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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 term ‘Teleological’ originates from the Greek word ‘telos’ meaning end, purpose or aim suggesting, ‘…that nature has been designed with some goal in mind’[footnoteRef:1]. Traditionally, the Teleological argument can be referred to as ‘The Design argument’, ‘argument From Design’, or ‘argument For Design’[footnoteRef:2]. The two most infamous traditional Western Teleological arguments were developed by William Paley in his book, Natural Theology or Evidence of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity (1802) and St Thomas Aquinas’ ‘Summa Theologica’ (1265-1273). Paley’s work had a noteworthy impact when it was published and is considered one of the most influential traditional Teleological arguments. Aquinas’ Teleological argument is the fifth of his ‘Five Ways’ (or proofs) for God’s existence, and each proof has been significant to the development of Philosophy of Religion. These works will be the primary evaluated sources used here (within the traditional literature) and will appear throughout the essay.  [1:  Roy Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy an introduction to the philosophy of religion’ (Surry: The Philosopher’s Magazine, 2001).  Peter Cole, ‘Philosophy of Religion’ (Oxon: Hodder Education, 1999)]  [2:  Peter Cole, ‘Philosophy of Religion’ (Oxon: Hodder Education, 1999), p.27] 

The modern Teleological argument is based on the ‘Fine-Tuning’ (FT) argument, which presupposes that a ‘Fine-tuner’ is needed for the universe to operate. The modern Teleological argument is focused upon the apparent complexity and order of the universe. The argument uses science and maths to show that if different natural laws and fundamental building blocks (for example protons, neutrons, amino acids and so forth) were different (even by minute fractions) the universe would not exist. Authors who have discussed FT include John Lennox, Neil A. Manson and John M. Depoe. 
This essay will be formatted as follows. The first two sections will discuss the Spatial Order argument followed by Temporal Order argument. Second will be the evaluation of the Teleological arguments (starting with Aquinas followed by Paley finishing with FT). Third will be a discussion about the potential weakness of the arguments (in the same order as I evaluated each argument) and a consideration about the weaknesses. This will be followed by concluding remarks.               
Before evaluating the Teleological argument, consider the world we perceive. I am currently scribing this essay from Bodmin Moor, located in the Duchy of Cornwall. The Moor is an area of ‘outstanding natural beauty’[footnoteRef:3]. Natural beauty can be found everywhere; in the individualism of every snowflake, the symmetrical pattern of butterfly wings, the vibrant colours of flowers, and stars twinkling in the night sky. These are just some of the way’s beauty is shown in nature. Observations of intrinsic beauty are considered aspects of Spatial Order argument. They arise from the design and arrangement of natural objects. Roy Jackson writes, ‘Spatial order is observed at one instant in time. This is like taking a snapshot with a still camera of one moment…’[footnoteRef:4] Paley’s Watch Analogy accords with this argument.     [3:  Unknown author, Landscapescapes for life, ‘Cornwall AONB’, Unknown Publication date <https://landscapesforlife.org.uk/about-aonbs/aonbs/cornwall> Accessed 17th June 2020 ]  [4:  Jackson, The God of Philosophy, p.45] 

Another aspect of the Teleological argument is considered the Temporal Order argument, which is based on the constant order of the universe[footnoteRef:5]. This argument postulates the type of universe that would exist if it were a product of purposeless forces. If there is no designer, then the assumption (the argument suggests) is that this universe would exist in chaos. The vast size and diversity (quarks, photons, protons, minerals, stars, planets and so forth) of the universe suggests an elegance that a chaotic world cannot create. Jackson writes, ‘Temporal order… is concerned with a period of time...’[footnoteRef:6] The Temporal order argument differs from the Spatial Order argument because, although both look at beauty, the Temporal argument sees the order of the universe throughout its existence, and argues a chaotic and uncaused origin cannot create such order. Consider the universe and reflect whether a mindless and chaotic process could create such order. Instead of focusing upon specific instances of beauty, it instead focuses on the order in the fifteen billion years the universe has existed.  It seems (according to the Temporal argument) that the universe must have a designer because the intrinsic beauty of the world arises from a sophisticated, ordered universe. Aquinas’ argument or the FT can be considered Temporal arguments.                [5:  For a thorough investigation into Spatial Order and Temporal Order Teleological arguments see: John M. Depoe (2014). ‘The heavens are declaring the glory of God: Contemporary teleological argument’. Sage, Vol. 111 (3), 244-258, Richard Swinburne. (1968). ‘The Argument from Design’ Philosophy 43, no. 164, 199-212 and Roy Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy an introduction to the philosophy of religion’ (Surry: The Philosopher’s Magazine, 2001) ]  [6:  Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy’, p.45] 

