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The Existence of God part 4 – Fine-Tuning: The Teleological Argument Part 1 
 
Romans 1:19-20          10.25.15 
 
*Here are a few extra items we were not able to discuss fully in last week’s message:  
Can secularists be as good as religious people? Yes, and sometimes even better. 
Objection: All the examples about Nazis and Assyrians violate the rights of others! Bad 
examples!  
Rebuttal: Where so you get your notions of human rights? Where do they come from? *PHI 101 
conversation with lesbian girl "from the universe!" A student in one of my philosophy classes 
once kept pushing for 2 things: 1) Naturalistic atheism, and 2) Objective morality, namely human 
rights. When I questioned her about each example of non-theistic, moral objectivism, she 
eventually exclaimed, “Human rights come from the universe!” Again, its back to trying to 
moralize molecules.  
 
Richard Dawkins, in his book, River out of Eden, accurately captures the ultimate impact if God 
does not exist: 
 

In a universe of blind physical forces and genetic replication, some people are going to 
get hurt, other people are going to get lucky, and you won’t find any rhyme or reason in 
it, nor any justice. The universe we observe has precisely the properties we should expect 
if there is, at bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil  and no good, nothing but blind 
pitiless indifference.1 

 
Pretty bleak, huh? Yet in his documentary The Root of All Evil, Dawkins advocates making the 
most out of one’s life by enjoying life! How does “blind pitiless indifference” correlate to a 
moral imperative to enjoy the randomness of one’s brief life on, as Carl Sagan put it, “a speck of 
dust in a moment in time?” First, consistently living out a nihilistic/atheistic worldview is near 
impossible unless one is willing to seriously entertain Camus’ friendliness towards suicide.2  
Second, Bertrand Russell, Ayn Rand, and Richard Dawkins by no means serve as exhaustive 
samples of atheists but they all three offer answers on the purpose of life which are rooted in the 
privation of pain and the flourishing of human happiness. Yet they all have one common 
ingredient: they are totally arbitrary! The atheist takes the moral high ground in dictating what 
one should or should not do with her life.  
 
Intro: See, “The Fine Tuning of the Universe”3  
 
Main Idea: Possibilities come cheap. Rational/reasonable people choose the most reasonable 
explanation. 
 
Jeremiah 10:12 “It is he who made the earth by his power, who established the world by his 
wisdom, and by his understanding stretched out the heavens.” 
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Romans 1:19-20 
19 For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them. 20 For 
his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly 
perceived, ever since the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. So they are 
without excuse. 
 
The book of Romans is arguably the greatest theological treatise in the Bible. In Romans 1 Paul 
seeks to establish God’s existence as a properly basic belief. Paul goes on to explain God’s 
special revelation through Jesus Christ (Romans 3-6) whereas chapter 1 lays out what could be 
called natural theology or general revelation. Romans 1:19-20 claims the following:  
 

• God’s existence is plain: It is rational to go from the creation to the existence of the 
Creator.  

• God’s existence is plain in the creation so that there is no excuse for unbelief.  
 
So what about those who are not yet persuaded about the existence of God? A serious 
investigation of the creation can serve as a catalyst to move one from doubt to belief. The main 
idea here is: Possibilities come cheap. Rational/reasonable people choose the most reasonable 
explanation. Late philosopher L. Russ Bush shows the other side of this coin, “What modern 
secular scientists believe is far more incredible than any biblical miracle accepted by the simple 
Christian believer.”4 Could it be that secularists, materialists, naturalists, and the like should 
receive the blue ribbon of unwarranted faith that culture a priori assumes goes to theists (and 
more specifically, Christians)? Here’s the evidence for what we’ll investigate today… 
 
The Teleological Argument from Fine-Tuning 
1) The cosmos is fine-tuned 
2) Signs of fine-tuning are evident 
What provides the best explanation for fine-tuning?  

