
Refuting the Arguments in “Asking Ultimate
Questions” (Robert L. Kuhn Interviews)
In  this  report,  we  analyze  each  interviewee featured in  Robert  Lawrence  Kuhn’s  video  “Asking  Ultimate
Questions” and summarize their position. We then provide a rigorous refutation of their key arguments from
scientific,  philosophical,  and  theological  (Islamic  and  broader  Abrahamic)  perspectives.  Each  refutation
addresses  specific  claims  respectfully  yet  critically,  demonstrating  where  scientific  reasoning,  logical
scrutiny, or Islamic theological principles challenge the interviewee’s conclusions.

Frank Wilczek – “Why is there something rather than nothing?”

Summary of Wilczek’s Argument: Nobel laureate Frank Wilczek suggests that the existence of something is
not surprising – what’s surprising would be a state of  nothing.  He has noted that according to modern
physics, “nothing” (in the sense of an empty vacuum) is inherently unstable, so the natural state of reality is
something rather than nothing. In Wilczek’s view, quantum physics allows universes to arise without a divine
creator; an “empty” universe would actually require miraculous intervention to remain nothing, whereas a
full universe can emerge from physical laws spontaneously. Thus, he implies that we don’t need God to
explain why the universe exists – the laws of physics themselves almost guarantee something will exist.

Refutation: Scientifically, Wilczek’s claim conflates the physical vacuum with the philosophical concept of
“nothingness.” In physics, even a vacuum is governed by quantum fields and laws – it’s a state that can
fluctuate and produce particle-antiparticle pairs. But those very laws and quantum fields are something, not
absolute  nothing.  Saying  “nothing  is  unstable”  really  means  empty  space with  laws  is  unstable.  The
question then shifts:  why do those laws exist at all?  Physics has no answer to why there is a rule that
“nothing” should decay into something. Philosophically, Wilczek’s answer is a tautology – he presupposes a
framework of laws in which nothingness can’t hold. The ultimate question remains: why is there a universe
(with laws) rather than absolutely nothing? If we imagine true metaphysical nothing – no space, no time, no
laws – it’s not evident that “something” would inevitably appear. Wilczek’s argument begs the question by
assuming a backdrop of  laws that  need explanation themselves.  From a  theological perspective,  Islam
emphatically holds that only God’s will can bring something out of nothing. The Quran states that Allah is
the Originator of the heavens and earth – creation ex nihilo (from nothing) occurs by His command (“Be, and
it is”) not by natural instability (Qur’an 2:117). Ironically, Wilczek’s quip that maintaining nothingness would
require a divine Agent is turned on its head: it is precisely a divine Agent that can choose to create a world or
not. If “nothingness” by itself cannot persist, that points to a metaphysical necessity for a creative force to
explain  why  there  are  laws  and  existence  at  all.  In  Islamic  theology,  the  fact  that  the  universe  exists
contingent on finely balanced laws is seen as evidence of the Creator rather than a replacement for Him. In
summary, science can describe how a vacuum state might transition to a universe given laws of quantum
physics, but  science cannot tell us why those laws exist or why there is a reality that obeys them.
Philosophical reasoning and theology fill  this gap: it  is more coherent that an eternal,  self-existent God
willed the universe into being, rather than “nothing” magically turning into something without cause. As the
Quran rhetorically asks:  “Were they created by nothing, or were they themselves the creators?” (Qur’an
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52:35). Thus, Wilczek’s attempt to avoid God with physics doesn’t succeed – it merely shifts the ultimate
question one step back.

Steven Weinberg – “Is the universe pointless?”

Summary of Weinberg’s Argument: Physicist Steven Weinberg famously remarked, “The more the universe
seems comprehensible, the more it also seems pointless.” Weinberg argues that science has uncovered no hint
of cosmic purpose or divine plan. In his view, the vastness and impersonal nature of physical law make
humanity  seem  an  accidental  byproduct  rather  than  the  center  of  any  design.  He  notes  that  natural
theology (finding  God  in  nature)  has  failed  –  scientists  no  longer  see  evidence  of  God’s  hand  in  the
equations  or  the  data.  While  Weinberg concedes  science  cannot  disprove purpose,  he  stresses  that  all
available evidence suggests a universe that runs on indifferent laws, with no special accommodation for
human life. He thus leans towards a bleak conclusion: if there is no scientific sign of God or ultimate goal,
the universe  probably has no purpose, and any meaning must be created by humans themselves in an
otherwise cold cosmos.

Refutation: Weinberg’s argument, rooted in the success of science, contains a category mistake: science,
by its nature, describes how things work, not why they exist or what their ultimate purpose is. The absence
of “purpose” in scientific descriptions is not proof that no purpose exists; it only reflects the methodological
limits of science (it deliberately brackets questions of meaning to focus on mechanism). Even Weinberg
acknowledges that deciding whether the universe has a point is “outside the province of science”. Thus, his
stance  that  the  universe  seems pointless  is  an  inference  colored by  personal  skepticism rather  than a
scientific deduction. Philosophically, to declare life or the universe meaningless is to make a metaphysical
claim – and Weinberg offers no logical  proof,  only an impression.  One could turn his own observation
against him: he admits science cannot decide there is no point, so asserting “there is no point” goes beyond
science and arguably beyond what one can justify with evidence. In fact, the very comprehensibility of the
universe that Weinberg marvels at can be seen as evidence for an underlying meaning or Mind. Why is the
universe comprehensible at all? Why do elegant mathematical laws exist that our minds (against all odds
of evolution) can understand? Weinberg calls this rational order an “act of faith” that even atheistic scientists
must  take.  Such  order  is  very  much consistent with  a  purposeful  Creator,  whereas  a  truly  pointless,
random cosmos is under no obligation to be governed by strict laws or to be intelligible. The fine-tuning of
those laws – Weinberg was well  aware that the constants of nature allow life only in a narrow range –
suggests an underlying purpose or design, not a fluke (Weinberg disliked this implication, hence his support
for multiverse ideas to avoid the “design” problem). From an  Islamic theological viewpoint, Weinberg’s
conclusion is firmly rejected. The Quran explicitly states that God did not create the heavens and earth “in
vain” or “for mere play” (Qur’an 21:16; 38:27). Believers declare, “Our Lord, You have not created all this
without purpose – glory be to You!”. Islam teaches that the universe has profound purpose: it is a testing
ground and  a  sign  of  God’s  attributes.  The  very  sentiment  of  pointlessness that  Weinberg  bemoans  is
addressed by scripture 14 centuries ago: “Did you think that We created you in vain (for no reason), and that to
Us  you  will  not  be  returned?” .  Thus,  theology  provides  an  answer  where  Weinberg  finds  none.
Additionally,  Weinberg’s  melancholic  recognition  that  living  without  belief  in  God  is  difficult  and  less
comforting points to an existential reality: humans yearn for meaning. Islam (like other Abrahamic faiths)
affirms that this yearning is not a cruel joke – it corresponds to real purpose endowed by our Creator. In
sum,  scientifically Weinberg is right that physics by itself won’t find God in a collider or telescope – but
absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.  Philosophically, his conclusion of “no meaning” is an
unsupported leap; it ignores positive arguments for meaning (e.g. cosmic fine-tuning, moral realism, the
very intelligibility of nature). And theologically, we counter that the universe’s purpose is knowable through
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revelation:  to  recognize and worship the Almighty,  and to  develop our  souls  for  the life  to  come.  The
universe is a  sign of God, not a substitute for Him. Weinberg’s own awe at the universe’s grandeur is, in
Islamic terms, fitrah (the innate disposition) seeking its fulfillment in God. The cure for a sense of cosmic
emptiness is not to pretend we can manufacture meaning from thin air (a stance many philosophers find
unsatisfactory and self-defeating), but to discover the meaning woven into reality by its Creator. The Quran
invites  precisely  this  discovery,  rather  than  the  despair  of  pointlessness  that  Weinberg  reluctantly
articulates.

Lisa Randall – “Science vs. God: a logical conflict?”

Summary of Randall’s Argument: Theoretical physicist Lisa Randall contends that a materialist scientific
viewpoint leaves no room for divine intervention without breaking logic. She points out that all phenomena
we study have physical mechanisms; therefore invoking God as an external actor raises the question of how
and when God would influence physical events. If one claims God intervenes (e.g. answers prayers or causes
miracles),  that  means at  some point  the normal  physical  chain of  causation is  disrupted.  According to
Randall, to “subscribe both to science and to a God... who controls the universe or human activity,” you
must confront where and how this deity intervenes. Since science finds no such “gaps” unless we abandon
natural explanations, believers “have no choice but to have faith and abandon logic” when it comes to those
points. In short, Randall argues that religious claims of God influencing the material world are incompatible
with the logical empiricism of science – either God’s influence is undetectable (in which case it’s as good as
nonexistent scientifically) or if detectable, it violates the laws of physics. She thus views faith in divine action
as a leap outside reason, whereas science stays within rational, testable bounds.

