Features of DNR
DNR is doubly framed:

· it is a dialogue between three characters

(it is not obvious which character speaks for Hume

all seem to at some time or other

none represent him perfectly)

· the dialogue is reported by a 4th character, Pamphilus

… who is described as young

and as an adopted son and pupil of one of the characters

(so not the most reliable of reporters)

· the report is sent to a 5th character, Hermippus

it is Hermippus who describes the character of the 3 main characters:

Cleanthes – “accurate philosophical turn”

Philo – “carless scepticism”

Demea – “rigid, inflexible orthodoxy”

· Pamphilus occasionally interjects to offer his own opinions

· DNR I: 34 he suggests Cleanthes considers Philo to be insincere

· DNR III: 57 he claims Philo has been “confounded” by Cleanthes’s argument

· DNR XII he declares Cleanthes to have had the most plausible position in the debate

· The principal characters themselves make comments about themselves or about one another

· DNR I: 35 Cleanthes accuses Philo of being able to sustain his scepticism only by means of a kind of philosophical “enthusiasm”
· DNR I: 35 Philo describes himself as a cooled down enthusiast (cf. S&E on cooled enthusiasm)

· DNR X: 95 Demea declares religion to be founded on a consciousness of imbecility and misery, leading us to seek protection from a superior being 

(Philo agrees but later carries this argument to lengths that betray Demea)
· DNR XII: 129-30 Philo declares the only proper foundation for religion to be faith in revelation

DNR I – Opening positions
Demea – People should study theology last of all.
This is because the study of the nature of God involves mysteries and absurdities that it is very difficult for a rational person to accept.

The best precept is therefore to indoctrinate children to blind acceptance of tradition early in life
Then expose them to all the absurdities and perplexities in all the other fields of knowledge

Then reveal the religious mysteries to them

Philo – The surest remedy for atheism is ignorance [producing superstition].

Failing that, the best thing we can do is become aware of the weakness, unreliability, and contradictions of our cognitive powers

[This seasons us to accept revelation on faith rather than presume we can discern religious truths through the power of reason …

… an enterprise that is doomed to failure]

Cleanthes – The only secure foundation for religious belief is reason

If certainty and evidence are expelled from all the other sciences, we will end up being sceptical of religious truths as well.

Cleanthes’s attack on Philo
It is impossible to sustain philosophical scepticism

so impossible to make it serve as a secure foundation for religion

You can work yourself up to being a sceptic in a fit of philosophical enthusiasm …
… but the first trivial incident of daily life forces you to abandon that scepticism

Philo’s defence

(and Hume’s ultimate position on the normativity of belief)

Someone who has once been thoroughly convinced of the weakness of our cognitive powers by sceptical arguments 

is permanently changed by that experience.

After the experience they only return to believing those things that the force of nature impresses on them most strongly

they retain enough of the sceptical disposition to be able to resist the more trivial suggestions of the fancy.

Theological arguments concern something remote from everyday affairs and involve a long and abstract chain of reasoning.

A sceptic will therefore find them unconvincing.

And by that token no just reasoner will be able to resist sceptical arguments against a rationally based religion.

[That is why blind faith is a preferable foundation for religion]
Cleanthes reply
(and his challenge to Philo)
The parity argument:

The rational argument for the existence of God is not in fact remote or abstract.

Philo, and other philosophical sceptics, accept arguments for other views …

e.g., the Newtonian account of light

e.g., the Copernican system of the heavens

… that are far more remote from everyday life and based on much more abstract reasoning.

So you have a choice:

Either abandon science

Or accept rational religion grounded on evidence of intelligent design
A digression on religious apologetics

Cleanthes – After a long period of time when religions defended themselves by attacking reason, 
… Bayle and other libertines taught us how dangerous scepticism can be by using it to establish atheism

This showed us that Locke was right to maintain that faith needs to be based on reason.

Philo – This change is just the effect of priests choosing those arguments that will best allow them to maintain their position of power in society:

· when people are ignorant and respect learning, attack learning

· when they are independent and confident of their own powers, support reason as a means of keeping their opinions in line

Cleanthes – No, it is the effect of discovering what best serves to defend the doctrines of true religion against the quibbles of atheists, libertines, and free thinkers.
DNR II
Philo’s response to the parity argument

Some preliminaries:

1.  Specification of what is at issue

Demea – The question concerns the nature, not the being of God
That nature is utterly mysterious.

(It has to be since the being has all the perfections of matter and spirit without being either material or spiritual, is able to act without change, and exists outside of time)
Philo – Nothing exists without a cause.  The universe must therefore have had a cause.  This cause we call God.

All the language we use to describe God is metaphorical and not to be taken literally.

(This follows from the fact that there are no ideas without impressions and we have no impressions of the divine attributes.)

Does Philo contradict himself in DNR IX?

Demea’s argument in DNR IX is not an argument for the existence of God, but for the infinity of the divine attributes and the necessity of God’s existence.
(at least, that is what he claims it proves)

The form of Demea’s argument:
Either P or Q

But, even if Q, P

So, either way, P

Whatever exists must have a cause.

So there must either be an infinite chain of past causes for what now exists, or there must be an ultimate, necessarily existent cause (one that does not require a further cause for its existence)

Suppose:  There is an infinite chain of past causes of what now exists.

Then we can still ask why this whole infinite chain of past causes exists rather than some other one, or rather than nothing at all.

But, whatever exists must have a cause.

So, the whole chain must have a cause.