A. Physical Necessity (it couldn’t have been any other way 
B. Chance 
C. Intelligent Design  

3) This evidence points to a Designer 
4) It does not claim that all structures & processes of this designed creation now exhibit 
perfection. 
*The biblical narrative here is: Creation + Fall (sin enters the world) + Redemption (birth, life, 
death, & resurrection of Christ) + Glorification (Return of Christ) 
 
The teleological argument is the idea is that there is evidence of fine-tuning in the universe. The 
argument finds the roots of its definition in the Greek word, telos, meaning design, purpose, or 
end. Fine-tuning is a scientific explanation for the complex specified information (CSI) found in 
the micro level of cellular biology as well as the constancy of physical laws.5 Such fine-tuning, 
provides rational justification for the conclusion of design. William Lane Craig classifies the 
teleological argument as “one of the oldest arguments for God’s existence.”6 While design is not 
a necessary part of the argument it follows from observable evidence of fine-tuning.7 This 
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evidence fits into three categories: the laws of nature, the constants of nature, and the initial 
conditions of the universe.8 Due to a plethora of evidence, the teleological argument is possibly 
the easiest to believe and follow to the conclusion of design. As far as natural theology goes, this 
is arguably the most robust evidential argument in the realm of natural theology because of the 
symmetry of both scientific observation and philosophical analysis.   
 

1) The cosmos is fine-tuned 
2) Signs of fine-tuning are evident 

1) Evidence of Fine-Tuning: Precise Beginning 
“If the initial explosion of the big bang had differed in strength by as little as 1 part in 1060, the 
universe would have either quickly collapsed back on itself, or expanded too rapidly for stars to 
form. In either case, life would be impossible. An accuracy of one part in 10^60 can be 
compared to firing a bullet at a one-inch target on the other side of the observable universe, 
twenty billion light years away, and hitting the target.)” – Robin Collins9 
 
2) Evidence of Fine-Tuning: Precise nuclear force 
“Calculations indicate that if the strong nuclear force, the force that binds protons and neutrons 
together in an atom, had been stronger or weaker by as little as 5%, life would be impossible.”  
– Robin Collins10 
 
3) Evidence of Fine-Tuning: Precise Gravity 
"Calculations by Brandon Carter (theoretical physicist trained at Cambridge) show that if gravity 
had been stronger or weaker by 1 part in 10 to the 40th power, then life-sustaining stars like the 
sun could not exist. This would most likely make life impossible." – Robin Collins11 
 
4) Evidence of Fine-Tuning: Precise Atoms 
"If the neutron were not about 1.001 times the mass of the proton, all protons would have 
decayed into neutrons or all neutrons would have decayed into protons, and thus life would not 
be possible." – Robin Collins12 
 
If conditions were slightly different, “there would be no atoms since there would be nothing to 
hold the electrons in orbit.”13 
 
5) Evidence of Fine-Tuning: Precise forces 
"If the electromagnetic force were slightly stronger or weaker, life would be impossible, for a 
variety of different reasons." – Robin Collins14 
 
“Electromagnetism is one of the four fundamental interactions of nature. The other three are the 
strong interaction, the weak interaction and gravitation. Electromagnetism is the force that causes 
the interaction between electrically charged particles;”15 
 
So what best explains this fine-tuning?  

A. Physical Necessity (it couldn’t have been any other way) 
B. Chance 
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C. Intelligent Design  
 
A. Physical Necessity (it couldn’t have been any other way) 
Objection: Aren’t the chances such that “life is like a soup mix: just add water?”16 
Rebuttal: Is life really that easy? Until recently Earth was thought to be just another planet in the 
vast array of the universe. In recent years, scientists have uncovered startling facts that reveal 
Earth’s unique position that provides for the possibility of life. Frank Press (National Academy 
of Sciences) and Raymond Siever (Harvard University) write about “the uniqueness of planet 
Earth.”17 

