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If you want a more technical discussion of multiverse, read the short book Who’s Afraid of the Multiverse by Jeff Zweerink. Some of the ideas I present here were adapted from this book. [image: A group of spheres with light reflecting on them

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]

When I give talks on evidences for God, I almost always talk about two issues. The first is the wide acceptance of the Big Bang theory for the origin of the universe. The Big Bang says that the universe had a beginning and fell out with seemingly great precision. That precision produced things like stars and planets and not just a blob. This beginning implies the need for a beginner. The God of the Bible fits the right kind of beginner for the Big Bang (for reasons I won’t go into here). The other one of my talk staples is the anthropic principle. This says that many aspects of the universe show fine tuning so that life can occur on the planet called earth. This gives evidence for a designer we call God. Again, the God of the Bible fits particularly well. I write about this in another place on the blog.

So, my talks argue that:
· It is reasonable to propose that God created a universe that had a beginning;
· God caused the universe to begin in a very precise way; 
· And, God gave the universe very specific properties so that life could occur on earth. 

Some skeptics say we don’t need God for any of this if we have the multiverse. The concept of a multiverse claims that other physical universes exist besides ours (though different ideas exist about the nature of those other universes). The idea of other universes in itself doesn’t contradict any teachings of the Bible (which says nothing one way or the other about whether God made more than one universe). However, some say the fine tuning of the Big Bang and the anthropic principle don’t need God if we have enough other universes. The idea is that with an incredibly large number of universes, the odds are that at least one universe would form with the right conditions for stars, planets, and life. 

The first objection sometimes raised to this proposition is that the multiverse concept has no evidence. That’s not totally true. Yes, some multiverse models do border on saying anything is possible even without evidence. However, other models do have evidence. This is not direct observation of these other universes. Thus, it’s not like saying we know insulin injections lower blood sugar because we see it happen. Still, some theoretical extrapolations of certain observations in our universe suggest that other universes could occur. A detailed discussion appears in the book by Jeffrey Zweerink noted above and in a shorter writing by the same author: https://reasons.org/explore/blogs/impact-events/what-evidence-is-there-for-a-multiverse. This author, though very much a Christian, rates the existence of a multiverse as “a reasonable conclusion (although not a sure thing).” Some other scientists remain less convinced. Theoretical physicist David Kaplan comments on current observations by saying: “But they certainly don’t mean that there isn’t a different or even better explanation than the multiverse” (transcript timepoint 45:12 https://www.quantamagazine.org/are-there-reasons-to-believe-in-a-multiverse-20230517/).

Is this state of affairs enough to cancel saying that the Big Bang and anthropic principle point to God? Dr. Zweerink, despite calling a multiverse reasonable, still thinks God provides the best explanation for the creation and fine tuning of our universe. Here is my take. It borrows some from Dr. Zweerink, but also injects some of my own thinking. First off, as long as any alternative explanation is even remotely possible, we can’t prove that God provides the right explanation. However, using intellectual arguments for God is not about getting proof; it’s about compiling a strong case for the reasonableness of belief in God. That belief also involves faith and experience (see here and here). So, how reasonable is the multiverse rationale for replacing a need for God? To answer that, it must be realized that even the best supported multiverse models don’t have anything close to direct support. Thus, based on just this, belief in God stands as at least as reasonable as the multiverse explanations. However, the discussion doesn’t end there. Some points weaken the idea that even if a multiverse theory is correct, it shouldn’t replace a God role in the Big Bang and anthropic principle.

For starters, if multiverse universes had a Big Bang like ours, then the multiverse theory adds no new understanding about what started the Big Bang. Thus, placing God as the beginner still stands as a very reasonable possibility.

Even if other universes didn’t have the exact same Big Bang start as our universe, any model calling for expansion still points to a beginning. In that case, a beginner (God) remains at the forefront of possible causes. And, even if someone makes the unsubstantiated claim that maybe some universes were always there, that doesn’t say how our non-eternal universe started.

As for precision and fine tuning, one multiverse assumption that is often made may not hold true. It is often assumed that all the universes can try out all different types of possibilities; eventually, at least one of these universes turns out right to allow life somewhere. By analogy, the odds of getting an ace high spade royal flush on one 5 card draw is 1 in 2.6 million. Yet, if 10 million hands are dealt, then getting that card draw once or more becomes probable. However, that assumes we have the cards and a dealer. We have no guarantee that other universes would have an innate ability to create all possible conditions. 

Even if other universes could produce virtually all possibilities, a problem with odds guestimates remains. The card draw analogy refers to one unlikely outcome. The Big Bang and anthropic principle require a bunch of unlikely outcomes at the same time. These outcomes don’t have to completely match those of our universe, but the good outcome range is still somewhat narrow. Thus, we need billions of universes to get a good outcome. It could be argued that more faith is needed to believe in that many universes versus belief in one God. And things get worse. With the card analogy, the number of possible hands, though large, is limited by having just 52 cards. With the Big Bang and anthropic principle properties, possibly no limits exist on how many variations are possible. Thus, an almost infinite number of universes may be needed to get the properties needed for life. This pushes credibility to the breaking point. Some multiverse models propose infinite numbers of universes forming. However, no evidence strongly supports these models. So, is it easier to believe in some natural processes having virtually no limits or in a supernatural being with great creative powers? Our experience with natural processes argues against the former. We don’t generally see natural phenomenon with no limitations.

One other issue can be raised. Some people consider this issue to be the biggest problem with saying the multiverse accounts for seeming fine tuning. If enough universes occur to get apparent fine tuning, this can produce a very bizarre possibility of a brain with fake memories. Almost nobody would accept this idea based on common sense. I can’t present this concept very well. So, I will refer to 4 other places. 
1. The above mentioned book. 
2. A short article by the same author: https://reasons.org/explore/publications/articles/multiverse-musings-exercise-caution
3. A long podcast where this same author interviews two rabbis: https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3ROqPGVeKhQ__;!!KGKeukY!zqrgC6CEbFT_3Z5L1vwW47lFNtb1KsC5kauSXxtlx5sJmR-7KDzMEwNkbWXls3csUexss9CucNZbzWnu56rGAGs$.
4. Two short sections dealing with the Boltzmann Brain in an article found here: https://www.physicstogod.com/post/is-our-universe-typical. I have not reviewed the rest of the article; so, I can’t recommend before or against the rest.

In summary, proposing that other universes may exist doesn’t threaten Christian beliefs because:
· The Bible does not rule out the possibility of other universes;
· Multiverse ideas don’t change that our universe is thought to have had a beginning; God still stands as a reasonable explanation for that beginning;
· Using a multiverse theory to explain our universe’s apparent fine tuning remains speculative; this means divine design at least matches the multiverse as a good explanation; and, it can be argued that a God hypothesis makes much more sense.
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