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The Question “Who made God?” is a common response to the assertion that someone must have created life on earth.  Richard Dawkins says that a Creator, in order to make such a thing as the DNA, would have to be at least as wonderful as the DNA.  He goes on to argue that if we have to explain the origin of the DNA then we must explain the origin of God.

“You have to say something like ‘God was always there’, and if you allow yourself that sort of lazy way out, you might as well just say ‘DNA was always there’, or ‘Life was always there’ and be done with it.” (“The Blind Watchmaker, p141)

Discuss critically this point relating your discussion to the ‘Cosmological’ and ‘Design’ Arguments for the existence of God.

When Dawkins’ asserts that the argument ‘God was always there’ is a lazy way out, he is criticising the attempt of some theists to simply posit God as the explanation of areas of nature that are currently inexplicable to science – or at least where is some doubt as to their explanation.  It is no more credible to Dawkins’ to accept this god of the gaps, than to simply accept that life and the Universe is merely brute fact.  Nevertheless, though there are theists who have taken this lazy approach there are also many more who have given some very credible arguments from the nature of the universe to point to a purposeful mind lying behind it.  Even if this does not necessarily imply the God of the Judaic-Christian tradition, it does at least demonstrate that appeal to a deity, who needs no explanation, is a rational hypothesis.  This essay will respond to Dawkins’ point by considering two of the rational arguments that see an intelligent Creator’s hand in the Universe – the cosmological and teleological arguments.

The cosmological argument for the existence of God has been presented in many different forms.  Thomas Aquinas presents several versions of it in his five ways of proving God’s existence
.  The argument can however be summarised as follows: Since everything in the cosmos is contingent (caused) there must be some uncaused being which is the first cause of all that is contingent– this cause is God
.  Furthermore it is reasonable to say that God is not made by anything else, because it is part of the nature of God that he is not contingent – if it were not so then he would not be God. 

This argument however has been criticised in several ways:  Firstly even if everything in the Universe is contingent is does not imply that the Universe as a whole is.  It is conceivable that there is a cycle of causes forming a closed loop
 (or perhaps more accurately a web of causes folded over to form a sphere), which does not have any first cause.  From a scientific standpoint if the commonly accepted ‘big bang’ theory is true, then the universe may literally have come out of nothing.  That is it has been ejected from a singularity, which is not a thing in itself, but a boundary from which energy, matter, space and time can enter and leave in a manner, which is fundamentally unpredictable
.  It may also be logically consistent to say that there is an infinite series of universes, being formed and destroyed.  Such theories to explain the big bang itself are by definition speculative as no one can ever see beyond it to what was before.  Indeed even the legitimacy of the question “What was before?” is uncertain as time itself is created in the big bang so there may be no before.  Another objection to the cosmological argument is that it is not valid to assert that all events have a cause: the world of quantum mechanics demonstrates that at the quantum level events occur in an inherently random fashion, without a predictable cause or set of causes.

However, if because of the imperfections in the cosmological argument a non-contingent first cause is rejected, then the universe (or infinite series of universes) must be accepted as brute fact.
  The cosmos itself must fulfil the role of being non-contingent and take on the fundamentally inexplicable and eternal nature that is part of the normal definition of God.  This possibility cannot be excluded, but the dilemma this gives to the atheist scientist is that by removing the possibility of a God, because God does not submit to normal scientific process, he is left with a universe that has the same inexplicable property.  Thus atheistic scientists have to admit along with theists that fundamentally it is necessary to accept something that is self-explanatory:  For the theist this is God, for the atheist it is the cosmos, either choice requires a faith commitment.  The cosmological argument may not be a flawless proof of God’s existence but it does demonstrate that positing a divine first cause for the Universe is a rational option.

The teleological argument for the existence of God was also one of ‘Aquinas’ five ways’.  But it has found its most enduring form in the example of ‘Paley’s watch’. The argument presented by Paley was that if a person who had never seen a watch before were to find one on a beach he would not deduce that it was came to exist purely by chance but that an intelligent designer had made it.  Therefore since the universe, like the watch, exhibits a high degree of order and structure this implies an intelligent designer behind it.  It is this analogy that Dawkins is responding to in “The Blind Watchmaker”.   Science confirms the fine-tuning in the fundamental forces of nature, in order for a universe to be as ordered as this one - In particular the almost infinitesimal margins within which a universe can come to be which will be capable of developing and sustaining life.  The universe seems purpose-built to produce biological observers capable of reflecting on it. Such fine-tuning suggests the possibility of a creative mind behind the universe rather than blind chance.  Indeed if there were a designer who is the greatest conceivable being that can be imagined, the present universe should expect to have exactly the fine-tuning, complexity, order and purposefulness that is observed.
 

The common objection to this by David Hume (actually writing before Paley) and Dawkins is that the universe cannot appear any other way than to be designed, because if it were we could not be here to observe it.
  There may well have been billions of other universes, which could not produce life, which had no one to see, study and reflect upon them.  This is termed the weak anthropic principle.  The strong anthropic principle goes even further saying that unless there are observers to observe it there cannot be a universe to observe.  From a biological standpoint in this universe with billions of possible planets and billions of years even the highly improbable event of life beginning is considered by Dawkins to be feasible on at least one planet (though his figures are very vague).  This objection cannot be logically disproved, but neither is it able to disprove the existence of a designer.  The series of improbable events though not rationally impossible, are very much a speculative hypothesis, which cannot be submitted to empirical scientific investigation.  Hume also objected to the design argument on the basis that the universe is not very like a watch, and therefore, since the watch is a poor analogy no inference can be drawn from it about the design of the universe.
   Nevertheless we do clearly find a high degree of order and fine-tuning in the universe, and even if the analogy with a man-made object breaks down, it still begs some kind of explanation.  In particular the incredibly high degree of order found in living systems, which does not merely display complexity as in many natural systems, but also an apparent purposefulness.  Davies discussing this notes that even at the level of DNA, there seems to be some kind of meta-plan behind the development of living organisms, which has a global control over the local actions of cell differentiation.
  Biological processes even if they produce an overall increase in entropy do not explain what at the local level is driving a reduction of entropy by producing such a high degree of complexity in living organisms.  Even given that there may be natural, possibly holistic phenomena at work, which are still unknown to scientists, there still remains the question of why there is such order and particularly such purposefulness.  Dawkins noted that any Creator or Designer has to be at least as wonderful as DNA.  Further than that, it can be said that any Creator must be at least personal, since people are personal .  And perhaps it is this personal nature of humanity, which makes the intelligent designer that the theist posits, the most satisfying explanation, even if we have no external criteria to indicate that it is more or less plausible than a ‘brute fact’ universe.  A personal, if self-explanatory God, explains very easily the existence of personal beings, such as humans who can reflect upon the universe.  In a purely naturalistic interpretation, such personal beings are merely flukes, aberrations from the normal chaotic and impersonal nature of the cosmos, able to ask the question why, but unable to find any ultimate answer in existence.

To conclude, it has been noted that neither the cosmological nor the teleological arguments are watertight proofs of God’s existence.  Nevertheless, they do give a credible explanation for the existence of an ordered purposeful universe.  The alternative view of a universe that is just there requires at least as much speculative thinking beyond the boundaries of any empirical evidence and still leaves the scientist with unanswerable questions.  The theistic argument gives the scientist hope that the universe is itself intelligible and it therefore warrants his study.  At some level all scientists considering this issue go beyond the empirical data and speculate about the unknowable.  Such is the case for theistic and atheistic interpretations of the cosmos.  Either path can be followed by those whose thinking is lazy, and by those who have taken the time to find a more rational explanation for the universe.
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