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Say, “This is my way. I invite to Allah with clear observation -I, and those
who follow me-.
Glory be to Allah! And I am not among those who ascribe partners [unto
Allah].
(Quran: 12/108)
Say:
He is Allah, the One.
He is Self-Sufficient.
He begets not, nor is He begotten.
And there is no one like Him.
(Quran: 112)
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FOREWORD
In the name of Allah, the Beneficent, the
Merciful.
(Quran: 1/1)

I thank Allah, the Lord of the worlds for all His favors.
I thank Him for especially for His guidance.
I thank Him for His Prophets, and especially for making
me within the community of Prophet Muhammad (Peace
be upon them).
I greet all of His servants who sincerely try to find out,
follow, and spread the Truth.
I thank my grand mother Hatice Ince, and I ask Allah to
increase her degrees in the paradise.
İstanbul, 17.02.2022
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WARNING-DISCLAIMER
And you (mankind)1 have not been given of knowledge
except a little.
(Quran: 17/85)

As human beings, we do not have and are not able to have all
knowledge. But we can reach sufficient and relevant knowledge to
be successful.
This book is about Allah, His relationship with space, time, and
so on. Our understanding about Allah is very limited. Hence,
writing this book is a big challenge since there is a potential to
cause a misunderstanding about Allah. The comforting fact is that
Allah tells us that we are responsible about what we can do. While
I think I sticked fully to the Quran and sayings of the Prophet
Muhammad (Peace be upon him), I may have made mistakes that
I could not notice. So, if something can be understood as negating
the primary sources of Islam, the reader must be ready to discard
them and stick to the words of the Quran. Allah knows the best.
And I ask Allah to forgive any possible errors in this book, and I
bow down in front of Him with high respect and humility.
And I supplicate to Allah so that He gives us a good understanding
1

In quotations from the Quran, square brackets - [ ] - are used to give
details clearly included in the meanings of the words of the Quran.
Such details are not reflected in additional words in the original text of
Quran as the present words in the original text already give those
meanings. The words in parenthesis - ( ) - are explanatory and not in
the original quoted text, but may also be understood from the context
that is not quoted.
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of the relevant truth.
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OUTLINE OF THE BOOK

The purpose of this outline is to give an idea to the reader about the
contents of this book.
SUMMARY OF THE PROOF
The summary of the unitary proof of Allah in a syllogistic form is as
follows:
Premise 1: The limited universe entails the existence of sustaining
properties necessary for its existence.
Premise 2: The sustaining properties are non-separable and they may
belong only to a being who has all of them together.
Premise 3: The limited universe does not have the sustaining
properties.
Conclusion: There is One Being above the limited universe Who has
the sustaining properties self-sufficiently.
(Definition:) The Being Who has these properties is called
Allah.
The proof is explained in section C.
GENERAL FRAMEWORK
In section B titled “General Framework”, proof, evidence, burden of
knowledge and burden of proof, related decision tools, types of atheism,
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distinctions between good and weak arguments for God, key factors
which influence our beliefs other than empirical observations and
reason are explained in detail. This section also examines certain claims
such as non-existence of evidence for God, non-existence of scientific
evidence for God, non-existence of God, divine hiddenness, god of the
gaps: In this respect we will see in this section whether these are
applicable for Allah.
The general framework contains also the explanation about the distinct
features of the unitary proof of Allah. The unitary proof of Allah is:
•
Observational: To convince us about Allah and His properties
the Quran makes reference to facts that we observe. Hence, in this
book, I follow this method. The general properties of Allah allow us to
use such a method. Islam is unlike religions whose gods have properties
which might have been observed only centuries or millennia ago. Like
gods who have been human kings or human beings or incarnations of
the alleged gods.
•
Constructive: The method of the book is not a trial and error
method. In other words, it does not say “come and try this God if it
works”. Rather, the method in accordance with the method in the
Quran invites the reader to make deductive conclusions upon the
observations. These conclusions lead to certain specific properties. And
one of these properties which is “unity” makes us to conclude that all
these properties are unified in One Being. So, the method leads us
through certain facts and certain logical chains to a conclusion beyond
any doubt.
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•
Unitary: There are many alleged proofs of God. Those proofs
are generally presented separately. For example, an argument such as
the Kalam cosmological argument (KCA) concludes that the universe
has a cause. But in and of itself it does not tell us anything about the
properties of the alleged God. In this respect, Islam has a distinct
easiness: In Islam, God is Absolutely One. Unlike most religions, God
does not consist of multiple persons, avatars, family members. Hence,
we can easily conclude the divine properties which are entailed by our
observations clearly and with certainty, and then we can easily conclude
that all those properties belong to One Being. Hence, in Islam, we do
not need to have separate proofs for God. This also allows us to have a
good definition of God. Furthermore, the absence in Islam of the
alleged ad hoc “key” divine properties buried in the depths of history
allows us a purity which facilitates reaching a clear definition of God.
•
Sufficient: The following aspects of the proof of Allah make
the proof sufficiently convincing and sufficiently explanatory.
➢ Precise: When we have the KCA, this gives us only a vague
idea about the cause of the universe. It is not precise
enough. The same is true for almost all popular arguments
for God. The unitary proof of Allah lets us know precisely
who Allah is and have a certainty about Him.
➢ Complete: The unitary proof of Allah constitutes a
complete proof in that it explains sufficiently all relevant
properties of Allah.
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➢ Empirical: In Islam, we do not need to accept certain
claims about God based on blind faith related to events
that happened millennia ago, or based on personal
feelings, or unavailable communication. Observing what is
directly available to us as objects, events, beings,
experiences are sufficient to reach a clear conclusion about
existence of the One God.
➢ Logical: Since in this proof we move along the empirical
facts, we do not need to contradict what we observe. We
do not need to accept unnecessary claims related to God.
The syllogisms and syllogistic arguments within the
unitary proof of Allah give us a valid and sound logical
tool to reach a conclusion beyond doubt.
➢ Comprehensive: Popular alleged proofs or arguments of
God are incomplete in that they generally make inference
to the allegedly best explanations. Obviously, such an
inference is not comprehensive enough, and they face
criticisms since they do not lead to a clear conclusion.
After all, a best explanation is only relative and such a
proof may also be due to ignorance about things to be
discovered later.
•
Relevant: As we see in the example of KCA, most arguments
may not be relevant for the claim of God. For example, KCA may lead
to a cause which has nothing to do with the concept of God. However,
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the unitary proof of Allah which analyzes the facts through all relevant
angles gives us a relevant conclusion.
•
Open-Ended: The unitary proof of Allah is open-ended. The
proof contains the properties which are sufficient to conclude about
Allah. Though many other properties may be concluded based on those
properties, another divine property may allow us to extend the range
of the unitary proof of Allah. For example, one property of Allah is that
He loves, or that He is Wise. A study in parallel with the processes in
the unitary proof of Allah may allow us to consider that love or wisdom
or another property as an irreducible property to other properties of
Allah and to other things in the limited universe and can constitute a
proven sub-component unified with the other properties. Hence, we
may have another component which is part of the unitary proof of
Allah. Since the content of the unitary proof of Allah is already
sufficient to prove and understand the existence of Allah clearly, the
author has not extended it further in the current version of the book.
•
Consistent: For example, a claim about the incarnation of God
as a human being or as an animal or as multiple persons is inconsistent
with the unity of God. Likewise, separately presented arguments for
Allah are not tested with each other in order to conclude whether they
are consistent. However, the unitary aspect of the unitary proof of Allah
enables us to check whether any property produces any inconsistencies
with other properties of Allah. The empirical aspect of the unitary proof
of Allah allows us to have both internal logical consistency between the
related properties, and consistency with the limited universe.
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Section C whose outline is given below is the core of the unitary proof
of Allah:
THE MAİN TWO PREMISES OF THE UNİTARY PROOF OF
ALLAH:
The unitary proof of Allah has two main premises:
Premise 1: The limited universe entails the existence of sustaining
properties necessary for its existence.
Premise 2: The sustaining properties are non-separable and they may
belong only to a being who has all of them together.
Premise 3: The limited universe does not have the sustaining
properties.
PREMISE 1: THE SELF-SUFFİCİENTLY OWNED PROPERTİES
Parts under stage one examine self-sufficiently owned properties
entailed by the limited universe and its contents. These properties are
as follows: Self-sufficiency, unity, all-encompassing, fashioning power,
awareness, free will power, goodness, all-knowing, all-powerfulness,
guidance.
Types of Observations About the Sustaining Properties:
All these properties except self-sufficiency are observed by us to a
certain extent in two ways: (1) The active and introspective way, (2)
The passive way.
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For example:
We directly observe and experience that we fashion things in an active
way, and we also introspect what powers we use in fashioning, we
observe things that we fashion, and other things related to fashioning;
this is an active observation.
On the other hand, we passively observe that there are things in the
limited universe which contain the elements of being fashioned, such
as the planetary systems, equations and constants related to the laws of
nature, cells, atoms, molecules.
The property “self-sufficiency” is not observed in an active way by us
since we are not self-sufficient.
Self-sufficiently owned properties and related syllogisms are as follows:
➢ Self-Sufficiency (Al-Samad2 – The Self-Sufficient, The SelfSufficient Sustainer)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficient.
2. Things in the limited universe lack self-sufficiency.

In this part, next to the property and in parenthesis, you will see
the related name of Allah as clarified in the Quran and its meaning.
2
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3. Above the limited universe there is the self-sufficient who
has the properties entailed by self-sufficiency.
Note that here and in the following syllogisms, the “things in the
limited universe” contain the limited universe and its contents, and
anything which do not have the properties explained in this book.
In the first step, we discover that either the limited universe, or
something in it, or something else is/ are self-sufficient. Then we
conclude that the limited universe and its contents are not selfsufficient. Hence, we conclude that above the limited universe there is
a self-sufficient. Note that this is not in and of itself a proof of God.
In the part about self-sufficiency, the falsity of reductive physicalism
and physicalism in general has been demonstrated. Also, the
impossibility of infinite regress is emphasized among other things. For
example, if “every” text on a paper was the copy of another text, then
we would not have any text. This part addresses all counter-arguments
against the property of self-sufficiency that the author is aware of.
➢ Unity (Al-Ahad – The One)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1 Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
One (essence).
2. Things in the limited universe do not have any unity selfsufficiently.
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3. There is a being above the limited universe who is One, and
who has the properties entailed by unity.
This part examines many unitary aspects observed in the limited
universe such as the unity in space, in time. For example, the possibility
to relate the fall of a stone to the rotation of the earth is ascribed to
some god-like laws of nature by the materialist. The book gives many
reasons for why we cannot take the laws of nature as the rulers of the
limited universe.
➢ All-Encompassing (Al-Muheet – The All-Encompassing)
Directly related names are as follows: The First (Awwal), The Last
(Akhir)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently all-encompassing.
2. Things in the limited universe are not self-sufficiently allencompassing.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is selfsufficiently all-encompassing, and has the properties entailed
by being self-sufficiently all-encompassing.
This part is relevant to the questions “why there is something rather
than nothing” and “who created God”. Especially when we consider
the impossibility of the existence of general nothingness and especially
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partial nothingness, we understand that neither nothingness, nor
“something” deserves a default and unquestionable existent status. The
part will conclude that a full power as opposed to general and/or partial
nothingness and as opposed to “something”, must be the default
existent.
➢ Fashioning Power (Al-Musawwir – The Fashioner)
Directly related names are as follows: Al-Khaliq (The Creator), Al
Badea’ (The Initiator)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently fashioner.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the fashioning
property self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is selfsufficiently fashioner, and has the properties entailed by being
self-sufficiently fashioner.
We observe that we fashion certain things. This part determines the
elements of “fashioning”. And then discovers whether our fashioning
is reducible to the movements of particles (Note that in this outline
and in the book, “particles” is a word which represents any kind of
alleged ultimate elements of the fabric of the universe such as any
alleged strings, fields, waves; the part about self-sufficiency analyzes in
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detail whether the allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom
elements are reasonable). Furthermore, it discovers whether the things
that we do not fashion are results of the elements of fashioning. You
may think that this is another form of the design argument, but as you
may see in the book it is not. It is much more comprehensive in its
content and very different in its method.
This part analyzes in deep details the objections against the Fashioning
by Allah. For example, it analyzes the reductive evolution through a
very different perspective. It also analyzes many other objections
against the fashioning by Allah.
➢ Awareness (Al-Khabeer – The Aware)
Directly related names are as follows: Al-Sami’ (The Hearer), Al-Baseer
(The Seer), Al-’Aleem (The Knower)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently conscious.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have consciousness
property self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is selfsufficiently conscious, and has the properties entailed by being
self-sufficiently conscious.
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We are conscious. We do certain things consciously. Is our
consciousness reducible to the movements of particles? What would be
those particles? Is emergentism true? Is it relevant? This part and
related parts examine these in great detail. And they find out that our
consciousness is not reducible to the movements of particles.
Furthermore, the book finds out that even the particles need a
conscious sustainer in order to exist.
➢ Free Will Power (Al-Mureed – The Willer)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of selfsufficiently owned free will power.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the free will
power self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who selfsufficiently has free will power, and who has the properties
entailed by this power.
This part analyzes in depth whether we have free will power and
whether it is reducible to the deterministic or indeterministic behavior
of particles. In this respect, it finds out through empirical and thought
experiments that we have free will power. It also analyzes why a selfsufficiently owned free will power is necessary for a contingent
universe. On the other hand, it demonstrates the impossibility of
determinism and indeterminism, in parallel with the impossibility of
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reductive physicalism which was demonstrated under the property
“self-sufficiency”.
➢ Goodness (Al-Rahman – The Beneficent)
Directly related names are as follows: Al-Raheem (The Merciful), AlBarr (The Good, The Kind), Al-Razzaq (The Giver of Provisions)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently good.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the goodness
self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is selfsufficiently good, and who has the properties entailed by this
property.
None of us would want to be the object of an evil act. Almost all of us
would defend goodness. Yet some would say that goodness or morals
are epiphenomenal things which are reducible to the movements of
particles. Some materialists extend beyond their limitations and
recognize pleasure and pain as the bases of morals. Since nobody wants
to be object of evil acts, almost everybody is forced to recognize
goodness and evilness, and everybody proposes and adopts some bases
for them. However, in the philosophy of morals there is no clear basis
for objective, unchanging, reliable bases for morals. But if morals
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clearly exists, then, it has to have a basis other than the movements of
particles or other arbitrary and relative bases. Allah in His default
existence and default properties, constitutes a basis where truth,
pleasure, moral principles and values merge. Not only these, but the
book also explains in detail the unity and continuity of the moral
agents, ought to be truths and their divergence from “what is”, and
many related issues which are consistently explained thanks to the
unitary and default essence of Allah. It also addresses many objections
to morals. On the other hand, as done under each divine property, it
determines the connections of the goodness of Allah to His other
properties.
➢ All-Knowing (Bikulli Shay’in ’Aleemun – The Knower of all
things)
Directly related names are as follows: Al-Baseer (The Seer), Al-Samee’
(The Hearer), Al-Khabeer (The Aware)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently all-knower.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have knowledge and
the properties entailed by knowledge self-sufficiently.
3. There is a Being above the limited universe, who is selfsufficiently all-knower and has the properties entailed by
being self-sufficiently all-knower.
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“All”-relatedness of certain properties are entailed by the SelfSufficiency, Unity, and All-encompassing of the self-sufficient
sustainer.
Does a falling stone know in which direction to fall? Does a graviton
or a region of a wave or warped spacetime know their directions? If
they do, to what extent do they know? What is the system for the
structure of knowledge and/ or information inherent in the limited
universe? How are these things related to our knowledge and
consciousness? Are these reducible to a kind of bottom element of the
universe? Is it the atom that which knows, or the electron, or the quark?
This part analyzes these issues and many other issues and finds out
that there is a self-sufficiently all-knower above the limited universe.
➢ All-Powerfulness: (‘Ala kulli shay’in Qadeer – Able to do all
things)
The related syllogism is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the
self-sufficiently all-powerful who also has the properties
entailed by being self-sufficiently all-powerful.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have power and the
properties entailed by power self-sufficiently.
3. There is a Being above the limited universe, who is selfsufficiently all-powerful and has the properties entailed by
being self-sufficiently all-powerful.
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As earlier parts of the book find out, there is unity, there is selfsufficiency, and so on. But also there is change in the limited universe
along with the above mentioned properties. Does everything that
changes change in and of itself? Does everything dominate the rest of
the universe, and does the rest of the universe change everything in a
harmonious way? The book examines these and finds out that there is
a self-sufficient owner of power above the limited universe.
➢ Guidance (Al-Haadi – The Guide)
This part is about the guidance of Allah which is concretely in our
hands and which can be ascertained through many precise facts. Some
of these key facts are as follows and in their totality they constitute a
strong component of the unitary proof of Allah:
The religion and the life of Prophet Muhammad peace be upon him
(PBUH)
The miracles of Prophet Muhammad.
The prophesies in the earlier holy books about Prophet Muhammad.
PREMISE 2: THE UNIFICATION OF THE PROPERTIES IN ONE
BEING
The second main premise of the unitary proof of Allah is the
demonstration of the merging of all the key divine properties in One
Being. Every property of Allah is directly and non-separably connected
to other properties: for example, knowledge cannot be separated from
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fashioning power or creating power. On the other hand, the unity is
an all-encompassing property along with other sustaining properties.
Islam is unique in its emphasis about the absolute unity of the God
and His non-similarity with contingent things. Almost all religions
other than Islam have some properties ascribed to their god(s) which
breach these properties of unity and non-resemblance of God to
anything else: For example, contemporary mainstream Christianity has
three persons in their allegedly unitary God; Judaism claims that the
Jews are the children of God and that God has been or may be incarnate
in certain worldly things; Hinduism and many other religions have
different divine beings, persons, avatars distinctly or along with a top
level god. Many materialists adopt god-like laws of nature or matter
and regions of matter as the sustainer of what we observe. The absolute
unity of God in Islam gives us an understanding that all of the
properties of the God are united in One essence. The non-separability
of the properties of Allah enable us to have a clear definition of the
One God. Thanks to this unity, on one hand, all our observations that
lead to the self-sufficiently owned properties enable us to have a
consistent definition of the One God; and on the other hand, these
observations lead us through deductive reasoning to a proof of this One
God from many angles in a synergic way.
PREMISE 3: THE LIMITED UNIVERSE DOES NOT HAVE THE
SUSTAINING PROPERTIES.
Proving the existence of sustaining properties is not sufficient to
conclude that Allah exists. Because at that point it will be an open
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question whether the universe itself or something in it has those
questions. However, the detailed analyses about the limited universe
and the sustaining properties show clearly that the limited universe and
its contents do not have those properties. This point is not taken
separately under a distinct part, since it is very closely related to the
analysis of each property. So, under each sustaining property, the
elements and evidences of this premise are explained in detail.
CONCLUSION & DEFINITION
Hence, there is One Being above the limited universe Who has the
sustaining properties self-sufficiently and in a unity.
The Being who has self-sufficiency, unity, all-encompassing, fashioning
power, awareness, will power, goodness, all-knowing, all-powerfulness,
guidance is called Allah.
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A. INTRODUCTION

This [Quran] is notification for the people that
they may be warned thereby and that they may
know that He is but one God and that those of
understanding will be reminded.
(Quran: 14/52)
And of His signs are the night and day and the
sun and moon. Do not prostrate to the sun or to
the moon, but prostate to Allah, who created
them, if it should be Him that you worship.
(Quran: 41/37)

What is a more important question than whether there is a God who created
and sustains us? Is it “what job I will take?” or “whom I will marry?” or “which
college I will attend?” or “which car we should buy?” or “what pet should I
have?” or “where to go for vacation?” or “what should we eat?” or “how can I
earn more money?”, “what should I invent?” or “which law should we pass?” or
“which party should we vote for?”
The answer to the question about God has the potential to change the meaning
of our lives, the value of any answer to the other questions above. This book
answers this question under the light of the Quran. Hence it also answers who
or what is the ultimate cause of the human beings and of our universe. Is this
ultimate cause this universe itself? What are the ultimate cause(s)’ properties?
Knowing these will enable us to have a big portion about the truth; if this
ultimate cause is at least as personal as we are, the cold universe may turn out
to be a gift and increase in value; we may have the hope of being thankful and
having meaning; we may have the hope that the evil will be punished, and that
the good will be rewarded. If the ultimate cause(s) is/ are not personal, if the
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material things in the limited universe are the ultimate causes, then we can focus
in this life and try to maximize maybe the material benefits for us and for others
or maybe we can decide that this universe is meaningless.
One of the top concepts that influences the behavior of humanity is the concept
of God. Billions of dollars of charities are given away for God, many wars started
and ended for God. Millions of people are fed and sheltered for God, and
millions of people died in the way of God. Many people travel thousands of
miles for God. Hundreds of millions of people wake up early in the morning
and sleep late for God. Many people dislike others for believing or disbelieving
in God. Many get married with a specific person for God, and many got
divorced for God. Trillions of words have been said for and against God.
There are big reasons for this influence: as human beings, within the idea of
God, many find answers to questions about where he comes from and he goes
to, many find a purpose of his being, many get rid of his loneliness, many find
a friend who does not need friendship for his needs, many find the security and
stability...
Had there been no concept of God, the humanity with its political boundaries,
its level of technology, its legal systems would be very different than the present
situation.
More importantly, a good understanding of Allah, provides the distinct and
effective reality of good, evil, human beings, reason, as well as all special sciences
from economics to psychology, and all of our activities from sports to arts as
opposed to being reducible to the spatiotemporal and the physical.
Without Allah who these realities, the only alternative will be to accept that
everything is reducible to particles or fields bumping one onto another. Since,
without Allah a harmonized unity of all these would be impossible. This will be
explained in detail in the following parts.
Each of us has a position regarding God, be it belief or disbelief or lack of
belief…
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Though it is a very important concept, there is no consensus about God, who
or what He is. Hence, each of us is either among the truthful or among the
wrong about God in one or many ways. Even if someone claims to have no
position about God, being passive is also necessarily a position.
People have spent lots of energy about God. The debates are far from calming
down for millennia.
In this book, I will present a clear proof with related evidence and subarguments for Allah, the specific God in Islam, the simplest and most generic
God; and I will try to remove confusions about God based on the teaching of
the Quran as much as I understand.
This book is significant in many ways:
1. It is precise in that it proves a specific God of a specific religion.
Often, proofs of god are presented as proofs of a generic god who is not specific
and well-defined. Often, the adherents of religions need to make distinctions
between a generic god and their specific god’s proof(s), since almost all religions
have some ad hoc and arbitrary properties assigned to their god as opposed to
the generic god. Islam allows us to get rid of this and related discrepancies. So,
Allah being the only god and the simplest, well-defined, and specific god, there
is no need to use fundamentally different methods to prove a generic god and
to prove a specific god with ad hoc properties.
2. The pure unity of Allah allows us to integrate all evidences and sub-proofs
under one master proof. Hence, we are enabled to present a complete proof
unlike partial proofs which try to ascertain only some aspects of God.
3. The integrated proof allows us to consider the sub-proofs as parts of the
master proof, hence, to define them consistently with other sub-proofs based on
the primacy of the essence of Allah and on the primacy of empirical evidence
which cannot lead to any inconsistency.
It is necessary that a proof must be a proof for God, not for one of His
properties. A proof must be for a sufficient set of properties together to
substantiate the definition of the related God.
4. The constructive and empirical aspect of proof in the Quran which starts
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building the proof of Allah from our empirical observations and continues with
strong logical chains makes the use of trial and error method for proving God
unnecessary.
5. Some new sub-proofs like the sub-proof from unity and the sub-proof from
defaultness of Allah are included in the master proof. Note that a sub-proof does
not mean a proof of God in and of itself.
6. Thanks to the proof of Allah, we have a specific God claim which is
proven. No other god claim is proven unless it overlaps in its essence with Allah.
This book has two main sections.
Section B clarifies certain basic concepts related to proof of Allah; it also clears
the path to understanding the proof of Allah from certain presuppositions: these
are important especially for those who are new to the Islamic teaching. A person
who is acquainted with the teachings of another religion may have some
prejudices that he may be extending to religion in general, although Islam
contains no problem in this respect. For example, the divine hiddenness may be
a strong barrier for such a person: a religion which teaches that god has been
visible to human beings in the past in the form of a human being or in another
form will naturally constitute an unbeatable barrier against the understanding
about God. So, a reader who is not aware of the fact that Allah is different in
this respect as explained in section B, will have in a corner of his mind this
problem as if it is also applicable to Allah; hence, he will have a prejudice and
a limited understanding of the proof along his reading of the proof about Allah.
Therefore, it is important to have a good grasp of the topics examined in section
B.
Section C is the core of this book. Section B builds the understanding of who
Allah is by giving His key properties, along which it also makes the reader digest
the proof of Allah.3

This electronic version of the book offers some convenient aspects to
the reader. So, you may benefit from the following tips:
3
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B. GENERAL FRAMEWORK
I.The Question
The big question that I will answer in this book is:
“What/who is/are the ultimate cause(s) of what we observe?”
Why is this question relevant in our context? Because, we are subject to effects
and causes, and we are vulnerable. We have not created what we observe.
Knowing the causes enables us be stronger, successful, and behave rationally.
Then, naturally, we need to have an opinion about the truth or falsity of the
ultimate cause and if true its/his/her properties.

1. To see what an abbreviation meant, simply search for the
abbreviation within parenthesis like searching for (OTBT), the first hit
will give its meaning.
2. To see a heading about a certain concept, you can simply go to the
beginning of the book and search for that concept. If the concept is
within a heading, then you will find it in the table of contents. Then
simply by clicking or double clicking or CTRL clicking according to the
settings of your software, you can directly go to the heading you want.
3. This is an extensive book. So, some readers may tend to read some
parts of the book; such readers should note that the book is progressive
and later parts of this book require an understanding of the previous
parts. In any case, to facilitate the reading, I put lots of cross references
by which you can easily visit the related parts.
4. Since many points are useful or necessary to understand other
points, you will find many cross-references. Most of the crossreferences are active, hence, if you press Ctrl key and click the crossreference, you will go to the related cross-reference.
5. The questions and answers in the book are integral parts of the
book. They are not to test the understanding of the reader; they are not
repetitions of explanations in other parts. They are in this format to
facilitate understanding of specific points.
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We find out things through their effects that we observe. Hence, Allah directs
our attention to a careful observation, and an analysis of what we observe, a
search about the ultimate cause of the universe.
We want to find out what are the main properties of the ultimate cause through
a search from scratch., Yet, we set aside any presuppositions; hence, our search
may even show that what we observe does not need any ultimate cause at all.
Or it may lead us to conclude that the matter is simply the ultimate cause of
any object, being, or event that we observe.
When we will have answered the above question through the empirical facts
and strong reasoning, the answer, its inputs and logical chains will also
constitute a proof or disproof of Allah.
Let us further clarify the words in the big question:
II.The Method
A considerable part of the debates about God are directly or indirectly related
to the method. Is a subjective method acceptable? Should the method be
probabilistic? Or is the abductive method the best? Or should the theist come
up with a scientific trial and error method? Does a cumulative method add value
to the discussion? Or should we consider the benefits and positive feelings
caused by the belief in God as the main justification for believing in God?
In the Islamic teaching the primary method of proving Allah is none of the
above. In the Islamic teaching, it is unitary, constructive, empirical, certain,
complete, objective, and deductive.
II.1 Some Inacceptable Methods
For ad hoc god claims, the only applicable method -if there is any- would be a
trial and error method: For example, can we reach the conclusion that god
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consists of father, son and holy spirit from scratch and through observation of
the universe and fundamental logical inferences? Definitely no. According to
the knowledge of the author, no Christian4 makes such a claim either. Someone
who is sympathetic to a family-like God, might see a god consisting of father,
mother, and son more plausible, another one may consider that a god consisting
of father, mother, son, and daughter more plausible, someone else might
consider a god consisting of a father and his nation/ grand children/ sons more
plausible. Claims about such gods whose essences may vary arbitrarily can only
be claimed to be better explanations compared to absurd and more arbitrary
alternatives.
Such god claims are generally claimed to be confirmed through personal
experiences or fulfillments or some consequences. If these are true, then the
ultimate method to confirm them will consist of trial and error method:
Considering each such god claim with related miracles, holy books, … for seeing
how much better it is compared to other similar god claims.
However, the life of a person would not be sufficient to consider each god claim
through these methods. And though in some respects personal experiences and
miracles or accounts of miracles may be helpful, these cannot be direct and
ultimate confirmations of related God claims.
Hence, the above trial and error method is applicable neither to discover the
ultimate cause of the universe nor to prove this cause.
II.2 Description of the Method
People make different claims about the ultimate cause of what we observe: For
some, what we observe is self-sufficient and eternal; some say that there are
many ultimate causes; some claim that some parts of the universe caused others;
others claim that the cause or causes have or had sentience; some maintain that
we cannot know the answer; for some, we do not need to care about such
Unless otherwise indicated, in this book, “Christian” or “Christianity”
relates to today’s contemporary mainstream trinitarian Christianity.
4
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questions; and some allegedly have been contacted by the ultimate cause(s) got;
some argue that all of them are or may be true; some are totally skeptic about
any of the above…
It is obvious that we cannot follow all of those approaches in the same time,
and it is not necessary to do so. So, which approach should we follow? And
what methodology should we follow to determine the approach?
Should we use our feelings? Should we choose the path of our parents, or of our
society? Should we choose the approach which has most numerous adherents…?
Apparently, the feelings do not need to be connected to the truth. Relying on
our parents or on the majority of people would not be a good method, since if
everybody chose this method, then all would be misled.
The best method is to follow the evidence which is directly connected to the
truth. As we will see later, the truth with its power and unity encompasses and
binds all that we observe outside us, inside us and in between. Hence, no matter
what is the location or time from where we look, we can perceive the traces of
the truth as long as we look with the correct instruments.
The nature of Allah enable us to use an evidence based method: According to
the Quran, regarding His aspects relevant for human beings, Allah is a natural,
generic, simple, easy to understand God. He can be understood easily through
observations about the universe and simple logical inferences. He is not a God
with ad hoc properties as having duality, trinity, containing arbitrary number
of persons, nor as being a God of a specific race or community, nor as being a
God of a specific universe, nor a God residing in or consisting of a specific star
like the sun. Neither is He ad hoc as in the claims of the materialists where the
effective power is assigned to the spatiotemporal and material, nor is He as in
the claims of those who give the effective power to some mental foundation.
Now let us see how we will proceed toward the answer:
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1. Observe the available evidence (objects, beings, structures, events…) in the
universe.
2. Identify properties that may be relevant to any ultimate cause.
3. Question each such property about whether it can be inherent to, and selfsufficiently owned by, the observed entities and beings.
4. Analyze the relations between such properties.
5. According to these relations, identify specific essences which may have
those properties.
The resulting set of properties of the ultimate cause(s) will be the essence of the
definition and description of the ultimate cause(s) if ultimate cause(s) exist(s).
This way, we will determine and discover sufficiently the properties of the
ultimate cause(s) through a deductive method.
In the mean time, if the properties resulting from our analysis overlaps with the
properties of Allah, then we will consider any related specific evidence and
analysis as a sub-proof for Allah. If the integrated total of the above sub-proofs
overlap with the properties of Allah, then they will constitute the proof for
Allah.
If some or all properties of the ultimate cause(s) contradict the properties of
Allah, then these will demonstrate that Allah is incompatible with evidence, our
observations and reasoning.
If our analysis results that the matter or spatiotemporal entities and relations
qualify as the ultimate cause of what we observe, then we can conclude that
there is no need to call them god. Someone may want to call the ultimate
cause(s) god in any case like pantheists do. Yet, in this latter case, our
observations and chain of logic will neither be evidence nor proof for Allah.
Hence, we will say that whatever has these properties is/ are the ultimate
cause(s) without necessarily having the title of god or Allah.
If the properties of ultimate cause(s) discovered in this method overlap with the
properties of Allah, then we will conclude that Allah is the ultimate cause.
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During these analyses, we will also try to discard any potential candidate
ultimate cause(s) that are refuted by evidence.
The entities, phenomena, observations, effects analyzed under each property/
sub-proof constitute the evidences. The integrated whole of above-mentioned
observation and reasoning processes constitute the proof for the ultimate
cause(s).
The ultimate cause(s) are not presupposed to have properties such as
consciousness, transcendence, omnipotence to be considered as a god. And the
result of the analysis may be the non-existence of such properties in the ultimate
cause.
However, the result of the study may be that the ultimate cause(s) must have
properties like transcendence, consciousness, free will power, fashioning power,
which correspond sufficiently to a concept of god. In this case, we can say that
there is one or many ultimate causes which comply with what is called god. So,
any god claims which comply with those properties will be proven. But if any
additional property assigned to a specific god claim G1 produces contradictions
or other clear problems with the results of the analysis, then we can discard G1.
If these properties comply with the properties of Allah, then we can say that
there is an ultimate cause which has the properties of Allah. Hence, we can
conclude that Allah is true and proved. Note that this does not necessitate the
rejection of a god claim other than Allah, whose properties overlap with the
properties of the ultimate cause resulting from our analysis; because even if the
name is different, the essence may be the same and therefore that god claim
may be equal to Allah and only the name may be different.,
II.3 Features of the Method
An actual ultimate cause who may be sustaining photons, electrons, protons,
their behaviors, and our consciousness may be imperceptible to our worldly
limited eyes. Hence, the acts of such an ultimate cause which will reflect the
properties of the essence of this ultimate cause may be encompassed by our
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perception power. The properties entailed by the observed effects of an ultimate
cause may lead us to conclude the possibility of His other potential effects. In
the following verse we see a reference to the rain as the effect of Allah, which
lead us to His mercifulness, hence to His ability to give life to the dead:

So observe the effects of the mercy of Allah how
He gives life to the earth after its lifelessness.
Indeed, that [same one] will give life to the dead,
and He is over all things competent.
(Quran: 30/50)
As we see in the following verse, the Quran makes emphasis on the properties
of Allah regarding our empirical observations. Hence, this inspired the author
in presenting the proof of Allah in a unitary and constructive way in the context
of the properties of Allah.

Say, "Who is Lord of the heavens and earth?"
Say, "Allah." Say, "Have you then taken besides
Him allies not possessing [even] for themselves
any benefit or any harm?" Say, "Is the blind
equivalent to the seeing? Or is darkness
equivalent to light? Or have they attributed to
Allah partners who created like His creation so
that the creation [of each] seemed similar to
them?" Say, "Allah is the Creator of all things,
and He is the One, the Prevailing."
(Quran: 13/16)
The proof must be complete, sufficient, precise, and relevant so that it may lead
to the conclusion about the truth of that which is defined and proven.
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The proof presented in this book has common points with separately presented
proofs or arguments for the existence of God such as argument from design or
argument from contingency. But it is fundamentally different in that it is
unitary, complete, and constructive.
The following features of a good method and of a good proof also overlap with
the features of the proof presented in this book.
II.3.1

Observational

Say, “This is my way. I invite to Allah with clear
observation —I, and those who follow me—.
Glory be to Allah! And I am not among those
who ascribe partners [unto Allah].
(Quran: 12/108)
As we see in the following verses, the concrete evidence about the ultimate cause
is within what we observe. The spoken message of the ultimate cause is a
“reminder”:

Then do they not look at the camels how they
are created?
And at the sky how it is raised?
And at the mountains how they are erected?
And at the earth how it is spread out?
So remind, [O Muhammad]; you are only a
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reminder.
(Quran: 88/17- )
Hence, the most crucial way to find out about Allah is through our observations
about our universe.
II.3.2

Constructive

O mankind, there has come to you a conclusive
proof from your Lord, and We have sent down
to you a clear light.
(Quran: 4/174)
An important feature of the method of proof used in this book is its
constructiveness. In other words, the method is not a method which assesses
the already present god claims, but rather, it is a method which builds based on
observations and reason a conclusive knowledge about the ultimate cause of the
limited universe we experience or may experience.

Often the arguments for the existence of god are presented as inference to best
explanation. However, saying “this cannot happen by chance therefore there is
god” is not a good method for reasons explained in part V.6. But constructive
argument shows what properties are necessary for something to work. And the
sum of the necessary properties show us the necessary owner of those properties.
As noted earlier, the purpose related to the proof of God, is to discover/ know/
learn the ultimate cause of the universe and the properties of this ultimate cause
that are sufficient and relevant for us -if there are any such properties-. If a video
recording proves that a certain person trespassed a private property, this proof
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is also a tool for the discovery of who trespassed that private property. Hence,
the proof is generally a means to construct our knowledge about the truth.
The content of what is known, is not separable from the truth, hence from the
proof of what is known. For this reason, the constructive aspect of the method
makes it also a unitary method: In this method, the properties of the ultimate
cause(s) would be detected from many angles. A proof for a property would
also be contributing to the description of that which is proved. Especially, if the
unity of that which is proved is established -as explained in the following parts, then all proofs become sub-proofs of their whole, and this whole becomes one
unitary argument.
If x must have 3 properties P1, P2, and P3 which are necessary so that x may
be truly called x, and proving any one of these properties does not entail that x
is true unless they are all proved to be true, then proving one of the properties
is not a proof for x, and only if P1, P2, and P3 are all proved we can say that x
is true. Hence, P1, P2, and P3 altogether constitute one proof for x, and none
of these three constitute alone a proof for x.
A constructive proof is a proof for a thing whose properties were neither known
nor agreed upon at the beginning of the search or discovery. A selective or trial
and error proving method is a method where there are agreed upon alternatives
and there is no question about the inherent relevant properties of the
alternatives. For example, in a murder case, the killer may be one of three
human beings H1, H2, or H3; and there is no need to define and find out the
properties of a human being. Or if in a car accident the driver ran away after
running over a pedestrian, it is known that the car is a red car: So, we do not
try to find out what a car is; but we try to find out which car hit the pedestrian,
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so that we can find the owner and the driver of the car.
The situation about God is not very appropriate for the selective or trial and
error proving methods, because, there is no agreed upon common concept of
god and a search about whether one of the present gods G1, G2, or G3 is the
god who made the universe. But rather, there is the universe and the question
is what is the ultimate cause of the universe. There are all kinds of different
opinions about the ultimate cause of the universe: Personal, impersonal, eternal,
temporary, one, many, good, evil…

A proof is not only necessary to validate or debunk a claim, but in the first
place, it is necessary to find an answer to a question, to reach a correct claim.
Inventing claims with unreliable methods and then trying to prove or disprove
them one after another is an upside-down process. If I claim that chicken which
eat chocolate lay more eggs, and then I try to prove it, this will be a bad method.
Because the hypothesis would be without basis. But if I put the question as
“what would make the chicken lay more eggs?” in the absence of specific
alternatives, and if I measure the processes and relationships between what they
eat and the quantity of the eggs they lay, then I may produce an answer. In the
same time, if reliable, the method I used will not only produce an answer but
also will also constitute a proof that a certain food helps the chicken lay more
eggs.
If I prove that there is an additional planet orbiting the sun, if my proof is good,
then it will show some properties of that additional planet. Hence, a proof has
a value of showing at least some properties of that which is proven.
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On the other hand, we do not have enough time to evaluate all god claims.
Therefore, the feasible way is to start from scratch and reach the answer to the
big question using our observations and reasoning for our sincere purpose of
finding the truth.
Additionally, as in any branch of science, we do not need to find all aspects of
something that we know so that a specific effort to discover something may be
useful. Knowing the relevant aspects of what we know generally produces
pragmatic benefits. Consequently, we do not need to give up our research
because of the fear of not being able to find out all properties of what we try to
discover.
Therefore, the method in this work takes our empirical observations as the
starting point, and based on them and related logical inferences determines the
necessary properties of the ultimate cause, and using these properties identifies
the ultimate cause. Hence, the method and the proof are instrumental both as
a tool of discovery and as a tool of confirmation.
This way, the method of this book replaces the trial and error method which
will require a person to assess all god claims and find out which one is correct.
This constructive method is the recommended method of the Quran, and the
discovered ultimate cause through this method overlaps with Allah. This is in
harmony with the names of the Quran as the “Guide” and “Reminder”.
The usage of this method is a big strength of the Islamic teaching. This strength
relates strongly to the pure, simple, generic, and natural properties of Allah. The
religions which have god claims with ad hoc and arbitrary properties are unable
to use such a method since they cannot reach sufficiently the ad hoc and
distinguishing properties of their gods through this method. Even though they
can reach some properties of their gods using some parts of this constructive
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method, as a whole, they will not be able to use it. For example, the Jews whose
holy books claim the incarnation of God or His having sons cannot prove
through constructive method the existence of their God and all of His essential
properties even though they can prove to some extent the unity of their God
and His creative power. Therefore, the properties they use to prove their God
will be instrumental only in proving Allah, and to prove the specifics of their
God they will have to use ad hoc methods.
However if the properties of a God is sufficiently deduced from our observations
and reasoning then there is no need to hear all god claims since a god claim
produced by a sound and valid process will have eliminated false god claims.
Because if a God claim is proven in the above explained constructive method
based on empirical observations and strict logic, then other God claims will be
ad hoc and unrelated to the empirical observations and strict logic, hence,
impossible to prove because of its inconsistency and disconnect with already
established properties of the God proven through constructive method.,
For example, when we show that the ultimate cause must be eternal hence
cannot be mortal, cannot be limited, cannot be contingent, we are discarding
automatically any claims of god which allegedly have defective human
properties such as the claim that Jesus (PBUH)5 is god who died on the cross.
II.3.3

Unitary

Allah is the only God whose properties converge precisely upon His unitary
essence and demonstrate His existence. This aspect of Allah enables us to watch
that all sub-arguments for Allah support His essence, and produce a
5

PBUH means peace be upon him or her.
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harmonious, complete, systematic, wholistic proof for Him. This is possible
because of His pure and absolute unity. The strong rejection of His resemblance
to anything else, the strong rejection of any divine incarnation, the strong
rejection of His reproduction makes all sub-arguments for Him produce this
strong and unitary proof of Allah.
The shortcomings produced by a lack of this strong unity is clearly visible in
the works of Christian apologetics. The high degree of passion and dedication
of some Christian apologetics to prove their God is respect-worthy. Yet, for
example when they present the Kalam cosmological argument, and reach the
conclusion that the universe has a cause, one objection raised by most atheists
is this: “So what? Even if it is assumed that this is a valid argument, it only
shows that there is a cause of the universe. You have not shown that this is a
person with the alleged divine properties.” The same happens to some extent
for other arguments presented by the Christian. His arguments are generally all
over the place, and not well presented as a whole to prove One God. So, at a
maximum, he proves that there is a fashioner, a ground for morals, a first
mover… In principle, for a mainstream Christian there is no problem in having
one person who is responsible for fashioning, another one responsible for
morals, another for communication… in God. But obviously, as long as he does
not come to the unitary essence of his God claim, he will not have even
presented an argument for the God of his allegedly monotheistic religion.
So, we may ask, why does not he integrate all those arguments as a whole
package upon the unitary essence of God? The answer is simple: There is
confusion about the unity of God. Had the Christian apologetic presented the
sub-arguments as a unitary proof for God, then the opponent would push about
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the unity and trinity. At that point the Christian apologetic would get stuck,
and he would say that the trinity is a mystery which does not harm the unity of
God. This seems to be the reason for his not presenting the proof for God as
an integrated whole.
Sometimes, their proofs for God are also presented as parts of a cumulative
argument. When they are presented as a cumulative argument, they are used to
support each other by combining their probabilities. Hence, as a result, the main
conclusion is stated as “god is the best explanation for what we observe”. The
cumulative argument is fundamentally different than the integrated/unitary
whole argument. Because, as we will see in the following parts, for example,
sub-argument from unity reinforces organically the sub-argument from
fashioning and makes explanations other than Allah impossible. But in the
Christian format, kalam cosmological argument (KCA) makes God somehow
the best explanation compared to materialist explanations; the argument from
morals makes God a more likely explanation compared to materialistic
explanations; hence, these two taken together allegedly make God way more
likely compared to other explanations. Yet, if the argument from morals
supports person P1 in God, and KCA supports person P2 in God, then the
likelihood of P1 is not increased by the KCA, and vice versa.
If cumulative arguments were integral, then they would not present each proof
as a proof in and of itself, such as the moral argument for God, or cosmological
argument for God.
Definition of cumulative in this context is: “formed by the addition of new
material of the same kind” (examples) -a cumulative book index-; summing or
integrating overall data or values of a random variable less than or less than or
equal to a specified value; tending to prove the same point -cumulative evidence78

Hence, each argument within a cumulative argumentation is considered as a
distinct argument in and of itself, but more the number of arguments, more the
probability of what these arguments are used to justify.
6

Furthermore, religions which have multiplicity in their god(s) also render their
god(s) contingent; because when there is multiplicity, then they become
definable one with another and they have limitations and dependence within
them. Hence, their gods become probabilistic. Hence, they make inference to
the best explanation. This is observed in the works of many defenders of the
god of Christianity.
Unitary proof can be used only for a generic and absolutely One God as Allah
because the contradictions that will arise from any god claims which contain
any multiplicity will render those claims impossible. An example to this would
be the immortality of God and mortality of Jesus (PBUH) who is considered a
person of trinity in trinitarian Christianity. Likewise, in a pagan religion where
a god is considered as creator and another one as knower, will entail that one
does not have knowledge yet creates things without knowledge.
Ron (2011) explains the cumulative case as follows:
Cumulative case apologetics is a method that argues for the existence of God
(or another complex truth claim) by demonstrating that it is the more
reasonable view in correspondence with all obtainable evidence than some
alternate hypothesis. As an argumentative methodology, the cumulative case
would employ various arguments but none would be regarded resolutely. Each
argument, however, results in clear and definite conclusions evidentially, which
assert the probability of the existence of God. Various theistic arguments are
intended as proofs that assert the probability of belief in the existence of God.
For instance, arguments for the existence of God are not entirely formulated
definitively; rather the argumentation is developed progressively, according to
conditions of probability, until theism explains natural theology better than any
“Cumulative.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/cumulative.
Accessed 7 Nov. 2021.
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alternative hypothesis and becomes more probable as truth than it not being
true. 7
So, for example, the argument for God from morals states: “There can be no
objective morality without God; There is objective morality; Therefore there is
God.” Here obviously the statement does not say anything about God: for
instance, I may say “there is no life without water, there is life, therefore there
is water” but from this statement I do not understand anything about the water;
I may replace the word water in the syllogism with atom, with energy, with
electron, with earth, space, time… Religions other than Islam do not use an
integrated proof because they cannot reach the trinity through their method no
matter how it is. Yet, if any method proves that the trinity is god, then they do
not need the arguments like moral, cosmological or transcendent or teleological
arguments. They cannot claim to have an argument which gives sufficient
details about the distinctive features of their god(s).

If we present a cumulative argument in terms of probabilities where each
argument is presented as a distinct argument in and of itself and then combined
in probabilities to strengthen them in terms of reaching a best explanation there
is an undefined God. If we try to prove a flying human being by saying that he
is seen by some people this will have little proof strength. But if we give details
saying that he had tools such as an airplane then this will be better proven.
Hence giving the relevant details about that which is proven is an important
and necessary aspect of proving. These connect that which is proven to other
truths and create reciprocal support and synergies; and they explain other things
and other things explain that which is proven.
By contrast, Islam strongly rejects things like trinity and incarnation of Allah
and resemblance of Allah to His creation. Hence, not only the Muslim may
Ron J. Bigalke Jr., Apologetics, Cumulative Case, (2011)
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9780470670606.
wbecc0062 accessed Nov, 7, 2021
7
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combine the sub-arguments for Allah, but he has to combine them in order to
present a correct and complete proof for Allah. And as a single proof, its
components support it in many ways and the components support each other.
If one sub-argument is weak in and of itself, it can be supported by other subarguments since they are elements of the same argument.
When not combined each argument is not an argument for God but for a divine
property/ for a property of a god. For example argument from morals may entail
that there is a basis of morals. But this says nothing about whether the god is
one god or the god is able to create physical things. In this case, a pagan may
also use the divided sub-arguments for God as distinct arguments for his many
gods, in other words, they can be used for false god claims -the falsity of multiple
gods will be explained in the following parts-. Hence, the integrated aspect of
proof for God is of crucial importance for proving the true God. Present
situation of proofs for god are like giving a wheel, then a windshield… to
someone who needs a car.
There are necessary properties of Allah which are relevant for us. Hence a
sufficient and unitary set of proofs must cover each of them. Otherwise it is not
a sufficient set of proofs. In the set there must be at least one unifier proof or
element. Otherwise they will not prove a god. This is not about the unity of
Allah, but the internal unity of He who is proved. In other words if the proofs
are not unitary, then He who is claimed to be proven may not exist as a whole,
but His properties may be existing separately in which case the claimed is not
proven, not even as one of many.
KCA, design, or transcendental arguments do not show that God is eternal. If
I say that there is airplane because I went from point P1 to point P2 this does
not show it, if I also show that there is sea between P1 and P2, this does not
show the airplane again because there may be ship. So, unitary aspect of a proof
is important in its completeness as well. For example, if we make a study about
the future eternality of the ultimate cause and if we discover that He is future
eternal, then the proof related to this will not have much implication about
other properties, hence, this proof will be useful as an incomplete sub-proof of
the master proof.
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Christianity and most other religions cannot bring in a unitary proof for God.
Because in such an argument they have to put trinity and properties like that
which have multiplicity and hence which will prevent the unitary aspect.
Why is there a tendency to present many separate arguments for god in a
cumulative way? Because this is supposed to increase the probability of God
being true. But probabilistic proofs are not conclusive and are weak.
Let us suppose that we roll specific dice and the results are tails numerous times.
Scientific method admits it as an evidence for unfairness unless the opposite is
justified. However, if we show that one side of the dice and the surface of the
board are magnetized, then this is certain evidence. So probabilistic methods
including cumulative arguments are not conclusive though they may be useful.
Furthermore, even if we do not show that they are magnetized, and the results
are thousand times as tails, each time the result is tails, there is a cause which
made it be tails, even though we may not know the cause.
II.3.4

Sufficient

A good proof or argument for a certain claim, must be sufficiently convincing
about the sufficient essentials of the claim.
To be sufficient, a proof must have the following features:
II.3.4.1

Precise

Precision of the proof or part of the proof means that it is detailed enough to
be meaningful. For example, in KCA as presented as a distinct proof mostly by
Christians, the conclusion that the universe has a cause is too vague to make us
reach a conclusion about whether it is even relevant as a proof for God.
II.3.4.2

Complete
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Some essential properties of that which is proved must be known so that it may
be identified. If the proof falls short of proving a minimum number of
meaningful essential properties, then the proof will be incomplete.
When for example the KCA is presented as in the syllogism “everything that
begins to exist has a cause, the universe began to exist, the universe has a cause”,
as such it is incomplete. Because this syllogism does not prove the properties of
the God that are necessary to identify God.
This also shows that a unitary proof is necessary. Obviously, many Christians
put forth other proofs besides the KCA. Yet, each proof is presented as a distinct
proof considered sufficient in and of itself. This is because at the core about
God, there are ambiguities about the unity of God. Hence, unless integrated
appropriately, each such proof will be rightly criticized for being incomplete.
II.3.4.3

Empirical

The starting point for the search of the ultimate cause of what we observe within
the universe, consists of empirical facts that we experience. Therefore, it is
necessary to analyze the relationships between the empirical facts and their
ultimate cause. If these relationships are not established, then the existence of
the unitary essence which relates both to the empirical and logical becomes
unclear, and for the reasons explained in later parts about unity of Allah, the
proof for God will be weak. It should also be noted that our thinking and
elements of our logic are also in one way empirical facts which can be analyzed
through introspection and other methods.
II.3.4.4

Logical
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The realm of logic is both an evidence and a tool for proving God. For example,
when we say “If P then Q”, we make use of our transcendence and we recognize
its reliability and truth. This transcendence is also present above the limited
universe that we observe whereby we are able to apply our logic to the external
world. Logic is the most distinctive feature of a human being as noted in the
following verses:

He created the human being,
And has taught him intelligible speech.
(Quran: 55/3-4)
When we question why logic would be useful in proving something, we
indispensably use our logic. If we would say it is unreliable or if we should be
skeptic about its reliability, we would again have used logic to reach that
conclusion. One reason for this is that the truth and effectiveness of logic is
confirmed every day both in the outside world and inside ourselves. Its very
working confirms its truth, reliability, unity, and precision which underlies it.
Hence, a proof must comply with logic and display consistency.
II.3.4.5

Comprehensive

A good proof of God must not be only about some insufficient set of His
properties. Because these proofs are presented as proofs for God, not as proofs
for a certain property. A proof for God must contain conclusions for sufficient
set of properties of God so that He can be defined with sufficient precision.
This method will have some advantages and disadvantages. A disadvantage is
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that a refutation of one sub-proof may reduce the power of the definition. And
there may be many targets to refute for the atheist.
But it also has advantages for the proof: There will be synergies from uniting
many connected sub-arguments which really need to be presented in unity; for
example, if KCA is criticized for the irrelevance of its conclusion, then another
sub-proof related to the same conclusion should also be addressed by the
opponent of KCA.
The separate presentation of a sub-proof as a distinct proof is weak. The goal is
unachievable even at the start, since other related elements related to it are in a
secondary position or hidden.
For example, if one says based on the sub-argument from necessity that there
needs to be a necessary being and then upon a criticism engages in showing
that that being must be one under that sub-argument then he cannot emphasize
His unity enough because it is in the context of His necessity. But His unity is
important and indispensable for all sub-proofs and all of His properties.
Should we repeat His unity for each sub-proof or for each property when there
is a criticism? No, this is not an efficient and parsimonious method, because in
the first place the presentation of the proof must be a complete presentation.
Some major religions have some polytheistic aspects therefore they cannot
present such an integrated method. And in the last centuries, Islamic
community has been a follower of others regarding proofs of God and left the
Quranic method. So, I suggest that Islamic thinkers return to the Quran and
take the lead in this respect. As many major religions advocate monotheism they
should also try to focus more on integration of sub-arguments into consolidated
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proof(s).
In this method each sub-argument of the proof is like a different kind of test
which corroborates the others. In the separate proofs method each proof is
mostly incomplete, yet presented as a distinct proof.
Cumulative argument approach is also incomplete in this respect. It assumes
that each proof increases the probability as stated by Swinburne (1987): "One
feature of inductive arguments is that they are cumulative. One piece of evidence
stated in one premise may give a certain amount of probability to the
conclusion, and another piece of evidence may increase that probability."8 This
is not a good method. It essentially takes each proof in and of itself as a proof
for god. Accumulation is considered to increase the probability. But if each proof
is incomplete, then they cannot support or increase any likelihood since none
of the proofs has any considerable likelihood and meaning in and of itself.
Unless a proof demonstrates in and of itself sufficient amount of all necessary
properties of Allah, it may at best be a “component” of the integrated proof,
since by itself it will not be complete as a proof for Allah.
For example in a case, a video recording of the crime event may show in and of
itself that x killed y. A specific voice recording of the crime also may show
distinctly and sufficiently that x killed y. In a second scenario, a video recording
may show that x entered the crime area, a voice recording may show that x
planned killing y, and specific DNA test results may show that x used a certain
knife in the crime area. The evaluation of all those evidences in the second
scenario only may show together beyond reasonable doubt that x killed y.
In case of Allah, an in-depth analysis of each component may show that there
Swinburne, Richard. The Existence of God. Clarendon Press, 1987.
From:
https://ccconlineed.instructure.com/courses/2871/pages/religiousexperience-and-the-existence-of-god-by-richard-swinburne Accessed:
19.12.2021
8
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is a willful, powerful, self-sufficient creator and fashioner. But when we dive
into such details within a sub-argument for Allah, then we will reach facts which
are applicable at the same level of that sub-argument, or even maybe at a higher
level. For example, it is not a good explanatory method of the human biology
starting by anatomic explanation of the feet, and then starting from that,
explaining the DNA found in the feet as if the feet is at a higher or more
fundamental layer compared to the genetic system. Likewise, it will be more
balanced, understandable, and appropriate to say that the sum of the
components show together Allah. Otherwise, a sub-proof of Allah will be used
as a sub-proof of another sub-proof, if the latter sub-proof is presented as a
proof in and of itself. This will not be a well organized, complete, and
understandable method.
However, a component of a proof may always be supported by other
components of that proof, and this may contribute to making the proof more
comprehensive and complete.
II.3.5

Relevant

When we prove something, we have some important questions: What is proven?
Is the proof relevant for that which is proven?
If the proof demonstrates something other than that which is claimed to be
proven with it, or if it does not explain the question to be answered by it, then
it is useless. Hence, the proof must be closely related to the definition of that
which is proven. Because the definition contains and must contain the
distinctive features of the true thing which is defined and proven. All definitions
do not define true or provable things. So, here the overlapping points between
the contents of the definition and the proofs of that which is proven and defined
must be appropriately related.
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The constructive aspect of the proof in this book ensures that the proof is
relevant, since the proof is also the means by which that which is proven is
discovered. Yet for ad hoc god claims which are defined without reference to
natural observations and strict logic there is a risk of irrelevance of the proof.
Generally in contemporary debates about the existence of God, proofs for God
are presented one by one for a specific God without defining what is meant by
that God and why that definition of God is used instead of another God.
However, in such situations, firstly there appears a mismatch between the proofs
and that which is proven. For example, if a Christian puts forth the KCA as a
distinct argument for God, this becomes irrelevant, because this argument says
nothing about the trinity of God. Hence, though presented as an argument for
“God”, in fact it is only an insufficient and partial argument for the claimed
“God”, and it is not a constructive argument for God.
Secondly this method entails a requirement for hearing other God claims since
its incompleteness prevents the elimination of other possible god claims. The
audience subject to this methods needs to hear the proofs for the other god
claims, since they are not automatically refuted by the proof for an ad hoc god
claim. But since it is almost impossible to consider all other different god claims,
this method does not take its audience to a higher level.
Thirdly, in the above example, by presenting the KCA, the Christian will be
proving a more generic god which may be the gods of other religions which do
not have any trinity, rather than the triune god of Christianity. For example, all
arguments used by the scholars of Christianity who defend the existence of God
in fact defend Allah instead of a trinitarian god; some arguments such as those
from personal experience are exception to this, but these latter kinds of
arguments are trivial, subjective, and very weak.
II.3.6

Open-Ended

In this book I examined a limited number of sub-proofs. These sub-proofs are
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not exclusive. It is possible to easily add to the sub-proofs in the given systematic
for the main proof. For example, though I mentioned the sub-proofs for Allah
from free will, I did not mention the sub-arguments for Allah from beauty or
love even though Allah has properties as the Lover or the Beautiful which relate
to those arguments. Yet, it is not necessary to find all properties of Allah directly
and precisely related to the evidences and sub-arguments for Allah. The essential
properties of Allah such as His transcendence, power, knowledge… are
obviously related to the evidence in this universe. What I have analyzed as subproofs within the proof for Allah constitute sufficient examples and sub-proofs
to establish the existence of Allah. Further studies may easily expand these subproofs hence the main proof to amplify the related understanding. In this
respect, the method and proof presented in this book are open-ended.
The properties discovered through the method used in this book are not allinclusive properties of Allah. Obviously, it is possible that we do not know all
properties of the ultimate cause, and there may naturally be many properties of
the ultimate cause which are irrelevant for human beings. This irrelevance may
also be true for a certain time or under specific conditions. In different contexts
we may learn more properties of the ultimate cause. The ultimate cause
obviously has the freedom to behave in different ways under different
circumstances. These different behaviors may be called by us human beings as
different properties. Yet, it is also likely that we see in our study that the ultimate
cause has certain intrinsic properties which are most important for us and which
are sufficient to identify the ultimate cause as a God defined with such intrinsic
properties.
Hence, the method in this book does not try to achieve a future or past eternal
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identification of all properties of the ultimate cause. In this sense, this is an
open-ended method.,
Some properties of God are generally accepted to be the core properties of God
such as self-sufficiency, knowledge, awareness, power, eternity, creative power.
Some properties are of a controversial nature such as all-goodness, forgiveness,
justice. For example, His justice is a property that will be seen in the future to
a further extent. Some properties are provable by present observations, some by
logic, some by His message, some by future observations like those in the
hereafter. The properties that relate to behaviors He may choose to do or choose
not to do now or later may be difficult or even impossible in a limited time. For
example, the extent of His ultimate forgiveness may be observed only in the
hereafter, while His creative power, His transcendence, His unity may be
observed in all contexts. In this respect, it is also important to note that we are
responsible only with what we “can” observe and infer and the potential
outcomes of what we “can” observe and infer.
II.3.7

Consistent

And indeed, it is a mighty Book.
It cannot be proven false from any angle.
˹It is˺ a revelation from the ˹One Who is˺ AllWise, Praiseworthy.
(Quran: 41/41-42)
Truth is confirmed from all angles, it is not contradicted by any fact from any
angle, according to correct and complete knowledge; so we take in this book
things in many ways and from many angles. The consistency obtained from
many angles in this book reflects the power of the proof.
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A proof and its elements must be consistent and not self-contradictory. A
constructive and unitary proof built upon empirical observations and strong
logical chains will be consistent. Because, it will be consistent with what is
observed from every angle. Since randomness which allegedly may produce a
consistent looking object of observation is impossible as I will explain later, the
constructive method used in this book will lead us to a consistent proof.
The ad hoc god claims wherein god is supposed to have properties disconnected
with the empirical observations will give us no reason to expect these properties
and their proofs to be consistent. Note that here, I do not mean the acts of the
god produced as a result of the free will power which may entail the recognition
of the god; rather, I mean the ad hoc properties attributed to the essence of
God. Furthermore, it is always possible to discover contradictions within proofs
and claims which are not constructive and integrated, since they are not
produced and discovered through a unitary and fact-based process.
An example in this respect is the triunity of god in Christianity. The unity of
God is built upon empirical facts and strong logic. But the trinity aspect is an
ad hoc claim. There is a contradiction here since one cannot equal three. And
the cause of this contradiction is the ad hoc produced claim that god consists of
father, son and holy spirit.
There are inconsistency claims about god in general. For example, it is claimed
that an all-knowing god cannot have free will. This is a contradiction claim
internal to god. There is also an inconsistency claim that an all-powerful and
good god is inconsistent with the suffering we observe in the universe. This is
a claim of inconsistency between the god and the observed universe. However,
once we establish certain properties of the ultimate cause based on empirical
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observations and strong logical connections, then these properties become
independent variables, while the definitions and extents of some properties and
our perspectives are the dependent variables. For example, if it is established
that the ultimate cause is the origin of all that is good, this does not entail that
nobody should suffer. Rather, it is easily understandable that Allah may extend
His favors in a limited way, and the limitations of those favors may cause
suffering. I will go into further details of this issue in part 1.7 about the property
of “Goodness” of Allah.
II.4 The Sequence of Explanations in the Book
In the following part, I will clarify the specific meanings of some concepts and
terms used in this book. There are two main reasons which make this
clarification necessary:
Firstly, this book explains the proof of God which is a very comprehensive topic.
As this is a comprehensive topic and since the readers may be adherents of
many religions, and may have many different backgrounds, a term that is used
in this book may have an unintended meaning in the mind of a specific reader.
Therefore, what the already existing concepts and terms meant in the context
of this book needed to be clarified.
Secondly, to deliver the ideas correctly, certain key concepts and terms must
have enough precision so that the readers do not misunderstand the idea. For
example, in many contexts within this book if I use the word “universe”, this
may be understood as something which contains God while it is not; therefore,
I needed to use in such contexts the term “limited universe”. For this reason I
needed to produce some new terms so that the idea can be conveyed precisely
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and correctly. In the next part these new terms also will be defined and
explained.
After these clarifications and definitions, you will be presented with detailed
explanations about what a proof is in the context of the proof of God, related
concepts, their implications, and peoples’ positions regarding them. There are
lots of atheistic or agnostic approaches endorsed by even some theists, and many
of these are wrong. Dogmatic presuppositions about the truth of these
approaches may prevent the reader from understanding the ideas in this book.
Therefore, it is necessary to remove any false presuppositions which may be
removed before diving into the very proof of Allah. Without a good
understanding about what a proof is in the context of God or with false
presuppositions about related concepts it will be difficult or impossible to
understand the very content of the proof of God. Even if the preliminary
explanations may not remove them for some readers, these explanations may at
least show them that there is an alternative angle to approach the issue.
For example, a specific reader may be convinced while beginning this book that
there is no evidence for God, and by evidence of a claim he may be
understanding the specific explanations of the proponents of that claim. So, if
our clarifications convince him that while such explanations are important in
terms of evidence, the more important type of evidence is the ontological facts
which underlie those explanations, then he will be looking from a more
appropriate angle at our explanations. Or for example, it may be necessary to
clarify for some readers whether I am shifting the burden of proof, or arguing
based on god of gaps… Without these explanations, some readers may be unable
to see where the author is coming from, and their prejudices may cause them
93

to miss some key points of some arguments in this book.
After the detailed explanations about proof and specifically proof of God, we
will dive deep into the essence of the proof of Allah. The framework of the proof
of Allah will be given at the initiation of the proof. Therefore, I do not give this
framework here.
III.Brief Clarifications About Key Concepts / and Terms
Some words or concepts used throughout this book may have many different
dictionary definitions, some of them may be new to the reader. So, in order to
facilitate the reading, their precise meanings in parallel with their usage in this
book are briefly explained below. However, some of the following terms may
have meanings other than the following if otherwise noted or implied.
III.1 Allah
The ultimate and self-sufficient cause of the limited universe, who has the
properties detailed in this book. Many Christians whose native language is
Arabic use the word “Allah” as a generic word meaning “god” and in this sense,
referring to their triune God. Some Christians say that “Allah begot a son”, this
statement is quoted in the Quran from the Christians and was criticized; the
Quran says that Allah does not beget. So, when I use the word “Allah” in this
book, it is not used as a generic word as “god” or “the god” which represents
the generic concept of god used by such religions. The usage of Allah is not
such a usage. “Allah” is used as the special and private “name” of the God whose
properties are detailed in the Quran. In Islam, Allah has certain properties
which are also considered as the other names of Allah. In some parts of the
94

book, I will use these names of Allah instead of the name “Allah” whenever a
more precise name is appropriate. In such situations, the name which also
represents a property of Allah will start with a capital letter: So, by the word
“Fashioner” in the statement “the Fashioner is one” I will be referring to Allah.
Though this book is about proving Allah, I will also use the word “God”
whenever appropriate. For a Muslim reader, the word God corresponds to Allah
since Allah is the true God. For the non-Muslim reader, many points related to
Allah are common for most ad hoc god claims other than Allah. Hence, to
facilitate the reading for non-Muslim readers I will use also the word “God”
whenever applicable.
For Allah I will use the pronoun “He” where the letter H is capitalized. This is
a special pronoun which must not be understood as reflecting gender, since
Allah is neither male nor female.
Question 1.
If the God means Allah, why do you use the words Allah and God in different
contexts, instead of using one of them consistently?
Answer 1.
Allah is the true God, and the true God is Allah, and God is one of the names
of Allah, so, it was possible to use always the name Allah instead of the word
God. However, in some contexts, the adherents of some religions may agree
with what is said about Allah, and in some contexts, what is said about Allah
may not be acceptable to the adherents of other religions. So, in some contexts
where a specific property of Allah is a generally accepted property of God, the
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word God was preferred.
III.2 Limited Science
Part of science that contains only the branches and scientific activities based on
repeatability, repeatability-based testability, predictability.
III.3 Limited Universe
The universe which includes all except Allah. It includes also things in it.9
Limited universe includes our perceptions and thought processes as well. It also
includes the contents of multiverse. Unless otherwise indicated or implied, the
word universe without the adjective “limited” will also be used to mean the
limited universe. The term “things in the limited universe” (T) contains the
whole of the limited universe as well.
III.4 Spatiotemporal Entities and Events
Allegedly non-transcendent, deterministic or indeterministic events, and entities
which cause such events in accordance with materialism. These are allegedly
measurable and/ or detectable only through their spatial and/or temporal
quantities, effects, and causes.
III.5 Ultimate Cause
A cause which is not sustained by anything else.

Universe also means multiverse unless otherwise understood in the
context.
9
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III.6 Relation
This is explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.4.
III.7 Allegedly Self-Sufficient Spatiotemporal Bottom Element
(ASBE):
This is defined and explained in part 1.1.2.2.6.
III.8 Self-Sufficient Cause (SSC)
This in essence equals to Allah. It is the name/ property “Al-Samad” of Allah.
It is also closely related to His property/ name the “Sustainer”.
III.9 Pure (or Objective) Evidence
This is like the hair of the killer in a crime scene. Unless otherwise indicated or
implied, in this book, the word “evidence” is used for pure evidence.
III.10

Indirect (or Subjective) Evidence

This is like the opinion and explanations of the detective about the hair of the
killer in a crime scene.
III.11

Particle

When used as in “particles hitting each other”, it is used to mean the particles,
fields, strings, waves which are seen as the bottom elements in accordance with
physicalism. I will not use all the different spatiotemporal things which are
considered to be fundamental according to different theories.
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III.12

Sovereign Whole

This is explained in Tosun, (2020).
III.13

Layer

Things which constitute structurally horizontal groups of systems are layers. For
example, we can talk of a layer atoms, of life forms, of a layer galaxies, of a layer
of planetary systems…
III.14

Transcendence

This is explained in Tosun (2021), part 1.5.2.2.2.
III.15

Narrowly Natural

The term “natural” is used by some to represent the spatiotemporal/ material.
Obviously, there is no reason to say that our consciousness, or free will, or God
… are supernatural. Hence, the term “natural” as used to exclude God,
presupposes that God is something unnatural. We do not need to accept this
usage of the term natural, and since it is a wrong usage, we must not make a
wrongly loaded use of the term “natural”. Hence, throughout this book I will
use the term “narrowly natural” to mean that it does not contain all that is
natural.
III.16

Alleged Material Background (AMB)

AMB is the alleged fundamental layer and its contents to which all contingent
things that we observe including human beings, atoms, galaxies, consciousness,
reasoning power, free will power, knowledge… are reducible according to a
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materialistic world view. For instance, if we continue through a chain like
“galaxies > molecules > atoms >… >” we will allegedly reach an “end layer” to
which everything is reducible.
This has the following two types: The structural one and the sequential one:
III.17

Alleged Structural Material Background (ASMB)

ASMB is the alleged material background to which structures of things are
reducible independent of time.
III.18

Alleged Sequential Material Background (ASEMB)

The alleged material background and state from which all of the contents of the
limited universe originate in temporal and/or sequential terms.
III.19

Materialist

A person who rejects or lacks belief in God and who claims that everything
consists of the spatiotemporal things. The word “materialist” comes with certain
entailed features: Generally speaking, “materialist” includes the physicalist,
reductive physicalist, naturalist, atheist in the context of this book, even though
there are some differences between each of them.
The word materialist is preferred to “naturalist” since naturalist is a loaded term
in that it self-authorizes naturalism which has unnatural aspects, to arbitrarily
exclude some other views which also consider themselves natural. For example,
as we see in the following verse, Islam is built upon the nature framed by Allah:
So set thy purpose (O Muhammad) for religion as a man by nature upright 99

the nature (framed) of Allah, in which He hath created man. There is no altering
(the laws of) Allah's creation. That is the right religion, but most men know not
(Quran: 30/30)
III.20

Essence

It is explained in part 1.5.2.2.3.3.
IV.Proof and Related Concepts in the Context of This Book
In discussions about the “proof” of God, there are many presuppositions about
the other party and a wide terminology which is used in very different meanings.
Therefore, before initiating the journey about the of proof of Allah, it is
necessary to clarify the issues that arise in these discussions about the term
“proof”, “God”, and “Allah”. Since, the terms “God” and “Allah” will be
examined in detail in the parts about the very proof of Allah, the weight in this
part will be about “proof”.
IV.1 Definition of Proof and Related Details
IV.1.1

Definition of Proof

In this book, proof and evidence are used in the following meanings: The
dictionary definition of proof relevant in the context of this book is as follows:
“the process or an instance of establishing the validity of a statement especially
by derivation from other statements in accordance with principles of
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reasoning”.10
The evidences are the specific and concrete objects, beings, systems, events
which embody/ contain the points which are connected to the essence,
properties, and acts of Allah.
The evidences have implications and connections about Allah in the realm of
epistemology, words, logic, semantics. Proofs are evidences in the form of
explanations and arguments.
Therefore, evidences and proofs are non-separable in essence.
If we are just some particles bumping one onto other how can we have any
capacity to know anything, much less prove anything? Then why should we try
to prove anything or to value and listen to a claim of proof and truth? So first
we have to know ourselves and related capacities.
So we can see that when there is rain plants grow and when there is no rain
they do not grow. Hence these observations become proof that is a qualified
connection of the effects to a conclusion which can be an input for reasonable
acts which take into account the causal connections between things and their
interactions.
We have a power to prove certain things. At least we can prove our perceptions
and our own existence. So, we have to understand our “power” “to prove”, and
“to be a proof”. If we underestimate our own power to prove, then we may be
misled. Our perception of our own selves demonstrates that we are true. It is a
proof, and a sure evidence. Why does our power to prove that we exist is a big
power and a certain power? In what contexts or for proving what kinds of things
“Proof.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/proof. Accessed 19
Dec. 2021.
10

101

is it a weak power?
We have an extension in unity, a transcendence which encompasses a unity; is
it a matter of probability calculation that the elements or regions of this
extension happened to be harmonious? Or is it an ontological reality that we
transcend them and they are transcended through our witnessing which makes
it a truth? Obviously, when we say as Descartes noted “I think therefore I am”,
we do not need to make calculations of probability. We witness our unity and
our transcendence. This witnessing is that which makes it true.

And [I swear by] the witness and what is
witnessed,
(Quran: 85/3)

So, in any case we are witnessing the truth, and as such we have the proof; but
the question is what is that we are witnessing? Is it the act of Allah? Or of the
triune God? Or of the movements of the cold matter? Or …?
What else can our power can discern? We can notice a most conspicuous thing,
and we may miss a little conspicuous thing. What is the most conspicuous
thing?
We prove that 1+1=2 by putting two apples next to each other and counting
them. But if whenever we put one apple on the table it disappeared, could we
prove that equation? Or can we prove that no apple will disappear? So,
consistency, continuity, and unity are at the foundation of proving. And we
witness this from all angles. But the important element of proving is the
ontological power of unity within us which recognizes the unity within what it
witnesses and encompasses. It is an ontological reality, but this also is extended
within the unity of the mathematics, logic, and syllogisms. This is the most
conspicuous truth which may be easily recognized by the power of unity within
ourselves.
We may have difficulty in recognizing the unity of the fact that the earth rotates,
if we have limited knowledge about the celestial objects, since the rotation of
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the earth does not have implications for whatever we witness; however, the unity
that encompasses all is easier to discern, since it has much bigger and
widespread effects over all things and to the greatest extent. If the power of
unity within ourselves recognizes the unity of our inner world, it also recognizes
and witnesses that the same unity is not limited to our inner world, but it
extends to the outside world. So, this perception about the transcendent and allencompassing unitary power is an important element of proof. Even if it cannot
recognize fully certain smaller things, it can recognize the most conspicuous
facts. Even the most skeptic person will behave as if certain things are proven,
hence, his rejection of proof and provability will only be an ineffective part of
his whole. Most skeptics will recognize the validity of science.
What if this unitary power recognizes and claims to prove and witness a
multitude of gods as the origin of unity? Obviously, such a multiplicity will
demonstrate that this witnessing is a misleading one since it diverges from unity
and consistency.
Though signals come to us in packages we conceive things as continuous
infinitesimally. We have a bigger conception than what we receive. We also
conceive infinity. So we automatize, formulate, and simplify. We conceive things
as formulation like a software, but consciousness is a unitary additional element.
Is what we conceive also like this though they are in packages? It seems so at
least based on the explanations about the property of unity of Allah in part 1.2.
… We see for example that objects fall conforming to a parabola equation. The
ontological essence of whatever we conceive has also similar unitary and
transcendent properties. The effects we conceive relate to their transcendent
powers. Even for illusions it is like this. So it is not an issue if something is an
illusion or not. What we conceive of is proven this way. This harmony between
our inside and the external world shows us that there is a basis for proof and
evidence and that they can be instrumental in reaching the truth.
Before the proof there is that which is proven and its power. When I perceive
myself, before perceiving, there is me as the perceived before being perceived.
When I prove to someone, there is that which is before being perceived by me
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and the other person. When I perceive, the whole that was before my perception
overlaps with the whole of my transcendent perception. Hence, both are
surrounded by a unitary transcendent power. This unitary power is the engine
of our thinking and at the basis of our hope for the reliability and
instrumentality of proofs.
IV.1.2

Ontology and Epistemology of Proof

If I can prove something in mathematics, it is not because I defined certain
things as true, but because of the unity and consistency within ourselves and
because of the unity, communication, and power to reach a convention with
other beings. So, the recognition of this unity will be consistent and in unity
with that unity. If I say x is proven because it has been tested t times and it was
predicted each time, this is a false statement; here the proof is in the belief that
there can be a unitary basis for the tests; and the tests are meaningful only
because they point at such a unity. And such a unity is reliable to us, because
our essence also has such a unity which shakes hands with the witnessed unity
it is acquainted with.
Hence, even if it is an approximation, the hypothesis is assumed to have an
element of being proven to some extent.
If something was seen by millions of people, then it was. Its being is its being
seen. If it was, then the claim that it was not has no value. How can “that it was
not” have any value, from which origin can it have its value? Was it seen by
some and not by others? Then it would be true as something that was seen by
some and not by others -even if it was true as an illusion-. So the claim that it
was not is only a claim relating to a partial whole. Yet, it is said regarding
millions of people, hence, in unity. So, when we think, we necessarily behave
within the transcendent unity. Proving power is necessarily true. Its truth is the
proof of a unity experienced by us directly.
Even if we say that things cannot be proven, we make use of unity, and we
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presuppose the existence of provability as an ideal state; we conceive and
transcend within ourselves of an ideal situation of ideal proof which relates to
an all-encompassing unity; without the transcendent essence of proving within
ourselves, we would not be able to conceive it.
One may ask: “if we conceive of trillion spiders, do we have the essence of those
spiders?” Obviously, this is a false analogy: When we say “x cannot be proven”,
the idea of proof produces an effect in that we reject a fact that something can
be proven; however, those spiders do not produce an effect in accordance with
their definition by our conceiving them.
So, even if certain things cannot be proven, this very conception and mechanism
of proof, relating to the proof itself, demonstrates the unitary essence which
originates the proof.
Moreover, in our daily lives, we frequently make use of the idea of proof; they
are tested and empirically shown to be beneficial and useful. Even if they had
been illusory, they would have been proven at least as illusions with illusory
effects. The issue here is not what an illusion and fact is; the issue is provability.
So, the all encompassing unity is directly witnessed by us. Hence, the most
conspicuous is proven necessarily, even though some less conspicuous things
may not be proven to a certain extent.
Consequently, proving is not a black and white issue, but there are shades of
grey which are true; it relates to the power of unity within us of which we cannot
get rid.
So, the proof is witnessing the being of something and assessing its
correspondence with the unity in the background of all things. And things
within that background necessarily comply with all relevant things, or not; yet,
if they do not comply with all relevant things, again the unity exists in the
background and it just changes the meaning of that which is known, not its
truth: maybe it is true as an illusion, or maybe it is partially true, or maybe its
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opposite is true.
Now, should we say that “the idea of flat earth is proven because the flat earthist
has some data to support it, or because it is true as an illusion”? Obviously not.
The idea of the flat earth may be proven for the defender of the flat earth, and
unproven for the defender of the round-earth; yet, the provability is common
between the defenders of both. One may argue that “like these parties disagree,
there may be parties who disagree about provability, for example, one party
being the skeptic and the other being the theist”. Yet, when the skeptic says that
there is no provability, he is sharing the common ground with the theist, since
the skeptic also declares an opinion on provability. The defense of provability
can be put forth, the counter argument against it cannot be put forth. The
provability of millions of spiders being in a room may be disputable; the
provability of provability cannot be disputed.
The proof-related power in unity in any case exists whose non-existence cannot
be thought of, since our very essence shares and has that unity as an ontological
reality.
This is seen in that we can never think of its non-existence in any case. This is
similar to our inability to think of our very non-existence, since our very
thinking is thanks to that unitary power; hence, that power cannot conceive of
its non-existence.
Maybe millions of people were hallucinating about something. Then the claim
that what those people witnessed did not exist would only entail a different
definition of what was claimed to be seen; maybe it was an illusion, but its being
and its being defined as an illusion entails again a background of unity of that
which assesses whether it is true, whether it exists or not, in relation to and in
all-encompassing unity with other things. So, even if we cannot prove all things
with hundred percent certainty, the above examples show that the power to
prove at least certain things fully and at least certain things to a certain extent
106

demonstrates that there is this power and its unitary background.
On the other hand, since our resources are limited, proving certain things to a
certain extent as much as possible within the limitations of our resources doing
appropriate prioritizations, will relieve us from responsibility: if I have the
means to discover and prove “x” as an answer to an important question, to a
degree of 70 percent at most, and I behaved accordingly, and if it happened to
be false, this will mean that “x” was not accessible. But “y” may be possible to
be proven to a degree of 100 percent. So, if discovery through proof is a valuable
work, then the efforts to discover the answers to the question about both x and
y are equally valuable. Whether something is of type x or of type y is irrelevant
to our level of success. Obviously, in this world, there may never be a consensus
of all human beings about the claim that there are claims of type y. But since
there are people who have exclusive opposite opinions, those who claim to have
reached their conclusions based on evidence and those who overlapped with the
truth thanks to their evidence will be the demonstration that there are provable
claims of type y. This also entails that those who do not base their conclusions
upon evidence can never be a demonstration of a provable claim of type x, in
respect to their claims.
The above points are essentially about the ontological aspect of proof. Proof
relates also to epistemology. The essential is the ontological things. But
necessarily language diverges from the ontological in many points. The goal is
to make the language overlap with the ontological as much as possible. In
mathematics the language works in its own ontological aspects and there is no
other ontology from which it can diverge. Except there are things like numbers
which are defined directly based on what is directly observed. There are also
things like qualia which cannot be represented well in language. So, a language
or its components cannot replace ontological things. If we invent a word like a
specific law of nature this cannot be an effective thing in itself. This is similar
to the invented gods that we see in the following verse:
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You worship not besides Him except [mere]
names you have named them, you and your
fathers, for which Allah has sent down no
authority. Legislation is not but for Allah. He has
commanded that you worship not except Him.
That is the correct religion, but most of the
people do not know.
(Quran : 12/40)
IV.1.3

Importance of Proof

When we say economics, or finance, or psychology, are they distinctly effective 11
aspects of the universe, or are they just epiphenomenal views of physical
movements that relate to the cold matter? If Allah is proven, this entails that
these sciences and their realms are distinctly effective and we can have a richer
and more reasonable world view in which we have much more pathways to
reason through these sciences and their realms without needing to reduce all to
a layer in an unrealistic way. If Allah is proven, then we may see the distinct
and effective reality and dignity of the human being. If Allah is proven, then we
can recognize the distinct reality of special sciences.
If Allah is not proven, then any other god or sustainer of the above implications
will not be proven either; because, a sustainer of the above properties needs to
have at least the properties of Allah, plus certain ad hoc properties. Hence,
without Allah, our universe will need to be recognized without the properties
mentioned above which are entailed by the existence of such a sustainer.
With proofs we can have a strong belief and have a clear vision. If we have
Note that the term “distinctly effective” does not mean that that
which is distinctly effective without being influenced by anything else.
On the contrary, it may be affected by other things, yet, it has its own
distinct effect on other things.
11
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doubt about a certain thing, then we cannot be very stable. The Quran
underlines doubt and certainty in many verses as in the following introductory
verse:

This is the Book about which there is no doubt,
a guidance for those who guard (against evil).
(Quran: 2/2)
On the other hand, the importance of a proof is strongly related to the
importance of the implications of that which is proven. If something caused us
blindly or deterministically or indeterministically without having us in mind,
we could not interact with it. But with Allah we can interact. We can have a
guidance. If this God created us then He can have further implications for us.
Furthermore, to be upon the truth in and of itself is important. With Allah we
may have the hope to know the truth which is beneficial in many respects. If
we know the truth, we have more power and freedom to reach our goals. If we
do not know the truth it is likely that we fail or suffer. So, is the existence with
God or the existence with no God is true and coherent? This is an important
question.
Note that the above points are not presented as reasons to believe in Allah, but
as one of the bases for the search about the truth of Allah.
IV.1.4

Implications of the Possibility of Proving God

Whatever god is proven the prover must behave according to that god claim
and it is expected that he will benefit from the benefits of that god, if that god
is true. Likewise, any member of humanity who is an adherent of any world
view, must try to prove the claims of his world view in order to help other
human beings.
IV.1.5

Is Consensus Necessary for Recognizing the Validity
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of a Proof
Is the consensus of all persons who had access to a proof a requirement for the
validity of that proof? No. Because this necessitates the denial of the effects of
personal subjective emotional sides and other misleading factors as influencers
of the acceptance of proofs. If there are factors other than proofs or the bases of
those proofs which influence the recognition of people about those proofs, then
it is likely that there is no consensus about the validity of a proof even if in
reality and objectively that proof is valid.
IV.1.6

Which God Claims do we Need to Assess for Proof?

Do we need to try to examine all god claims and determine which one is proven
and which one is not? Obviously, no human life will be sufficient to reach the
truth this way. So, the proofs should be proofs for properties. Therefore, a
constructive and evidence-based methodology of proving as explained in part
2.3.2 is the only feasible method.
IV.1.7

To Whom Do We Prove?

That is because those who disbelieve follow falsehood, and those who believe
follow the truth from their Lord. Thus does Allah present to the people their
comparisons.
(Quran: 47/3)
While we try to identify the properties that may belong to a possible ultimate
cause, we examine proofs in order to reach the correct, coherent, and consistent
truth. The goal is to have a correct understanding of the universe since this
understanding contributes much to our success. Hence the ultimate goal is to
benefit from the knowledge about the truth and this way to be more successful
or increase success and prevent failure. One partial cause of this goal is our
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vulnerability.
Who is the target of proofs and what is the goal of proofs? The searcher of the
proof should be the first and main target. If it is useless for the first target, then
the first target may not have any intention to communicate it to others: why
would he need to communicate something to other human beings while he as
a human being thinks that it is not useful to him? In this sense, others are
secondary targets.
Because of this, everybody has the burden of knowledge and proof, since,
expecting a proof from others entails a presupposition and prejudice that a proof
will be useless to the person who discovers relevant proofs. If it “may be” useful
to the person who discovers it, then every human being should try to find out
the related possible evidence.
IV.2 Burden of Knowledge & Burden of Proof
IV.2.1

Burden of Knowledge

Say, "Are those who know equal to those who do not know?"
(Quran: 39/9)
To be upon the truth in and of itself is important. We need to know the truth.
The truth is ultimately beneficial. If we know the truth we have more power
and freedom to reach our goals. If we do not know the truth it is likely that we
fail or suffer. If we know the road x is blocked we can use an alternative road.
If we know about a company we can take better decisions about whether to
invest in it or not. So is “the existence with God” or “the existence with no
God” is true and coherent? This is an important question.
To reach knowledge, should we wait for people who will come and convince
us? Or should we try to discover the relevant truth? Obviously, smart people do
111

not wait for people who will come and convince them, they want to be proactive;
they invest in relevant and useful knowledge.
IV.2.1.1
Whoever Wants to be Successful, has the Burden of
Getting Useful Knowledge.
We learn and experience in our daily lives that the causes can be discovered,
and that discovering causes is useful for us in many ways. We learn that
knowledge is one of our basic and important needs. We observe through our
achievements that knowledge is a big power which makes us superior to many
creations.
Seeing the benefits of knowledge, we also see that the failure to reach reachable
knowledge will cause big failures. Hence, we understand and observe that we
“have to” access useful knowledge. Therefore, relevant knowledge becomes a
must for each human being. Hence, we have a burden of knowledge, a need to
know.
Then of course, an unlimited human being in this respect asks what is the cause
of the universe and what are the causes of the causes that we observe? The
burden of knowledge is also applicable for the question that I mentioned earlier:
“What/ who is/are the ultimate cause(s)?”
This question is presented as a key question in the Quran:

Say: "Who is the Sustainer of the heavens and
the earth?"
(Quran: 13/16)
Every driver on the countryside must make sure that there is no pedestrian on
the road in front of him; that there is no sharp object on the road. Like this, a
true god would make a difference, and every creature who rejects god must
make sure that there is no god. This is the burden of knowledge of relevant and
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consequential things. Every vulnerable person has this burden. An atheist may
say that he knows that there may be pedestrians on the country-side road
though it is very unlikely in some places. Here even if it is close to impossibility
he has to make sure. If there is someone who warns, this warner does not
remove the burden of knowledge for relevant things. This burden disappears
once he makes sure that in a certain place it is impossible that there is a
pedestrian.
Why do we want to know whether there is a pedestrian on the road? Because
they have implications and effects. We do not want to cause someone to die, or
to be injured, nor make his children orphans, nor make his wife a widow; we
do not want to be punished and imprisoned, to have a regret throughout the
remainder of our lives… Likewise, we want to know that the cabin of the lift is
there before stepping into the lift so that we do not fall from high to die or to
be injured. In other words, we are vulnerable and we do not want to suffer the
effects of a specific state of affairs. Similarly, the properties of the ultimate cause
of us and of the universe have certainly effects and as they had effects, they may
have further effects. What effects they will have depends on what they are and
what the essence(s) of the ultimate cause(s) is/ are.
If we want to fix an electric connection problem, we want to make sure that
there is no current by checking with a control pen.
We have the burden to know that the lift cabin is there when the lift door opens.
We have the burden to know a certain relevant and consequential state. The
burden is not just a useless duty, it rather corresponds to the benefits or
opportunities that can be reaped, or harms and threats that may be prevented
by knowing a certain state of affairs. Hence, this burden is applicable for any
vulnerable being who will be affected by knowing or ignoring a fact. Therefore,
all such beings have the burden, the responsibility of knowing what can be
known as long as it has consequences for them.
Do we have the burden to test all god claims? It may be foggy, and we may be
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unable to see whether there is anyone on the road. Instead of communication,
we can use the effects of the theoretical possibility: The photons coming from
the sun would hit the person on the road and reach our eyes. If it is foggy, the
distance that the photon can travel from the person would be shorter, so we
would keep the reaction time to a sufficient amount so as we can see say 10
meters, we should go with a speed so as we may stop if there is a person within
10 meters.
As human beings, we have a big range of perception. A fish seems to be happy
with what is going on in its aquarium. Human beings are not like this:
If we encompass what is going on in our neighborhood, we want to have some
idea about what is going on in our town; then in our country, then in our
neighboring countries, then in our planet, our planetary system, our galaxy, our
universe, and even we wonder if there are other universes… This capacity
increases our responsibility as well.
An important thing we experience within ourselves, is that we experience power.
This may be the power to will or the power to act, that is to produce a change
in the universe. So, an important need for explanation is “why” certain things
happen. Here, the “why” question relates mostly to the power. Therefore, if we
inquire about an event, and if we do not know why a certain thing happened,
generally we first ask why it happened. So, “why does he cry” means what made
him cry; “why did he die” means what made him die; “why does the earth
rotate” means what makes it rotate. The why question may often turn into a
“who” or “what” question: For example, if an answer was “he died because he
was sick” a follow up question may be “was it COVID 19?”; or if an answer was
“he cried because someone took his toy” a follow up question might be “who
took his toy?”…
Generally, after we already know why a certain thing happened, then we may
ask how, where, when a certain thing happened. Often, the “how” question
implies a “why” question.
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As human beings we also want to know what is going on at the layer of
molecules, atoms, protons…
As human beings we also want to know what consciousness is, what a number
is, what logic is …
As human beings we not only want to complete our knowledge, we also want
to have consistent knowledge and remove any inconsistencies.
We seek correct knowledge, because every day we experience that it works: We
experience that if we know and take the correct road, we reach our destination
faster; we experience that if we know and eat the correct things, we become
healthier; we experience that if we know and make the correct investments we
get more power… We also experience that if we do the opposite we fail.
We seek correct knowledge, because we experience that it exists and that we
have the capacity to reach it to some extent.
Some of these questions are related to the cause of the existence, which is also
called in some religions “God”:
Is there such a cause? Why? How is the relationship of such a cause to what we
observe? If there is such a cause, what is the cause of this cause? Why would
not there be an infinite regress? How many such causes are there? Why would
not the causes that we observe be sufficient…?
I will use the Quranic framework of causality in the context of God. Thus, the
explanations in this book do not apply to any god who consists of different
personalities, different beings, or who are supposed to be an animal, or an
object, or to have physical limitations, or who transforms into such things.
Now, let us mention another kind of question: Do we human beings have the
capacity to understand these issues in a satisfactory way? Or are the answers to
these questions beyond our reach?
According to the Quran, Allah enabled us to understand things about which we
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are responsible; we are responsible for things that we can understand. And He
does not charge anyone beyond his or her capacity. On the other hand, Allah
intends easiness for us and He does not intend difficulty. Therefore, in a
Quranic framework we must be hopeful about understanding the relevant parts
of the truth and of causality.
Regarding science, we should also consider what will be the contribution of the
Quranic teaching to our understanding of our environment. In classical physics
the concept of unity had an important place, and the concept of “distance” had
a quasi-absolute nature. However today, with the understanding of quantum
field theory, we understand better that “distance” is in fact part of the whole,
and is not a barrier regarding certain effects; therefore not really a barrier. So,
within quantum field theory, “unity” has become a more fundamental concept.
Limitations such as the speed of light are not any more insurmountable barriers.
The religion that emphasizes “unity” the most is Islam. The causal framework
of Islam we believe will contribute a lot to our understanding of the existence
and of the truth.
The framework we use here is based on the unity of Allah who is the selfsufficient cause of all that exists. In history this has been related by many of the
messengers of Allah, including Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, Muhammad
(Peace be upon them). Briefly, this teaching states that the cause of all is One,
without being mixed or surrounded with nothingness, without having different
power centers, without being heterogeneous or multiple. And other than this
ultimate cause, everything is defined, sustained, witnessed, observed, linked and
controlled by this one cause. Allah does not create puzzles for us. Truth is most
obvious. Therefore, every human being who is an adult with a sufficient mental
health for a normal daily life, is taken responsible. There is a reference to this
facilitation in the following verse:

He has not placed upon you in the religion any
difficulty.
(Quran: 22/78)
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We human beings use causality in our daily lives, willingly or unwillingly. And
if it is a main fact that leads us to the one power above all, we do not have any
excuse to put forth if we are wrong.
As we see in the following verses in the beginning parts of the Quran, Allah
presents knowledge as a primary and distinct property of the human being:

And He taught Adam the names all of them.
Then He showed them to the angels and said,
"Inform Me of the names of these, if you are
truthful."
They said, "Exalted are You; we have no
knowledge except what You have taught us.
Indeed, it is You who is the Knowing, the Wise."
He said, "O Adam, inform them of their names."
And when he had informed them of their names,
He said, "Did I not tell you that I know the
unseen [aspects] of the heavens and the earth?
And I know what you reveal and what you have
concealed."
(Quran: 2/31-33)

Hence, both the Quran and our daily experiences clearly show that, every
human being who wants to be successful and prevent failure must struggle to
get useful, complete, and correct knowledge.
No human being should see the struggle for such knowledge as an unnecessary
effort. Nobody should refrain himself from spending necessary efforts for such
knowledge and expect others to come and convince him about the truth.
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Knowledge is important and useful. We need it.
With knowledge we grow and the extent of our power grows.
Knowing the causes of things is very important. Learning the causal
relationships enables us to see the beauty, consistency, completeness, coherence,
unity, and truth of what we observe and experience. Learning enables us to
increase good things, to prevent bad things, to thank the givers of good things.
Sometimes, the origin is much more important than what we got from it: That
a special person gave a small gift may multiply the value of that gift by
thousands of times.
Hence, some questions which should come to the mind of all human beings are
“why does the universe exist?” and “why do I exist?” Obviously, in any case, the
truth which is the answer to these questions has implications for us: If the
answer is the matter with no consciousness, it has certain implications which
entails that we should or may behave in certain ways; if the answer is the Hindu
gods, it has certain implications; if the answer is pantheism it has certain
implications.
In our context, the word “explanation” is very important. Because, above all,
“Allah” is a causal explanation on top of His ontological reality. As an
explanation, Allah is also within the content of our “knowledge” to some extent.
IV.2.1.2
Everyone has the Burden of Knowledge for
Himself/Herself.
Everyone needs for himself, to substantiate his way with evidence and
knowledge.
If someone claims to be rational and wants to be successful, yet, says “I will not
change my inertia unless someone tries to convince me and convinces me that
I have to move in a certain direction”, he contradicts himself. Because, to be
successful, he is the foremost responsible person to find out the knowledge that
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will lead to his success. Others may do a favor to him; even if some people may
consider leading him to useful knowledge as a duty, this will be an impossible
duty since at the end of the day, he is the one who has the power to choose the
truth or the error no matter how convincing are the arguments.
Therefore, any person who claims to be rational should consider the answers to
the above questions.
Some search for the truth, some say that if there is truth its proofs must be
presented convincingly to them. If someone tells me that the markets will go
down, if I will be affected by the direction of the markets, I may ask him the
reasons why he thinks so; or I may just omit what he says. In any case, what I
do depends on other premises: I may be considering that that person is
trustworthy to some extent, or I may have concluded that that person is not
competent in analyzing the markets or assessing his sources. But I do not say
that he has to try to convince me.
The motivation to understand the truth must come from the person who needs
to be guided. If a person does not care about the truth or about certain values,
the proof will be useless for such, as noted in the following verse:

And He it is, Who made the night and the day
to follow each other, for him who desires to be
mindful or desires to be thankful.
(Quran: 25/62)
A believer in a specific god has no power in making another person believe in
that god, even if that god is true. As we see in the following verse, even Prophet
Muhammad (PBUH) who was given the duty of prophethood is declared to be
unable to coercively guide whom he wills.

Indeed, [O Muhammad], you do not guide
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whom you like, but Allah guides whom He wills.
And He is most knowing of the [rightly] guided.
(Quran: 28/56)
And as noted above, the guidance is for those
who want to do good.
Even he, the Prophet (PBUH), was not given the
burden of pushing anyone to believe:
You are not over them a controller.
(Quran: 88/22)
His duty was only to deliver the message:

But if they turn away then We have not sent you,
[O Muhammad], over them as a guardian; upon
you is only [the duty of] notification.
(Quran: 42/48)
Furthermore, everybody is responsible for himself and his own burden:

That no bearer of burdens will bear the burden
of another.
(Quran: 53/38)
We ask what caused the roads and who paid for their construction? We find
out that they are constructed by the taxes paid. So, we understand why we
should pay taxes. We also ask what caused the chocolate bar in the supermarket.
We understand that farmers, factories, workers make it; and that they work
thanks to the price we pay for it. So, we understand that we should pay its price.
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In such cases we act proactively.
Likewise, when we are sick, we try to find out what caused it. Then for example
we find out through certain processes that a virus caused it. We also try to find
out how to be protected from the virus and how to overcome the viruses.
Now of course as human beings we are not limited in our questions. To pay the
taxes, or the price of the chocolate or make the vaccine for the virus we see that
there are other causes. In any case, our knowledge is closely related to what we
do and what we get as a consequence.
While there are sequential causes in the past of a chain of events, we observe
that there is also a connection between past and future events. We see that it is
impossible to fundamentally separate an event from another one in the chain.
We also see that some events are caused through an ought to be relationship
and because of some future goals. Every person has a history, a structure, and
an environment which is related to that person’s “ought to be” states and goals.
Another person would have little right and little interest in forcing his own
ought to be states and goals to another person. Therefore, every person is the
first responsible in getting the knowledge which is necessary for himself/ herself.
IV.2.1.3

Tools to Reach Knowledge

And it is He who made for you the stars that you
may be guided by them through the darknesses
of the land and sea. We have detailed the signs
for a people who know.
(Quran: 6/97)

According to the Quran, there are consistent relationships, criteria, benchmarks,
evidence, stability, continuity, unity which enable us to reach the truth. We can
give the following verses as examples:
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He who appointed the earth to be a cradle for
you, and appointed ways for you therein, that
haply you may be guided.
(Quran: 43/10)
Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and earth,
and the alternation of the night and the day, and
the [great] ships which sail through the sea with
that which benefits people, and what Allah has
sent down from the heavens of rain, giving life
thereby to the earth after its lifelessness and
dispersing therein every [kind of] moving
creature, and [His] directing of the winds and the
clouds controlled between the heaven and the
earth are signs for a people who use reason.
(Quran: 2/164)
And He has cast into the earth firmly set
mountains, lest it shift with you, and [made]
rivers and roads, that you may be guided,
And landmarks. And by the stars they are [also]
guided.
(Quran: 16/15-16)
Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and the
earth and the alternation of the night and the day
are signs for those who use reason.
122

(Quran: 3/190)

Furthermore, Allah gave us the powers to observe the universe and to reason.

Say: "It is He Who has brought you into being,
gave you the faculties of hearing, seeing, feeling
and understanding: yet you are seldom thankful.
(Quran: 67/23)
One should try to have a complete and consistent understanding of his
surroundings/ his universe no matter what others claim. This will help the agent
be successful, commit less or no errors. The claims of others are no more than
help or influencers which can be used for that goal. Each person has the prime
responsibility to discover the relevant knowledge which may influence him.
Likewise, societies have their responsibilities to establish the institutions to
progress in knowledge for their betterment.
A toddler may break his toys to see what is inside. We are hungry for
knowledge, and this search is a default mechanism which may lead to God.
The incompleteness of knowledge can push us to learn unnecessary things. The
emptiness of some regions or lack of internal balance in our brain are not the
only key factors for the search of truth and its proof. Our structure and ought
to be truth (OTBT) are also key, and these are fashioned by the One. We are
vulnerable. With knowledge we reach our goals in accordance with our OTBT.
Furthermore, laws of thought for the usage and systematization of knowledge,
causal relationships based on patterns and unity also help us find out the
relevant truth.
IV.2.1.4
Our Ability to Reach Certainty About the
Explanations
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IV.2.1.4.1

The Necessity for the Certainty About Allah

Allah does not charge a soul except [according
to] what He has given it.
(Quran: 65/7)
In Islam, if we accept the possibility and probability of another divine or godlike thing, then we are very far from the truth.
If we say “Probably Allah exists” instead of “Allah exists”, while the entire
universe is in fact evidence for Allah, we are not in a good shape in the sight of
Allah. If we say the first statement, this means that we accept that some other
things have or probably have some authority over the existence instead of or
along with Allah. In this case, we will not have digested the properties of Allah
as well, including His unity, His all-powerfulness, all-encompassingness,
sustaining the entire limited universe… If we have not understood His
properties, especially His unity, then the doubt about His existence is of second
importance, because then we would not even be talking about Allah.
Can we reach certainty about our conclusions? Can we contact the truth? These
are important questions regarding our journey to find out the truth about Allah.
Can we justify our “knowledge”?
If we can ask these questions, then there is in any case a consistency and unity
underlying it; because we ask as we do, we use concepts which entail some kind
of transcendence and unity. But obviously, this unity is not intrinsic to the parts
of our thoughts, or if one is physicalist, it is not intrinsic to his particles. If so,
then there is a sustainer and originator of our thinking process and of what we
perceive, no matter whether these are illusions or real. Even if we may say that
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our reasoning process may be faulty, this very conclusion also needs a trust in
its sustainer and originator. Therefore, no matter whether we are certain or
doubtful, we in any case need to trust this unitary sustainer and originator.
On top of this trust, it is not possible that the process of reasoning occurs
without its unitary backbone which requires a unity which/ who unites all of
the reasoning process and its contents. So, whatever we conceive of, and all of
the elements of the reasoning and the perception processes including us must
be united and surrounded by this unitary sustainer; and our reasoning processes
is the very immediate effect and sign of this unitary sustainer. To reject Him,
would be rejecting our reasoning process, but if we reject it, then we assume
that we are reasoning; if we end up in doubt, then it is also the result of those
elements and processes which in any case need the unitary sustainer. So,
rejecting Him theoretically can only be built on nothingness, however, as
explained in part 1.3.2.1.2 nothingness does not and cannot exist.
But what if this sustainer is a simulator like us? For reasons explained in part
1.1.2.2.1 about the impossibility of reductive physicalism, a self-sufficient
simulator other than the one God is not possible. Even if there is a simulator
like us, this simulator would be sustained by the unitary sustainer and
originator, and would be under His control.
What I see is real; even if it is an illusion, it is real as an illusion. The unity with
which we observe entails some exclusive relationships as necessity, contingency,
impossibility, stability, continuity, similarity that we name. These are names for
the ontological relationships in unity. They are inherent in what we observe.
Something to the left can be to the right: Our capacity to encompass this
potential is reflected in our reasoning and language powers. If it is an illusion
this feature of illusoriness can also become apparent hence even an illusion has
a certain reality within itself. That something is to the right and something is
to the left has a reflection in our reality, unity, and transcendence which
transcends and extends beyond the actual state.
IV.2.1.5

Certain Explanation Versus Better Explanation
125

According to the Quran, the search for the truth may cause us reach certainty.
The evidences, observation and reasoning powers given to us enable us to reach
such a state. On the other hand, it is difficult to see how one can love and reach
the nearness of Allah while giving a probability to His existence.
However, as a lower standard, it is also acceptable that a person submits to Allah
through probabilistic conclusion. In the following verse we see that some people
who did not reach the certainty about Allah are told that if they behave in a
certain way, they can reach a good result in the sight of Allah:

The bedouins say, "We have believed." Say: You
have not [yet] believed; but say [instead], 'We
have submitted,' for faith has not yet entered
your hearts. And if you obey Allah and His
Messenger, He will not deprive you from your
deeds of anything. Indeed, Allah is Forgiving and
Merciful."
(Quran: 49/14)
IV.2.2

Burden of Proof

Burden of proof is important. Because although in daily life any person tries to
bring counter arguments against the positive claims, in debates about God often
many atheists claim that the one who brings in a positive claim must prove their
positive claims and that the atheists do not need to prove anything since they
do not put forth any claim.
For example often the atheists claim that there is no evidence for God. This
claim can be true if and only if the material things are self sufficient; if the things
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in the limited universe12 need to be sustained by God in order to exist and
function, then they are evidence for God. So when they are asked “how do you
demonstrate that the material things are self sufficient” they put forth their
claim that they do not need to prove anything because they do not make any
positive claim. Yet the claim that there is no evidence for God which is their
main alleged support for their disbelief or lack of belief in God is a positive
claim to be justified. So like the theist they also need to question where the
material things come from or why would they be self sufficient.
We cannot presuppose that the material things are unquestionably the default
existent whose non existence cannot be thought of just because we experience
them with our senses. So in this part I will try to show that the burden of proof
belongs to every party regarding the ultimate cause of the universe.
Shall a person who sees a car going uphill at full speed wait for someone to
convince him that that car has fuel at that moment? Or should he conclude that
it has fuel? Especially if its fuel is relevant for the person. For instance, suppose
that if he bets for its state of fuel and he wins, he will earn a considerable amount
of money.
You just plugged your charger into the socket, and you see that its lights are on.
Do you need anyone to convince you that there is electricity in the socket? Will
you say that you do not have sufficient evidence for the existence of electricity
in the socket because someone has not proven to you that there is electricity in
the socket? Is it safe to plug two nails with your two naked hands into the
socket? Are you free of the burden of proof because someone who comes with
The term “things in the limited universe” contains the whole of the
limited universe as well.
12

127

a positive claim that there is electricity in the socket makes a positive claim, and
you do not make a positive claim since you just lack belief in the existence of
electricity in the socket? If someone wired you and is about to insert the plug
of the wire into the socket and you simply lack belief in the existence of
electricity in the socket and someone has not convinced you that there is
electricity in the plug, are you rational in lacking belief in the existence of
electricity in the socket and in doing nothing to get rid of the wires or to stop
the person?
A person who makes a claim has two points: 1. It is true. 2. It has implications.
If the atheist accepts that the claim about god is relevant to benefits then he
needs to probe 1 on his own. 2 is what determines who has the burden of proof.
If 1 is false then no need to consider 2. But rejecting 1 without considering
would be based on presupposition and irrational. Is God relevant to every
human being? Obviously at least some possible properties of God may be
relevant for human beings.
Can I say that someone has to prove to me that I will fall if I walk beyond the
edge of the cliff, that I do not have the burden to prove gravity?
If a person vomits frequently, then he has to try to find out the cause of this
vomiting. Likewise, if something is not actually relevant for his state, but if there
is a possibility of being relevant, then he has to try to find out the relevant
unknown. If a person is hungry and finds out a fruit that he does not know, he
has to try to find out if it is a harmless fruit. That he lacks belief in this fruit
being poisonous does not justify his eating it. Or that he lacks belief in this fruit
being harmless does not justify his refraining from eating it. He has to try to
find out evidence and proof for any action he takes if this action may have
enough implications for him. Likewise, an atheist must try to find out evidence
for god’s existence or non-existence; because in any case he will take an action
which depends on recognizing god or an action which depends on lacking a
recognition of god. This is his burden of proof. Each action has different
outcomes depending on whether God is true or not. If the atheist claims that
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there is no such outcome, then he presupposes the non-existence of God
without any substantiation.
Whoever is in a position of a possibility to face the consequences of a specific
state, has the burden. Including the burden to find out whether he is in such a
position and the related probabilities.
In the court there is the presumption of innocence. However this lasts until
there is no convincing evidence against the criminal. The criminal may think in
many cases that the court does not have convincing evidence even if he knows
that he committed the crime. In the case of Allah, the human being must make
sure that there is no evidence. There is the risk that there is evidence but that
he ignored the evidence, especially if the person believes that he does not have
the burden of proof. Hence if he does not assess the candidate evidence it will
be likely that he ignores present evidence.
Let us suppose that a seller sells his car to the buyer at the notary. It may be
claimed that the license is not good evidence for the ownership of the car
because it may be a fake. Then it may be claimed that the registry at the notary
is not good evidence for the validity of the transaction, because officers may
have been bribed and may corrupt the records. So, if the seller claims that the
notary is reliable, should the skeptic buyer lack belief in his claim, and is he
acting rationally if for this reason he does not sign the papers and give the
money? Is he doing something or he just lacking belief in the reliability of the
transaction at the notary? Often we see that atheists behave as the skeptic buyer
above: even if the probability of the universe having been arisen out of
nothingness on its own and without a Creator is less than the probability of
corruption in the above notary example, the skeptic will say to the theist that
the theist has not convinced him and that the theist has the burden of proof;
yet, though the corruption is much more probable, he will be convinced that it
is reasonable to sign the papers.
Most atheists generally say: I do not make any claim as an atheist, so I do not
have to prove anything. However, as a human being, an atheist normally makes
a claim that he is rational. If someone warns him that a big flower pot is falling
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upon his head, and he says, I lack belief in your claim, convince me, otherwise,
I will keep standing here, is he being rational just because he does not make a
claim? Or is he making a decision even if it entails a passive action of not
changing his location, and does this decision have the potential of being rational
or irrational? Obviously, no matter whether he runs away, or bothers looking
up, or keeps standing still without bothering looking up, all of these have the
potential of being rational or irrational. His lack of belief in the warning will
not make him rational if the pot killed him because he kept standing still. If he
claims to be rational, then he has to make sure that he behaves in accordance
with the accessible knowledge about the state he is in.
Many atheists may say in this context that the flower pots fall, but there is no
evidence for God. So, we understand that he claims that the probability of a
flower pot falling upon that person is seen more than the probability of God’s
existence and it is based on the claim that there is no good evidence for God.
The absence of evidence or good evidence is a claim to be proven as explained
in part V.3.
So, as opposed to the daily practices, the atheist claims that the theist has the
burden of proof, and that he himself is justified in searching nothing on his
own. He also claims that his inertia based on his lacking belief is no act at all,
presupposing that his inertia will have no consequences. However, his not doing
anything corresponds to the buyer’s not signing the papers and not giving the
money. Obviously, the claim of some atheists that their atheism is no more than
“lacking belief in God” is not true; their stance and not doing anything have
implications if God is true, like the above buyer’s money and signing papers
have implications if the notary is honest and reliable.
On the other hand, many atheists generally speak regarding the burden of proof
as if they care only about proof as arguments and opinions of people, and as if
there is no objective evidence to be considered. So, they say "you need to
convince me, and you could not". However, the real evidence is the bloody knife
in the crime scene, not the opinion of people; and the bloody knife does not
talk, but is ready for examination and analysis by everybody.
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Question 2.
In the above example, we know that there is electricity, but we do not know
that there is God.
Answer 2.
We do not know that there is no God, if we presume that there is no God, then
we beg the question. Furthermore, even if there was no light indicator on the
socket, and even if there was some evidence which shows that it is likely that
there is no electricity in the plug, if we were wired should we check whether
there is electricity, or prevent the person from inserting the plug into the socket?
Or should we just lack belief in the existence of power in the socket, and should
we not react? Obviously, we would have the burden of proof to make sure that
there is no electricity in the socket.
Presumption of innocence is not necessarily a negative claim. It presumes that
a person behaved with integrity, not that he did not do something. If a person
drowned and someone claims that the person P did not try to save him by
throwing at him a life preserver, the claimant must prove that he did not do it
in that particular situation.
Question 3.
If someone claims the existence of leprechauns, should we undergo the same
processes?
Answer 3.
This is different because unlike Allah, it is not the empirical observations and
logical chain which lead us to leprechauns; they are not presented in a
constructive way as answers to our questions about what we observe. Hence,
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when a claim about the existence of leprechauns is presented, if it is presented
as an answer to our questions, then as a part of our search for the answer to
such questions, we can consider the justifications as we do in our scientific and
philosophical searches if they are relevant to our questions. But if they are
presented with no such relevance and evidence, then we can discard them as
irrelevant or as inconsistent. Also, it is possible that having already more
plausible explanations, we can discard it as disproven if they have no
considerable value. If they are claimed to be just some characters invented as
parts of tales by their inventors, then there is not even a need to search for any
further disproof, since, this claim by their inventors disproves them.
IV.2.2.1

Importance of the Burden of Proof for Atheists

By default, we consider that we have the burden of proof for any claim we make.
Be it the existence of something or non-existence of something. For example,
we make sure that no car is coming so we cross the street, or the door is well
secured so there is no stranger at home, or it is not raining so I do not need to
take my umbrella, there is enough cheese in the fridge so I do not need to buy
cheese…
Most atheists agree that they cannot do what the burden of proof requires them
to do, that is, that the ultimate cause of the universe is not God; because, there
is no reason to claim that our universe cannot be created. Hence, to claim to be
the follower of reason, they have to say something. The only thing they can say
is “we do not have any reason for rejecting god, but, we do not need to have
any such reason”. They defend this statement by arguing that their position is
justified because they do not have the burden of proof, and because the one who
claims the existence of God has to have a reason”. Proof is a tool to reach
knowledge and to ascertain it.
The knowledge may relate to something that is, and to something that is not in
a specific context, location, time… The proof also is similar. I can prove that
there is a table in my room, or I may prove that there is no table in my room.
Likewise, proof and disproof are tools to reach the knowledge and ascertain it:
I can prove that there is a table in my room or I can disprove that there is no
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table in my room.
As an objection, some atheist may say “can you prove that there is invisible
monster in my garage?”; however, if that monster does not have any effect, then
it cannot be proven, because there is no claim of an effective monster in the first
place. İf there are effects of that monster, which cannot be explained by anything
else and if those effects entail the existence of properties that may belong to an
invisible monster, then we can agree that there is such a monster. God is claimed
to have effects. So, in principle, He is disprovable. For example, if it is proven
that the law of gravity works on its own, or the electrons move on their own,
or that the universe can arise on its own, then the God will be disproven as a
Being who originates and sustains these.
Many atheists claim that a negative is not provable. This may be true in some
contexts of little immediate relevance: I cannot prove that there is no cat outside
beyond our galaxy -hence, it is possible that there is a cat outside of our galaxy. Yet, I can prove that there is no cat in my room. The situation about God
corresponds to the second scenario, since, God is claimed to sustain each atom.
The existence of atoms is obvious, hence, if the atheist may prove that the atom
is self-sufficient, then God will be proven to be dysfunctional and irrelevant at
least regarding certain things. Hence, whether there is a dysfunctional God or
not will not be important for anyone. Furthermore, it will be proven that a God
who sustains the entire creation does not exist.
However, the atheist abstains from proving that the atom or the matter is selfsufficient. Yet, the claim that there is no evidence for God entails that they see
that the matter is self-sufficient. This makes atheism a faith, because they have
some brute and dogmatic facts which they accept with no evidence. If they claim
that it is unknowable whether the matter is self-sufficient or not, then they
should say at least that it is unknowable whether there is evidence for God or
not, since, if it is true that the atom and the matter need God as their sustainer
in order to exist, then as they exist, they constitute evidence for the existence
and activity of God and those who claim that the atom is an evidence for God
are right. On the other hand, they had to prove that it is unknowable whether
the matter is self-sufficient or not.
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Though the atheists do not try to justify the self-sufficiency of the atom or of
the matter, they mostly argue as if the self-sufficiency of the atom or of the
matter is justified: They say that there is no good, sufficient, convincing evidence
for God. Yet, the atom is ultimately no evidence for God if and only if it is selfsufficient by itself and/or by things that are of its material nature and does not
need God in order to exist and keep its existence. If it is actually sustained by
God, then necessarily it will be evidence for God. Without proving that
something with properties other than those of God can ultimately sustain the
atom, one cannot claim that the atom is no evidence for God. The believer
rejects the self-sufficiency of the atom based on the impossibility for the atom
and its parts to have properties like unity, knowledge, power, transcendence and
other divine properties explained in the following parts. In other words, the
believer claims to prove a negative. In this sense, both the believer and the
atheist claim a positive and a negative. Yet, the atheist rejects the burden of
proof, while the believer assumes it for both the positive and negative claims his
position entails.
In the first sight, the burden of proof is emphasized by atheists because they
can be presented with huge number of god claims that they cannot search and
analyze on their own, and they expect the experts to convince them. Here the
attitude is a passive, naïve, and reactive attitude of expecting others to help him
to be convinced. This attitude is emotional and presuppositionalist. Everybody
is responsible first for himself and herself to get useful knowledge.
However, this attitude of atheists is more strategic in essence. Atheists generally
look sensitive to the burden of proof and blame in discussions the theist that
the theist tries to shift the burden of proof. However, if rational, he has to
present his explanation on the ultimate cause, not as an atheist but as a person
who searches about the ultimate cause since atheism is not a view about what
the ultimate cause “is”.
Question 4.
Are not there some proofs against God such as the impossibility of an omnibenevolent and omni-powerful god since there is suffering in our universe?
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Answer 4.
Such proofs are not proofs of god, they are just proofs against a specific god
who is arbitrarily supposed to cause no suffering. Such proofs do not prove that
there is no ultimate cause and sustainer of the universe who has certain powers
in harmony with our observations in the limited universe.
On the other hand, a disproof of God, would entail some kind of deification of
the matter and the universe as in pantheism, or the deification of the alleged
spatiotemporal self-sufficient bottom elements (ASBE) explained in part
1.1.2.2.6.
IV.2.2.2
of Proof

The Constructive Method to Prove God and Burden

Should every person search and disprove all world views in which he does not
believe? No, this is practically impossible. Rather, a person should follow a
constructive method which will automatically eliminate the alternatives. This is
applicable for a generic God. For ad hoc gods this is not applicable. By the
constructive method I can reach Allah. But one cannot reach the God of
contemporary trinitarian Christianity or contemporary Judaism through
constructive method.
For example, Freser (2015) notes “None of this should be surprising given that,
as Christianity itself traditionally teaches, the doctrine of the Trinity is not
something which human reason could have arrived at on its own, but can be
known only via special divine revelation. We can know that God is Trinitarian
only if we first know that he exists and has revealed certain truths (via a prophet,
scripture, tradition, or the teachings of the Church).”13 Therefore, according to
Christianity, god and certain essential, necessary aspects of God like trinity
Freser, Edward, “Christians, Muslims, and the reference of God”,
2015,
https://edwardfeser.blogspot.com/2015/12/christiansmuslims-and-reference-of-god.html?m=0&commentPage=2 , Accessed
27 Dec. 2021
13
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cannot be understood through reason, empirical observations, and through a
constructive method.
So a Christian is in a weird position of needing to disprove alternatives of his
God in an ad hoc way. Because his God does not automatically eliminate other
gods. The atheist is in the same situation as the Christian. Because the universe
is creatable hence his position is ad hoc; he cannot reach the matter through a
constructive method. Therefore these position do not eliminate other positions
automatically in terms of the ultimate cause of the universe. The same applies
for Judaism where the God is considered to have ad hoc properties as being the
father of Jews and incarnated in a human being.
A Muslim may occasionally need to assess some claims in terms of God
occasionally. For instance when he learns that Christians believe that Jesus
Christ (PBUH) was resurrected as opposed to what is taught in the Quran, he
may be interested in searching the truth of such claims. But this is a secondary
search, and not a constructive one. Because the Muslim will ask “so what if he
is resurrected?” The Christian will say “so the Quran is wrong or so Jesus is
God or so you need to accept Jesus as the only way”. But the constructive
method gives the conclusion that a human being cannot be God, nor can limit
the forgiving power of the true God, nor can falsify the Quran whose truth is
reached through constructive method.
The burden of proof for a Muslim regarding other claims is secondary since
God in Islam is reached through a constructive method. Because Allah is not ad
hoc and automatically disproves and performs the burden of proof for other
claims by His generic nature. But for example I as a Muslim searched the claims
about the resurrection of Jesus, the sources and arguments for it. Being
automatically disproven through constructive method, it could not be possible.
But if there was clear evidence for it, it might necessitate to search the Quranic
teaching in more detail because there may be a misunderstanding about the
teaching of the Quran. The strong proofs for it and the constructive method do
not spare any room for any error in the Quran. Hence it turns out that there
are lots of contradictions in the current gospels and allegedly holy books of
Christianity about the claimed death of Jesus Christ. So the claim for his death
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and resurrection has been dismissed easily. My burden of proof about it is a
secondary burden of proof. Secondary burden of proof is about the competing
relevant and allegedly effective alternatives of a choice which has been proven
through a constructive method. It is not necessary for all adherents of that
choice to assess and produce proofs or disproofs for those competing alternatives
since through the constructive method they have been already eliminated and
disproven. Yet for communicating the choice against the competing alternatives,
studying and if applicable disproving them, a group of the adherents of that
choice may be necessary because it is a moral duty of a human being to help
other human beings find the truth and be upon the truth. In this respect we see
in the Quran lots of disproofs about other religions and their god claims. Hence
it is necessary at least for some Muslims to know, to sophisticate, and to
communicate the disproofs of relevant competing alternatives as a secondary
burden of proof. But if someone believes in ad hoc god(s) then he cannot use
the constructive method and his God does not automatically eliminate other
alternatives. So, since there may be a generic God claim which may be
discovered through constructive method, he will have a burden of proof for
other alternatives. Even if the other claims are ad hoc, as he already believes in
an ad hoc god claim, so he will be consistent in assessing the other ad hoc claims
though it is not essentially a good way. So being aware of the constructive
method is important.
If the world view or religion of a person is ad hoc and not based on constructive
method then he has a primary burden of proof for other claims. Because his
world view is ad hoc and does not automatically eliminate other world views.
What if the God reveals the same to another prophet? This was what happened
with some true followers of Prophets Moses and Jesus at the time of Prophet
Muhammad (PBUT)14. It was possible then that a new message could come
from God, and even a new prophet was predicted and anticipated as explained
in part 1.10.3 so they would be open to a similar message. But that message was
not expected to come from a new God and bring a different teaching from the
previous uncorrupted pure teaching. Yet the earlier corruptions might justify
14

