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Abstract
It is a common assumption that biological organisimgear as though they were designed. Prior tD#neinian

revolution, the order of biological organisms wégo taken as a sign of their divine Creator. il commonly
argued that Darwinian evolutionary theory as a gexjglanation for the adaptive complexity of biolagyeals this
appearance to be merely an illusion. However, ¢emephilosophical discussion several defenseseo€dompatibility
of divine design and Darwinian evolution have eredrgrhese defenses argue that not only are diwsiga and
evolution compatible, but even that biological angans can continue to function as pointers to theatr even in a
Darwinian cosmos. This article explores and exteéhdse recent arguments. | analyze four differrategies for
arguing that the wisdom of the Creator is apparehtological organisms. The basic underlying agstiom is that the

products of some larger whole can reflect the naflity and designedness of that whole.

Introduction: The Idea of Biological Design

In hisNatural Theology(1802), William Paley argued that when we recogiie divine origins of
the biological complexity that surrounds us, “therld from thenceforth becomes a temple, and life
itself one continued act of adoration. The chamsg®oi less than this, that whereas formerly God
was seldom in our thoughts, we can now scarcely lggon anything without perceiving its relation
to him. Every organized natural body, in the prmns which it contains for its sustentation and
propagation, testified a care on the part of thea@r expressly directed to these purpdsda

Paley’s vision of the world, biology becomes a kifidacred science. The world is a temple and
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biological organisms are the icons in it, throughck the wisdom of the Creator can be indirectly
perceived.

At least on the surface level, it seems that Palagderstanding of biological design
arguments is made obsolete by evolutionary biolBgyey’'sNatural Theologywas familiar to
Charles Darwin, who had read and loved the bodadly as a student in Cambridge. But later
Darwin would come to reject Paley’s arguments. famaous passage in his autobiography, Darwin
wrote that “the old argument of design in natusegi@en by Paley, which formerly seemed to me
so conclusive, falls, now that the law of natuedestion has been discovered. We can no longer
argue that, for instance, the beautiful hinge bivalve shell must have been made by an intelligent
being, like the hinge of a door by a nianMichael Ruse notes that Darwinian evolutionarydiiy
does in a way continue the legacy of Paley, sinakso acknowledges the reality of biological
“teleology” or “teleolonomy”: biological organisnase full of amazing adaptive complexity that
needs to be explained somehow. However, ratherekplaining the appearance of teleology by
reference to a Creator, Darwinian evolutionary gyl explains adaptive complexity as the result of
the law of natural selection working on accidertt@keditary mutation$.

This has formed the basis for the rejection ofappearance of design in biology as an
illusion. For example, Richard Dawkins argues atwinian evolutionary theory shows that the
apparent of design emerges without the need folCxragitor* Many theistic evolutionists have
agreed that though a theological and philosopluehéf in the createdness of nature remains
possible with evolution, it is now difficult for us see the order of biological organisms as a
pointer to God. For Francisco Ayala, this is evdnlessing, since attributing the order of the
organisms to the design of the Creator would alakenthe Creator responsible for the poorly
designed features of biological organisms. Darwgiftsto religion is to show how the order of
biology can be explained without the Creator’srirgation®

Clearly, theistic evolutionists cannot argue thgamisms are designed in the same way as
human craftsmen make door hinges. To be fair, Rahagelf also would not have thought that God
created the organisms in precisely the same waymsns design things. For all his faults, it is
clear from hidNatural Theology thaPaley also believed in God’s transcendence. Bug thaes
seem to be a tension between Paleyan design ar¢gaiarehevolutionary biology, because Paley
formulated his argument in competition with natueplanations. In hislatural TheologyPaley
seems to regard the lack of natural explanationbitdogical complexity as an important merit of
his design argume#fitSo in this respect the emergence of a plausililealéstic explanation for
life’s adaptive complexity is certainly relevant #@aley’s argument. It is also relevant for critregi
ID’s arguments, which are typically formulated ampetition against naturalistic explanatidns.

However, in recent discussion the possibility thiatogy could still point to the Creator even
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in an evolutionary cosmos has been defended byagMalosophers, such as Alvin Plantinga, Del
Ratzsch and Mats Wahlberg. Their arguments foctmepatibility of design are philosophical, and
are not meant to challenge evolutionary biologye phrpose of this article is to explore these
arguments that there could still be a more sulbstiadirect sense in which biological organisms are
designed, and point to the Creator even in an éoolary cosmos.

The argument is also related to the theistic argurftem beauty: theists often feel that the
existence of God can make sense of the beautytafena order, such as that seen in rainbows and
snowflakes. If such phenomena can be at least exdknce for theism despite our ability to
explain them as a result of the laws of physiosnth seems intuitively possible that the phenomena
of life could also be such evidence. Charles Kieg$amously wrote: “we knew of old that God
was so wise that he could make all things: but liklte is so much wiser than that, that he can
make all things make themselvésks Wahlberg writes on this: “If it takes more wisd to create
through an evolutionary process than by hands-esmgdeand if structures created by hand-on-
design by humans are expressive of human inteninagidgence, why could not structures created
by God in that more wisdom-demanding way reflegirdi intent and intelligence?The main
guestion of the paper is: might design as a pototgards the Creator be coherently reconciled with
evolutionary biology?