Refutation: Randall’s  challenge is  a modern take on the  “God-of-the-gaps” problem, and it  rests on a
misunderstanding of how both science and God might operate. Scientifically, it’s true that we do not invoke
God to predict the outcome of a particle physics experiment or to explain the motion of planets – we use
physical  laws.  But  this  methodological  naturalism  has  worked  precisely  because God  usually  doesn’t
arbitrarily break the regularities of nature He created. Consistent physical laws do not threaten God’s role;
in  theology,  they  express God’s  will  in  a  regular  mode.  The assumption that  if God exists  He must  be
constantly  suspending natural  laws  is  not  held  by  classical  theologians.  In  fact,  Judeo-Christian-Islamic
thought often emphasizes that God is rational and orderly, creating an intelligible universe. For example,
early Muslim scientists and philosophers argued that studying nature’s regularities glorifies God’s wisdom.
Philosophically, Randall sets up a false dichotomy: either a mechanistic universe or a God-guided one. A
more nuanced view (held by many philosophers of religion and scientists of faith) is the compatibilist one:
natural causes explain  proximate events, while God is the  ultimate cause. This is analogous to saying an
author doesn’t “intervene” in a story by writing it – the author is operating at a different level than the
characters. God can underlie all  of nature continuously (as its creator and sustainer) without constantly
breaking the patterns He put in place. Miracles in religious accounts are exceptional precisely because they
are rare and for a purpose – they do not render the universe chaotic or science invalid. Randall’s logic fails
to consider that an omnipotent God could employ subtle means: for instance, answering a prayer through
what appears to be a “coincidence” within natural probabilities, or instilling ideas in a person’s mind (which
doesn’t  show  up  as  a  violation  of  brain  chemistry,  since  it  could  be  realized  through  quantum-level
indeterminacies  or  other  natural  openness).  These  are  speculative,  but  the  point  is  there  is  no formal
contradiction in believing both that the universe usually runs by natural law and that God can act freely. Her
assertion that  believers “abandon logic”  and embrace paradox is  a  caricature.  In Islamic theology (and
similarly in Christian thought), faith ( iman ) is not blind acceptance of the irrational – it is trust based on
evidence ( ayat  or signs) and reasoned arguments. Islam in particular prides itself on being a religion of
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intellectual engagement – the Quran consistently asks readers to  think,  reason, and examine the world.
Far  from  abandoning  logic,  medieval  Islamic  theologians  and  philosophers  (like  Al-Farabi,  Ibn  Sina/
Avicenna, Al-Ghazali,  Ibn Rushd/Averroes, etc.)  used Aristotelian and neo-Platonic logic to articulate how
God and nature can coexist coherently. For example, the  Avicennian argument from contingency is a
logical demonstration that all causal chains in nature logically require a Necessary Being (God) to ground
their existence – this is rational analysis, not giving up on reason. Meanwhile, scientifically, history shows
that many pioneering scientists (Newton, Kepler, Descartes, etc.) believed in a law-giving God and saw no
conflict: Newton famously said the solar system’s stability showed God’s providence, even as he described
gravity’s  law.  Randall  might  respond that  those are outdated viewpoints,  but  even today scientists  like
Francis Collins (geneticist) or Ahmed Zewail (Nobel chemist) reconcile their work with faith without mental
contortions. How? By viewing God as the author of both the book of nature and the book of revelation –
He can work through natural  laws as His  instruments.  A believer doesn’t  need to invoke a miracle for
everyday  processes  (so  no  “nonscientific  thinking”  is  invoked for  normal  events),  but  leaves  open that
beyond the realm of scientific inquiry (questions of ultimate purpose, morality, spiritual experiences) God’s
guidance  is  known  through  other  means  (scripture,  personal  experience).  Theologically,  Sunni  Islam
teaches that every cause in nature ultimately traces to God’s creative act at each moment (a doctrine known
as occasionalism,  championed by Al-Ghazali).  To the outside observer,  this  is  indistinguishable from a
universe operating on cause-and-effect, but philosophically it means God is not a competitor to scientific
causes  –  He  is  the  foundation  of  all causality.  Even  schools  of  Islamic  thought  that  allow  more
philosophically  robust  secondary  causation  (like  Maturidites  or  the  Islamic  philosophers)  maintain  that
God’s will and natural law are not in competition; they are concentric explanations. For instance, fire burns
cotton by natural law (cause), and God burns cotton by His will – both are true, with God’s will working
through the means of fire (unless He chooses otherwise in a miracle). This two-layer explanation (immediate
cause and ultimate  cause)  is  logically  consistent.  Therefore,  Randall’s  claim of  an “intractable  paradox”
between science and a God who can influence the world is  an overstated  false conflict.  Logical rigor
actually finds no contradiction unless one insists (without justification) that the physical world is a closed
system such that even God could not interact with it. But if God is the creator of the whole show, interacting
with His creation isn’t a violation – it’s His prerogative. In summary, science and religion address reality at
different levels: science the quantitative/how, religion the qualitative/why. They can overlap (e.g., on events
like creation of the universe or consciousness), but a thoughtful approach keeps in mind  methodological
boundaries.  Philosophically, many have resolved the so-called conflict by understanding God’s action in a
way that doesn’t  trample empirical  regularity (through sustaining causes or setting initial  conditions or
choosing rare miracles that don’t disrupt science’s overall applicability). And from the Islamic theological
perspective, using reason to conclude that an all-powerful God exists and then trusting His revelation  is
logical – one is expanding the scope of truth beyond the empirically testable, but not against reason. In fact,
Islam  would  argue  that  pure  materialism  has  its  own  logical  conflicts (for  example,  how  to  ground
consciousness,  free will,  and moral  norms purely in matter – something that leads to contradictions in
secular philosophy). Thus, rather than faith being illogical, a fuller logic includes both the seen and unseen
reality. We do not compartmentalize irrationally; we integrate knowledge appropriately. There is no need, as
Randall puts it, to “invoke nonscientific thinking” in an illegitimate way – instead, one invokes metaphysical
thinking for metaphysical questions, and scientific thinking for scientific questions. Each has its domain,
and the truth in one domain need not nullify truth in the other. The critical error in Randall’s argument is
assuming a zero-sum game between God and nature; the Islamic view is a win-win: nature obeys God, and
by studying nature we indirectly study the consistent habits of God (as one 14th-century Muslim scholar, Ibn
al-Qayyim,  wrote,  “The  Quran  is  God’s  word  and  the  cosmos  is  God’s  work,  and  true  science  cannot
contradict true religion”). Therefore, one can robustly reject the notion that faith means abandoning logic –
rather,  it  means expanding one’s  epistemology to  include revelation and spiritual  insight  in  addition to
empirical logic, each in its proper place.
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Seth Lloyd – “The Universe as a Computational Machine”

Summary of Lloyd’s Argument: Seth Lloyd, a quantum mechanical engineer, proposes that the universe
itself  is  a gigantic  quantum computer processing information. In addressing ultimate questions,  Lloyd
suggests that everything we observe (from galaxies to life) is the result of the universe executing physical
“algorithms”  since  the  Big  Bang.  He famously  asserted that  the  universe  has  been computing its  own
evolution (“programming itself”) from the start. This view implies that complexity and even consciousness
are emergent computational results of initial conditions. When asked  “Why is there something rather than
nothing?” or “Why these laws?”, Lloyd tends to frame it in terms of information theory: perhaps there was
no choice – the universe might be the way it is because it’s the only self-consistent computational outcome,
or because quantum bits foamed into existence and began to crunch numbers. Essentially, he leans toward
an answer that the universe’s existence is a brute fact of a self-running algorithm, not requiring an external
creator. In his perspective, questions about meaning or purpose are misguided – one should ask instead
how information flows and self-organizes. Religion and science, in Lloyd’s approach, don’t mix; he focuses
on  how reality evolves (by computation) and leaves  why it  exists either unanswered or assumes that no
deeper why exists beyond the mathematical unfolding of bits.

(Note: Lloyd’s specific quotes aren’t given in the video, so the above is synthesized from his known views, e.g. his
book “Programming the Universe.”*) *

Refutation: Lloyd’s imaginative analogy of the universe as a computer is stimulating, but it doesn’t actually
solve  the  ultimate  questions  –  it  reformulates  them.  Scientifically,  describing  physical  processes  as
information processing is often valid (quantum states carry info, physical laws can be seen as algorithms).
However, calling the universe a computer is a metaphorical stance about ontology. If we take it literally, a
computer must be  programmed and  built by something. Who or what programmed the universe’s initial
state? Lloyd might argue the program is just the laws of physics themselves (like the DNA of the cosmos).
But  this  just  pushes back one layer:  why do those laws (that  “code”)  exist?  He might  say the universe
“started with no software and then self-organized”,  but  even “no bits  at  start”  is  itself  a  specific  initial
condition requiring explanation. Philosophically, to assert the universe computes itself into existence flirts
with self-causation paradox: a system that brings itself into being from nothing is logically incoherent. If
truly nothing existed, there is nothing to run a computation. So one either has to assume some primordial
physical stuff or law existed (which then isn’t nothing), or accept an uncaused first cause. Lloyd’s framework
quietly  assumes  the  presence  of  information and  rules  of  computation at  the  outset  –  essentially
smuggling in laws of physics and a quantum substrate. Thus, it doesn’t escape the need for a creator or a
grounding principle; it merely redescribes creation in technical terms. Furthermore, calling the universe a
“quantum  computer”  might  answer  how it  evolves  from  one  state  to  the  next  (through  unitary
transformations of quantum bits), but it cannot answer why it exists at all. As one philosopher quipped, it’s
like  saying  the  meaning  of  life  is  42 –  a  category  error  of  answering  a  why-question  with  a  how-
description. From a scientific standpoint, even if the universe is computational, that invites the question:
where did this cosmic hardware come from? No computer we know of bootstraps itself out of nonexistence.
Philosophically,  Lloyd’s view risks reducing reality to an abstract game of bits,  ignoring the qualitative
aspects of existence (like subjective consciousness, qualia, love, beauty) which are not easily explained as
computations.  If  he  claims  even  those  are  just  computations,  he’s  professing  a  form  of  pan-
computationalism that many philosophers of mind and science find too simplistic or even eliminative of
what’s most important (our interior life). Theologically, such a view is  inadequate because it provides no
foundation for ultimate meaning or moral values. A universe that is just following a code has no intention
or goal – it just is. Islamic theology would argue that this contradicts our human experience of purpose and
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moral duty. Moreover, Islam posits that  information itself is not fundamental;  rather,  will and  intellect
(belonging to God primarily)  are fundamental.  The patterns of  information in the cosmos reflect  God’s
knowledge and will. Lloyd’s scenario leaves out a crucial element: a  Will that set the initial conditions. In
Islam, nothing, not even the information content of the universe, exists except that Allah knows it and has
willed it. It’s notable that Lloyd’s hypothesis doesn’t preclude God – one could say, “Yes, the universe is like a
computer, and God is the programmer.” But Lloyd himself seems to imply no such external programmer is
needed. We contest that on logical grounds: codes and algorithms are conceptual entities – they exist first in
mind. If the universe’s evolution is an algorithm, whose mind conceived it? Randomness? But randomness is
the opposite of information; it doesn’t produce the complex, fine-tuned software our universe runs on. The
fine-tuning point bears repeating:  if  the universe is  a giant program, it’s  an incredibly precise one (the
physical constants are not random bytes – they are exact values that yield stars, life, etc.). As Paul Davies
noted, the laws of physics appear “ingeniously” contrived, which is unlikely if they were just an accident of
an impersonal cosmic computer. The Quran often emphasizes that signs in nature point to a Wise Agent,
not  to  purposeless  algorithms.  For  example,  it  says,  “He  structured  the  universe  with  measure  and
order” (cf. Qur’an 25:2, 54:49), implying intention behind the information content of reality. Lastly, even on
its own terms, the “universe as computer” idea doesn’t answer why this program and not another. If Lloyd
were to suggest, say, a multiverse of all programs exists, that just multiplies the problem (and as we’ll see in
the next sections, invoking a multiverse is not an escape from needing an explanation; it arguably requires
one just as much). In conclusion, science can admire the informational aspects of nature, but it cannot tell
us why there is information rather than blank nothingness – information theory presupposes data and laws.
Philosophy would  critique  Lloyd  for,  perhaps  inadvertently,  assuming  what  he  needs  to  explain  (the
existence  of  a  cosmic  computer).  And  Islamic  theology would  reframe  his  insights:  the  harmony  of
information  in  the  cosmos  is  a  sign  of  Allah  Al-‘Aleem (the  All-Knowing)  and  Al-Hakeem (the  Wise).  The
universe  “computes”  in  an  orderly  way  because  God decreed an orderly  creation  –  not  because  of  an
inexplicable autonomous algorithm. In Islam, every instance of order and complexity is ultimately a witness
to the Creator’s wisdom, not a replacement for it. Therefore, Lloyd’s clever analogy, while not overtly hostile
to faith, falls short of answering the ultimate questions Kuhn raises. It strips away agency and teleology
(final causes), which are necessary components of a full explanation. By reintroducing those (through God),
we complete the picture: the universe’s computational order is how God’s will is implemented, and God’s will
is why there is something rather than nothing in the first place.

