to Cleanthes' statement on page 155.

Hume says:

1 : : ,
_ Ibia., pp. 171, 180, 182.

In other words:, the'former”might we'll be universal
whereas the latter would vary according to particular cir-
cumstance, such as time, culture, tradition, etc.

2
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'"Tis not solely in poetry and music, we must follow
our taste and sentiment, but likewise in philosophy.
Wwhen I am convinc'd of any principle, 'tis only an
idea, which strikes more strongly upon me. When I
give the preference to one set of arguments above
another, 1°do nothing but decide from my feeliung
concerning the superiority of their influence.l

The answer then is not that theré is a ”naturéi pro;Lnsity"
towards ‘the design argument, bu£ rather that Cipahthps him-
sélf has a prapensity of the mind towards it. And to what 1is
this propénéity_due? Most 1ikely3 just what Cleanthes said:
"early education".z‘ Education, religious training, politics,
pé¥sonal feeling -- all are‘influences on the beliefs a man
4w111'havé.3 One man may, as the result of these influences,
see the design argument as utterly conviﬁcing, while another
mighf not. But reason cannot arbitrate for it is not a ques-
tion of 'reason', it is a question of 'feeling'. As.Pémphildso
pointed out to Hermippus,~at the beginning4of the Dilalogues:

Reasonable men may be allowed to differ, when no one

can reasonably be positive: Opposite sentiments,

even ﬁithout“any decision, afford an agreeable amuse-

ment.

Clesnthes, therefore, is entitled to his belief, but

he is not entitled to think that his belief is supported by

L ) _
Hume, 1reatise, p. 103. See p.31 of this paper.

‘2Hume, Q;glégjps, p. 216.

”Byasses'frlm prejddice, education, passion, party,
eftc. hang more upqgn, one mind than another." Hume, Enquiry,
. 107. See p. 32 of this paper. - C

Y .
/ _ Hume, Dialozues, p. 128,

Fbupsris
/ R g
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reason; for Philo has shown that this is not the case. Even

~ Pamphilus, . the pupil of Cleanthes, has appreciated this, for
he says to Hermippus when reporting the dialogue between
Cleantheés and Philo:

. . . what obscure questions occur, concerning the
nature of that divine Belingj; his attributes, his
decrees, his plan of providence? These have always
been subjected to the disputations of men: Concern-

ing these, human reason _has not reached any certain
determination: But these are topics so interesting,
that we cannot restrain our restless enguiry with

regard to them; though nothing but doubt, uncertainty,

and contradiction, have, as yet, been the result of
our most acgeurate researches,t

What then is Lhetbeliﬁver to do? Hermust flee '"the haughty
\dogmatist, peisuaded that he‘caﬁ erect a éqmplote system of
theology'b§zthe me}ebhelp of philosophy" and insteaqd, ”fly
“to revéaléqwtruth with the greatest avidity." For it is
through an gyarepess of "the iTperfections of natural reason"
that the be&iever éomes at last to recégnize that religioﬁ is
supported by 'faith', and not by 'reason'; and therefore "To
be a philo#ophical;sceptic is, in‘a man of le?ters,rthe first -
and most eééential step towards being .a sound, bolieving |

Christian."?

L ,
Ibid. (Emphasis mine).

2 : .
- Ibid., pp. 227-228,



CHAPJFR IV’
< : _
CHARACTER IDEN1 IFICATION IN 9HE DIALOGUES

In his review of Hendel's Studies in the Philosoph

of David Hume, Johbn Laird rémarked'"Cortainly_HUme cannot be

'idedtified straightWay“with any one of the tnterlbcutors”vin
the Dialopues. Shortly_thereafter,Ain an article in Mind 1in
1926, Laird, apparently after further.Thoughf on tho,matter,
étated "In shbr{,.Hume‘is very like Philo'. By the time he

published Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature in 1932, Laird

was sure that "Philo was much the larpest part of Hume "l

Yet seven years later, having onece more considered the issue,
Laird carefully proclaimed that Hume "may well have been very

. often Cleantkine; and I think hé wéS.”2 Laird's uncertainty
dramafiéps the difficulty.that commentators have experienced
when trying to ldentify. one of the disputants in the Dialoguesg
'with'Hume.ﬁ Whichevér chafacter one chooses as Hume's sp&gesl
man -- if, indeecd, any -- one must take infd account the

information available from two so  ces: - the Hume "letters,

: . 1Cited in C. W. Hendel, Studies_in the Philosophy of
David Hume (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 19637, D. xxxvii,