The question is separate from the overall compayilaif evolution and creation. In my view,
this has already been firmly established in theltdgy and science literature. For example, it is
clearly possible to argue that the Creator hasiblj directed the evolutionary process, such as
through directing mutations by working on the quamievel° Theistic evolutionists can combine
belief in design and evolution in a theology ofurat In this way, it is possible to argue that
biological complexity is not itself a sign or evide of the Creator, but that theists can believe fo
some other reason (for example, based on the Bildariptures) that God has directed evolution in
a way that is invisible to us. Within theistic natl theology, a typical way of defending design
arguments has been to shift the level of discoawssy from biology to the preconditions of
biology. One can argue that evolution does notestite problem of design completely, but simply
pushes it back to the laws of nature. So, theatsstill argue that the data of fine-tuning and the
rationality of the cosmos, for example, make bet&srse on a theistic perspective than on the
atheistic one. Or theists might argue that evotutieerall displays some direction towards
increased complexity and intelligence, and thishiigake more sense on the theistic perspective.
But these proposals are not under consideraticgr ham interested in the idea that the order of
biological organisms itself might still function asme kind of pointer to the divine reality even in
an evolutionary cosmds.

So, the question is if we can have evidence oCieator through biological organisms, rather



than simply believing in the Creator’s involvembatause of our other theological views.
Naturally, within theistic evolutionism any integtation of biological adaptive complexity as a
pointer towards the Creator will have to be unaerdtas a philosophical or theological
interpretation, rather than a scientific viewpoifheistic evolutionists generally accept some form
of methodological naturalism, and do not wish t&eim design as an explanation into the natural
sciences, or to argue that the Creator must hagevemed in the evolutionary process. So, the
challenge for these theistic evolutionists is atstormulate their belief in biological design in a
way that does not violate methodological naturaliand so does not become a form of Intelligent
Design or “scientific creationism”.

How then might biology still manifest the Creatoran evolutionary cosmos? In this paper, |
will consider two main strategies for answering gjuestion: (1) the defense of design as a
perceptually based belief, instead of an argunsert,(2) the modification of biological design
arguments using the strategy of shifting the l@fexplanation. | will then consider the relevance
of the fine-tuning required by evolution, also slmgvhow some of the ID movement’s arguments
might be turned around to support a form of theistiolution instead. | will mostly leave aside the
consideration of other objections to the desiguirgnt which are independent of the Darwinian
objection??

The two strategies for defending the compatibitifyevolution and manifest design do not
necessarily need to be opposed: it is often the tteet we can support a perceptually based belief
with further arguments, and relating such belief®ar broader knowledge is useful. Actually, all
the thinkers under consideration here agree thsigaebeliefs are intuitive for humans. In the
discourse on natural theology, it is often alsouatgthat the many of the arguments of natural
theology develop certain human intuitions aboutwlogld into arguments, and thus help expand
and evaluate the basis of our intuitive belféfhe credibility of our commonsense beliefs can
often be tested by reflective thinking. So, evebdlief in design gains sonpeima faciecredibility
from being akin to a perception, it does not folltvat the strength of our beliefs in design could
not be influenced by arguments. Our beliefs codarmtivated by a mixture of inferential and non-
inferential support, rather than having to choosieee one as the exclusive method of reasoning.
Intuitively accepted beliefs can gain or lose suppased on what further research and analytic
arguments show about the same iséu€his means that both supporters and critics ofgdes
arguments can find value in studying and discusdagign arguments, even if they accept the idea
that the design intuition granfwima facie plausibility to design. Supporters can argue that
reliability of this intuition can be further supped by arguments, while critics can attempt to show
the unreliability of the initial perception of dgsiwith further evidence.



“Design Discourse” Instead of Design Arguments

The first strategy for combining evolution and dgswhich | will consider is based on the idea that
design can be manifest in biological organisms euthrequiring the defense of a design argument.
Already Thomas Reid (1710-96) argued that beliefasign is based on a non-inferential capacity
to detect design that all humans have and thaigsgired to detect even the intelligence of other
humans. Just as we perceive that other humansnhiards, and that human artifacts are
purposefully created, so too we also perceivettieae is a Creator of nature. According to Reid,
design arguments can act to reinforce the religtoli this initial perception, but such arguments a
not necessary for beliéf.In the recent discussion, Alvin Plantinga, Del/ah, Mats Wahlberg

and John Mullen and Mats Wahlberg have followediRegeneral line of argument, and have
claimed in different ways that belief in the designess of biology can be based simply on the
human perception of biology as designed, withogtiming further argument. Usually, perceptually
based beliefs such as “I see a tree outside of mgow” are believed to be true without argument,
as long as we do not have other reasons to distraiseliability of our faculties. These thinkers
argue that we are similarly prima facie rationalrtest our cognitive faculties when these faculties
tell us that biology is designed. | will concengrétere particularly on Plantinga’s statement af thi
strategy.

Plantinga is supportive of the Intelligent Desigav@ment’s arguments, and is not fully
convinced of the truth of evolutionary explanatioNsvertheless, as a philosophical point,
Plantinga does not believe that even the succesgadditionary biology should threaten belief in
biological design. This is because for Plantingdigh in design is not based on arguments, but
rather on the normal functioning of our cognitiaetlties. When we perceive the nature of
biological systems, the belief that these systemasiasigned simply seems to spontaneously arise
in us. Just as we normally trust in the deliveranmfeour memory, perception, logical intuitions and
so, we should also normally trust in our capabiiityletect desigtf. In Plantinga’s epistemology,
we are justified in accepting the beliefs formedoloy faculties, if we do not encounter a strong
enough reason to disbelieve them. Such belieffoamed without arguments, and are called “basic
beliefs” in Plantinga’s terminology. The reasongit@ up such beliefs are called “defeaters”. So,
in order to show that we can justifiably see biatagjorganisms as designed, this strategy simply
requires us to show that (1) the normal functiorehgur cognitive faculties seems to produce
belief in the createdness of biology, and (2) tiate of the proposed defeaters for this beliefhsuc
as Darwinian evolution, actually refute design.