Rebecca Newberger Goldstein – “Can we find meaning without God?”

Summary of Goldstein’s Argument: Rebecca Goldstein, a philosopher and novelist who openly identifies
as an atheist, argues that one can construct a robust system of meaning and morality without invoking
God. In the video, her focus likely was on the ultimate questions of meaning and value. She would maintain
that while the universe itself might not come with built-in purpose,  we human beings create purpose
through  our  consciousness,  relationships,  and  values.  Goldstein  often  emphasizes  the  concept  of
“mattering” –  she  suggests  we  should  ask  “What  matters  and  why?” rather  than  “What  is  the  cosmic
purpose?”. In her view, meaning is a human-centered endeavor: things matter because they affect conscious
creatures like us. She finds traditional religious answers unnecessary or unconvincing. Having left her own
Orthodox Jewish faith in youth, Goldstein champions reason, humanism, and empathy as guides to living
a significant life. She has critically examined arguments for God (her novel 36 Arguments for the Existence of
God satirically debunks many) and finds that none logically compel belief. Thus, her position is that ultimate
questions about why we exist  or what our purpose is  do not have an external  answer –  we supply the
answers ourselves by striving for knowledge,  moral  improvement,  and perhaps by embracing concepts
from  philosophy  and  science  (like  Spinoza’s  or  Einstein’s  sense  of  awe)  rather  than  religion.  In  short,
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Goldstein’s argument is that a life of meaning, moral commitment, and even transcendent value is possible
in a  purely  naturalistic  universe,  through human reason and sentiment,  without  any need for  a  divine
lawgiver or cosmic teleology.

Refutation: Goldstein’s  perspective  is  thoughtful,  but  it  faces  challenges  on  multiple  fronts.  Firstly,
scientifically, it’s true that science per se is silent on meaning – test tubes and telescopes don’t tell us what
matters. Goldstein acknowledges this; she instead leans on philosophy and human experience to derive
meaning.  The  question  then  becomes:  can  an  atheist  worldview  ground the  values  and  meanings  we
intuitively hold? Goldstein proposes objective values like “all humans matter”, yet as a secular thinker she
does not believe in a cosmic Designer who endowed humans with special status. Herein lies a philosophical
tension: if we are the accidental outcome of mindless evolution in a purposeless cosmos, on what basis is it
objectively true that humans matter or that, say, genocide is evil? Humanists like Goldstein often answer:
because  we collectively  value  human flourishing.  But  that  is  a  form of  ethical  subjectivism or  inter-
subjectivism – it derives “ought” from what humans decide. Without a higher anchor, morality can become
a cultural consensus or evolutionary byproduct, which raises the is-ought problem David Hume identified.
Goldstein’s reliance on reason and empathy is admirable, yet reason alone can’t tell you why you ought to
value others unless you import an axiom like “suffering is bad” – which is not a logical necessity but a moral
intuition. From an Islamic (and broader theistic) standpoint, such moral truths are rooted in the nature of
God (the All-Merciful,  the Just)  and in our God-given conscience (fitrah).  Without that root,  calling them
“truths” is problematic – at best they’re  preferences widely shared. Goldstein, who has a “soft spot for
Plato”, would recall Plato’s own challenge in Euthyphro: are moral values just arbitrary (even if widely agreed
upon), or do they have an independent existence? Theism answers by grounding them in God’s character;
atheistic  moral  realism  struggles  to  justify  why  moral  “forms”  would  exist  out  there  objectively.
Philosophically, Goldstein’s dismissal of the need for God in answering ultimate questions may overlook
some strong arguments. For example, the existence of a contingent universe cries out for an explanation –
saying “it just is” isn’t satisfying to many philosophers (even atheist ones like Bertrand Russell admitted it
was a “brute fact” because he had no answer). Likewise, the existence of consciousness – Goldstein, as a
novelist and philosopher of mind, knows the hard problem of consciousness is unresolved – some argue
that consciousness is evidence of something beyond mere matter (e.g., a soul or a fundamental aspect of
reality)  which could align with the idea of  a Creator who breathed consciousness into humans (Qur’an
15:29). If mind cannot be fully reduced to matter, Goldstein’s purely naturalist stance on human significance
has a gap. Additionally, her critique of classical arguments for God (in 36 Arguments… she lists arguments
and then rebuts them) might itself be critiqued – many philosophers (including atheists) feel she sometimes
knocked down straw men or at least did not address the most sophisticated versions of those arguments.
For instance, the  cosmological argument in Kalam form (popularized by Muslim theologians) is not so
easily dismissed; it says everything that begins to exist has a cause – the universe began to exist – therefore
the universe has a cause. The cause must transcend space and time (so not part of the universe). Goldstein’s
worldview doesn’t provide a cause; it either denies the premise or just shrugs. But scientific support for a
beginning (Big Bang) gives this argument heft. Simply put, there are rational reasons to consider God as a
serious answer to “Why is there something?,” which Goldstein’s approach doesn’t adequately replace with
an equivalent explanatory power. Now, from the  theological perspective (Islamic),  one can appreciate
Goldstein’s ethical passion (e.g.,  she strongly advocates for women’s rights,  secular ethics,  etc.),  but we
would argue that  removing God impoverishes the foundation of those very ideals. Islam teaches that
our value comes from being chosen as God’s stewards on earth (Qur’an 2:30) and from God’s own honoring
of mankind (Qur’an 17:70). Goldstein says all humans demonstrably matter – Islam agrees, but why do they
matter? Because they’re God’s creation, imbued with a soul and moral responsibility. Secular humanism has
to say “they matter  just because (we feel they do).” This is precarious – in Nazi Germany, a different “we”
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decided some humans didn’t matter. If morality is ultimately a human construct, it can be deconstructed.
Goldstein might respond that reason would prevent such atrocities by recognizing the worth of persons,
but that happened in a nation famed for philosophy and reason (Germany). Islam would say: when humans
cut themselves off from divine guidance,  their  lower impulses (tribalism, greed, arrogance) can pervert
reason to justify evil. History bears this out across cultures. Thus, revelation provides an external vantage
point to correct our biases and stabilize moral truths. Goldstein’s reliance on reductive rationality overlooks
that humans are not purely rational beings; we’re also driven by desires and fears. Secular ethics lacks an
ultimate  accountability –  in  Islam,  even if  someone “gets  away”  with  evil  in  this  life,  there’s  the  Day of
Judgment. This belief profoundly influences behavior (in positive ways, encouraging justice and patience).
Without an afterlife, one might question why be moral if one can escape human law – this is the classic
question Dostoevsky explored: “If God is dead, is everything permitted?” Goldstein would say not everything
is permitted because we have empathy and societal contracts. True, many will act morally without belief in
God. But the psychological and motivational power of a God-watched universe is huge. Islam doesn’t see
it as abandoning personal responsibility or autonomy; rather it’s aligning with the universe’s moral grain.
Another  point:  Goldstein  gave  up  organized religion,  but  she  sometimes  speaks  of  “transcendent”
experiences through literature or  philosophy.  This  shows an innate human need for  something higher.
Islam would interpret that as the soul’s yearning for the divine, which nothing else fully satisfies. She might
channel it into humanism or art, but from our view that’s like admiring reflections of the light while denying
the sun. Respectfully,  one can also challenge Goldstein on  consistency:  she believes in objective moral
truths (like equality), yet her atheism offers no ontological basis for objective truths beyond human minds.
Islamic scholar Seyyed Hossein Nasr once remarked, “To say there is no God but still hold to truth, goodness,
beauty, love, etc., is to pick fruit from a tree while cutting off the roots.” Over time, the fruits wither. Indeed, we
see some secular philosophies sliding into moral relativism or nihilism, which Goldstein rightly opposes. We
argue that her stance borrows remnants of a theistic moral framework (in terms of human dignity and high
purpose for intellect) while denying the foundation (a purposeful Creator). In Islamic thought, all goodness
and truth ultimately emanate from God (Al-Haqq – The Truth, Al-Barr – The Source of Goodness). To love
goodness is implicitly to love God, whether recognized or not. In sum, we commend Goldstein’s embrace of
reason and ethical living, but we refute the notion that God is unnecessary or that faith is an impediment to
those  goals.  Scientifically,  nothing  in  biology  or  cosmology  says  “life  is  meaningless” –  that’s  an
interpretation.  Philosophically, trying to answer “ultimate questions” with  “we invent our own answers” is
arguably not an answer at all; it dodges whether there is an objective truth about purpose. Theologically,
Islam provides a coherent narrative: the universe has meaning because it’s created intentionally, and our
lives have meaning because we are meant to develop our souls, know our Lord, and be morally tested. This
narrative doesn’t stifle human flourishing – it guides and amplifies it. Many great scholars and scientists in
Islam found immense personal meaning in their faith while pursuing intellectual endeavors (e.g., Ibn Sina
was both a scientist and deeply spiritual). Therefore, we assert that a worldview that includes God and an
afterlife actually secures the values Goldstein cherishes. As the Quran says about those who disbelieve,
“They know the outward of the life of this world, but of the End (the ultimate purpose) of things they are heedless”
(Qur’an 30:7). Goldstein focuses on improving this world (a noble aim), but misses answering why the world
– or our consciousness in it – exists to begin with. Islam answers: it is a deliberate act of a loving, wise
Creator, and each person’s existence is deliberate, with the chance to attain eternal nobility. Without that,
one can assert life matters, but one cannot guarantee or justify it in the grand scheme. So we respectfully
challenge Goldstein’s claim that secular humanism suffices for ultimate meaning: it  provides proximate,
subjective projects, but not ultimate, objective meaning. The enduring hunger for transcendent meaning in
most of humanity suggests that her solution isn’t fully satisfying the human spirit – a spirit that, in Islamic
understanding, longs for God whether it knows it or not.
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Max Tegmark – “Mathematics Is Reality”

