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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?

The teleological arguments for the existence of God present ideas that the universe contains a design and purpose that is caused by God. These arguments are found in the works of William Paley and St Thomas Aquinas, who both present ideas that the universe is intricately designed, with a purpose, as a result of an intelligent designer. An intelligent designer that they identify as God. The teleological arguments are founded in empirical understanding and observations of the universe and the human understanding of the environment. Studying the teleological arguments, it can be decided if they are justified in making these claims or if they remain problematic, due to the challenges that are presented. These challenges against the teleological argument are seen in Darwin’s theory and scientific support of Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution and the issues that David Hume raises about the logic behind Paley’s analogy of the teleological argument. It can be seen if the teleological arguments are convincing in their attempt to logically prove that the world is designed, as well as designed with a purpose and if these can be linked to a Judaeo-Christian idea of God. The teleological arguments for the existence of God face many challenges when stating that the universe was purposefully designed by God and these challenges need to be considered when studying the teleological argument to discuss if they are justified in their claims.
Firstly, William Paley’s teleological argument presents that the empirical world is a world that is so intricately constructed that it must be designed by an intelligent designer. Paley explains this through the analogy of the watch, where a person comes upon a watch and seeing how the watch function and is made realises that there must be an intelligent designer that made it. The watch is a reflection of our empirical universe that is also full of complex aspects and systems, so it “must therefore be accounted for in terms of intelligent and purposive agency.”[footnoteRef:1] This agency is claimed to be by a Judaeo-Christian God. Here Paley is suggesting that the world is intricately designed by God and that the obvious design of the universe shows that the world highlights the need for an intelligent designer, which is God. It is important to note that Paley’s ideas of an intelligently designed universe are supported by the idea of irreducible complexity. Jerry Bergman states that irreducible complexity is the idea that the whole relies on the smaller parts, with one part gone the whole stops being able to function.[footnoteRef:2] Similarly one small part individually has no function or cannot function. This can be applied as a support for Paley’s teleological argument as it emphasises the notion of an intricately purposefully designed universe. This can be seen as the idea that all parts of an organism or machine are needed for it to function also suggests Paley’s idea that these things must be designed. For example, a system where each part is necessary and vital to the system working suggests that it is something intricately made as to allow it to function properly. This can be compared to Paley’s watch, every cog in the watch is purposefully designed to allow the watch to function. This reflects nature as every aspect of a living organism’s nature is vital to it surviving and functioning such as the example Michael Behe gives when he supports this argument. Behe “claims that design goes beyond the cell”[footnoteRef:3] highlighting his scientific and philosophical view that irreducible complexity gives empirical evidence that the universe must be designed. Although this is a supportive argument for Paley’s teleological argument that attempts to counter the issue of the theory of evolution, it does not completely dismiss the problems that the theory of evolution raises. Irreducible complexity suggests that evolution may have been how life developed but that the mutations were not random experimental mutations, instead part of a design for the universe. However, evolution remains problematic for Paley’s argument as although the mutations can be seen to be part of a design, irreducible complexity does not counter the issue of why a Judaeo-Christian God would need to go through this process or choose too. If God is omnipotent then God would not need to use this process to reach the stage of life where irreducible complexity is seen. Where all systems in a living organism, such as the nerves in the nervous system, are linked and necessary to human life. God, in theory, should be able to create life at the final stage instead of relying on evolution. [1:  Brian Davis, ‘An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion’, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982).]  [2:  Jerry Bergman, ‘Evolution and Irreducible Complexity’, Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 22(1/2) (2010) pp. 89-114 (p.89-91).]  [3:  Sarah Gold, ‘Michael Behe’s Argument for Design’, Publishers Weekly, 254(16) (2007) p. 25-26. ] 