Related to the first point, it is not difficult fond prominent thinkers claiming that biology



appears to be designed. The Duke of Argyll’s actofia conversation with Darwin is famous:

“In the course of that conversation | said to Marin, with reference to some of his own remarkable
works on therertilisation of Orchidsand uporThe Earthwormsand various other observations he made
of the wonderful contrivances for certain purpasesature — | said it was impossible to look atsthe
without seeing that they were the effect and th@ession of Mind. | shall never forget Mr. Darwin’s
answer. He looked at me very hard and said, "Wedlt often comes over me with overwhelming force;

but at other times’, and he shook his head vagaelying, ‘it seems to go away®

In many account, the feeling that biology is desijis described as having a “force like that of
sensation”, to use David Hume’s phrase inDle@ogues!® Mats Wahlberg notes that in such texts,
the observer of nature is described in passivegewith the perception that nature is designed
coming from the outside, overwhelming the obsef¥€ollowing work in the cognitive sciences of
religion, it has recently been often argued than&dpased explanations are natural to us humans in
the sense that they accord with our natural cogntendencies, and so are easy for us to accept.
Some even argue that children are ‘intuitive tiséigiven adults appear to have the same intuitive
tendency to explain things by reference to purpéses

These results seem to support the idea that “déisigking may be natural to our sorts of
intellects”, as Del Ratzsch putg#tBut others have used the results of the cognsiivences of
religion to it has been argued that (1) the desigtection mechanisms have evolved to be useful
for detecting human agents, so we cannot assuneaehability regarding non-human agents, (2) it
might be evolutionary useful for the mechanismetedt agents hyperactively; it might have even
aided the survival of the species to believe tloatexistent supernatural agents exist. There has
been much discussion of these and other criticqaressjt is my opinion that good answers to these
“debunking arguments” exist.

For example, regarding the first critique, it iaydible to assume that a cognitive mechanism
can also be useful and truth-tracking outside efahginal context in which it evolved. Thus
though the human capacity to detect agents hamalligevolved in a context where detecting the
operation of other human agents and predators a@snount, it could in principle also be able to
detect the existence of extraterrestrial agentseifvere to meet any. And if supernatural agents
sometimes act in a way that is in somehow analogmhsman agents, then it seems reasonable to
assume that we could also detect supernatural sffdaurthermore, defenders of the reliability of
detecting design can argue that the hypothetiG@h@gdetection device seems reliable in most
cases, so without further reason to doubt itsbigig we should also begin by assuming its
reliability in the case of nature’s order, or & tery least not wholly dismiss its testimony as

evidence of a Creatét.



One does not need to accept the entire Reidiateepitogical approach to grant that we
indeed do have many justified beliefs that are fwithout arguments, simply on the basis of the
normal functioning of our faculties or “common serig-or example, evidentialists like Richard
Swinburne and Trent Dougherty also have much goaay about trusting in the general reliability
of our common sense. Without such a trust, itfigcdit for any discussion, including scientific
discourse, to get started at Zllf we do have a design detection module, as i#gubs some
research in the cognitive sciences of religionntiieloes seem rational to begin by assuming its
reliability, until we gain evidence against it. Bag with other commonsense beliefs, it should
indeed also be possible to disprove intuitions abalogical design. In addition to the results of
the cognitive sciences of religion, proponentshig perceptual approach must also show that
Darwinian evolution does not provide a defeatettherperceptual belief.

Is evolution then a defeater for design beliefsfehitieis important to note, following
Wabhlberg, two different senses in which evolutionld be such a defeatérFirst (1), it could be
argued that there is a contradiction between ewol@nd design, such that both cannot be true at
the same time. Against such critiques, Plantinghtha other defenders of design as a perceptual
belief can appeal to all the common defenses otdnepatibility of evolution and creation; there
appear to be many ways in which the Creator coale:lused an evolutionary process to create life.
For example, the Creator could have set up natutieei beginning in such a way that evolution
would occur, or the Creator could have invisiblgedied the course of evolution. The second
critique (2) is the more difficult one: evolutioould be argued to make design as an explanation
unnecessary for the features of biology. Accordmthis critique, though evolution does not falsify
the existence of the Creator or his involvemennauebiology, evolution does falsify the idea that
biology is somehow expressive of the Cre&or.

Plantinga’s own responses to evolution as a defeateentrate on showing that evolution is
compatible with design. He argues that the ungundssl of evolution is not a part of evolutionary
biology itself, but rather merely a metaphysicaéipretation of evolution. Evolutionary science
itself does not rule out the possibility that manytations in the history of life could have been
divinely guided, and so it is in principle compé#ilivith design. So, evolution does not show that
design is falsé? But this response leaves evolution intact as aalef in the second, weaker sense.
The intuitive belief in design arises in Plantirgdesign discourse as a response to certain feature
of organisms, such as their adaptive complexitye&ims that at least part of the intuition is that
these organisms cannot be explained without deHligmolutionary biology shows that these
features are plausibly explained without any needritelligent guidance, is this truly not at all
relevant to how well grounded these believer ssdd@ut design are? It seems to me that to defend
the rationality of this design discourse, it is e to go beyond the mere in principle compatipilit
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of evolution and design to showing how evolutiop@l®ds on design. It is needed to show that
design and evolution function somehow on diffeterels of explanation, so that evolution does
not eliminate the grounds of the design percepBut.before discussing this issue further, | need t

also introduce the discussion over biological desigtection as an argument, not just a perception.