2. . _ . |

J. Laird, "Symposium: The Present-Day. Relevance of
Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion," Aristctelian
Society Supplementary- (Vols, }7-18, 1939): - 207,

- 73 -
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and the Hume corpus, insofar as each of these.bear on the
Dialopues. \

In this chapter we shall be considering three
aporoaches to character identification. The first holds thét
Cleanthes is Humej; the second argues that itlume 1is not repre-
sented by any one character but with all; in the sense that J/
the Dialogues is an account of Hume's uncertainty with rpéard
to the icquoe involved in Natural Religionj; and the third
cla]mq that Philo is Hume. We éhall bo arpuing in support of
the third altrrnatlve, concluding as did Haytor that '"The
fact indeed indisputably is, that Philo,.not Cleanthes, per-

sonates Mr. Hume."l

Cleanthes is Hume

'

The first approach to character identification -in the
,lealgyues consists of identifying Cleanthos with Hume. This
,interpretation became popular in the nlneteenth century-
largely because of the publication of some of Humo s lettprs.z
The two passages. most often cited in support of this thesis
occur in a letter to Elliot in 1751 in which Hume remarks:

"You wou'd porceive by the Sample I have given you, that 1

make Clpanthos the Hero of the Dialogue"3 and in a letter to

1haytor, Hemarks on Mr, Hume's Dialopues Concerning
Natural,R°LieL_Q, p. 2.

lheqe were published both in Ritchie's biography
(1807) and Burton's (1846).

3Humé, Letters, I: p. 153.
‘ b
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otraohan in 1776 in which ilume saxw_thdt Philo "1s 1indeed
refuted, lnd at 1a§£ g?vec up the Argument, nany confcsses
that he was oqu amu%ing himself by all his Cavils . . . ."1 @
-wiih regarq to the letter to Elliot, commentators, by

and large, have been wary of attributing too much significance
to 1t, This 1s due to the fact that while in the quoted pas-
sage Hume seeﬁs to favour Cleanttes, other paqqages 1ndicate
that his natural sympathies 1lie with Fhilo.

llad 1t been my good Fortune to liv: necr you, I

‘shou'd have taken on me the Charact-r of Philo,

in the Dialogue, whlnk/you'll own I coud have
supported naturally enough .

Laing“ and Knieht3 are two commentat-srs wh- do use thé Elliot .

letter in supporting their claim that Cleanthes 1s Hume, a;d ’
both 1ignore those paséagos that point in the.oppqsite'direc—
tidn. Unfortunately, because of the oppocidg naturéslof the
passageq in the letter, its value for éharattor idOhtifica—
tion is neutralized. Either intorpretation can claim partial
support but any attempt to reconcile all the passages with
one viewpolint can only result in an undue amohnt of pqy¥
ch010gica1 speculation -- a path better left untrbdden.

A final point with reyard to the ElLlOt 1etter.‘

Laing claims that Hume is making ". . . a definite request

l1pia., IT: p. 323.

28_ M. Laing, "Hume{é Dialorues Cbncerning Natural

Religion," Philosophy (April, 1937): 175-190.

3w. Knight, Hume (Wm. Blackwood énd'Sohs, 1886) .

*
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for assistance in strengthening the case.of Cleanthes who, he
says, is made the hero of the Dialogups.”l wWhile superfici-
ally true, it is doubtful that thig statenment carries with it
the implication that Laing is after: ﬁnmo]y, that lhame means
to identify himself in the Dialogues with Cleanthes. For why,
it mipht be asked, would a man of Hume's powerful and search-
img Intellect find 1t necessary to ask such a man as Elliot

to 'strengihen' his own argument, if indeed it is Cleanthes
who is speaking for Hume?

While tphe Flliot letter is indirect in its statements,
the letter to‘Strachan is not. Hume bluntly states that
Cleanthes has won the argument over Philo and with regard to
this assertion Laing notes: ‘

Fither this statement must‘be regarded as annther

bit of egregious "artfulness", with the conse -
quence that the Dialozues as well as Hume's other

philosophical «Titings bhave to be considered

all a playful jest, or else it must be taken in

a1l seriousness as expressing what Hume believed

the. Dialogues to be, with the consequence that he

quite clearTy identifies himself with Cleanthes .2
Now Laing notwithstanding, it does not follow that if “ume
did nnt mean what he said to Strachan, that his entire
philosophy must be regarded as "jest." In fact, considera-
tion of the circumstances surrounding the letter io‘Strachan

suggest another, more likely, alternative, -

e

RS S )
1Laing,"Hume*_s,_ Dialogues’, p. 177.

