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?
I will argue that there is evidence of design but that the teleological argument doesn’t then prove that this was god. In this essay I will start by briefly mentioning Paley although for most of the essay I will be using Aquinas and Swinburne’s arguments, I’ll explain why I’m discarding Paley so quickly later. First, I’ll be supporting the idea of the universe having purpose before I move onto the second half of my position and assess whether the designer was god. I’ll also be referring to the god of classical theism whenever I mention god. 
Before we properly begin, I want to start by mentioning one of the most popular versions of the teleological argument, Paley’s. Teleological arguments being empirical arguments that suggest there was a designer to the world. Paley makes an analogy that compares a watch to the universe, since the watch’s parts have purpose and a designer, then the universe’s parts having purpose, by logic of analogy, shows it has a designer. However, arguments by analogy are very weak even if the two things are similar, but as Hume said, the universe is more like a vegetable than a watch (Hume) (Feest, n.d.) (Nash) (Ahluwalia, 2018). This is my reason for using Aquinas and Swinburne to attempt to support my position since arguments from analogy are generally weaker than more deductive arguments such as Aquinas’.
To begin then, Aquinas puts forwards a version of the argument that runs as:
1) The universe has order and purpose
2) This cannot be explained by chance
3) Order and purpose is a result of design
4) Therefore, there was a designer, and the designer is god.
Order and purpose is shown through things such as highly complex systems of organised parts, such as an eye, that have a purpose, such as sight. This supports the first half of my position, but there have been many criticisms proposed against it, a few of which we’ll now look at.
The first comes from Hume and challenges the 2nd premise, stating that because there is limited matter but unlimited time, then eventually the matter will take on every possible configuration, including this one. A common analogy for this idea is, a monkey with a typewriter, given infinite time, will inevitably write Shakespeare’s plays. This would give the monkey an illusion of intelligence, but the nature of infinity means the monkey would type everything at some point, just as given enough time the matter of the universe would inevitably align in a way that could appear to have been designed yet, just like the monkey writing Macbeth, was complete chance.
However, there are many problems with infinity. One is the difference between there potentially being infinity and there actually being infinity. On top of this, infinite time means no start or end meaning we couldn’t pass through it, therefore we couldn’t exist within an infinity. Even if we could, you’d have to travel through an infinity to get to any other point within it. I think this stops the criticism of limited matter and infinite time from being an issue since infinite time isn’t a realistic option, so I’ll move to another criticism that’s more effective.
A second criticism of Aquinas comes from Darwin’s theory of evolution. This presents proof that nature can evolve to have order without a designer. For example, seals have a layer of blubber which seems to have been designed to protect them from the cold, or a seal thousands of years ago developed blubber and survived better in the cold seas so that one survived to pass on the genes for blubber while the seals without died easier. It could appear there was intelligent design, but it was thousands of years of evolution.
I think this is a good criticism against Aquinas, shows an empirical answer to the order in the world. Evolution I believe is a stronger argument for spatial order (examples of order in nature) since there are many examples of disorder such as male nipples. If the world had a designer, then the designs would be perfect, yet male nipples have no purpose, but evolution would explain most examples like this making it a compelling argument.
However, evolution and science can’t explain temporal order (order of laws of nature such as gravity). There’s only understanding of what the laws are, not why they are like that, which Swinburne argued left design as the best reason for it. 
Temporal order isn’t something I know of any real counter arguments for except Hume saying that if you had infinite universes then eventually, you’d get this one, but I don’t think this is helpful since there’s no proof of alternate universes and little point resting an argument on them. 
So, I’ll concede that spatial order can be explained by evolution, but I think Temporal order works to show purpose and order in the universe, the purpose of such order being to make the world able to support life rather than not since the laws of nature are perfect for that. Now I’ll briefly explain why I don’t think the argument proves that the cause of order is god.	Comment by Tristan Nash: Although there is the question of whether order necessarily means there must be a purpose. If there wasn't order then the universe wouldn't be as it is, and we wouldn't be here to reflect on it. But if there is purpose, then what is the purpose? What is the desired point or function of the universe? (There may not be the room to explore this).
One reason I don’t believe the teleological argument proves god was the creator is because god is described as a perfect being, and such a being would create a perfect world. Discounting the problem of evil because I don’t have enough words, I think the presence of spatial disorder shows that any creator isn’t perfect and therefore, not god.
The teleological argument only succeeds in proving a designer, but there’s no evidence of it being god. The designer could have been an apprentice, or old, or there could have been multiple. Nothing in the argument points towards god, as Hume said, it’s a big jump in logic to reach that conclusion.
In conclusion, the teleological argument in justified in claiming to identify a design and purpose in the material in the universe since it’s the best explanation for temporal order, however it doesn’t prove god was the designer who could have been an apprentice, old or could be dead.
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