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If the world has been fine-tuned for human life, why does that life encompass such calamity and suf-
fering? It seems that in so far as we are impressed by the fine-tuning intuition that the world has been 
designed for human life, the problem of natural evil gains in urgency. I propose that observing the 
world from the anthropic point of view is the source of theists’ challenge which arises from this tension. 
Dealing with this challenge I suggest perhaps the world is fine-tuned for God’s telos, which may be His 
manifestation of love through sentient beings’ pains and emotions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Discoveries in physics and astronomy provide remarkable support for the idea that the universe 
is ‘fine-tuned’—where this means that basic physical constants, the initial conditions of the 
universe and the fundamental laws of physics, have to be within a certain minuscule range if 
intelligent life of our kind was to have developed.1  It is clearly a fact that intelligent life in the 
form of homo sapiens has developed, and that we observe our own flourishing in this world. 
From this seemingly trivial fact, Carter infers the famous weak and strong anthropic principles:

Weak Anthropic Principle: ‘[W]e must be prepared to take account of the fact that our loca-
tion in the universe is necessarily privileged to the extent of being compatible with our exis-
tence as observers.’2 

Strong Anthropic Principle: ‘[T]he Universe (and hence the fundamental parameters on 
which it depends) must be such as to admit within it the creation of observers within it at some 
stage.’3 

According to WAP, our location as observers here and now shows that our universe has 
life-permitting and life-containing cosmic parameters; and according to SAP, since our uni-
verse has such cosmic parameters it is definitely a life-permitting and possibly (perhaps at 
some stage) a life-containing universe. Both principles make the same important point that our 
universe must be compatible with our existence as observers, whether here and now (WAP), or 
at some stage (SAP).4  Some theist philosophers have interpreted these principles (mainly SAP) 
as the basis for an important premise in a new teleological argument famously known as the 
Fine-Tuning Argument (FTA).5  The proponents of FTA interpret SAP as saying that the goal of 
fine-tuning is the life of conscious observers such as human beings, and based on this premise 
they argue that our universe has been designed and fine-tuned (by God or another intelligent 
designer) with the telos of developing such observers.6 

According to proponents of FTA, we need an explanation for the fact that our universe is 
fine-tuned for life whereas universes which permit life are uncommon among the range of pos-
sible universes with different laws, constants or initial conditions; and the best explanation thus 
far suggested is the God hypothesis. Presumably, on monotheistic accounts God would want 
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there to be human life, namely the lives of free rational beings with whom God can have com-
munication, relationship and share love.7  However, from an atheist perspective, the fine-tuning 
in physical constants, physical laws and the universe’s initial conditions has come about by 
chance. Since there is no good rationale to explain the existence of human beings in a godless 
world, so that the subjective probability that we exist given theism is greater than the subjective 
probability that we exist given atheism, proponents of FTA argue that the fact of fine-tuning 
supports the God hypothesis over naturalism.

There are several objections to FTA, two of which are particularly important: the Anthropic 
Objection and the Multiverse Objection. The Anthropic Objection starts with the acceptance 
of SAP: although it is true that if the universe were not fined-tuned we would not be here to 
observe this fact, this fact needs no explanation since it is impossible that we would observe this 
if it were not fine-tuned.8  In other words, FTA involves a form of Observation Selection Effect 
(OSE), according to which our necessary limitations as observers affect the conclusion we draw 
from the evidence. We observe that we are here and we conclude that the constants of physics 
must be designed for this. But if we are in fact here, then whether there were any design or not, 
the probability of fine-tuning is 1. So the fact that we are here cannot provide any support for 
the design hypothesis.

The Multiverse Objection supposes that there could be innumerable universes (whether spa-
tiotemporally related or unrelated) each of which has different physical constants and condi-
tions. Among this multiplicity of universes it is not surprising that in one or another the values 
of physical constants and conditions are such as to be life-permitting.9  The basic point of both 
types of objection is that SAP and WAP are trivial statements and require no further explana-
tion. It is extremely likely that at least some universes are life-permitting within a very large 
ensemble of universes.