[bookmark: _Hlk46429924]Thomas Aquinas developed his Teleological argument in his work ‘Summa Theologica’. In this work, Aquinas formulates five arguments for the existence of God, in which the fifth is the Teleological argument. Aquinas’ argument can be formulated as follows, 1. Nature lacks intelligence 2. Intelligence is needed for something to achieve its purpose 3. As nature intrinsically lacks the necessary intelligence required to achieve this purpose or aim, a being must have the intelligence to direct nature to its objective. 4. Therefore, some intelligent being exists by whom all nature is directed to a specific end. 5. This being we call God.[footnoteRef:7] Aquinas also illustrates his argument in his work Quaestiones Disputatae deVeriate. In this work he compared ‘natural things’[footnoteRef:8] to an archer. An arrow cannot reach its target unless it is fired by an archer. Aquinas suggests that nature (things which lack reason) require an ‘archer’ (intelligent being) in order to achieve its ‘target’. Aquinas was writing in the 13th century, where scientific understanding was significantly more limited than it is in the 21st-century. The most significant scientific discovery that undermines Aquinas’ argument is the Theory of Evolution. We will return later to the Theory of Evolution and consider if Aquinas’ argument can succeed in overcoming these scientific discoveries.  [7:  For an evaluation into Aquinas’ Fifth way see James Dominic Rooney, (2013). ‘Evolutionary Biology And Classical Teleological Arguments For God’s Existence’. The Heythrop Journal, LIV, 617-630, p. 618]  [8:  Yujin Nagasawa, ‘The Existence of God’, p.69 for original text see https://isidore.co/aquinas/english/QDdeVer8.htm (accessed 22nd July 2020)  ] 

Having discussed Aquinas, consider the other significant traditional argument formulated, that of William Paley’s Watch Analogy. This analogy can be summarised as: 1. A person discovers a watch on the ground. 2. Upon seeing the watch, the person picks it up and starts to inspect it. 3. They see that the watch is a collection of complex mechanisms, all relying on each other for the watch to work. If the watch is missing any of its parts, it will not work. 4. Due to the watch’s complexity, the person reasons that it must have a designer and maker, or at least it could not have appeared uncaused or that spontaneously from nothing. 5. The world is a collection of mechanisms therefore it also requires a design. Paley’s Watch Analogy has been significantly criticised by many but most prominently by philosopher David Hume in his work Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779) written more than twenty years before Paley’s Natural Theology (1802). Hume makes several objections to Paley’s Analogy and these will be evaluated later in this essay, along with an assessment if Paley’s Watch Analogy is ultimately successful in overcoming these criticisms.   
The FT argument posits that the natural order of the world is so precise that this cannot have occurred without a designer or ‘Fine-Tuner’. Imagine an old-style radio dial. If the dials were off only slightly then the signal would turn static. It requires the dials are required to be finely tuned for a clear signal[footnoteRef:9]. For our universe to exist it requires gravity, neutrons, protons, quarks, photons, minerals and so on. These need to be very ordered for the universe to exist.  Consider gravity, ‘…if the force of gravity… were different by one part in 10100, biological life could not exist in the universe’[footnoteRef:10]. If gravity was slightly stronger (10101) the universe would collapse in on itself but if it was slightly weaker (1099) gravity would lack the necessary strength to operate. ‘The universe’s rate of expansion immediately following the Big Bang must have been accurate to one part in 1060, otherwise the universe would have suddenly collapsed… or it would have expanded too quickly to allow stars to form…’[footnoteRef:11]. This is very similar to neutrons, ‘If neutrons were not about 1001 times the size of protons, then either all neutrons would decay into protons or all protons would decay into neutrons...’[footnoteRef:12]. John Lennox calculates that the possibility of a protein with a hundred amino acids existing within the correct bounds is one in 1060 (complex organisms are composed of at least three hundred amino acids)[footnoteRef:13]. All this suggest that a Being must have ‘Fine-Tuned’ the universe for things to exist in the universe.  [9:  This example is not mine but Neil A. Manson, (2009). ‘The Fine-Tuning Argument. Philosophy Compass’, 4/1, 271-286, p.272]  [10:  John M. Depoe (2014). ‘The heavens are declaring the glory of God’, p.247]  [11:  Ibid, p. 247]  [12:  Ibid, p.247]  [13:  John Lennox, ‘God’s Undertaker: Has Science Buried God?’ (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2011) Chap. 7] 