5 :
Ibiqg.

o,
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Both Wlliot.nnd Adam'Smith had long cantionOd Hume

.agajnot publishline -his Dia alognes for fear of the reaction it

would cause. 1; Dmith, in fact, refused to be associated with
it whon dpproached by Hume -- who asked him to onqurp its
- publicatinn should he &10_—— in qu 770. Ono month later,

with his hpalth rapidly deteriora ating and a@ﬁth near inf, Hume
wrote Strachan, hoplng 1o arrange pnbllbqtion nf the
Q}alogues.3 That Hume féared the worqt in this enterprise is
clear from the letter. | . o ' ' '
Although Strachan had fared woll as Hump S pablishe?
Hume fp]t it necessary to oftor him four hund}od free copies

of_tho Dlalopueg if hoaqhould but publiqh it He even went~

so fér.as to suggost that "It is not ncce"qary 3ou shQuld

prefix vour Namé'to thé iitlé,Page.” And, Aas 'if this were

not enough of an inducement to publish, he adds:

T seriously declare, that aft¥r Mr. Millar and You
1nd Mr-.. Gadell huve publickly avowed your Publica-
tion of #be Enguiry concerning Human Undeyqtanding,
I know no Reason why you shoud have the least
“Seruple with regard to these Dialorues. They will
be much less obnoxious to the Law,-and. not more
.exposed: to popular Clamour. . . . Hlallet never
sufferd any thing by belng th@ Yditor of
- Bolingbroke s Works.

fIt should be cledr from the 1etter 1hat ume was

extremely concorned thqt hiq Ula!oounq mirht not be published.

Were he to ddmlt tha t Philo had won tho argament over

1Hum'm, Dialpguﬁs, p. 88. o T

ZHumé3‘Letters,rll: 'pp. 316 31Q

R ?’Ibid., PP 322—32& o &

I P
ox B
- ol
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Cleanthes, Strachan wonldﬁcortéinly nOtAhHQP published the.
Diéloouegg Consequently, HUmo sought  to nullify {he import-
ance of Philo's ar?umohts by'quggnsting Lhm§'he,was never
really srrioug. He need not have troubled himsélf fof
Stréchnn‘rosolutely refusedvto publish anyway andeume was

driven to making ypt other arfangemoqts.

. i
o

g EL _\ln his "Humo s Dialowueq Foncorning Natiral Religlon™

Laf#&'makpq the following ser ious charge :

The views expounded by Philo are sta ted in terms
which are rejected by ‘ame in his cefferal philos-
ophy. They assume 2 clear and precise dlstinc— ’
{ion between mind and matter which Hume's philos-
ophy - denioq. Ppilo unses.thc notion of dctlatinp
force" scveral times; he.speaks in terms of pro-

dquetive power. OT. cnergy- wliich Hume has. elsewhere
ruled out . . - .1

It is unfoxtundte that: Laing, in making such Sﬁeepihg charges,
tdidw%ot see fit to 1nd1cate those areas in the text of the
Dialogpo° where Phllo ig supposedly beinprfo non -Humean %
Weyertholosq, with regard 1o the ﬁ%nd—mattpr dis-
tinction, 1t is Clpantho° -~ not Phllo -- who makes it. And

‘he does SO bec&u)e the design angumont, whish he is advancling.

requires it. Are ve thereforc to Blame Philo for qrgning

within the context provided by ClPanthOSx ‘Should we turn the

'tabloq on Laing and point out that Cloanthes is the one who

fiq ﬁﬁguinp in such a_ non—uumoan fwwhion and therefore oannot

o x

be Hume? Of course not . Rathor we qhonld morely pomnt out
’,)' '-', . - Ten : - . 4 -
»,ﬁ__._-.gr.___,_..ﬁ- i ) :
, e oW

1iLa1qg Hume s Dialonues, P %?78




“tion be made.