The argument against the purposeful design of the universe that Paley presents is continually supported by Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution. This theory presents there is no design in the universe, it is merely a result of years of trial and error in adaption. Walter J. Ong highlights Darwin’s theory of evolution as a hereditary process of development that includes random mutations to adapt to the environment a living agent is experiencing, as well as something that is considered to be the basics of many scientific fields.[footnoteRef:4] This scientific theory also challenges Paley’s teleological argument as it has “profound philosophical implications.”[footnoteRef:5] This is seen as Darwin’s theory presents the idea that there is no deliberate intelligent design in the universe but instead is a result of trial and error through experimental mutations and breeding. This is also a significant factor that the teleological has to consider as the idea that the universe is a result of trial and development suggests that the world was not designed, as if it was designed as Paley states then the process of evolution would not be needed. Evolution questions the notions of an intelligent designer and God’s omnipotence as it highlights the issue that these experimental mutations that have developed the living world do not support the idea of an intricately designed universe, as if the universe was designed by God these mutations would not be necessary. If there is a designer that has intricately designed the natural world, why are there experimental mutations that can be seen to have developed the living world. The arguments against Paley from a scientific understanding, as well as Hume’s criticisms, significantly affect if the teleological argument is justified to claim the world is designed by God [4:  Walter J. Ong, ‘ Introduction’ in Darwin’s Vision and Christian Perspective, ed. By Walter J. Ong (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1960) pp. 1-3. ]  [5:  Alexander Wolsky, ‘ A Hundred Years of Darwinism in Biology’ in Darwin’s Vision and Christian Perspective, ed. By Walter J. Ong (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1960) p. 11. ] 

It is also important to consider one of the most popular critiques against Paley’s teleological argument for the existence of God that is presented by David Hume, who argues with Paley’s logic behind the argument. Denis Temple explains that Hume presents the issue of comparison in Paley’s analogy, “[Hume] then goes on to say that the universe does not bear any close resemblance to human artefacts.”[footnoteRef:6] Hume is highlighting the idea that the universe is incomparable to anything as “there is only one earth.”[footnoteRef:7] This is a significant problem in Paley’s argument and his attempt to claim the world is intelligently designed by God. This is seen as this universe is the only universe that can be experienced by humans, there is no other world to compare it too. There is no universe that is clearly not designed to compare with this universe, to present the conclusion that this universe must be designed. This includes, by extension, the idea that this universe is designed by a God. This is a significant issue in the logic of Paley’s argument as it suggests that there is no logical way to know if this universe is designed as there is no experience of a universe that is not designed and one that is designed by a God. Paley could be claiming our universe is designed while this universe may be an example of a universe without design. Hume’s argument against Paley’s arguments logic is one that remains an issue for if Paley is justified in his claims that the universe contains a design and purpose caused by God. The issue that Hume identifies suggests that Paley is not justified in these claims as his use of analogy creates problematic concerns about his argument. Hume also critiques the link between the idea of the universe being purposefully designed and that the cause of this must be a Judaeo-Christian God. Hume questions “why we should not postulate many Gods to give order to the universe?”[footnoteRef:8] Hume raises a major issue of the teleological argument as he highlights that Paley’s teleological argument attributes the design and purpose of the universe to a God, however there is no evidence that the intelligent designer is a Judaeo-Christian God. The intelligent designer does not need to be a God, the intelligent designer could be several designers or a different God. This is significant to the conclusion that Paley makes, as Hume presents that Paley’s conclusion is problematic. The challenges of evolution and Hume’s argument present convincing alternates to Paley’s teleological argument and present key issues that remain problematic. Although Behe attempts to overcome the problem that evolution creates, however there remains issues with Paley’s argument.  [6:  Denis Temple, ‘Hume’s logical Objection to the Argument from Design Based on the Uniqueness of the Universe’ Religious Studies, 28(1), (1992) pp. 19-30 (p.21).]  [7:  Denis Temple, ‘Hume’s logical Objection to the Argument from Design Based on the Uniqueness of the Universe’, p.21.]  [8:  Richard Swinburne, ‘The Existence of God’, (New York: Oxford University Press 1979) p.141. ] 

