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DOES THE PHILOSOPHER'S DESIGN ARGUMENT THAT GOD CLEARY DESIGNED THE UNIVERSE AND
US WORK?
The argument that God is not the universe but its maker and thus responsible for its design is an interesting one and has
been adored by many philosophers and laughed at by others. The notion that God had no maker but makes all things is what
is meant by calling God a necessary being.
ASSUMES A NECESSARY BEING
Norris Clarke argues that since all parts of the universe are necessary for the rest and everything depends on everything else
in the universe there must be a designer who is outside the universe for no part of the universe could be self-sufficient when
it is not the cause of the whole system. The designer is not part of the universe for he is self-sufficient and we know he
exists because only he could have made things that were not self-sufficient but which were able to exist and be orderly
(page 63, Handbook of Christian Apologetics). But the universe is made up of parts that can exist without the other parts. If
the whole universe ceased to exist and the sun alone was left there would be no problem. So all can be done here then is to
fall back on the necessary being argument. It is dishonest for Clarke to give a new argument that is inseparable from the
necessary being one as if there are two arguments and not one which makes the case for God look stronger.
DESIGNED WHAT - THE UNIVERSE OR ITS APPEARANCE?
Something that appears to be designed is either really designed or just seems to be. Or it is a mixture of both.
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All designed things might be just things that look designed but are not. But if you assume things need a design you will
hold that appearances need to be designed too. It takes more design to make it look like a mess is designed than it is to
simply just organise the mess. God makes it look like his fancy handiwork is not anybody’s handiwork and the universe is
getting more un-designed. It does not want us to know for sure if there is real design not just a lookalike design. Design
then means that if there is design it is cosmetic. It is a make-up job. Is that the kind of designer believers want? It would
mean that whatever the designer is, it is not a sensible rational God. The make-up could be a mask for incompetence so it is
not fit to be called a God at all.
IS THERE AN INTELLIGENT DESIGNER LIKE A GOD?
Some say:
We believe that it is obvious that the universe and living beings have been intelligently designed.
Atheists rationalise the design away. That is like seeing hearing the sound of your dog playing with his squeaky toy and
deciding that it was the wind. Take the evidence at face value. Rationalisations are dangerous for they blind you to the
obvious.

Nobody can make us in the laboratory. Nobody can make life. They can't even restore a plant to life that was alive moments
ago even though they have what they think is the raw materials.
The argument is less impressive when one realises that it only says the creation was designed but can only speculate
regarding who or what the designer was. Every explanation about the design one is going to sound strange so why favour
the strange explanation of God over the other possibilities?
To assume that an intelligence holds all things in existence does not mean that the intelligence that organises all things is
the same thing. Christians ridicule the pagan notion of gods that make all things. Whether there is a creator (maker out of
nothing) or there is only matter there could be beings like the pagan gods. A creator God would seem to be the only real
God. But if all there was was nature in a sense it would be the only God. So the argument for one God and no gods does not
work. A creator does not refute the notion of many gods.
To assume that an intelligence creates and then designs raises some questions. Does it tamper behind the scenes unnoticed?
Is it honest? Does it care about honesty?
The argument that the designer is God supposes that when anything has a use, it must have a divine designer. In other
words, they are saying, "The universe was designed by God to be useful for it is useful." They are assuming what they are