Summary  of  Tegmark’s  Argument: Max  Tegmark  espouses  the  Mathematical  Universe  Hypothesis
(MUH) – the idea that our physical reality is not just described by mathematics, it is mathematics. He posits
that the external universe is a mathematical structure, and that if a mathematical structure is rich enough
to contain self-aware substructures (like us),  then it  exists in the same sense our universe exists .  In
Kuhn’s  interview,  Tegmark  likely  argued  that  asking  “What  is  ultimately  real?” leads  him  to  answer:
mathematical entities. Ultimate reality, for Tegmark, isn’t a person or a metaphysical spirit; it’s the abstract
realm of mathematical relations. This view implies that the reason the universe exists as it does is because
it’s one possibility in the space of all mathematical structures – essentially, Tegmark entertains a form of
platonism plus multiverse: all mathematically possible universes exist (the Level IV multiverse), and we
naturally find ourselves in one that supports life. Thus, he sidesteps the question of a single purposeful
creation by saying everything that can exist (mathematically) does exist. Tegmark tends to downplay the need
for a traditional God; he sometimes muses that if one defines God as the embodiment of mathematical
perfection or the multiverse ensemble, that could be “God,” but it’s not a personal deity. In essence, his
stance  is  that  the  cosmos  feels ordered  and  fine-tuned  because  it  is  a  mathematical  object  –  and
mathematics  has an austere beauty but no deliberate agency behind it  (at  least  not  in the sense of  a
designing mind). For Tegmark, ultimate questions like “Why are we here?” might be answered by: “We’re here
because this particular mathematical structure (universe) permits life. There’s no further why; it’s just one
consistent solution among many.” Reality = math, and math simply exists.

Refutation: Tegmark’s bold hypothesis raises as many questions as it answers. Start with the scientific and
logical aspects: The idea that “our external physical reality is a mathematical structure”  is an ontological
claim,  not  an  empirical  one.  We  certainly  find  that  math  describes  the  universe  astonishingly  well  –
equations predict particles, orbits, etc., which gives a Platonic allure. But does that mean physical entities
are  literally mathematical  entities  (which  are  normally  thought  of  as  non-physical  abstractions)?  This  is
highly debatable. In philosophy of mathematics, one big question is whether mathematical objects exist
independently (Platonism) or are just constructs of minds (nominalism). Tegmark is a hardcore Platonist,
basically saying mathematical structures exist “out there” even without a physical instantiation. He then
equates existence with being mathematical.  A critique here: even if one grants an abstract existence to
numbers or geometries, it’s a further leap to say that by virtue of that, those structures  come to life as
universes. It’s actually a sort of mystical idea wearing a scientific veneer. No experiment could verify the
existence of, say, an alternate mathematical universe, because by definition it’s separate from ours and not
causally connected. Thus, as a scientific theory, MUH is not falsifiable – it’s more a philosophical conjecture.
Philosophically,  one  can  object  that  Tegmark’s  solution  to  “why  does  our  universe  exist  with  these
laws?” (answer: because all possible laws exist in some universe) is not an explanation but an elimination of
the concept of explanation. It’s like answering “Why did this lottery ticket win?” by saying “All tickets won in
some parallel lottery.” It might remove the need to ask “why this one?”, but it doesn’t give a positive reason;
it just says “it had to be somewhere.” The cost of that is positing an infinity of other universes you can never
observe – arguably a more extravagant metaphysics than positing one God. In fact, Tegmark’s view is the
ultimate Occam’s Razor fail: instead of one contingent universe plus God, he has an infinite ensemble of all
universes with no further reason. By multiplying entities (infinitely), he hopes to avoid one entity (God).
Some have  pointed  out  this  is  pseudo-explanatory:  it  explains  everything in  general and  nothing in
particular. From a  logical standpoint, saying “all mathematical structures exist” is perilous. Mathematical
structures include some that  are inconsistent or  unethical  (imagine a universe that  computes a hellish
scenario). Does Tegmark believe literally every structure exists? If not, who/what sets the boundary of which
maths get to be real? If yes, then somewhere there’s a universe where 2+2=5 (an inconsistent one) – but
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then is that actually a mathematical structure or just nonsense? So likely he means all consistent structures.
But the notion of  existence across all  of  them begs the question:  why should consistency = existence?
Usually  we  think  a  concept  can  be  consistent  yet  not  instantiated.  For  example,  a  perfectly  internally
consistent novel (say Tolkien’s Middle-earth with detailed history and languages) is a “mathematical-like”
structure, but do we say it exists somewhere physically? Most would say no – it exists as fiction. Tegmark’s
criterion would lean to yes – Middle-earth exists in the Level IV multiverse, perhaps. This blurs fiction and
reality  in  a  way  that  many  find  philosophically  implausible.  Now,  consider  theological  implications.
Tegmark’s approach is  atheistic at core – it doesn’t outright deny God but renders God unnecessary by
attributing creation to the impersonal realm of mathematics. In Islam (and other theisms), mathematics is a
tool God used to ordain the universe, or a reflection of the divine attribute of knowledge and wisdom. But
mathematics itself is not ultimate. In Islamic thought, mathematical truths are part of God’s knowledge (His
understanding of how many possible patterns could be). But God chooses a particular order for a purpose.
Tegmark’s universe has no choice or intent – everything that can exist, does. This contradicts the concept of a
deliberate creation. Moreover, mathematics cannot love you, forgive you, or hear your prayers. A purely
mathematical God is as impersonal as the emptiest atheism, thus spiritually void. Humans have personal
consciousness and long for personal connection; an equation doesn’t satisfy that longing. From an Islamic
perspective,  one  might  even  find  Tegmark’s  idea  somewhat  analogous  to  pantheism or  even  certain
interpretations of Mushrik (associating partners) – he’s effectively idolizing an aspect of creation (abstract
math) as the ultimate reality, instead of Allah. The Quran repeatedly warns against worshipping anything
that lacks awareness and power. Mathematics, no matter how beautiful, has no will or creative power by
itself; it’s a description, not an agent. Even if one believed math “exists” on its own, it can’t cause a universe
to begin – it’s the blueprint, not the Builder. Tegmark’s worldview inadvertently asks math to do the job of
God, which is a category error. Additionally, his multiverse notion – that all  possible universes exist – is
impossible to verify and leads to moral and existential absurdities (in some universe, every conceivable
tragedy is happening, and in another every heroics – so everything that can happen, does. This undermines
moral significance: our choices would be just one branch among zillions where alternatives also happen, so
do we really have meaningful agency? In Islam, each soul’s choices are unique and truly significant, not
dissolved in an infinite ensemble of outcomes). Scientifically, there’s also the issue that not all mathematical
structures may be “realizable” – physics seems to select a very special subset of mathematics. Why, for
instance, does our universe obey  this specific group of symmetry equations and not some other random
equations?  Tegmark  says  “because  somewhere  every  option  is  realized.”  But  then  we’re  back  to  no
explanation why the mathematical  space itself  exists.  The  Quran argues against attributing creation to
anything other than God: “Or do they assign to things they do not understand (false gods)? Say: God is the One
who created all things, and He is the One, the Irresistible” (13:16). In a sense, Tegmark assigns creation to
“things  we  do  understand”  (math),  but  the  critique  stands:  those  things  can’t  explain  themselves.
Philosophically,  one more critique:  Tegmark’s  scenario doesn’t  actually  answer “Why something rather
than nothing?” at the deepest level. It just says “because ‘nothing’ is just one mathematical structure (the
null set) among many, and ‘something’ (all structures) is the broader reality.” But why should the broader
reality include all structures instead of none? That still needs an explanation. It’s essentially an appeal to the
Principle of Plenitude (all that can exist, does) – which was debated by ancient philosophers and often
found wanting unless one posits a metaphysical drive or necessity for fullness (some pagan systems did,
but then that principle itself is like a god-force). In Islam, God could have created nothing or everything; He
chose  to  create  this  world  as  a  deliberate  act.  Tegmark’s  ensemble  has  no  deliberation;  it’s  just  an
exhaustive brute fact. This is far less satisfying intellectually and existentially. Summing up,  scientifically
we find Tegmark’s MUH intriguing but untestable and question-begging.  Philosophically,  it  dodges the
need for a necessary being by exploding reality into an infinity of possibilities realized – but this undermines
rational  inference  (if  all  is  possible,  why  is  science  even  special?  It’s  just  mapping  one  branch).
Theologically, Islam asserts that abstract truths (like mathematics) exist, but they point to God’s wisdom;

10



they are not themselves the Creator. The harmony of math and physics is seen as a sign of  tanzih (the
transcendence and knowledge of God). In fact, many Muslim thinkers would resonate with the idea that
God used the language of  mathematics  to design the cosmos (as Kepler  said,  “God created the world
according to weight, measure, and number”). But crucially, a language implies a Speaker. Tegmark has the
language  writing  itself.  We  refute  that  by  pointing  out  that  languages  (systems  of  rules)  don’t  enact
themselves – an agent is needed to choose and express meaning through them. Therefore, the existence of
a  rigorous  mathematical  structure  underlying  the  universe  is  actually  evidence  of  a  rational  ordering
principle – in religious terms, the Logos or the Mind of God. It’s not a proof of God per se, but it’s certainly
more suggestive of a Great Mathematician than of math existing on its own. In the Islamic worldview, God
is  Al-ʿAlīm (All-Knowing) and  Al-Qadir (All-Powerful);  the laws of nature reflect His knowledge and power.
Remove God, and you have laws with no lawgiver – that’s a puzzle Tegmark hasn’t solved. In conclusion,
while Tegmark eliminates a personal God in favor of an elegant cosmic algebra, we contend that elegance
itself is a clue to intention. The proper response to “Why is the universe mathematical?” is arguably “Because
the  Creator  made  it  intelligible  to  reflect  His  glory  and  to  allow  us,  His  creatures  endowed  with  reason,  to
comprehend it.” Tegmark’s  answer of  “it  just  is  –  math exists” is  not  only unsatisfactory,  it’s  essentially  a
restatement of the question in different terms. It evades the personal dimension of existence that every
human heart seeks. Islam brings that back: ultimate reality is not a cold equation, but the Living God, who
created  equations  and  souls  alike.  And  intriguingly,  that  God  uses math  –  which  is  why  we  see math
everywhere.  This  perspective  preserves  the  triumphs  of  Tegmark’s  insight  (the  mathematical  order  of
cosmos) but grounds it in a complete metaphysical framework that includes purpose and personality, which
MUH lacks.