Design and Levels of Explanation

The broad compatibility of design and natural cause given in the history of design arguments.
Plato’s demiurge, for example, created by usingenatexisting properties, not out of nothing or
contrary to laws of nature. For the death of Ses;a@®lato saw several causes. While the poison
drank by Socrates was the material cause of hihdiéavould have been an error to see only this
side of the issue. Instead, the political situabbAthens and the plans and purposes of both
Socrates and his opponents were also importardtt Ror Plato, material and teleological
explanation were thus complementary levels of exadlan. On this model, a design argument is
not necessarily in conflict with material explawas>° Similarly, Thomas Aquinas separated
between primary and secondary causes, arguingstbchibften works in nature through secondary
causes! In the human context, we might think that an aeattiis still responsible for the overall
structure of the house she designed, even if thstaation work is done by others.

Nevertheless, biological design arguments haverstly been usually formulated in
competition with natural explanations. Though theme several different formulations of the
argument, typically they proceed roughly in thddaing manner. First, some property is identified
as a marker of intelligent design based on our experience of that property and our
understanding of its nature. For example, teleokgihe purposeful arrangement of parts and
functional information can be argued to be suchkerarof design, properties for which design is a
particularly good explanation. Second, it is argtheat biological organisms are full of such
properties. Third, it is argued that there are malible natural explanations for these propertfes o
organisms, and so design is the most credible eaptan of some features of biological organisms.
However, if we accept the success of Darwinianiahary explanations for biological teleology,
this poses a challenge to these design argumdmseTarguments occupy the same explanatory
space as evolution, so that design and evolutination as competing explanations for the same
data. Evolution also functions as a defeater ferdlaim that the apparent teleology of organisms
requires design to produce. How then might we nyddiiblogical design arguments to defuse this
conflict with evolution®?

Clues might perhaps be gleaned from the discussiencosmological fine-tuning
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arguments, in which it is claimed that the laws)stants and conditions of the cosmos are fine-
tuned for allowing the existence of complex lifelatientific discovery. Life and its evolution
require the fulfilment of many highly demanding ddions. | take the basic idea that fine-tuning
exists to be fairly uncontroversial, as it is ackifexdged by scientists with highly varying
worldviews2? The explanation of fine-tuning is more controvaksMany argue that if there were
an enormous amount of universes with varying cartstand laws of nature, then it would be
credible that some of the universes would havethestight kind of laws to allow for the existence
of complex life even without God. Defenders of time-tuning argument have made several
different responses to the problem, but the oneitiberests me here is the argument that the
multiverse hypothesis does not actually solve tioblpem, but merely pushes it back. For example,
Robin Collins argues that proposed multiverse hypses require precisely fine-tuned laws of
nature to generate the universes and their varnyatgral constants. So, the multiverse hypothesis
does not explain the existence of the fine-tunaqguired for a multiverse capable of generating
life-supporting conditions. But this means that gineunds for the fine-tuning argument rem#in.

Ratzsch and Koperski have called this kind of dedenf design arguments “level-shifting”,
identifying both plausible and implausible exampdétevel-shifting. On the one hand, suppose that
an elderly uncle dies in suspicious circumstanaed,relatives suspect the niece killed the uncle.
Police investigations, however, reveal a naturakedor the death: the uncle’s medication was
mixed up. The relatives can plausible claim thatrilece killed the uncle by mixing up his
medication, thus moving their design-explanatioroop level. Here the natural explanation does
not eliminate the evidence for design. On the ottaerd, suppose that crop circles (which some
UFO enthusiasts suppose are produced by alienpy@aven with video evidence to be made by
humans. An UFO enthusiast could respond to thesradtive explanation by claiming that the aliens
must be mind controlling the humans. However, terel-shifting is clearly implausible, and the
hypothesis of aliens has become unnecessary feairiy the datd® The central factor separating
plausible and implausible level-shifting in thesamples seems to be whether the natural
explanation eliminates the reason why the desigotingsis was made in the first place.

David Glass uses the concept of “explaining awaydéscribe this kind of elimination.
Whether something can be explained away dependsx@nhave access to a well-established
hypothesis that can explain all of the evidenceGlass notes, “in most cases design is compatible
with the alternative explanation, but if this is sdy not accept both design and the alternative
explanation? The obvious answer is that there isasal to infer two explanations when one will
do. When | learn that my children were playinghe study, the hypothesis that there has been a
burglary becomes redundant as an explanation éouttidiness. In general, however, there is a
question as to when one explanation is good entuginder the other redunddrif. Applied to the
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guestion of design in biology, the question is: ®egplaining biological adaptive complexity by
reference to natural evolutionary mechanisms leayegrounds for design as an explanation, or is
the evidence of design explained away? If groundsiésign-based explanations remain, then a
design argument can work without gaps. If alteneaéxplanations more plausibly explain away the
data that were originally the basis of the desiguaent, then no good grounds for such a gapless
design argument remain.

Ratzsch makes many further analogies that arediepthis point. For example, Ratzsch
asks us to image that we found the text of Joh@ @ritten on the surface of the moon. This would
be powerful evidence of design, even in the absehaay “gaps” or counterflow in nature’s
processes. Even supposing that we were able taiaxple text as an event caused by meteor
strikes, and were able to trace its origin bactheoBig Bang, it seems that this would still not
eliminate the evidence of design. Rather, it waitdply push back the problem. In this case, it
seems that natural explanations and design siropistibn on different explanatory levels.

