The Teleological argument identifies a design and purpose in the material universe and further, that the cause of this is God. Is it justified in making either of these claims?
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   This essay will focus on is the teleological argument from fine-tuning.  This is perhaps stronger than the argument from intelligent design because it is premised on purported scientific facts, which coincide with certain claims of traditional theism.  The empirical theory of the big bang which predicts the universe began to exist, and which is now almost universally accepted, might support the theistic account which claims the universe began from God creating it from nothing.	        

   Apparently there are about three dozen cosmological constants of physics, which together with the laws and the initial conditions at the big bang are essential to the make-up of the universe, in that if they were even infinitesimally different from what they are, planets and life would not have developed.  That is the claim of fine-tuning, galaxies and life could not have developed if any of these factors were different than they actually are.  I believe fine-tuning is highly suggestive that the universe is configured for life from the outset.  Whether this justifies the claim of purpose or design is less clear and depends on background beliefs which are difficult to evaluate because they are more or less primitive.  However, I will settle on a fall-back position that God being the designer is not justified from fine-tuning alone, because we cannot infer from physical properties to the existence of the personal properties of God.
   I’ll not engage with technicalities about whether our universe is fine-tuned, or whether a reasonable scientific explanation is in the offing, but it is widely accepted within science that the answer is yes and no respectively, and that fine-tuning calls for explanation (Barnes 2012).  
   The renowned Oxford professor of mathematics Roger Penrose (1984) has calculated the tolerance involved in all the factors of fine-tuning coming together by chance, or as he puts it, “The creator’s aim must have been precise to an accuracy of one part in 10 to the 10 to the 123” (p.444).  He claims that if this figure was written down on paper, it would contain more zero’s than there are primary particles in the universe. Blimey. 
   I’ll briefly review and reject common naturalistic proposals for the cause of the big bang, which will inform my response to the second part of the question.  The fine-tuned properties must in some way be seaded within the big bang itself, so it is pertinent to briefly review scientific explanations for how the big bang came about, which by a process of elimination will position my thought regarding God as the creator.  This essay is then a snapshot of a bigger picture which overlaps slightly the teleological with the cosmological argument in order to set-up and supplement the fine-tuning argument.  So, first to the big bang, then to fine-tuning.
   Anthony Flew (1996) considers it cogent to posit that the universe just happened from nothing, which is philosophically absurd.  Science must proceed from the conditions it observes or infers.  It is unscientific to posit that the universe simply sprang from nothing, without a cause.  It is one thing for science to proceed with an ignorance of the how the universe first came about, but it is anti-scientific to propose that there needn’t be an explanation at all.  The whole business of science is understanding how events are related, and to be satisfied with the explanation that everything from the beginning just happened is nonsense.
   I will briefly mention another approach that amounts to a related absurdity, which involves a Wittgenstein sort of language consideration.  Rundel (2004), devotes a whole book to the idea that there is no need to explain why there is a universe because something existing is the default, rather than nothing.  I won’t directly consider his arguments here, but they are all aimed at showing that ‘absolutely nothing’ is meaningless because the meaning of ‘nothing’ is understood through our normal use of the word and that we are deluded in thinking the phrase ‘nothing at all’ can mean anything.  We can side-step his book.  I have settled on the thought over the years that perhaps my basic spur for wondering about God and existence, is that there is something or anything at all.  I can’t argue for my intuition against Rundel because it is so basic, but I’m confident that his approach doesn’t deserve serious study, because it is obvious that ‘absolutely nothing’ does have meaning, and considerations of language could not persuade me otherwise.
   The famous and popular work of Stephen Hawking, A Brief History Of Time in the late 80’s, proposed a singularity as a point of infinite density at the beginning of time.  As I take, the singularity is a conceptual place holder for an event which physics cannot understand.  The singularity lines up with the theistic belief that God created matter.  I remember once arguing with my teenage nephew who was satisfied that the singularity explained how the universe began.  He was wise not accept God as an equivalent to the theoretical posit of the singularity as far as creation goes, but he was too quick in deciding no more needed to be said.  The singularity leaves it scientifically inexplicable how the matter in the universe came to be.
   An advance came from quantum physics.  The thought is that quantum fluctuations happen in a void uncaused, and that event inhibits the new space within which it occurs from collapsing down back into nothing, which causes the big bang.  (I’m risking vacuity because of the undefined technical terms, but this is how scientists present it non-technically so it will suffice for us).  Lawrence Krauss (2012) is a recent popular exponent of this theory which advances on the singularity because it offers a picture of what really happened to bring matter into existence rather than the conceptual place holder of the singularity.  The undercutting objection to this theory is that it offers no explanation of the origin of quantum laws, which are obviously not nothing.  Krauss himself pleads ignorance on this question and admits it is a primitive aspect of the theory, and so effectively the mystery is just pushed one step back.  
   This review of natural and semantic approaches to explaining the big bang (which seeded the fine-tuned properties), will support my principled supplement to the fine tuning argument in relation to the second part of the question.  Now onto the scientific attempt to account for fine-tuning.