Aquinas’ teleological argument must be considered to equally study the arguments claims that the world is designed with a purpose, as Aquinas’ fifth way focuses on the idea that the world has a purpose given by God. This is seen through the seeming order of the universe, such as the natural laws of gravity and the idea that all things are working to an end. This natural order Aquinas states that everything, whether inanimate or not, in the universe is seen to be working towards and end or goal. “The regular behaviour of each inanimate thing shows that some animate being is directing it.”[footnoteRef:9]  Aquinas concludes that this order in the universe is brought about by a being and suggests that this being must be God. Richard Swinburne however presents many problems with Aquinas’ teleological argument, he agrees that there is seemingly an order to the empirical world. However, Swinburne argues that the connection from Aquinas’ argument to his conclusion is not deductive or reasonable.[footnoteRef:10] This is a problem that Paley’s teleological argument also faces, and one that both arguments do not successfully resolve, as Hume also raises this issue against Paley. Thus, it can be suggested that this is an issue that the teleological arguments face in many forms and one that affects if they are justified in making the claims that God designed the universe and gave it it’s purpose. The links from Paley and Aquinas’ arguments to the conclusion of God as a purposeful creator can be seen to be flawed and vague connections and present a significant challenge to the teleological argument for the existence of God. Thus, Aquinas’ fifth way attempts to link the order seen in the world to a Judaeo-Christian God. However, Swinburne highlights an issue that has been seen in other forms of the teleological argument that has not been convincingly resolved. Evolution also can be seen as a challenge to Aquinas’ fifth way, as it suggests that the mutations that we evolved from were experimental and random. This then presents the idea that there is no purpose given by a higher intelligence as due to the mutations being experimental, they are not always useful to the organism. For example, wisdom teeth are often removed as they cause pain and no longer benefit the human. This supports the idea as there is no longer a purpose to the wisdom teeth.   [9:  Richard Swinburne, ‘The Existence of God’, p.143.  ]  [10:  Richard Swinburne, ‘The Existence of God’, p.143.  ] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, the teleological argument is not justified in claiming that the world is designed with a purpose by God. Although there is evidence that Paley and Behe are convincing in the idea that there is an intricate nature to the universe, and that it is a collection of systems that rely on each other to survive and function, Hume and evolution present problems that the teleological argument struggles to completely account for. This is seen through the problems of why there is evidence of evolution and why a Judaeo-Christian God would need the process of evolution to reach the intricately designed systems of life that Paley and Behe present. An omnipotent God suggests that the process of evolution would not be needed as an all-powerful God would, in theory, be able to achieve the evolved state of the universe instead of needing evolution. Hume’s argument is also convincing as Paley’s analogy fails as the universe is not something that can be compared to another, human experience suggests that this is the only universe that will be experienced. Thus, it is problematic to attempt to compare it as there is no example of a universe that is not designed. Hume’s argument presents a challenge to the teleological argument that is convincing in its logic, this is also seen in the issue that there is no evidence to link Paley’s argument to a Judaeo-Christian God specifically.it is also important to note that Aquinas’ argument must be considered to equally deliberate the arguments for and against the teleological argument.  This issue is also presented as a challenge to Aquinas’ fifth way, that is not resolved. Aquinas’ fifth way is critiqued by Swinburne as he states Aquinas’ conclusion that God gives the universe a purpose is not deductive and not logically done. This is an issue also raised by Hume against Paley and one that is a continuous problem for the teleological argument that is not resolved. Evolution also challenges Aquinas’ argument as it suggests if there is a purpose than there would not be the random mutations that evolution presents. Overall, the teleological argument for the existence of God is not completely justified in claiming that the world is designed, with a purpose and that this is a result of a Judaeo-Christian God, as seen through the arguments presented by the theory of evolution, Hume and Swinburne. 
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