claiming to prove - its an argument in circles. If God is the designer and he wants us to believe then if we have to deploy
tricks like that to believe then he is not much of a designer.
And it is nonsense to say that a designer necessarily has to make only useful things. It could make something that is useless
in itself but which can still be put to use.
And what if there was more than one designer? Here is an example of an argument that highlights the problem:
The Mormon doctrine that the spirits, many of which are now human people, organised the universe is true. Mistakes were
made. We make mistakes even now in the flesh so why should it be any different if we leave the body and start working on
the universe? Intelligent design still goes on today. We design the universe by our thoughts.
We believe that we made the universe from materials that already existed. There was a lot of it which was why we made
such a big universe. We have some power to create - eg our choices. But perhaps we did not create the universe. If we did,
we created the universe to become living beings and to be material beings that overcome matter and take power to
benevolently rule. The more we support science and the more knowledge of science we gain and the more we take the
power it gives over nature the better.
If a creator made all things it does not follow that the creator needs much intelligence. It could be a very simple
intelligence. An intelligent computer can come in theory without a maker from a pile of plastic and metal but that does not
imply that intelligence is built into plastic and metal. The universe could be full of intelligence and still come from a
dullard creator. This being would be a creator perhaps and a sustainer. But not a designer.
Religion points to the difficulties in the scientific denial of intelligent design to manipulate people in the hope that they will
turn against it and stay against it. Yet when somebody notices the difficulties in intelligent design it says, "A thousand
difficulties does not make a doubt." What an example of bias and a double standard. There are difficulties in Einstein's
science and in natural selection just as there are in just about anything. It does not make them any less true. Unlike religion,
there is enough known to be sure that they are right despite the difficulties. And religion likes to arrogantly claim that all
things were organised and designed just to make human beings. As religion claims to make man realise and exercise his
true dignity it follows really that all that has happened is really about producing religious people.
The thought of an infinite spirit like God making all things is mad for it could only become them. Infinite means there is no
power that is not his and since he is his power it follows that all things are God. When a spirit becomes people and animals
to suffer how can you call that design when it would have been better off staying the way it was? It would only prove the
existence of a mad or defective designer if it had any merit.
The alleged proofs for God fail so we can’t be confident that the designer is God or a spirit. Some would reply that it is like
how you can be made of matter which is necessary to make you and anything you do is done by matter for you are matter.
So, in the same way the necessary being must be the designer for the designer is a part of it. But this designer is a part of
the necessary being while religion needs the designer to be all of that being. The Bible says that Yahweh made the world.
Those who deny that God is the creation say that if he made a designer to make all things, he is still the ultimate designer
for the designer gets all his abilities from him. Religion says that since the necessary being is intelligent and the maker of
the designer everything the latter has comes from the necessary being so the necessary being would have to be the real and
ultimate designer after all. But the flaw in this is assuming that the necessary being must be intelligent. It is just something
that enables everything to exist and doesn’t have to be intelligent for that. The necessary being could become all things and
the designer could have been made by pure chance and have made more designers who altogether made a great mess of the
design.
Religion says that the idea of the infinite spirit is a simpler explanation for the origin of all things than anything else for
spirit has no components but is like an infinite gas filling infinite space that you cannot see, smell, feel or hear and that has
no parts. But even if this is right it might not be entitled to be worshipped or know anything but just be like a program. And
how do you know that the natural law is not that spirit should make matter but that matter should transmute into spirit?
They are only guessing that it is a simple explanation.
Evil shows that the design argument does not prove God. Also, so does sincere error. Thoughts are caused by our past and
even when we will them they do not come just because they were willed but because the thought that attracts them was
forced on us so error is not needed to conserve free will. Most of our thoughts come automatically without our will. God
then could influence us by making better things come to our mind. Our subconscious forces thoughts on us anyway.
It would be simplest to believe that if God designed all things that he was imperfect in power for there is no way of proving
that God should allow evil for none of the excuses work. The design argument and the miracles argument are both

supposed to be evidences for God. Argument from design comes before argument from miracles for not all see miracles and
so it is stronger evidence. When it does not point to a perfect God, any miracle that fails to point must be dubious and is
anti-reason.
If the arguments for creation are wrong, design cannot be a miracle for there is no creator. So design proves that there are
no miracles for they are just strange events. Why would you believe miracles indicate God's existence if a tree, an amazing
thing, can exist and be so incredible and complex without the input of a God?
ANTHONY KENNY ON DESIGN
Kenny observes that the idea that God designed all things for a purpose cannot be proven because things can be designed
and still not be for a purpose. A machine can design but not for a purpose for it has no will (page 83, What is Faith?) and it
is possible for a machine to be developed by pure chance. So even if we prove a designer it is not the same as proving a
God that has a purpose for our lives and a being that has no purpose for our lives. A being with no purpose for our lives is
not a God and no religion can worship it for religion is about the purpose and meaning of life. The proofs for God cannot
lead to religion never mind God. The argument from design does not prove that God is good.
It is evil to argue that God has done his best with us and put us on the best world he could though we often get in the way to
prevent the best from happening for there could be other worlds in which the inhabitants are better than us and suffer far
more. The design idea is refusing to admit what is best for us for there is plenty God can do to give us a better and fairer lot
without interfering with free will.
Kenny agreed with Aristotle that it is greatly foolish to say that God has moral qualities for it is only communities that have
these and God is not a member of a community. For the same reason, God cannot be a subject of our politics. But the
fallacy in this is that morality is thought to be a social construct like politics and is not really about good and evil. If
morality is about goodness then God has to be moral though his behaviour will be different from ours for he has the power
to bring good out of evil and has a lot more tough decisions to make when he is boss of the world and sees all. God can kill
for a greater good and we can’t for we don’t see how to bring about that good and he can still be moral. There is no double
standard in this for it is exactly the same as the intelligent man’s morals being different from the dim man’s. There is only
one morality but it differs in its application as determined by ability and intelligence.
Some say there are so many planets and universes that as unlikely as it seems for life to grow and develop by chance to the
proportion it has here it could have happened (page 99, Doing Away with God?). There could have been infinite number of
big bangs before the one that led to this universe and at some stage life is bound to appear. This refutes the existence of God
because a sensible God would have given the design argument greater probability by just making the sun and the earth.
Good is a default for if there were absolutely nothing at all it would follow that at least it is good that there are no little
babies to suffer and die. Good is a default and independent of what exists or does not exist. Design should be about
showing that God is goodness but it cannot show that for goodness is goodness regardless of there being a God or not. God
may implement goodness but goodness is not his and goodness forces goodness in many ways on the universe or whatever
exists.
LAW OF ENTROPY
In nature, the law of entropy makes sure that flaws in design will happen. Worse the flaws are not really flaws but like a
blind experiment. Errors in design led to us coming about and considering how we will destroy all life one day that is an
error of huge magnitude. So really what we have is the result of countless blind experiments that look like design has
occurred when in fact it has not.
WORKS CONSULTED
A HISTORY OF GOD, Karen Armstrong, Mandarin, London, 1994
A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY, VOL 6, PART II, KANT, Frederick Copleston SJ, Doubleday/Image, New York, 1964
A PATH FROM ROME, Anthony Kenny Sidgwick & Jackson, London, 1985
A SUMMARY OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, Louis Berkhof, The Banner of Truth Trust, London, 1971
AN INTELLIGENT PERSONS GUIDE TO CATHOLICISM, Alban McCoy, Continuum, London and New York, 1997
AN INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS, John Hospers, Routledge, London, 1992
APOLOGETICS AND CATHOLIC DOCTRINE, Part 1, Most Rev M Sheehan DD, MH Gill, & Son, Dublin, 1954
APOLOGETICS FOR THE PULPIT, Aloysius Roche, Burns Oates & Washbourne LTD, London, 1950
AQUINAS, FC Copleston, Penguin Books, London, 1991
ARGUING WITH GOD, Hugh Sylvester, IVP, London, 1971
ASKING THEM QUESTIONS, Various, Oxford University Press, London, 1936