Based on Ratzsch’s analogy, one could argue thifitlding the physical causes responsible
for the formation of living organisms, and beindeato trace these back to the Big Bang, would
nevertheless not necessarily eliminate the evidehdesign that living being exhibit. On this
understanding, evolution does not need to elimiaatgence of biological desigh.

Ratzsch also asks us to consider the possibiligyfafly automated factory producing VCRs
(video cassette recorders). In this case one @iuéda complete causal account of the production
and physical properties of the VCR’s from the atifactory state. On the level of a physical
science studying the processes of the factoryetiveuld be no absolute need to refer to designers.
But as Ratzsch points out, “we’d still feel thatrexthing was missing — that there was something
about the factory itself, perhaps implicit in tlggvens” that demanded special explanatiéh.
Explaining the VCR’s production in terms of thepgedies of the factory would leave something
unexplained that we would still have to explairotigh design. If the properties of the factory itsel
are designed, then this designedness “is not deicajpsal irrelevance, given that without that
factory’s designedness the [products] would fathito exist and to have key physical properties
they in fact havé *

Just as the properties of the factory are notawaait for explaining the properties of the
VCR’s, so also it seems that the properties ofalws of nature are not irrelevant to explaining the
properties of biological organisms. The rationatifyhe factory and so the design behind this
rationality is also visible in the VCR’s, even tlgbuno interventions into the processes of the
factory were made. In the same way, the rationalityhe Creator could be visible in biological
organisms, even if the Creator works through ndpnacesses.

One central objection to this type of argument comamediately to mind: in the case of the
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text of John 3:16, nobody would claim that physittme could explain this rational pattern.

Though physics could trace the causes of the palysattern back to the Big Bang, this would still
leave the origin of the semantic content of thegoatcompletely unexplained. However, the case is
claimed to be different in biology. Evolutionaryhlngy also attempts to explain the rationality of
organisms as the result of chance mutations andalaelection, which cause adaptation to the
environment. So, unlike in the case of physics)udianary biology attempts to explain just the
features which are also the grounds of the trathfidesign arguments. Furthermore, in some
understandings of evolution, what happens in eiaius highly contingent, rather than being
determined by the preconditions of the processchvhlso makes evolution different from
Ratzsch’s analogié$ Importantly, even after these critiques, the bpsiat of the analogy remains
sound: the products of a larger whole can refleetdesignedness of that whole. However, to
defend the claim that the biological organismsunworld can also reflect the designedness of that
whole, it needs to be shown that in some sensdyt@wo pushes the problem of the origin of
biological forms back to the laws of nature. Evimaotalso must not demonstrate that teleology can

emerge without a designer.

Biological Design, the Extended Synthesis and Intejent

Design

As noted, for defending the reliability of the dgsiperception it needs to be argued that life nan i
some way make manifest the properties of its Creat@n if there is no need to refer to a Creator
when explaining the proximate causes of biologeder. And to defend biological design
arguments through level-shifting, it must be argthed evolution does not defeat the link between
teleology and design. The problem is the same th tases, and responding to it is challenging,
because evolutionary mechanisms have typically pesited to explain the order of life as a
contingent result of the operation of natural ssb&cworking on random hereditary mutations.
However, it seems to me that recent developmeatsicplarly the recognition of the fine-tuning
required by evolution, provides grounds for argutimat the mechanism of mutation and selection
indeed does not explain the evidence of desigrealout only in conjunction with the fine-tuned
natural laws. As Christian de Duve pointed outadty in 1984, evolutionary “chance did not
operate in a vacuum. It operated in a universe m@eeby orderly laws and made of matter
endowed with specific properties. These laws aopgrties are the constraints that shape the
evolutionary roulette and restrict the numbers thedén turn ug.*?
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As stated, | take the general idea of fine-tunmbe fairly uncontroversial. The extent to
which the course of evolution is actually predeteed in the laws of nature is a more controversial
matter. Some argue for a high degree of directtimers for less. For example, paleontologist
Simon Conway Morris argues that the phenomenommyergence in particular reveals the lawlike
nature of evolution, though there remains much rémmfreedom and contingency in the process.
Conway Morris argues that the evidence pointshe @xistence of something analogous to
‘attractors’, by which evolutionary trajectoriegarthanneled towards stable nodes of
functionality” ** The phenomenon of convergent evolution, wherelairféatures evolve in many
separated lineages, seems to show that evoluti@atedly keeps finding the same solutions.
According to Conway Morris, it is plausible thaéthossible biological forms, and so also the form
of the tree of life, are to some degree determingde laws of naturé&’

The significance of this for defending biologicasiyn is that if Conway Morris and others
are correct, then evolution itself depends on tloadber laws of nature. As Nicole Hoggard Creegan
puts the point, “While teleology strained agaimg grammar of natural selection alone, it is not at
all a foreign or difficult concept in the light obnvergencegvo devpand epigenetics'® Consider
again Dawkins” idea that evolution shows the amrear of design in biology to be merely an
illusion. According to Dawkins, Darwinian evolutidanctions as a “consciousness-raiser” which
shows that teleology can be reduced to materiagsses, and that we should not trust our
intuitions about design in nature. He argues thatéep understanding of Darwinism teaches us to
be wary of the easy assumption that design istheadternative to chance, and teaches us to seek
out graded ramps of slowly increasing complexity. After Darwin, we should feel, deep in our
bones, suspicious of the very idea of desitfrDawkins argues that since Darwinism shows that
reductionistic explanations for teleology are pblssiit provides grounds for the reduction of all
teleology to non-intentional material causes. Tigne point where 1D proponent Phillip Johnson
agrees with Dawkins — according to Johnson, Dasminends credence to such reductionism, and
thus includes a way of thought which is contradigteith cosmic design arguments as wll.