PBUT: Peace be upon them.
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the advent of some serious clarifications. However the details and consistency
in the Quran and its preservation do not let there be a room for a need to expect
another clearer teaching. And indirectly confirmed teaching of the Quran makes
clear that the Quran makes everything relevant for us and that the Prophet
Muhammad is the last of God's messengers.
Therefore the burden of proof of Muslims about other God claims and religions
is a secondary burden of proof.
IV.2.2.3

Atheism as a Lack of Belief

Defining atheism as lack of belief does not change the burden of proof. Because
no matter how it is defined, there is a behavior. If a person lacks belief that a
truck is coming toward him at full speed or if he believes that certainly no truck
is coming toward him the result will be the same if it comes and if he keeps
standing where he is.
A striking example in this respect is the atheist youtubers who use the lack of
belief definition of atheism and try strongly to promote disbelief in God. They
are like someone who is on the side of the road and someone says there is a
truck coming at full speed and the warned person walks into the middle of the
road saying I lack belief in the truck coming at full speed; they see zero danger
in working against God; so if they are rational they must be giving zero
probability to the existence of God. If they gave any probability or possibility,
then they would not behave like that if they are rational. Therefore, either they
are irrational, or they see the existence of God as impossible. But to see the
existence of God impossible, they need to have a proof. Yet they do not have
the proof. So, such people are in any case irrational. The outcome and the
accessible evidence determines whether he is rational. If he claims to be rational
he has burden of proof.
If someone reports that he saw a poisonous snake in a room in a region where
there is a possibility for it, then another person who will sleep there must make
sure that there is no such a snake there.
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Because of the burden of knowledge, the believer and the disbeliever in Allah
have the burden of proof.
Many atheists use the lack of belief as the definition of atheism, because of
alternativelessness: They do not have any strong argument against God, they do
not believe, but they behave in accordance with their unsubstantiated disbelief;
yet they claim to behave reasonably.
IV.2.2.4
to Prove

Constructive Method and What the Atheist Needs

The atheist has a point when he wants to discharge from himself the burden of
proof based on the argument that he is not able to assess all god claims in his
lifetime.
But the possibility of a constructive and integrated proof for a generic God
annihilates the reason presented by the atheist. Hence, thanks to the
constructive method, everybody has the ability to reach the positive conclusion
about Allah as an ultimate cause. The Quran is just a reminder about Him.
The method to be used is based on reason and observation instead of local,
cultural, or national presuppositions and priorities. Indeed, claims that god
looks like a human being or has a part who is like a human being as in
Christianity, or like an elephant as in Hinduism, or a national god, or that god
is our universe entail a need to assess each claim for someone who does not
have a constructive method about God, since those claims are not the result of
a sound and smooth constructive method.
A person who has not grown up in the specific environment for a specific god
claim is not able to digest well the properties of the anthropomorphized god.
On the other hand, if god is local as in the example of pantheism where our
universe is allegedly god, or as in Hinduism where the animals they observe are
seen as god or representatives of god, it will be hard to expect people/ beings of
other locations be convinced by those ad hoc god claims.
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As I explain in this book, Allah is not a god to be believed in just because of the
narration of some people. The narrations of the true Prophets (Peace be upon
them) about God are reminders and guidance; the essential basis for belief in
God are His acts and effects. For example, one cannot find out without an ad
hoc human claim and through observation and reasoning, that a god or part of
a god is or looks like a human being or an elephant. On the contrary, the
narrations of the messengers are believed in because our observations and
reasoning about the universe overlap with their teachings.
On the other hand, a god resembling a creation or with an alleged organic
connection to a nation is likely to have been invented by that creation or some
beings who are in close relationship with that creation or that nation. Some
motives for inventing such gods are given in the following verse:

And We took the Children of Israel across the
sea; then they came upon a people intent in
devotion to [some] idols of theirs. They said, "O
Moses, make for us a god just as they have gods."
He said, "Indeed, you are a people behaving
ignorantly.
(Quran: 7/138)

The atheist does not need to prove non-existence of God directly, but if there is
an accessible knowledge by which what he observes is explainable, then he has
to try to get that knowledge. If he has that knowledge, and if that knowledge
explains truly that there is no need for God to explain what we observe, then
he will have proven that there is no God functional upon our universe. If he
claims that this knowledge is not accessible or does not exist, he has to try to
demonstrate the inaccessibility of that knowledge.
If Allah relates to the knowledge about what we observe then the burden of
proof is upon anyone who wants to know and understand what we observe. If
such knowledge and understanding has the potential or probability of having
implications for a human being then a human being has the burden of proof.
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Whoever cares for a complete, consistent, and coherent explanation of what he
observes around and their implications, should try to find out the essential
properties and relationships of what he observes. Of course if such a person has
in mind a wrong method of proof as trial and error, which is almost unable to
give a reliable conclusion, then he cannot make good use of proofs about God.
A science which is limited by taboos, which is not based on free will, will not
give the correct results.
If the atheist is required to bring disproof for ant god, and then monkey god
claim, and then Zeus god claim…, he cannot do it for all god claims practically.
On the other hand, it is not rational to wait for god claims one by one, assess
them one by one, and reach a good conclusion. So, the approach of expecting
all those who claim different gods to try to convince us is not a good one. What
we need to do is to use a constructive method, and reach our own world view,
and have our explanations and proofs ready for our own world view. An atheist
is only required his own proof to have a consistent and complete world view.
At this point, many atheists will say that atheism is not a world view, it is just
the lack of belief in god claims, furthermore, two atheists may have two different
world views, atheism is just the common point of lacking belief in god. It is
totally possible that two atheists may have two different world views about the
self-sufficiency of the universe. If this is true and each of these two atheists claim
that they are rational, then they should present their world views which makes
God redundant, and which makes evidence for God no evidence. Otherwise,
such an argument, is the admission that such an atheist lacks belief in god for
no reason: They do not have any alternative to God, yet they claim that there is
no good evidence for God.
If they do not claim that the matter and its forms are self-sufficient, then they
cannot claim that there is no good evidence for God. If they cannot claim that
there is no good evidence for God, and if they cannot present any disproof
against god, then this means that their position has no reason and no
justification behind it.
When asked who created the universe, the atheist says that atheism does not
claim anything about it. But he is not asked as an atheist but as a rational human
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being, about the ultimate cause. If atheism does not provide an answer, this
does not mean that the atheist is justified in not having any answer or in not
caring about any answer. At least he has to claim that he cannot know, at least
as of a certain time. But if he claims that he cannot know, then he has to prove
that he cannot know. If he cannot prove that he cannot know, then he will have
to admit that he lacks belief with no justification. If he can prove that he cannot
know, then he should be in a position other than lacking belief, maybe in a
position between lacking belief and lacking disbelief which might entail the
adoption of Probabilistic Prudential Consequential Decision Tool (PCDT). And
using PCDT they have to submit to Allah since Allah is the simplest and most
generic God with no ad hoc property to reject.
Does atheism provide the atheist with answers to some big questions? If not the
atheist should try to find answers to those questions outside atheism, maybe
under different isms or the like. Not as an atheist but as a human being.
Regarding religion the corresponding ism may be atheism. But if his physicalism
or naturalism or Platonism or skepticism... provides an answer then he can put
forth the relevant ism. If he has no such ism then he can say he has no answer.
So does he struggle to find or not? If he does then maybe he does not have any
answer in favor or against. If he does not then he can claim this is a rational
behavior or as an irrational behavior. If rational then he should be ready to
support this claim. If irrational then he admits his irrationality.,
IV.2.2.5

Other God Claims and the Burden of Proof

In this part we saw mostly the atheists’ burden of proof.
However, we should also underline the implications of the burden of proof for
god claims with some ad hoc properties. The adherents of such claims generally
assume the burden of proof. However, they mostly face some fundamental
problems: For example, contemporary mainstream Christians -we should make
this distinction since the God of Jesus Christ (PBUH) is Allah- cannot disprove
the generic properties of Allah because they are common with their god's
properties. They can disprove Allah only by proving the ad hoc properties of
their god. But the ad hoc properties of their god will negate the generic
142

properties of their god such as unity and immortality. Hence, they will never
fulfill the burden of proof. This argument applies for most god claims with ad
hoc properties.
IV.3 Proof & Related Concepts
IV.3.1

Proof & Belief-Action Relationship

No bearer of burdens will bear the burden of
another.
(Quran: 53/38)
In Islam, everybody is responsible for himself in the first place. Hence,
everybody must try to find the accessible truth in order to comply with it in his
beliefs and actions.
A believer must help others to be upon the right path; however, he has to always
seek best wisdom and ask Allah to be guided upon the right path. The
supplication recited in each daily prayer has the following statement:

Guide us in the right path;
(Quran: 1/6)
IV.3.1.1

Belief

The relevant dictionary definition of belief is “something that is accepted,
considered to be true, or held as an opinion : something believed”15. According
“Belief.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/belief. Accessed 25
Dec. 2021.
15
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to Schwitzgebel (2021) "To believe is to be in a state apt to cause such-and-such
behavioral (or other) manifestations."16
Does what we believe in make a difference regarding what matters for us? Does
what we lack belief in make a difference regarding what matters for us? Does
what we disbelieve in make a difference regarding what matters for us?
For some reductionists, our beliefs are just like the apparent shape of a running
horse in a cloud. The horse may look like running in the opposite direction of
the movement of the cloud. That “horse” does not have any effect of its own; it
is just epiphenomenal and ineffective.
For such, our belief, disbelief, lack of belief make no difference in respect to
what matters for us. For such we do not have any effective power to align our
beliefs with the ontological reality. The only effective things are the particles
bumping one onto other; and what appears as “we” and “our” “beliefs” are just
slaves of those particles. They can sometimes coincide with the ontological
reality; hence, one group from among the flat-earthists and round-earthists may
overlap with the ontological reality.
If such people are convinced about anything, there is nothing else to be done,
if they are not convinced, there is nothing to be done. It is just the particles
which are active. These people suppose that they do not have any power to align
their beliefs with the ontological reality.
This lack of power also entails the impossibility of certainty about anything: like
16 Schwitzgebel, Eric, "Belief", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

(Winter 2021 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/belief/>

=
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the winds move the leaves of a tree, these people’s beliefs may change any time
by the movements of particles. Moreover, for such persons “certainty” has
neither any distinct existence, nor any distinct effectiveness. There is no distinct
essence which may stick to an ontological truth confirmed through many
evidences.
In this framework, a materialist has no distinct effective power to search for the
ontological reality. Hence, instead of assuming the power to search for the truth
proactively and on their own, they generally claim that someone must convince
them. And in related debates, they say “God would know how to rewire my
brain so that I believe”; they often say to the theist “you have not convinced
me” as if they do not have any power to make a search on their own.
Often in the debates about God, the atheists will argue against the theist saying
that the theist is trying to shift the burden of proof. This probably is because of
their denial of their own power to find out the truth and their denial of their
power to assess the evidence. The Quran emphasizes the intellectual powers of
human beings in many verses:

We have made the Quran easy to understand,
but is there anyone who would pay attention?
(Quran: 54/17)
Belief is important and effective not only for reaching true belief, but also for
effectively leading us to correct decisions and useful actions. Hence, it is a tool
usable to produce changes in the universe and in its implications for us. It is
not effective only within a mental world allegedly immiscible with the physical
world. It influences the physical world as we see in the following verse:
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And when We made a covenant with you and
raised the mountain over you: Take hold of what
We have given you with firmness and be
obedient. They said: We hear and disobey. And
they were made to imbibe (the love of) the calf
into their hearts on account of their unbelief Say:
Evil is that which your belief bids you if you are
believers.
(Quran: 2/93)
Hence, a person’s beliefs are not epiphenomenal and a person may and should
align his belief with the truth since it may influence the universe for better.
Believing, disbelieving, or lacking belief in a relevant thing make difference in
what happens.
Question 5.
Why would beliefs diverge from the ontological reality?
Answer 5.
In Islam, human beings and their mental capacities are not epiphenomenal,
reducible, or supervenient to the movements of particles. We can effectively
produce statements, syllogisms, symbols, operators… The statements we
produce through our distinct observation, reasoning, free will powers may be in
harmony with the ontological reality, or may diverge from it.
Belief relates to statements and to our language. If the language is a random
position of particles, then they are real in any case. But then there would not be
any wrong. Or what would be the wrong? Something not corresponding to
“what is”? What can be that does not correspond to “that which is”? Here
appears the idea of potential, transcendence, and actual. So, belief has an
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existence beyond the spatiotemporal.
We have the freedom to assign values and operations/ functions to symbols,
and communicate them the way we want. We say 1+1=2 This may correspond
to one llama plus one llama which make two llamas:

+

=

We also have the freedom to rearrange the symbols and operators the way we
want, no matter whether they correspond to the ontological reality or not. We
may also think that our arrangements correspond to the ontological reality.
While the meaning of + and = do not change, I can shift the positions of 1 and
2 as follows:
1+2=1
Or I can say:
1+0=2
Which may correspond to:
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+ (nothing) =
Or I can argue that 1+1=1
This might correspond to the following:

+

=

While I do not have the power to make one physical llama + one physical llama
= one physical llama, in terms of symbols, I can easily shift the place of numbers
and say 1+1=1; and when we think and produce such statements the physical
does not necessarily restrict us; our emotions prejudices may easily influence
how we form the order of the symbols and operators. Furthermore, in real life
when we want that the physical overlaps with the symbols and operators in our
mind, we do not have always such simple situations.
Names are used to communicate our qualia and conclusions; they are also used
within us to compare things, to combine ideas… They are signs of unity within
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each name, within the parts of our brain/ mind, and between individuals. So,
when I say names or symbols, they also represent and include the mental
perceptions of ontological things. In this sense, as the names have their distinct
reality and representation, they have both ontological and epistemological/
semantic aspects.
However, primarily, the ontological reality has effect upon us. If I use the
symbols as 1+2=1, and then I deposit in the bank 1+2 units of money, and I
receive in return 1+0=1 unit of money, then the reality of giving 1+2 and
receiving 1+0 will have an effect on me. Here, firstly the ontological reality
within itself, the difference of 1+2 and 1+0 will have an effect; but also as a
derivative of its effect of the non-correspondence of 1+2 and 1+0, and my false
consideration of 1+2=1 and 1+0=1 will have an effect on me, even though they
are just symbols and operators.
Note that this is true whether the ontological reality is consistent within itself
or not. But if we do not assume the consistency of ontological reality, then we
will have no reason to claim that we can reach mental consistency. But with the
assumption of consistency within the ontological reality, and consistency within
our mental processes, symbols, and operators, plus a consistency between our
mind and the ontological reality we may be entitled to behave in a consistent
manner. This way we may align the results with our expectations, and assess
whether there is such an alignment.
Since there is an interaction between the ontological and the mental, they are
both ontological at the higher layer. Each has ontological and epistemological
aspects. The assumption that there is a fundamental distinction between the
epistemological and the ontological such that only the ontological is effective,
presumes that the epistemological is epiphenomenal, reducible and supervenient
upon the ontological.
What are the mental, the symbols, qualia and so on? Are they certain
spatiotemporal distribution of particles within our brains? If so, then in any case
they are parts of the ontological reality exclusively in their movements within
the spacetime. Then, we cannot think of being wrong about their positions,
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since, there is nothing of different nature to which they can be compared. Even
if we say that their positions are wrong, then our “saying that their positions
are wrong” is just a matter of spatial distribution, hence, has nothing superior
or inferior to any spatiotemporal distribution.
One may say that even though the above is the case, those positions may
produce illusions as the perceptions we have; and that even though the positions
are in compliance with the laws of nature, it may be possible that those illusions
may be like 1 llama + 1 llama = 1 llama, hence divert from the physical reality.
Since there are flat-earthists and round-earthists, at least for some people this is
actually true. Hence, there are least some things which may diverge from the
ontological reality.
IV.3.1.2

Importance of Certainty Regarding Belief-Action

And in the creation of yourselves and what He
disperses of moving creatures are signs for people
who are certain [in faith].
(Quran: 45/4)

Atheists often say that they do not have the burden of proof, and that nobody
has given them any good evidence for god. If a person is rational then he has
to justify his act. If he is said that the stock market will crash tomorrow and he
says “I lack belief in this crash” and if he buys shares, his saying that he lacks
belief in that claim produces the same result as rejecting the claim. Even if he
only lacks belief in that claim, he behaves exactly as if he has rejected that claim.
Therefore, when he lacks belief in that claim, he will see the same consequences
as if he rejected that claim. Therefore, no matter whether he rejected the claim,
or he said that he lacks belief in that claim, he will be considered rational as
much as he made good use of accessible evidence by himself, not by the quality
and strength of others who tried or did not try to convince him.
Furthermore, lack of belief is a presupposition and begging the question.
Because those atheists presuppose that there is no consequence to suspending
judgment. If there is consequence then passiveness also has a result and in its
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result it is equal to rejection of the presented claim.
As human beings, we have intellectual capacities, and we are aware of our
reasoning and convictions. We can relate them to the external world, and our
actions are strongly influenced by our observations, reasoning, and conclusions.
Furthermore, our mental states, preferences, dedications, sentimental bonds are
also influenced by them.
Therefore, in the Quran there are many explanations which direct our attention
to the works and evidences which demonstrate the greatness and other
properties of Allah. In the Quran we see a strong emphasis on allocating
considerable amounts of intellectual energy to thinking about the universe and
the arts therein.
Proof influences the degree of certainty and seriousness in terms of action. If
you have proof that a person P1 took and takes concrete steps against you, you
will behave differently as opposed to the situation where an unreliable person
claims that P1 takes steps against you.
Yet, to have assessed and to have been certain about the truth does not
necessarily entail closing one’s ears to different voices as we see in the following
verse:

So give good tidings to My servants who listen
to speech and follow the best of it. Those are the
ones Allah has guided, and those are people of
understanding.
(Quran: 39/17-18)
While certainty is the recommended best state in belief, abductive evidence and
inference to the best explanation are also acceptable. There may be people who
cannot digest the certainty related proofs of Allah but who may conclude that
Allah exists through weaker reasoning tools and methods. This may be because
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they did not have time or other resources to search and think. Certainty in faith
in Allah is logically and empirically possible.
IV.3.1.3
Prudential Decision Tool (PDT): A Decision Tool
Related to Belief-Action
We sometimes behave as if we do not believe in a certain thing though we
believe in it, or we behave as if we believe in a certain thing although we do not
believe in that thing. But, at the end, we often face the consequences of how we
behave.
Sometimes, we behave as if there are reasons or no reasons for believing and
not believing in the same time. By contrast, that thing is either true or false.
For example, we buy insurance though there are no reasons to believe that we
will have a car accident.
So, although in Islam certainty in belief through observation and sound
reasoning is essential, in this part, I will examine an Islamically acceptable
decision tool which is usable in some stages of belief-related decision making
where one is not fully convinced by evidence. As this has some similarities with
Pascal’s wager, I will also clarify the differences between this wager and that
decision tool.
Although in this book I am comfortable that Allah is proven fully, it is possible
that for some emotional or other reasons not related to reason, some people
may be unconvinced. However, according to the knowledge of the author, there
is no claim that Allah is disproven. Indeed, in any case, it is possible that the
limited universe has been created and sustained by God who has all or most of
the properties mentioned in this book. So, the unconvinced person who has not
disproven Allah, has to find out a rational way to deal with his position in order
to minimize risks and maximize potential benefits.
The following table summarizes whether the claims are true or false according
to different scenarios shown in column headings:
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TABLE 1
The claims of three persons according
Scenario
to
1: XScenario
is
2: X is
accessible evidence to them (non-existence
objectively
of true objectively false
accessible evidence is irrelevant, since then
there is no responsibility):
1. There is good evidence for x

True

False

2. There is no good evidence for x

False

True

3. It is likely that there is good evidenceTrue
for x[if he behavesFalse
as if[if he behaves as if
(a)
(a), then success.] (a), then failure.]
+

False [if he behavesTrue
as if[if he behaves as if
(b), then failure.] (b), then success.]
It is likely that there is no good evidence for
x (b)

In terms of action which includes the declaration of belief or disbelief, the
persons in lines 1 and 2 may be assumed to behave in accordance with their
conclusions/claims. If the scenario 1 is true, then the person 1 will have
succeeded, and the person 2 will have failed. If the scenario 2 is true, then the
opposite will be true.
Regarding the 3rd person, the situation will be as explained in the following
table where his success and failure will depend upon the implications of the two
scenarios upon person 3:
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TABLE 2
Net Gain (Loss) if Scenario
Net Gain
1 (Loss) if Scenario
is True
2 is True
If Person 3 acts as if scenario
100 1
is true:

(1)

If Person 3 acts as if scenario
(100)2
is true:

1

So, if the gain and loss implications relatively to the success and failure of the
two scenarios are as in Table 2 above, then it will be more reasonable for P3 to
behave as if scenario 1 is true. This is applicable under the assumption that P3
cannot give reasonably any significant superiority of probability of occurrence
to any scenario. It is also assumed that even though P3 does not have any idea
about the truth of occurrence of each scenario, he is reasonably certain that the
implication of a scenario is reasonably expected to be the above respective
specific values of gain and loss. Note that P3’s action in accordance with a lack
of belief about a specific scenario will produce the same result as his action in
accordance with his belief in the falsity of that scenario. For example, if he
believes that the scenario “the stock price for the shares of X (Px) will go up” is
false, he will not buy these shares; if he lacks belief in the same scenario, again
he will not buy these shares17. So, the result will be same no matter whether he
believes that that scenario is false or he lacks belief in that scenario.
This method and more sophisticated versions of expected return calculation
based on historical data and no historical data are commonly used in business
administration and investment planning. Likewise, decision tools like maximax,
In this example, it is assumed that there are no additional benefits
such as dividends, on top of price increase.
17
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maximin, minimax regret can also be applied regarding which action to take in
respect to God.
That the values of outcomes of different scenarios must be taken into
consideration no matter whether a person believes in the scenarios or not, unless
none of the scenarios is eliminated, is mentioned in the Quran as an acceptable
consideration. Though this has some similarities with what is called Pascal’s
wager, there are also important differences. Pascal’s wager presumes that there
is no way to prove God, and its result is to believe in God just based on a wager.
However, the Quran teaches that proving God is possible and there are clear
evidences for this. In Islam, firstly the result is action instead of belief, and
secondly at any stage of the logical chain, the person must use the empirical
observations and logic whenever he can. However, even though a person may
have seen the evidence, because of emotions, society, and other influencers he
may have difficulty in believing or in acting in accordance with that belief;
because of these influencers, the likelihood he gives to different scenarios is
distorted. To overcome that difficulty, he should also use the prudential decision
tool.

Say, "Have you considered: if the Quran is from
Allah and you disbelieved in it, who would be
more astray than one who is in extreme
dissension?"
(Quran: 41/52)

The consequences of behaving in accordance with the false scenario has
consequences other than pleasure and suffering in the hereafter. Even without
punishment and reward rejecting a true God is shameful and very bad. On the
other hand, even if there is no punishment and there is only reward for the
thankful, then being deprived from reward is bad enough so as one should take
into consideration these potential results.
Question 6.
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Is not it possible that God punishes those who believe? So, if there is such a
possibility, then this tool will equally justify not believing in God.
Answer 6.
As we will see in part 1.7 about the Goodness of Allah in further detail, justice
and thankfulness have bases within what we observe. Furthermore, if God
intended to punish people unjustly, then He would not have created the
universe which is considered as evidence at least by some, and He would have
directly punished people.
The question assumes that God may be very evil so as to give some reasons to
believe in Him and then punish those who act in accordance with those reasons.
According to our empirical observations and reasoning, being upon truth is a
virtue and mostly beneficial. Furthermore going astray from truth and reason
results in bad consequences. Therefore, if He sets bad consequences for
believing in Him, while He is the Creator and Sustainer, then He will have
contradicted Himself.
Hence, the question is based on presuppositions which are against what we
observe in the limited universe. Therefore those presuppositions should not be
acted upon.
IV.3.1.3.1
Allah Does Not Require a Person to Claim That
he Believes While in Fact he Does not Believe.
The first point is seen in the following verse:

The bedouins said, "We have believed." Say,
“You have not believed; but say [instead], 'We
have submitted,' for faith has not yet entered
your hearts. And if you obey Allah and His
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Messenger, He will not deprive you from your
deeds of anything. Indeed, Allah is Forgiving and
Merciful.”
(Quran: 49/14)

This makes the PDT applicable, because, normally, belief is a key requirement
for success. However, because of the deficiencies of the human being and his
understanding, it is possible that a person has not understood the truth of Allah,
and has not been convinced, or it is possible that the emotional immature
aspects of a human being or the influence of the society may prevent him from
digesting the proofs and evidence for Allah appropriately. If he is not convinced,
does he have nothing to do to be successful, to be saved from the hell? No, even
if he has not been convinced, he can choose to be a Muslim. Hence, Allah offers
His mercy and forgiveness and makes successful a person who is not convinced
about Allah, who cannot believe, although he saw all of His evidence which
convinced others, yet who is humble enough to recognize his fallibility,
vulnerability, and the importance of certain values like gratitude and balance.
Allah does not require a person to claim that he believes while he is not
convinced, yet he can claim sincerely to be a Muslim, submitter to Allah
recognizing his vulnerability, and to act in accordance with certain values and
to act in accordance with the requirements of Allah. Thereby, if it is his negative
emotions which prevent him from being convinced, thanks to the discipline and
guiding power of the behavioral requirements of Islam, he can get rid of the
negative influences of his emotions and finally he may be really convinced about
the evidence of Allah.
In any case, when he submits though he was not convinced, he would not say
there is no evidence for Allah, he would say that maybe he is wrong, and that
he must be careful about a likely situation. A person may have not reached a
degree of sufficient belief in God, but may have concluded that if there is God
and if he does not submit to God, then he would have been an ungrateful and
disobedient person to the giver of so many favors. And he may see also
reasonable that a God may punish or deprive from further favors for his
disobedience and ungratefulness. This approach is applied widely in the daily
life. Almost everybody buys some insurance, although he does not believe and
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he does not have evidence that he will have for instance a car accident within
the period the insurance policy he bought.
If at a point the person cannot use evidence to decide which way to go, he must
be prudent to take into consideration the possible outcomes. This has been
referred to in the Quran, even in the first chapter of the Quran in the
chronological order:

Have you seen the one who forbids
A servant when he prays?
Have you seen if he (the servant who prays) is
upon guidance
Or enjoins righteousness?
Have you seen if he (the disbeliever) denies (the
truth) and turns away
Does he not know that Allah sees?
No! If he does not desist, We will surely drag
him by the forelock
(Quran: 96/9-15)
And a believing man from the family of Pharaoh
who concealed his faith said, "Do you kill a man
[merely] because he says, 'My Lord is Allah'
while he has brought you clear proofs from your
Lord? And if he should be lying, then upon him
is [the consequence of] his lie; but if he should
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be truthful, there will strike you some of what he
promises you. Indeed, Allah does not guide one
who is a transgressor and a liar.
(Quran: 40/28)
A person may give charity, may fast, may supplicate to Allah, or may refrain
from attacking believers, even though he is not convinced by the evidence. His
thinking may be like “I am not convinced, but considering all data, it is possible
that I am wrong. So, as Allah may be ready to forgive me and accept my
submission if I am wrong, the rational and prudent behavior for me would be
to comply with His requirements.” This is a valid thinking which may make the
person successful in the sight of Allah, being protected from His blame and
punishment and deserving His rewards.
If a person does not use this opportunity given by Allah, then there is no excuse
which will justify his arrogance. Such a person will be unconvinced by the
evidence of Allah, furthermore, he will have given no probability for His
existence, even though the evidence is valid and accessible.
It is also possible that a person is not convinced but considers that Allah gives
him purpose, justification for morals, free will, reason, his distinct existence…
So, in this respect, he has to weigh all the benefits and costs of submitting to
Allah. Without evidence against Allah, and in the presence of evidence for Him,
even though he is only slightly convinced or not fully convinced, taking into
account all the actual and potential benefits, he may choose to behave in
accordance with the existence of Allah.
If Allah accepts someone who cannot be convinced about God when he
complies with the other requirements of Islam because of not being convinced
then the atheist who acts against God, will have lost an opportunity though he
would argue that he did not believe because he was not convinced. He could
have used PDT and he could have ended in paradise because he would have
been sincere in recognizing his vulnerability, and blocked his arrogance. But
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especially an atheist who insults God and who works hard for fighting against
God though he does not have any evidence against God, wiĺl have demonstrated
his arrogance and irrationality and his enmity against a superior God or idea of
God. His position against God is so strong that he cannot even use PDT.
IV.3.1.3.2
Allah is Provable and Whenever Possible one has
to use Proof and Evidence
If an adherent of a religion believes in his god based on this wager, then based
on Pascal’s wager, he has also to reject his specific god, because according to
other religions, if he believes in his specific god, he will be condemned to hell.
This objection does not apply against Quranic PDT. Because, according to
Islam, observation and reason must be used whenever applicable.
Let us consider this issue first by giving a simple example: Under general
conditions, if I choose the air transportation from Turkey to Japan, instead of
sea transportation, the truth or falsity of this choice will have certain
implications: If I choose the correct transportation, then I will reach my
destination. But being within the group of people who choose the air
transportation as opposed to being in the group of people who choose the sea
transportation does not mean that the decision process and evaluation of
alternatives have been completed. Now, within the group of people who choose
the air transportation, there may be sub-groups who claim that a cargo plane,
or a military plane, or a specific Boeing, or a specific Airbus is the correct
alternative. That there are different groups of people in those who choose air
transportation some of which are irrational does not invalidate the application
of the PDT in the first place when choosing between air transportation and sea
transportation.
In other words, it is not necessary that that one tool is applied in all stages of
decision. The primary tool to be used in all stages of a decision is evidence and
logic. For example, a Christian may claim that a Muslim is condemned to hell
for rejecting the divinity of Jesus (PBUH). Yet, though that Muslim may have
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chosen to submit to God based on the PDT, he is not bound to apply it in all
of his decision processes. He may be first undecided to believe in god or not;
but once he decides to submit to god, he can eliminate some god claims being
certain that for example that a human being cannot be god, or that a god cannot
be incarnated, or mortal and immortal in the same time, or three.
IV.3.2

Proof & Freedom of Will to Believe

When atheists are asked about what would convince them to believe in God,
some say that if the stars aligned in a certain way, or if some big amount gold
appeared in front of them they would believe. Some atheist would say that such
alignment or gold appearance might be the result of an advanced technology,
and would answer that they do not imagine what would convince them, but
God would know and He would rewire His brain so that they would believe.
However, we have the freedom to choose. Why would not we have the power
to believe through our free will power and reasoning? If we have such a power,
and if nothing would convince an atheist to believe with his free will power, and
if there is no principle which renders the creation of this universe by a Creator,
then the disability of such atheists to conceive of a state where they would
believe in God, is a sign of the prejudice of such atheists against God and their
emotionality in this respect.
IV.3.3

Proof & Evidence

In this book, the word evidence will be used for the concrete and specific events,
entities that we observe in the universe. In this context, proof contains the
evidence and the related arguments, syllogisms which lead to the relevant
proposition(s).
Hence, simply put, evidence corresponds to the bloody knife, the DNA of the
murderer, the physical condition of the victim, relevant video recordings…
related to the crime and the crime scene. Proof corresponds to all of these plus
the arguments which in a logical chain lead to the conclusion about who is the
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murderer.
Some relevant dictionary definitions of evidence is: “something which shows
that something else exists or is true”, “material that is presented to a court of
law to help find the truth about something”.18
Evidences in any case, in their details and unity relate to Allah. But proofs are
what we conceive of evidences and their properties. Therefore proofs are partial
fundamentally. Evidences are partial only in appearance.
Why do we know god through effects instead of knowing Him through His
person? Firstly, we know all things through their effects: When we are
acquainted with a person, we do not encompass him entirely; we receive the
photons reflected from his body, his clothes; we receive the sound waves coming
into our ears. When we shake hands, we receive the heat, softness of his hand
through signals and waves reaching our brain through our hand, nerves, and so
on.
So, even anything we know in person is known to us through effects. Because I
am I; and I am not and I cannot be that which I know; nor, can I be a
combination of I and that which I know.
We also know Allah through His effects. However, since Allah is not limited
and since He is the sustainer of the signals, waves, photons mentioned in the
above examples, we know Him through a more subtle way. Furthermore, since
He is bigger than anything that we may conceive, we conceive Him in a limited
way.
We even conceive of the evidence in a limited way: The earth being an evidence,
maybe we will never fully know it and its parts. But anyway, we can reach some
relevant conclusions about it and through it. Actually we reached lots of
conclusions and we behave accordingly. So the concrete evidence is that which
“Evidence.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/evidence. Accessed
26 Dec. 2021.
18
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we observe.
Proofs are explanations about the features of evidence and their relationship to
that which is proved. Therefore they are always partial. The evidences may also
be partial: a stone may not be an evidence which demonstrates all aspects of
Allah. So if evidences must lead to who Allah is, then it must be known that
they are partial in any case. So, it must be known that when an atheist says that
a certain proof does not show that the god has a certain property, he must be
careful and must have considered other evidences and proofs.
The same applies for the understanding of a believer, he must keep this point
in his mind.
If proof is a connection between the truth and the user of this truth, then the
main proof is Allah. Proving the foundation of proof is a delicate issue. It is
reducing the fundamental to the secondary. It is restating the fundamental in
terms of non-fundamental so as to be accessed by the lowly human being in
lowly terms. It is restating the pure in terms of the contaminated and less simple.
It is what happens when human beings associate partners to Allah so as they
may understand Him in their false and lowly perspectives even though it is
easier to understand in pure terms. Understanding in pure terms requires
rejecting falsities at the fundamental level.
To prove we use definitions and relationships. The relationships of these
definitions are only possible through underlying unity. When we normally
prove the statement “The sum of two consecutive numbers is odd”, we try to
find a contradiction or indispensable overlapping by using concepts and
relationships at the same layer. But we assume that the functionality and
effectiveness of these contradictions and overlappings are warranted. Yet we do
not question why they are warranted, we do not question nor recognize the
power behind this warrant. Furthermore through this process we use the unity
which sustains the unity of our consciousness and related unity of our free will
power and our very being. As Allah does not resemble any creation, and as He
does not contain any multiplicity, while proving Allah we can use a paradigm,
methods, approaches, levels, and tools unusable by religions which ascribe
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multiplicities, separations to god, and/ or similarities between Him and His
creation.
Evidence is that which exists independently of our subjective conclusions. The
evidences are instantiated within the unity of our minds like a secondary
universe under a specific lens; the workings of our mind can also be in some
respects part of the evidences.
There are testable, repeatable or non repeatable evidences. Based on them we
reach conclusions about descriptive and proscriptive generalizations. Descriptive
generalizations are like laws. Proscriptive generalization is God. So the evidences
used in science, the scientific evidences are also evidences for God. Based on
evidence there are proofs. So whatever we observe in the universe is evidence
for God, and organizing and connecting them in reason and our unity we reach
proofs and arguments. Hence the process of proving something requires
reasoning and unity.
Islam is evidence based. Since feelings may mislead, proof and evidence are
important. Because of unprovable aspects of their gods some religions
necessitate in any case some kind of blind faith.
Hence, spatiotemporal entities, beings, and regularities, logical relationships,
mathematical relationships, moral relationships and beings, aesthetic
relationships, qualia, identity of unitary beings, free will power, transcendence
and unity of consciousness are examples of evidences. These and further
evidences will be examined under the part about proof of Allah in detail.
IV.3.4

Proof & Natural & Supernatural

Materialists or naturalists claim that our universe is natural, and that God is
supernatural. However, Allah is the Creator and Sustainer of the universe. So,
according to the Quran, there cannot be such a distinction between the natural
and supernatural: If God is supernatural, then the nature is also supernatural;
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if the nature is natural, then God is also natural.
Sometimes the atheists use such a distinction to claim that they believe in the
natural, and that the theist brings in something other than the natural. This is
a false dichotomy: for example, the laws of nature they believe in which allegedly
run the universe are not less supernatural than God if God is supernatural.
Many atheists consider the matter as something distinct from its forms, hence,
eternal and causing all things, whereby, thinking of the matter as if it is God
with the exception of consciousness and intention; but they consider it to be
natural.
If Allah is supernatural, then His acts such as the limited universe, and the
events in it are also supernatural. If a Muslim considers Allah supernatural, then
the natural things would be totally different in kind, hence not the acts of Allah;
hence, this would create a false reason for the rejection of God. Therefore, from
an Islamic point of view, the distinction of natural/supernatural is not a good
distinction. Allah and the limited universe are of different nature; however, they
are not of two allegedly different realms such as natural and supernatural.
If there is no such distinction as the natural and supernatural, then the
materialist would also need to prove some things that he considers as natural
such as the laws of nature which allegedly runs the universe miraculously, since
these are not a default, unquestionable reality.
IV.4 The Unique Aspects of Proving Allah
The integral proof together with its sub-elements systematically organized,
define Allah. So they also answer what or who is Allah in a constructive way,
not in a competitive way.
Proving Allah is different than proving many other things. We can prove that
the sum of two consecutive numbers will be an odd number. This proof is about
a limited property. But when we prove Allah we must prove many properties of
Allah. Because otherwise each proof by itself will be meaningless. If we prove
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that Allah fashions things this alone is useless. Because if it is not proven
together that Allah is irreducible then proving that Allah fashions the universe
will not be a proof for Allah. So a minimum set of properties must be proven
for proving Allah. Do we have to discover and prove all properties of Allah? No.
Because certain properties may always be beyond our comprehension and they
may be irrelevant for us and knowing the relevant properties may be sufficient
for us since "we" are limited.
The following verse quotes Jesus (PBUH) speaking to Allah in this respect as
follows:

You know what is within myself, and I do not
know what is within Yourself. Indeed, it is You
who is Knower of the unseen.
(Quran: 5/116)

In the method of proving of the Quran, there is generally proof in the context
of the properties and related observable effects of Allah. The properties are
connected with "and" not with "or". In other words the properties of Allah
taught by the Quran must be believed in together.
Mostly those who bring in proofs for Allah, present proofs as independent from
each other and not as proofs for specific properties. Hence their proofs do not
support each other. This may be because the Islamic method may produce some
fundamental problems for other god claims. The definition of a specific God to
be proven must specify that specific God. But if that God contains a multiplicity
of persons for example, there "must be" proofs for each person in the concept
of God.
So as most god claims are necessarily false because of law of non-contradiction,
since they are god claims with opposing properties, then the Islamic proving
system is not applicable for many God claims. Allah presents this method and
requires this method for other god claims.
For example, the formulation of the kalam cosmological argument (KCA) is
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presented as follows: everything that begins to exist has cause; the universe
began to exist; the universe has a cause; this cause is God. This is claimed to
prove a cause at a point in a sequence. There the essentials of the proof end,
and as a follow-up it is said that this cause must be different than what it caused
otherwise, it would be part of that which began to exist. Also as a follow-up it
may be said that as the universe is contingent there must be a decision involved
at the stage of creation of the universe, hence, the cause must have the will
power. However, these follow-up conclusions are follow-up conclusions of the
main argument, hence they are limited by the main argument’s scope: KCA
confines the ultimate cause to the beginning of the universe, hence, it leaves out
the states after the creation. It does not say anything about the following states
of the universe. Hence, it is applicable for a deistic God who may have died
after creating the universe. Therefore, KCA is not precise enough to give a
sufficient understanding about the God. It can be a sub-proof for God for the
gods of many types of theists who propose KCA as a whole argument for god.
KCA does not prove other properties of God except in its small scope; to
sufficiently prove a core property of Allah, it is necessary to not be limited by
the beginning of the universe; for most properties, it is necessary to give facts
that are intertemporal, many other facts that relate to the structures of later
created creation, to the consciousness and free will of human beings which were
not existent at the beginning of the universe.
Furthermore, KCA does not create synergy with other proofs. This may be
because going for the Islamic method would require a trinitarian Christian also
proving the triune aspect of God which is allegedly a fundamental distinctive
aspect of Christian God. Similarly for Judaism where God is supposed to wrestle
with a human being. Therefore they have difficulty in adopting the Islamic proof
method.
On the other hand, there may be no need to prove some properties of Allah:
for example, if it is convincingly proven that Allah is the Creator of the universe
and that He is aware, it may not be necessary, to prove that Allah has the power
to see, or guide, or punish, though it is possible to prove these properties.
Because if He is able to create, it is clear that He can also punish.
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Since Allah is not deterministic every creation is a distinct proof for Allah. For
allegedly deterministic laws, a proof based on two different objects constitutes
only one proof because it is a requirement that the same law applies the same
way for these two objects. But in the Islamic system there is no such full
determinism.
Do we need to prove all properties? And all at once? There are no limits for the
evidences of Allah. Once certain properties are known there is no need to work
in detail for some other properties which can be easily inferred based on
fundamental properties.
There are two main ways of development and usage of proof: 1. Defining the
things and their properties. 2. Assessing whether a ready alternative is true or
false. In 1 the truth is directly defined based on evidences. Yet once it is defined,
many kinds of other proofs can be used since truth has implications and
consistencies in many respects.
In the west proof for God is a hot issue, but not so much in the Islamic world.
Because Allah is easily believable and did not cause any contradictions. But the
developments caused by some religions in favor of atheism flow into Muslim
countries. Hence it becomes important to articulate proof for Allah and
especially underline the differences of Allah from other god claims.
When the arguments are taken as distinct arguments, they do not imply that
the cause/ explanation of all arguments is the same. They do not entail all
sufficient and relevant properties of God. Because they are not united. Other
religions cannot present them in a united format because then they will need to
have contradictions between them, because all of them must be true at the same
time. If the god is human and mortal then He cannot be immortal. If He is the
god of a specific nation, then He cannot be the god of all existence. So they
weakly claim an increase in probability by a weak cumulative case and inference
to the best explanation, and not to the only explanation. Integration also enables
the claim of Allah as the only explanation. For example, trinitarian Christians
say consciousness argument shows that there is a ground for consciousness,
morals shows that there is a ground for morals, KCA shows that there is a cause,
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resurrection shows... therefore they claim that the god of trinitarian Christianity
is the best explanation... But why not the only explanation? Because Jesus
(PBUH) also is material or god of Jews who wrestles is material in one way, or
can be material, so the matter allegedly has some likelihood of having common
points with divine properties. Also, combining the arguments for Jesus in the
proofs of god will make the proof also a proof for matter, if matter has or is
claimed to have certain properties. Furthermore in trinitarian Christianity, the
proofs do not converge and unite in unity, they converge into multiplicity where
there are distinct things, hence a unitary proof for god cannot be proposed by
the trinitarian Christian nor the Jew. These make the trinitarian Christian or
Jewish proof for god ambiguous.
Also a god who wholly or partially is defined with properties which appear in a
certain time in history, hence limited in time make him similar to the material
things. The unified proof clarifies how consciousness, eternity… are necessarily
in a unity. So, explaining this will be difficult for any religion where God is not
Pure and One. Because of the multiplicity and contingent aspects19 of god in
other religions make a consistent unitary argument and consistent definition of
God impossible.
IV.4.1

Inseparability of Proof from Definitions

If we prove that there are things with three or four feet, and if we prove that
there are things on which we put items we will not have proven that there are
tables. The properties must belong in unity to that which is proven. So this kind
of unity is important for proofs of the existence of things. Things can be defined
with properties even if they do not have a distinct essence. The table may be
made of wood or iron. Hence these are not the essences of a table. Yet we can
define and prove the existence of tables. If x has an essence, we do not need to
Such as, if there are three persons in god why there are not four or
more persons.
19
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prove the existence of an essence. The essence may be unknowable or irrelevant
for us. The properties that are relevant and used in the definition are important.
If it is impossible for x to not have property p1, then p1 must be proven so that
x may be proven. Or if what is to be proven is not the existence of a car but a
car with 200 hp, then a proof for the general properties of a car is not sufficient
and it must be proven that at least a car or a specific car has 200 hp. If there are
many gods then if one has property p1 and if the other has property p2 and if
God is defined so as to have either p1 or p2, then separate and non-unitary
proofs for each god or for each property may be sufficient. But if properties
must belong to the same God, then properties must be proven so that they
belong to the same being. If the plurality of gods is accepted but a sufficient and
necessary set of properties are considered indispensable to belong to the same
god for the claim of the existence of a god, then proving each property separately
will not be sufficient and it will be difficult to prove that a specific god has these
properties instead of another possible god. So, a distinct proof for the unity of
God
will
facilitate
the
proof.
Yet the acceptance of multiple gods removes the need for a god. Because this
multiplicity will make the claimed gods have the properties of the creation.
Because if multiple then they will not be necessary and they will need to have
any property by the help of other things. Therefore the reason to define or have
a god will disappear since they will not have distinctive properties. It will be
admitted that the creation may exist on their own since claimed gods will be
accepted to exist while having the properties of the creation.
Proof of the existence of something x entails the following: there is the effect;
the effect is the result of the act or being of x; the act is the result of the property
of x; the effect cannot be the effect of y; x is a being which has property P1; x
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is defined by having an essence with properties P1, P2, P3...; x is sufficiently
and relevantly defined with properties P1, P2, P3…; P1, P2 are proven, hence,
x is proven.
The Quranic system of proof is different. We never see in the Quran the
statement "Allah exists". Rather we see lots of proofs for His properties. These
properties are proven in their connection to Allah. Like Allah is Creator. Allah
is Aware. So there are effects which are evidence for certain properties. And it
is proven that these properties belong to Allah. Hence, the proof of Allah is
presented in a complete and consistent system.
In order to know that which we prove we have to have gone through a process
similar to proving. In order to prove a thing we have to know what it is.
What is the nature of that which is proven? The contents of proof will help
define what it is. There are two natures to be proven: that which creates and
sustains and that which is created and sustained. They are proven differently. It
is important to determine the nature of that which is proven. Because this
determination will have important common points with its proof. Both require
the effects and powers of that which is proven. If I define a dog as a reducible
being then the proofs for the existence of the dog will be in harmony with this
definition. If I define the dog as an irreducible being, then the proof will be
different. The same applies for the laws of nature and anything else. So while
we go through proofs in this book, we will also be going through the nature of
God and creation. Hence the reader should be careful on these two goals. Giving
first the definition as unrelated to the properties, and then giving the proofs
would be ineffective in that they are not very separable. When we give proof
about God we are also giving the definition of the creation and its proof. Because
the definition and proof of God are non-separable from the definition and proof
of the Creator and Sustainer. An incorrect understanding of the creation will
not coexist in an agent with a correct understanding of God and vice versa. An
agent who has an incorrect understanding about the creation cannot be
convinced in believing in God.
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In Islam, proofs are Constructive, not tools of trial and error.
If god is claimed to be an extraordinary god then the burden of proof will be
on those who claim that extraordinary god. Because this god cannot be proven
through a normal causal and logical chain. If one says that a tamesti tree on the
mount Toros is god then the atheist does not have the burden of proof. Because
he cannot disprove and cannot evaluate all such extraordinary god claims. Nor
a Muslim or Christian can do the same. Also, it is not possible for a French
person to reach the conclusion for the alleged tamesti god. Likewise, a person
cannot prove or disprove a god who will introduce himself or herself or itself in
the future. So an atheist who claims to have no burden of proof for such an ad
hoc god, is right. This does not mean that this god is necessarily false just for
being ad hoc. But a person cannot follow a way to check if all such god claims
are true. This god claim will probably essentially fail because it requires a non
feasible method of research. The feasible method is to start based on the known
and reach the unknown on strong grounds of the known with strong logical
chains. This method will build an automatic elimination of false alternatives and
will lead to a result which will only embody the acceptable properties and
through this research process all illogical and empirically unacceptable features
and alternatives will be discarded. In this way all local god claims for national
gods or for gods that becomes knowable in a certain year or decade or century
will be discarded. Such god claims put the burden of proof on the ones who
claim such gods, since they cannot be reached through reason and empirical
observations accessible to everyone. And it will be impossible and beyond the
human capacity to assess all such claims. And a person who claims such a god
will have a burden to demonstrate that all other such extraordinary and local
god claims are worse than his god claim.
A true God who sustains all creation, must be findable wherever the searcher of
the truth is. That is a reason for why the Quran is called a reminder and a guide
for whoever wants to believe in the correct God. Hence, the Prophet
Muhammad (PBUH) is not a controller or coercer upon people as noted in the
following verse:

We are most knowing of what they say, and you
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are not over them a tyrant. But remind by the
Quran whoever fears My warning.
(Quran: 50/45)

The atheists often speak as if the theists are obliged to make them believe.
Members of other religions may feel such a pressure upon themselves since the
disbeliever in their god has no capacity to assess all god claims and since they
cannot find their god through the natural method on their own. This is also a
reason for the freedom of religion strongly emphasized in the Quran and
practiced by Muslims throughout history other than exceptions who overlooked
or ignored the clear and strong message of the Quran in this respect.
Once the properties are strongly set, if there are somewhere god claims which
comply with these properties then they may be acceptable. If they have
uncompliant properties then these will be automatically rejected.
Through the constructive proof we reach the whatness of reality to a sufficient
extent.
IV.4.2

Allah can be Proven.

And whoever invokes with Allah another god, he
has no proof of this, his reckoning is only with
his Lord; surely the unbelievers shall not be
successful.
(Quran: 23/117)
We will throw terror into the hearts of those who
disbelieve. For that they have associated with
Allah that which He did not send down for a
proof. Fire shall be their home, evil indeed is the
dwelling place of the harmdoers.
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(Quran: 3/151)
They said, "GOD has begotten a son!" Be He
glorified. He is the Most Rich. To Him belongs
everything in the heavens and everything on
earth. You have no proof to support such a
blasphemy. Are you saying about GOD what you
do not know?
(Quran: 10/68)
Indeed, We sent Moses with Our signs and
compelling proof.
(Quran: 11/96)
(Joseph said) “You worship not besides Him
except [mere] names you have named them, you
and your fathers, for which Allah has sent down
no authority. Legislation is not but for Allah. He
has commanded that you worship not except
Him. That is the correct religion, but most of the
people do not know.”
(Quran: 12/40)
Do you have any proof?
(Quran: 37/156)
O mankind, there has come to you a conclusive
proof from your Lord, and We have sent down
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to you a clear light.
(Quran: 4/174)
Or have they taken for worship (other) gods
besides him? Say, "Bring your convincing proof:
this is the Message of those with me and the
Message of those before me." But most of them
know not the Truth, and so turn away.
(Quran: 21/24)
Is He [not best] who begins creation and then
repeats it and who provides for you from the
heaven and earth? Is there a deity with Allah?
Say, Produce your proof, if you should be
truthful.
(Quran: 27/64)
Insert your hand into the opening of your
garment; it will come out white, without disease.
And draw in your arm close to you [as
prevention] from fear, for those are two proofs
from your Lord to Pharaoh and his
establishment. Indeed, they have been a people
defiantly disobedient.
(Quran: 28/32)
Can Allah be proven? Some may say that if there was proof then belief would
relate less to trust and free will, because of this and for some other reasons there
175

is no proof of Allah. This is not the teaching of the Quran. In numerous verses
of the Quran, we see references to evidences, proof, observations, reasoning,
certainty regarding the truth, knowledge of truth… The following verse is an
example:

So know that there is no god but Allah.
(Quran: 47/19)
The trinitarian Christians and Jews try to prove the generic aspects of their god,
hence, they try to prove the God of Islam, since they cannot prove their specific
god and god’s ad hoc properties.
If one god claim is the more generic, and if the less generic contains the
properties of the more generic god claim, then then when the less generic has
been proven, the more generic will have been automatically proven as well. The
more generic is the god claim, the more the possibility of proof for that god
claim.
For example, one type of a god claim c1 may have the property of unity with
no trinity and multiplicity, another c2 may have the property of trinity or other
multiplicity. If c1 is proven objectively then c2 is not provable or is disproven.
Hence thousands of god claims are not provable, and there is no good evidence
for them.
In religions where god is considered to be like human beings or like matter, it
is more difficult or impossible to prove their god. Because, if their god can be
like matter for them there will be no reason to believe that matter cannot be
God. Hence for them there is a probability that matter fulfills the functions of
God. Consequently, their god claims will be redundant.
IV.4.3
Proof Against God: Strong Atheism – Weak AtheismAgnosticism
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IV.4.3.1

Disproving Allah and Strong Atheism

Has Allah ever been disproven? According to the knowledge of the author this
has never happened. Some god claims have been disproven. But this is
irrelevant. If I have disproved that there are no flying goats, I have not proved
that there are no goats.
On the other hand, disproving God seems to be impossible. Because, firstly
everybody believes in at least some god-like things. For example, many
naturalists believe in laws of nature as things which make things happen in this
universe; some believe in the matter as something which causes what we
observe. So, if someone claimed to disprove God, he will also have disproved
these god-like things. But he cannot do that as long as he observes what keeps
happening in the limited universe. Secondly, if someone claims to have
disproven God, then he will have claimed to have disproved a Being beyond our
limitations; hence, he will have just shown his arrogance. Again, to disprove the
existence of God, is to prove a negative claim: I can disprove the claim that there
is a cat in my room; but I cannot claim that there is no cat anywhere.
However, one may disprove that what we observe is self-sufficient and does not
need any creator and sustainer. Hence, he will have proven that there is no God
who creates and sustains our universe. But we observe that things we observe
have causes and they are dependent on other things. Yet, if something pops into
our realm without any cause, then this will show that there is a realm beyond
our scope.
Question 7.
So, does not this mean that God is unfalsifiable hence arbitrary?
Answer 7.
If it was shown that the matter or something other than God has the properties
of God, at least those that are mentioned in the later parts under the proof of
Allah, then God would be redundant, and at least disproven regarding what we
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observe in the limited universe. So, there is a method to falsify God. But as we
will see later, if those properties are justified, then there can be only one Being
with those properties.
If something is proven, then it cannot be disproven. If I have proven that 1+1=2
and if therefore 1+1=2 is unfalsifiable, this does not mean that it is not arbitrary.
IV.4.3.2

Weak Atheism

Weak atheism is the lack or absence of belief in any god(s). Weak atheists claim
that they do not assert the existence or non-existence of god, hence that they
do not have the burden of proof.
Imagine that I and a weak atheist each own a production company for the same
good. I tell him that there is a new product and technology which is being
developed which will cause a sharp decline in the demand for the goods we
produce. And he says, the news and such developments are no evidence for that
future decline. And when I ask him to substantiate his rejection that these are
evidences, he says that I am trying to shift the burden of proof. And I say that
in case the demand falls down, he will have understood that what I said was
indeed evidence, and that his mere rejection claiming that I am just trying to
shift the burden of proof would have been just an empty statement.
Now, in that situation, in any case he is also making an assertion, even though
a passive one: If he continues or increases his production, continues to buying
same amounts of raw materials, hiring new people, while knowing that there
are such developments, he is asserting implicitly and practically that the demand
will not go down, and that the evidences and the claim that the demand will go
down is wrong. If he reduces his production because of those claims, this means
that he accepts that assertion.
What else can he do? So, in any case, he acts in a certain way where either he
accepts that the assertion is right, or wrong or assign to those alternatives certain
probabilities.
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If he does not even think about it, then he is either indifferent to the
consequences, or he thinks that the assertion is wrong, or he is irrational.
Detailed discussion about the burden of proof is given in part IV.2.
We may say similar things for agnosticism.
IV.4.4

Allah: Essence and Properties

Any property of Allah is related to His essence. Hence automatically any
property of Allah is defined in unity, harmony and consistency with other
properties.
Essence of Allah relates to His properties; His properties relate to effects; effects
relate to our essence.
Because of the above relations, the sub-proofs about the properties of Allah, are
also sub-proofs of Allah. Furthermore, the unification of the properties, helps
the clarification of the meanings of the properties. For example, when we
consider together the properties of goodness and justice, we understand that
Allah does not let the unjust go unpunished, but also that the property of
goodness has only a limited extension toward the unjust.
We do not have evidence or proof about the essence of anything other than the
effects of that essence or of that thing.
It is necessary to prove sufficient amount of certain properties of Allah so that
there is no ambiguity about what is proven. Because the implications depend
on the properties of that which is proven. For example if only kalam
cosmological argument is shown as proof this will not have any implication
about the present involvement of God and against the claims that God is dead.
179

Existence of Allah is meaningful, relevant, and provable only when "Allah" is
considered with His properties as they relate to our limited universe. This way,
we also get the answer to the question “so what, if Allah exists?”
Allah exists as the Creator of our universe, Allah exists as the Sustainer of our
universe. Such statements of existence of Allah can be provable by their nature.
Otherwise, for example, Allah may be existing as Creator but if He has not
created our universe then He may be unprovable for us. So, there needs to be
proof of the existence of Allah in respect to His effects in what we observe in
our universe. Hence if the limited universe is self-sufficient, then the existence
of Allah cannot be proven even if Allah exists.
What should be proven about Allah? His existence or His properties or both?
Obviously, His properties are non-separable from His essence. So, both are
important
and
both
are
consequential
for
us.
Does existence entail provability? Something may exist but have no effect on
something, hence may be non-provable for that thing. For example,
mathematical relationships may exist but without mass and so on how can they
be provable? An illusion may exist but how can it be provable? Proving His
properties and related effects is necessary in the context of His existence. So we
see in the Quran that Allah focuses on His properties, proofs, and effects of His
properties.
There are properties that must be and the properties that must not be, like
trinity, tiredness… The properties that must not be are generally automatic
consequences of the properties that must be. Because as Allah is the Only God,
He cannot have contradictory properties.
We do not conclude that the gravitational effect of the sun comes from another
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object next to the sun. Allah's creating power relates to His knowledge, His
seeing, His Power... So all effects related to His properties originate from His
unitary essence. Therefore they also constitute proof for His essence as well as
His properties. Like the effects of the sun relate to the size of the sun, its mass,
its composition, its activities which constitute proofs for the existence, essence,
effects, and properties of the sun.
"God exists" may not be very meaningful unless we know who God is, because
if we do not know who God is, then it may be ambiguous and it may mean an
idea of a reducible, subjective, limited god. Even an illusory god would be
existing as an illusion.
Saying that there is Allah for someone who has no idea about Allah does not
mean much? So His properties and His effects must be used for proof and
evidence such that who He is may be clearly shown.
Some properties we define and demonstrate regarding the physical objects may
not be demonstrable regarding Allah. For example, am I to the right or to the
left of a man I imagine? Also, we even discover things, feelings, potentials within
ourselves that we did not know.
Proofs of god do not and cannot support a human god. If they do then they will
be refuting the same god, because, it will be supporting a nature of creation to
be originating the creation. But in this case, there will be no need at all for any
god.
When we say god, we do not mean that which is worshipped. Because, then
there would be no discussion about whether God exists or not, since, everybody
agrees that there are things that people worship.
Allah is the true God. In this sense, when I present a proof for Allah, I will have
presented a proof for the general concept of god. But this does not mean that
the proofs in this book demonstrate that all god claims are true. Because, every
god claim does not correspond to Allah and to the true God, since the claims
other than Allah correspond to claimed beings who have different properties
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and who necessitate different kinds of proofs. For example, a Christian will
bring different arguments for the divinity of Jesus or for the trinity. Some proofs
which are necessary for Jesus’ divinity will contradict some proofs for Allah. We
as Muslims say that Allah is the true God, Christians say that Jesus is the true
God. The same is applicable for all god claims of all religions unless there is
unanimous agreement that the proofs of two god claims fully overlap.
For the same reasons, instead of proving a generic God, a proof must be for a
specific god or for a specific property of God. I can try to prove that I went to
a specific location with an SUV, and try to prove this. But if I do not claim that
every SUV can go where I came, then proving a generic SUV will not be
sufficient. Having gone from location a to location b may not be the proof for
the existence of a specific SUV. But it may be a proof for a different kind of
SUV. Likewise, those who want to refute god, should clarify which god they try
to refute. Because, refuting one type of god is applicable only for that type of
god. However, since disproving all gods is practically impossible, those who
reject god, should also adopt a method based on insight as we explain in this
book; they need to demonstrate that our universe does not need God in order
to exist. Likewise, the believers in different kinds of gods should also adopt such
a method.
Certain properties relate to the effects which appear based on the free will power
of Allah. For example, as the Creator, He may choose to create a thing or not;
as the Forgiver, He may choose to forgive or not; as the Good, He may choose
to give favors or not. Even if He has not created anything, He would have the
creative power; even if He has not forgiven anyone, He would have the property
of forgiveness.
Likewise, He may choose to guide by sending a messenger or not. One may say
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“prove that He is the God who has chosen Muhammad (PBUH) as a messenger.
Prove that He is a God who revealed the Quran”. Choosing him as a messenger
or revealing the Quran does not produce a contradiction with the generic
properties of Allah. Moreover, Allah is the One who guides, and the One who
misguides as we see in the following verse:

Indeed, Allah is not timid to present an example
that of a mosquito or what is smaller than it. And
those who have believed know that it is the truth
from their Lord. But as for those who disbelieve,
they say, "What did Allah intend by this as an
example?" He misleads many thereby and guides
many thereby. And He misleads not except the
defiantly disobedient,
(Quran: 2/26)
Therefore, once we understand the other properties of Allah, then we can
understand that in any case the sustenance of our being guided and misguided
comes from Him. Yet, by using our reasoning power and knowledge, we can
distinguish what is good and what is evil and choose that which is good if we
are good; hence, being truly guided by Allah.
Once we see based on the creation that there is One God who has creating
power, then the question “is it not possible that another God created this
universe?” is automatically answered. “Is it not possible that x is a false Prophet
not chosen by Allah?” is a different question, since, human beings have been
given freedom as well as the Satan, and though they cannot be creators alongside
Allah, they can invent things in the name of Allah. So, the properties of directly
guiding and revealing/ communicating are not exclusive to Allah in that others
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also may guide/ mislead and communicate. Hence, how do we know that Allah
is the God who revealed to Muhammad (PBUH) does not relate to the exclusive
properties of Allah. This does not mean that He did not reveal to Muhammad
(PBUH), but this means that other means and arguments may be used to prove
that He is the God who revealed to Muhammad (PBUH); revealing to
Muhammad (PBUH) is not an ad hoc property of Allah. It is a property which
relates to freedom AND generally doable/ imitable by the creation though not
as perfectly as Allah does. Also, for instance, one may claim that Allah may have
forgiven someone; yet, proving that that claim is false does not harm the
intrinsic properties of Allah. Because Allah may have forgiven Him or not.
However, there are properties that may produce contradictions with the intrinsic
properties of Allah: For example, if someone says “Allah has become a human
being and died” even though it looks as an ad hoc property, it contradicts the
immortality of Allah.
The details about His “Guide” property will be given in part 1.10.
His goodness is also a willful act: He created the universe and many things in
it which benefit from His favors. He might choose not to do those things. His
goodness is also because of His not being compelled by anyone but yet doing it
on His own Free Will.
Allah also has certain default properties such as being-existence, unity, allknowing.
IV.4.5

Which god to Prove?

The arguments for god are generally not directed to a specific god, hence
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incomplete, and also often inconsistent, for example, for entailing unity while
the claimed god has multiplicity. The proof in this book is about a specific god:
Allah.
The methodology of proving Allah in the Quran is built on the properties of
Allah. The method is a method of deduction rather than trial and error.
In Islam, therefore, the proofs about Allah are built on His properties, which
connect Him to “who” and “how” He is, and “what” are His effects.
Defenders of many god claims other than Allah, cannot unify and integrate
main sub-proofs for distinctive features of their specific god. Because for
example the distinctive features of trinitarian Christian god, such as comprising
three persons, having the same image with humans, being incarnated cannot be
consistently integrated in one essence. The same applies for most religions other
than Islam.
When Christians prove God they prove Allah but they do not prove their god
unless they prove also trinity.
But when Islam proves Allah it does not prove the god of trinitarian
Christianity.
Proof must overlap sufficiently with the definition of what is proven so as to
prove sufficiently the distinctive properties of the claimed God. If the triune
nature of Christian god is not proven then one cannot say that it is a set of
proof of the trinitarian god. Sub-proofs of God must be integrated and
convergent upon the God. If God is said and proven to be knower, this is a
proof for any god claim which claims that God is all knower. If another subproof from necessity is presented, this claim must be shown that it is for the
same God. If it can be proof for another god this means that it is not another
and additional sub-proof for the same god. So the unity of God is important. If
it is proven that different sub-proofs are for the same God, then the their
proving power become stronger. Are the acts of the specific God to be proven
in order to prove that specific God? For example, will the god of today’s
mainstream Christianity be proven if it is not proven that He sacrificed His son?
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Or is it necessary that this God revealed the current gospels in order to prove
Him? If the properties of the specific God is closely related to the alleged acts
or words, then, in order to prove that God, His alleged words and acts that
relate to His default properties must also be proven. For example, proving that
God sacrificed His son so that He can be able to remove the sins of humanity,
will be an evidence that this God is not able to forgive or remove these sins
without sacrificing His son. Also, if other evidences are irrelevant about God
being of a triune nature, then it will be necessary to demonstrate that the God
proven by these other evidences revealed statements in a specific book which
prove that this God is of triune nature.
Christians must prove a triune god. Jews must prove the god of a special race,
of jews. Otherwise they are proving any god. But this causes a contradiction
since they do not accept all gods. If they said belief in any god is ok, then in
this respect, they would be acting rationally and pragmatically.
A sub-proof or evidence must be relevant to that which is proven. For example,
resurrection is irrelevant and no evidence for divinity of Jesus.
What is the origin of today’s gospels? Jesus (PBUH) is only a partial origin. Is
it holy spirit? No because there are obvious contradictions. Therefore they are
not fully of divine origin. Hence gospels cannot be taken as a basis for the
divinity of Jesus (PBUH). Because they contain contradictions.
Resurrection is irrelevant since many people claimed miracles. If Jesus made a
miracle, it does not show that he claimed to be god, since he worshipped Allah.
Miracles do not show that the man who claims to have performed them is god.
God is not the God of only Jews. Before them there was Islam and other true
prophets.
Above I gave examples about Christianity and Judaism. But most religions have
similar shortcomings regarding the specifics of their god claims.
IV.4.6

Weak Arguments for God
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There are some weak arguments for God which are not put forth in this book.
This does not mean that they are all false; they may have valuable aspects at
least for some people. They are generally controversial and maybe useful in
inference to the best explanation type of arguments.
I will briefly touch on them to give an idea about why I did not mention them
under the proof of Allah.
IV.4.6.1

Argument From Personal Subjective Experience

Personal experience is not a valid sub-proof since there are many psychological
problems like hallucinations which may be difficult to distinguish from an
objective experience. Also, satans, genies and other similar beings may cause
certain personal experiences which look like real and which may be misleading.
They can even cause some objectively visible extraordinary events. This can be
partially related to God, like showing that the reality does not consist only of
what everybody sees in the daily life. But mostly these are irrelevant to proving
God.
However, in situations where they can be related to objective experiences and
to the broad picture, they can have important implications, though these
situations are rare. For example, the true prophets such as Prophet Muhammad
(PBUH) had the experiences of the spontaneous revelation of the Quran, which
was experienced by people around him who were able to listen to the recitation
of the revelation which was impossible to have been composed by a human
being, who were able to hear the noise appearing during the revelation.
Especially, Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) experienced that he did not think
about, write down, corrected those revelations.
IV.4.6.2

Ontological Arguments

As of now, the author of this book has not understood or has not been
convinced by the present formulations classified as ontological arguments to
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which he had access.
Yet, the sub-proof and its elements which relate to the impossibility of partial
and general nothingness may be classified by some as a type of ontological
argument. However, as emphasized in this book, no sub-proof in this book
should be taken as a distinct proof. Hence, even if some may want to classify it
as an ontological argument, it is not, since it is tightly in unity with the
observation related sub-proofs.
IV.4.6.3

Abductive Arguments

Arguments of the type of “inference to the best explanation” are not very
compelling according to me. Because the best explanation may be better by
0,0001% probability than another conceivable alternative which has a
probability of 1%. This does not entail necessarily that the best explanation is
very reliable.
IV.4.6.4

Consequential Arguments

Here, by consequential arguments, I mean the arguments based on the worldly
consequences. For example, one may say if there is no God, then we cannot
justify morals; so, we should believe in God. Let us suppose that it is proven
that there is no god, should we believe in god for that reason? Obviously, if we
believed for that reason and taught it to our children, then we would be liars
and dishonest, hence immoral. Such a behavior would be harmful to the
individuals and to the societies in many ways.
Except for the explanations about the PDT -which is not a proof for God in and
of itself- in part 4.3.1.3, the worldly consequences do not constitute any basis
for any sub-proofs for Allah. This is in accordance with the formulation of the
proof for Allah in this book.
Sometimes, truth may hurt, or the error may be enjoyable in this world. The
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Quran encourages us very strongly to follow the truth even if it hurts, and to
avoid error even if it is very enjoyable in this world as we see in the following
verses:
And those who believe and do righteous deeds and believe in what has been
sent down upon Muhammad and it is the truth from their Lord He will remove
from them their misdeeds and amend their condition.

That is because those who disbelieve follow
falsehood, and those who believe follow the truth
from their Lord. Thus does Allah present to the
people their comparisons.
(Quran: 47/2-3)

According to the Quran, ultimately, the truth will produce good consequences
for its followers. But the ultimate good consequences require following the truth
in the first place and sincerely for the sake of the truth.
IV.4.6.5

Probabilistic Arguments

Probabilistic arguments presume the existence of a material layer which does
not need God, and upon which the probabilities may run. If there can be such
a material layer self-sufficiently (whose appearing self-sufficiently is impossible),
then the smallness of the probability of whatever happens on top of that layer
will be a little, inconsistent, and self-refuting argument for God.
If the complex thing needs Allah this is important; indeed, if we think about
thousands of systems within each cell, trillions of events that happen in each
cell we can understand this. But if we conclude that the allegedly simple layer
which underlies the complex is so simple that it does not need Him, then we
become a polytheist. If Allah is needed only beyond a certain complexity, then
He will not be considered the Sustainer of the simple. So, there will be one or
many material things which are so simple that they are self-sufficient along God;
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and yet they are supervenience bases of the complex things. This approach
obviously contains too many contradictions. These points will be examined in
detail in the relevant parts.
IV.4.6.6

Miracles

As we see in the following verses, miracles are secondary as evidence for Allah.
They are rather evidence for the prophethood of the prophets. They are mostly
given because the disbelievers asked for them. The real evidence is the creation
and arts of Allah that everybody witnesses and experiences:

Those who possess no knowledge say, "If only
GOD could speak to us, or some miracle could
come to us!" Others before them have uttered
similar utterances; their minds are similar. We
clarified the miracles for those who have attained
certainty.
(Quran: 2/118)
Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and earth,
and the alternation of the night and the day, and
the [great] ships which sail through the sea with
that which benefits people, and what Allah has
sent down from the heavens of rain, giving life
thereby to the earth after its lifelessness and
dispersing therein every [kind of] moving
creature, and [His] directing of the winds and the
clouds controlled between the heaven and the
earth are signs for a people who use reason.
(Quran: 2/164)
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[And remember] when the disciples said, "O
Jesus, Son of Mary, can your Lord send down to
us a table [spread with food] from the heaven?
[Jesus] said," Fear Allah, if you should be
believers."
They said, "We wish to eat from it and let our
hearts be reassured and know that you have been
truthful to us and be among its witnesses."
Said Jesus, the son of Mary, "O Allah, our Lord,
send down to us a table [spread with food] from
the heaven to be for us a festival for the first of
us and the last of us and a sign from You. And
provide for us, and You are the best of
providers."
Allah said, "Indeed, I will send it down to you,
but whoever disbelieves afterwards from among
you then indeed will I punish him with a
punishment by which I have not punished
anyone among the worlds."
(Quran: 5/112-115)
But they say, [The revelation is but] a mixture of
false dreams; rather, he has invented it; rather,
he is a poet. So let him bring us a sign just as the
previous [messengers] were sent [with miracles].
Not a [single] city which We destroyed believed
before them, so will they believe?
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(Quran: 21/5-6)
Indeed, if we consider that Allah creates and sustains the entire universe, certain
unusual things that happen in the times of certain prophets are quite small
compared to what Allah creates and sustains in the entire universe.
IV.4.7

Factors Which Reduce the Effectiveness of Evidence

Proofs and evidences influence the belief. But they are not the only influencers.
In assessing an evidence or proof, a person is not influenced only by his
reasoning, but also by knowledge-ignorance, emotions, social environment,
culture, short term material benefits and pleasures, prejudices, physical
disposition, risk appetite, tastes, inquisitiveness, moral and other preferences.
Knowing these influencers, may enable us to understand that some of our
conclusions may have resulted not because of our sound reasoning, but because
of unreliable causes. So, we may be willing to control those unreliable causes,
and reach the truth and correct conclusions, hence, act optimally.
Therefore, in the following sub-parts, we will examine some of the key
influencers mentioned above in respect to their negative aspects on the
assessment of evidence and proof.
IV.4.7.1

Knowledge-Ignorance

Be not of the ignorant.
(Quran: 6/35)
Rather, they have denied that which they
encompass not in knowledge and whose
interpretation has not yet come to them.
(Quran: 10/39)
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Also, the people, the animals, and the livestock
come in various colors. This is why the people
who truly reverence Allah are those who are
knowledgeable. Allah is Almighty, Forgiving.
(Quran: 35/28)
Those who have gone before them belied, yet
they did not attain a tenth of what We gave
them; yet they belied My Messengers. And how
was (My) rejection (their destruction)!
(Quran: 34/45)
Ignorance is one of the key factors which negatively influences the effectiveness
of evidence. In this respect, the extent, quality, relevance, timing of one’s
knowledge are important for assessing an evidence.
A person who does not know a solar system, or an atom, or a cell may
underestimate the creation and related evidence and see no need for a Creator.
Or someone who has false knowledge that there are pushy laws of nature, or
matter, or gods of sun, moon, water… may have a distorted understanding of
our universe, and may see no need for One God who has the properties that we
will examine in the later parts.
So we need to find out the accessible knowledge and conclusions in accordance
with our capacity. We always behave with this capacity, and we are responsible
in according to our capacity. We do not say we do not know now things fully
maybe in the future we will learn new things. Rather we act based on our
capacity.
Some atheists say: “We do not know all things, maybe we will learn that there
are other things which cause the universe”. Here the assertion is that it is
probable or it is the case that there are things with no personality and godlike
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properties which can cause the universe, in other words, spatiotemporal,
unconscious things may cause things and they prefer choosing that side instead
of saying that maybe things that we will learn in the future will support God.
We are not responsible for things that we do not know, and we cannot
presuppose that things that we do not know will favor what we like the truth to
be.
Sometimes they say “It is Ok to say that we do not know. The religious says I
know, the answer is God, while he does not.” He assumes that we cannot deduce
things from what we know, yet, in real life, we always deduce things from what
we know and experience, and we behave accordingly.
The above assertions are equal to saying: "We do not know how the
spatiotemporal behaves on its own but we will learn how it works on its own."
The atheist claims to know that the spatiotemporal works on its own. This is a
presupposition and a prejudice. There is here also a presupposition that science
fills the gaps which is false since science is never dealing with or progressing in
explaining the issue that are relevant to the One God.
For example, they just claim that before, the thunder was explained by a god,
but that now we know that the explanation was not a god; however, the
explanation continues to be God since they did not explain the allegedly pushy
laws of electromagnetism, nor the electrons…
IV.4.7.2

False Presuppositions and Corrupt Mental Structure

They have taken other gods, besides God, in
hopes that they may be assisted by them;
They are not able to help them, and they
[themselves] are for them soldiers in attendance.
(Quran: 36/74-75)

One who does not understand Allah, generally sees himself as reducible to
particles bumping one onto other. Hence, one who does not understand Allah,
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cannot understand himself. One who does not understand himself is limited in
understanding Allah. In this case, proof cannot be more than an epiphenomenal
thing which cannot have distinct effect and cannot lead to truth. This causes a
vicious cycle and lack of seriousness for the disbeliever.
When he does not believe he restricts his reasoning, freedom, and rejects his
reality. So, in such a state he cannot be guided as we see in the following verse:

Those who believe not in the Signs of Allah,Allah will not guide them, and theirs will be a
grievous Penalty.
(Quran: 16/104)

But the agent must have a clear mind. If there is no logic dimension on top of
the spatiotemporal, then there is no room for reason. Hence, deprived from the
transcendent understanding of proof, relationships and concepts, the disbeliever
has nothing more than a superficial idea of evidence based on repeatability and
predictability, even though substantiating repeatability requires transcendence,
unity, consciousness…
This is an important point in understanding the concept of proof and disability
of the ones who request proof for God. Hence, it is important to explain this
important disability that they have. This causes a corrupt process within their
thinking, and it creates a vicious cycle.
Likewise, the disbelievers generally reject free will power. Because, under
physicalism, there are two alternatives: Determinism and indeterminism. None
of the two allows the disbeliever agent to accept the free will power. The lack of
belief in this power, or the belief in its non-existence will reduce the thinking
power to a great extent. After all, if one does not think that he can make a
difference in the conclusions he can reach, how strongly and freely can he think?
The influence of belief in free will power upon the thinking and behavior of an
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agent has been scientifically well proven20.
We have to believe in reality, reason, our own selves, and our nature
vulnerability. Without belief in these it will not be possible to really believe in
anything. On the other hand belief in these as things which are not reducible
to the movements of the particles, require belief in Allah as later parts will
explain.
IV.4.7.3

Emotions and Shortcomings in Reasoning

But if the Truth had followed their desires, the
heavens and the earth and whoever is in them
would have been ruined. Rather, We have
brought them their reminder, but they, from
their reminder, are turning away.
(Quran: 23/71)
But if they do not respond to you then know that
they only follow their [own] desires. And who is
more astray than one who follows his desire
without guidance from Allah? Indeed, Allah does
not guide the wrongdoing people.
(Quran: 28/50)
Nay, but those who do wrong follow their own
lusts without knowledge.
(Quran: 30/29)
20
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Who took their religion as distraction and
amusement and whom the worldly life deluded."
So today We will forget them just as they forgot
the meeting of this Day of theirs and for having
rejected Our verses.
(Quran: 7/51)
I will turn away from My signs those who are
arrogant upon the earth without right; and if
they should see every sign, they will not believe
in it. And if they see the way of consciousness,
they will not adopt it as a way; but if they see the
way of error, they will adopt it as a way. That is
because they have denied Our signs and they
were heedless of them.
(Quran: 7/146)
A person does not believe just because of reasons. There is always the emotions
preferences and desires at work. All of us regretted many times not following
the reason and having followed our emotions and low desires. When for
example we behaved too harshly to a person, or behaved wrong because the
reasonable behavior would cost us some money or other benefit. Often times
we also distort the hierarchy of reasons within our mind and memory just
because we do not wish to do a certain thing which is difficult or entails giving
up a joy or undergoing a difficulty. We may tend to delay a prayer, though we
experienced many times that delaying caused us to miss its required time.
Someone may marry the wrong person just for her external attractiveness while
it is obvious that she is not in harmony with the background and preferences
of the man. An addict may continue his addiction though all obvious reasons
show clearly the optimal thing to do. We can continue a job which is obviously
against our principles or humanity just because it pays well. There can be many
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such examples. Moreover, in many situations we are not even aware of what is
going on in our subconscious, hence we do not notice that our low desires are
at work and we think that we have all strong reasons to do what we do, while
outsiders rightly observes that we behave unreasonably. We may know the
reasonable choice but because of the possible reactions of our relatives or friends
or colleagues we may choose to follow the crowd. Furthermore, regarding being
convinced about God there are other factors such as our deserving being
convinced. Obviously Allah does not guide every person to truth. Sometimes
He even prevents some people from following the truth. A person may have
proven his smartness by having a very successful business or being a president
of a country, yet he may be far from having the values that Allah loves. So, even
if we have strongest reasoning powers, our emotional and low desires side may
be well below the optimal. Also, believing in God may be a big challenge in
special ways for many people: a wrongdoer who intends to continue his
wrongdoings may want to not believe in a God who can execute the justice
against his wrongdoings. A person may prefer not being inferior to a God who
can do what He wills. A person may be too arrogant to worship his Creator.
These are just some factors which explain why introspection and selfrecognition about the various aspects of our inner world are indispensable for
following the truth. Hence many people may say "I will believe in God if there
is evidence, I do not have any prejudice against God, just there is no evidence"
while in fact he experiences many evidence which he does not see for being
blocked by the inner problems like those mentioned above. Hence the Quranic
teaching gives us a disciplined way with requirements of charity, fasting,
worshipping God frequently, refraining from being arrogant..., all of which if
done properly, will enable a person to recognize himself better, to do better
introspection, to prevent from being arrogant, to give bigger emphasis to reason,
and to recognize the challenges arising from himself.
One implication of the above is the need for a deep introspection, detecting and
controlling prejudices and emotions which may distort our reasoning. This way
we may overcome the tricks of our inner world which may suppress the truth
and enhance our low desires by embellishing the worthless counter arguments
and by insulting, suppressing, and blocking strong evidence.
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In our choices we are influenced by our reasoning and our emotions. Many sub
centers in our brain try to open and close logical gates and influence our
decision processes. We are sometimes aware sometimes unaware of those. If we
are led only by our emotions, then we may have find ourselves in trouble: A
person may enjoy having drugs in the short term. But if he takes into account
the future consequences and his vulnerability, then he can behave in a more
correct way. Blindly following the emotions may give short term joy, but it will
not lead a person to a good result. Yet, following reason alone may also be
empty, since, generally by using reason we want to get a balanced and optimal
result. So, emotion controlled and assisted with reason seems to be the best way.
Obviously, our reasoning power gets lots of inputs, such as knowledge.
If the disbeliever does not and cannot produce a proof for his path then the
cause of his following that path is his low desires and emotions. So, even though
he just says explains what he observes with things like “brute fact” and he does
not have for it any explanation with the relevant properties, he rejects Allah.
This shows that his considering some things as counter-intuitive or unplausible
or not proven arise because of his emotions, since he does not and cannot
present any evidence.
This is one reason why many atheists stick to the slogan of rejecting the burden
of proof, and the constant asking for the other side to bring convincing evidence
instead of himself searching evidence proactively while for anything else they
generally try to find out evidence without waiting others to convince them. They
start their quest about God by presupposing that He is entirely or almost
impossible and improbable. If they saw Him as probable then they would try to
find out how probable He is and they would not reject the burden of proof.
Because, if God is probable, then whether someone tried to convince them or
not, they would try to find out the evidence for His existence or non-existence,
because, then, there would be a probability of the truth of God which would
affect them.
Some people tend to be arrogant and expect Allah to be as little smart as they
are. Many human beings adopt concepts of god which are human beings or like
human beings, or similar limited objects, or matter which partially constitutes
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the human beings. This is both a source and an outcome of arrogance. However
there is no reason that god is so limited. Islam recognizes that Allah does not
need to resemble human beings and requires submission to Allah through the
use of reason. Reason entails this as well. Many disbelievers present problem of
evil in this sense, presupposing that what they conceive or can create would be
better than the actual state of the universe. And for similar reasons, they say
that the creation is not well fashioned, or that the human beings in the large
universe occupy a too small space and time. There is a psychological tendency
and wish of being superior to anything else. The following is an example to a
similar attitude:

And when Our verses are recited to them, they
say, "We have heard. If we willed, we could say
[something] like this. This is not but legends of
the former peoples."
(Quran: 8/31)

These make the arrogant feel good. Yet this is a wishful thinking. We must not
adopt something as truth because it makes us happy. There are psychological
influences on our beliefs and our reasoning, we have to know this and act
accordingly. We have to use objective facts, no matter whether they are for or
against our beliefs.
It is important to prevent the distorting influence of emotions upon our
thinking. A disbeliever has a wish for Allah not to exist. Because if He exists,
the disbeliever is in big trouble. So he must be aware of this effect and try to
think in an unbiased way.
IV.4.7.3.1
Emotions

Subtle Interaction Between Reasoning Power and

When we think, there are two parts. One is active, one is passive. The object of
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thinking is passive. So, when we think about God, we take Him automatically
as the passive. However, Allah corresponds to the active side which is the engine
and sustainer of our thinking. Therefore, it is difficult or impossible to imagine
any change or limitation or division within Him. Therefore it is difficult or
impossible to imagine Him without any limitations or changes or divisions,
while He is so; this is because when we think, we think of Him as the object of
our thinking.
So we have to be aware of the fact that we deal generally with the divisibles, our
senses bring us always things and unities which look like divisibles and
separables. But we have to note that the divisibles have essentially unitary
aspects.
Our thinking whole has two main parts: The subject (active part), and the
object. For example when I say “I think about the laptop”, there is “I” which
reflects the active or the actor, the doer of thinking; and there is the laptop,
which is the object of my thinking, and which is passive.
The object of thinking is mostly passive, and appears to be divisible. We are
used to thinking based on data that we receive through our sensations. The
object(s) of our thoughts mostly have parts, and are in relations to other things.
Each human being is like a model of the entire existence. Our perception about
ourselves will influence how we perceive the entire existence. And the truth and
our perception about the structure of the entire existence (including the SelfSufficient Cause) influence our perception about ourselves. Thus all we talked
above about the existence correspond to something within ourselves. But how
does what is within ourselves influence our conclusions about the entire
201

existence? How a wrong understood framework about ourselves distorts our
understanding about the entire existence?
IV.4.7.3.2
Reasoning

Separations we do Because of our Limitations in

We face a difficulty when we think about the One God. We tend to divide
“Him” as “usual”. But He is the unifier of all, including “I”s. In general, we do
not encompass all and we have limitations. In other words, if I cannot divide
the object of my thought, then it becomes too difficult for me to understand,
and it becomes empty of the things that I used to have with the objects of my
thoughts. For example, when I say x is big and y is small, then it seems as if I
differentiate between the two and separate them. However, in fact I connect
both to each other and I give meaning to each other within a unity; in fact I am
uniting them. But as I cannot contain and encompass all facts as “x”, “y”, “x
and y” altogether, it seems as if each of them will be instantiated within me in
different instances, such that for example, if I focus on “x and y”, I cannot focus
on x.
If we are not aware of some shortcomings of our thinking, to believe in the One
God may look counter-intuitive. But if we understand our shortcomings, then
we can understand why they look counter-intuitive, and why their looking
counter-intuitive is what must happen.
We have difficulty in understanding how a reality cannot be divisible, although
“I” the engine of my thoughts am unifier in order to think and not divisible in
the first place.
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Unity does not decrease in our consciousness; we may have difficulty or
limitations in seeing, in thinking; but the unity is there.
However, for Allah, things are proportional/ relational, so He surrounds all
without any distance. That which is more than one must be relative and limited.
And as it is relative it needs the One. As it is limited, it cannot recognize the
One and Unlimited unless it recognizes its own limited nature.
We can put in the limited box of our brain one thing at a time. Therefore, we
become used to dividing while thinking. Atheists who assume and who are used
to consider that all objects of thought are fundamentally many and divisible,
want that God is defined in a way that fits their understanding, as something
which can be tested, and constrained. God is defined with properties which are
not fully constrained, limited. This is because as explained in part under allencompassing property, nothingness does not exist, and it does not limit Allah.
God will not fit in our limitations. So without understanding the limitations of
our thinking and the unity within them first, our thinking will never be satisfied
with any definition of God who is One.
We may tend to assign the unity within our unitary background to the object
of our thoughts. When we see a stone falling downward, we perceive in unity
where the earth (that which pulls) is, and toward which direction the stone must
fall. We assign this perception/ knowledge to the stone. So, if it is asked how
does the stone know in which direction it should move, we may say that it is
obviously toward the earth. Yet only the unitary all-encompassing power may
originate/ supply the information the stone needs in order to move, and the
same unitary power gives us the perception about where the earth is relatively
to the stone. It is easier within our side to notice that if we were merely particles,
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then nowhere would the knowledge about the location of the earth relatively to
the stone would be within us.
IV.4.7.3.3

Faulty Generalization in Thinking Habits

We expect whatever we put in the “laboratory” of our thoughts, under the
microscope of our thoughts to be divisible and passive. But we must remember
that there is the actor of the thought process which is active in any thought
process, and which is one. We can conceive it only if we come back within
ourselves to the ultimate origin of our thoughts, to the very background within
ourselves. And only if we keep going backwards and deeper beyond ourselves,
we can reach the ultimate unity within the entire existence. And only at that
point we can perceive that the ultimate One; even though we tend to put Him
under the microscope and divide and unite/ relate/ equate Him to other things,
He is beyond the unity within the microscope, and He is the unifier even of the
microscope and us. Thus we have to be aware that trying to divide and reunify
the One Self-Sufficient Cause is illogical, and the ultimate point of truth is His
unity.
Our understanding is balanced and surrounded by Allah. A true understanding
of Allah can be only by intellectual and justified submission to Him. This denial
of this understanding will make one unable to see the unity and properties of
God in the observables. This will cause evil. And this evil will be offset in the
hereafter. This is also a teaching process and completion of balance. With the
denial of God there will be a polarized view and the polarized thinker will try
to fit God inside this polarization and polarized framework. And this vicious
cycle that starts and ends in a problematic, and polarized way will disable the
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denier from comprehending the truth and from exiting this vicious cycle. And
then this vicious cycle is confirmed by Self-Sufficient Cause as said in the
following statement:

Allah has dismissed their hearts because they are
a people who do not understand.
(Quran: 9/127)
Things are simple and unfortunately by prejudice many who claim to follow
evidence, try deliberately to leave God. How it will be when they will see that
the unlearned (according to them) had a better grasp of truth? The only cause
will be understood to be the enmity to God, prejudice, and other misleading
emotions.
Some people do faulty generalizations about the patterns that they observe and
treat those patterns as pushy explainers. This causes them to reject any power
which can change those patterns. They are under the control of their low
modules. Their world view also complies with this in rejecting free will power,
morals, logic, consciousness... Furthermore, they open fire to God for whose
absence they have no justification. They set aside any prudence.
Some people say: there is no evidence for God, because there is no evidence for
God. Can they be certain that he may not be mistaken? According to him the
answer must be “yes”. Because if he could be wrong, then there would be a risk
of negating a big truth, opposing a powerful being. And this would be
unnecessary and irrational. How can he be certain that he may not be mistaken?
This can be rationally based on evidence, psychologically based on arrogance.
Such people do not have evidence that he cannot be mistaken. So he feels certain
because of arrogance. This means that he does not follow reason and he takes
the risk of his behavior willfully. So he buys and he owns any consequence of
his behavior willingly, this is not essentially a matter of punishing, he takes a
road which may be consisting of a mine field.
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Often atheists claim that if there was an evidence for God, then they would be
believing in God. However, they often bring in farfetched arguments as that
everything in the universe has a cause does not mean that the limited universe
has a cause. Obviously, this statement seems to be based on psychology rather
than reason. Because, their claim entails that ‘the actual limited universe minus
an atom’ would need a cause because it is a part of the actual limited universe;
but if that removed atom is added back we have the actual limited universe,
then this actual limited universe does not need to be caused.

Their reckoning has drawn near to men, and in
heedlessness are they turning aside.
(Quran: 21/1)
IV.4.7.3.4

Some Presuppositions in Reasoning

Allah is the Light of the heavens and the earth. The example of His light is like
a niche within which is a lamp, the lamp is within glass, the glass as if it were
a pearly [white] star lit from [the oil of] a blessed olive tree, neither of the east
nor of the west, whose oil would almost glow even if untouched by fire. Light
upon light. Allah guides to His light whom He wills. And Allah presents
examples for the people, and Allah is Knowing of all things.
(Quran: 24/35)
As explained in previous parts, when we think, our object seems to be the wave,
the limited, thus we differentiate between the engine (the subject/ the thinker
element), and the object (that which is thought) and we want to fit the engine
also within that which is thought, so we divide the engine and the thought, and
the elements of the thought; so everything is divided. When we divide
something (without assuming that every division is also a unification),
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everything is divided. However, everything is "light upon light ", that is,
surrounded by the same thing.
The object of what we perceive are waves and there are limitations in our
perception: Like in illusions, for example when we go fast in a vehicle in the
night, we may see the lights we pass by as accelerating even though we go with
a smooth speed, or for example as seeing something that does not exist as in a
mirage, or as not seeing something that exists as in the following statements:

But those who disbelieved their deeds are like a
mirage in a lowland which a thirsty one thinks is
water until, when he comes to it, he finds it is
nothing but finds Allah before Him, and He will
pay him in full his due; and Allah is swift in
account.
(Quran: 24/39)
Or [they are] like darknesses within an
unfathomable sea which is covered by waves,
upon which are waves, over which are clouds
darknesses, some of them upon others. When
one puts out his hand [therein], he can hardly
see it. And he to whom Allah has not granted
light for him there is no light.
(Quran: 24/40)
On the other hand, due to our limitations, when we think, first we consider the
parts, then we try to figure out how they come together and how they
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communicate/ relate to each other. If we assume that what we perceive is
surrounded by nothingness, then we would have internalized and generalized
the error. Also we would have considered that which we cannot encompass as
non-existent, and would have considered ourselves without reason in the highest
position. To be in highest position may be tempting. However, if we accept that
there is no nothingness and that there is existence beyond what we encompass,
we will have understood that change is also unity, and we will have seen the
unity, wholeness and fullness within the object of our thought. The allencompassing does not contain nothingness, separations, distances. So, first we
should consider the whole and that there is full communication; because our
starting point/assumption should be that things are related, because there is no
dividing nothingness between them as we see in the following verse:

And it is He who has released [simultaneously]
the two seas, one fresh and sweet and one salty
and bitter, and He placed between them a barrier
and prohibiting partition.
(Quran: 25/53)
In other words, that which looks like separator is also an existent, and needs
the all-encompassing sustaining power of Allah. However, we consider the
separator as the non-existence of the things that are separated and their
properties and basis. We conceive the power needed to access from one part of
the sea to the other, and that we do not have this power self-sufficiently;
consequently, to us, the separator and the distance looks like absolute.
Both in what we sense and in our thinking procedures unity is fundamental.
This provides us with an ontological and empirical consistency.
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What we perceive are in fact transitions: Waves come to our neurons, and we
perceive for example an ice, although there is no ice or frozen part of the size
of that ice within our brain. This means that either we do not encompass that
which is not, or there is something in the encompassing essence, which
corresponds to what we perceive. That which corresponds to it, should be the
unity which is common between all things. So these unities correspond to the
above quoted “light upon light” as mentioned in the Quran.
Because of our limitations we see small, big, near, far and we imagine that
something that has full unity must be like a point as we are like a point relatively
to what we cannot perceive because of our limitations, and as we can wholly
encompass only a point.
There is 'I' and my imagination and what I imagine. I am not what I imagine.
I am not the say green universe that I imagine. But this universe is real as an
imagination. My experiences are the limits and raw material of my imagination.
But as there is no nothingness, the One SSC does not have any limitation in
this respect in creating. So the limited nature exists as an act, indication and
communication of the Default SSC.
On the other hand, when an atheist is asked “how does this stone know which
direction to move?”, he may say that it is a brute fact. He assigns and extends
his own transcendent powers to the stone, as if it has those powers. However,
his internal transcendent powers do not necessarily and automatically belong to
what he observes. As his transcendence seems to him to be inherent and
automatic, then why would not the stone automatically have it? We are used to
see that the stones fall. So, we tend to accept it as a brute fact which does not
need to be questioned. Yet the direction toward which the stone falls is one of
209

many directions. There is no necessity for the contingent pattern that the stone
follows. There is no necessity for any alleged biased law of nature related to the
fall of the stone. Our recurring observations may cause us conclude that these
recurring events are necessary or intuitive and diverging from them is
impossible or abnormal, however, what we observe recurrently do not constitute
a basis, a necessity, a bias for the patterns that we observe. We have to be skeptic
about assigning transcendent divine powers to limited things.
IV.4.7.4

Culture and Environment

Or have We given them a book before the Quran
to which they are adhering?
Rather, they say, "Indeed, we found our fathers
upon a religion, and we are in their footsteps
[rightly] guided."
(Quran: 43/21-22)
And when it is said to them, "Follow what Allah
has revealed," they say, "Rather, we will follow
that which we found our fathers doing." Even
though their fathers understood nothing, nor
were they guided?
(Quran: 2/170)
Our society, our families, friends, colleagues have a big influence upon how we
believe and in what way we change. This influence may not be a friendly one.
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Often we read on the news that some religious group was attacked by another
group. Some prophets have been killed because they said unusual things. There
have been many attempts to kill Prophet Muhammad (PBUH); Jesus was
attacked; Moses was attacked; Abraham was attacked (PBUT).
When we get an invitation to a belief or point of view, consciously or subconsciously we may be under the influence of our society and our environment.
They can even influence how we think.
All those influences may reduce the effects of the proof and sub-proofs for Allah.
Therefore, a person must take into account these effects and should try to
balance the negative effects of these factors.
So, especially if a person has doubts about the truth of his path, he may and
should expose himself to the other points of view and consider the positive and
negative aspects of other views. He should listen to different opinions about a
certain point of view which may sound attractive.
IV.4.7.5

Dogmatism

He (Noah) said, "My Lord, indeed I invited my
people [to truth] night and day.
But my invitation increased them not except in
flight.
And indeed, every time I invited them that You
may forgive them, they put their fingers in their
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ears, covered themselves with their garments,
persisted, and were arrogant with [great]
arrogance.
(Quran: 71/5-7)
And he who rejects false deities and believes in
Allah has grasped a firm handhold which will
never break. Allah is Hearer, Knower.
(Quran: 2/256)
As being different from the culture we are in causes some tension and requires
some efforts, changing what we used to believe and to do also creates some
tension and requires efforts. Though passing into a better state is enjoyable, the
efforts required to learn, to understand, to do new things may produce some
excitement and tension.
Therefore, we automatically try to defend and prove upon which we are, and
we try to challenge a new idea. We can also block ourselves or run away from
new ideas especially if they require big efforts of adaptation. This is not only
about religion or culture, but also in an organization the implementation of a
new software may cause lots of resistance, even if it is much better than the
former one.
Therefore we must be well aware of the fact that consciously or subconsciously,
we may be overreacting negatively to a proof presented to us. So, we need to try
harder to understand for a new proof for a new assertion.
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Especially, if we are getting nervous and unwilling to question that which we
believe in, this means that we are reacting emotionally and we may be blocking
some new beneficial assertion.
Materialism has lots of brute, unquestionable alleged facts. Many religions,
paradigms, and world views also have such facts.
For example, a science whose goal is set as finding only the repeatable and
testable is dogmatic and limited. Because it does not question the basis for
repeatability. Or one may think that some god claims are obviously false, and
invented by human beings, hence, all god claims are false, hence, evolution with
no god is the best way to follow.
We may remember many such scenarios where a person believes or disbelieves
in something for motivations or considerations which are irrelevant to the truth.
The problem in such cases, is that because of existent but false or irrelevant
reasons, a person adopts a certain world view. Hence, it is important to identify
any false or irrelevant reasons, and question them and their relevance, and if
they are false and or irrelevant indeed, to continue the journey toward the truth.
This way, one may prevent stopping his journey toward the truth because of
false and irrelevant causes.
Questioning makes us see things from different perspectives. The Quran
emphasizes the importance of questioning claims. It is full of such examples.
Questioning and denying some false things is a precondition for being a
Muslim. Hence, someone who rejects Allah, may be rejecting Him because his
naiveness and his belief in false god-like things and because he had no room
left for the true God.
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According to the knowledge of the author of this book, Islam is the religion and
world view which has the least unquestionable facts if any.
IV.4.7.6

Material Benefits/ Losses

That is because those who disbelieve follow
falsehood, and those who believe follow the truth
from their Lord. Thus does Allah present to the
people their comparisons.
(Quran: 47/3)
A person may enjoy partying, drugs, alcohol, illegal gains, not giving any
charity… So, a belief in God and in accountability may be something that such
a person would want the least. Obviously, such a person may be psychologically
pushed to underestimate any proof of God and His judgement.
Therefore, when assessing a proof about God, a person should weigh such
potential influences, and if there is the risk of such a conscious or subconscious
influence, then he should spend some efforts to convince his own self to the fact
that these temporary misleading pleasures are worthless compared to any
positive truth about God.
On the other hand, short-term usefulness of a claim does not show its truth.
On the other hand, a person may have misperceptions about God. For example,
he may feel very unsecure against a power who can create and sustain our entire
universe and maybe other universes. We generally tend to think about others’
behaviors in parallel with how we behave. If we are forgiving, then we tend to
think that we will be forgiven under a certain situation; if we are unjust, we
tend to expect to be subject to an unjust behavior under a certain circumstance.
So, to overcome such a bias, one may try to be or to become good to others.
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V.Claims Related to the Proof of Allah
V.1 Divine Hiddenness

And how many a sign within the heavens and
earth do they pass over while they, therefrom, are
turning away.
(Quran: 12/105)
Vision perceives Him not, but He perceives [all]
vision; and He is the Subtle, the Acquainted.
(Quran: 6/103)
Some say that God did not give us proof or evidence for believing in His
existence. This is not true in İslam. According to the Quran Allah gave us many
evidences so as we may be able to see the truth. Many verses state clearly that
Allah's creation contains and constitutes obvious signs and reasons to believe
and be certain about Allah. So it is not just that there are properties and acts of
Allah which automatically lead us to Allah, but also Allah has given us
intentionally evidence so that we may believe. This may be a reason why we see
many layers of unity, abundance of creation, big size of the universe, multitudes
of beauty...
Allah is the most easily and immediately knowable truth, compared to other
knowledge. Yet, because of false god-like things like laws of nature, many people
have the impression that God is hidden.
Why does not God make us see Himself? Many people including believers and
disbelievers asked this question. And many people fabricated false gods, idols,
they deified human beings, animals, objects in order to visualize God as we see
in the following verse:
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And We took the Children of Israel across the sea; then they came upon a
people intent in devotion to [some] idols of theirs. They said, "O Moses, make
for us a god just as they have gods." He said, "Indeed, you are a people behaving
ignorantly.

As to these folk,- the cult they are in is (but) a
fragment of a ruin, and vain is that (worship)
which they practice."
(Quran: 7/138-139)
Many other people including Hindus, Christians, atheists, pantheists… tried to
see the ultimate cause and sustainer within that which is sustained, limited,
visible, touchable. They tried to see God in the limited idols, human beings,
matter… Yet, the false gods that have been allegedly visible, are unconvincing
and false since they contain limitations and contradictions.
Does Allah hide Himself as some people claim?
Seeing is accessing an effect through photons. But we see God through all His
many other effects. Photons themselves are effects of Allah. So this way we see
Him through more than photons. If we saw Him through photons this would
be a limited seeing hence not seeing since He is a being that sustains the
photons. Therefore the present seeing is much more comprehensive and
consistent way of seeing Allah, of perceiving His effects in a better and precise
way. An alleged god visible this way would be no god because it would be
limited in space and be hit by photons and affected by photons and photons
would be scattering from the surface of that alleged god. Hence there would be
another power outside it which would sustain the photons.
Why does not god show up? If we created tiny creatures in order to make them
believe in should we become tiny creatures? Should God become limited, or
turn into a human being just to make us believe?
We perceived things through seeing and seeing is because of the limited effect
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of certain limited things. But we cannot see God because He is all encompassing.
We see the table because we see the parts of the table because the table is
divisible. So we can contain certain properties of limited things within us. But
God's unity encompasses all, so we cannot contain His unitary essence.
Therefore we contain only some of His effects.
We see things, then we conclude on the effect of photons on us. Hence we
conclude on the effects of the sun on the photons..., upon that we conclude on
the properties of the sun, so, we conclude on the effects of the self sufficient
cause. Consequently, we conclude on the dependency of the photons, of the
sun..., and we reach the independency of the ultimate origin/ cause. With more
data about more effects we get more precise and certainty about something. If
we see a fire we conclude it exists, if we feel the heat we become more certain
about it, if we burn because of it we become more certain. We know more
properties.
And as what we see upon is not the entire reality of what we see, by seeing the
creation of God we encompass only some of His effects and we do not
encompass the entire ontological reality of Allah. To encompass all ontological
reality of anything requires more than knowing the beginning, the end, the
spatial, temporal and other aspects of anything. We are far from encompassing
all of these. But as God is more than anything we are more limited in
encompassing Allah. So, we reach an understanding of Allah by only
encompassing certain effects of Allah like we do with other things.
We observe creative power of Allah by observing His creation, His unity, by
observing the effects of His unity.
So, if we are limited, why does not Allah rewire the brain of everybody so that
He is not hidden to anybody?
As we are limited we cannot contain the knowledge about Allah in full. So we
have knowledge from limited perspectives. But the details we can grasp about
Allah, gives us sufficient reason to submit to Allah.
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Obviously, there is no empirical or logical impossibility in front of His giving
everybody a specific direction; yet He did not choose that path as we see in the
following verses:

Had Allah willed, He would have made you one
nation [united in religion], but [He intended] to
test you in what He has given you; so race to [all
that is] good. To Allah is your return all together,
and He will [then] inform you concerning that
over which you used to differ.
(Quran: 5/48)
The intention of Allah is not to make everybody believe, but to give us the
means and to enable us to believe in the truth and choose our future, so that
everybody gets what he earns and owns as noted in the following verse:

And Allah created the heavens and earth in truth
and so that every soul may be recompensed for
what it has earned, and they will not be wronged.
(Quran: 45/22)
Christianity and similar religions do not have a real argument against the
argument of divine hiddenness. Because, the god of Christianity, namely Jesus,
has already come on the earth and was visible. So, as the god of Christianity is
visible and touchable, then why would not he come and stay always to show
that God exists? Hence, the argument of divine hiddenness against god becomes
a real problem for the Christian and religions which have god(s) of limited
nature.
Furthermore, as it is believed that the human beings are created in the image of
god, then there is no reason to say that God is invisible. This latter point applies
to Judaism as well whose holy book says that god came onto the earth and
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wrestled like a human being as we see in Genesis 32/22-32.
So as we see in the following, in the holy books of todays Judeo-Christians, the
human being is represented as created in the image of god. And in the letters
of Paul which are considered holy and primary source of contemporary
mainstream Christianity, this is explained literally as a physical resemblance to
God.
Though many Jews and Christians consider the statements about the human
beings being created in the image of God, some statements in the texts
considered holy by them leaves no room for a good answer against the divine
hiddenness arguments.
The following verses from the Bible show that according to the present form of
the Bible, god can be seen, and god may have progeny like human beings:

2 Corinthians 4:4: The god of this age has blinded the minds of unbelievers, so
that they cannot see the light of the gospel that displays the glory of Christ,
who is the image of God.,
”
Genesis 1/26-27: And God said: 'Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness; and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl
of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping
thing that creepeth upon the earth.' And God created man in His own image,
in the image of God created He him; male and female created He them.21
Psalms 82/1: God stands in the congregation of the mighty; He judges among
the gods.
Psalms 82/6: I said, “You are gods, and all of you are children of the Most High.

21
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Psalms 89/6: For who in the heavens can be compared to the Lord? Who among
the sons of the mighty can be likened to the Lord?23
Isaiah 9/6: For unto us a Child is born, Unto us a Son is given; And the
government will be upon His shoulder. And His name will be called Wonderful,
Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.24
Genesis 32/22-32: And he arose that night and took his two wives, his two
female servants, and his eleven sons, and crossed over the ford of Jabbok. He
took them, sent them [a]over the brook, and sent over what he had. Then Jacob
was left alone; and a Man wrestled with him until the [b]breaking of day. Now
when He saw that He did not prevail against him, He [c]touched the socket of
his hip; and the socket of Jacob’s hip was out of joint as He wrestled with him.
And He said, “Let Me go, for the day breaks.” But he said, “I will not let You
go unless You bless me!” So He said to him, “What is your name?” He said,
“Jacob.” And He said, “Your name shall no longer be called Jacob, but [d]Israel;
for you have struggled with God and with men, and have prevailed.” Then Jacob
asked, saying, “Tell me Your name, I pray.” And He said, “Why is it that you
ask about My name?” And He blessed him there. So Jacob called the name of
the place [e]Peniel: “For I have seen God face to face, and my life is preserved.”
Just as he crossed over [f]Penuel the sun rose on him, and he limped on his hip.
Therefore to this day the children of Israel do not eat the muscle that shrank,
which is on the hip socket, because He [g]touched the socket of Jacob’s hip in
22
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the muscle that shrank.25
Other parts of this book contain other related information related to divine
hiddenness. To prevent repetition, they will not be explained about here.
Question 8.
This part examines seeing Allah. But what about touching, smelling, hearing
Him, or perceiving Him like we perceive the black holes or dark matter?
Answer 8.
The above explanations are applicable to touching, smelling, hearing as well
since they are also related to waves and signals similar to photons.
Black holes and dark matter are also indirectly perceived through light waves
and contingent effects upon what we perceive through physical channels.
However, as will be explained in parts about the proof of Allah, the way to
understand the existence of Allah is not less strong than our seeing or touching;
on the contrary, the existence of Allah is more easily perceivable. While what
we see may be considered by some as illusions, Allah cannot be an illusion
because of the strength, transcendence, and directness of the prof of Allah.
Question 9.
The verse 75/23 in the Quran says that certain faces look at their Lord in the
hereafter. So, why would not we see Allah in this world, such that He is not
hidden?
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Answer 9.
Seeing Allah by us is a controversial topic regarding its possibility and its
content. The verse in the question does not have the word “to see”, but to look.
Some translations translate the verse as “and look forward to receiving mercy
from their Lord”. One meaning of the verb “nathara” which is the infinitive of
the related word in the verse, is looking forward, waiting for. Furthermore, the
subject of that word/verb in that verse, is “faces” as stated in the previous verse
“[Some] faces, that Day, will be radiant,” (Quran: 75/22). The subject is neither
persons, nor eyes, but faces. And the word “face” is used in many places in the
Quran as countenance, pleasure, as we see in verses 13/22 and 92/20.
Yet, if we take the verb as meaning looking at, the following statement in the
Quran shows that linguistically in the usage of the Quran, looking at does not
automatically contain the meaning of seeing:

“and you see them looking at you while they do
not see.”
(Quran: 7/198)
Furthermore, the following verses have clear statements that a human being
cannot see Allah:

Vision perceives Him not, but He perceives [all]
vision; and He is the Subtle, the Acquainted.
(Quran: 6/103)
And [recall] when you said, "O Moses, we will
never believe you until we see Allah outright"; so
the thunderbolt took you while you were looking
on.
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(Quran: 2/55)
When Moses came to Our appointed place and
his Lord spoke to him, he asked: "O my Lord!
Give me power of sight to see You." He
answered: "You cannot see Me. Look at the
mountain; if it remains firm in its place then
soon you might be able to see Me". When his
Lord revealed His glory to the mountain, it
turned into small pieces of fine dust and Moses
fell down unconscious. When Moses recovered
he said: "Glory be to You! Accept my repentance
and I am the first of the believers."
(Quran: 7/143)
Even if we interpret the verse in question as entailing the possibility of seeing
Allah in the hereafter, according to the above verses, it is clear that Allah is not
visible within the workings of this world through our eyes. To see Him, may
entail that we have fundamentally different powers compared to our actual
powers. Furthermore, seeing Allah may be a coercive force to recognize Him,
and disable the exposure and testing of our goodness and evilness. Hence, if we
take the verse in the question as looking at Allah, and if it entails a seeing, it
will be a seeing different than our seeing in this world.
On the other hand, while the photons or light waves being reflected and
reaching our retina from God is incompatible with the Being of Allah, we should
also note that seeing in its essence is a transcendent act not necessarily limited
to the existence of photons or positions of particles in our brain. Therefore, if
we are able to see God in the hereafter, this does not entail necessarily that this
seeing would be through the light waves/photons similar to our seeing the
objects. However, the use of the word “vision” in the verse 6/103 above, instead
of “eyes” makes this kind of vision also unlikely.
223

So, no verse of the Quran states that seeing Allah is possible; there are verses
which clearly say that vision cannot attain Allah; there are verses which give
examples of specific persons who asked Allah to see Him and they are shown
that they cannot see Him.
While there are some sayings (hadith) of Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) in favor
of the possibility of seeing Allah in the hereafter, there are also hadith in the
opposite direction. But as a general principle of Islamic studies, a hadith cannot
be against the Quran; none of the hadiths are as authentic as the Quran.
Furthermore, his wife Aisha (May Allah be pleased with her) says that whoever
says that he/she saw Allah is lying, and that she inquired the possibility of seeing
Allah specifically from the Prophet (PBUH).
Anyway, Allah knows the best what the verse in the question entails. But it is
beyond doubt that seeing Allah as human beings in this world is empirically
and/or logically impossible.
V.2 Atheists Believing in one Less god.
Some atheists claim that any person who is a member of any religion rejects
thousands of gods of other religions, but accepts the god of his religion. Hence,
compared to that person, he is just rejecting one more god. So, since that person
rejected thousands of gods, and since the members of other religions reject his
god, it is likely that his god also is false and should be rejected.
There are two important points in this respect:
Firstly, though the atheists reject many gods, they assign god-like features to
the matter, laws of nature and other material things. Hence, it is not true that
they are different from the members of other religions. They just do not call
their god-like things “god” and they do not worship them. But they see them as
the ultimate cause of what they observe. The main cause of confusion and doubt
of human beings regarding God is the fabrication of false substitutes for god,
not the lack of evidence for God. In the non-existence of false substitutes, there
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will be only evidence for God. For example, when Allah issued the generations
of human beings and asked them in the absence of fabricated god claims and
challenges, “am I not your Lord?”, they confirmed that He is their Lord, as we
see in the following verse:

And [mention] when your Lord took from the
children of Adam from their loins their
descendants and made them testify of
themselves, [saying to them], "Am I not your
Lord?" They said, "Yes, we have testified." [This]
lest you should say on the day of Resurrection,
"Indeed, we were of this unaware."
(Quran: 7/172)
So, in the absence of such fabrications, and in the purity of thinking, Allah’s
existence is simply very clear.
Secondly, if a member of a religion rejects a god of another religion, this does
not mean that he rejects god as a transcendent being who creates and/or sustains
the universe. For example, I as a Muslim reject the triune god of trinitarian
Christianity; however, I do not reject many properties of the God Christians
believe in; I believe that many properties of that God is true. This point can be
explained through the following analogy: Three persons have different opinions
about the nature of a celestial object: one of them claims that there is a star
there, another one claims that there is a planet there, the third one claims that
there is a satellite there. All of them agree that there is a celestial object there.
The fourth person comes in and says that there is nothing there and that all
three persons rejected the two other claims, and that he himself simply rejects
three claims, that is one more claim. Obviously, since all three persons agree
that there is a celestial object there, the fourth person’s reasoning is fallacious;
and that each person rejects the other two claims constitutes zero support for
the claim of the fourth person.
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V.3 Non-Existence of Good Evidence for the Existence of God
Often the atheists claim the claim (C1) that there is no good evidence for God.
However, they do not put forth any evidence for this claim. Here, by evidence
I mean a real evidence like a bloody knife, or a hair in a crime scene, or the
physical condition of the victim's body, rather than an argument.
The statement that there is no good evidence for the existence of God is a claim.
It can be true or false. But as the atheist cannot put forth any evidence to support
this claim, then he has only one way to follow: to claim that the theist has to
prove God, and that he does not make a positive claim. To make his claim, the
atheist has to redefine what an evidence is: the evidence is essentially not an
opinion, but a concrete thing as exemplified above. But when the theist claims
that the sun, the moon, the atom, the cell, the dog, the space, the time, the
patterns… are evidence for God, the atheist simply says that they are not
evidence and he cannot put forth any evidence which shows that they are not
evidence for God.
Section B will give lots of evidence under the proof of Allah. The important
point here is that the atheist has no evidence to show that the matter, the limited
universe are self-sufficient. Hence, the position of rejecting and/or lacking belief
in a Creator and Sustainer is a position which is not justified by any empirical
or even logical evidence.
The atheist uses C1 to justify his claim (C2) that there is no god and/or that
lacking belief in god is a rational position or claim. Therefore, if C1 is not
justified, C2 is not justified either.
Some atheists use a claim (C1a) which is a more sophisticated version of C1 as:
“there is no good evidence for God according to my knowledge” or “I have not
been presented with a good evidence for God”. C1a is equal to saying: "either
(1) there is no good evidence for God and my conclusion is sound and valid, or
(2) my conclusion that there is no good evidence for god is due to my being
unable to interpret correctly the existent good evidence". However, this is equal
to saying "either there is good evidence for God or not". Hence, this is equal to
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conceding that the universe may be evidence for God. But then the atheist
project of rejecting God or lacking belief in God because of the absence of
evidence collapses. Note that here we do not consider any kind of evidence
beyond our reach, and that we consider whether the limited universe we
experience is evidence for God or not.
Furthermore, if we have to understand C1a from C1, then we have to agree
with the flat earthist that "there is no good evidence for the roundness of the
earth." Because then he should be saying: “according to my knowledge and
assessment, I have not been presented with any evidence for the roundness of
the earth”. The latter may be reworded equally as “there is no good evidence
for the roundness of the earth according to my knowledge and assessment, but
according to the objective facts, there may be good evidence for the roundness
of the earth.” However, we should rather say that the flat earthist is wrong
according to the available evidence, and a claim that according to personal
assessment there is no good evidence for the roundness of earth does not have
any noteworthy truth value.
If the non existence of evidence, for example of a coming train, is claimed
because of the blindness and deafness of the pedestrian then he should not have
claimed non existence of evidence.
On the other hand, if only according to his knowledge there is no evidence then
according to relevant and meaningful cost benefit situations he has to make sure
that he cannot access the evidence. Because it is true or false whether he can
access the relevant knowledge about the existence of evidence, and he has to try
to have evidence that “he cannot know” the truth of C1. If it is true that a
possible evidence cannot be accessed by him, then the claim that "there is no
good evidence according to the knowledge I can access with reasonable effort
and due diligence" will justify his final choice and protect him from irrationality.
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If on the judgment day the atheist sees that Allah is true as the sustainer of the
limited universe, then he will understand that the limited universe was not selfsufficient, that the problem of induction was a true problem, that the laws of
nature were just contingent fashioning elements of Allah, that the self-sufficient
causal powers ascribed to them were just non-existent, and that the limited
science discovered nothing as a substitute for Allah. Hence, he will see that
whatever he observed in this limited universe was evidence for Allah. So, in
order to remove the possibility of falling in such a bad situation, an atheist
should try to get evidence for C1.
C1 is based on the presuppositions that the universe is self-sufficient, and that
God is redundant. If we are certain that the wheels turn by themselves alone,
then their rotation will be no evidence for another mover.
Let us see a case study to explain the point:
Mike and Jane came out of kitchen and left. Then Joe and Mary find a great
cake in the kitchen, they know that there was no cake before Mike and Jane
stayed in the kitchen for some time. Mary says Mike made it. Joe says there is
no evidence that Mike made it. Certainly and objectively one of them did it, not
both working together. Mary knows that Jane is color blind and cannot arrange
the ornaments of the cake. So Mary says that Mike made it, and explains why
Mary cannot have made it to Joe; Joe is skeptic about the claim of Mary saying
that he has no evidence that Mike made it. If a correct choice about who made
the cake will create a benefit and if Joe does not choose Mike then will he have
been rational?
Likewise, if the limited universe or things of its kind cannot self-originate and
sustain the limited universe, if there is a need for the self-sufficient, transcendent
Creator and Sustainer so that the limited universe may exist, then, the limited
universe will constitute an evidence for such a Creator/Sustainer.
Did Mary shift the burden of proof when she said that Jane is color blind? If
"according to limitations of Joe" there is no evidence for Mike making the cake
and if with some effort he could find out the truth, then he has to try to find
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the evidence for his position. Hence he has to try to find evidence that Jane is
not color blind; for example, if he remembers that she passed the eye test for
driver’s license, then he can present evidence to Mary that Jane also may have
made the cake, and that she is wrong, and that her evidence is no evidence for
Joe’s having made the cake.
But if without such an evidence, he presupposes that Jane is not color blind and
that she is able to make the cake, hence concludes that there is no evidence that
Mike made the cake then his presupposition will be wrong.
When Jane and Mike come back and Jane shows her video recording of Mike
making the cake, then Joe will understand that Mary was right in what she knew
about the color-blindness of Jane and related events she witnessed with Jane,
there was evidence that Mike made the cake.
Unless substantiated, C1 has no implication for anybody other than those who
claim C1. Because, since it is not substantiated by evidence, it is only a subjective
unsubstantiated arbitrary claim. It only implies that the person who claims it is
not convinced; he may be totally right or totally wrong.
We and everybody who wants to be successful has the duty of finding the truth
no matter what others say. But the discussion about the burden of proof is
important in that anybody in his journey toward the truth will use different
methods at different stages. The lack of evidence is a partial method to check if
the alternatives have any merit. So it is constantly used. But it is used together
with related supporting and refuting evidences. If I say “there is no evidence for
the claim that my cat will die today”, I have some facts about it: I know that it
is two years old, I know that it does not have any health issue, I know that it is
in good conditions and there are no dangers… Yet, there may be another cat
which I do not know anything about. Then I cannot say that there is no evidence
that it will die today: It is possible that it is very old, it is possible that it has a
terminal health issue, it is possible that it is hungry for days or in extreme cold…
So, I cannot say that there is no evidence that it will die today unless I have
some evidence about its good conditions. Hence, the claim that there is no
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evidence for something cannot be used as an eliminative method superseding
evidence. It must always be secondary to existent evidence.
For example, if someone claims that the stock market will go up because of a
decrease in interest rates, we also consider whether there is evidence for the
opposite factors. Is there evidence for example for a declaration of war? Nonexistence of evidence is generally a degree of evidence. There is probably some
evidence that there will be a war somewhere tomorrow, but the strength of
evidence may be very low and the factors and evidences against war may be
stronger and more effective. So the method the atheist uses as relying on the
claim of non-existence of good evidence as a prime and only criterion is flawed.
Otherwise, if a denier D does not bother confirming a claim substantiated by
another person P and other independent evidence, and expects P to try to
convince him (D), D is just being irrational if the claim has some likelihood and
important implications for him (D). If it is unlikely according to D, then he
must have reasons which make it unlikely, which are stronger than the reasons
which make it likely.
Only Islam can refute the atheistic claim that there is no good evidence for God
by making reference directly to the concrete evidence which is the limited
universe. Because other religions must produce rare evidence to demonstrate
the ad hoc properties and generally they must use anthropomorphic arguments
for those ad hoc properties. For example, if an atheist says that there is no
evidence for the triunity of god, hence for a triune god, the trinitarian Christian
does not have much to present as evidence: For instance, if god may have a son,
then why could not he have also a daughter, or another son? But in Islam Allah
is generic and He is proven by concrete proofs and evidence, which is His effects
directly observed at any time and by everybody.
Most atheists have a quasi-monotheistic god, which is the matter or something
like matter depending on the type of atheist; this prevents them from
recognizing the true God; because since they already have one god-like thing,
adding another god causes inconsistencies and other problems for them. The
solution to this is recognizing the dependency of the matter, hence, rejecting it
as a god, and adopting the true God.
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Otherwise, while keeping the matter as a god-like thing, it will not be possible
to believe in Allah. Even if they think that they believe in Allah while keeping
the matter as a god-like thing, they will not have grasped who Allah is, and they
will not have believed in true Allah.
By default, we should reject that the contingent matter and that the contingent
limited universe are self-sufficient. Furthermore, as we will see in the later parts,
there are lots of empirical and logical justifications which demonstrate this.
Therefore, they cannot exist on their own. If they are not self-sufficient, then
they entail an ultimate cause which is self-sufficient and which has properties
necessary for originating and sustaining our universe; hence they are good
evidence for God.
This is important, because if our universe and its contents are good evidence for
God, then disbelief in God means disbelief in something for which there is good
evidence.
Question 10.
If one claims that he has an invisible dragon in his garage with no evidence,
should we try to prove that there is no such dragon there?
Answer 10.
If it is claimed with no evidence, then that dragon is not claimed to have any
effects in the first place, and working on any evidence about it will be a waste
of time. So, this example is irrelevant in respect to Allah. Allah is claimed to
have huge effects. His effects are obvious if the alleged alternatives to Allah such
as laws of nature as pushy explainers are false.
One may say that the dragon makes the garage exist and it may be crucial to
decide whether that dragon exists. Then the chain of empirical events and
reasoning will lead to the demonstration of another cause who made the garage;
and when those alternatives are proven, the dragon as the maker of the garage
will be redundant and disproven.
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Question 11.
Is not it possible that the matter and the limited universe are evidence for
another god? Hence, that there is no good evidence for Allah?
Answer 11.
If the proof of Allah and its sub-proofs are considered, then Allah is the only
alternative, hence, the limited universe is evidence only for Allah. But if we
discover evidence which show that the ultimate cause must have properties
which negate the properties of Allah, then this will be evidence against Allah.
But since Allah is the Creator and Sustainer of all things, it is unlikely that
another god is better proven compared to Allah. The following verse is relevant
in this respect:

Say, "Who is Lord of the heavens and earth?"
Say, "Allah." Say, "Have you then taken besides
Him allies not possessing [even] for themselves
any benefit or any harm?" Say, "Is the blind
equivalent to the seeing? Or is darkness
equivalent to light? Or have they attributed to
Allah partners who created like His creation so
that the creation [of each] seemed similar to
them?" Say, "Allah is the Creator of all things,
and He is the One, the Prevailing."
(Quran: 13/16)

Note that a difference in name should not be considered as another god. For
instance, a civilization may have concluded that there exists a being with the
properties of Allah, but they call Him with another name. Then, this will be the
same as Allah though the name is different.
Furthermore, Allah does not have any ad hoc properties as being male or female,
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or as having a certain number of children, or as being the god of a certain race…
The ad hoc properties of such god claims if proven will show that they are lesser
gods; if these are not proven, then they will not be worth believing more than
Allah.
V.3.1
Islam Does Not Reject Evidence, On The Contrary , It
Claims To Be Based On Evidence

Or have they taken gods besides Him? Say, [O
Muhammad], Produce your proof. This [Quran]
is the message for those with me and the message
of those before me. But most of them do not
know the truth, so they are turning away.
(Quran: 21/24)
And of His signs is that He created for you from
yourselves mates that you may find tranquility in
them; and He placed between you affection and
mercy. Indeed in that are signs for a people who
give thought.
(Quran: 30/21)
Islam is not like most religions. In Islam evidence is a fundamental issue, and
Islam requires believing in God based on evidence. In the Quran there are many
evidences. And actually, everything is an evidence for God.
Most atheists do not claim that God does not exist, since it would be impossible
to bring an evidence for something that does not exist, as something that does
not exist would neither produce any effect or something existent, nor be related
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to something that exists. And they cannot openly claim that the matter or the
universe is self-sufficient. Therefore they claim that there is no need for god.
They escape from claiming materialism, or pantheism; since they cannot prove
that.
Thus, most atheists choose a way which is in many ways much worse than the
above approaches in terms of logical and evidentiary standards; consequently,
most atheists are weak atheists.
And weak atheists say that they lack belief, and that they claim nothing else.
And they say that they need evidence in order to believe. They say that they
lack evidence. This statement may be relevant especially against those who set
aside logic and evidence. However, Islam is not like those religions, so such a
statement is irrelevant regarding Islam.
V.3.2

Considering the Wrong Kind of Evidence

Atheists generally claim that they have not been presented a good evidence for
God. To say this, they presuppose that evidence is an opinion or a syllogism
stated by a human being. However, the true evidence is not an opinion or
witnessing of such an agent. Such an evidence may be at best a weak evidence.
Real evidence is an ontological fact which may be connected to the claim in an
ontological way.
Had they been considering this latter kind of evidence, they would not be saying
that they have not been presented with a good evidence for God. Because, in
that case, they would not be claiming that this latter kind of evidence is a good
evidence or not. Because, if the stars or atoms or cells of living organisms… were
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not self-sufficient, then they would automatically be evidence for God.
Had they been considering this latter kind of evidence, then they would need
to assume the burden of proof and would need to analyze whether it is evidence
for God or not; and they would come up with their own claims.
But as in that case, they would not be able to demonstrate that these types of
evidence are self-sufficient or not, then they would at best be agnostics. They
would not be able to claim that there is no good evidence for God.
V.3.3
Rejecting the Good Evidence for Allah and Some
Empirical Facts
Most atheists’ rejection of evidence of God overlaps with their rejection of some
key, obvious, and empirical facts. The relevant extraordinary claims of
physicalist atheists are as follows: There is no real and effective morals,
reasoning, fashioning, free will power, knowledge, consciousness… When they
deny these, in fact they replace them with irrelevant things such as matter and
its movement. They consider that changing positions in spacetime produces
those things. Yet they do not know either how the positions change in unity
and harmony; so, both changing the positions, and the free will power, reason,
knowledge… show a unitary source and sustainer. So, they not only reject God,
they also reject the most empirical and logical things, and logic itself. The
believer in God rejects the dependent spatiotemporal things’ power to produce
irrelevant things and properties. Which one is true? If the movement of an
object is a movement of that object, then it is not free will power. If it is also
free will power, then it is not only movement of the object. Movement and free
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will power or consciousness are not the same things. We do not see and cannot
see that movement is translatable into or equal to consciousness. If it is, then it
is not only movement, spatiotemporal change. If it is only spatiotemporal
change, then it is not consciousness. Physicalists cannot reject the consciousness
because they experience it; yet they follow emotions.
V.3.4
V.3.4.1

Hypothetical Case Study
The Case

Mr. Skeptic is on a cruise on the seventh floor of the ship. It is late in the night.
He is about to sleep on bed. He hears people shouting and screaming outside.
He thinks “I have no evidence that it relates to me”. Then he hears sirens of the
ship blowing.
He says to himself, I have no evidence that this relates to me, maybe a crazy
captain tries to scare people or it is probable that he pressed the wrong button
or it is probable that a child visiting the captain pressed a button. He hears
people crying outside “We are sinking, evacuate the ship”. He says, there is no
evidence that this is true, maybe my friends are trying to scare me. He hears
some water sound from under, and he sees some water on the ground. He says,
I have no evidence that the ship is sinking, it is probable that my friends who
try to scare me poured some water from under the door. He says this is no
evidence that the ship is sinking, after all, this is a huge ship, it is probable that
my friends brought water with hoses and try to scare me to death. He says to
himself, someone has to convince me that these are evidences for the sinking of
the ship. I am not convinced. Then the water reaches his throat, and he looks
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from the window. He sees that the water outside is as high as the water inside,
or in other words, he is down the water with the ship. And he sees outside
hundreds of people escaping on boats. He says, so what, everything was
evidence for the sinking ship? But where was I wrong? Everything I thought
was logical.
The situation of Mr. Skeptic corresponds to a person who rejects that the stars,
planets, atoms, molecules, cells, patterns, consciousness… are evidence for a selfsufficient Being who creates and sustains all contingent things.
V.3.4.2

Evaluation

We will evaluate Mr. Skeptic’s position along with a weak atheist’s position.
V.3.4.2.1

There is a Claim or Information About a Situation.

