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This book has been years in the making. When I first started to study Islam, I bought into the scientific miracles narrative and that was a big part of my research into Islam. Then I realized the problems with the narrative and for a while it caused me to have some doubts about Islam though not for very long. The reason being that there are a lot of other much more powerful proofs for the Truth of Islam.

For years I mainly focused on other topics while only engaging in or thinking about the science based arguments when I was debating and a contention was brought up against Islam based on science. I had the general realization that even if the scientific miracles narrative is flawed, there really is no valid or half decent argument against Islam based on science. From what I could tell, a lot of the critics of Islam were just happy to not bring up this topic at all.

This was another thing that caused me to think that if there were genuine problems for Islam from science then the critics of Islam would not have stopped talking about it. Furthermore the few critics who did speak on this topic were just regurgitating one or two common talking points again and again. These were the thoughts that were at the back of my mind for quite some time but I did not give too much attention to this topic.

This changed when after having a lot of debates regarding the existence of God and doing a lot of research on Evolution and similar Atheist beliefs to analyse what they were using and accepting as evidence for their own beliefs and the criteria they were trying to force on the Theists, I recognized that a massive double standard existed and that the entire discussion regarding the existence of God and the Truth of Islam is a waste of time until and unless this double standard is addressed.

This led to my previous books, many of which flesh out the criteria for evidence, and me eventually applying that criteria to arguments for and against the existence of God and arguments for and against the Truth of Islam. It eventually led to me applying that criteria to the science based arguments for and against Islam. This led to my current position on this topic. 

The scientific miracles narrative is undoubtedly flawed but this does not mean that arguments for Islam based on science have no merit. I personally prefer other arguments for the Truth of Islam like the Qur’an challenge, Prophecies of Prophet Muhammad, Prophecies about Prophet Muhammad, and the Historical Accuracies found in the Qur’an and the Hadiths. But despite this I have come to the conclusion that many of the science based arguments for Islam have merit and can be used if used with care and the flaws of the scientific miracles narrative are avoided. This book is elaborating on my new approach.

In the first chapter, I will explain the historical context behind the scientific miracles narrative and the scientific errors narrative of the critics of Islam. In the second chapter I will analyse the problems with the logic of the scientific miracles narrative and the problematic logic of the scientific arguments made against Islam. I will also put forward a rational criteria for the arguments for the Truth of Islam based on science and I will address the issue of science changing in this chapter as well.

After these two chapters I will move into addressing individual contentions against Islam and certain arguments in favour of Islam. In many of the chapters you will see what is better described as an argument for the Truth of Islam but it is framed as a contention against Islam. That is because of the stupidity and desperation of the critics of Islam who want to confuse people with rhetoric. After this the book will have a minor concluding section.

I want to make something clear regarding the interpretation of Qur’anic verses and certain Hadiths taken in this book. I am just a layman who is very knowledgeable on arguments for and against the Truth of Islam. I am not a traditional scholar of Islam and not someone who is an authority on the Tafsir of the Qur’an. I have tried to stick with traditional interpretations of scholars and occasionally when I try to make a point based on science from the Qur’an I have tried to stick to the plain literal interpretation of the Qur’an and its correlation with certain natural phenomena.

In a lot of the cases in this book, there are discussions of what information about natural phenomena is absent in Pre-Islamic sources. It is difficult to provide specific references for this type of thing because while one can easily give a reference for what is present in pre-islamic sources, you cannot reference something that is absent in a particular source. Regardless, the claims I make about scientific phenomena have been rigorously verified by me and with the advent of AI applications like ChatGPT among others, you can verify these yourself easily.

Lastly, I have not discussed a few specialized topics like Human Evolution in this book because that is a very complex topic and will require an entire book just for itself. This book is based on years of debates and research and I hope you will benefit from it Insha Allah. 
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The Historical Context of the Debate
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In the modern age, few subjects dominate discussions about religion as much as science. For centuries, objections to faith were primarily philosophical or theological: questions about God’s attributes, the problem of evil, or the truth of scripture. But beginning with the rise of modern science in Europe, the very language of debate shifted. Today, whether in classrooms, media, or online polemics, critics of Islam and of religion in general often appeal first and foremost to “science” as their weapon of choice.

