DNR V
Philo -  All the ways in which the world is grand and complex make it unlike any instrument of human design and so weaken the design argument.

Worse, because the universe is a finite and, so far as we are able to judge, not perfect effect, we are in no position to infer infinity and perfection in its cause.

Consequently the design argument is compatible with taking the designer to be a collection of mortal beings possessed of bodies something like ours.

(this is the extreme Cleanthes’s anthropomorphism endorses)

Cleanthes – It is sufficient that the design argument establish the existence of an intelligent designer or designers powerful enough, wise enough, and belevolent enough to have created this world.

[That puts us in a position to claim they would have revealed important truths to us and go looking for evidence for the most authentic revelation.]

DNR VI: Demea – Nonetheless, by itself the argument does not establish the existence of any being worthy of worship.

DNR VI-VIII

A series of increasingly radical “inconveniences” for the design argument

The universe resembles an animal or vegetable body far more closely than it resembles a machine.
So God may simply be the soul of this body.

Moreover, the cause of the universe would more likely rest with the principles of generation than with those of intelligence.

It is not implausible to take animal and vegetable generation to be the product of an inner necessity in the parts of animal and vegetable bodies.

(If we insist that animal and vegetable generation must be the effects of intelligent design, then by parity of reasoning we ought to inquire into the causes of intelligence — it could as likely be the effect of generation)
The same could hold of matter which is inexorably driven to form a universe.

(The point is not that we should accept any of these speculations, but that all of them are at least as plausible as the design hypothesis and leave us with no reason to prefer that hypothesis as any less arbitrary or speculative.)

Cleanthes – These are “whimsies” that “may puzzle but can never convince us”

(Cleanthes sticks to the view that the belief in a designer is a natural belief that has been forced upon us by our experience of the connection between order and intelligence, and that cannot be shaken by counterarguments appealing to alternative possible causes.)

Philo – in speculating about the cause of the universe we are far too removed from any regularity in our experience for these “whimsies” not to have an equal force on our imagination.  The belief in an intelligent designer is no more natural or inevitable that in a vegetative or generative principle or in some more primitive kind of necessity grounded barely in the motion and collision of particles.

DNR X-XI

The problem of evil

Cleanthes (at the close of DNR VIII) – bare mechanical principles of natural selection can never account for the superfluities in nature

(e.g., two eyes, ears, hands, etc.; horses, dogs, cows, sheep and the great variety of fruits; camels; loadstone for compasses)

Philo – There are even more serious puzzles with the view that nature is the product of intelligence

· it makes real objects be the copies of ideas rather than the reverse, contrary to all our experience

· it violates the principle of equality of action and reaction by supposing thought can act on matter independently of matter having an equal influence on the mind that designs it, contrary to our experience that mind and body interact

Demea – The most serious challenge for Cleanthes’s theology (and by the way the best argument for the true theology) is the fact that this universe is full of evil and does not in fact contain any great abundance of superfluous goods.
Cleanthes – [Attempts to deny that the universe is full of evil]

Philo – On an impartial view the universe appears to have been designed so as to barely sustain life long enough for reproduction, not to provide for happiness.

The only way to account for this is to accept that God’s qualities are incomprehensible.

Philo’s “Mysterian” argument

We accept as a matter of faith that the cause of the universe is perfect.

So, whatever God wills is executed.

And God can never be mistaken in choosing means to ends.

But people are not happy.

So, God does not will their happiness.

This is inconsistent with our notions of benevolence.

So God must be benevolent in some way we cannot understand.

So God cannot be anything like us.

But the design argument can only establish the existence of a being like us.
So belief in God cannot be based on reasoning from the evidence of design in nature.

Cleanthes – This argument does not prove the existence of a mysterious God.  It rather undermines all religious belief.

If it can be proven that the human race is unhappy, and that God is not benevolent in our sense, then there is an end of all religion.  (Cf. Demea DNR VI)
Demea – There is no inconsistency in maintaining that God permits evil even though he is perfectly benevolent.

All that follows is that we are incapable of understanding the reasons why this is necessary.

In the afterlife this will be revealed to us.

Cleanthes – This is a speculation with no basis in the evidence.  If we are to have reason to believe in God, it must be the case that good is more widely distributed in the universe than evil.
Philo – Since this fact is far from being evident, your argument rests on a very shaky basis.
But even if it were evident, we would expect more from perfect wisdom, power, and benevolence than a 60/40 split.  Why should there be any evil at all?

Cleanthes – But I am not saying the creator is perfect, merely so vastly superior to us as to be an object worthy of worship.  It may be that such a finite being has to admit some evil into the world in order to reconcile ends and means.

Philo – This world is not the sort of place that someone would expect beforehand to have been created by a benevolent and powerful, but limited deity.

(This is important, because it is from the appearance of the world that we are to infer the existence of the deity.)

(Philo allows that if we had some other reason to suppose the existence of such a deity, we could then consider this world to be its creation.  Evil is not incompatible with the existence of God.  It is merely something that prevents an independent inference to the existence of God.)

Philo’s claim is backed up by appeal to four circumstances:
· employing pain as well as pleasure to excite action

· making events in nature always conform to general laws

· the frugality with which powers and capacities are distributed to different animals

· the inaccurate adjustment of the parts of nature leading to natural disasters

Philo’s conclusions:

The cause of the universe is indifferent to good or evil.

If we still want to call it “benevolent” it can’t be in any sense of the term that we can understand.

This holds as well for moral good and evil and for our desire to call the cause “just.”

This is because the cause is as responsible for human moral evil as it is for natural disasters.

Demea – [considers this to have gone too far]