. only certain powers and energiles in naturo, whose
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®

tﬁat any discus sion of Natural Hnlxglon invalvineg as 1t does
the destgh argument , nocessarlly roqnlrﬂs that the ddstine-
~ » N
when It comes to Laing's ponint that Philo nses terms
like "actuating éorce? and "productive powor”bcan we not’ make
the sumé point in answering? DLven so, ns notgd in Chapter
ITI, in the passages where these terms. come under discuésiqn
(Part IV[1011 and Parts VII and VIII) 1t is Phtlo -- pot
Cleanthes -- who shows an awarenos\ that tho moqnlny of these

words is far from clear.:

But reason, in its internal fabrie and structure, 1is
really as little known to us as instinct or vegeta-
tion .- .+. . these words, generallion, reason,. mark

eftects are known, but whose essence 1is 1ncnmprehnh— /.
sible .. . .1 e

‘ e

Lonoprniqp Laiqg s charges, it would apponr that Phile/is

showing the same careful ‘consideration of Lthe 1€gueq involvnd

that Hume did, and that it is Cleanthes th is 'simply taking
- . /'

thinwv at facomvalue.

Before moving on to a’ conqideration of thP s=2cond

approach to character‘identification in the Dialorues, we

might make an observation about the problpm facing those
commentators who hold ithat Cleanthes 1is Hume, For if

Cleanthes 1s Hume what was. he arguing for' in tho Dialopueg?

If Hume is arguing for Natural Rellpidh, {beq he may -

e ;lﬂume, Dialogues, p. 178. 5
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be counted as one among many in a long traditdion in which he

has the par{icular disadvantare of merely rthrasing old

.arguments, Happfly, few commentators are willing to give

‘such a low estimate of tho~DiangRg§, However, when pressed

to give an alternative interpretation, they are hard—pnt to.
come up with 6@0. Knirht was clearly confused abou{ what to
say that Hume'might ﬁhvg believed,

[Although he] distinctly incligod toward ‘a thoiéticv<

belief of some sort . . ., its intellectual form was
exceedingly airy, spectral, and nobulm:@l}

Nor have others supporting the ‘Cleuntgés ‘L“Humo'?viewpoint,ﬂ
fared much-botter. Laing made-the incredible claim that the

¥ fhe Qingggg§,lay in Clpdnﬁhps' "theory
of a finite Deity;"2 A sdméwhat hiﬁiscﬁln contribution~to.fhe’7
pﬁitOSOphy>of religion by Hume! The 'thoory’ -- és Laing so.

gegeroﬁsly calls it -- is mentioned by Cleanthes in the open-

ing paragréph of PartﬂXI‘éhd never again;3

.

No One is lume

L

" The most nofable éxbonents of the second avproach to
. . - 1 -
character identification are Metz and llendel. - Metz puts the

s i
;

position in the following way:

' Though Phil&, may seem for quite long stretches of -
the 'argument to be Hume's di%fect mouthpiece, it

5 - .
G . ~g

-

1Knight, ﬁgmg, p. 207.. f L ; o _ e

" 2Ladrg , ‘Hume's P@§1onues§ D 137;*

- Hume, Dialopues, p. 203.



Qonld be very much of a mtﬁtnko to ldentify his own
opinion with what this personnage (or indeed any )
other one) says. For the truth is rather in the
whole, that is to say, it is not only in the
“several speakers who may - ‘have a Lre\ter or less
share in it but in the dramatized dialectic of
all their views,l
Hendel concurs, add{np‘that Iume "was actually‘dramatizing,
in the DlaLﬁruoq, the inner conflict of bis own mind ne -
This 1ntorpretatton has 1its obviouq attlactionQ.
Firstly, 1t is true that at one time or another each of the
three diSputantp in the Dia L_Lpgg espouses Humean points oft
viow. Sacondly, we do ‘know that the issues thpy disd‘h%ed o
had bﬁen of cnncern to Hume o Howevor, while both these .
pointq %ay be granted, they still do not qtand in the wav of

tdentifying one interlocutor with Hume .

K at the charactors'
in any dialorue portray aspects oi their ~feator is probably
inpvftable.' What 13 B sencern 1q which character seems
-most cloarly to emulate 1he oignificant philoqophical posi-
tions of the author.‘ It qhould alqo not: be qurpriqinv that
Hume had shown hiﬂ‘iﬁf to be concorned by the topigq dis-
cussed in the Dialopues. Reltglan was a highly visiblﬁ and
extremely important factor in eighteenth century Engtand

‘'we have seen. It would be much more surprising to 1Par64i

that he had not been concerned by the 1q%u9q anﬁ yot had\

devoted so, much time and éfiort to thnm.