The response by proponents of FTA to both objections turns mainly on the ‘this-universe’ 
reply. What we observe is that we are here, living in a fine-tuned world. So our world, this world 
that we are living in, is fine-tuned to be life-permitting and life-containing. It seems that this 
very special fact does require explanation, and in focusing on this universe the design hypothesis 
is preferred to the chance hypothesis.10  Regarding the Multiverse Objection the same response 
is available. The multiverse hypothesis might explain why some-universe-or-other permits life, 
but it doesn’t explain why our universe, this particular universe, permits life.11 

In this paper I shall try to show that the this-universe reply makes FTA vulnerable to a new 
objection arising from the well-known problem of natural evil. I shall show that in order to 
escape this objection, the relation between FTA and the anthropic principle must be revised.

II. FINE-TUNING AND NATURAL EVIL

FTA as a new design argument ought to empower theism to resist arguments based on its 
archenemy, namely the problem of evil. Ironically, however, FTA in fact supports the intuition 
behind the problem of evil: why are so much suffering and evil experienced by human beings 
in a natural world which God, the omniscient and omnipotent, has fine-tuned for us to live in? 
The problem arises when we focus on the FTA premise that the universe has been designed for 
us. In the traditional form of design arguments there was no focus on the anthropic principle or 
on human beings as the aim of creation. So, traditional teleological arguments were immune to 
this charge. However, since FTA fundamentally adopts the anthropic principle it seems reason-
able to ask the proponent of FTA to explain seriously and rigorously why is there then so much 
natural evil. Derek Parfit subtly refers to this point:
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It may not be surprising that God chose to make life possible. But the laws of nature could 
have been different, so there are many possible worlds that would have contained life. It is 
hard to understand why, out of all these possibilities, God chose to create our world. What is 
most baffling is the problem of evil. There appears to be suffering which any good person, 
knowing the truth, would have prevented if he could. If there is such suffering, there cannot 
be a God who is omnipotent, omniscient and wholly good.12 

Here Parfit refers to the problem of natural evil that arises when we take the fine-tuning intu-
ition seriously. The prominent reply to the problem of natural evil is one that appeals to the 
constancy and predictability of the natural regularities (which were often thought of as laws of 
nature) as a requirement for providing a cosmos in which human beings can acquire (experi-
mental) knowledge. These laws on the one hand necessitate natural evils, and on the other hand 
constitute a world in which we can acquire empirical and even moral knowledge. Swinburne 
argues that ‘natural evil is needed to give us the choice of whether to acquire knowledge of the 
good and bad effects of our actions, and indeed in order to allow us to have very well-justified 
knowledge at all.’13  Yet the prerequisite of knowledge here is the constancy and predictability 
of the world’s regularities, not the evils which might have happened in connection with this 
constancy and predictability. In order to see the effects of our actions upon other humans or 
on the natural world we don’t need to suffer natural evils.14  It seems that in a more fine-tuned 
world with less natural evil we can still have experimental and moral knowledge. Consider the 
Eden World scenario:15 

Eden is a universe similar to our actual world, in which the causal laws governing the behav-
ior of matter are so finely tuned that there are fewer naturally occurring disasters or calamities, 
and less horrendous pains. There are less fatal diseases, and no terrible earthquakes, horrifying 
tsunamis or floods etc., which happen independently of human or other free creatures’ direct or 
indirect actions or interventions. So it seems that possible worlds like Eden are more suitable 
and comfortable for human life than our actual world. Of course, Eden is not evil-free. There 
could be many evils produced directly or indirectly by human beings or other free creatures. Yet 
in Eden, the goods which outweigh the evils or necessitate the evils are still obtainable. There 
could be enough moral evil, if required, for the process of soul-making to happen, enough 
occurring pains to encourage scientific inquiries, and enough suffering to spur people to help 
each other and show mutual sympathy (the outweighing reasons normally considered or sug-
gested in theodicies). The inhabitants of Eden could help each other to find food and water, and 
might even engage in wars for these needs. But it must be allowed that ‘the total amount of evil 
would most likely be less in Eden than in the actual world, not only because there is no natural 
evil in Eden but also because much moral evil is influenced or caused by natural evil.’16 

The objection to FTA then goes as follows: if God with His unlimited power, knowledge and 
benevolence has so finely tuned the world’s parameters and conditions, certainly He could have 
created a world with somewhat different laws and conditions than the present ones which would 
have produced better situations with less calamity and pain than the actual world.17 

