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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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Introduction
The teleological argument is one of three prominent philosophical proofs postulated for the existence of God. Also known as the argument from design, it attributes the order and design seen in the world to a creator God as encountered in Abrahamic religions. These theistic faiths believe in a transcendent architect of the universe whose existence can be intellectually cognised and examined using a rational approach.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  B. Clack and B. R. Clack, The Philosophy of Religion: A Critical Introduction, (Cambridge: Polity Press; Oxford, Blackwell Publishers Ltd., 1998), p. 12.] 

Design arguments can be traced back to Greek philosophers who claimed a ‘directing intelligence’ based on the inherent pattern and arrangement observed within the world.[footnoteRef:2] The argument was propounded by Aquinas and received resurgence through the nineteenth century analogical version posited by Paley.[footnoteRef:3] Recent versions stem from scientific observations and aim to demonstrate the unlikelihood of the universe arising accidentally. [2:  Chad Meister, ‘Philosophy of religion’, in The Routledge Companion to The Study of Religion, ed. by John Hinnells, 2nd ed (Oxon: Routledge, 2010), pp. 111–124 (p.118).]  [3:  Chad Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, (Oxon: Routledge, 2009), p. 92.] 

The profound order, meticulous arrangement and synchronicity of operation witnessed in the material universe is too intricate to appear by chance. It displays a purpose which calls for a simplest explanation to its cause; this points to an intelligent designer in the form of God.
This essay will explore three forms of the teleological argument: Paley’s watchmaker argument, intelligent design argument and fine-tuning argument, and assess some counter-arguments to these hypotheses. It will briefly consider the alternative arguments of anthropic principle and many-worlds hypothesis, and conclude the adequacy of the design argument in claiming purposive design and a designer God.
 
Teleological Arguments
The design argument is inductive and a posteriori since it refers to specific features observed in nature to infer the world could not have arisen by chance and assigns a creator responsible for its creation.[footnoteRef:4] This creator is believed to have produced the universe with a definite purpose in mind.[footnoteRef:5] The central pervading idea of teleological arguments is the design, purpose and intelligence found within the natural world affirms the existence of a world-creating entity.[footnoteRef:6] One of the earlier versions, rendered in Aquinas’s fifth way, sought to establish the existence of God by evincing the impelling direction of an intelligent force guiding objects and entities towards a goal.[footnoteRef:7] [4:  Clack and Clack, p. 13; p. 25.]  [5:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 92.]  [6:  Meister, ‘Philosophy of religion’, p.118.]  [7:  Richard Swinburne, Is There A God?, (Oxford: Oxford Scholarship Online, May 2007), p. 55. [eBook]. Available at: DOI: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198235446.001.0001 [Accessed: 7th July 2018].] 

The design argument in the contemporary arena is described as ‘a comprehensive and internally complex probability argument’[footnoteRef:8] that allows for cumulative cases to be made in support of an intelligible universe which is the handiwork of an intelligent designer.[footnoteRef:9] Swinburne[footnoteRef:10] and Tennant[footnoteRef:11] espouse this approach and emphasise that the physical order and detailed arrangement observed in the world is far more probable if there is a God. Whilst both scholars encompass aesthetic, moral and experiential dimensions in their arguments, Swinburne presents a lucid discussion of the regularities of the universe in terms of spatial and temporal order. Whilst regularities of co-presence can be explained in terms of regularities of succession, the latter, based on probabilistic methods is best explained by theism.[footnoteRef:12] [8:  John Hick, An Interpretation of Religion: Human Responses to the Transcendent, (2nd ed) (Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p. 81.]  [9:  Laura L. Garcia, ‘Teleological and Design Arguments’, in A Companion to Philosophy of Religion, ed. by Charles Taliaferro and others, 2nd ed (West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), pp. 375-384 (pp. 376-377).]  [10:  Richard Swinburne, The Existence of God, (Oxford: Oxford Scholarship Online, September 2007), p. 166. [eBook]. Available at: DOI: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199271672.001.0001 [Accessed: 6th July 2018].]  [11:  Hick, p. 81.]  [12:  Swinburne, The Existence of God, pp. 153-160.] 

Classic design arguments adopt an analogical form to forge a link between universal intricacies and man-made objects. One well-known version is the watchmaker analogy advanced by Paley. Just as a watch contains many complex parts that are precisely assembled with the specific intention of measuring time, the universe is similarly designed with the purpose of intelligent life. The design of the watch infers a designer since the probability of it having been formed of its own accord is highly unlikely. Likewise, the functional and orderly nature of the universe also implies a creator.[footnoteRef:13] The difficulty in comprehending the actualisation of a simple object such as a watch without a maker renders it inconceivable to reason that the universe could be a product of chance. Paley’s analogy also bears resonance with Leibniz’s sufficient reason argument and Taylor’s analogy as it seeks to identify an explanation for how the watch appeared and who made it.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 93.]  [14:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 73.] 