In the case study, the claim is that the ship is sinking.
In the case of atheism in respect to some religions, the claim is that there is a
God who is sentient, who establishes certain rules where an action in respect to
recognition of God, may produce consequences for the relevant person.
V.3.4.2.2
Mr. Skeptic has to Make a Decision Depending on
the Truth of the Situation
Mr. Skeptic has to act in a certain way according to the claimed situation.
A human being also has to behave according to the existence of a certain God.
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However, generally atheists do not consider decisions about God as decision,
this is probably because their approach is clearly irrational according to decision
theories.
The conditions that oblige Mr. Skeptic to take a decision are as follows:
V.3.4.2.2.1
The Situation if True has Negative or Positive
Consequences for Mr. Skeptic.
For example, if the ship is really sinking, Mr. Skeptic may be drowned, hence
he must act accordingly. And the atheist may enter hell; even if we set aside the
possibility of the hell, at least the atheist may have rejected a person who gave
him billions of favors, instead of thanking.
V.3.4.2.2.2
Consequences.

Mr. Skeptic is not Indifferent Regarding These

We suppose that Mr. Skeptic wants to live further, and that a human being does
not want to enter hell, or be ungrateful.
But an atheist may also reject that the existence of God would have any
implication for him. Generally atheists use irrelevant examples as flying
spaghetti monster, or Russel’s teapot, or unicorn, which do not have any
seriously claimed consequence. Thus, they overlook the main factor that makes
one search for a real situation. They apply the same test to the consequence:
Nobody provides any evidence that the real situation has any consequence.
However, they omit the fact that the consequence cannot be separated from the
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real situation, as drowning cannot be separated from the sinking of the ship.
Similarly, if God exists, then there are inherent risks to this situation.
And more importantly, they overlook the fact that unicorns are not claimed to
cause anything we observe, thus, nothing we experience is related to the
unicorns or flying spaghetti monsters. Therefore lack of evidence which is
meaningful for them, is not necessarily so relevant for God.
V.3.4.2.2.3
Mr. Skeptic may act Based on his Conclusion
About the Truth of the Situation.
He might run away, instead of being locked inside the room. An atheist may
recognize God, and might want to thank Him.
V.3.4.2.3
Mr. Skeptic is Exposed to Certain Evidentiary
Observations Which may Theoretically be Evidence, Which are not
Objectively Shown to be Non-Evidence for That Situation.
These evidentiary observations are mentioned in the case. For an atheist, there
is the universe, and things in the universe.
V.3.4.2.4
Mr. Skeptic Claims That There is no Evidence
About the Sinking of the Ship
Mr. Skeptic claims that there is no evidence about the sinking of the ship.
Similarly, an atheist claims that there is no evidence for the existence of God.
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If one claims that there is no evidence, there is not just one consequence which
is “there is no evidence”. Rather, there may be the following situations:
Either there is really no evidence
Or he is wrong, and there is evidence.
If he is wrong, then there has been a consequence.
Atheists’ seem to consider that if they do not see an evidence, then there is no
evidence, and that this is not open to much dispute.
One problem is that Mr. Skeptic followed what “is not”, rather than what “is”.
It is not possible to find out what “is not”, because what “is not” by definition
will not normally have any concrete evidence. And it is not generally possible
to reach a conclusion with the non-existence of evidence. It is not possible to
find out the non-existence of something with the non-existence of evidence for
that thing. For example, if I say, there is no evidence that there is a snake in the
room, what is the evidence that does not exist? It is not clear. But if I proceed
based on existent evidence, then I can say “I looked around, and I saw that there
is no snake”; or “I had seen that there was no snake yesterday, and since then
the door is such that no snake can enter”…
Normally what would Mr. Skeptic do? He had to find evidence to make sure
that the ship is in good shape. Furthermore, he had to have criteria to assess
whether what he experienced were evidence or not; Moreover, he had to try to
find out the evidences he saw were evidences for what.
Thus claiming arbitrarily that there is no evidence for something and taking
this non-existence as a basis for a decision is not rational.
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V.3.4.2.5
Mr. Skeptic is Normal in That he Can Manage
his/her Daily Life.
In the case, we assume that Mr. Skeptic lives a normal life and is sane. If he had
some mental disorder, then he might be excused. But his living his life normally
shows us that he does not have such an excuse.
V.3.4.2.6

The Evidences Are Sufficient And Objectively True

-If the waters coming from under the door is related to the sinking of the ship,
-If the ship sinks,
Then the waters coming under the door is objective evidence for the sinking of
the ship. That it was not considered by Mr. Skeptic as evidence for sinking of
the ship does not make the water coming under the door a non-evidence.
Likewise, the sun is no evidence for Allah if it can exist without a Self-Sufficient
Creator. So, claiming that it is no evidence or no good or sufficient or enough
evidence for Allah should be justified by showing that it is self-sufficient if that
claim should be rational. Otherwise, the claim that the sun is no evidence for a
Creator and Sustainer is without any basis.
The water is an evidence for something: If it is not evidence for anything, then
this means that it happened out of nothing which is not possible.
For an atheist, the limited universe is evidence for something: It may be evidence
for its self-sufficiency, or it may be evidence for a God, or for another cause.
The objective validity of the evidentiary observation is independent of atheists’
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judgment.
The objective validity of an evidence depends on firstly the relationship between
the evidentiary observation and the related situation, and secondly on the
objective trueness of the situation.
Should the status of being real evidence be considered from an objective or
subjective perspective? From a pragmatic point of view, it has to be considered
from an objective perspective. From a subjective perspective, one may always
miss some information or we may be biased. And most importantly, the
subjective conclusion will have no impact on the outcome of the truth. The
objective situation may have an impact. The wrong conclusion will be only
misleading. Anyway, below we will see that Mr. Skeptic had problem in both
kinds of evidences.
He considers his subjective consideration about the validity of the evidence as
an objective truth. This is because if he objectively considered the alternatives,
he would apply the same standards to all alternatives.
Whether an evidence objectively exists depends on the following conditions:
V.3.4.2.6.1
The Evidence is in Causal or Other Real
Relationship With the True Situation.
V.3.4.2.6.2
The Situation Which is Claimed to be
Supported by Evidence is True.
For example, if the ship was not in the process of sinking, then the waters under
the door might be evidence of a joke. Likewise, if the truth is that there is no
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God, then the limited universe will be evidence of its being self-sufficient.
V.3.4.2.6.3
May be True.

If a Situation is True, Then its Related Evidence

If the ship really sank, then according to the correct chain of events, we can
conclude that the salty water reaching Mr. Skeptic’s throat was an objective
evidence for the sinking if examined sufficiently. Similarly, if God is the
sustainer of all, then, the limited universe is an objective evidence for God if the
limited universe is examined sufficiently.
V.3.4.2.7
Mr. Skeptic Denies the Evidences Without
Evidence, Considers These as Non-Evidence for That Situation.
Mr. Skeptic denies the evidences, considers these as non-evidence for that
situation. He looked for %100 evidence for the sinking, he did not look for any
evidence for the safe situation. Yet, he reaches these conclusions without
evidence and against evidence.
Non-existence of an evidence cannot be taken as a basis for a conclusion which
has implications. Because non-existence of an evidence for the ultimate situation
is non-existent. Only existent evidence can relate to an existent thing. Nonexistent evidence cannot be a basis for an existent.
In the situation that it is understood by all that the evidence was an evidence,
the denier of the evidence has nothing to say, there is no claimed thing that
may prevent the happening of that moment.
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Likewise, an atheist rejects the evidences as non-evidence for the existence of
God without evidence. He follows the path of the self-sufficiency of the limited
universe without any evidence at all.
They commit double standard fallacy.
V.3.4.2.8
He Does not Apply the Non-Existence of Evidence
Standard for the Alternatives.
Mr. Skeptic does not say that there is no evidence for people joking, or for the
captain getting drunk…
Likewise, an atheist does not consider that there is no evidence about the selfsufficiency of the matter/ universe.
V.3.4.2.9
He Says That it is OK to say “I do not Know” for
Things That he Could Know for Sure.
He omits the fact that saying “I do not know” about normally knowable things
is not acceptable and will produce consequences that may cause regret.
Saying I do not know is OK with the condition that the object of the knowledge
is truly unknowable with reasonable efforts. Otherwise, and especially if the
person claims to know things that are less obvious, then the claim of not
knowing is based on feelings and whims. An atheist approves his ignorance for
example when he says that it is OK that we do not know the source of the
limited universe: this is true only if it is truly not knowable with reasonable
efforts.
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V.3.4.2.10
He Overlooks the Constraint of Time, Risk, and
the Availability of Existent Evidence
Mr. Skeptic overlooks the constraint of time, risk; and the availability of existent
evidence. For example, had he opened the door instead of being comfortable
with concluding the non-existence of evidence, or had he looked earlier from
the window, he could see that there were no hoses, and that the ship was
sinking.
V.3.4.2.11
He Overlooks the Fact That in any Case he Needs
to Choose one Alternative.
Whatever Mr. Skeptic does, he would behave according to an alternative. There
is no way out. Saying that there is no evidence for one alternative does not
complete the task, because he then chooses the other alternative for which he
does not apply the same tests.
V.3.4.2.12
Based on the Null Hypothesis Mr. Skeptic Chooses
to Consider That the Claim is False.
Based on the null hypothesis, in other words, considering that the default
situation for the ship is being in good shape, Mr. skeptic chooses to consider
that the claim is false. Generally atheists also say that the null hypothesis is nonexistence of an effective cause unless demonstrated otherwise. Yet this is
irrelevant since, the question is “what the cause of the limited universe is?”
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V.3.4.2.13
Mr. Skeptic Says “Someone has to Convince me
That These are Evidences for the Sinking of the Ship. I am not
Convinced.”
Mr. Skeptic says “someone has to convince me that these are evidences for the
sinking of the ship. I am not convinced.” Similarly, an atheist views his position
as a position against someone else; he does not see it as a position that will have
implications on himself; and he does not consider the fact that even if there was
nobody else, he had to consider the real situation.
Mr. Skeptic considered himself as the center of the events, he thought that
people did jokes for him. However, in fact nobody cared about his opinions.
Atheists generally seem to expect people or God bring evidences to them and
convince them, while God is indifferent to their situation from His perspective,
as long as He gave them all they need to find out about the truth. Because they
will choose their own path. The following verse is relevant in this respect:

Rather, every person among them desires that he
would be given scriptures spread about.
No! But they do not fear the Hereafter.
(Quran: 74/52-53)
The one who makes a claim must bring evidence. The one who rejects must
also bring evidence. Any judgment requires evidence.
V.3.4.2.14
At the end Mr. Skeptic Understands and Admits
That he Made a big Error, and There Were Clear Evidences.
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He understands that he rejected clear objective evidences.
Mr. Skeptic seems to be very illogical. However, in case an atheist is resurrected,
the situation may be much worse: there is the possibility of seeing that all were
evidences which led a normal person to a truth which the atheist denied.
The screams, the sound of the water, the water running under the door and so
on were all evidences and closely related to the fact that the ship was sinking.
He was clearly wrong. These were not probabilistic evidences, these were clear
evidences. And when he looked from the window, they all became for him as
well clear evidences.
And his saying that there is no evidence does not make the evidence nonexistent. In some situations, the alternatives may be probable in varying degrees.
In some situations objectively they may not be probable. Just consider any
decision you make, and any expectation you use to make that decision. You use
it, and you say: If I am wrong, I am satisfied because I did sufficient search for
the possible outcome, even though I did not make 100% sure that it will happen.
So saying that 100% ascertaining is necessary for God is not very serious. But
one may say that he needs to compare the alternatives based on existent
evidences/ non-existent evidences for all considerable alternatives. SSC does not
expect us to make superhuman/ extraordinary research/ considerations on the
issue. For example when he heard one person screaming, there might be a
probability that someone is making a joke. But when the salty water reached his
throat, he should understand that it would be unlikely that someone brought
salty water with hoses to scare him.
Everything he thought would be logical, IF he was indifferent between being
drowned and surviving the event.
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V.4 Non-Existence of Scientific Evidence for God
The previous part examined the claim that there is no good evidence for God.
This part will examine the claim that there is no scientific evidence for God.
Scientific evidence or proof is a type of proof which is brought in very often in
the discussions about the proof of God. Hence, it is worth seeing what it is,
whether it is the ultimate type of proof, whether it is applicable to God who is
by definition the cause of most elements of science.
Let us see first what is scientific evidence:
V.4.1

Scientific Evidence/ Proof

In the fall of rock we are testing whether there is a unitary basis which controls
all. We also repeat this and see that it happens like that repeatable. So the
controller does not only transcend space but also time.

Narrow Scientific evidence is essentially used to confirm patterns so that certain
hypotheses are developed and used in daily life. They are essentially irrelevant
to God, because whatever hypothesis has been confirmed, it is an element of
fashioning which could be otherwise. These evidences do not support that a
pattern is necessary, they only help describe the patterns’ spatial trajectories in
time. Regarding God, these are only elements of His fashioning, they do not
relate to His essence. It is perfectly possible that Allah made those patterns
totally different in other universes. However, as these patterns demonstrate a
unity, transcendence, contingent things being actual, each demonstration of a
pattern, strictly or vaguely, demonstrates the existence of a power over it.
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Because multiple objects, entities, fields in multiple places comply with these
patterns in different places and times; hence, these distinctions demonstrate that
either each particle/ field communicates and cooperates with other things and
transcends the differentiations and distinctions, (this entails a unitary power
who enables these communications), or that there is a central power which/
who supports them behave the way they do.
Science is closely related to “knowledge” hence to “truth” hence to “proof”.
Hence, it is very important in our context. On the other hand, it is a very broad
concept used in many ways. Hence, it may be easily misunderstood,
misrepresented, and abused.
Therefore, it is crucial to clarify many ambiguities which relate to science and
scientific method.
V.4.1.1

Science

Only those fear Allah, from among His servants,
who have knowledge.
(Quran: 35/28)
According to a broad understanding of science as in the following, there are
many scientific evidences of Allah.
Science is defined as “the state of knowing : knowledge as distinguished from
ignorance or misunderstanding”. Scientific is defined as “of, relating to, or
exhibiting the methods or principles of science”.
However, in the discussions about God, science is represented as if it only covers
entities, beings, and events which are measurable, predictable, and testable in
units and specific directions in a deterministic or probabilistic way.
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These are things that relate to applied sciences which is only one branch of
sciences. After all, we need to know what amount of fuel can move an airplane
up to a certain distance. If we do not know this, the airplane may be out of fuel
above the ocean. So in terms of applied sciences measurability, predictability,
testability in terms of specific units and directions is necessary. However, science
taken as a broad discipline is not limited by these: For example, big bang is
studied by science even though it cannot be repeated or tested; or there are
social sciences like economics, sociology, political science which use qualitative
methods as well as quantitative methods.
This narrow understanding of science which recognizes only measurable,
testable, and predictable things strictly based on units, sets aside any
fundamental freedom and transcendence. Yet, these limitations imposed upon
the science are not results of any empirical or logical necessities. Yet, these
arbitrary limitations are used to declare that God and His effects are outside
science.
A naturalist and limited science is not science because it is based on the initial
unquestionable state and properties of alleged laws of nature and alleged selfsufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBEs). Unless otherwise noted, the
term “limited science” will be used to denote the naturalist science as the science
which includes a world view which has dogmas and prejudices against God, and
which interprets testability, repeatability, predictability,, falsifiability and the
scientific method as if science is against God.
We should clarify what testability, repeatability, and predictability means in this
context. Often these terms are understood under a deterministic world view.
Even if some indeterminism is also recognized, it is considered in respect to
probabilistic patterns, and it is related to our inability to measure fully. Yet, if
there is some indeterminism, then this will undermine the predictability,
repeatability and testability since there can always be divergence from what is
predicted in accordance with the probabilities. We cannot guarantee that law of
large numbers will give precise results, and we cannot omit the chaotic effect of
small probabilistic variations. These and especially quantum physics brought
some ambiguity upon the deterministic scientific views which were popular after
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Newton and which claimed the possibility of full precision in calculations about
the predictions, measurements, and tests. However, since we have not dived
deep into the finest fabric of the universe, the above does not lead everybody to
claim that the deterministic world view has been discarded. In harmony with
this there are also reductive physicalists who claim that economics, finance,
biology, sociology are reducible to the deterministic or probabilistic patterns of
the particles and waves.
When we talk about economics and finance, we talk about repeatability of nonrepeatability: For instance in the stock markets we see fractals where at any
period, there is non-predictability and discontinuity. If a future price change of
a stock is foreknown by a trader today, then the known price change will be
unknown because of the knowers of the future change. Does this make the rules
of finance unscientific? Are not these behaviors effective? Do not these behaviors
interact with the behaviors at the layer of atoms and molecules? Obviously the
rules are scientific, these behaviors are effective, and they interact with many
other layers. Hence, narrowing down the science to the predictable, repeatable
and testable in a materialistic manner is not reasonable.
So, while the above-mentioned developments render a deterministic and
reductive physicalist understanding of science unsubstantiated, is there no
conclusive argument against this kind of understanding? Should we still say
because of this dogmatic understanding of science, that God, effects, and
evidences of God are outside of the scope of science which must necessarily use
predictability, measurement, and testability upon precise calculations? Is it
forbidden to connect these precise measurements to God and His effects?
The answer to the above questions comes from facts related to our free will
power: It shows us that predictability, measurability, testability do not need to
be deterministic; on the contrary, they need to be related to transcendence. If
we test the free will power and see that there is exactly no deterministic aspect
to it, then is it scientific? Does repeatability mean having the same quantitative
result? Or if in each test we see that the agent has the power to negate the
prediction, is this a scientific test and result? Obviously, if we can do such a test,
and if each time the agent proves predictability wrong, then again we have a
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testable and repeatable, and predictable fact, although the predictability is about
unpredictability. Hence, predictability does not mean predicting exactly what a
specific quantity or direction will be. The agent may also be given many
alternatives and he may demonstrate his not being bound by any alternative and
past events. It may be shown that there are multipotential causes.
Once we establish that the objects of science do not need to be presupposed to
be unipotential, then we can also understand that the essences which do not
behave unipotentially, may also be the objects of science. Hence, the
transcendence which has been excluded from the scope of science artificially,
arbitrarily, without any reason, and without any empirical evidence may be
included within the scope of science. Upon that, we can input in our scientific
analyses Allah as well: So, as a multipotential cause like the agent may choose
to do the same thing like a pattern even though he does not need to, the patterns
we see in the nature become recognizable as the outcome of the fashioning and
act of a multipotential cause. Hence, there will be no problem in concluding
that scientifically a being may be at the basis of harmonious and measurably
predictable behavior of the matter. Once this arbitrary and unsubstantiated
problem is annihilated, then we can see the scientific study of patterns as the
scientific study of the power who sustains those patterns as well. This more
unitary and consistent view will not only give us a flexibility of linking each
pattern through time, but also to analyze the relations in between different
patterns within a consistent overall framework. This will also free us from the
arbitrary and irrational grounding of patterns and inter-pattern relations upon
the alleged idea of brute facts.
You may have a concern at this point: How can free will power support the
above line of thought if it is not demonstrated yet through empirical
experiments? Part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about free will experiments demonstrate that our
free will power is effective as explained above.
Furthermore, you should note that above we discussed the scope of science in
order to determine what is scientific evidence. So, even if free will power was
not proven through these experiments, such experiments to discover whether
free will is bound with deterministic processes or it has transcendence
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interacting with the deterministic processes would be scientific experiments.
Even if the experiments found out that the free will power has transcendence
and that it can effectively interact with or override wholly or partially the
deterministic processes, these findings would be scientific findings.
Therefore, if in each test the agent negates the deterministic prediction, this
negation of predictability and repeatability would constitute again a kind of
predictability and repeatability, and it would be testable.
Likewise, if each time we drop a rock and it falls according to an equation, and
if we conclude that there is a Being behind this pattern who may sustain this
pattern or change it, this conclusion would be scientific as well; and it would
save us from irrationally grounding such patterns on the arbitrary ideas of brute
facts or laws of nature. Hence, when we are testing and measuring gravity, we
will also be observing, testing, measuring, predicting the effects of the unity,
fashioning, creating and sustaining power of Allah as well.
Consequently, if we adopt this understanding of science which is freed from
arbitrary chains, we can consistently say that the proof and many related
evidences presented in this book are fully scientific according to the already
existent definition of this science.
V.4.1.1.1
Science

Scientificness According to Arbitrarily Limited

As noted above, the deterministic and reductive physicalist understanding of
science is an arbitrary understanding. So, a scientificness of evidence according
to this limited science is irrelevant regarding the evidence and proof of Allah.
So, to be scientific according to this limited science does not add any value to
the evidence of Allah; to be unscientific in this sense, does not diminish
anything from the evidence of Allah. Therefore, it becomes fallacious to ask for
scientific evidence of Allah if scientific is understood in this limited meaning.
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For example, if one asks that Allah rotates the moon 10 degrees every day at a
specific time and consider this kind of thing as the only scientific evidence of
Allah, he will be irrational; because, he cannot define science in this narrow
meaning and he cannot reject the pattern of the moon that we keep observing
for millennia as unscientific evidence.
On the other hand, under the above limited understanding of science, while the
limitedly-scientific is not a tool which may lead us to all that is true, it is neither
a tool whose results are necessarily true: When we detect the fall of an object in
certain patterns, the limited science claims that we detect these patterns so these
patterns are true as brute facts, because they have been repeatedly seen to
happen; so we must believe and know that ceteris paribus an object will behave
always in this way. It prohibits an inference to a cause sustaining this pattern,
unless that cause becomes testable. So, this approach requires that we recognize
only what our eyeballs sense.
In fact this approach comes as a whole package with harmonious but irrational
and arbitrary elements: we must recognize only what our eyeballs sense, we
must reject the reality of our reasoning, we are reducible to particles, we are the
outcome of random mutations within the realm of molecules and particles, we
have evolved randomly through reductive evolution, we are no different than
animals who just behave based on their sensations through their eyeballs26.
However, according to the broad science taught by the Quran, we can also get
knowledge by using our reasoning. We can analyze the data we receive through
our sensory organs and we can make conclusions that may not be immediately
Eyeballs here represent also our other sensations as touching,
hearing, tasting.
26
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testable, but may be testable in the future.
We should also note that if something is not testable and measurable by human
beings at a certain time or in a certain location, this does not mean that that
thing is untestable, unrepeatable, or unfalsifiable. So, for example, if we cannot
test the multiverse with our current technology, this does not mean that there
will never be limited scientific evidence for it. But if there may be limited
scientific evidence in the future, then we can make deductions about it through
logic.
For further details, you may study material related to the demarcation problem
of science.
V.4.1.1.2
The Narrowly Scientific has no Authority
Regarding the Proof of Allah
A limited understanding of science makes science automatically unauthorized
to claim anything about God who, according to a broad understanding of
science, may not only create and sustain patterns, but also fashion new things,
has transcendence, freedom of will, and who is not bound with the patterns
within our universe.
Likewise, a limited scientific method is not applicable for Allah. The trial and
error method is for some the only acceptable method of science; and for them,
science must be limited to this method. This method is based on guessing a
hypothesis in accordance with initial limited observations, and on trying to
formulate a generalization and related constraints which comply as much as
possible with the measurements and experiments, though the very essence of
the studied object/ event is essentially an unknown. This method is also used
by most animals: For example, a crow who tries to crack a walnut by dropping
it from a certain height, through trials and errors discovers a law for itself as “a
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walnut which is dropped at least from a height of approximately 3 meters gets
cracked”. Though simple, this corresponds in its essential elements in kind, to
a limited scientific method used by human beings.
This limited scientific method does not have a purpose of finding the ultimate
truth. It just aims at finding approximations that may be useful in identifying
patterns which may be useful. Such patterns help things in our universe make
some useful predictions, survive and keep their identities. Obviously, even if
this limited scientific method puts in front of us a page of equations which
enable us to predict all future events, the question of why we have reached these
equations instead of others will be unanswered by this limited scientific method.
The crow might find out that some nuts in a certain region are twice as hard
compared to another region. Like human beings, it cannot know a priori how
hard the nuts of a certain region are. According to the contingent features of
the region we can expect how hard the nuts would be, however, we cannot know
the features of that region unless we collect some info.
The limited scientific method based on trial and error can lead us only to the
discovery of contingent elements which may be or may have been or will be
different in another universe or context. Note that the contingent objects,
relations… also have intrinsic unitary features. These features have the potential
to lead us to truth.
Another reason for the inapplicability of limited scientific method of trial and
error for god hence Allah is that there are so many god claims, so that no human
life in this world will be able to evaluate all god claims through limited scientific
method.
Furthermore, had Allah bound Himself to repetitive behavior, He would be no
different than and not distinguishable than His creation, hence, logically, the
limited scientific method is inapplicable to reach any certain conclusion about
God.
Also, there is no reason to suppose that god is reducible to repeatable patterns.
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Repeatable patterns are contingent patterns that God created and sustains for
specific purposes. But, He Himself does not need to limit Himself to repetitive
behavior.
V.4.1.1.3
A Science
Utilitarianism in Purpose

Narrowed

Down

to

Material

Obviously patterns are created so that the creation as the human beings,
animals, plants… may benefit from them. But also one of the benefits is that
they are evidences to clarify the Self-Sufficient Sustainer and Creator.
Hence, the limited science is strongly connected to worldly benefits. The
unbalanced weight of applied sciences and related views may be related to its
being a privileged target of financial resources because of its immediate material
benefits compared to other more fundamental branches of science. For this
reason, the limited science may be more influential and popular compared to
other more fundamental types of science, and the “limited scientific” may have
limited room for transcendent truths.
V.4.1.1.4
A Science Reduced Down to Testability,
Repeatability, and Spatiotemporal is an Incomplete Means to Reach
the Sufficient Knowledge About the Truth
Let us suppose that as the proponents of narrow science contend that everything
happens because of so called repeatable and testable laws of nature. Let us also
suppose that we have discovered and written down all repeatable and testable
things. Then, shall our science be complete? Or shall we have more questions
to answer? In this case, should we say that we are concerned with where those
relationships come from, and what makes them effective, along with many
further questions? It seems that some will say “there is no evidence that there
such relationships may be created in a repeatable way, therefore we are done,
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no need for further questioning, thinking, and research; hence, there is no need
for further scientific activity other than how we can benefit from those
repeatable relations”.
However, if we have discovered only a contingent structure which might easily
be otherwise, then that content of our discovery will be quite immaterial. And
we will have come to a region where we face the real questions to be answered.
Wittgenstein is one of those who thinks that we would not be done at that
point. Simões (2020) summarizes Wittgenstein’s views which relate to the
limitations of narrow science and quotes from him as follows:
Even so, according to him (Wittgenstein), even if all possible scientific questions
have been answered, our life problems will not even be touched (TLP 6.52).”
“The whole modern conception of the world is founded on the illusion that the
so-called laws of nature are the explanations of natural phenomena (TLP, 6.371).
Thus, people today stop at the laws of nature, treating them as something
inviolable, just as God and Fate were treated in past ages.
And in fact, both are right and both wrong: though the view of the ancients is
clearer in so far as they have a clear and acknowledged terminus, while the
modern system tries to make it look as if everything were explained. (TLP,
6.372)
This means that causality is not a law of logic, nor an empirical generalization,
nor a synthetic proposition a priori. In fact, it is not even a proposition since it
tries to say what can only be shown. What it indicates is a certain form of
description that is crucial for scientific theorization (TLP 6.321 et seq.). In this
sense, the law of causality as it is conceived by the natural sciences (as a
relationship between event and cause), is something superfluous, that lacks
sense and represents nothing – “It is a hypothesis that the sun will rise
tomorrow: and this means that we do not know whether it will rise” (TLP,
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6.36311, 6.37).27
Some reduce science to crow science, and our scientific capacity to crows' and
cows' scientific capacity. Crows' science is based on repetitiveness, predictability,
and testability. This narrow science is practiced by a crow who by trial and
error learns how to crack a walnut by dropping it from a certain height, or by
a cow who learns how to drink water by itself from a water pump by pushing
its handle in a certain manner. If science and scientific method is restricted
essentially only to a trial and error method and repeatability, then the difference
between that crow’s and human beings’ science is only in degree.
It does and cannot go further. It cannot transcend much. It cannot justify
repeatability. It does not use it to reach truth, but to feed and to reproduce.
Some atheists say that science does not claim to know anything and open to
new things. For many atheists, human being’s knowledge is just an
epiphenomenal, ineffective thing. For many atheists, free will does not exist,
hence, knowledge is useless in and of itself; it may be useful only through its
supervenience basis, and as an unchangeable part of a deterministic universe.
So it begs the question of God: for the skeptic, God is unknowable at best.
Hence he lacks belief in God. In one way, this is not specific/ exclusive to God;
such an atheist cannot know anything for sure, since, his knowledge is not but
an epiphenomenon dependent entirely upon the repeatable and predictable
movement of spatiotemporal entities. And he sees himself in good shape. This
may also be a major reason for why most atheists reject the burden of proof,
while a person who believes in truth and in knowledge would feel the need for
the self-originated motivation to seek the truth and related knowledge.
Science indeed cannot know contingent things completely for sure, because
essentially they are contingent and not absolute, hence they are not knowable
to be a certain way forever. Hence the problem is in the assumption of the
Wittgenstein: Physics and Philosophy
Eduardo
Simões
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/342614399_Wittgenstein
_Physics_and_Philosophy Accessed: 7/3/2021 (TLP: Tractatus LogicoPhilosophicus)
27
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skeptic that everything is contingent. Yet 'everything is contingent' is a selfrefuting statement. Because if everything could be otherwise then everything
would have the property to be otherwise. Hence they would not be knowable,
and there would nothing which may be superior in being true as opposed to
being false. But once the contingency is seen, then they can be known as
dependent upon the Creator.
Patterns are also necessary for crows, other animals, and other beings. So for
order they are necessary. This is a mercy from Allah for balance stability
consistency... so Allah does not need to corrupt this order for atheists by doing
ad hoc repeatable things. Hence, patterns exist for a specific purpose, but this
does not entail that all that exists must be repetitive. On the other hand, the
existence of this order is already evidence of Allah as we will see in the part
about the fashioning property.
If we do not have an explanation for patterns, then we cannot claim any
predictability or reliability of any theory or pattern. Then science will be
dogmatic. If we say things we observe are just brute facts, again science will be
dogmatic and emotional.
Theists do not recognize laws of nature as self-sufficient pushy explainers.
Atheists believe in them. They believe in them just because they are repeated,
although as known through the problem of induction, the past repeatability has
nothing in it to entail that it is an unchangeable pattern or power. That is why
they ask for limited scientific evidence which they see and require to be as
repeatable (law-related) evidences. But we claim that repeatability does not
prove the existence of the laws they believe in as absolute and ultimate powers.
Many atheists will say that they do not claim anything. But by asking for
repeatability to believe in the power of Allah they necessarily and implicitly
claim that repeatability is a valid aspect of true powers. If they claim that their
claim is true then they must have proved and been convinced about at least
some sufficient amount of repeatable things such as laws. Otherwise they would
be inconsistent in their insistence for repeatable limited scientific evidence. For
us repeatability is useful but not necessary and the only type of evidence. And
it must be supported and qualified by other aspects. Repeatability alone is not
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sufficient to show all true things.
We will probe in the following parts the details of the so called laws of nature
and other repeatable and testable things.
V.4.1.1.5

Testing Allah

Should not we be able to test Allah? For example, if Allah gave us what we want
whenever we asked for something, then He would be testable and proven. If He
had no other way to make us believe and if He needed that we believed, then
maybe He could do something like that. But then some would want to test the
powers of Allah, and ask Him things for different purposes.
If a person P1 told a person P2 “I do not believe that you exist” and if P2 had
power upon P1, then P2 might do what is necessary to make P1 believe, if P2
believed P1 must believe.
If someone grows a limb by prayer then everybody must have this opportunity.
Hence for this the human being must have normal mechanisms to grow limbs.
Allah is testable in some ways and not testable in other ways. We could test
theoretically what would happen had He not existed. But as it is impossible that
He does not exist we cannot test that scenario. This is as we cannot test in all
respects now whether an atom at the other side of the universe a million years
later complies with gravity.
On the other hand, we observe what would happen if He existed.
Furthermore, we cannot have a control group who was not created by Allah for
testability. After all, the control group that was not created by Allah would be
non-existent, which is the case; and those created by Allah are existent.
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The details of distinguishing that which is created and sustained by Allah will
be given in section C.
V.4.1.1.6

Do the Scopes of Science and Religion Overlap

If science is considered as something which explains some aspects of the
machine called the universe regarding its contingent, repeatable processes then
science and religion have different areas, hence they do not conflict. If science
is considered as an activity which studies the existence without being restricted
to what is outside God, then religion is a branch of science and vice versa in
some common areas, hence again science and religion are not rivals of each
other. So in any case the methods of proof of religion as a principle are not
inferior to those of science, while it is possible that some scholars/ believers
working on religion may be wrong in their conclusions as some scholars/
believers in science are wrong as well.
They are either tools of the same activity or activities independent of each other.
The former are very precise and relate to the macro and micro and may contain
circularities or may be variable or may contain impossibilities of measurement
or inaccessible/ unobservable terms and parts. Hence it may be difficult or
impossible to reach certainty or determine a basis of certainty regarding the
limited science. But the predicates of religion may often be more general and
not contingent, hence there is no barrier against reaching certainty through
appropriate proofs.
Religion is not involved with the details of the speed of light too much as it
relates to the contingent aspect of the light. If the scientist makes a claim about
God, then he is making it wearing the hat of an expert regarding religion or
accepting that religion is part of his scientific branch. But if he does that, he has
to free himself from limitations of the limited science and use different
principles or consider it as a different intellectual activity than limited science.
In the Islamic perspective, it is better to see religion as non-separable from
science, though here science is not the limited science understood by some as
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only a knowledge related to the repeatable.
V.4.1.1.7

Limited Science has no Justification for Itself

If the materialist insists that there has to be scientific evidence for any truth
claim, then it undermines itself. Because, then he does not have scientific
evidence for science, since, science cannot explain where it came from in a
testable and repeatable way. Furthermore, it does not explain why it is the way
it is.
V.4.1.1.8

Limited Science Gives Incomplete Results

Scientific method does not necessarily give the end result because it is a study
of parts’ relationships. The end point is not necessarily a complete explanation.
For example that it finds a relationship like gravity equations is sufficient, and
this is a description, not an explanation. So, the goal of scientific search is not
a complete explanation. Therefore even if there is no logical necessity for the
explanation, its finding is considered acceptable. A relation between pressing
the gas pedal ceteris paribus and the acceleration of the car is a sufficient
explanation scientifically though it is partial and incomplete. Because it can
produce a practical benefit. To be scientifically acceptable it does not need to
give an understanding about why things happen. For understanding the
working of the universe, such a result is trivial and not very useful. The car
might accelerate by pulling something or the relationship between the pressure
on the pedal and acceleration might be fashioned totally differently. So the
religious search is a special branch of science. It has stricter requirements and
special sub methods. Islamic evidence method as a branch of scientific method
is much stricter than the requirements of the limited scientific method. It is
complete and consistent, contains human, unitary and transcendent elements.
Quantitative elements are contingent and passive elements directly related to
creation and fashioning. The fashioner is not bound with these elements. Hence
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quantitative relationships are useful in understanding the creation. But the
specific contingent and quantitative relations are useless for understanding the
Creator, except in their showing and being evidence for the one power who
controls them.
V.4.1.1.9
Conclusive

Narrowed-Down Science is not Certain and

A person might be put in an interactive simulation where laws apply differently
artificially. So, there the scientific method would lead to some laws made by the
developers of that simulation. If the person in that simulation concludes that
there are laws which do not require any intelligence, he would have reached a
wrong conclusion through he used the scientific method: he successfully
repeated tests and predicted. Therefore the limited scientific method does not
lead necessarily and directly to the fundamental truth, though it shows a unity
and controller over all things which/ who enables the harmony and relations
between pattern-like events and things. It can show how the patterns are in a
set of circumstances. But it does not say anything about the cause of patterns,
the power behind the patterns. However, when we observe repeatable things as
useful patterns thanks to which not only human beings but also all else find
their ways for their provisions and realizing their natures, we can conclude that
at a higher level, there is a unitary and transcendent power which controls those
patterns. This understanding is facilitated by the outputs and findings of the
limited science. Broader science enables us to evaluate these findings, the
relations between relations, the hierarchy which ends up in the self-sufficient
sustaining unitary essence at the top. A person may reach some correct
conclusions beyond the patterns through his logic.
Here the person who uses only the limited scientific method has no ability to
find out that he is within a simulation and that there is a fashioner of the laws
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that he discovers by scientific testing28. Because he reduced his science to
repeatability and falsifiability. So, while he has questioned different harmonious
findings and reached some patterns, when he submits to a limited and dogmatic
scientific approach, he stops questioning these patterns, their cause, controller,
and other things beyond these patterns. Yet it is obvious that his method by its
nature can lead only to a very limited part of truth which is limited to the
formulations of past patterns. However, if he questions the cause of unity and
connections between things he can find out that there should be a transcendent
cause with free will power which determines the contingent patterns that he
observes and confirms through tests.
The main problem here is his limiting his method and source of knowledge to
just testability and discovery of methods for some immediate practical short
term gains instead of trying to find out the maximum amount of relevant
knowledge about the relevant truth.
This may be fruitful regarding short term benefits, yet insufficient for reaching
correct truth which may be more beneficial. Opponents of Allah represent a
language where this limited science is represented as if it is the entire science.
Adherents of religions which are based on faith more than reason because of
their biases only adoptable through faith like trinity, mortality, or weaknesses
of their gods, have difficulties in claiming that they pursue real science. Islam
however is entitled to say that the definition of science in its (Islam's)
terminology is the best, correct and effective definition of science which can lead
to the relevant correct truth more efficiently and more comprehensively. The
limited science presented by the opponents of Allah is not a good definition of
science.
V.4.1.1.10

Beyond the Limited Science

Actually the real life is similar to the above simulation. Because the
universe and its laws are contingent. The miracles seen in the Quran
confirm that the patterns are contingent and fashion elements.
28
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The core of the limited scientific approach is reductive physicalism. Reductive
physicalism in our context claims that the behavior of the particles is the only
effective, and we know how these behave, and there is no room for any other
effective thing or layer.
On the other hand, there are also those who admit the causal relationships
within other layers. For example, the economic relationships may have causal
implications. However, if the causal relations between economic events explain
all things at their level and if the events at the level of atoms explain all things
at that layer then there will be over determination. In this situation, it will be a
weird situation that the causal events at the layer of economics cause all things,
events at the layer of biology cause and explain all things, the events and entities
at the layer of chemistry explain and cause all things, the events and entities at
the layer of astronomy cause and explain every things…
V.4.1.2

Allah is not a Limited Scientific Hypothesis.

If Allah is defined in terms of other things, then it would require a power above
Himself. Hence, He cannot be anything defined in terms of other things.
Therefore He is not subject to tests/ experiments.
The truth of a hypothesis depends on the truth of other things which interact
at the same level. However, we do not know the very fundamental fabric of the
universe. Therefore, any time a hypothesis may turn out to be wrong. But, Allah
is a Being who sustains all things in the limited universe, hence, He does not
depend upon anything else. Therefore, there is no possibility of falsity of Allah.
Allah has free will power. Hence, it is not possible to have any precise physical
prediction about Him. Neither indeterminism as a causal framework is
applicable to Allah; His wills are not results of parts behaving in random ways.
Since He is the cause of any event/being, due to this singularity, His reaction
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cannot be measured, for example in a physical event. As He is One, there is no
opposite of His which may resist to Him and against which He can be measured.
He cannot be observed through differentiation in an experiment. If He wills a
certain thing, it happens. If He does not wish it, it does not. As said in the
following statement:

When He decrees a matter, He only says to it,
"Be," and it is.
(Quran: 2/117)
Every ability and resource belongs to SSC without any limitation and without
any distance.
In order to test something physically or in worldly terms, there has to be a
resisting thing and a differentiation. For example, we cannot test the kick of a
football player with a ball which already moves with the same velocity of his
feet. Similarly there is nothing which may differ from the act and the will of
God, or resist Him. Therefore it is not possible to test God as in a physical
experiment.
The act of the absolute on the contingent does not require change on the
absolute. There is no physical reaction of the contingent. And there is nothing
which is not subject to the power of SSC besides those which are subject to His
power, in other words, there cannot be any differentiation regarding the power
of God.
It is not necessary that there is a physical relationship between all things. For
example, there are mathematical relationships and consciousness which cannot
be reducible to the interactions of particles.
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Any effect happens as long as He wishes. When I imagine a triangle I
indispensably imagine its inside and outside, and the surrounding plane. If I
could fully create a physical triangle I would have to create a real space as well.
It is necessary to make a whole with its surrounding like the medium in which
a wave proceeds. When I rotate the triangle in my imagination around a center,
and if it was sentient, it could not perceive me because it is passive and it cannot
feel any reacting force from me because whatever it does is done by me.
However it could perceive that it is rotating relatively to something else in my
imagination.
The surrounding must be defined up to unity so as the triangle may be
consistent. The plane may be warped but according to something. When we
talk of any consistent or inconsistent triangle it has to have a unity and full
surrounding. Non-existence inside or outside undermines the whole triangle.
One thing cannot move because there is no point of absolute reference. It can
move when Allah makes two or more things in the same space and relative
reference points for each other.
We are limited like the balls on the screensaver. For a certain screensaver there
are billions of operating systems or codes which can produce the same screen
saver. And the screen saver cannot know itself and how big it is whether it is
on a fifty inch screen or eighty inch screen, as long as any screen produces the
same relationships among balls.
Allah is unknowable fully by someone other than Himself, as said in the
following statement: “they encompass not a thing of His knowledge except for
what He wills” (Quran: 2/255).
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The claim about the existence of Allah is neither a limited scientific hypothesis
nor law nor a general hypothesis, because these are contingent elements of
fashioning that may be different in differently fashioned universes and hence
also they are approximations.
Dictionary definition of hypothesis is as follows: 1. A proposition, or set of
propositions, set forth as an explanation for the occurrence of some specified
group of phenomena, either asserted merely as a provisional conjecture to guide
investigation (working hypothesis ) or accepted as highly probable in the light
of established facts. 2. a proposition assumed as a premise in an argument. 29
We see here that a hypothesis is related to assuming and to probability.
However, as explained in part 2.3.2 about the constructive aspect of the proof
of Allah, assuming, test, and error methods are not applicable for Allah.
Hypotheses are not certain. So by their nature they can be true or false. Yet we
think that we can find out whether a hypothesis is true ceteris paribus, in other
words, there is a unity and stability which makes the results of the tests reliable.
This unity and stability is not put to the scrutiny of the tests; because if the tests
are done, then prior to them there is the unitary sustainer of the tests. If testing
is useless then we will have undermined the possibility of any knowledge and
truth. But to claim that things are knowable or unknowable entails the
acceptance of underlying unity and consistency. Hence scientific endeavor has
two aspects. One is contingent the other is absolute. God is in the realm of the
absolute.
If we use the limited scientific method, this means that we have limited
knowledge and that the tested things are contingent. Hence as long as we use
the limited scientific method we presume that certain things are not necessary
and that there is an absolute basis for the truth. Therefore the use of the current
scientific method itself entails the absoluteness of God.
When we develop a hypothesis and test it we assume that no matter whether
29
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we exist or not there is a realm where power and knowledge have implications:
for example the constraints, spatial positions, constraints, degrees of freedom of
the object will have executive, decisive and predictable implications on what
happens, or necessary implications that are subject to tests only because we lack
the knowledge.
Results of tests can always be wrong as long as they relate to contingent
fashioning elements, and unless we grasp the ultimately fundamental fabric of
existence.
But the absolute relations can be known without tests and without limited
scientific method. Though tests do not give us complete knowledge about
contingent aspects, they may give us knowledge about the foundations.
While the specific objects of tests give us non-final results, the usefulness of tests
give us the certainty and unity underlying the tests. This gives us an idea about
the Fashioner and Powerful more than the contingent fashioning elements.
Because of the all encompassing reality of free will power, there is no final and
fixed knowledge about fashioned things since the creation is command and free
will power based. The only real knowledge we can receive from tests is about
the foundations.
Allah can do whatever He wills. There is no binding relationship above Allah.
V.4.1.3
V.4.1.3.1

Properties of Scientific Evidence/ Proof of Allah
Predictability

Though it is not an indispensable, we have some predictions based on the
scientific evidences of Allah:
If we found a great drawing, then we could predict that we could find other
drawings because there is a master painter. Likewise once Allah is proven who
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has created this universe, then we can make at least probabilistic predictions
about another universe: for example, when we consider also the goodness of
Allah shown in part 1.7, we can predict the hereafter where there will be a just
judgment, rewards, and punishments. Also when we see the earth we can predict
that there may be other planets and solar systems, more life forms. These are
predicted based on argument from unity and so on. The following verse is
relevant in this respect:
We will show them Our signs in the horizons and within themselves until it
becomes clear to them that it is the truth. But is it not sufficient concerning
your Lord that He is, over all things, a Witness?
(Quran: 41/53)
Physicalism does not lead us to any origin which or who may originate further
things much less the present things.
The repeated events results are confirmation of the underlying unitary power:

And it is He who has made the night and the day
in succession for whoever desires to remember or
desires gratitude.
(Quran: 25/62)
V.4.1.3.2

Testability

And [in] the alternation of night and day and
[in] what Allah sends down from the sky of
provision and gives life thereby to the earth after
its lifelessness and [in His] directing of the winds
are signs for a people who reason.
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(Quran: 45/5)
When we say the sun will rise tomorrow this is a test for Allah.
If tests work, this entails that the relationship is a fashioning element. This
assumes that there is a basis which can cause continuity for the searched
contingent hypothesis. If there is no such assumption, then no matter how many
times the hypothesis or prediction was confirmed it will not entitle us to
conclude that the hypothesis has any truth. It will not even entitle us to conclude
that they happened by coincidence, because even a coincidental happening
requires a power, unity and transcendence: each conception of any random
occurrence requires that it has a place within the spacetime and relatively to
other things. If a point-like particle appeared in between two objects, this
happening is defined only in a unity with those objects. Even its alleged random
appearance entails a unitary connection with those objects.
If we consider three objects K, L, M in the same space, they together have a
distinct unity of which is neither in K, nor in L, nor in M. If we add to them
N, then K, L, M, and N will have a unity of its own which is not in any one of
them. So, a random positioning of them is not possible. This applies for the
internal structure of any one of them, since they exist, each one has also internal
extension. They cannot explain why they are the way they are because they do
not have sufficient freedom and power and transcendence of their own. When
we expect tests to show the truth, we assume the truth of our observations,
unity, and consciousness. If fundamental truth underlying tests were confirmed
again by more fundamental tests, then these tests also would be substantiated
by the truth of the bases that underlie these tests which would support the truth
of general tests.
The truest facts, like “I think therefore I am”, are known without testing or
falsification. Testing is an assurance process. Repetitive or predictive testing is
key only if we assume determinism or probabilistic determinism.
Testing is done because of our incompetence. So it is secondary, accidental. In
the case we had complete knowledge we would not need the test. So we must
focus on the fundamental which is the main way, then because it is a truth that
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we are fallible, we have to test to see if it is true or not.
V.4.1.3.3

Repeatability

Repeatability is not an indispensable feature. The following verse mentions
many repeated events, and underlines the resurrection of the human beings:

O People, if you should be in doubt about the
Resurrection, then [consider that] indeed, We
created you from dust, then from a sperm-drop,
then from a clinging clot, and then from a lump
of flesh, formed and unformed that We may
show you. And We settle in the wombs whom
We will for a specified term, then We bring you
out as a child, and then [We develop you] that
you may reach your [time of] maturity. And
among you is he who is taken in [early] death,
and among you is he who is returned to the most
decrepit [old] age so that he knows, after [once
having] knowledge, nothing. And you see the
earth barren, but when We send down upon it
rain, it quivers and swells and grows [something]
of every beautiful kind.
(Quran: 22/5)

The above verse contains many repeated acts of Allah; these are examples of
tests for His existence.
Experimenting and proving something which is not homogeneously repeatable
in an experiment, like the free will power experiment, produces a scientific
evidence as well. Though, the experimenter can negate any prediction in by
choosing unrepeated alternatives, here the repetition of negation is key.
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If we see that whenever we press the gas pedal the car moves and then conclude
that there is a repeatable process and give it a name and call it a law, and
recognize that that law moves the car, this is fallacious. Repeatability is due to
essences which contain power.
A limited science based on repeatability alone is irrational. Since predictability,
testability, falsifiability are also built on a presupposed repeatability, let us
explain repeatability further:
To clarify the issue here, we can give the example of free will: If our free will
and related powers like consciousness are as real and as effective as the atomic/
sub-atomic particles, then when we explain certain events ultimately by free will,
this will mean that consciousness, free will power are not reducible to the
spatiotemporal entities and events. This formulation of reality and effectiveness
entails that the ultimate cause/ ground of the universe has personal properties.
Therefore, the limited science uses one layer as the ground for the explanation
of all causal relationships.
Secondly, this approach entails also that all attempts of explanations are merely
approximations. If we observe that a celestial object’s movement is abnormal,
and conclude that this abnormal situation may be due to another unseen
celestial object, then we are moving from the effect to the cause. If we then
discover that second celestial object, this will be thanks to the observed effects.
And based on some other effect-cause relations, we can predict certain other
events based on the discovery of the second celestial object and the properties
attributed to it based on previous cause effect relations.
However, because of the reduction of things to the spatiotemporal, the
explanation will be at the cost of other likely causal relations and realities. For
example, if the cause of a child’s choosing ice cream instead of candy is due to
the irreducible taste power given to the child, then explaining his choice of ice
cream entirely by his atoms will be defective. This approach will always look for
causal relations that are related to repeatability and spatiotemporal relations.
But it is also likely that the free will power rather than or together with
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repeatability is an irreducible causal mechanism.
Furthermore, it is also possible that there is a complete explanation which is not
a cause>effect relation, but rather purpose>cause oriented explanation.
This limited science does not say anything about the effective aspect of things,
but it notes only the descriptive aspect of things. But even in terms of the
descriptive aspects, it is limited, because when it predicts and describes a second
celestial object, it says nothing about the layers related to that object other than
the spatiotemporal aspects and relations: When you press the gas pedal, the car
moves, but what happens at any layer or at any ultimate layer other than
repeatable things/events? Or is there any events / things other than repeatable
things? If the narrow science is defined as that which studies the repeatable and
predictable, then by its nature this science is dogmatic and limited and it does
not promise to satisfy us about the truth and knowledge. There is no reason to
claim that the only knowledge is related to the repeatable, predictable, and
testable in terms of repeatability and predictability. We cannot have a
presupposition that the very and ultimate nature of things is based only on
precise predictability and repeatability. Presuming that only repeatability is the
reality, denies the contingency of things; hence it makes unjustified
presuppositions about the nature of things. If we say that the celestial object
moved this way, so it has (in terms of predictability) to move that way, this is
jumping from that which is, to that which ought to be without justification: It
happened this way, so it must happen this way. This may also be related to the
morals understanding of the naturalist: That which ought to be is a brute
unquestionable fact just based on “what is”. Furthermore, its repeatability may
be totally different: We may say that the car will move whenever we press the
gas pedal. But if we understand the internal structure of the car, we will know
that this is a wrong conclusion, because without the fuel, if we press the gas
pedal the car will not move, or without the engine and many other parts, it will
not move.
So, repeatability of a certain pattern based on the existence of some things that
we know is fallacious. Repeatability and predictability are based on the structure
and fashioning; unless we know fully all the structure, we are not entitled to
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determine a pattern and say that all will behave accordingly. Often times the
car may move when we press the gas pedal predictably. But, this does not mean
that this correlation has any full relevance to the functioning of the gas pedal.
Gas pedal is just one tool which is not essential except as an intermediary tool
between the intention of the driver and signal given to the engine and other
related parts. If we conclude that whenever we press the gas pedal in a certain
way the car moves in a certain way, this may work on some circumstances. But
taking into account the fact that paradigm shifts are a fact of the narrow science,
we are not entitled to make the presupposition that all structure of the existence
is built on repeatability. Unless we claim to know the very ultimate essence and
structure of things, this presupposition is simply baseless and irrational.
Furthermore, we have no empirical and logical basis to assume that the very
fabric of the existence is repeatable. Especially, if things are contingent and there
is no reason to claim that things must be repeatable. This is only wishful
thinking: It is useful for us that things are repeatable since this way we can
benefit from things by predictability and by making fashions. But if things are
susceptible to fashioning, then fundamentally they must not be repeatable
because repeatability is dependent and contingent on how things are fashioned.
Hence, building a science upon repeatability is building a narrow, misleading,
and unrealistic science. Therefore, trying to find out evidence for God based on
this understanding of misleading and limited science is problematic except in
specific ways explained above.
V.4.1.3.4

Falsifiability

If something is possible to be true and is effective by definition then it is
falsifiable. Otherwise we will have said that whatever “a human being” cannot
falsify is false or not noteworthy, but this will be fully subjective and not truth
related. Hence, a physical event in a galaxy light years away is falsifiable now
even though we cannot go there now.
What would falsify the atheist epistemology? If the stars realigned to write “I
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am God”? Many atheists would say that this would not convince them, since it
might be the act of an advanced technology. So the atheist epistemology is
unfalsifiable.
Atheism is unfalsifiable because they do not have a way by which God can be
demonstrated. If they believed in God, then they would need to believe that the
limited universe is sustained by God. But, if they had such an understanding
about the limited universe, then they would be believers already. So, unless they
change their approach fundamentally, they cannot believe in God appropriately
no matter what happens.
God is falsifiable. If there was no god, there would be no creation. Maybe human
beings cannot falsify, but falsifiability may not be a criterion of truth if it
depends on the ability of human beings. Otherwise, we would say that whatever
human beings do not have access to, is not true. This would be absurd.
Atheists who have not been able to present any proof or evidence against God,
use mostly the statement “There is no evidence for God.” However, a simple
statement/question as follows puzzles them “If the limited universe and
whatever in it can exist only by God creating and sustaining it then anything
we experience is evidence for God", "Can you substantiate that the universe is
not creatable or that it is self-sufficient?” and they do not have much to say.
A point that some atheists put forth is the claim that god claims are unfalsifiable.
For some, this corresponds to unscientificness of God claims. The falsifiability
criterion for science has been heavily criticized in the literature. If we say that
“birds cannot fly”, this is clearly falsifiable, but does it add any value to the
claim? Or can we falsify the statement “Earth is bigger than man”? How? If we
cannot is it not scientific, is it worthless? Or likewise, just because if it is asserted
with proof that “God is necessary therefore impossible to falsify”, that assertion
would be worthless and unscientific? If we do not have the means to falsify God,
then is God unfalsifiable just because we do not have them? For instance, since
there is a specific claim about the hereafter, hence, it will either happen or not;
therefore it is falsifiable, but we do not have the means to see the real situation;
so why would this make God unfalsifiable? Likewise, if we knew all about the
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limited universe, we would be able to falsifying God as the Creator if He is not
the Creator; hence, He is falsifiable in this respect as well.
What if we could falsify something logically? Would it be falsifiable? Which
time frame should we consider when we consider the falsifiability of something?
Who is authorized to be the falsifier, and by whom? Do things that we cannot
falsify have no effect on falsifiable things? Are they necessarily not true? Is
behaving as if they are false a rational behavior? Are true things and false things
which are falsifiable fundamentally equal? If we consider falsifiability as the
demarcation criterion for science, then would not we have imported all
problems related to falsifiability into science, and would not we have narrowed
down the scope of science?
As shown above, falsifiability is a very weak criterion for the scientificness of
evidence for Allah.
Yet, if we accept falsifiability as a valid criterion for the scientific evidence, then
there are lots of specific events and aspects related to Allah, which can be
falsified if they are false; even though some of them cannot be falsified now, or
with current technology… they have a falsifiable nature. ”
V.5 There is no God.
Some claim that there is no god based on certain contradictions of some god
claims. These are based on the assumption that God is not wise and that He is
not the basis of reason and logic whereby any property of God would be defined
in the first place up to the point where there is a contradiction.
So, for example, if it is said that “God is very good, and all powerful but He
makes people die, so He is contradictory” His goodness must not be understood
as if His goodness entails giving infinite life or infinite goodness or joy to every
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possible and/or actual creation. Some religions claim that God is all good. This
may be confusing and misleading if understood in a certain way, and obviously
nobody claims that all religions are correct.
Again the claim that an all knowing God cannot be all powerful or have free
will fails for the similar reasons: Because this assumes that God is contained
within the boxes of time and space as His creation, and that His properties are
separable like some properties of some creation. For example, if I know today
that ten days later I will travel somewhere, I cannot change my decision or my
knowledge will be a false one. This is because I do not know all circumstances
that may happen from now on. So, a “new” situation may entail that I change
my decision and the extent of my knowledge and some other properties. But
for God there is no such limitation of knowledge or being contained in time.
Hence, His properties do not change. Hence, He does not need to contradict
His knowledge with His actions. His different behaviors under different
circumstances like punishing a person if he does evil deeds and rewarding a
person if he does good deeds do not entail changes in His properties.
V.6 God of the Gaps
“God of the gaps” is a criticism against a theist who tries to demonstrate the
existence of God by presenting yet unexplained phenomena, and presenting
God as an explanation. Generally, the knowledgeable theists do not present the
argument as such and for them presenting God as an explanation is mostly only
an example.
The atheists generally presuppose that science explained many things that were
not known before, and that there have remained some limited gaps which are
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not explained; and in the course of time these gaps also will be explained and
God will be totally redundant. So, they say that before people could not explain
the thunder, therefore, they invented gods responsible of thunders; but, today
science has explained why thunders happen, so such gods became redundant.
However, this is a misleading presentation of science: Because, although science
works for a long time, there is literally nothing which is fully explained by
science. On the contrary, no foundation of the universe such as space, time,
energy, consciousness… has been explained. On the other hand, the laws of
nature which are believed by some people to be pushy and proscriptive
explanations are no different in many respects than many alleged false gods; the
fallacies related to these laws will be explained in detail in the relevant parts.
Furthermore, each bit of knowledge and scientific discovery brings with it
numerous questions which entail answers related to divine properties such as
transcendence, unity, consciousness.
The constructive proof presented in this book establishes that an observation O
entails an ultimate cause with the feature x, y, z... therefore that cause with such
features exists. Note that it does not say “we do not know why x”, but it says
“x, therefore properties Pn are true”.
On the other hand, a god concept which incorporates any multiplicity or
limitation or resemblance with the creation will face the challenge of the god of
the gaps. Because it will have a partial explanatory power.
Hence, often in debates about the existence of god, they cannot present the
knock down argument: For example, they present the fine-tuning argument, yet
when the atheist says that there is no zero probability for a specific fine-tuning,
they cannot say that a probability to happen, there needs to be the dice in the
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first place, yet the dice to come into being there needs to be a purely one creator.
Because that purely one creator is against the god concept which incorporates
multiplicity like the dice.
Hence, as that god concept is not very different in kind from the creation, the
counterargument that a specific fine-tuning is probable without God gets
unanswered, or answered by reference to a god being only an allegedly better
explanation, which supplies only an inconclusive answer.
Trinitarian Christians do not use the multilayered involvement and creation of
god, because their god has had a coming into being at a certain layer. Therefore,
they generally need to go to the very beginning or to the very bottom vertically.
In any case God with His ontological reality and causal powers, is an
explanation. Disbelievers interpret this point as god of gaps. But this presumes
that properties of the limited universe related to god are being explained more
and more. So, the unexplained is allegedly like a gap on a wall where they
presume that little is explained by god and most things are explained by other
things. And the gap gets smaller each day. This is not god of gaps because what
is not explained is not like a gap. What is not explained is the properties of
Allah which are necessary for any explanation that the materialist proposes.
Each new discovery produces bigger questions as in biology or physics.
Furthermore, the cement with which the atheist thinks he is filling the gaps is
unfunctional: For instance, formulating new and more predictive equations for
the patterns observed in the universe has nothing to do with filling the gaps as
long as the atheist does not explain who devised these laws and who executes
them. On the contrary, defining more precise and interconnected laws makes
already allegedly existing “gaps” much bigger for a believer in a Creator God
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with a sense of beauty and art.
God creates, explains, describes and predicts. As God is explanatory generally
there is an accusation in the form of god of the gaps. Limited science cannot
explain anything, but describe to a certain extent. Actually the materialistic
understanding of science explains nothing except trivially. It tries to find
patterns. But it does not aim at explaining why things happen except shallowly.
As long as it describes only the repeatable and calls it scientific it does not
explain anything. Except as a crow which knows that a falling walnut from a
certain height will crack.
Materialists believe that the laws of nature are pushy explainers, therefore, they
see God of the same nature as those laws. Hence, for them God is only one
more god-like thing which is claimed to have some further attributes. Therefore,
they see Him as a being who fills the gap. Because according to them, since the
laws can do what God can do, they can and they do replace the functions of
God. For the similar reason, they also consider science and religion as
competitors.
Scientific method finds gaps about the descriptions of things, and tries to fill
them to a certain extent, and to remove inconsistent and incoherent aspects.
There are gaps which can be filled by things of limited, multiple, and contingent
nature; and there are some gaps which cannot be filled with things of such
nature and which require transcendent, unitary, unlimited, self sufficient nature.
Many scientists only the repeatable as scientific. This disables science to find
the answers that may be in that area of transcendence, completeness, unity, and
real power. So, the claim that science closes all gaps filled by god in the past is
not substantiated. There is no difference in kind between what such scientists
and crows used between the past and now. There is no addition in this respect
for those who set God aside. And there is no any substantiation for the claim
that only the repeatable and separable can explain what we observe. And as
explained in this book there is no possibility to sincerely explain what we
observe without a transcendent, unitary, free, self sufficient, and necessary
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basis.
Question 12.
Is not the idea of God of the gaps fading away with the development of science,
since things are explained more and more and without any reference to God?
Therefore, why would we think that Allah is necessary?
Answer 12.
This argument against the idea of God called god of the gaps is not defensible
against Islam, since in Islam nothing other than God is self-sufficient and
everything other than Him needs Him. From this perspective, according to
Islam, there is no self-sufficient part of the “wall” in the first place, therefore we
cannot speak of a “gap” filled by God. Nothing is fully explained, and no thing
other than Allah has any property relevant and meaningful so as to make that
thing candidate as a fundamental cause of what we observe, even partially.
For example, if gravity might be explained fully so as it is self-sufficient, then
one might say god of gaps argument against God is valid. But as things depend
on each other, there is circularity in the limited world since things are explained
by things that they cause or by things that need causes or in other circular ways.
There is no possibility to explain the limited universe or its parts by their own
selves or by their components. So, there is no possibility to say that “this thing
is explained fully, so it narrowed down the need for God, let us fill the next
gap”.
God of the gaps objection does not work against God, because God has specific
function. For example, one may say: A law of nature can be criticized as law of
the gaps, because we do not understand why and how a rock falls down, so,
when we invent a law of gravity as a reason for why the rock falls, then we will
have made a fallacy of law of the gaps. Some may say that it is not a law of the
gaps fallacy since the law enables us to make predictions and hence it is testable.
If this defense of the law is acceptable, then God is even more plausible. Because
God enables us to predict that there can be patterns and partial or whole
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consistency in patterns. And when we discover and observe new patterns, then
we can say that God has been tested and has enabled us to make predictions.
Moreover, a law is not even defined as a thing which has power or knowledge
to manage fully or partially what happens in the limited universe.
Note that throughout this book lots of questions are presented. Many of them
are answered and the answers show the inconsistencies and/or impossibilities
and/or necessities which establish the conclusion for an ultimate self-sufficient
transcendent cause with the related properties. However, some questions are
not answered; these questions are not presented as god of the gaps argument,
like we do not know the answers to these questions so there is god; on the
contrary, these questions are left unanswered because the other explanations
show that the obvious answers to these questions demonstrate the truth of the
self-sufficient cause and/or His related properties explained in this book or in
the relevant part.
C. PROOF OF ALLAH

And to Allah belong the best names, so invoke
Him by them. And leave [the company of] those
who practice deviation concerning His names.
They will be recompensed for what they have
been doing.
(Quran: 7/180)
This section explains the proof of Allah based on His properties.
The properties of Allah seen in the acts of Allah which we observe in the limited
universe, are the implications of the unitary essence of Allah. The proof of Allah
is built upon this simple teaching of the Quran.
The Quran is centered around the many names of Allah which also represent
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His properties. Many beings, entities, events… that we observe are exemplified
in the Quran and they are connected to the certain specific properties of Allah.
As we see in the following verse there are events, entities, beings in the universe:

Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and earth,
and the alternation of the night and the day, and
the [great] ships which sail through the sea with
that which benefits people, and what Allah has
sent down from the heavens of rain, giving life
thereby to the earth after its lifelessness and
dispersing therein every [kind of] moving
creature, and [His] directing of the winds and the
clouds controlled between the heaven and the
earth are signs for a people who use reason.
(Quran: 2/164)
As we see in the following verses, the events, entities, beings in the universe
lead us to certain high properties:

And if you should ask them, "Who has created
the heavens and the earth?" they would surely
say, "They were created by the Mighty, the
Knowing."
(Quran: 43/9)
And it is He who begins creation; then He
repeats it, and that is [even] easier for Him. To
Him belongs the highest attribute in the heavens
and earth. And He is the Mighty, the Wise.
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(Quran: 30/27)
And Allah created you; then He will take you in
death. And among you is he who is reversed to
the most decrepit [old] age so that he will not
know, after [having had] knowledge, a thing;
surely Allah is Knowing, Powerful.
(Quran: 16/70)
And as we see in the following verse, the
properties belong to One Being:
Say: “Call upon Allah, or call upon the Merciful;
whichever (Name) you call upon, to Him belong
the Most Beautiful Names.”
(Quran: 17/110)
Hence, the proof has two main stages: in the first stage, through observations
we reach certain high properties, in the second stage, we identify the essence
who has these properties and combine these properties in one essence.
The first stage contains 10 sub-headings related to 10 properties which are as
follows: 1.Self-sufficiency, 2. Oneness, 3. All-Encompassing, 4. Fashioning
Power, 5. Awareness, 6. Freedom, 7. Goodness, 8. Knowledge, 9. Power, 10.
Guiding Power.
This is not an exhaustive list of the properties of Allah. Allah has approximately
100 properties stated in the Quran or in the sayings of Prophet Muhammad
(PBUH). Hence, this proof might be extended to cover more properties of Allah.
Each property we observe which lead us to a Self-Sufficient cause of related facts
is an additional sub-proof within the proof of Allah. These properties are nonseparable, and each property in many ways helps define also other properties.
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However, the present form of the proof is comprehensive enough and
demonstrates enough the existence of Allah with most of His relevant
properties. Therefore, some other properties of Allah may be integrated into this
proof later by the author or by others. Hence, this book constitutes also a
distinct model of proof of God.
The first 9 properties are explained in a syllogistic form, and the related parts
sufficiently prove Allah. The 10th property is about the name “The Guide” of
Allah. Under the 10th property, I focus more on a specific act of Allah and show
that Allah is the revealer of the Quran.
The second stage leads us through these properties to the owner of these
properties: Prior to the analysis, we may say that these properties may belong
to any thing(s); but the analysis shows us that these properties belong to a
distinct essence. The tension here is underlined in the following verse, which
comes right after the verse 2/164 above which cites many signs of Allah:

And [yet], among the people are those who take
other than Allah as equals [to Him]. They love
them as they [should] love Allah. But those who
believe are stronger in love for Allah. And if only
they who have wronged would consider [that]
when they see the punishment, [they will be
certain] that all power belongs to Allah and that
Allah is severe in punishment.
(Quran: 2/165)
So, the second stage explains also why all these properties are the properties of
One Being. It also summarizes the unitary aspects of the above properties. For
example, almost all parts about a specific property has explanations about how
that property entails the existence of other properties.
After these two stages, there will be a definition of Allah. Hence, this definition
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will be built upon detailed analysis and observation of concrete facts that we
observe within the limited universe.
The relevant dictionary definition of property is as follows: “a quality or trait
belonging and especially peculiar to an individual or thing”30. In this book, the
word property is used to mean the specific properties cited and explained in this
part, unless otherwise indicated or implied. It means specifically a property
which is deduced from our observations, as a property which is necessary for
the existence of the beings, entities, events in the limited universe. Whenever a
specification is necessary to distinguish them from other properties, the term
“sustaining property” will be used to indicate these properties.
So, a summary of the above in a syllogistic form is as follows:
1. Premise 1: The limited universe31 entails the existence of sustaining
properties necessary for its existence.
2. Premise 2: The sustaining properties are non-separable and they may
belong only to a being32 who has all of them together33.
“Property.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/property. Accessed 3
Jan. 2022.
31 The “limited universe” means the existence and its contents which
excludes God no matter whether the claim about the existence of God
is true or not. This does not presuppose the existence of God.
32 The use of “being” instead of “thing” and singular form instead of
plural form is based on the properties that relate to the unity,
consciousness and other properties of T2.
33 The details of this are explained essentially in part about the
property related to unity. However, every part about a property of God
explains how that property is non-separably related to other
properties: For example, creating power entails knowledge.
30
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3. Premise 3: The limited universe does not have the sustaining properties34.
4. Conclusion: There is One Being above the limited universe Who has the
sustaining properties self-sufficiently.
4.1. (Definition:) The Being Who has these properties is called Allah.
1 Premise 1: The Limited Universe Entails the Existence of
Sustaining Properties Necessary for its Existence.
This part explains the Premise 1 which is the following: The limited universe
entails the existence of sustaining properties necessary for its existence.
Under the following headings, we will see the necessity for the main sustaining
properties. We do not and cannot know all of the sustaining properties
necessary for the existence of the limited universe. But it is sufficient that we
know those that are relevant for us. For the outcomes relevant to us, it is not
necessary to know all.
The properties that we will examine in this part are as follows: Self-sufficiency,
unity, all-encompassing, fashioning power, awareness, will power, goodness, allknowing, all-powerfulness, guidance.
All of these properties except self-sufficiency are observed by us to a certain
extent and in two ways:
One of these two ways is the active and introspective way, the other one is the
passive way: For example, as explained in part 1.4 about the fashioning power,
Although they may have some of them, they have them by being
sustained by that which has all of them in a unity, and they cannot have
all of them in a unity.
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we directly observe and experience that we fashion things in an active way and
we also introspect what powers we use in fashioning, we observe things that we
fashion, and other things related to fashioning; this is an active observation. On
the other hand, we passively observe that there are things in the limited universe
which contain the elements of being fashioned, such as the planetary systems,
equations and constants related to the laws of nature, cells, atoms, molecules.
Question 13.
How can we know that there are things in the limited universe? Maybe they are
just illusions.
Answer 13.
The entities, beings, events exist in the limited universe. Here, by the limited
universe I mean all things that exist other than a god. So, in the following parts,
when it is said that the things in the limited universe lack self-sufficiency or selfsufficient unity, this will mean all universes and their contents other than god
lack self-sufficiency or self-sufficient unity.
Things exist subjectively. We experience that we exist.
Things exist objectively as well. We calculate, observe, calculate, repeat,
successfully predict, confirm, test things, beings, events… in the limited
universe. As explained in part, “nothingness” is a contradictory concept.
Whatever we observe is true as observations in any case, even if they are illusions
they are true as illusions.
Though there may be skeptic arguments as solipsism, simulation, illusion, none
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of those claims the non-existence of everything. If there is a claim about the
non-existence of everything, then this very claim is also something; and if it has
some justifications, those justifications are also some things; if it does not have
any justification and if that claim is nothing, then that claim is not worth
considering. Moreover, a simulation, an illusion is not nothing.
Therefore, it is clear that there are things in the limited universe.
Hence, the first step is true.
Some argue for skepticism saying that maybe we are a brain in a vat, and
therefore, we cannot be certain about anything. In any case the mathematics of
probability works. So the probability of the parts of any perception being
structured randomly in a certain way is zero as explained in part 1.4.2.2.2.2,
about the impossibility of randomness. Furthermore, the applicability of
probability would necessitate a transcendent being. Hence, it can be known that
there is a transcendent being who manages the brain in the vat or a top being
who manages and sustains that being.
Even if the cause made me as a brain in a vat then he has the power to make
other consciousnesses. And if there is a vat and brain and their space allegedly
is more real than what I observe then He may make more of those more real
things. Because as the brain and the vat are infinitely divisible and have big
multiplicity and also big complexity, they are not much different in kind and in
degree from any other universe of the same nature. Hence the claim of a brain
in a vat is redundant and with no justification and no implication.
If I am a brain in a vat then I must be able to discover that what I perceive
depends on how I am manipulated as the brain in a vat. So with sufficient and
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complete technology I should be able to discover that I am a brain in a vat.
Because, at the end of the day, what I perceive as a brain in a vat is tied to how
the vat functions and influences what I perceive.
I would like to underline some relevant points which are important in this
context. Since our observations about the limited universe are key about the
proof of Allah, how much should we be certain about the world that we observe?
Same knowledge standard is not applicable to all knowables. For example, a
skeptic may doubt the existence of the world, yet, he may be certain about his
own existence. Or someone may doubt the truth of the big bang, but he may
be certain about the existence of his sister.
So, are there things that relate to God that we may know more than other
things? This is important because generally proofs and evidences of God are
related to the claimed acts of God: for example, the fine tuning, the cosmological
argument, the design argument all relate to what we observe in the limited
universe. So, if one doubts about the limited universe and its contents, how can
such a person assess these evidences and proofs? How can he discover proofs?
The same applies for a skeptic: when he concludes that there is no god or that
there is no evidence for god, he may be saying that there are things in the
limited universe and that science discovered their causes within the limited
universe, hence god is redundant and that there is no need for a god.
So, if a person doubts whether the universe really exists or whether he
hallucinates or whether he is a brain in a vat or whether he is in a simulation,
are there yet knowable facts which may be sufficient to conclude about whether
god exists or not?
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The following verse gives a positive answer to this question:

Allah is the evident Truth.
(Quran: 24/25)
So, as we are more certain about things that we experienced in many ways
compared to things that we only heard about or saw their pictures, or as a lay
person is more certain about his computer compared to a black hole, there are
certain facts about which we may be more certain compared to certain things
in the universe.
We can know certain things about Allah more easily and even if we do not have
sufficient knowledge about His creation.
So, although how we can reach reliable knowledge may be difficult about many
things that we know, certain facts about the ultimate cause may be easier to
find. For example, there are theories about knowledge and truth such as the
correspondence, the coherence theories. But each of them has important
problems about how we can be certain about whether our beliefs are true.
However, we can be certain about our transcendence, our lack of self-sufficiency,
our need to be sustained: I transcend a range hence at the end there is no
separability and an essence which encompasses a multiplicity. If the seemingly
multiple are transcended in unity, then they are related in unity. The multiple
is a system of related parts whereby we understand the existence of a generative
power whose effects are seen throughout the range and its components. Each
component is an addition to the whole under unitary and transcendent
principle. Therefore, even if the universe is an illusion or even if we are in a
simulation, they are real and they would be evidence of a sustaining
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transcendent unitary essence.
On the other hand, to observe how good or rational we are there is no need to
know things hundred percent. How we behave in a simulation show how we
will behave in real life.
Therefore a certain amount of knowledge about the existence will be sufficient
in order to know certain properties of that which sustains it.
Regarding the term “limited universe”, note that the things in the limited
universe are limited even though the number of certain things may be infinite
in number. For example, we may say that the total number of points within a
specific square are infinite; however, that square is limited in its extent.
In the following parts, the details of this latter point will be given.
1.1 Self-Sufficiency

So, know that there is no god but Allah.
(Quran: 47/19)
Allah is the Self-Sufficient.
(Quran: 112/2)
Everyone in the heavens and the earth depends
on Him.
(Quran: 55/29)
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This part explains the need for the property “self-sufficiency”.
Things in the limited universe have many properties to some extent, but they
do not have them self-sufficiently. Hence, self-sufficiency is a common and key
issue. Therefore, we start with the self-sufficiency. Self-sufficiency is in contrast
to the dependency of the things in the limited universe.
The explanations in this part also constitute reasons for some conclusions
related to other properties. On the other hand, the explanations about other
properties support the need for self-sufficiency. The lack of self-sufficiency of
things in the limited universe is also supported with many arguments that will
be given in the explanations in parts related to specific properties.
Another point that adds to the importance of this part is that most people who
reject God or lack belief in God have presuppositions related to the selfsufficiency of the matter or of the spatiotemporal. Hence, it is necessary to
address these presuppositions. This part is important in this respect as well.
We follow the emphasis and priority given in the Quran about “there is no god
but Allah” and we focus firstly on presenting false gods and refuting them.
Because when a person has a positive reservation for them, it will be impossible
for him to understand the proof for Allah.
1.1.1

Preliminary Explanations

And (remember) when Luqman said unto his
son, when he was exhorting him: O my dear son!
Ascribe no partners unto Allah. Lo! to ascribe
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partners [unto Him] is a tremendous wrong.
(Quran: 31/13)

If someone believes that the laws of nature appeared self-sufficiently, or exist
self-sufficiently, or act self-sufficiently then it is impossible for that person to
believe in God or to believe appropriately in God. If someone believes in the
same way in the self-sufficiency of the matter, or information, or anything else
other than God, then the same impossibility will happen.
So to reach the truth, one has to prevent at least temporarily the biases,
reservations, and prejudices related to the above. Otherwise, the path to the
truth in this respect will be blocked.
Since such prejudices and misleading perceptions are the bigger barriers against
the understanding of the proof of Allah, at this beginning stage, we will say
some more things. This point is applicable to almost all properties. So,
underlining it just before diving into the essentials of the self-sufficiency
property will be appropriate.
1.1.1.1
Causes

Alternatives to God as Alleged Self-Sufficient

Almost all of us agree that in any case there is or there are some self-sufficient
thing(s). Because a thing either exists on its own, or ultimately is caused by
something else which exists on its own. So the question is what is/ are the selfsufficient thing(s).
There are many things claimed as self-sufficient cause(s) of the things within
the limited universe: The limited universe itself, things in the limited universe,
things in the past, things at different layers of the reality, abstract things, the
matter, the laws of nature, one or many gods, some powers (such as information
or consciousness) without reference to a God…
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One candidate is the matter. We continuously interact with the matter by
touching, seeing, hearing, smelling and/or tasting. We perceive it more intensely
than anything else. Although this has nothing to do with its self-sufficiency, we
“feel” as if it is self-sufficient. If a stone falls on our head, we feel that it hit us.
Yet, when we learn more, we become aware of the equation of gravity and that
there is something that extends beyond the stone. We also learn about the
electromagnetic force, the nuclear forces, and other relations and we understand
that what we see as the shape of the stone, what we perceive about it, does not
have much to do with its effects. We also learn things like consciousness,
concepts, mathematics which are different than the separable matter. However,
our feelings have an intense relation with the matter. So, we tend to locate the
sources of effects within the matter that we can see.
Hence, many tend to deify matter, or assign powers to it as we see in the
naturalists who deify the laws of nature, in those who deify the human beings
which looks like the highest form of matter…
When we define matter with our 5 senses, as something that we touch, see,
hear, taste, smell, and if we consider them as self-sufficient, then ultimately, we
are considering our perceptions self-sufficient. The unsolved problem of
defining “matter” confirms this point. So, when one considers matter as selfsufficient, he does not even know that which he is considering self-sufficient,
except the subjective contents of his senses. Yet, reason goes deeper. Although
it seems that the spatial distribution or form of the matter looks lovely to us, in
fact those which interact are the unitary essences sustained by the unitary
sustainer. When we see the beans, in fact we get in touch with the photons not
the beans. But in fact infinitesimal point-to-point instantiation with the
spatiotemporal would not enable us to perceive the beans nor the photons.
Hence essentially our unitary existence is in touch with the unitary existence of
the beans and of the photons. The interaction is thanks to the One. So what we
observe is in fact the act of the One. However, the extremely insufficient,
arbitrary, and ambiguous definition of the “matter”, does not enable us to make
such deep connections. Its arbitrariness leads the believers in its self-sufficiency
to accept anything related to it as unquestionable brute facts. We will see much
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deeper details of this point in the later parts.
According to the Quranic terminology, it may not be an error to consider that
someone who considers the matter his eternal and self-sufficient ultimate cause,
as adopting the matter as a false god for himself. Because the most emphasized
core property of God is presented as His being the ultimate cause of the limited
universe. Therefore, worshipping something is not a necessary condition for
considering that thing as a false god. If someone replaces the true God partially
or wholly with something else, then that something else can be considered as a
false god.
1.1.1.2
Causes of Adopting Dependent Things as Self Sufficient Things
Belief in God is not just a matter of reason. It is also strongly influenced by
emotions, social environment, prejudices and other beliefs… Therefore, it is
important to well understand from which angle we look while assessing proofs
and evidences about something. If we look from a bad place, we may be unable
to see what we need to see.
In an environment where people adore luxurious cars, luxurious houses,
beaches, beautiful eyes, bodies every person may be tempted to exalt matter and
things related to it. This emotional things may not stay in the scope of emotions,
and affect how we reason.
As a result of those influencers, we may tend to adopt some things as substitutes
for God, and dislike accepting their lack of self-sufficiency. And when we have
allegedly self-sufficient substitutes instead of God beforehand, it becomes
difficult or impossible to accept the truth of God. Therefore, we should be aware
of some facts which may corrupt our purity and objectiveness while assessing
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the self-sufficiency and other properties of God.
Some people search for alternatives as substitutes of Allah, such as the
multiverse, to feel comfortable by getting higher probabilities for the complexity
we observe. On the other hand, in the absence of a Being who has wisdom,
personhood, knowledge, power, the human being becomes a candidate for being
the most superior being in the universe. Even if there are any intelligent beings
in the multiverse, without a creator of the multiverse, the human beings have a
potential of being superior to those intelligent beings. This is an important
emotional incentive to reject God.
The following verse refers to this incentive:

As for (the people of) Aad, they were arrogant
upon the earth without right and said, "Who is
greater than us in strength?" Did they not
consider that Allah who created them was greater
than them in strength? But they were rejecting
Our signs.
(Quran: 41/15)

People have psychological and practical ties to false gods. They may even want
to keep their false gods while believing in true God. This is very wide-spread.
So for example, a Hindu may say there is one god while keeping his material
gods and idols; a Christian may say the same while believing in an additional
human god and humanizing the top God; an atheist may ask for proofs of a
god while having strong devotion to god-like laws of nature. They are reluctant
to question their false gods maybe because related emotions feel so good.
Today’s materialist disbelievers in God are on the same boat with those who
worship the sun, the moon, the rivers, the idols made of stone, the human
beings: They all assign divine properties to the matter and its forms.
Among the allegedly self-sufficient things, the very creation of Allah are nearer
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to be a cause of confusion and error. Because, an idol that human beings made
will be less beautiful and powerful compared to the creation of Allah. And
within the limited universe, the things that are the more general, more useful,
more beautiful will be more effective in misleading human beings. Hence, we
see for instance that human beings are worshipped or human-like gods have
been invented. But we also see that the matter, the particles, the celestial bodies,
the fields which produce great wonder are used as allegedly self-sufficient
replacements for God.
One cause which facilitates the adoption of false gods is that they are exploitable
by human beings: A statute, an idol is made and may be broken by human
beings, a human being may be killed by a human being, one may get a shield
against the sun… Hence, adopting such things gives the feeling of control upon
the highest thing that is even worshipped. This may be one reason for why often
the disbelievers ask God to be repeatable, testable, and predictable and produce
such evidences for Himself.
So, the human beings tend to adopt them as gods or as their origins. They tend
to ascribe some powers of Allah to them: For example, many materialists/
naturalists and pantheists claim that the matter or the universe contain
properties such as self-sufficiency, eternity. However, they claim that they do
not have properties like free will power, awareness, love, and so on. Some
religions claim that a number of gods have some more properties of Allah such
as love, knowledge as well. Therefore, according to the functional definition of
god, those replacements can be considered as alternatives to Allah in His
property as god.
As we see in the following verse, something given priority over Allah, and used
as replacement for Allah can be considered as a false god:
Have you seen he who has taken as his god his [own] desire?
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(Quran: 45/23)
1.1.1.3
Reasons to Reject the Self-Sufficiency of Dependent
Things Which is Claimed Without Evidence

Say, [O Muhammad], "I am only a warner, and
there is not any deity except Allah, the One, the
Prevailing.
Lord of the heavens and the earth and whatever
is between them, the Exalted in Might, the
Perpetual Forgiver."
(Quran : 38/65-66)

According to the Quranic teaching, the main problem in front of a correct belief
in Allah are the false replacements for Him or false associations with Him. The
acts and products of Allah exist and witnessed. If there were no false
replacements people would easily know their Lord.
The intensity of the feelings about the matter may cause a person to have
conscious or subconscious reservations against understanding God or to adopt
other deities besides God. The following verse underlines this point:

And most of them believe not in God except
while they associate others with Him.
(Quran: 12/106)

The above point is essentially psychological and it may be difficult do get rid of
that influence. Furthermore, in many people it is internalized by their reasoning.
There are causal patterns as we see in the following verses, but we should not
assume that something does not need a self-sufficient cause just because it is in
a sequential causal chain:
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And you see the earth barren, but when We send
down upon it rain, it quivers and swells and
grows [something] of every beautiful kind.
(Quran: 22/5)
And We have sent down from the rainy clouds abundant water,

Thereby to produce grain and plant,
(Quran: 78/14-15)
If patterns are considered as brute facts self-sufficient in and of themselves, then
things which are not even defined as a potential explanation, hence things which
are not even questionable about what we observe will have been wrongly
recognized as self-sufficient causes for what we observe.
Therefore, not accepting blindly the self-sufficiency of what are called brute facts
is important in order to discover the real self-sufficient. If we believe that rocks
move self-sufficiently on their own we cannot believe in the true god.
The following verses tell us how Prophet Abraham (PBUH) discarded the
material things which were adopted as gods by his people:

And thus did We show Abraham the realm of
the heavens and the earth that he would be
among the certain [in faith].
So when the night covered him [with darkness],
he saw a star. He said, "This is my lord." But
when it set, he said, "I like not those that
disappear."
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And when he saw the moon rising, he said, "This
is my lord." But when it set, he said, "Unless my
Lord guides me, I will surely be among the
people gone astray."
And when he saw the sun rising, he said, "This
is my lord; this is greater." But when it set, he
said, "O my people, indeed I am free from what
you associate with Allah.
Indeed, I have turned my face toward He who
created the heavens and the earth, inclining
toward truth, and I am not of those who associate
others with Allah."
(Quran: 6/75-79)
No matter whether a person is a believer or a disbeliever, if he wants to approach
the issue of God in an objective and balanced way, and truly understand the
existence of God, he has to first understand himself, and his background
baggage. If he has ill-defined concepts, or beliefs which are according to him
sufficiently justified, although they are not justified, then no matter how strong
evidence he is given about a competing claim, he will have great difficulty in
accepting the truth of that claim.
One of the benefits of rejecting the self-sufficiency of truly dependent things
also relates to the proof by negation which is one of the methods of the Quran.
In the Quranic method, the first step is to set the field clean first and then plant
the strong plants. In harmony with this, we see in the most important statement
of Islam first the denial of the false gods and the recognition of the true God:
“There is no god but Allah”. This is not done by assessing the false god claims
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one by one, but through the identification of the properties of the true Creator
and Sustainer of the limited universe.
If the disbelievers in God would deny the false alternatives to god such as laws
of nature, then they would need a cause for what they observe in the limited
universe. They want that they keep their laws, but an additional God who would
come on top of these laws would destroy the alleged supremacy of those laws.
So without removing their false gods the addition of Allah will produce an
incoherent and unnecessary framework with an unnecessary addition of a god
like their gods; and in this framework, this God will have no additional value
and function. Only after the rejection of false things, understanding Allah will
be easy. Otherwise it will be impossible to believe in the true God.
Proof by elimination of false alternatives is a valid method. If it is proven that
there are certain specific effects which belong to the same being, it can also be
demonstrated that alternatives cannot produce these effects. It can also be shown
that if things with properties P cannot produce these effects self-sufficiently,
then the thing(s) that can produce those effects self-sufficiently must have
properties other than P. As every flower is evidence for the sun in the absence
of another source of light, every creation is evidence for Allah if there is no
other possible being which may have His properties necessary to be the ultimate
cause of the limited universe.
If a group of alternatives which have a common property is discarded based on
that property, this may be more useful in reaching the true alternative. For
example, some key properties of Allah produce two classes of alternatives such
as self-sufficient/ dependent, necessary/ contingent, one/ many, creator/
creation. The logical and empirical impossibility of one class will necessarily
entail the truth of the other. So, if it is established that self-sufficiency is a
necessary sustainer property, then the dependent things may be removed from
the group of possible alternatives.
On the other hand, whenever two alternatives are presented or accessible,
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proving the necessity of one alternative may be insufficient to make this proof
conclusive, since a third alternative may also be theoretically true along with the
first alternative. So, if there is only one true alternative, its properties must be
such that to eliminate any other producible alternative.
1.1.2
The Syllogism for the Property of Self-Sufficiency of
Allah (SPS)
The syllogism for the property of self-sufficiency is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe35 entail the necessity of the self-sufficient.
2. Things in the limited universe lack self-sufficiency.
3. Above the limited universe there is the self-sufficient who has the properties
entailed by self-sufficiency.
The steps of the syllogistic argument are explained in the following sub-parts:
1.1.2.1
SPS Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe (T)
Entail the Necessity of the Self-Sufficient.
Say: Who gives you sustenance from the heaven and the earth? Or Who controls
the hearing and the sight? And Who brings forth the living from the dead, and
brings forth the dead from the living? And Who regulates the affairs? Then they
will say: Allah. Say then: Will you not then guard (against evil)?

The term “things in the limited universe” in this part and in the
following parts contains the whole of the limited universe as well.
35
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(Quran: 10/31)
1.1.2.1.1

Causality Briefly Explained

Causality is a concept that all human beings use, and behave accordingly.
However, there are big questions regarding it that has been discussed
throughout thousands of years, and continue to be discussed.
A cause is defined as: Something or someone that produces an effect, result, or
condition; something or someone that makes something happen or exist.
A cause x either;
(1) Is self-sufficient: It does not have parts / internal or external causes,
or
(2) Has parts / internal or external causes that are structured in a certain way.
If (1) is true, then we will call such a cause a self-sufficient cause (SSC) . The
“Self-Sufficient Cause” used in this book corresponds to the true God as
explained in the Quran. Self-Sufficient is one of the names of Allah, which is Al
Samad in the original text of the Quran. Another relevant name of God is Al
Khaliq, which means the Creator, or cause in a broad sense. There are also other
names of God which relate to His causal functions as The Sustainer (Al
Qayyoom), The Originator (Al Fatir), The Initiator (Al Badeea)… However, in
this part, we use “SSC” only with the self-sufficiency property unless otherwise
indicated, since other properties of SSC will be explained in other parts.
If (2) is true, then such a cause is not self-sufficient, and we will call it an effect
cause (EC).
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1.1.2.1.2

The Need for Self-Sufficiency

Briefly, if there is any reality, at least one self-sufficient exists. And there is
reality. Hence, at least one self-sufficient exists.
Step 2 is quite obvious: In any case, there must be some thing(s) which is (are)
self-sufficient. Be it the matter, and/or laws of physics, and/or the universe,
and/or God, and/or another thing/being.
If everything depended on other things, then there would be no existence.
Because, in this case, there would be either infinite regress, or circularity. Also,
in this case nothing would have any inherent and self-sufficient causal power.
If there is any reality (or an effect), at least one self-sufficient exists (or is true):
If
- (A reality) x is self-sufficient,
or
- x has another cause y, and this cause y is self-sufficient,
or
- There is no cause z which is self-sufficient, but xn + yn constitute a whole
which is self-sufficient36
then the premise “if there is any reality, then there is at least one self-sufficient”
is true.
In more concrete terms, let us say that in a temporal causality framework, the
If there is a reality, at least one of these three scenarios is logically
necessary.
36
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cause of the child is his mother, the cause of the mother is her mother … There
may be a being/ object in this chain which is self-sufficient, or the whole chain
may be self-sufficient, parts of some object/ being may be self-sufficient, or
something that causes them is self-sufficient. If something popped out into
existence on its own then it is self-sufficient. If none of these is self-sufficient,
then they would not be.
If SSC did not exist, and any thing existed, this would mean that this thing
exists by itself, so it is self-sufficient, then this would mean that at least a SSC
exists. When another SSC does not exist, anything that exists becomes SSC.
Thus it is impossible that SSC does not exist.
Therefore, we cannot think of any situation/ scenario where SSC does not
exist.37
Let us unpack this in a syllogistic form:
1.

If nothing had the power to be by itself (on its own) then there would be
nothing.
2. There are things.
3. Therefore there is at least one thing which has the power to be on its own.
4. The property of "being self-sufficiently" exists.
If a woman W1 depended on her mother M1, if M1 depended on her mother
M2, if M2 depended on her mother M3 so on and so on in an infinite regress,
then this chain of mothers would not exist since none in the chain has any selfsufficient power to exist in the first place.
This point is not only applicable sequentially in time; it is valid in all directions:
For example, if a stone depends on its molecules, if the molecules depend on
In this context note that general nothingness cannot exist logically,
and this supports the impossibility of non-existence of SSC.
37
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the atoms, if the atoms depend on the protons and so on in order to exist, then
none of them would exist either. I explain the problems and contradictions with
allegedly self-sufficient bottom elements in the part...
Again, if in order to move under gravity, a stone needed some guiding particles
or waves to detect its direction, speed and acceleration, or if for such it needed
spacetime curvature, and if spacetime curvature needed its components to be
curved, and its components needed to be curved correctly because of other
components, so on and so on, there would be infinite regress as well.
Hence, everything cannot be dependent on other things, there needs to be at
least one self-sufficient, hence necessary cause.
So, it is obvious that if “everything” depended on other things, there would be
no existence and no basis for existence. Therefore, we can safely conclude that
there is at least one self-sufficient thing/being.
1.1.2.1.3
Exemplary Syllogistic Argument About Why the
Limited Things Need a Self-Sufficient.
Above the need for self-sufficient cause is explained in broad and absolute terms.
The following sections about the properties of the SSC will give details about
how the self-sufficiency works in specific terms. But for the completeness of this
part about self-sufficiency, let us see a syllogism about how self-sufficiency
works in a specific example:
1. There are things which are defined and limited by spatial positions.
2. The spatial position of a thing ontologically is relatively to (in respect to) the
position
of
another
thing.
3. For the existence (ontological reality) of the spatial position of thing T1, there
must be the spatial position of thing T2.
4. A spatial thing does not have the power to determine its own position in and
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of itself.
5. If neither T1 nor T2 has the power to produce its spatial position they will
not have any spatial position unless another thing T3 produces their spatial
position.
6. (From 1) There is T3 which gives them their spatial positions.
7. Spatial position is an inherent property contained in being (in order to be)
for
T1
and
T2.
8. If T1 and T2 are given their being by a thing which is not self sufficient, then
there will be infinite regress.
9. They are given their being by a self sufficient in being.
10. Property of creating (in giving the spatial positions) belongs to the essence
which has the properties in 6 and 9.
Question 14.
Is not it possible that the things in the universe may be contingent but the
universe may not be contingent. Is not the opposite claim a fallacy of
composition?
Answer 14.
The universe and other things are not transcendent. Therefore the universe is
not effective on its own. Therefore in terms of contingency and other effective
properties we have to look at the parts if God is not recognized.
On the other hand, there is no reason to say that one more atom might not be
existing in the universe. If this happened, the universe without that additional
atom would have been a part of the entire universe containing that atom. There
is no reason to say that adding one more atom to the universe which already
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contained a huge number of atoms would give that previous universe selfsufficiency. Or removing one atom from the current universe will not make it
“not self-sufficient” if it was self-sufficient before the removal.
The following part will shed light on this point further.
Question 15.
Maybe things in the limited universe entail the property of self-sufficiency, but
what about other limited universes? Maybe they are or they contain things
which are self-sufficient and which do not need any self-sufficient thing or
being.
Answer 15.
The things in the limited universe is the set of all things which are not a god,
which do not have the properties of a god. As we will see in detail in the
following part about the property (self-sufficiently) One, all things which have
multiplicity need to be contingent and cannot be self-sufficient. And there can
be only one self-sufficient.
On the other hand, as established in the parts about the other properties of the
SSC, all of these properties necessarily belong to One Essence. Hence, there
cannot be any being or thing which or who has these properties self-sufficiently.
1.1.2.2
SPS Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe Lack
Self-Sufficiency.

Or, Who originates the creation, then reproduces
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it and Who gives you sustenance from the
heaven and the earth. Is there a god With Allah?
Say: Bring your proof if you are truthful.
(Quran: 27/64)
In the previous parts, it has been demonstrated that there is the existence and
that there is at least one self-sufficient. If it is true that the things within the
limited universe are not self-sufficient, then it will be clear that there is a selfsufficient who/which is not part or whole of the limited universe.
So, in this part we will see whether anything in this limited universe, or this
limited universe itself, can be self-sufficient.
In other words, regarding self-sufficiency, it has been shown that steps 1 and 2
of the syllogism on self-sufficiency are true. Hence, we need to see whether
premise 3 is true regarding self-sufficiency.
Something/ some quality might be self sufficient (self-sufficient without God)
(1) directly by itself or (2) through another thing/ property by being reducible
to or supervenient upon something else or some quality else. For example the
mental might be self sufficient by itself and without needing God or by being
reducible to/supervenient upon the physical where the physical is self sufficient.
Note that in (2), the reduction or supervenience basis is the real self-sufficient,
and that which is reducible to or supervenient upon it is only another perception
of that basis.
So for example we must see whether consciousness is self-sufficient by itself and
whether it is reducible to the physical. If it is self-sufficient by itself, then it will
not need God and then if other thing x is reducible to it then the x also will not
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need God. Therefore, it is important to find out whether the things in the
limited universe or things upon which they supervene or to which they are
reducible are self-sufficient or not.
There are several theoretical raw frameworks in which the limited universe may
be self-sufficient. These are reductive physicalism, strong emergentism, and
infinite regress.
According to reductive physicalism, whatever we observe may be reduced to
bottom physical particles, fields, strings and so on and those bottom elements
are self-sufficient, hence by understanding those bottom elements we will have
understood everything. On another axis, and sequentially speaking, things are
caused starting from an initial state of the universe, by understanding the initial
state, we can understand all, since all unfolds from that initial state.
Infinite regress-based approaches claim in combination with the above or
independently that sequentially there is no initial state, or that structurally there
is no ultimate bottom, regarding things like particles, fields, strings and so on.
The elements of the above alternatives may come in different combinations:
One may claim that there are bottom layers of particles, fields, strings and so
on, but may claim that the chain of events do not end sequentially at any point
in the past but goes until infinite past eternity. Or one may claim that there is
no structural bottom regarding the particles, fields, strings… but that the
universe starts at an initial state in the finite past. We can think of other
theoretical combinations as well.
But in our context, the key distinction is based on these questions: Within the
limited universe, do we have a fundamental layer in terms of structure, and do
we have an initial state sequentially which are self-sufficient or contain self313

sufficient things to explain what we experience?
While the above are the basic distinctions about the possible frameworks, we
also have another issue: No matter whether there is a bottom structural layer or
initial state, is there only one efficacious layer or state upon which other layers
or states are reduced, or are there different layers at each of which there are
efficacious entities/ beings? For example, although an atom is efficacious at the
layer of atoms, is a cat and its behavior fully explained by its bottom elements,
or does a cat consisting of atoms have a “distinct” effect upon what happens in
the limited universe? Some claim that there is not only bottom-up, but also topdown causal effects. However, for such an approach which rejects God, the
difference is just about the distribution of the bottom layer efficaciousness to
other layers, but they should be self-sufficient in total.
You may ask: “How is the above questions relevant to the topic of this book?
Cannot Allah create a universe wherein the things are reducible to a certain
layer or happen on infinite regress?” Obviously, if things are fully reducible to/
explainable by a certain layer and/or state then that layer/ state will be selfsufficient and Allah will be redundant. Likewise, if things are explainable fully
according to the efficacious things at many layers, again, Allah will be
redundant. Again, if an infinite regress of things explains self-sufficiently all we
observe, then there will be no need for Allah. Hence, in any of those situations,
it will be shown that Allah is not effective hence not provable; and that there is
no evidence for Allah. Moreover, it will also be shown that Allah as the Creator
and Sustainer of the universe is false and is disproved. This will be against the
Quranic teaching where it is clearly claimed that there are lots of evidences for
Allah and that Allah is the Creator and Sustainer of the universe.
Yet, on the contrary if we discover that none of the above frameworks works
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without the self-sufficiency of a Being who has the properties necessary for what
we observe, then we will conclude that there is a self-sufficient who has those
properties.
So, let us now take in more depth the claims about reductive physicalism,
emergentism, and infinite regress as candidate frameworks to explain what we
observe without any need for Allah38. Though infinite regress may be examined
under the headings of reductive physicalism and emergentism, due to its distinct
implications we will see it under a separate heading.
In this part I will give only some reasons which demonstrate that the limited
universe and the things in it are not self-sufficient. The other properties
necessary for the existence of the limited universe which will be explained in
the following parts also constitute support for the lack of self-sufficiency of the
limited universe.
We will see that a physicalist reduction which ends in an end point be it a
bottom structural layer and/or sequentially an initial state of the limited
universe does not give us a reasonable framework suitable for a self-sufficient
cause within the limited universe. Likewise, a physicalist reduction which does
not end but is built upon an infinite regress does not give us such a suitable
framework either.
Furthermore, a strong emergentism which recognizes top-down causation and
efficacious beings/ entities at many layers does not provide us with such a

There may be versions of those frameworks which claim to explain
the universe with the involvement of Allah. The points I will address
will also have indirect implications about them.
38

315

suitable framework either.
Note that in our context, the above approaches are assumed to claim to explain
the limited universe without a God. Also, there may be their different versions
which allegedly are reconciled and work with a God. I will not address any
possible shortcomings of such approaches since they do not necessarily
constitute objections against the proof for Allah. However, the detailed
explanations in this book are expected to be useful regarding those versions as
well.
Negative properties explained in part 1.1.2.2.11.2 as dependency, contingency,
limitedness, relativeness, multiplicity, division, differentiation, distance of
dependent things show that they do not originate ultimately from the dependent
things. Secondly distinct sustained properties are not ultimately reducible to
other sustained properties, therefore there is no explanation within the
contingent thing about certain sustained properties: for example, consciousness
cannot be explained in terms of spatiotemporal properties such as size and
distance., , , In the following parts we will examine these issues in detail and
show that the things in the limited universe are not self-sufficient. Additionally,
part 1.4.2.2.2 about the lack of necessity in the limited universe as it relates to
the “Fashioning” property, may also be useful in understanding these points
further.
Something that needs a cause, cannot be an ultimate cause.
Premise 3 will be a key issue in all properties.
1.1.2.2.1
False.

Reductive Physicalism is Unsubstantiated and

If (1) things in the limited universe were fully and ultimately reducible to
particles, waves, fields, and if (2) those particles, waves, fields… were selfsufficient, then we could say that the limited universe and things in it are self316

sufficient. Here, (1) corresponds to the claim of reductive physicalism. This part
will establish that (1) is false. Later we will see how (2) is also false.
A dictionary definition of reductionism is: “The theory that every complex
phenomenon, especially in biology or psychology, can be explained by analyzing
the simplest, most basic physical mechanisms that are in operation during the
phenomenon.”39
When I talk about reductionism, I essentially mean physicalist reductionism.
And I take “reduce” and “reductionism” in the following sense: “The English
verb ‘reduce’, derives from the Latin ‘reducere’, whose literal meaning ‘to bring
back’, informs its metaphorical use in philosophy. If one asserts that the mental
reduces to the physical, that heat reduces to kinetic molecular energy, or that
one theory reduces to another theory, one implies that in some relevant sense
the reduced theory can be brought back to the reducing theory, the mental can
be brought back to the physical, or heat can be brought back to molecular
kinetic energy. The term ‘reduction’ as used in philosophy expresses the idea
that if an entity x reduces to an entity y then y is in a sense prior to x, is more
basic than x, is such that x fully depends upon it or is constituted by it. Saying
that x reduces to y typically implies that x is nothing more than y or nothing
over and above y.”40
A reduction is effected when the laws of the target science are shown to be
logical consequences of the theoretical assumptions of a base science.41
There are other formulations of reductionism. However, the above is the most
relevant in the context of proof of Allah.
If as explained in the above quote, x “fully” depends upon y in the limited
universe, then y is self-sufficient, hence, according to physicalist reductionism,
y would be the cause of all that exists within the limited world we observe.
39
40
41

(Dictionary.com 2020)
(Van Riel 2019)
(Nagel 1961)
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Therefore, the limited world we observe would not be a product, creation of
Allah; hence, there would be no evidence for Allah, and Allah would be
irrelevant for us. Since Allah has the properties of creating and sustaining this
universe, then if the physicalist reductionism is true, then Allah would be false.
However, remember that we established in part 1.1 that our observations on the
limited universe entail the existence of at least one self-sufficient. Hence, it is
necessary that we demonstrate whether the limited universe is self-sufficient so
that we may proceed to discover whether there is a self-sufficient above it. And
if there is a self-sufficient above the universe, we may be able to analyze the
other properties of the self-sufficient.
Why is there a tendency to relocate explanations to lower layers? Because if two
parts come together and there appears a totally new relationship or property
unexplainable by these two parts, from where would that new relationship
come? According to Islam, the answer is “from God”. But for some people, this
answer is not acceptable. Consequently, they have to accept that any whole must
be explainable based only on its parts. Where do the properties of the ultimate
parts come from? Here, we see that reductionism has a strong faith-like aspect.
Secondly, the tendency to relocate explanations to lower layers may have also
consequential/pragmatic reasons: Knowing that wholes can be made of different
parts enables us to combine them in different ways and produce new products.
Being highly involved with things in this way may emotionally cause many
people to question the problems of reductionism insufficiently.
Thirdly, there are also assumptions that allegedly separable smaller things are
simpler, since there are allegedly less powers acting on a smaller particle. And
the more we learn about simpler and smaller things, the less unexplained things
will remain. Hence, there may be hopes that we will learn how things happened
to exist starting from zero. However, the more we explain the properties of
larger things with smaller things, these smaller things will be assumed to be
larger in their powers.
So, none of these justify a conclusion that all wholes are explainable in terms of
their parts.
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Van Riel et al. notes “The hope that the actual progress of science can be
successfully described in terms of reduction has vanished.”42 This complies with
the Quranic teaching.
However, rejecting physicalist reductionism43 does not entail rejecting physics.
We should just reject a specific narrow understanding of physics. Physics relates
to nature, and in a broad sense God has a nature and there is a relationship
between God and nature since God is the Creator and Sustainer of physics. The
physics which excludes God, and the physics which is defined as something
unrelated to God, is not acceptable in Islam. But physics as a comprehensive
science without a prejudice, is necessary.
Biology relocates some real questions to chemistry and physics; chemistry
relocates some real questions to physics. And physics relocates the same to
things which are studied under philosophy. And some see philosophy inferior
to science. Consequently, some important questions are swept under the rug.
There are two main reasons for discarding reductive physicalism: Firstly,
Reduction basis is not self sufficient and final. There is no reducible property
fully to the spatiotemporal in that any allegedly 'reducible' property would need
to be produced based on unity and any reduction basis would have to be brought
together into a unity. So the argument 'maybe things in the universe are not
self sufficient but maybe the universe as a whole is self sufficient' does not work
because in the first place to be considered as a distinct whole, the universe must
be built on and brought together into a unity.
Secondly, in many ways, that which is allegedly reducible to be spatiotemporal
42
43

(Van Riel 2019)
Scientific reductionism is generally used as corresponding to
physicalist reductionism. However, although the adjective “scientific”
presupposes that it is scientific, it is not substantiated that it is scientific.
Hence, we prefer to use the term “physicalist”.
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such as consciousness, is different in kind than the alleged reduction basis.
Some interpretations or elements of reductionism may be containing also
infinite regress and not necessarily end up in a certain layer. Since infinite
regress is a key issue not necessarily related to physicalist reductionism, I will
explain it under a distinct heading.
In the following sub-sections, I will explain why reductionism is unsubstantiated
and false.
1.1.2.2.1.1

Physicalist Reductionism is Unsubstantiated.

The reductionist claim that there are no wholes which are not reducible to the
physical is unsubstantiated, and cannot be substantiated. Because, it requires
access to all wholes in the universe, and to all layers of existence. Obviously,
this access is impossible. Furthermore, there is no logical or empirical necessity
for all things to be reducible to the physical. Additionally, the problems in the
following sub-sections demonstrate that reductionism cannot be proven.
1.1.2.2.1.2
Causation.

Top-Down Causation Is as True as Bottom-up

He released the two seas, meeting [side by side];
Between them is a barrier [so] neither of them
transgresses.
(Quran: 55/19-20)
And they will say to their skins, "Why have you
testified against us?" They will say, "We were
made to speak by Allah, who has made
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everything speak; and He created you the first
time, and to Him you are returned.
(Quran: 41/21)
And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that
perhaps you would be grateful.
(Quran: 16/78)

Since parts and wholes act as if they share the same space, they are not
fundamentally separable. We cannot say that something spatiotemporally
divisible, in and of itself explains a whole, since, for instance, any law of nature
is assumed to bind even distant things as if they are a whole.
In terms of causality we cannot say that only low-level things influence the toplevel things, since high level relationships such as spatial relationships are also
a reality: The locations of the planets and their atoms in the planetary system
not only have implications for the movements of the planets, but also they have
implications for how the atoms behave. The same applies for atoms and parts
of atoms.
If for example the space was reducible, then it would be explainable in spatial
points. But then distant, and near, big, and small would lose their reality if we
do not presume the reality of a fundamental transcendence: Because any point
as separable from other things, cannot contain these relationships. If we define
a point within a whole, then we assume that it is contained within a nonseparable relationship. If we reduce things to relationships, then we reduce them
to transcendent and non-separable wholes. Especially if we consider that
relationships are also related according to certain relationships, we will see that
reductionism does not work. These are not related to or based upon our
consciousness, since whether we exist or not, these relationships work.
The reductionist in the first place divides and discriminates. Because for him
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there are reduced things, and there are things upon which other things are
reduced. However, an atom has an actual potential precise implication for a
specific cat even if it is not within or close to that cat. That implication also
defines the atom. In the fashion of God, the cat or whatever will be created with
an atom, has an implication for the existence and some features of the atom.
On the other hand, for example, an atom, or an electron is not a point-like
entity, and they cannot be isolated point-like entities. They are explained in
terms of internal and external structures and relations. So, the physicalist
reductionism would only work in a limited way in respect to a certain layer. At
that layer, however basic it is, we will see that that which we use as an
explanation, is something that belongs to a higher layer relatively to something
else. Or we will see in accordance with the popular interpretations of quantum
phenomena, that we have wave functions where there are only wholes.
The real world is not reducible to imaginable simplest billiard balls as explained
in part 1.4.2.2.2.2.6; even such simplest balls would require lots of internal
relationships.
Hence, top - down - future - past - potential - actual causalities are true
simultaneously, and not necessarily only in a fixed single direction.
In the limited universe that we observe, there is no homogeneous upward going
causal structural chain. There are different structures at different layers. Had
there been such a chain, then we could figure out what had to be the structure
of anything at any smallest scale. But we discover different particles at the same
layers and at the different layers with specific numbers and relationships, by
doing specific experiments, rather than looking at what is going on between
celestial objects.
Also, as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 in the negation experiments and brain
observation experiments about the free will power, there are distinct effects of
the sovereign wholes upon the parts.
Consequently, our empirical observations and logic, do not allow us to conclude
that we can make a clear and final distinction between things that are reduced
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and things that are reduction bases.
1.1.2.2.1.3
Considerations

Reality of Non-Spatio-Temporal Concepts and

The spatiotemporal does not have any implication in terms of right and wrong:
A falling stone is what it is. We cannot say “this fall is false”. If spatiotemporal
dimension(s) are the only ones, then there would be no other dimension or
realm the spatiotemporal entities would influence or produce or in which they
would extend. But if there are the dimensions of true, false, good, evil then we
cannot say that these fundamental dimensions are reducible to the
spatiotemporal ones.
There is no reason to claim that our spatiotemporal perceptions are superior to
our other perceptions. Why would we say that economical, social, biological,
chemical relationships are just epiphenomenal, ineffective relationships?
If the only reality was only physics or physiology, then there would be nothing
else which would consider it wrong. (1) If the only reality was the
spatiotemporal, then the agent’s parts would not be able to transcend another
agent; (2) Even if they transcended, they all would be as parts of the same whole,
complying with relevant laws of nature, and consistent.
We have the will power and when we will, this act has dynamics different than
those of the parts. We consider things that relate to economics, feelings, future,
and so on. These are specific to our level. An atom’s properties, functions, and
behavior are different. We are real, the atoms are real, the cells are real, our eyes
are real… What we consider when willing does not overlap with the specifics of
an atom. If we say that what we consider is just what atoms calculate/ process,
then we have no reason to stop at the atoms’ level, we need to go deeper, but at
no place we are justified to stop. So, we have to accept that the atoms are
epiphenomenal as well, hence, nothing, no entity, no relationship we find out
would constitute a real finding.
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If we assume that the atoms or something else are the supervenience basis, then,
since they would also have constituents, we would have added some additional
features to the real spatiotemporal that we have not reached. Therefore, we
would have contradicted ourselves.
1.1.2.2.1.4

Consciousness as An Evidence of Irreducibility

Consciousness is an important sign of an irreducible whole. Consciousness
relates to the entirety of the agent, not any part of it. Even if it was detected that
it is a part of a brain it would be a sign of a whole since that part would also be
a whole. It cannot be reduced to a spatiotemporal point in the brain, since it
encompasses many ranges in the same time. It cannot be reduced to a volume,
because then constituents of that volume would be transcendent and nonseparable. Therefore, the consciousness cannot be reduced to the
spatiotemporal. For similar reasons it cannot be reduced to other ultimately
separable things.
If we draw four boxes, the consciousness encompasses them. But in the
reductive physicalism, each box is instantiated within corresponding parts in
the brain. If the brain is reduced to parts, then each part would contain a part
of the boxes. Hence there would be no transcendent and holistic reality of the
wholes anywhere.
A conscious agent can produce “infinite” scenarios, can reshape, can redefine,
can know, and be conscious of multiple things at once, while the physical is
assumed to be in one-to-one relationship. The agent can value things differently.
It is active over what he conceives. What he conceives is real as conceptions as
different from the physical, though, we cannot separate the physical from the
mental.
Even if the qualia would be illusions, they would be real as illusions. Hence, it
is clear that those transcendent properties cannot be reducible to the
spatiotemporal, except maybe if we assume that the spatiotemporal is not
spatiotemporal as understood by some. But if we assume the latter, then we
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would have added some additional features to the spatiotemporal.
The consciousness is not self sufficient and it needs some physical. The physical
needs consciousness and is non separable from it, since both need properties
such as unity and transcendence in order to exist.
Hence, as conscious and physical agents, we can experience that consciousness
is not reducible to the physical.
1.1.2.2.1.5
False.