Charles Harper Jr. – “Science, God, and the Big Questions”

Summary of Harper’s Argument: Dr. Charles Harper Jr., a scientist and Templeton Foundation executive,
approaches ultimate questions as areas where science and theology intersect. In the video, Harper likely
argued that questions like  “Does the universe have a first cause?”,  “Why are the laws of nature conducive to
life?”, or “Is there a larger purpose to existence?” cannot be fully answered by science alone . He probably
emphasizes  the  importance  of  metaphysical  inquiry alongside  physics  –  essentially  advocating  a
complementary relationship between our scientific understanding of the cosmos and our theological or
philosophical interpretations. For example, Harper has edited works on “Science and Ultimate Reality” and
engaged with ideas of  fine-tuning and  multiple universes.  He might point out that the  fact of the Big
Bang or a multiverse doesn’t negate God; rather, one can ask, “If a multiverse exists, did God create the
whole  multiverse?”  (hence  titles  like  “Did  God  Create  Multiple  Universes?”).  Harper  likely  holds  that  it  is
intellectually legitimate – even necessary – to ask “Why is there something instead of nothing?”, “What
caused the universe?”,  and  “What is  the source of  the laws of  nature?” and that  science,  by itself,
reaches a horizon on these questions. At that horizon, theology can offer insights (e.g., a divine Creator as
first cause, the Mind of God as the ground of lawful order, etc.). In essence, Harper’s position is that ultimate
questions form a continuum spanning science, philosophy, and theology, and that answers may involve an
integration of  knowledge domains.  He is  not  against  science –  on the contrary,  as  a  Princeton-trained
scientist he loves it – but he sees  materialism as an insufficient worldview. He likely calls for humility and
openness to transcendent explanations, suggesting that believing in God complements the wonder that
science uncovers, rather than competes with it. For example, he might say the Big Bang is the scientific
description of creation, and theology addresses who or what caused that “bang” from nothing. 

Refutation (Response): Unlike the other interviewees, Harper’s argument is not staunchly anti-theistic; it’s
more inviting theology into the conversation. Therefore, our response will be more of an affirmation with
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additional  nuance from an Islamic perspective,  rather than a straight  rebuttal.  Scientifically,  Harper is
correct that there are limits to what empirical methods can address. Science can trace back to the Planck
time of the universe’s origin or propose multiverse hypotheses, but it cannot tell us why there is an origin at
all or  why there is a multiverse rather than none.  Those remain  metaphysical questions.  Philosophers of
science generally agree that science presupposes an orderly universe but doesn’t explain the origin of that
order  (that’s  why  some scientists,  like  Paul  Davies,  echo  Harper’s  sentiment  that  there’s  a  “something
behind it all”).  Harper’s advocacy to engage philosophy and theology at this juncture is logically sound.
Philosophically, to deny oneself the right to even ask “Why is there existence?” is an arbitrary constraint; it’s
not demanded by reason, only perhaps by a kind of scientific positivism which itself is a philosophy (a self-
defeating  one,  since  positivism’s  claim  “only  scientific  statements  have  meaning”  is  not  a  scientific
statement  but  a  philosophical  one).  So  Harper  is  on  firm  ground  inviting  all rational  tools  (including
metaphysics) to address these ultimate questions. In Islamic intellectual tradition, this holistic approach
resonates strongly: classical scholars utilized rational arguments (kalam, falsafa) to discuss God’s existence,
the creation of the world, etc., all the while valuing empirical observation of nature as signs (ayāt) of the
Creator. Harper’s bridging ethos is very much in line with how Islamic civilization at its peak saw no conflict
between studying the stars and pondering their Creator. 

One area to refine: when dealing with  specific ultimate questions, Harper often turned to Christian or
deist  formulations  (given  his  context).  The  Islamic  perspective  sometimes  aligns,  sometimes  offers  a
different  nuance.  For  instance,  on  the  first  cause question:  Medieval  Muslim  theologians  (Al-Kindi,  Al-
Ghazali) formulated the Kalam Cosmological Argument: everything that begins to exist has a cause; the
universe began to exist; hence the universe has a cause (and that cause must be uncaused, beyond time,
powerful – essentially God). Harper’s stance likely matches this. We support it, with the strong caveat that
the  Quran already asserted creatio ex nihilo and challenges deniers:  “Or were they created by nothing? Or
were they themselves the creators?”. In Sunni Islam, it’s a point of creed that nothingness cannot generate
being; only Allah, the Pre-Existing, gives existence to what was not. Thus, the “first cause” argument finds a
warm home in Islamic reasoning, and refutations of philosophers like those of Aristotle who posited an
eternal  universe  were  a  major  project  of  scholars  like  Al-Ghazali.  Al-Ghazali  in  The  Incoherence  of  the
Philosophers basically  takes  the  side  Harper  does:  the  cosmos had a  beginning by  God’s  will,  and any
infinite regress of causes is impossible – there must be a starting point willed by a Necessary Being. 

On the fine-tuning or “ultimate laws” issue: Harper, being involved with Templeton, is certainly aware of the
fine-tuning debate – that fundamental constants seem “set” in a way to allow life, which is surprising if it’s
all random. His likely view is that this hints at purpose or design. We concur. The Quran doesn’t state fine-
tuning in modern terms, but repeatedly it draws attention to the heavens and earth having been created
“bil-haqq” (with truth, meaning, and an exact rightness) and “bi-miqdār” (in precise measure). For example,
“We have created everything according to a measure” (Qur’an 54:49) which could be taken as an affirmation
that constants and natural phenomena are deliberately calibrated. So Islamic theology provides a strong
backing for the intuition that the world is not haphazard but the result of Qadar (divine precise ordainment).
If Harper argued (as Templeton folks often do) that the “unreasonable effectiveness of mathematics” or
intelligibility of the universe suggests a rational ordering mind, we again find harmony – Muslims would
simply say yes, that rational mind is God. Historically, thinkers like Ibn Rushd (Averroes) used a form of fine-
tuning argument by pointing to the order and providence in nature as evidence of a Wise Creator. One of
the Quran’s  common refrains is  to  challenge people to find  flaw or  inconsistency in  creation:  “(He)  Who
created the seven heavens one above another; you see no inconsistency in the creation of the Most Beneficent. So
look again:  do you see any flaw?” (Qur’an 67:3-4).  This  invites the conclusion that  the seamless order is
intentional, not accidental.
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One could raise a subtle critique: sometimes in bridging science and religion, people like Harper might lean
toward  a  generic  theism (“a  Creator  exists”)  without  specifying  further.  Islam  would  push  further:
acknowledging a Creator is step one; understanding our relationship to Him (as revealed through prophets)
is  step  two.  While  Harper  (as  a  Christian)  would  agree  on  revelation,  from  an  Islamic  vantage,  we’d
emphasize that the truths gleaned by reason are beautifully confirmed and expanded by Quranic revelation.
For example, reason may tell us a First Cause exists; revelation tells us this Cause is not an impersonal force
but  “Allah,  the  Compassionate,  the  Merciful,” who  sent  guidance  and  cares  about  our  moral  choices.  In
dialogues like Kuhn’s, that next step often isn’t discussed (they stop at “does God exist?” not “what does God
want from us?”). So as a refutation in the sense of  completion, we’d add:  The ultimate questions cannot
stop at deism; one should also ask “Has this Creator communicated with us? What is the purpose of life in light
of God’s existence?” Harper likely would agree, but in an interfaith setting he might keep it broad. Islam
would answer: Yes, God sent prophets to inform us of our purpose (to worship God and cultivate earth
ethically)  and  our  destiny  (accountability  in  an  afterlife).  This  gives  fuller  meaning  to  the  universe’s
existence. Without this component, one might believe in a Creator but see Him as a silent architect – Islam
insists God is also a Guide and Lawgiver. 

Another  minor  point:  Harper’s  engagement  with  the  possibility  of  a  multiverse  (multiple  universes)  is
noteworthy.  Some worry that a multiverse undermines design (by brute force chance).  But Harper and
colleagues have often argued it doesn’t eliminate the need for God – it may just widen the scope of His
creation. We support that: if tomorrow scientists found strong evidence of a multiverse, a Muslim could say,
“Allah is Lord of all the worlds (Rabb al-‘alamin)” – a phrase we recite in Al-Fatiha (the opening chapter of
Quran) that interestingly is plural: “worlds.” We already believe God could have created other realms and
indeed did (the spiritual realms, possibly other physical realms). So multiverse doesn’t remove God; it just
means His creative act was even more fecund and varied. It does make fine-tuning arguments trickier (since
with  infinite  universes,  even  rare  combinations  will  exist  somewhere),  but  one  can  then  question  the
multiverse’s own laws, as Harper does: “If there are multiple universes, did God create the multiverse?”. There’s
always the next why. In Islam, whatever exists, however huge the ensemble, is from God’s creative word
“Be.” So we find Harper’s openness to God in any scenario a sound approach. 