Hume, a key critic of the traditional argument drew a number of issues with its claims, including lack of resemblance found in the comparison between human productions and works of nature. He pointed out the flaw of the analogy in equating non-living objects to the universe and instead found it more apt to liken the world to an animal or vegetable.[footnoteRef:15] Hume also countered the argument based on the disparity of processes between a mechanical watch and living nature, and highlighted that the uniqueness of one universe prevents appropriate comparison. He further stated that the manifestation of the universe appeared to be an outcome of chance than intention and raised an issue with the inference of an infinite creator from a finite universe.[footnoteRef:16] [15:  David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, (Project Gutenberg: June 2009), Part 2, Part 7. [eBook #4583]. Available at: https://www.gutenberg.org/files/4583/4583-h/4583-h.htm [Accessed: 23rd July 2018].]  [16:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 94.] 

Hume’s criticisms prompted a number of rebuttals in defence of the design argument. Though the watch may not serve as an adequate comparison to the world, it nonetheless successfully upholds the justification for there to be a designer of such intricate and purposive design. Davis comments that analogies may be posited from inorganic contexts but it is the robustness of the analogy which can assert intelligent design based on parallels with a man-made contraption.[footnoteRef:17] Additionally, the analogy is still applicable despite the universe being unique.[footnoteRef:18] A more suitable analogy suggested recently compares the universe to a work of art. Taking into consideration the aesthetic composition, it advocates a designer who adopts a more fluid and versatile evolutionary approach towards creation.[footnoteRef:19] [17:  John Jefferson Davis, ‘The Design Argument, Cosmic "Fine Tuning," and the Anthropic Principle’, International Journal for Philosophy of Religion, Vol. 22, No. 3, 1987, 139-150 (pp. 146-147). [Online]. Available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/40018832 [Accessed: 6th Aug 18].]  [18:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 95.]  [19:  Garcia, p. 376.] 

Paley also offered other examples such as the human eye in support of purposive design, however the introduction of Darwin’s natural selection theory made such forms of analogical arguments appear implausible. A biological explanation for natural process of adaptation and variation witnessed in living organisms overrides the need to resort to a theistic explanation.[footnoteRef:20] Swinburne refutes this viewpoint by stating that although the evolutionary theory correctly views the universe as a machine-making machine, it overlooks the investigation of the ‘existence and operation of that machine’.[footnoteRef:21] For Swinburne, evolution is a mechanism by which God directs and progresses creation.[footnoteRef:22] [20:  Garcia, pp. 375- 376.]  [21:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, p. 63.]  [22:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, p. 63.] 

Counter-arguments raised by Hume and Darwin’s evolutionary theory seemed to have exiled the design argument, however recent scientific advances have reinstated its prominence.[footnoteRef:23] The argument has been reproduced in various versions, many of which are centred on intricate probabilistic hypotheses. The new forms present the teleological argument as ‘the best explanation of the data of our experience’ and conclude the existence of an intelligent designer as the most suitable proposition.[footnoteRef:24] The intelligent design and fine-tuning arguments are recent examples of such defences. [23:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 96.]  [24:  Garcia, p. 376.] 

The intelligent design argument recognises that the complexity of many of the features observed in the world cannot be the result of undirected natural processes and aims to demonstrate design by utilising methods of probability. Through calculating likelihood of occurrences based on regularity or randomness of events, it utilises specified complexity and irreducible complexity to determine intelligent design and eliminate chance. The example of bacterium flagellum serves to illustrate specific structural arrangement to enable its movement and the necessity of all its components to allow its functioning. This makes it an irreducibly complex system since the absence or misalignment of any of its parts would prevent its operation. Natural selection only considers the adaptation and variation of pre-existing functional models found in living organisms and nature to provide the best chance of survival; it does not consider the source of irreducibly complex biochemical systems which are best explained by the production of an intelligent designer as opposed to evolutionary processes.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, pp. 101-104.] 

An objection to this argument is that it reverts to design as the best explanation for cases unable to be explicated by laws of nature. However, in its defence, the argument may offer an opportunity to identify and consider alternate causes that do not fit the general expected rules of science. Another objection disputes the irreducible complexity of supporting examples. The bacterium flagellum contains functional components which still serve a purpose even when parts are removed and furthermore, these components could have been a result of natural selection, eliminating the need for a designer. A response to this is that a system may contain individual parts that serve certain purposes but it is the overall arrangement and constitution of these various specific components that endow the system with its prime purpose; it is this which requires elucidation.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, pp. 105-106.] 

The fine-tuning argument provides persuasive empirical data and fundamental universal constants as supporting evidence for the generation and creation of life. It draws attention to laws of nature and physics which created initial conditions for the universe; these are finely-tuned to the extent that miniscule variations in the parameters would not be conducive to produce life.[footnoteRef:27] Some features which substantiate the precision levels required for existence of life are: if the strength of the strong nuclear force had differed by 5% either way, life would not be possible; if the weak nuclear force had slightly varied in strength, elements necessary for creation of life would not have evolved; if the neutron-proton mass ratio had marginally differed, life could not have ensued; if the initial force of the big bang explosion had slightly varied, life could not have prevailed; a marginal difference in the strength of gravitational force and electromagnetic force would have prevented formation of life-sustaining stars and made existence of life impossible. Many constants stipulated as supporting data for the fine-tuning argument are unconnected, thereby reduce the likelihood of them occurring by chance and strongly affirm an intent behind the accurate setting of these parameters to promulgate life.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  Meister, ‘Philosophy of religion’, p.119.]  [28:  Meister, ‘Philosophy of religion’, p.119; C. Stephen Layman, Letters to Doubting Thomas: A Case for the Existence of God, (Oxford University Press, 2006), pp. 110-111. [eBook]. Available at: https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/leicester/detail.action?docID=431039 [Accessed: 23rd July 2018].] 