Both Determinism and Indeterminism Are

I presented arguments in part 1.6.2.1.1.1 which show that determinism and
indeterminism are both false. Since, sovereignty and transcendence are not
causal alternatives for a physicalist, his only alternatives are determinism and
indeterminism. Hence, as it is shown that none of the two is acceptable, this
shows that reductionism is false.
1.1.2.2.2

Laws of Nature are Descriptive

Indeed, in the creation of the heavens and the earth and the alternation of the
night and the day are signs for those of understanding.
(Quran: 3/190)

And We have made the night and day two signs,
and We erased the sign of the night and made
the sign of the day visible that you may seek
bounty from your Lord and may know the
number of years and the account [of time]. And
everything We have set out in detail.
(Quran: 17/12)
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They are not but [mere] names you have named
them you and your forefathers for which Allah
has sent down no authority. They follow not
except assumption and what [their] souls desire,
and there has already come to them from their
Lord guidance.
(Quran: 53/23)
Do they not see the birds controlled in the
atmosphere of the sky? None holds them up
except Allah. Indeed, in that are signs for a
people who believe.
(Quran: 16/79)

Reading the above verse, some will say that there is no need for God for the
flight of the birds, there is the law of gravity, there are electromagnetic and other
forces related to the atoms and molecules of the air. These forces and laws also
govern the atoms in the brains of the birds. So, they fly with no need for any
god. This is like Laplace says to Napoleon everything works without God
hypothesis.
If we dogmatically accept the laws, maybe we can say those things. But let us
question them:
Where do those laws come from? Who executes the patterns? Who controls
them? Where are the laws located? Why are they the way they are? Why are
they in harmony with the related substance…
The laws are not generally sufficiently questioned. They look very much like the
false multiple gods of old times. They do not have in the first-place properties
different than what they are used to explain. This lack of questioning may be
related to their successful use in applied sciences and their weaknesses to stand
against any questioning. But after all, a crow uses gravity to drop and crack a
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walnut without any need to recognize gravity as an ultimate explanation for
anything. Hence, these laws mostly are accepted dogmatically as the very basis
of what we observe.
Below, I will note important issues and questions about these laws. Each of the
following question demonstrates that these laws are not and cannot be what
they are assumed to be. Hence, undermining them, will also undermine
determinism.
Under determinism, the states should normally be the outcome of the laws.

He said: Our Lord is He Who gave unto
everything its nature, then guided it aright.
(Quran: 20/50)

Patterns are necessary in that they are useful means, as we saw in the example
about the crows which need predictability, testability, and repeatability. The
following verse refers to this fact:

It is He Who maketh the stars (as beacons) for
you, that ye may guide yourselves, with their
help, through the dark spaces of land and sea:
We detail Our signs for people who know.
(Quran: 6/97)
Some deify the laws of nature presuming that they have to be the way they are.
But if they are subject to fashioning, then they may be otherwise. What evidence
do we have to assert that they have to be the way they are? Why had the default
be necessarily biased and ad hoc. Can it be biased randomly? Random is
impossible. Can the bias be compensated within a multiverse? No, because no
matter what the structure of the multiverse, the entire multiverse will be a
special case which could be otherwise. So, these laws are like ad hoc gods. Such
are not default and cannot be default necessary gods or forces, because they may
equally be otherwise. The biased laws or gods are against the null hypothesis:
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Nothingness is impossible therefore full power is the default.
Islam recognizes the patterns. But recognizing or naming a pattern does not
make it self-sufficient. Or assigning the power to the sun or to the moon or
calling them god does not make them self-sufficient or eternal. On the contrary
they are destructible.
If we have free will power then the bottom level laws are limited hence not all
encompassing. Therefore the basis of physicalism fails. The above concepts like
randomness, multiverse, free will power are explained in detail in the related
parts.
1.1.2.2.2.1
Laws are Irrelevant to the Issue of the Ultimate
Cause of the Universe.
Limited science describes things, it does not proscribe or explain why things
happen. Yet atheists talk as if when a law has been discovered then an answer
to a "why" question has been discovered so as there is no need for any other
explanation about the things that are related to that law. It is just another kind
of god: the law is allegedly sufficient for whatever happens in accordance with
it. The law is assumed to have properties as if they are all-knower, powerful,
self-fashioner, aware, transcendent... However the only thing that can be said
about it is that it is only a contingent pattern. There is no reason to assign it
those properties.
The experiments are considered as proofs for those properties. Is such proof
related to that which is proven? No. Theoretically it might be possible that each
law has an essence with those powers. But the observations do not prove them.
If there was only one law and one entity, it might be more likely that one
necessary law ruled everything. But laws are contingent. There is no evidence
that a law is knower, powerful, transcendent, aware, communicator, fashioner.
So the proof is not proof for those properties of a law. If we see the wheels of a
car rotate and if we invent a law which states that wheels of that car always
rotate, this is a false inference. Because even if it rotates for years in the same
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way, the observation does not imply that there is such a law. The observation is
irrelevant to such a law. Once young Prophet Abraham (PBUH) thought that
the sun is his lord. But seeing that it set, he left it. Laws have more misleading
power for being more durable. But yet they are local. Hence they cannot be
ultimate explanations for what we observe. So any observation is local and
cannot render itself all encompassing. It can only show that it is contingent and
dependent on a bigger power.
If observation is evidence for a law of nature as a self-sufficient power, then it
cannot be evidence for Allah. If it is evidence for Allah as a self-sufficient power,
then it cannot be evidence for the law as a self sufficient power. It cannot be
evidence for law as a self sufficient power, because laws by definition do not
have the properties to execute things or to know or transcend things…; they are
just patterns and descriptions. Therefore it is evidence for a power which/ who
may sustain and cause things. Observation itself is an effect of a power.
1.1.2.2.2.2

Who Makes the Laws of Nature?

When we have laws, we also have law maker, law enforcement...; but laws of
nature are considered by some exempt from these with no reason.
What makes the laws of nature? Why are they the way they are? Are they
necessary? What/who makes and sustains the coordinate system necessary for
those laws and determinism?
There is no proof for a claim that the laws of nature are necessary. If there is
no logical necessity for the existence of laws of nature, then there is no reason
to assume that they are self-existent, hence that they are the most fundamental.
Therefore, a claim that “all that exists must be under the control of deterministic
laws of nature” is unsubstantiated.
1.1.2.2.2.3

Why are There not Other Laws?
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Either laws appear out of nowhere and there are other laws which interrupt the
above kind of laws, or there are no laws at all. If there are interrupting laws/
fundamental forces which are self-sufficiently, it is obvious that they do not
interrupt chaotically. If such orderly laws appear self-sufficiently, then why
would there not appear chaotic laws which would make the universe not
understandable at all?
1.1.2.2.2.4

Laws Must Have Transcendent Abilities.

Can we say under different realms different laws apply as pushy explainers
which distinguish each kind of object, their sizes, and other distinct properties
while lacking transcendent abilities, like electromagnetism ruling mostly in the
micro realm, and gravity mostly ruling in macro realm? This does not sound
plausible, since parts of things in the macro realm, are parts of micro realm. On
the other hand, a distinction based on the realms would require further
transcendent powers to communicate and cooperate. On the other hand, the
lack of a fashioner, executive, and transcendent Power in the numerous lawsbased model, makes this model unplausible.
Although a uniform law above requires transcendence, other kinds of laws
require transcendence of higher degrees.

He brings the living out of the dead and brings
the dead out of the living and brings to life the
earth after its lifelessness. And thus, will you be
brought out.
(Quran: 30/19)

Of course, the multiple bodies and additional dimensions will require the laws
to transcend more things: For example, let us suppose that an object hits an
object in direction D1 which requires it to be in position P1 at time T1. Another
object hits it in another direction which requires it to be in position P2 at time
T1. But the object is at P3 at time T1. The law calculates P3. So, it is aware of
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these two influences. And determines where it has to be at T1. Same applies for
other laws. To determine state 3, the law must encompass state 1 and state 2
simultaneously. It must encompass/ transcend all things/ states.
If a law acts on parts distinguishing each one from the others, then it causes
changes based on the relationship of that particle with the related dimension, if
that dimension is ontologically real. It is as if that law moves that particle in the
space. In this case, the space has a status similar to the law, because, the object
is subject to both the law, and to the space. Therefore, in this case, the law must
be encompassing/ transcending and considering the space as much as the object.
If there is a law then this must apply to all layers unless it is able to distinguish
between the layers. For example, strong nuclear force which acts on the parts of
the nucleus of the atom, would also normally act on the parts of an electron this is important especially when we consider the need for allegedly selfsufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements under determinism and physicalism. Or it must be able to distinguish the layers. But if it acts on any whole and/or
scale, then it must be acting on that whole's parts in many ways. But if the laws
distinguish the layers, conditions, and act differently on each layer, then they
are very similar to a god who deliberates according to specific situations.
1.1.2.2.2.5
Than one State.

At Any Time-Scale, Laws Must Contain More

In being laws, they contain the very properties of what they are supposed to
cause, and they are caused by what they cause. If a law will transform the state
S1 into state S2, then the definitions related to S1 and S2 must necessarily be
contained within a law, whatever that law is.
In any case, laws allegedly contain or must contain within themselves the
elements and definitions of more than one time slice simultaneously. Therefore,
at least more than one states under the allegedly actual effect of a law, coexist
in the same time bracket.
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The alleged deterministic nature of laws makes them inconsistent and
incoherent, and also incompatible with determinism in other ways.
A law contains the elements of future, present, and the past; if the fall of an
object is defined by a law, then this will have implications at least about times
t1 and t2, positions p1 and p2, since if it only contains implications of t1 and
p1, it will not be related to what that law is used for. Hence, the laws do not
explain the unfolding of events, because the laws contain already the time
extensions of events within their internal mechanisms. Therefore, the laws given
as an answer by the determinist to the question “what causes the future” are not
answers, but rewording of the same question, similarly to the above example
where the law contains the description of t1, t2… and p1, p2… Hence, the laws
do not have a nature to be an answer to that question. Laws cannot explain the
future. Because the elements of the future are assumed to be contained within
the laws: For example, if the law or force of gravity makes my pen move from
position P1 to position P2, this means that any time this law detects my pen to
be in P1, it will cause it to shift it to P2. So, if the determinist answers my
question “how does my pen go from P1 to P2?” as “because of the law of
gravity”, I will say “how P1 and P2 within the law of gravity are the way they
are?” This means that the answer of the determinist is no answer.
Furthermore, what is the width of the law’s internal extension in terms of time?
Is the law like an equation of first degree, or like an equation of more degrees?
Also, if we consider that any state cannot be taken as a moment with zero time
width, but rather as a range no matter what the time scale is, we will conclude
the following: If we predict events in the time range TR3 while we are at time
range TR2, we should admit that the law depends on the events TR2, and TR1.
Hence, the dynamics of the state before change, during the change, and after
the change must be transcended by the law. Therefore, at any stage, the law
must allegedly transcend more than one existent states. So, necessarily there are
at least some consecutive states that are not the product of the laws, but that are
allegedly built into the laws. These apply no matter what the model of the law
is: For example, if the gravity is explained by gravitons, gravitational waves, or
spacetime curvature, the same thing applies since there will be in any case the
above differentiations in respect to time.
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Also, the same law encompasses the past states as well as the future states
beyond the present state unless each moment is considered to have different
law. Yet, if each moment is run by a different law, then there would be a higherlevel law which would simultaneously encompass all states.
And, this means that laws cannot explain the future, because the future which
is inside the law in the infinitesimal framework, is influencing the laws. Imagine
like you are moving the pen with your hand. To move it, you must contain the
power on the initial state, on the transition process, and on the final process. If
the law has these powers, then, within this law, simultaneously states of change
exist, even before the change has been made by it. If there is such a
differentiation within the law itself, then, either there is infinite regress, because
any such differentiation at any layer will be caused by another layer. Or, these
differentiations are not absolute/ necessary; and they are contingent. This point
demonstrates that determinism is false.
1.1.2.2.2.6

Laws Would Need a Coordinator Above Them.

The multiplicity of laws would create lots of
other problems:
Had there been within the heavens and earth
gods besides Allah, they both would have been
ruined. So exalted is Allah, Lord of the Throne,
above what they describe.
(Quran: 21/22)

When there is another law it destroys the lawness of the former law. Hence,
there will be a need for a top principle or law which governs the submissive
laws. Yet, can a top and fixed principle devoid of deliberation and flexibility be
sufficient to remove the clashes and sustain numerous laws and structures at
different layers?
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If there are multiple laws that affect same thing, then there would be some kind
of conflict between these laws. While one law/ force, for example gravity may
require that thing to be in position A, another law/ force for example
electromagnetic force, may require it to be in position B. Which one will
happen? An average? One of them will have priority under some conditions?
Who calculates? Who sets the principles? Are calculations subject to other laws?
Or will there be a manifold or universe wherein sufficient dimensions are added/
exist so that both laws happen simultaneously? Or a part/ representation/
feature of that particle occurs in one position according to law A, and another
part/ feature occurs at point B? Who or what coordinates among them? If there
is a hierarchy, who defined this hierarchy? Are they the effects of matter? Does
the matter have an effect on laws? Or do they interact?
If all laws depend on other laws then there is circularity and infinite regress. If
some laws do not depend on other laws, then a systematic, contingent bias
would have been or have appeared out of nowhere which is not possible. If they
are necessary, this would contradict their contingency. As contingent, separable,
but extended things they would be unable to coordinate and cooperate.
Are the laws changing or are they unchanging? If they are changing according
to patterns or according to higher level laws, this means that the above problem
applies: Laws as laws would not be the cause of anything, because they would
be running partially or wholly by other laws. A law would cause some properties
of another law; a law would be reducible to another law; the existence of a
contingent law is not meaningful, and its interaction with another law in the
non-existence of anything else is not reasonable either. If there are no higherlevel laws/ patterns for their changes, this means that they and their interactions
are arbitrary, and that they are not laws in fact.
If they are unchanging, then they must be fundamentally eternal and same in
every possible universe. But there is no reason and no empirical evidence to
claim that they have to be the way they are. Logically it will never be possible
to prove that they cannot be otherwise in another universe, in the past, or in
the future. And, as many prominent physicists confirm, in the non-existence of
the precise values of constants that relate to laws and forces of nature, this
universe would not be existing.
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Are laws reducible to other laws? Or to a big law, like in the idea of a theory of
everything? Physics proceed in the opposite direction. There are thousands of
different relationships at different layers, in different entities, in different
regions, new particles or anti-particles that behave differently, and so on.
We cannot speak of laws in the absence of the structures or entities upon which
laws allegedly act. If each entity acts in harmony with patterns by coincidence,
this brings about a big probability problem. Why would so many things behave
in the same way though they are separate entities, structures? Do we see just a
realization of tiny probability?
If there is infinitesimality in this respect, in other words, if there is no final
smallest level, then parts are not real as they are conceived and there are just
relationships. But what connects the relationships, such as the relationship
between point a and point b. But even if point b is point-like, then it is already
defined by relationships: In other words, whatever distinguishes it from another
point is a relationship. But a relationship is also defined by points. And the
relationship between point c and point d is also related to the relations between
point a and point b. Hence relations cannot be explained by relations but with
something of a different nature. In this sense, the relations between the
spatiotemporal components of a law would also need a higher unity to define
the law and its internal relations.
An electron is subject to both electromagnetic force and gravity. So, if there are
separate laws then there must be a kind of a higher degree law which regulates
and harmonizes them. If there are not separate laws, but one law does all these
things by itself, then it is not only a law which surrounds things, but also it
distinguishes, comprises some things, conditions, and excludes some things. If
it or the higher-level law selects and is differentiated in its effects and if this
differentiation originates from this law, then we cannot claim any determinism
or physicalism, because then deliberation would be at the root of the laws as
well. And we have to set aside reductionism because there is no unique principle
or layer to which things can be reduced.
1.1.2.2.2.7

Laws Must Have Deliberation Capacity
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Another issue is the application of the laws in different layers. For example,
gravity and electromagnetic force can apply on the same particle, but in a
relation of task division. If there are different laws for different layers, this means
that the laws apply some kind of deliberation, and that reductionism is false.
But this also shows again that they are not absolute and that they are subject to
higher levels of relations. Hence, the observed laws are not necessary, they are
contingent. If the hierarchy of laws does not end up in a necessity, then it will
end up in infinite regress. But it cannot end up in necessity, since they are
limited, many, and contingent. Therefore, the alleged self-sufficient relations
between laws and their components are just whims. Additionally, the obvious
contingency demonstrates a sovereign will power which originates these
contingent laws and their products.
If the law has the power to change the position of the object from P1 to P2,
from time T1 to T2 respectively, this would require that the law must have the
power to produce the effect in the opposite direction as well, if there is no
coercive constraint above the law. If for example the momentum of the object
before T1 is such a constraint, then the constraint would be arising from the
same law, hence in this case it would not be a constraint above it. But if it is not
subject to a constraint above itself, then either within the law there is such a
necessity, or there is a kind of deliberation within the law which causes the
events in the order we observe consistently. We cannot say that it contains any
biased behavior which can have such necessity.
If the states of things constitute constraints, then this means that the law does
not drive states, but it interacts with the states. In this case, there has to be
additional laws which define the terms of interaction between them; which in
turn would require additional laws to arrange the relations between the new
laws and earlier laws and states; and this would lead to infinite regress.
Also, this would mean that the states are of the same nature as the laws. If there
is no constraint upon the law, then the law would have some kind of
deliberation power. But then this would entail that the laws communicate and
cooperate with other laws such that the events we observe are understandable
and traceable. This is impossible since for this there needs to be a common
language between them which entails a kind of higher layer all-encompassing
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laws.
Some argue that the increase in entropy is what determines the direction of
time. This might be argued in a lawless universe. But in a universe where
deterministic laws allegedly direct things, the increase in entropy is superseded
by these laws; things allegedly must be happening according to the laws not
according to entropy.
Furthermore, in such a universe, all of the future states would be contained
within the initial state. There would be a strict connection between all states
and they would constitute a whole as in a block time where there is no change.
There would be nothing new. Also, the Maxwell’s demon is a good argument
against the direction of the time based on increase in entropy. So, there should
not be any constraint upon the deterministic laws, but this in turn necessitates
a freedom of will for the laws which obviously produces contradiction.
1.1.2.2.2.8

Laws Cannot Be Self-Sufficient

Based on the above explanations, maybe we should say that the laws are just
properties of things. But things in the limited universe are limited and relative.
If we say that a certain thing has a certain size, this size is relative. It does not
mean anything in and of itself. It means something only relatively to another
thing. Hence, it depends on another thing which also depends on that very
thing. So, they are not self-sufficient.
1.1.2.2.2.9
Contradictions Caused by Time and Laws as
Deterministic Causes
Is time a constraint on the law, or is it a product of the law? Time would depend
on the functioning of the law, since we do not even experience any distinct
benchmark for time. The act on the states must be as we observe within
harmony. If it is the law which pushes things, then it is pushing them in
harmony. So, the law is not constrained by time, it is producing time. So, how
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the events spread within time should be determined by the law(s). As explained
above and in part 1.1.2.2.5 that relates to time, the past, present and future
considered separately from the beings and their acts, are just subjective things.
And the law(s) must contain past, present and future simultaneously.
Remember that the law must not be stuck within a zero-width time slice. And
if it transcends state S1 and state S2 without being bound by time, then it must
also transcend equally S2 and state S3. This would entail that it transcends S1S2-S3-Sn with no time distance.
Hence, this would lead to a result of the existence of block time. This would
mean that everything exists simultaneously, and nothing other than laws has
any effect of its own. But if the latter is true, then there is no effective law since
there is no need to produce something based on another thing, since everything
that we consider to be in the past and in the future would allegedly be existing
simultaneously.
A limited and/or passive being or entity may have limitations in proceeding in
one direction; but if determinism is true, then a law must be able to encompass
all directions. If a law has a control upon the entities or fields, then it must
encompass the past and future. But if it encompasses with no bias, then what
would cause it to act within a certain direction? Then the claim of determinism
that the future is predictable based on a previous state and a law is not valid.
The law becomes something that does not take any specific state and transform
it or build from it another state, but something that determines the entire whole
like a block-time universe.
A similar argument is applicable against a claim that the laws are intrinsic to/
within the entities, where the laws are not external to the entities. In this
framework, the entities must be aware of what is around and would be
transcendent, and they would be encompassing the past and the future.
Are there laws that surround states and direct them? Or are laws contained
within the entities/ particles which allegedly and self-sufficiently are
transcendent, all-encompassing, which behave in accordance with the laws that
they contain? The first seems to be less plausible since it assumes that even in
the absence of any real essence, there are laws “somewhere”. The latter is also
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implausible as depicted above, since it requires that an any entity is inherently
and self-sufficiently transcendent, and that it contains patterns that relate to and
are in harmony with other things’ patterns.
All of the essential problems under the physicalist and hard deterministic
approach above persist and undermine determinism. The laws by their very
nature are not suited to produce what the physicalists and determinists expect.
However, according to the Islamic teaching, Allah is the being who has
transcendence, knowledge, power and will; therefore, He has the properties that
can give things certain abilities. And He has them by default and necessarily as
explained in part 1.3.
As explained above, the laws directing atoms are very unlikely. It is also very
unlikely that a law gives abilities so as they would be behaving as if they are
aware of a wide range of regions. A law cannot enable an object to know a meter
in front of it or a second in front of it; and it cannot make it behave in
accordance with gravity according to Newtonian model, as an action at a
distance. Accepting that a law does these things, entails that these laws are like
God except for the difference of their contingencies, non-transcendence,
multiplicities, inconsistencies, and their deficient properties.
1.1.2.2.2.10
Laws of Nature Do Not Invalidate Sovereign
Things, Beings, or Relationships.
Patterns or laws may coexist with sovereign entities unless a deterministic
universe is true. And there is no valid reason to believe that the universe must
be fully deterministic.
Do physical laws necessarily encompass all things that relate to consciousness
and will?
Laws are not exclusive. Discovery of a new law does not always require
abandonment of a previous law. A falling magnet keeps pushing the same pole
upward if appropriately positioned, while falling. So, a sovereign thing can
339

simultaneously exist and behave in a sovereign way while some laws of nature
apply to it. So, laws can coexist and interact with sovereignty.
If you ask a person why a stone falls, many will say “because of gravity”.
According to many, laws of nature are pushy causes44. If laws are supervenient
upon the structure of things then a problem of action at a distance appears:
How does a falling stone know the distance between itself and the center of
gravity of the earth and its implications? Because of gravity waves? Or because
of gravitons? How the regions of these waves, or gravitons know their locations’
implications? Within the physicalist and determinist paradigm, same questions
will be left crucially unanswered in any case. Also, when a stone reacts to or
change the direction of an object same problems apply. A secular will overlook
these problems with a hope that they will be explained; but without any reason,
they expect the explanation to be within the narrow spatiotemporal paradigm.
However, under the physicalist approach which is separative, it is not possible
that a stone knows what is beyond it; if it knows, then it is not something
separable.
1.1.2.2.2.11
Falsity of Reductive Physicalism and The
Effective Reality of Structures and Entities

Say, "Is the blind equivalent to the seeing?”
(Quran: 13/16)

Science essentially explains things with wholes that are explanatory by their
irreducible structures and features which are contingent. For example, biology
explains some things with eyes. But eyes happen only if some organization
exists. This organization is not self-sufficient, in other words it depends on
things. So, determining things ultimately by eyes does not work, since it is not
an ultimate explanation.
Chemistry is similar in that it is based on structures of atoms, molecules, and
44

(Hoefer 2016)
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so on.
Physics explains things based on the relations between space, time, energy.
Space, time, energy, reason, and mathematics are in turn explained by an allencompassing unity. This is the area where our eyes and measuring devices are
not able to encompass.
We are not justified in believing that when we explain something with a mass
or with a law we are done, and that that law and mass are self-sufficient and
unquestionable. But as beyond the spatiotemporal our measuring and
controlling devices do not work, it is tempting to believe that what we cannot
measure and control can be legitimately omitted.
Here the following problem surfaces: Many sciences build themselves on the
unknowns beyond physics, but for many, physics unjustly claims its kingdom
based upon the contingent laws and generally says there is no clear guiding
science beyond physics.
Recognizing physics unjustly as the ultimate real science entails rejecting the
reality of the objects of other sciences. At the end, the human being and its
distinct properties as the will power are tried to be explained in terms of the
behaviors of the atoms and other particles.
We also hear some holist voices which say that there are things which are not
reducible to those particles, that there are the cells, the animals and other things
which are non-separable. Though they seem to reject reductionism, as long as
they are not able to see the unique power above all things, they are not able to
get rid of being the victim of reductionism. Without proceeding beyond physics,
one cannot see beyond what can be perceived through one’s eyeballs.
According to reductionism, any behavior of any human being or any animal
can be explained completely by the behavior of smallest particles or fields.
Hence, the will power, consciousness, or anything that we think we do is
epiphenomenal, ineffective in terms of causality. So, as atoms and fields are not
considered having any transcendent abilities, they cannot be multipotential
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causes.
But are not the smallest things wholes also reducible?
I explained the irrationalities of reductive physicalism in part 1.1.2.2.1.
1.1.2.2.2.12

Infinite Regress, Problem of The Beginning

Determinism entails the infinite regress regarding causality, and it causes other
problems with the beginning of the universe.
If determinism is true, then the increase in entropy is no explanation for the
direction of time. Because, in a deterministic approach, all future states are
contained within the past states. And there is no reason to say that a disorderly
distribution of things is absolutely more probable than another distribution.
Because, whatever state happens, it is what had to happen with hundred percent
probability according to an initial state if there is any. If there is infinite regress
in the preceding states, the reasoning will not change. So, there is no basis
according to determinism for the direction of time.
On the other hand, the beginning state cannot be understood as a moment with
zero extension within time, since a moment with zero time-width would not
contain the direction of events within time and it could not a power to move in
any direction. Likewise, the structure of things within a state of zero temporal
extension, would not contain in terms of physics a potential to move anything
as well. So, it necessarily contains a progress within time, and within that state,
past elements depend on the future elements, and future elements depend on
the past elements within it. Therefore, an alleged beginning state with a zero
extension in time cannot be the cause of future events.
As there is change in this world it must have a beginning. Because either it has
a beginning or there is infinite regress or both.
If there is an unchanging beginning within this limited universe, then starting
becomes impossible; but starting is necessary if it is a deterministic cause of
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existence for a limited universe.
According to determinism, any state Sn depends on state Sn-1. However, then we
will have infinite regress, since no state is sufficient by itself to indicate the
future states, because it depends on the past state(s), if determinism is true.
Any state Sn needs either state ‘Sn-1 plus law’ or ‘only law’. If it requires the
former, then, there is infinite regress. If there is an initial state which does not
need a previous state, this means that this state happened with no need of law
and the law started to interact with that state at a certain stage before which it
was not interacting with it. But if it started to interact with it this means that
there was a previous state in which it was not interacting with it. This means
that the state needs a previous state where there was no interaction. In this
situation determinism would be false.
Question 16.
Although there is always change, there is also always the matter which
undergoes the change. So, why would there be a problem of infinite regress
since the matter upon which the changes occur is present at all stages? A change
may be happening because of previous change, but there is matter that existed
before and after the change. Why would infinite regress be a problem while
everything is in change? There is matter which is stable although changes keep
happening. So, this matter may have an existence of its own which does not
need any other thing, which may be self-sufficient. So, why would the argument
that “if every state depends on a previous state then no state will have any effect
of its own, hence the whole process is with no basis” be applicable, since there
is the stable matter upon which all changes happen?
Answer 16.
If the matter undergoes change, this means that it is differentiated and limited,
so that the differentiation is an inherent property of the matter. Otherwise, it
would be considered as something that is not differentiated but causes changes
in another medium. Hence, it would be past and future eternal, causing
consciousness, qualia, and all other events, and therefore it would be exactly like
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God. In this situation, the difference between a physicalism and monotheistic
religion would be just a difference in terminology and names.
The eternal matter as mentioned in the question is very much like a concept of
god.
Is it the matter without any form (or shape) which transcendentally causes the
change or is it the matter which has a specific form at each stage and causes a
specific change together with its form? What is matter with no form?
Then, in the language of the determinist, it is the shape and the differentiation
which has effective, falsifiable, and measurable causal power, not the matter. If
it is the matter which causes these changes without changing itself, then it can
cause any change hence it is not bound with the form. In this case, matter would
be assumed to have free will power. Again, if we accept these, then matter
becomes not much different than a conscious god.
In any case, according to determinism, if there is any shape or state of the matter
at a certain point in time, then we can determine the past and future states, no
matter what the substance of the matter is, since, a future state would be
depending on the differentiation within the matter in its previous states. If the
matter is distinct from the changes, and cannot be measured based upon
changes, this means that what matters in terms of prediction is the changes
relative to each other, not relative to the matter which cannot be linked to the
changes.
On the other hand, if form is an inherent feature of the matter, then the space
would have the causal power, because, it would be the form which has effective
causal power, not the matter; and because the form would in any case depend
on the structure of the space.
In any case, either the forms would be dependent upon the previous forms, or
the matter or the space would be sovereignly causing the forms. If the forms
would be dependent upon the previous forms, then the problems of
determinism I explained would apply.
Also, if the noticeable things were only the forms at any scale, then only the
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relative proportions of the shapes would be detectable, and an absolute density
or value of the matter would be non-detectable and non-measurable. This is also
reminiscent of a god-like matter. Many evidences and points in this book show
why such a matter cannot be the self-sufficient cause of anything.
Hence, the role assigned to the matter in the question is not rational.
1.1.2.2.2.13

Why are the Laws the way They are?

Since the laws of nature are very specific, this question arises: Why are they the
way they are?
So, is there a power behind them upon which they depend? And since these
laws seem to be necessary for the formation of our universe, is the most
fundamental a sovereign power rather than deterministic laws?
According to evidence and data, the laws are contingent. In other words, there
is no reason for them to be deterministic, necessary, or fundamental. Therefore,
there is no evidence for claiming that at the very fundamental level the universe
has a deterministic ultimate basis.
1.1.2.2.2.14

Multiverse

One way to argue for why the laws, complex structures, systems, entities, life in
our universe are the way they are without God, is the multiverse. Some claim
that it is unlikely and weird that the only actual universe has these things. But
if there are many universes, then, it will be plausible to find ourselves within
one which enables the formation of the above things and of the human beings.
Hence, the aspects of our universe which looks fine-tuned, push many people
towards the acceptance of a multiverse, although there is no evidence for it from
a physicalist perspective.
If there is a multiverse, this is no explanation that the physicalist needs. On the
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contrary, it may make things much worse for the physicalist.
1.1.2.2.2.14.1
Additional Entities, Systems, Patterns Would
not Arise for Free
Multiverse brings more problems than solutions to a physicalist since it brings
in additional conditions to be met: The existence of an additional atom or any
other distinct whole outside our universe means that additional conditions have
been met, additional energy became existent. The materialist assumes that
multiverse comes for free. However, neither an additional mass nor an
additional structure nor an additional relation of the alleged multiverse would
come for free. They would all need the originating and sustaining power of
Allah.
Multiverse is asserted in a way similar to increasing the number of dice rolls so
as to have a more acceptable probability of getting very specific numbers. But
dice rolls require in the first place some sustainable systems; hence, in any case
multiverse would be an incomplete solution.
1.1.2.2.2.14.2
A Multiverse Does not Entail Necessarily High
Level of Complexity.
Even if there is a multiverse, this does not entail that the higher degree
fashioning elements would occur in that multiverse. Any actual is always
infinitely small than the potential. There may be infinitely many universes, yet
none of them may contain the cosmological constant as required for a universe
like ours.
For any multiverse which contains life, we can imagine almost infinite number
of multiverses which do not contain life. The same applies for any universe that
contains restricted structure and order.
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1.1.2.2.2.14.3
A Multiverse Would not be Producing
Irreducible Things Necessarily
In fact, the multiverse which is the only presentable argument of atheists
resembles God in that the atheists see it as eternal. However, it cannot address
many points that God addresses:
For example, the multiverse would have a shape in any case, and why it is the
way it is is not answered, since the atheists would not recognize a willing power
for the multiverse. The multiverse would not address the consciousness and
transcendence we experience and the unity which underlies them. It does not
address the sovereign wholes45 that we explain in part 1.7.2.1.2.1.
It does not address the other points in this part under the property of selfsufficiency, it does not answer points in part 1.3.2.1.2.2 about the non-existence
of partial nothingness, it does not address the points in part 1.2 under the
property of unity.
One may ask, how a unitary power operates over things. As explained in part
1.2 about unity, even change and differentiation need unity. This unitary and
unlimited power is very different than what we are used to. Our consciousness
and our free will give us an idea and constitute a small example about how such
a unity may be operational.
1.1.2.2.2.14.4

An Additional Universe is not Necessarily

45 A sovereign whole is broadly a whole whose distinct behavior cannot

be predicted even if we have full knowledge about the wholes which
are its parts and about the wholes which contain that sovereign whole.
Unless otherwise noted or understood from the context, the word
“whole” alone also should be understood as “sovereign whole”. See part
1.5.2.2.3.3 about sovereign wholes for further details.
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Devoid of Fashioning Elements.
For the multiverse to work as the physicalist proposes, there must be other
universes which do not have elements of fashioning as observed in our universe.
Only this way the physicalist may say for instance that our universe is not finely
tuned based on the idea of a multiverse: there have been many dice rollings,
most results were useless and meaningless, except for a few exceptional ones,
and we would not observe the useless ones because in those cases we would not
be existing.
The presumption that in the additional universe there will be no life nor any
system like our universe is without any evidence. For example if all additional
universes contain life and/or other systems as complex as in our universe then
the idea of multiverse will be no explanation for why we have complex systems
in our universe. And it is possible that in some other universes, there may be
life and systems which are more complex than our universe. Or the probability
of the complexity of the multiverse as a whole may be like our universe. Or
even the multiverse may be such that its probability is much more unlikely than
our universe.
Furthermore, would there be any universe not fine tuned even minimally? What
would be a universe without being finely tuned in the least? Would it be without
particles, fields, constants… Obviously, this is no more than an arbitrary and
empty claim.
1.1.2.2.2.14.5
According to the Multiverse Argument Against
God, Everything in our Universe has to be Random
The use of multiverse as an argument against Allah presumes that our universe
is not a scientifically meaningful average sample of an alleged multiverse: this
can be said only if everything in our universe is totally random, because if things
are systematically connected and caused in our universe then other universes do
not prove anything. If an engineer makes a machine with fashioning power then
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this machine cannot be explained by other universes even if the engineer is
allegedly explained by other universes.
1.1.2.2.2.14.6
Possible Beings.

We are not Necessarily the Most Intelligent

If probability and randomness are explanations, then our universe would be a
good sample: Anthropic principle might entail that we exist only within a
universe which would be able to produce intelligent life; but this is reasonable
only if we accept that we are the most intelligent possible beings. However, if
we are in a middle range of thinkable or unthinkable possible intelligence, then
the multiverse would be containing also other universes where there are much
more intelligent beings. Hence, if we occupy an average intelligence, such that
there are many universes which contain much more intelligent beings and less
intelligent beings, and we have just the average intelligence, then the multiverse
would be a special multiverse in any case. And according to the law of large
numbers, we can only assume that our universe is an average one within any
alleged multiverse. Hence, this point destroys the multiverse argument which is
presented as an argument against Allah’s creating and fashioning. The same
applies for any complexity other than life and intelligence.
1.1.2.2.2.14.7
Boltzmann Brain Theory Would be More
Plausible Compared to a Multiverse Produced by Randomness.
If randomness and multiverse are usable in combination as an explanation of
our universe, then Boltzmann brain explanation is a much better explanation
since compared to our universe and many consciousnesses in it, a single brain
in which many coincidences happen is hugely more probable.
1.1.2.2.2.14.8
According to Multiverse Theory, we Would
Rather be in a Simulation
349

Some philosophers proposed that if there is a quasi-infinite materialistic
multiverse, then consciousness would be producible from matter. Furthermore,
such multiverse would contain quasi-infinite number of intelligent beings who
have reached the technology of producing simulations where things experience
life and other things as we do. Since any single one of such universe with such
beings would and might contain quasi-infinite number of simulations with
many beings like us, then within such a probabilistic multiverse, it is more
plausible to believe that we are only in a simulation.
1.1.2.2.2.14.9
Multiverse

Problems Related to Laws of Nature and the

If randomness is an explanation, then any law-like event happens randomly and
there is no law at all. Then there would be many partially occurring laws. But
if there are truly laws, then everything becomes connected because law
necessitates a unity in the entire space and time. If there was a local law, then
it would be caused by the randomness of multiverse hence it would not be a
true law. A random multiverse cannot produce a true and pushy law. A nontranscendent cannot produce a transcendent.
For the multiverse to work as an argument against God, it has to have some
features: It is not the simple idea that there are many other universes. But this
multiverse requires that there are different constants and laws in those universes,
and that even though there are different laws and the laws are not necessary,
still there are consistent laws in each universe. If the same laws and constants
apply in all universes, then it will not be any argument against God and it will
not be an explanation for the special laws and constants in our universe.
Assuming that there are laws intrinsic to each universe contradicts the
multiverse, or it requires the recognition that each universe has its internal unity
and is fashioned; or that there are no laws at all, but we are just living in a
region of multiverse where things randomly behave as if they are subject to laws.
If the laws are not necessary but in different regions we have different sets of
laws, this means that each universe is fashioned in accordance with the property
“Unity” of Allah.
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Multiverse works against physicalism: If there are many universes where the
laws of nature are different, this means that there is no physicalistic principle
which requires law-like patterns. The same applies for a claim which says that
the laws of nature are changing through the stages of our universe or past and
future stages of our universe.
On the other hand, if all universes have some same fundamental particles/laws,
then they are more fine-tuned since they are so as to produce not only different
atoms/DNAs but also different universes.
Additionally, if no common physical law or relationship is necessary in
accordance with a multiverse, and things happen by chance, then there is no
basis for logic, since for most physicalists, outside the physical, there is nothing.
If we follow an empirical scientific approach, then recognizing without evidence
a multiverse where laws are believed to be different, becomes a blind faith: We
observe, measure, repeat only a specific set of laws but we assume that there are
other universes where there are laws which negate our observations. If
ultimately there is no effective reason for why a law applies in our universe and
another law applies in another universe without God, these laws will be totally
arbitrary. But if ultimately there are systematic reasons for why a law applies in
our universe and another law applies in another universe, then this means that
there are laws which are necessary so that these multiple further fine-tuning:
For example, let us suppose that there are further subatomic layers whose
structures cause the cosmological constant to be the way we observe in our
universe, such that if they were different then the cosmological constant would
be different; then we would just need other mechanisms which would cause
those sub-level structures the way they are in our universe and the way they are
in other universes.
In this case, God becomes more apparent and creator and sustainer of a much
bigger limited universe/ multiverse for the same reasons usable for this universe.
If the multiverse has a unitary and all-encompassing range with its laws, then it
is not a multiverse it is a universe. The multiverse entails the denial of laws,
since, if the universes do not constitute a single universe with at least some
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common laws, there is then no basis for any law and all that appears as laws are
just random things.
If the laws of nature are fundamentally the same in every universe, then the
multiverse does not explain the fine-tuning. If the laws of nature are
fundamentally different then there is no natural principle which makes the laws
in our universe the way they are. Then there is no reason for the laws being
same or similar in multiple/ different regions of our universe; hence, the idea of
“laws” of nature collapses.
Question 17.
Does not the explanation of God postpone the answer about the unknowns
merely one step backward? Would not we ask where does God come from?
Answer 17.
Laws even if true as they are presented, do not have sufficient features so as to
answer the fundamental questions. They are not claimed to be so as to satisfy
anyone about why they are the way they are, where do they come from. Hence,
they are not any different than what they are used to answer; they are irrelevant
as answers to the question “what is the ultimate and real cause of what we
observe?”. This is because they are in any case partial, and biased within their
features and they are contingent.
However, the God according to Islam, who is the Self-Sufficient, the
Default/First and Last, the Eternal is relevant for the above question.
Nothingness can exist neither as a partial nothingness nor as a general
nothingness. Both types of nothingness constitute a contradiction in terms.
Does “nothing” exist as a partial or as a general nothingness? If it exists, it is
not nothing. So, as Parmenides put it, “that which is” is, “that which is not” is
not. So, a very fundamental and undeniable result of sound logic is that there is
an unbiased, unlimited, absolute “Being” who encompasses all things and all
absolute properties. Part 1.3 explains some further arguments about this point.
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So, deterministic laws paradigm has too many inconsistencies and incoherences
to be taken seriously as a basis for determinism.
1.1.2.2.2.14.10
Multiverse

There is no Evidence for a Physicalistic

In any case, there is no empirical evidence for a multiverse as conceived by its
physicalist proponents.
If our tools interact with another universe, then this will be an extension of our
universe, and our universe would be considered as a distinct universe only
because of our limitations. In this case, we will have just to redefine our universe
such that we will have understood that our universe was not as simple as we
had once thought. According to this reasoning, not only there is no evidence
for the multiverse, but also there can never be any evidence for a multiverse,
unless it is defined in an arbitrary and human-centric way.
We must not be so arrogant as to expect that everything would be fully
knowable, understandable, and conceivable by our limited minds, even though
we can understand things that are relevant and necessary for us. In this respect,
the regions beyond our capacity are irrelevant for us. The Quran confirms these
points. Someone who thinks without evidence that everything would be fully
knowable to him, would be confirming his ignorance, arrogance, irrationality,
and emotionality. Yet, as ordered by the Quran, we must always be looking for
useful knowledge and wisdom as much as possible.
1.1.2.2.3

Physicalism Is False.

The “physicalist reductionism” has inherent problems that is related to its
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“physicalist” aspect. In this part we will see some of the problems that relate to
this aspect.
Physicalism is defined as “a thesis that the descriptive terms of scientific
language are reducible to terms which refer to spatiotemporal things or events
or to their properties”46. It is also seen as the thesis that all first-order properties
instantiated in the spatiotemporal world are physical properties.47
Another definition of physicalism is as follows: “Materialism, also called
physicalism, in philosophy, the view that all facts (including facts about the
human mind and will and the course of human history) are causally dependent
upon physical processes, or even reducible to them.” The same article gives us
a satisfactory idea about the physical: “In modern physics (if interpreted
realistically), however, matter is conceived as made up of such things as
electrons, protons, and mesons, which are very unlike the hard, massy, stonelike
particles of mechanical materialism. In it the distinction between matter and
energy has also broken down. It is therefore natural to extend the word
materialist beyond the above paradigm case (of mechanical materialism) to
cover anyone who bases his theory on whatever it is that physics asserts
ultimately to exist. This sort may be called physicalistic materialism. Such a
materialist allows the concept of material thing to be extended so as to include
all of the elementary particles and other things that are postulated in
fundamental physical theory—perhaps even continuous fields and points of
space-time.”48
There are different kinds of physicalism; however, the above definitions are
sufficient regarding the physicalism that I will examine in our context.
Physicalism emerges from searching the causes in the wrong place. If I try to
46
47

(Merriam-Webster.com 2020)
(Latham 2009)

John Jamieson Carswell Smart, Materialism, Jul 26, 1999,
https://www.britannica.com/topic/materialism-philosophy
,
accessed 16.05.2021
48
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understand how my car happened to be, only within the parts of my car, then
I can be “steelist”, or “rubberist”, or “atomist”. But if I also have a wider vision
and look around for some engineers, for my needs, for some factories, then I
can reach a truer and more complete understanding. If a person tries to
understand the spatiotemporal within the spatiotemporal, then a similar
problem occurs.
Although the Quran strongly encourages to find out and benefit from patterns
in nature, it also clarifies in a balanced way the importance of other things as
sovereignty of human beings, will power, truth, consciousness, responsibility,
and divine values. It also emphasizes the contingency of patterns found in
nature and how those patterns are established in order to be benefited from,
and as signs showing the Creator and sustainer of the universe.

Then your hearts became hardened after that,
being like stones or even harder. For indeed,
there are stones from which rivers burst forth,
and there are some of them that split open and
water comes out, and there are some of them that
fall down for fear of Allah. And Allah is not
unaware of what you do.
(Quran: 2/74)
And there is no creature on [or within] the earth
or bird that flies with its wings except [that they
are] communities like you. We have not
neglected in the Register a thing. Then unto their
Lord they will be gathered.
(Quran: 6/38)

Separating things fundamentally as physical and non-physical, or as physical
and mental is an important error prior to claiming that the physical is a self355

sufficient cause that may sustain the non-physical or the mental. The
contradictions and other problems in this problematic separation will show how
erroneous is the “physical” as a fundamentally distinct category which allegedly
contains self-sufficient causes of the limited world. These causes are often
presented as unquestionable brute facts by the atheists.
In the following sub-parts I will explain some of the problems of physicalism as
an alleged provider of self-sufficient cause. The related literature contains plenty
of other obvious problems with it.
Question 18.
What is the relationship between the physicalist monism and Islamic
monotheism?
Answer 18.
Some consider physicalism as monist. Considered as a monist approach, it is
inherently inconsistent in that it recognizes the multiplicity of the physical
things and the relationships between them, while it rejects the necessary unitary
transcendent power. The bigger the number of spatiotemporal and
systematically differentiated things at differentiated layers, the more inconsistent
is physicalism in its monist aspect.
Islam recognizes the transcendent power, and the things that this power creates
and sustains. The more the number of systematically differentiated things, the
stronger the unitary aspect of Islam, since such multiplicity displays the control
of a bigger unitary power from our perspective.
According to physicalism, at the bottom there can be no effective things as
explained in part 1.1.2.2.6 about ASBEs, at the other layers there can be no
effective things since things are allegedly reducible; at the beginning there can
be no effective things since the beginning of the matter is rejected, and at the
following sequences there are no effective things, since things are caused by
earlier or other spatiotemporal things. Hence according to physicalism/
naturalism there is no effective thing at any layer or sequence.
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1.1.2.2.3.1

We Conceive the Physical Only Through Mind.

If physicalism is true, then how could we “define” the “physical” with words
while words are not “physical” (if they are physical then the physical would be
transcendent hence non-physical)? One might argue “even if I do not define it
with words the physical is there”, then what is “there” even when you do not
define it? Hence, in this situation, we would not be able to call it physical or
anything else.
If sight of light is illusion, if shape is illusion, if space is illusion... then what is
that which acts? The physicalist is with nothing but the mind yet he rejects the
effectiveness of the mind. If things have nothing to do with what and how we
define, what are they? Are we outside existence? Is our nature unable to interact
with the existence? Cannot we conceive of at least some relevant realities?
A better approach is to recognize our observations, senses, reasoning,
knowledge and their objects as all being real and within a unity. In Islam,
everything has a common Creator, therefore a common ground which justifies
the possibility of interaction between things.
Hence our only channel through which we recognize things is our mind. In any
case, we recognize things as they are translated into the language, concepts,
feelings, unity of our mind which can encompass the spatiotemporal. Either we
recognize the reality of our mind, qualia, and their capacity to access what is
beyond, or we have to reject the possibility to access anything beyond our mind
if our mind is not real and effective.
We do not have any evidence to say that what we conceive is something other
than what we conceive even if it is other than what we conceive. So, we cannot
say that something is not related to mind, because whatever we are conscious
of has mind-like aspects. Hence, as logic and consciousness are not a secondary
thing relatively to the physical, the logical is as effective as the physical. Even
we can say that the physical has logical and conscious constituents. So, there is
no reason to give the physical any fundamental and separable priority.
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When we define the physical, we define it with our mental properties as unity,
transcendence... The physical is not a separable basis. If we want to remove the
mental from the physical, it is impossible. So, in any case, regarding our
reasoning, what we call the physical is non-separable from the mental49.
1.1.2.2.3.2

Foundations of the Physical are Mind-Like.

If what is real is totally of different nature and it is not mind-like even partially,
how does the content of our mind correspond to what is beyond? In other
words, if in our mind there is a space which makes us feel that the object O1 is
more distant than object O2, what is the reality of space that makes one of them
closer? If the transcendence and unity within us do not have a corresponding
transcendence and unity related to what is beyond us, how and why would they
be consistent within themselves, and how could they be translated into our
mind?
A key aspect of the physical is the unity that surrounds it; a key aspect of the
mind is also such a unity; a key aspect of their interaction is also the unity.
“If we claim that blue is a kind of qualia, the essential is the physical, and the
qualia is an illusion.” This claim is inconsistent and unsubstantiated. Because
what we conceive as the physical is not any different than the color blue. They
all relate to others, are connected within unity, and are meaningless without
their transcendent relationships to other things.
Hence, it is apparent that regarding their underlying powers, what is within our
minds and what is beyond are not fundamentally separable. And if our mind is
real and what is beyond is real, then what would be the barrier and the
connection between them?
This statement does not assume the truth of dualism or superiority
of the mental upon the physical, this is about the non-separability of
the physical from the mental.
49
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And what makes them inherently of different nature? For example, let us think
of an object. Is it physical, as opposed to non-physical whatever it is? What
makes it physical? Its extension in the space? Is the space physical? What makes
it physical? Suppose that the object moves smoothly, and suppose that it is the
only object in the universe. What does it mean that it moves, and according to
what? Is its movement physical? What makes it physical? It makes the space
curved? Relatively to what?
Or for example if the space is physical, and if we deny our perception of space
then what is space? What is the nature of our definition and perception of space?
What is the physicality of our perception? If within our minds our illusory
consciousness connects the points of space, then what connects the points
within the spacetime beyond us? If the parts of anything exist by and within
themselves, then where is the whole?
When we define something, we define it in its relationship to other things, e.g.
as a whole of some things, or as a part of some things. Then what does link and
separate those things which are beyond our minds ontologically? That which
unites things which are beyond our minds is necessary, because multiple things
are “consistently” instantiated and united within our perception. This
consistency is obvious within our mind, within what is beyond it, and in
between; that is why we can do science successfully. There must be a unity in
what we observe, so that the unity of our perception may perceive it.
If there were two things within two unrelated spacetimes, then could we
perceive it? If yes, then would not this mean that we have access to these two
spacetimes? If we had access to them, would not it be the case that they are
connected independently of ourselves? If there is no corresponding unity
encompassing what we observe, we would not be able to have meaning of things
beyond our mind.
Hence, if there was no encompassing unity within what we observe, then we
could not conceive of a real triangle, since the points of the triangle would not
be related. And something we fashioned based on it, would not keep its spatial
relationships. If there was inconsistency in between the mental and what is
359

beyond, what we fashioned based on it would be fed back to us in a disorderly
way.
There is a unitary reality that at least comprises the elements of our
consciousness. So, how can the physical be totally unrelated to our
consciousness when we talk about the physical? And how can we make a
distinction and a fundamental separation between the physical and our
consciousness, words, unity? How can we create a dualism of physical and nonphysical when we think or when we talk? And if we cannot talk and think of
such a dualism, how can one deny one of them?
Saying that reality is physical as opposed to mental, would be a self-defeating
statement, because it would be a “statement” which is not a reality.
The common foundation of what is called the mental and the physical is obvious
according to the above considerations. Yet, the disability to see or accept the
extension of this common ground into the physical, may be causing the
physicalist make a false dichotomy saying: “Tables are separate, planets are
separate, persons are separate50 but our minds see them in unity, in one place,
transcendentally. So, we have to choose either our mind or what is beyond and
one of them must be depending upon the other and must be epiphenomenal.
The physical cannot be epiphenomenal, since for example, when a person dies,
50 In fact, there is no reason to conclude that space is absolute as causing

absolute distances between things. There may be other space/times
along with a spacetime. It is not testable that the space is absolute:
Everything within space including the space might be grown a million
times in such a way that we cannot distinguish whether the space has
been grown or not. Because there is no benchmark which tells us that
the space must have certain extent or correct value except relatively; the
only benchmark which are the objects and laws and so on already
depend on the space. So, we cannot say that the space is absolute. The
same applies for time or spacetime. Hence, they do not have any
superiority upon the mental, or the content of the mental.
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the physical keeps existing without losing anything. We can repeatably test the
spatiotemporal, but we cannot test repeatably the mental. Therefore, it is the
mental which is epiphenomenal and it is the physical upon which the mental
depends and/or supervenes.”
One aspect that the physicalists argue for their physicalism is the repeatability,
measurability of physical events. However, as the problem of induction shows,
this approach is non-sequitur. Obviously that something is repeatable or that
something is within a pattern does not mean that it is necessary or it is
fundamental or prior. Though a rock keeps falling, there is no logical necessity
for the fall of the rock. This issue is addressed by both Muslim and non-Muslim
philosophers. It is essentially addressed under the “problem of induction”. The
arguments for free will including the tests in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 are in the same
time arguments against physicalism, and related fallacy.
Though full repeatability in all respects is not necessary to show the reality of
things, it is possible along the reality of certain things, within the Islamic
teaching: In accordance with the fashioning of God, things may be repeatable,
may be given features that are understandable, repeatable, beneficial for human
beings and other creation in this respect; and along these things there may also
be uncertainties or sovereign things that can behave freely as well. There may
be unpredictable effects of sovereign things that are not repeatable, and due to
these, repeatability may be non-existent in some regions or things.
While there is no reason to have a narrow and limiting approach so as to see
everything only behaving according to deterministic or probabilistic patterns in
a repeatable way, repeatability can give comfort to some people in that they can
feel safer if things are predictable, knowable, and controllable. Yet the physicalist
framework cannot give any control to any agent if the agent and any control
are assumed to be supervenient or reducible to those deterministic or
probabilistic patterns. So, such psychological advantage is not substantiated and
is just illusory: There is no possibility of control for an agent under such
physicalist approach.
Another psychological advantage of such a physicalist approach is the relief
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from responsibility: If things are reducible to patterns, then the agent is not
responsible since he cannot have any freedom or sovereignty. But this comes
with the disadvantage of disowning success. And there are physicalists who are
compatibilists who say even if events may be deterministic, we have free will
and responsibility.
So, although physicalism seems to be related to such emotional motivations
rather than reason, it is obvious that even these psychological advantages are
not true advantages.
Note that the choice of the criteria of repeatability and testability presumes the
absence of sovereignty, since sovereignty can override repeatability, testability,
determinism, and indeterminism. Certainly, the criteria of physicalism are
insufficient in the search for the truth, and they have to be extended consistently
to be able to distinguish sovereign beings, entities, and acts of agents. Of course,
this path will require the abandonment of the dogmas against the transcendent.
It will also require an objective, altruist attitude, since the current popular
attitude seems to be looking for aspects of the existence that are easier to control
and exploit, rather than seeing them in all their real aspects in an unbiased way.
According to Islamic holism which recognizes the effectiveness of the mental,
this false dichotomy of the physical and mental is not acceptable. The physical
is not fundamentally different than the mental, the physical is not the only
effective. Energy does not relate exclusively to the physical, but also to the
mental. Transcendence, qualia, will, and unity do not only relate to the mental,
but also to the physical.
1.1.2.2.3.3
Are Real.

The Agent, His Consciousness, And the Mental

There is no reason to discard the willful and multipotential causes, since we
empirically observe them as seen in the negation experiments and brain
observation experiments in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 If free will is true then physicalism
fails. Because free will power entails the recognition of a multipotential causal
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power of the agent, which is additional to the physical laws and/ or forces.
Furthermore, it entails the existence of a transcendent source for the
spatiotemporal, and once such a source is admitted, there will be no reason to
keep the big inconsistencies of a paradigm built on blind laws and forces.
Additionally, such a source will also solve the problems related to responsibility,
good, evil, truth, and so on.
The reductionism and freedom are related. If the whole has a range of freedom
and a sovereignty of itself, then it will have some effects of its own which do
not arise from lower layers.
Therefore, what is called physical has influence on the mental, but also what is
called mental has influence on what is called the physical.
The following sections also support this very section in that they show that
space and time are not fundamental.
The arguments specific to the impossibility of determinism and indeterminism
explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1 and part 1.6.2.1.1.2 show that there is another
principle for the behavior of things. This impossibility requires that this
principle is beyond the spatiotemporal since allegedly the deterministic and
indeterministic behaviors exclusively contain all physical behaviors.
If the whole of the agent is conscious then this means that there are interactive
relationships between the physical and the mental. And as we explained in part
1.6.2.1.1.3 within the free will power experiments, the relationships between the
physical and the mental are not one-way relationships. So, one-way
supervenience is false.
1.1.2.2.3.4
The Arguments Against Determinism and
Indeterminism Are Applicable Against Physicalism.
In this part, to avoid repetition, I mentioned only the issues that are related to
physicalism more directly than determinism, indeterminism, and reductionism.
363

However, the arguments explained against determinism, indeterminism, and
reductionism are also applicable against physicalism.
1.1.2.2.3.5
One who Claims That There is no Free Will
Based on Reductive Physicalism Refutes That Very Claim.

Say, "Do you have any knowledge that you can
produce for us? You follow not except
assumption, and you are not but falsifying."
(Quran: 6/148)
He is Allah, other than whom there is no deity,
the Sovereign, the Pure, the Peace, the Bestower
of Faith, the Overseer, the Exalted in Might, the
Compeller, the Superior. Exalted is Allah above
whatever they associate with Him.
He is Allah, the Creator, the Inventor, the
Fashioner; to Him belong the best names.
Whatever is in the heavens and earth is exalting
Him. And He is the Exalted in Might, the Wise.
(Quran: 59/23-24)

The claim that everything is reducible to the spatio-temporal assumes that
everything including truth and understanding is reducible to particles/ fields/
patterns. Hence, reasoning, freedom to choose the truth or error are also only
illusory, there are just unreasoning physical patterns who cannot have any truth
value, which do not have anything to do with consciousness, comparison.
Hence, any argument brought by the physicalist reductionist will be only an
illusion for that very person.
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According to Islam, there is better and worse; true and false; but for the physical
reductionist there is no value in knowing the truth of anything. There is no
need to spend efforts to find the truth. Because we cannot change anything. If
there is such a value, if he claims that we have to spend efforts to proceed
towards the truth, then he claims that our will is efficient and is more than
spatiotemporal events/ entities.
If there is no freedom and sovereignty of will power, then the reductionist does
not have the ability to follow a logical process whereby eliminating the error
and choosing the truth. Their claim that truth, error, better, worse, are just
illusions fails in a similar way. They cannot claim to have superior knowledge
because their perception of knowledge is determined by external events which
makes it no more than a mere conjecture, or maybe not even that.
Are our knowledge and truth claims real, or are they illusions? Are they just
supervenient upon and reducible to particles bumping one onto another deterministically or indeterministically -? Or does the truth originate from an
initial, necessary, and absolute power and knower? And do we really have a
power to encompass that truth?
Clearly, according to Islam, there is the God who is above all and who
establishes the truth. And this Originator has given us the power to connect to
the truth. This Powerful and Knower has given us the power to know the truth
to a certain extent.
Power relates ontologically to knowledge. The knowledge of truth requires that
our perceptions, concepts, logical chains are consistent and not illusions, and
that that which is correctly known is real and sustained by a unitary power so
as to be consistent. So, at the origin the truth and the knowledge are connected
and surrounded by the unity of God, and they have the same level and basis
with the ontological reality.
Truth claims cannot be supervenient or reducible to the relative, circular, and
separable. Where would the truth of all things be if things are reducible
infinitesimally to infinitesimal particles?
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On the other hand, a reductionist logic system which is based on either
indeterminism or determinism and which does not contain a transcendent and
sovereign being is incomplete in accordance with Gödel's incompleteness
theorem. Some implications of this are explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about the
negation experiments and brain observation experiments. But a logic which is
the object of a transcendent sovereign being is complete since it cannot be
limited in a contradiction. Since it is transcendent and unitary, it can bring
together any inconsistent things and discard them if they are inconsistent or
incomplete. Such a being can also encompass the elements of logic, and discard
its elements which produce inconsistency or cause incompleteness. Because it is
holistic and is not defined as equal, reducible to other things.
Reductionism causes incompleteness also because it rejects the reality of each
whole, although each thing has its reality. According to reductionism, there is
not even anything to know, since, the reality of anything is denied for being
reducible to something else. However, in Islam, wholes are real.
Allah who is Powerful, has also the power to establish the truth and display to
all, the truth and its consequences on a specific day.
1.1.2.2.3.6
Physicalism.

Without Freedom There can be no Reductive

Reductive physicalism requires freedom at a certain level. Otherwise there is no
bottom level element to which things can be reduced, as ASBEs being
fundamentally biased requires sub-levels. They are biased because they result in
this kind of universe instead of another one. But if there is no ASBE then
according to the reductionist approach, there will be infinite regress. For
example, if one claims that ASBEs necessarily turn rightwards or if they
necessarily attract each other, then there is a necessary differentiated thing
which causes them to behave like that instead of its opposite. Consequently,
that thing would be more fundamental compared to the ASBE.
In other words, it is impossible that there is no free ASBE if everything is
366

reducible to ASBE. Because that the reduction goes on in an infinite regress is
impossible. That there is a necessary bias for ASBE is impossible as explained
above. So, according to physicalism, there would be some free beings/ entities
at the bottom.
If there are some free thing(s) in our limited universe, and if the human beings
are not free, then in what respect(s) they are different from human beings, so
as they can have free will, although the human beings cannot? They do not have
constituents/ parts? They are more numerous? They are somehow irreducible
to anything else? They have further capacities additionally to seeing, hearing,
understanding, consciousness, coordinating powers…?
What does the bottom level correspond to in terms of freedom? If the bottom
elements existed, would they be the location of freedom? Or, would not they be
free either? Would they do whatever they did necessarily? Or, freely? If they did
necessarily, then there would have been another element that would necessitate
what they did. Because if they did what they did without being restricted by any
thing or any feature beyond themselves, then they would have been free. If an
element within themselves required them to move rightwards, or leftwards for
example, then that element would be more fundamental, and that element
would be a candidate for freedom.
So, if freedom is necessary as a multipotential cause, then the physicals aspects
of what we observe are not the only effective aspects.
1.1.2.2.3.7
Impossibility of Billions of Correlations Within
Illusions, Real Events, and Structures
If agents and their actions were fully reducible to the spatiotemporal things,
relationships and events, or if they were supervenient upon them, then there
would not be “what must be” and “what must not be” as two real alternatives.
There would not be huge correlations between unreal things. If there was no
real free will, we would not be unhappy or feel restricted in any way when we
are hungry, and we would not feel happy for having reached a goal, since
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everything that happens would be everything that had to happen. Why would
we be sad or feel pain for things that had to happen within the “real” sub-atomic
levels? Or are ASBEs the ones who feel the pain, though they cannot do
anything else? Or are they in reality the ones who act when our burnt hand
goes back?
Happiness or sadness have implications. If personal qualia were not effective,
they would not create a survival advantage to the living things according to the
alleged reductive evolution theory which is mostly adopted by physicalist
reductionists. Likewise, there would be no need for an illusory/ epiphenomenal
feeling of agency. Such a feeling would be eliminated since it would raise an
unnecessary cost and hence a survival disadvantage. No matter what our feeling
is, what had to happen at the layer of ASBEs would happen in any case.
There would be no need for the development of a taste of dislike, fear, worry,
about spatiotemporal events that “had” to be the way they are; such an evolution
would be contradictory. Any agent would behave the same way in all scenarios
relating to being burnt by the fire, whether burning caused a pain or not. The
ASBEs would behave as they behave in any context.
1.1.2.2.3.8
Parts of the Agent Change, While his Identity
Remains the Same.
We can change physical parts of the agent while the agent is the same agent.
The structure also continuously changes, while the willer remains the same. So
willer does not entirely depend on the specific substance or structure, but rather
it transcends them. If the agent was reducible to spatiotemporal particles or
fields, then firstly the unity of the agent would not exist because the space that
separates the particles/ fields would not allow the unity of the agent, and each
part would have its own identity. Secondly, changes in them would result in
changes in the identity of the agent.
The material substance of the agent continuously changes.
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Question 19.
Is not it possible that the parts go away or change continuously, but the
organization of the agent remains the same?
Answer 19.
The structure of the agent also keeps changing even though there may be a
balanced spatiotemporal structure.
Transcendence is rejected by the reductionist. But if the identity is claimed to
depend on the structure, then as each element of the structure cannot be
considered separately; we have to recognize the wholeness, unity and
transcendence of the structure. But as the spatiotemporal is considered by the
reductive physicalist as the most fundamental and absolute, then space and/or
time can only be taken as separate and separated things. Therefore, physicalist
reductionism is inconsistent with unity of the identity.
1.1.2.2.3.9

Systematic Discontinuities

And within the land are neighboring plots and
gardens of grapevines and crops and palm trees,
[growing] several from a root or otherwise,
watered with one water; but We make some of
them exceed others in [quality of] fruit. Indeed,
in that are signs for a people who reason.
(Quran: 13/4)
And it is He who created the night and the day
and the sun and the moon; all [heavenly bodies]
in an orbit are swimming.
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(Quran: 21/33)
And not alike are the two bodies of water. One
is fresh and sweet, palatable for drinking, and
one is salty and bitter. And from each you eat
tender meat and extract ornaments which you
wear, and you see the ships plowing through
[them] that you might seek of His bounty; and
perhaps you will be grateful.
(Quran: 35/12)

By systematic discontinuities I mean the existence of different stable structures
that contain same allegedly bottom elements. For example, electrons, protons,
neutrons as part of the earth rotate around the sun while at the same time they
behave in accordance with electromagnetic, quantum, and other relationships
at the micro level. One thing may be under the influence of many wholes as a
stone which is both falling, and rotating as part of the earth.
So, physicalist reductionism is inconsistent, since there are different processes
at different layers which allegedly consist of the same ASBEs. If everything was
reducible to ASBEs, then they would behave rigidly without allowing or taking
part in the formation of billions of structures and life forms which would be
limiting them in numerous ways, and they could not behave that way.
Hence, many models allowing autonomous agents may be fashioned and Quran
gives us such a master model/framework.

That is Allah, your Lord; there is no deity except
Him, the Creator of all things, so worship Him.
And He is Disposer of all things.
(Quran: 6/102)
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1.1.2.2.3.10

Physicalist Reductionism Undermines Itself.

Did We not create you from a liquid disdained?
(Quran: 77/20)

A reductive physicalist who claims that his logic is reducible to particles’
behaviors cannot claim to be rational.
Definitions of things are only possible in a transcendent and holistic framework.
Definitions and names are basic for any logical process or activity. Hence when
we develop or use a logical statement, we need to use definitions and names.
Separated parts cannot have this defining power. Likewise, logical chains cannot
have their unitary distinct features under a reductionist framework.
Most physicalists overvalue repeatability and measurability. Many physicalists
claim that only the repeatable has the value of being a scientific evidence.
However, if the reductive physicalists consist of particles/ fields which are
entirely repeatable and subject to repeatable physical laws, then what they claim
is only the result of particles bumping one onto another. Hence there is no
possibility for them to claim that what they claim is true, or a claim is false.
Truth or falsity only supervene upon the particles bumping one onto the other.
Therefore, if one claims that he is rational, then he is saying that he is not
consisting exclusively of particles bumping one onto another. So, he claims that
all that is true does not consist entirely of irrational particles.
If repeatability is undermined even partially by accepting the possibility of logic
then it is not necessary. So, there is a trade-off between an all-encompassing
repeatability, which physicalists defend to the ultimate extent, and rationality.
If rationality is claimed to be true, then repeatability becomes partial.
1.1.2.2.3.11

Quantum Physics
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Quantum physics shows that same things behave as particles under some
conditions and as waves under some conditions. The wave-like nature of specific
objects shows that there is a space-transcending nature of the matter.
Furthermore, Bell’s inequality experiments, quantum entanglement show that
spatial distance between things is not an absolute distance. The superposition
of states is another aspect of quantum physics which shows that multipotential
causality is true, since multiple states coexist as potentials in the same time.
Quantum physics phenomena also demonstrate that a part of a whole may not
be simpler than the whole of which it is a part; so, explaining wholes with their
parts is not necessarily possible.
Hence, we cannot say that there is separability within things. Once we admit
that the space cannot separate things, then there is no reason to adopt a
physicalist approach which sees the space and time as a basis of all things.
1.1.2.2.4

Space Is Not the Ultimately Fundamental.

The physicalism is built on the keyword “spatiotemporal” as we saw in its
definition. The “temporal” is built largely on the “spatial”. Therefore, we need
to understand the “spatial” well.
Is the space self-sufficient? Once we explain a thing in terms of space, then do
we have a complete explanation?
The dictionary definition of space is as follows: A boundless three-dimensional
extent in which objects and events occur and have relative position and
direction.51
In physicalism, space is considered as a fundamental thing. In some
interpretations, a meta space wherein the space bends is considered
fundamental.
Physicalism assumes that everything is explained by spatiotemporal
51

(Merriam-Webster.com 2020)
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relationships. For example, positions of molecules affect and enable the
formation of a cell, positions of atoms affect the molecule, positions of electrons
affect the atom... When we use the gravity equations, we assume that the spatial
position of things causes events. If it is said that the mass warps space, it is
assumed to warp it as a function of distances within the space or meta-space.
Obviously, space is not less complex than that for which it is used as an
explanation. It is not more self-sufficient than things contained in it. And
obviously, it does not have the features to explain self-sufficiently the features
of the things that are contained in it. Consequently, it does not have a nature
to be an ultimate basis of the existence. Therefore, physicalism as a view which
sees the space as the last stop in the search of reliable knowledge, is incomplete
and inconsistent in respect to its inherent mission.
Even when we conceive a single point, we conceive it within its surrounding
and as an element of a system. Even that simplest system requires definitions
and unifications.
Is a different region in space really a different region? What distinguishes them?
If a region of space is next to another region of space, what separates them?
What connects them? How is one space region defined relatively to and
consistently with another? What unites different things with spatiotemporal
properties within the same space?
Let me give an example in the below two-dimensional grid: Let us suppose that
the region noted in gray is a specific region. Let the region be considered an
empty space. What distinguishes the region indicated with gray from the region
indicated with black? Are they identical? What connects them?
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Grid 1
Regarding these questions it is important to get rid of the baggage which comes
with the organization of our brain and consciousness: When we conceive of the
space, we conceive it as automatically organized. But in physicalism, the external
reality and consistency of space that we experience and experiment, is assumed
to have no basis on any transcendent unity, and consciousness; this is normal,
since physicalism sees the space as the ultimate basis of explanation.
If we say, the regions are connected by the points that are contained within
these regions, then this is not a valid explanation. Because, the points within
each region do not have more connecting capacity compared to regions
themselves. If we assume that points make the connections, and consider that
they are point-like regions, what connects and defines them?
If the location of one point in space is defined by the other points, but if the
same applies for each point, then none of the points would have any power to
define any other point. Because each would need the other points in order to
first have its own identification; so, this would be circular reasoning and would
also lead to infinite regress. Hence, the space is neither self-sufficient nor
fundamental.
Hence, space is not the thing that binds things, because the elements of the
space need to be bound.
Some theories see the space as plastic, which can be curved. If it can be curved,
then it will be curved within something else; that something else will not be
fundamentally different than space as long as all the existence is assumed to be
narrowly physical. That something else is also considered as a spacetime
according to some popular theories. The points made above about space are
applicable to metaspace and spacetime.
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So, space does not provide us with a self-sufficient explanation for other things’
spatiotemporal aspects. It is not even relevant as an explanation for why objects,
particles, or the universe have the specific structures and relationships they have.
It does not have any explanatory power about the qualia, truth, good, and evil.
Hence, it is safe to say that the physicalism based on the spatiotemporal is
inconsistent and incomplete in explaining the universe. Our logic and empirical
observations point to a different, unitary nature and power that sustains all
things.
Question 20.
If the space is empty, then why would there be a need to unite anything of that
space?
Answer 20.
Even though the space is supposed to be empty52 by some as a mere coordinate
system, it is assumed to contain relationships within it. For example, if a particle
enters that empty space, the region it occupies is related to the region of another
particle that enters that space. So, to be somewhere in a space has implications.
Therefore, and because of the reasons explained above there is a need for a
unitary power who sustains the space and/or its properties.
Let us imagine that there is only one existing object in the entire universe. Can
it move to the right? What would it mean that it moves to the right? According
to what? If there are more than one objects, then we can at least conceive of one
moving relatively to the other. While none of them alone can produce a
movement, if two objects in the same universe produce an effect that was not
present in a universe with one object, this shows us that there is a transcendent
unity above these two objects and the related space. Their existence in the same
space is a reality. This reality does not exist in isolation in any one of them or
Note that the modern physics says that it is not entirely empty and
that it has some energy.
52
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in the space. None of them is self-sufficient, yet, they exist.
Whenever an object exists, its space also exists. This means that a common
space is not necessary except for the spatiotemporal parts of that object. Things
exist by having each its own space. The common space is an additional and
contingent aspect. Therefore, a shared space as we conceive it to be so basic and
kind of necessary, is not necessary.
Hence, instead of considering the space as an empty room, we should consider
it as a sustained and effective basis for certain relationships.
Question 21.
If parts also have parts how can each part have its own space?
Answer 21.
The parts constituted of sub-parts do not need to share the same space with
other parts at the same level with them. But if they are wholes consisting of subparts, then they have to share the same space with their sub-parts.
We assume that everything needs to share the same spacetime and necessarily
has inherent self-sufficient transcendent powers by itself. This is false and
unsubstantiated. In accordance with this, note that a popular interpretation of
the big bang theory is that the spacetime appeared with the big bang. Again,
the physicists do not object to the multiverse theory which entails that universes
may have their spacetimes.
Question 22.
If the space is not self-sufficient because it needs a unifier, then would not the
unifier also need a unifier? Would not saying otherwise be special pleading?
Answer 22.
The question is built on the claim that the basic premise is as follows:
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“Everything has a cause53.” And the reasoning continues as follows: “If we say
that God does not need a cause, then we are committing special pleading for
God.”
The first premise above is obviously fallacious. Because it is built either on
infinite regress, or circularity or both. So, clearly it cannot be a starting point
and a default rule.
Instead of it, we can use the more fundamental premise of Parmenides as “that
which is, is” together with “that which is not, is not”. Then, we can ask “what”
“that which is” is, because, while we understand that it can encompass the entire
existence since “that which is not” is not, we do not understand whether “that
which is” is like a dot, or like a mountain. Then we understand that a dot or
mountain are not appropriate to compare to “that which is”, because, here we
conceive a dot as if it is surrounded by that which is not, which is impossible,
since “that which is not” is not. Hence, we conclude about the infinite
incomparable aspects of “that which is”. Note that here, “that which is”, is that
which “ever” is. We, or the mountains, or the cars also are; yet, we are not at
the fundamental layer of a necessary being.
Upon these considerations, we can now come to the multiple and contingent.
Our empirical experience shows that along with “that which is” there are also
that which can be caused by and contained as a potential within the power of
“that which is”.
It is clear that “that which is” is one. For further details about this unity and
about the related above points see the part about the property “unity”. It is also
clear that “that which is” is neither surrounded, nor divided, nor limited by
“that which is not”, since “that which is not” is not; and therefore, it is clear
that “that which is” has an extension and a power entailing many creation
potentials, since at least we conceive certain ranges which are necessarily
Here, I use the word “cause” instead of “unifier” in the question,
because cause is a more general and popular term in this context, and
it also contains unification.
53
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transcended by “that which is” according to the previous explanations.
This way, instead of starting with a fallacious start, we start with a sound
premise in our context leading to “that which is self-sufficient and necessary,
is” and then “that which is not self-sufficient and necessary may be caused by
that which is self-sufficient”.
The question may be explained in respect to unity as well: Firstly, the selfsufficient necessary being is necessarily One for the reasons explained in part
about the property “unity”. This is the first, default, and most obvious truth.
After that truth is solidly established, we can conclude that the multiple things
cannot be self-sufficient, and in order to exist, they must be sustained by the
self-sufficient One Power. Starting point is not and cannot be the contingent
things in this respect. They cannot cause the self-sufficient One Being to be
based on special pleading. The truth and unity of the self-sufficient Being is the
predominant and general rule. The sustained things are secondary.
Above I focused on the order of importance, strength, of different premises and
postulates. We should also keep in mind that different rules/ premises can be
applied for different layers as long as it is not necessary to apply one rule to all.
If we see a book and say that it must have been written by a writer, this does
not mean that the writer must have been written as well. When we examine the
book, we conclude that it cannot write itself; the direct knowledge about the
book and its properties make this conclusion obvious. Based on the book we
can have some idea about the writer. If we examine the writer directly, we can
have further idea about how he happened, what are his properties, was it a
computer, was it an automatic translator… So, there is not an issue of special
pleading if there are different premises applicable to different steps of a
syllogism.
For further points related to this question see part 1.2.2.3.1.1 about
differentiation within God.
The relevant aspects of the spacetime that cannot originate by itself are obvious.
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1.1.2.2.5

Time is not the Ultimately Fundamental.

And they say, "There is not but our worldly life;
we die and live, and nothing destroys us except
time." And they have of that no knowledge; they
are only assuming.
(Quran: 45/24)
And it is He who sends the winds as good tidings
before His mercy, and We send down from the
sky pure water
That We may bring to life thereby a dead land
and give it as drink to those We created of
numerous livestock and men.
(Quran: 25/48-49)

Time is an important element that shows the unity within what we observe:
Until a falling rock reaches the earth, the earth rotates a specific angle. The rock
cannot reach the earth unless the earth rotates that angle. The similar
relationship is also true between this rock and a moving rock in a galaxy lightsyears away from the earth.
Hence, we have an impression that time is a power which pushes things in a
coordinated way. Sometimes it is said that time is what the clocks measure.
However, had time been such a power and self-sufficient, aware of all particles
and waves, had power on all of them, then it would be god-like.
Time is not generally believed in as a god. Rather, it is recognized as a measure
of locations of moments and durations. However, implicitly, many consider time
as a pushy thing which causes things. They do not question what is its function,
and what is its causal power if any.
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In this section we will question time to a certain extent, since it is very important
regarding reductive physicalism.
Time depends on the patterns and relationships; hence, time is not a necessary
thing. A thing may happen, and after that, another thing may happen. But,
“after” is not absolute, it is dependent upon the relationships and dispositions
again. So, the basis is the relationship. When there are patterns as elements of
fashioning, then we can talk of before, after, and now.
The time as a contingent thing, is included within the fashioning, fashioned
things, and relationships.
An important point in this analysis is that the orderly change in time is always
depicted in reference to spatial states. As we see in the below grids, space
consists of regions which need unification and which are not like a fundamental
axis.
In the below depiction in parallel with the empirical facts, there is nothing which
demonstrates that the space and/or time have a self-sufficient fundamental
distinct benchmark and position.
Let us suppose that the changes in the regions in the below grids in gray
correspond to the movement of an object. The black region corresponds to
regions that contain a standard time benchmark like the rotation of the earth.
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Grid 2

Grid 3

Grid 4
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Grid 5

Grid 6

Grid 7
Physical event used as time indicator is just another physical event.
When we say “I will come in one hour”, what do we mean? We mean that I
will come until certain things happen, that is, until all clocks run as translated
to a virtually essential clock’s hour-hand’s rotation of one unit printed on the
clock. Here, rather than a discrete substance or flow of time, I mean the
relationship of my coming to the running of other things including clocks. And
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the clock is used as a standard unit for communication, to mean and understand
the same thing, so that there is consistency between what I say and what the
other party understands. Hence, why can I relate my coming to the running of
other things consistently?
The relationships within the grids relate more to spatial relationships, and the
relationships between the grids relate more to the temporal relationships. One
grid is not sufficient alone to represent the temporal relationship. When we
have two grids related in a stable way, then we have another non-separable
whole, and connections between the grids. If they are non-separable54, this
means that the relationships between grids are like the relationships within each
grid, and like the relationships between the two sides of an equation.
Therefore, our analysis about the space applies here as well in that there needs
to be a unitary power which sustains these relationships. On the other hand, to
have an effect on these relationships would be possible only with some kind of
transcendency of the God or by a transcendency sustained by the God. In this
framework, it is not necessary that only the past influences the future; the future
and the patterns which connect the past and future also may have influence on
the past since there may be transcendent beings. Therefore, any moment is not
self-sufficient or superior by itself for being past or future.
Whether we consider time as an output or as an input, it necessitates unity and
transcendence.

The angels and the Spirit will ascend to Him
during a Day the extent of which is fifty
thousand years.
(Quran: 70/4)
He arranges [each] matter from the heaven to the
earth; then it will ascend to Him in a Day, the
54

In fact, they are non-separable as explained in earlier parts.

383

extent of which is a thousand years of those
which you count.
(Quran: 32/5)
If God changes the past, then one scenario is that
logically all things that depend on that change
will be erased, since the past after that past will
not be. But this is not plausible because the
things that have happened, experienced cannot
be unexperienced by definition, and they cannot
be removed from the knowledge of God, and
they cannot be removed from among the things
that God witnessed.
And never is your Lord forgetful.
(Quran: 19/64)

A more plausible scenario is that that past will not be changed and the change
will be a change only in a kind of meta time. However, this second scenario is
not completely reasonable either, because, if the previous past exists in the meta
time, then the reason to make another past is absent since what is to be changed
is not changed, just a different copy is created. On the other hand, if the normal
time can be changed, then there is no reason for any unchangeability of the
meta time, so change in the meta time does not lead anywhere either. Similar
issues apply for changing the future. So, logically, anything can happen only
once. Note also that if I get info about the future and change the present
accordingly, this also means changing the future.
These show that time does not have an effective and distinct existence of its
own. If it had such an existence, then its parts might be changeable at least
logically without any inconsistencies. By the way, note that the above
suppositions of changes are only from our perspective, not from God’s overall
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perspective: Though God is aware of all things as an all-encompassing God, and
He can also act upon brackets and from different angles simultaneously, we are
within time or space brackets and look with our limitations.
How fast does the time pass? One second per 'second'? If so, how fast does that
second pass? So, it is not reasonable to say that each time one second passes,
one second passes. Or it is not reasonable to say that each time one second
passes, two seconds pass. Hence, time does not have its own logical basis within
itself, it is not self-sufficient.
Obviously, when we say time passed very quickly, this does not reflect
something measured, this just reflects our feeling. According to what can we
measure the speed of time of an accurate clock? What should be considered as
the most correct clock, why, can it be separated from other clocks? Or is every
clock is correct, since, if we remove the effect of every condition which makes a
clock work faster or slower we see that every clock works punctually? We should
not forget that any distorting condition also works punctually.
These points show that time can exist only by being sustained by a unitary,
transcendent power who encompasses all.
The above points show that a key component of the physical is not selfsufficient.
Question 23.
In relativistic physics there is no simultaneity. But does not the above analysis
contain simultaneity and is non-compliant with relativistic physics?
Answer 23.
The relativistic physics is negated by quantum physics whose predictive power
is greater than relativistic physics. Secondly, the progress of events does not
change depending on the speed or acceleration of the observer at a certain point,
since this observer is also part of the universe. For example, in a chart depicting
the evolution of the universe starting from the big bang, the time distance of
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any point to the big bang is consistent with another distant point. There is no
point in saying that the time in one edge of the universe progressed faster or
slower than the opposite edge. The present models of relativistic physics do not
comply fully with all empirical observations, and there are obvious paradoxes it
creates. We will not go into the details about relativistic physics which are
beyond the scope of this book. But the reader may want to read counter
arguments against relativistic physics, and related paradoxes55.
1.1.2.2.6
Allegedly Self-Sufficient Spatiotemporal Bottom
Element (ASBE) Is an Incoherent Concept.
Here, by the allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom element (ASBE) I
mean the ultimately fundamental spatiotemporal elements such as particles,
fields, strings, or any other spatiotemporal thing unto which everything is
claimed to be reducible and reduced according to physicalist reductionism. As I
explained in part 1.1.2.2.10, a holistic physicalism is contradictory with
physicalism, so I argue that all physicalism must be reductive to be consistent
to a certain extent.
ASBE does not mean particles like atoms. Also, if particles are waves then ASBEs
are smallest elements of the medium in which these waves propagate.
If physicalism is true, then we should be able to explain things in terms of
spatiotemporal things. If we explain things in terms of spatiotemporal things,
then things must be reducible to some elementary spatiotemporal things, since,
otherwise, some things would be originating from outside of the spatiotemporal.
For example, if an iron atom is recognized as a distinct and irreducible reality,
then when its sub-atomic particles constitute the iron atom, there would be
appearing something else from outside of the allegedly all-inclusive
spatiotemporal realm. Furthermore, if the behavior of the atom cannot be
entirely explained by its spatiotemporal constituents, then we would have to
recognize some transcendent essence of the atom which would be producing
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This is the personal opinion of the author. The twin paradox or
tunnel paradox are clear demonstrations of the problems of relativity.
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some functions on top of what the sub-atomic parts produce. Additionally, if
the sub-atomic parts explain everything in accordance with physicalism, then
an explanation produced by a distinct reality of the atom would be redundant,
and even theoretically contradictory.
In parallel with the above, the following quote from Broad summarizes the
physical reductionism and emergentism in regards to the one kind of stuff unto
which other things supervene. Though the emergentism seems to be slightly
different, at the end it also boils down to the same reductive approach as
explained in part 1.1.2.2.10.
Broad, C.D. (1925) says: “[There] is one and only one kind of material. Each
particle of this obeys one elementary law of behavior, and continues to do so no
matter how complex may be the collection of particles of which it is a
constituent. There is one uniform law of composition, connecting the behavior
of groups of these particles as wholes with the behavior which each would show
in isolation and with the structure of the group. All the apparently different
kinds of stuff are just differently arranged groups of different numbers of the
one kind of elementary particle; and all the apparently peculiar laws of behavior
are simply special cases which could be deduced in theory from the structure of
the whole under consideration, the one elementary law of behavior for isolated
particles, and the one universal law of composition. On such a view the external
world has the greatest amount of unity which is conceivable. There is really only
one science, and the various “special sciences” are just particular cases of it.
(1925, p. 76)"56. (O'Connor 2020) says: "While Emergentists, too, are physical
substance monists (“there is only fundamentally one kind of stuff”), they
recognize “aggregates [of matter] of various orders” — a stratification of kinds
of substances, with different kinds belonging to different orders, or levels.”
The word bottom refers to the end point in the spatiotemporal causal chain: For
example, regarding the claim that cells are reducible to molecules, molecules are
reducible to atoms, if there were no further elements more fundamental than
atoms such as electrons, protons… then atoms would be “bottom”. By bottom
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(O'Connor 2020)
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elements, I do not mean necessarily smallest particles, or fields, or strings…,
they can be any spatiotemporal thing upon which things are reducible according
to any versions of physicalist reductionism; they can be like space, time, mass
as well.
If physicalist reductionism is true, then there are ultimately fundamental
elements which act freely, and constitute the elements of all else. Because if
there are no fundamental elements, then there will be infinite regress. But
infinite regress is impossible, since, it means that nothing in the chain has any
or sufficient effect on other layers.
Physicalist reductionist position assumes ASBEs to which things can be reduced.
However, ASBEs are logically impossible.
In the physicalist paradigm, when there are no self-sufficient bottom elements
below which there is no layer, then all layers become arbitrary. There is no
reason and no basis for any pattern. For example, if there are no ASBEs when
electrons and protons come together, they do not need to constitute atoms; or
if atoms come together, they do not need to constitute molecules.
1.1.2.2.6.1

Problems with a Structured ASBE

Structural aspects of ASBEs produce lots of contradictions.
If the most fundamental is structured, hence, subject to patterns, or subject to
laws, then it is not the most fundamental since it has differentiation,
contingency, and bias in its elements. It has some elements which can be
separated and reorganized. If it is not structured then it is not bound with any
structure, and it cannot be a basis for structure, since all things which have
structure are allegedly reducible to ASBEs and structured things cannot be
reducible to unstructured things. If ASBE has patterns, and bias toward a certain
direction/ pattern, then this means that it is differentiated, hence, it has subelements that are different than that fundamental thing. Therefore, that thing
is not the most fundamental.
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ASBEs could be only relatively basic, since, they would be defined relatively to
other ASBEs; in other words, each ASBE would need other ASBEs to have its
features. Explanations about the property of “unity” in part 1.2 explain this
point to some extent. Therefore, to overcome circularity, they would need in
any case a structure and unity which extends beyond each of them. The physical
things are differentiated and are surrounded by or they contain things as space/
time. But to be an absolutely basic spatiotemporal part and ultimate
supervenience basis, an ASBE needs to be undifferentiated. Otherwise there
would be no necessity for their being, they would be contingent and dependent
on other things.
ASBEs or their parts do not need to be bound in order to constitute ASBEs. In
any case they are linked by space. If parts of an ASBE are bound, the glue is the
space. Parts are near each other because of the space. So, what is the distinctive
feature of an ASBE? That it is not constituted from anything else? But if it has
any extension like space, then necessarily it is constituted of other things.
Hence, it is impossible that it is a supervenience basis.
Furthermore, if ASBEs act then they must contain differentiation and be subject
to change. If they are within a space then they must be defined by space. If
different parts are closer to each other then there must be a binding power.
If we want to divide an ASBE, is there a resistance against division? If not then
it is not the smallest particle. If yes then its sub-parts are not indifferent about
being in a different state. If smallest particle has any extension in space then the
mathematical extensions and mathematically limited extensions will be more
fundamental than that whole particle.
Do the ultimately fundamental spatio-temporal elements have to be
homogeneous? Yes, because otherwise, some would have some parts which
others did not have, hence, those things that existed within some and did not
exist in the others would be more fundamental. But based on the arguments for
the principle of identity of indiscernibles, we can say that it is impossible that
they are homogeneous and that they are many. Because if they are fully
homogeneous, they cannot be many.
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ASBEs must contain differentiation in any case: For example, its inner two parts
are bound to each other. But another ASBE is repelled; the parts of the other
particle do not attract equally parts of the previous particle. This would mean
that the surrounding space behaves differently as well. Furthermore, all bottom
essence is not same since there is at least space as an inherent aspect, and it has
certain implications in any case. Bottom components of space would interact
with the bottom components of mass/matter.
Can there be ASBEs of different kinds? If so then there would be sub
parts/elements which would be differentiating the ASBEs. Hence those
differentiating elements would be bottom instead of ASBEs, so there cannot be
ASBEs which consist of different parts.
If an ASBE has other components in other dimensions then it is not bottom.
Logically necessary parts of the ASBE would logically need the other parts in
order to be, since some of their properties would be relating to their surrounding
and relatively to other ASBEs in accordance with the explanations about the
property “unity” explained in part 1.2 Hence there can be no ASBE.
1.1.2.2.6.2

The ASBEs Must be Impossibly Sophisticated.

If the universe is reducible to the ASBEs, so that no other whole we observe has
any distinct causal power, then all trajectories, patterns that seemed to relate to
those wholes would relate to ASBEs. In this case, an ASBE in a magnetic field
would be behaving in accordance with the electromagnetic equation, but in the
same time, it would be rotating around the earth, and around the sun in
accordance with the relevant positions, equations, and trajectories. The
influence of the electromagnetic force may negate gravity and overcome it or
they may produce a common vector for an object in a specific situation.
Likewise, an atom within the brain of a human being would do the above, and
also would act as part of a cell, while also producing consciousness.
These demonstrate that in fact any ASBE would have transcendent properties.
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Because, an entirely isolated element cannot act as if it is aware of the related
frameworks in many layers, and what their implications would be. Yet, they
allegedly behave like that. The movements of planets in our solar system are
allegedly explained by action at a distance in Newtonian physics. The relativistic
physics is supposed to explain them through curvature of spacetime without
need to use action at distance, yet questions about how and according to what
the spacetime is curved demonstrate the necessity for transcendence. Also, an
explanation based on gravitons will need transcendence as to the behavior of
gravitons, even if gravitons are used to explain certain events.
This is similar to assigning every human being as a salesman, president, doctor,
engineer. As such an empowerment would not work in the human
organizations, it would not work within the universe as well.
With a magical ASBE everything is possible. So if one wants to believe in
materialism then he can believe. But then that ASBE will have god-like
properties. And there is no need to accept that kind of gods because they are
impossible.
1.1.2.2.6.3

The Impossible Simplicity of ASBEs

Can ASBEs be many but of different fundamental kinds, such as space being
one kind of an ASBE, time being another one, mass another one, mathematics
another one? No, because they interact and they are defined based on some
other ones.
Can bottom elements belong to totally unrelated realms where none of them is
related, relatable, or connectable? According to our logic, this is impossible,
since, they would be connected within our laws of thought. One of them would
be non-existent within the realm of another one, hence be limited by the other
one. Therefore, they would be related in any case.
If the ASBEs are point-like particles, then everything consists of points with
zero spatiotemporal extension. Then if it is the space that changes, it would
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change relatively to something else. If an ASBE is like a point, then it is like a
kind of information defined by its position in a certain dimension. In this case,
it would be defined by a transcendent whole which would be against
physicalism.
Additionally, is it possible to reach zero complexity if we divide things? If it was
possible, then the total of zeros would be zero as well. Is it possible to reach
infinite simplicity in the infinitely small? So, at that level, shall we need no
explanation, and then shall we be able to build the entire existence on it?
Therefore, seeking entire answer in the smallest is not a rational way.
Will we be able to reduce the entire universe, including the agents and wills to
just one equation? Will we be able to produce an equation that explains the
entire existence, or not? If not and if we will have a minimum of two equations,
would the first be necessary? If it was, what made it necessary compared to the
other one? But if it is not necessary, then there must be something necessary
that caused it. Because, if there were the possibilities of both its existence and
non-existence, there is a question for why it existed, instead of being absent. If
it is not necessary, then it does not contain the cause of itself.
But if it is just one equation, then, are the sides of the equation necessary? And
the above issues will be applicable here as well.
The ASBE cannot be something acting in accordance with its internal
properties. Even if it is so 'simple' as to pull and push in accordance with its
poles and that which is around it, it is a holistic system that cannot be explained
in terms of each ASBE. This can be explained only in terms of a whole including
the state of the surrounding things. So explaining the complex by the simple
does not work.
Question 24.
Is not it possible in accordance with the information theory that things are
reducible to information, hence simple bits of information?
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Answer 24.
As of now, the information theory is not mature enough and it is not clear what
exactly a bit is in its entirety. For some, the reducibility of things to an
ambiguous “bit”, seems to be the extreme type of materialist reductionism. Such
a theory will not work for being too ambiguous and too reductive having
nothing to do with the richness we observe in the universe and the reality of
information as an irreducible but holistic fact. However, a holistic, transcendent,
unitary information along with the knowledge of Allah, will be compatible with
and entailed by the Islamic teaching.
1.1.2.2.6.4

ASBEs Would be Free and God-Like.

If there are such ASBEs, they would be free, because they would not be
reducible, supervenient, or dependent upon other things. If they are
supervenient upon other things, then they are not most fundamental.
If there is no bias forcing them in specific directions, and if they constituted the
contingent structures that we observe, then, they would have willed like gods to
constitute the universe freely.
1.1.2.2.6.5

Problem of Infinite Regress With ASBEs

If there is no fundamental ultimate layer, then every spatiotemporal thing would
be depending on something else. But if nothing is self-sufficient, then there
would be no distinctly effective thing. Hence, there would be no effective
existence. If “everything” emerges from lower layers so that there is no bottom,
then there will be nothing from which things would emerge.
But on the other hand, even if there are ASBEs, then there will be another kind
of infinite regress: If we consider a simple situation, where one half H1 of the
ASBE is bound to its other half H2, but it is not bound to the half of another
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ASBE, we can conclude that even at the very bottom layer there needs to be an
organization and transcendent unity. Hence if supervenience and physicalist
reductionism was true, the ASBEs whatever they are, would be supervenient
upon their parts, leading to infinite regress.
1.1.2.2.6.6

ASBEs Would be Subject to Change.

If ASBEs are subject to change, they could not be the most fundamental.
If it is accepted that ASBEs appeared at the big bang, then it must be accepted
that they are necessarily subject to change by their nature.
If relationships of change are contained within particles then they are not
bottom because the relationships that they contain can change, and the elements
of change would be more fundamental. If relationships are not contained within
ASBEs then they are passive, and subject to other things.
On the other hand, the most fundamental spatiotemporal thing cannot be static;
it changes and reorganizes itself, since the limited universe we observe changes,
and according to reductionism these changes are supervenient upon the ASBEs.
If they are unchangeable, this means that the higher layers are not supervenient
upon them, since we observe change at the higher layers. But, as we explained
above, if ASBEs change, they cannot be the most fundamental spatio-temporal.
Can there be unchanging ASBEs? If there are, this means that organization
creates different effects. But then bonds of the organization would not be
possible/ stable/ and they would be breakable. If they are not changeable, this
would also mean that there is top-down causation whereby the top layers cause
some changes up to certain lower layers. If ASBEs are essentially unchanging,
but changing in context this means that they are not bottom level.
Are the ASBEs waves or particles? If they are particles or waves then what about
space and time? Do they also consist of waves, or particles? If an ASBE 'can' be
a wave, then anything upon which a wave runs will be changeable, because there
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would be differentiation within that thing upon which ASBEs run, so that waves
may form and propagate. Furthermore, in this case, the medium in which it
propagates would be more fundamental.
Moreover, if ASBE is a wave, then it would be changing. Hence, even the bottom
would necessitate transcendence. The same applies for mathematics-based
theories and 'fundamentally' differentiation-based theories where differentiation
is postulated at the very bottom.
If the ASBE is a particle, then it would be a space occupying entity with specific
extension, differentiation, and limits within the space. Hence, it would contain
internal differentiations, hence, parts which are more fundamental.
Additionally, the medium upon which it runs would be also changeable and
effective, hence an ASBE would not be ultimate.
1.1.2.2.6.7

ASBEs Are Not Necessary.

Are the ASBEs necessary or contingent? If they are contingent then there must
be different possible kinds of ASBEs. Then they would be structured,
changeable, hence not bottom. So, they must be necessary.
Yet they cannot be necessary because they are many, and if they are quantifiable
internally and externally, they cannot be necessary. If their quantity is Q, there
is no reason to say that that quantity could not be Q+1 or Q-1; if Q-1 is possible,
then it is possible that there is 0 ASBE. And they have no special feature
different than other spatiotemporal things and there is no other reason which
would make them necessary.
1.1.2.2.6.8

ASBEs Would Be Relative and Circular.

The alleged supervenience bases are relative and limited. Since they are many,
they would depend on each other in accordance with explanations in part 1.2
about the property “unity”. Hence these relative things cannot be any
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supervenience basis. Whatever science explains the fundamental level upon
which other things supervene, is also a science that requires explanation, as long
as there is relativeness, division, multiplicity inherent to it and within it. Hence,
the supervenience basis layer with the necessary homogeneity and unity cannot
be reached within this limited universe.
1.1.2.2.6.9

ASBEs Are Not Verifiable.

The bottomness of any particle or wave is not verifiable, because within time it
can be shown that it is divisible empirically.
For reasons I mentioned above, logically, any ASBE has parts and is changeable.
Also, for the reasons explained above, an ASBE must be indivisible, unchanging,
and hence past and future eternal.
Hence, ASBEs cannot be the reduction bases.
1.1.2.2.6.10
Properties.

ASBEs Cannot Explain the Unitary Beings and

The reducibility of the contents of unitary consciousness upon ASBEs creates
contradictions. Because the reflection of unitary observations would be
instantiated upon numerous separate ASBEs, and the transcendent unity of
consciousness would not be obtained. Also, as they would be unchangeable, an
ASBE could not even contain a divided aspect of the qualia, the ASBE could
only contain the data related to its own ontological reality. For example, when
we see the sun, the qualia about it must allegedly be reducible to the bottom
elements within us; but, as explained above, they are unchangeable and lack
unity so that to be able to contain qualia.
1.1.2.2.6.11

ASBEs Would be Defined by Higher Level
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Features in any Case.
High-level relationships as space, time, or contingencies are also valid at lower
levels, and low-level things cannot be or mean anything without high level
things. One may say lower level things are more fundamental because they can
exist while what they constitute do not exist. However, they cannot exist for
example if a spatial whole structure does not exist.
No two different objects need to belong to the same space/spacetime, no two
different things need to belong to the same whole, they do not necessarily need
to be comparable; they do not need to exist if there is no logical necessity.
Hence, the definition of ASBEs by the common space/ time entails that they
are not bottom and that they are subject to fashioning and contingencies.
And they may be organized so as to be partially or fully subdued to/ dependent
upon one or many higher levels as a property of bottom-up organization
features. So instead of ASBEs being coercive upon higher levels, they can be
dependent upon higher levels, as in miracles.
In Islam, there is no god other than Allah and everything is subdued to Allah.
So, no ASBEs can be considered outside the power of Allah.
1.1.2.2.7

Infinite Regress is Impossible

Infinite regress is impossible because if there is infinite regress this means that
no part of the chain constituting the infinite regress has any self sufficient causal
power.
If everything is influenced by and built upon external things, then nothing
would exist/ happen because of circularity. For example, if the will of a person
was the consequence of a friend’s act, then allegedly the friend’s act would be
fully caused by another event… in an infinite regress and in circularity.
However, an actual infinite regress is impossible in this context as well. So, there
are contingent things which exist and are real, active, and free. They have their
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realities which are also sustained by God. They have a whole or partial capacity
to change what is ordained by the external facts, or what is projected into the
future.
If a girl is caused by her mother, and her mother is caused by her grandmother… until infinity, does any mother fully explain the existence of the chain
or of any person in the chain? No.
Even if the causes are of different kind, the same issue applies as long as they
are all contingent and/or non-self-sufficient.
If determinism and/or physicalism are true and if the spatiotemporal things are
self-sufficient within themselves, then there is infinite regress, and nothing has
any distinct effect over anything. Because everything and every act fully depends
on the past or on other structural layers. But if everything depends on these,
then there is nothing that has any effective influence, since there will be no
stage which is self-sufficient.
Moreover, if any whole is reducible to parts, then the parts acting and having
values only relatively to each other requires that all parts constitute a unity, and
depend on a holistic connection. So, if things behave relatively to other things,
this means that they behave as a whole, hence the act of each item relatively to
the whole is meaningful, and, we should consider the events as the action of a
whole. This is another aspect of infinite regress of physicalism and determinism.
If this is true, then wholes cannot be reduced to its parts.
The structural aspect of infinite regress does not only relate to different layers
of the structural things, but also to the related laws of nature: If the law is like
a processor that processes state S1, and gets state S2; then processes S2, and gets
state S3, these would happen according to which procedure contained in the
law? So, there must be a transcendent principle in it, if it is a law. But if there
is a deterministic or indeterministic principle in it, then this principle will
require a higher-level principle which will relate to its internal relationships.
This will require a further higher principle for the similar reason, and so on.
Hence, this will lead to an infinite regress of a different kind.
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1.1.2.2.8

Things Cannot Pop Out of Nothingness

If a person popped out from an alleged nothingness he could claim some
mysterious existence and power. There is a reference to this point in the
following verse:

Or were they created by nothing, or were they
the creators [of themselves]?
(Quran: 52/35)

However, if “he” popped out, then he would be prior to the act, both
sequentially and structurally. Yet, if this is the case, then this means that he did
not do the act of “popping out” from nothingness. Did nothingness make him
pop out? This is not reasonable either, since nothingness would not be
nothingness if it produced him. But as he is created gradually starting from the
earth, this shows that he does not have such a power and he is being created
and sustained. He is not self sufficient. The same applies for any contingent
thing that exists.
This point will be further detailed in part 1.3.2.1.2.
1.1.2.2.9

Circularity is Impossible

If the spatiotemporal is self-sufficient, then anything spatiotemporal would be
existing and having attributes in a circular way: The size of a spatiotemporal
thing T1 is meaningful relatively to another thing T2, likewise, the speed of a
spatiotemporal thing T1 is meaningful relatively to another thing T2. But the
attributes of this other thing T2 is also meaningful relatively to T1. Hence, none
of the two constitutes a basis for any attribute. Therefore, the spatiotemporal
cannot be self-sufficient.
The point about circularity will be explained in part 1.2 in further detail.
1.1.2.2.10
Non-Reductive Physicalism
Explanation for the Limited Universe

Fails

as
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an

In the previous parts I explained that it is impossible that things are caused by
and reducible to structurally lower layers, or sequentially previous stages. I also
explained why physicalism hence materialism fails. However, although nonreductive physicalism and emergentism are refuted under physicalism, due to
the popular use of emergentism, I will explain the non-reductive physicalism
under a separate heading. This way, I will have shown that the attempts to
explain certain events, beings, properties based on weak and strong
emergentism are fundamentally incomplete and inconsistent.
In part 1.1.2.2.1 I argued against reductive physicalism. According to Islam there
are effective wholes at many layers. However, if a non-reductive physicalist
approach attempts to explain things without the sustaining power of God, it
will fail as well. Because, without God, it will revert back to physicalist
reductionism which is demonstrated to be unsubstantiated and false. This
reversion happens because if God is rejected, then the effects of distinctly
effective contingent things at many layers would come from out of nowhere
without God. And, hence, as coming from nothing is not acceptable for a
contingent thing as explained in part 1.3.2.1.2 a materialist who is a strong
emergentist will have to revert back to different versions of physicalist
reductionism.
So, non-reductive physicalism is not in better shape compared to reductive
physicalism. A more specific reason for this is that its non-reductive adjective
creates an inconsistency with “physicalism”. Because, it is constrained with its
“physicalist” aspect while explaining any causal relationship; therefore, it will
necessarily reduce things to something physical. If it recognizes transcendent
actors which will transcend throughout physical layers or things, it will be
inconsistent with its “physicalism”.
According to non-reductive physicalism, explanations, natural kinds, and
properties in a higher layer such as psychology, do not reduce to counterparts
in more basic sciences, such as neurophysiology or physics. Nevertheless, all
token psychological entities —states, processes, and faculties— are either
identical with or just wholly constituted of physical, microphysical entities or
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laws that relate to these entities.57
As O’Connor (2015) says, “Non-reductive physicalism emphasizes that while
special sciences do not ‘compete with’ or complete physics, they do have an
explanatory ‘autonomy’ — they use distinctive concepts and laws that cannot
be derived from physical laws and concepts using only definitions and other
necessary truths.”58
There are detailed discussions about whether this is really different from
reductive physicalism. There are strong arguments supporting the claim that it
ultimately boils down to reductive physicalism.
Since non-reductive physicalism maintains that all is either identical or just
wholly constituted of microphysical, I will just note here that in parallel with
the arguments in (Pereboom 2005), I agree that non-reductive physicalism is in
fact reductionist. Hence, the objections against reductive physicalism apply for
non-reductive physicalism as well.
But this discussion is of secondary importance, since whether non-reductive
physicalism is reductionist or not, I argue against reductive physicalism.
I agree with the following neo-reductionist critique about the non-reductive
physicalism: "Neo-reductionists also maintain that the concept of top-down
causation is a mirage. For instance, if a macro-state M1 is supervenient on a
micro-state m1, top-down causation issuing from that macro-state M1 has its
ultimate cause in the micro-state m1. An advocate of top-down causation would
argue that once the higher-level property M1 has been achieved it is legitimate
to say that it has certain effects, or can perform certain functions, for instance
it might create a new micro-state m2. However, this is at best a shorthand for
saying that m1 causes m2 [101]. The reduction of M1 ceases to be a meaningful
or worthwhile activity. Here, there is no biological hierarchy and no hierarchy
of theories to distress the would-be reductionist."59
57
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59

(Pereboom 2005)
(O'Connor 2020)
(Gatherer 2010)
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In reductive physicalism, there are ASBEs substituted instead of God. But in
non-reductive physicalism, there are only relative and reciprocally dependent
things as lower levels depending on upper and other levels, and upper levels
depending on lower and other levels. So, again the absence of any self-sufficient
thing causes and is based upon circular reasoning, and also infinite regress. But
Islamic holism is consistent, complete, and non-circular since there is a sound
basis.
A specific argument for reductionism explained by (Kim 1999) is as follows:
If a person is in a mental state M1, then there is a corresponding physical state
P1 of this person. When he shifts to the mental state M2, there is also a physical
state P2 that corresponds to M2. If P1 and related physical laws are sufficient
for the transition from P1 to P2, then M1 does not have any efficient causal
power on the transition from P1 to P2 and from M1 to M2. And according to
the physicalist reductionist approach, P1 and related physical laws are sufficient
for that transition from P1 to P2.
The above example is about the relationship between the mental state and the
physical state. But it can equally be used for any state of a sovereign whole and
the states of its parts.
In the above line of thought we notice an error of assuming the existence of a
self-sufficient very bottom layer. Also, the assumptions that between P1 and M1
or between Pn and Mn there is a one-to-one token relationship is not
substantiated.
However, that line of thought demonstrates the important link between
physicalism and reductionism. If someone is physicalist, then he has to adhere
to the above line of thought and not adopt a holistic physicalism. The above
line of thought which is consistent within itself, entails that a physicalist holism
is untenable.
While the reductionist approach has the problem of giving too much duties to
the fundamental particles/ fields of being responsible for all layers, the strong
emergentist approach has the problem of explaining further the origin of the
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distinct powers of the higher layers to a great extent.
It also has the problem of recognizing the self-sufficiency of the layers regarding
their activities and their relations with the other layers. For example, if a cat has
at least some autonomy independent of its atoms, then do the behaviors of the
atoms of the cat become unpredictable while they constitute the cat? If the
predictability in the world of atoms continues while the cat has its own
autonomy, do the patterns of the atoms clash with the autonomy of the cat? If
the predictability of the atoms continue while they are parts of the living cat,
how can the cat have any independence from its atoms? Considering that the
cat did not exist at some time, where did the autonomy of the cat come from, if
not from the atoms? Where is this autonomy located while the cat is alive, if
not in its atoms? If this autonomy is located within the atoms, do these atoms
collaborate to produce the autonomy of the cat?
For such reasons, without a self-sufficient sustainer, the strong emergentism
collapses into reductive physicalism. However, the above questions in the
context of “cat”-“its atoms” will also be brought in in the context of “atom”-“its
parts”, as well as in “any spatiotemporal”-“its parts”.
Hence, reductive and non-reductive physicalism fail obviously in explaining the
limited universe.
Question 25.
Is mathematical universe or relationalism acceptable according to the Islamic
teaching?
Answer 25.
Mathematical universe is fallacious since mathematics is just one dimension.
Full relationalism is false according to Islam as there is the absolute and AllEncompassing Allah.
Question 26.
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Is Islamic teaching emergentist?
Answer 26.
Kim (1999) classifies emergentism as follows: “It is evident that emergentism is
a form of what is now standardly called “non-reductive materialism”, a doctrine
that aspires to position itself as a compromise between physicalist reductionism
and all-out dualisms.”60
In Islam God is not born, hence does not emerge; His creation is within the
plan of God as well. Hence, Islam is not emergentist. Though downward
causation has some place in Islam, regarding God, it is totally different: The top
does not emerge deterministically or randomly from some other things.
Regarding the free will power there is a fundamental difference as well: Though
agents are born, grow up, and depend to some extent on some micro
physiological processes and entities, all of these which may look vertically
differentiated relatively to each other, occupy the same layer as they relate to
the creating power of God. In other words, the agent does not emerge from the
mechanistic processes; rather, he is fashioned with other related creation as a
unitary whole, by God. So, at the very fundamental level, they do not emerge
from each other.
There is downward causation as well, especially as it is obvious in the processes
related to free will. While the events are running, we cannot say that the parts
constitute the whole of the agent and make the agent emerge as a reducible
thing. There are relationships between parts and wholes. But these relationships
are like in equations in that everything in an equation is equally real. Let me
explain with an example:
Four objects A, B, C, and D are positioned in the same space so as to constitute
a square S. Here, we cannot say that S emerges from A, B, C, and D. A, B, C,
D, and the space are already created and fashioned so as to contain the potential
of constituting a whole. Furthermore, they in any case constitute a whole
60
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whenever they are part of the same space. The square is only one of the
instantiations. Before the square also, whatever was their positions, they
constituted a whole. And that whole did not emerge; with the existence of each
of them a related whole existed; that whole is not separable from A or B or C
or D.
So, the only emergence is with their coming into existence by being created by
God, but this is neither strong emergence nor weak emergence. Their being
positioned so as to constitute a square may have different consequences than
their forming a triangle. These consequences are also contained within them as
potentials. But when their positioning as a square is actualized, this, again
together with their potentials constitutes another whole. In other words, ABCD
in the square form is another entity compared to them being in a triangle form.
Yet, each of A, B, C, and D also constitutes an individual whole.
According to the Quran, the states are real:

So, I swear by the twilight glow,
And [by] the night and what it envelops,
And [by] the moon when it becomes full,
[That] you will surely experience state after state.
(Quran: 84/16-19)

In any case in the creation stage of anything within a certain framework, there
is a whole including the potentials. No part we observe is conceivable without
a related whole.
Which potentials actualize for a specific creation depend on the commands of
God, on the extent of freedom assigned to it by God, on the fashioning, and
freedom of other creation.
Hence, commands, information, communication, transcendence, will play
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important roles in the functioning of the universe:

And your Lord inspired to the bee, "Take for
yourself among the mountains, houses, and
among the trees and [in] that which they
construct.
Then eat from all the fruits and follow the ways
of your Lord laid down [for you]." There
emerges from their bellies a drink, varying in
colors, in which there is healing for people.
Indeed, in that is a sign for a people who give
thought.
(Quran: 16/68-69)
And He completed them as seven heavens within
two days and inspired in each heaven its command.
(Quran: 41/12)
Originator of the heavens and the earth. When
He decrees a matter, He only says to it, "Be," and
it is.
(Quran: 2/117)
Allah said, "O Dhul-Qarnayn, either you punish
[them] or else adopt among them [a way of]
goodness."
(Quran: 18/86)
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On the other hand, strong emergence is seen by reductive physicalism as
something fully built upon laws, where the low layers are connected with the
high layers through laws of different kinds again. Furthermore, those who
defend non-reductive physicalism, maintain that the same identical low layers
would produce the same high layer phenomena. Therefore, strong emergence is
no more than adding further relationships to the same structure under
reductionist principles.
1.1.2.2.11
Certain Properties Disqualify the
Universe and its Contents From Being Self-Sufficient.

