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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?
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The question of a designed and purposeful universe being caused by an intelligent designer viz. God, is troublesome as it assumes a position of truth and validity based solely upon empirical evidence. This essay examines the claims made by Aquinas and Paley along with counter positions from Hume and modern science; and concludes that there is no justification for these claims.

Aquinas’ fifth way argues the universe is designed qua regularity and telos.
To claim that the universe has telos at best may seem an error in understanding and at worse an unreasonable proposition.
To go as far as to suggest a deliberate design caused by a supremely intelligent designer is invalid and consequently not justifiable,

Aquinas is undoubtedly influenced by the Aristotelian idea of ergon and purpose, but with the sole intention of proof of God’s existence:
 
if we could first ascertain the function of man. For just as for a flute-player, a sculptor, or an artist, and, in general, for all things that have a function or
activity, the good and the 'well' is thought to reside in the
function, so would it seem to be for man, if he has a function.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1 7.] 


 so, I had better begin by explaining why a thing’s nature is a cause in the sense that it is a purpose, and then go on to discuss necessity and its role in natural objects.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Aristotle, Physics II.8.] 


Aristotle was not convinced with the possibility of random acts; with nature behaving in a hap hazard manner, He uses the analogy of Zeus and the crops to illustrate that it makes no sense to suggest that nature has no order and the fact that crops grow, or human bodies function well is coincidence and nothing more.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ibid.] 

Aristotle considers function and purpose. The ergon quite often being the purpose:
‘why is a saw as it is?.....’so that it can do such and such’ and ‘ fo such and such a purpose’[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Aristotle, Physics II 9.] 


Aristotle treats empirical claims as valid for they are far more reliable than the reason based claims of Plato’ innate knowledge thesis. [footnoteRef:5] [5:  (Markie, Peter, "Rationalism vs. Empiricism", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2017 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2017/entries/rationalism-empiricism/>.)

] 

It is reasonable to surmise that Aquinas leaps onto this thread of Aristotle’s in his Fifth Way argument.
(Then reignited by William Paley but equally as troublesome, begging the question’ of an Intelligent Designer.)
Aquinas’ fifth way argues that all things have purpose and that which is not self-governing due to lack of intelligence is ultimately designed with purpose.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their predictable actions, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it is plain that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their end. Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. Therefore, some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being we call God.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Aquinas, T, Summa Theologica I Q2.3.] 


Aquinas appeals to the God of Augustine; that of infinite power and goodness and no ‘higher agent’; and with the ultimate reference to the Old Testament.:

For since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that people are without excuse.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  NIV. Romans1:20.] 


For Aquinas it is logical and valid to conclude that God is the designer or director of nature. It could not be otherwise.

Whilst it is reasonable to attempt to follow Scientific method by appealing to observation and basic rules of causation. The universe and everything it encompasses has been 1. Caused and 2. Designed qua purpose.

The curious adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature, resembles exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions of human contrivance; of human designs, 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 a posteriori, and by this argument alone, do we prove at once the existence of a Deity, and his similarity to human mind and intelligence.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Hume, D, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.
 Part 2 p19.

] 



Cleanthes’ rudimentary scientific understanding that nature exceeds the complexity of human design but resembles that of human design. This, one can surmise, is the work of a grand designer. We can appeal to empirical evidence that the designer has supreme intelligence and must therefore be God.

The analogous nature of the teleological argument from design is a Philosophical ‘non-starter for Hume.

P1       The universe is analogous to human artefacts, but greater.
P2.	Like things have like causes.
C.	The universe must have a maker which is analogous to the makers of      human artefacts, but greater.