Atheistic philosophers such as William Rowe have used such scenarios to show that there 
could be possible worlds that are better than the actual world which God has not actualized. 
By ‘better possible world’ one means a world encompassing more aggregation of world-good- 
making properties such as containing agents with freewill and a suitable degree of freedom of 
action, or having the capacity for intellectual and scientific striving; as compared to world-bad-
making properties like natural evils, suffering and pains. There are three types of reply available 
for theists to this challenge, which can be leveled against our proposed (Eden) objection to FTA 
as well. In the following I shall deal with these three types of response and show that none of 
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them can weaken our objection to FTA. Theists either follow Leibnitz in claiming that the actual 
world is the best possible world; or maintain that there are multiple unsurpassable worlds and 
the actual world is among them; or argue that the actual world is a good-enough one among 
other good possible worlds.18  The first claim, which regards the actual world as the best possi-
ble world is too controversial. A proponent of this type of reply has to show that the Eden world 
is not better than this world, even though in the monotheistic sacred texts the Eden-like world 
is introduced as a good world in which Adam and Eve lived before the Fall. The concept of the 
Fall connotes that Eden world is better than the world we live in after the Fall. How could it be 
a sort of fall if the Eden world was not better than this world? In addition to this textual irony 
for the-best-possible-world-advocate, many contemporary philosophers believe there could be 
no best possible world since logically it seems possible to double all instantiations of the world-
good-making properties of the supposed best possible world and then construct a new better 
possible world as well.19  So we reject the best possible world supposition as many others do.

The second and third types of response to the better world challenge are available for every-
one except, I think, for the advocates of the this-universe reply (hereafter TUR) in support of 
FTA. In response to the Multiverse objection the advocate of TUR appeals to a ‘special fea-
ture’20  of our world, which is its fine-tuning for life (life-permissibility). Among all the multi-
verse worlds whose constants and conditions are not life-permitting our world has this special 
feature that makes it reasonable to be actualized. But now the TUR advocate is faced with a new 
challenge, namely why, among other life-permitting worlds, this world has been actualized?21  
Here again the TUR advocate cannot just appeal to the typical goodness of this world as its 
life-permitting feature. She must demonstrate the special goodness of our world among other 
life-permitting worlds in order to show the consistency of her philosophical approach. So it 
seems the second and third types of reply are not open for TUR advocates.22 

In so far as the proponent of FTA insists on her intuition about fine-tuning the advocate of 
the Eden scenario can press the question of why God did not actualize the more pleasantly 
and better world instead. FTA proponents might reply that God has just chosen a loosely fine-
tuned world in which human beings could exist, and might not know or care about the natural 
evils that happen during their lives. Yet this still undermines God’s goodness, benevolence and 
knowledge if, as we suggest, the moral evils are sufficient for the supposed outweighing goods 
that necessitate the existence of evils. So as long as there is any fine-tuning for the purpose of 
human life the problem of natural evil requires special explanation (above the general explana-
tions already available in normal theodicies).

Recently some philosophers have proposed a maximalist suggestion that all good possible 
worlds exist as one multiverse, namely the Theistic Multiverse (TM hereafter).23  According to 
their view, if God exists then the actual world is a multiverse that comprises only universes that 
are axiologically worth creating. So this world (TM) is ‘the unique best of all divinely actualiz-
able worlds.’24  If a being fails to create any universe that is both worth creating and worth sustain-
ing, and is also creatable and sustainable (by that being), then that being is surpassable.25  If God 
is unsurpassable then ‘all worthwhile universes are created and sustained by God.’26  Therefore 
based on the TM hypothesis one can dissolve our objection to FTA by claiming that since God 
has actualized all good-enough or unsurpassable good possible worlds then there would trivially 
be no surprise if He has created our world among all of them, since our world is worth creating. 
So we need to find no special feature for our world in order to rationalize its actualization.

But is this tremendous world (TM), which contains all worlds which are creatable and worth 
creating, and sustainable and worth sustaining, also a possible world? Consider a possible world 
which is similar to our world except that Hitler died when he was two years old. That world 
(call it w1) seems to be worth creating and sustaining. Is w1 in TM? If yes, then since the actual 
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world which already has been created and sustained by God is in TM, both the following sen-
tences would be true in TM: ‘Hitler died when he was two years old’, and ‘Hitler was responsi-
ble for many crimes in this world.’ That is contradictory. And if w1 is not among the universes 
of TM, TM does not comprise a creatable and sustainable world, so TM is not TM. That is also 
contradictory. So it seems TM is an impossible world.