Limited

1.1.2.2.11.1
The Relations Between the Properties of the
Self-Sufficient Cause and the Properties of the Things in the
Limited Universe

So know that there is no deity except Allah.
(Quran: 47/19)
He is Allah, other than whom there is no deity.
(Quran: 59/22)
Your god is only Allah, except for whom there is
no deity. He has encompassed all things in
knowledge.
(Quran: 20/98)
Certainly, to Allah belongs whoever is in the
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heavens and whoever is on the earth. And those
who invoke other than Allah do not [actually]
follow [His] "partners." They follow not except
assumption, and they are not but falsifying.
(Quran: 10/66)
The self-sufficiently owned properties proven above do not and cannot belong
self-sufficiently to any being who does not have unity and the explained
properties altogether. The entities, beings, events are not reducible to the limited
universe and its contents. Therefore, the above properties do not belong to the
limited universe and its contents. Therefore, they belong to another being/
essence; this being is distinct and above the limited universe and its contents.
Any being other than the one who has those properties altogether as a unitary
being cannot be the self sufficient cause of the limited universe and its contents.
Hence, Allah is High above all things in the limited universe which do not have
any position of a deity as noted in the following verses:

That is because Allah is the Truth, and that
which they call upon other than Him is
falsehood, and because Allah is the Most High,
the Grand.
(Quran: 22/62)
To Him belongs whatever is in the heavens and
whatever is in the earth, and He is the Most
High, the Most Great.
(Quran: 42/4)
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Self sufficiency is specific to Allah. Unity is also specific to Allah. Defaultness is
also specific to Allah. Other properties have some commonalities with Allah.
But again the properties which have commonalities are distinct as special to
Allah since they are self-sufficient properties of Allah, but when exercised by
the creation, they are exercised in a sustained manner. So, for example, the
consciousness of Allah is not same as the consciousness of the creation.
Therefore, the consciousness of Allah is fundamentally different than the
consciousness of the creation.
We have certain dynamic properties such as power. For example, we can do
certain things with our power. However, our power is not inherent to us. Once
we were not born, and we could not exercise the power we had after we are
born.
The following properties that the creation may have, have two main aspects: 1.
They are not fully reducible to anything else in the dependent world. 2. They
need to be sustained by a Being who has transcendent powers. Hence, they
directly indicate the sustaining power of One Sustainer.
All of these properties do not necessarily belong to everything within the limited
universe. For example, a human being may have reasoning power while a rock
may not have it. But in any case we observe that some things have some or all
of the following properties.
Things that we observe in our universe have those properties under the
limitations of the limited properties explained in the previous part. Things
which have the limitations of those static properties cannot be the ultimate
cause. Things that have the limited properties cannot be the origin of the active
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properties like knowledge, power, goodness. Therefore, things that have the
limited properties are sustained. Hence, there is a sustainer for those things and
their active properties or the requirements of their active properties.
Note that the following is just to give a broad idea about our context. The details
will be given in the relevant parts and resources.
Although the active properties are observed within the limited universe, because
of the limited properties, we understand that the limited things in the limited
universe do not have the above properties inherently. For instance, since they
are dependent, an infinite regress of dependency in the limited universe will
render the self-sufficiency of the limited universe impossible as explained in
detail in part 1.1.2.2.7.
The properties that are irreconcilable with ultimate cause will enable us to
identify the causes which cannot be true ultimate causes and discard them as
impossible candidate ultimate causes. If we are indoctrinated about the
possibility of some ineligible candidate ultimate causes, our reasoning process
will be impaired and blurred by them.
Anything which has the following properties cannot be the ultimate cause of
what we observe. Hence, firstly, we should know that the things in the limited
universe which have the following properties, are not the ultimate and selfsufficient cause of anything. Secondly, the things anywhere else which have the
following properties cannot be the ultimate cause of any existence.
The limited properties are those that do not have self-sufficiently distinct effects
on other things. They do not produce change self-sufficiently.
On the other hand, the limited properties distinguish them from the Self410

Sufficient Cause (SSC). The SSC does not have those properties. Hence, they
are instrumental in distinguishing whether something is a self-sufficient cause
or dependent cause.
In our context, the following limited properties are properties which indicate
the lack of the ability to be a self-sufficient ground for the active properties.
They disqualify their owners from being ultimate and self-sufficient causes.
These are properties which restrict things within a narrow perspective.
However, from a broader perspective, the limitations of individual things help
produce bigger good in terms of systems and wholes, and these bigger good in
turn supports the individual things.
Below, they are briefly indicated. Detailed explanations will be given in their
relationships with the properties of the SSC.
1.1.2.2.11.2
Properties Which Disqualify the Limited
Universe and its Contents From Being Self-Sufficient
Certain properties disqualify the limited universe and its contents from being
self-sufficient. The limited universe and its contents, in other words, anything
other than the self-sufficient cause has one or more of the following properties:
1.1.2.2.11.2.1

Dependency

Dependent has the following definition: “determined or conditioned by
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another”61
Something cannot be dependent and self-sufficient at the same time. A child
depends on his parents, the animals depend on the plants, the plants depend on
the sun… So for example, we cannot say that the child is self-sufficient. Things
in the limited universe depend on other things temporally and structurally.
There are things that depend on other things. If this causal dependence goes
infinitely back, such that each state depends on or necessitated by the previous
state, then no previous state will be a real cause, because every previous state
will be dependent upon a previous state. In related literature there are examples
as if every book is a copy of another book, hence, and there is no author, then
we cannot have any book.
1.1.2.2.11.2.2

Contingency

Contingency has several meanings: “dependent on or conditioned by something
else” “2: likely but not certain to happen : POSSIBLE” “3: not logically necessary
especially : EMPIRICAL” “4a: happening by chance or unforeseen causes b:
subject to chance or unseen effects : UNPREDICTABLE” c: intended for use in
circumstances not completely foreseen contingent funds” “5: not necessitated :
determined by free choice”. Because of the multiplicity of meanings,
contingency may cause confusion. Here, I will use essentially a meaning which
corresponds to number 2, as, possible, not necessary, may be or may not be.
Can we say the universe and the matter are necessary and not contingent? If
61
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there was 0.000000...01 more mass in the universe, then would not it exist? Can
we say the n amount of actual mass is necessary precisely and with 0.00..01
additional mass it would not exist? This would be detrimental to the atheist
view; because this would mean that there is zero percent probability for the
universe happening by chance, since it cannot have any more or less tiniest
amount and if it happened, then the universe does not exist. And there is no
reason to say that this structure would be necessary.
Theoretically, things may be either necessary, or impossible, or contingent.
One may limit the claim that the universe is necessary to the limited universe
that we observe and say that everything in the limited universe that we observe
is necessary. However, this narrower version of that claim entails the truth of
broader version, since if what is beyond our observation is contingent, then the
state that we observe will also be contingent since it will be or it may be
influenced by what is beyond our observation. The limited universe we observe
extend beyond us at least in terms of past and in terms of the fundamental
structural layers that we do not know. Therefore, not only it is irrational to say
that what we observe in the limited universe is necessary, but also, it is
unjustified to say that what extends beyond our observations is necessary. So,
to claim otherwise, requires a principle which will produce the truth of that
claim, that whatever exists is necessary. Obviously, at least as of now, there is
no such principle. Claiming that there are actually only the necessary things
requires evidence.
Then could we say “it is possible that the limited universe is necessary”?
However, if we say “it is possible”, then we accept that we do not have any
argument for its necessity, hence, according to our knowledge, it is not
necessary.
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Moreover, the impossibility of infinite regress as an explanation for what
actually exists, entails the contingency of things subject to infinite regress.
If something is in a certain place or time, and it is not in another place or time,
this means that it does not have in itself a principle which necessitates its
existence in all instances. If it does not have inherently such a principle, then
its existence must be dependent on something else. Hence, it cannot be selfsufficient.
1.1.2.2.11.2.3

Limitedness

Things in the limited universe have limitations related to their positions, spatial
and temporal extensions/lives, knowledge/information, energy/power,
transcendence.
As they are limited, they are defined within a system which is necessarily bigger
than themselves. Hence, they do not have the capacity on their own to make
these fundamental determinations. Hence it needs that bigger thing.
Furthermore, this entails that their powers relatively to that which contains
them is relative and dependent, hence, they are not self-sufficient; they are
sustained.
Limited things exist along with other limited things. Hence, they are relative.
Therefore, limited things surrounded by bigger things cannot produce effects
on their own and they cannot be self-sufficient causes.
1.1.2.2.11.2.4

Relativeness
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Things in the limited universe are relative. For instance, if we say something is
tall, this is relatively to something else. Hence, they do not produce or have
inherent powers unless sustained by a Sustainer. As part 1.2 about “unity”
explains, this relativity and circularity entails that such relative things depend
on a unitary power which sustains related values.
1.1.2.2.11.2.5

Multiplicity

Things in the universe display a multiplicity. This multiplicity is an indication
of limitations in that “x” is not “not x”. Hence, things limit other things.
However, multiplicity does not produce unrelatedness or unconnectability due
to the unity which sustains it. On the other hand, the multiple things have
internal and external unities, hence, the multiplicity needs unity. Therefore,
multiple things are not self-sufficient.
1.1.2.2.11.2.6

Distance

Things are within spatial, temporal, and other systems and they are defined
within related degrees and when applicable, within coordinate systems. Things
or parts or regions of things are differentiated and defined within those
differentiations. So, for instance regarding space, we say x is here and not there;
and y is there not here. Hence, the common space has regions where neither x
nor y exist and the space constitutes apparently a distance and separation
between things. In other words, the distance constitutes a limitation regarding
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the effects of an object.
However, though the distance looks like something that causes separation, in
fact it is also producing a connection between things. Hence, things subject to
distances need that the One sustains them as explained in part 1.2 about unity.
1.1.2.3
SPS Step 3: Above the Limited Universe There is the
Self-Sufficient who has the Properties Entailed by Self -Sufficiency.
1.1.2.3.1
There is a set of Thing(s) (S) Above the Limited
Universe who/which has Self-Sufficiency
Above we saw that the existence of contingent things that we observe entail the
necessity of a self-sufficient. We also saw that the contingent universe that we
observe and we do not observe is not self-sufficient. Hence, there is a selfsufficient above the limited universe.
1.1.2.3.2

S has the Properties Entailed by Self-Sufficiency

The existence of contingent consciousness, knowledge, free will power,
fashioning power… and some other properties that will be examined in the
following parts entail that these properties belong self-sufficiently to an essence
who exists above the limited universe.
Since multiplicity entails relativeness, circularity, and/or infinite regress which
cannot be reconciled with self-sufficiency, we can establish that the selfsufficient is One. The necessity of irreducibility of the self-sufficient also entail
the unity of the self-sufficient. Unity here does not mean only that there is
actually only one self-sufficient, but an impossibility of the multiplicity of the
self-sufficient. It also means the non-divisibility.
On the other hand, the self-sufficient cannot have appeared after being non416

existent; because in that case it would not be self-sufficient. The impossibility of
the existence of nothingness as well shows the same thing. Self-Sufficient is the
first, because if there is another, then the self-sufficient cause will not be selfsufficient.
Hence, the Self-sufficient is that which ever is, and has relevant properties in
fullness.
Properties define other properties in different ways. The self-sufficiency of the
self-sufficient and the contingency of the contingent demonstrate that the
contingent properties of the contingent like consciousness, knowledge, free will
power are also sustained self-sufficiently by the Self-Sufficient who has these
properties fully and self-sufficiently. This self-sufficient is called Allah. These
properties also display the completeness of the essence of Allah.
Theoretically He could be one but by being united, He could be Knowing but
by being given knowledge, He could be conscious but by being given
consciousness... hence His self sufficiency is not only an epistemological
property, it defines and explains to us His other properties as His other
properties explain and define to us His self sufficiency. But His self sufficiency
has also a proving connections related to other things as His other properties
also do; but these relationships between the properties of the self-sufficient are
not self-sufficient since they are demonstrated through different facts we observe
within the limited universe, and since the properties confirm one another
through different ways. So there is no circularity and infinite regress within
God.
His properties are the classes of the effects on us of His unitary essence. They
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are like roads of the same destination.
His self sufficiency entails and is entailed by His unity, His knowledge, power...
His power entails and is entailed by His knowledge... His creative power is
entailed by His knowledge and entails His knowledge. All these properties are
what we see from our limited perspectives. His essence is one. They are like
sub-proofs, explanations for us. Most of His properties cannot be thought of
separately from His other properties.
Further details about the unity and other properties of the self-sufficient are
given under the relevant headings in the following parts.
Question 27.
Does the existence of things within the limited universe make the self-sufficient
necessary? Is not then the self-sufficient dependent upon the things in the
limited universe?
Answer 27.
No. This necessity is about our understanding. Through the universe we can
conclude that there is a self-sufficient being without which things within the
limited universe cannot exist.
1.2 Unity

Indeed, I am Allah.
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There is no god except Me.
(Quran: 20/14)
Say:
He is Allah, the One.
He is Self-Sufficient.
He begets not, nor is He begotten.
And there is no one like Him.
(Quran: 112)
And your god is one God. There is no deity
[worthy of worship] except Him, the Beneficent,
the Merciful.
(Quran: 2/163)
If there had been in them[, heavens and the
earth,] any gods except Allah, they would both
have certainly been in a state of disorder;
therefore, glory be to Allah, the Lord of the
dominion, above what they property (to Him).
(Quran: 21/22)
Therefore, know that there is no god but Allah.
(Quran: 47/19)
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1.2.1

Preliminary Explanations

Allah has testified to the fact that there is no god
but Him and so do the angels and those who are
well grounded in knowledge standing firm on
justice; there is no god but He, the Mighty, the
Wise.
(Quran: 3/18)

In Islam God is absolutely one. Allah does not have any father, son, partner,
parts and so on which can negate His unity. There are no internal divisions,
internal different divinities, persons within God; and there are no external
divinities. There are no divinities before Him, and there are no divinities after
Him. There is no before Him, there is no after Him. He is the First and He is
the Last. Allah is not born; He does not reproduce. His divinity is not divided
or shared by anyone. This unity is a logical necessity. There is only one ultimate
source of power.
In respect to the above, there may be overlapping points between Islam and
other religions. There are some other religions which say that God is one.
However, many religions which say that God is one, will claim that God has
internal differentiations as seen in trinity of contemporary mainstream
Christianity. Or God has children, or behaves like a human being with human
limitations as having face, shape, spatiotemporal limitations, having some rest
in some periods, and things going on while He rests, and so on.
Unity of Allah is fundamental as we see in the following verse:
Say, "Is it other than Allah I should take as a protector, Creator of the heavens
and the earth, while it is He who feeds and is not fed?"
(Quran: 6/14)
When we observe the universe, we see unity and multiplicity together: I have
arms, eyes, cells…, and yet I say “I” and recognize myself as one being. I as one
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agent, conceive many things.
Is unity prior to multiplicity, or is the reverse true? Is unity source of
multiplicity, or is multiplicity the source of unity? Or, is it wrong to classify the
“one” and the “many” separately? Or are these many things encompassed and
sustained by the “One”? If we do not classify as such, then should we see things
as one or as many?
For multiplicity, the multiple things must be defined first, and for this there
needs to be the relationships which can only be based on unity. Unity can be
without multiplicity, but multiplicity cannot be without unity.
Things build up in unities and not separations. A unity seems like difference
but in whole it is another layer of unity.
Self-sufficient unity means the absence of internal divisions, that the “One” is
not relative to the external similar things, that the “One” is not limited by the
similar things which exist along with it. It also entails that the “One” is not
dependent upon the other similar things for example for being defined based
on the properties of the other similar things and depending on a higher reality
necessary for coordinating and harmonizing the similar things. In these respects,
self-sufficient unity is different than our limited “unity” which does not
generally mean all of the above. If we say there is one universe, this does not
entail that the universe does not have parts. The arguments presented in this
book against ASBEs, laws of nature... are applicable for the other false gods.
Furthermore, proving the unity of the self-sufficient, falsifies multiple false gods.
As explained in this part, self-sufficient unity is not reconcilable with claiming
the truth of many gods, or God having persons in Him, or God being incarnated
in a human being, or God having a spatiotemporally limited body. Hence,
proving Allah and His self-sufficient unity will automatically disprove god
claims which have internal or external multiplicity.
1.2.2

Syllogism for the Property “Unity” of Allah (SPU)
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And not alike are the two bodies of water. One
is fresh and sweet, palatable for drinking, and
one is salty and bitter. And from each you eat
tender meat and extract ornaments which you
wear, and you see the ships plowing through
[them] that you might seek of His bounty; and
perhaps you will be grateful.
He causes the night to enter the day, and He
causes the day to enter the night and has
subjected the sun and the moon each running
[its course] for a specified term. That is Allah,
your Lord; to Him belongs sovereignty. And
those whom you invoke other than Him do not
possess [as much as] the membrane of a date
seed.
If you invoke them, they do not hear your
supplication; and if they heard, they would not
respond to you. And on the Day of Resurrection
they will deny your association. And none can
inform you like [one] Acquainted [with all
matters].
(Quran: 35/12-15)

The syllogism for the property of unity is as follows:
1 Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the One (essence).
2. Things in the limited universe do not have any unity self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is One, and who has the
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properties entailed by unity.
The unity of the self-sufficient ultimate cause can be easily and strongly
established based on empirical observations and logic. Multiplicity of god is
incompatible with the existence of God. The following explains these points:
1.2.2.1
SPU Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the One (Essence).
We observe most evidences of Allah in two ways.
The first is within the ontological reality and existence of things which are
sustained by His sustaining acts by which we understand His existence and His
properties. The explanations in the following part about the self-sufficient unity
which sustains and enables the existence and behavior of contingent things
beyond our inner world are among the first type of evidences which are the
outward evidences.
Secondly, we observe the evidences of the self-sufficient within our
introspection and our acts which are sustained by the self-sufficient. These are
the inward evidences which show the properties of the self-sufficient directly.
This type of evidences relate to direct experiences within us and within our acts
which are sustained by the self-sufficient through which we experience the
reality of such properties directly within us. For example, through the unity of
our consciousness we experience directly the very essence of transcendent unity.
The two types of evidences complete each other and help us understand and get
acquainted with the self-sufficient.
The following verse indicates these two types of evidences:

We will show them Our signs in the horizons
and within themselves until it becomes clear to
them that it is the truth. But is it not sufficient
concerning your Lord that He is, over all things,
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a Witness?
(Quran: 41/53)

Under most properties of the self-sufficient, we will notice the classification of
the inward and outward evidences. For example, under the property of
knowledge, we will see that the creation of the universe necessitates the
existence of self-sufficient knowledge; there, we will also see that we have
knowledge which is not originated from us since we are not self-sufficient, but
given to us by a self-sufficient knower.
So, let us see first the outward evidences related to the self-sufficient unity. And
afterwards we will see the inward type of evidence related to the self-sufficient
unity.
1.2.2.1.1
The Outward Experience and Evidence About the
Self-Sufficient Unity
When we let a stone fall, until it reaches the earth, the earth or the sun rotates
a certain angle, a photon light years away moves a certain distance. The stone
cannot reach the earth ceteris paribus unless the earth rotates that angle while
it is running its normal course. Some may say it is done by the law of gravity,
or spacetime curvature, or another material thing. At this point, let us note only
that some thing(s)62 make this unity happen, and let us establish that the effects
of this/those thing(s) exists, observed, tested, exploited many times. And similar
events that we do not observe also happen within every galaxy, star, cell,
molecule, atom… of the universe gazillion of times every millisecond. These
effects are the result of a unity hence this unity is undeniable.
Even an extreme skeptic cannot deny it, since, even if he considers them as
illusions, the numerous illusions he experiences are true as illusions.
Obviously the above rock example is only an example related to one aspect of
We will see whether this is one thing or many things and its/their
properties step by step in the following parts.
62
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reality. The skeptic may say “The unitary looking effects may be numerous, but
still they may be coincidental. So, they do not prove any unitary cause.
Furthermore, it is possible that the things in which those effects are instantiated
may have some ability/ mechanism of harmonization, coordination,
communication, and cooperation.”
Obviously, this is an unplausible and farfetched statement. Because neither
coincidences nor the mechanisms happen within nothing. Part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4
will give further details about the ground necessary for the coincidences to work.
Self-sufficient unity can be observed within the multiple things. For example,
our falling rock cannot reach the ground unless the earth rotates a specific angle.
If the rock reaches the ground very slowly ceteris paribus, what would be the
basis to say that there is something wrong in its fall in terms of time?
And each time we make a similar experiment, ceteris paribus, we observe similar
relationships. Similar relationship is also true between the rock and the
movement of the sun. The rock, and the earth do not fashion that relationship,
and they do not know the entire universe, and do not have any control about
other things. Yet what we observe is true. This shows that there is one power
above all things. Such things are impossible unless there is One Power over all
things.
The introductory rock example is not presented at a sufficiently fundamental
level. An analysis from a more fundamental perspective will show us that an
absolute unity rules at the foundation of that which exists.
So, let us do an analysis about the space itself. But for simplicity, consider this
as a simplest space, not the space which allegedly warps and so on in relativistic
physics, but the background space in which that allegedly plastic space changes
shape63 (Main details about the following syllogistic argument are given in the
related footnotes):

63

For simplicity let us set aside the time.
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#

FROM

AXIOM-CONCLUSION

1

OBSERVATION

Point64 (a) defines point (b), and point
(b) defines point (a)65.

2

OBSERVATION

Point (a) and point (b) are limited66.

3

OBSERVATION

1 and 2 apply to the constituents of
dimensions67 as well.

4

OBSERVATION

The dimension of the object can be
related to what extends beyond that

64

We use the word “point” to make the syllogism general, which may
be replaced by part, object, and element etc. according to the context.
65 Point (b) can be defined by point (a), point be can be defined by
point (a). For example, when we say x is above y, this is just a
relative identification, because y does not have an absolute position and
it is not locked to an absolute frame of reference. We can equally say y
is below x. Let us see another example: The size of a tree is defined by
meter, and the meter is defined by the distance taken by light in a
certain time. There is no reason for the speed of an entity to be
relatable/ comparable to the speed in another location or in another
time unless we recognize some unitary transcendence.
66 For example, a four-meter-long tree does not extend 100 meters.
Like x axis, y axis, space or time in spacetime, or that in which the
spacetime curves, or elements of any alleged metaspace, meta time, or
meta spacetime… Similarly, any dimension itself is not absolute (since
in Islam only Allah is absolute, and Allah may create any number of any
set of dimensions, e.g. spacetimes), so the entire set of constituents of
the set of a dimension is subject to this necessitated unification.
Furthermore, things do not necessarily need to be in the same set of
dimensions, e.g. spacetime. Their identity as belonging to a specific
dimension, e.g. spacetime, also requires a specific unification.
67
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object in that dimension.
5

LOGIC

1 is circular and impossible, (if not
sustained by a unitary essence).

6

1

This circularity applies to the parts of
(a) and to the parts of (b) as well.

7

5 and 6

Point (a) and point (b) are not defined
each within itself68.

8

2

One of them (a and b) cannot contain
self-sufficiently any information
(/initial and absolute defining
capacity) about the other69.

9

7 and 8

They are defined from/within outside
of them70.

10

1

They are unified.

68 If (a) and (b) were defined each intrinsically only, then nothing would

be relatable to something else. Furthermore, if for example (a) has an
extension, then it will have some parts. If each part has been defined
within itself -without a unitary relationship to other parts-, then we
could not identify (a).
69 If they arise

from a randomly distributed, non-unitary origin -though
any “distribution”, “distribution mechanism”, or “distribution
mechanism” whether random or not require a unitary cause-.
70 This applies for the amounts of extension (What is within it, such as

the amount of extension in units) as well (as the limitations). (From 3
and 9)
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11

2 and 9

They cannot unify themselves71.

12

4

There is a higher level in which they
can be related and which will unify
them.

13

10, 11 and 12

They need ONE power to unify them.

Let us give a simple example of a universe that consists of stone S1, the smaller
one, and stone S2, the bigger one. If we say S2 is bigger than S1, the bigness of
S2 depends upon the smallness of S1, and vice versa. The size of a stone does
not mean anything except if it is linked to the size of another stone, or to a unit
within another object externally. Internally, the size of any stone relates to the
structure and behavior of its sub-parts which behave according to a certain unit.
These units cannot be inherent to any object in total isolation, because any unit
relating to ONLY one object is not a unit, is not meaningful, and cannot
produce any consequences. And therefore, S1 does not define itself, and it
cannot define S2; since S2 would be defined by S1, and vice versa. So, they need
one cause, which has unity and which has power on all that exists so that each
stone may have any value. This all-encompassing unity is also the sustainer of
the truth of S1, S2, and their properties which are given stability,
unchangeability, consistency, and understandability from all angles.
The variation of the units according to certain systems requires other kinds of
units according to which the previous units change. Thus, relativity theory or
physical transformations according to different geometries do not affect the
above analysis in a negative way.
Many who reject God, see the matter as that which is self-sufficient without
God. The reason for this is that the matter is not questioned, it is generally
If they are distinct things, then they have properties which are
different. In an ununified and unsustained framework, whatever
differentiates them will be subject to the same issues of circularity and
limitation.
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conceived by senses. But thinking about it will lead us to different conclusions.
The explanations about physicalism, determinism, space, time in the related
parts make clear that matter is not a self-sufficient thing. And it needs to be
questioned. It has multiplicity and it does not have features for being a basis for
the existence. Above, it is explained why the matter has circularity, does not
have the transcendence necessary for the unities we observe.
The matter is claimed to be observed generally as waves and particles. What is
a wave? Wave propagates in a medium, as a sound or the waves of a sea. So, it
is consecutive shapes of the medium. Yet there are also things like photons
which are waves, but which also are quanta. There are different theories about
these. But essentially, waves are specific changes in a medium. If a wave is the
movement within a medium, this means that the medium itself has
differentiations within it. So, while a wave is defined as a change within a
medium, the medium also is defined by change.
A particle is also defined by change: For example, it has boundaries. So, the
matter which in any case is defined by change is not by itself and by its intrinsic
properties a final explanation for the existence, whatever is its shape.
The elements of spatiotemporal change are defined by each other; therefore, the
basis cannot be the change itself. The basis must be a power with a unity unlike
that which we imagine.
When we ask why does the walnut fall each time in a similar pattern, we have
a distinct inner evaluation: Each time the walnut falls down, each of the
trajectory of the walnut has a distinct reality within the whole and unity of what
we perceive. Yet, there are innumerable such points within the whole, and each
point has many relationships in many respects to the entire system. On the
other hand, each alleged time slice has a place within a certain unitary flow.
There are unities within unities. If the top unity is not recognized, then the
multitude of unities looks like absolute multiplicity. In fact, multiplicity means
multiplicity of unities, hence it means unity. Multiplicity in this sense is like
epiphenomenal or rather illusory, like the acts and entailments of unity. The
same applies to change. Change is also like unities within unities. Hence, change
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in Allah is not possible because He is the source and sustainer of change, hence,
in a nature that does not change. He is the cause of any change He causes, but
He does not change. Because spatiotemporal change which entails
differentiations, entails a higher level unity which sustains those differentiations
as shown in the above syllogistic argument, in other words, unity is primary
and before differentiations; differentiations cannot exist without the unitary
sustainer. Also, because if He changes, then He will need a sustaining unitary
thing which does not change, because that which causes the change is in fact
producing unities, and must be unitary. Allah encompasses already all possible
potentials with His power, so there is no addition or extraction within Him
when He executes change in the limited universe.

Question 28.
Maybe we can conclude that there is one God who rules our universe or
multiverse. But how can we know that there are not other gods in other
universe(s) / multiverse(s)?
Answer 28.
The syllogistic argument about unity above which was about points (a) and (b)
would be applicable for multiple gods if there were multiple gods, since they
would be relative and circular. Hence, in the case of multiple gods, there would
be a need for a unitary God above those alleged multiple gods.
On the other hand, Ibn-I Sina (Avicenna) argued for the unity of God in the
following way: If there is more than one self-sufficient being, then there would
be a contradiction. Because then there would be at least one element that
distinguishes one from the other and that factor would be needed for both of
the allegedly self-sufficient beings. Hence, these allegedly self-sufficient beings
would not be self-sufficient. Therefore, there can be only one self-sufficient
being.
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So, let us explain the issue further since it is an important issue. Let us suppose
that there are two multiverses M1 and M2 with their respective meta-spacetimes
MS1 and MS2, and their gods G1 and G2. G1 unifies, creates, and sustains M1
and MS1, G2 does the same for M2 and MS2. M1 can either access M2 or not.
If it can, then M1 and M2 cannot have two gods, because in this case, one god
would limit the other god and would be defined in terms of the other god, and
there would be a need for a meta-god.
If M1 cannot access M2, and they are each totally isolated, and if G1 cannot
access G2, then this means that there is a gap between G1 and G2. This gap
also means that G1 and G2 are each limited. There is some kind of barrier which
surrounds each of them. Firstly this is not possible as it will be explained in part
1.3.2.1.2 that partial nothingness and general nothingness are logically and
empirically impossible. Secondly, if any kind of barrier prevents G1 or G2 from
accessing the other domain, this means that that barrier is effective, hence, in
being effective, and preventing G1 from accessing G2, this barrier is at the same
layer with G1 and G2. Then, this means that the syllogistic arguments which
we applied to points (a) and (b), are applicable to G1 and G2. Hence, they have
a true Unifier above them, without which they would be circular and impossible.
If G1 and G2 are each surrounded by something that exists, which prevents
them from accessing the domain of the other god, then this means that they are
not gods and that they are at the level of the limited creation.
Everything is sustained by an all encompassing unitary power.

So I swear by what you see
And what you do not see
(Quran: 69/38-39)

Therefore, the unitary SSC can only be one.

If there were no spatiotemporally or otherwise divided things then as limited
beings we could not conceive of what unity is. Within each separated thing and
between separated things there are unities. The unity relieves us from
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skepticism. With this we can understand the consistency.
Any process or framework upon which any layer of existence is built, requires
similar unifications exemplified in the above syllogistic argument. For example,
if the life is allegedly explained based on the chemical or physical, the physical
also needs such unifications. Likewise, if any state which allegedly proceeds from
an initial state, this initial state also needs such unifications. If things happen
allegedly based on an infinite regress of states, the set of such states also need
such unifications. The Quran reminds us that any thing allegedly caused by
ununified ultimate causes would be corrupt:

Had there been within the heavens and earth
gods besides Allah, they both would have been
ruined. So exalted is Allah, Lord of the Throne,
above what they describe.
(Quran: 21/22)

The verse refers to an aspect of the universe where besides Allah there would
allegedly be other gods, not non-existence of any gods. In such a situation all
would be ruined. It is not possible that there are some gods somewhere who
live in isolation from other gods. Because, as explained in the above syllogistic
argument, everything that exists in the limited world is related to the other, and
they can exist only in this way. Because, existence relates to the overall unity.
Existing entails having implications about all else. “Existing” of something is
compared to the “existing” of another thing. If two things exist, then they have
a common property of existence, no matter in what spacetime, or other
dimension set, or under which condition they exist.
1.2.2.1.2
The Inward Experience and Evidence About the
Self-Sufficient Unity
As we observe the self-sufficient unity within and above the ontological reality
in the sustaining of Allah, we also observe a similar and corresponding unity
within ourselves and within the relationship between ourselves and the external
world as well.
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We conceive potentials in unity, and our free will power helps us conceive them
because we can go outside the actual. We conceive our knowledge in contrast
to the ontological reality, hence we find out the deficiencies in our knowledge
and the need to improve it. We conceive the unity of each part of potentials and
actuals in unity. The differentiator between the actual and potentials is our
unitary essence. We conceive the contradiction and the need for reconciliation
between the actual and potential and related incompleteness whenever
applicable. The agent conceives its own self in unity. All of these have reality
even if they are illusions. And the consistencies and connections which must
exist prior to, and which are necessary for randomness demonstrate that these
are not illusions. We conceive that we can change certain things, and we
conceive that we are constrained by certain things.
To make or keep two things requires a unitary power. To produce order requires
unitary power.
Without transcendent unity we cannot talk of existence. Zero extension and
being not united with anything is not thinkable for an existent.
The many needs the One but the One does not need the many. The realm of
many is sustained by the One.
The potentials of things to be created exist within the power of Allah without
being created, as potentials within His power. The elements of the flow of events
are many, the possibilities are many, but when we consider the whole in unity,
through the unity within ourselves, we notice a unitary relations: What we
observe is united, and we can perceive it thanks to the unity within ourselves.
Likewise, we can say 1+1=2 thanks to the unity within ourselves. Thanks to this
unity and thanks to the authority and language we have, we can establish that
1+1=3 is false.
Although we cannot apply certain things to other contexts, we can apply certain
things to other contexts. For instance, when we perceive any object or any event,
we in any case observe the unity within what we observe. Even if what we
observe is chaotic, consists of unrelated elements, within our consciousness,
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even concluding that it is chaotic or unrelated is based on the underlying unity
which makes the assessment. Based on this unity also we are able to use many
laws including the law of identity or the law of non-contradiction. This unity
within ourselves also overlaps with the unity within what we observe. Hence,
our unity and the unity in what we observe are within a bigger unity.
So, unlike the contingent facts, there are also strong ties of unity within
ourselves, our languages, and what we observe. Through these ties, we can
uncover the non-contingent structure and hierarchy of the reality.
Based on the arguments above we can conclude that the fundamental unitary
power exists.
If there are more than one gods, then there would be something that surrounds
them which is bigger than any one of them. This could not be caused by any of
them. This would be defining them. Hence this would be their ultimate cause.
1.2.2.1.3
The Unity Property Observed in the Limited
Universe, Entails Self-Sufficient Cause for it.
Since as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, infinite regress and
nothingness cannot produce the “unity” that we observe in the limited universe,
the “unity” property requires a self-sufficiently One cause for it.
Therefore, in the following part I will clarify whether the limited universe and/or
its contents are this self-sufficiently One cause.
1.2.2.2
SPU Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
Have any Unity Self-Sufficiently.
Since the demonstration of self-sufficient unity is tightly connected to the lack
of self-sufficient unity within the contingent things in the limited universe,
above parts have given the details about the lack of self-sufficient unity within
the contingent things. On the other hand, the part about self-sufficiency gave
434

many details about the lack of self-sufficiency of the spatiotemporal things.
Hence, below, I will only give a very small summary about the lack of selfsufficient unity within the contingent things in the limited universe. Since this
is a key point, you may refresh your memory by revisiting the previous parts
about this point.
We saw in the previous part that multiple spatiotemporal things within the
limited universe lack a self-sufficient unity. For instance, we saw in the
syllogistic argument in the part about the property of unity that point (a) needed
point (b) in order to have its values related to spacetime and definition. Point
(a) needs the spacetime, yet since the spacetime does not have an absolute frame
of reference, it needs another point (b) so that its position may exist. Yet, the
same applies for point (b). Hence, there is circularity and none have a selfsufficient unity which may define their positions and related values. The same
applies for speed and for any other spatiotemporal property.
In part 1.3 about the self-sufficiency, we saw why the contingent things in the
limited universe cannot have self-sufficiency. We saw the problems which make
physicalism and especially reductive physicalism false. Hence, spatiotemporal
things cannot be self-sufficient. Consequently, things within the limited
universe cannot have the unity self-sufficiently. They do not have either the
properties entailed by the self-sufficient unity.
1.2.2.3
SPU Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who is One, and who has the Properties Entailed by Unity
Say (O Muhammad): "Who provides for you from the sky and from the earth?
Or who owns hearing and sight? And who brings out the living from the dead
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and brings out the dead from the living? And who disposes the affairs?" They
will say: "Allah." Say: "Will you not then be afraid of Allah’s Punishment (for
setting up rivals in worship with Allah)?"

This then is Allah, your true Lord; and what is
there after the truth but error; how are you then
turned back?
(Quran: 31-32)
1.2.2.3.1
is One

There is a Being Above the Limited Universe who

Above we saw that there is a self-sufficiently One Essence which is necessary
for the existence of the limited universe. We also saw that the contingent things
do not have this unity self-sufficiently. Therefore, we can establish that there is
a self-sufficiently One essence above the contingent universe.
However, let us also see other logical and empirical reasons for the unity of the
SSC, and further details about His self-sufficient unity.
1.2.2.3.1.1
Self-Sufficient Cause (SSC) Does not Have
Absolutely Differentiated Parts
If Allah is One, then how can He do things, create different things, have
different wills? While doing these how can He not be differentiated?
I will explain in the following that the unity is the basis of differentiations, and
not vice versa. I will show also with concrete examples, that in principle, unity
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and differentiations are not contradictory in that differentiations require unity.
Furthermore, anything that looks as a differentiation is in fact the accumulation
of unities. These unities are sustained at the highest level by the unitary Being
who sustains all. Our superficial intuitions which entail that differentiated
things must be due to absolute isolations is because of our limitations beyond
certain limits.
We generally see things in a reductive physicalist way. So, we presuppose that
a change occurs with a change. This in fact is not what we observe at the very
bottom: An example is our consciousness. When we are conscious of something,
we encompass that thing in a unity. That thing is almost always differentiated.
But that a human being’s consciousness is differentiated creates a contradiction.
Because, if at the very bottom , the consciousness of a human being had been
differentiated, then there would be regions of the consciousness where parts of
that which is differentiated would be instantiated. Hence, those instantiations
would be in separate places. Then, we would not be able to be conscious of the
whole of that thing as a unitary being. Therefore, as the inward receiver of the
allegedly absolute differentiations, a human being is not differentiated deep in
its essence.
Likewise, when we exercise our free will power outward, we are not
differentiated deep in the essence. If a human being had been differentiated all
the way through in the process of willing, then he would not have free will
power. Because whatever he willed would be caused by the differentiations that
would extend till the big bang. However, as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 free
will power is experimentally proven. Therefore, there is no differentiation in
this respect either.
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These are just two examples within our own immediate selves. When we
consider the syllogistic argument from unity, we see that the unity is not
necessarily related to an exceptional being or his soul.
If we have a simple object within its spacetime, it will be difficult to conceive of
its movement since there is no absolute frame of reference. If we think of
another similar object in its distinct spacetime, this object also will be hard to
imagine as moving for the same reason. But when they are combined as part of
the “one” spacetime, then we can imagine their movements relatively to each
other. In fact even if we imagine that each moves within their isolated
spacetimes, what we need to do is to assume the connection of the object to the
points of its spacetime, so that it moves relatively to these points.
Regarding our two objects, the movement of one object assumes that the other
object is in the same spacetime and when one moves to the right, the other one
does not move in the same way in the alleged common spacetime. So, the
movement of one object is not isolated from the state of the other object. Certain
properties of each object must be fixated in a unitary basis. If the differentiations
keep existing everywhere, then there will be no common point that will relate
to things. If we say that their positions in space hence the space is that basis,
this does not work, because, then we will be presupposing the differentiations
within the spacetime as fundamental; hence, we will need to relate the points
and regions of the spacetime in a unitary basis.
At first sight this may sound counter-intuitive. But if we do a detailed structural
analysis, we find out that the foundation of differentiations and change is unity.
Maybe it sounds counter-intuitive to us since we are many. But our manyness
is also built on unity. And as the basis of the unity is One and unique, therefore
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it is natural that it is intuitive and fully conceivable to the source of the overall
unity. Yet, we need to reach a conclusion based on our detailed analyses.
One can try to imagine an all powerful being who has unity and no
differentiation in Him. But then mistakenly he would have imagined Him with
limitations: Even though he imagines Him like a homogeneous space with no
differentiation in it, yet there is a limitation, because each point of that
homogeneous body imagined by a limited being, is limited with space and other
things. He would also say: “Well, there is differentiation in anything I imagine;
how can they originate from One? How differentiation can issue from the One?”
Everything we imagine contains differentiation. Because to focus on one point
of an area that we see, instead of another point, we need energy, we must spend
an effort. To relocate our focus to another point, we need energy, we need to
spend an effort. Additionally, that point is limited necessarily since it is not
another point. Adding such limited points does not produce a whole, since each
point is limited in the same way. All constituents of a plane, or of a volume is
limited from our perspective. As all constituents are limited, then the sum of all
those are limited as well. However, all those points are somehow glued in a way
that transcends all those distances that we perceive, like a super-meta unitary
dimension.
But for the above simple reason, we can never encompass with our limited
eyeballs that unitary power which transcends all those points. But through
reasoning we can have an idea about it; and this idea is relevant and sufficient
for us. This point is crucial. Before understanding things, we have to understand
our own selves, limitations, and what powers we need to use to comprehend
that. This way we will have understood that what we learn about the nature of
things will be limited in certain respects; also, we will have understood the
importance of using the correct powers to access corresponding truths.
A black or white paper contains billions of points that form billions of shapes,
though maybe yet not united in a further layer by the consciousness or other
unifying activity. It is less differentiated than what it contains, yet it contains
them. Anything we can conceive of as a conception is limited since we are
limited.
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As we are limited, it is difficult for us to conceive of an unlimited unity. But we
conceive of limited unities. However, we can rationally conclude that a unity of
a flower for example, is encompassed by a bigger and more transcendent unity.
And we can logically conclude that this cannot go until infinity, since then there
would be infinite regress, and things would not be united. Differentiations
necessitate unity in order to be. Thus, we can understand the ultimate unity
who is Self-Sufficient. In all limited layers of unity there is differentiation. But
they only exist because of unity that they have been assigned. Therefore, the
origin is not of the same nature as the layers created by the Ultimate One. All
layers are relative and sustained by the One Originator. He is Self-Sufficient,
He does not have limitations. Therefore, it is difficult for us to conceive Him.
Any conception we produce about the biggest unity, has in any case limitations.
Therefore, as God is with no limitation, He is different in nature from whatever
we can conceive of.
The first necessary property of anything that we observe is unity; and the aspects
that we observe as differentiated are in essence aspects originating from a unity.
When we say “this” is not “that”, this statement is also based upon and needs
unity. Distances that we observe between things are just outcomes of the
realities of many unities within many layers and of our unity that can encompass
multiplicity of unities. Creating seems to be like creating a new unity, a new
aspect of unity like points, like regions of space, like laws.

And never think of those who have been killed
in the cause of Allah as dead. Rather, they are
alive with their Lord, receiving provision,
(Quran: 3/169)
Our consciousness is a good example in showing the multiplicity within unity.
Let us see this through a thought exercise about consciousness, but this time,
let us focus on the external unity and distinctions within this external unity:
If the same unitary mind/consciousness can be reproduced in another location
by bringing together other material substances, namely particles/fields, this will
440

mean that the mind is not the very substance of the related brain. Yet, if it
cannot be produced by using other material substances though exactly of the
same kind and structure, then this will mean that the differentiation of the
substance within spacetime does not have anything to do with the
consciousness.
Also, if the same consciousness is produced in another location, then we can
say that as they are within other locations, they are not the same mind unless
the two minds are considered to be united above spacetime. This brings the
question of how each substance can be specific to each consciousness, since
there would be no reason for two substances of the same nature to produce two
different consciousnesses, when there is only a difference in location; but as the
location is external to the substance, it is irrelevant to the question. If two things
are internally same, but they are different relatively to each other even only in
global location, then they are two. Global unity and global state are important,
real, and effective; yet, when we move in space, we experience that we are the
same person.
Two internally exactly same things are not essentially exactly the same. They
constitute two elements of the entire existence, where each also relatively define
the other. If there are two of them, they cannot be the same. Each one is another
unity, another agent; except if both together constitute a unity. Even if within
themselves they are exactly the same, globally they are not the same. Their
locations and relationships to other things are different. There is an active unity
behind them. The same active unity which identifies each point of space, also
identifies some relationships of consciousnesses.
The above points are an example of the unities that are preserved and defined
throughout and through differentiations.
The mind is not limited with the related space-time, and is not entirely defined
by it.
Within the Islamic framework, in any case, they are defined, differentiated and
hence united by the One God. They are differentiated and united in the same
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time on top of their immediate spatiotemporal properties. Hence, they have
each their distinct identity and reality.
So, spatiotemporal differentiation does not abort unity, and spatiotemporal
unity does not prevent identity differentiation.
If a consciousness is assumed to be supervenient upon a spatio-temporal
structure of a physical entity; if this same structure is reproduced in another
place even in a symmetrical way or in an exactly the same way, that would be
another distinct consciousness except if both constituted one integrated bigger
consciousness.
What does differentiation mean? If two perpendicular lines are differentiated,
what does it mean? There is no absolute up and down, right and left.
Furthermore, each point of the plane or of the lines have no meaning unless
they are encompassed and sustained by the unity of the creator, or of the
conscious agent. So, differentiating, requires unifying and defining one in
respect to another. But none of them has any values in and of themselves. The
values originate by the unitary origination. Anything that is differentiated
necessitates being encompassed and being assigned values in accordance with
units and unitary basis. Also all elements of differentiation are equally and
unitarily encompassed by the differentiating power. The power commands to
that which will happen just “to be” and it is. But why does the power command
x instead of y “to be”? Things that are differentiated already may be influenced
by the differentiations and biases that they have. They are differentiated by the
unbiased, full, default, and unitary power who exercises His free will power.
The influence of the differentiation arises within the differentiated. Not within
the differentiator who is undifferentiated and all encompassing and Who
exercises His free will power without any necessary bias for x instead of y. We
may ask “why did the will (W1) happen instead of the will (W2)?”. Nonactualization of W2 is not a differentiator in the SSC. As explained in part
1.3.2.1.2.2.5 non-existence of W2 is not nothingness, its non-occurrence is
related to the full power of SSC. Hence its occurrence or not does not increase
the encompassed information either. Any information related to it is already
encompassed by the SSC. If the SSC decrees x instead of y, He exercises a power
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which does not decrease or increase. He has full free will power to will x or y.
He is not biased toward any of them. When He decrees x instead of y, the
differentiation happens between x and y, not in the power hence essence of SSC,
but in the effect of His act. The essential power is intact. When we will
something, we lose some energy, and we undergo some changes in any case, we
cannot foresee things and we cannot restore things.
If W1 can be willed through differentiation, then it can be willed by the power
which is the source of differentiation. When we exercise our free will power,
generally we do not depend on the deterministic processes. We exercise an
independent will power, hence, we are free from differentiations even though
we may be influenced to a certain extent. Otherwise, if free will power was an
outcome of differentiations, then we would not have free will power. Because
there would be a necessary cause for why I willed x instead of y. But as shown
in part 1.6.2.1.1.1, our wills are not the outcome of determinism. Hence, our
wills are the outcome of our unitary free will power. This is a power which is
not reducible to differentiations; furthermore, differentiations can be explained
only by unitary power as explained above.
These are not the case with the SSC. He transcends all equally. His knowledge
also encompasses what has happened. He can change what has happened,
though His knowledge encompasses what has been changed as well. So, there
is no increase or decrease in power about the produced states. For further details
about the omniscience and will power of the SSC see parts 1.8 and 1.6.
When we decree a thing, there is differentiation in us, that is, our spatiotemporal
elements change more or less, because of the exercise of will power. There are
increased or decreased unities within or related to us. We cannot reverse at least
some of them. So, some parts which may have influence about how we will have
already changed in an effective way, and we are subject to the effects of those
changes. Therefore we say that we have undergone differentiation. Had we
known all beforehand and willed accordingly with full power over what we
changed, then we would not be affected by that we changed.
When we conceive of what “is”, we cannot conceive of what “is not” to be the
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aspects of the same thing. So, we conceive change in terms of that which is and
that which is not. However, “that which is not” is not existent ontologically and
epistemologically. Yet, we give a big place to nothingness in the background of
our minds and in between things. If something dies, we think that nothingness
replaced it; if something is born, we think that it replaced nothingness. If
something moves, we think that nothingness replaced its previous position, and
its newer position replaced nothingness.
Properties that relate to distance between parts, or to differences are not
absolute. They are relative and they can be defined only based on the
fundamental unity power. Hence, the space or time or spacetime do not
constitute any absolute distance or differentiation. They are just aspects of the
fashioning of the SSC, they are also related to the fashioning of the means of
our perception. For example, when I see a cat, by seeing it, I do not perceive its
entire reality. Its entire reality has some connection with the SSC. But what I
perceive is related to the fashioning of the SSC in terms of its relation to me
with the limitations and fashioning of a human being.
Hence, we should not try to confine the SSC within our limited perception. Any
differentiation we observe within the creation does not have a corresponding
differentiation within the SSC, on the contrary, no differentiation can be
without the unity that sustains it.
What we conceive consists of unities, not separation. Separation, or distance
does not exist other than as links, connections, unities. Separation or distance
does not exist as nothingness, since, as explained in part 1.3.2.1.2 nothingness
does not and cannot exist. We perceive unity x, unity y, unity z; and they are
united in unity k. For example, we perceive spatial distance between the cat and
her kittens. But the distance is a part of the cat and part of the kittens. And it
is a “common” element of all of them. If we say unity x is separate than unity
y, that separation is not in fact a separation, it is also another unity, an existent
relation. Furthermore, there is also a relationship between the cat and its Creator
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and Sustainer. This is also another kind of unity. The distances we see when we
look in a limited way are just distances on the skins of things, observed through
our eyeballs. They are kinds of relationships and unities. If we look using also
our reasoning power, we will notice that there is not and there cannot be
absolute divisions. There is no partial nothingness within the SSC which may
result in change in the absolute.
Therefore is there a differentiation in the SSC? Answer: The differentiation
requires unity and outcome of unity. We can also imagine 100 dimensional
systems, though we do not consist of such a system. That which enables us to
do it, is the unity that is related to our sentience. This example shows the power
of unity and unitary encompassing, and its being independent of any changes
it may conceive, within a framework of one to many relationships. This is
important for the relevance of unity, and it is more powerful than any other
dimension set.
My energy thanks to unity creates and fills the plane of a triangle that I imagine.
I do not need to be inside that plane. On the contrary I surround it to make it
happen because it is contingent. In other words, there are many other values
the triangle or the plane can take. So God does not need to be inside the plane.
And will be surrounding it in all dimensions of the triangle. Thus even if the
triangle rotates, inside the triangle there is no distinguishable being of the kind
of the triangle. Because the God affects and He is not affected as there is no
cause or source of effect other than Him, as mentioned in the following: There
is no power but with Allah (Quran: 18/39).
Likewise, we do not exert any resistance against the act of God. That is why we
do not perceive, see or hear Him directly. He is not confined to the inside of
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triangle, because anything relates to the full power of the SSC. And this requires
a power and unity that surrounds all.
What is the differentiator between two different things, two points in spacetime for example? Is it one or many? If it is many, what is the differentiator
between the elements of the differentiator? Let us imagine that a law which
makes two masses pull each other. Can this law undergo a differentiation? If we
think of it as a field which makes the masses pull each other, then we will
question which parts of the field differentiate so that they contact the masses
and make them move? Then we will have to ask what makes those parts of the
field move. But if we have a principle that whatever moves, it requires a mover
and a differentiated, then we will not find a solution within that law or field.
Again, if we say that a mass curves the spacetime so that the mass makes itself
pull other masses, then we will need to question what differentiation in the mass
makes the spacetime curved. Then we will ask what made that differentiation.
If a differentiation caused another differentiation, and if differentiations are
caused by other differentiations, then there would be infinite regress. This would
mean that the differentiation does not have any causal power in and of itself.
So, not a chain of movements, but essences which have unitary transcendence
cause things to happen. For further details see part 1.5.2.2.3.3.
Obviously, an infinite regress of differentiators in this respect is impossible in
parallel with the arguments in part 1.1.2.2.7.
There is no absolute change in self-sufficient, because if there is change, this
would entail a part causes another different part. Hence, it would be consisting
of dependent parts and itself as a whole would need parts. Hence, it would not
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be self-sufficient.
We observe contingent limited observables. Contingent observables are not part
of the SSC. They are contingent as observed. And they cannot be absolute
because of the SSC leaving no room for another absolute.
Unity is necessary for contingent difference and contingent multiplicity.
Otherwise things would entail the existence of a “big” nothingness: Everything
being in unity, in one point means that it is surrounded by nothingness, instead
of unity.
A similitude which may be helpful in understanding the non-existence of
differentiation in the SSC is that we organize words freely; we can use 1 or
another symbol for “one”. The creation of God are like this to Him. So, this is
another reason why the creatures do not cause or need any differentiation in
the essence of God. As in the syllogistic argument about the property “unity”,
the big and small are not big and small because they are absolutely
differentiated, but because they are encompassed by a unitary power. Otherwise
they would be circular.
As shown in part 1.1.2.2.1 reductive physicalism is false, hence the
presupposition that everything must be reducible to differentiations is false.
Furthermore, the most popular interpretations of quantum physics, and other
arguments in the part about determinism show that all things cannot be
explained necessarily by determinism, hence, by the differentiations related to
the temporal or structural causes.
We cannot perceive that which changes without perceiving that which does not
change. When there is both, which one is essential/fundamental? That which
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does not change, because that which does not change does not need that which
changes, but that which changes needs that which does not change.
As the changes other than God are proportional “within and relatively to
themselves” for God, then in the basis there is no change. In the basis there is
unity. A circle of 3mm in diameter is not different for God than a circle of 30
billion light years in diameter. The same applies for similarly different squares.
And when a circle and a square are brought together, the above will apply for
the value of the proportion between them. But since their being side by side is
done by God, their consequences are also defined by God, and they do not make
any difference for God in terms of their consequences. They are one by their
consequences. Though they may be differentiated within themselves, relatively
to each other, or within another proportional structure, their origin and truth
is within God’s power, and within His Unity. This Unity does not change and
it is the source and cause of all differentiation.
A related thought experiment would be downsizing the entire universe as many
times as we want: What happens to information, energy or mass? And how
would this change (in fact no change) be reflected in the SSC? Thus the
proportional nature of the contingent things, make them have no impact on the
SSC in terms of change.
And whatever this Unity makes or sustains and permits, is; and whatever He
does not, is not. Hence, there is no differentiation between what He did and
what He did not.
Moreover, differentiation does not produce change in the world: If SSC was
differentiated, unless He gave a certain command, the differentiation would not
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cause any effect. The universe is differentiated at every moment. But if time did
not go on in a specific direction the spatial differentiation would not cause any
change, since, it is accepted that the laws of nature are time indifferent. If we
take a moment in time, so that there is no movement in it, there should be a
power which is not differentiated yet which will produce the effect of moving
things in a specific direction.
A word that God said, a command that He gave is not God. It is like an act of
God. If God is an irreducible essence, then His having given a command does
not make any change in Him, does not prevent Him from giving a different
command. He does not give that command because He was caused by His
essence to give that command.
Question 29.
If God is One and undifferentiated wholly, and if He is the origin of things,
then how things can be differentiated?
Answer 29.
Differentiating does not mean making distances. Differentiation rather means
creating unities in the first place. Different unities are also united. When we say
“different”, this word also means essentially united, because different requires
beforehand relationships, which are built on unity.
We as human beings see differences as distances because of our limitations. We
are not able to reach an object 10 meters away without certain activities and
without spending some energy; we need those activities, hence we are prone to
consider distances prior to the unity aspects of things. We have to see things
from another perspective.
Our laws of thought also sometimes mislead us, and maybe we need new laws
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of thought: For example, based on law of non-contradiction, we say “if it is true
that x is y, it is not true that x is not y”. However, though these are true, prior
to these, there is another truth which is that x and y are built on a unity which
defines them.
Therefore, to create differentiated things, God does not need to be differentiated
or complex. Likewise, when we talk of a whole as a human being, prior to
differentiated parts, we need to see the whole and the very being of it as one.
The unity that underlies the particles of the human being, underlies also the
spacetime that underlies the particles and the related physical laws: if something
is distant from another thing within the space, we should note that what makes
them distant, that is the space, its points, its regions are united and connected
in a specific way in the first place. Hence, the very living being of the agent is
an additional layer of unity that constitutes an element of the parts of the agent
under certain conditions while he is alive. Same applies for the agent’s will
power. Ability to see, to hear, to understand, and so on are also similar layers
of unity.
The agent may choose anything. To make something exist, is very similar to
make that thing instantiated within a unity. This way, that thing is limited: If
we create a word, its letters are limited into a certain sequence. Yet, this
limitation does not mean that that word ends in nothingness; rather, what seems
like the start of nothingness is in fact what makes that word exist, be defined,
and have a value. If Allah creates a spacetime, then its points are not absolutely
separate elements of another spacetime or of another coordinate system. God
may choose anything and limit it so that to make it exist.
The agent also was given such a power, so if he had power over a homogeneous
thing, he could make it differentiated by uniting the relevant elements. So, the
will power of the agent is an example of an undifferentiated power or agent.
Such unifications look like limitations to us, because the outside of us seems
inaccessible to us and separate since we are limited in terms of the
spatiotemporal; and we apply and extend our limitations to all that is beyond
us, and finally we have difficulty in accessing the unity that surrounds all.
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However, the reality of things cannot be contained within our limited
encompassing power, but it can be encompassed within the God’s complete
encompassing power. I can say that I was born at time t1, before t1 I was not,
hence, my ontological existence was not connected in certain ways to what was
before t1. Within my abilities, I cannot define myself in my relationship to what
is before t1, since, within my limitations, before t1, I was not. Yet, within the
knowledge of God and His effective power, t1 is my birth time hence my reality
has a unity with what is before t1. And through the all-encompassing unity and
power of God, I can connect myself with what is before t1 and have some reality
that extends before t1 in the knowledge of God.
A meaningful example about this may be the information: The same
information can be written by mountains or by atoms. The information is same.
The apparent distances between the mountains or atoms do not constitute any
distances regarding the unitary meaning of the information.
Question 30.
If Allah is One, if there is no room outside Him, if nothing can have any power
against Him, and if everything needs Him in order to exist and behave, how is
it possible that Allah creates beings with free will power, and with sovereignty?
Does not the creation of sovereign beings mean that there are autonomous
multiple centers of power, and would not these mean that there is no just one
God? Even if the powers of these sovereign beings may be limited, would not
this mean that there are different centers which are not different in kind but
only in degree? If the unity of God is an absolute necessity how can such
sovereign beings and centers of sovereignty be created and where can they be
created if there is no room beyond and outside God, beyond His power? Would
not then such beings mean that God is limited and there is basic multiplicity at
the level of God? And therefore, would not the existence of free will for things
other than God be impossible due to the unity of God? Similarly, Allah for
example being the Seer, how is possible that He creates beings who have seeing
capacity which are not God? How can Allah create consciousness for another
being?
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Answer 30.
Allah is the fundament of all existence. He is the Self-Sufficient, the One. There
is no room of divinity that relates to consciousness, energy, knowledge,
sovereignty, and so on outside Him.

And there is not a thing but that with Us are its
depositories, and We do not send it down except
according to a known measure.
(Quran: 15/21)

By our sovereignty we can create a number system wherein there are certain
relationships. Within that system, a specific number that we determine will have
certain effects, though it was not before. Likewise, God’s power and sovereignty
is able to create such systems wherein He can determine specific sub-sets and
elements to have effects. Hence, He creates canvases like black paper, which is
limited but wherein each point is assigned certain powers and those that relate
to sovereignty. Those canvases are not parts of God; since anything belonging
to the person of God is with no limitations. But canvases that He creates are
with limitations since in the first place they are sustained and fashioned by God.
We do not have the capacity to create new mass, but we can imagine things.
And what we imagine is real, though it is imaginary, we make it exist as an
imagination. Atoms in our brains still keep existing, but what we imagine also
exists; it is not a matter of reorganizing the atoms, since what we imagine is
instantiated within the unity of our essence. As our essence is of a different
nature compared to what we imagine, the essence of Allah is similarly of
different nature compared to what He creates: These are all real.
The “potential” of each existence already exists within the power of God.
Though their specific and absolute location does not exist specifically. Like black
points on a black paper. A specific black duck may be a combination of different
black points on that paper. Which black points they are is not important and
their specification is not necessary since these points are also defined and
sustained by God. This is just a small similitude for the sovereignty power of
God to give an idea about why there may be other sustained sovereign beings.
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Within this basis there is no room for randomness or fundamental determinism.
Allah has whatever the creation needs in order to exist. The black paper contains
whatever the black duck picture needs. But they do not and cannot have
actuality by themselves. That is why Allah says:

Indeed, Our word to a thing when We intend it
is but that We say to it, "Be," and it is.
(Quran: 16/40)
When He decrees an affair, He only says to it,
"Be," and it is.
(Quran: 19/35)

Before, it is not in an actuality state but in a potentiality state within the creating
power of Allah. This power contains the potential for any property that we know
or we do not know, that a being may have, such as consciousness, will power,
sovereignty, space or time that anything can occupy…
This is a communication, like a command containing the will about what points
will be actualized in a unity. Note that these are similitudes translated in our
concepts, the essential of potentials is different. Not activated means that that
thing does not exist as itself. It exists as potential within the power of God to
be created. So, before a cat is activated it does not exist as a cat with four legs
and other parts, except in the knowledge of God, as something that is possible.
This state of potential is not a distinct potential of a self-sufficient cat. In other
words, we cannot say that we are eternal as God but God merely activates us.
Our potential of being created with our powers within the creating power of
God is not what we actually are.
Even though all the dots of a drawing of a black panther exist on a black sheet
of paper, we do not say that that drawing is there. This is only a similitude
because it contains inherently our limitations.
The power of God does not correspond to that black sheet of paper. However,
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all that is necessary to create the creation is comprehended by God, yet, God is
not limited to those.
As explained in the context of non-existence of nothingness in part 1.3.2.1.2,
any dimension that is considered physical, mental, concrete, or abstract is
likewise comprehended in an infinite extent by God. No such dimension is
surrounded by any general or partial nothingness since nothingness does not
and cannot exist. Whatever we need in order to exist, that is the power of God
and His unity, exists. However, it is possible that Allah creates an essence from
which He creates all things.

And there is not a thing but that with Us are its
depositories, and We do not send it down except
according to a known measure.
(Quran: 15/21)
Have you not considered your Lord how He
extends the shadow, and if He willed, He could
have made it stationary? Then We made the sun
for it an indication.
Then We take it to Ourselves, taking little by
little.
(Quran: 25/45-46)

In the above verse “We take it to Ourselves” may mean that the shadow does
not exist any more as shadow but returns into the potentiality it had before
existing.
A return to God may have a meaning of getting closer to God, because of the
removal of certain barriers like ignorance, false gods, and so on and being in
direct presence of God's judgment, His direct favors, and His more intense
presence... The following verse mentions such a return:
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Say: Shall I seek another than Allah for Lord,
when He is Lord of all things? Each soul earneth
only on its own account, nor doth any laden bear
another's load. Then unto your Lord is your
return and He will tell you that wherein ye
differed.
(Quran: 6/164)

Things are not reducible to God since God is of different nature.
When something is created, it is assigned the powers by the One, without whom
it can be neither defined nor exist. 1+ 2 = 3. Here 1 is real thanks to the Unity
of the One and by the creating of the One. This potential belongs to the One,
yet these numbers are not part of the One. It is not possible to take out “1”
from the set of numbers, so as to destroy the set of numbers. However, the
power to create 1 and other numbers is within the unitary and default power of
Allah.
A whole consisting of parts can be deficient by the removal of parts. However,
God does not consist of parts and the creation are not parts of God.
Some parts may be thought of without their wholes. We can see some metal
bars while they are not shaped to be a chair, while there is no chair. But in the
logical order, the creation cannot be thought of before the unitary power who
creates them.
Therefore, the Creator is always higher than the creation. Creating sovereign
wholes never restricts the Creator.
The wholeness, completeness, independence, and unity of the One are
fundamental, prior, and reached without reference to the creation, though the
potential of the creation can only be reached logically by reference to the One
and Whole.
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There is the potential of sovereignty of each creation within the creating power
of God, though this sovereignty is not self-sufficient. It is given the command
of 'Be', whereby it is activated and enabled to behave in accordance with its
fashioning and sub-elements. The powers of the creation is activated within the
whole which is created, it does not exist self-sufficiently: If a human has been
created, he has been created within the context of a space, earth, food, eyes,
ears, atoms…, that is within the context of its parts, environment, past, future
and so on. He needs not only God but also all those things and those things
need him, though many of these things have sovereignty. The small relatively
to the big is small but due and thanks to the One. Though its creation means
being assigned this unity, it is not self-sufficient, yet it has a potential to be and
to be connected to other potentials.
Unities of the sovereign whole, sustained by the One and Self-Sufficient God
are not independent unities. They are not unities of the same nature as the unity
of the Self-Sufficient.
And because of that power of Allah to do all things, there is no fundamental
determinism. Yet if Allah empowers a creation with sovereign power, then it
behaves according to that power. From outside it may look like a random
behavior, because sovereign power may produce both random looking and
deterministic looking events.
In Islam, there is no false dichotomy of effective determinism and effective
indeterminism since both are impossible and the reality is sovereignty. Pure
sovereign power is an existent by definition with no bias, though fashioned
conditions may constitute coercive and non-coercive biases. Determinism would
mean a fundamental coercive bias and limitation for God. Randomness would
also mean a limitation, and plus it would mean that something originates from
nothingness which would be an impossibility.
How to create a center that sees as a different being? It is an empirical and
obvious fact that we have each our distinct consciousness. Both its unity within
each agent and each agent’s consciousness being distinct from another agent’s
consciousness demonstrates that it is deeply related to the unity observed within
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all things. We do not know how Allah creates distinct consciousnesses, but
logically, the One who is able to create all things, is also able to create our
consciousness. The relationships of the spatiotemporal with the consciousness,
and the common points between the two demonstrate that the Creator of the
universe and the Creator of the consciousness is the same.
If three objects constitute a shape of a triangle, then each point in terms of
position is defined by their whole. The same applies for their parts. So, the unity
surrounding all is necessary for all things. The same applies for consciousnesses.
Hence, our consciousness is created and sustained by the One Originator of all.
As in the example of the triangle, the parts depend on the wholes and on the
unity which surrounds them. The space that connects the triangle is also
unitary, but all unities are also surrounded, sustained, and united by the One
Creator and Sustainer of all.
That certain patterns look like necessary and deterministic makes the
sovereignty of the agent and his free will power look like contradictory.
However, their fundamental nature is same, sustained and contingent. There is
only a difference in degree, not in kind.
Had SSC had absolutely differentiated parts, each part would be the cause of
another part. Since, wholly or partially each part would be defined in terms of
other part(s). Then there would be circularity and this would be the
consequence of circular logic. The part 1.2 gives a more detailed logical basis
for this assertion. And essentially, even the differentiations within the
contingent causes are not absolute, and they do not cancel nor corrupt the unity
within anything.
When we take away a part from a whole, there is a decrease in the whole.
However, regarding SSC, there is no “away”, no outside, no surrounder as
explained in part 1.2 and part 1.3.
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On the other hand, SSC is the source of all. In other words, SSC is in this
respect like an equation which defines an infinite line. We cannot say that a
point in this line is part of this equation. The equation is something else. One
may argue that a function has its own parts as signs or letters; while a line has
its own parts as points. However, no point means anything without the essence
of the equation; likewise, no element of the equation means anything without
the unity within that equation which becomes explicit within its signs, letters
and so on. Thus, here the relationship of the point to the equation is similar to
the relationship of any part to the source and sustainer of the relevant
relationship. This source is not present at the end of the chain of these
relationships, but is immediately present at all relations intrinsic to the equation.
Thus we cannot speak of any infinite regress, on the contrary, there is a unique
relationship of the SSC to anything that exists; and this relationship is not a
relationship of a part to the whole. Likewise, we cannot say that an event is part
of the energy that causes it.
Let us give another example: Let us take a square on a black paper. There is
infinite number of squares on a black paper; we just determine one of them.
The square on the black paper is not part of the paper, because the exactly same
square could be on another black paper as well. A square is a square. That there
is or that there is not another black paper does not change this fact. But if there
is only one black paper, or if there can be just one black paper, this does not
make the square part of the paper. Any black paper other than the first one
would be defined in terms of the first black paper in parallel with the syllogistic
argument about unity, thus there would be unity between the black papers;
therefore, there would be unity between the squares on those papers as well.
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And the square does not need to correspond to certain points on the paper,
because points on the black paper are defined in terms of other points and there
are no absolutely different reference points for each point, and none of them is
absolute. Thus the basis of the square is not the black paper; it is the unity
which is the basis of the black paper as well. As there is no nothingness within
God, there is no reference point to make anything comparable with God. Thus
nothing within any creation corresponds to any part of SSC. Anything exists
thanks to the unity of its unitary and self-sufficient maker. This does not make
it part of its maker. The unity of its maker is a separate issue. I can imagine
number 3. Another person can also imagine number 3. As it does not increase
because of the number of the people who imagine it, it does not decrease with
the decrease in the number of people who imagine it. Or there may be two same
squares on the same black paper, in other words, I can imagine two or more
squares although I am one; I do not increase, but the squares increase.
Moreover, I can easily conceive of or state 101000 squares, while there are not
even so many atoms within my brain.
Thus a square that I imagine is not my part. If it was my part, then my parts
would increase from nothing, which is impossible as there is no nothing. The
non-existence or stopping of a rotating stone does not reduce the full power,
because SSC is in any case more than infinite, since it can create many infinities.
If the non-existence or stopping of a rotating stone does not reduce the full
power of the SSC, then it is not part of the full power, because a change in the
part of something changes that thing. Therefore, the relations between limited
things and their proportions are not part of the full power of the SSC, and a
change in them does not change the full power. A change in them is performed
by the unity and by the One Decree of the full power.
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Similarly, a triangle that I imagine is not part of me because:
1. There is nothing in the shape of a triangle in my brain. There is no point
in my brain that corresponds to the points of the triangle.
2. I can imagine infinite number of triangles but there is no physical infinity
in my brain.
3. The exact same triangle may exist somewhere else, as a function may72.
4. It is not necessary that there is an actual triangle in my brain. When I
imagine no triangle I am not deficient, I keep existing fully.
When Allah, as the self-sufficiently One, says "be" for a thing, which is not His
part in a special kind of action, and it is, that thing does not become a part of
Allah. So there is no change in Allah. The square does not change either. It
exists and it is imaginable thanks to the unity of Allah. But it becomes actual
thanks to the unity of Allah, and thanks to His power, and to His knowledge.
It does not have a spatiotemporal location within the truth of Allah, because it
is not comparable with Allah.
Limitations are not part of the full power; they can only be compared to other
limitations. Again, the active SSC is not contingent, therefore anything
One may argue that the exact same triangle cannot exist anywhere
else, since that triangle is unique in being linked to me. However, for
this we have to have a basis to say that triangle 1 is not triangle 2, and
we have to demonstrate that there is a kind of dimension that
differentiates them. But this dimension would be equal to a unification.
Then, we would end up in a unifier above all (including me and the
triangles) which would be the immediate and ultimate cause of all
these triangles. Or where triangle 1 would be defining triangle 2 and
vice versa. Thus, we are not justified in speaking of absolutely separate
triangles.
72
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contingent cannot be its part.
A contingent thing is not a set of specific and absolute points since there are no
specific points but relative relationships of points. And they do not occupy any
part of the SSC, and they are not comparable physically to the SSC.
We cannot talk of parts of God, because He is indivisible and a part of God
would not have differences from another, but normally when we talk of parts,
we talk of differences. So saying in God or out God is not meaningful 73.
The contingent one does not correspond to some parts of God, since God does
not have parts. It relates to God. Since God is first and last, God is always
beyond any new thing. There is no nothingness beyond something new.
We do not need to assume that God is of the same nature as the creation. God’s
property of unity and His being is unique and different than what we observe
in the limited universe. In this world we see things that seem to be separate;
there is generally systematic discontinuity, in other words we do not see the
same structures/relationships at all levels. Everything that exists is not of the
same nature. Even in this limited universe things are not reducible to other
things in a homogeneous way. For example, Newton’s relationships do not
apply at the quantum level.
Hence, there is no reason to assume that the creation cannot exist along with
he full power of Allah.

73 Our statements in this book that look contradictory to this statement,

must be considered under the constraints of this statement.
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1.2.2.3.1.2
not Possible

Unity Without One Self-Sufficient Essence is

In part 1.2 we saw that the limited universe entails the necessity of a unitary
essence for the existence of the limited universe. But is not it possible that there
is a committee of SSCs who cooperate to behave in unity and harmony?
Let us also see why the SSC must be one in respect to SSC:
1.2.2.3.1.2.1
The Syllogistic Argument for Unity Would
Apply to Multiple SSCs.
If there are two or more SSCs, then they will be relative and contingent. Like
the things in the limited world, they will be defining each other, hence, they
will produce a circularity, and therefore they will need a higher SSC.
If there are more than one then each will be defined based on the properties of
the other(s). Hence they will not be self sufficient. Therefore properties will
collapse since for example argument from necessity requires that the source is
self sufficient.
The unity of SSC is also a consequence of being self-sufficient. So, if there is a
self-sufficient being then it has to be One as explained in the following
syllogistic argument:
1. A thing which is self-sufficient in being does not need another thing in
order to be.
2. If there are more than one self sufficient (in being), then there is a thing
which makes them 'not identical'. This may be the space which gives the many
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alleged SSCs different values, or may be an alleged part of the SSC which makes
it distinct from other SSCs. But in this case, SSC will not be SSC, since it would
not be self-sufficient and it would need something other than itself in order to
have its identity.
3. If there is a thing which makes them 'not identical', then they are not self
sufficient in being.
4. Therefore there is no thing which makes them 'not identical'.
5. Therefore there is only one self sufficient in being.
6. Therefore, if an SSC exists, then the divine property "unity" exists.
Hence, it is impossible that there are multiple god-like power owners.
1.2.2.3.1.2.2
There is no Sign of Multiplicity of the Ultimate
Cause Within What we Observe.
[And] who created seven heavens in layers. You do not see in the creation of
the Most Merciful any inconsistency. So return [your] vision [to the sky]; do
you see any breaks?
Then return [your] vision twice again. [Your] vision will return to you humbled
while it is fatigued.
(Quran: 67/3-4)
Unity is a combining property:
If the properties do not converge at one point then there will be many separate
and unrelated fundamental causes. However this does not work:
The scientific endeavor shows that there is no incompatibility between
numerous things that we observe. We can trace back the things in the universe
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to the big bang. We can hope to combine things under a unitary relationship.
Consciousness, knowledge, physical world, life can get along in harmony within
the limited universe; the physical allows for the production of consciousness,
the free will power related to consciousness can influence the physical… All
those confirm that the universe is not an outcome of isolated ultimate causes.
Same observation requires many of the properties. Furthermore, the property
of unity explained in the related syllogistic arguments in this part show this
unity indisputably.
1.2.2.3.1.2.3
Non-Separability of the Necessary SelfSufficiency Related Properties Demonstrate the Unity of the Owner
of Those Properties
An analysis of the properties necessary for the existence of the limited universe
shows us that these properties are not separable: Self-sufficiency cannot happen
without unity; awareness cannot happen without unity; power to create cannot
happen without the power to fashion; the power to fashion cannot happen
without the ability to know; goodness cannot happen without the free will
power; knowledge cannot happen without awareness; awareness cannot happen
without encompassing things… Part 1.2 explains the properties entailed by the
self-sufficient unity.
Therefore claiming that any of these properties belongs to a separate SSC or a
committee of SSCs is not reasonable and coherent. Could not multiple SSCs
cooperate to behave so as to make up the deficiency of each other? Is not it
possible that one superior SSC makes up his missing properties by ruling over
other SSCs? In any case cooperation or ruling necessitates other properties.
Also, as explained in part 1.2, multiple essences at the same level require a
sustainer since they are limited and relative. If there can be two sources then
there can be three or more or less. Therefore each will be contingent.
1.2.2.3.1.3

SSC

is

not

Bound

With

Delimiting
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Composition Requirements.
There is no distance within SSC who is One, and who does not contain
nothingness or any parts. In our experience, since we are also part of the world
qualified with limitations, we face distances as if they are absolute limits.
However, these are relative and just like proportions for the SSC74. Thus, since
in the very essence of SSC there are no absolute distances, He is not limited
with composition requirements. Suppose that when we want to produce z, we
need to bring together constituents x and y. We are of the same level as x and
y. Thus we have to bring them together in order to be able to do z. Y may be
missing a necessary property so we may be unable to produce z. But all of the
very requirements for z, including distances and limitations, belong to SSC.
This is an important property of SSC which refutes a composition fallacy
criticism regarding the sentience of SSC. The unity, encompassing, and
defaultness properties of SSC make Him have all the constituents of sentience,
including structural/ formal constituents75.
Without God, there needs to be as many omniscient things as ASBEs, since,
they need to have the info about any universes and their contents so as they
may behave in accordance with the laws of nature; they need to have the capacity
to cooperate and fashion since the laws must be arising from them.
Question 31.
As the relationship of our imaginations/knowledge to us.
Note that this is just a similitude which explains SSC as if He has
parts; this is just to facilitate understanding. It has been made clear in
the previous parts of this book that SSC does not have parts.
74
75
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There may be many necessary things which together may cause the universe. Is
not 1+1=2 necessary, and does not this relationship have anything to do with
the existence of the limited universe?
Answer 31.
No, because of the syllogistic argument from unity, that equation also needs the
self-sufficient unity.
Question 32.
How can the God know that He is the only god?
Answer 32.
If an alleged self-sufficient cause (SSC) has multiplicity within His essence, this
would mean that it is not SSC: Because it would need a cause which is One as
explained in the syllogistic argument about the property “unity”: We prove that
there is necessarily a self-sufficient cause and that He is One. If the self-sufficient
One cause exists, then this will be the owner of all knowledge.
We can imagine that the SSC created a being who believes that he is SSC, while
he is not. This will have a boundary of knowledge; since, as it is caused by the
true SSC, this secondary SSC will lack knowledge about the before of his
creation time. In any case, when we talk about SSC, we talk about the true SSC.
If the true SSC is established, we will have also established that He has all
knowledge without limitation. The knowledge capacity of a secondary SSC is
irrelevant.
In this world there are some who think that they are or that they may be SSC
by their nature; in one way, these may be some naturalists who see themselves
as part of the nature and the nature as eternal. They obviously do not know that
the nature is eternal, and they cannot know. Such created things have also
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internal layers of unities which need to be united by the ultimate One SSC. So,
it will not be hard to detect whether an alleged SSC is a false SSC, by that SSC
or by others. Creation specific properties in part 1.1.2.2.11.2 and self-sufficient
properties in this book and their details will enable us to distinguish clearly
whether an alleged SSC is the true SSC. If he is the true SSC, then he will be
one at least in accordance with the arguments in this part.
1.2.2.3.1.4
Why Belief in Many Gods or Many Persons
Contained in One God is Irrational
Often the arguments for God start from the second or more levels. For instance,
why the constants of nature have specific values so as to enable the existence of
stars, life, and so on. But in this case, there is no complete analysis about the
very foundation of reality. There is no analysis about the requirements of
defining anything at all.
In many religions, this is generally due to the lack of simplicity regarding the
foundation. If the God is supposed to consist of families, father, children,
avatars… then it is not possible to go at the very foundation of reality.
Furthermore, when the God is conceived as a human being or similar to a
human being, then to reach the foundation, many thinkers of many religions
need to go back to the mind in order to reach that simplicity, hence they need
to set aside the physical-related aspects of the God. Because the physical aspects
of such gods are not different than that which is tried to be explained.
So, for example, if a trinitarian Christian thinker tries to prove and explain the
existence of God, he cannot reach the simplicity within the trinity, or within
the son who are believed to have earthly aspects such as body; so they try to
prove God in His mind, since if they explained the existence based on His other
aspects, then they would have explained the physical by the physical. They trim
the power and execution related properties of God and downsize Him to his
alleged physical parts like human beings, and His core essence to mental
properties. But then, when they try to prove God with His mind, then His
executive aspects and His essence which cause the physical world become
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redundant.
Because, if the physical is explained by the physical aspects of God, then those
physical aspects of God would need explanation which would result in an
infinite regress or in circular reasoning. But when God is explained and proven
by reference to His mind, and His other properties that relate to the physical is
made redundant, then there emerges big problems:
How the mental causes the physical? Is the physical mental? Are the mental and
the physical same? But then what is the body of the God, besides His mind?
The questions as “if God created things then who created God?” also relate to
the conception of God who has a mind and a body which resembles at least
some of His creation.
If God resembles His creations who have limited features, and if the limited
features of the creation cry for explanation, then we will also need to give
explanations for the limited features of God. But then, does the mind of God
produce His limited features? If the mind of God is different in kind than His
limited physical features, then how can His mind with such a different nature
can create the physical (including His limited physical features)? Or, if the
limited features of God can be eternal, then why would not the universe itself
be eternal?
The unbalanced focus on the mind, unnecessarily makes the human beings
whose most activities focus on the non-personal reality alienates them from
God, by distancing the mental in God which is made the focal point, from the
physical world we experience. This also helps flourish an unnecessary dualism,
and raises questions as mind-body problem.
Almost all religions other than Islam, including Christianity, Judaism,
Hinduism which teach some kind of incarnation of God in their very
fundamental sources, fall into this trap. This even influences secular thinkers
who have nothing to do with such religions.
According to the Quran, some causes of creating such gods or such properties
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of god are the ignorance and low desires of human beings:
We delivered the Children of Israel across the sea. When they passed by people
who were worshiping statues, they said, "O Moses, make a god for us, like the
gods they have." He said, "Indeed, you are ignorant people.

These people are committing a blasphemy, for
what they are doing is disastrous for them.”
(Quran: 7/138-139)

The Quran which very strongly rejects any children or other relatives of God,
and emphasizes that there is nothing which resembles God, and underlines His
pure unity, enables us to understand clearly the God and His relationship to the
creation. The following verses are relevant in this respect:

And there is no one like Him.
(Quran: 112/4)
There is nothing like unto Him.
(Quran: 42/11)

The Quran does not require us to distinguish between the mind and a limited
physical body which allegedly belong to Him.
SSC being internally one in not having parts, and externally one in not having
equals besides it has important implications. Some of those implications are as
follows:
1.2.2.3.1.4.1

False Gods are Automatically Discarded

The unity of Allah discards automatically all god claims which allegedly have
multiplicity.
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The precision of Allah thanks to the converging of properties upon one essence,
allows us discard ambiguous god claims, especially those which are so
ambiguous as to be unfalsifiable.
Unity related distinctly to each property will enable us to discard any god claim
with properties irreconcilable with unity.
1.2.2.3.1.5

Unity and Randomness

One of the most frequent counter arguments against the widespread arguments
for god is randomness and probabilities. Since randomness seem to not require
any order, this is tried to be used as a free tool by those who argue against God.
A believer also may think as “what if everything happened by chance”. However,
chance, probability, or randomness are not things that cause things; they are
just distributions which happen as a result of already existing stimulated
substances. These substances may be a deck or cards, dice, lottery tickets and
following processes, quantum foam… Neither the cards, nor the dice, nor the
tickets, nor the quantum foam appear by chance.
The existence of any thing on which an allegedly random process happens,
needs unity, since randomness is allegedly a property of a state or event, not of
the underlying substance or energy; and a substance or energy needs unity.
Drawing the cards, buying the tickets, throwing the dice requires unity in many
respects: Unity of consciousness, unity and homogeneity in the units of space
and time, and many unity requirements related to the syllogistic argument
mentioned above are necessary prior to the occurrence of any allegedly random
process.
Hence, the necessity of self-sufficient unity discards automatically any
fundamental explanation based on randomness.
1.2.2.3.2
One Being Self-Sufficiently has the Properties
Entailed by Self-Sufficient Unity.
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The syllogistic argument about “unity” which takes as an example the spatial
position, is applicable for any other positive property. Hence, as a position in
space necessitates a self-sufficiently unitary essence who defines a position, any
property that we have as knowledge, awareness, power… also necessitates a selfsufficiently unitary sustainer who gives us those properties. Therefore, the selfsufficiently unitary essence has the properties like knowledge, fashioning,
power, awareness self-sufficiently.
Since part 1.1 established the existence of the self-sufficient, and as this part
established that the self-sufficient sustainer is One, then all properties and all
things in the limited universe need the self-sufficiently One; hence, He is the
origin and sustainer hence the owner of all positive properties who owns them
self-sufficiently.
Due to the unity of Allah, all of His properties belong to His unitary essence.
Once it has been proven that the SSC of the universe is One, all properties
necessary for the things in the limited universe will belong to the One SSC.
Hence, any property that must belong to an ultimate cause and necessary for
the limited and dependent things in the limited universe and which cannot be
owned by those things, will belong to the same SSC. Therefore, any such
property will be a component of the proof of Allah. On the other hand, the
unification of these properties in One SSC, will make the SSC well-defined and
far from ambiguity. This will facilitate the understanding of Allah.
All properties irreducible to the spatiotemporal will converge to the selfsufficiently one essence.
The self-sufficient unity entails that the essence who has this property must be
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all-encompassing, first and last (past and future-eternal). Because if this essence
can come into existence after being non-existent, then other unitary things like
him might also come into existence, and this would produce an inconsistency
with the self-sufficient unity.
Only a self-sufficiently One Being may be all-knower, because a being who has
multiplicity will be limited and have boundaries beyond which there will be or
there may be other beings like him. But when there are such boundaries, then
he will have limited or no access in knowledge beyond these boundaries. This
point also is applicable in the same way about the omnipotence: a being with
multiplicity will have limitations upon his power. Similarly, the goodness of this
power may be limited since beyond his realm there may be ongoing evil about
which he is unaware and powerless. The evidence for the all-knowing, allpowerfulness of the SSC are given in the following parts.
On the other hand, if this power is not self-sufficiently one, then he cannot be
ultimately good, because there may be other beings who are superior to this
being; and he may be acting knowingly or unknowingly under the permission
of such superior beings. Likewise, while he thinks that he has power or
knowledge over his realm, his power might be manipulated and he might be
misled by other such beings.
Unity is necessary for the self-sufficiency. Because multiplicity will entail
limitations, circularity, infinite regress.
On the other hand, the absence of inner unity will make that thing devoid of
consciousness, free will power, fashioning power, knowledge… Because if for
example different pieces of knowledge about a thing are instantiated within
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different parts of a being, then that being cannot have a whole knowledge or
experience about that thing. At best, the parts may have separate experiences,
but this will not constitute a true knowledge and experience about that thing.
Hence, because of the above, the reality of most properties of the SSC that will
be explained in this book and the related evidence will be also a demonstration
of the unity of the self-sufficiently one being. For example, if there is a fashioner
of this universe, this will entail that that fashioner has inner unity. If there is a
self-sufficient being, this will demonstrate that this self-sufficient being is one.
Similarly, the unity of the self-sufficient being will constitute an element of the
all-knower, all-powerful, self-sufficiently fashioner, self-sufficiently conscious…
properties.
As each property that will be explained in the following parts, is the property
of a unitary essence, each property supports other properties and is supported
by other properties. Hence, to reject those properties and the Creator, the
disbeliever must debunk a sufficient group of those properties in order to justify
his position. Also, to reject any property, he has to debunk many other
properties.
On the other hand, the comprehensiveness of these properties united in one
essence, will increase immensely the explanatory power of the SSC on the
limited universe. Especially the fundamentality of those properties makes those
properties and the essence who has them a ground for all explanations allegedly
contained within the limited universe. Hence, a claim against the existence of
God based on the “god of the gaps” argument becomes automatically debunked.
Because, any allegedly valid fundamental explanation based on the limited
universe and its contents will be valid if and only if it makes the comprehensive
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and unitary set of properties of SSC redundant.
1.3 All-Encompassing (Al-Muheet)

To Allah belongs all that is in the heavens and in
the earth. Allah encompasses everything.
(Quran: 4/126)
In this part, we will consider what is beyond what we perceive, beyond space,
time, any values… We will also consider what is that which differentiates that
which we perceive.
To answer these, we will try to find out what “nothingness” is, and what are its
two theoretical types: “general nothingness” and “partial nothingness”.
The significance of this part is that it will extend the conclusions related to and
based on the contingent things that we observe beyond what that which we can
observe. It will also examine in great detail the questions “who created god” and
“why is there something rather than nothing”, and remove the false
presumptions underlying these questions.
1.3.1

Preliminary Explanations

He is the First and the Last, and the Outward
and the Inward; and He is Knower of all things.
(Quran: 57/3)
1.3.1.1

Importance of the Defaultness of the SSC

The part about self-sufficiency established that based on the existence of the
contingent things, we can conclude the existence of the self-sufficient. The part
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about unity, established that the self-sufficient is One, however, this is also
mostly established on the nature of the contingent things.
At this point, one might argue “if the contingent things in the limited universe
had not existed, then there would be no reason for claiming the existence of the
self-sufficient, hence, if they had not existed, there would be an entire
nothingness; therefore, an overall nothingness is a more fundamental default
state, hence, the existence of the self-sufficient, prior to His creating the
contingent things in the limited universe, requires a reason, therefore, the selfsufficient would be contingent and dependent on something, consequently there
cannot be a self-sufficient”.
Actually this reasoning is an implicit and important one behind the two key
questions: “who created god” and “why is there something rather than nothing”.
Both questions presume that the most fundamental thinkable and default state
is the non-existence of “all things” or in other words the existence of general
nothingness; here, “all things” include any god as well. So, if the non-existence
of “all things” is even a possibility, then the self-sufficient becomes contingent,
and then we will need a reason for the existence of the self-sufficient, and then
we will have an infinite regress for the self-sufficient; consequently, the selfsufficient would become redundant, since the reason for postulating the selfsufficient in the first place was the impossibility of the infinite regress for the
contingent things in the limited universe. If we have an infinite regress for the
self-sufficient(s) as well, then why to postulate an additional thing or chain of
things on top of the contingent things in the limited universe?
Obviously, if we say there is the son, so the father is necessary this does not
make the father God. Because we need to show that he is self sufficient. We can
say that logically there must be one self sufficient. The chain cannot continue
forever. But if the chain is supposed to exist instead of a possible general
nothingness, then all becomes contingent including the self sufficient cause. If
the entire whole including the self sufficient demonstrated in this way might
exist or not exist then then would not all, including the self-sufficient be
contingent. Then would not we need a cause which would make the selfsufficient exist? So, how demonstrating the self-sufficient based on the
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contingent be sufficient?
If the contingent was non-existent then would not the self-sufficient be absent
as well? If we say this then do not we need to admit that there is a state more
default then the default God? So would not reaching God based on the
contingent be contradictory in itself?
If general nothingness ontologically could be true, if we were reasonable in
accepting such a possibility, this would mean that He might be or He might not
be; hence, there had to be a reason for His existence instead of His nonexistence. Because if He is contingent then it is possible that He is not, even
though there would be nothing in His absence.
If we say 'once we observe the contingent we can be sure of the existence of the
self sufficient' this is also a proposition built on the contingent. Hence unless
we demonstrate the impossibility of nothingness in and of itself the lurking idea
of the possibility of nothingness will be a source of doubt for the contingency
of the self-sufficient.
Whatever exists is either contingent or self sufficient. But what is that which
exists is surrounded with? Is it surrounded by nothingness? Is the non existence
of anything a possible state? If it is then does not God also become contingent.
Hence, it is important to probe whether the non-existence of “all things” or in
other words, the existence of general nothingness, is a possibility. Note that here
“all things” contain the contingent things and the necessary thing(s); obviously
the non-existence of contingent things is possible by the definition of the
“contingent”. Therefore, the answer about the possibility of general nothingness
will give us an answer about the contingency of the self-sufficient.
In this context, “default” means that which is necessary, that which is the
background and ultimate and immediate cause of all, that which is the first and
the last without beginning and without end, that which does not have a prior
nor a follower, the biggest without an end or limitation, that which is not
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contingent, that without which it is impossible to think of anything, that above
which there is nothing that can separate it into parts, that which supplies and
sustains all the fundamentals anything they need.
The defaultness of the SSC, means that He is surrounded neither with
nothingness, nor with anything else regarding the before, the after or any other
dimension.
1.3.1.2
1.3.1.2.1

Key Questions Related to the Defaultness of the SSC
Who Created God?

This point is addressed in part 1.4.3.1 in detail.
1.3.1.2.2

Why is There Something Rather Than Nothing?

Most people interested in religion or philosophy heard the question or asked
themselves “why is there something rather than nothing?” This question comes
with two important presuppositions:
The first is that the default situation is the general nothingness. The one who
asks this question is surprised at seeing that the situation is not the general
nothingness, so he presupposes that the more plausible situation would be the
existence of general nothingness. According to the Quran, this is fully fallacious,
since, the default situation is the full power and the essence of Allah, who is the
First, the Last, the Inward, the Outward, and the All-Encompassing:

He is the First and the Last, and the Outward
and the Inward; and He is Knower of all things.
(Quran: 57/3)
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To Allah belongs all that is in the heavens and in
the earth. Allah encompasses everything.
(Quran: 4/126)
Secondly, the one who asks that question accepts that actually there is
“something”. At first sight, this sounds quite an intuitive conclusion. But is it
really so?
Can “something” mean Allah? Obviously not. Because, Allah implies wholeness,
not something. A believer in Allah, cannot say for Allah “something”, since,
there is nothing beyond Allah, and Allah is not limited with anything.
So, what can this something be used for? In that question it can be used only
for a thing surrounded by allegedly “partial nothingness”. It can be used for
something contingent; it cannot be used for a necessary thing since it presumes
that that “something” is not necessary and should not have happened, especially
compared to general nothingness. Because if there was no limitation and
contingency in that “something”, then it would not be “something”. It would
be full power which is able to cause “all” logically possible things, since full
actuals is an impossible and logically contradictory concept -like “the” “specific”
“biggest” number-. Hence, if that “something” cannot be an unlimited thing,
then it must have a limitation beyond which there is non-existence and there is
partial nothingness.
If the actual things that we observe is surrounded by full power which is able
to cause any other actuals, then we would not call this entire existence including
this full power, as “something”.
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When the above question is asked, general nothingness is assumed to be the
default position instead of full power. It is assumed to be a more plausible,
intuitive situation. Some people like Lawrence Krauss propose that the existence
exists along with some nothingness, in that the existence has been produced by
nothingness; so, allegedly nothingness and existence exist side by side and they
interact, if we look at the global picture. There had to be nothingness, but we
see some existence, so, there is some existence, and beyond it, there is
nothingness, since without this existence, whenever this existence is not
actualized, what we have is “nothingness”. So, some existence is supposed to be
built on top of nothingness, and in the background there is nothingness and
within it some existence is placed/ observed. Hence some existence is
surrounded by some nothingness.
Then the question becomes this: If there is not the Full Power, but there is this
some“thing”, what is around this some“thing” which differentiates it from the
Full Power?
The only candidate answer seems to be “partial nothingness”.
But can nothingness exist at all, even a partial one? So as to draw an effective,
observable, and real boundary around that some“thing”?
The contrast between non-existence and existence causes lots of problems. But
there is in fact only that which exists. The default is existence. Hence the
contingent that may be and may not be is secondary. The differentiation and
the mixture between the existence and non-existence is a fallacy. At the
foundation there is full and default power and His acts. That which truly is not
is not at all, and we cannot even talk about it; if we talk about it, it has a
connection in existence under unity. So everything that is not impossible, that
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does not negate unity has a kind of existence given by the full power of SSC.
But if it was not created by Allah then it is only a potential, subject to the will,
power and sustaining of Allah.
By definition nothingness does not and cannot exist. If we can show
nothingness, then it is not nothingness since we can show it and ascribe to it
certain properties. If it has an extension, it is not nothingness. If it has any
effect, it is not nothingness.
But if the contingent is not surrounded by nothingness, then what is it
surrounded with, since, it is possible that other contingent things might also
exist? If that which exists contingently had not existed, what would we be left
with? So, what is the background of all?
One may have an intuitive sounding answer at first sight as “if we got rid of all
that exists, then there would be nothingness”. But is this true? Is this possible?
Interestingly our analysis will show that nothingness cannot be the background
or the default answer to that question.
Nothingness cannot exist as a general nothingness. Nor can it exist as a partial
nothingness76. These points will be explained in detail in the following parts.
Hence, something cannot be surrounded by partial nothingness either.
Therefore, the question “why is there something rather than nothing” is based
on fallacious presuppositions. Some following parts while explaining the
defaultness of the SSC will also further address this question from different
angles.
Question 33.
If Allah is spaceless timeless how does He encompass things in space?
76

(Tosun 2012)
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Answer 33.
Spaceless timeless is not a good wording for Allah. Rather we should say that
He is not limited with space or time, He transcends them. An analogy would
be the unlimitedness of numbers in terms of space/time. If we imagine two or
more spaces in our mind are we bound or limited by them? This may be a better
analogy about Allah's unlimitedness by space, time or anything else.
1.3.1.2.3
Would a Reasonable Mind who Does not Observe
Anything Contingent at all Other Than Himself Conclude That he
is Surrounded by Nothingness?

And when waves come over them like canopies,
they supplicate Allah, sincere to Him in religion.
But when He delivers them to the land, there are
[some] of them who are moderate [in faith]. And
none rejects Our signs except everyone
treacherous and ungrateful.
(Quran: 31/32)
[All] praise is [due] to Allah, who created the
heavens and the earth and made the darkness
and the light. Then those who disbelieve equate
[others] with their Lord.
(Quran: 6/1)
Is the SSC necessary only because there are created contingent things and they
need a Creator? In this case, the conclusion about His existence would not be
possible unless we observe created things; hence, epistemologically His existence
would be dependent. If we say “if nothing contingent existed ontologically, then
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He might be not existing”, this would entail that He might not be existing, and
that He would be contingent. In this case, the other corresponding contingent
would be general nothingness, since in this case there would be no contingent
thing at all, and then everything would be contingent including nothingness,
the SSC, and any other contingent thing. If general nothingness was possible/
contingent, then everything that exists including God would be contingent. The
question “why is there something rather than nothing”, presupposes that
everything is contingent, since it sees general nothingness as a default
possibility. The question accepts that God is also contingent. Otherwise, it
would say that nothingness is impossible, and if nothingness is impossible, then
this question will be accepted as an irrational question.
If God had not created anything except a thinking mind, would this mind
conclude the existence of a Creator? If he was not concluding the existence of a
Creator, then would this mean that there is a more fundamental and more
default thing than God? Would he conclude that there is nothingness by
default? Would he conclude that he is surrounded by nothingness? Or would
he conclude that God is more default than nothingness?
In the following verse, we see that He is discoverable even if there are no
contingent causes other than us.

And [mention] when your Lord took from the
children of Adam from their loins their
descendants and made them testify of
themselves, [saying to them], "Am I not your
Lord?" They said, "Yes, we have testified." [This]
lest you should say on the day of Resurrection,
"Indeed, we were of this unaware."
(Quran: 7/172)
So, according to the Quran, God is most fundamental fact, and to understand
His existence it is not indispensable to observe contingent things like elements
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of fine tuning.
If Allah encompasses all as claimed in the Quran, this means that He exists even
if the contingent things do not exist. Hence, we should be able to conclude
about His existence even if we supposed nothing contingent existed. If we could
not conclude about His existence in the absence of contingent things, then we
would have presupposed the existence of something else, at least the possibility
of something else’s existence without God. For example, if we would conclude
that there may be nothingness prior to God, then we might ask what is the
reason which made Allah instead of the existence of nothingness. In this case
we would have accepted nothingness as something contingent, and Allah as a
contingent. So, are they both contingent? But if general nothingness is
contingent, this entails that there is a possibility of existence of the SSC and
other things; hence, this is not a general nothingness.
Or if we concluded that there is nothingness prior to Allah, then nothingness
would be considered as objectively necessary, and the SSC as the contingent;
hence, we would ask what made the SSC exist after the existence of nothingness.
But again if there has to be something which would make the SSC exist, this
would mean that prior to Him general nothingness did not exist.
Hence, when we will have established the impossibility of general nothingness
this will show that even without the contingent things we may conclude about
the existence of a full power; on the other hand when we have established the
non-existence of partial nothingness around the contingent things, this will
show the default existence of certain properties of the SSC.
1.3.2

Syllogism for the Property “All-Encompassing” of
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Allah (SPE)
The syllogism for the property “all-encompassing” is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently allencompassing.
2. Things in the limited universe are not self-sufficiently all-encompassing.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is self-sufficiently allencompassing, and has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently allencompassing.
Some brief clarifications about the above argument are as follows:
The points about the All-encompassing (the name Al-muheet in the Quran) are
also relevant for the properties “the First” (Al-Awwal), “the Last” (Al-Akhir).
Also the word “the Default” is also quasi-synonymous with the word “the First”.
So, in the contexts specific for these names and words, the relevant word/ name
will be used. But the generic name that will be used is the “All-Encompassing”.
Things in the limited universe mean anything contingent which is observable
or unobservable by us which exist in our limited universe or in any other limited
universe and/or things which do not have all of the properties ascribed to god
in accordance with the proof in this book.
The premise 2 in the above argument will be unpacked later as follows:
1. Properties of the SSC extend to all that exists or may exist. For example,
whatever exists is empirically and logically subject to and under the control and
sustenance of the unitary essence of the SSC. Hence, the unitary essence
encompasses anything contingent which exists or which may exist.
2. Non-existence of partial and general nothingness is established based on
what we observe, and based on our reasoning. Hence, the property of allencompassing extends to not only the actual existence, but also to any potential
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existent.
1.3.2.1
SPE Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently All-Encompassing.
1.3.2.1.1
or may Exist

Properties of the SSC Encompasses all That Exists

Whatever exists or may exist is empirically and logically subject to the unitary
essence of the SSC which has transcendent powers.
When we observe the universe, we see that in terms of knowledge/ information,
in terms of unity, in terms of power, in terms of origination, there is a unitary
transcendence which encompasses all. For example, there is a unity as we
explained in part 1.2, but this unity encompasses all things and produces this
effect on the limited. Likewise, there is information which is essential for the
functioning of the universe. But this information/ knowledge encompasses all
things, in other words, it is not located in a location isolated from the limited
things. Furthermore, this essence does not only encompass the contingent
things that actually exist, but also whatever may exist, no matter in what relation
it is with other contingent things. Anything that exists relates to any other thing
through the all-encompassing essence, at least in being that other thing or not
being it, and in any other ways that are encompassed by that unitary essence.
If there is something, it is organized in a special and contingent way, it has
parts, and hence it has a unifier as explained in part 1.4 about the property
“Fashioner”. Likewise, whatever contingent thing exists, it needs a self-sufficient
sustainer which sustains them. And as we saw in part 1.2, the self-sufficient is
One.
The other properties related to the self-sufficient are explained in the following
parts. As explained in those parts, whatever exists and may exist are
encompassed by the self-sufficient. And as we will see in part 1.3 about the
impossibility of nothingness, this self-sufficient is not only observable within
that which exists or may exist, but also before it and after it and beyond it.
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Whatever is possible and/or exists, needs unity. Even if nothingness was
possible, it would also need unity since it would be related to that which actually
exists in reality as in accordance with the explanations about the property
“unity”.
The SSC does not lose or gain anything by the change in the contingent. This
is similar the annihilation or appearance of something that has spatial
properties, which does not diminish or increase anything of space.
The default is ever existent. The contingent needs the default. The default is not
destroyable even logically or theoretically.
As the contingent things have values relatively to each other, they do not occupy
a limiting place relatively to SSC. And for the same reason, SSC is not part of
the contingent things.
Since the following parts about like knowledge, free will power, awareness
explain also the all-encompassing aspects of those properties as briefly noted
above, the same properties will not be repeated here. So, we will focus here on
the implications of non-existence of general nothingness and partial
nothingness.
Question 34.
Does not the name First entail that Allah is subject to time?
Answer 34.
We should understand the First in a relation to the entire existence and entire
created sets of dimensions. Also, it means the originator and unifier of all things
without being limited to the temporal sequences.
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Question 35.
Does not the creation of something reduce anything from the SSC?
Answer 35.
The SSC is the Sustainer, and other things are sustained. There is a difference
in the nature of the Sustainer and the nature of the sustained. So, they do not
compete in any room for existence. For example, all of the space or metaspace
needs the unifying power of the SSC. The unifying power exists prior and after
the creation of space. Yet the space is not the entire unity. Yet, when it has been
created it has a distinct and contingent reality. It is distinct from the entire
unitary essence of the SSC. By being created or annihilated it does not reduce
anything from the entire unity like the annihilation of any object which occupies
a space does not reduce anything from space. Because entire unitary essence is
full power and there is no nothingness. Likewise with the creation of a new
consciousness a new reality is created though it does not reduce from or add to
the entire unitary consciousness. It was already as a potential within the
‘consciousness creating power’ of the SSC though it was not existent as itself.
When it is annihilated it continues existing but within the recreating power of
Allah and yet not as a distinct actual reality.
1.3.2.1.2
not Exist

Partial Nothingness and General Nothingness do

Partial nothingness and general nothingness do not exist. Hence, in accordance
with the following syllogistic argument, there is a default all-encompassing
essence with full power. Here the essential is the property All-Encompassing.
The power property and its implications will be examined in part 1.9. Note that
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in part 1.3 we have examined the property all-encompassing with a focus on the
observed limited things and the properties entailed by the limited things. So, for
example, we conclude based on the dependent and many circular things that
there is a self-sufficient sustainer which has unity, and if there is such a sustainer
which originated the limited things that we observe, then this sustainer may
originate such observed things anywhere, hence that this sustainer is allencompassing. In this very part, we will examine the all-encompassing property
by focusing on what is and what is not beyond the limited things that we
observe.
So the syllogistic argument related to all-encompassing regarding what is
beyond the limited things is as follows:
1. The Default state (and/or essence) is either
a. [General nothingness]
or
b. [Partial nothingness + partial existence] (=General “something”77)
or
c. [Full power78].
2. General nothingness cannot exist. (General Nothingness is not the
Default.)79
“Something” in this syllogism (except when it is used to mean "some full
power"), implies a mixture of a thing with (partial) nothingness .
78 Full power means the reality which is the default cause of all which is not
qualified with limitations, which is not surrounded by partial nothingness
in terms of before or after or space or energy, which is not qualified with
a fundamental multiplicity. Existence exists. There is no nothing which
limits it. Thus, by full power we mean limitless existence.
79
From 0
77
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3. General something (=Partial nothingness + partial existence) does not
exist, thus is not the Default.
4. Therefore, the Default and All-Encompassing is One80 Full power81.
The first premise above presents all possible default states:
The first component of the first premise, 1-a, is about the general nothingness,
or in other words, the non-existence of anything at all. Remember that this state
is expected by some people to be the very default state as we see in the questions
“why there is something rather than nothing” or “who created god”.
The second component of the first premise, 1-b, is about a state where there is
“something” as the fundamental ontological reality: While the first component
is about an alleged theoretical probability of general nothingness, the second
component is about an alleged theoretical probability of the existence of a partial
nothingness along with the existence of certain limited things.
The third component of the first premise, 1-c, is about the non-existence of both
general and partial nothingness. No matter how large is the amount of limited
things, in the limited universe, they not only need to be contingent, unified,
organized, but also, they will constitute a whole which lacks an “infinite
difference” from a full power which contains the power to do all things. This is
due to the fact that no actual, no matter how big it is, can equal a power to
actualize many actuals. Hence, that “infinite difference” corresponds to nonexistence of that infinite difference, hence to a “big” partial nothingness.
The second premise states that the above component 1-a is impossible.
The third premise states that the above component 1-b, hence, the claim that
the entire existence consists of “something” is impossible, based on the fact that
80

For further details see part 1.2.

81 Thus the question in philosophy “Why is there something rather than

nothing” is a wrong question, because essentially there is not
something, there is full power.
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partial nothingness is impossible.
The fourth point of the above syllogistic argument is the conclusion that the
only possible fundamental state/ essence is an all-encompassing full power.
Limited things are not surrounded by nothingness. The limited things do not
arise from nothingness as some people claim, hence, for instance the limited
things are not surrounded at their initiation by nothingness. On the other hand,
the SSC is not surrounded82 by nothingness either. If the SSC was surrounded
by nothingness, then the SSC would be limited.
The alleged general nothingness (GN), means the non-existence of anything. It
is the non-existence of any object, logic, definition, effect, cause and anything
else. General nothingness is not a realm of certain things about which we have
limited knowledge or access, such as a realm quantum fluctuations which is
considered by some people as nothing. GN is the first kind of nothingness. The
partial nothingness (PN) is like GN, except for its alleged aspect of being prior
to, or after, or around, or beyond any existing thing. Note that both types of
nothingness may not be openly declared by any world view, but as explained
earlier, they are key but hidden elements underlying the questions such as “why
is there something rather than nothing” or “who created God”.
1.3.2.1.2.1

General Nothingness (GN) Does Not Exist

An examination of the possibility of general nothingness and the possibility of
partial nothingness is useful in understanding the defaultness of Allah.
Impossibility of a potential possibility of general nothingness shows that nonexistence of anything is not an alternative.
Impossibility of a general nothingness is used sometimes as an argument against
Surrounded equals encompassed. Because surrounding is not just
from the outside; anything is surrounded, but the parts of that thing
and their layers are also surrounded.
82
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the existence of Allah in the following way: General nothingness is logically and
empirically impossible, therefore, it is necessary that there is something;
therefore, there is no need for God. However, the impossibility of general
nothingness does not lead us to an existence of something which is surrounded
by partial nothingness. On the contrary, not only the general nothingness, but
also the partial nothingness is impossible. Hence, the impossibility of general
nothingness together with the impossibility of partial nothingness leads us to
the existence of full power with His properties explained in this book.
Furthermore, the properties necessary for the existence of the limited universe
and its contents as explained in this book confirm that the default is full power,
not surrounded with any general or partial nothingness.
The opposite situation of an alleged general nothingness, is the existence of a
self-sufficient full power. This opposite is not the existence of a planet, or of an
atom. General nothingness is different than these latter states, but it is not their
opposite. No matter how large is the set of contingent and limited things, as
long as there are limitations, hence, an alleged partial nothingness, which has
common properties with an alleged general nothingness, we cannot say that this
set is an opposite of the general nothingness.
In this part we will see the impossibility of general nothingness. The following
facts show that general nothingness does not and cannot exist. In the following
part, we will see the impossibility of partial nothingness. These will lead us to
understanding the existence of an all-encompassing power.
So, let us start with the general nothingness:
1.3.2.1.2.1.1
The Definition of General Nothingness (GN)
Contradicts the Existence of GN.
Even a definition of general nothingness would contradict the essence of general
nothingness, because, a definition is a reality and breaks the existence of general
nothingness. Nothingness exists is a contradictory statement: because the
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statement contains words.
We cannot think of general nothingness because thinking of general
nothingness or non-existence of anything would be contradicting our
reasoning/ thinking process and that which does the thinking. The same applies
for the partial nothingness.
Furthermore, when we think of it, our thinking is a positive thing and it cannot
fit within nothingness; but the nothingness that we try to conceive of can have
no extension, hence, our thinking and our essence cannot fit within it. So, when
we try to conceive of general nothingness, we try to conceive of something in
which our thinking cannot fit. So, general nothingness is even unthinkable,
unconceivable. If we conceive it either we conceive it as something like dark
space which has an extension, or as a dot within something like space, hence
having a position. If something does not have an extension, then we cannot
think of its existence even if it is nothingness. How it will be defined? If it is
defined then it is not nothingness. Existence and defining existent things entails
relationship with other things.
Is a state where nothing exists even a state? If it is not a state, then what is it?
There is no space, there is no time, no energy, no extension… What would
mean that such a situation is possible? Can it “be”? What would be its “being”?
Can it be prior to what exists? After that which exists? Along with that which
exists? Instead of that which exists? That which contains nothing cannot be. If
someone argues for it, he would say that it is the existence of no object, no
space…
If we think of nothing, we surround it up to 'its boundaries. But if it has
boundaries, this means that it is related to the existent. Hence it would have an
extension. Hence it would not be nothing. Even if there would be nothing it
would be connected with existence and be compared with it. Therefore
nothingness is impossible.
Therefore logically nothingness cannot exist as a general term which
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corresponds to an ontological reality.
1.3.2.1.2.1.2
Existence

Contradiction of GN With The Actual

If GN was possible, then anything else would not be possible, because nothing
comes out of general nothingness, and no existent thing goes into general
nothingness. These reasons are explained in the following parts. If anything else
is possible, then GN is not possible. And since there is at least one thing which
is actual, GN is not possible.
1.3.2.1.2.1.3
General Nothingness at First Sight Could at
Best be Contingent, and Contain the Possibility of the Existent.
Containing Such a Possibility it Would not be General
Nothingness.
Could all that exist be non-existent? Hence, nothingness could be existent? So,
since there is actually the existence, then even if general nothingness had the
possibility of existing, then there would also be the possibility of the existence
of the actual universe. Hence, if there was the possibility of the existence of
what we observe, this means that general nothingness or the state where nothing
exists was impossible. Because, at least within that nothingness or above it, there
would be the possibility of the existence of the contingent universe. We cannot
say that the actual universe was impossible. Therefore, general nothingness is
impossible. Hence, why is there something rather than nothing is an irrational
question. Therefore, the self-sufficient is not contingent.
If the general nothingness was actual, then it would need a reason/ a cause for
its being instead of the existence of for instance our actual universe. Therefore,
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even if the general nothingness was actual, it would be contingent. Hence,
having observed the existence of the limited universe, we can safely say that the
general nothingness would in any case be contingent, and would need a power
which would cause it. Hence, it is internally and externally a contradictory
concept, and it is therefore impossible.
1.3.2.1.2.1.4
The Transition From GN Into Existence and
Vice Versa Would be Impossible
We can approach the issue from a different angle: Should we say: “whatever we
observe is contingent, so there is no evidence for a non-contingent hence a
necessary being”? Would this being be without any basis? So, if this Being would
be without any basis, then what would we have instead of this Being?
Nothingness? If contingent things were thinkable of not existing, then there
must be something prior to them. If we recognize that logically it is possible
that the contingent things do not exist, then there must be something prior to
them. Because as we may think of the existence of one more atom, then we may
also think of the absence of an atom in the universe. Likewise, we may think of
the absence of another atom; hence, there is neither any empirical nor logical
problem in thinking the absence of the contingent things up to the last atom or
other last contingent thing in the limited universe. So, when we think that
finally the last contingent thing does not exist, then what are we left with?
Nothingness?
Even if we took a limited version of general nothingness, and considered a
transition from general nothingness into existence and from existence into
general nothingness these would produce contradictions against the existence
of the possibility of general nothingness.
If the last atom (or last contingent thing) ceased to exist, it would cease to exist
simultaneously with its electrons, neutrons, protons, plus its spacetime. But
since it is based on unity, when it ceased to exist, then at a second stage there
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would be the unifier; so in a gradual disappearing, there would be next the
unifier. But the unifier also would have a positive existence since the extension
of the atom was sustained by that unifier. The same would apply for another
unifier unless that unifier is self-sufficient. But if a unifier is self-sufficient, then
it would not have come out of general nothingness, because otherwise,
something else would have brought it into existence, since at a certain stage it
would be non-existent.
So, it would be impossible that there we could reach a non-existence of anything
in a gradual way. But if things are contingent, then little by little we had to
approach nothingness. But we cannot. Likewise, we cannot reach the contingent
existence gradually by increasing contingent things one by one. The atom
cannot come into existence from nothingness, because anything that comes into
existence with an extension and definition, would need a unifier which would
have already an extension. Therefore there can be no process of coming into
existence from nothingness or any process of coming into non-existence from
existence.
Some people contrast non-existence and existence. This fallacy causes lots of
problems. But there is in fact only that which exists. The default is existence.
Hence, the contingent that may be and may not be is secondary in its alleged
relation to nothingness. Likewise, considering the differentiated as a mixture of
existence and non-existence is a fallacy. At the foundation there is full and
default power and His acts. That which is not, is not nothingness. If the
nothingness is something that allegedly exists, then it is something within the
full power of the SSC, not separately existing; if it does not exist, then there is
not even any reason to talk about it. If we talk about it, it already exists at least
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as an idea, hence, it is not truly nothingness. Such a nothingness would in any
case have a reality in its relationship with other existing things, hence, it would
not be a true nothingness. And that which does not exist truly, is not at all. So
everything that is not impossible, everything that does not negate the unity
underlying all, has a kind of existence under the full power of SSC.
1.3.2.1.2.1.5
GN Would Have Implications, But Must Not
Have Any Implications
If the existence cannot exist in general, partial, or theoretical nothingness, then
this nothingness would be preventing the existence from happening, it would
have a consequence, therefore it is would not be nothingness. If nothingness
would be able, have a nature to prevent the existence of anything, then it would
not be GN. GN cannot have any effect. If it has an effect, then it is not GN.
To accept GN, it has to have an effect about what is beyond GN. But if it has
such effects, then it is not GN.
1.3.2.1.2.1.6

Nothingness Cannot Have Any Extension

Nothingness does not and cannot have an extension. Nothingness does not add
up. Hence, any possible universe/spacetime cannot be surrounded by
nothingness, neither in the past, nor in the future, nor in any other dimension.
Thus, GN is not the default. Therefore, the SSC is eternal.
On one hand, general nothingness does not require and cannot have any
extension. On the other hand it has to have extension in order to have any
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meaning for what is possible beyond it. These are contradictory.
1.3.2.1.2.1.7
Impossibility of Partial Nothingness (PN)
Prevents the Existence of GN
Partial nothingness does not and cannot exist for reasons explained in the part
about nothingness in detail. If partial nothingness does not exist, then GN does
not exist, because partial nothingness would be a limited version of general
nothingness. On the other hand, the removal of the limitation would be
changing GN. But a change in GN would mean an assignment of value to GN.
GN cannot have extension, it cannot have any parts, as an extension is adding
up certain values. Therefore, if there is no partial nothingness, then there is no
general nothingness. Or we may think of an existent thing which disappears
gradually (into nothingness): If we suppose that that thing is surrounded by
partial nothingness, and when it disappears gradually, the partial nothingness
around it grows so that when it is completely annihilated, there is general
nothingness. A change cannot be possible for partial or general nothingness or
between them. An increase in partial nothingness so as to reach a “full general
nothingness” is absurd similar to the absurdity of the existence of parts of
general nothingness.
1.3.2.1.2.1.8

Things Cannot fit Within Nothingness

If a thing exists in the nothingness, then nothingness will be surrounding that
thing therefore will be bigger than it. Thus general nothingness is impossible.
If a thing cannot exist in nothingness then it prevents a reality from existing,
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therefore it would be causing a reality therefore GN is not nothingness.
If there was nothingness in the place of a created atom before its creation, then
it would be impossible that that additional atom would fit within nothingness.
If it existed and disappeared, then its nothingness related location would have
a relationship with the other existents. But nothingness cannot have any such
relationships, because it does not have any values and locations.
If there are more than one spatiotemporal things and hence if there is no
contradiction in the existence of one more spatiotemporal thing or atom, then
there must be a room for the existence of the additional thing. But that room
cannot be nothingness as explained above. However, if all things are of the same
nature that is of a spatiotemporal nature, then that room also must be of a
spatiotemporal nature. Hence, it would not be possible that there is one more
of an additional atom which would fit within the existence which was already
fully filled with spatiotemporal things, since there would be no room beyond
those spatiotemporal things which filled the existence. Then it cannot be
surrounded by nothingness or entirely by some existent of the same nature
which would make the existence of one more atom of the same nature
impossible. Therefore it must be surrounded by a full power of a different nature
which may rule over the contingent existence and reorganize it.
So, neither GN can exist as nothingness before a certain time, nor can it exist
as an all-encompassing thing.
1.3.2.1.2.1.9
Some Potentials

General Nothingness Would Have in any Case

If general nothingness was possible, it would be a state on top of which or along
which a thing may be added. Since the existent things exist and have a potential
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of existing, general nothingness has a relationship or has a potential of having
a relationship with that which might be added. If it has such a potential and
related values, then it is not nothingness. But if it prevents the addition of
anything on top of, next to, along with, after, or before it, then it is not general
nothingness; because then it would have an effect. Therefore general
nothingness cannot exist, and there cannot be barriers around the full power
and self-sufficient sustainer.
1.3.2.1.2.1.10
Nothingness

Anything Cannot Come out of General

General nothingness does not produce something or full thing. And nothing
can fit into GN. Things exist. Therefore, GN never existed, does not exist, and
will never exist.
Nothingness does not produce existence. There are certain who claim the
opposite. However, generally the nothingness they mention is not GN: They
say for example that antimatter cancels matter, or that they appear out of
nothingness. The cancellation of matter and antimatter by each other does not
mean GN. Obviously, that a payable of one company is the receivable of another
company does not mean that they have neither any receivable nor any payable
between them just because these relations are in opposite directions and because
the minuses and pluses in their accounting books are balanced. If something
pops into the existence of the limited universe, this happens either through a
mechanism or without a mechanism. If it happens with a mechanism, then there
is this mechanisms’ framework which influences that which pops into this
existence. This framework cannot be then GN, since it has an effect. If there is
no such mechanism, then there we have to deny science and logic, and they are
just illusions. However, the impossibility of GN is confirmed with many
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arguments in this work.
On the other hand, imagining something coming out from GN means that there
is an extension which has infinitesimal parts synchronized and harmonized
coming into existence. Such parts would need a unifying cause, besides GN.
Nothing can come from general nothingness. And since there are things, it is
clear that there has never been general nothingness; since GN is not limited to
any period, thus does not exist only at a certain time.
Hence, even if there would be a general nothingness it would be untestable.
1.3.2.1.2.2

Partial Nothingness Does Not Exist

Have they not considered what things Allah has
created? Their shadows incline to the right and
to the left, prostrating to Allah, while they are
humble.
(Quran: 16/48)
Have you not considered your Lord how He
extends the shadow, and if He willed, He could
have made it stationary? Then We made the sun
for it an indication.
Then We take it to Ourselves, taking little by
little.
(Quran: 25/45-46)
Non-existence of general/partial nothingness in any direction makes the
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existence of any limits for the full power impossible.
Part 1.1 explains that a caused cause does not have any self-sufficient power to
cause anything else. They are not surrounded by nothingness, but they have
specific values. If they are not surrounded by nothingness then they had to meet
at unity, and had to be one and incomparable. But this is not the case. Again if
an object A had self-sufficient power and if it was surrounded by nothingness,
then it would not be limited and had to go from (a) to (b) with an infinite speed,
rather than a limited speed. The one that prevents/controls this must be bigger
than infinite, and must be actual.
The default is no limitation, and limitation is secondary. Why limitation is
secondary and secondary to what? The internal space is the space where the
parts of an entity act/ move. Internal space shows that that entity is special/
limited (situation) because its parts may be reorganized in other ways. External
space is where other entities comparable with that entity act/ move. External
space shows that the relationship of that entity relatively to other entities is
special/ limited. Other space is where (relatively) incomparable entities act/
move/ exist. Other space shows that that space is special/ limited relatively to
other spaces. Space represents all potential places where the entity may be.
That which prevents a certain value from going to infinity is bigger than infinity.
And He is Actual.
1. If a certain actual value for any contingent observable, and if there is no
nothingness around the actual value, then there is a power that balances/ causes
that value.
2. That value may be infinite.
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3.

So the power that balances is more than infinite.

This power can only be limited by His own properties, decrees.
Non existence of the entire universe has implications for a scenario where a
universe next to it exists. If something does not exist its non-existence has a
definition and implications, beyond its existence and/or non-existence.
Boundaries of anything cannot be surrounded/ determined by nothingness since
nothingness does not exist. Hence, unitary cause also determines and delimits
the boundaries of anything. If there is no nothingness beyond these limits, then
there is a kind of existence beyond those limits. Here the boundary does not
mean any boundary in space; it may be any boundary, limitation, pattern like
those we see in the equations related to physics.
Partial nothingness is an alleged non-existent region beyond a certain value,
boundary and/or along with another fundamental observable.
If a feature or a part which exists regarding a contingent thing does not exist
regarding another, this will be an alleged partial nothingness. We generally
think of existence as local and separate existences.
For example, let us imagine a stone: We think that it has certain limits in space.
It is within its limits, and it is not outside these limits. Beyond these limits, there
is no stone. However, the size of this stone has neither meaning nor value
without what is beyond it. That space which is not limited to the inside of the
stone, is one of the factors that defines the stone. Had there been nothingness
beyond the stone, the stone would be undefined; here, nothingness is a partial
nothingness since the stone allegedly exists within the stone’s limits, and there
is nothing that exists in terms of the stone beyond these limits. But it is clearly
defined in that for example we can compare it with another stone.
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To make this issue easier to understand, the example has been about contingent
things. But this would apply to the essence of SSC as well. Thus, regarding the
SSC as well we can safely say that there is no partial nothingness. There is not
any nothingness which can limit SSC, which can separate SSC, which can
absolutely differentiate the SSC or any (thus) impossible parts of the SSC. But
as we see in the relevant parts, the nature of the SSC is fundamentally different
than the contingent things.
In the below parts, we will see that partial nothingness does not exist, and
therefore, beyond and above any contingent existence or any contingent value,
there is no partial nothingness, but rather there is a power that controls it.
It is said that with the big bang, the space and time was produced, and space
expanded. In what did the space and time extend? Nothingness? As explained
in part 1.3.2.1.2 nothingness does not and cannot exist.
The implications of non-existence of PN are bigger than the implications of
non-existence of GN.
Non-existence of PN and the extension of any value up to specific limits is an
important fact that shows us SSC’s unity, power, and control upon all that
exists.
1.3.2.1.2.2.1
Exist

By Definition Partial Nothingness Does Not

The definition of partial nothingness contradicts the existence of nothingness.
1.3.2.1.2.2.2

Partial Nothingness Does Not Have Any
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Extension Therefore it Cannot Cause any Implication or Limitation
Upon Anything.
Partial nothingness cannot have any extension or effect, therefore it cannot have
any limitation, separation, or other implications along with or upon any
existent.
1.3.2.1.2.2.3
Surrounded.

PN Neither Can Surround Nor Can Be

To Him is returned the whole of the affair.
(Quran: 11/123)
If nothingness existed around a reality, nothingness had to extend. By
definition, nothingness cannot extend, a partial nothingness cannot be added to
another partial nothingness.
If a thing cannot move into PN, then PN would be preventing the movement
of something else into nothingness. Thus PN would have an impact on
something. If PN has an effect on something else, then it is not nothingness.
If nothingness existed around something, then that thing would be non-limited,
non-defined, and absolute.
If an internal thing exerts any power toward inside -against any alleged
nothingness-, of an observable, then that observable would collapse/ crash
toward inside, because the nothingness would not exert any counter balance
against that internal thing. Thus partial nothingness does not exist inside
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anything, and does not have any control upon any flow of events.
If there is nothingness beyond the limit, an additional value of fundamental
observable will not fit in nothingness.
If existence is surrounded by nothingness, then nothingness would be
differentiated, and would have parts and would be more than one, which is
impossible.
Nothingness cannot be in layers and in multiplicity, as quantification of
nothingness is not possible. It would always be the same and not occupying
different observables. Nothingness cannot be comparable to observables.
Therefore, nothingness cannot have any effect on the differentiations within
things.
If any contingent observable such as a mass, energy, speed, size… was
surrounded by nothingness, then that observable would extend to infinity,
because there would be no limitation or resistance around it.
If a higher level of a certain value gets lost in nothingness, then this nothingness
is not nothingness since it is absorbing something. If that value enters and exits
nothingness, this nothing is not nothing, since it absorbs something and then
reproduces it. If it does not have any impact, then that value would actually be
something else.
If energy in the universe or multiverse, or if entire speed can be higher then this
means that there is no nothingness beyond. If an energy beyond a certain degree
or measure or pattern is not possible, then what would be preventing it? Is it
something inside? This would not be the case, because something inside is part
of total energy. And even if we consider something inside then we would need
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to consider the net positive energy that appears in one direction. On the other
hand, as we saw above, nothingness inside is not actually possible. Is it another
existent? However, there is no proscriptive principle which says that all existents
need to be within the same spacetime; there is no proscriptive principle which
says that spatiotemporal things will control each other for a certain system to
work. Thus, around any imaginable contingent value, there is a power bigger
than that value. Otherwise, if things were surrounded by nothingness, there
would not be other things which are slower, faster, bigger, heavier… Again, in
that case, there would be no differentials.
Contingent things are surrounded by full power; the full power is not
surrounded by anything since He does not have any boundaries. Therefore, the
infinity of the full power, and beyond all things actually exists in the form of all
inclusive unity. In other words, the speed of a rotating object depends on the
organization of the dimension set within which it rotates; the value of an
observable depends on the organization and fashioning of the whole. Thus, the
speed does not mean anything by itself. It is meaningful only when taken being
surrounded by SSC who surrounds all, who does not surround one by one, but
the entire existence at once.
1.3.2.1.2.2.4
If Partial Nothingness Exerts any Effect Then
it is not Nothingness.
If partial nothingness exerts any effect then it is not nothingness. If it was
defined or located somehow in respect to an existent, it would not be
nothingness. If it does not exert any effect then we cannot even talk about it.
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1.3.2.1.2.2.5
Existent

Partial Nothingness Cannot Replace the

We saw earlier that the question “why is there something rather than nothing”
implicitly asserts that nothingness is the default state. But as we saw and will
see, nothingness cannot be a default state, and it cannot even exist. So, if
nothingness is not the default then what is the default?
What is that which prevails by default in every point and above every point in
the limited universe? If we annihilate two objects O1 and O2 we allegedly have
a nothingness here and a nothingness there. We allegedly have two
nothingnesses where we can put two objects. But if they are locations, then these
are not nothingnesses. Existence entails relationships. But then partial
nothingnesses cannot exist, because their relationships would exist. An ordinary
object cannot exist without its space.
So if we remove all things that exist we do not get nothingness. We do not
increase nothingness by annihilating an existent. If by annihilating we do not
go to nothingness then the default and the initial are not nothingness. If we
annihilate two consciousnesses from the spatiotemporal we do not get two
nothingnesses instead of two consciousnesses. The two consciousnesses are
related and their internal and external unities exist. These apply also to whatever
constituents they have. If nothingness is not the default, then what is the
default? What is that which prevails in every point and above every point in the
limited universe?
The same applies to God; if we suppose that we annihilate God, then we do not
get nothingness. Because God and His power is positive, hence, removing some
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of His powers would correspond to the above example of O1 and O2. Cannot
we conceive of the removal of the entire existence or God at once? No, because
in any case we would have observed the existence of multiple things. So, nonexistence of the unitary full power is not a feasible scenario.
If when an existent thing has been annihilated there remains a nothingness then
it is not a true nothingness. Because it will be “defined” in its relationship to
the once existent thing. And if something can be related to another thing, then
this is not a true nothingness. Likewise, if something begins to exist after general
nothingness, then it is not a general nothingness since that thing can be
compared to and positioned relatively to general or partial nothingness: for
example, we can say that before it there was a partial nothingness.
Let us take the example of an apple. The apple was here. But it is not here now,
it is somewhere else. So the existence of the apple here is replaced by nonexistence of apple here. But non-existence of apple cannot replace the existence
of the apple, because the non-existence of the apple does not exist by definition
and because of the impossibility of partial nothingness. On the other hand, an
apple A1, is comparable with another apple A2; they are not isolated from one
another, and they have to be taken as a whole. There is no nothingness in
between them, and there is no basis to take each of them as fully isolated. There
is no reason to deny that the apple A1 moving toward A2 is in a unitary
relationship. Real life is not like a movie where different pictures which come
one after another create an illusion as if there is unity and continuity between
them: The continuity and unity are real in real life. Quantum physics reveals
deeper continuity in spatio-temporal relationships. Hence, things are not
surrounded by separative nothingness.
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The line as part of a plane, in relationship with other lines or points, cannot be
thought of without the plane, in other words, a change is not conceivable
without that which does not change. That which changes is already surrounded
by that which does not change. That which changes cannot exist without that
which does not change, but that which does not change can exist without that
which does change. Within this holistic approach, each point on the plane is a
superposition of all points and all their states (actual, non-actual) on that plane:
We cannot fully indicate a point without indicating the entire plane. This applies
for all levels. There is an immediate impact of the one surrounder at all levels.
The definability of contingent things within many layers, demonstrate the
influence of the One upon all layers, and intra-layer relationships. As no point
on that line can be replaced by nothingness, likewise there can be no “nothing”
which can constitute a gap within the full power.
1.3.2.1.2.2.6
If General Nothingness Does Not Exist, Then
Partial Nothingness Does Not Exist.
It is demonstrated in the previous part that the general nothingness (GN)
cannot and does not exist. If GN does not exist, then the partial nothingness
(PN) does not exist, because nothingness has neither any extension, nor any
shape. If PN existed, it would be a shaped form of GN.
Also, as GN would be small (of zero extension), there cannot be a (partial)
nothingness smaller than it.
Partial nothingness requires extension in order to have any effect. And by
definition, it cannot have any extension.
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All those contradictions show that neither general nothingness nor partial
nothingness can exist.
We have an intuition at first sight that the general nothingness as the nonexistence of the entire universe/ multiverse must be something big. On the other
hand, we have an intuition when we say “there is nothing on the table” as if the
non-existence of something may be small or big; here and there. Yet, a detailed
analysis shows us that the general nothingness and partial nothingness are not
even definable things. Likewise, the broader concept of “nothingness” is also
misleading in many respects.
1.3.2.1.2.2.7

There is no Evidence for Nothingness.