…a gigantic but delicately balanced heat engine fueled by radioactivity…Were it running 
more slowly…the continents might not have evolved to their present form…Iron may 
never have melted and sunk to the liquid core, and the magnetic field would have 
developed …If there had been more radioactive fuel, and therefore a faster running 
engine, volcanic dust would have blotted out the sun, the atmosphere would have been 
oppressively dense, and the surface would have been racked by daily earthquakes and 
volcanic explosions.18 

 
“These objections do not bear serious weight, but a major contender against fine-tuning is the 
multiverse theory.19 Multiverse theory is really a family of theories that the universe in which we 
exist is only one of many universes. The unrestricted multiverse theory contests fine-tuning on 
the grounds that with an unrestricted number of universes all with different constants of physics, 
laws of nature, initial conditions, etc., a life permitting universe would inevitably exist. In 
response to this, Collins states, “[Unrestricted multiverse] faces the following devastating 
dilemma as an alternative to a theistic explanation of fine-tuning: it either undercuts almost all 
scientific reasoning and ordinary claims of improbability, or it completely fails to undercut fine-
tuning.”20” (Nick Dodson) 
 
B. Chance  
 
Strobel notes, “Press and Siever, while marveling that Earth “is a very special place,” don’t 
broach the possibility of design. Ward and Brownlee skirt the issue in Rare Earth, preferring 
instead to occasionally pepper in words like “sheer luck” and “a rare chance happening.” At a 
conference, Ward remarked: “We are just incredibly lucky, Somebody had to win the big lottery, 
and we were it.”21  
 
Strobel notes, “Jupiter—more than 300x the mass of the Earth—acts as a shield to protect us 
from too many comet impacts….Our first line of defense is Mars, being at the edge of the 
asteroid belt. It takes a lot of hits for us. Venus does too.”22 
 
 
For one, this fine-tuning is evidenced by the physical constants as recounted by Alvin Plantinga, 
“If the force of gravity were even slightly stronger, all stars would be blue giants; if even slightly 
weaker, all would be red dwarfs.”23 Often known as the “Anthropic Principle” the probability of 
this universe being life-permitting is quite small. What Anselm described as “natural bodies, act 
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for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as 
to obtain the best result,” scientists are now able to study with a fascinating precise degree of 
observational accuracy.24 For example, William A. Dembski writes:  
 
 Anthropic coincidences signify all the prior conditions that need to be precisely satisfied   
 and correlated for human life to be possible…For example, the fundamental forces of   
 nature have to fall within very precise tolerances for the basic constituents of the universe  
 to support life. If the strong nuclear force were slightly stronger, hardly any hydrogen  
 would form because its nuclei would be unstable. If, on the other hand, it were slightly   
 weaker, no elements other than hydrogen could form.25 
 

Such data suggest that the universe is fine-tuned yet the stringent debate comes in the 
conclusion: whether fine-tuning equals design.  
 
Carl Sagan, “Because of the reflection of sunlight . . . the Earth seems to be sitting in a beam of 
light, as if there were some special significance to this small world. But it’s just an accident of 
geometry and optics. . . . Our posturings, our imagined self-importance, the delusion that we 
have some privileged position in the Universe, are challenged by this point of pale light. Our 
planet is a lonely speck in the great enveloping cosmic dark. In our obscurity, in all this vastness, 
there is no hint that help will come from elsewhere to save us from ourselves.”26 
 
C. Intelligent Design  
 
The relevance of the teleological argument to Christian apologetics is well-expressed by Alister 
McGrath who writes, “fine-tuning . . . points to the way in which such considerations lay the 
foundations for the Christian belief in God. They do not necessarily give rise to that belief; they 
are, none the less, consistent with it, raising important and disturbing questions which the 
religious apologist is in a position to exploit.”27 The classical apologist following the two-step 
method finds an incredible dovetail with a plethora of biblical texts that imply design. Although 
evidence leading to a designer does not automatically lead to the identity of the designer, that is 
where special revelation would come into discussion anyway.  
 