I can conclude that while Eden-like worlds are possible, no answer can be given for why 
God chose this world from between several fine-tuned possible worlds. It seems that unless 
we can identify a special feature of our world we cannot answer this question. Is there any 
special feature that our world has and the Eden-like world lacks, which could rationalize God’s 
fine-tuning? In the next section I shall try to demonstrate that God could have a special purpose 
for fine-tuning our world, and His purpose could not be satisfied in Eden-like worlds.

III. FROM GOD’S POINT OF VIEW

Let us reconsider the dialectic of our discussion about FTA. From the surprising fact that we are 
here observing the world, it is inferred that the physical parameters and conditions have been 
finely set for us to be here. It is then suggested that the fine-tuning observation can be better 
explained by the God hypothesis than by the naturalistic chance hypothesis. As mentioned 
above, the anthropic principle provides the groundwork for the basic premises of the FTA. 
However, as we saw, as long as we are impressed by the fine-tuning intuition that the world has 
been designed for human life, the problem of natural evil finds greater support. It seems there 
is no way out of this challenge for the proponent of FTA. Here, though, I want to propose a new 
version of FTA which adopts another perspective. Rather than formalizing the argument from 
the human point of view, I construe the argument from God’s point of view in order to see that 
the world is properly fine-tuned for God’s telos, which necessitates an outweighing good for the 
existence of natural evils that cannot be substituted for by moral evils.

Aristotle has taught us that in talking about God we are talking about an intellect who always 
engages in self-contemplation, and that it is through this process of self-contemplation that God 
manifests His thoughts through creation.

[T]he absolute thought is of the absolutely best, the highest thought of the highest object. The 
intellect thinks itself in grasping the intelligible, since in the act of touching and knowing its 
object it becomes intelligible. Therefore the intellect and the intelligible are the same. For that 
which can receive the intelligible and essence is the intellect, and its operation lies in possess-
ing the intelligible. It follows that the object rather than the power of thought is that which is 
divine in the intellect, and that the contemplation thereof is supremely pleasurable and good.27 

Since God manifests His thought through thinking about Himself and ‘the intellect and the 
intelligible are the same’ so by the process of self-contemplation He manifests Himself. From 
God’s point of view then all the creation is His manifestation. God’s telos of creating everything 
is self-manifestation. There would be no exception for evils. Evils are also manifestation of His 
essence that is love, goodness and compassion. So if we are trying to explain our observation 
that we live here in this world, appealing to the God hypothesis requires paying attention to 
the divine teleology, according to which God is manifesting His love through the process of 
self-contemplation and creating. The anthropic principle draws attention merely to half of the 
greater picture in which God is the ultimate aim and human beings are in the midst of the pro-
cess of divine manifestation.



6    Ebrahim Azadegan

I suggest therefore that we construe the basic FTA premise in the following manner: We are 
observing ourselves in a world which has been finely tuned so that we could be here. The mere 
observation that our world is fine-tuned is the basic premise of traditional design arguments. 
This observation may be infected by observation selection effects. The observation that our 
world is fine-tuned for our life is the premise of the version of FTA which as I argued vindicates 
the problem of natural evil. The observation that human beings are observing themselves in 
the midst of a designed world requires special explanation. I suggest that by adopting God’s 
point of view we can explain this observation in a way that at the same time explains away the 
problem of natural evil. So my question becomes the following: if the divine manifestation is 
the telos of the process of creation, what is the functional role of natural evil in the middle of 
this immanent process?

The theory of divine manifestation through the process of self-contemplation has led over 
the course of centuries to mysticism and Sufism in both the West and the East. I do not propose 
to address such a great subject matter here. I do however acknowledge that if we focus on the 
God hypothesis in the context of FTA we have to identify which concept of God we are talking 
about. According to one view, God is outside space-time, unchanging and impassible to our 
pains, but through His love has bestowed upon us His mercy by creating us. Although it is not 
his own view, Richard Rice subtly spells out this concept of God:

God dwells in perfect bliss outside the sphere of time and space. From his lofty vantage 
point, he apprehends the whole of created reality in one timeless perception: past, present and 
future alike appear before him. But though he fully knows and cares for the created world, 
he remains essentially unaffected by creaturely events and experiences. He is untouched by 
the disappointment, sorrow or suffering of his creatures. Just as his sovereign will brooks no 
opposition, his serene tranquility knows no interruption.28 

According to this view God is too transcendent to suffer our sufferings.