Created by free version of DocuFreezer

BELIEVING IN GOD, PJ McGrath, Wolfhound Press, Dublin, 1995
CONTROVERSY: THE HUMANIST CHRISTIAN ENCOUNTER, Hector Hawton, Pemberton Books, London, 1971
CRITIQUES OF GOD, Edited by Peter A Angeles, Prometheus Books, New York, 1995
DIALOGUES CONCERNING NATURAL RELIGION, David Hume, William Blackwood and Sons, Edinburgh and
London, 1907
DOES GOD EXIST? Brian Davies OP, Catholic Truth Society, London, 1982
DOES GOD EXIST? Herbert W Armstrong, Worldwide Church of God, Pasadena, California, 1972
DOING AWAY WITH GOD? Russell Stannard, Marshall Pickering, London, 1993
GOD AND PHILOSOPHY, Antony Flew, Hutchinson, London, 1966
GOD AND THE HUMAN CONDITION, F J Sheed, Sheed & Ward, London 1967
GOD AND THE NEW PHYSICS, Paul Davies, Penguin Books, London, 1990
GOD IS NOT GREAT, THE CASE AGAINST RELIGION, Christopher Hitchens, Atlantic Books, London, 2007
GOD THE PROBLEM, Gordon D Kaufman, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1973
HANDBOOK OF CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS, Peter Kreeft and Ronald Tacelli, Monarch, East Sussex, 1995
HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY, VOL 2, Frederick Copleston SJ Westminster, Maryland, Newman, 1962
HONEST TO GOD, John AT Robinson, SCM Press, London, 1963
IN DEFENCE OF THE FAITH, Dave Hunt, Harvest House, Eugene Oregon, 1996
IN SEARCH OF CERTAINTY, John Guest Regal Books, Ventura, California, 1983
JESUS HYPOTHESES, V. Messori, St Paul Publications, Slough, 1977
NEW CATHOLIC ENCYCLOPEDIA, The Catholic University of America and the McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
Washington, District of Columbia, 1967
ON THE TRUTH OF THE CATHOLIC FAITH, BOOK ONE, GOD, St Thomas Aquinas, Image Doubleday and Co, New
York, 1961
OXFORD DICTIONARY OF PHILOSOPHY, Simon Blackburn, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1996
PHILOSOPHY AND THE CHRISTIAN FAITH, Colin Brown, IVP, London, 1973
RADIO REPLIES, Vol 1, Frs Rumble and Carty, Radio Replies Press, St Paul, Minnesota, 1938
RADIO REPLIES, Vol 2, Frs Rumble and Carty, Radio Replies Press, St Paul, Minnesota, 1940
RADIO REPLIES, Vol 3, Frs Rumble and Carty, Radio Replies Press, St Paul, Minnesota, 1942
REASON AND RELIGION, Anthony Kenny, Basil Blackwell Ltd, Oxford, 1987
SALVIFICI DOLORIS, Pope John Paul II, Catholic Truth Society, London, 1984
TAKING LEAVE OF GOD, Don Cupitt, SCM Press, London, 1980
THE CASE AGAINST GOD, Gerald Priestland, Collins, Fount Paperbacks, London, 1984
THE CONCEPT OF GOD, Ronald H Nash, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1983
THE HONEST TO GOD DEBATE Edited by David L Edwards, Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1963
THE KINDNESS OF GOD, EJ Cuskelly MSC, Mercier Press, Cork, 1965
THE PUZZLE OF GOD, Peter Vardy, Collins, London, 1990
THE REALITY OF GOD AND THE PROBLEM OF EVIL, Brian Davies, Continuum, London-New York, 2006
THE RECONSTRUCTION OF BELIEF, Charles Gore DD, John Murray, London, 1930
THE TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY, WH Turton, Wells Gardner, Darton & Co Ltd, London, 1905
UNBLIND FAITH, Michael J Langford, SCM, London, 1982
WHAT IS FAITH? Anthony Kenny, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1992
WHY DOES GOD? Domenico Grasso, St Paul, Bucks, 1970