Challenges to the Teleological Argument 
 
One of the most cogent challenges to design arguments stemming from fine-tuning is Dawkins’ 
claim, “The temptation [to conclude there is a designer] is a false one, because the designer 
hypothesis immediately raises the larger problem of who designed the designer.”28 On the 
popular level, Dawkins’ objection finds great support (maybe one reason why the book sold so 
many copies), but for serious philosophers, this protestation finds little support on two counts. 
First, Dawkins fails to understand the basic philosophical principle of the fallacy of infinite 
regress.29 Second, Dawkins rejects the reasonable conclusion of design because of this egregious 
ignorance of basic philosophical principles.  
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 The question here is how one can reasonably differentiate between design and what 
appears to be evidence of design per Dawkins’ point? Robin Collins advocates the Principle of 
Sufficient Reason (PSR) as a sort of scientific Ockham’s Razor in that the most reasonable 
explanation should be the conclusion in order for rational discourse to be possible.30 Simply put, 
Dawkins’ reticence to conclude design reveals a philosophical bias against even the remote 
possibility of theism. Instead of being willing to follow what we can know, what the scientific 
evidence yields concerning the existence of the universe, it reveals a commitment to naturalism 
even when the evidence substantially bolsters the case for design.  
 In conclusion, the fact of fine-tuning allows for a wide epistemic girth to the apologist 
who would aggressively argue for the conclusion of design. Given the reasonableness of design 
per the evidence of fine-tuning, the step to the classical virtues connected to God as the greatest 
conceivable being should follow in stride.  
 
Therefore... 
3) This evidence points to a Designer 
 
John A. O’Keefe (Harvard & University of Chicago) concludes:  
 

We are, by astronomical standards, a pampered, cossetted, cherished group of creatures; 
our Darwinian claim to have done it all ourselves is as ridiculous and as charming as a 
baby’s brave efforts to stand on its own feet and refuse its mother’s hand. If the universe 
had not been made with the most exacting precision we could never have come into 
existence. It is my view that these circumstances indicate the universe was created for 
man to live in.31 

 
As Basil exclaimed, “Let us glorify the supreme Artificer for all that was wisely and skillfully 
made; by the beauty of visible things let us raise ourselves to Him who is above all beauty; by 
the grandeur of bodies, sensible and limited in their nature, let us conceive of the infinite Being 
whose immensity and omnipotence surpass all the efforts of the imagination.”32 
 
 
4) It does not claim that all structures & processes of this designed creation now exhibit 
perfection. 
 
Design & Suffering objection 

• Objection: “We see flaws in design” or “How could a good God design things that hurt?”  
1) You just admitted design 
• The theist should not ‘bite’ on trying to defend God against being a ‘bad designer’ but 

rather point out that arguing for faulty design is still an admission of design.  
• A less than perfect Designer is still a Designer 
• Maybe the problem is with the character of the Designer? Notice that this is more of a 

theological question than a scientific one.  
 

2) You and I live in a fallen world - Romans 8:18-25 
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We can learn about God by observing his creation but what we observe is not as God originally 
intended it to be. (disease, genetic mutations, etc.)  

• For I consider that the sufferings of this present time are not worth comparing with the 
glory that is to be revealed to us. 19 For the creation waits with eager longing for the 
revealing of the sons of God. 20 For the creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, 
but because of him who subjected it, in hope 21 that the creation itself will be set free from 
its bondage to corruption and obtain the freedom of the glory of the children of God. 
22 For we know that the whole creation has been groaning together in the pains of 
childbirth until now. 23 And not only the creation, but we ourselves, who have the 
firstfruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait eagerly for adoption as sons, the 
redemption of our bodies. 24 For in this hope we were saved. Now hope that is seen is not 
hope. For who hopes for what he sees? 25 But if we hope for what we do not see, we wait 
for it with patience.  