5 'y » % L

l-C'i_ted‘, ih‘Hend913’Stu ies,ipp.?xxix-xxx. L T

N, . , ‘
lbid.,'p- X,Vi-- _' g

oo,
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ﬂgﬁ most serious drawback to thp Aoiz—Hondel 1ntor—
pretat1on lies not so much in what thﬂy do fqy, but in what_
they do not. Our analyqiq of tho Dialorues has shown Philo
to be thn victor 1n his argumnnt with Cleranthes over the
do ign argument, and it haq shown the. impqrtnnt cansequences
Philo's views held for thura1 Keliplon. 7o deny that Philo
ig Hume is to lessen the contributlon that Humn made to the
congrover sy surroudnding Natural Religion. It is also to
underplay the carefully worked out arguments insofar as
these bear on the conclusionq redched 1

s

s Y

Philo is Hume . , ’ . : :V;

Our analysis of the Dialogues in Chaéter 11T led us
to the conclusion that insofar as it is Philo who wilas the
argument, it ‘must be he who was meant to °p0dk for Hume, As
well, the other interpretations concerning character 1dpnt1-'
fiuation 1n ‘the Dialogue lfwe féundito be i sufficient in one
way or another. Finally, in order to plqco bowond doubt our
_interpretation, we shall examine Philo's poqition on the
role of reason’ 1n religion, and shakl seeAthat it exactly
vparallels Hume S. , . | _ )
Concerning the deqign analogy, Humé and Philo.are,;n

‘agreement. Hume never denled thé analogyj; in. fagt there are

: 1"In every Dialopgue) no more than ono per on can be
quppoiod to represent the author." Hunme, g tters, I:.
p. 17 L :
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, . ) _ .
numerous instances where he accepts it. The followine two

. R T
quotes, the first by Philo, reveal the similarity of their
views.

A’ purpose, an intentiony orgesign strikes every-
where the most careless, the most stupld thinker;
-and no man_can be so hardeged _in absurd systems,
“as at all times to .reject 1t.<

1he whole frqme”OF niature bnvpnakq an 1nt Lipent
author; and no ratlonal ehquirer can, after serious
reflnction, suspend his. belief 3 moment with regard.
to the primary principles of genxine The gm and -
Religion.J3 o e ¢

As far back as Part V of the Di&lod&eq, Philo was ars’uinO that

"the immense grandeur and magnificence of the workq of nqture

L

wern~ arguments for "the true system of ﬂhei"m." S0 *Philo and

Hume, so far as concerns the analogy of de°ign, ‘share the same
View.
‘Q& v When 1t comes to the question of how much reasnn is

able to reveal about the attributes: of the Deity, however,

2
«

Philo and Cleanthes part company ; the former claiming that it

'Beveals nething more gban ggss elntelligence, while

\- i § .
* :ﬁ, s

Clea nthes claims that much can.be diébqyered Here'again,&

_Hume and Philo are in agreement as the following passages show

. i
S 2 - b

See also Treatiswggip. 6333 Natural History, pp. 26,

74
Hume, Dialogues, p. 214. -
Ry BHume,_Natuzal'HiﬁiQiy’ p.. 21.

h}'lunle, Dialgﬂges y. p. 165 L2
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« « .+ philesophical sceptics o ... endeavour to sus-
pend all judgmeant with regard to such sublime and
stuch éextraordinary subjects, :

. . . the most natural ont1m9nt, which a well-’
disposed mind will feel . ., .-is a lonsing desire
and expectation, that leaven would be ipleased to
dissipate, at least alleviate, this .profrund fgnor-
ance, by affording some morc particulser .revelation
to mankind, and making discoveries of the nature,
attributes, and operations of the divine object of
our Faith.i ' : :

The whole is a riddle, nn aenirfrma, an inexplicable
mystery. Doubt, uncﬁrtainty,&gucponcé of judgment
appear the only result of our most accurate scru- .- .
~1iny, concerning this subject. )
. « + while we oursclves v hcppily make our
escape. 1nto ~the calm, thouyh obscure, regions of

. - philosophy’.
what Oxporihnco have we with regard to superior v
"belngs?, lHow can . we ascribe to them any Sentiments
at all? 73