This development did not happen by accident. It was the product of a particular history — a history shaped not in the Muslim world, but in Europe. When we examine how Western society came to see science and religion as opponents, we discover that the roots of today’s “science versus Islam” narrative lie not in Islam itself, but in the Christian experience. In other words, the conflict model between science and faith was exported to the Muslim world. Muslims found themselves having to respond to a framework they did not create.

The reason science became central in religious debates is twofold. First, modern science proved itself practically irresistible: it delivered results. Through scientific advancement, Europe gained new technologies, new weapons, and ultimately the ability to dominate much of the globe. Science became synonymous with progress, civilization, and truth itself. Second, the rise of secular ideologies in Europe meant that science was deliberately pitted against religion. The Enlightenment thinkers who opposed the Catholic Church, and the materialists who followed Darwin, redefined science not merely as a method of studying nature, but as the sole path to knowledge. Religion, by contrast, was painted as myth, dogma, or superstition.

Thus, by the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when Muslims came into direct confrontation with Western colonial powers, they were already facing a deeply entrenched narrative: religion and science are enemies, and science always wins. Missionaries and Orientalists brought this same framework to the Qur’an, declaring it full of “scientific errors.” From then on, science became the battlefield upon which Islam would be attacked and, in turn, defended.

This is why science holds such a privileged place in the doubts Muslims encounter today. It is not that Islam historically clashed with science — it did not. Rather, it is because Western history made science the standard by which religion is to be judged, and Muslims inherited that debate when they were forced into confrontation with colonialism, Orientalism, and modern atheism.

To understand why science was later turned against Islam, we must first look at how it was turned against Christianity. The popular image of “science versus religion” did not originate in the Muslim world at all; it was born in Europe’s own internal struggles.

During the Middle Ages, the Catholic Church claimed not only spiritual authority but also control over intellectual life. Certain interpretations of scripture were treated as unquestionable dogma, even in matters of the natural world. When the heliocentric model of Copernicus and Galileo challenged the geocentric view, the Church saw this as a threat not only to astronomy but to its own authority. Galileo’s trial in 1633, in which he was forced to recant the idea that the Earth moved around the Sun, became a symbol of religion opposing scientific truth. Although later historians have noted that the relationship between the Church and science was more complex than simple “warfare,” the Galileo affair etched into European consciousness the idea that religion holds back progress.

The Enlightenment of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries built on this perception. Thinkers like Voltaire, Diderot, and Hume championed reason, skepticism, and human autonomy. Religion, especially Christianity, was increasingly depicted as superstition — something to be overcome if mankind was to advance. Science, by contrast, became the shining symbol of rationality and freedom. This set the stage for a new worldview: one in which human reason and empirical investigation were supreme, and revelation was unnecessary, even dangerous.

The nineteenth century brought the most severe challenge yet: Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection. With the publication of On the Origin of Species in 1859, the very foundations of Christian theology were shaken. The biblical account of creation, with Adam and Eve as the first humans, was contradicted by a theory that presented humanity as the product of gradual development from earlier life forms. While some Christians sought ways to reconcile Darwin with their faith, many others saw it as a direct assault on scripture. By the late nineteenth century, “Darwin versus the Bible” became a defining conflict in Western culture.

From Galileo to Darwin, the narrative solidified: religion resists science, science advances anyway, and in the end science wins. This “conflict thesis” was so powerful that it shaped Western education, literature, and philosophy well into the modern period. Even though serious historians of science today reject the idea of an inevitable war between religion and science, the image remains deeply ingrained in the public imagination. And it was this very image that Europeans carried with them when they turned their gaze to Islam.