 
3) Jesus suffered & triumphed - Philippians 2:5-11 
• Have this mind among yourselves, which is yours in Christ Jesus, 6 who, though he was 

in the form of God, did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, 7 but emptied 
himself, by taking the form of a servant, being born in the likeness of men. 8 And being 
found in human form, he humbled himself by becoming obedient to the point of death, 
even death on a cross. 9 Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the 
name that is above every name, 10 so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in 
heaven and on earth and under the earth, 11 and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord, to the glory of God the Father. 

*This is slide 64 on The Existence of God.ppt 
 
Objection: If I saw God perform a miracle, I’d believe in God! 
Rebuttal: Luke 16:31 “He said to him, ‘If they do not hear Moses and the Prophets, neither will 
they be convinced if someone should rise from the dead.’” Matthew 12:38-40 “Then some of the 
scribes and Pharisees answered him, saying, “Teacher, we wish to see a sign from you.” 39 But 
he answered them, “An evil and adulterous generation seeks for a sign, but no sign will be given 
to it except the sign of the prophet Jonah. 40 For just as Jonah was three days and three nights in 
the belly of the great fish, so will the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of 
the earth.””  
 
Blaisé Pascal writes, “People almost invariably arrive at their beliefs not on the basis of proof but 
on the basis of what they find attractive.”33 
 
How to take the offensive in a debate: 
1) Ask, “What are your 5 best scholarly sources?”  
2) If they respond, “It’s possible…”  
3) Then respond with a paraphrase of David Hume (Scottish agnostic), “Wise men choose 

probabilities.” 
4) Modify David Hume’s response, “Wise people choose the best evidence, not remote 

possibilities.” 
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For further study see the following key works:  

Collins, Robin. “The Teleological Argument.” In The Blackwell Companion to Natural  
 Theology, edited by William Lane Craig & J.P. Moreland, 201-281. Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2012. 

 
Collins presents a masterful case for the teleological argument via numerous scientific facts in 
the context of fine-tuning being the most likely approach.  
 
Paley, William. Natural Theology. Chs. 1-2, 5-6. 
 http://archive.org/stream/naturaltheology00pale#page/n15/mode/2up 
 
William Paley could be called the father of the modern design argument. His work on natural 
theology stands as a pillar within the edifice of the teleological argument.  
 
Plantinga, Alvin. “Two Dozen (Or So) Theistic Arguments.”  
 http://www.calvin.edu/academic/philosophy/virtual_library/articles/plantinga_alvin/two_  
 dozen_or_so_theistic_arguments.pdf 
 
While not an exhaustive treatise on the minutia of the teleological arguments, Plantinga’s essay 
does provide a number of concise, apologetic counter-punches for the ardent naturalist.  
 
Ratzsch, Del, “Teleological Arguments for God's Existence,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of  
 Philosophy (Summer 2013 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), forthcoming    
 http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2013/entries/teleological-arguments/ 
 
Del Ratzsch’s copious explanation of the various teleological arguments is a necessary resource 
for understanding the scope of the issue. Ratzsch’s research serves as a sort of watershed 
collection with which one can grasp the gist of the debate as it currently stands.  
 
Craig, William. Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics. Wheaton: Crossway, 2008. 
 
William Lane Craig provides a succinct yet thorough history of the arguments for the existence 
of God. Among these is the teleological argument most notably featuring the work of William 
Paley as well as the advances in the recent Intelligent Design movement.  
 
Dawkins, Richard. The God Delusion. New York. Houghton Mifflin. 2006. 
 
Richard Dawkins is arguably the most famous atheist in the contemporary English-speaking 
world. In his most recent work, Dawkins argues against design, the conclusion of the teleological 
argument, with the claim that there is only the appearance of design.  
 
Dembski, William A. The Design Inference: The Bridge Between Science & Theology. Downers  
 Grove: Intervarsity, 1999. 
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William Dembski’s groundbreaking research in the area of Intelligent Design has brought both 
praise and vitriol. Dembski’s work is of particular importance in the area of cellular biology.  
 
 

• Great blog post on the Teleological Argument.34 
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