As nothingness does not extend, then it does not have any impact on whatever
exists. If partial nothingness does not have extension, then it cannot have any
effect and it will not be observable at all. Thus it is not testable.
1.3.2.1.2.2.8
Limitations of the Existing Things do not
Demonstrate Partial Nothingness.
A question may occur: I am here, I am not there; so is there a kind of at least
local or relative nothingness regarding me? No, because being here contains
already the fact that I am not there. For example, let us suppose that I am one
meter away from the wall. Does this mean that there is nothingness between
me and the wall, omitting the air? If the answer was positive, then it would
mean that if I was half a meter away from the wall, then there would be half of
the previous nothingness between me and the wall.
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But as mentioned above, nothingness is not quantifiable, and space is not
nothingness, and space has fundamental implications. Space cannot be
separated from the objects, and it is an essential element of the objects.
Location is an existent thing. Additionally every value of any observable is like
and functions like a location, in other words defines that thing and makes that
thing comparable to other things. Thus, the above scenario is applicable to many
dimensions or values.
If there is a cube then within a distance of the radius from the center there are
some regions which correspond to parts of that cube and some which do not
correspond to its parts. To what do those latter regions correspond?
Nothingness? But nothingness does not exist, and this non-correspondence as
well as a correspondence are related to the being of that cube. Hence we can
conclude that they correspond to a unitary aspect of the object. Again, if some
parts of a being have a consciousness aspect, then what the parts which do not
have consciousness aspect correspond to, in the dimension of consciousness?
Nothingness? But nothingness does not exist. Now we can ask the same
questions about the regions beyond the volume of that object. Hence all regions
which do not correspond to the object do not correspond to nothingness
regarding the dimensions that define that object. The difference between that
which corresponds to the 'existent' part of the cube and the allegedly 'nonexistent' part of it is a difference within a transcendent unity. Because the
existent part is not separable from the non-existent part of the cube. This is
another aspect of the explanations related to the property “unity”. In this whole,
there is no nothingness. What seems like nothingness is but an element of a
non-separable wholeness. The decrease in what is perceived as corresponding to
the cube’s 'existent' parts does not mean in reality a decrease in existence or an
increase in nothingness. So the fundamental question is not 'why is there
something rather than nothing' but rather 'why this something rather than
another something'. Because there is a power over all 'something's, like free will
power; nothingness is not effective.
Whatever exists within any dimension(s), at its boundaries there cannot be
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nothingness since nothingness and its existence is a contradictory concept. If
there is any change or differentiation at any point, there needs to be an
“existent” power which causes it.
Nothingness does not limit and cannot limit anything. And it does not exist.
1.3.2.1.2.2.9
Partial Nothingness Does not Exist Because of
the Unity Within the Existent.
Partial nothingness does not exist because of the unity within the existent, and
because of proportionality due to the unity within whatever that exists.
As explained in part 1.2, there is a non-divisible unity between and within what
exists. In other words, the reality is as if everything is one with each other. Thus
within this unity, nothingness cannot have a place. For example, let us suppose
that there is a 1 meter long object O1, and a 2 meter long object O2. We can
say, that there is relative or local nothingness of 1 meter object/length in object
O1 when compared to object O2. Or we can say that half of the object O2
corresponds to nothingness in object O1. However, as there is no absolute
reference point in terms of these objects, object O1 is already defined relatively
to object O2, and vice versa. Thus, the size of the object O1 is defined in terms
of the object O2, and vice versa. Therefore, we cannot talk about partial
nothingness as if O1 and O2 are absolute within themselves. O1’s being half of
O2, forms a single unity. Thus our previous statements based on our
observations on what appear to be essentially separate are false.
Translation of observables into others is possible: Units are used for relating one
observable to another. Thus the unity is fundamental and there is no
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nothingness that may separate between dimensions. Therefore, the dimensions
we as human beings perceive are in fact based on one truth.
For example, imagine a triangle. Where are the points of the triangle? In the
points of the triangle? In the space? If in the space where are the points of the
space? As long as there is multiplicity in the fundamental causes of these, we
have not completed the picture. Thus, directly and indirectly, SSC relates to all
that exists.
1.3.2.1.2.2.10
Had Partial Nothingness Existed, it Would be
a Function of Existence
Had partial nothingness existed, it would be defined based upon existence,
existence is not defined based upon partial nothingness. Thus partial
nothingness would be an effect and a function of existence. Therefore partial
nothingness does not exist, because in any case it has to contain a
reference/definer within something that exists, and it would have properties
comparable with that which exists. And these properties arising from existence
would be contradictory with nothingness. Thus, as it would be defined
according to the non-existence of something that exists, nothingness does not
exist.
For example, beggars exist, then not giving exists, and not giving is defined
based upon beggars and those who can give, thus not giving is not PN.
1.3.2.1.2.2.11
Anything Cannot Come Out Of PN And
Anything Cannot Fit Into PN
513

We can think of many contingent things which have not existed and which will
not exist.
Hence, if there is the contingent and if it cannot be self-sufficient and cannot
exist necessarily, then we can say that it is impossible that there ever was
nothingness, and that it is impossible that there “may be” a state where there
was no existing thing.
This may sound like the “chicken or egg first” problem: does the actual existence
of the contingent entail the necessary existence of the self-sufficient, or does the
possibility of the nothingness make the self-sufficient contingent? We may say
that since there is actually the contingent and since infinite regress is impossible,
then there must be a self-sufficient. The existence of nothingness will at best be
a mental construct in any case, since we cannot think of its existence outside of
our minds. On the other hand, even if there ever was nothingness, then this
would contain the possibility of the existence; hence, since it would contain a
possibility, it would not be a real nothingness.

Question 36.
If there was no nothing prior to the creation of the limited universe, how does
the kalam cosmological argument (KCA) work?
Answer 36.
As we see in the following verses, Allah is not a Creator who created and left
things to keep existing on their own:

Say, "Are there of your 'partners' any who begins
creation and then repeats it?" Say, "Allah begins
creation and then repeats it, so how are you
deluded?
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(Quran: 10/34)
Say, [O Muhammad], Travel through the land
and observe how He began creation. Then Allah
will produce the final creation. Indeed Allah,
over all things, is competent.
(Quran: 29/20)
Hence, while the initiation of the creation of the universe is not trivial, it is not
as special as to be presented as a distinct proof of God. If we say that Allah did
something special at the beginning of the universe which started it, such that
afterwards things unfolded on their own, then one may reasonably argue that if
things unfold on their own without the sustaining of Allah, then maybe Allah
has sustained them such that they come through past eternity on their own. So,
recognizing that things became self-sufficient once Allah has created them,
already undermines the use of the beginning of the universe as a proof for God.
But if we recognize the fact that Allah sustains the limited universe at any
moment, and sustained it in the past, and He gave a progressing beginning for
it so that the unity, wisdom, and beauty within the creation of Allah may be
observed by His creation, then in this respect KCA may be useful. However, it
is not the use of the argument. KCA is used as if the beginning of the universe
is a more obvious proof of God compared to the properties and acts of Allah
which relate to what we can observe now.
If Allah has started the universe 13.8 billion years ago, He might have started it
100 thousand years ago such that it looked as we observe it. So, building an
argument based on the starting time of a process is not so strong.
There are very clear indications in the Quran about the big bang as we see in
the following verse:

Have those who disbelieved not considered that
the heavens and the earth were a joined entity,
515

and We separated them and made from water
every living thing? Then will they not believe?
(Quran: 21/30)
However, the Quran does not say that it started out of nothing; it does not say
anything against for example a cyclical universe. On the other hand, if Allah
sustains things at every moment, then there is no reason against Allah’s power
to make the universe exist since an infinite past. But the statements in the Quran
about the heavens and the earth having been created in 6 days or periods may
also be interpreted such that the entirety of the universe and its substances had
a real beginning; yet, if we take the statements in the Quran about the beginning
of the creation of the human being from clay, the 6 periods may also be
interpreted as there being a substance or other kind of thing which was kept
existing before the big bang in a conceivable or unconceivable state. Allah knows
the best.
Afterall, we can imagine a line in accordance with the equation y=x which comes
from infinite negative numbers and goes into infinite positive numbers. Yet I
will have started it after I intended to draw such a line and relationship.
Furthermore, I can imagine that a point in that line, at the negative infinite,
overlaps upon a point of another equation’s positive infinite; such that the scales
of these lines are variable and such that within each line infinity is applicable
and within each line there is no way to find out that it is limited from an external
perspective. After all, within any segment, there are infinite number of points;
and as long as the relative relations are preserved, shortening or extending the
segment would not be perceivable by any being who does not have access to the
outside of that segment.
One may argue that a mathematical infinite is possible while an infinite in real
life is impossible. However, Allah is real, and His powers do not have a
spatiotemporal limitation.
There is no reason to assert that Allah is locked within the spatiotemporal
brackets of our limited universe such that He cannot create a universe with an
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infinite past; we are not locked within the coordinate system where we can
create that line. On the other hand, if I imagine a segment of a line which ends
at a certain point, it is hard to imagine that it might not continue beyond that
end-point if we wanted. Likewise, the claim by some people that actual time
began at the big bang is irrelevant since according to most theists, if God
wanted, He could have designed it such that it started relatively earlier. For
example, had Allah wanted, the universe as we see it might have started 50
billion years ago instead of 13.8 billion years ago. So, in this sense, there is an
infinite past of our limited universe, no matter whether it is filled with ongoing
processes or not. Hence, there is an actual possibility of our universe being
created in such a way that it has an infinite age.
However, the above points which look like supporting the possibility of an
infinite past are only applicable together with a self-sufficient sustainer, and are
not applicable in a materialistic framework. Because according to the
materialistic framework, since there is no self-sufficient and transcendent
sustaining power for all points in time and space, every event or thing needs a
previous state in order to be actualized. So, if we assume the A theory of time,
in parallel with the arguments related to infinite regress, since nothing in the
sequence has a self-sufficient power of its own or an external sustaining power,
then without a beginning point which is actualized by a self-sufficiently effective
thing, the present events or things cannot happen. On the other hand, if we
presume a B theory of time, where we have a block universe and present, past,
and future coexist simultaneously, there needs to be a principle which would
make the block the way it is, and make it look as if previous things cause the
next things.
Additionally, if there was no beginning of the universe and if it was infinitely
long time ago, then the universe or the multiverse had to reach infinitely long
time ago the heat death in accordance with the principles of entropy, unless it
had infinite order at a certain stage.
1.3.2.1.3
If Nothingness Does not Limit/ Divide The SSC,
Then can Something Limit/ Divide Him?
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Neither He nor any of His properties are surrounded by “anything else”.
Because anything else, would mean either the non-existence of certain
properties of SSC in that “anything else”, or the non-existence of certain
properties of that “anything else” in SSC. This would mean one of the following:
1. That these certain properties of that “anything else” are surrounded by partial
nothingness.
2. Certain properties of the SSC would be non-existent in the “anything else”.
In other words, these certain properties must be surrounded by partial
nothingness.
It is demonstrated that partial nothingness does not exist. Thus none of the
above is possible. Therefore, SSC cannot be limited by another SSC.
On the other hand, if nothingness separated two things of the same nature (/If
the thing would be limited with another thing of its kind) THEN another thing
of its kind would mean a thing denoted by some other dimension. Another
thing of the same kind means that there is another delimiter/ differentiator
beyond each of these two things, thus this would mean that one is not the other
one, does not contain the other one, thus, there is PN in terms of each. That
would mean that both things are limited by a certain dimension. That limitation
would require the same logic, thus, regarding that new dimension, there cannot
be partial nothingness.
Therefore there cannot be two or more SSC of the same kind.
Thus the infinite properties would meet at unity, because they are not
surrounded by partial nothingness or anything else. Thus the question about
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whether God can do something which is beyond His knowledge/anything new
becomes irrelevant as there is no division in the power and knowledge of God.
1.3.2.1.4

There is no Room for Another SSC

Allah contracts and extends, and you shall be
returned to Him.
(Quran: 2/245)
SSC is unlimited as shown in part 1.3, and neither SSC nor any of His
properties are surrounded by nothingness. Even if there was nothingness around
SSC, nothingness would not have any extension to contain anything as
explained earlier. Therefore, there is no room for another SSC.
1.3.2.1.5

Nothingness Cannot Separate Things

Your creation and your resurrection is not but as
that of a single soul.
(Quran: 31/28)
Nothingness cannot separate things, because it does not exist.
Thus there is no absolute multiplicity, division within or outside unity.
1.3.2.2
SPE Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe are not
Self-Sufficiently All-Encompassing.
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Now surely they are in doubt as to the meeting
with their Lord. Lo! He surely encompasses all
things.
(Quran: 41/54)
Or like abundant rain from the cloud in which is
utter darkness and thunder and lightning; they
put their fingers into their ears because of the
thunder peal, for fear of death, and Allah
encompasses the unbelievers.
(Quran: 2/19)
To Allah belongs all that is in the heavens and in
the earth. Allah encompasses everything.
(Quran: 4/126)
It is clear that we human beings as the part of the limited universe do not
encompass what was before us. Furthermore, the lack of self-sufficiency and
need for unification as explained in parts 1.1 and 1.2 demonstrate that we do
not have an property of all-encompassing. We have a limited extension in
knowledge, in power… This applies to all things in the limited universe. We are
contingent as explained in part 1.1. We do not contain any principle or the
reality does not contain a principle which makes us necessary.
Therefore, we can safely say that we are not all-encompassing, we are not the
existent by default, we are not the first, we are not omnipresent.
1.3.2.3
SPE Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who is Self-Sufficiently All-Encompassing, and has the
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Properties Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently All-Encompassing.

Unto Allah belongs whatsoever is in the heavens
and whatsoever is in the earth. Allah ever
surrounds all things.
(Quran: 4/126)
1.3.2.3.1
There is a Being Above the Limited Universe who
is not Surrounded by Nothingness and Who is Self -Sufficiently AllEncompassing
The question “why is there something rather nothing” can be divided into two
key questions. (1) Why “general nothingness” is not the case? (2) Why that we
observe is the case?
The second question is rather “Why the default state/ being/ entity that which
underlies what we observe is the case?” Because, we know why the specific
contingent things exist. For example, we know why there are tables; because
human beings needed it. Why there is the sunlight? Because there is the sun.
Why there is this baby? Because she has her parents… Of course there are other
causes as well. So, since we know the contingent causes of the contingent things
that we observe, the real question (2) is “why is (are) there the thing(s) which
ultimately cause(s) what we observe”.
Since we established that general nothingness is impossible, question (1) asks
in fact “why the impossible is not the case?”. Question (2) asks “why the
necessary is the case?”. Up to now, we have established that the first question is
fallacious: of course the impossible which is the existence of general nothingness
is not the case.
But then the question (2) is also fallacious: if general nothingness is impossible
as a default state, then at least a default existent is necessary. Furthermore, if
partial nothingness is also impossible, then the default existent(s) must be all521

encompassing.
Once we have established that a default state, entity, or being must exist
necessarily, then can we identify the properties of that existent? Can it be
necessary that the entire default existent consists of a silver block of an infinite
size? Or can it be necessary that the entire default existent consists of the sun?
Or can it be necessary that the entire default existent consists of a law of
everything? Or can it be necessary that there is some essence which is called
matter which takes different forms in deterministic and/or indeterministic ways?
Obviously, the infinite silver block is not necessary since the default existent is
not a silver block. But could it be possible that an infinite silver block was the
necessary default existent? No, because as we know them, the atoms, electrons
of that block are not transcendent, knower, organizer, and hence, they would
need a standardization and a specific organization which would entail a
transcendent power.
But before precisely finding out which one may be the necessary default existent,
we should determine whether there is a necessary default state/ power; maybe
the default existent is a contingent thing which just happened randomly.
Obviously, if the default is a contingent thing, then it would be something that
might be otherwise. Hence, as a contingent thing, it would need a process, a
mechanism, a being, an entity, a randomizer and/or another cause which would
make it what it is instead of something else. So, the default and the first cannot
be something contingent. How would we know that a thing is contingent? We
have seen certain aspects of the contingent up to now: For example, the
dependent things which lead us to an infinite regress consisting of dependent
things cannot be the first and the default; because none of those dependent
things would have the power to produce anything or self-exist. Likewise, we also
saw that multiplicity, circularity, relativeness are some aspects of the contingent,
and we examined in part 1.2 about the property of unity how such things entail
the existence of a unitary essence which would make them exist.
So, while the relevant parts of this book about the properties of the SSC give
the details about the properties of the default existent(s), this part, will further
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elaborate about the defaultness of the necessary existent(s).
In the question “why is there something rather than nothing”, “something”
would be “something which is surrounded by partial nothingness”. But partial
nothingness cannot exist for the reasons given above.
Had the question recognized the necessity of a default existent, it would not ask
why there is something, because, it would have already known why there is that
“something”. Hence, the question asks essentially about the contingent things
by using the word “something”. Hence, this something comes as a thing which
is surrounded with potentials which have not been actualized and brought into
existence; hence, which do not exist. Had it recognized the all-encompassing
existence of that default existent, and the non-existence of partial nothingness,
it would have recognized that the necessity of the default existent would be allencompassing in its necessity as well. Hence, it would not ask about the reason
for that something. So, “something” in the question presupposes that it observes
a partial existent together with partial nothingness: There is a thing, but that
thing is not full power. Partial nothingness cannot exist for many reasons.
Hence, a logical necessity for the existence of “something” is not possible; and
since there is no such necessity, a partial existence accompanied with a partial
nothingness cannot be the default state/ entity/ being. So, as neither general
nothingness nor partial nothingness are possible, the rule is a full power. In
Islam this all-encompassing full power is called Allah.
The default existent cannot be surrounded by nothingness. Relatively to us and
from our perspective we can say that the rule is non-existence of nothingness
and existence of full power.
If there is one ultimate power as we observe empirically and if a partial
nothingness which would constitute limits around it is impossible, then that
power is a full power.
There is no nothingness either which would divide this full power into parts.
We say that the handle of the door is a part of the door, because we can separate
the handle from the door and then there can be a distance between the handle
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and the other part of the door. But the distance is not nothingness; nothingness
cannot separate any two things. Distance is also an implication of the full power.
A point of space is not separated from the adjacent point by nothingness.
The null hypothesis also requires the non-existence of a coercive bias which may
arise because of some alleged partial nothingness.
Non-existence of general and partial nothingness is very important in that it is
an answer to why there is full power rather than nothingness. It also answers
why there is something.
As there is no distance because of non-existence of nothingness, there is a fully
unitary full power. And this full power who encompasses all, in His creating
power, has the competence over all things. Things are not created out of
nothingness since nothingness does not exist. The creation exist under the
Creative Power of this full power. This power actualizes whatever He wants to
create.
The following verse alludes to this:

His command is only when He intends a thing,
that He says to it, "Be," and it is.
(Quran: 36/82)
He it is who gives life and causes death; and
when He decrees a matter, He but says to it,
"Be," and it is.
(Quran: 40/68)
Originator of the heavens and the earth. When
He decrees a matter, He only says to it, "Be," and
it is.
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(Quran: 2/117)

If something exists, it is either the only possible thing or one of the many
possible things. If it is one of many possible things, then there is a reason for it
to be that which it is. If it is the only possible thing, whose non-existence cannot
be, then this is a necessary being and it is not some thing, it is the only power
which may cause the “something”s. Note that since all “something”s are
sustained by that full power, and since their existence cannot be thought of
without that full power, and since the existence of that full power entails the
possibility for those “something”s I do not call that full power as “something”
like other things; because of the implicit rejection of the full power in the
question “why is there something rather than nothing”, we can understand that
“something” is used to represent the contingent things instead of the full power.
Otherwise, I might say that the full power is also something; but as explained
earlier, that question presupposes that “something” is contingent.
If there is no nothingness, then there is a being who has uninterrupted and
unlimited power over and access to all possibilities. As explained under the
property “unity”, this power would be the basis and sustainer of all relative
differentiations. Hence, this Being would be non-separable; because what else
would separate this access other than nothingness? The differentiations cannot
arise from different degrees of mixture of existence and nothingness since
nothingness cannot exist as a degree nor as a filling nor as a separator.
There is no boundary to the full power since nothingness does not exist and
even if nothingness existed it would be in relation to the existent and it would
be sustained by the full power. So for the latter reason nothingness cannot be
contrasted to anything. Hence the question why there is something rather than
nothing is a false dichotomy. The full power and something do not compete for
the same room. Fundamentally they are of different nature. The full power is
unique and explainable in and of itself and as the originator of the contingent.
If nothingness is the boundary of existence then the existence has no
boundary. Because nothingness has no existence and no extension. But the
contingent things have differentiations hence some boundaries. Hence, there
must be an all-encompassing differentiator other than nothingness, and other
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than the dependent things.
If that which is is seen as irreducible then it can be proven in its relationship to
this Creator and as a contingent and created thing. This also entails that the
Creator is not proven based on the creation but first the creation is proven by
reference to the Creator, through the properties of the creation in being
"created' and "sustained". So the creation is a proof by its being non-self
sufficient. We understand through God what the creation exactly is.
If there exists something limited, then the nothingness that would be left after
that something would be a partial nothingness, since there is an instantiation of
the opposite of the nothingness. But as shown, partial nothingness cannot exist.
Therefore, beyond the limited there is no partial nothingness. Can there be
beyond it other limited things? Even if the limited things are infinitely many,
they will be limited. Hence, they are either surrounded by partial nothingness
or full power, where the full power denotes the unlimited. But as shown, partial
nothingness does not exist. This is called a full power because of the other
properties demonstrated under many other properties. It is “full”, because if it
is limited, then the infinite regress will continue; if it is partial, then this will
mean that beyond it there are other powers. But there cannot be other powers
of equal nature, because of the property of unity and related properties explained
in this book.
Let us unpack this latter point:
If that which is is limited, then we need to question what is beyond it. If we
suppose as a thought experiment, that all that which is limited does not exist,
then what would be left? If what is left (L) is limited, then we can conceive its
non existence as well. Then if we suppose that L does not exist either, then what
would be left beyond L? Nothingness does not exist. If what is left beyond L is
also limited, we can conceive its non-existence as well, because it would not be
encompassing all that exists. Hence, there would be something which it does
not encompass, there is something beyond the limited things that exist, and
stays when L is annihilated or does not exist any more or was not existing. So
there must be an unlimited power of a different nature, unlike the limited
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things.
If L does not exist, then “what is left after L” (L2) is either a nothingness or a
limited thing, or that which is not limited. If what is left is nothingness, then
this nothingness would be defined by L2, because it was existent along with L2,
otherwise, when L2 has become non-existent, then there would be no
nothingness. If what is left is a limited thing (Ln), then we will ask the same
question, and there will be an infinite regress. Therefore, what is left beyond the
limited is full power, because if it is a limited power, then the same question
will apply to it. If it is an actual, then it will be limited, since an actualized “full
actual” is impossible. If it is a potential, then it will be limited because it will
need an actualizer.
If there was only the contingent fully actual, then it would be surrounded by
nothingness. In other words, the surrounding of such an actual would be equal
to a partial nothingness. But partial nothingness cannot exist. So the full power
also fills what is beyond this actual.
The only background which does not contain any nothingness is fully powerful
SSC.
If nothingness cannot exist as partial nothingness, then we cannot say that that
which exists exists as a mixture of existence and non-existence. Furthermore,
the background is not nothingness. Then everything is defined as existent, even
the spacetime; but everything is given different functions, like information, or
equation. An object and its space constitute a whole. The annihilation of the
object does not produce any non-existence, nothingness; if its annihilation does
not cause any partial nothingness, then its coming into existence does not
reduce the general room of what can exist. So, whatever existed, however big it
was, its being annihilated does not reduce the sustainer full power or the entire
effective existence; and its coming into existence does not increase or limit the
sustainer full power. The following verse indicates that the SSC is not negatively
influenced by creating anything:
And We did certainly create the heavens and earth and what is between them
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in six days, and there touched Us no weariness.
(Quran: 50/38)
Based on the above, we can reach the following conclusions:
As there is no general nothingness, there is existence. And as there is no partial
nothingness, there is one being before, after and around which there is neither
nothingness, nor anything else. And around none of His properties, there is no
partial nothingness. And His properties are not separable one from the other.
As those which are many depend upon others, this default, being one does not
depend on anything. Thus He is Default. Before or after Him no state can be
thought of.
There is a necessary default power. The Default, is Self-Sufficient, One, and AllEncompassing. Without this Default, we cannot think of any unity, meaning,
being, existence.
This being does not leave any room for any other being of His kind, except for
His acts.
And as explained in part 1.2, this Default is one. If there are two or more of
such beings, this means that they have at least one difference. And they would
need that differing factor in order to be, then they would be neither selfsufficient nor default.
Existence cannot be written down on nothingness. SSC is full power. Null
hypothesis is full power; it is neither general nor partial nothingness. “SSC is
full power” means that SSC is not limited, it is not partially or wholly
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limited/surrounded by nothingness, it does not have parts, it is not
differentiated, it is not caused, any of His properties is not surrounded by partial
nothingness. Limitation is of secondary nature. The relative first/basis of all
things is the default.
The reasons for our tendency in our thinking to see the limited as the default
and the ultimate are discussed in part 1.2.2.3.1.1.
An unlimited can cause/surround a limited but not vice versa.
If the ultimate cause, which at first sight could be the contingent things in the
limited universe, appeared out of nothingness, then it could be self-sufficient.
Because in this case, it would have caused itself while it did not exist. And since
this is impossible, it would need another cause which would make it come into
being. But then this would contradict the existence of general nothingness prior
to it. On the other hand, if ultimate cause was surrounded by nothingness or
by something else, then it would not be the One who would unify things,
because if it was surrounded by nothingness, then it would be isolated from
other things. If we would recognize the possibility of the existence of
nothingness in such a way, then there would be no reason to say that it does
not have parts in it which are isolated from other parts. Because, in that case,
we would have recognized that in principle, such an isolation is possible.
Therefore, the limited things in the limited universe, entail the existence of a
being, of an ultimate cause which is not surrounded by nothingness in space,
or in time or in any other respect. In other words, this has to be all
encompassing, first, last, and default.
Whatever looks like nothingness is not in fact nothingness; it is a kind of
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existence/ act that exerts effects. Therefore, as will be explained later, all we
observe are in fact in unity, and they are not separated by nothingness. This
also answers a question like this: If the SSC surrounds all, why do not we feel
it in between objects a and b? The answer is, there is not any kind of nothingness
between a and b, which can be filled by SSC.
Question 37.
How does god exist outside of space and time?
Answer 37.
Saying that God is outside of space and time is not a very correct statement. It
should be said that He is above space and time in that He is the Creator and
Sustainer of space and time. Like everything, space and time need Allah in order
to exist. Space and time are not absolute, they have constituents.
Question 38.
Maybe nothingness does not exist, but this does not mean that full power exists.
Is not it possible that “something” exists instead of full power and nothingness?
Answer 38.
If there is something, it is organized in a special and contingent way, it has
parts, and hence it has a unifier as explained in part 1.4 about the property
“Fashioner”. So, upon the impossibility of the existence of general nothingness
and partial nothingness we have two ways: the existence of the full power shows
the possibility of “something”, and the existence of something demonstrates
independently the necessity of the full power. Our empirical observations show
that that which is contingent has been actualized, and in this way they confirm
that the full and absolute power is necessary and has exercised its powers. So
our observations confirm each other in both ways.
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1.3.2.3.2
The Self-Sufficiently All-Encompassing Being has
the Properties Entailed by the Property of Self-Sufficiently AllEncompassing.
If Allah is first then He does not need anything else for His existence. Hence
He is Self-Sufficient.
His internal necessity is deduced through the contingent things; His external
and objective necessity does not depend on the contingent but on His
defaultness and default necessity examined in this part. Hence, His defaultness
supports His self-sufficiency as well. He is above all, because He is default.
SSC is surrounded neither by nothingness nor by anything else. So, this lack of
limitation entails that He is all-powerful.
If there were many default beings/ entities, then they would have an
organization, parts, and they would be circular as explained in part 1.2 about
the property of “unity”; hence, there would have been a unitary being above
them. Therefore, the default is one.
The defaultness of something entails that it is not arbitrary. The SSC is the
default. So what He says good is good by default, and He and His properties
are true by default.
If the SSC is the default and the necessary, then all contingent things are
originated and sustained by the SSC. Hence, He has the properties in this book
which are deduced based on our observations about the limited universe and its
contents. So, He is Knower, Aware, Free, Creator, Powerful…

Question 39.
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How can a spaceless timeless Being be in relationship with space and time?
Answer 39.

[He is] Knower of the unseen and the witnessed,
the Grand, the Exalted.
(Quran: 13/9)
Spaceless timeless are not appropriate words for Allah. He is above them in that
He is more than them. So, instead of using words as “spaceless”, “timeless” we
should rather say that He is above them, their Creator and Sustainer.
1.4 Fashioning Power

He is Allah, the Creator, the Inventor, the
Fashioner; to Him belong the most beautiful
names.
(Quran: 59/24)
He said: "Our Lord is He Who gave to each
(created) thing its form and nature, and further,
gave (it) guidance."
(Quran: 20/50)
1.4.1

Preliminary Explanations
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One of the properties of Allah is the “Fashioner”.83
The Fashioner property of Allah may evoke the design argument of God. So, to
remove some possible confusions let us first clarify some differences between
the Fashioner Property of Allah and design argument. In design arguments the
focus is made at the degree of fashioning as opposed to the essence of
fashioning. The Fashioner property of Allah includes His designer property, and
it is more general while design is limited in its scope. Design is more related to
the plan and planning, while fashioning covers fashioning the plan and/or
directly forming that which is ultimately fashioned. Design focuses more on
purpose while fashioning covers purpose as well as the relata related to that
which is fashioned. Design argument(s) and related fine-tuning argument(s)
focus mostly on probabilities and set aside the basis for receiving those
probabilities, while the Fashioner Property of Allah covers all of these. Design
argument has weak connection with God, and if successful may lead to a
designer who/ which is not necessarily God while Fashioner Property is fully
connected to the essence and other properties of Allah.
So, if you are used to the probability-based design/ fine-tuning arguments, note
that this part is quite different than them. Furthermore, what is covered in this
part is not presented in and of itself as a proof of God; it is only one property
of God and it is non-separable from His other properties which altogether
constitute one proof of Allah.
The details about these points will be given in the following parts. The part
about certain formulations of fine-tuning will be especially helpful about the
above points.
In design arguments, we see that the focus is on the degree of complexity.
Something that is related to a degree cannot be an element of a distinctive part
“Fashioner” is a more straightforward and much stronger and
encompassing property compared to “Designer”. The use of the word
“Fashioner” and the observations related to the fashioning of Allah,
supports clearly and strongly the proof presented in this book.
83
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of definition because of the ambiguity it creates. Once we identify the essential
elements of fashioning we will see that they are applicable positively to the entire
contents of the limited universe, no matter what the complexity is.
The existence of an object contains its position relatively to other past, present,
and future objects. So, its probabilistic distribution is not a secondary thing
which may come up logically or physically after its existence. So calculations of
probabilities of fine tuned or organized-like aspects of the universe is a
secondary redundant activity. Even if there was just two simple objects in the
universe, this would entail the existence of a fashioner. What we observe as
purposes, organizations is meaningful only as a degree of fashioning. This is
combined with the non existence of partial nothingness: the degree of
fashioning is not surrounded by partial nothingness, hence there are no limits
for the wonders of Allah.
A key issue in our fashioning is whether we have distinct free will power which
is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Because if it is reducible to the
spatiotemporal, this means that we do not have any distinctly effective
fashioning power and that our fashioning is just an epistemological,
epiphenomenal, and illusory thing, and not an ontological reality.
1.4.2
(SPF)

The Syllogism for the Property “Fashioner” of Allah

The syllogism for the property “Fashioner” of Allah (SPF) is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe84 entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently
Things in the limited universe mean anything contingent which is
observable or unobservable by us which exist in our limited universe
or in any other limited universe and/or things which do not have all of
the properties ascribed to god in accordance with the proof in this
book. The limited universe itself is contained in T.
84
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fashioner.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the fashioning property selfsufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is self-sufficiently fashioner,
and has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently fashioner.
This part may look like the design argument at first sight. Although it may have
some overlapping aspects, it is not. The Quran does not mention directly the
“designer” as the property of Allah. Rather, it mentions the “Fashioner” as one
of His properties.
He is Allah, the Creator, the Inventor, the Fashioner; to Him belong the best
names.
(Quran: 59/24)
The word “Fashioner” in the following verse has been translated sometimes as
the “Designer”, however, when we search the Quran, we see that the “Designer”
is not a literal translation in compliance with the usage of the root word
“sawwara”. For example, all of the three translators who translated the word as
“Designer” the word mu-sawwir in the above verse from among the 15
translators that the author checked, translated the root verb as shaping in the
following verse:

He it is Who fashioneth you in the wombs as
pleaseth Him. There is no god save Him, the
Almighty, the Wise.
(Quran: 3/6)

Other translators translated that verb as forming, fashioning, shaping.
Furthermore, like the other verses which contain the same root verb, this verse
also does not indicate any indispensable purpose which is a key element in the
word “design”. However, when we consider the omniscience, the planning, the
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wisdom of Allah, His beautification of forms, His making defects in the forms
He fashions, and His other properties mentioned in the verses in this section,
it will not be correct to say that His fashioning is unrelated to any purpose. So,
purpose is indirectly but not indispensably related to fashioning. Therefore, in
this sense, the second definition of fashioning which contains purpose is usable
in relevant contexts.
Note that the “Fashioner” property is similar to the self-sufficiently “Powerful”
property since they both entail the production of the change within the limited
universe. Hence, many explanations here are also applicable to the selfsufficiently “Powerful” property.
1.4.2.1
SPF Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently Fashioner.

Say, "Who is Lord of the heavens and earth?"
Say, "Allah." Say, "Have you then taken besides
Him allies not possessing [even] for themselves
any benefit or any harm?" Say, "Is the blind
equivalent to the seeing? Or is darkness
equivalent to light? Or have they attributed to
Allah partners who created like His creation so
that the creation [of each] seemed similar to
them?" Say, "Allah is the Creator of all things,
and He is the One, the Prevailing."
(Quran: 13/16)

This part, will first establish the existence of fashioning. This will be done in
two ways:
(1) The analysis of the existence of beings who fashion things and of their
fashioning, e.g. the analysis of the human beings who fashion things, what they
fashion, how they fashion things in the limited universe, and the criteria to
distinguish what is fashioned and what is not fashioned by them,
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(2) The analysis of the entire limited universe to determine whether it is
fashioned. For this analysis, the fashioning-related elements and criteria
produced by the first way will be used whenever applicable. Again for this
analysis, the fashionability of the limited universe discovered through the first
way will also be applied to the limited universe to determine whether the limited
universe is fashioned or not. Also the interaction capacity of all parts of the
limited universe regarding fashioning will be used to find out whether entire
limited universe has a common sustainer who is also the sustainer of the beings
who fashion things.
The outline of the analyses about the existence of fashioning is as follows:
a. Determine the criteria for detecting fashioning (the elements of
fashioning)
b. Analyze the existence of local fashioning (fashioning by the human beings
and other creation) by applying the criteria to detect fashioning.
i.If it exists,
1. Are the elements reducible to the spatiotemporal?
a. If yes for any element, then for that element, the fashioner property is just
an epistemological property with no added ontological value hence with no
additional distinct proof value.
b. If no for any element, then for that element, the fashioner property has an
added ontological and proof value as:
-Determination of relationships,
-Bringing into existence things whose dispositions are in accordance with these
relationships,
-Sustaining the running of the relationships.
2. Are the elements reducible to the other properties of the SSC?
a. If yes for any element, then for that element, the fashioner property is just
an epistemological property with no added ontological value hence with no
additional distinct proof value.
b. If no for any element, then for that element, the fashioner property has an
added ontological and proof value as:
-Determination of relationships,
-Bringing into existence things whose dispositions are in accordance with these
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relationships,
-Sustaining the running of the relationships.
c. Analyze the existence of universal fashioning (the fashioning of the entire
limited universe) through the above processes and by applying the criteria to
detect fashioning
After having established that the universe is an outcome of fashioning, we will
see that the fashioning elements are not reducible to the parts of the limited
universe, and they are not reducible to the spatiotemporal, and that they can
only be originated and sustained by an essence who has self-sufficiently
fashioning power and the properties demonstrated throughout this book.
1.4.2.1.1

Fashioning Exists

Fashioning obviously exists, since, we fashion things almost everyday; science
and scientists continuously try to find better ways to fashion new technologies;
we use fashioned things everyday if not every second.
If you have an acre of land and fashion a home you take into account the shape
of the land. You cannot say “if I transgress the land of my neighbor he will
destroy my home and then it will be rebuilt, so let me not take into
consideration the related conditions”. Hence, we do effective fashioning.
You may ask “why do you bother saying that fashioning exists?” Obviously,
almost every moment we are in contact with things that have been designed:
Our homes, our cars, our laptops… All of them contain many fashioning
aspects. While composing every meaningful statement we design things.
However, for someone we call a reductive physicalist, or a naturalist, or a
materialist, or for a Neo-Darwinist, or for an atheist recognizing the existence
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of design raises big problems and contradictions as the later parts explain. But
till then I will have explained many reasons for this claim indirectly.
1. What is fashioning? How can we detect it if we know all things?
2. How can we detect it if we know all objective things including the fashioner
from the outside, excluding his subjective experience?
3. How can we detect it if we know all about that which is claimed to be
fashioned?
So, let us analyze now whether fashioning exists or not. Is there any fashioned
thing in the nature? To understand this, we need to have criteria to detect
fashion.
Let us see first what is fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.1

What is Fashioning

Fashioning is a partial explanation for the existence, since there are aspects that
are built on the free will power of many things.
1.4.2.1.1.1.1

Definition 1

It is Allah who made for you the earth a place of settlement and the sky a ceiling
and formed you and perfected your forms and provided you with good things.
That is Allah, your Lord; then blessed is Allah, Lord of the worlds.
(Quran: 40/64)
In the Quran we see lots of terms related to fashioning as exemplified in part
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1.4. Yet, fashioning in and of itself is the simplest word which means the giving
form to the creation.
So, we will focus more on His “Fashioner” property.
Definition of “Fashion”:
1 : to give shape or form to : to make, construct, or create (something) usually
with careful attention or by the use of imagination and ingenuity85
The majority of the explanations will be in accordance with this first definition
in its usual meaning. This a fashioning as the fashioning by an agent. In this
respect, fashioning in the statement “the ocean fashioned a beautiful beach” is
only a metaphor, and not the literal meaning of the word fashioning; however,
I will touch to some extent the issue of fashioning by beings other than the
human beings as well.
This does not relate necessarily just to the spatiotemporal distribution and
positions of things, but also may relate to relations, qualia, powers, dispositions,
processes, parts, means, and all aspects of that which exists in the limited
universe.
Fashioning relates to transcendent, unitary, and holistic control over objects,
beings, and events. It may also comprise purpose. For example, the parts and
their features may be formed such that they help the functioning of a related
whole; or the sequence of events can be organized such that at the end an
expected or planned outcome happens. But comprising purpose is not necessary,
purpose related fashioning is just a special type of fashioning. For example, a
person may draw triangles on a piece of paper without any purpose.
The word “fashioner”86 means the one who gives shape or form or establishes
Merriam.com
In the Quran the word which corresponds to Fashioner is “AlMusawwir”.
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relations.
So, when a woman places the items in her home, when we invent or produce a
machine, when we cook a food, when we dry fruits, when we develop an idea,
when one composes a song we fashion things.
Fashioning is closely related to creation in that generally creating contains
elements of fashioning, so in some contexts in this book “fashioning” will be
used like “creating”. In those contexts, the reader should keep in mind that
“creating” is used so as to represent the fashioning-related aspects of the creation
unless otherwise specified.
Note that when I say fashioning, it is not a fashioning reducible to the behavior
of atoms. A physicalist may say that fashioning exists, but it is a fashioning
which is reducible to the behavior of the allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal
bottom elements (ASBEs) in our brains. So, for him, when a human being
fashions a laptop, in fact this human being is not effective in and of itself; only
the ASBEs in his brain are effective but we define the aggregate of these ASBEs
as the human being. However, there is no distinct human being hence there is
no distinct fashioning on top of the movements of the ASBEs in that aggregate.
This we can call the compatibilist fashioning: meaning that the reductive
physicalism is compatible with fashioning in favor of the effectiveness of the
ASBEs and the ineffectiveness of the aggregate called human being. In other
words, the ASBEs are the only effective, but still, a human being can be
considered as the fashioner of what the ASBEs fashion.
Note that the materialists who claim to be non-reductive, and/or the nonreductive physicalists who are called the emergentists who believe that the
human being is not reducible to the spatiotemporal will converge on this point
with the reductive physicalist at the end of the day. As explained in part
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1.1.2.2.10, both the weak and hard emergentism have their defects and
contradictions when they are considered under physicalism.
1.4.2.1.1.1.2

Definition 2

Second definition of “fashion” : to fashion or devise for a particular use or
purpose87.
This definition corresponds to the definition of design. However, I will use this
meaning, hence the meaning of design only to emphasize certain points.
Because, the core of the issue is to form something. In this sense, when we
design something we may form a purpose and in accordance with that purpose
we form something. Therefore, forming a purpose is kind of fashioning, and
the very essence of design becomes fashioning in two layers.
Furthermore, as design comprises purpose and focuses on purpose, it is too
loaded for our context in this part. Design gives the impression that only the
complex things are created and sustained by Allah, and that allegedly simple
laws of nature and randomness come for free. So, according to some people,
upon the allegedly “free” laws of nature, any complexity may be built if we have
some randomness and sufficient time. But purpose is a subjective issue which
cannot be proven even if it exists. It is an internal process. A person may want
to do a good deed, but it may objectively turn out to be an evil thing. So, in
terms of objective facts, it can only be proven that it is an evil deed and that
there have been an evil purpose, even though the intention was good. As it is
an internal experience, in terms of proof it is difficult if not impossible to
demonstrate purpose hence design. However, shape or form or fashioning is
something demonstrable and objective.
So, for a correct analysis on this issue, we need to focus on fashioning.
However, purpose has some relevant aspects to the proof presented in this book.
87
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So, whenever relevant, I will analyze also the second meaning which overlaps
with design.
Design argument just focuses on a degree of fashioning. It is valuable because
it relates to fashioning. But in its mostly presented forms it may be diverting
the focus from the most important to the relatively less important. We cannot
say that the lower layers are less organized. But focus on probability of complex
things hints to an idea that if things were not complex, then we would not have
much reason to believe in God for relations and relata. But even if things were
simple we would need to believe in God according to the “Fashioner” property.
1.4.2.1.1.2

Elements of Fashioning

In this sub-part, I will give just the general framework about the elements of
fashioning in order to make you ready to understand how we will proceed. In
the following sub-parts, I will clarify them in respect to the “fashioning by the
creation” and “fashioning by the Fashioner”.
An element is a component or constituent of a whole or one of the parts into
which a whole may be resolved by analysis88. A set of all elements of a thing
must obtain so that we can conclude that that thing exists. For example, an
element is one of the constituent parts (as a particular act, a mental state, or an
attendant circumstance) of a crime as defined by statute that the prosecution
must prove to win a conviction89.
So, if we identify these requirements in respect to a certain structure or other
thing, we can then establish that that thing has been subject to fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.2.1

Elements of Fashioning in Respect to the

https://www.dictionary.com/browse/element
https://www.merriamwebster.com/dictionary/element#legalDictionary
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Object of Fashioning
The following two elements are important in that they will enable us to
distinguish “fashioning” regarding any alleged result of fashioning. In other
words, they are the criteria to detect “fashioning” by looking at the alleged object
of fashioning. The object of fashioning means that which we try to figure out
whether it is fashioned or not.
When the following two elements obtain, we can conclude that there is
fashioning regarding the object where they obtain. Also, when the following
two elements obtain, we can conclude that the three elements of fashioning in
respect to the fashioner also obtain.
1.4.2.1.1.2.1.1

New and Distinct Relations

When we fashion things, we produce new relations between and/or within
relata.
We also as human beings produce relations by using already existing relations;
so, we are also in fashioning relation with the contents of the limited universe:
For example, when engineers fashion a car they establish relations between the
wheels. These relations may simply be locations of relata as well. For example,
if I fashion a pot, I change the locations of the parts of the clay.
We are also susceptible to fashioning: For example, we may use drugs to
improve the functioning of our bodies, we may undergo operations.
The relations we produce do not need to be only spatiotemporal relations about
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spatiotemporal relata. For example, we may fashion/ develop a financial
instrument; or we may fashion a foundation to help the poor according to
certain conditions and we may determine up to what point the poor will be
helped. These are also within the scope of fashioning in our context.
Fashioning is not only a mental activity; we not only produce plans in our
minds, but also through the connection of our mind to our body, we can
establish new relations or change already existing relations, hence produce
changes in the limited universe.
The whatness and howness of the constituents of that which is fashioned are
also the elements of fashioning. Regarding our fashioning, we bring already
existing things together, but when we bring them together, a set of relations
may correspond to the whatness of a constituent of that which is fashioned. But
regarding the fashioning of Allah, He produces that which we bring together,
as well. For example, we cannot produce the color yellow as a quale.
So, let us see the coming together of such relata and relations: For example, all
parts of the flower may be yellow, now in terms if relata/ parts and relations
and how it is perceived by the observer they may be considered as relations. But
yellowness in its whatness is an element of truth. The true relations also are
truth, in their essence, but in their relations to the parts they are relations.
Yellowness is also an element of fashioning, not only the relations. But
fashioning relates to the fashioned thing's coming into existence while truth
relates more to its unity, unitary being, coherence, ontological concreteness,
soundness, and solidity in terms of its confirmation, justification reliability
stability.
If a person fashions a pot, is the pot just a new set of relations, or is it a whole
in itself? The whole is in the broader sense a distinct relation within the set of
relations.
Qualia are or may be included within that which is fashioned, related relations
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and relata. So the fashioner of such fashioned things must encompass the qualia
as well.
Fashioning relates to the will power. We have a set of knowledge, and Allah has
set of all knowledge; and from this set of knowledge which includes qualia,
already existing relations, relata, we determine a set of alternatives so as we
establish one contingent form. It also relates to encompassing things and qualia,
consciousness, knowledge, reasoning, truth: We select a better form whenever
possible or we may have selected a bad form.
How we perceive things is the only way of our access to the limited universe.
Hence, the whatness of the contents of the limited universe is our starting point
as raw materials, yet for Allah, it is the result of an activity. So, especially in our
fashioning we will have little to say about this, yet, regarding irreducibility
aspect we will have seen some points related to this.
Question 40.
Fashioning seems to relate more to the spatiotemporal relationships. How can
we extend it as you said to other relations?
Answer 40.
When Allah fashions us, He does not just fashion the mere locations but also
He beautified our look as mentioned in the following verse:

He fashioned you, and made fair your fashioning
(Quran: 40/64)
So, fashioning relates to beauty, and our enjoying it; it is not just related to the
spatiotemporal. Furthermore, the Fashioner property of Allah is inseparably
related to the Creator property of Allah.
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Also, as we see in the following verse, creating is used in the Quran as an act of
the human beings as well:

You worship idols besides Allah and you create
a lie.
(Quran: 29/17)
Obviously we fashion and create things as well. So, as we will see, there is no
doubt about the fashioning/ forming/ creating of Allah as it relates to all
relations within the limited universe.
The details and mechanics of relations and relata will be examined in parts
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1 and 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.4.
1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2

Contingency

The second element of fashioning in respect to the object of fashioning is
“contingency”. In this context contingent means “liable to happen or not”,
“possible” “neither logically necessary nor logically impossible, so that its truth
or falsity can be established only by sensory observation.”90
The object of fashioning has a certain form, hence set of relations and relata. If
the object or its relations are necessary, then in that which is necessary, that
object cannot be susceptible to fashioning. If it is in the only possible way it can
be, then we cannot say that it was fashioned, nor can we say that it can be
fashioned into another form.
https://www.dictionary.com/browse/contingent
30.8.2021
90

accessed
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Hence, the object of fashioning must have one form, from among many possible
forms; its set of relations must be a set of relations from among many possible
sets of relations.
This is an important element especially regarding the hard deterministic world
views. We will see its related implications in the following parts.
1.4.2.1.1.2.2
Fashioner

Elements of Fashioning in Respect to the

1.4.2.1.1.2.2.1
Encompassing the set of Possible Sets of
Relations Regarding the Object of Fashioning
As noted in the previous sub-part, the object as a result of fashioning, is a set of
relations from within a set of possible sets of relations. In order to be fashioned,
the object as the result of actual fashioning must be given one set of relations
from among many sets of possible relations. Otherwise, we cannot say that that
thing has been fashioned. If it has been eternally like that, then it cannot have
been fashioned.
Therefore, the fashioner inputs a set of relations within that which is fashioned
from among a set of possible sets of relations that the fashioner encompasses. If
an alleged fashioner inputs a set of relations within that which is fashioned, but
the other possible sets of relations are not encompassed by that alleged
fashioner, then the alleged fashioner is not doing any fashioning activity because
in such a situation he is not effective and the resulting set of relations is an exact
outcome of the previous processes and the fashioner is an ineffective
intermediary in the processes. For example, if an engineer fashions a mold, and
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by using it fashions certain objects, then the mold is not the fashioner of those
objects; because the mold is given its shape by the engineer, not by itself. The
engineer had the effective power to determine the spatial relations within the
mold, hence within the fashioned objects. The mold did not have any resistance
against the engineer’s fashioning.
So, if the fashioner determines a set of relations from among a set of possible
sets of relations to be input within that which is fashioned, then he must be
encompassing a set of possible sets of relations which is bigger than the set of
relations input in that which is fashioned. Likewise, the fashioner must also
encompass in unity the set of relations input in that which is fashioned.
1.4.2.1.1.2.2.2

Determining a set of Relations

As noted above, the fashioner encompasses in unity a set of possible sets of
relations that may be applied to that which is fashioned. But the fashioner does
not apply all of those, and mostly this is impossible; for example, if I have to
place one flowerpot on the balcony, I cannot place it simultaneously everywhere
on the balcony. So, I make a choice and exercise my free will power. Without
such an action and power, I would not be fashioning anything.
However, note that fashioning power does not equal free will power: Free will
power is the mere freedom to choose one set of alternatives instead of another
one. But fashioning is broader in that it may entail bringing together many
relata, building many relationships, producing and growing structures/ forms
which may be related to many things including goals.
Question 41.
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There are compatibilists who believe that determinism is compatible with free
will power. Can they be compatibilist regarding fashioning as well? Does this
comply with the above system of fashioning?
Answer 41.
Compatibilism entails that considering the laws of nature and the initial state
or early states of the universe, we might in theory calculate what each agent
would will. Accordingly, distinctly effective freedom of will and hence effective
fashioning is not possible. What we call fashioning is no more than a specific
sequence of the behaviors of particles of the universe. According to
compatibilism, the human beings do not distinctly and effectively fashion
anything; they look like fashioning, but this is just an epiphenomenal view of
the movements of particles from a different perspective.
1.4.2.1.1.2.2.3

Irreducibility to the Spatiotemporal

Irreducibility is relevant to fashioning in two ways:
1. If a fashioner, let us say a human being or God is reducible to some other
wholes, then the fashioner will be only epiphenomenal and ineffective; hence,
he will not be a true and effective fashioner. He will be a true and effective
fashioner if he has a distinct whole and a distinct fashioning power. So, even if
somehow his parts truly determined a set of relations from among many sets of
relations regarding fashioning, if he is reducible to those parts, then “he” is not
the fashioner.
2. If that which is fashioned which has some relations, relata, organization is
reducible to some thing(s) with zero complexity, then we may not say that it is
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fashioned. If for example the living things or atoms or galaxies are reducible to
things which have zero complexity, and those things with zero complexity
randomly are distributed such that we see orderly things in space/ time, then
there will be no need for a fashioner. This applies for both God and other
fashioners: For example, if the limited universe and anything in it are shown to
be reducible to things with zero complexity, then there is no reason to claim the
existence of Allah in terms of His fashioning power. Likewise, if the same
reducibility is true, then the airplanes, the buildings and anything else we think
that we are fashioning would not be the result of our distinct fashioning power;
we would be just epiphenomenal and illusory fashioners; and they would be just
the result of the random distribution of some things which allegedly have zero
complexity. However, it is impossible that an alleged end point of reduction of
what we observe consists of things with zero complexity, since anything at any
layer of alleged reduction basis would need to have properties of what we
observe such as binding to other things in specific ways, moving in a certain
medium and time… Note that the simplicity is not only in terms of the
distributions in spacetime, but also in terms of energy, communication,
structure…
In fact, if such reduction is true, then the things at the reduction basis would
be doing what we observe that the life forms or planets or atoms are doing.
Hence, they would be quite skillful; consequently, if it is impossible that there
is an end layer where there is zero complexity, then it will be impossible to
explain any relation or relata, simple or complex to any extent, with that layer;
and the only explanation for what we observe will be a transcendent being.
This point applies also to the Fashioner: Hence, there is no reason to claim that
Allah would be reducible to anything else in this respect; and there is no reason
to ask what is the reduction basis or cause of Allah. If a reduction or
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supervenience basis would require God, why would we ask what is such a basis
for God?
Neither the relations are reducible to relata, nor the encompassing, free will,
relations building power are reducible to the particles and waves.
The limited universe contains irreducible fashioning elements as explained
above. Some people tried, try, and will try to replace the fashioning elements
with the limited and contingent spatiotemporal aspects, entities, and events in
the limited universe. To this end, many theories such as multiverse, evolution
have been proposed.
If materialism would be consistent regarding fashioning, it would be claiming
also that there is no effective fashioning. But if it would claim that there is
effective fashioning, and in the same time it would claim as its basic claim that
the fashioning is also reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there would be a
contradiction. Furthermore, the reducibility to the spatiotemporal would entail
that fashioning as something distinct would not be effective; it would be just
epiphenomenal; and the question about whether it is distinctly effective would
be shrinked to the question of whether the spatiotemporal is distinctly effective.
This latter question is addressed in part 1.1 about the property of SelfSufficiency.
If fashioning is essentially the production of contingent relations, then it cannot
be reducible ultimately to anything in the limited universe, because anything in
the limited universe would consist of contingent relations which are by their
nature the result of fashioning.
Rejection of fashioning by the reductive physicalist requires that fashioning
happens at best only at certain layers, that the other layers are not fashioned
and that the layers upon which the fashioned layers allegedly supervene cannot
and need not be fashioned. These require justification and are not justified. For
their justification it must be shown that the layers of laws of physics were/ are
not fashioned; it must also be shown that there is true randomness so that
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certain structures like life forms may happen through randomness. Yet, the
structure underlying and enabling the alleged randomness must also be
fashioned to allow randomness.
Further details about the falsity of reductive physicalism is explained in part
1.1.2.2.1.
In the following parts, I will explain irreducibility in respect to things that the
creation fashions and in respect to things that the Fashioner fashions.
Anything that exists in the limited universe exists in a specific, contingent,
connected, and limited way. The continuity and order in a life form exists in
any kind of existence in the limited universe. But if there is a need for something
like evolution for a life form, then there is such a need for any ordered existence
in the limited universe. But this entails starting from zero order. And this is
impossible since zero order cannot develop. So when we ask where the
continuity of any simplest law of nature come from and how is the ASBE
organized in such a way this question is in fact the same in kind as the question
“where does the fashioning of the eye come from”. The difference is only a
difference in degree., ,
1.4.2.1.1.3

Inappropriate Criteria to Identify Fashioning

1.4.2.1.1.3.1
Inappropriate Criteria to Identify Fashioning
Related to the Fashioner
If there are any fashioned things, then the fashioning power exists. There are
fashioned things. Hence, the fashioning power exists. An argument against the
watchmaker type fashioning argument is that we know and we see that the
human beings fashion things, but we do not know that God fashions the
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universe. However, if the universe has not been fashioned and if there is no
fashioning power, then the human beings are reducible to particles which do
not have transcendence power. Hence, what seems to have been fashioned by
human beings are not fashioned in fact but they are the results of random
bumping of particles one onto other.
If there is no transcendence, then the human beings do not fashion anything
either and the allegedly fashioned things are just the outcomes of nonfashioning particles bumping one onto another. Yet, we have needs, and all
participants in the economy fashion some things more or less. So, fashioning
sub-argument has an irreducibility aspect as well: Like the consciousness cannot
be reduced to the spatiotemporal, the fashioning power, ought to be truth, and
the resultant fashioning elements demonstrate that the fashioning and fashion
power are not reducible to particles. Hence, there is a sustainer who sustains
the fashioning power.
If random billiard balls constituted a human being-like form and if that form
looked as if it formed a bird should we say that that form of a human being
fashioned that form of bird?
Faced with the numerous examples of fashioning and especially in our age, the
wide and prominent existence of fashioning should force an atheist to admit the
existence of fashioning. But he also claims that most of the things that we
observe -e.g. the nature- are not fashioned. Then a question arises: What are the
criteria to distinguish between that which has been fashioned and that which
has not been fashioned?
When a believer says, “look at the watch which is fashioned for sure; and the
cells, or planetary systems, or plants, or the environment also are like the watch,
and even contain more organizations than the watch”, many atheists often reply
“this is fallacious analogy, because we know that the watch has been fashioned
by the fashioner human beings, but we do not know that the cells and so on are
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fashioned by anybody”.
This is poor reasoning, because, in order to claim that there is a fashioner, we
first need to distinguish what is the distinctive feature of “fashioning”. We
cannot presume that the human being is a fashioner as a brute fact. Especially,
if according to the reductive naturalist, a human being is no more than a bunch
of particles bumping one onto other.
A fashioner like a human being is not a proof for the existence of fashioning,
unless it is demonstrated that the fashioner has really fashioned something. So,
the necessary thing to determine a fashioner is the properties necessary for the
fashioning, and the processes necessary for the fashioning so that we may
determine whether there is any fashioner.
Even if we consider only the beings who fashion things, this shows that the
spatiotemporal by its nature is subject to the fashioning power of transcendent
essences, since the spatiotemporal things are being continually fashioned. So the
limited universe is susceptible to fashioning. If it is susceptible to fashioning
this means that it could have another shape in other words it is not necessary.
If it is not necessary then its actual shape does not originate inherently from
itself, so, its shape must be given by another thing/ being. If something has been
given a form by another thing, has it been fashioned? It must have been
fashioned according to a reductive physicalist who believes that there is
fashioning by human beings: If a human being who is no more than a bunch
of particles and who does not have a distinctly effective power to fashion
anything fashions things, hence, if a bunch of particles fashion things, then any
spatiotemporal thing which produces changes in relations must be fashioning
things as well. But if the rain drops do not fashion puddles, then the human
beings must have distinctly effective transcendent essences which can fashion
unlike the behavior of rain drops. In this case, the reductive physicalist would
be rejecting that a fashioner human being has certain fashioning powers which
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal.
The world is simulatable but in a specific way. Things in it are like tiles in a tile
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shop which are made in precise square or rectangular shapes which facilitate
and enable their bringing together in a room’s floor or wall. if the things in the
limited universe are subject to fashioning, then how can we identify whether
they have been fashioned?
They cannot say based on the criteria of fashioning that it is probable that the
limited universe was fashioned, because, they will say that for this probability
to be true, we must know also that the fashioner is probable. So one of their
criteria will be the existence of a fashioner. But this is begging the question and
putting the cart in front of the horse: The existence of the fashioner is entailed
by the existence of the fashioning, the existence of the fashioning is not entailed
by the existence of the fashioner. The fashioner may exist but He may have
chosen not to fashion anything. So the fashioner cannot be a criterion for
identifying the fashioning. If we identify the fashioning then we can identify the
existence of the fashioner.
If the question is whether there is a fashioner or not and the identification of
fashioning is for finding out whether there is a fashioner or not, then we cannot
say that the existence of a fashioner is a criterion for the existence of the
fashioning. Because then the existence of the fashioner will be a criterion for
the existence of the fashioner. If the human being is reducible to just particles
then there is no fashioning by human beings. So marketing statements as
"fashioned by x human being or y human being" go out of the window. Because
if what we fashion is the outcome of random mutations then there is no
fashioning as normally defined.
As explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.2, the fashioner is not a valid criterion to detect
fashioning. We are not justified in saying that any act of a being with an alleged
fashioning power is fashioning. Some things we do may be fashioned, some
things we do may not be fashioned, some things we do may be not well
fashioned, or may be incomplete in fashioning.
Furthermore, if for instance we are reducible to particles of our brain bumping
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one onto other, then even though we may be called “fashioner”, this property
would be ineffective as a distinct property. Again in this case, that which has
been allegedly fashioned by such fashioners would be just a spatial distribution
of its particles as a consequence of that alleged fashioner’s brain particles
bumping one onto other.
But if we detect elements of fashioning, in that which is claimed to be fashioned,
then we can be sure of fashioning and we can be sure about the existence of its
fashioner and the extent of the related fashioning power.
In any case, if we recognize that the fashioner is not like what he fashioned,
that he is not reducible to the spatiotemporal, then we will have accepted the
falsity of the reductionism and accepted the existence of transcendent properties.
Then seeing the multiplicity of the dependent fashioners and their irreducibility
to the spatiotemporal, we will have to recognize a sustainer for these fashioners’
irreducible fashioning powers.
Is fashioning just giving form and if so, do the waves fashion the rock that they
hit? If the human being is also fashioning, then is the human beings' fashioning
distinguishable from the waves' fashioning? Do the waves equally fashion the
rock? If the waves do not fashion anything, then we do not fashion anything
unless our fashioning has a distinct element. But even if there is a distinct
element in the entire set of things that relate to our fashioning, it is not probably
distinguishable solely within the rock whose shape we change.
1.4.2.1.1.3.2

Complexity and Related Probabilities

Specified complexity and irreducible complexity give only a weak proof of
fashioning. Allah may have designed a simple thing. If we are unable to detect
it, one reason would be the presupposition that simple things may be ultimately
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caused by things other than Allah. Since it is obvious that simple things may
turn out to be complex things, then the proof of Allah will have a defect and
ambiguity in it. Here I do not argue that these proofs must be wholly discarded,
rather, I argue that they cannot be the key and independent arguments for God’s
fashioning.
So, if the universe consisted only of a huge number of jets, and you were certain
that they were fashioned, what would be the distinctive element(s) of the
fashioning system which would enable us to differentiate it from a randomly
appearing structure? What if there have been 10 to the power of 200 finely tuned
cosmological constants? What about a much bigger amount of such
cosmological constants? If this low probability of the existence of such an
orderly universe is taken as a criterion for determining the fashionedness, this
criterion will be only a criterion usable for “only some” types of “fashioned”
universes; because there may be simple universes which have actually been
fashioned. Hence, it is not a sufficient criterion to establish whether something
has been fashioned or not. Ontologically speaking, if we can conclude that such
an orderly universe can be fashioned, then we can also conclude that a universe
with a less complex organization can also be fashioned. Therefore, the degree
of probability is not a very good criterion to detect fashionedness.
1.4.2.1.1.3.3

Purpose

And sent down, from the rain clouds, pouring
water
That We may bring forth thereby grain and
vegetation
(Quran: 78/14-15)
And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
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your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that
perhaps you would be grateful.
(Quran: 16/78)
And the disbelievers planned, but Allah planned.
And Allah is the best of planners.
(Quran: 3/54)

Benefit related purpose may be an important part of fashioning, but not
necessary for all layers or for all that will be fashioned: For example, I may
intend to fashion a statue, but I may have had no purpose by fashioning it.
However, my forming its material may have the purpose of fashioning a statue.
Fashioning may be with purpose or without purpose. Not necessarily with
purpose. Purpose is difficult to prove and can be proven through probabilistic
ways. But intention is provable through unity, awareness, and rejection of
reductive physicalism and determinism. Anyway, internally the relationships
may be considered as purpose: the functions inside an eye may be considered
as relations and not purpose, but eye considered as an internal part of the
human body, its outputs may be considered as purpose for human body when
the human body is considered and eye is considered as the part of human body.
But in this case, it is not necessary to demonstrate that there was a purpose,
since relations are more fundamental than purpose. In our context, proving a
relation will be more meaningful than proving a purpose.
And we will see the situation with the second definition of fashioning which
contains purpose. So, according to this definition, one of the elements of
fashioning is purpose. When we design things we have a purpose, an end for
which we fashion, a form that which is fashioned. To detect such a fashioning,
we need to also consider the element of the end. So, are things in the limited
universe moving toward ends? Or are they disconnected in terms of where they
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move? Or is it a meaningless question if we assume that in any case everything
will move toward some kinds of ends?
Fashioning may be for a good purpose or for a bad purpose which are subjective.
Purpose is not a necessary element of fashioning, except trivially: So, purpose
may be a sufficient indicator/element of fashioning, but not necessary element
of fashioning.
Fashioning as something that contains purpose may be difficult to prove. An
information may be provided with by the Fashioner. If the Fashioner provides
the things in the limited universe with the information necessary for them, then
this means that the Fashioner is directing fully or partially the events and beings
that exist in this limited universe. An effect cannot come out of nothing as
claimed by the proponents of randomness. If determinism is ruled out as
explained above and as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1, then obviously, the
guidance may come only from the Fashioner.
Does it rain for the crops, or do the crops come out because it rains? Obviously,
every rain does not produce crops; some rains cause floods and other
catastrophes. But this does not mean that the rain is without any purpose.
Essentially, fashioning relates to a set of outcomes, and since it relates to the
use of resources, it may be at least a waste of resources. And if the fashioner
may know the outcomes, and intends to have good outcomes, then we can say
that fashioning essentially relates to purpose. However, it may also be possible
to conceive situations where there is no purpose.
1.4.2.1.1.3.4

The Materialist’s Criteria to Detect Fashioning

Either there is effective fashioning -which entails the transcendent effective
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properties- or not. (1) If there is, then there are irreducible transcendent powers.
These must be grounded by something other than the spatiotemporal. (2) if
there is no effective fashioning, then either (2.1) there is ineffective/
epiphenomenal/ illusory fashioning or (2.2) there is no fashioning at all. The
materialist would go with 2.1, since 1 and 2.2 are not plausible. If he goes with
2.1, then he has to determine the criteria to detect ineffective fashioning. He
cannot set the criteria to be the little probabilities, since the human being is for
him the outcome of chance. Since the human being and what he fashions is
reducible for him to the spatiotemporal, then whatever criteria he proposes for
distinguishing fashioned things from not-fashioned things, the same criteria will
apply to the entire universe; hence, the entire universe will be ineffectively
fashioned. However, in this case, he will have proposed a claim which he cannot
know, and for which he has no evidence; plus, this claim is contradictory,
because we may understand to some extent that he builds the ineffectiveness of
the human beings’ fashioning because of its reducibility to the spatiotemporal,
but he cannot claim the same for the spatiotemporal, or the space and the time
and the material background whatever it is. So, the physicalist/ materialist
approach cannot even propose a workable alternative to explain the fashioning;
design component of fashioning also produces similar problems for the
materialist.
What are the criteria to detect fashioning in materialism? This is an important
question for a materialist, because, if he concludes that there is effective,
irreducible fashioning, then he will have to accept that there is a ground for this
irreducible power. But if he says that there is only reducible and ineffective
fashioning, then he will have contradicted the huge human efforts to fashion
things.
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If the limited universe is truly fashioned, what would be the criteria that would
allow us to distinguish that it is actually and effectively fashioned? How can we
distinguish that which has been effectively fashioned from that which has not
been fashioned?
Without answering this question one can claim neither that the universe is
fashioned, nor that the universe is not fashioned. Without trying to answer this
question one cannot either remain rationally agnostic about the fashionedness
of the universe, since the criteria for its fashionedness may be obviously existent
but he may have not seen the obvious.
Our method of reasoning in this context must allow us to detect if the universe
was fashioned.
To detect if the universe is fashioned, we need to know what are the criteria of
fashioning. But to know what the criteria for fashioning are, we need to have
some fashioned things and some fashioning. However, if we have some
fashioned things, then we do not even need to determine if the universe is/ has
been fashioned. Because if for example we accept that a laptop is fashioned, then
the laptop, the human beings who fashioned it by having specific structures will
be similar to the rest of the limited universe regarding the structural element of
fashioning. If the laptop is recognized to be effectively fashioned, then the
human beings will be recognized with irreducible powers to fashion the laptop;
for both consist of relations and relata.
If we say that the laptop is fashioned by the human being but the human being
is not fashioned by a fashioner, we should consider whether the human being
as a fashioner is reducible to the spatiotemporal. If he is not reducible, then in
parallel with the other properties of the SSC, his fashioner property is sustained
by SSC. Then, as the laptop, the limited universe is also “susceptible” to
fashioning. Furthermore, as the contents of the limited universe are not selfsufficient, then they are “subject” to fashioning. The irreducibility of the human
being’s fashioning power to the spatiotemporal adds strength to the fact that
SSC has fashioning power, and to the fact that the universe is sustained in terms
of fashioning. As long as we recognize the effective and distinct fashioning
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power of the human being, this generalization is justified.
If we do not recognize the effective and distinct fashioning power of the human
being, and adopt reductive physicalism, then nothing is effectively fashioned,
and what looks like fashioning power becomes reduced to the spatiotemporal,
and gets lost in an infinite regress as explained in part 1.1.2.2.7.
If the human beings are recognized as epiphenomenal entities reducible to the
spatiotemporal, but we recognize the laptop as an effectively fashioned thing,
then as the human being does not have any key difference than the laptop, the
human being will be recognized as a fashioned thing as the laptop. Hence, once
we recognize that any thing has been fashioned, then everything in the limited
universe will need to be recognized as fashioned. Or we will have to recognize
that nothing is effectively fashioned.
What is fashioned and what is not? The atheist says that the watch is fashioned
and the stone is natural. If he is correct then the watch is also natural and not
fashioned, because if the stone is the outcome of only the spatiotemporal and
reducible to it, then the human being is also like it: Both are results of particles
bumping one onto other. But the watch is clearly fashioned: There is purpose.
There is calculation. There is transcendence. There is unity. There is
consciousness. If the human beings are reducible to their particles, none of these
exist effectively, hence they do not effectively influence whether a fashioned
thing comes into existence or not. Other than these, all elements of fashioning
exist also in the nature at any layer and at any stage. So either nothing is
fashioned, no airplane, no bridge, no car... or everything in the limited universe
is fashioned since everything is contingent and related.
Hence the naturalist cannot propose any criterion to distinguish that which is
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effectively fashioned from that which is not. Because if according to those
criteria we find out something effectively fashioned, then he will have to
recognize the irreducible fashioning power. If we cannot find anything
effectively fashioned then his criteria will make us conclude that there is no
fashioned thing, which will be contradicting our scientific inventions, empirical
observations, and introspections.
If the skeptic says that there is no effective fashioning but reducible fashioning
still he has to admit that there is fashioning and he has to define what fashioning
is and what are its criteria. When he does that then he will have to admit that
the universe is fashioned. So if it is reducible and he determines criteria for it
based solely on the properties of that about which there is the question whether
it is fashioned, then he will have to admit that the universe is fashioned. Else
he will insist that the agent has a nature different than the nature of the
spatiotemporal. Else, he has to be claiming that there is no fashioning at all
(neither the human beings fashion anything nor anybody/anything else).
The skeptic cannot define fashioning except as a random process. Because, for
him, whatever has been fashioned, is in fact reducible to the blind forces of
nature, hence, random. Hence, the skeptic cannot have criteria to detect
fashioning. The fashioning that may be detected in limited sciences must be
ultimately reducible to the laws of nature which cannot be related to the true
and effective fashioning.

And it is He who subjected the sea for you to eat
from it tender meat and to extract from it
ornaments which you wear. And you see the
ships plowing through it, and [He subjected it]
that you may seek of His bounty; and perhaps
you will be grateful.
(Quran: 16/14)
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I can fashion a round stone as an ornament/ a decorative object. The same stone
may have happened through waves on the beach as well. So, how can I
distinguish the one which has been fashioned from the one which allegedly has
not been fashioned? Let us suppose that I rounded my fashioned stone by using
sea water, even by putting it on the beach. If we figure out any way to
distinguish what is fashioned from what is not based on the features of that
which is to be discovered whether it is fashioned or not, then we will have to
reach the same conclusion for both stones. Therefore, if we use objective criteria
based on the object whose fashionedness will be discovered, either everything is
fashioned or nothing is fashioned. We know for sure that some things have
been fashioned. Therefore, everything contingent has been fashioned. Here, we
put a limitation of detecting fashioning based on that which is claimed to be
fashioned or not fashioned. However, even if we remove that restriction, the
same applies: If we say that fashioning is dependent on the fashioner, if the
fashioner is reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there is no fashioning, hence,
nothing is fashioned. If the fashioner is fashioned, then everything is fashioned.
There are things which we know for sure that they are fashioned. And there are
things that the skeptic does not know whether they are not fashioned. Hence,
what we know for sure would have the primacy. Yet, the skeptic may bite the
bullet and say that there is nothing which has been fashioned and there will
never be anything which will be fashioned. If there will ever be anything
fashioned, then, everything will have been fashioned. Because as explained
above, that which is claimed to be un fashioned will be exactly the same as that
which is discovered to be fashioned: If the designer is reducible to the
spatiotemporal and everything contingent will be fashion ed, if he is not
reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there will be features which are not
reducible to/ explainable by the spatiotemporal, then there will be a need for a
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sustainer for this irreducible fashioning power. This sustainer will also have to
have fashioned this power.
So what is the criterion to determine whether a laptop is fashioned or not?
To determine whether there is fashioning based on the allegedly fashioned x
will be an issue of spatial distribution of parts of x. Therefore it will be a matter
of probability for the skeptic. But in any case this spatial distribution may be
caused by the agent at least to give the impression of fashioning. But if x is
taken to be comprehensive enough to include the agent who may fake, then
again it is a matter of probability since the skeptic considers any degree of finetuning probable no matter how small the probability is. So even if the universe
is truly fashioned (based on his own criteria, the skeptic has no way to deny
that it was fashioned) then the only way to demonstrate fashioning is a function
of spatial distribution. But any spatial distribution that we can actually measure
may be a result of fashioning according to the skeptic. So at best there is no way
to distinguish between what has been fashioned and has not been fashioned. So
if any set of criteria shows that x is designed/fashioned then the same set also
must demonstrate that the entire limited universe is designed/fashioned. This
results in concluding that any spatial distribution is the result of design. The
only undercutter to this is to demonstrate that another kind of cause other than
a fashioner can cause a spatial distribution self sufficiently. But this will be
impossible for the reductive physicalist since for him any undercutter must also
be something reducible to spacetime.
The materialist who believes that we fashion certain things, will need to have
his own criteria to detect fashioning. Once he has them, he can claim that there
are fashioned things or not. However, interestingly, even though the opponents
of God try to refute the design argument which has some common points with
the points related to the “Fashioner” property, they cannot present criteria91 to
Some of them present as such criteria the familiar experiences
related to what we observe as the human design. However, these are
circular in that they mean that that which is fashioned/ designed is
91
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detect design/fashioning, by which they could easily refute the claims about
fashioning.
If the atheist admits that there are fashioned things and non-fashioned things,
then he will have to show how the non-fashioned things happen to be; since, if
there are fashioned things then the contents of the limited universe must be
susceptible to fashioning. Then, also there will be a probability for allegedly
non-fashioned things to be fashioned. Because, we will have to see whether the
non-fashioned things fulfill the requirements of the fashioning or not. And if
not, what would be their cause which corresponds to fashioning/ lack of
fashioning. Chance? Necessity? Ignorance?
Having such criteria, he could also claim whether the existence of fashioned
things is possible or impossible. Since the limited universe is susceptible to
fashioning, simulatable, he will have to prove that it is not; because if it is
simulatable and can be fashioned, then this is one possible and plausible cause
of its existence the way it is and if there is no other alternative we may adopt
that cause. Hence, he will also have to prove that nothing is susceptible to
fashioning. For this purpose, he will have to identify the criteria to detect that
which is fashioned. He can say that nothing is susceptible to fashioning but as
this is a claim and it is against our daily life experiences and definitions, he has
to demonstrate the truth of his claim for which he needs the criteria to
determine whether something is fashioned or not.
Otherwise, he will have to accept that there are at least some things that we
fashioned. If there are criteria to detect fashioning, then these criteria will show
that the universe is fashioned. If there are no criteria to identify fashioning, then
there is no reason to reject that at least the human beings fashion things. If the
human beings are claimed to fashion things only as being reducible to their
particles, then there is no effective fashioning. But then he will have to
fashioned/ designed and they do not detect fashionedness/
designedness by studying that which whose designedness/
fashionedness is to be figured out. Why such criteria fail is explained in
detail in part
.

1.4.2.1.1.3
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demonstrate the falsity of the definition of fashioning. Consequently, the
materialist approach will be purely against our empirical observations and based
on blind faith.
Obviously, the limited universe is susceptible to fashioning, simulatable. If the
naturalist proposes some criteria for fashioning, then, the universe will have at
least a high probability of being fashioned. But then against any other
alternatives, it will lose the battle, since there is no other alternative.
The alternative of “being necessary” fails clearly as explained in part 1.4.2.2.2.1;
the alternative of having and being “happened by chance” fails as well since
randomness if true, would be only built upon the already existing system(s) and
entities.
Most materialists may reject the existence of any fashioning similarly to their
rejections of effective morals, reasoning, knowledge, free will power,
consciousness. All of these are for them reducible to and supervenient upon the
movements of particles and fields which behave only in accordance with "blind"
laws of nature.
Question 42.
If we cannot measure fashioning then how can we detect fashioning?
Answer 42.
This is like asking “if we cannot measure existence, how can we detect
existence?” If a thing exists, it exists; if it does not, it does not exist. Existence
relates to all components of that which exists. We cannot say that an elephant
is measured to exist more compared to an ant, just because the elephant has
more mass or bigger parts that exist. Nor can we say that certain unmeasurable
quantum phenomena do not exist. We can say that fashioning is not measurable
only if we assume that there are some things which exist and which have been
fashioned and some things which exist but which have not been fashioned.
However, we measure fashioning through the relations and through measuring
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the relations, but there is no such threshold to differentiate that which has been
fashioned from that which has not been, since, there is nothing contingent
which has not been fashioned.
1.4.2.1.1.4
Types of Fashioning That Exist and That are
Empirically Observed
1.4.2.1.1.4.1

Things Fashioned by the Creation Exist.

Do human beings really fashion things? They do indeed: If you are in your
bedroom, or in the city center and look around, you may hardly see anything
which was not fashioned by the human beings. Maybe the biggest value adding
economic activity in today’s world is fashioning. Though the fashioners are
relatively small in number, they earn the biggest share in the economy.
But also, it is not hard to meet people who will tell you that we do not effectively
fashion anything; in other words, that we are just epiphenomenal beings who
do not have any choice in what we will and what we do including fashioning;
that we are fashioning only in appearance.
In this part we will focus on things fashioned by creation. In this respect, for
simplicity I will give examples from what human beings fashion. Obviously,
many animals also fashion things. Even parts of the cells, like the ribosome also
fashion things. But taking human beings will enable us to work more directly
and make sufficient introspections in order to get a better idea about fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1
Analysis According to the 1 st Element of
Fashioning: Partially or Wholly Causing Relations
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[The one] who has made for you the earth a bed
and made for you upon it roads that you might
be guided
(Quran: 43/10)
Some of the daily life usage of “fashioning” are as follows: “She fashioned a
necklace from paper clips”, “this music is not fashioned to my taste”, “she
fashioned a pot from the clay”92.
In the first example, the clips were maybe disconnected, but when they have
been bound in a specific way through a rope, now they are ordered in a specific
way one next to the other, maybe a small one after a bigger one, maybe a big
one in the middle around which being the small ones. So, the relations between
them has become different after fashioning.
In the second example, the starting of the tune, the harmony between the tune
and the words, the instrument with which the music was played were fashioned
even though the audience may not be pleased with it.
In the third example, the molecules of the clay were not tightly connected to
one other, and as a whole maybe they were in the shape of a cube. But she
worked on them such that it had another shape, and after applying some heat,
the molecules became tightly bound so as to be usable as a pot for some food.
But before there was no such relations, for instance one could not put any liquid

https://www.translateen.com/sentence/fashioned-in-sentenceexamples/
92
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in it.
From the above examples and from the first definition of fashioning given
above, it is clear that one of the “elements” of fashioning is causing some
relations. In the following parts, we will see other elements such as intention to
cause those relationships and purpose.
If a person fashions a pot, is the pot just a new set of relations, or is it a whole
in itself? The whole is in the broader sense a set of relations, we can even say
that this set of relations includes the purpose as well, as simply one of the
relations/ relata.
Our surroundings and our lives are full of fashioning and fashioned things:
When you are in your kitchen or in your bedroom, look around and try to
identify some things which are not the result of or which are not related to
fashioning. Where you placed your bed in your bedroom, or the table in the
kitchen are results of fashioning. The bed is maybe one meter away from the
window, and probably it is not right behind the door. The table in your kitchen
is maybe next to the wall. These are some of the spatial relations you produced
when you fashioned your kitchen. The light bulb in your bedroom, or the kettle
in your kitchen are results of fashioning.
When you fashioned your bedroom, you caused the bed to be placed in its
specific place; without your fashioning, it would not be even in your bedroom.
The people who fashioned your kettle, put the cables and connected them in a
specific way, formed its plastic parts in a specific way. This way, the electric
current flows in a specific way, heats some metals up to a certain degree, and
these metals heat the water. So, we see that we are surrounded by things which
were fashioned; in these fashionings, the relations as exemplified above have
been produced.
Likewise, we produce extension, values, and effects in many dimensions, on top
of existing relations between them. By fashioning, we produce joy, pain, other
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qualia, numbers...
Fashioning may be done by changing the composition or spatial distribution
and/or other dispositions of that which is fashioned. And relations generally
have a duration; so, the self-sufficient sustaining of the fashioned forms by the
SSC is also related to fashioning. So, the fashioned things are sustained by Allah
but they are not part of Allah since they are not full and self-sufficient.
When we fashion something we exercise our free will power. But fashioning is
not just choosing, but rather producing and constructing.
One necessary condition of design power is to override laws of nature and
alleged randomness to some extent. Overriding laws of nature in respect to free
will power is explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3.
Now that we have given a general information about the first element of
fashioning, let us go into its further details.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.1

Relations and Relata

The relevant definition of “Relation” is as follows: “an aspect or quality (such
as resemblance) that connects two or more things or parts as being or belonging
or working together or as being of the same kind”.93
Definition of “Relatum” whose plural is “relata” is as follows: “a thing or term
related : one of a group of related things”.94
So, the orbit of the earth around the sun is a relation; or there is a relation that
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/relation Accessed:
30.8.2021
94 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/relatum Accessed:
31.08.2021
93
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we call gravity; or there are relations between the electrons and other sub-atomic
particles; or love is a relation between a loving couple; there are supply and
demand relations, and there are numerous relations between things.
So, the essence of fashioning is related to the production of such relations.
When we fashion something we change an already existing form. But if we have
free will power we override the patterns hence we bring something out of no
where that is we bring some aspect into being; this has nothing to do with
epiphenomenal random repositioning of things in the spacetime.
Can we have relations without relata, can we have relata without relations?
Let us imagine a space and two points in that space. The points are the relata,
and the distance between them is the relation. The points which are the relata
are defined by external relations, since there is nothing inside the point. If we
take two solid objects as relata, they also have external relations. But they have
internal relations as well; what are their internal relata? Let us say that they are
molecules. The molecules would have some size; but the size would be
dependent upon the positions of atoms within the molecule. The same would
apply to the atoms or the constituents of the atoms. The molecules would
depend on the atoms, but the atoms would depend on the molecules (and
external universe, or spacetime). There is circularity. A relatum with an
extension would be defined internally by its parts, and its parts would be defined
by their relations to other parts. Even if the relatum is a point, it would be
defined by relations. But the concept of relation is circular in one way, since, a
relation is between at least two things which are defined in respect to each other.
Hence, like the consciousness is what makes the red be real, a unity which
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encompasses all relations is what makes the relations real. Because the relata are
not self-sufficient; the relata depend on other relata; and all relata depend on
relations; and relations depend on relata. So the human beings have the unitary
essence to rule over relations, and encompass them. Relata and relations relate
to multiplicity; but more importantly to the unification of multiplicity: if there
is a point-to-point encompassing of the relations, then the relations do not
actualize in the encompasser.
For example, if each photon from a car ended in a different particle within the
brain of the observer, then the observer would not be able to perceive the whole
of the car: it would not perceive which photon comes from a lower part and
which from an upper part. Each particle would receive one photon, and would
receive any differentiation within each photon; but then we would need to go
to the differentiations in each photon and would need to consider each subparticle of the related particle. The previous impossibility would apply there. If
each particle communicated to other particles the information about its photon,
then the same impossibility would happen between the parts of the particles. So
there is a fundamental problem in perceiving/ encompassing/ transcending
what is in a spatiotemporal thing by another spatiotemporal thing.
Then there is another fact, which is the fact that the relata and relations are real.
Yet, if there is the above circularity, then, they could not be real. Because if a
depends on b, and b depends on a, then none of them has any inherent power
to be. So, we can conclude that there is a sustainer of a different and unitary
nature which has power over those relations and relata. This power is not only
about perceiving them, but also about producing and sustaining them, and
about sharing this power with others.
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What can a relatum consist of other than relations? Relations are definitions.
Relations are effects. Effects are relations. In our consciousness, they are qualia.
What are they other than qualia? What can they be other than qualia for us? If
we were able to create a universe, then we would create it based on our qualia.
Then would the things within it have a reality other than what we perceive?
Can qualia, consciousness contain all the reality of a thing? These questions
show the importance of our transcendence and consciousness in fashioning.
Then as a Fashioner, would God have the same nature as the creation? No, in
that the creation are “given” what they have, the Creator is the “giver” what the
creation have. But in being real, they would be same, and in some other aspects
there would be some similarities; like God sees and we see; but our seeing is
different than God’s seeing, reality of seeing not being the photons but the very
essence, outcome of the photons regarding the human beings.
So the production of relations and relata, and the empowering others in
fashioning may happen in accordance with the above framework.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.2
of Anything Else

Fashioning Relations and Relata in the Absence

When we think about the initial production of relations, our minds generally
go to bringing contingent things together in different ways; combining them in
different ways; trying to imagine how would the already existent relations,
patterns be reshaped. As human beings we are bound by the already existing
relations, but to have a thorough understanding of the essence of relations and
relata, we need to start from scratch; otherwise, what we try to fashion becomes
blurred among the already fashioned relations, so that we may even be unable
to distinguish what we -as distinct fashioners- “add”.
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So, to understand even what we as human beings produce as distinct fashioners,
we need to have a fresh start. In any case, if we are effective, irreducible, distinct
fashioners, we add new things into the limited universe. Hence, to understand
clearly the essence of pure fashioning let us assume that there are no contingent
things, and we produce some fashioned things.
If none of the contingent things existed, and then they have been made to exist,
would they be fashioned things? This example, starts from scratch. Therefore,
we will assume in the following example, that there is nothing contingent other
than us, which may compete with the fashioning power of the fashioner.
Without the problem that arises because of the existence of the alleged
alternatives, it is easier to understand the essence of fashioning. Since the
contingent things may be supposed to not exist, since they cannot be eternal,
then it is legitimate to make such an analysis. This assumption of non-existence
of the contingent things is just to understand the essence of the fashioning
mechanism. If there is only one God, then even if God kept creating things
since eternity, we can assume the above scenario, where there is no confusing
false competitors which will fashion.
So, in this situation, there is nothing by/ upon which chance happens. There is
no necessity for anything similar to the limited universe. And we are going to
create/ fashion things. So, chance will not work, because there is no “dice”.
There is no necessity in terms of contingent things and aspects, as to what to
fashion.
Now, we can create a plane in our mind; and produce a line or a triangle on it.
The points on the plane are already related; to the extent of our imagination
given by God, we can fashion more: for instance we can also fashion a 3D space,
wherein the points are again related.
Note that, when we imagine those things, the parts of our brains may undergo
changes; but, remember that the changes are also subject to relations and the
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unity behind them. Hence, they are not disconnected from or fully different
from the essence behind our abstract-looking imagination power.
So, we create in our imagination a space, or a garden which are real as
imaginations; but Allah creates the creation which are not imaginations, on the
contrary which have objective reality in that they can be experienced by the
creation and wherein the creation may be effective. Both Allah and we fashion,
but Allah’s fashioning is different in such respects. Always keep in mind that
such examples are not to give you an idea about how Allah creates; our
imagination is sustained by Allah, hence, in kind and in degree it does not
resemble Allah’s creating and fashioning power which are unique. These
examples are just to unfreeze the false presumptions we may have about any
priority we may have in favor of the spatiotemporal.
In parallel with the above, when we fashion within the limited world, our
fashioning is distinct and effective as in the case where there is no contingent
thing around. These we do as sovereign wholes. For details about sovereign
wholes, see parts 1.5.2.2.3.3 and 1.7.2.1.2.1.
The problem arises only when it is presupposed that there can be other causes
of relations along with my creating relationships as in the above example. The
default assumption that there was nothing is set aside, and is replaced with a
probable or actual multiplicity of causes which cause contingent relations. So,
we presume that things -including us- are fashioned by contingent things,
hence, accepting that new relations are produced by contingent things, and
admitting without questioning the arising infinite regress, we wrongly conclude
that relations are the result of chance or of “probable”, “unknown” necessities.
The problem arises at a deeper level when it is assumed that the same things
may happen even though there is no basis of unity and fashioning power. The
cause of this is trusting only our senses without passing them through the filter
of the reason, and without questioning whether there is a reality beyond what
the eyeballs can notice.
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1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.3

Effectiveness

By effectiveness I mean the distinct effectiveness, not the reducible effectiveness
which is fully transferred from a distinctly effective thing. If I pull an object
with a rope, the rope is effective in that it transfers my force to the object; but
the one who is distinctly effective in pulling the object is me.
Note that producing and/ or changing relations is the distinct element of
fashioning. Even though fashioning may have other elements, this very element
is the one that distinguishes the fashioning power. For example, free will power
is necessary for fashioning, since without free will power, fashioning becomes
either trivial or illusory; however, free will power is different in nature in that it
is applicable not only to producing and establishing relations, but also to many
other things such as answering a question, or agreeing to the continuation of
an already existing relationship.
So, when we produce a will to fashion something, we can reflect our will power
unto the external world and produce new relations and hence forms, and these
relations may be objectively observable relations. The entirety of our fashioning
power by for instance changing the location of a thing produces a previously
non-existent new reality, new set of relations. So, this is one of the answers to
the questions “by being irreducible to the spatiotemporal, how can we introduce
a new pattern” and “how can Allah bring about thing who was not”. When with
our fashioning power we divert the direction of an object, this equals to the
production of a new, unpredictable, and distinct reality and set of relations, even
if it is fueled by an already existing energy; because the fashioning power is a
distinct reality on top of that energy. It does not require an increase in energy,
nor an increase in momentum. So the essence which produces such an effect in
the limited universe must be above the spatiotemporal concepts.
If we can have an irreducible free will power which is active within our overall
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fashioning power, then as a general principle, the essence with the fashioning
power and with some other powers may produce a previously non-existing
space. This would be the fashioning and creative power of Allah in the case of
unsustained production of a previously non-existing space. If the existence of
consciousness produces the “red”, then a related act may be an effective act of
creation. If our free will power makes particles swerve from their trajectories,
then our essence must be a sustained “originator” of a physical effect. If it may
cause a swerving of an object, then in principle the very trajectory and a behavior
on that trajectory may be caused by a similar power. However, we should
remember that our free will power and fashioning power are sustained for
reasons given under the headings about the related properties of Allah.
If we effectively fashion at least some things, this means that we have some
fashioning activity overriding the laws of nature.
If we have effective free will power, then we can override the allegedly
deterministic laws of nature. However, as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1,
determinism is false and laws of nature are not absolute but sustained and
fashioned by Allah; hence, we should say that our fashioning power works
together with the sustained bases of the sustained laws of nature.
This way, we produce a change in the limited universe, we establish a new set
of relationships: For example, if x was on top of y, after fashioning, y may be
on top of x. Again if we have distinct fashioning power, we can also change the
flow of water and by forming pipelines, we can make it flow into houses.
The effectiveness of fashioning in respect to the first element of fashioning is
closely related to irreducibility element in part 1.4.2.2.1.
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1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.4

Complexity

He brings the living out of the dead and He
brings the dead out of the living.
(Quran: 6/95)
When (the essence which has) fashioning power produces a new set of relations,
the new set of relations do not need to be more complex. For example, the
fashioner of a pot, may break and crush the pot to get some dust out of the pot,
and make from the dust clay again. This reverse process would also be a process
of fashioning. Or the fashioner of a necklace may separate again the pearls and
have a pile of pearls and a rope. This reverse process would also be a fashioning
in accordance with the first definition of fashioning given above.
Hence, removing some existing relationships should also be considered as
included in this element. A new relevant “non-relatedness” in some respect is
also a relationship in the broader sense.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.5

Stability

Continuity or stability is not a necessary condition of fashioning. A temporary
and/or partial structure/ form also needs to be fashioned in order to be. If a
basketball player throws the ball, he fashions a trajectory for the ball, and he
contributes to the fashioning of the game in a certain way. It is implausible and
too arbitrary to say that a relation which continues for 5 seconds is necessary as
a condition for the existence of fashioning.
On the other hand, stability is in one way a part of a relation: Any relation is a
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stability as well, since it is a unity extending through multiple things.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.6

Sustained Fashioning

[Pharaoh] said, So who is the Lord of you two,
O Moses?
He said, Our Lord is He who gave each thing its
form and then guided [it].
(Quran: 20/49-50)
Even though I fashioned a thing to a certain degree, I may empower others to
fashion that thing further. And a thing does not need to be “not fashioned” so
that it may be fashioned. On the other hand, although something has been
fashioned, some relations may not be precisely targeted by the fashioner: for
example I may fashion a play dough for children, this in itself gives the children
the power to make houses, bridges, cars, or flowers which I did not precisely
and specifically target. The children may make them or anything other than
them. Whatever they make are indirectly related to and are the result of my
enabling the fashioning. This resembles how Allah sustains our fashioning.
The above is about that which is fashioned.
Regarding fashioners, we observe important facts: there are fashioners which
are neither eternal, nor reducible to the spatiotemporal as shown in part
1.1.2.2.1 about the falsity of reductive physicalism. Therefore, the conscious
fashioners who are not self-sufficient and who are not reducible to the
spatiotemporal originate from conscious originator(s) in accordance with the
other sub-parts of Fashioning property. And as shown in part 1.2 about the
property of Oneness of Allah, the originator must be One. Hence, being such
fashioners among the creation, we can conclude that we are sustained
fashioners, and not self-sufficient fashioners.
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Does God give us consciousness by creating unconscious things without
fashioning power, which allegedly may be the ground of our consciousness? If
this was the case then we could experience only the direct and general
demonstration of Allah's consciousness... Because in such a case, our fashioning
power would be reducible to unconscious things with no real fashioning power,
but since those things’ fashioning power would be only in appearance, in reality
God would be the only Fashioner. Therefore, we would only be the passive
observers of what Allah fashions. And in this case we would not observe that
Allah is able to sustain distinct relations among conscious beings as we observe
in the actual limited universe. However, in the actual universe, we observe that
Allah exercises the power to create fashioners.
So, being created as such, we observe the two aspects of fashioning: 1. We
observe and experience fashioning by being actual fashioners. 2. We observe the
things that He fashions and the vastness of the direct fashioning power of Allah.
Hence, through 1 and 2, we understand and observe the possibility and actuality
of the Fashioning of Allah to a sufficient and relevant extent as it relates to His
free will power, to His consciousness, to His knowledge…
That things are not self sufficient does not mean that they have been given their
relations by things that exist temporally prior to them. If that was the case, then
we would ask what gave the relations which existed prior to them, since the
latter are similar and hence not self-sufficient. So, all is sustained by Allah.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.7 Impossibility of Tracing Back What we Fashion
to Non-Transcendent Spatiotemporal Entities or Events
We cannot trace back an artificial leather or a laptop to any non-transcendent
spatiotemporal event or entity. If we examine the precise relations of the
artificial leather, this will lead us to the tools in a factory. These tools will lead
us to human beings and their seeing, hearing, awareness, knowledge, unity…
Some may argue that these are reducible to the particles bumping one onto
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other and reductive evolution. But we will see in the following parts in many
ways that the reductive evolution does not work.
Differentiation and similarity are not possible without a fashioning activity:
parts of an engine are not produced in the nature without any fashioning
activity, there are no means for that. Things are fashioned with the presumption
of free will power.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1.8 Contradictions Arising From Rejecting the
First Element of Fashioning

If the skeptic rejects fashioning, in fact he will have produced an idea and he
will have fashioned it. So, by fashioning this idea he debunks his own fashioning
and his argument against fashioning.
Or he may adopt an ineffective, epiphenomenal, and illusory definition of
fashioning. In any case, he would be claiming the truth of his conceptual
fashioning and this claim would contradict his presupposition that his
conceptual framework is no more than an illusory view of his particles bumping
one onto another.
But he can bite the bullet, and say that every argument including his argument
has no basis. Let us assume for a moment that this latter claim is true, even
though it is also subject to the same contradiction. Yet when it comes to actual
events, his rejection of fashioning makes him right or wrong. And this produces
pain or joy. These are true experiences even if they are illusions. Their goodness
or evilness do not matter much. But their being true matters. So while
experiencing the results of their claims/ conclusions these experiences are true
even if they are allegedly illusions. These illusions are real in their contents that
relate to qualia, wants, transcendence, unity… In other words, whoever
experiences them will submit that these are wanted or unwanted results. So,
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they are not spatiotemporal results to which that skeptic is indifferent. He
negates or complies with intentions and purposes; and his fashioning of
conclusions and lines of thought produces results which are not reducible to
spatiotemporal events and things. Hence, the elements of his fashioning are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal. Yet, again, at the end, the skeptic may bite the
bullet, and claim that his dislike of the outcome is just particles bumping one
onto other, while this also is a contradictory claim. In this situation, the ones
who defend truth, and truth value of their statements will need to neglect the
words of the skeptic, and recognize that the skeptic’s words must be neglected.
Because if the skeptic rejects the truth value of his own words, his words become
like the movements of the rocks; it does not even have a truth value.
Once the skeptic undermines the basis of his own reasoning, the believer in
logic and reasoning must approach cautiously to the skeptic who admits that he
is no more than rocks in terms of reasoning. However, although the skeptic
concludes that his reasoning is not really reasoning, his reasoning engine still
runs, though with a broken software. Yet, some true statements may come out
of his mouth. But the words of the believer in distinct reasoning power are also
considered by the skeptic as the behavior of rocks. In summary, this skeptic will
be saying “neither I nor the believer in God has any reason for his way”, the
believer in God and irreducible truth will be saying “we both use reason, but
the skeptic is wrong”. so since in its whole, the skeptic’s view is useless to
support his point; however, the believer’s reasoning supports his point and
refutes the skeptic’s point. Hence, there is only one reason-based claim, and it
is the claim of the believer in irreducible reason and knowledge.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2
Analysis According to the 2 nd Element of
Fashioning: Contingency

The thing that is fashioned must be consisting of relata and relations which are
a set within a larger set of possible states for the fashioner. So, if we look at the
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thing whose fashionedness is to be figured out, it must have such a property. If
that which whose fashionedness we try to figure out and its relations are
“necessary” because of spatiotemporal necessary relations, then it cannot be/
have been fashioned. Here by “necessary”, I do not mean the relatively
necessary, but I mean the absolutely necessary.
For example, if I fashion a house, I may fashion it with one bedroom, or two
bedrooms… If my land is too small to allow for two bedrooms, it may be
fashioned only as a one bedroom house. I may plan only one bedroom house.
But as a house on a larger land, it might be two or more bedroom house. In my
mind as well, I can plan it as a house with more bedrooms. In this example,
there are necessities relatively to the land or to the fashioner.
If that which whose fashionedness we try to figure out can have only certain
properties, then we cannot say that it has been fashioned or that it can be
fashioned. Note that this point is important regarding the question “if Allah
fashioned things then who fashioned Allah?”: If He is absolutely necessarily the
way He is, then the answer to this question becomes “He is not susceptible to
fashioning, since He is not contingent, since He is necessary”.
As we see in the above example, I make a choice when fashioning my apartment.
I choose one form from among many possible forms. Regarding the house, a
house may have many different forms. But when it is an actual house, then it
has one of the many possible forms.
Everything in this limited universe in being part of it, is contingent as explained
in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2.
Now, the question is whether contingency is a condition of fashionedness or is
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it an element of fashionedness. This is important, because if contingency is a
condition, then if it is obtained, this will have no implication about whether the
related thing is fashioned or not. But if it is an element of fashioning, then when
it is obtained with other elements, we will be able to conclude that fashioning
has been actualized. In other words, if we establish that x is contingent, does
this mean that if it is established together with the first criterion, can we
conclude that that thing is fashioned?
As explained above, if something is absolutely necessary, then it cannot be
fashioned. If something cannot be otherwise, then it is not fashioned.
If something is contingent, then it was either selected from among the set of
possible sets of relata and relations, or the set of possible sets of relata and
relations were necessary. Therefore, once we establish that the set of relations
and relata are contingent -not absolutely necessary- and that thing also has the
other elements of fashioning, and once we establish that it actually exists, then
we can conclude that it was fashioned.
Question 43.
If fashioning is just producing relations, then the physical events also produce
new relations such as new positions of objects within the space. So, why would
the demonstration of fashioning be meaningful regarding God? We may
conclude that something has been fashioned, but why would this mean that that
thing is fashioned by Allah?
Answer 43.
When the rain drops, it causes new plants to grow and so on. But the rain also
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is subject to relations. It is not self-sufficient. Furthermore, it is contingent. It is
one way from among many ways things might turn out to be. Therefore, it
converges like other things onto one SSC.
Question 44.
If the relations and contingency are the elements of fashioning, then what about
the relations caused by natural events? For example, there are mountains with
different heights which were caused by earth plates’ movements. Are they
fashioned by the earth’s plates?
Answer 44.
The plates can fashion if they are sovereign wholes and if there is a contingent
fashioning relation between them and the mountain. But if the plates are not
sovereign wholes, then they cannot fashion. The details about sovereign wholes
are in parts 1.5.2.2.3.3 and 1.7.2.1.2.1.
Yet, even if they are sovereign wholes their fashioning will not be self-sufficient
fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.3
Analysis According to the 3rd Element of
Fashioning: Encompassing the set of Possible Sets of Relations
Regarding the Object of Fashioning
The first two elements covered in the present analysis were more about that
which is fashioned. The 3rd, 4th, and 5th elements relate more to the fashioner
and his acts related to fashioning. However, this distinction is not a clear cut
separable distinction.
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If we did not perform these two elements, then that which is fashioned, would
not have been fashioned by us, because it would be unrelated to our essence,
and disconnected from us in the very beginning. In that case, we would not
have been active for that which was fashioned.
Fashioning requires determining the relations to be actualized. In order to
determine the relations to be actualized, the fashioner needs to encompass a set
of possible relations. This encompassing does not need to be one by one.
For example, when we fashion a house, there may be infinite set of relations to
be actualized; hence, to facilitate, we may use a software by which we can
analyze numerous scenarios, or we may filter and narrow down the possible
scenarios.
For the creation, the set of possible relations do not include all possible relations,
since the knowledge of the fashioner for instance as a human being is limited.
But even though it is limited, there is a set of potential relations from among
which the fashioner determines a set of relations to be actualized.
Being reducible to separable and separate things negates the very essence of the
concept “relation”. So, a relation must be encompassed by a unitary essence.
Likewise, for the same reason, the set of relations to be actualized, and a set of
the possible sets of relations that may be actualized must also be encompassed
by a unitary essence so that fashioning may happen.
The contingency of the relations within a fashioned thing, requires a free will
power and choice to be exercised in order to produce the relations specific to
their contexts. If the cake is contingent, its fashioner/ maker must have a free
will power and choice to be exercised about making it a chocolate cake or
strawberry cake. For this, the fashioner must be knowing that there is a set of
possible cakes consisting of for example. chocolate cake and strawberry cake.
Obviously, if she does not have any idea about the strawberry and strawberry
cake, she cannot intend to make a strawberry cake.
Furthermore, for fashioning, it is necessary to encompass and transcend eat least
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some relations and a set of relations in which any related relation and relata
exist.
As human beings, we access information beyond us and we can encompass large
amounts of relations. When we see a cat, we contain what it is to a certain
extent, on top of what our brain contains as its ontological and physical features.
And the information about the cat is not instantiated within separate points in
our brain, because otherwise, each point of our brain would contain a different
point, and we would not have the unitary access to the cat. So, though our brain
transfers and organizes the information, it is our unitary essence which has the
unitary information about the cat.
On the other hand, our unitary essence can contain an infinity of potentials: for
example, when we imagine a line as y=x+1 , on a two dimensional coordinate
system we grasp information about an infinite number of points.
When human beings fashion things, they also try to foresee their needs, what
ought to be, what ought not to be, and what 'will' happen if things are left free
or structured 'wrongly'. And they try to foresee the relevant factors. They try to
foresee what factors will prevent the goals. These necessitate transcending things
and future. In this respect, the property of consciousness and transcendence are
important.
Additionally, through the free will power we have, we can move that line
wherever we want, we can project it onto a 3 dimensional coordinate system
whereby increasing the points we encompass by a multiple of another infinity.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.4
Analysis According to the 4 th
Fashioning: Determining a set of Relations

Element of

As fashioners, we determine and actualize a set of relations from a set of possible
sets of relations. For example, a mother may fashion a chocolate cake wherein
she puts chocolate instead of strawberry cake wherein she puts strawberries, and
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makes her daughter who loves chocolate happier compared to her son who
prefers strawberry cake but for whom she made a strawberry cake the last time.
So, this time, her daughter eats the cake and enjoys it more than the son.
Regarding this element of fashioning, as agents we transcend the possible sets
of relations, we transcend the one to be actualized, we exercise our free will
power, and we actualize our fashioning by making the acts necessary to
effectively produce the relations in the internal and mostly also in the external
universe.
Sometimes, the involvement of the fashioner may be limited or partial: For
example, I may use a computer program to fashion or optimize a structure once
I give the constraints.
There may be also cases where the agent unknowingly produces the fashioned
thing: for example, person P1 may have installed a code in the computer of
person P2 which once P2 writes a certain word, will make a picture and email
it to person P3. Assuming that this happened to be true, in this case, should we
say that P2 fashioned that picture? Though it is possible to have a convention
on the definition of fashioning so that P2 may be considered to have fashioned
that picture, such a convention would not be reasonable. For example, if
producing that picture and sending it constitutes a crime and produces a harm,
we will say that since P2 was not aware and did not have the intention to
produce that picture and send it, legally, fashioning that picture will not be
ascribed to P2. Because, he has not been aware of its fashioning, and there was
no way he would suspect that his writing a specific word would produce that
picture.
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If the waves which hit the beach made some stones rounder, supposing there is
no purpose in this, we say that there was no fashioning involved in giving the
stone its new shape. But if someone put the stone on the beach so that the waves
give it the same previous shape, in order to have a tool, then we say that the
stone was fashioned. This person had an intention of having a round stone; he
transcended the stone, its relationship with the waves; he transcended in his
imagination the future shape of the stone.
He may have intended to use that stone for some needs; but this would be an
addition in degree not in kind related to fashioning.
If he put it there just to see what would happen then we can say that he
fashioned an experiment; but he has not fashioned the stone as in the previous
scenario.
This element combined with the 3rd element constitute the intention of the
agent.
The dictionary definition of intention is “the act or fact of intending”; to intend
is defined as “to have in mind as something to be done or brought about” 95, or
as “to direct the mind on”96.
A literal explanation about its etymology, is as follows: "stretch out, extend,"
from in- "toward" (from PIE root *en "in") + tendere "to stretch," from PIE root
*ten- "to stretch."97

https://www.dictionary.com/browse/intention
and
https://www.dictionary.com/browse/intend accessed: Aug, 2, 2021
96 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/intend accessed
Aug, 29.8.2021
97
https://www.etymonline.com/search?q=intend
accessed:
29.8.2021
95
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1.4.2.1.1.4.1.4.1 An Empirical Approach Entails the Recognition
of Intention as an Element of Fashioning
Our complete experience and empirical observation of things being made by us,
as human beings, is through intentional fashioning. We do not and cannot
experience that things are made without intentional fashioning, since they will
be the internal experience of someone else.
So, if we conclude that things other than what we fashion arise (or “can” arise)
without being intentionally fashioned, this is in principle against our own
empirical observation, since things whose entire fashioning process we
encompass are always fashioned through intentional fashioning. So, if I say “I
fashioned this pot, therefore it was intentionally fashioned, but the flower on
the mountain was not intentionally fashioned because I did not see anybody
fashion it” is an unsubstantiated claim. After all, if I require seeing someone
who fashions it so that I may conclude that it was fashioned, then I cannot say
that I fashioned that pot. Because, if the atoms or molecules or cells of my brain
that “I see” fashion the pot, then I am not fashioning it, since, if I am reducible
to these parts, then I am not fashioning that pot. The details of this point are
explained in part 1.4 about the fashioner property.
Note that here we should not make a generalization as “if we fashion things
through intentional fashioning, then everything must be fashioned through
intentional fashioning”. But we can safely say based on our observations and
experience: we should not claim that whatever we have not intentionally
fashioned, is not intentionally fashioned.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.4.2

If Intention is a Distinctly Effective Element of
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Fashioning and if There is Effective Fashioning, Then Intention is
Irreducible to the Spatiotemporal, Hence it is S ustained by a
Sustainer who has Intention
If the skeptic includes intention in the definition of fashioning, then he is
entitled to ask for this intention component against the claim of the
fashionedness of the overall limited universe.
However, by accepting the intention as an element of effective fashioning as
obviously observed in our fashioning, he will have had his answer in that there
is a ground for human beings’ effective intention and intentional fashioning.
Because intentional fashioning is not reducible to the spatiotemporal as
explained in part 1.1.2.2.1 about the falsity of reductive physicalism.
Furthermore, if our intention-related essence interacts closely with the limited
universe, for instance as in the interaction of our essence with the parts of our
brain when we intend, then the limited universe is also directly related to the
sustainer of intention and intention producing essence.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.4.3 If it is Claimed that Intention is an Ineffective
Element of Fashioning and if There is no Effective Fashioning, This
Claim Contradicts our Everyday Empirical Observations
Through our introspections, observations on what we fashion, and tests about
the effectiveness of our free will power as explained in Tosun, 2020, we can
safely conclude that we effectively fashion things. So, the skeptic cannot
rationally reject effective fashioning, and will need to accept the answer in the
previous part.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.5
Analysis According to the 5 th Element of
Fashioning: Irreducibility
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In part 1.4.2.2.1 where I introduced the “irreducibility” element for fashioning,
I noted that neither us as fashioners, nor what we fashion can be reducible to
thing(s) with zero complexity; if the fashioner or that which is fashioned was
reducible to thing(s) with zero complexity, then our fashioning would be no
more than illusions.
Some people will say that the new relations produced by the fashioner are not
in fact new, or that they are just trivially new; because, what we see as new
relationships are merely the continuation or just a view from a different angle,
of the movements of particles or fields in spatiotemporal terms in deterministic
or indeterministic ways. Or they will say that the new relations are reducible to
the ASBEs. So, all there is, is just the continuation of already existent relations
and patterns, or their illusory perception from a certain angle. According to this
approach, the new spatial relations that continuously appear each moment, are
contained within the fundamental laws of nature, and the initial or early states
of the limited universe. Hence, when we consider the fashioning by the human
being, there is no effective, irreducible fashioning.
This reductive approach relocates the fashioning power of the human beings
and other creation onto some ambiguous concepts. But it does not say anything
about what is different with those ambiguous concepts such as the laws of
nature, or the earlier states, or the ASBEs, that makes them have this element
of fashioning power that the human beings cannot have.
When the reductive physicalist says there is no fashioning except the
epiphenomenal, trivial, and illusory type of fashioning, he means that particles
move and hit each other and there is no effective fashioning or form originating
from a distinct and effective fashioning power of the human being. According
to him, human beings are no more than aggregates of particles with no distinct
effect. He does not have any complete and coherent idea about the particles,
ASBEs, and about why what he says about human beings does not apply to
ASBEs. There is no reason to limit sovereign wholeness to a layer. In any case,
there are transcendent wholes and transcendence somewhere. But, if the human
beings have this distinct wholeness and effectiveness, then obviously as human
beings we effectively fashion things, hence there is fashioning by creation.
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Whatever ASBE we discover we will find a way to change it. Because if all is
reducible to ASBE, then we will be a set of ASBE as well. Then we will have
relations between ASBEs and between groups of ASBEs. Then an ASBE will be
influenced by another ASBE and its state and relation. Hence things cannot be
reducible to ASBEs.
Even if ASBEs fashion things, then there is the change element of fashioning
within them; hence, in any case, they are susceptible to fashioning and they are
fashioned.
In part 1.1.2.2.3 physicalism, in part 1.1.2.2.1 reductive physicalism have been
debunked. So, the changes in relations are daily experienced, easily tested; they
are testable, observable. And we can safely say that the first element for the
fashioning by the creation exists and is true along with other elements. Hence,
we effectively and distinctly fashion things certainly.
The spatiotemporal consists of things at the same layer; according to a coherent
physicalism, there is no entity which encompasses multiple spatiotemporal
things. For example, if inputs travel through point-to-point trajectories, then
every infinitesimal part of any signal will be located within a separate trajectory.
This would apply even if we talk in terms of quantum fields, or strings, under
a reductive physicalist interpretation. And as under reductive physicalism
everything is reducible to the spatiotemporal, the distinct existence of a
transcendent and a transcended will be contradicting the reductive physicalism.
Because, the reality of a transcendent being entails that there are effective things
of different kinds, different than the spatiotemporal. If for example the
consciousness transcends multiple spatiotemporal things, points, regions, this
means that there are things which are different in kind, hence effectively
different than the spatiotemporal/ material. This means that the unitary thing/
consciousness/ reason/ morals/ free will power owner which transcends
multiple spatiotemporals, is an essence which contains at least multiple aspects
of multiple spatiotemporal things. Consequently, our nearest and most strongly
demonstrated consciousness property which contains multiple spatiotemporal
things debunks physicalism, for being of different nature than the equally
separable spatiotemporal points/ regions. This complies with our empirical
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observations where we continuously, and repeatably experience that “my”
unitary consciousness encompasses multiple spatiotemporals. These
spatiotemporals are allegedly separately distributed and disconnected, and do
not have any irreducible higher layer things which may serve like an adaptor to
facilitate the flow of information between these spatiotemporals and my
consciousness.
If we are reducible to the spatiotemporal, then neither we nor our fashioning
will be distinctly effective. Hence, a reduced or emergentist kind of fashioning
is not what I mean by fashioning; such a fashioning would only be a renaming
of the events that happen at the level of ASBEs, and these ASBEs would be
effectively causing what allegedly looked like fashioned.
If we were reducible to the spatiotemporal, and if the spatiotemporal was
reducible to other spatiotemporals in an infinite regress, then there would be
nothing with fashioning power, and hence there would be no fashioning power.
Because in such a case, there would be no distinctly effective fashioning power,
and consequently, there would be nothing which would effectively cause any
fashioning. Again, as explained in part 1.2 about the unity property, no
spatiotemporal thing has the self-sufficient unity. Hence, fashioning cannot be
reducible to the spatiotemporal.
Further details about this are given in part 1.1.2.2.1 about reductive physicalism.
Note that here the “encompassing” is not a point-to-point encompassing: For
example, we may have a computer which has in its different sectors or files
different forms usable for different objects to be fashioned. Can we say that the
computer fulfills this encompassing element for fashioning? No, because if some
bits of the computer entail printing the letter “a” on a location of that which is
fashioned -let us say that it is a paper on which we print something-, and some
other bits entail printing “s”, and some other bits entail printing “k”, each set
of bits would be encompassing a letter, and none of them would be
encompassing the word “ask” and its implications. Again, here I did not even
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emphasize that the letter “a” cannot be encompassed by a bit, and that even a
bit does not have the capacity of encompassing a letter in a unity as a human
being does.
If the fashioner fashions the points on a line except two which swerve, the
probability of all “infinite” number of points except two being on the same line
is zero, if the points on the line are not transcendently determined. If the
fashioner agent grasps the meaning of y=x+1 for instance, then he can easily
produce many lines without reference to probabilities. One may ask: the above
impossibility due to infinite number of points may not be true, if the fashioner
simply encompasses “y=x+1” which results in that line. However, if reduction is
true, then “y=x+1” will be only an approximation, since an exact instantiation
of “y=x+1” will be non-existent in the allegedly infinitesimally small parts of the
fashioner, unless we admit the existence of some transcendence among those
parts. For a similar reason, the unfolding of that equation into the line will not
be a true “y=x+1”; the same will be true regarding the folding of a line into that
equation within the fashioner.
Furthermore, we may represent the set of possible sets of relations and relata in
our memory, on a piece of paper, on a mountain, or on a machine… The
meaning of the essence of fashioning is independent of where and how the
intention is reflected on any medium, as long as the essence of the fashioner
encompasses and translates the content correctly.
Likewise, every equation observed in nature is like a boundary condition which
cannot happen by anything which is not transcendent and unitary.
On the other hand, if we cannot detect the fashioning by looking at the
spatiotemporal state of that whose fashionedness is to be figured out, then we
cannot detect it by looking at the spatiotemporal state of anything -including
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that which is claimed to be its fashioner-, unless the fashioning is defined as
trivial and epiphenomenal. Therefore, there must be another distinct element of
fashioning. Point-like instantiations do not fashion anything.
Fashioning is not reducible to point-to-point instantiations because point-topoint instantiations also need fashioning as they have patterns. Patterns also
need fashioning.
If the human beings are seen as reducible aggregates of particles which behave
randomly in a certain way, then the human beings do not have goals, even if
those particles cause certain states which will be considered useful in the future.
There will be just particles bumping one upon other which somehow gathered
in certain patterns; but they have no degree of transcendence over the future
and the past to entail goals for human beings. Obviously this does not comply
with our direct and immediate experience. On the other hand, the rejection of
such a transcendent power makes impossible the recognition production of
fashioned things.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6

Implications of Our Fashioning

1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.1 Our Fashioning Power Irreducible to the
Spatiotemporal Shows That it is Sustained by a Fashioner
We obviously fashion things, and when we fashion things we use our
consciousness, free will power, reasoning power, knowledge… and we exercise
our fashioning power, that is we produce relations and relata. With these we
transcend the distant things in spacetime, we transcend the means and the
goals… If these powers were reducible to the behavior of particles, then “we”
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would not be fashioning things. And as we analyzed in detail the above powers
including fashioning, they are not mere outcome of the particles bumping one
onto other.
It is also obvious that we have not created those powers.
Our fashioning power, its transcendent components as intention are irreducible
to the spatiotemporal. Hence, it originates from a different source. The
interaction of our fashioning power and other related powers with the rest of
the limited universe sustained by the SSC shows that the origin is the same.
Therefore, the sustainer of the universe has fashioning power since He also
fashions the essence and conditions of our fashioning power.
A key aspect of the scenarios in terms of fashioning is that I am powerful and
there is nothing which restricts me in any way within the range of my fashioning
power. Hence I can produce objects of type a or of type b, likewise I can position
them in any ways in any type in spacetime... so whatever I produce is
contingent, I can produce totally different things.
Therefore, our fashioning power is sustained by the SSC.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.2
Fashioning

The Limited Universe is Susceptible to

Human beings fashion machines which can contain and transmit lots of
information, bombs which can destroy cities, drugs which can heal many
difficult health problems… We can fashion things which can oppose the patterns
of nature or interfere with the DNAs of life forms.
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So, if we have in kind this effective fashioning power even partially over the
limited universe, this means that the universe is susceptible to fashioning. So,
it may have been fashioned.
So, if it is susceptible to fashioning, then is it actually fashioned? To answer this
question, we need further data; and this data is that the universe is not only
susceptible to fashioning, but also it has a specific form. Since it has a specific
form, we have to find out whether there was a purpose and involvement of an
agent for its present form.
The knowledge thought-experiment in part 1.5.2.1.1.2 about consciousness
shows that without consciousness redness is impossible; likewise, black and
white, fast and slow are not obtainable without consciousness and its unity.
Hence, the actual form of the universe is logically preceded by consciousness.
Without consciousness can there be the color red? If color red as a color
influences the universe distinctly and effectively through free will power, then
consciousness through qualia influences the universe, like the spatiotemporal as
frequencies or wavelengths. Hence, the universe is susceptible to fashioning
through consciousness.
At the background of the limited universe, is the unitary homogenous power of
Allah, and we can encompass these fundamental relations thanks to the
language wherein we can use symbols to represent in our language and thinking
any complicated thing and then see the relations in order to make analyses. Yet,
the words within us are also relations, and in this respect, we rule on these
relations; though we cannot produce a fundamental pattern or law as relations,
we can also within ourselves produce relations. Anyway, outside us as well, we
can produce new relations based on existing relations or by reorganizing those
relations and the relata. Within ourselves, we can produce new relations with
no limits, this will be like an example and experience of originating new
relationships, and it exemplifies how new relations can be produced by an
essence like us or higher than us. This also shows that new relations like
fundamental laws of nature are producible, and by their own nature, relations
are not the very ultimate and self-sufficient foundation of the existence.
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As of now, the proponents of multiverse claim that it is scientifically possible
that different laws apply in different universes, in that, in our experiments there
is nothing which says that the laws of physics in our universe are not the way
they are necessarily; this supports the claim explained in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and
1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 that there is no necessity for the current structure of our limited
universe, and that it is contingent.
The contingency of the laws of nature are compatible with the Quranic teaching
according to which, the patterns that we observe are subject to the will,
command, and fashioning of Allah; hence, they are not absolute and over the
power of Allah.
Moreover, as explained in part 1.3 the limited universe and any of its
components are not self-sufficient. So, they do not have any intrinsic power to
determine the way they are. Hence, the way they are originates from another
source.
For the above reasons, the susceptibility of the limited universe to being
fashioned, shows that it is actually fashioned. Moreover it does not have any
fundamental coercive resistance, overriding power, a status of being a
supervenience basis, or a more fundamental position against the transcendent
fashioning power. Again, as shown in part 1.2 about “unity” property, the
contingent universe is in any case dependent upon a unitary transcendent
power. On the other hand, the contingent contents of the limited universe lack
the powers to determine self-sufficiently the way they are at any stage. If they
were able to determine self-sufficiently the way they are at any stage, then
nothing would interfere with their determination. Moreover, the human beings
being part of the universe and posterior to its earlier states, would be fully
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determined by the prior states of the universe, and they would not be able to
distinctly and exclusively affect the form of any stage of the limited universe.
Hence, the contents of the limited universe do not have their forms selfsufficiently.
If what we fashion is necessary and cannot be otherwise, then we cannot fashion
it. So if we fashion things then they have the feature of "might be otherwise".
If it might be otherwise and if it has been a certain way then there is a thing
which makes it that way. If that which fashions selects the set of relations and
relata from among the entire set of the states that "might be", then that fashioner
must be encompassing them in its/ his unity. And then it has to have the power
to select, execute, establish, and actualize the relations and relata that will be
within what it/ he/ she fashions.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.3 The Interactability and Compatibility Between
Fashioner Beings and the Remainder of the Limited Universe
In fashioning, we see the interaction of the mental, the consciousness, the free
will power, the knowledge with the physical and other dimensions. Here I do
not refer to any dualism. Here, the conscious... and the spatiotemporal are
classified as epistemological things and at the bottom they are essentially
sustained by a transcendent unitary power, and as creations they are organized
in a unity as explained in part 1.2 about the unity property, since contingent
things cannot have properties without the sustaining of the SSC.
Through fashioning we observe the powers of the creator who created the
universe and a system and harmonized it so that different properties interact
with each other.
Above, when I say “different properties” or “organized”, consider our fashioning
where we can conceive different properties within our unitary essence and
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consciousness. Hence, there are unities within our unity. Therefore, fashioning
gives us a good opportunity to understand how differentiations can be
instantiated within a unitary essence. Furthermore, the holistic interactions
between beings who have irreducible fashioning power, plus their interactions
with the limited universe entail that these do not arise by randomness.
These properties which work together within the limited universe show us also
the fashioning beyond the fashioning by creation in terms of the production of
new relations.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.4

There is a Sustainer for Our Fashioning Power

The fashioning of anything by the creation shows the fashioning capacity of the
creation. And since fashioning capacity of the creation cannot be reduced to the
spatiotemporal as shown in part 1.4.2.2.1 about irreducibility, we can conclude
that the fashioning power of the creation is sustained by another power. On top
of these, if we consider the unity property of SSC shown in part 1.2, and His
Self-Sufficiency property shown in part 1.3, we can conclude that our fashioning
power is sustained by the SSC.
The existence of requirements for fashioning such as consciousness,
transcendence, free will power, knowledge, reasoning power also 'show' the
same irreducible sustainer related to them. These irreducible properties are also
demonstrable and confirmed in contexts and ways outside of fashioning, and
these contexts are explained in parts … of this book.
The fashioning by creation is a proof in and of itself for the fashioning of God.
Because, it is irreducible to the spatiotemporal. So, the ultimate sustainer and
SSC must have the power to fashion; this is true even if he had created other
things without fashioning, which is impossible.
1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.5

Fashioning is Possible
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Let us suppose that the universe is deterministic. God may have fashioned the
initial state and alleged laws of nature so as they unfold in the universe that we
observe later.
If determinism and reductive physicalism are false, then again God may be
fashioning things and their components and so on and He may be bringing
them into existence.
Fashioning is possible. However, for a naturalist it should be impossible since
it contradicts materialism as explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.3.4. But a naturalist
cannot demonstrate that it is impossible. Hence, he brings in a claim for which
there is no evidence. He can just say that there is no evidence, but for this claim,
he cannot present any criteria as explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.3. Since there are
fashioned things in the limited universe, and since the universe is susceptible to
being fashioning, then he has to have criteria for fashioned things, independent
of any theological considerations. And if someone has such criteria and applies
them to the contents of the limited universe and to the limited universe, then
he cannot arbitrarily suspend judgment; because at least regarding the fashioned
things in worldly terms, he has to have some opinion about their ultimate source
if he agrees that there are fashioned things, or he thinks that there are no
fashioned things like computers or towers. If he claims ignorance, he has to
have some reasons about the impossibility of knowing this ultimate source. And
once he has such agreed upon criteria and they are applied to the solar system,
or to an animal he has to make a positive claim about the fashionedness of the
solar system or of the animal; otherwise, he will have suspended judgment only
emotionally and based on prejudice.
A materialist may say that the engineers fashion lots of machines. Yet, for him,
these engineers are just doing what the particles in their brains and bodies force
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them to do; they cannot have any distinct autonomy from those particles. He
may be saying that in effect those particles are fashioning things. However, this
will not be what we understand by fashioning. It will be just a trivial fashioning,
which will be a name given to the spatiotemporal movements of these particles
in a certain sequence.
Further details about this are given in part 1.4.2.1.1.2 about the criteria to
identify fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2
Fashioning in the Limited Universe Other Than
the Fashioning by Creation Exists.
1.