This cause must be a necessarily existent being

So, either way, there must be a necessarily existent being.
Cleanthes’s Counterargument
Whatever can be conceived to exist can be conceived not to exist.

So there is no contradiction in supposing any being not to exist.

Where there is no contradiction there can be no a priori demonstration but only a proof after the fact, by appeal to experience.

So there can be no a priori demonstration of the necessary existence of any being.

(Indeed, so far as we can determine, the words “necessary existence” either have no meaning (not being grounded in any property on which we can found a demonstration), or some unknown meaning that cannot be denied of matter.)

Cleanthes’s position on where Demea’s argument goes wrong
When we consider an infinite chain of past causes, we ought to consider the entire chain up to any given point to be caused by the next highest cause in the chain.

Since we can always do this, there can be no legitimate question of what causes the chain as a whole.

Philo only objects indirectly  to Demea’s argument (and Hume seems to have waffled over whether to have him object at all)
Introducing necessity can only make it more difficult to argue from design.
(Illustration by appeal to the regularity in the products of 9)

So, if Demea’s argument works, Cleanthes is in an even more untenable position.

(The example may even suggest how the universe itself could turn out to be the necessarily existent being.)
DNR II

Philo’s response to the parity argument, cont.’d

More preliminaries:

2.  Cleanthes’s “a posteriori” argument for rejecting mysterianism and taking the divine nature to be known by reason
The universe resembles a machine (because of the way its parts work together to achieve a purpose, that purpose being to sustain life).

Machines are made by intelligent beings.
The universe was made by an intelligent being.

Philo’s embellishment of the argument:

It is only experience that can tell us what effects have what causes.

Experience teaches us that ideas can arrange themselves into an order within a mind.
(this is what happens when someone makes a plan)

We have no evidence from experience of material objects spontaneously arranging themselves into an order

Since experience teaches us that there is an ordering principle in the mind, but not in matter, …

… wherever we see order we infer the presence of a mind.

Philo’s general objection to Cleanthes’ a posteriori argument.

An argument from analogy is only as good as the analogy between the cases.

The analogy between the cases of the universe and an instrument of human design is not very extensive.

Philo’s specific reasons for this general objection
· We are transferring an argument concerning the cause of specific parts of the universe to the cause of the whole.

especially because minds, such as we experience them, are themselves parts of the universe, so we are considering cases where one part of the universe operates on another, not cases where something outside the universe operates on the universe.

· We are transferring an argument concerning the cause of events in a small part of the universe to the cause of events throughout the universe.

· We are transferring an argument concerning the cause of events in a mature universe to the cause of the universe in its embryonic state.  
A further argument
(The argument of Enquiry 11.30)

(This is also Philo’s response to the parity argument)

We can only draw causal inferences when two species of objects have been constantly conjoined in the past.

But the universe is an entity unto itself and as such an effect without compare.

Since we have not seen multiple universes come into existence, we are in no position to form conjectures about their causes.

(When Cleanthes repeats the claim that the design argument is no different from arguments for the Copernican system, Philo replies that it is, precisely because there is experience of regular succession, established by observation and experiment)
DNR III

Cleanthes’s response

The cases of the articulate voice in the clouds and the animal library prove that we are disposed to infer intelligent causes in all the cases where Philo says we don’t:
· the effects are entities unto themselves

· the effects are far grander than any comparable effects

· the comparable causes are observable only in a limited part of the mature system of the world

A further response, in support of parity
All sceptics claimed to allow themselves to be governed by the strong force of evidence.

But the evidence in cases of design is strong and strikes us with a force like that of sensation.

So when we contemplate an eye or a hand we can no more resist the belief that it was designed than we can resist the belief in the existence of external objects or that causes will be conjoined with their effects.

(In effect, Cleanthes is claiming that the belief in a designer is a “properly basic belief ”)

Demea’s “stopgap” reply

To the extent that the design argument works, it leads us to infer the existence of an intelligence like our own, only much more powerful.

But this just can’t be true of God.  
· because God can’t have ideas anything like ours (since our sensory ideas are based on false and illusive impressions and our ideas of reflection are based on passions that a divine being would not feel)

· because we think over time in a way that involves fluctuation and change as well as composition

So the design argument isn’t leading us to infer the right kind of intelligence.
DNR IV
Cleanthes – This mysticism is tantamount to atheism.

Demea – So is your anthropomorphism, by attributing qualities to God that are incompatible with immutability and simplicity.

Philo – Order in the mental world of ideas requires a cause as much as does order in the material world of bodies.

So if contemplation of the one type of order gives us an irresistible conviction of some cause, the same ought to hold for contemplation of the other type of order.

This generates an infinite regress, which is best cut off at the first step rather than the second

If, on the other hand, we are guided by experience of constant conjunctions then, as a matter of fact:
· we do not always see ideas fall into an order (madness)

· we do often see bodies fall into an order (vegetation)

We therefore have no good reason to suppose minds to be the unique cause of order.

Cleanthes – When we follow experience where it leads, we see it leads us to infer mind as a cause of design in matter and does not lead us to infer anything further regarding the cause of design in minds.

And we should always follow our investigations as far as they lead and not prematurely abort them or demand them to proceed further.

Philo – when we follow experience where it leads, we infer general causes for particular effects (i.e., causes that are also responsible for other effects of that sort).  They do not infer particular and unique causes for particular effects.

[Cleanthes might object that he is inferring a general cause, not a particular one.]

[Philo accordingly goes on to raise other “inconveniences” over DNR V-VIII]