Once the “conflict thesis” had taken root in Europe, it was only a matter of time before it was applied to Islam. During the age of colonial expansion in the nineteenth century, European missionaries and Orientalists carried with them the same framework that had been forged in their battles with Christianity. If Christianity was supposedly discredited by science, then Islam — another revealed religion — had to be subjected to the same test.

Missionaries working in Muslim lands began to claim that the Qur’an contained “scientific errors.” Verses about cosmology, embryology, or the natural world were pulled out of context and reinterpreted through the lens of modern science, not to understand them but to discredit them. Orientalist scholars, writing for European audiences, joined this chorus by portraying Islam as a backward and irrational faith that, like Christianity, stood in opposition to progress. The implication was clear: just as Europe had “liberated” itself from the shackles of Church dogma through science and reason, so too Muslims needed to be liberated from the Qur’an.

Darwin’s theory of evolution became a particularly powerful weapon in this campaign. The biblical crisis that had already shaken Christianity was now exported into Muslim societies. Europeans declared that Islam, like Christianity, was refuted by Darwin. When colonial education systems were imposed, Darwinism was often taught as unquestionable fact, while Islamic teachings on creation were presented as myths. In this way, “science” became a tool not merely of intellectual critique but also of cultural domination.

This was not merely about science itself; it was about power. European empires, armed with the prestige of scientific advancement, sought to portray their civilization as rational, modern, and superior, while depicting Muslim societies as ignorant and bound to superstition. Accusations of “scientific errors in the Qur’an” were part of this broader project of undermining Islamic confidence and legitimizing colonial rule.

Thus, by the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Muslims found themselves under a double assault: militarily subjugated by European powers and intellectually challenged by claims that their scripture was scientifically false. It is in this historical context that we must understand the later rise of the “scientific miracles” narrative among Muslims.

The history of Islam and science could not be more different from the European Christian experience. From the very beginning, the Qur’an invited believers to reflect on the natural world as a sign (āyah) of God’s wisdom and power. “Do they not look at the camels, how they are created? And at the sky, how it is raised?” (Q 88:17–18). For Muslims, studying nature was never an act of rebellion against revelation, but an act of worship — a way of deepening one’s awareness of the Creator.

This outlook produced a civilization in which scientific inquiry flourished. In the Abbasid period, Muslim scholars translated Greek, Persian, and Indian works into Arabic, not to challenge their scripture, but to expand human understanding in light of revelation. Figures such as Al-Khwarizmi (the father of algebra), Ibn al-Haytham (pioneer of optics and the scientific method), Al-Biruni (expert in astronomy, geography, and geology), and Ibn Sina (master of medicine and philosophy) represent a tradition in which science was integrated into the intellectual fabric of Islam.

Importantly, these scholars did not see the Qur’an as a science textbook. They did not attempt to extract detailed astronomical or medical theories from its verses. Instead, they understood that the Qur’an’s purpose was to guide humanity to God, not to serve as a manual of physics. When the Qur’an spoke of natural phenomena, it did so in a way that directed the human mind toward reflection and recognition of divine power.

Classical Qur’anic exegesis reflects this same perspective. Commentators such as al-Tabari, al-Razi, and Ibn Kathir explained verses about the heavens, the earth, and creation primarily through language, theology, and moral lessons. They rarely attempted to force the Qur’an into the scientific models of their day. Even when scientific knowledge was referenced, it was understood as background context rather than the essence of revelation.

The result was that, unlike in Europe, there was no “war” between science and religion in the Muslim world. Scientists were often jurists, theologians, or Qur’an commentators at the same time. Pursuing knowledge of the natural world was seen as harmonious with, and even encouraged by, Islamic revelation. Science was not a rival to scripture; it was a companion.

This historical reality is crucial. The so-called “conflict between science and religion” was not born out of Islam but was imported from Europe. Before colonial intrusion, Muslims had no need to defend the Qur’an against “scientific errors,” because such an accusation did not even make sense within their intellectual framework. It was only after European dominance and the prestige of modern science that Muslims began to confront this foreign challenge.

