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CHARACTERS: DEMEA (traditional religion)
PHILO (a sceptic)
CLEANTHES (natural theology)

Part 11

CLEANTHES: Look round the world: contemplate the whole and every
part of it: You will find it to be nothing but one great machine,
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
their most minute parts, are adjusted to each other with an accuracy,
which ravishes into admiration all men, who have ever contemplated
them. The curious adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature,
resembles exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions of human
contrivance; of human design, thought, wisdom, and intelligence.
Since therefore the effects 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 man;
though possessed of much larger faculties, proportioned to the
grandeur of the work, which he has executed. By this argument 2
posteriori, and by this argument alone, do we prove at once the
existence of a Deity, and his similarity to human mind and
intelligence.

PHILO: That a stone will fall, that fire will burn, that the earth has
solidity, we have observed a thousand and a thousand times; and
when any new instance of this nature is presented, we draw without
hesitation the accustomed inference. The exact similarity of the cases
gives us a perfect assurance of a similar event; and a stronger
evidence is never desired nor sought after. But where-ever you
depart, in the least, from the similarity of the cases, you diminish
proportionably the evidence; and may at last bring it to a very
weak analogy, which is confessedly liable to error and uncertainty.
After having experienced the circulation of the blood in human
creatures, we make no doubt, that it takes place in Titius and
Maevius: But from its circulation in frogs and fishes, it is only a
presumption, though a strong one, from analogy, that it takes place
in men and other animals. The analogical reasoning is much weaker,
when we infer the circulation of the sap in vegetables from our
experience, that the blood circulates in animals; and those, who



hastily followed that imperfect analogy, are found, by more accurate
experiments, to have been mistaken.

If we see a house [..] we conclude, with the greatest certainty, that it
had an architect or builder; because this is precisely that species of
effect, which we have experienced to proceed from that species of
cause. But surely you will not affirm, that the universe bears such a
resemblance to a house, that we can with the same certainty infer a
similar cause, or that the analogy is here entire and perfect. The
dissimilitude is so striking, that the utmost you can here pretend to
1S a guess, a conjecture, a presumption concerning a similar cause;
and how that pretension will be received in the world, I leave you
to consider.

[..] Unless the cases be exactly similar, they repose no perfect
confidence in applying their past observation to any particular
phenomenon. Every alteration of circumstances occasions a doubt
concerning the event; and it requires new experiments to prove
certainly, that the new circumstances are of no moment or
importance. A change in bulk, situation, arrangement, age,
disposition of the air, or surrounding bodies; any of these particulars
may be attended with the most unexpected consequences: And unless
the objects be quite familiar to us, it is the highest temerity to
expect with assurance, after any of these changes, an event similar to
that which before fell under our observation. The slow and
deliberate steps of philosophers, here, if any where, are distinguished
from the precipitate march of the vulgar, who, hurried on by the
smallest similitude, are incapable of all discernment or consideration.

But can you think, Cleanthes, that your usual phlegm and philosophy
have been preserved in so wide a step as you have taken, when you
compared to the universe houses, ships, furniture, machines; and from
their similarity in some circumstances inferred a similarity in their
causes? Thought, design, intelligence, such as we discover in men and
other animals, is no more than one of the springs and principles of
the universe, as well as heat or cold, attraction or repulsion, and a
hundred others, which fall under daily observation. It is an active
cause, by which some particular parts of nature, we find, produce
alterations on other parts. But can a conclusion, with any propriety,
be transferred from parts to the whole? Does not the great
disproportion bar all comparison and inference? From observing the
growth of a hair, can we learn any thing concerning the generation
of a man? Would the manner of a leafs blowing, even though
perfectly known, afford us any instruction concerning the vegetation
of a tree?

But allowing that we were to take the operations of one part of
nature upon another for the foundation of our judgement concerning
the origin of the whole (which never can be admitted) yet why



select so minute, so weak, so bounded a principle as the reason and
design of animals is found to be upon this planet? What peculiar
privilege has this little agitation of the brain which we call thought,
that we must thus make it the model of the whole universe? Our
partiality in our own favour does indeed present it on all occasions;
but sound philosophy ought carefully to guard against so natural an
illusion.

A very small part of this great system, during a very short time, is
very imperfectly discovered to us: and do we thence pronounce
decisively concerning the origin of the whole?

Admirable conclusion! Stone, wood, brick, iron, brass, have not, at
this time, in this minute globe of earth, an order or arrangement
without human art and contrivance: therefore the universe could not
originally attain its order and arrangement, without something
similar to human art. But is a part of nature a rule for another part
very wide of the former? Is it a rule for the whole? Is a very small
part a rule for the universe? Is nature in one situation, a certain rule
for nature in another situation, vastly different from the former?

When two species of objects have always been observed to be
conjoined together, I can infer, by custom, the existence of one,
where-ever 1 see the existence of the other: and this I call an
argument from experience. But how this argument can have place,
where the objects, as in the present case, are single, individual,
without parallel, or specific resemblance, may be difficult to explain.
And will any man tell me with a serious countenance, that an
orderly universe must arise from some thought and art, like the
human; because we have experience of it? To ascertain this
reasoning, it were requisite, that we had experience of the origin of
worlds; and it is not sufficient surely, that we have seen ships and
cities arise from human art and contrivance...



Part V

PHILO: And why not become a perfect Anthropomorphite? Why not
assert the deity or deities to be corporeal, and to have eyes, a nose,
mouth, ears, &c.? Epicurus maintained, that no man had ever seen
reason but in a human figure; therefore the gods must have a
human figure. And this argument, which is deservedly so much
ridiculed by Cicero, becomes, according to you, solid and
philosophical.

In a word, Cleanthes, a man, who follows your hypothesis, 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 circumstance, and is left afterwards to fix every
point of his theology, by the utmost licence of fancy and hypothesis.
This world, for aught he knows, is very faulty and imperfect,
compared to a superior standard; and was only the first rude essay
of some infant deity, who afterwards abandoned it, ashamed of his
lame performance: it is the work only of some dependent, inferior
deity; and is the object of derision to his superiors: it is the
production of old age and dotage in some superannuated deity; and
ever since his death, has run on at adventures, from the first impulse
and active force, which it received from him.