   The Many Worlds Conjecture (also called the multiverse theory) aims to accommodate the unfathomable chance that our universe exists by proposing that there might be any amount of causally unrelated universes, each instantiating its own possible combination of constants, laws, and initial conditions at the big bang.  The multiverse is deemed by some to support the weak anthropic principle, which says ‘we only think our universe is special because we happen to be the unlikely observers which occupy it.’  I imagine this proposal requires a similar total quantity of universes as penrose possibilities.  There for the multiverse to be a statistically feasible proposal, that need exist somewhere-somewhen, more universes than there are electrons and protons and neutrons in this universe of ours.  This conjecture is accepted as a working hypothesis by cosmologists, even when they are not drunk.  I suppose they think the theist proposal is similarly fanciful, so basic background beliefs enter the picture again.  The philosopher Richard Swinburne (1996, Ch2 & 4), considers the theist world view to be simpler, and applies Ockham’s razor to judge in its favour.  However, this isn’t a straightforward application of Ockham’s razor because fine-tuning, however improbable, only presents quantitative complexity because everything is physical, whereas introducing a non-physical minded God into the explanation presents another kind of thing, which introduces qualitative complexity.  I will claim later when concluding that God being another kind of thing, can help justify the theist position, but this will require supplementing the fine-tuning argument, which I motivated by rejecting those natural alternatives earlier.  
   It seems further explanation is required to strengthen the many worlds conjecture, if presumably the same quantum laws operate on all those big bangs occurring in the void to create all those universes, then why such an inconceivably vast variety of outcomes, if the same quantum laws are creating matter from nothing every time?  You do hear scientists appealing to the fine coherence of the multiverse theory, and how other sorts of life may exist at other universes.  I cannot engage with technical physics, but however internally coherent the theory is, it must contend with common sense when involving simple statements of probability, which ground my scepticism about the conjecture.  
   It will be instructive to read Professor Cockburn in week 4 of the Philosophy of Religion lectures, who offers a couple of analogies in support of the weak anthropic principle and the multiverse (though aiming to stimulate enquiry rather than defence).  The first analogy aims to show that, “…the extreme unlikelihood of an event is not, in itself, any grounds for saying that there must be an explanation – a cause - of it’s happening as it does.” (p 15).  When a coin is tossed 1000 times, the odds of a specific random sequence are the same odds as the coin landing heads every time.  This is correct because each toss is causally independent of the last one (to think only heads less likely is called the gamblers fallacy).  The implication he says is that we shouldn’t demand an explanation of the seemingly random series because the odds are the same as any all series including 1000 heads.  So far so good, we shouldn’t expect an explanation of one sequence over another all being equal, but he mentions in the footnote that if we did observe the coin landing heads 1000 times in a row, then we might suspect an over-arching causal explanation such as a weighted coin.  It is exactly this thought which supports the designer hypothesis and works against the multiverse proposal, because the constants with the laws and initial conditions lining up to enable us observing this universe is a comparable event probabilistically to more coin tosses than there are atoms in the universe, and they all coming up heads, because all the conditions of fine-tuning are required for life.   This cries out for an explanation, and the designer hypothesis fits.   
   The second analogy presents 1000 people drawing straws, with one winner avoiding the death sentence imposed on the other 999 by a lunatic leader.  It is correct to say that the outcome is special for the survivor, but that it would be wrong headed to demand a special explanation which somehow favoured the winner.  The analogy is intended to focus on the ‘specialness’ aspect of us, the observers. Cockburn claims that an explanation of our specialness is required to ground the fine-tuning coincidence.  Cockburn’s suggestion is that however unlikely we observers are, there needs to be something objectively special about the outcome, not just special to us, or to the winner who saves his life out of the 1000.  
   If anyone does not notice that consciousness qualifies as special, say compared to a stone, then we would be justified in ignoring that person in the way we wouldn’t engage a child about delicate ethical matters, or as Cockburn suggests, we need not worry that our advanced maths is incorrect when challenged by a person who won’t acknowledge numbers greater than 5.  The child’s insight is constrained by inability, but the arrogant fool suffers some failure of the will.  If I understand what Cockburn is after by way of ‘objective specialness’, it would still be instantiated if humans never evolved, but there were intelligent aliens in another galaxy, or even just the apes in the Congo will do it. 
   The notion of specialness aside, there is a fault with the straw pulling analogy which renders it inapplicable to the multiverse.  It is entailed by the straw pulling example that someone will win.  The multiverse does not necessitate the appearance of observers, as it would need to for the analogy to be apt.  Further, the straw pulling analogy in order to be applicable to the multiverse would require the same man winning every day for a lifetime.  Wouldn’t we suspect an overarching explanation for that?  I'd be certain enough that the cards were stacked.
   
CONCLUSION
   If Penrose is in the right ballpark with his calculation about fine-tuning, that is intensely suggestive that the universe has purpose.  However, I explained why Ockham’s razor can’t tip the balance enough against the multiverse to reach a justified claim in favour of God as the designer, because God’s personal properties don’t obviously relate to physical stuff.  
   The theist claim could be justified if the fine-tuning argument is supplemented with an extra ontology of mind, along with a cosmological argument showing that the creation of matter from nothing would require a different sort of thing because matter needs a cause, but the necessarily existing God which theism involves does not.  Without presenting a cosmological argument, I have set the scene for it by judging natural proposals for the creation of matter as nonsense. 
   I conclude that if the Penrose calculation is true, the fine-tuning argument on its own justifies the claim that the universe exhibits a purpose, but will not justify the claim that a personal God is the designer.  This conclusion hinges on whether the Penrose calculation is more-or-less true.  If not, all bets are off.
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