Assignment: 1000x Word Essay – Will Bullock
The Teleological argument identifies a design and purpose in the material universe and further, that the cause of this is God. Is it justified in making either of these claims?

Teleological arguments attempt to reason the existence of God as a creator as caused by the empirical recognition of the regularity within the design of the universe. Fundamentally, it is difficult to question the order maintained within the universe – though whether this order was intentionally designed and contains purpose digs much deeper. Even in accepting the universe as designed, we cannot immediately conclude that God must be the designer or even that there is a designer as we understand it.
Though the arguments take several approaches, they all fall under the overarching reasoning that the intelligence of the universe is best explained by the existence of an intelligent designer,[footnoteRef:1] though the forms of these arguments have developed as the zeitgeist has done so too. A contemporary view, irreducible complexity, was proposed by Michael Behe and was grounded on advancements within biochemistry contradicting Charles Darwin’s theory of natural selection. This is of significance as atheism was largely unsustainable before Darwinism allowed for the possibility of a self-sustaining system.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Kenneth E. Himma, Internet Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, Design Arguments for the Existence of God (2022) <https://iep.utm.edu/design-arguments-for-existence-of-god/> [accessed 8 October 2022]]  [2:  Nigel Warburton, A Little History of Philosophy, (Yale: TJ International, 2012), p147 (p145-151)] 

Plato is among the first to conceptualise the teleological argument. However, it didn’t start gaining traction until fifteen hundred years later when Thomas Aquinas proposed the Fifth Way for belief in God in his book Summa Theologica. It uses an analogy of an archer and concludes with the belief that God must exist as he redirects all intelligent things towards their end.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Daniel Cardinal, Gerald Jones, and Jeremy Hayward, Philosophy: For A-Level Year 2, (London: Hodder Education, 2018), p60 (p57-90)] 

Towards the start of the 19th century, William Paley reignited the argument with a different approach, instead using an analogy of a watch. He asked one to suppose they encountered a watch on the ground, all the parts are arranged with complete order to ensure it meets its purpose – he then argued it would be absurd to assert that the watch came from chance within nature and that it doesn’t have a designer and so he expands this parallel to the universe to suggest that God exists using Occam’s Razor.
Continuing on from this, we need examine the validity of the empirical view that we can recognise regularity within nature. Of course, we can observe order within nature such as ocean waves moving in and out with accordance to the moon. However, this is not conclusive. Events such as natural disasters manifest disorder, and so it is not precise to claim that there is complete order within nature. In a more radical sense, teleological reasoning rests on the hidden premise of empiricism being a sound epistemological view. If we are not able to deductively obtain knowledge from our senses then the acknowledgement for order is redundant in these arguments.
Likewise, not all parts of a watch serve its purpose to tell oneself about the time on ones’ wrist, for example, a logo placed on the face of the watch serves more against the watch’s purpose than it does for it. Yet the watch still works and serves its function. Similarly, not all natural events may occur orderly, but this may not take away from the abundance of order that there is in the natural state of the universe.
Expanding from this, if we accept that everything natural was designed we should think about why it was designed and more specifically, what purpose it serves. Aristotle would argue that as every action serves a purpose,[footnoteRef:4] when something is designed we must be doing so because we want to fulfil some purpose. It could also be understood holistically that as most events aim towards orderliness, the final aim is orderliness in nature as a whole. [4:  Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Book 1, (London: William Heinemann, 1934), Chapter 1, Section 1, p1] 

However, how we understand the purpose of a design can be misleading, one can quickly assume that only some force beyond nature could be responsible. This may not be the case, as referred to earlier Darwinism explains how order can maintain itself as the strongest animals continue to thrive.
As David Hume emphasised, the existence of a universe is bound to give the appearance of being designed.[footnoteRef:5] Though our appearances often deceive us, simultaneously weakening the teleological approach concluding there must be a designer, and empiricism as a whole. [5:  John H. Hick, Philosophy of Religion, 2nd edn. (New Jersey, Prentice Hall, 1973), p25-26 (p23-26)] 

Another one of Hume’s critiques in his ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’ was that the disparity in analogy between a watch and a universe is not sound – not just because a watch is the designed creation of a mortal person (or multiple people) and the universe as the designed creation of an omnipotent being. Further, Paley is guilty of the fallacy of composition, that is, assuming what is true of one part of a group (the watch having a designer) is true of the whole group (the universe having a designer).
Finally, the concept of God as what follows of the conclusion is not sufficient. As inferred not only the watch analogy disregard the consideration of a watch being made by multiple people and so it would follow that there is the possibility of multiple gods, but also that the example only proves the existence of a designer and creator, not necessarily an omnibenevolent and omniscient being.[footnoteRef:6] Meaning the very conclusion that follows is not that God must exist as the designer of the universe, but that, a being or several beings designed and created the universe. [6:  David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, 2nd edn. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1998)] 

To conclude, I believe it has been demonstrated that even if the natural disorderliness is reasonable in design, and that empirical approach the teleological arguments are grounded on are sound, what is said to be the cause needn’t be God. In short the design argument claims some natural features of the world are best explained with reference to a designer. However, with closer examination we can understand that the heavy reliance on the premise ‘best explained’ leaves the argument fallible. Just as the best Chess player wouldn’t win every game, we can’t assume that a designer is the only metaphysically possible explanation for the universe, and so it is not justified in defending God’s existence.