Where to Look for This Type of Fashioning

In Islam, neither fashioning nor its alleged purposes are confined to life. In
some religions we see that the focus related to the fashioning is on life and other
very complex things. In some religions, understanding God as something
material, pushes their adherents to set aside the contents of the limited universe
other than the life forms; since, the outset consists in any case of something
material -even if it is a god or his parts-. The consequence of this is to accept
the default existence of material-like things. So, they feel pushed to restrict the
proof of God as it relates to design or fashioning to the probabilities; in other
words, some material things “may” allegedly exist by default, hence, the only
indicator of fashioning or design-related act of God, is the low probabilities that
relate to life, and sometimes to some things which have complexity. But they
refrain from an overall rejection of the material as something that may exist
along God.
If a material part of God or a material incarnation of God can exist through
eternity, but not the matter, then there must be a feature of this matter so that
its eternity may be rejected. This feature is often presented as “complexity”, and
it is distinguished from the material side of the alleged God under the concept
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of “divine simplicity”. Obviously, this framework does not allow its proponents
to reject a material background, since God for them has a material side.
Consequently, to present some contents of the limited universe as evidence for
God, they have to present their complexity as an evidence for a “Designer”, who
will add the complexity to that which may in principle be existing already, since
the material part of their alleged god is eternal.
In this framework, the value added by that alleged god is noticeable through
small probabilities of the actualization of the complex structures; hence the
complex structures need being designed and they need designer(s). Along with
this framework, there is also the concept of creation out of nothing (ex nihilo);
however, though the matter can allegedly be created out of nothing, this does
not entail that it cannot be eternal though it may have been created at a certain
point.
In Islam, the creation and fashioning of the universe and its components do not
relate only to life or some kind of complex structures; the limited universe or
any one of its contents, in itself is an art of Allah. A simplest content of any
simplest universe would also be an indicator of the fashioning of Allah. In Islam,
whatever Allah creates is valuable in and of itself. On the other hand, not only
what we perceive as living things, but many other things, complex or simple,
also glorify Allah as explained in the following verses:
The seven heavens and the earth and whatever is in them exalt Him. And there
is not a thing except that it exalts [Allah] by His praise, but you do not
understand their [way of] exalting. Indeed, He is ever Forbearing and Forgiving.
(Quran: 17/44)
And not only does He bestow the benefits which may be related to the happiness
of living things, but also benefits related to the existence of systems:
The creation of the heavens and earth is greater than the creation of mankind,
but most of the people do not know.
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(Quran: 40/57)
2. Detection of Fashioning Beyond Fashioning by Creation, Through the
Analysis of Elements of Fashioning
In the previous parts we saw the elements of fashioning and applied them to
what we as the creation fashion. This way, I tried to give a detailed picture with
the help of our direct experience in fashioning. This way we also have been able
to use our introspection. This prior analysis is expected to facilitate our analysis
about whether the contents of the limited universe beyond our fashioning are
also fashioned or not.
So, having had a good idea through the previous analysis about what is
fashioning and what are its elements, we are ready to dive into the analysis of
whether the contents of the limited universe that are not fashioned by us, are
results of fashioning.
Note that during the analysis about the elements of what we fashion we saw
lots of details about fashioning. In the following analysis, I will try to avoid
repetition of the issues that have been extensively explained above. But it is
possible that you may have forgotten some key points already explained above.
So, even if I do not make a reference to these previously explained points, in
the following analysis, you may benefit from revisiting the sub-parts in the
previous part which correspond to the sub-parts in the following analysis.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1
Analysis According to the First Element of
Fashioning: Partially or Wholly Causing Relations
The main points and line of thought about this first element of fashioning are
as follows:
(1) Beyond the relations we as creation fashion, there are constantly appearing
new relations.
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(2) This is clearly observed by us.
(3) Similar relations are producible by us in the process of fashioning. So the
relations we observe beyond what we fashion are also susceptible to fashioning.
(4) The parts/ relata are not transcendent to cause these relations.
(5) These relations are not eternal.
(6) These relations are not necessary.
(7) These relations and their alleged reduction/ supervenience bases, the laws
of nature are not necessary and they also consist of relations, hence, they do not
and cannot explain relations at any allegedly higher layers.
(8) Therefore, as an element of fashioning, the new relations are produced.
(9) The relations and relata in the limited universe are not self-sufficient and
they entail a unitary effective sustainer and fashioner for the reasons in the
following sub-parts.
Some of the above points have been explained in different contexts under
different headings in this book. In the following I will address some of the key
issues in the above points. However, I will not repeat the points about the
fashioning by creation which overlap with the fashioning beyond our
fashioning.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.1

Essentials: Producing Contingent Relations

When we fashion a thing, we produce and establish relations. Such relations
and relata are the core of fashioning. The contents of the limited universe
outside of what we fashion also contain relations. These relations are neither
past eternal nor future eternal self-sufficiently as shown in part 1.3 about the
self-sufficiency property and in part 1.2 about unity property; they are subject
to change. Hence they are produced and sustained. If there are relations prior
to any relations, the prior relations are still relations. A true relation entails the
existence of transcendence.
The limited universe contains many forms and structures with many relations:
Numerous sciences study numerous life forms, atomic forms, molecular forms,
celestial structures, many patterns as laws of nature, many constants, economical
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patterns…
These structures and forms contain many relata and relations. Wholes contain
parts; parts are in relations with other parts and wholes.
If the relations we build within what we fashion are elements of fashioning,
then the contents of the limited universe outside of what we fashion also contain
these elements. Therefore, this first element of fashioning obtains everywhere
within the limited universe.
There are things that we human beings and some other creation fashion, and
there are contents of the limited universe other than those things. Are such
contents fashioned, or are they the result of processes unrelated to fashioning?
Under the present heading the answer to this question will be given in respect
to the first element of fashioning.
If we see a house and trace back how it happened we will see that the trajectories
of each particle are not coincidental, the factories each pass through are not
coincidental... In other words, they all need to have properties so that the flows
we observe may happen. We notice that they are run by transcendent beings
who not only transcend goals and the whole of the house and its modules, but
also influence each part’s position in space and relatively to other parts.
Likewise, for example, if we take simply changing the tire of our car, we do not
see in the nature that tires which get old are pulled to the tire repairer, and the
tire gets out of the rim, the new tire get into the rim appropriately. Nor do we
see that metals come together to form special tools like the crowbar…
According to some, maybe the particles just moved during millions of years so
that they formed wholes like the human beings which became more and more
permanent through coincidentally developing and accumulating favorable
internal, inward, and outward processes. So, maybe these wholes behave in fact
like the wind behaves but in a more complicated manner. So, maybe in kind
there is no difference between the behavior of the wind and of these wholes,
except that they just are more complicated.
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However in this explanation, the fashioning is just epiphenomenal and nonconsequential. It is like saying: if a billiard ball hits a side of the billiard table,
then this is not “fashioning”, but if it hits the side after hitting ball 1, then ball
2 and then ball 3, then this is “fashioning”. An epiphenomenal interpretation
of the fashioning is like this example, because, the only reason to consider
fashioning as a different process is because of a specific spatiotemporal flow of
spatiotemporal events; for fashioning to obtain, the ball just needs to have
moved toward the table’s side, but after having hit the 3 balls in a specific order:
here nothing is different than the general case other than the spatiotemporal
trajectory. The only difference is the balls’ following points x, y, z… instead of
points a, b, c…; yet, each point is the same in being a spatiotemporal point, and
each ball is the same in being an object which occupies merely a region in
spacetime; they are and they can be allegedly nothing more.
In this approach, our seeing, hearing, reasoning…, “fashioning” are considered
non-existent; there are just particles bumping onto each other; we are not
distinctly fashioning anything; “we” are not distinctly influencing the universe,
“we” are not existing at all on top of the ASBEs. This is obviously the denial of
the most obvious; that is the denial of our distinct consciousness and our distinct
effects which are the things we are aware of in the strongest way.
Certainly, by relocating the magic of these wholes to the lower level parts we
may look as if we have explained the change of the tire through narrowly natural
processes. After all, we may assume that the billiard ball-like lower layer parts
do not need anything other than themselves in order to be repositioned, bound,
and combined in those human beings; we may set aside the fact that even the
balls must be extremely complicated to be able to move with their parts in any
simple way; and then based on these, we can assume that we already have an
explanation about how the old tire happened to be unmounted, and how the
new one got mounted. So this way, we may have had at least a flow of events
different than what we see in the nature beyond such wholes; and as in the
above billiard ball example, we may have explained how a tire gets changed,
without the distinct inventions of the human beings who are allegedly just
epiphenomenal, illusory views of the allegedly effective ASBEs.
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However, in this example, we helped ourselves for free with two things:
1. Without questioning, we presumed that the particles already have a power to
behave in a simple way for free;
2. We presupposed that these simple particles may behave, be combined, and
produce functions on top of their distinct behaviors which are allegedly just
changing their spatiotemporal positions; that is, they were only changing
positions in spacetime; then by the whole they formed, they have produced
functions as consciousness, and powers which encompass not only changes in
the spatiotemporal positions, but which also interpret and create numbers,
logical operators, purposes, relations, and so on.
In other words, we presumed that at a lower layer there are horizontal relations
whose nature and source are unquestioned, and secondly, these unquestioned
relations produce bottom-up new relations and functions.
However, we do not and cannot have a principle which explains the free
production of the above contingent relations and multiple relata.
Particles do not move from point to adjacent point through unstructured
connections and through unorganized interactions; they are not in constant
communication and organization about what their shapes and relations must be
for the existence for example of a house; they do not self-shape in order to fit
the adjacent parts. If these would happen, then they would have been holistic
transcendent wholes. Likewise, when we look at the parts of an atom, we see
that they are not unrelated but that they are structured and have certain
properties in order to unite so that they may form an atom or a molecule.
The same applies for the parts of the parts of an atom. This is applicable for any
layer.
A sink, or a tap, or a brick… are made so that they can bind to the other relevant
parts. Likewise, the particles in the limited universe are so that they can bind
and fit to other particles and parts. The size and the weight of the sink must
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comply with the size of the bathroom and the type of its wall; the type of the
tap must comply with where it will be used. Similarly we see many other
relations between parts of the house, as we see many such relations between the
parts of the limited universe.
A part is a part and contains itself. So a relation which extends through many
parts and wholes demonstrates the extent of a sustaining unitary power
throughout all these parts and wholes. This power is exercised selectively and
in a systematic way. For example, the equations of physics are applied precisely
in accordance with the relevant conditions, distances, quantities, and these
transcend the parts.
Parts by definition are limited in extent and yet there are obvious transcendent
connections. Therefore, they cannot organize their outside, and they cannot
organize their relations with other things in a transcendent way, and in a way
to initiate their origination to be in harmony with the other things. If they
organized their outside, then we would call a “part” what is in their “outside”
relatively to the whole which encompasses this “outside”. As such parts, they
cannot be defined as things that organize their outside. Because, they are not
generally points with zero extension, hence, their organized extension makes us
define regions of this extension as parts.
The parts are also wholes which have constituents. Even if the parts such as
each number in a numerical system may be considered as points without
internal parts, the entire system and elements of that system may give a part -a
number in this example- the meaning or value that it has; hence, the elements
of the entire system in such cases may also be considered as the constituents of
a part to a certain extent. These apply no matter how a part is conceived, be it
a particle, wave, field, string…
The same applies for the parts of a part whenever a part has parts. So there are
relata and there are relations. But relata cannot produce, plan, define, organize
and sustain relations in and of itself for the above reason. Part 1.1.2.2.6 about
ASBEs has further relevant details about this issue.
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Why do we think that there are relations? Because of repetitions? We can only
observe the relations’ effects such as patterns that reach us; we do not observe
relations directly. Relations are not by definition actors with powers to produce
themselves.
We are used to observing strict relations wherever we look in the limited
universe, as noted in the following verses:
[And] who created seven heavens in layers. You do not see in the creation of
the Most Merciful any inconsistency. So return [your] vision [to the sky]; do
you see any breaks?

Then return [your] vision twice again. [Your]
vision will return to you humbled while it is
fatigued.
(Quran: 67/3-4)
Our inability to think of the contents of the limited universe as unrelated may
cause us conclude that the relatedness is inherently owned by these contents. It
is true that things must be related in order to exist, but this does not entail that
all things are self-sufficiently related. There is no candidate in the limited
universe which has the self-sufficient, unlimited transcending power over things
to which it is related. Dependent relatedness requires properties like unity,
intention, deliberation, action, unification and fashioning of a sustaining power.
Furthermore, we observe that things in the limited universe are susceptible to
fashioning by their nature as explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.6.2; they are subject
to change; and as explained in part 1.4.2.2.2 there are no alternative processes
which may substitute their being fashioned.
Hence, we can conclude that the first element of fashioning is experimentally
observable and obtains, since, the existence of the above contingent relata and
relationships are clearly confirmed on a daily basis. Further details about the
contingency of these relata and relationships and their irreducibility to anything
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within the limited universe will be explained in the following parts.
Question 45.
Maybe a part does not encompass its outside, but is not it possible that signals
from the outside may come to the part through waves or other intermediaries
such as light, so that the part may cooperate with the outside even though it
encompasses only what is within itself and even though there is no
transcendence at all? For example, when we close our eyes, we do not see what
is going on outside us. But when we open our eyes, the light coming from the
outside makes us know what is going on there. Or for example, if the spacetime
warps, things in it change their positions relatively to other things even though
they may not have transcendence.
Answer 45.
In the question there are some hidden exceptions about the intermediaries and
media such as photons or parts of the spacetime. If the photon changes its
location then the above considerations about parts apply also to the photon, not
only to the seer; or if we define an intermediary as a quantum field, then the
quantum field has specific properties and extension hence internal relata and
relations. These relata comprised under the above correspond to the term “part”.
So, the above considerations about parts apply to the constituents of the fields
as well. The same is true for the constituents of any spacetime-like dimension
sets or coordinate systems as well. Even if the limited universe is considered to
have a mathematical or informational basic fabric, these considerations apply to
it and its parts as well.
Note that what I put forth like a separability between part and its outside is
under the assumption of the absence of a unitary sustainer.
Question 46.
Why should we make an exception for Allah saying that the above
considerations about the limited universe and its parts do not apply to Allah?
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Answer 46.
To understand the answer to this question the following points must be well
understood:
(1) The above considerations establish that there is a need for transcendence
in any case. Either parts have such a self-sufficient transcendence each and have
the ability to cooperate with all other parts so that somehow they constitute an
entire system, or their transcendence is sustained by a central unitary sustainer.
So, at least there is one self-sufficiently transcendent cause, there is no doubt
about this. The question is about the place of this transcendent cause; not about
whether it exists, since its existence is fully established.
(2) As explained in part 1.3.2.1.2 about non-existence of partial nothingness
and general nothingness, there is already a unique and default full power.
(3) And as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 the contingent
things are not self-sufficient.
(4) Any considerations about the multitude of things imply a unitary sustainer
not only in terms of transcendence, but also in terms of any reality and
comparison as explained in part 1.2 about the unity property.
(5) The cooperation of infinite infinitesimal parts, which may be or may not
be, with other parts is impossible even if the impossible claim that they are selfsufficient as separate things is presupposed to be true, unless their full
transcendence and other god-like properties are recognized as well.
Furthermore, even if without justification, they are supposed each to have the
transcendence to cooperate with other parts, they will require lots of additional
explanations compared to One central power with such transcendence. Note
that this robust point which is sufficient as a counter argument to the implied
thesis in the question, is of secondary importance compared to the fully
established previous points 2, 3, and 4.
Allah being the default power as explained in part 1.3 is the origin in the first
place; other things are originated by Him. So, the difference in nature between
Allah and His creation has an established, logical, and empirical strong basis.
Question 47.
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Do what we fashion and what Allah fashions ever overlap?
Answer 47.
Regarding the things that we fashion, we see the irreducible properties as free
will power, consciousness... more directly within ourselves and how they work.
Regarding the contents of the limited universe not fashioned by us, we see the
direct irreducible properties of Allah related to fashioning; but regarding what
we fashion, we can introspect how we fashion as fashioners and see our
properties which are irreducible to the spatiotemporal and which need a unique
self-sufficient sustainer.
Yet, when we fashion something, in some respects, our fashioning and Allah’s
fashioning overlap: The things fashioned by the creation are fashioned in some
respects by God as well, since that which we fashion and our fashioning depends
on the overall means and environment in which they are fashioned, and these
means and the environment are fashioned by Allah. So, our fashioning is in any
case partial. Allah's fashioning is full in all respects even regarding our
fashioning, because whatever we fashion is under His control and only possible
with His permission. The following verse implies this point:

(Abraham said:) “Allah created you and that
which you do?"
(Quran: 37/96)
Question 48.
How does the fashioning of Allah work?
Answer 48.
To know how things work fully, one needs firstly to have the absolute unity as
explained in part 1.2 Because, without grasping and experiencing that unity
ontologically like God does, we cannot get out of circularity. Likewise, as we do
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not have the capacity to transcend all, we cannot fully grasp the essence of the
limited things. As we do not have these properties among others, our knowledge
about how things work is limited in any case. But we are not required to know
as God knows; if we reach “fullness” in respect to the “full” potential of “our
capacity” to know, this is sufficient for us as emphasized in the following verse:
Allah does not impose on any soul a responsibility beyond its ability.
(Quran: 2/286)
Certainly, there are lots of things which we know only as our capacity allows;
yet, our limited knowledge about them suffices us to reach many of our goals.
We do not even fully know how our very consciousness, which is the nearest
thing to us, works. However, what we know about how things work, is often
sufficient for our goals. Within ourselves we experience to some extent and
prove how transcendence and multiplicity in unity works both in encompassing
and in being effective for example through our free will power. So, we
experience and see at least to some extent one way of how transcendent
effectiveness over the spatiotemporal works. The spatiotemporal does not show
us how it can work, but our own selves show how it works.
On the other hand, knowing how something works is not necessary in order to
benefit from that thing. A cat does not know how its muscles work, or how its
eyes work; yet, it can run and it can see. Often, that a relevant person knows
something to a certain extent is sufficient: I do not know how some features of
my computer work; yet, that there are engineers who know how they work is
sufficient for my benefiting from that knowledge.
As effective transcendent beings over the spatiotemporal, at least partially we
are not self-sufficient and we are sustained, since reductive physicalism is false
as explained in part 1.1.2.2.1; therefore, our sustainer must have at least our
powers and means. The brain is also encompassed by our essence. And the brain
does not explain sufficiently how some of our properties work. There is no
explanation about how the laws of nature work, and therefore, in any case we
do not know fully such “hows” through the spatiotemporal. But this does not
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mean that we do not know certain relevant things sufficiently.
Let us consider another example: If I fashion a human being in my imagination,
could that human being know experientially or see how I fashion? There is no
fundamental differentiation in me regarding that human being. All of his parts
are connected by my unitary essence. So, he cannot say here is Ender’s effect,
here there is no Ender’s effect; nor can he say here is more of Ender’s effect,
and here is less of Ender’s effect. Because even the existence of that human
being and his parts depend upon me. And as there is no such differentiation
regarding me, he cannot distinguish and compare that which is of me and that
which is not of me. The only test he can do is the positive test of observing
himself and concluding that to see something where Ender does not exist in his
realm, he must not exist. So, in such a situation, only a deduction and a positive
test is doable.
1.

The Alleged Material Background and the Unitary Sustainer

Against the claim that an infinite regress of causal chain which allegedly explains
any being or event is impossible, the atheist physicalist/ materialist will generally
claim that there may be an eternal material background.
The above mentioned contingent background may generally be presented by
materialists/ physicalists as the spacetime, or matter , or some kinds of
fluctuating things or some other material things. Their states are assumed to be
either necessary or random; and according to such materialists, based on their
states, what we observe in the limited universe arises.
If that spacetime and those objects are analyzable in accordance with their
differentiations, then their very ultimate sustaining basis must be with no holes.
This means that even if that space(time) is supposed or observed to be warped
or have irregularities, then these irregularities can be identified and related. If
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the irregularities can be identified, then there is a basis according to which these
irregularities or differentiations can be identified. This basis is related to the
unity underlying all.
If any two points of a plane are different from each other only relatively as
explained in part 1.2 about “unity” property, then there would be circularity.
Then, we would not have any plane. So, any warped or unwarped differentiated
set of dimensions at whatever conceivable layer must have a unitary sustainer
and basis.
This also relates to our consciousness and the unity of our consciousness. If we
have this power of analysis and the related unitary essence, then this power
must have a corresponding true basis of what we analyze. Otherwise, it will not
be possible that the unity of our consciousness finds a corresponding unity and
consistency within what we observe, and detect any irregularities. This ground/
origin/ sustainer must have the same unity. This unity must also be the basis of
the unity in what we observe. Hence any unity or harmony is not a random
occurrence within/ upon what is not unitary. Because whatever appears is
precisely related to unity and surrounded by the unitary essence. There is no
unorderly, unprecise existence out of which and based on randomness an order
would appear. On the contrary, the order is primary; and the contingencies,
alleged irregularities and randomness are secondary. The order and
surrounding/ precise unity is at the very origin; nothing can arise without that
unitary essence logically. Any relation originates from a unity and cannot
originate from nothingness which can contain no relations or bases of relations.
Consequently, there is no way to calculate any probabilities based on the pure
unitary basis and the contingent fashioned contents of the limited universe,
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since the unitary basis has no contingent properties for the qualities or
quantities of what is fashioned: for example, if we have two pairs of fair sixfaced dice, based on the number of dice, their faces and fairness, and the
existence of that which throws them, we can calculate the probability of a
specific outcome in terms of the dice; This probability is not what makes the
outcome happen, since the outcome happens through certain processes and
powers which exist already, that we merely do not know fully. For the unitary
pure basis there are no such effective probabilistic features in terms of the
outcome. Hence, no fundamental thing appears because of any effective
probabilities: If this spacetime arose, it arose neither as part of some random
distribution, nor because of an alleged effectiveness of an abstract mathematical
probability.
Probabilities are results of subjective ignorance: if a boy decided for sure even
the day before, that he will buy a vanilla ice cream, the ice-cream vendor may
calculate in his mind a probability while the boy approaches him, about what
kind of ice-cream he will want to buy; his calculations have no effect on which
ice-cream he will buy; in fact, the boy may have allergy to the other kind of icecream and it would be impossible for him to buy the other kind he sells.
This does not mean that we cannot calculate some mathematical probabilities
for some contingent things; rather it means that probabilities cannot produce
anything effectively and distinctly. There cannot be any contingent foundation
which can arise outside any defined unity. Hence, any contingent secondary
foundational basis arises and must arise in a way defined by a cause. The
opponent against this claim must define what is an undefined foundation which
can serve as a final denominator for a probabilistic calculation, which can be
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used together with the actual existence in the limited universe so that we can
have an originator probability for the actual existence, and which can originate
the actual limited universe. I will give further details about the probability
implications of the alleged material background in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4 under
the partial fine-tuning argument.
Therefore, any contingent, non-unitary, disorderly state or set of entities cannot
be the ultimate fundamental ground of any existence.
Question 49.
What do you mean by unity or unitary essence as an aspect of the unitary basis?
Answer 49.
Unity is a property explained in part 1.2 about unity. The view of the
infinitesimally separated/ polarized universe does not reflect the truth. The most
obvious way to understand this unitary effective basis as a similitude would be
an introspection we can do as a human being. We experience things in unity:
when we see a cat, each photon reflected from the cat does not end up in a
separate point in our brain.
There is no merely point-to-point interaction between these photons and us.
We experience the cat as “one” being. Had each photon ended up in a separate
point in our brains, or if they continued a point-to-point flow in our brains,
then each point would allegedly have a grasp/ experience of a point of the cat
which reflected a specific photon, and we would not have the unitary reality of
the cat.
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Likewise, regarding the outward flow of our unitary essence, it is the unitary
essence which produces the will to pet the cat, instead of each neuron separately
moving our cells, in a point-to-point manner, to pet the cat without the unitary
will we have. For further details you may want to visit the part 1.8.2.2.1 about
the point-to-point relations in a computer.
2.

Connections Between Fashioned Things

The claim that there are alternative explanations as ultimate causes other than
the unitary SSC, for things which look like fashioned is false because such
explanations also have the elements of being fashioned.
If determinism and reductive physicalism are false as demonstrated in part
1.6.2.1.1.1 and part 1.1.2.2.1, then the sovereign wholes needed by the creation
must be planned, fashioned, and created by the Creator in accordance with its
(the creation’s) structures. Hence, the creation and the parts and structures of
things are elements of fashioning. If cows as sovereign wholes had not been
created, or if the human beings as sovereign wholes were not created and
fashioned, then the current number of the human beings in the first case, and
of the cows in the second case would be much different if they still existed.
Likewise, if the existence of the laws of nature, space, time was not fashioned
and if they were not created then the stars, galaxies, human beings… would not
exist or they would exist differently.
As the materialistic background is rejected, where is the distant relation/
fashioning located? If we ask a materialist where is the basis of relation between
the stars which caused the carbon atom’s formation, and the cells which need
the carbon atoms in order to form, he may say that it is in the simple stellar
and nuclear processes, wherein there was no goal of producing cells, and that
with these processes it was indispensable that the cells formed. However, he
assumes that the going on of the process after the formation and explosion of
that star is self-sufficient; the sub-atomic parts and their processes and
definitions are self-sufficient; the possible structures within the cell which
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correspond to the specific nature of the carbon atoms are self-sufficient. Yet, we
can assume neither that a structured transition from one micro region of matter
to another is self-identifying, nor that similar transitions from trillions to trillion
other regions are self-identifying and self-performing.
Furthermore, as explained in part 1.2 about unity, each one of the space, law of
nature… also require internal elements such as the points or regions of space,
the constants of laws…
These connections related to fashioning show us certain unitary and
organizational aspects of the self-sufficient fashioning of the limited universe by
a self-sufficient Fashioner.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.2

Layers in Producing Contingent Relations

In the Quranic teaching, every content of the limited universe is fashioned and
created by Allah as emphasized in the following verse:

That is Allah, your Lord; there is no deity except
Him, the Creator of all things, so worship Him.
And He is Disposer of all things.
(Quran: 6/102)
And as explained in the following verse, there is
nothing like Him:
There is nothing like unto Him.
(Quran: 42/11)
Consequently, He is not transformed into anything, nor is anything
transformed into Him.
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Hence, nothing and no layer in the limited universe is free from His fashioning.
Had He resembled anything or was He transformed into anything, then that
thing would be divine, and would not need any fashioning, because it would be
like God, and God does not need to be fashioned.
On the other hand, if something in the limited universe is like God, and if it
needed fashioning, then God who would be resembling it would also need to
be fashioned; hence, there would be a need for another and higher God.
Similarly, if God could be transformed into something material, this would
entail that some material aspects may be free from fashioning.
This is a key difference of Islam from other religions which teach that God may
be born, or die, or be limited in spacetime or compared to it.
As a result, such religions consider divine fashioning as something local. For
them, as in principle God may be matter-like, then some aspects of the matter
may be free from God’s fashioning, since matter-like parts of God do not need
to be fashioned. Otherwise, the matter-like parts of God would also need to be
fashioned, hence, another God who would fashion those matter-like parts of the
previous God would be necessary, hence, the previous God would not be the
real God.
The dogmatic constraints of such religions push their adherents to put forth
weaker proofs for God. Especially, the alleged partial similarity of God with the
matter, and the consequent localness/ partialness of the proofs/ evidences of
God make God look like a God of the gaps.
So, there is a need to clarify the difference between the all-encompassing
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Fashioner property of Allah and partial fine-tuning argument for God.
This clarification will be very useful in understanding the Fashioner property of
Allah and its power as a component of the proof of Allah. Because, contrasting
alternatives is an effective method to give the core of an idea.
In part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4, I will contrast the sub-system of ideas which conform
to the Islamic teaching about the Fashioning of Allah, which are free from the
fatal defects of the local and partial fine-tuning argument.
1. Cannot we Have Criteria to Detect Fashioning if all the Contents of the
Limited Universe are Fashioned?
If everything is fashioned, then how can we use the criteria to identify
fashioning? I may have fashioned the play dough; but the child may have not
fashioned it as a bridge or an apple… The kid may have fashioned it as an apple,
yet, he may not have fashioned it as an ornament for her cake. Hence, that
something has been fashioned does not mean that it cannot be further fashioned
for a totally new purpose. Or that something is not fashioned by human beings,
does not entail that it was not fashioned by another being.
On the other hand, that everything has a certain feature, does not mean that we
cannot demonstrate that feature: For example, when I say “every real thing
exists”, that every real thing exists in and of itself does not harm the
demonstrability and truth of the existence of every real thing.
Therefore, we should not say “if Allah has fashioned all things then we cannot
differentiate between that which has been fashioned and that which has not
been fashioned”.
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There is no reason to claim that in the limited universe there must be some
things that are fashioned and some things which are not fashioned so that we
can distinguish and identify that which is fashioned. After all, as in the above
example, there are only the things that exist, and we cannot compare the things
that exist with the things that do not exist. One may say, “for example a unicorn
does not exist, and I can distinguish a non-existing unicorn with an existing
horse. However, the unicorn in any case exists as an imaginary being. One may
say that being in imagination is not “a true existing”. Then we may say that we
can distinguish an existing machine with the non-existing design of a nonexisting imaginary machine and the project to build it which does not exist. So,
that every contingent thing is fashioned does not prevent us from distinguishing
the elements of fashioning.
So, we can say that in respect to the producer of the play dough, it has been
fashioned; but in respect to a child it has not been fashioned since it has not
been bought by a child and fashioned. So, even if Allah has fashioned the entire
limited universe, we may compare things that are fashioned to things that are
not fashioned by using different perspectives and we can determine what are
the absolute criteria to detect fashioning.
Question 50.
So, how can we distinguish between fashioned things? If everything is fashioned,
then can we make measurements about the fashioned things? Can we
distinguish the extent of fashioning?
Answer 50.
Every sovereign whole fashions since every sovereign whole has some free will
power as explained in part 1.6. So, a cow which pastures, contributes to some
extent to the form of the earth that will happen in the future. And everything
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in the limited universe is ultimately fashioned by Allah. So, although everything
in the limited universe has been fashioned, we can distinguish between different
degrees of fashioning.
From time to time, we hear on the news that some companies recall their
products for some deficiencies in fashioning. So, accordingly, we can distinguish
between what is better fashioned. If you buy a knife for one dollar which does
not cut anything after a very short while, and then you buy a knife for 5.000,00
dollars which is more beautiful and functional, obviously, the latter has more
fashioning elements in it. A car with automatic transmission, has more
fashioning elements and more working relations in it, compared to a car with
manual transmission. Hence, the number and extent of relations are elements
through which we can have an idea about the extent of fashioning; relations are
not self-sufficient as explained in part 1.1; they are sustained by the Fashioner;
therefore, they are indicators of fashioning.
A low degree of fashioning does not mean always that the fashioner has little
competence in fashioning. Sometimes, companies make things with low quality
targeting different customers, in order to get higher profits from their
differentiated products and services.
Likewise, Allah has different targets; hence, He says that He has made excel
some of His creation over others; He also says that He makes whom He wills
sterile. And that He distributes His favors in accordance with His will and
preferences, and other criteria.
Moreover, in things that are fashioned as systems, there are components which
are more important than other components, and components which need to be
inferior or superior to other components. Consider the engine of a car and one
of its cup holders. That the car maker put in it something that has fewer and
smaller fashioning components does not mean that the car maker is unable to
organize everything with the same level of fashioning. Or consider a fuse which
breaks more easily than an appliance, if there is too much current flow so that
instead of a costly problem, only the fuse is replaced or reset.
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Likewise, the differentiation in the degrees of fashioning of Allah makes us
aware that there are true degrees of fashioning, and ultimately, that the
fashioning is true, effective, real, identifiable, and measurable.
If our limited universe consisted of trillions of toothbrushes, then we might
conclude that there is a toothbrush fashioner. But there are not only
toothbrushes, but many other things and things that fashion things. There are
degrees of fashioning which show its reality. There are things which excel other
things in their features, and there are things which are inferior to other things.
This shows the freedom in fashioning.
On the other hand, anything He creates is not the most perfect in the sense that
He is able to create anything with better features in parallel with the following
statement:

And everything with Him is by due measure.
(Quran: 13/8)
However, He is the best of fashioners in any case, since there is no other selfsufficient fashioner who fashions things like He does.
2.

There may be Concurrent Fashioning and Fashioners at Multiple Layers.

Things may be on different layers of fashioning. For example, some engineers
may have fashioned two play dough packages, and one of them may be
fashioned into a house by a child, while the other one is not fashioned into
anything other than a raw play dough. Though they both passed at least through
a process of fashioning, one of them is fashioned one step further. For example,
if I design a play dough and make it and no child made a bridge with it, then
after I fashioned it, it is staying in its state without me getting involved with it.
628

So, if we find something in nature that we can fashion, just because we have
not fashioned it yet we cannot say that it was not fashioned.
3. The Difficulty That the Materialist has in Identifying the Fashioning
Criteria
When we find a watch we say it is a product of fashioning. The materialist says
that it may have been fashioned, but things in nature are not. But if atheism/
materialism/ physicalism is true then the watch is not a product of fashioning,
because human beings are allegedly the product of random nature and the watch
is the product of such man hence the watch is not a product of fashioning. But
obviously there are some products of fashioning. So, if the materialist does not
have any criteria to identify fashioning other than the criteria of “the fashioner”,
then he must admit that either everything is effectively fashioned, or nothing is
effectively fashioned.
If he says that x is effectively fashioned and y is not effectively fashioned, then
he will have hard time presenting the criteria to identify that which is effectively
fashioned. Because for him everything is reducible to the spatiotemporal, and
nothing is effectively above the spatiotemporal, hence, there is nothing which
can fashion the spatiotemporal.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.3

Higher Degrees in Producing Relations

There are many forms and structures at different layers and levels. There are
relations which encompass the entire limited universe, and there are relations
which relate to a molecule. There are relations between the rain and the
immediately related crop; and there are relations between what happened at the
big bang and a specific baby who is born. There are relations between the
elements which could form only through a stellar process, and the life forms
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which could happen only if those elements existed. And many of those relations
and relata pile up one onto other in micro and macro networks resulting in
higher degrees of fashioning. While any single simplest one of those relations
need the unitary fashioning power of Allah and demonstrate this power, the
deep and far reaching degree and extent of those relations and multitude of
relata show us the greatness of Allah’s fashioning.
The similitude in the following verse is a beautiful statement of the favors of
Allah on top of His other favors:

Allah is the Light of the heavens and the earth.
The example of His light is like a niche within
which is a lamp, the lamp is within glass, the
glass as if it were a pearly [white] star lit from
[the oil of] a blessed olive tree, neither of the east
nor of the west, whose oil would almost glow
even if untouched by fire.
Light upon light.
Allah guides to His light whom He wills. And
Allah presents examples for the people, and
Allah is Knowing of all things.
(Quran: 24/35)
Though every content of the limited universe is fashioned, in some respects,
there are higher degrees of fashioning. Higher degrees of fashioning of the
creation can be seen in the richness of its structure, or in the richness of its
functions. The human beings can be such an example as we see in the following
verse:
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We have honored the children of Adam, and
provided them with rides on land and in the sea.
We provided for them good provisions, and we
gave them greater advantages than many of our
creatures.
(Quran: 17/70)
Yet there are creations greater than the creation of the human beings as we see
in the following verse:

The creation of the heavens and earth is greater
than the creation of mankind, but most of the
people do not know.
(Quran: 40/57)
So, it is true that at least in certain respects, some creation are greater in terms
of fashioning than some other creation, even though they are fashioned by the
same God.
Yet as we see in the following verses, superiority is not guaranteed to be true in
all respects:
We have certainly created man in the best of stature;
Then We return him to the lowest of the low,
Except for those who believe and do righteous deeds, for they will have a reward
uninterrupted.
(Quran: 95/4-6)
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So, we have high potentials; yet, we can go to the lowest degrees in certain
respects. Hence, we are in a dynamic setup: There are higher things, lower
things, higher things can transform into lower things and vice versa.
But in any case, there are higher things in terms of fashioning, which consist of
richer relationships, more numerous functions and abilities, more diverse
dimensions, greater extents, greater details, deeper purposes…
However, this does not mean that the smaller, less complex things are negligible
as we see in the following verse:

Indeed, Allah does not feel shy in citing any
parable, be it that of a gnat or of something above
it (in meanness). And those who have believed
know that it is the truth from their Lord. But as
for those who disbelieve, they say, "What did
Allah intend by this as an example?" He misleads
many thereby and guides many thereby. And He
misleads not except the defiantly disobedient,
(Quran: 2/26)
Every content of the limited universe, needs being fashioned.
If we fashion a triangle, and if we suppose that it is not complex, does its not
being very complex entail that it was not fashioned? Complexity is not a
necessary element of fashioning. We can fashion simple things.
On the other hand, how simple can a fashioned thing be is another serious
question. Where does simplicity start regarding a fashioned thing would
certainly have an ambiguous and arbitrary answer. Physicalist views will need
to make this distinction in order to have an imaginary layer or substance or
degree where there would be no need to explain some kinds of relations. Even
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if we have two identified points, this would entail high complexity.
In Paley’s book we see the roots of the problem related to the fundamental
fashioning: “In crossing a heath, suppose I pitched my foot against a stone and
were asked how the stone came to be there, I might possibly answer that for
anything I knew to the contrary it had lain there forever; nor would it, perhaps,
be very easy to show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose I had found a
watch upon the ground, and it should be inquired how the watch happened to
be in that place. I should hardly think of the answer which I had before given,
that for anything I knew the watch might have always been there. Yet why
should not this answer serve for the watch as well as for the stone?” 98 Here we
see that Paley considers fashioning/ design existing in some things and not
existing or ambiguous in some other. This is a big error which has been fatal
for the partial design and partial fine-tuning arguments. Here by partial design
I mean the design arguments which try to prove God based on the small
probabilities of certain structures at certain layers.
Fundamental fashioning encompasses all things within the limited universe.
We can have a good understanding about the Fashioner only if we reject that
relations can happen and be established self-sufficiently on their own.
Obviously, Allah might have created a very small universe where we might
survive with less needs, observing few things, having little potentials, suffering
little, enjoying little. However, this universe is not such a universe. In this
universe, in accordance with our nature and potentials, we experience much
bigger things, we have great growth potentials, we have also potentials to
recognize the Creator better. This does not mean that ours is the greatest
possible or actual universe. Yet we are subject to big favors of Allah as noted in
the following verses:
98Quoted

from “Paley, William, 1802. Natural Theology, Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill,
1963.”
in
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/teleologicalarguments/#DesInfPat accessed 20.8.2021
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Do you not see that Allah has made subject to
you whatever is in the heavens and whatever is
in the earth and amply bestowed upon you His
favors, [both] apparent and unapparent? But of
the people is he who disputes about Allah
without knowledge or guidance or an
enlightening Book [from Him].
(Quran: 31/20)
Say, Have you considered: if Allah should make
for you the night continuous until the Day of
Resurrection, what deity other than Allah could
bring you light? Then will you not hear?
Say, Have you considered: if Allah should make
for you the day continuous until the Day of
Resurrection, what deity other than Allah could
bring you a night in which you may rest? Then
will you not see?
(Quran: 28/71-72)
One of the aspects of the favors is the deep relations between the micro and the
macro, the past and the future, the mental and the physical, the means and the
goals, and those in between.
High degrees of fashioning bring to our attention the impossibilities of relations
arising without an all-encompassing transcendent power, on top of the
impossibilities related to fundamental fashioning: One may see a rectangle and
understand that it can only be fashioned by God or by something sustained by
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God. But he may be uncertain about the extent of the fashioning power of this
Fashioner. He may be unable to see the size of the fashioning and different
types of things which may be fashioned and which may be combined with other
types of relations and relata. So, though the existence of fashioning is important,
the content and the extent of that fashioning is also important. According to
the actual extent of our knowledge, we understand that the fashioning of Allah
has a huge extent as it is relevant for us.
Had we known that there is actual fashioning, but had we not sufficiently
known what is the nature and extent of that fashioning, our knowledge about
the existence of the actual fashioning would be insufficient to know the
unlimited fashioning power of Allah. But the extent of fashioning within the
actual limited universe gives us a sufficient idea that size, or complexity do not
constitute limitations upon His fashioning power. The unity of Allah which
underlies any differentiations, different dimensions, values and so on as
explained in part 1.2 about the property of “unity”, gives us an idea that things
beyond what we experience are also possible.
The fashioning of and the relations in two adjacent points or objects may give
some idea about the extent and existence of the Fashioner. However, the
relations between two points at the two very distant regions of the universe,
gives us a grasp of the nature of the fashioning power of the Fashioner. Likewise,
the relations between what happened at the big bang, and what we observe now
also give us an idea about His fashioning power that two adjacent points may
not give. Similarly, the relations between an amino acid and the eye color of a
person and what happened in a distant star millions of years ago to produce the
necessary atoms for that amino acid give us again a different idea about the
extent of the fashioning power of the Fashioner, and His transcendence through
space, time, qualia, structures, knowledge…
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The structure of an atom within an amino-acid within a protein within a
membrane within a cell within a tissue within a bone within a member of a
human being has implications for a human being through these and many
uncited intermediary wholes. Likewise, a star which was able to exist through
an interesting process and the delicate balance between the forces which apply
throughout our limited universe, were enabled to “cook” the carbon and other
atoms without which many biological structures could not appear. Even by
making broad generalizations, we have hard time counting the favors of Allah
to us and to other beings, entities, patterns:

And He gave you from all you asked of Him.
And if you should count the favor of Allah, you
could not enumerate them. Indeed, mankind is
[generally] most unjust and ungrateful.
(Quran: 14/34)
He could simply give us joy, great feeling of dedication and submission to Him
automatically; this is considered as ideal situations by some skeptics. But this is
not what He chose. He gave us the favors of learning, knowledge, experiencing
the good and evil, truly being good, encompassing numerous favors… And not
only to us, but He also gave to many other creation many favors in many
respects:

The seven heavens and the earth and whatever is
in them exalt Him. And there is not a thing
except that it exalts [Allah] by His praise, but
you do not understand their [way of] exalting.
Indeed, He is ever Forbearing and Forgiving.
(Quran: 17/44)
Why would Allah need to create constraints? He could just create things and
infuse them with joy/ pleasure without giving them any needs.
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These constitute some of His favors upon His creation by which He enhances
the joy of being the servant of Allah by seeing His numerous arts and by
experiencing the truth especially about Him. With His acts, His unity and
transcendence, the grandeur of His powers are communicated in objective ways;
and for some creation these constitute evidence as an outcome of His bounty.
This way we taste, experience, and know the truth and the related joys in many
dimensions. Even the experience of some temporary suffering in this world has
a positive aspect and pleasure of knowing the truth; for example the people who
suffered to a great extent are the messengers of Allah.
However, to make things more beautiful, more striking, more leading to truth,
stronger as evidence, increasing the number of fashioned layers, parts and
higher degrees of fashioning may be useful. Sometimes, the high number of
needs may require higher number of fashioned things, and higher degrees of
relations between numerous things: To provide food for a community of 10
persons may not require complex farming, but to provide food for 2 billions of
people may require complex technologies. Obviously, though a higher
complexity may mean difficulty for us, for Allah, complexity does not mean any
difficulty.
Almost everybody including many atheists agree that there are very precise
relations in our observable universe which are necessary to make it exist as it is.
For example, Steven Weinberg notes: “Thus, the existence of life of any kind
seems to require a cancellation between different contributions to the vacuum
energy, accurate to about 120 decimal places.” 99 Hence, if the cosmological
constant was approximately %10-118 different than the actual value, there would
be no stars, no galaxies, and no life.
Obviously, Allah could make our universe a static one, where there is no gravity
and no expansion, or where the gravity applied only in the immediate vicinity
of masses. But in this case, we would not see that we share a common origin
and nearness with the galaxies light years away. Could not Allah provide these
99
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as well, without making the constant on a knife edge? I do not see why He
could not, but in this case the limited universe would be different than the
current one; but, the important thing is that He would not need to make it
different than the actual one.
Furthermore, the actual cosmological constant constitutes for anybody a weak
or strong evocation about God. If the walls of your house was too thick, beyond
a certain thickness, you would think that it was not intended to be a wall for
your house; if it was too thin, beyond a certain thinness, you would think that
it was not intended to be a wall. Likewise, the precise numbers constitute
guidance for us.
Obviously, one of the goals of Allah is to produce signs for some of His servants,
as noted in the following verse:

And it is He who has made the night and the day
in succession for whoever desires to be mindful
or desires gratitude.
(Quran: 25/62)

If the constants would be different, then could not Allah create life in those
conditions? Of course He could. But to make the life intertwined with the rest
of that limited universe, where conscious beings would have material parts so
as to constitute a representative of the matter, He might create conditions,
particles, rules in order to compensate the unmet ranges. Hence, again it would
probably look as greater in some ways, if He wanted to make the life intertwined
with the rest of the limited universe100: This way, we see that we, as partially
consisting of matter, may have consciousness and serve the Lord, hence; the rest
of the limited universe which consists of the matter may have the glorifying

Note that these are only some exemplary hypothetical possibilities
to make the issue better understood. We are not in a position to know
these high issues; we are just trying to see what might be the case. Allah
knows the best.
100
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aspects for glorifying the Lord.
The cosmological constant is a striking example, but there are numerous other
constants and ratios. If most of them were very slightly different than the actual
values, this would make the existence of life and many other systems impossible.
Furthermore, we do not have any argument to say that it cannot be different
than its actual value by 10+100 percent or by an infinitely bigger percentage.
“The strength of the strong nuclear force, when measured against that of
electromagnetism, seems fine-tuned for life (Rees 2000: ch. 4; Lewis & Barnes
2016: ch. 4). Had it been stronger by more than about 50%, almost all hydrogen
would have been burned in the very early universe (MacDonald & Mullan
2009). Had it been weaker by a similar amount, stellar nucleosynthesis would
have been much less efficient and few, if any, elements beyond hydrogen would
have formed. For the production of appreciable amounts of both carbon and
oxygen in stars, even much smaller deviations of the strength of the strong force
from its actual value would be fatal (Hoyle et al. 1953; Barrow & Tipler 1986:
252–253; Oberhummer et al. 2000; Barnes 2012: sect. 4.7.2).” 101, 102
These and other examples show that not only Allah produces in His Fashioning
structural, static, adjacent, and homogeneous relations, but also that He
produces unitary relations between dimensions such as between time and space,
past and future, means and goals, between entities, systems, patterns, realms (as
mental and spatiotemporal), the abstract and concrete things…
Obviously, Allah does not need to create universes which contain life or human
beings. He may certainly create universes without these, hence, without making
Simon
Friederich,
2017,
Fine-Tuning,
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/fine-tuning/#FineTuneCons
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accessed 22.8.2021
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the above and similar constants within specific ranges. In such cases also those
universes would have been fashioned. But our being in a universe like the actual
one, shows us the great unity and power of Allah who has power over all layers,
and all extents. This way, we have the opportunity to grasp His greatness to a
better extent.
There are infinitely many types of universes that He may create:

And He creates that which you do not know.
(Quran: 16/8)
He is, of all creation, Knowing.
(Quran: 36/79)
Do they not see that Allah, who created the
heavens and earth, is [the one] Able to create the
likes of them? And He has appointed for them a
term, about which there is no doubt. But the
unjust refuse (to receive it) except with
ingratitude.
(Quran: 17/99)
Allah may create or may have created other universes where no intelligent
beings or life like us exist, or where different types of life exist. Even in the
limited universes where similar types of physical forces exist, the proportions,
ranges might be totally different:
Let us take for example the fact as noted by (Lightman, 1993) that “For example,
the ratio of the mass of the proton to the electron, observed in the lab to be
about 2,000, could not be 2 or 2,000,000 in OUR universe because such values
would produce a physics and chemistry and biology incompatible with living
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substance. Values of 2 to 2 million might exist in other universes, perfectly
satisfactory in every way except in their ability to allow our existence. Out of all
these other possible universes, only a small fraction would have a proton-toelectron mass ratio suitable for life.”103.
Lightman puts a cap of 2,000,000 to the relevant ratio; but obviously, this cap
is due to some parameters within our universe, and any higher cap, will have a
reason based upon the spatiotemporal features of our universe. But, neither
under physicalism nor under Islam, we will be able to say that those features
are necessary. So, the small fraction is not necessarily a percentage of the lifeallowing range divided by 2,000,000, but logically, divided by ∞; because, there
is no logical or empirical necessity which requires that the maximum possible
ratio would be 2,000,000. It may be said that if the mass of the proton or its
ratio was too different, then it would not be proton; yet, there is no necessity
for the existence of proton as it is. Again, since, we do not have a necessary and
absolute cap or lower limit as shown above, we are not in a position to do any
probabilistic calculations which result in a number higher than 0, for the
occurrence of the life allowing range. Hence, we are not entitled to assign a
right to exist to ourselves based on the probabilistic grounds.
These considerations show us that for any range of any condition which enables
us to exist, there are many infinite ranges of conditions which will not enable
or which will hinder our existence. These figures and considerations are
significant in showing logically and empirically that we have been given huge
favors by Our Fashioner.
Some figures might extend to astronomic numbers. But in the presentations of
partial fine-tuning argument generally only small actual ranges are considered,
not the openness of figures up to infinity, so as there is impossibility. One reason
103 Alan P. Lightman, Ancient Light: Our Changing View
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may be that such an impossibility would also make the matter-like aspects of
certain false gods impossible to be claimed.
One may ask about how we can know that the limits or even the actual range
within those limits are not necessary, and hence how could we know that the
actual values “might” be outside those ranges. This question is addressed in part
1.4.2.2.2.1 about necessity. And as explained in part 1.4.2.2.2.2 chance does not
work either in this respect. In any case, if there was some principles which
required that certain numbers in some probability fractions could not be bigger
than certain boundaries, then these principles would be explained in terms of
necessity. But can we say that a certain constant or ratio cannot be above a
certain limit unless we find out a necessary disposition of the matter? Obviously
not. So, if we consider that there are caps like the 2,000,000 in the above
example, we will be rendering the higher degree fashioning unrealistically and
extremely trivial. After all, the principle which would produce those caps, might
also produce specific numbers to occur precisely.
In other words it is like requiring the dice toss resulting in 6 and 6, and saying
that the probability of this outcome is 1/36. But here the assumption is that
there is only a limited number of combinations, assuming that the dice have 6
faces. If the faces are more than 6 then the probability will be much different if
not zero; and if we do not have a necessary limit to the number of the faces on
the dice, then in the open terms we cannot say that that outcome has that
probability. Here, the analysis does not take into account even the possibilities
of sub elements to enable that probability. Now, if the dice do not allow us a
clear limit over the assumptions, in the case of the universe, both for physicalist
and a theist, it is impossible to identify limits for similar assumptions so that we
may assign probabilities of actual values being between certain ranges.
Maybe Allah might make us without having material parts. Had He created us
as purely spiritual beings with pure consciousnesses, we might not experience
what being physical is, and we might think that the material has nothing to do
with appreciating Allah. In the actual framework, we may better comprehend
and experience our universe and certain aspects of reality. This way, we are an
outcome through our entire limited universe, and we are one with it. And this
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way, we are enabled to sufficiently understand that the mental and physical do
not necessitate separation, and that they may be sustained by an absolutely One
Being.
When we say that Allah is the Fashioner, do we mean that there is some
discontinuity in the natural processes, and that "natural processes are not
sufficient for the development of the cell"? There is a hidden dichotomy in this
question, as if there are some things for which the natural processes are
sufficient and some things for which the natural processes are not sufficient and
require the involvement of God. Such a dichotomy is a big problem, because
there is no process outside of Allah's control. Normally, we will not see any
distinct hand of Allah exceptionally interfering with the events; everything is
happening by the sustaining power of Allah. The reductive physicalism is false,
hence, things at any high layer are not reducible to an alleged bottom layer,
plus, everything behaves with no gaps in between. So, it will always look as if
the parts of the matter at multiple layers are doing certain things. But they do
these things by being sustained by Allah, hence, the effective sustainer as God
is Allah; the doers as the servants and within the boundaries set by Allah are
the units and parts in the limited universe. Allah and the creation are owners
in accordance with their roles. So, if a killer kills with the permission of Allah,
he kills as an evil person; and Allah takes back the life that he has given. When
a hurricane hits with the permission of Allah, Allah stops sustaining certain
lives, and starts new things. Being a servant is painful if one does not recognize
and submit to these facts and to the fact that we are not the Creator and ultimate
owner; such a person will negate the reality and see many things very evil. We
emotionally tend to wish that we own everything, as a means of having power,
because we feel the servanthood and the related weakness; this is in a narrow
perspective.
The strong correlation between the irreducible relations within things as in their
continuity and their specific values, and the results in different regions, such as
life and features of life, show the intentionality. There is distance, yet there is
also lack of distance and hence, the influence of an all-encompassing power.
This is not an issue of probability because the necessary connection is
transcendent. If there was an actor or actors which produced events/ entities/
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beings in the edges of a distance randomly, and, if we wanted to explain by
“chance”, what happened to be in harmony, whereby removing any need for
any intention, this would again be fallacious. How could there be a probabilistic
connector? What would it be? How its internal contingent connections would
be sustained? In any case those actors and their acts would be immediately
connected as explained in part 1.2 about property of “unity”. Once there is this
connection, then there is no room for effective probability; because this
transcendent connector does among others what is unreasonably expected from
probability.
1.

Fashioning and Intelligent Design

Design is generally presented as “intelligent design” and generally together with
“fine-tuning”. Fashioning is more fundamental and it encompasses intelligent
design and fine-tuning. Fashioning also contains simple design and simple
tuning.
For example, as a first scenario, I can place the flower anywhere on the balcony;
this may be considered as fashioning the objects on the balcony. I establish a
relation between the location of the flower and the geometric shape of the
balcony. This is a simple fashioning.
As a second scenario, I may consider the relation between the flower, its need
for sun light, and the location of the balcony which has sun light; so, considering
its need for sun light, I may fashion the objects on the balcony so as the flower
gets sun light. In this scenario, I fashioned it so that the flower becomes more
beautiful, its life becomes longer. I might fashion it so that it is shorter.
Considering that a more beautiful flower will make my household happier, I
fashioned its place so that the degree of happiness of my household is higher as
well.
So, in any case what I do in kind, is to produce relations. In the first scenario,
the relations were simpler and did not contain the relation between the location
of the flower and the households happiness; I simply produced a spatial relation
between the flower and the geometry of the balcony. But in the second scenario,
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I considered many more relations and I included in them the relation between
the life of the flower and the happiness of the household and at the end, as a
set of relations, I established a higher value of household happiness and
corresponding specific values of other related variables.
What I did was the same in kind in both scenarios. Yet, in terms of degree, I
had a higher degree of fashioning in the second scenario, since I considered
numerous relations in different types.
Often if not always, in the debates about the proof of God, things like those in
the second scenario are focused upon; God is tried to be found there, and as
they focus upon the relations about purpose they are classified as “design
argument”. And things like those in the first scenario are neglected as if they
do not need God. However, the first scenario is more important and
fundamental and a stronger proof component for God.
The main problem with the arguments against design argument is that those
who argue against it, assume that there is an already functioning mechanism
behind that which is claimed to be designed, and that the mechanisms and
functions which do not need being designed exist already and by default.
Unfortunately, those who argue for a “partial” design argument, enhance or
cause the above problem.
However, fashioning encompasses not only purpose-related relations, but all
relations including those that are related to any kind of contingent background.
Consequently, the counter arguments against the partial design argument are
not applicable against the fashioning property of Allah, since in Islam there are
no substances, mechanisms, and functions which self-sufficiently exist besides
Allah by default.
When fashioning is at the bottom and anywhere else, then there is no
materialistic explanations for the higher layers, based on lower layers. Partial
design is supposed to explain what is at higher layers, and it is supposed to be
more limited than fashioning, it is merely related to purposes. As partial design
has a limited scope within the larger scope of the limited universe, the skeptic
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will always have some alternatives to explain the partial design by other
components of the limited universe which are not questioned and to which a
possibility of self-sufficiency is allowed by the proponent of partial design. When
the bottom is not covered by the partial design, it is difficult for it to explain
the higher layers and deeper relations by reference to God, since lower layers
can also be a cause of what happens at certain layers.
However, fashioning property of Allah, being more fundamental,
comprehensive, and general, can completely explain all elements of the
contingent forms. And it entails that any alternative other than Allah is
impossible.
2. Considerations on the Goodness or Badness of Fashioning are Irrelevant
to the Existence of Fashioning
A fashioning may be good or bad. If I fashion a house which does not have a
kitchen, then it is a bad fashioning unless it is supposed to be a house in which
there will be no need to cook anything. If I fashion a house with a satisfactory
kitchen in it, then it will have a good component of fashioning.
So, as long as the fashioner produces new relations there is fashioning. Even if
something is badly fashioned, we say that it has been fashioned, because in any
case there are certain new relations produced by the fashioner. If the house had
a kitchen, then the food needs of the household would be met within the house
in a highly organized way; there would be more relations between the position
of the kitchen and other parts of the house; there would be many additional
relations within the kitchen…
Furthermore, there may be things which have not been fashioned for a certain
function: A car may be fashioned with no automatic transmission. Some
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trousers may be fashioned with tears in accordance with a certain style. Or a car
which creates recurrent problems with a specific function, may have been badly
“fashioned” and be recalled by its producer. Such situations will help us to
identify what are the core and secondary elements of fashioning. Also, they
show us that the mere existence of relations are important for the existence of
fashioning; hence, a single relation may be sufficient to conclude that a thing
has been fashioned. Yet, a high degree of fashioning may entail some relations
in terms of good purpose(s). However, the number of relations does not
necessarily mean that something is well fashioned. For example, one may have
fashioned a very complex machine; but just because he lacked a key knowledge
about physics, this machine may be totally useless, though it has been fashioned.
Question 51.
If Allah is a perfect Fashioner, then would not He make the things in the limited
universe better fashioned? For instance, the human beings have a limited
lifetime of around 80-100 years. Why would not He fashion them so that they
lived longer?
Answer 51.
Better and worse are subjective terms. As God, the subjective decree of Allah
prevails about what to create, not the wishes of the creation.
On the other hand, if better and worse are evaluated according to the goals,
then the goals of Allah are the prevailing ones. So, a human being may have a
goal of living as much as possible, eternally if possible, in this world; so
according to this if he dies when he is 50, this death is not good or his genes
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which caused him to die when he is 50 are not well-designed. But one of Allah’s
goals may be to transfer his heritage to others and make them benefit from it
up to a certain time, hence, according to the goals of Allah his genes have been
perfectly designed.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4
(PFTA):

Flaws in the Partial Fine Tuning Argument

In this part I do not propose the rejection of a well formulated fine tuning
argument which is contained as a component within the Fashioner Property
component of the proof of God, as presented in this book. Rather, I want to
emphasize the shortcomings and inconsistencies of a mainstream fine tuning
argument which I call the partial fine tuning argument (PFTA) whose features
are explained under the following headings. The same applies to a partial
intelligent design argument which is often presented in parallel with the PFTA.
Partial fine-tuning argument is partial because it is based on the idea that finetuning is related to some parts or aspects of the existence, but not to the
organization of the space, or time, or any existent thing; it just focuses on aspects
which it considers as unlikely. However, as explained in part 1.2 about the
property “unity”, everything needs to be unified and organized. PFTA presumes
the self-sufficient existence, or the possibility of the self-sufficient existence of a
material background upon which there allegedly arises at least a tiny probability
of the self-sufficient existence of irreducibly complex structures. It is also partial
because it omits certain properties of the SSC. Intelligent design argument is
closely related to this argument.
The proponents of the partial fine-tuning argument see that probability so tiny,
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that they claim that the best explanation would not be the actualization of that
tiny probability, and therefore, the best explanation would be a sentient fine
tuner.
Partial fine-tuning argument is partial in that it is incomplete and does not cover
all the requirements and conditions of tuning and fine-tuning. A complete finetuning would need all the elements of Fashioner property, and other properties
of Allah. Hence, partial fine-tuning argument is an incomplete, hence a
relatively weak argument for God.
The evidence upon which the partial FTA is built are strong. However as a
distinct argument, it is inappropriately formulated. Because basically it is
constructed upon a god of the gaps type of god. The purpose of the following
analysis about this argument is to give the idea in a more effective way about
Allah compared to matter-like kinds of god claims. Also, the criticisms that I
will present in this part about the partial fine-tuning argument are expected to
give the reader a better understanding of a better formulation of the proof of
God presented in this book.
Therefore, you should follow the clarifications here not only as they relate to
the proof of God, but also as they relate to the definition and properties of Allah
as a non-local, non-partial God who does not resemble and who is neither
temporarily nor permanently transformed into a limited being.
In the following analysis, unless otherwise indicated or implied, I will use the
term partial fine-tuning argument (PFTA) as representing the mainstream
formulation of the fine-tuning argument in the west. Obviously, the proponents
of the partial fine-tuning argument some of whom will be mentioned below,
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will say what they defend is “fine-tuning argument”, not any “partial” finetuning argument. However, I argue that for the reasons that will be explained
in detail, it is appropriate to call what they defend as “partial fine-tuning
argument”.
The following criticisms are about that formulation and not the facts used in
the fine-tuning argument. As I made clear earlier, the objective fine-tuning
elements of our limited universe such as the cosmological constant, are
important as indicators of higher degrees of fashioning; hence, though they are
not in and of themselves distinct and complete proofs of Allah, within the
broader scope of the proof presented in this book, they have important
implications in supporting this proof.
The partial fine-tuning argument, is used as an evidence for the designedness
of the universe and/or for the existence of God. The following analysis is more
directly related to the latter conclusion, but in many respects it is also relevant
for the first conclusion.
So, let us start with explaining what is the partial fine-tuning argument for the
existence of God as formulated in the context of a god who is limited in many
ways:
1. Constants and other values of some conditions in the limited universe may
have many different values by default.
2. But only a limited set of values enable the existence of life.
3. We observe that the actual values are the values that enable the existence
of life.
4. The values that enable life are limited compared to the entire set of possible
values.
5. Therefore the probabilities of those limited values happening by necessity
650

or chance are small.
6. Therefore the best and most likely explanation for the occurrence of those
limited values is that they are caused by an intelligent designer who knows what
is necessary for life to happen.
The PFTA implies the following: The reduction/ supervenience basis’ being selfsufficiently “in a specific form so as to enable life” has a little probability. Yet,
it can be in other forms self-sufficiently. This formulation of PFTA says that the
unlikely aspects of the material background are the result of the act of God, but
the material background itself may not be the result of the act of God. Had
there been the material background without such unlikely aspects, then the
material background would not be considered as the result of God’s fashioning.
In this part unless otherwise noted, the word “life” also represents things which
are supposed to have specified or organized or irreducible complexity. To save
space and time, I will not repeat such things as the complex structures within
the atoms, or constants of nature: these things may be used in respect to the
PFTA similarly to how the “life” is used in this respect.
1. Using Small Probabilities as Evidence for Design Entails the Recognition
of a Self-Sufficient Materialistic Background.
In the above formulation of partial fine tuning argument (PFTA), the first
premise is false, as explained in part 1.1.2.2.1 about reductive physicalism. Plus,
there is no reason to assume it. And if it is false, then there is no basis, no
denominator by which to calculate the small probabilities upon which this
argument is built.
A proponent of the partial fine-tuning argument may say that the first premise
is a strawman that I produced, and that there is no such claim in the formulation
of this argument. However, the sole focus on the small probabilities as the key
point of the argument implies that the premise 1 is taken as granted. Otherwise,
we would not be justified in calculating any probabilities, and they would not
be the main point of emphasis.
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Again, the argument is often presented as it relates to a consecutive royal flushes
in a poker game, or a blind shooter who targets at the universe his eyes closed
and hits by chance a specific proton, or piling dimes over an entire continent
up to the moon, and someone choosing the correct specific dime without being
given any clue or sensory information about that dime.
Steven Meyer who is one of the prominent proponents of PFTA says: (1) “Could
a different set of physical parameters have enabled the evolution of radically
different forms of life?” (2) “Nor is there reason to expect that the discovery of
some other more general law will eliminate, or explain, all free parameters.” (3)
“Nor do the laws of physics determine or explain the finely tuned values of their
own constants of proportionality.” (4) “These constants provide information
about the universe itself; and that information is extrinsic. It comes from beyond
the laws.” (5) “If inflationary cosmology explains the initial conditions of the
universe, it does not explain the fine-tuning of its laws and constants; and if
string theory explains the fine-tuning of its laws and constants, it does not
explain its initial conditions.” (6) “It would seem that fine-tuning, like certain
dental drills, goes all the way down.” (7) “In particular, they have shown that
the fraction of realistic cosmologies—cosmologies generating life-friendly
universes—resulting from inflation is exceedingly small, roughly 1 in 1066,000,000.
This vanishingly small ratio, and corresponding degree of improbability, implies
the need for additional sources of extreme fine-tuning.” (8) “Very high energy
universes are as rare as 1 part in 10500 or even 101000. Fine-tuning is necessary.”104
In statements 1-5, 7, and 8 above, we see that parameters, laws, cosmologies,
theories are assumed to explain certain things that relate to life; but those
parameters, laws, cosmologies, theories are left unquestioned in their need of
the Fashioner property of God. Hence, the premise 1 is taken as granted.
To be more specific, for example, in (2), a more general law is discoverable, but
whether it will explain certain parameters is unknown. In (3), only the constants
of the laws are deemed to be needing the determining power of God, but the
https://inference-review.com/letter/on-fine-tuning-and-design
(accessed 21.8.2021)
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other elements of the laws are not questioned; in other words, a specific speed
of my car is questioned, but that “it goes” does not need to be questioned. In
(5), the inflationary cosmology is assumed to have the explanatory power for
the initial conditions though it does not explain the fine-tuning of its laws and
constants.
In 6, fine-tuning is represented as something exceptional going through “things
which do not need fashioning”; in other words, fine tuning goes all the way
down, but it goes through “something” which exists independently of its being
finely tuned, since something that does not exist in the first place cannot be
tuned. One might say that being finely tuned is non-separable from existing for
that thing, but if we use probability and if we say that no matter how small,
there is a probability that it is not fine-tuned, then we will have accepted that it
is something that may exist without being finely tuned.
In parallel with the above, Steve Meyer considers God as a hypothesis in the
title of his book “The Return of God Hypothesis”.
Similarly, in the context of the partial fine-tuning argument as I call it, William
Dembski is quite sympathetic to the idea that laws which are not questioned
about being fashioned are probabilistic, and that they make the biological
configurations not impossible, but improbable. Accordingly he says: “Moreover,
whereas chess operates according to precise mathematical rules, the laws of
interaction associated with material entities are probabilistic, so the obstacles to
producing complex biological configurations of material entities are not logical
impossibilities but empirical improbabilities.”105
Similarly, Michael Behe who is the introducer of the concept “irreducible
complexity”, says about the complex things that “in recent years modern science
has provided the data that shows that a mind, an intelligent agent was behind
life. You know there certainly can still be accidents and things like the sickle
hemoglobin mutation but you know 99,999 percent of life would have required
https://joelvelasco.net/teaching/167win10/dembski%2005%20%20defense%20of%20id.pdf accessed 21.8.2021
105
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purposeful planning, purposeful intelligent design.106” So, according to him,
there are things which are beyond the design of God.
I will skip examples of many others who present the high degrees of fashioning
of God in the same local and partial way, since my goal in criticizing the above
presentation of the fine-tuning, is to give an appropriate contrast so that the
Quranic teaching about the Fashioner property of Allah may be better
understood.
2. Recognition of a Self-Sufficient Materialistic Background Contradicts the
Conclusion of PFTA
If the material background does not have a cause but is a brute fact then focusing
on its fine-tuning as in PFTA would be irrational, because its brute factness, the
probability of its mere existence or coming into existence, might be used for
the fine-tuning aspects of that background as well. Again if we accept that the
background appeared by chance, then we would also accept that the fine-tuning
might have appeared by chance. Hence, there is also some inconsistency in the
partial fine-tuning argument.
On the other hand, in this formulation, when considered as an argument for
God, PFTA implies that a multiplicity of the fundamental origins of the creation
is possible: It allows or does not say anything about a fine-tuning god as to
whether he is fine-tuning some things that already exist or can exist on their
own.
One may argue that no matter whether the fine-tuned things exist on their own
or not, the low probabilities may entail belief in a designer. However, if there
are things already existing on their own, they may be such that they do not need
any designer in order to have some complexities.
Death Knell for Darwin -- Dr. Behe Explains Intelligent Design,
Youtube video https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cCyq8CeQLTQ ,
16.50 , accessed 12.09.2021
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By giving a small probability to self-sufficient complexity, the proponents of
PFTA concede that the lower level things and laws are able to produce highly
specified complexity if there is enough time and/or number of trials, even
though they may see the life of the universe as of now insufficient for the
actualization of that probability. Some proponents of partial fine tuning
argument clearly argued that there has not been enough time for the
development of some complex structures.
A second big problem is that they admit the reductive physicalism to some
extent: The higher level complexity depends or may depend on the lower layers;
a lower layer thing may be itself free and exempt from specified complexity and
need for being fashioned, and an entity at that layer may produce a specified
complexity at a higher layer.
If in principle, a thing at a lower layer may cause self-sufficiently a more
complex thing at a higher layer, then where will be the limit of the maximum
allowable complexity and how will that limit be determined? Can there be such
distinguishable layers? If so, what are the relations between the probabilities
intrinsic to each layer? Defining the thresholds between the layers up to the
alleged bottom layer will be an impossible task for reasons explained in part
1.1.2.2.6, hence this whole argument becomes an issue of lack of knowledge of
how these probabilities are actualized.
Complexity is evidence of design as they put it, but only if it is accepted that
the lower material layers are not self-sufficient. But if these lower layers are
shown not to be self-sufficient, then there is no need to put forth the argument
as if it is solely related to high levels of complexity. On the other hand, if there
are self-sufficient material layers, then it is hard to conclude that god exists.
Again, if they are self-sufficient, and if their properties are not limited by any
principle, then there is no possibility to claim that there may not be selfsufficient things at other layers, and that the complexity cannot arise by things
at different layers.
But on the other hand, if things at the material background are not selfsufficient, then we need to find out the probability of their existence; yet to
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calculate that probability we need to have some idea about that material basis.
Saying that the probability of its self-sufficient existence may be 1 at a maximum
does not relieve us, because if it is 1, the above problems appear; if it is less than
one and more than zero, then there will be a need for another basis for the
calculation.
The problem is not merely a calculation problem, but a problem about the
ontological basis of the calculation, which will lead us to infinite regress
according to the formulation of the argument and make the use of probabilities
impossible.
If you admit that there is a 10-500 probability of a constant being self-sufficiently
the way it is, this means that you admit the existence or the possibility of the
existence of a background which does not need God and where probabilities
may happen. Once you admit such a background, then you cannot say anything
against someone who says that the small probability does not mean
impossibility. Again, if such a small probability is accepted, then it is accepted
within a certain region of a larger and undefined hence unlimited background.
But admitting such a self-sufficient background is equal to admitting the
existence of a multiverse as a self-sufficient thing. If a limited region gives a tiny
probability of the existence of some complexity, then there will be a sum of
regions which magnify that tiny probability. And, that background would
necessarily have some complexity. So by admitting such a background, one
admits the self-sufficient existence or the possibility of existence of a somehow
complex background. Hence, even though it has some power, this argument as
built upon probabilistic calculations, is not fully convincing for the existence of
God.
Let me explain this further with a simple example. The partial fine-tuning
argument is similar to the following: “If we roll the pair of dice 101000 times, and
each time we get “6&6”, there is only a very small probability of the outcomes
being like this by chance. So we can conclude that there is an intelligent cause
behind what happens.” However, once we presume the existence of the dice and
the throws of dice without any need for an intelligent fashioner, then no matter
how small is the probability, the argument becomes weak. Because, firstly, once
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we make these presumptions, then we cannot know and say that these are the
only dice throwing events. If the above event of dice throws are possible, and if
such a set of dice throws happened sufficient times anywhere you know or you
do not know, then, the probability of one of the set of dice throws resulting in
101000 consecutive 6&6s is not so small. Once we work by recognizing
probabilities, then we have to assign a probability to the number of dice throws;
likewise, regarding PFTA, we will need to assign a probability to the possibility
of a multiverse as unpacked in the following parts.
3. Recognition of a Self-Sufficient Materialistic Background Supports the
Anthropic Argument Against Design
Furthermore, if the observer dies whenever one of the dice throws comes up
other than 6&6 in a set of dice throws, then the only observed set will be 101000
consecutive 6&6s.
In parallel with the above, if there is a self-sufficient multiverse, the small
probabilities may be compensated by the high number of “trials” in different
universes. In that multiverse, we would naturally be within a universe where the
unlikely situations happen. After all, if they did not happen, we would not be
here to observe them.
4. Recognition of a Self-Sufficient Materialistic Background Supports the
Multiverse Argument Against Design
So, the fine-tuning argument does not work very well if taken as a separate
argument for God or for designer. If fine-tuning is taken as a separate argument
then multiverse works against it to some extent, because, once we accept that
the dice do not need anything else, in order to be and to be rolled with no
limitations, then no matter how unlikely is the results of dice rolls, it will be no
strong proof of anything. If this alleged proof has small proof value, then no
matter how many are such proofs, they do not make the claim likely through
any cumulative approach. Therefore unity and integration in the proof is of
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crucial importance, and these can be obtained only for a claim about a god with
absolute unity.
5. Recognition of a Self-Sufficient Materialistic Background Makes the PFTA
Irrelevant
Additionally, if the proponent of the PFTA admits a fair pair of dice to happen
by itself, then, there will be no reason to reject the possible existence of a pair
of dice and a surface which somehow self-sufficiently contain magnets so that
the outcome of any dice throwing is always 6&6. In this case, the reference to
the small probability becomes irrelevant, since, then there is not much difference
between the existence of the fair dice and the magnetized dice and surface. So,
the improbability of 101000 consecutive “6&6”s has no implication, and we will
just look at the probability of the existence of these magnetized dice, surface,
and the existence of dice rolls.
If the probability of their existence is equal to the probability of the existence of
the fair dice and surface and related dice rolls, then the number of these
consecutive “6&6”s becomes totally inconsequential for any conclusion about
design or god.
So, there is no need to use small probabilities for God in accordance with the
partial fine-tuning argument.
So, once it is admitted that any entity can self-sufficiently exist being selfsufficiently fashioned, the opponent of the argument for God may use that
entity as an alternative to God.
Obviously, the impossibility of certain constants and structures happening selfsufficiently constitutes a strong point in favor of the existence of God. But
recognizing that things other than these constants and structures are likely to
happen self-sufficiently weakens that point. Likewise, recognizing that a
background is not subject to the fashioning of God, and will not have any
complexity also weakens the argument. Additionally, a smaller amount of
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complexity has nothing to do with decreasing the need to be fashioned and with
increasing the probabilities of self-sufficient existence; without a fashioner
something will not be fashioned no matter how simple it is.
6.

PFTA Considers a Matter in Degree as if it is a Matter in Kind

The continuity and homogeneity of any spatiotemporal extension are also
results of fashioning. Extending these for life is not a distinct thing, but a matter
of degree. So, generally this formulation takes a matter of degree as if it is a
distinct matter in kind. Hence, we need to relocate the observational facts
underlying the partial fine-tuning argument into the Fashioner property
explanations, as enriching observations, considering them as a matter of
“degree” rather than as a matter of “kind”.
So, we must see these relations as newly built up relations, unrelated to
probabilities and not one of the occurrences of freely fluctuating and selfsufficient material background. These relations, strict parameters are like more
and stronger lamps which facilitate our seeing some facts better and from
different angles.
7.

As Such, the PFTA Needs to be Replaced

To repair the vagueness problem, can we reformulate the argument with minor
changes? Let us see what we can do and if it works:
Let us briefly reformulate it as follows: “The universe cannot have arisen out of
nowhere without the creating and fashioning act of a wise creator. Had the
limited universe arisen out of nowhere and without the creating and fashioning
act of an intelligent creator, then these constants so specified for life would be
unlikely. Therefore, these specified constants are an additional supporting factor
for the limited universe’s being fashioned by a wise Fashioner.”
Here, the first premise has been transformed into something like: “The material
background cannot be self-sufficiently in many ways, but let us suppose for the
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sake of the argument that it can be in many ways self-sufficiently”. Then the
above conditional “had the limited universe arisen out of nowhere” would cancel
the repair process. Because, if the universe had arisen out of nowhere, then we
would have returned to the original formulation of the argument, since, this
situation is equal to the recognition of a background which may self-sufficiently
produce many different states self-sufficiently. Therefore, the PFTA does not
work well even in this reformulation.
The proponent of the PFTA, in order to rescue the PFTA may bring in the
following point : “But this is not the only argument, there is also the kalam
cosmological argument which says that the dice throws cannot begin without a
cause, and this cause must be an intelligent and willful being for some other
reasons.” However, in this case, there is a backing from the above formulation,
where, he was stating that there was at least a small probability for the above
outcome of the set of dice throws; this time, he states that there is no probability
of such outcome if everything is taken into account.
The PFTA concludes that God is the best explanation, not the only
explanation107. However, then it is only best relatively/ comparatively to
something else; hence, it concedes that a materialistic explanation has also some
probability of having been the true situation. Such a comparison requires an
assignment of a probability to God’s existence and fashioning as well. According
to the knowledge of the author of this book, the formulation of PFTA never
contains this side of comparison. However, a constructive proof of Allah,
identifies the necessary properties of an ultimate cause and defines the SSC in
a deductive way without leaving any alternatives open through combined
observations from many angles.

Some present it as an argument for the designedness of the limited
universe rather than as an argument for God. However, in our context
I take its presentation as an argument for God.
107
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8.

PFTA is not Fully Relevant Because a low Probability is not Impossibility

A low probability does not mean impossibility, so these low probabilities are
not fully relevant. We see that many unlikely things happen from time to time.
So, such unlikely things have some possibility of having happened on their own
according to the premises of this formulation of the fine tuning argument.
9.

According to PFTA, the Designer Does not Need to be God.

The argument is essentially defending a designer, this may also be an advanced
civilization. So, when it is used as an argument for the existence of God, it will
be irrelevant in this respect. It does not say anything about other properties of
the designer.
Sometimes, the proponents of the PFTA present it as an argument for intelligent
design, not as an argument for God. Especially, when there is resistance against
its introduction into science related curricula as an argument against evolution,
it is presented as an argument for intelligent design instead of an argument for
God so that it is accepted as a scientific hypothesis. Though the designedness
of the limited universe may be considered as a distinct claim which does not say
anything about who the designer is, its wider usage is as a distinct argument for
God. However, especially when we take into account the above problems, we
will have to conclude that it is not essentially an argument for God, but an
argument for a general type of designer who may also be a material designer
who may have appeared or evolved based on the materialistic background that
the proponents of PFTA do not clearly reject.
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So, the argument is not directly relevant as a proof for God.
10. PFTA is Self-Refuting to a Certain Extent
The argument does not make clearly the claim that “the probability is about
life’s and its material background’s being ‘self-sufficiently’ in that specific form”.
However, if they are not being in that specific form “self-sufficiently”, then there
is zero probability of their being in that or any specific form, in the first place.
So, to be coherent, it must be making the above claim. If there is a probability
for their being in that specific form, then it presumes that there is a probability
of their being like that self-sufficiently. But the conclusion of the argument, if
true, is that it cannot be in that specific form self-sufficiently because of the little
probability.
Hence, FTA should not be saying, “there is very tiny probability for the limited
universe being the way it is self-sufficiently, so it is not the way it is selfsufficiently”. Rather, it should be saying “there is very tiny probability for the
limited universe being the way it is self-sufficiently, so we should behave as if it
is not the way it is self-sufficiently”.
11. PFTA Cannot Claim to be Conclusive
If there is even a tiny probability for the limited universe being the way it is
self-sufficiently, then, this probability may change in accordance with the extent
of our knowledge. So, if our knowledge increases, then we can assign a higher
probability to it. The argument does not propose a principle upon which this
conclusion is built. So, God according to the above considerations, is a lesser
truth compared to the truth of “2 is bigger than 1” and many similar truths.
One may say that there are other arguments for God which result in a stronger
recognition of God than the recognition of “2 is bigger than 1”. If this is true,
then the PFTA is an argument of a secondary category. However, its truth
depends on the self-sufficiency of the material background since it is built upon
probabilities. Yet, as explained in part 1.3 about self-sufficiency, there is no
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reason to accept that the background may be self-sufficient, and there are strong
reasons to conclude that it is not self-sufficient.
But instead of making inference to the best explanation, if the argument is
considered as saying “there is a very small probability that the complex forms
happen self-sufficiently, hence, there is no probability that the complex forms
happen self-sufficiently”, then the argument will be contradictory.
Inference to the best explanation is built upon a relative claim. Such an
explanation, is best only within a certain context, within a certain technology,
compared to some limited alternatives. As such, it is not a conclusive argument.
The conclusive argument must be built upon logical and empirical/
observational confirmation or demonstration of contradiction. Otherwise, it will
be valuable only in the category of decision tools and strategy. Decision tools
are obviously useful, but they are not always expected to be tools that lead to
certainty about truth. Though they are practically useful or may be the only way
to follow in the absence of sufficient knowledge, in the presence of better means
to reach the truth, they are of secondary importance. On the other hand, they
are weak in giving any certainty regarding the knowledge about the truth.
12. PFTA is Built on an Incomplete Analogy
On the other hand, the argument is generally constructed upon an analogy.
Steven Meyer says: “Why does fine-tuning justify an inference to intelligent
design? It does so because in our uniform and repeated experience, systems with
multiple improbably fixed parameters that also exemplify functional
specifications invariably arise from the action of a purposive or intelligent
agent.”108
As we see in this quote, the criterion to detect fine-tuning within the entire
universe, is built upon an analogy to the fashioning of human beings. However,
the materialist also uses the same criterion and he ends up in an irrational
https://inference-review.com/letter/on-fine-tuning-and-design
(accessed 21.8.2021)
108
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infinite regress as explained in part 1.1.2.2.7 about the Fashioner criterion. He
cannot get out of that blind alley unless he recognizes the transcendent
properties which are necessary for fashioning.
But a person who does not have the limitations of the materialist, can and
should determine the fabric of fashioning, and try to see if there is a direct
connection between such a fabric and what we observe in the limited universe,
and try to find out if that fabric is at the foundation of the limited universe.
13. PFTA Fits Matter-Like False Gods
When we tune the radio, we expect to reach a specific kind of channel, a specific
channel, a specific frequency for a high quality sound. Many components and
processes within the radio receiver fit the components and processes of the radio
transmitter. If we turn the radio knob blindly without prior knowledge and stop
it somewhere and unmute the radio, it is unlikely that we get what we want.
Likewise, for the existence of beautiful planetary systems, galaxies, molecules,
atoms, eyes, brains… many conditions must obtain. Yet, these relate to the
quantity and degree of fashioning. But in kind, there is fine-tuning at any layer,
like the structured components of the radio no matter whether what sound
quality we god because of turning the knob randomly. Therefore, it is fallacious
to consider fine-tuning with probabilities: If I have only two identifiable points,
then there is space, time, the structure of spacetime and related points,
consciousness… So, in any case, there are complex relations and relata. In
Paley’s argument, the rock and the watch separation as if the rock is not related
to fine-tuning is misleading.
There is no material background which is exempt from needing the fashioning,
self-sufficiency, and unity of a Creator and Sustainer. However, if one says that
such a material background is not possible, then he also must say that God
cannot be transformable into matter. Because if a self-sufficient material nature
is possible for God, then why a material ultimate background unrelated to God
and upon which probabilities happen, would not be possible?
So, PFTA as based on probabilities is inconsistent with the recognition of
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matter-like god concepts. Islam does not have such a god concept, so it can
directly reject such a background. And it can justify this rejection by claiming
that such a background would also necessarily have complexity and need being
fashioned and a Fashioner. Note that here, as the background is fundamental,
the Fashioning does not relate only to the lumpy distributions in spacetime, but
also to the fabric of space(s) and time(s), the abstract, conscious, unconscious
related to any kind of existence and being, which are essentially non-separable…
Apologetics of some religions who sincerely try to work for God, do focus on
probabilities and do not reject directly some powers of the matter. A believer in
a matter-like god, cannot claim that an ultimate material background needs
being fashioned, because, his god also has or at least may have some material/
spatiotemporal limited features, parts, distribution… For him, if God as the
eternal being may have those features, then the matter also may have such
features in an eternal way. So, saying that there cannot be such a background
which does not need God, will compel him to admit that his god also needs a
god. But since his god who has some eternal matter-like components which do
not need another god, then the ultimate material background cannot be asserted
to be in need of God. Because he supposes that god may have some matter-like
aspects which do not need God, or transform into matter.
14. PFTA Does not Cover all Things That Must be Designed
A key requirement of a probabilistic analysis, is the origin of probabilities. If
one sees a horse-like shape and concludes that it must be made by an intelligent
agent based on probabilities without analyzing where it occurs, he may be
wrong. For instance, if it occurred in a cloud, and as there are billions of cubic
meters of clouds, considering this latter fact, would cause him to change his
conclusion. If we see a large garden and conclude that it was designed by a
designer, we may be wrong, because it may have been designed by many
designers. So many proponents of PFTA generally claim that its inference is to
an intelligent designer, not to God. But then, if the ASBEs are seen as having
powers like some animals, then is it design? Where is the border between design
and non-design? In this sense, the probability-based fine tuning argument is
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incomplete; it is not clear what kinds of design it encompasses, since it does not
clarify the scope that it has to cover. A sound argument must cover all relevant
aspects including that which originate those alleged probabilities: not just the
probabilities. Does not the alleged material background based on which the
probabilities of fine-tuning are calculated have any complexities to be designed?
PFTA is also incomplete because it only questions how the relata are distributed.
Even the relating and its functioning are not considered and only the
probabilities are focused upon. But this assumes that relata can exist without
relations and unity. This is false. Relata cannot exist nor be defined without
relations. Hence there is nothing outside fine-tuning as far as we can imagine
regarding the limited universe. Does only relating things in accordance with
specified complexity require transcendence and fashioning? Does not relating
in other ways require transcendence and fashioning? Obviously, any state within
any boundaries requires transcendence, effective power, transcendence, and
fashioning. So, we must focus on "tuning", and on “what” is fine-tuned, and on
whether there is or can be anything free from fine-tuning.
When we consider fine-tuning, we must consider not only the fine-tuning of
already existing things, but also the bringing those things and their forms into
existence. Bringing something into existence cannot be thought of without
bringing into existence its form as well, and vice versa. Though logically,
bringing into existence comes first, there is also the non-separable bringing into
existence the form as well.
For a PFTA, in any case there would be ASBEs as explained in part 1.1.2.2.6.
Whenever we conceive of anything fine-tuned or allegedly not fine-tuned we
need transcendence and unity. So these properties supersede fine-tuning aspects,
and must not be omitted.
Moreover, even if allegedly a probabilistic and material background may cause
some complexity at a higher layer, some complexities will depend on the
complexity of that background. But if the PFTA does not say anything about
the boundaries of complexity of that basis, then fine-tuning will be defective.
Because if it is acceptable that the probabilistic basis may have any complexity
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necessary for the fine-tuning at our layer, then in some regions of that basis,
there may be states which look like fine-tuned as what we observe. But if that
basis has such a complexity, then it will need a meta basis: If we say that the
complexity in life is explained by atoms, then we will also need an explanation
for the complexity in the realm of atoms. So, a complete fine-tuning must have
something to say about the layers up to the ultimate layer, or if there is infinite
regress in this sense, then it has to say something about this infinite regress.
15. PFTA Does not say Anything About Many Properties of God.
Fine-tuning is a partial argument. It does not say anything about the other main
properties of Allah which are necessary for the existence of the contents of the
limited universe. So, if these contents are assumed to be self-sufficient in not
needing these properties, then fine-tuning elements in the limited universe can
be objected strongly by reference to chance. So it cannot be accepted as an
argument in and of itself. If it is considered as a whole argument it may be
misleading.
16. Simple Contingent Things Also Require Fashioning
Putting forth complexity as a criterion of design is fallacious. A constructor may
construct a building in complex or simple ways, using different techniques. This
does not mean that the building has not been fashioned, or it has been fashioned
less or more. Each technique is an element of fashioning, likewise, each possible
technique, structure of the universe is also an element of fashioning.
Considering that only certain things are or can be subject to fashioning is a
limited perspective.
If the constants were different the universe would be fine tuned again as long
as we observe patterns, constants, continuities, identities, relations even if there
was no life as we know it. Even if everything was chaotic everything would be
transcendable hence fine-tuned in a certain way.
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Clearly, things other than these fine-tuned constants also are signs of the
Fashioner property of Allah. If we do not understand this, and see the fashioning
property of Allah confined to the fine-tuned constants and complex structures
like DNA, then how do we know that those other things are not built upon
similar fine-tuned relations other than those constants and structures? Are the
points and homogeneity of space less fine tuned than the cosmological constant?
Then how would the transition be between the fine tuned and not fine tuned?
Is there a barrier between the two? What would be the criteria to distinguish
between that which is fine tuned and that which is not fine tuned? Is God in
partnership with the parts which are not fine tuned and which have properties
self-sufficiently? Should we need to reject evidence for the Fashioner if the
cosmological constant’s allowable range for life was very wide, if a change of 90
percent would still allow life, or if every value of any constants would allow life?
The life positioned as the target in the argument shows that it is a limited
argument irrelevant for things other than life and clearly observed conspicuous
complex systems. However, simple things also need fashioning. The formulation
does not consider or accept that whatever contingent entity or event or pattern
that exists needs the Fashioner property of God. Again, it does not consider in
this respect the background presumed in its premise 1.
17. Allah Does not Need to Fine-Tune Things to Make Life Exist
The general narrative of PFTA assumes that life could not be made to exist by
God without fine-tuning. It emphasizes that if a certain parameter was not like
it is, the life could not exist. According to this line of thought, when we see a
watch, why do we conclude that it was fine-tuned? Because we think that it was
made so that the designer or whom he supplied was not able to know the time
or informed about the time without the watch, so for the purpose of knowing
the time, he fine-tuned the watch.
However, according to Islam, Allah is not bound with any biological
requirements that we observe. For example, there are angels who do not need
to eat or drink:
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And certainly did Our messengers come to
Abraham with good tidings; they said, "Peace."
He said, "Peace," and did not delay in bringing
[them] a roasted calf.
But when he saw their hands not reaching for it,
he distrusted them and felt from them
apprehension. They said, "Fear not. We have
been sent to the people of Lot."
(Quran: 11/69-70)
Saying that the purpose of fashioning things is to fashion other things is a very
limited perspective. For instance, to create life, Allah is not forced to produce
the actual or any cosmological constant. Obviously, He could create a universe
where the cosmological constant is not as we observe, as Allah made a bird out
of clay in the hands of Jesus (PBUH):

And [He will make Jesus] a messenger to the
Children of Israel, [who will say], “Indeed I have
come to you with a sign from your Lord in that
I design for you from clay [that which is] like the
form of a bird, then I breathe into it and it
becomes a bird by permission of Allah. And I
cure the blind and the leper, and I give life to the
dead by permission of Allah. And I inform you
of what you eat and what you store in your
houses. Indeed in that is a sign for you, if you
are believers.”
(Quran: 3/49)
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So, He might create life without having made the cosmological constant as it is.
But, these are the elements of beauty, favor, and empowering us to find our
ways and to make things, and giving us a methodology in this life.
After all, in Islam, Allah does not fashion only the constants and parameters
that we do not know in depth, but also other aspects and parts of the
fundamental and necessary elements of the limited universe. So, to reach a
certain purpose, Allah is not bound by them so as to be effectively able to
produce the results which allegedly depend upon them. They are only
fashioning elements of the universe, and they do not constitute limitations
external to and above God. They may only be limitations established by God
Himself as design elements, and blessings, so that the creation including the
human beings may behave in harmonious, beautiful, organizable, and
benefitable ways.
Therefore, presenting the PFTA as a distinct argument for God, suffers from
this aspect. But, taking its underlying facts as related to many of His other
properties, makes those facts meaningful. This way, we can say for example that
Allah might create any other kinds of life forms which might be sustained by
different structures of the universe in accordance with His power and His free
will; and this way we can take these as part of a single and complete proof of
Allah. A proponent of the PFTA as a standalone argument may agree with some
of these points when asked; however, the argument presented as a partial one
suffers the above problems.
Does god need to enrich His fashioning? No, but we need that He does enrich
it and it is a favor of Allah to His creation. We are given favors. There is a power
above us. There is potential to be loved and to be disliked. As human beings,
were we created with no universe, provisions, needs then we would not
recognize Allah sufficiently and we could not grow.
18. Summary of the Flaws of the PFTA
PFTA is one of the best possible arguments for some religions which claim that
their god(s) or parts or persons of their god(s) may be matter-like, or may be
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transformed or incarnated into matter or human beings. Of course even if they
are presented in the context of such religions, all the criticisms above apply to
these partial arguments. However, note that even with all these weaknesses they
are still powerful against a materialist approach. The above-explained
weaknesses of PFTA are relatively to a unitary and complete proof of God.
But in the system of Islam, such partial arguments are not necessary in that
Allah who is the God of all of the contents of the limited universe and who does
not resemble any contingent thing does not need to be proven based on very
partial aspects of the creation.
As things at all layers are fashioned and sustained by Allah, there is no layer to
which the higher and deeply fashioned things can be reduced. So, there is not
any tiniest probability which may justify the self-sufficient coming into existence
of any constant or complexity.
The fine-tuning does not work very well as a distinct argument for God,
however, the objective facts underlying it work as one aspect of the Fashioner
property related to higher degree fashioning. It is completely meaningful if and
only if it is formulated in an integrated way as part of the proof presented in
this book.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.2
Analysis According to the 2nd Element of
Fashioning: Contingency
If our fashioning is necessary, or random, then we cannot be said to be
fashioning that which we think we are fashioning. On the other hand, if some
relata and relations are necessary or random, then we cannot fashion them.
Hence, contingency is a key element of fashioning.
Parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2 about contingency are
relevant in respect to contingency in fashioning by creation. Those explanations
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are also applicable to the fashioning beyond that which is fashioned by the
creation. Therefore, here I will not repeat those explanations.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.3
Analysis According to the 3 rd Element:
Encompassing the set of Possible Sets of Relations Regarding the
Object of Fashioning
As explained in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2, the
limited universe is contingent; hence any actual thing within it might be
otherwise, in other words, it is an actual from within many potentials. Things
could be otherwise, since they are not necessary; but they are in a specific way.
The actual universe is in any case smaller than a potential universe.
As explained in parts 1.5 and 1.8 Allah is aware and knower of all things.
The points in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.3 about encompassing the potentials regarding
the fashioning by the creation, are applicable regarding the fashioning of the
limited universe. Also in the following part includes some points related to this
element of fashioning in the limited universe other than what is fashioned by
the creation. Hence, these points will not be repeated here.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.4
Analysis According to the 4 th Element:
Determining a set of Relations
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.4.1 An Introspection – at the Boundary of Our
Determining a set of Relations
If I fashion a circle, the circle does not occur because its points had many
probabilities of distribution and they randomly happened to be on a circle; nor
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does it occur because there were a big excess number of points which in some
regions happened to be distributed as a circle.
But it occurs because I transcendently encompass the properties of the circle
and connect its points in accordance with its unity I produce in myself. The
alternative is that there are allegedly random point-to-point instantiations
within me and in this situation the circle would only be an approximate circle.
Even if it was an allegedly true and perfect circle, it would have been considered
to be approximate in reality and not related to the equation of the circle. A circle
correct in infinitesimal details for all infinite points, and corresponding fully to
an equation of a circle cannot be rationally claimed to have occurred without a
transcendent fashioner; the same would be applicable if the divergence from
such an equation might be explained by other related equations.
Could the equation be approximate, and could the circle be not approximate in
its being the result of that equation? Obviously not, since, if any part of the
fundamental equation of the circle is different, then we will not have a circle as
we define it.
Is it possible that evolution perfected structures which would produce such
equations and gave them survival advantage? This could be possible if the
infinitesimal points of the limited universe have been given the ability to bind
to and cooperate with other infinitesimal points in magical ways.
But do not lines and circles occur in the nature without the involvement of any
transcendent being? The lines or circles in nature occur because of the God’s
creating the patterns: Had He not created the spacetime, and the patterns of
gravity, or other forces, we could not see circles or lines. But under reductive
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physicalism, regarding the creation as originators, within us there may be only
approximation-producing mechanisms. Because, if we are reducible to the
particles’ movements, we cannot connect the circles that we produce directly
and solely to specific repetitive and coercive patterns and simple laws; those
patterns will not be isolated and harmonized within any unitary essence, they
will overlap and override one another and the infinitely correct infinitesimal
points of a circle will not appear in unitary beings like human beings; even if
the equation randomly originates, its elements will not be connected discretely
within a unity of a human being. But if within us there is no approximation but
an exact circle produced by the allegedly unconscious spatiotemporal patterns,
then the continuity will be due to the same unity that underlies the patterns
which cause lines and circles in the nature, that is the Creator and Sustainer of
those patterns.
Hence, admitting approximations mixed with the patterns is a big fallacy;
because, the patterns are not self sufficient, therefore, in fact even saying
approximation is a big mistake because when we say an approximation we
presume that for the approximation the simple patterns are granted to be selfsufficient. If they are not self-sufficient and if they are and can only be
deliberately produced, and if they are not produced by deliberation, we cannot
even talk about approximations, because there will not even be the simple
patterns which produce things. Further details about this line of thinking will
be given in the analogy of simple clips in part 1.4.2.2.8.2.2.
Had Allah wanted, He might make the atoms behave transcendently so as to
produce equations of circles within the wholes they constitute, as the societies
we constitute produce huge things. Hence, whether evolution happens or not is
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a meaningless question, since, the same spatiotemporal results might be made
by Allah through our wholes or through our cells or through our atoms, which
might be made fully sovereign wholes. But in any casa the sustainer in any case
would be Allah.
The difference of the atheist is that he believes that the ASBEs do such things
self-sufficiently; Allah might make them do those things by sustaining them.
So, can we distinguish whether the physicalist atheist’s approach is the true one?
Why would we give privilege to the atoms? Why not to electrons? Why would
there be only one effective layer? Just because two cooperating effective layers
entail transcendence of one layer over other layer(s)? Why should we be against
transcendence while we directly experience it, as human beings at a layer higher
than the atoms? To prevent the possibility of being transcended by a higher
being, and to prevent the possibility of being secondary? Obviously, there is no
reason to claim that as human beings we may be of the same nature as the
things at an alleged fundamental status. Hence, the argument against our
capacity to transcendently produce a set of relations which is granted to some
ambiguous ASBEs at some ambiguous layer is invalid, and we can
transcendently produce relations and plans as explained above.
If it can be done by us, then there is no reason to claim that the relations we
observe in the universe cannot be done; hence, the same can be done by the
SSC regarding the entire limited universe. And since the relations we observe
in the limited universe entail an underlying unity, and as there is no reason to
reject that it is done by an underlying and all-encompassing unitary essence,
then we must recognize the transcendent fashioning power and that the limited
universe is the outcome of the actual exercise of this power.
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In any case, the self-sufficient would have the ultimate properties explained in
this book, and hence would be Allah. But the best way which complies with our
reasoning is that in the limited universe there is no self-sufficient thing which
causes things and which has the related properties explained in this book; and
if there is no such self-sufficient things in the limited universe which have those
properties altogether, then everything may be sustained by Allah and there may
be multiple sovereign sustained wholes at different layers or at different regions.
It is not always distinguishable what does what at which layers; but it is
distinguishable what does what and what does not do what self-sufficiently. We
know that we as part of the limited universe are not self-sufficient, because
things change, because we are part of the physical and mental limited universe,
and we know that we as part of the matter do not know certain things, and that
we learn things that we did not know once. So we are not the inherent knowers
of things, we are not the origin of knowledge as underlined in the following
verses:

And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that
perhaps you would be grateful.
(Quran: 16/78)
And Allah created you; then He will take you in
death. And among you is he who is reversed to
the most decrepit [old] age so that he will not
know, after [having had] knowledge, a thing.
Indeed, Allah is Knowing and Competent.
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(Quran: 16/70)
When we learn things the knowledge does not become our permanent part. We
cannot expect that our parts, our cells, our atoms… be different fundamentally
than us in terms of temporariness and deficiencies.
Explanations based on randomness are no explanations for the formation of the
circle, because, they also require an explanation of the same kind. When I
fashion it, it is formed because I fashioned it within my mind which
encompasses homogeneously the plane and the universe of circles that
correspond to different centers and their radii.
Let us assume that there was nothing of the limited universe, and then there
appears three objects. Is it possible that they appear without any intention and
transcendence in a spacetime as we observe?
If the points between the objects are considered the things that make the form
of the three objects, then we will also need something that makes the form of
those points. Because the relations between them and their whole is not
contained within the parts, except within a circularity and/or infinite regress.
Secondly, the three objects might be four or more objects, and they could be
distributed otherwise unless there is any principle or reason which would make
them necessary. But there is no evidence for such a principle of necessity.
Furthermore, the impossibility of the influence of randomness is explained in
part 1.6.2.1.1.2. Hence the only alternative is what we experience and witness,
which is a transcendent essence as explained above.
If we say that the objects move in accordance with simple patterns, then there
must be an additional explanation for each step where there is an increase in
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complexity: if this explanation is a new organization, we need to explain the
origin of that organization and how the simple patterns in the previous stage
get united and reflected in a different way. If one point-like object exists, how
is it defined? If two such objects exist, how is each defined in respect to the
other, and how they are united in the same spacetime? If they move in the space,
what is the space? What is movement? If they clash, what makes them clash in
that specific way? What is the connection between the spatiotemporal changes
and definitions? If two things get combined what binds them? All answers to
these questions indicate the existence of transcendence. As we see in these
examples, the things we take as granted for free are not in fact free; they cannot
be used to replace the transcendence which is necessary for higher relations,
since they themselves need that this transcendence in order to be in the first
place.
Thirdly, we saw in the knowledge argument explained in part 1.5.2.1.1.2 that
Mary who knows all equations about the color red but has not experienced color
red learns something new simply by experiencing color red because of the mere
existence of her consciousness. Here, the mere existence of Mary’s
consciousness is what makes the color red real as the color red, and existent as
a distinct reality. Likewise, the distribution of the three objects require a
consciousness in order to exist, especially if this distributions has the property
of being encompassed by consciousness.
Because the distribution of three objects has an effect upon a potential observer;
it has a power such that if there is an observer, the three objects will produce a
conscious experience on the observer. This experience is effective not only
because of a real experience of perception, but also in terms of effective changes
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in the limited universe: Mary may for instance enjoy that color, and do a certain
action, like buying a red cup instead of a gray one, that she would not do had
she known only the underlying equations or particles. Note that those equations
or particles are also known through her consciousness.
Therefore, the objects, the observer and her consciousness constitute a system.
Therefore, there is a unitary cause which sustains all of these systems in
accordance with the explanations under the property of Unity. This cause must
encompass all influences and relationships. Hence, this cause must also
encompass the consciousness relations and the contents of consciousness. Also
the essence at the origination of the three objects must encompass the relations
between the spatiotemporal positions, masses… and the definition and reality
of their resulting potential influence on a conscious being.
A reductive physicalist may argue that all other components of color red would
be existing even if Mary did not experience it, because, there would be in any
case other colors with which Mary would learn the details about the color red.
But the same fact about the color red applies for other experiences of Mary as
well. We can apply the same reasoning to the color white, gray, black and so
on; plus, we can apply it to her sensations regarding touching, tasting, and so
on.
So, as the color red as a quale does not have any meaning without the conscious
experience of Mary and other human beings, all colors, feelings, and objects of
our communication will be undefinable, unreal, and unactualized without a
consciousness.
The statement in philosophy as “if nobody is conscious of a tree falling in the
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forest in the night, then ‘that tree would still fall’ even if no conscious agent
observed it” is irrelevant as a counterargument, because, my claim is that “if
there was an observer around, then in any case, the fall would produce the
related consciousness experience”. If there was around the conscious being with
all his normal abilities and all necessary intermediary conditions, and if the fall
occurred and the being present there did not have the conscious experience,
then we would say that the fall is not a normal and true fall. Hence, in any case
it is assumed that a true fall of the tree has the inherent property of causing a
conscious experience. Consequently, there is a clear interaction between the fall
and the related qualia, no matter how deeply intrinsic this consciousness-related
aspect to the fall and to the tree is. So, if there was no observer around, the tree
would still fall, but it would fall with an actual power to produce a conscious
experience if there is a conscious observer around.
The fall of the tree is sustained by an essence which encompasses conscious
experience, otherwise the fall of the tree would not be an ontological reality
which has the potential to produce the related qualia. It would be just the name
we give to the separate behaviors of the infinitesimal things which are at the
only allegedly effective layer. The same applies to things that we do not perceive
directly through our sensory organs, but indirectly perceive through their effects
on other things that we perceive.
Even if we do not have intention sometimes we may be causing things
accidentally: For example, a child may run in front of a driver and may get hurt
because the driver did not know that he could appear in front of him. So
intention and its elements such as encompassing the potentials are necessary for
us to distinguish what we fashioned from what we did not. But Allah knows all
things and it is not possible for Him to cause things accidentally. So, when we
observe that an event has happened, we know already that it has happened in
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accordance with the direct will or the permission of Allah.
So, as a result of the above and the explanations about the unity of Allah in part
1.2, nothing unrelated to the fashioning power of Allah may happen. Allah
either directly fashions things or He empowers beings/ things to fashion things
under His permission.
If my parts go to point like targets and the only real identifier of any part is the
spatiotemporal position, then every part of me is separate and different from
other parts, and then I can neither intend to fashion nor fashion a statue.
Because the statue as a whole is not instantiated anywhere in me. Even if we
take for granted for free only the basic spatial relations, only the distinct parts
of the statue may be randomly instantiated in distinct parts of me. If we
recognize human fashioning then we must recognize that the object of
fashioning is instantiated in the unitary essence of the human being, which
covers the unitary essence of the human being and his physical parts which are
also connected and which are within a transcendent unity. Then if a planet is
fashioned, its wholeness must also be instantiated somewhere. Otherwise only
meaningless point-like random instantiations which look like a whole would
not be true fashioning. Intention represents physicalist irreducibility as well.
The atheist may argue that the planet is there no matter whether someone is
aware or not in any unity. However, he cannot explain what connects in a
meaningful way the spatially distributed parts of the planet, except in the well
defined spatiotemporal distribution whose unity he accepts as a brute fact
without questioning.
If this unity did not exist eternally, then it must have been brought into
existence. The transition from its non-existence into its existence requires a
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choice. Because the cause which brought it into existence must be transcending
many other alternatives, and must have brought the actual one into existence.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.4.2
Relations

Allah’s Determination of the Relata and

If the fashioning of the circle goes back causally like a pipe, where does it end?
Not in unity? For a square does it end in the same unity? If it goes to infinity
like pipe then there is no fashioning because no point is self-sufficiently effective
and there would be no unification of the circle. So at one point there must be
origination of the relation. This origination is different than self-sufficiency,
unity, and all encompassing in kind, since it describes, locates, and produces an
effect in the limited universe. And at that location there is origination of some
specific thing as opposed to another thing. So the originator has the power to
originate many things but originates a specific thing.
And as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2 the
universe is contingent, hence, it is one state from among many potential states.
So, assuming a time framework like an A theory of time, if we go backwards in
time up to the big bang, and assuming a cyclical universe, if we keep going
back, and assume that there is an infinite regress, then nothing must be
fashioned; every point of matter is coming from a previous state going infinitely
back. But this is impossible as explained in part 1.1.2.2.7, since, the state of a
point of matter would be defined based on the previous state in an infinite
regress, where no state would be an effective cause.
On the other hand, if we think of something like the B theory of time, then we
have a bigger problem of every point positioning itself transcendently in the
appropriate place in order to give an impression of a universe expanding, and
beings being born, grown, and dying in an orderly way.
Yet, in any case, we see the points of spacetime in a specific way, and an orderly
one, instead of a chaotic one which would also be a special and contingent kind
of spacetime.
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So, in any case, in the background, there is an infinite potential of possible
states; and, we are in a special kind of limited universe.
While the logic brings us forward from the default state of full power, tracing
back our observations of the actual world we come to a point where the two
facts, that is the full power and a contingent state, meet: this meeting looks like
the origination of the contingent, though as explained earlier, the full power
encompasses all things. Note that when I say here forward and backward, I do
not mean a temporal forward and backward, rather, a chain of order both in
terms of logic and concrete facts.
Part 1.3 explains that Allah is the default power who is not surrounded by
nothingness, who is not divided by any partial nothingness or limitations. And
as explained in part 1.8 and part 1.6, Allah is the all-Knower, He has the free
will power.

The transition from the full power and
knowledge of full potentials to the actual
universe, happens with the decree of Allah and
His command:
Originator of the heavens and the earth. When
He decrees a matter, He only says to it, "Be," and
it is.
(Quran: 2/117)

Allah decrees a universe and its contents; upon His decrees, in our realm, we
exercise our free will powers whose results instantaneously and divinely are
known by Allah without any time barrier for Allah; and the follow up decrees
are decreed and executed. Even at its baby stage, quantum physics’ findings help
us better understand such things.
While Allah decrees a matter, He consciously exercises His free will power,
knowledge, and makes choices. Instead of other things, the divine will is directed
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to that which becomes actual. As Allah is not locked within the brackets of time,
these exercise happen in a transcendent way.
So the logical and transcendently encompassed atemporal stage of decree is
followed in terms of the limited universe and processes, by the same kind of
stage of command. Obviously, Allah does not have only one command; but on
the contrary many commands; yet, they are not separated by the time which
limits us. For the details about the nature of time in this context you may want
to see part 1.1.2.2.5.
Regarding further details about this determination of the contingent relations
and relata by Allah, we should say that our knowledge is limited. However, the
explanations in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.1 about the determination of relations by the
human beings’ may give us some idea about the determination by Allah
wherever applicable and not contradicting the Islamic teaching.
If the events in the limited universe are not self-sufficient, then there is another
cause for them. But since infinite regress is impossible as explained in part
1.1.2.2.7, there is a transition from the non-existence of the actual effect and
anything which specifically determines it, to the production of it / its form / its
plan. This process is not necessarily a process within time; it can be of a logical
nature or of a nature unknown to us.
As explained in part 1.3.2.1.2 about the non-existence of nothingness, this effect
cannot come from something smaller than it, nor from something equal to it
which would cause infinite regress. Hence, it has to come from something bigger
than it. The bigness here relates not only to the power or energy necessary for
it, but also to the relations it encompasses which can be of a different nature.
We do not contain some things in their essences, but we can contain them in
knowledge; this is an empirical fact. We observe essences which can contain
things which are beyond themselves; this aspect of existence is indispensable for
the existence of any being or any event. Atoms, planets, galaxies move within
trajectories beyond themselves. In one way, they do not contain them, in one
way, they contain them directly or indirectly.
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If certain things happen and can happen outside our control then we can claim
lack of intention for them. But nothing is outside Allah’s intention or
permission. For us human beings, there are many factors which may prevent
our intention: we may forget, we may be forced, we may ignore many things.
So when we cause something it may be necessary to question whether we did it
intentionally. But regarding Allah these are not the case. Because as seen in the
Oneness of Allah, nothing can happen without the sustaining of Allah.
Question 52.
If Allah chooses from among the infinite potentials, then does not He know
what He will choose? So, if He knows already that He will choose a certain
form, can He act against His knowledge? If He can, does not this mean that He
is not Omniscient? If He cannot act, does not this mean that He is not AllPowerful?
Answer 52.
As human beings our knowing and doing can be within the boundaries of
different times or states which we cannot transcend. I may have promised and
predicted at time t1 that I will participate in a meeting. So, if my knowledge
was correct, then I cannot behave otherwise. Or, if I choose not to participate
in that meeting then I say that I have the free will power, hence I am powerful
not to participate in that meeting; or I may have an accident which prevents me
from attending the meeting; in these cases, my knowledge at t1 will have been
wrong.
The differences between knowledge and action arise because we do not
encompass all knowledge, and we are in constant influx of information and
changes.
As we are so deeply used to those, and as we are very limited in the above
respects, we have a false intuition that knowledge and action must always be
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separate as if it is an unbreachable principle.
However, the above is applicable to us but not to Allah. As He is the Default
Power, not surrounded nor divided by partial nothingness, what seems to be
always sequential to us in terms of time, is like instantaneous for Him as in the
second verse below:

Surely We have created everything according to
a measure.
And Our ordaining [a thing and its coming into
being] is but one [act], like the twinkling of an
eye.
(Quran: 54/49-50)

So, His knowing, free will power and actions are as if overlapping in our terms.
Again, His knowledge does not cover only His actions, but our wills and actions
as well. For this point you may want to see part 1.8.
Question 53.
Is not it possible that the SSC has brought into actual existence all potential
states, and that we are aware only of the one we live in? So, maybe there is no
determination stage?
Answer 53.
Firstly if this happened, then it would be one of the potentials, since making all
potentials actual would in any case only one of the potentials.
But more importantly, all possible states having been brought into actual
existence is a logical impossibility. Because, for example, no matter what is the
number of the actually existing atoms, there is a logical possibility of a limited
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universe where there is one more or one less atom existing compared to the
alleged existence of all potential states.
This is one reason for why the impossibility and non-existence of general and
partial nothingness do not entail a full existence of alleged actualization of
potentials, but the existence of a full power as the default state.
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.5
Irreducibility

Analysis According to the 5 th Element:

And there is not a thing but that with Us are its
depositories, and We do not send it down except
according to a known measure.
(Quran: 15/21)
In part 1.4.2.2.1 where I introduced the “irreducibility” element for fashioning,
I noted that it is impossible that the forms and structures that we observe in the
limited universe are reducible to thing(s) with zero complexity. I explained the
details of this impossibility in part 1.1.2.2.1 about reductive physicalism, and
especially in part 1.1.2.2.6 about ASBEs. Additionally, some specifics have been
given in part 1.4.2.2.1.2 about the same element for the fashioning by creation.
Below, I will explain this physicalist irreducibility in respect to the fashioning
of the limited universe other than what is fashioned by creation.
Reductive physicalist approach is against fashioning in 2 ways: if it would be
true, it would invalidate the previously mentioned elements of fashioning, hence
it would make any alleged fashioning epiphenomenal; it would make fashioning
redundant because we would then be getting fashioned-looking things simply
out of nothing, from things which have zero complexity, zero organization.
Then we would be assuming that things are only a matter of spatiotemporal
distribution, with no unity and no power at the alleged bottom layer and at any
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other layer.
The following figure shows an impossible situation where from 0 structural
element/ aspect and zero complexity, we get very high total complexity
including the complexity we observe in galaxies, advanced life forms,
chemicals…

FIGURE 1. Complexity of the contingent things allegedly starts from
zero complexity.
The following figure shows the possible situation where even at the most
fundamental layer, we have specific relations such as relative position, internal
and external binding relations, movement…:
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FIGURE 2. Complexity of the contingent things never reach zero
complexity.
As shown in the 2nd figure, at the fundamental layer there is not a zero
complexity.
On the other hand, those who claim to explain the limited universe in terms of
probabilities and randomness -as in the explanations based on multiverse- claim
that if there is a large base of sufficient number of random particles, then there
will be a reasonable probability of having the organized structures in our limited
universe. According to them, if below a certain layer the number of ASBEs
increases, then the probability of complex things they constitute randomly may
increase. However, if we accept that each ASBE requires some conditions, then
the necessary conditions for each additionally existing ASBE will require a
decrease in the probability of a larger set which contains more ASBEs. In other
words, if one ASBE happened by chance, by a probability of P, then for the
second ASBE, there would be another requirement of probability; hence, having
two ASBEs would have less probability than having one ASBE for free unless
each ASBE had a probability of 1. But having a probability of 1 for the existence
of each ASBE is absurd, since they are allegedly the most fundamental things,
and there will be allegedly be nothing contingent nor necessary which will
support their existence. Furthermore, if each actually existent ASBE had a
probability of one, then any potentially possible but actually non-existent ASBE,
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which would be exactly the same as an actually existent ASBE, except for its
spatial position, would have a zero probability of existing. But this would be
irrational, since it would entail either that the spatial position has an absolute
value, or that the relations between actually existing ASBEs have a special and
transcendent influence.
At any layer there is a need for transcendence in any case. If complexity
decreases up to a certain low layer, the number of smaller things increases: for
example, one human being consists of trillions of cells; so, if we say that the
complexity of the human being does not exist at the layer of the cell, then we
must note that the number of cells increased at the cell layer even though each
cell is not as complex as the human being as a whole. If the cells had zero
complexity, then omitting many important facts to the contrary, we might say
that cells originated for free, plus their positions/ movements in space and the
space as well originated for free; hence, things like human beings may appear
randomly. However, there is a minimum complexity below which any less
complexity is impossible and we do not get the greater number of simpler things
at the lower layers for free.
Our layer is a sample layer. There is no reason to accept that lower layers will
be simpler. And there is no evidence and possibility that lower layers have zero
structure. It can go like that to infinity, while infinitesimality may be built on
vertical equations.
For similar reasons, God cannot be either reducible to things with zero
complexity.
As He is One as explained in part 1.4, He is the ultimate Fashioner and
Originator.
And as explained in part 1.3 He is the default full power; He is not surrounded
by partial nothingness or anything else; and there is no limitation above Him.
So, whatever is possible within any materialist approach including the
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multiverse is creatable by Allah. Likewise, consciousness, free will power and
more are also creatable by Him.
The arguments in part 1.1.2.2.1 about the impossibility of reductive physicalism,
and the points in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4 about the irreducibility element regarding
the fashioning by creation are also relevant regarding the fashioning of Allah.
As these parts explain irreducibility to a great extent, I will not repeat them
here.
Below, I will emphasize some additional points:
1. Irreducible Contents of the Limited Universe Entail the Necessity of
Transcendent Properties of the Fashioner.
Irreducible and fashioned things in the limited universe entail the necessity of
transcendent properties.
The “Fashioner” property is a distinct property which is irreducible to anything
else. When He fashions a relation and defines relata, these can be totally new
ones, or these may be built upon other relations. If there were other underlying
relations within the limited universe, then these underlying relations would also
be fashioned by Him. There is no self-sufficient relation which does not need
Him.
The Fashioning property is accompanied with properties such as free will power,
consciousness, knowledge, reasoning power… The universe with its planets, life
forms and other structures and their relations lead us directly to the fashioner
of the limited universe and His properties.
2.