In  summary,  we  affirm Harper’s  main  argument:  that  ultimate  questions  demand  both  scientific  and
theological consideration. We would add the Islamic answer to those questions: Allah is the first cause (Al-
Awwal), the necessary being who originated the universe; Allah crafted the laws and constants deliberately
(Qur’an 25:2, 55:5–7) as signs of His wisdom;  Allah imbued creation with purpose – not in the sense that
stars  think,  but  that  the whole  cosmos is  meant  to  facilitate  the existence of  moral,  conscious  beings
(humans and jinn) who can know and worship their Lord. As the Quran says, “We did not create the heavens
and earth and all that is between them except with truth and for a stated term.” (Qur’an 46:3) – meaning it’s not
random or eternal; it has a true purpose and a determined end. Harper’s methodology is on track, and
Islamic theology provides a robust framework to execute it: using reason (`aql) and revelation (naql) hand in
hand. Our respectful critique, if any, is that one should not remain content with a vague deism that some
science-religion discussions end with. The point of identifying a Creator is to then seek to know His will.
Islam posits  that  God  actively reached out  to  His  creation with  guidance (through prophets  like  Noah,
Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and Muhammad). This ensures that the ultimate questions of meaning (“Why are
we here? What for?”) are answered not by human guesswork alone but by divine revelation. No purely
scientific inquiry can tell us  the purpose of human life – but God’s messages do:  “I did not create jinn and
humans  except  to  worship  Me” (Qur’an  51:56).  Thus,  while  Harper  focuses  on  cosmology  and  physics
questions, we extend the conversation to existential purpose, where Islam gives a clear answer. 
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In conclusion,  science finds a majestic cosmos with a definite beginning and elegant order – Islam says
that’s exactly what to expect from an All-Powerful, All-Wise Creator. Philosophy finds that contingency and
intelligibility point to a necessary, intelligent ground – Islam names that ground Allah and further provides
context of His attributes and intentions. Theologically, Sunni Islam stands very much aligned with the view
that the “big questions” (first cause, design, why anything exists) are best answered by acknowledging God.
Unlike secular thinkers who find such answers “God of the gaps,” we find them  God of the whole show.
Harper’s integrative approach is commendable and, from our perspective, lands on essentially the Islamic
worldview albeit in a broad sense. The  refutation of other secular arguments above actually reinforces
Harper’s stance: those arguments (Wilczek’s, Weinberg’s, Randall’s, etc.) all hit philosophical dead-ends or
explanatory voids, which Harper’s invocation of a Creator neatly fills with a coherent cause or purpose.
Thus, rather than refute Harper, we have largely corroborated his arguments with Islamic reasoning and
scripture, while urging that one go further to embrace not just a generic Creator, but the rich understanding
of God and life’s purpose offered in the Islamic tradition. 

Paul Davies – “A Meaningful Universe”

Summary of Davies’s Argument: Paul Davies, a renowned theoretical physicist,  takes a middle ground
between strict atheism and traditional theism. In Kuhn’s program, Davies likely argued that the  universe
exhibits  signs of  ingenious design and purpose.  He often points  out  that  the laws of  physics  seem
“uniquely fit” for life – the impression of fine-tuning is “overwhelming”. Davies has said “The universe must
have a purpose,” even if  we don’t  yet know what it  is.  He finds it  striking that we can comprehend the
universe through mathematics and reason – implying that mind is somehow woven into the fabric of reality
(famously, he said science itself proceeds on a faith that the universe is rational). However, Davies stops
short of endorsing a personal God. Instead, he speaks of a  teleological principle or deeper meaning that
could be inherent in the cosmos. For example, he muses that life and consciousness might not be accidents
but rather central to the universe’s story. In the video, Davies might have recounted how unlikely our cosmic
order is if it were mere chance, citing that if physical constants were even slightly different, we’d have no
stars, no chemistry, no life. He also likely mentioned the  mystery of existence – why there are laws of
nature at all and where they come from. His stance has been that even if a final Theory of Everything is
found, we’d still be left asking “Why these laws?”. Davies criticizes multiverse explanations as “sweeping the
issue  under  the  carpet”  by  invoking  infinity  to  avoid  addressing  the  root  cause.  While  not  orthodox
religious, Davies flirts with what he calls a “mind of God” (title of one of his books) – suggesting the universe
in some sense is built on informational and rational foundations that might hint at something one could
poetically call God (though not necessarily the personal God of scripture). Essentially, Davies argues that
the universe is about something – that our existence as conscious beings is not a trivial accident, and that
the intelligibility and fine-tuning of the cosmos point toward a universe with meaning and possibly intent.
He sees value in religious-like questions, even if he attempts to answer them in a novel way (like proposing
that  perhaps  the  universe  has  built-in  self-awareness  potential,  etc.).  So  in  summary,  Davies  rejects  a
purposeless universe and strongly implies a guiding something – he just leaves that something somewhat
abstract.

Refutation: Davies’s views actually converge significantly with theological thinking, so much of what we
would “refute” are perhaps his hesitations or ambiguities.  Scientifically,  Davies highlights facts that any
honest worldview must grapple with: the universe’s laws look suspiciously bio-friendly, and the existence of
laws is remarkable in itself. We reinforce that by noting, for instance, that the probability of a life-permitting
universe (by random draw of constants) is extremely low – so low that many scientists have felt forced to
embrace the multiverse idea to avoid the implication of design. Davies rightly points out that a multiverse
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theory, even if true, only relocates the fine-tuning (who or what “selects” the multiverse mechanism and its
distribution?  –  it  could  itself  be  fine-tuned).  Philosophically,  Davies  is  aligning  with  the  teleological
argument (design argument) and a form of the cosmological argument (the need for an explanation of
existence). We support his reasoning: design is a rational inference when you have an incredibly ordered
system that produces something as special as life and mind. It’s the same reasoning we apply when seeing
information (like DNA code) or complex functionality (like the eye) – chance and necessity alone are not
convincing explanations.  Philosophers from Paley to today’s  intelligent design proponents make similar
points,  which  Davies,  though  secular,  echoes  in  softer  terms  (“overwhelming  impression  of  design”  is
essentially Paley’s watchmaker sentiment). Islam has always invited people to observe nature for signs of
God’s wisdom. For instance, the Quran frequently cites natural phenomena – rain bringing life, the precise
orbits of the sun and moon, the variety of creatures – and then says these are “ayat” (signs) for those who
reflect.  One could say Davies  has  nearly adopted the view that  those “signs”  indicate  something –  but
perhaps  due  to  scientific  reticence,  he  stops  at  saying  “the  evidence  suggests  strongly a  purpose  that
includes us” rather than “there is a Creator who made us for a purpose.” Our refutation is basically a gentle
nudge to follow the evidence to its logical end. 

One  philosophical  critique of  Davies  might  be:  while  he  insists  the  universe  has  purpose,  he  has
occasionally suggested that the universe might be self-teleological, that life and consciousness are meant to
emerge and perhaps even influence the universe’s end state (this veers toward ideas like the participatory
anthropic  principle  or  Wheeler’s  idea  that  observers  are  required  to  bring  the  universe  into  being  –
somewhat speculative). If Davies implies the universe somehow gave itself purpose or that life  bootstraps
purpose in an otherwise mechanical cosmos, we would refute that as incoherent. Purpose presupposes
mind and intention. If one doesn’t want a pre-existing divine mind, one ends up in awkward positions like
“the universe intended to give rise to beings who then give it meaning” – but that implies a foresight and
goal  in  the  universe  before  minds  existed,  which  is  basically  smuggling  God  back  in  (just  calling  it
“Universe”). It’s far cleaner logically to posit an actual Mind (God) who built purpose into the universe, than
to ascribe quasi-mind to inanimate nature. Islam unequivocally personalizes this:  Allah is  the One who
intends, and creation fulfills His intent, whether by following natural laws or by creatures exercising free will
within the parameters He set. 

Theologically, from an Islamic perspective, we wholeheartedly agree with Davies’s intuition that “we are truly
meant to be here” – the Quran tells us that humans were created for a noble role as caretakers on earth
(Qur’an  2:30)  and  ultimately  to  attain  God’s  mercy.  The  alignment  is  strong:  Davies  sees  humans  as
somehow central (in an otherwise vast cosmos) because of our unique awareness. Islam also sees humans
(and jinn)  as central  in  the sense of  moral  and spiritual  significance,  not  physical  location.  The stars and
galaxies are magnificent, but they have no moral agency; we do, so the drama of good and evil, of faith and
denial, of growth of the soul – those are the core of the cosmic story, and the stage is set perfectly for it. So
when Davies notes that science  alone yields a morally neutral or aimless narrative (“physics all  the way
down” as Brian Greene says, which Davies opposes), he’s pointing out a deficiency that religion fills. Islam
would say: the material cause-and-effect description is accurate as far as it goes, but the underlying reason
is given through revelation: that God creates with purpose, testing which of us will do good (Qur’an 11:7,
67:2). 

Another difference: Davies sometimes flirts with pantheistic or panentheistic language (“God as the laws of
nature” or “God as the universe’s self-awareness”). We would refute identifying God with the universe or its
laws. In Islam, God is separate from His creation (Tawhid entails God is One, unique, not part of the created
order – transcendence). The laws reflect His will, but are not Him. Davies probably doesn’t literally mean
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God = laws (since he’s not strongly theistic), but in trying to avoid a personal God he risks de-personalizing
purpose. We assert that purpose comes from Person (the Supreme Consciousness). 

In  practical  terms,  we  appreciate  Davies’s  contributions  because  he  is  a  respected  scientist  telling  the
scientific community that  “hey, the universe looks special – maybe we should take ideas of purpose seriously.”
That’s nearly Quranic in spirit, albeit without Quran’s source of authority. The refutation is mostly of the
agnostic  hesitation.  Scientifically  and  logically,  a  personal  Creator  remains  a  more  straightforward
explanation for the features Davies highlights than vague principles. As an analogy: if a high-tech probe
landed on an alien planet and found a factory churning out gadgets, with robot workers, etc., one could say
“Hmm, either a civilization built this or maybe raw nature somehow spontaneously did it. But spontaneously
looks very implausible, so likely there are intelligent beings behind it.” Davies stands at the threshold of
making that inference for the cosmic “factory” that produces life and mind. We encourage crossing the
threshold: acknowledge the intelligent Designer. Once you do, all the puzzle pieces fit without contortions:
fine-tuning is just God’s calibration, rational laws are the reflection of a rational Lawgiver, consciousness
isn’t a quirk but intended (so that we can know and love God), and the moral dimension (the sense that we
are  meant  for  something)  is  validated  because  there  is  indeed  a  moral  framework  set  by  God
(accountability,  afterlife).  Davies  already half-embraces these ideas by saying the evidence points  to us
being not a “mere quirk of fate” but central. We fill in with Islamic theology: humans are central to God’s
plan – the Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon him) even said “Indeed, God created nothing more honored to
Him than the son of Adam” (human being). 