The alternative view sees God as both transcendent of and immanent in the created world. 
According to this view, divine love requires God’s having feelings of sympathy, empathy and 
solicitude toward us. To have sympathy with another is to have a common feeling, a sense of 
the other’s sorrow and pain. And to have a sense of pain is nothing else than to have pain. So 
God, through our pain, pleasure, suffering and happiness, shows His empathy, sympathy and 
solicitude. God then is manifested as love through His feeling of our feelings. God sees His face 
from our eyes; God suffers when we suffer. Of course He is the fine-tuner and creator of the 
world, and nothing coerces Him to manifest as such. He is transcendent of the world He freely 
creates, and He is independent in His existence of any creature. Yet He finely tuned the world 
in which we and all other animals have ever lived, and it is through our sense of pleasure and 
pain that He shows His love and sympathy towards us. Pains are points at which God shows His 
special attention and solicitude toward us. Natural evil is dominant in the history of the world, 
and all sentient beings and animals suffer from it during their lives. Moral evil belongs merely 
to the recent period of the process of evolution in which conscious human beings have lived on 
the earth. Natural evils are required, however, in order for God to show His solicitude toward 
all His sentient creatures. So this world better than Eden world satisfies God’s purpose.

Clark Pinnock claims that the concept of divine impassibility comes from Plato rather than 
the religious texts.

What we should say is that God sympathizes in his relationship with us. God risked suffering 
when he opened himself up to the world, when he made it possible for the creature to have an 
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impact on him. God risked suffering when he decided to love and be loved by the creature. 
A lover’s existence is inescapably affected by the other, especially when the loved one acts in 
ways that grieve and disappoint.29 

So by viewing the world’s fine-tuning from God’s perspective, in which God manifests Himself 
through creation, we can find an explanation of our observation that we observe ourselves 
understanding that the world has been fine-tuned so to permit our life. If we insist instead on 
the anthropic point of view, the fact of fine-tuning will vindicate the problem of evil and so lose 
its power as the premise in a fine-tuning argument for God’s existence.

From this point of view, then, the God hypothesis can support our observation that we 
observe ourselves here in the natural world. The world is fine-tuned for God’s telos, which is 
His manifestation of love through sentient beings’ sentiments, pains and pleasures. Through 
this point of view, then, the fine-tuning intuition can be reconciled with the observation of nat-
ural evil in the world.

It is noteworthy that the problem of evil, either natural or moral, still maintains its urgency. 
One can still ask why, in order to manifest His love and sympathy, God permits us to live in 
a world with suffering? Is God so cruel that to attain His own purpose He allows all sentient 
beings to suffer? While I do not propose to address the problem of evil and its theodicies in 
this paper it is noteworthy to clarify two points in this regard. First, as mentioned above, from 
God’s point of view divine manifestation as Love requires a medium through which His love, 
sympathy, empathy and solicitude could be manifested and actualized. This medium is the sen-
tient beings pains, suffering and implorations. However these pains and suffering are limited 
to this world time-plan and there is an everlasting afterlife other-world in which the sentient 
beings according to theological Scriptures will live in Heaven for ever. So this limited pain can 
be compromised by an eternal happiness. So the world in which we suffer for a small period of 
time and then gain an everlasting pleasure because of divine grace and love would be better than 
a world in which we suffer less and receive less eternal happiness.

The other point concerns theological notions of atonement and redemption. Sufferings as a 
kind of divine love function as atonement for our sins and can make us clean, pious and sanc-
tified ready to arrive at a beatific vision of God. A world in which I can see God face by face 
in the afterlife (or perhaps in this life) seems to be better than a world with fewer evils without 
such a delighting and happy ending.

In this paper I tried to show how FTA’s dependence on an anthropic point of view makes 
that argument vulnerable to the problem of natural evil, and then to suggest that from one inter-
pretation of God’s perspective we can reform the FTA so that this objection cannot be leveled 
against it.

IV. CONCLUSION

As long as we focus on the intuition that our world is designed and finely tuned specifically for 
human life, support grows for the rival intuition that the pains and suffering which come from 
nature are incompatible with the God hypothesis. I have suggested that the underlying problem 
here is due to our anthropic point of view, according to which the world has been fine-tuned 
to enable our life. If we switch to God’s perspective and consider the God hypothesis as refer-
ring to a God who is both transcendent of and immanent in the world, then we may save our 
fine-tuning intuition without empowering the problem of natural evil. Although the problem of 
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natural evil remains as the arch enemy of theism, we may yet have freed the feet of the FTA to 
run from it.
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