But why should Darwinian evolutionary biology shtivat our hypothetical agency detection
device is in error in the case of biology? It sedinas evolutionary biology can only show that we
are in error if no design is actually required tfoe emergence of biological complexity. But
following the analogy of the factory, it is posglib believe that while no teleology is required on
the level of proximate biological explanations, lenion itself ultimately depends on teleology built
into the universe. If this is true, then the Danamprocess does not work without teleology. Jast a
the designedness of an automated factory is redewant to the production of its products, the
designedness of the universe is not irrelevarttegtoduction of organisms. So Darwinian

evolution itself cannot prove that biology does regjuire design. To prove this, we would have to
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prove that the laws of nature do not require agiesi But this argument is outside biology. Rather,
we need other grounds for rejecting the desigritintu

For this kind of argument to work, the wider tetegp} of the cosmos must be highly important
for the possibility of evolution. As an elaboratiohthis point, and also since my theme is salvagin
biological design arguments”, it is also interegtia return to the critique of evolutionary
explanations by the ID movement. In my view, manitgues of evolutionary biology seem to
show at least ways in which the process of evatutiould have failed to work. In this way they can
be turned around to work instead as argumentstr@ttion requires fine-tuning. Take as an
example Michael J. Behe's argument from irredudibl@plexity. The argument is that certain
systems cannot be plausibly derived in a stepvaiskion, if we want to satisfy the condition that
each evolutionary step along the way must be baag&for survival. Evolution through non-
beneficial steps would not be aided by naturalcsiele, and so would be too improbable. With his
argument, Behe is attempting to answer Darwin’dlehge, as set out in tl@rigin of Species “If
it could be demonstrated that any complex orgasteatj which could not possibly have been
formed by numerous, successive, slight modificationy theory would absolutely break down. But
| can find out no such cas&'lf some complex biological organ could not be dewped through
such small, useful steps, then Behe argues thaitenmary theory’s claim to explain life’s order
would be jeopardizetf.

Many different lines of critique have been madeirmgjdhe argument, against Behe's
definitions and against his evaluations of theditere. For my purposes, it is not necessary to go
into these complications here. What is interesisifpat most of Behe’s critics have admitted that
many biochemical machines indeed do require a mimramount of parts in order to work. So
they could not have generally evolved from simplercursors fulfilling the same function.
However, it is argued that the precursors coulcet®ad different functions. For example, a system
that is not a biological motor could have startatias a secretory system The evolutionary history
of Behe’s irreducibly complex systems, such adteterial flagellum, could be very complex, with
similar parts serving in many slightly differentssgms with different functions over tim.

However, what is typically overlooked is that Beligo considers this option himself and
gives reasons for rejecting it. Behe states alréa@®arwin’s Black Boxthat “an evolutionary story
for the cilium must envision a circuitous routerhmgps adapting parts that were originally used for
other purposes®! Just as his critics, Behe argues in favour of dpison by referring to homology:
proteins similar to the parts of the motor are usetklls to serve other functions. Behe speculates
that perhaps the building of the motor could prddeg adapting these parts first into some simple
system serving an unknown function, and then adtdu parts until we come to the ciliar motér.

So, Behe's scenario is very much like the co-opamyuments used by many of his critics.



14

However, he rejects the co-option argument basdtiefunctional requirements of proteins for a
specific machine. He argues that a protein semirgggiven irreducibly complex machine has to be
fitted to the other proteins required in that maehiattaching itself automatically only to those
proteins, and not to any othéfBecause a machine is composed of many proteihfialva to

form a seamless whole, the requirements for pretaia, according to Behe, quite strict. The prior
functions of the parts make them poorly fittingserve in the new systetfiBehe concludes that
“analogous parts playing other roles in other systeannot relieve the irreducible complexity of
the new system; the focus simply shifts from ‘makithe components to ‘modifying’ then?”

Behe’s argument is that it is implausible to thimkt precisely the same parts could have a
function in several different systems, even ihitsnologues can indeed do so. This argument for
the high functional specificity required of proteihas been developed further by ID proponents
Douglas Axe and Ann Gauger, who have argued tleaétis a great rarity of functional forms, and
it is difficult to find functional evolutionary phatvays between modern homologie# response
to Axe and Gauger, it has been argued that thidurésto find functional intermediates between
modern proteins does not demonstrate that no sundhtidnal intermediates existed between the
ancestral proteins and modern-day proteins. Peruagsstral proteins were less specific to
particular tasks, and were more evolvable than mopieteins. This would explain the homologies
of present-day proteirs.

Gauger has admitted that this type of evolutioriingss landscape is conceivable, though
she does not believe it actually exists. But whanieresting here is that Gauger also arguestibat
existence of such a chain of functional intermexsian the fithess landscape would also be
evidence of design: “unless someone paved a highovilt. Whitney that went uphill every step of
the way, Darwin’s engine would never get out of théalley. But a paved highway isn’t evolution,
it's design.®®