Philo argues that any whilst there may be resemblances there are not clearly identifiable matches:
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 fol‐ lowed that imperfect analogy, are found, by more accurate experiments, to have been mistaken. If we see a house, Cleanthes, 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 af‐ firm, 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 is 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.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  ibid p28.
] 


Analogies rarely add value to an argument; Cleanthes is in a weak position by relying on one, after all man is not in the business of universe designing so would have no concept of what a universe designer might be. 
Likewise claiming an a posterior argument is sufficient an explanation seems strange. Although it might be feasible to postulate that elements in nature resemble manmade objects e.g. a bird may resemble a plane- a plane is designed so a bird must also be designed, and  it may be reasonable to suppose that like effects have like causes It does not follow that everything in nature that has been before and in the future resembles human artefacts and so therefore will have like causes.

Our experience, so imperfect in itself, and so limited both in extent and duration, can afford us no probable conjecture concerning the whole of things.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Ibid. p75.] 


It is reasonable to suggest that from our experience objects such as watches are designed with purpose. All watches we have encountered have been ‘made with the purpose of keeping time’. This said it also follows that the same cannot be a given for nature or the wider universe. Although a part of the universe we have no experience of universe designing or even the purpose of a universe. Hume points out that it is fallacious to equate one with the other. “The world is more like a cabbage than a watch’. Using an analogy of a machine(watch) is not measuring like with like.

It may be that as our experience of universes is limited it might be that this nature and this universe is one of multiple possible natures and universes where there are examples of all possibilities. 
This suggestion might solve issues in relation to the not so perfect objects that exist or the ones which are obviously destructive and not productive; the flaws.

Even if we get as far as to agree on a maker/designer it does not follow that it is a deity with the attributes often ascribed to God such as Omniscience and omnipotence; just one that likes designing,
This begs the question who designed the designer? With nothing to indicate a necessary being in the Teleological argument it is likely we end up with an infinite regress of designers.

In Paley’s Natural Theology he assumes perfection in design so anything that seems to perfectly fulfil its purpose must be designed; however, consider the imperfections in nature, which he claims, is designed. Disease, inequalities in ability, pestilence, famine. Why design an eye that is myopic?[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Paley, W,(2006) Natural Theology, (OUP)] 


Either Paley’s designer is a bad designer in which case the divine attributes may be called into question; or there is no designer which explains the hap hazard nature of things.

 Design qua purpose (the universe was designed to fulfil a purpose) and design qua regularity (the universe behaves according to some order). Paley set put to modernise Aquinas’ original fifth way by attempting to apply scientific knowledge.

Paley’s attempts are unfounded and falls fowl to the same issues presented to Aquinas. 
He relies upon analogy as evidence of a designed universe and a designer God.
1. Analogies are arguably a weak attempt at argument.
2. Encounters the same problems as Aquinas: watchmakers do not equate to universe makers. Paley is appealing to ‘The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament sheweth his handywork’ but this is not scientifically substantiated.’[footnoteRef:12] [12:  NIV,Psalms 19:1.] 


Swinburne in a response to Hume accepts the problem with analogies is that they are analogous and offers an expansion on Paley’s design qua regularity. Regularities and relations are not inconsequential and although this indicates ‘gaps’ (as they are not identical) offers a reason for inducing a God into the laws of nature. Swinburne’s Coherence of Theism outlines his fundamental issue with empirical claims and that it is true that Science cannot provide a satisfactory explanation for all cases. One of the problems however with suggesting a non-temporal/ non-spatial God is a satisfactory explanation is how does it fit within an empirical argument?

It is at this point that one could appeal to Aristotle’s claim that Final Causes are crucially important in nature. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  Paley, W,(2006) Natural Theology, (OUP).] 

Aquinas took this to be indication of an intelligent designer. In Summa Theologia he explains how it must be that properties/ effects are not self-determined; that is, they are not the cause of their effect. 
And that Telos is not random or the result of chance; temporal regularities suggest effects must be deliberate. There must be some ‘order’ at the onset so therefore God must be the instigator of causation.