-

.+ . . the Deity . .. . is no Object eith~r of the
“Senses or Imagination, and vepy little of the . -
Understanding, i{' ’

>1he thifd, and by far thet most _important, point of

agreement between.Hume and Philo -- and completely in oppo-

siﬁion to Cleanthes -- 19 that Chrictlanlty (or more géner—

'élly.religious systems) is founded on ig;i__not onunggggﬁ,

' . . . tbe haﬁghty dogmatist, persuaded that he can |
erect a complete system of {heology, by the mere

help of philosophy, disdains any farther aid, and
rejects this adventitious instructor [govelutlon]

liﬂia., p. 227.

: . : : Y
2H_ume, Natural History, p. 76. (Emphasis mine).

%Hume, Lgxfezg, I: p. 16.

1 -
‘Ibid., p. 21.
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A

1o be a philosovhical scoptic is, in o man ot letlerg,
the first and most essential step towards belny a
sound, believing Christian . . . .l

Compare that statergmt of Philo'@,to these two made by Hume

(noted in Chépter -T1): ) “\ p

T am the Letter pleased witl the method of reasoning
here delivered, as 1 think it may serve to confound
{hose daneerous friends or diseuised enemies. to the
Christian teligion, who have nndertaken to defend 1t
by“the principles of buman reason. Our most h»oly
relipion is founded on faith, not on reasons and it
is 1 sure method of exposing it 1~ put it ta<such a
trial as it is, by no ‘means, fitted to ~ndure.<

. . i kv o i .

Divinity or lheoloqy*; . . has a forndation #n
reason, so far as 1t is suppdrted by experiecnce.

but its best and wost solid foundation is faith

and divine revelation.d /

" l1hese threc bointsvshowahilo and not Cleanthes -- the
defender of Natural Religion -- to be in .essential agreément
. with Hume. Further, Philo and Hume also aeree on more minor

Y

points. Both oppoSClSuberstitiQn in organized religion ;

neither believes in a fut.ur'e‘sta'te;5 and both‘cbnsider

i

lyume, Dialopues, pps 227-22%.
: . : e

2 . : Jo
““Hume, Engudries, p. 130. See p. 33 of tfis paper.
3y - - X o

lbid.y p. 165+ See p. 27 of this paper.

o MCK- Qlﬁlggﬂgi,_P;‘2i9; ireatlse, pb; 99-100, 515, 525;
Natural [IHistory, pp. 56, 67, 72. - o

. 5
Oxford University “ress, 1963): pp..601-60

David Bume," in Hume, Dialogues, .pp. 76-77.

S

Cf. Dialofues, p. 220i David lune, Essavs (Oxford:
é; "Interview With .

i

“-‘“ —— o " " »
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organized relipion in general and the clerpy In pnrtifnlnr

ts be bad influences. >(] |
Finally, and perhaps the strongest indlcation that

Philo, who opposes Natural Relipgion, isvto be idnntifiod with

ume comes in the following passage from thame's Yssays:

. . an abstract, invisible object, like that which
ndtur ] religion leﬂO presents to us, cannot long

actuote the mind, or be of any moment in 1ife,

~The conclusion to be drawn from the Qreceding discus-
sion is unavoidable: so far as any'éharqotor canzbe said to
réprosent Hume's views in the Dialqguo that char ctor is
Philo and not Cleanthes. 1his is not to say ‘that Cleanthes
and I[hime shwro no common ground -- even Demea andA}Mme have
'samilar oplnlons on some subjects.g. But “that they should
all- aqpouqo some Humganzviows was a condition n@coqsarv for
the very writlng of tho Diglogues. And that Cleanihoc should
not éppoar-a decided idiot,.by advancing.only the wmost super-
ficial arguments, wés due~t0'Humé's wish to avoid "putting
»nothing'but Nonsense into ihé Mouth of the Adversary."h“ The

conclusion, then, 1s, as - it was put by -the author of the

' 1Cf. Uig!gggg , Pp. 220-222 Essa 9 " pp. {
61, 65, 204-206; Natural History, PP %+, 54, 75% ZIFGLLSQ,’
p. 272; Letters, I: p- 153. . S

2 N . . .
Hume,\Essgys, p. 170. : -
: '3See Demea's descripfion of the human mind, pp. 156-
157. | | - o L
Sy . : ‘ ; ‘

‘Hume, Letters, I: p. ICE )

e
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first reply to Hum™s Dialocues Concerning Natural Religion:

Tge fact indeed Indisputably 1is, that Philo, not
Cleanthes, personates Mr, Hnme,I

¥

?.