Here these ID thinking come close to admittinggbssibility of theistic evolutionism. To
answer ID’s critiques of evolutionary biology, weshargue that there serendipitously exists a
series of functional forms in morphological spaleis series must allow for the move from
functional system to functional system, so thatrdguirements of evolution are met. The fithess
landscape must be fine-tuned in a way that all@vgérts of one system to be transformed into
parts of a new system. The facts of homology aryyatovide evidence in favour of such
pathways, since evolution from a common ancestadavexplain these similarities. Granting this,
we can argue that the possibility of the evolutdsuch complex structures must be written into

the laws of nature, and evolution could not procatberwise>®



15

Developing the Argument Further

Previously, | argued that defending the idea ofdgical design as perceptual evidence of a Creator
requires responding to evolution as a defeatdnisfitliea. Defenders of this approach require a way
to conceptualize how biological organisms to camito function as some kind of signs of the
Creator, even accepting evolution. Conceptualievgution as a fine-tuned process where the
Creator has left the small details to the workihthe processes does seem to provide a credible
line of defense here. In the analogy of the factitvgy designedness of the factory is visible in the
products of the factory; similarly, we could arghat the teleological structure of organisms can
point to the overall wider teleology of the cosnitsslf. The fine-tuning of evolution provides a

way to defend the analogy of the factory. Nevedbg| due to the large amount of contingency in
the evolutionary process which remains also in Goniorris” account, it seems that some other
analogy might be more apt than a factory.

A highly interesting analogy in this vein is progatiby Mats Wahlberg. Defending the notion
that biology might provide perceptual evidence efign even in an evolutionary cosmos, Wahlberg
also makes use of the analogy with evolutionarymater algorithms. There exists a computer
program that can write four-part fugues. The u$é¢he program just needs to give the program a
general theme, and it will then produce a fuguémiany properties that cannot be predicted by the
programmer or the user. Nevertheless, all of tigeids will have several features in common: they
will be structured according to the western tolyatam, exemplify a certain artistic style and so
forth. So, it seems fair to say that in terms efs#hessential features, the products of the program
will still be expressive of the programmer’s intexten if the particulars are left to chafi@e.

Wahlberg argues that if one were to show produfctiseofugue-writing program to people
from the 18 century, they would no doubt conclude that theiumust be written by an intelligent
composer. Though they would be wrong in believimag each particular feature of the fugue must
have designed by a composer, Wahlberg arguedidse people would still not be totally wrong,
since the fugue is indeed broadly expressive ottimeposer’s intent. Similarly, he argues that
people in the 18 century were not totally wrong in perceiving thailogy is designed. If the broad
lines of evolution are determined in the laws din@, then the Creator’s intent can be manifest in
biology, even if the Creator has left much of b@gyldo the operation of natural selection and
chanceé’! Furthermore, the operative principles of evolugignalgorithsm can themselves function
as evidence of the fine-tuning required by evolutibhe construction of such computer programs
requires a good amount of skill, and the progranig generate interesting results when they are
well built.?2 By analogy, one might argue that nature also mesfuite well built in order for an
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evolutionary process to work. Certainly we as husnaould not yet be able to design a system
capable of producing lifé?

When we realize that evolution requires fine-tunihgeems to become coherent to
understand the order of organisms as a reflecfidimeorationality of the broader cosmos. This basic
point can be expressed with transitive logic. Sgepbat A implies B, and B implies C. By basic
transitive logic, it follows that A implies C. Ihe order of biological organisms (A) requires the
rationality of the cosmos (B), and the rationatifythe cosmos is evidence for the Creator (C), then
the order of biological organisms is evidence Fa Creator (A->C). In this way, biological
organisms could still indirectly testify of the @ter in an evolutionary cosmda.defending a fine-
tuning design argument, Benjamin Wiker and Jonathi@hargue that we can appreciate the beauty
of biological organisms better when we realize mouch fine-tuning is required for this beauty to
be possiblé? Following the previous line of thought, this statst can be turned around: we can
appreciate the fine-tuning required for life betidren we look at the remarkable complexity and
“designedness” visible in organism. The cosmostbde a pretty wonderful place in order to allow
for the evolution of such creatures, and the thgialo of nature can argue that such features of the
cosmos are well explained on a Christian, theiggw of the universe. In this way the
interpretation of biology as a pointer to God coddquite coherent for those who accept the prima
facie reliability of the human perception of desigrbiology.

Considering the Relevance of Design

Based on the prior considerations, the broad cabipigt of evolutionary biology and biological
design as a sign of the Creator seems defensibleettr, it is important to note that the
acceptance of this idea as probably true will dispend on our broader worldview and opinion of
other arguments. Even though evolutionary biologgnss to be compatible with the idea of biology
as perceptual evidence of design, it is importamtate that there are objections from outside of
biological science that | have not considered heoe example, one might argue that the notion of
perception that is used by the defenders of tiggsraent is philosophically or psychologically
erroneous. Or one might argue that we need to den#ie perception of design as unreliable
because we have other reason to be sceptical ekikience of God. Or one might argue that
because the conclusion of the existence of a Greasm® momentous, we require more evidence
than just perception before believing it. The eatibn of the credibility of entire worldviews and
theologies depends on more than just one argunkerthis.

Nevertheless, it seems to me that the idea of gicdd design as a sign of the Creator fits into
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those theistic worldviews which are positive abibwgt general idea of a natural theology or a
theology of nature. Related to natural theolog@mlunder the impression that contemporary natural
theologians have managed to defend their argunremiays that bypass the traditional criticisms
by thinkers like Hume and Kant. In the discussibdasign arguments, | have been particularly
impressed by design arguments based on the finegtahthe natural laws and constants of the
cosmos, which make the existence of complex life smentific inquiry possible. Such arguments
are not necessarily persuasive for all, but they f@v good arguments in philosophy are
persuasive to all. But even while | am impressedumh arguments, | find that these arguments can
often be somewhat esoteric to a laypersons whardeemiliar with physics. It would be desirable
to also be able to say that things these laypemgpsrience as evidence of design (such as the
order of biological organisms) can in some senfidstsuch evidence. This would also help make
sense of the idea that some revelation of the @réaavailable to aft®