Tennent might consider Aquinas is appealing to the Anthropic principal. 
‘The forcibleness of nature’s suggestion that she is the outcome of intelligent design lies not in particular cases of adeptness in the world, nor even in the multiplicity of them…..[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Miller, E.L, (2015) God and Reason, Second Edition: An Invitation to Philosophical Theology.] 

Here Tennent is not explicitly appealing to a creator God but the observations of teleology; the purposeful nature of nature. One can suggest however that it is a convenient argument in an attempt to protect Aquinas from the threat of modern theories of Evolution; although would dispel the claim of mutated genes.
The Weak Anthropic principle argued by Barrow and Tipler[footnoteRef:15] is a more sympathetic approach to evolution appealing to laws of physics and, what seems to be obvious in contemporary science, the phenomenon of a finely tuned naturalistic universe. Not appealing to an intelligent designer God but arguably appealing to intentional design rather than accidental design: [15:  https://reasonpapers.com/pdf/13/rp_13_19.pdf. Barrow, J and Tipler,F, The Anthropic Cosmological Principal,15.] 

The observed values of all physical and cosmological quantities are not equally probable but they take on values restricted by the requirement that there exist sizes where carbon-based life can evolve and by the requirement that the Universe be old enough for it to have already done so.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Ibid.] 


Referring to Swinburne: from regularities of spatial order one can infer regularities of succession. It makes no sense and there seems enough empirical evidence to suggest that things in nature follow regular succession. 
Arguably this is the nature of the existence of things.  

‘almost all objects in the world behave in a highly regular way describable by scientific laws’. [footnoteRef:17] [17:   https://www.jstor.org/stable/20004972?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents.] 

‘We explain states of affairs by the action of agents who bring them about intentionally of their own choice. Regularities of succession, as well as other phenomena may be explained in this way. ‘[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Swinburne, R. (1972), ‘The Argument from Design—a Defence’, in Religious Studies 8.] 


Swinburne differentiates between material objects and states of affairs in order to plea to all possibilities of the term universe. He points out that whilst we can explain away most of the regularities there are some that cannot. There is an overarching pervasive spatio-temporal order that is the universe. It only follows that there must be a God.
He argues that Hume’s objections are not convincing. Questioning casual inference of relations of ideas being necessary:

[bookmark: _Hlk526095141]The first time a man saw the communication of motion by impulse, as by the shock of two billiard balls, he could not pronounce that the one event was connected; but only that it was conjoined with the other[footnoteRef:19].  [19: Tweyman, S. (1996) (ed. and introd.), Hume On Natural Religion p96.] 


Hume claims it necessary to have experience in order to infer and furthermore in order to infer a designer one must eliminate any other possibility in nature itself. For Hume explanations of effects should not extend beyond a cause that is immediately necessary, rather than a giant leap to an almighty designer god. Using a variant of Hume’s balance example: to balance objects one would be wise using milligram by milligram measurements to find the balance rather than jumping straight in with kg’s or tonnes. 

Swinburne has a point when he argues that there are many things that are inferred for which we have no experience of and so may struggle to even know the causal link. Cosmological predictions for example. Equally it is difficult to give adequate explanations for designers, yet we would infer a designer none the less so why should this be different?

It is reasonable to sympathise with the arguments presented for design qua purpose and qua regularity, indeed this is still relevant as is a perfectly acceptable human observation although, as Hume implies, is not necessarily infallible. The issue however is with the conclusion; therefore, it’s cause must be God. 
Even Kant favours an argument based on reason rather than a posteriori exploration of a designer/first causer God as it tells us nothing about the author of nature and cannot be experienced in the same way as nature; and thus, does not follow any reasonable logic.

Aquinas and arguable Paley and Swinburne try to appeal to abductive reasoning whereby design implies a designer and whilst it is true that for a Theist, God may well be as ‘on the table’ as any other material or phenomenological concept.
Whilst it is reasonable to understand the appeal to design and purpose there is no convincing case for the justification of 1. Qua design 2. Qua purpose and therefore no supreme designer or cause. 
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