When Muslims first encountered the colonial claim that the Qur’an contained “scientific errors,” their initial response was defensive: to show that Islam was not opposed to science. But as the prestige of modern science grew throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, some Muslim thinkers went further — they began to argue that the Qur’an actually contained scientific miracles.

One of the earliest figures associated with this approach was the Egyptian scholar Tantawi Jawhari (d. 1940). In his Qur’anic commentary, al-Jawāhir fī Tafsīr al-Qur’ān al-Karīm, he filled volumes with reflections on nature, astronomy, and biology, insisting that the Qur’an encouraged scientific exploration. Although his work was not widely adopted in scholarly circles, it marked an important turning point: the Qur’an was no longer being defended from science, but science was being used as proof of the Qur’an’s divine origin.

This trend gained far more traction in the twentieth century with the work of Maurice Bucaille, a French physician who published The Bible, the Qur’an, and Science in 1976. Bucaille argued that, unlike the Bible, the Qur’an contained statements about nature that were perfectly in line with modern scientific discoveries — particularly in fields such as embryology, cosmology, and geology. His book was translated into many languages and became a cornerstone of daʿwah literature. For countless Muslims, especially in the West and in post-colonial societies, Bucaille’s arguments provided a powerful sense of confidence: the Qur’an had anticipated science, while other scriptures had failed.

From there, the “scientific miracles” narrative became a global phenomenon. Conferences were organized, booklets and pamphlets were distributed, and countless lectures and videos promoted the idea that modern science confirmed the Qur’an in detail. Daʿwah organizations began to present Islam not only as compatible with science but as scientifically miraculous. The Qur’an was portrayed as containing hidden knowledge of discoveries that would not be revealed until centuries later.

This approach had obvious strengths. It appealed to young Muslims growing up in a world where science was seen as the ultimate authority. It impressed non-Muslims who were accustomed to seeing religion as anti-scientific. And it provided a sense of intellectual pride to communities that had long been told they were backward or irrational. However, because of the very nature of science — constantly changing, provisional, and open to revision — there will inevitably be conflicts between scientific theories and any fixed religious or philosophical system. By tying Qur’anic verses to specific scientific models, the scientific miracles narrative led to many forced and sometimes bizarre interpretations of scripture in order to keep up with new discoveries.

Over time, this weakness became clear. While the narrative remains popular among some lay audiences, it has largely fallen out of favor among Muslims seriously engaged in daʿwah and academic work. Many now recognize that the Qur’an’s strength lies not in conforming to shifting scientific theories, but in providing timeless guidance and signs that point to God — guidance which remains true regardless of how scientific paradigms rise and fall.

The story of science and religion in the modern age is not truly an Islamic story — it is a European one. The conflict between the Church and science, the Enlightenment’s elevation of human reason, and Darwin’s challenge to Christian theology created a powerful narrative: religion resists science, and science defeats religion. This narrative was later imposed on Islam by missionaries, Orientalists, and colonial powers, who claimed that the Qur’an, like the Bible, was full of scientific mistakes.

Muslims, who historically had viewed science as harmonious with revelation, were now thrust into an unfamiliar battlefield. Out of this struggle arose the scientific miracles narrative: an attempt not only to defend Islam against science, but to claim science itself as evidence of the Qur’an’s divinity. While this approach inspired many and gave Muslims a renewed sense of confidence, it also produced forced interpretations and carried the inevitable weakness of tying eternal revelation to the shifting sands of human theories. For this reason, it has steadily lost ground among those who are more careful in defending Islam.

What remains is the need for a clearer framework. If science cannot be ignored, but cannot be taken as an absolute standard either, then how should Muslims use it in defending their faith? When is science a useful ally, and when does it become a dangerous crutch? And how do we distinguish between genuine evidence and misapplication?
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The Logic of Science based Arguments For and Against Islam
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In the previous chapter, we traced the historical background that gave rise to the modern obsession with science in religious debates. We saw how the European conflict thesis, born out of Christianity’s struggles with Galileo, Darwin, and the Enlightenment, was exported to the Muslim world through colonialism and Orientalism. We also examined how Muslims initially responded, culminating in the rise of the “scientific miracles” narrative. But history only sets the stage. To move forward, we must now ask: what is the actual logic behind these arguments? How do scientific claims function when used for or against Islam? And what is the proper way to assess their strength?