Having discussed the traditional and contemporary Teleological arguments, consider several criticisms, starting with Aquinas’ Teleological Argument. The most severe problem directed towards Aquinas’ argument is the Theory of Evolution. This argues that organisms have evolved over millions of years and that this evolution is a response to the environment. The Theory of Evolution has significant relevance to Aquinas’ Teleological argument because it undermines his idea that nature requires an intelligent designer for life to achieve its purpose. The Theory of Evolution allows nature the intrinsic ability to accomplish its goal, the continuation of DNA. Figure One: Bacterial Flagellum [Drawing on paper] (2011) Yujin Nagasawa, ‘The Existence of God: A Philosophical Introduction’ (Oxon: Routledge, 2011), p.56

[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]There have been attempts by several individuals to develop Aquinas’ Teleological argument so that it is still relevant. One way this has been attempted is to undermine the Theory of Evolution itself. Michael Behe believed he had achieved this when he discovered the Bacterial Flagellum (see figure one). The Flagellum consists of many parts and Behe argued that these parts are too simple to have a predecessor (refuting that they had evolved from simpler organism). To illustrate this point further, Behe compared the Flagellum to a mousetrap, where all the components are necessary for the trap to work. If any of the parts were missing, the trap would fail to function. Unfortunately for Behe, his argument was disproved by the discovery of type III secretory system (TTSS), which is a predecessor to the Flagellum. TTSS consists of many the same parts of the Flagellum and is used for a different purpose, syringing. To illustrate this point further, Kenneth R. Miller showed a big, bulky tie clip and demonstrated that it was a mousetrap with missing parts! It seems reasonable then to assume that the Theory of Evolution is still scientifically valid. 
Another problem is the Problem of Evil and the ‘God works in mysterious ways’ argument. If we accept that God directs evolution[footnoteRef:14] the question arises why did the God of the Christian Bible create the evolutionary process? Evolution is like a collection of animals stuck in a cage, fighting tooth and nail over limited resources for millions of years[footnoteRef:15]. Evolution takes millions of years for even basic organisms to evolve and it seems that there should be a simpler process for God to direct organisms to their desired purpose.[footnoteRef:16] One way to avoid this problem is to argue that ‘God works in mysterious ways’. These types of arguments are very philosophically unsatisfactory as they are avoiding the question altogether. They may be theologically satisfied (for example by appealing to certain Biblical passages such as Isaiah 55:8-9[footnoteRef:17] or Romans 11:33-34[footnoteRef:18]), but these cannot overcome the philosophical shortcomings of the argument. [14:  Some Theists do believe that God does direct evolution and these individuals are called ‘theistic evolutionists’ - ]  [15:  The concept of animals in cage is not my own and can be in Yujin Nagasawa. (2018). ‘The Problem of Evil for Atheists’, in The Problem of Evil (Oxford Scholarship Online)  ]  [16:  It is worth mentioning that a philosopher who has proposed a solution to the Theory of Evolution and the Problem of Evil is Yujin Nagasawa in his article, ‘Yujin Nagasawa. ‘The Problem of Evil for Atheists’. This solution is beyond the remit of this essay.                   ]  [17:  8. For my thoughts are not your thoughts, nor are your ways my ways, says the Lord. 9 For as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways and my thoughts than your thoughts. These quotes are taken from NRSV BibleGateway. Available at: https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Isaiah+55%3A8-9&version=NRSV (Accessed: 22nd July 2020)  ]  [18:  33. O the depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his judgments and how inscrutable his ways! 34 “For who has known the mind of the Lord? Or who has been his counselor?” These quotes are taken from NRSV BibleGateway. Available at: https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+11%3A33-34&version=NRSV (Accessed 22nd of July 2020) ] 

When considering Paley’s Watch Analogy, several problems arise. Firstly, the analogy does not work, as a watch goes through a making process whereas the same cannot be said about the universe. It is obvious a watch has been designed and constructed. This cannot be said of the world because no one has seen the world being designed and subsequently made. The analogy fails then because the comparison is futile. To illustrate this, consider a house[footnoteRef:19]. Many houses have been observed being built but the same cannot be said about the universe. No one has seen its creation.  Secondly, the world is not mechanical, it is organic. When considering the makeup of the universe, it acts organically, unlike nuts, springs and bolts of a watch. Thirdly, if we accept Paley’s Analogy then it seems more appropriate to say that there is a collection of designers rather of one. Consider a house again[footnoteRef:20]. There are several individuals needed for the house to exist such as labourers, architects and plumbers. Without these individuals the house would not exist. Fourth, if we accept that the analogy points to several designers and makers instead of one, this discredits Paley’s assumption that the designer Monotheistic God of the Christian faith. If a collection of individuals created the world, then we cannot say that these creators have the traditional characteristics of the Monotheistic God of the Abrahamic faiths. Lastly, if it is accepted that the world is more mechanical than organic then the world is poorly designed. If these designers created the world, then it seems they could have done a much better job. [19:  This analogy is not my own and can be found originally in David Hume, ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion A Philosophical Work’ (Marston Gate: Amazon.co.uk, Ltd) and in Roy Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy’, p.43  ]  [20:  Roy Jackson has a similar analogy with that of an ocean liner. This can be found in Roy Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy’, p.43  ] 