Even if we do not think that the features of bigi@ge pointers towards the Creator for all
people, the idea of biology as a sign of the Creaight still be defensible as part of a theolody o
nature. It could be that when viewing reality thghuhe lens of Christian theology, it is seen in a
different light than from outside the faith, andgaving design in biology then becomes credible.
Something approaching this position is expresselenlogian-scientist Alister McGrath’s natural
theology. McGrath’s version of natural theologyihedrom within Christian theology, rather than
from a supposed objective and neutral standpoimthi® understanding, once nature is viewed
through Christ, we can perceive God’s glory in reigiaesthetics and rationality. In McGrath’s
natural theology (which is closer to a “theologynature” in lan G. Barbour’s terminoldj) the
designedness of the cosmos is visible from thes@an viewpoint, but not necessarily visible for
someone outside the Christian tradittémndeed, McGrath has briefly stated that the coxiplef
biology is still a pointer towards God in some seribough he rejects the ID movement’s design
arguments and accepts evolutionary thédry.

One challenge for integrating the idea of biologamsign into a natural theological
framework comes from the problem of natural evecBIl Ayala’s point quoted in the beginning of
the article that we do not want to give God respmlity for the bad design evident in biology. It
would be better to give responsibility for bad desio evolutionary processes which God has left
free to work in nature. In the theology and sciecm@munity, there are different opinions of how
good this response to the problem of natural e¥fl in any case it seems that Ayala’s theodicy is
broadly compatible with the combinations of desagul evolution analyzed in this paper, since this
combination also allows for a large amount of cogency in the evolutionary process. It may be
that emphasizing the contingency of evolution eetiher would help further remove God’s

responsibility for natural evil (though God woukillsemain responsible for creating the laws of
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nature). However, emphasizing the contingency efetvolutionary process to such an extent would
also have the drawback of not giving God any gfonthe good in biological nature.

The compatibility of design and evolution shoulgcabe interesting as a response to the 1D
movement’s arguments. As a reader of the debatdmtedligent Design (ID), | have noticed that
proponents of ID often do not believe that biol@gyld continue to be a pointer towards the
Creator in a theistic evolutionist understandinghaut design being a scientific argument. In this
context, exploring combinations of design and etrofumight help increase the respect proponents
of ID can feel towards theistic evolutionisfiThe idea that Darwinian evolutionary biology
undermines belief in design is a common reasofafgrersons to be doubtful of the theory.
Dismantling the opposition between evolution asiargific theory and design as a philosophical
and theological idea would help this discussion ensely. Here literature on the epistemology of
testimony is relevant. As has been noted in tleeditire, most of our justified beliefs come through
trusting in the testimony of othefsParticularly when faced with issues that are uiifanto
ourselves, we are quite reasonable to trust thtespent a great deal of time researching those
same issues, and have thus become experts indlaaftThis is simply typically the best way to
maximize our amount of true beliefs and minimize amount of false beliefs. Therefore, it seems
reasonable to argue that the agreement of mostdioall scientists about evolution does give
laypersons a goggrima faciereason to be sceptical of ID’s challenge to evahatry biology.
However, we are often reluctant to accept thertesty of experts in cases where we ourselves
have experiences that seem to go against what éxpsets are telling us. For many people, the
strong intuitive experience of the designednedsiabgy thus provides an understandable
motivation to mistrust experts on the veracity wblationary biology. The possibility of combining
design and evolution might help bypass these dbjesto evolution, since in this case there would
no longer be such a large conflict between the @xpstimony and the intuitive perception of
design.

| believe the compatibility of design and evolutoy biology should also be interesting for
proponents of ID. As | have pointed out in thiscket there are already ideas within the ID
movement which would allow for such a harmonizatibinis would allow proponents of ID the
possibility of a fallback position if their critigquof evolution turns out to fail, and would thuskaa
the overall conclusion of the existence of some kihpurpose behind the universe more secure. If
proponents of ID can accept the in principle pabsilof theistic evolutionism, and the idea that
the rationality of religious belief does not dep@mdthe success of the biological design argument,
then it will be easier for ID to avoid the charfattit is just a God of the gaps argument.
Proponents of ID could then argue that God as Greatuld have created life through fine-tuning
the cosmos or through intervening in nature morectly, and that Christians are free to follow the
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empirical evidence in questions of origiffs.

Conclusion

In this article, | have analysed two different sttaes for reconciling design and evolutionary
biology have been proposed in the literature. Tits¢ $trategy argues that design beliefs are based
on design discourse and the normal functioningbdious believer’s cognitive faculties, rather
than arguments as such. The second strategy aftatdeatures of life can be used as evidence in a
biological design argument. Both strategies ardemged by the idea that evolution and design are
competing explanations of the same features. | hayeed that defending either strategy depends
on developing a model in which evolution and designcomplementary explanations of biology.
Might theistic evolutionists who are so inclinedl sialvage something of a Paleyan vision of
design? They will have to reject an overly litesali understanding of design, and they may have to
write of biological design as an indirect pointethe Creator, but it nevertheless seems to me that
such a position is at least coherent. Of coursesraibjections to design detection in nature remain
and the overall vision of nature as a great terdi@playing God’s glory could also be defended
without relying on design arguments at all. But\@iaran evolutionary biology is a popular
objection, and the conflict between Darwinism aedign is also at the centre of the cultural war
between Intelligent Design and the New Atheism. @we get over this opposition, there is much

interesting theological and philosophical discussmbe had.
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