This chapter is not a history lesson, but an inquiry into reasoning. Muslims today face two kinds of challenges: on the one hand, critics claim that science disproves the Qur’an or reveals its “errors.” On the other hand, Muslims argue that science actually confirms the Qur’an, even to the point of proving its divine origin. Both sides use the same language of “science,” but they reach opposite conclusions. To evaluate these arguments fairly, we must step back and analyze their structure.

The first and most popular approach among Muslims has been the “scientific miracles” narrative. In its simplest form, the argument runs like this: the Qur’an, revealed in the seventh century, contains statements about the natural world that could not have been discovered by any human being at that time. These statements, however, line up remarkably well with discoveries made only in the modern scientific era. Since the Prophet Muhammad ﷺ could not have possessed this knowledge on his own, the only explanation is that it came from God. Therefore, the Qur’an must be a divine revelation.

This line of reasoning appealed strongly to both Muslims and non-Muslims alike. To Muslims, it seemed to provide a powerful intellectual weapon against the colonial charge of backwardness. To non-Muslims, it offered a striking apologetic: here was a scripture that not only avoided error but actually anticipated the findings of modern science. Proponents would point, for example, to verses describing the stages of embryonic development, the expansion of the universe, the existence of natural barriers between seas, or the origins of iron. Each of these, they argued, corresponded so closely with contemporary scientific knowledge that the Qur’an could not possibly be the product of human invention.

The first and most common is the charge of scientific errors. Critics argue that far from anticipating modern discoveries, the Qur’an contains mistakes when measured against contemporary science. They point to verses about cosmology, embryology, or the natural world and claim that these reflect the misconceptions of the Prophet’s time rather than divine revelation. For example, the verse describing a “gushing fluid” issuing from between the backbone and ribs is often cited as anatomically inaccurate. In this way, skeptics attempt to flip the narrative on its head: rather than demonstrating miraculous foresight, the Qur’an supposedly exposes itself as a product of ancient ignorance.

Closely related is a second objection that appeals not to science itself but to history. Critics ask: if the Qur’an truly contains advanced scientific knowledge, why are Muslims as a civilization so “backward”? The argument is presented as a kind of reductio ad absurdum: if Muslims have been in possession of a book of modern science for fourteen centuries, why did they not build rockets, invent airplanes, or dominate technological progress? According to this line of reasoning, the very fact that Muslims fell behind Europe during the colonial period proves that the Qur’an cannot be a source of superior knowledge. The claim is rhetorical but effective, playing on modern insecurities about scientific and technological achievement.

A third and equally common objection is the charge of vagueness. Critics argue that the Qur’anic verses cited as “scientific” are so poetic and general that they can be made to fit almost anything. If science confirms the expansion of the universe, apologists point to the verse that God “expands the heavens.” If oceanography discovers barriers between seas, another verse is brought forward. To skeptics, this looks less like prophecy and more like creative interpretation after the fact. In their view, such arguments prove nothing more than the flexibility of language.

These three objections—alleged errors, civilizational “backwardness,” and vague wording—form the core of the critical response to the scientific miracles narrative. They are repeated across books, articles, debates, and online forums, and they shape much of the skepticism that young Muslims encounter today. For the critics, the Qur’an is not a miracle but simply a text being stretched to match whatever science happens to say at a given moment.

While the scientific miracles narrative was embraced enthusiastically by many Muslims, it has not been without serious drawbacks. Over time, Muslim scholars and thinkers began to recognize weaknesses in the approach—weaknesses that not only undermined the narrative itself, but sometimes caused harm to stronger and more reasonable arguments that could have been made in defense of Islam.