1 . s - ¢ e
Haytor, Remarks, p. 2. . ?3

”a -
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CHAPIFR V

CONCLUS TONS {

o,
Yo

We began our investiecation of\thn Dialorues by asking
two questions: Nﬁich character in .the Dialocsues is meant to
speak fof Hume? and what conclusions did Hume draw withy
regard to Natural Rellgion? .

Before nttemptiné to answer these queries we feviewed
briefly the religious controversy {hat‘onvelopﬁd the are

before liume's, We noted the growth of ffethhinkiqv, pAT -

ticularly in the hands of the Deists, :and the évor-incroasing

"role of empirfcal reasoning in the affairs of man, as

developed largely by the scientists of the Royal Society. We
saw these two, intially separaté, proupq unite by virtup of
the design argument to support what was known as Natural
Roligion,’

We then turned our attention to Hume's general philos-

e

ophy,'with particular regard to his doctrine of belief, 1in

order to detormine how far 1t was consonant w1th the clalms

of “those favouring Natural Rellgion. -We noted that Hume s

ﬁcél, tn'gonoral and thereby

philosophy was agnosticy or skept

denied to reason the qyee
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rather than reason, nrcvvl<iv«¥ a surer foundation t?»r rellipgton,

H: ~vinfiﬁgy*p1r(ur nuraelves twkvtori(k.lly and with

recard to P{ philosophy, wQ/movpd to a consideration of

T
% e

LHE

the Q}glﬁUBE We examined Cleanthes' presentation of the
de<ign nrgumnnt and the various criticisms Philo made of 1t.
We saw thot while Philo was ready to admit that the analogy

to a divine intnﬁlivnnnc was, in it°olf plauvlblo, he would

not accept that this was quftlclont b1Qiq upon which to
establish a system of religinn -— & datural Relielon, The
conclusion he drew from .this, alike with fume's id the
Engﬁigl, was that faith, and not reason, was the besf support
a rhiigion could have,
| Finally, we considnredbyarious arguments againé{ the
identification of Philo with tume and found them inadequate
at best. we then compared the various positlonq and state-
.ments on religion of Philo and Hpmo and cnncluded_that,
indeed, in the nglogue; Philo was meant to qpoak for Hume.
It remains only to point out that our qtudy of the
Dialogues has yielded us little insight into Hume's final
speculations on féligion beyond the generally nééative claim
that réaSon does not lead'to-reiiéion. With regard to the
vague naiure of Hume's finai,pésiiion; Laing, in his book

\
Yo

David Hume lamented: _ ] » -

.. . . that Hume, who was well aware of thioiﬁtti—
~ tude towards himself, did not meet his eritics
and endeavour to eIUCldate his position.l

B, M. Lainp, David Humg (London' “E. Benn, 1932),
‘é s
Y .
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it the anewer to Wiing's question had been eiven by Hhime
lone apo, when fo writine to the 1n~v~rfwu1r(h§>r;w;(Twm;ﬂwﬂll,
conenrning the latter's attack on hiﬁ"quny An Miraecles’, he
romarlied:
. .1 had fixed a resolution, o the bepinoning of
my Lifre, alwnys to leave the public to judre between
my adversaries and me, without making any reply.1
To the very end Hume stuck by hin res oluttdn, and
postpritylhas never stopped judging him;' whether he con-
sidered himself a Christian nr whpt%or he ;n{nrtwiﬂed some
qort of belief in WHat he called '"true relig 1on must romaia
for us unansweread. In all 11\0}11034, ame would have
’ascribod'to the motto of the first Lord Shn?t;sbury, who
whon asked "What is youn roliglon°” rvsnonﬁnd ”Thn rﬂliﬁion
of all cnn51b19 mon” and when further asked “And what 1is the
l

relicion of all sensible men?" replied "Sensible men never

t‘?]_l‘. llL

. A
“Hume, Le tters, I: p. 361,

2 . - . i
ory of Fnglish Thought in
Bighte .n_th Century, Vol.:1 (Mfw.York: Peter Smith,
P ] ' ’

Cited in L. Stephen, History
Yo
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