One more subtle augmentation: Davies might think the purpose is inside the universe (like the universe has
a purpose and will  end when achieved).  Islam says the purpose of this universe is  largely as a testing
ground, which will  indeed end one day (the Quran says the universe will  end and a new order will  be
established – the Hereafter, where ultimate purpose is realized). So ironically, if the universe’s purpose is to
bring about moral beings and let them make choices, once that’s done, the universe can end – and Islam
predicts  it  will  (Qur’an  39:67-75  describes  the  collapse  of  heavens  and judgment  day).  Davies,  without
revelation, speculated something somewhat resonant:  “if  the universe has a purpose and achieves it,  it
must end” – a rather intriguing alignment with religious eschatology! It shows how far reason and intuition
can lead someone to ideas very close to revealed truth. We’d refute any suggestions from Davies that  we
(conscious beings) are ourselves the source of the purpose (as if we conjure meaning ex nihilo). Instead, we
say we fulfill a purpose given by the Creator. 

In conclusion, scientifically, Davies’s observations are in line with what believers expect to find if a rational
God  made  the  world  (order,  fine-tuning,  comprehensibility).  Philosophically,  his  sense  that  “there  is
something  deeply  special  and  not  accidental  about  existence”  is  much  more  cogent  than  nihilistic  or
multiverse-dismissals of that specialness.  Theologically,  we encourage going one step further: attribute
that specialness to the will of God, and accept that we have a directed role given by that God. Islam answers
the  what now? question that comes after realizing the universe has purpose: the answer is to know our
Creator and live morally, preparing for meeting Him. Davies already admires the religious contribution of
framing these issues. We essentially invite him (and those sharing his mindset) to embrace the clear, explicit
worldview Islam (and other monotheisms) offer, rather than hovering in deistic or pantheistic ambiguity.
That would resolve the remaining “mysteries” in his outlook with a coherent narrative: a wise God created
the universe with laws (hence math works), fine-tuned it for life (hence our lucky constants), brought forth
conscious beings (hence we can reflect the universe understanding itself), and imbued those beings with
moral awareness and yearning (hence we seek meaning). He communicated to us through prophets to
guide our yearning to its true fulfillment. The universe’s purpose “includes us” indeed – specifically, it is to
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facilitate our journey of choosing faith and virtue over disbelief and vice. Once that purpose is done, God
will create a new heaven and earth of the Hereafter, where the fruits of that test are realized (eternal life,
bliss for the righteous, justice served). That full picture is something philosophy alone couldn’t confirm, but
it’s  what  Islamic  revelation  provides.  We  argue  this  is  a  far  more  satisfying  endgame  to  the  ultimate
questions than stopping at simply “there is probably meaning but it’s unknown.” 

Thus, our “refutation” of Paul Davies is not adversarial but rather completing the trajectory of his thought
with the definite answers given by Islamic wisdom. Far from being “overly ambitious or sophomoric” to seek
these answers (as Kuhn’s intro joked), we hold it’s the natural culmination of human intellect and spirit – and
that culmination is found in recognizing the truth of God’s existence and guidance. In summary, we agree
with  Davies  that  the  universe  shows  evidence  of  purpose  and  design,  and  we  add  that  the  most
straightforward, coherent explanation for that is  the existence of  an intelligent Creator who intended
beings like us to emerge and to partake in a meaningful story. Islam provides exactly that explanation,
replete with details about our moral duties and our destiny, which goes beyond what Davies, as a scientist-
philosopher, could derive on his own. 

Brian Keating – “Faith and the Cosmos: A Scientist’s Journey”

Summary of Keating’s Argument: Brian Keating is an astrophysicist who has spoken openly about the
quasi-religious  faith in unobservable ideas held by some atheist scientists. In the video, Keating likely
highlighted how concepts like the multiverse are embraced with an almost faith-like conviction to avoid the
alternative of a designed universe. He points out the irony that scientists who reject God due to “lack of
evidence” will readily believe in an infinity of universes for which there is no direct evidence. Keating, who
identifies as an observant Jew, argues that fine-tuning – the fact that the cosmos is surprisingly well-suited
for life – is too convenient to write off. Instead of admitting it hints at a Creator, many scientists invoke the
multiverse (if there are infinite random universes, one will by chance have the right conditions, so no need
for God). Keating calls this out as a double standard: they are exercising “faith” in the multiverse, which is
not empirically proven. He even quotes Chesterton’s quip: “When men stop believing in God, they don’t believe
in nothing; they believe in anything.” In essence, Keating’s argument is that  atheist scientists are not as
purely rational and evidence-driven as they claim –  they have metaphysical  commitments (like strict
naturalism  or  anti-supernaturalism)  that  lead  them  to  embrace  speculative  science  ideas  with  quasi-
religious fervor. He encourages honesty about this: if we’re believing in something unprovable (be it God or
multiverse), we should admit it’s a belief. He also likely mentions that historically, many great scientists had
religious  faith  and  that  believing  in  a  rational  Creator  actually  nurtured  the  expectation  of  a  rational
creation.  Keating  himself,  as  a  religious  cosmologist,  finds  wonder  and  meaning  in  the  universe  that
atheism would strip away. So he advocates for being open to faith and not dismissing God when one’s own
positions often involve leaps of faith (just of a materialistic kind). He also emphasizes humility: that science
cannot currently answer everything (e.g.,  what caused the Big Bang, what lies beyond our horizon),  so
maintaining  an  openness  to  theological  answers  is  more  intellectually  honest  than  insisting  on  purely
physicalist answers that are actually untestable (like multiverse). In short, Keating calls out the bias in the
scientific community against God, showing that it  sometimes leads to poor reasoning or acceptance of
ideas that are “just as made up” as the concept of a Creator. He doesn’t claim this proves God, but he levels
the playing field: both theism and multiverse belief require going beyond direct evidence, so don’t pretend
one is science while the other is not – they’re both metaphysical stances.

Refutation: We find Keating’s  critique extremely  cogent  and largely  agree.  Our  “refutation”  will  rather
reinforce  his  points  and  connect  them  to  Islamic  insights,  with  perhaps  an  added  emphasis  on  why
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believing in God is  not equivalent to believing in, say, a multiverse – it’s actually a more reasonable and
philosophically  grounded  position.  Scientifically,  Keating  is  right:  the  multiverse  is,  at  this  point,  not
confirmable. It’s a speculation born out of some inflation theories, but it lies in the realm of inference and
perhaps even unfalsifiable (some versions). Thus, to claim “Science explains fine-tuning by multiverse” is
disingenuous –  it’s  not  an empirical  explanation,  it’s  a  theoretical  possibility  invoked largely  to  avoid a
Creator.  Philosophically,  preferring  infinite  unseen  universes  over  one  unseen  God  is  a  classic  case  of
Occam’s Razor violation. We would argue it’s  far simpler to posit one necessary, uncaused Mind (God) to
explain the contingent universe than to posit an infinitude of entire universes. Even aside from simplicity,
there is the matter of principle: as Keating notes, if you reject God due to “lack of evidence,” you should by
the same token reject multiverse and other undetected entities. If you accept multiverse on grounds of
theoretical necessity or prior probability (some might argue inflation naturally leads to many universes),
then why not at least entertain God on grounds of philosophical necessity (the universe needs a cause or
the  laws  need an explanation)  or  experiential  probability  (billions  claim to  experience  the  divine)?  The
inconsistency is glaring and Keating shines a light on it effectively. 

From an  Islamic perspective,  we applaud Keating’s  call  for  intellectual  humility  (the Quran often tells
humans they have been given only a little knowledge, and to not speak beyond it).  The Quran actually
prefigures this  modern debate in a way:  “They deny the knowledge that  is  beyond their  reach and whose
explanation has not yet come to them” (Qur’an 10:39) – many scientists deny God because they can’t detect
Him  with  their  instruments,  yet  they  concoct  elaborate  ideas  beyond  detection  because  it  fits  their
worldview.  This  is  a  form of  denial  of  ghayb (unseen).  In Islam, belief  in unseen realities (God,  angels,
hereafter) is a virtue when those realities have good reason or revelation backing them. Believing in totally
speculative  unseen  things  (like  perhaps  mythologies  without  evidence)  is  discouraged.  One  could
categorize multiverse-without-evidence in that latter category – a secular mythology trying to fill the gap
where theology would normally reside. Keating’s highlighting of bias aligns with the Quranic notion that
people  often  reject  signs  of  God  not  purely  out  of  reason  but  due  to  an  attitude (arrogance,  or
entrenchment in their ways). For example, the Quran states, “We will turn away from Our signs those who are
arrogant in the land without right; even if they see all evidence, they will not believe in it.” (Qur’an 7:146) – while
this  refers to miracles and verses,  one can analogize to modern signs like fine-tuning:  some refuse to
consider God no matter  the evidence,  because they have an a priori  commitment against  it.  So they’ll
believe “anything” else, as Chesterton said and Keating quoted. 

It’s important to emphasize that faith in God and faith in multiverse are not on equal footing. Keating
shows both are beliefs, yes, but believing in God has arguably more rational and experiential support than
believing in countless unseen universes. The cosmological argument for God’s existence is a philosophical
demonstration (not airtight like a math proof, but logically persuasive) that something like God must exist
to avoid infinite regress. There is no comparably strong argument that a multiverse must exist; it’s more of
an optional extension to solve fine-tuning and some theoretical conundrums in inflation theory. Moreover,
belief in God is corroborated by other lines of evidence: internal consciousness of morality and purpose,
historical claims of revelation and miracles (which science doesn’t examine deeply but there’s testimony and
impact), the very existence of religion as a widespread phenomenon, etc. So while both are beliefs, the
quality and scope of evidence differ. Keating likely knows this and wasn’t equating the two, just pointing
out the hypocrisy of calling one belief “science” and the other “superstition” when both go beyond empirical
proof. We concur with that point wholeheartedly. 