There have been attempts to resolve some of these difficulties, specifically problems three and five. One proposed way to resolve problem three is to use Ockham’s razor. It would be simpler to propose only one creator. This solution is offered by Richard Swinburne, ‘… if there were more than one deity responsible for the order of the universe, we would expect to see characteristic marks of the handiwork of different kinds of workmanship…’[footnoteRef:21], William Lane Craig[footnoteRef:22] and Roy Jackson, ‘…why suggests many gods when the one God will do?’[footnoteRef:23]. This solution, however, does not work when considering Paley’s Watch Analogy because the analogy is precise to a watch and a watch requires several individuals to make it. In other Teleological arguments this solution might be applicable but not to Paley’s Watch Analogy. John M. DePoe proposes the solution to problem five. He writes, ‘Just as pointing out that a handbag is poorly designed does not lead to the conclusion that it has not been designed, the atheist’s response that the world is poorly designed is a non sequitur’[footnoteRef:24]. This argument is, however, not non sequitur when considering Paley’s Watch Analogy and the assumption that the world is created by the Monotheistic God of the Abrahamic faiths. If the Teleological arguments try to prove the existence of the Christian God with his attributes, then the comparison with the poorly designed handbag is successful. If I designed a handbag, it would be poorly designed because I do not have the required knowledge and power to design the perfect handbag. This cannot be said for God as traditionally he has omniscience and omnipotence, meaning he has the required knowledge and power to create the perfect handbag. Therefore, it seems these solutions are not successful in overcoming the problems.    [21:  Richard Swinburne, ‘The existence of God’ (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1979) p. 142]  [22:  William Lane Craig, Reasonable Faith, ‘Teleological Argument (part 3)’, Publication Date, October 7th 2007, < https://www.reasonablefaith.org/podcasts/defenders-podcast-series-1/s1-teleological-argument/teleological-argument-part-3/ > Accessed 24th July 2020 ]  [23:  Roy Jackson, ‘The God of Philosophy’, p.46]  [24:  John M. Depoe (2014). ‘The heavens are declaring the glory of God’, p. 256] 

Considering the FT argument, there are three issues. First, the Multiverse Theory. If there are multiple universes which exist in different places, then this universe is not unique, making the physics and maths about the impossibility of the universe invalid. Secondly, the science and maths can be manipulated. Neil A. Manson writes, 
Michael Jordan is two meters tall. If he had been a meter shorter, he would be a dwarf. If he had been a meter taller, he would suffer from crippling gigantism. Hence Michael Jordan’s height cannot differ by more than one meter if he is to play professional basketball. A light-year is approximately 1016 meters. Hence Michael Jordan’s height cannot differ by more than one part in 1016 of a light-year if he is to play professional basketball. Therefore, the probability that Michael Jordan has a height that allows him to play professional basketball is 10-16.[footnoteRef:25]	 [25:  Neil A. Manson (2009). ‘The Fine-Tuning Argument’, p.279] 

I believe Manson is correct in showing that science and maths can be warped to suggest that the universe is ‘fine-tuned’ when in fact it is not. Finally, FT assumption that natural laws will remain consistent need to be considered. Natural laws have remained consistent from the start of the universe (fifteen billion years), but this is no guarantee that they will remain consistent in the future. The laws of nature could change.        
There is a potential solution to the first problem by proposing the “Inverse Gambler’s Fallacy”. 
…suppose you walk into a casino and the first thing you observe is that some lucky gambler is getting paid an enormous amount of money for having been dealt a Royal Flush. Should you conclude that the gambler has probably played poker all her life? No. It could be her first time playing. Whether or not the gambler has played a lot of poker has nothing to do with whether she gets a Royal Flush in this particular instance.[footnoteRef:26]   [26:  Ibid, p.276] 

Ian Hacking is showing that even if there are other universes, we should still respect the world in which we exist. This solution is promising to the Multiverse Universe; however, it does not overcome the other difficulties relating to the FT. 
To conclude, I believe the Teleological arguments are ultimately unsuccessful because they do not prove the existence of the Monotheistic God of the Abrahamic faiths. This is because each Teleological argument have significant problems which their solutions do not overcome. The world is empirically beautiful but the cause of this beauty cannot be answered by postulating a designer who is the Monotheistic God of the Abrahamic faiths.  
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