The first issue is that the narrative often arose out of a sense of inferiority to the West. During the colonial and post-colonial periods, science and technology became symbols of European power. Many Muslims, struggling with feelings of cultural defeat, sought to regain confidence by claiming that their scripture had anticipated the very discoveries that made the West dominant. While understandable, this response implicitly conceded too much: it treated Western science as the ultimate judge of truth. This reliance on science as the highest standard—an attitude known as scientism—meant that revelation was being validated not on its own terms but by an external and shifting authority.

The second issue was the quality of some of the arguments advanced. Alongside a handful of reasonable examples, many weak or even absurd claims were circulated. A famous case is the argument about iron. Some Muslims argued that since the Qur’an refers to iron as “sent down” (anzalna), this must mean iron originated from meteorites in space. Yet the Qur’an uses the same root for ordinary blessings such as cattle (anzalna al-anʿām), clearly not implying that cows fell from the sky. If “sent down” in the case of iron is read as a literal scientific reference to extraterrestrial origin, one would have to accept the same for animals—a plainly unreasonable conclusion.

Similarly, cases of reckless exegesis multiplied. In an eagerness to find modern science in the Qur’an, some Muslims began claiming that verses contained references to quantum mechanics and relativity. Such interpretations not only strained credibility but made the entire narrative vulnerable to ridicule. They blurred the line between legitimate reflection on God’s signs and forced concordism that imposed alien meanings onto the Qur’an.

This eagerness to prove too much had a further consequence: it weakened genuinely plausible arguments. By attaching wild claims to the Qur’an, Muslims inadvertently cast doubt on serious points where Qur’anic language does in fact align strikingly with modern knowledge. Critics could dismiss the entire project wholesale, pointing to the bad examples while ignoring the stronger ones. Thus, overextension damaged credibility rather than strengthening it.

Finally, the scientific miracles narrative was built upon a flawed assumption. It treated an argument from science as valid only if the knowledge in question was completely unknowable in the seventh century. But this is an impossible standard. The truth of revelation does not depend on a human impossibility test; rather, it depends on the unlikelihood or implausibility of certain knowledge arising naturally in that context. A statement can be strikingly beyond the expectations of a seventh-century Arab audience without being literally unknowable to all of humanity at the time. By insisting on an all-or-nothing criterion, proponents of the scientific miracles narrative made the standard of proof unrealistically high, leaving their arguments needlessly exposed to attack.

Taken together, these problems reveal why the scientific miracles narrative, though once powerful, has steadily declined in intellectual credibility. It placed science above revelation, encouraged weak and even absurd arguments, undermined stronger points, and relied on an assumption that made success almost impossible. For Muslims today, the lesson is clear: we must move beyond this narrative to a more careful and principled way of thinking about science and faith.

Just as the scientific miracles narrative had weaknesses, so too did the criticisms directed against it. In many cases, the objections of non-Muslim skeptics were based on flawed assumptions or careless reasoning, which undermined their force.

The first problem lies in the claim that the Qur’an is a “science textbook” or guidebook to technology. Muslims themselves have never argued this. The Qur’an’s purpose is guidance, not the provision of laboratory instructions. The scientific miracles narrative, at its strongest, never claimed that Muslims should have been able to extract the blueprint for airplanes or rockets directly from scripture. It argued only that the Qur’an contains statements that align with modern discoveries in a way that is best explained by divine authorship. Once this distinction is kept in mind, the popular taunt — “if the Qur’an has science, why are Muslims backward?” — loses all relevance. It is a strawman, attacking a claim Muslims never made.

A second problem lies in the so-called “error claims.” Critics often highlight a verse and insist it is scientifically wrong, but what they usually succeed in showing is only that one particular interpretation is incompatible with science. They rarely attempt to address the range of interpretations found within classical or modern exegesis, nor do they prove that their chosen interpretation is the only possible one. This selective approach weakens the objection: disproving one reading of a verse does not amount to disproving the verse itself.
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