One could refute those scientists more directly by saying: the multiverse doesn’t actually get rid of God –
it just pushes the design up one level. A multiverse that can spawn many bubble universes with varying
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constants itself needs laws to operate; where did that “multiverse generating mechanism” come from? It
could itself be finely-tuned. And even if some multiverse requires no fine-tuning, you’d still ask “why does
this multiverse exist at all? why this method of universe production?” Same ultimate question in a bigger
arena. So invoking the multiverse is no escape from the need for an ultimate explanation, as Davies also
said.  Islam  can  accommodate  a  multiverse  (God  could  create  countless  worlds),  but  it’s  moot  to  our
responsibility  –  even  if  there  are  parallel  worlds,  our  job  remains  to  follow  God’s  will  in  this one.
Theologically, Muslims focus on what we can perceive and are accountable for. Perhaps in others, other
events occur, but it doesn’t matter to our salvation. The obsession with “there might be infinite other yous”
is almost like a secular attempt to attain immortality (“some copy of me will always exist in some universe”).
It’s metaphysical consolation for atheists – instead of heaven, they get the idea that maybe in some branch
they live longer or come back. That’s speculation vs. the concrete promises of religion. 

Keating as a Jew affirms a Creator and likely an afterlife (though Judaism is less explicit, but many Jews do
believe in Olam Ha-Ba). We as Muslims align strongly on Creator, and add more emphasis on Afterlife, which
often gets left out in science-faith discussions but is crucial. One reason secular scientists fight tooth and
nail against God is they fear it opens the door to accountability and non-material dimensions they don’t want
to consider. They prefer a vision where death is final and no higher judgement. The multiverse ironically
can’t give personal immortality or moral escape – each you in each universe is separate. Only religion offers
true  hope  against  death  (resurrection).  Many  atheist  thinkers,  deep  down,  have  an  aversion  to  that
accountability or simply to the idea of anything beyond matter. So they cling to alternatives like multiverse
as a bulwark for materialism. Keating’s calling out of  bias is important: he shows their stance isn’t purely
rational but often emotional or ideological. The Quran often says those who deny hereafter do so to justify
living freely now (Qur’an 45:24-25 describes materialists who say “there is nothing but our worldly life; we
die and live, nothing destroys us but time,” labeling that an assumption and noting they turn away when
God’s signs are mentioned). This ancient pattern appears in new garb with some modern scientists who say
basically the same (just that now “time + chance + multiverse” replace explicit denial of God’s power). 

In  refuting  atheists’  accusations  that  theists  rely  on  “gaps”  or  myths,  Keating  flips  it:  he  notes  they
themselves have “faith”. We bolster that: everyone has a faith in some axioms. The question is which faith is
warranted. Belief in God is warranted by multiple converging reasons; belief in an atheistic closed universe
ironically  forces  belief  in  something  like  a  multiverse  to  avoid  the  evidence  for  God  –  that  is  a  more
contrived faith. So yes, scientists must be honest that completely ruling out God is not a scientific outcome
but a philosophical choice – and if that choice leads them to positing undetectable infinities, it’s arguably a
less rational path than positing one intelligible God behind intelligible creation. 

Overall,  Keating’s  message that  we  “should  be  candid  about  motivations”  is  golden.  Why  do  some
scientists cling to multiverse? Because, as Weinberg said and Keating quoted, it  “gives less support for
religion”. That is a motivation – a desire for a godless cosmos – driving some theoretical preferences. In
logical terms, that’s not pure reason, that’s will. Islam teaches that  hawā (capricious desire) can lead one
away from truth. If one wants no God, one will seize any alternative, however evidenceless, to avoid God.
Keating exposes that psychological aspect. 

Our response would be to encourage such scientists (and anyone) to introspect: “Am I rejecting theism purely
on evidence, or because I emotionally prefer a world without God?” Many New Atheists frankly say they are glad
there’s no God because they don’t want a cosmic authority. But wanting something doesn’t make it true or
false. We must follow evidence and reason wherever it leads, even if it discomforts us. Keating as a scientist
of faith exemplifies that openness. We echo his concluding sentiment (implied): that one can be a rigorous
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scientist  and  a  person  of  faith  without  conflict,  and  indeed  that  faith  can  positively  inspire  science.
Historically, belief in a rational creator and a lawful universe propelled scientific investigation (as Keating
notes,  thinking the universe isn’t  a  chaos of  caprice  but  has consistent  laws is  practically  a  theological
presupposition).  Islam  certainly  fostered  science  under  that  same  view  –  early  Muslim  scientists  saw
studying nature as understanding Allah’s handiwork to better glorify Him. That legacy is something modern
secular science has forgotten. It runs on inertia of those assumptions but tries to cut ties with their source.
Keating calls them on it: by denying God and yet relying on faith-like leaps, they are in a precarious position.

Thus, we support Keating’s critique and add that Islam provides an integrated paradigm where science
and faith each have their domain and complement each other. The “biggest theory of all, the multiverse” as
Keating humorously calls it,  is ironically unverifiable, whereas belief in God, while not proven like a lab
result,  is  supported  by  philosophical  argument,  personal  experience,  and  the  accumulated  wisdom  of
civilizations. To label one as “blind faith” and the other as “rational science” is a propaganda move, not an
accurate portrayal. We refute the notion that science = reason and religion = blind faith; rather, everyone
has basic assumptions, and rational people choose assumptions that explain reality most coherently. We
argue (like  Keating)  that  God as  an assumption yields  a  more coherent  understanding (accounting for
existence, order, consciousness, moral law) than the assumption “no God,” which forces one to attribute
god-like creative power to randomness or quantum fluctuations or multiverse ensembles. 

In conclusion, Keating’s perspective resonates strongly with Islamic thought: be  truthful about what you
know and don’t, be  humble in face of the cosmos, don’t let  bias blind you to signs of truth, and do not
replace  God  with  baseless  conjectures.  The  Quran  invites  people  to  use  their  reason  and  not  follow
conjecture  in  lieu  of  truth  (Qur’an  10:36).  Much  of  atheism’s  “scientific”  narrative  is  exactly  following
conjecture (like multiverse) to avoid a truth their hearts resist (the existence of a higher power). Keating
exposes that, and we reinforce it by saying: Acknowledging God is not a science-stopper, it’s a bias-stopper. It
lets one pursue science with eyes open, not committed to forced materialist interpretations. Many great
discoveries (Big Bang, fine-tuning) actually harmonize with a creation viewpoint, and it took courage for
scientists  (some of  whom were initially  atheists)  to  accept  those because it  smelled of  theism.  Let  the
evidence lead, and if it points to God, so be it. As Muslims, we are confident it does – and Keating’s own
journey as a scientist who embraces faith is a testament that science and belief in God not only coexist but
enrich each other. 

Conclusion: Each  speaker  in  Robert  Kuhn’s  “Asking  Ultimate  Questions” brings  a  unique  viewpoint  to
fundamental questions about existence, purpose, and the cosmos. Upon close analysis, we find that their
arguments – whether skeptical or seeking – all point, in different ways, to the profound plausibility of a
purposeful creation. Scientific reasoning shows the universe has peculiar qualities (a beginning, fine-tuned
laws, consciousness arising) that are not easily explained by randomness or self-contained physical theory.
Philosophical  critique reveals  that  attempts  to  avoid  the  God  hypothesis  often  rely  on  unproven
assumptions or logical inconsistencies. And theological reflection, especially from an Islamic perspective,
offers coherent answers where science and philosophy reach their limits: a transcendent yet personal God
as First Cause, as the source of cosmic order, and as the giver of objective meaning and moral law. By
respectfully refuting the points of each interviewee – whether it be the scientistic dismissal of purpose, the
conflict thesis between religion and reason, or the unwillingness to name the Designer – we find that a
robust case emerges for a universe that  makes sense in light of God. In Islam, this is not a mere abstract
conclusion but a living truth:  “Our Lord, You have not created all this in vain!”. Thus, the ultimate questions
find satisfying, rigorous answers when we integrate all forms of knowledge. The cosmos becomes not a
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cold, pointless machine, but an intelligible creation pointing beyond itself – inviting humankind to recognize
their Creator and fulfill the noble purpose intended for them. 

Sources:

Fine-tuning suggests “somebody has fine tuned nature’s numbers to make the Universe... The
impression of design is overwhelming.” (Paul Davies) 
Weinberg admits science hasn’t found a point, but that doesn’t prove none exists, and he notes
many scientists simply assume a rational order (a “theological worldview”) to do science. 
Lisa Randall acknowledges that if one allows an “undetectable force” (God) to influence the world,
pure logic of science alone is not enough – one must go beyond physics, which she frames as
abandoning logic. Our rebuttal shows this is a false dichotomy, as consistent natural law and
occasional divine action aren’t mutually exclusive. 
Wilczek’s quip that “nothing is unstable” is used to argue something comes “naturally” – but this
presumes a pre-existing framework of laws, underscoring that the real question of ultimate origin
remains. 
Charles Harper stresses combining science and theology on questions like first cause, as seen in
Templeton discussions, aligning with classical kalam arguments. 
Frank Tipler equates God to a far-future “Omega Point” in the universe, but critics label this as
pseudoscience and theology dressed as physics – reinforcing that one cannot reduce God to a
natural process without losing coherence. 
Brian Keating notes Steven Weinberg’s motivation for multiverse: to eliminate need for a “benevolent
creator” by explaining why we observe a life-friendly universe without God – an ideological drive, not
a purely evidence-driven one. He quotes Paul Davies ridiculing multiverse-as-science: “invoking an
infinity of unseen universes to explain the unusual features of the one we do see is just as made up as
invoking an unseen Creator… it requires the same leap of faith.”. That sting hits its mark – revealing the
parity of assumptions. 

In the end, the  common thread among all  these is  that  worldviews hostile to theism end up either
incomplete, inconsistent, or inadvertently mirroring religious notions in disguise. By contrast, the Islamic
theological  worldview  addresses  the  deepest  curiosities  of  the  human  mind  without  contradiction:  it
welcomes science as a way to marvel at God’s work, employs philosophy to articulate belief in a Necessary
Being, and grounds moral and existential meaning in divine purpose. It upholds that faith and reason are
allies, as both originate from the same Source of truth. And it urges that answering ultimate questions is
not merely an intellectual exercise, but a step towards fulfilling the very purpose for which we and the
majestic universe around us were brought into being.
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