Atheists and supporters of naturalistic arguments are unmoved by this evidence of created order because it implies an underlying assumption of the universe being designed with the purpose of life. This would point directly to a designer who has intelligently devised the world and created human life suffused with value and goodness, both of which are contentious issues for critics.[footnoteRef:29] The fine-tuning argument has been challenged by the anthropic principle and many-worlds hypothesis.  [29:  Garcia, p. 379.] 

The weak version of the anthropic principle surmises that the conditions and parameters encountered for fine-tuning are as such because they needed to be this way in order for its observers to exist and witness them. Its strong form states that the fundamental constants were established to ensure the inception of life and observers.[footnoteRef:30] The principle seeks to ‘defuse the mystery of existence’ by proposing that the features and constants have been demarcated ‘by the conditions necessary for our presence as observers’.[footnoteRef:31] Thus there should be no astonishment at the order observed or to attribute a creator entity. The weak argument does not attempt to delve into ascertaining the cause of such conditions or examine their basis. In a similar manner, the strong version introduces a contradiction in stipulating forthcoming outcomes as being capable of instigating primary conditions.[footnoteRef:32] In his counter-reply, Swinburne declares that even if the order found is only possible in the presence of observers, it is nevertheless astounding that order is found rather than disorder, and it still demands a coherent explanation. He utilises the madman and card-shuffling analogy to demonstrate the need for an explanation of the order being witnessed which appears far in excess of what is deemed requisite for existence.[footnoteRef:33]  [30:  Davis, pp. 141-142.]  [31:  Robert Le Poidevin, Arguing for Atheism: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, (Routledge, 1996), p. 55. [eBook]. Available at: http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/leicester/detail.action?docID=179408 [Accessed: 11th July 2018].]  [32:  Davis, p. 142.]  [33:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, pp. 66-67.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk520841831]Another method that aims to substantiate the fine-tuning of the universe without stipulating a creator is the many-world hypothesis. If there are an infinite number of universes, it is very likely that one of them should possess the required conditions and parameters conducive for producing life.[footnoteRef:34] Presently there is no reason to presuppose existence of any other universes, however even if numerous universes did exist, it would warrant assertion of an intelligent designer responsible for generating such ingenious constructions. Robin Collins provides the example of a simple bread-maker requiring competent design to function successfully to underpin the necessity for a creator to bring forth manifold universes.[footnoteRef:35] Furthermore, the ‘scientific value’ of the hypothesis is reduced as there is no means to prove existence of other universes through experimentation.[footnoteRef:36] Additionally, the argument is deemed less probable than theism due to its complexity and requirements of more objects to prove its premise.[footnoteRef:37] Swinburne, following the Ockham’s Razor principle[footnoteRef:38], claims it is much more comprehensible to attribute existence of life to God rather than theorise multiverses in order to account for one universe.[footnoteRef:39]  [34:  Meister, ‘Philosophy of religion’, p.119.]  [35:  Meister, Introducing Philosophy of Religion, p. 98.]  [36:  Davis, p. 144.]  [37:  Layman, p. 208.]  [38:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, p. 31.]  [39:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, p. 68.] 


Conclusion
The teleological argument identifies abounding order, intricate structure and awe-inspiring beauty in the world. It recognises the precision of laws of physics and nature that have been conducive to enable evolution, construction and development of the universe to the extent that is observed. These features and characteristics are compelling enough to presuppose a purpose and intent behind the production of such intelligible design and leads to the assertion of an intelligent designer who brings about creation. The marks of design inherent in the material universe and physical entities exhibit strong evidence for there to be a definitive cause rather than it having arisen through mere chance. The design argument offers convincing rational, empirical and scientific explanations for there being a directing agency in the form of God to determine, guide and sustain the world order. 
With growing interest of scientists towards the design argument and an unremitting increase in the evidence being gathered through the advancement of science, the case for postulating the existence of God through a rational process becomes stronger. Though there are numerous counter-arguments to refute the design argument, they do not provide persuasive or sound objections that can be regarded as more plausible or probable. Moreover, scientific and naturalistic explanations are inadequate to expound the cause of the universe since these very laws themselves require elucidation, and this explanation points towards God.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Clack and Clack, p. 26.] 

This leads to the conclusion that the teleological argument is justified in its claim of identifying design and purpose in the universe and assigning its cause to God. As Swinburne affirms, the complex orderliness of the world revealed through scientific processes ‘provides strong grounds for believing that there is an even deeper cause of that order’.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Swinburne, Is There A God?, p. 68.] 
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