Tracing the Fashioned Things Back to the Fashioner
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If it is written on the beach “x loves y” with precise letters, do we conclude that
it was written by itself? No. Why? Because we assume that the sand does not
move from place to place to write things, and the wind or the waves cannot
write it. And sea gulls do not write such things. Maybe the waves moved some
stones to write it by chance? Then we have to see the stone’s trace wherever it
has gone. Do we see the trace of God? Everything is sustained by God. Since,
things cannot move on their own as explained in part 1.1.2.2.4.
Can light sensitive cells occur in a car through natural selection and other
mechanisms? No, because laws will prevent their formation. Laws entail rust,
oxidation… To go to the respective places in the light sensor, the atoms must
swerve from the trajectories entailed by the laws of nature. This swerving may
occur only if we accept the power of the autonomous agents.
Nowadays, we see lots of artificial things fashioned by human beings. For
example, human beings can make artificial leather which is distinguishable from
natural leather only in the laboratory. So we understand whether a leather is
made by a human being or is a natural leather of a cow; for this we follow
certain procedures. And we will see that the artificial leather underwent certain
chemical processes unlike the formation of natural skin cells of a normal cow.
The nature of those chemical processes will lead us to a certain kind of factory.
Hence, with sufficient details we may even conclude which factory it is. In the
same way, if there is an artificial leather, we will not conclude that it is the
outcome of chance; though one may say that the artificial looking leather may
have happened by natural processes, we know that there is no conditions in the
nature which will produce the molecules of the artificial leather in a certain
order by bringing together the necessary chemicals in the same pots, under the
same heat; and there are no stones or trees in nature which will compress the
artificial leather to give its texture and thickness. So, as we see, saying that
something happened by chance requires certain conditions like these. If they
are not found in the nature, then we say that it was fashioned and made
purposefully by using the tools which have also been made purposefully. So,
should we say that the natural leather has been made by chance? Obviously not;
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has it been made by evolution and more precisely by its random mutations? No,
because as the artificial leather requires pots, heaters, conditions to produce the
artificial leather, the conditions and “pots” necessary for evolution also require
conditions none of which may happen by chance. A specific result of dice roll,
requires the existence of dice in the first place.
We cannot have infinite regress as the explanation of anything, since, infinite
regress means that no part of the infinite regress has any effective power. Zero
plus zero equals zero. Therefore, if there is “any” degree of organized
complexity, then we can safely say that it is organized by a transcendent and
unitary organizer. If we come to a layer to which allegedly other layers are
reducible, then it will have the same contingent nature, and we will not be able
to give it a privileged status of being a basis of reduction or supervenience.
That layer will either have the properties that we observe at higher layers or not.
If it has, then it will be part of the most fundamental layer, and it will not be
reducible to any other layer. Therefore it will have no explanation in the
contingent realm. If it does not have, then we will have to explain the layer at
which this property originates.
Likewise, when we see a life form or another structure which is not normally
fashioned by the creation, we can follow certain procedures to see if it was
fashioned or not.
Now, regarding the contents of the limited universe, if we trace back the things
outside of what we fashion, then the end point of the chain starting from our
object of study, that we can reach within the limited universe is some things
which consist of relations and relata. If the end point that we can reach is the
relations and relata, then this means that our search will not produce a fashioner
as an answer and give us any progress within the contents of the limited
universe. Because at this end point, we find only what are bound, but we cannot
reach the binder; we find what is defined, but we cannot find the definer.
But in any case, within the limited universe, we see that its contents consist of
the contingent relations and relata which are the elements of fashioning.
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An unfashioned limited universe is unthinkable. Because, an unfashioned, hence
unguided limited universe would be unconnected in any ways. But in any case,
the unconnected things would still need to be definable and knowable. Secondly,
if there would be any necessity which would necessarily produce the fashioned
things, this necessity would also require logical connections.
Some proponents of the partial design argument give the example of cereals
forming a sentence in the sands on a beach and emphasize its insignificant
probability of occurring by chance, omitting its ontological reality which may
be discovered through a detailed study which will make the use of probabilities
inapplicable: A person who fashioned or invented a machine knows that the
fashioned mechanisms are not static. They and their parts must be transcended
and organized.
Try to remove the screen of your mobile and remount it. It is impossible that
these simple things happen by chance. You need some tools and some
procedures which do not exist in nature randomly and without connection to
transcendent beings. Those tools also need necessarily specific tools and
procedures. If we study in detail a mobile we will conclude with hundred percent
certainty that the mobile is made willfully and that it is impossible that it
appeared by chance. We do not conclude that they have been fashioned just
because we know some companies which produce them or some engineers
working in those companies.
There are no dice, in other words there are no tools which would make them
appear by chance. An atheist may say "but we know human beings, we do not
know god". Yet what we know about human beings is that they are
transcendent. And they have hands and tools to put their transcendence into
effect. There is nothing in the nature which can put the tiny chips in place in
the mobile. The tools might appear? Only if there would be beings with
transcendent capacities. Human beings might appear by chance? Then there is
no fashioning? Obviously there is, we cannot say the opposite unless we reject
the most obvious feature of human beings.
Likewise there is nothing to put electrons and their parts in their places. Think
694

about your t-shirt. What inserted its yarns through relevant points? What in the
universe can make it happen by chance? Machines much more complex than
the t-shirt do it. Without them it is “impossible” that your t-shirt appears. It is
not a matter of probability. So what materialists say as "maybe it is unlikely but
it is not impossible, but god is less likely" is not rational. There is no
demonstration that God is impossible.
Many religions including Hinduism, Christianity believe that the matter can be
like god, and/or that god can transform himself into matter, that god can be
like matter, that matter can be part of god, that god may undergo material and
biological processes as we see in the claims about Jesus being born and being
god in the same time and in the claim that the human beings have been created
in the image of god. So, they are unable to reject any possibility of divine aspects
of the matter. Hence, they think that the matter and God is or may be of the
same nature, or at least they may have some common fundamental aspects.
Hence, they think that God can be seen only in the shaping of the matter, like
an artist being visible in his art.
So, according to them, we can conclude about the artist when we consider the
little probability of the ink having a certain distribution on the paper. But they
can believe that the ink can be supposed to exist for ever in principle, though
they believe also contradictorily in the creation ex nihilo. But if they would say
that the dice roll result of 6 & 6 required first the existence of the dice, then
their opponent would say, “then how come god, who can be material, exists
eternally”. So, they focus only on the small probabilities of the highly complex
things. So, they need to accept that the matter may be unquestioned. But if the
matter is unquestioned, then however small is the probability of any complex
thing in the universe, there will still be a probability for it. If they reject the selfsufficiency of the matter, and if they go to the very roots of the problem and
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solve it then they will be asked about the material side of god who is for them
Jesus. So, they cannot have the real solution. Consequently, they can only claim
the existence of God on an argument by inference to the “best explanation”.
Furthermore, accepting the commonalities between the matter and god as
explained above, entails that the matter may have some divine properties.
Hence, they have little to say against the materialist or pantheist when he claims
that the matter can be eternal. Hence, though the high complexity in the
universe may have considerable convincing power as an argument for the
existence of God, this power may be offset by the limited universe which is not
discarded for not being self-sufficient. So, in accordance with Islam, the rejection
of the resemblance between God and matter, or the transformability of god into
matter is crucial for a sound belief in Allah.
3.

Patterns

Some say that what we observe are reducible to the laws of nature and other
spatiotemporal fundamental things. If we explain the limited universe by God,
then cannot we discover and recognize patterns? Obviously we can; but we will
be rational only if we reject that these patterns have the self-sufficient properties
of God.
Recognizing God does not entail that there are no patterns; on the contrary, the
patterns show the unitary power who rules over the limited universe and His
fashioning power. Again, thanks to patterns, we can fashion things and sustain
our existence like many creation do. So patterns are an important element of
the entire system.
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The laws of nature as explained in part 1.1.2.2.2, entail a transcendent sustainer
and fashioner for their existence.
4.

Islamic Holism Entails That the Limited Universe is Fashioned.

Do you not see that Allah sends down rain from
the sky, and We produce thereby fruits of
varying colors? And in the mountains are tracts,
white and red of varying shades and [some]
extremely black.
(Quran: 35/27)

Essentially a whole is prior to the part. For example, there must be space
wherein things can be defined, and the spatial relations must be defined so that
things that will exist in it may be fashioned consistently. Here, the requirements
are not cited as sequential requirements. So, as a whole may depend on a part,
the part also may depend on wholes or holistic relations. But neither such
wholes nor parts are self-sufficient as explained in part 1.1. So, they cannot
constitute a realistic and stable system unless they are sustained by a power who
consistently establishes, defines, and sustains them and their systems.
Sovereign wholes have their relations as wholes. An animal may feel pain, while
its electrons do not feel such a pain; hence an animal may run away from fire
while an electron does not behave normally in this way.
Sometimes same elements produce different results where we see that wholes
are not reducible to parts. For example, the energy takes different forms. On
the other hand, we see different parts which constitute things with similar
properties as in the following verse:
Nor are the two bodies of flowing water alike,- the one palatable, sweet, and
pleasant to drink, and the other, salty and bitter. Yet from each (kind of water)
do ye eat flesh fresh and tender, and ye extract ornaments to wear; and thou
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seest the ships therein that plough the waves, that ye may seek (thus) of the
Bounty of Allah that ye may be grateful.
(Quran: 35/12)
We also see many different particles come together and form a human being.
The limited universe consists of wholes, and their existence is not based solely
on their parts. In it there are no self-sufficient wholes or parts, they and their
properties depend on one Self-Sufficient Sustainer. For example, the electrons
behave in a certain way because they are fashioned and organized in a certain
way, not because there are necessities for what they are. It is not possible that
unqualified, unorganized parts produce systems, or systematic results.
As noted in the following verses, every particle and spatio-temporal entity is
according to a measure, with certain extensions, and with some limitations in
accordance with the design of the Creator:

Everything with Him is by due measure.
(Quran: 13/8)
Allah indeed has appointed a measure for
everything.
(Quran: 65/3)
(Allah) has enumerated all things in number.
(Quran: 72/28)
He is the Creator, the Fashioner, the Modeler,
and to Him belong all virtuous names. All that is
in the heavens and the earth glorify Him. He is
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All-majestic and All-wise.
(Quran: 59/24)

Allah structures things and gives them shape. Before the shape there is the
Fashioner.
Hence there are measures which are the outcomes of the free will power of the
Creator. On the other hand, those measures enable beings to have free will
power by giving them the ability to see the alternatives, the means, and the
implications of a will.
If atoms are to contribute in the formation of a specific being, then the atoms
and their constituents have already been given the necessary features while they
are fashioned and created. If the free will power of the human being is willed,
then the necessary power, slacks, and relations have also been fashioned and
created in a consistent way.
Let us assume two particles each with its distinct space and with no separable
parts. If they are brought together in a new spacetime, a new whole appears
where there can be movement. However, with a single particle and only its space
there is no reference framework upon which we can talk of movement. If the
single particle is taken as the only reference point, it will not be changing
relatively to itself. Yet, with the addition of another particle we say that there
appears a possibility of relative movement, this means that none of the particles
is confined within its own boundaries. This means that with this whole, each of
them is defined also as a system, as a reference frame, and has some
transcendence. On the other hand, if there can be a relationship between the
two, and if there can be more than them, in other words, if they are contingent,
we can say that they have been assigned these features from a higher reality and
unity. When a sovereign whole has been formed, its parts may start behaving
differently than the state without such a whole. Then, there is no ASBE as
supervenience basis, because if things may be caused to behave differently when
they become part of sovereign wholes, then ASBEs would supervene also upon
higher wholes. Parts influence the whole, and wholes also influence the parts.
Parts by their very nature cannot produce sovereign wholes self-sufficiently;
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sustained sovereign wholes by their very nature cannot constitute selfsufficiently wholes without parts. So, they need to be sustained by the One God
who only can have the self-sufficient sustaining properties as a god.

He has encompassed whatever is with them and
has enumerated all things in number.
(Quran: 72/28)

The parts may be reorganized when they become part of the whole or they may
adapt or react to the whole without being reorganized. This is like the
appearance of new laws subject to the existence of the sovereign whole.
Remember that there are no absolute physical laws; scientists agree mostly that
there is no solid objection against a multiverse wherein universes with different
laws exist. These are subject to sovereignty.
Each whole has related channels combined and interacting with lower, higher,
and parallel level wholes. The parts within their respective spaces are not the
same as in being parts of sovereign wholes. So, the parts as part of the whole
have some different properties because of being part of the whole.
Part and whole before unification are like in a superposition. With unification
some new potentials appear. Relations happen between layers and between
relations. This combination in a whole, produces info that was not contained
within parts.
When numerous atoms form a living human being, the information and paths
that was not present in them appears. New paths are paths and controls related
to the new whole.
So, the part may move based on equations, or may behave in accordance with
the sovereignty of the sovereign whole. Hence there is immediate relation
between parts and wholes that cannot be separated as long as the sovereign
wholes keep existing.
So, there are wholes and holistic relations which need the transcendence and
transcendent fashioning of the SSC.
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1.4.2.1.2
Fashioned Things Entail the Necessity of a Self Sufficient Fashioning Power With Certain Properties
This entailment happens in two ways.
1.4.2.1.2.1
The Ways in Which the Self-Sufficient
Fashioning Power With Certain Properties is Entailed
1.4.2.1.2.1.1

Indirect Entailment

We are able to fashion, yet;
1. We do not have the fashioning power and related properties selfsufficiently. In parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2 about
contingency and part 1.1 about the property of self-sufficiency I explained why
we are not self-sufficient from different angles.
2. These powers and properties are not reducible to other things within the
limited universe. In part 1.1.2.2.1 about the falsity of reductive physicalism.
3. We use the already existing relations in order to produce new relations. I
explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4 the irreducibility regarding the fashioned
things beyond what we fashion.
Hence, upon observing our fashioning, we can conclude that our fashioning is
sustained by the SSC.
In other words, through our fashioning, we can conclude that the SSC has the
fashioning power. Even things which have fashioning power as human beings
cannot give directly a fashioning power to anything except by relocating the
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existent requirements of fashioning or adjusting the conditions necessary for the
existence of fashioners. But since we have it, the SSC must be able to give
fashioning power. But as He gives it, He must also have it. So, giving the
fashioning power is another thing. We have consciousness and free will power,
but we cannot give them self-sufficiently to anything else and repositioning
some spatiotemporal things is not creating consciousness and free will power;
even if we made something have free will power, we would be giving it only
through giving the things that we have not created.
The irreducibility of certain properties such as free will power, consciousness,
reasoning power, knowledge… that we exercise while fashioning things
constitute also proofs that these properties are sustained by the SSC. I give
examples related to such properties, their reducibility to the spatiotemporal, and
their ultimate origin as the SSC under the related headings. Our fashioning
constitutes a special example of many of such properties, because we use many
such properties while we fashion things.
1.4.2.1.2.1.2

Direct Entailment

When we observe the relations and relata which are not self-sufficient we
understand that they need to be sustained by a power who has relevant powers
and properties. The details of this point are given in part 1.4 about the
fashioning of Allah.
1.4.2.1.2.2
The Properties That the Fashioned Things and
the Fashioning Power Entail
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In this part, I will briefly summarize the other properties necessary for
fashioning which are not distinctly cited in the previous headings.
1.4.2.1.2.2.1

Free Will Power

According to the concept of fashioning adopted in this part, free will power is
necessary for an effective fashioning. There are many possibilities among which
to choose.
If you are not free to choose the colors of the tiles of your bathroom, and its
other components and properties, then you cannot be fashioning it. If you are
told that its size, its shape, its tiles, its sink, its tap… can be only one way, then
you cannot say that you have fashioned it.
The one who says there are no alternatives must prove his claim. The one who
says that this universe is the only possible universe must prove his claim.
The universe is contingent, so it could be or not be. Then, if it happened to be,
then there must be a cause which produced it. If a self-sufficient cause caused
it, and if it is contingent in being one way or another, then that self-sufficient
cause made it the way it is. Hence, that self-sufficient cause has choosing
capacity. On the other hand, that self-sufficient cause does not have
differentiations and parts as explained in part 1.3 about His defaultness and in
part 1.2 about His unity, hence, He is not forced to make any creation in a way
predetermined by any external conditions.
Some argue that if we do not know as of now that something with free will
power fashioned this universe, this does not entail that God fashioned it.
However, if fashioning something requires certain properties that may belong
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only to a conscious being who has free will power, and if there is fashioning
then there is the one who has those properties regarding that fashioned thing.
If everything in the limited universe requires fashioning power and constitute a
connected system, then the fashioning power encompasses the entire limited
universe.
1.4.2.1.2.2.2

Consciousness

If the limited universe is fashioned, if the limited universe contains beings who
are conscious, and if the Fashioner must be transcending all that is related to
the object of His fashioning as explained in part 1.4, then the Fashioner must
be encompassing the essence of consciousness. And He must be able to give
consciousness to that which He has fashioned.
Additionally, while even fashioning any unconscious thing, He has to transcend
it and its internal and external relata and relations. But if another fashioned
being can be conscious of these relata and relations, this means that these
relations and relata have the potential of being subject to consciousness and of
producing certain qualia. So, even for fashioning things which are not conscious,
the Fashioner must have consciousness.
On the other hand, even if there is no conscious being other than the Fashioner,
while fashioning things, the Fashioner must transcend in His unitary essence,
the relata and relations related to that which is fashioned. So, all aspects of that
which is fashioned will have a projection within the essence of the Fashioner.
This projection should not be less than our consciousness: In our consciousness,
we are aware of certain aspects of that we are conscious of: We perceive its color,
704

its length, its weight… This consciousness may even be illusory.
But the Fashioner of the contents of the limited universe must be aware of all
aspects of that which He fashions. One may argue that maybe these aspects are
projected within the Fashioner as digits which represent information. However,
since the digits also depend and consist of relations, then the Fashioner must be
aware of the true nature of those relations and relata. Hence, in any case, the
Fashioner must be having an awareness which is greater than our consciousness.
Question 54.
Cannot there be ontological things of which nobody may be conscious? If there
are or there can be such things, then is not it possible that their fashioner is not
a conscious fashioner?
Answer 54.
If there are any things of which one may be conscious, then in accordance with
the explanations about the property of Unity, there will be mechanics which
differentiate between that which one may be conscious of and that which one
may not be conscious of. Hence, the alleged ontological things of which nobody
may be conscious will be the part of the entire system which contains things of
which one may be conscious of. Hence, based on the reasons related to property
of unity, at least the Fashioner is conscious of all things.
1.4.2.1.2.2.3

Knowledge

While the Fashioner must have consciousness as a power as explained above,
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He also must have knowledge in order to fashion.
We have the “consciousness” and qualia related to a cake that tastes good. We
also have the “knowledge” that “flour is used to make a cake”.
As noted in the following verse, Allah knows every kind of creating:

Say, "He will give life to them Who brought
them into existence in the first place, and He is
Knower of every [kind and act of] creating".
(Quran: 36/79)
The properties of Allah constitute information about the essence of Allah. So,
at their root, they are not separable. Likewise, the consciousness, qualia, and
knowledge are closely related. In human terms, knowledge sounds like more
instrumental, while consciousness relates more to the transcendence over the
ontology of things. The essence of Allah encompasses both, among other things.
Fashioning something, entails the existence of the fashioner’s transcendence
over the patterns, constraints, purposes, potentials, and the extent of the means
and resources. Part 1.8 gives further details about the knowledge of Allah.
1.4.2.1.2.2.4

Unity

When we fashion something, all the knowledge about related relations and
relata, qualia, potentials, purposes… need to be encompassed within our unitary
essence. And thanks to our unitary essence, we choose, transcend, and produce
what we fashion. Hence, the unity of our essence is a key property which is
necessary for our ability to fashion things. Had those relata and relations’ parts
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were separably instantiated within the infinitesimal parts of our neurons, then
nothing of us would encompass and be aware of the unitary whole of that which
was allegedly fashioned.
A similar point applies about the fashioning of Allah.
Obviously, within the limited universe, multiple fashioners may cooperate and
fashion a single thing. However, they could not do it have they not had the
unitary means like communication, ontological unity, connections and
translations… which all necessitate the unitary sustaining power and
fundamental fashioning of Allah.
Unity of any complex thing and of any allegedly random or randomness
producing thing can only originate from a transcendent unitary origin, and from
nothing else. Alternative random bases are just ambiguous meaningless things.
Because randomness is in any case related to unity. If there “is” something
which will be random, that thing must be defined first, or “behave” in a random
way.
If the human being has an essence distinct from particles and if they fit each
other, then they are holistic targets of a unitary Fashioner. If the human being
is irreducible to the particles and if there is no reason for the compatibility of
the particles with the unitary essence of the human being, then they are all part
of a unitary plan and fashioning.
If there is entire freedom within the alleged multiverse, then the situation would
make us expect finding hands here and there, including non-complex ones with
no DNAs like what Darwin expected, and the ones with DNAs, complex cells,
and so on. The universe is not like being formed of simple things as billiard
balls, because if it was like that, then we would expect seeing hands here and
there, simple ones, simplest ones, more complex ones… But we do not see them,
because the complex hands can “only” form through certain processes,
therefore, the universe has been structured in a specific way. Not every kind of
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universe with any specific fabric would produce what we actually observe.
Would any specific kind of universe produce a specific kind of life in any case?
The point is that the universe has a special fundamental fabric which is not
reducible to anything else. Even if the limited universe had had a different fabric
with different kinds of life forms, then it would again be irreducible to anything
else. The fundamental fabric does not come for free. But the materialist may
say, even if the fabric was different then there would be another kind of life
form; this misses the point I make. No fabric which may produce any kind of
life form is reducible to zero complexity.
We do not see eyes or fossils of separately randomly formed eyes here and there
since there is only one way they can form. Hence, there is a specific structure
of the universe so that they may form whole life forms. Therefore, as tracing
back the human artifacts explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4 brings us to a human
fashioner, tracing back the lifeforms will bring us to a specific structure of the
universe, no matter whether evolution is true or not.
There are necessary binding/ building relations which must build together
hands, eyes, bones and so on in harmony. The same relations prevent the
formation of random eyes, hands, ears. As science shows us, in any case the
formation of such hands and eyes, if traced back, would require certain pushy
relations. The ears, hands… must form in a specific way, they cannot form in a
random way. They must pass through specific processes as noted in the
following verse:

O people, if you have any doubt about
resurrection, (remember that) we created you
from dust, and subsequently from a tiny drop,
which turns into a hanging (embryo), then it
becomes a fetus that is given life or deemed
lifeless. We thus clarify things for you. We settle
in the wombs whatever we will for a
predetermined period. We then bring you out as
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infants, then you reach maturity. While some of
you die young, others live to the worst age, only
to find out that no more knowledge can be
attained beyond a certain limit. Also, you look at
a land that is dead, then as soon as we shower it
with water, it vibrates with life and grows all
kinds of beautiful plants.
(Quran: 22/5)
We do not see eyes, ears here and there not because the probabilities did not
obtain, but because it is impossible that they form randomly, since the things
in the universe do not allow the formation of separate eyes and ears here and
there; since a stone falls in a certain way and they can form only certain things,
DNA and cells of such an eye or ear would form only in a certain way.
Hands, eyes… do not have the capacity to originate/ arise separately and then
come together randomly to form human beings.
We can explain why there are not eyes here and there, but whole life forms here
and there easily, but for this we assume that they do not form randomly, because
if they formed randomly, then there would not be restrictions about what can
form and what cannot form. But if there are restrictions, these restrictions would
both prevent some forms and force some forms as we actually observe. Even if
the follow-up after the initial stage had some randomness, it would be with
some degrees of freedom, not entire freedom, because as we observe, it is
necessary that things bind to different things in many specific ways and
communicate and move in specific ways. We can think of infinitely many
fundamental structures of the universe which will disable the formation of life
forms and other complex structures, hence, there is a very specific fundamental
structure of the universe consisting of many specific relata and relations even if
we presume that there is a reduction/ supervenience basis of the universe.
A question might arise: “Maybe there are many such bases and we are in the
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one that works?” This is not possible because in any case any basis that works
must have binding relations as in the above example where we do not see hands
and eyes here and there since a random appearance of things will not make
possible the formation of such things.
The more freedom, the more divided things which cannot come together, the
more restrictions, the more difficult is the combinations of things, except
through a purposeful fashioner: if there was a law that everything would move
with speed x, then there would be no possibility of having the systems we have;
if there was a law which required that everything be in the same spatial position,
then there would be no systems as we observe them; if there was a law which
said that everything to the “right” would move to the “right” and everything to
the “left” would move to the “left” then again, we would not have what we
observe. So, things must have some freedom from any perceivable law so that
we may have the systems we observe. Things which stand still entail a unitary
source and sustainer. But their moving apart from each other entails and their
moving toward each other entail a unitary source and sustainer as well. Yet the
latter situations entail a higher level unity in that there are laws but there are
also centers which behave in unity against the default order or simpler layer of
laws. And the negation demonstrates the contingency and non-defaultness.
Hence, there is no self-sufficiency of those laws, and those laws are sustained by
a unitary power…
Things must also be structured in a specific way so that things come together,
but an alleged randomness and its alleged freedom do not facilitate the
formation of complex structures. It is in fact irrelevant in facilitating it, since if
things happened to be randomly in a most improbable complex and orderly
way, this would not mean the existence of any system with structure or
complexity since this order would override randomness. It would only mean the
unity of determination of things in terms of space, hence randomness would
again mean that it is sustained by a unitary sustainer.
The relations at the fundamental layer cannot be point-to-point relations like
the movements of billiard balls, but multi-layered relations where there are
sovereign wholes at multiple layers. Because otherwise, we would have “eyes
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here and there situation” since they would not be prevented by the point-like
random distributions and movements which allegedly result in much more
complex random occurrences like life forms, ears, eyes, legs forming together.
If they are made possible through fundamental patterns and definitions, then
the random formations would be impossible. One may ask: is not it possible
that some pattern-like fundamental relations produce random states; the answer
should be negative, because if there are pushy pattern-like relations, then the
only thinkable randomness would be about the positions of things at the initial
state, however, as explained in part 1.1.2.2.4 even positions also entail a unitary
sustainer cause.
1.4.2.1.2.2.5

Executive Power

Fashioning is not just designing a certain thing, but also producing it in
accordance with a certain form. Hence, it entails a power which produces
changes in the limited universe.
Our power is a sustained power, but as explained in part 1.1 about the property
“Self-Sufficiency”, there is also a need for a Self-Sufficient Power for the
fashioning of the limited universe and its contents.
1.4.2.1.2.2.6

Reasoning Power

And Allah makes clear to you the verses,
And Allah is Knowing and Wise.
(Quran: 24/18)
When we fashion things, we produce relations as explained in part... A relation
as an aspect of being together or working together may include for example a
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purpose. So, when we fashion something, we may try to harmonize some aspects
so that certain features of what we fashion serves certain purposes. In order to
do that, we use our knowledge but as we are limited, our knowledge may not
be specifically and directly about what we fashion; so, during the process of
fashioning, we need to produce new knowledge that is specific to what we
fashion. For example, if we fashion a car, we may think about putting the
combustion engine at the back of the car, and putting the trunk in the front so
that there is less noise at the front seats. But, then we may remember or learn
that there are accidents and that most accidents happen in such a way that the
impact is on the front of the cars. Also, we may note the information that a
combustion engine requires strong and heavy elements of mounting. Hence,
considering the protective aspect of such an engine among other aspects, we
may bring together the silence, safety, and other purposes of using a car, and
fashion the car so that its engine is in the front. Hence, in the fashioning process
we often bring together the relevant knowledge in order to produce an optimal
result.
A further level of fashioning entails foreseeing the changeable conditions and
fashioning what we fashion so as it adapts to the changing conditions. A simple
example of this regarding our limited fashioning would be the headlights of the
car turning on automatically when it is dark. An example corresponding to the
fashioning of Allah would be epigenetics which is related to the heritable
changes in gene function that do not involve changes in DNA sequence109.
Allah knows all, and the application of His knowledge to special situations so
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/epigenetics
accessed: 23.09.2021
109
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that there happens certain desired goals relate to His wisdom. While our
knowledge is limited and our reasoning in fashioning follows a developing and
improving pattern, Allah’s knowledge is unlimited, yet in specific contexts, He
may apply different information to the specific case and to the purposes related
to that specific case.
His wisdom encompasses all of the reasons, yet His wisdom is not something
subject to limitations hence improvement like our reasoning. These may be
some reasons for why we do not see in the Quran verbs such as “reasoning” or
“thinking” ascribed to Allah; rather, we see properties ascribed to Him such as
the “Knower”, the “Wise”.
A key power related to reasoning is free will power: the fashioner may choose
to harmonize relations or not, or may choose to harmonize some relations. A
person may choose to build a big house with a small garden; another person
with the same means may choose to build a smaller house with a big garden.
There may be irrelevant relations between relata: the color of the car may not
affect its speed; a person may be indifferent between different combinations of
features: a person may be indifferent between having a car with a good fuel
consumption but a small horse power and a car with high fuel consumption
with a very high horse power. A person may fashion something good in respect
to some purposes, but bad in respect to other purposes: For example, a person
may fashion a drug which will make him earn money, but which will poison
people.
So, the fashioner puts into effect the contents of his knowledge in accordance
with not only what he intends to fashion, but in determining the components
of what he intends to fashion.
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The term “intelligent” is used generally together with design. However, it is a
matter of degree, and its essence is automatically contained in design and
fashioning: A person may have designed a car with its engine 20 meters above
the seats in order to reduce the noise level within the car. We will not say that
the car was not designed, we will say that the car was badly designed.
If we consider the outcomes and other relata related to the fashioning of the
car, and include the purpose in those relata, then in the basic terms the
“intelligent” adjective of design relates to the unification and adjustment of the
other elements of the car with the relata as the passenger, passenger’s security,
passenger’s comfort, the sound waves… So, it is a matter of having sufficient
knowledge about these and the process of fitting these relata with the relations.
If the goal is passenger’s security and comfort then that car does not fit these
relata. If the goal is to cause a discomfort and preventing their movement for
the ignorant and bad passengers, then this may be a good design in that it will
crash in a hard break or sharp bend, and they will be prevented from reaching
their target.
If there are many goals and sub-goals in fashioning something, and if all of
them are connected to the contingent/ changeable elements of that which has
been fashioned, then we can say that there is a higher degree of intelligent
fashioning. In the basic considerations of the fashioning, intelligence is a matter
of producing relations and making strong connections which also relate to the
ought to be truths of related parties.
So, if that which has been fashioned fits many connections with many goals and
parts we can say that it has been well fashioned. So, it is a matter of degree.
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If an engineer fashions a car whose engine is at the top of the car, or whose
windshield is made of wood, or whose tires are made of steel, then we say that
it is not a good fashioning. Intelligence in fashioning relates to the ought to be
states: the ought to be state of the car is to give the rider a safe, smooth riding;
the safe and smooth riding “necessitates” a good vision through a glass
windshield; rubber tires filled with an appropriate gas... If these requirements
are not met, while the fashioner has access to the relevant information, we say
that the fashioner is not intelligent, reasonable. He did not match the relations
that ought to be with what he did.
Now, in order to make the wheel, the fashioner needs to be able to make a
circle. The circle also has certain necessary aspects which if do not obtain, the
circle will not exist. So, again, in order to fashion a circle, the fashioner needs
to match certain relations.
So, again, a simple circle requires an intelligence in fashioning. The knowledge
which contains what relations must obtain for a circle, what relations must
obtain for a square, what relations must obtain for a triangle are processed by
reasoning power and the relevant relations and relata must be selected so that a
circle may be fashioned by the fashioner. Here again, we see that the ought to
be states which by my definition contains the necessary relations for a circle
must be realized by the fashioner. Again, in this example of fashioning an
ontological simple circle, we see that for fashioning the reasoning power is
necessary.
Now let us say that the fashioner is given three points, in order to fashion “any
type” of triangle, does he need to encompass an ought to be state? Or however
he positions the points, he will have fashioned the necessary indicators of a
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triangle without matching what is and what ought to be? If we presume that
the points are within the same coordinate system, then can we say that he does
not need to match anything, and wherever he positions the points, he will have
produced a triangle? (For getting a simplest situation we assume that with the
determination of these points, the sides automatically happen to be between the
points.) In this case, he will not have fully fashioned the entire triangle; because
he will be forced to take the coordinate system as a given, and he will not have
fashioned it fully.
If these three points have each its coordinate system, and if none of these
coordinate systems are connected with the others, then we cannot say that he
fashioned a triangle. So, he will not have fashioned all the necessary conditions/
elements of that triangle if he is given mere points which are not defined in any
ways. So to fashion the triangle starting from mere three points, he has to match
certain elements of the triangle with a triangle’s ought to be conditions/
elements.
Furthermore, there are necessary relations for the formation of a coordinate
system whose composing points must be identifiable.
The above examples establish that in order to have any fashioning, there are
ought to be relations and the fashioner must select and actualize them, and
match “what is” with “what ought to be”.
What if he selects three points which constitute a triangle? That is, he does not
have a goal of producing a triangle, he just selects three points, and these
automatically constitute a triangle? If he selects, he selects from within
something fashioned; even if he selects from among the coordinate systems from
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within his knowledge, these coordinate systems are coordinate systems which
can only be possible built-up systems. So if he will have a coordinate system, he
has to build the system as an ontological system, not as an epistemological
system.
So, in any case, the fashioning power includes the intelligence by default in the
need of matching that which is fashioned with what ought to be according to
the definition of that which is fashioned and/or the definition of the components
of that which is fashioned. The Fashioner does not select from a ready set of
selectables; He fashions the selectables; and then when He selects, the selectables
and their building up are necessarily components of the fashioning related to
that which has been selected.
“Ought to be” is relatively to a state: if the car must be safe, this is relatively to
the structure and definition of the driver and passenger; if we want to have a
triangle, it has its ought to be conditions; a space has ought to be conditions
and elements; any contingent state has conditions; any fashioned thing has
conditions; and these conditions may be produced by a unitary essence. So
fashioning entails reasoning power by default. This and especially the ought to
be truths and states are irreconcilable with a materialist approach.
Question 55.
Is the above specific about Allah’s fashioning? When we fashion an equilateral
triangle, maybe that triangle has some ought to be relations that may require us
as fashioners to match certain relations through our reasoning power; however,
if we fashion a triangle without any specifications, then maybe we can fashion
it without any need to match anything related to any “ought to be” state(s)?
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Answer 55.
When we fashion, if we want to make a triangle without any specifications, then
in the broad sense, we have to have three points as three relata and we have to
position them on the canvas. The canvas may be a piece of paper, or a 3D space
we imagine… Hence, in any case when we fashion all of the essential elements
of the triangle, we will have to match what ought to be in accordance with the
definition of what we fashion.
Question 56.
Maybe there is no prior definition and we fashion spontaneously. So, is not it
possible that there is no ought to be state prior to our fashioning?
Answer 56.
It is not an issue of having in mind that which is fashioned prior to fashioning
it. It is an issue of ontological and logical priority, necessity, and ought to be. If
we are given three coins on a table which already constitute a triangle, and we
are required to form a new (different) triangle, and if we move just one of them
to have just a new triangle, we will have fulfilled the ontological ought to be of
the “new triangle”. If we are not told to do anything, but we just move one of
the coins, so as we have automatically a new triangle, have we fashioned a new
triangle? Here, we need to analyze according to the elements of fashioning. If
we have not intended -not transcended some possible positioning of those coins
and not determined a set of relations- to fashion a new form related to a triangle,
then we will not have fashioned anything related to a triangle. Note that often
we do fashion things without consciously and specifically following certain steps
718

by precisely having in mind all the specifics; but we do many such automated
tasks subconsciously yet willfully; such situations are not essentially different in
kind from a fashioning each of whose steps we follow or write down consciously.
If we just wanted to take simply a coin to the corner of the table, without any
consideration about the other two coins, then we will have made an act of
fashioning since we have transcended the table, its shape, parts, and located the
coin there.
However, if I accidentally touched the coin with my elbow so as the three coins
constituted another triangle, then there is no fashioning since I have not
transcended some possible positions of that coin and determine a new set of
relations.
Note that the ought to be conditions/ elements in this part include the (benefit
related) purpose explained in part 1.4.3.2.2.2 about purpose.
1.4.2.1.3
The Fashioning we Observe Entails the Necessity
of Self-Sufficiently Owned Fashioning Power.
Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce fashioning power as
explained in parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, the existence of fashioning power
requires a self-sufficient source of fashioning power. Note that at this point, this
source does not need to be a person, nor a sovereign whole.
So, in the following part we will examine whether the limited universe and/or
its contents are self-sufficient fashioner, whether they are the self-sufficient
source of fashioning.
1.4.2.2

SPF Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
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Have the Fashioning Property Self-Sufficiently.
Things in the limited universe are not self-sufficient as shown in part 1.1. If they
are not self-sufficient in their being, then they will not be self-sufficient in any
of their properties. Because their properties would need in any case their
essence. Hence, the fashioning power property of any thing in the limited
universe would not be self-sufficient. This point is applicable for any other
property of the SSC as well.
Likewise, the form of anything that exists in the limited universe would not be
self-sufficient either, since either its fashioning aspects (form) depend on its
essence or are intrinsic to its essence and since its essence is not self-sufficient,
its fashioning aspects are not self-sufficient.
As explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2, all contingent things need to be fashioned.
Although the distinctness, irreducibility, and effectiveness of fashioning power
have been explained in the previous parts of this book, in the following parts, I
will explain several proposed substitutes of self-sufficiently fashioning property
and how they fail. The following candidates are not exhaustive. However, the
refutation of each candidate, is confirmation one after another about the
distinctness and effectiveness of self-sufficiently fashioning power from different
angles.
Question 57.
Even if the following candidates have been refuted, is not it possible that maybe
some centuries later there appears an irrefutable theory which shows that selfsufficiently fashioning power is not real?
Answer 57.
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If it is demonstrated logically and empirically that 1+1=2, and if some theories
have been proposed to show that this equation is wrong, and they are refuted,
these demonstrations also show that there is no justification for claiming that
in the future there may be a theory which refutes that equation.
We are not all knowers, but, we know certain things in accordance with our
capacity. We need to act accordingly and we do not have any other way to
behave, and we always behave like this.
1.4.2.2.1

Fashioning is Irreducible

The atheists’ substitute for fashioning is creation, and more specifically matter.
They claim that everything including fashioning can be reduced to, in other
words, explained by the spatiotemporal, by the matter. As they assume creation
as a given, they say that the randomness contained in it may look like fashioned.
But the creation also has fashioning elements in any case. Reducing fashioning
to other things is impossible.
We fashion things by transcending relations and ought to be truths. For reasons
explained in the related parts, this transcendent fashioning power and other
related powers irreducible to the spatiotemporal, are sustained by an irreducible
sustainer. Hence SSC has fashioning power. The contingent things are not selfsufficient therefore they do not have self-sufficient fashioning power: if they are
not self sufficient they cannot have self-sufficient powers. The problems related
to reductive physicalism which are applicable for the essences who fashion, are
also directly applicable for the fashioning power.
If we suppose that the reduction bases give us a predictability, then the
predictability in terms of the aggregates at higher layers will be misleading,
unless we assume that the aggregate is fully reducible and that we access
somehow the information at the reduction bases. Then, a reductive approach
will produce no explanation because there will be a need to explain all
differentiated things based on a non-differentiated ASBE, since as long as there
is differentiation, we will need to search for the explanation on a lower and
more fundamental layer. Hence a reductive explanation always fails.
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Consequently a differentiation-based explanation fails as well.
The above is about the properties that are common between the reduction bases
and that which is reduced. But also there are properties of the allegedly reducible
things which according to materialism cannot be observed within the reduction
bases such as consciousness, free will power, ought to be truth... So, while some
details of reduction bases cannot be included in defining that which is reduced,
some properties of that which is reduced such as free will power, ought to be
truths, transcendence… cannot be observed and formulated in the reduction
bases.
On the other hand, at any layer which is allegedly a reduction basis, a sovereign
whole S1 would influence another sovereign whole S2. But how S2 is influenced
would depend on S2 and also on the fashioning of the common framework of
S1 and S2. Therefore any interaction depends on the all-encompassing. Hence
for this reason as well there may be no reduction.
A general refutation of reductive physicalism is detailed in part 1.1.2.2.1 The
falsity of reductive physicalism and its implications specifically in respect to
fashioning are explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4.
Below I will underline just a few relevant points about reduction in respect to
the present context:
1.4.2.2.1.1
Fashioned.

Laws of Nature Contain Elements of Being

Trust in patterns and what will happen next is necessary for our fashioning. So,
when we fashion something, we need to have in the first place some patterns so
that when we fashion certain things we might know what would be the outcome
of our fashioning. Additionally, we have to know that we will remain the same
so that our needs will continue to be the same so that what we fashion will fulfill
our stable needs. This is one of the reasons for the existence of patterns; the
patterns do not exist because they are necessary or eternal.
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Like other false religions, materialism is also in the business of creating false
gods. A materialist answers the questions such as “why does this happen” as
“Law of this”, “Law of that”, “theory of this”, “theory of that”… None of what
they invent is even by its definition and even before any critiquing, gives any
answer or is even relevant, because they are not even defined as knower, selfsufficiently powerful, aware, transcendent. They will not call those laws and
theories as gods, but, according to a definition of god based on their alleged
functions and products, those laws and theories correspond to the gods of other
religions.
On the other hand, there are patterns which need a unification of the past with
the future. These patterns are also contingent relations and fashioning elements.
Considering such patterns and laws as brute facts and not questioning them is
nothing but emotional. These patterns or the dispositions of the related matter
which cause these patterns are big elements of being fashioned.
A detailed analysis about the laws of nature is given in part 1.1.2.2.2.
1.4.2.2.1.2

ASBEs

If we search the ultimate structural cause of the forms we observe in the contents
of the limited universe, then
1. Either there is an infinite regress, resulting from searching the ultimate
cause in atoms, then in protons, neutrons…, then in quarks, then… till infinitely
infinitesimal (the same would happen no matter what model we use such as
quantum field, wave-particle, … as long as those things have any extension).
2. Or there is a fundamental layer wherein we will find things which are
ultimate and distinctly effective. These would be the allegedly self-sufficient
spatiotemporal basic elements (ASBEs), no matter whether they are particles,
waves, fields…
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The first alternative above does not work, because if “all” things at all layers are
just limited views of something else, then nothing has a distinct effective power.
The second alternative does not work either. The ASBEs would also require
similarity, differentiation, specifications, organization, and contingencies which
cannot be obtained without transcendence. For instance, the ASBEs must be
able to make the necessary bonds when they need to make them and not to
make the unnecessary or harmful bonds when they need not to make them.
Hence, they would require and entail in any case a power which originates and
sustains them.
Those who reject the God as the Fashioner relocate the fashioning elements to
the lower layers face problems like the above. And then they say that they do
not know what will be discovered in the future. However, the ASBEs also if they
were true, they would need to be fashioned. So, there is no place within the
limited universe where the ultimate fashioning elements might be located.
Further details about the ASBEs are given in part 1.1.2.2.6.
1.4.2.2.1.3
If There is an Initial State it Contains
Fashioning Elements, if There is not, Then Further Fashioning
Elements Would be Spread Through Time.
If instead of or along with probing the deep and lower layers structurally as in
the previous part, we would probe earlier temporal states sequentially in order
to find the cause of the forms we observe, we would also have similar problems:
(1) if “every” past state was fully the result of its previous state, then we would
have an infinite regress where “no” state has any causal power; (2) if there was
a distinctly effective spatiotemporal non-transcendent state in a certain past,
then that state would have some differentiations, specifications, contingencies,
organization and consequently it would need a fashioning power which
fashioned it.
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Therefore, the forms that we observe do not have their ultimate origin in any
past spatiotemporal contingent state or in any spatiotemporal entities present
in that state.
Further facts and considerations about the initial state are given in part
1.4.2.2.1.3.
If there is no initial state, then there will be fashioning elements for a more
dynamic framework in accordance with the explanations in parts 1.6.2.1.1.1.7
and 1.6.2.1.1.1.14.
1.4.2.2.2
Neither Necessity nor Chance can Replace any
Self-Sufficient Fashioning in the Limited Universe
In the previous parts we saw the elements of fashioning and why they obtain.
A counter-argument against fashioning of the limited universe is an alleged
necessity for why it is the way it is. Another one is randomness. In this part we
will see how valid these two alleged alternatives are.
If there is no transcendent Being who created the limited universe, then what
are the exclusive (all-inclusive) top classification of alternatives for the
origination of our limited universe?
Either (1) there was no other way in which our limited universe might be, or
(2) it might be another way, but it has not been in other ways, but it has been
in its actual state.
This classification is important for the following:
1. If the limited universe cannot be otherwise, then there is no power over it.
Hence, in this case;
a. There would be no god, and we would have reached a conclusive answer
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about God.
b. There would be no need to worry about god, or about anything since we
would not be able to do anything or conclude anything differently than what
we actually do.
2. If the limited universe could be otherwise, then:
a. Either there is one or more transcendent powers who caused the limited
universe to be the way it is,
b. Or there is/are no such power(s) causing the limited universe to be the
way it is and it has been the way it is randomly. The definition of random is:
“proceeding, made, or occurring without definite aim, reason, or pattern”110.
Randomness entails that not only “we” cannot “find” any ultimate reason for
why things are the way they are, but that there is “truly no reason” for why they
are the way they are. Hence, if there is no reason for why they are the way they
are, then there is no reason for why they are not the way they are not; hence,
they could be the way they are not; hence, they are the way they are randomly,
or by chance.
c. Or there is a reason for the limited universe other than what is identified
in (a). In this case, there would be a non-transcendent cause which does not
have free will power and consciousness. Hence, this cause would be no different
than the matter-like causes, hence, these causes would be of the same kind as
this limited universe, and there would be no reason to say that such causes are
outside the limited universe. Therefore, such causes would not be explanatory
for the limited universe, because such causes would require this very analysis in
an infinite regress. Consequently, we must set aside this very alternative (2/c)
https://www.dictionary.com/browse/random
30.09.2021
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aside.
So, in the following, we will see an analysis of “necessity” and “randomness”
regarding whether the fashioning aspects of the limited universe arise from the
necessity of the limited universe and/ or from the necessity of its fashioning
aspects or from their randomness. The analysis produces numerous reasons
which show that neither necessity nor randomness may be at the origin of the
fashioning elements within the limited universe.
Let us suppose that we found a beautifully shaped stone on the beach. What
may be the alternative theoretical scenarios behind its shape in our context?
For those who believe in the possibility of fashioning, it may be the outcome of
true fashioning. In other words, someone who transcends the entirety of the
stone and the shapes it may be given, and who has preferences about geometry,
may have given it the shape it has, and maybe has put it there to be polished by
the waves for some time.
In the absence of a fashioner, the next alternative is the presence of coercive
deterministic causes. In the absence of deterministic causes we theoretically will
say that things happen randomly. Either any of the transcendent and other
deterministic causes exist, or they do not exist. The combination of those may
also be true at first sight, but let us set aside the combination for simplicity. So,
we have the following theoretical alternatives:
In unipotential and deterministic causality the effect is traceable back to the
specific causes including the specific direction given by the cause. However, the
necessity related to determinism is partial since, even though things are allegedly
explained by patterns and previous states, why the patterns are the way they are
and why an allegedly necessary initial state is the way it is is not explained.
There is just an unsubstantiated claim that these may be necessary.
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In randomness, the effect cannot be traced back to the cause; even if it can be
traced back to a cause partially, a reason why the cause produces a specific causal
direction cannot be found and does not exist; some of the cause and/or effect
came out of nowhere; and there is no transcendent, free will power based cause
which can truly determine and predict what it will cause fully or partially. Again,
there is no substantiation for the claim that chance is or may be at the ultimate
origin of things.
In multipotential transcendent causality there is a transcendent autonomous
cause which transcends the alternatives are transcended and the effect is
autonomously caused and predictable by the cause fully or partially, and the
effect can be traced back, but there is no deterministic relationship between the
cause and effect.
1.4.2.2.2.1
Necessity Cannot Replace any Self-Sufficient
Fashioning in the Limited Universe.
Parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and 1.4.2.1.1.4.1.2 explain that contingency
of relations constitutes an element of fashioning. There are some who claim that
it is likely that what we observe in the limited universe or the entire universe
itself may be necessary or necessarily the way they are. In the following I will
explain why this claim is false:
Can we say that any actual relation within the limited universe is the way it is
because of “necessity”?
The relevant definition of necessity is: “Impossibility of a contrary order or
condition”111. The relevant definitions of necessary are “logically unavoidable”,
“determined or produced by the previous condition of things”, and
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/necessity
Accessed: 27/09/2021
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“compulsory”112.
Theoretically, there may be two types of “necessary”:
1. Dependently necessary: this corresponds to a necessity which depends on
something else. This has two types:
a. Dependently and apparently necessary: this is an “apparent” necessity, not
true necessity. Because though the “necessary” seems to be necessary at first
sight, in fact it depends on something else, and that something else is not selfsufficiently necessary and there is no causal chain which consists of or ends up
in a self-sufficiently necessary. For example, if there is a car crash, then it is
necessary under certain conditions that there was a related car prior to the crash.
Or if it rains, the road will be necessarily wet for a certain time under certain
conditions. However, neither the existence of a car, or the rain was necessary.
I put the dependently necessary under the classification of the “necessary”
because generally the word “necessary” is used in this sense: for example, in
daily usage I may say “it is not necessary that you come before 8am, if you come
at 8am or even before 9am, it will be fine”. Hence our usage of “necessary” as
“self-sufficiently necessary” may cause a misunderstanding.
Regarding our philosophical discussion, the above type of “dependently
necessary” is no more than a type of “contingent”.
b. Dependently and actually necessary: In this type, that which is necessary
depends on something which is self-sufficiently necessary, and that which is
self-sufficiently necessary entails it. For example, the essence of Allah, entails
the “possibility” that He creates things, so this “possibility” is dependently and
actually necessary.

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/necessary
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2. Self-sufficiently necessary: this refers to a “necessary” which does not
depend on anything else. We may process reasons to understand the existence
or properties of self-sufficiently necessary, but, these reasons are not ontological
causes of the self-sufficiently necessary.
This is the true type of “necessary” in our context. The example of it is the
essence of Allah.
Unless otherwise noted or implied, when I say necessary in this book this means
this type of “necessary”.
It is true that if the universe would be logically unavoidable hence necessary,
then there would be no need for God. After all, we say that God is necessary
based upon our observations; and if God would not be necessary, then we would
need another God who would create God. If the necessity of God removes the
need for another God, then if the limited universe was necessary, then there
would be no need for God. Hence, it is important to find out whether the limited
universe is necessary or not.
1.4.2.2.2.1.1
The Limited Universe is not Self-Sufficient,
Hence, it Cannot be Necessary
Note that in respect to God “necessity” implies also self-sufficiency, because we
say that God is necessary because there needs to be a Being who is self-sufficient;
the necessity of God arises in this respect because of a need for a self-sufficient
as explained in part 1.1.
The limited universe and its contents have limited extension. Therefore, in any
case they “need” parts, and earlier states or prior cause(s). So, it does not fulfill
the condition of being self-sufficient; consequently, they cannot be necessary.
1.4.2.2.2.1.2
There is no Fundamental Difference Between
Spatiotemporal Positions Which Would Make one Spatiotemporal
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Position Necessary as Opposed to Another
For an object, essentially, being in a specific position of space/time is not
fundamentally different than being in another position; hence, there is no basis
for necessity of being in one spatiotemporal position over another. So, we
cannot say that things being positioned in a certain way is necessary, but being
positioned in another way is not necessary. This is applicable also regarding the
differentiations in the initial state as well which would allegedly unfold as the
spacetime and things in it.
What is the necessity of being in a position of spacetime as opposed to being in
another position. Note that here by space I do not mean the fluctuations of
certain entities such as fields or energy or a rubber-like warping space, but what
they fluctuate or allegedly warp in. Since within the limited universe, there is
no transcendent cause above them, there is nothing which connects
transcendently those points, everything would allegedly be within itself; hence,
there would be no cause which would make any relation necessary.
The spacetime may theoretically be homogeneous, or heterogenous. If it is
homogeneous, then all of its regions would be equal; if it is not homogeneous,
then its different regions would have some positive or negative values compared
to regions which do not have such values. This comparison may only be possible
if there is at least a virtual background spacetime according to which the nonhomogeneous spacetime would be evaluated. In this case, the homogeneous
virtual background spacetime would be used in evaluating the regions of the
non-homogeneous spacetime. So, the homogeneous virtual background
spacetime’s homogeneous regions would constitute no reason for any necessity
of any differentiation within its positions. Hence, being in one region of that
homogeneous spacetime compared to another would be no cause of necessity
for any differentiation. Consequently, no spatiotemporal distribution or
structure may be absolutely necessary; they may be necessary under the
assumption of the truth of certain conditions, however, this would be a relative
and dependent necessity since these conditions would not be absolutely
necessary.
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1.4.2.2.2.1.3
be State

In Materialism There Cannot be any Ought to

We cannot say that under reductive physicalism that something ought to be or
that something is necessary. Taken together with what we observe, necessity is
a transcendent relation within a whole which contains the contingent and the
impossible; there is no basis in physicalism to say that something follows
another thing necessarily.
Problem of induction is also in parallel with this: there is no basis in physicalism
to say that event E1 will be followed by event E2.
1.4.2.2.2.1.4

There are Contingent Things.

As explained in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 about contingency, there
are testable and demonstrable contingent things and events.
The causes are either unipotential or multipotential. If unipotential, then every
cause will have a specific unchangeable set of effects that it may produce. If a
cause is multipotential, then it may have many sets of effects which it may cause.
In the latter case, some things that might be otherwise happen.
The latter may theoretically be in two forms: Either the cause transcends the
effects and has autonomy on them as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about free
will power experiments; or it does not transcend the effects, but there is a truly
random outcome. The first form of the multipotential causality is upon which
fashioning can be built. The second form is a theoretical possibility of chance.
The experimental proof of free will power explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 is a
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demonstration of such contingent events. The claim that the universe is or may
be necessary presupposes the non-existence of free will power. Because, if there
is free will power, then things can be different as long as free will power is
exercised. If the universe is necessary we do not have free will power in which
case, there cannot be the reasoning power hence any argument based on the
necessity of the universe fails.
Hence, if there are at least some contingent events and entities in the limited
universe, then the nature of the limited universe and its contents is not
necessary.
Question 58.
If Allah is necessary, then would not His acts be also necessary? Then would
not everything in the limited universe be necessary as well?
Answer 58.
No, because Allah’s properties contain powers which entail the ability to behave
freely. He may choose any directions freely but He does not need to.
Furthermore, even if in some respects there are necessities, these necessities will
originate from Him since He is One and Self-Sufficient. Only He and His divine
properties are necessary. His acts are not:

And have you seen the water that you drink?
Is it you who brought it down from the clouds,
or is it We who bring it down?
If We willed, We could make it bitter, so why are
you not grateful?
733

(Quran: 56/68-70)
1.4.2.2.2.1.5
The Claim That the Limited Universe is
Necessary Generates Contradictions
On the other hand, if it is claimed that our actual universe is necessary, as the
only one universe with its specific constants, laws, and substance, this negates
the idea of multiverse wherein there are different sets of laws none of which is
necessary, which is proposed as a solution to explain the fine tuning elements
of our universe. Furthermore this claim is against the possibility of other
universes generally accepted by science and by Islam.
If our limited universe is necessary as it is, then the results of all things would
also be necessary. But, if quantum uncertainty as in Copenhagen interpretation
is true, then there would be really events whose results are truly uncertain and
not necessary.
Moreover, if our limited universe is necessary as it is, then in any other universe
the initial state had to be identical with the initial state of our limited universe;
or if our universe consists of an infinite regress as claimed by some, then the
entire contents of infinite regress would be identical with any other universe.
The claim that the initial state must be the same in any possible universe, is
irrational since if it is initial, then there is no prior condition or state which
makes any distribution or any value of the contents of the initial state necessary.
Similarly, if our limited universe consists of an infinite regress, there would be
no prior state or condition whose contents would make the contents of the
infinite regress necessary.
So, the claim that any possible universe must be entirely identical with our
limited universe has no underlying reason.
Then, we may question whether any different universe must be necessarily the
way it is. The answer is negative: Because, if it was established that the actual
state of our limited universe is necessary, then it would also be established that
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a different state of an internally consistent limited universe would also be
necessary. But if another internally consistent universe is necessary, then
different types of universes would be necessary, which would be contradictory:
Because, then “it would be necessary that all limited universes are like ours”;
and “it would be necessary that all other limited universes are different than
ours”.
Additionally, why would not there be internally consistent other universes? If
there can be, then the actual limited universe will not be necessary. If our limited
universe is necessary, this means that a different limited universe is impossible.
But this would entail that there cannot be two different limited universes each
of which is internally consistent.
1.4.2.2.2.1.6
There can be no Criteria to Identify the
Necessity of an Allegedly Necessary Limited Universe.
If one claims that our limited universe is necessary, and if he claims that it could
not be existing or it would be contingent if it had one less or one more atom,
then there had to be a basis for that. But that basis would be of the same kind
as that which it explains and it would be based on a matter-related
differentiation, since according to materialism, the only effective is the matter
and the spatiotemporal:
For example, let us suppose that if there was one more atom on top of the actual
number of atoms in our limited universe, the limited universe would collapse
into nothingness, because of the formulation of gravity. However, to be a real
explanation, the formulation of gravity must also be necessary; but the
formulation of gravity would depend on its contents which are like those whose
necessity is allegedly explainable through gravity. Hence, this infinite regress of
differentiations entails that the universe cannot be shown to be necessary.
The universe cannot be necessary in its existence or in its being in a certain
way/ shape. Otherwise, if the entire universe was fully fashioned, it might be
again said that it is necessary. If there was a criterion which demonstrated that
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the actual limited universe is necessary, then according to the same criterion, a
slightly different universe would also be demonstrated to be necessary.
There is no counter argument which demonstrates that it is impossible that the
universe is fashioned. If there is no materialist criteria to distinguish that which
is fashioned from that which is necessary, then any fashioned thing might be
arbitrarily claimed to have been necessary based on conjecture. If there are
criteria to distinguish that which has been fashioned, and no physicalist criteria
to distinguish that which is necessary, then a physicalist cannot say that
something is necessary.
Consequently, according to the arbitrary approach of the reductive physicalist,
there may be no state of the limited universe which might entail that it is not
necessary. No matter how salient were the facts in the limited universe for its
fashionedness, the physicalist might say that it and its contents are necessary.
So it is an unfalsifiable claim that the limited universe is or may be necessary.
Question 59.
Is logic or math or “1+1=2” necessary?
Answer 59.
“1+1=2” entails that the first one is not equal to the second 1. This shows that
in any case, there needs to be a unitary relation between the first 1 and the
second 1. Hence, the equation is dependent, namely, not self-sufficient. So, it is
not necessary; it may happen only once they are each defined and ontologically
created.
On the other hand, the knowledge of 1+1=2 in contained within the knowledge
of Allah. Ontologically, the power of Allah to create the 1, and the other 1 exists,
however, in this respect, this is the default power of Allah, not the distinct and
self-sufficient existence of the equation and its elements.
Secondly, the one entity or object or event would have an extension and would
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require a unification of its parts and extension. Even if “1” is the number of a
point within a coordinate system, the coordinate system is a component of that
“1” point in a holistic perspective. Hence, Allah as the very First and the default
is the basis and the sustainer of that equation, of logic and mathematics.
1.4.2.2.2.1.7

Dependent Things Cannot be Necessary.

The universe is not necessary, because everything in it needs something else in
order to exist. Is this a fallacy of composition? Does not the dependency of
everything in the limited universe entail the dependency of the limited universe
itself?
Necessity is a wholistic property. According to naturalism, there cannot be
wholistic properties. Because, the spatiotemporal is seen as the only existent.
And the spatiotemporal things are defined by their positions within the space,
hence, their differences are true only in respect to spacetime. Nothing other
than spacetime related properties are effective. Even though they recognize
consciousness, they mostly recognize it as an illusion, since otherwise, they will
have to recognize transcendent properties. Hence, if nothing in the universe is
necessary, and if composition cannot produce the property of necessity -since
necessity is fundamentally different than spatiotemporal positions- then the
limited universe cannot be necessary. Therefore, it is contingent.
The details about the dependency is explained in part 1.1 about the property of
Self-Sufficiency.
1.4.2.2.2.1.8

Changing Things Cannot be Necessary

One may argue against my claim that nothing we observe in the limited universe
is self-sufficient and necessary asking the following: “Maybe a certain state of
the universe was self-sufficient and necessary in the past? Could not such a
necessary thing cause other things?”
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However, if that state was necessarily the way it is, then it would not undergo
change. A follow-up question might come: “Maybe it was necessary as
something to be changed?” Then it would have changed earlier.
1.4.2.2.2.1.9
Necessity
Differentiated Things

Cannot

be

the

Property

of

Differentiated things cannot be necessary, because, they cannot be self-sufficient
as explained in part 1.1, and they need One transcendent being as explained in
part 1.2.
Let me explain this with some examples:
If it is necessary that a specific atom exists, then why would not it be necessary
that another specific atom like the previous one exists as well? If it is due to the
specific location of space, then is that location of space fundamentally different
than another location? This difference would entail that a location L1 of space
is fundamentally different than another location L2 of space. Then why L1 is an
atom causing location, and why L2 is not? Why would not it be necessary that
L2 is an atom requiring location like L1?
This entails that L1 and L2 are absolutely defined relatively to each other; and
this requires transcendence and differentiation within unity. If L1 necessitates
the existence of an atom there and L2 does not necessitate the existence of an
atom at L2, this means that a location -in its being a location- does not
necessitate the formation of an atom in being a location of space. Then there
must be another reason for why L1 entails the existence of an atom there while
L2 does not. And whatever reason it is, it is active in an instance, and inactive
in another instance. If it is necessary at one instance (e.g. location), then it must
be necessary at all instances; otherwise, there is something which causes it to be
necessary at a specific instance, in which case, it is not necessary, but it is caused
by something else. But then this something else would be active in a certain
instance and inactive in another instance; hence, it would be measured by a
more general dimension coordinate system which would show that that
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something is not active in some instances; therefore, while it is necessary in
some instances, it is not necessary in some instances. Furthermore, if that
something else’s parts are not distinct and separable, then it has to have an
essence which encompasses all of its parts and make necessary all differentiated
parts; otherwise, the separable differentiated parts would be each necessary or
not in accordance with the location.
So, either the parts are transcended by the whole of that something else, or the
necessity of each part would be dependent upon the location in that coordinate
system; hence, they would not be necessary by their nature. But, if the
transcendent essence of that something else determined the states of the parts,
then this essence would be necessary, not its parts; however, if the parts
constitute that whole, then the essence of that something else would not be
distinctly existent. If the parts do not constitute that whole self-sufficiently, then
they are contingent. If the essence of that something else rules within a certain
region within a bigger whole, then it is also a part within a bigger whole. Hence,
it is not necessary either.
Consequently, we cannot reach a necessary essence until we get to one who
encompasses all things and all contingent properties, and which is one in
accordance with the explanations about the property of Unity.
Let us also see a more practical example: An aircraft engineer who fashions an
aircraft uses his transcendence. He knows the aircraft goes fast, and the pilot
may need to see the outside directly; so, the windshield must be in front. This
fashioning is neither necessitated, since determinism is false as explained in part
1.6.2.1.1.1, nor random, since indeterminism is false as explained in part
1.6.2.1.1.2. Even if there was “necessity”, there would be first the transcended
logical connections between the parts. Otherwise there would not be the
relations, they would be unrelated and unrelatable. Hence, necessity might be
due only to transcended things and relations.
1.4.2.2.2.1.10
Materialism is Inconsistent With the Claim of
Necessity of any Spatiotemporal.
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Actually physicalism refutes the claim that things within the limited universe
may be necessary, since, if a certain structure is necessary, then it would not be
caused by another thing; but if something is not caused by another thing, then
that thing’s essence might not be anything other than what it is. But according
to reductive physicalism -as explained in part 1.1.2.2.10, a consistent physicalism
can only be reductive-, that thing would be reducible to its parts, as long as it
has any spatiotemporal extension or differentiation; and if these parts can be
reorganized, then what they constitute cannot be independent and necessary.
On the other hand, these parts depend on the relations at higher layers.
Furthermore, if a specific structure cannot be otherwise, then that structure
would be unchangeable; but then this would require holism, where the whole
is defined and exists in a top-down way, since unchangeability cannot be
controlled by parts who do not contain the wholeness of that structure. If it was
necessary that object O1 is to the right of object O2; then this necessity would
depend on the whole which would encompass both objects.
Consequently, there is no self-sufficient necessity in the limited universe and its
contents.
1.4.2.2.2.1.11
Spatiotemporal.

Infinite Regress Abolishes the Necessity of any

Under reductive physicalism, if there is a basis for necessity, this necessity will
be due to a spatiotemporal, since nothing other than the spatiotemporal is
effective. But this spatiotemporal will also be based on another spatiotemporal,
since the spatiotemporal is divisible in space and time. Therefore, any
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spatiotemporal will be subject to infinite regress, therefore, nothing in the causal
chain will have any self-sufficient power to necessitate anything. Therefore,
anything spatiotemporal will be contingent.
If a constant C may be dependently necessary, then there will be at least one
cause for its necessity. Because a constant will be in an equation which has many
components, and the constant will depend on the relations between those
components. But if that cause is allegedly necessary, then its cause will also be
necessary in the same way. Then there will be an infinite regress. Even if the
physicalist puts forth a principle for those necessities, that principle would
allegedly have a spatiotemporal cause hence again would lead to infinite regress.
If there would be a necessity for the constants according to physicalism this
necessity would be caused by a spatiotemporal disposition which might again
be caused by a spatiotemporal disposition ad infinitum. So this would be again
based on infinite regress.
Under materialism, any necessity would be a dependent necessity. If it rains,
then depending on the rain, the formation of a certain puddle according to the
structure of the ground would be dependently necessary. But the rain is not selfsufficiently necessary either. So, any necessity for a materialist will be a
dependent necessity which will not be an explanation for the limited universe.
Yet, this is according to materialism, and overlooking the problem of induction
and the problem of infinite regress.
1.4.2.2.2.1.12
There Cannot be any Logical Necessity for the
Limited Universe Under Materialism
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There would be no logical principle nor logical necessity for any content of the
limited universe under materialism, since it does not recognize logic as effective.
According to materialism, logic is not distinct from the spatiotemporal, and it
is not above the spatiotemporal. It is reducible to the spatiotemporal. So, a
materialist cannot support any necessity by reference to logic. So the argument
based on the necessity of the limited universe does not work under materialism.
1.4.2.2.2.2
Chance/ Randomness Cannot Replace any Self Sufficient Fashioning in the Limited Universe.
1.4.2.2.2.2.1
Even if the Self-Sufficient Existence of Random
Things was Recognized, a Transcendent Cause for Our Limited
Universe Would be More Plausible.
In part 1.6.2.1.1.2, I demonstrated that self-sufficient randomness is impossible.
However, even if we assume that it is possible in order to see where this
possibility would lead, we see that a transcendent Creator and Sustainer of our
universe is incomparably more plausible as an explanation of our limited
universe.
So, let us see a comparison of a transcendent cause and random events as
explanations of what we observe in the limited universe:
What are the chances of 40 perfect squares happening anywhere randomly?
Small. But an agent can make 40.000.000.000.000 trillion squares easily, because
he transcends and reflects his unity on what he makes. So even if we assume
that things can happen randomly, their happening randomly is incomparably
more difficult relatively to their happening by a transcendent cause. Hence, if
there is any principle which entails the existence of a transcendent Being by
default as explained in part 1.3 about the property of defaultness of the ultimate
742

cause, then the formation of multiple random things becomes redundant as an
explanation; moreover, to obtain random events we need transcendence and
other conditions as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.2. Hence, random things are not
a qualified competitor of a transcendent Being as an explanation of what we
observe, since they need that transcendent Being. So, in any case there is
ultimate transcendent cause, be it the cause of random things or be it the
transcendent cause and sustainer of all. It is something different in kind.
If we accept that the human beings fashion things, then we must also accept
that the fashioning power has an incomparably big potential of producing
organized complexity; then we must also accept that this power is irreducible to
any random basis, because otherwise, this power would not be different in kind
than the contents of an alleged random basis and it would not be effectively
fashioning anything. We may need to have numerous numbers of universes in
order to have a perfect spear head to happen by chance, even if we assume that
it may happen by chance. But even a small child may easily make numerous
spear heads on this single earth, “if” he thinks “he” needs or wants it. Hence,
fashioning power is different in kind rather than in degree from the alleged
randomness as a cause of organized complexity. The skeptic may say that maybe
the universes may not produce a spear head, but they may produce the child
who can make the spearheads through evolution, namely through “random”
mutations. As explained in part 1.4.2.2.8 about reductive evolution, this is an
unsubstantiated and false claim.
If such an explanation based on fashioning is more plausible, then there is no
need to assume very weak arguments for the limited universe based on an
allegedly self-sufficient randomness. One argument often presented against such
a transcendent being is the following question: what made that Being? However,
as I explained in part 1.4.3.1, this argument is based on the fallacious
presumption that the default is nothingness; and as explained in that part, the
non-existence of general and partial nothingness entails already that at the
foundation and in the first place, there is an all-encompassing unitary power.
1.4.2.2.2.2.2

Randomness Would Require an Originator
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Background
Randomness is not a generative power. Randomness and chance are related to
the likelihood of distribution of entities or events; they are not related to the
generative power which generates those which are distributed. They relate to
the calculation of the likelihood of a result of the roll of a pair of dice, not to
the ultimate explanation of production of the substance of dice, nor of the
people who rolled those dice, nor of the energy used to roll the dice.
The observed limited universe cannot be explained with arbitrary, ambiguous,
random bases. We must not presuppose the default existence of any contingent
relation. A relation requires those which have been related and the definition of
the relation and the connection between the related. If a distance is one meter
what is one meter? What is the glue of parts of spacetime? So gluing them is
necessary for fashioning.
To conclude that there is some probability of the occurrence of the forms that
we observe presupposes that the probability of having the background B1 on
which those forms occur has a probability of 1. Because if its probability is less
than one, then we will need another background B2 which may be a basis for
the probability of B1. But this presupposition cannot be justified and it is
disproven. Because such a background to produce forms randomly must itself
have random aspects. Otherwise, it will be necessary and if it is necessary, then
it will not be causing things randomly. If it has random aspects, then it will be
contingent and it will require another background. Consequently, we can safely
say that a background for the random formation of the forms we observe is
impossible.
Any distribution of three objects requires first the existence of many sets of two
adjacent points which require an originator unitary power. Before the
distributor there is a need for an originator of points from among which to
determine the positions of those three objects. Likewise, before the distribution
of those objects, they also need to exist first. After all, if I throw dice zero times
then there is no possibility that it comes six & six.
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Unitary all-encompassing background would not be distributed, because "one"
single essence combines "two" adjacent points, so if unitary then probability of
what within what? Two points may be in many relationships. But one essence
combining all points is not a contingent one within many alternatives. It is one
essence. Three points may be in the form of many triangles. But the very
elementary and which is necessary for any triangle is not contingent and there
is only one way for this unitary essence. If there is only one essence not
calculable in terms of probabilities then any relationship this essence originates
is not based on effective originator probability.
The result may have a mathematical or retro-probability, namely what happened
is one of alternatives no matter what the cause is, be it free will power or
anything else. This originator causes but it does but have to cause "any" result
except with an irreducible causal power. This cause also has consciousness
because without originator consciousness things may not have the feature of
being grasped by consciousness as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.3.3 and 1.1.2.2.1.4.
Hence, as without consciousness we cannot talk about the existence of red,
likewise without consciousness we cannot talk about whatever we are conscious
of, including the whiteness or blackness of the dice.
Question 60.
Is not it possible that randomness is not the only alternative after necessity and
fashioning? Maybe there are other alternatives after them.
Answer 60.
With any background’s non-existence, the allegedly observed aggregate would
be void of consciousness, unity, free will power, relatability, homogeneity,
patterns, guidance. Hence, randomness, chance is allegedly the only even
theoretical alternative after necessity and randomness.
1.4.2.2.2.2.3
The Alleged Basis Which is Allegedly Random
and Produces the Fashioned-Looking Things Needs to be
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Fashioned.
The differentiations on an alleged background which caused an alleged random
distribution would contain relations hence elements of fashioning.
1.4.2.2.2.2.4

Randomness Contradicts Patterns

If a falling stone forms a line, it is also an element of fashioning because of its
continuity and relations. And it is complex and unexplainable with randomness.
If randomness was an all-encompassing principle, then doing science as we do
it would be irrational since randomness if true would strongly undermine
predictability, repeatability, and testability. And the success of science, shows
clearly that randomness is not a reliable principle and it is not at the foundation
of the limited universe.
If random bases consist of disconnected and unrelated parts, then they cannot
produce complex and orderly things at the high layer(s). Because then one part
cannot be related to another, and they cannot be connected.
Hence, the probability of the above line forming randomly is infinitesimally
small even if we assume that a fundamental random layer exists and even if we
assume that probability is usable to explain the above line.
1.4.2.2.2.2.5
In any Case, an Actual Limited Universe Would
be an Infinitesimally Small Part Within Infinite Potential Limited
Universes.
An alleged randomness in the bases means that they could be otherwise. Then
why would they be the way they are? If things were random, then this
randomness would not be a cause for the actual universe to be the way it is,
since it has an infinitesimally small probability of containing the relations we
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observe even if we presuppose for the sake of the argument that there are some
probabilities for some states.
One might say, “in any case, it would be some kind of special type of limited
universe”. However, there is no reason to say that “in any case, it would be”,
there is no reason to say that in any case the relations we observe would appear.
Hence, true randomness is impossible as an effective and ultimate cause. For
more about this point see part 1.6.2.1.1.2.
As a consequence of the above, the anthropic principle does not work either.
For further details about this see part 1.1.2.2.2.14.
1.4.2.2.2.2.6
Fashioning Power of Creation Cannot be
Reduced to Random Things
We can produce and conceive of many perfect structures, such as straight lines,
equilateral triangles, or squares, or circles. In fashioning an equilateral triangle,
from every point to the next point, there is the same angle, and at the corners
also there are similarities. These do not and cannot arise from any random
source as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.2. There cannot be any random source, but
even if I fashion a random enclosure, its random parts/ points are measured
relatively to other parts, therefore, they have to originate from a unitary
transcendent fashioning source.
In the actual limited universe and in the presence of other things if I fashion a
circle it is not probabilistic. I can override at least some probabilistic influences
by my free will power.
One may say that we can see almost perfect circles in a pond where we throw a
stone. However, these do not result from any random things, but, they are
related to patterns, which need transcendence and other originator properties
as explained in part 1.1.2.2.2.
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If the billiard balls formed a duck, then how do we distinguish whether the duck
formed by chance or not? If we zoom in to the lower layers, we see that there
is no distinct duck, and that the billiard balls go continuously their own ways,
and the duck behaves/ looks like a duck only at exceptional and temporary
points. Also, if we go to the lower layers, we see that there is no distinct duck
at all: the eyes of the duck are not explainable at the layer of the duck.
If I want to draw a picture containing symmetry, the symmetry is not because
of the interaction of things or ink on the picture; it is not because of reduced
sub-atomic particles in my brain. Because the ASBEs in my brain do not
reducibly contain that symmetry.
It is not thinkable that an unguided relation exists, because in any case, it will
be related to other things. Any allegedly probabilistic movement/ event occurs
while containing a wide range of information.
1.4.2.2.2.2.7

Indeterminism is Impossible

In part 1.6.2.1.1.2 about indeterminism, it is shown that indeterminism is
impossible. The other arguments in that part show also that randomness cannot
be an explanation for the fashioning elements we observe in the limited
universe.
1.4.2.2.2.2.8
The Problem of Distinguishing Fashioning
Power From Random Bases
In alleged physicalist random formation of the limited universe and its
fashioning elements, there is a group of things which are formed because of
special distribution of things T. There is also a larger group of things which
allegedly are distributed by default in a non-special way. The origin of nonspecial distribution is not to be questioned. Let us question from a different
angle, this non-special distribution and its relation to what we observe:
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Let us take the example of a jet airplane. What is the criteria to find out whether
it has been fashioned? Is its fashionedness undetectable except if traced back to
its fashioner? Is it so especially if its fashioner is reducible to random things?
Here, to give a possibility to a random basis and being able to ask the above
questions we make two key assumptions.
(1) There is a layer which randomly produces random structures.
(2) This layer is separable from that which whose fashionedness is assessed: if
only the parts of that layer which are also part of the jet are separable, then the
airplane can be considered built on randomness, otherwise the airplane and the
randomness layer are one unit and whether they are fashioned must be assessed
as a whole.
If (2) is true, then the jet is not the randomness basis. Yet, this can only be
trivially true, and this may be so in an emergentist kind of materialism. Then
the jet is only coincidental as in the duck example in the earlier part where the
billiard balls which misleadingly look like a duck. Even though the billiard balls
look like the duck, the duck is epiphenomenal and only the balls are allegedly
effective. The duck is just a view of the billiard balls. If this is true, then we are
not fashioning jet airplanes, we just look like fashioning jet airplanes. This does
not change no matter whether the balls move in deterministic patterns or
indeterministic ways.
On the other hand, if the balls and the duck are all considered to be distinctly
effective under any materialist approach, this means that they interact and that
they constitute a whole system. In this case, there needs to be another separable
layer upon which the above duck and billiard balls behave as explained above,
because as the duck is not reducible to the balls, either the materialism which
reduces things to the matter -in our example to the balls- is wrong, or there is
another kind of balls to which the earlier balls and the duck are reducible;
otherwise, the duck would have distinct and effective power over the matter, the
matter which according to the materialism is the only effective.
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So, either (1) one is epiphenomenal the other is effective and fundamental hence
there must be a distinct layer among them, or (2) they interact and they form a
system to be explained in a probabilistic way therefore there needs to be another
layer beyond them. Therefore, for either one of (1) and (2), and any version of
any of the two there needs to be another layer, and, this will lead to infinite
regress.
As a result, in any case, a randomness basis -denominator for the calculation of
any probabilities- and upon that a complex system -no matter how complex it
is-, does not work.
Also, under the above assumptions, even if we know all about the limited
universe, it becomes impossible to distinguish that which has been fashioned
from that which has not been. Therefore, the most complex and the most simple
are indistinguishable regarding whether they have been fashioned. But if
fashioning is not impossible, then at least some things may be fashioned, and if
they are fashioned then they are effects or they contain effects of fashioning.
So, if our assumptions entail not perceiving/ measuring the effects of fashioning,
then our assumptions must be false. Or fashioning must be impossible. But
fashioning is not only possible, but also we fashion things continually.
1.4.2.2.2.2.9
Full Randomness is Unfalsifiable and
Unverifiable, Partial Randomness Entails the Existence of
Transcendent Cause
If our free will power or reasoning or consciousness are true and/or distinctly
effective, then the randomness basis can have at best only limited and partial
effect on the organized layer. Because when a free will power owner fashions
something, or if his consciousness or reasoning has any distinct effect in the
limited universe, this is at least partially a result of neither randomness nor
deterministic patterns.
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So, is partial randomness possible? Even if it might allegedly be possible, it
would not be a principle. Then at least partial transcendent cause is possible,
but if a partial transcendent cause is possible, then the alleged random things
also may be caused by the transcendent cause, since, the random events need
such a cause as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.2.
If partial randomness is impossible, that is if everything must be based on
randomness, then this latter is an unfalsifiable claim, it has neither empirical
nor logical basis, since we know the entire limited universe neither in all its
spatial extensions, nor in its temporal extensions, nor in its structural
extensions.
What is the threshold of complexity of a thing above which we should say that
that thing has been fashioned? If we actually observe a maximum thinkable
complex structure within what the human beings fashioned or in nature and
outside of what the human beings fashioned, should not we conclude that that
structure has been fashioned? According to the arguments of the materialists,
no matter what the degree of the complexity and the specific organization of
any structure, we should not conclude that it has been fashioned. Because there
“may” be a kind of a multiverse or a kind of an unknown which may make the
random formation of that structure reasonably probable; or even if there is no
such reasonable probability, it is possible that a tiny probability may have
happened. So, for the materialist, no degree of complexity and organization may
be a reason to believe that that thing has been fashioned. The materialist may
consider this as a strawman, yet, according to the tools and methods the
materialists use to explain fine tuning, we can allegedly explain any kind of
complexity by probabilities.
On the other hand, if a materialist says that above a degree of complexity we
should conclude that that thing has been fashioned, then we would ask “why
would not a complexity above that threshold be produced by a randomness,
while something below it would be?”
So, no matter how high the degree of organized or specified complexity,
randomness as its cause is not detectable. Hence, an explanation of any
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complexity based on randomness is not falsifiable.
1.4.2.2.2.2.10

A Random Event is Necessarily Caused.

Some claim that according to the quantum physics’ findings, things may happen
without any cause at all. Yet, they say that a certain atom decays at an
unpredictable time. Hence, they are not talking about something that comes
into existence out of nowhere, but a change in the spatiotemporal position of
“something”. Think of your chair moving without any cause at all to the right;
is it correct to say that there is no cause for it?
Suppose that a falling rock sways allegedly randomly to the right and to the left
while it is falling. Suppose that there is no magnetic forces or other patterns
causing it. So, can this swaying be explained within the limited boundaries of
the rock? Does the rock cause it self-sufficiently?
No, because these are changes with respect to other things. The changes have
specific values though they are allegedly random. The changes entail the
behavior of many parts in a specific direction in spacetime, and relatively to
other things. Hence, saying that it happened without cause is similar to saying
that a falling rock falls without a cause. Hence, the explanations in part 1.1.2.2.2
about the laws of nature are applicable in this respect.
The elements of the changes are within a whole which is unified. In accordance
with the explanations about the property of Unity in part 1.2, the behavior of
the rock is caused.
1.4.2.2.2.2.11
We Should be Consistent in our Decision
Methods Related to Likelihoods.
When we buy a car there is a likelihood that the seller is a fraudster and has
cooperated with the government or notary officer to wrong the buyer. But we
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do not stop from buying that car because of that likelihood. The likelihood of
many things and fashioning aspects happening by themselves is much less than
the probability of fraud in this example. So how should we behave in respect to
the fashioning elements? Should not we behave as we do in our daily lives? Why
should we divert from our daily method?
If when we buy a car we do not investigate each related party thinking that the
probability of all of the related parties collaborating for a fraud against us is
negligible and act accordingly, then should we consider that the formation of
the limited universe has a non-negligible probability?
1.4.2.2.3

Brute Fact

Falsehood cannot approach it from before it or
from behind it; [it is] a revelation from a [Lord
who is] Wise and Praiseworthy.
(Quran: 41/42)
Some say that the fashioning elements and their possible causes are just brute
facts, and they suspend judgment. Adopting the idea of brute facts is
abandoning truth. Because then a person ceases questioning things, and looking
at things from different angles. Yet to reach truth we have to look at things from
different angles and they have to pass the tests from all angles and must not fail
by inconsistencies or contradictions. Because truth is consistent from all angles.
For example, if we see 30 marble balls distributed on the table so as to write “I
love you” we say “there is an intelligent being involved in this”. But the
reductive evolutionist comes and says: “Wait a minute. There are billions of
balls, so on the contrary it is likely that there is such a statement without the
involvement of an intelligent agent.” The theist says: “But there is nothing
around, which brings the parts of the balls to produce the balls other than the
intelligent beings”. An atheist says: “Well, the balls are brute facts, you are not
allowed to question them.” This is an example, but overall, it is what happens
against God’s fashioning.
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If one adopts the fashioning elements and their causes as brute facts, without
assessing their relation to other facts, then he will have adopted some facts and
considered them as superior over others emotionally or without reasoning.
However, it is possible that the opposite facts are true and not questioning some
of them will qualify such a person as someone who does not follow the truth.
1.4.2.2.4

Advanced Alien Technology

Can the contents of the limited universe be fashioned by beings of a civilization
with advanced technology? Some proponents of the multiverse would say that
if there is a multiverse, and considering the technology level that we reached, it
would be possible that an advanced civilization might produce simulated
universes as ours with conscious beings like us. According to them, if there is a
multiverse then there would be many such civilizations and many simulations
already run; so, it is very likely that we are in one of them.
However, this does not substitute essentially the fashioning of the limited
universe, since an advanced technology, other than the knowledge and powers
of a unitary Being with the properties explained in this book, would also be
contingent and part of the limited universe. So, the alleged runners of that
advanced technology would also need the Fashioner with the properties
explained in this book.
It may be suggested that those aliens may also have been fashioned by another
civilization. However, this would lead to a whole of infinite regress in which no
civilization has self-sufficient existence.
On the other hand, the alleged runners of such simulations would be running
those simulations with the sustaining power and permission of the One
Fashioner.
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Hence, this suggestion does not work either as an explanation which tries to
explain the fashioning elements we observe by the contents of the material
world.
1.4.2.2.5

Spatiotemporal Reduction Bases

According to materialism, what we see as the fashioning elements in the limited
universe are reducible and made possible by the fundamental material things
such as space and time.
However, fashioning the contents of the limited universe relates also to
originating fundamental connections of essences and relations, as opposed to
fashioning by creation by bringing together the already existent essences, forms,
relations in different ways and producing new relations. The very fundamental
things of the limited universe such as space, time or spacetime also need being
fashioned as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.4 and 1.1.2.2.5.
Furthermore, neither determinism nor indeterminism are possible as explained
in part 1.6.2.1.1.1, so forms can be caused by neither deterministic nor
indeterministic processes or entities/ beings.
The fashioning of objects cannot be taken separately from the fashioning of
their spaces/times and their other coordinate systems. Two points’ positioning
may be totally relative to the structuring of their space, but the space also may
have been fashioned so as to allow those objects. Hence, the reductive physicalist
understanding is totally flawed: We cannot say that something in the limited
universe is fundamentally prior to another thing in it, we cannot say that the
space is fundamentally prior to the masses or objects.
Space depends on the disposition of things, and things depend on the
disposition of space. So, they are all interdependent hence, sustained by a
sustainer, and nothing in the limited universe is self-sufficient. For further
details about the impossibility of a general reductive physicalism see part
1.1.2.2.1.
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Size, direction… do not mean anything unless unified in a unity. Hence
consciousness which transcends all in unity is necessary for the existence of
anything. As without consciousness what we perceive as “red” cannot exist,
without the unitary consciousness nothing can exist. For further details about
this see part 1.5.2.1.1.2.
1.4.2.2.6
Elements

Other Alleged Unknown Sources of Fashioning

Some materialists claim that there may be some causes of the fashioning
elements we observe in the limited universe which are other than Allah, and
which we do not know. Obviously if such unknown causes are not Allah, then
they would not have the properties of Allah; otherwise, such an unknown cause
would be corresponding to Allah.
Hence, if such an alternative source of fashioning would be true, then the
fashioned things would be “arising through non-unitary, non-self-sufficient,
unfree ways”. However as explained in part... arising through non-unitary way
is impossible. Furthermore unipotential causality is also impossible, since if it
was true then there would be no fashioning at all, and unipotential causality
entails infinite regress.
The initial state of the limited universe is non-separable from how it unfolds, if
things are reducible to it; so if the initial state is defined in a specific way, it
requires a definer in accordance with the argument from unity. For further
details about the initial state see part 1.4.2.2.1.3.
There cannot be any framework above the fundamental unity and transcendence
which may in principle replace/ substitute fashioning. Transcendent free unity
is the top framework which encompasses all powers to create and fashion. And
for reasons in parts... a lesser framework cannot replace it, because the lesser
framework would not have the indispensable powers necessary for fashioning.
Any other framework would be lesser, deficient, and insufficient, because the
elements of fashioning such as transcending in unity the purpose, parts, stages...
would not be existent in any other reality. If that other reality contained them,
then it would be containing the self-sufficient powers for fashioning, hence it
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would be Allah.
To offer an alternative to God as a Fashioner, would entail rejecting the
necessary positive powers properties related to fashioning. If any alleged
alternative powers would replace the fashioning powers of Allah, then they
would necessarily be performing at a minimum the functions of the fashioning
power. But in this case again the fashioning would not be rejected, since those
alternatives would produce the fashioned things.
So this also would lead to Allah and would not undermine nor negate nor
contradict Him. Something less cannot explain but something equal or more
can explain. And in any case, we already affirm that Allah is much more than
what we can conceive of and that we do not know all of the powers of Allah.
So the atheist must show that something devoid of the properties related to
fashioning explained in this part can produce 'fashioned' things. But by
definition if there is fashioning, then there are the properties necessary for
fashioning, such as unity, transcendence, free will power, and all-encompassing.
1.4.2.2.7

Multiverse

The multiverse is a key objection against the higher degree of fashioning of the
limited universe, though it is not any such objection against the fundamental
fashioning.
The motivation for a multiverse is as follows: If the universe is just one of the
many universes, then the seemingly small likelihood of the occurrence of these
complex relationships will not be so small. After all, if I roll the dice once, it
may not be very likely to get 6&6; but if I roll them 50 times, then the likelihood
of the result of one of the rolls being 6&6 is much higher compared to the
previous scenario. According to the anthropic principle, human beings would
naturally be in a successful universe.
757

The flaws of the multiverse as an objection against the Fashioner property and
other properties of Allah are explained in part 1.1.2.2.2.14 about multiverse.
1.4.2.2.8

Reductive Evolution

Above, I explained that our observations about forms, relations, wholes,
contingencies entail a fashioning power. Some of the prominent observations
related to fashioning are within the living world. So, when I argue that the
source of fashioning is not ultimately within the limited universe, a key counterargument in respect to living world will be evolution.
By the way, it is not only an argument which claims that the ultimate source of
fashioning of the living world is within the limited universe. It is also used as
an argument that fashioning considered as an explanation for the living world
is no more than something which looks like fashioning, but which is not in fact
a real and effective fashioning. Furthermore, there are even claims that the
universe as we see it, is a product of some Darwinian evolution.
So, let us examine evolution in detail.
1.4.2.2.8.1
of Allah.

Relevance of Evolution to the Fashioning Power

He (Allah) created the human being.
(Quran: 55/3)

A key question that leads many people to God is “who created me, since I did
not create myself?” Some answer this question by saying “God”.
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And some believe that the correct answer to this question is not God, and that
it is “the random mutations and natural selection, namely evolution”. This
answer is given not only about the human beings, but also about all species.
There are even theories which try to explain our limited universe in terms of a
Darwinian evolution of the cosmos113. For the materialist, a reductive
interpretation of evolution is incompatible with God, because the life is
explained by the matter: Whether the matter and laws of nature need God is a
separate issue, hence, matter and laws of nature are sufficient to produce life,
hence, regarding life, God is redundant.
This answer is closely related to the attempt of explaining all living things within
the limited universe in accordance with reductive physicalism. If this attempt is
successful, then at least regarding the life forms, God does not have any effect,
hence in this respect, there is no evidence for God, and God would not be the
Fashioner of the life forms.
When evolution is discussed in the debates about God, it is considered as a
black and white issue. The materialist tries to prove that it is true while he
considers it in many respects as a holistic fact; the theist tries to disprove it as
if his religion necessarily entails its rejection, even though an alleged evolution
has many holistic aspects which would make it a sub-proof for God and His
fashioning power.
Indeed, in the Quran we see the differentiations of the colors of human beings
as an evidence for Allah:

Among His evidence are the creation of the
heavens and the earth, and the variations in your
languages and your colors. In these, there are
signs for the knowledgeable.
113Ru

diger Vaas, “Is there a Darwinian Evolution of the Cosmos?”,
1998,
at https://arxiv.org/ftp/gr-qc/papers/0205/0205119.pdf accessed
9.10.2021
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(Quran: 30/22)

So, if there are systematic variations in the color of human beings while all
human beings originate from one man and one woman, and if those variations
are guided by Allah, then why should we say that God would not create certain
things through these variations, and that He would stop these variations when
there is a transition to something “we” call a new species?
Some consider evolution as a process driven by God, and try to see it as
compatible with belief in a Creator and Sustainer God. Is this consideration
reasonable? The word “natural” in natural selection, and “random” in random
mutation are mostly understood as statements opposing God.
I am personally against considering God as an unnatural or a supernatural
Being, since He is the only Creator and Sustainer of the nature, and strongly
related to the nature. At first sight, the adjective “natural” may seem
unproblematic against belief in God. But in fact, it is a redundant adjective if it
is not considered as something used against God, to denote a substitute for God
for representing Him as “unnatural” or “supernatural”. Clearly, naturalists and
atheists interpret and represent the adjective “natural” in this second way in
respect to “natural selection”, as something against the Fashioner property of
God, and against the fashioning sub-argument.
On the other hand, the word “random” in random mutation is obviously
incompatible with a God who has power over all things and a God without
whose permission nothing may happen; so saying that some “random” things
and events may or do happen without the sustaining, permission and control of
Allah, is against the Islamic teaching. Therefore, the evolution according to the
materialistic understanding and representation, is incompatible with God and
monotheism.
So, the above show that the construction, definition, and classification of the
concept of evolution is not mature and clear enough. I explain in detail in part
1.4.2.2.8.2.1 that a distinction between “reductive evolution” and “holistic
evolution” is necessary; and such a distinction would make the related debates
more productive, precise, focused, and would make evolution more
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understandable and analyzable. The “holistic” here is used in parallel with
“Islamic holism” explained in part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.5.
The materialist uses the word evolution as a “reductive” evolution which is
incompatible with belief in Allah. It is unlikely that a disbeliever adopts a holistic
evolution, since, this kind of evolution would be recognizing that there are
transcendent and holistic sources of the rise of life forms.
Although the materialist adopts a reductive evolution when arguing against
God, he in any case needs to use holistic facts to explain this evolution. He
necessarily explains “wholes” at a certain layer by reduction to “wholes” in
another layer, he uses “relations”.
The theist might adopt a holistic evolution.
A holistic evolution understood as a partial process which is sustained by Allah
may be acceptable according to Islam. Holistic evolutionary processes may
influence some or all species under the guidance of Allah and/or under the
freedom permitted by Allah to His creation at different layers in some respects
and along with some patterns.
There may be a theist which believes that God is active only in the realm of
laws of nature and macro things like the creation of the universe. However,
according to Islam, this kind of evolution is not acceptable. Because according
to the Quran, Allah is active in the creation of each species and creature.
Can this activeness be reduced to the initial state of the universe? This is
inacceptable in Islam, since, Prophets prayed and people are encouraged to pray
to get good progeny. One may say “maybe Allah does this by knowing the
future and adjusting things at the initial state of the universe”; however, this is
not very compatible with the teaching of the Quran, since there is no reason
that the power of Allah should be limited to the initial stage.
Hence evolution as natural selection through random mutation essentially
contradicts Allah. But it can be true in terms of natural selection to some extent,
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since this would also require the distinct effectiveness of transcendence and free
will power. But randomness in mutation is not acceptable. In any case it is
directed though there may be free will based mechanisms and entities sustained
by Allah at many layers; though these mechanisms may relate to behaving in
accordance with the laws of nature established by Allah.
Accordingly, in the considerations and discussions about God, if evolution
comes up as an argument, first the parties must specify whether by evolution
they mean the reductive evolution or the holistic evolution.
So, instead of an overall ambiguous definition of evolution, some work needs to
be done about distinct definitions of “reductive evolution” and “holistic
evolution”.
Question 61.
If Allah fashions human beings in the wombs however He wills, then what
about the drugs or operations which influence the growth of the human beings
in the wombs?
Answer 61.
Obviously drugs, x-rays and many other factors influence the growth of a
human being in the wombs. However, none of these are outside the control of
Allah. If some parts of the reductive evolution are true, then whatever the
human beings do are the result of the initial state which has been fashioned by
Allah. If reductive evolution is false, then the human beings and other factors
may be influential about how the human beings are shaped in the wombs of
their mothers. But in this latter case again, all of the factors would be sustained
by Allah, and He would be active at any layers which would not be deterministic.
With some technology, we can make robots which reproduce, and feed
themselves. Will they have evolved? Obviously not. So, if God made the beings
and ran evolution like a mechanic process, is it not by definition no evolution?
So, by definition, cannot evolution be a matter of fashioning? In other words, if
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an intelligent being organized the processes by which things improve or
undergo natural selection, then would not this be evolution by definition? If it
would be evolution, what can be the justification that that alleged evolution was
not fashioned? Because without such a justification, evolution would be
excluding arbitrarily in its definition any process which is influenced by the
involvement of intelligent beings. Then, this would be just an emotional
approach far from being rational. In this case, we cannot say that evolution is
God-indifferent; such an evolution would be a reductive evolution and
developed as a tool against God.
But if the robots we made evolve according to their design, are considered as
the products of evolution, since we are allegedly products of evolution and
reducible to the material, then evolution is not something that necessarily
replaces fashioning, if we are truly fashioning things. Because, in that case, the
robots would be both the result of our fashioning, and evolution which happens
according to our design. So if we are truly fashioning things, then reductive
evolution cannot be brought in as an argument against the divine fashioning.
However, if the improvements or adapted changes of those robots which
improve are considered as no evolution, then we cannot say that reductive
evolution is true unless we demonstrate that no God is involved in the structures
of atoms, molecules…
Also note that life is not the only or extreme example of transcendent unity and
fashioning of Allah, it is only one of the good examples. So if reductive evolution
was successful, it would be in any case partial and incomplete as an argument
against the Fashioner.
1.4.2.2.8.2

Definition of Evolution

Some definitions of evolution are as follows:
1. Descent with modification from preexisting species : cumulative inherited
change in a population of organisms through time leading to the appearance of
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new forms : the process by which new species or populations of living things
develop from preexisting forms through successive generations.114
2. Change in the gene pool of a population from generation to generation by
such processes as mutation, natural selection, and genetic drift.115
3. Evolution is the process by which the physical characteristics of types of
creatures change over time, new types of creatures develop, and others
disappear.116
4. [Biological evolution] is change in the properties of groups of organisms
over the course of generations… it embraces everything from slight changes in
the proportions of different forms of a gene within a population to the
alterations that led from the earliest organism to dinosaurs, bees, oaks, and
humans. (2005: 2)117
Note that the above popular definitions diverge fundamentally about their core,
about what is that which changes.
Likewise, there are big debates in literature about what is the unit of selection
as we see in the following quote:
He (Richard Dawkins) remarks, in fact, that the debate about group versus
organismic selection is “a factual dispute about the level at which selection is
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/evolution
accessed 2.10.2021
115
https://www.dictionary.com/browse/evolution
accessed
2.10.2021
114

116

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/tr/s%C3%B6zl%C3%BCk/ingilizce
/evolution accessed 2.10.2021
117 As quoted by [ Millstein, Roberta L., "Evolution", The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2021 Edition), Edward N. Zalta
(ed.),
forthcoming
URL
=
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/evolution/>.]
from Futuyma, Douglas J., 2005, Evolution, Sunderland, MA: Sinauer
Associates., accessed 2.10.2021
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most effective in nature,” whereas his own point is “about what we ought to
mean when we talk about a unit of selection” (1982a: 46). (
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/selection-units/ ) “effective replicator will be
a very large chunk of DNA” (Dawkins 1982b: 89; Sapienza 2010). (
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/selection-units/ )
The above give us some initial hints about the evolution as something situated
between physical and biological layers.
So, let us see now some important points regarding the definition of evolution:
1.4.2.2.8.2.1
A Distinction Between Holistic Evolution and
Reductive Evolution is Necessary
When people talk about “evolution”, they generally think that everybody means
the same thing with “evolution”. However, this is not the case. The definitions
of evolution differ, what is understood from evolution in its elements differ, and
what is understood from it in different contexts differ. Evolution deals with life,
which is one of the most difficult and controversial issues. And it tries to answer
questions through studies that extend through hundreds of millions of years,
through the layers of biology, chemistry, physics, through science and
philosophy, through science and theology, through reductionism and holism.
Hence, we can anticipate that it will not have easily a definition that is acceptable
to all.
If it is difficult to have such a definition, the best way to communicate is to have
precise definitions so that at least the strengths and weaknesses of each
definition and its related assumptions and conclusions may be well understood,
and appropriately used in the relevant contexts.
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When life is presented as a creation hence evidence of God, evolution is
represented by the materialist as an “alternative” which replaces God. Obviously
such materialists consider evolution as something that happens without God. If
they accepted that the definition and essence of God is God-indifferent, then
they would not be arguing in this way. So, they must be adopting a definition
of evolution which entails the non-involvement of God, furthermore, they claim
that in this they are adopting a scientific approach while the latter is a subjective
opinion. But clearly, there is no factual component of evolution which entails
that God does not get involved with its conditions, its running, its design. So,
it is totally plausible that a theist who believes in Allah, agrees with some aspects
of evolution and disagrees with some of its other aspects like the professionals
of evolution agree and disagree on some of its aspects.
Therefore, it is necessary that each party clarifies what he means exactly by
evolution by presenting the distinctive elements and features of his definition.
In the following I will explain that the materialist adopts a reductive definition
of evolution. Because if the transcendent properties of life such as consciousness
are not grounded in and caused by the material/ spatiotemporal, then at least
another ground with such properties will be necessary; such a ground obviously
does not comply with the materialist approach which claims that God has
nothing to do with evolution. So, when evolution is used as an argument against
the existence and involvement of God, then this is a reductive evolution. When
used in this way, it is used to mean implicitly or explicitly that evolution explains
or may explain life and properties observed within life only based on atoms,
molecules and other forms of matter and without any fashioning and sustaining
of Allah.
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There are also agnostics who claim that though it is not clear that God has not
fashioned the living things and their properties, there is no convincing reason
that God has fashioned, created, and sustains them. The evolution adopted by
agnostics who behave as if there is no God and use this line of reasoning as a
basis for these conclusions, should be considered as reductive evolution as well.
On the other hand, a believer in Allah who ascribes some possibility to evolution
will need to adopt a holistic definition of evolution since Allah is active in
creation without the need to act only through any deterministic and physicalistic
channels.
Some definitions of evolution are God-indifferent: for example, the definition
as “Descent with modification from preexisting species” does not entail that the
evolution is reducible to the physical. The 4th definition is similar to it in this
respect.
However, some definitions are reductive: For instance, the definition as “Change
in the gene pool of a population from generation to generation by such
processes as mutation, natural selection, and genetic drift.” reduces evolution to
“change in the gene pool”.
On the other hand, the definitions have a mixture of holistic and reductive
elements: For instance, the words as “organism”, “species” represent wholes not
aggregates, even though aggregates also have holistic aspects. But words like
genes and processes represent some reductive aspects, though genes and
processes also have holistic aspects though in different layers. Hence, I argue
that no definition of evolution can escape being holistic. However, we have to
recognize the fact that the materialist adopt a reductive definition.
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One may argue as: “Evolution is a scientific theory, it does not claim anything
against or for God, as gravity or other laws of nature have nothing to do with
God.” Though this may be understandable regarding the usage of evolution in
the books of biology, when evolution is put forth as an argument against God,
the situation is different. Then its usage is like the usage of laws of nature as
substitutes for God, by which the materialist claims that those laws narrow
down the range of activity of God, believed in once upon a time. Indeed, when
the theist puts forth some biological systems as an argument for God, the atheist
brings in the evolution as his main counter-argument. Therefore, the evolution
used in this way cannot be said to be an evolution which is God-indifferent.
Hence, it is important to underline that in such contexts, the atheist does not
use a God-indifferent evolution, and that they use a reductive evolution.
Using the term “reductive evolution” will give the atheist the opportunity to
demonstrate that evolution happens without the involvement of God. Because
presenting some findings about an alleged tree of life which are god-indifferent
and irrelevant to the discussion about God as if they disprove God does not add
any value to the discussion about the existence and involvement of God.
On the other hand, distinguishing the claim of a reductive evolution from a
claim of a holistic evolution will also enable the theist to question the additional
premises entailed by the “reductiveness” of the reductive evolution. When the
theist brings in the systems within the life forms as evidence for God, he is
adopting a holistic approach no matter whether he believes in a holistic
evolution or not. If a holistic evolution is true, this evolution would be no
argument against his claims for God; only a reductive evolution could be put
forth as a candidate argument against him. Hence, he may ask the atheist “even
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if evolution would be true, why does it have to be reductive?”
Yet, in the literature of biology and philosophy also, there are differing opinions
about the randomness as it relates to evolution. This is also relevant in respect
to the holistic and reductive evolution. “Random” is essentially understood as
“without cause” or “without the involvement or control of any agent” or
“unpredictable (by ‘anybody’)”.
Carlin, J. L. (2011) says: “Evolution is simply not possible without random
genetic change for its raw material.”118 A fundamental randomness obviously
would not recognize the involvement, control, fashioning of Allah. Hence, it is
essentially reductive.
Yet, Stoltzfus 2021 says: “In fact, claims of evolutionary randomness typically
fail for obvious reasons. Mutation in a particular locale is not walled off from
the rest of biology, but is sensitive to conditions such as gene expression and
the concentration of DNA precursors, and this leads to nonindependence with
conditions and even with fitness.”119
Obviously, whether and when the scholars of evolution will come to an
Carlin, J. L. (2011) Mutations Are the Raw Materials of Evolution.
Nature
Education
Knowledge
3(10):10
at
https://www.nature.com/scitable/knowledge/library/mutationsare-the-raw-materials-of-evolution-17395346/ Accessed 10.10.2021
119 Stoltzfus, Arlin, Mutation, Randomness, and Evolution, 2021,
Published to Oxford Scholarship Online: May 2021 at
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/oso/9
780198844457.001.0001/oso-9780198844457-chapter4?gclid=Cj0KCQjwnoqLBhD4ARIsAL5JedJhHQn53QF10z1SGjhE3Igefy
NkATFER6zapyNzdRjU9YItvBK3d-MaAsQhEALw_wcB
accessed:
10.10.2021
118
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agreement about a definition of evolution which joins reduction and holism is
an unknown as of now. It is also possible that it never happens since they are
contradictory. But as it is obvious in many analyses regarding God, those who
tend toward atheism and agnosticism will mostly use an implicit reductive
definition of evolution, and they will reduce consciousness, free will power and
other transcendent aspects of living things to the spatiotemporal. But those who
see God and His transcendence as active in the creation, fashioning, and
sustaining of life may be closer to a holistic definition of evolution, though they
do not need to accept it.
The debates about evolution in respect to God continue within the ambiguity
about what is meant by evolution, what is meant by that which evolves, and
what is meant by the effect of evolution.
When we say evolution, what do we really mean by it? What do we mean by
that which evolves? If we are the product of evolution, then what are “we”
effectively? Are we passive aggregates of effective particles, or effective subparticles? Or are we distinct and effective wholes? Are we just the illusory and
epiphenomenal perceptions of the really effective particles? If so, when we say
evolution do we mean an illusory evolution, while in fact the effective particles
never evolve? If we evolve as distinctly effective wholes, and if we are not
reducible to or supervenient upon the particles, then from where do our
irreducible properties come?
Are the properties of life forms distinctly effective? Or are these life forms
reducible to the spatiotemporal entities and events? For example, is
consciousness effective? Are the many related qualia effective? Is the tendency
to survive distinctly effective? Are reasoning-like abilities effective? Is knowledge
effective?
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If the one who argues against Allah using evolution postulates that these are
distinctly effective, then, he must be arguing that they are not reducible to the
spatiotemporal; in other words, they must not be reducible to atoms, protons,
electrons… Then he will be asked where these properties come from and at what
stage they are connected to the relevant life form and individual organism? And
how do such transcendent irreducible powers operate on spatiotemporal/
physical laws of nature? If they are reducible to atoms and waves of all kinds of
wavelengths, then seeing, hearing, running of life forms which the evolutionist
claims to explain through the propagation of light, sound waves become trivial
and inert since the waves themselves would then have properties as
consciousness, knowledge and so on. Therefore, such an evolutionist would not
have explained anything new. Furthermore, the laws of physics and chemistry
which are assumed to explain life, will in fact be explaining only the physics
and chemistry, since the fundamental particles must already have the properties
of the life forms.
On top of that, such a reductive evolutionist will have to explain the
combination of consciousness of a human being’s parts into the consciousness
of that human being.
On the other hand, he will have to accept that as there is the spacetime wherein
spatiotemporal events occur, there will have to be a space of consciousness
wherein the consciousnesses of things are sustained and operate. Additionally,
he will have to explain the origin of that space of consciousness which
necessarily is based on unity.
The incorporation of the distinct effectiveness of the facts such as consciousness,
free will power will render evolution an evidence for Allah. Hence, this is not a
path that the opponent of Allah may take. Consequently, the evolutionist who
rejects Allah, will have to be a reductive physicalist, hence a reductive
evolutionist.
There are lots of related questions that we will see in this part.
The above questions force us to make clear choices in order to define evolution.
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And these choices compel us also to decide which kind of evolution we accept:
An evolution where all the wholes it studies and their properties are no more
than epiphenomenal things with no distinct existence and effectiveness? Or an
evolution where such wholes and their properties have distinct existence,
effectiveness, and interaction with the other wholes in different layers?
Therefore, when one says that he merely believes in evolution, he is not saying
something meaningful and consequential; and he is being ambiguous. What
kind of evolution does he believe in? Does he believe that he is epiphenomenal
and nothing more than his particles, in other words does he believe in a
reductive evolution? Or does he believe that he has a distinct effective reality,
and that his effectiveness is as real as that of his particles; in other words, does
he believe in a holistic evolution?
If he believes in both kinds of evolution, then obviously he is saying something
contradictory. Because, as we will see in detail in the following, a holistic
evolution entails a Creator and Sustainer. But a reductive evolution entails in
parallel with reductive physicalism that everything is reducible to the
spatiotemporal/ material; hence, that a Creator and Sustainer is not necessary.
The contradiction is not limited to the issue of the Creator: if he suspends
judgment on what is that which evolves and about the nature of the process of
evolution, then his claim is lacking the essentials about the “whatness” and
“howness” of evolution. Consequently, anybody who says that he believes in
evolution must clarify what kind of evolution he believes in.
What about the one who rejects evolution? A person may be rejecting evolution
entirely including the holistic evolution, and believe that God created all species
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in an instant. Such a person would not be contradictory in his rejection, even
though he may have problems in some respects. But when such a person is in
a position to argue against an evolutionist, he needs to know what he is arguing
against, and therefore, he has to know what the reductive evolution and holistic
evolution mean.
For the questions and reasons briefly mentioned above, there needs to be a
distinction between a reductive and holistic evolution.
So, let us examine first that which evolves and the process of evolution, and
then we will see a clearer analysis under the headings about the holistic
evolution and reductive evolution.
Question 62.
If we need to make such a distinction regarding the evolution, then should we
also make such a distinction within physics, or within chemistry, or within any
of the social sciences? Because for example it is also possible that one claims
that economics is reducible to the spatiotemporal, and another one claims that
economics have its distinct effectiveness and dynamics. If not, what is the
difference of evolution in this respect?
Answer 62.
These sciences do not have a core aspect of explaining something in terms of a
different science. For example, if a scholar of political science concludes in his
study that a leftist party generally develops politics against the worker class, he
does not say that he explains this based on the elementary particles. He does
not say that he explains something social with something physical, though on
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some occasions he may use some physical factors; such factors will be ad hoc
and not systematic in our context. The issue may be discussed in the philosophy
of political science. Or if the physicist explains some behaviors of atoms through
the behavior of electrons, he does not claim to explain something physical in
terms of another (non-physical) science. Or if a chemist explains a chemical
event with a physical event, he assumes that what he calls “chemical” is in fact
a name given to the physical events from a different perspective.
But the random mutations, DNA “molecules” are at the core of and
indispensable for the evolution. The evolutionist attempts to explain the layer
of life and its properties as consciousness, knowledge, survival based on the layer
of physics, as if an economist tries to explain the stock price fluctuations
systematically by protons and electrons.
So, the study of evolution is fundamentally different than other sciences and
requires such a distinction.
What about a reductive physicalist physicist who wants to explain the physical
by reference to infinite regress or things with zero structure? Obviously for such
situations there is the distinction of reductive physicalist and non-reductive
physicalist. So, the reductive physicalist who rejects the reality and effectiveness
of what he studies behaves in parallel with the reductive evolutionist. I present
the objections against reductive physicalism in part 1.1.2.2.1.
In any case, the physicalist who studies an atom may be presupposing that what
he calls an atom may be fully reducible into sub-atomic particles, since, he only
studies the spatiotemporal no matter whether it is the sub-atomic particles or
the atoms. So, for him there is no essential difference in kind. However, the
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work of the evolutionist is different in this respect: if he is a reductive
evolutionist, he is reducing wholes who have distinct identities, and properties
like consciousness, free will power… to the spatiotemporal. Hence, if we
distinguish the physicalism as reductive physicalism and non-reductive
physicalism, regarding evolution, a similar distinction is indispensable.
Question 63.
Is not evolution necessarily reductive since it explains life in terms of mutations
and natural selection?
Answer 63.
As we will see in the following, reduction does not work regarding evolution
and biology. Also, as explained in part 1.1.2.2.1, it does not work even for
physics.
When evolution talks about mutations, it talks about distinct wholes in the
realm of molecules and atoms. When it talks about natural selection and
survival, it cannot take these as isolated from consciousness, qualia, free will
power, reasoning power which are intrinsic to life.
We will see further details which show that the reduction which is considered
by some as a fundamental aspect of evolution, is lethal to evolution. If evolution
is true, the only internally consistent form of evolution might be a holistic one
which recognizes the wholes and holistic properties at all layers under the
control and guidance of the Fashioner.
1.4.2.2.8.2.2

That Which Evolves is Ambiguous Under
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Reductive Evolution
As may be seen in the above mentioned definitions of evolution, what is that
which evolves is ambiguous. Does something epiphenomenal evolve or does
something distinctly effective evolve?
As a popular example, darker moths may be more difficult to be seen and eaten
by birds in an environment which became darker because of pollution.
Consequently, the moths which have genes which cause darker color may
survive, and reproduce more, hence causing a population of black moths.
But what is here that which evolves: The species? Individual life forms? Their
properties? Gene pools? Genes? Molecules? Atoms?
Or if we explain the genes by atoms, why should we stop by the atoms? Or why
should we stop at any layer? Should we presuppose that the explanation is in
an infinite regress whose impossibility is explained in part 1.1.2.2.7.
Or should we presuppose the existence of an ultimate layer of allegedly selfsufficient spatiotemporal basic elements (ASBEs)?
But if the ASBEs are the effective things, and other things are reducible to them,
then how did ASBEs appear? They cannot have appeared through evolution,
because if they have appeared through evolution, then they are not the ASBEs.
So, if we presuppose the existence of the ASBEs as the only effective things,
then they must not have appeared through evolution, but their acts must be
appearing through evolution.
Let us do a deeper analysis about the distinct wholes, their layers, and effects
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through some examples:
1.

Example 1: Flock of Birds

Let us imagine that there is a flock of birds which fly together and which have
the shape of a “big bird”; and upon noticing a hunter, the “big bird” runs away.
Reductive evolution is like studying the shape of this flock which looks like a
big bird: It draws conclusions from the big bird, yet it says that the big bird is
reducible to small birds. If the big bird has a consciousness of its own and tries
to survive, then saying that it is fully reducible to the small birds is
contradictory. But if the small birds have a property of coming together under
certain circumstances so as to produce a consciousness and other features of a
big bird, then studying the big bird will be redundant, unless in an
understanding that the big bird is studied just to discover the properties of the
small birds which are the distinctly effective things.
By the way, we will focus on this example to understand whether reductive
evolution studies living organisms as epiphenomenal things like the “big bird”
above, or whether it studies the small birds in the above example. And we will
try to find out if it studies the small birds, whether they correspond to reduction
bases such as molecules, or atoms, or rather ASBEs. We will also try to
understand the related implications of reductive evolution.
So, if the big bird is reducible to small birds, then studying the big bird is not
very useful because if it encounters an object or is subject to another effect, it is
not possible to predict how it will behave based on that shape. But if the flock
redirects to another place, it is because of the birds. If it runs away from a hunter
we do not say that it ran away but we say that the birds ran away. If we say that
anything which looks like a bird, would run away from a hunter, this would be
false unless the constituents of that shape are sensitive to hunters.
So, as of now, it is not reasonable to set the big bird as the scope of reductive
evolution. But then if it should not study the epiphenomenal big bird, and it
should study the distinctly effective individual birds, why does it claim to study
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the life forms? Since according to the reductive evolution living organisms are
reducible to their molecules, atoms…, and if it studies the life forms, does not it
study what corresponds to the big bird in the above example? Or does it
recognize that the life forms, such as human beings have properties such as
consciousness, reasoning power which are not reducible to the particles? Yet, if
it studies random mutations in the molecules and natural selection subject to
the physical behavior of physical entities, how does it ascribe distinct and
irreducible effectiveness to the life forms?
In the birds example, the birds are effective, not the shape they form. If we call
the shape they form a bird, this would be an approximation unless we define
that shape with all details contained in the constituent birds.
The flock of birds may have the shape of a big bird, but this does not mean that
a big bird was born or that it exists distinctly; hence, if the molecules are the
effective things, and if a life form does not have a distinct existence, then we
cannot say that it evolves, since it does not exist as a distinct thing, it is just
epiphenomenal as the shape of the flock of birds. The big shape of the bird
cannot be studied in a laboratory, we cannot communicate with it, we cannot
assign distinct behaviors to it, we cannot even bind it or control it, it adds
nothing to the individual birds, and it is just one aspect of the behavior of the
individual birds. We cannot test that big bird since it does not react distinctly
to our acts. Testing it is meaningless.
The shape of the flock is only trivially effective: some of its shapes are effective
as a mere shape no matter what the constituting birds are, or rather the shape
does not have any predictability except together with the type of the constituting
birds. Other shapes are function of the kind of that bird. If we are reducible to
our genes, atoms… then why does reductive evolution claims to study the life
forms which correspond to the big bird?
We can say the size of this flock is bigger than the size of another flock; or we
can say that this size and shape scares an enemy. However, such statements are
mostly reducible to the birds. But saying this shape of flock will reproduce or
eat something is incoherent, unless we recognize that it is a distinct sovereign
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whole. If we say that it reproduces while it is fully reducible to small birds, then,
the small birds must have a property of constituting such a reproducing big
bird.
In actuality, a flock does not have the unity, the identity, the consciousness, the
will power… of a bird. The shape of the big bird and the flock is an aggregate
and it is not a sovereign whole according to the reductive evolution. Hence it
does not have a distinct causal effect. So, we do not say that the bird shape of
the flock evolves, because that shape is not a distinct whole in and of itself; and
as it is not distinctly effective it cannot evolve actively, it can only change for
being supervenient upon the individual birds; hence the individual birds are
active; without understanding the behavior of the individual birds we cannot
predict the behavior of the shape of the flock. If we try to predict things based
on the shape of the big bird, setting aside the individual birds, this will not be
a useful study. Consequently, if reductive evolution claims that the species
evolve, it is like claiming that the big bird evolves; so, claiming that for example
the species of moths evolve contradicts the claim that they are reducible to their
molecules. Because, if reductive evolution is true, moths are no more than like
the big bird shape. On the other hand, the atoms or other more fundamental
particles of the moths which correspond to the individual birds in the above
example do not change, hence, do not evolve. So, according to the reductive
evolution, that which is distinctly effective does not evolve; but that which is
allegedly epiphenomenal and reducible evolves.
Does evolution have to be the study of sovereign wholes or epiphenomenal
things? The study of epiphenomenal things does not increase predictive and
effective explanation: if our consciousness is fully reducible to the particles, then
we cannot say that a specific conscious experience may result in a certain event,
except if it uses that experience indirectly as an indicator about the state of
underlying particles which are allegedly the real effective things.
Holistic evolution has some practical benefits: An explanation based on the
shape of the flock of bird will never be sufficiently predictive or explanatory
under reductive evolution, except as a hint about the ultimate underlying
particles, since things in any intermediary layers are reducible to those
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underlying particles. However, wholes at many layers may have explanatory
power, so the best way is to collect information about many layers that relate to
a thing at a higher layer. But if we know the nature of birds which are distinct
wholes, then we can make all predictions. So in theory, even if we do not know
fully anything, a non-epiphenomenal entity or being may enable us to make
some prediction and explanation of all things, even if we do not know the
ultimate supervenience basis.
Note that in the above example I made some simplifications, since in reality, a
flock of birds has also a holistic aspect, so essentially it does not correspond
wholly to a deterministic reductionist framework.
2.

Example 2: Moving bit Clips

In this sub-part, we will see an example of imaginary bit clips which move, open
and close in the same homogeneously repetitive pattern. Also while they repeat
the same opening and closing movements, they sometimes get intertwined with
other bit clips so that they form some shapes which have some beginning,
extension, and ending in time. They have ends which can connect with other
clips’ ends, so as to establish connections enabling kind of replications of certain
aggregates.
The clips will correspond to the alleged objects/ particles/ fields/ strings which
are the things at the alleged reduction basis or supervenience basis layer of the
life forms. The shapes they form randomly and/ or through the progress of the
shapes they formed will correspond to the life forms that we observe in
accordance with a reductive physicalism and reductive evolution.
Clips in this analogy are like billiard balls, except they are used for a longevity
of the structures by being bound, not just coinciding momentarily to specific
positions. But they must be in fact essentially like billiard balls, even simpler,
because if they have differentiations and they are many, this means that they
are not self-sufficient and they cannot be the most fundamental things. But to
understand the following points, we just assume that the most fundamental
things contain some mechanisms.
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This is an important similitude to which I will refer in later parts. A purpose of
this similitude is to better understand the implications of reductive evolution,
the distinction under reductive evolution between the life and the matter.
Another purpose of this similitude is to make a comparison between these and
the corresponding things in respect to holistic evolution.
We will imagine that these clips get bound to other clips randomly and produce
many shapes which look like doing acts in the living world, such as eating
aggregates formed by other clips. On some other occasions, we will imagine
them as bound so as to look like circles or rectangles. The similitudes about the
clips in the following parts will help us understand better the reductive and
holistic evolution.
In the flock of the birds similitude, the more fundamental things were the birds,
and the big bird shape constituted by birds was not effective. In the similitude
of clips, the constituents, that is the clips are allegedly effective as the molecules
and atoms of the reductive evolution, and the shapes that they constitute or the
acts those shapes will look like doing, will rather correspond to the real life
events. This is like the billiard balls example we gave in earlier parts; however,
since it will be hard to imagine billiard balls binding one to another so as to
form shapes which have duration in time, I replaced the balls with the clips.
Now let us suppose that a region within trillions of such bit clips, while moving
in their monotonous way, randomly behaved as a replicator and started to copy
a string. And then we observe shapes which look like simple life forms.
According to the above definitions, what is that which evolves? Is it each clip?
Or is it each aggregate which looks like a replicator? Or is it each aggregate
which looks like a bacterium? Or is it the aggregate of the aggregates which
look like bacteria? Obviously each clip does not evolve, since, they do not
undergo any internal change, they always move the same way, the only thing
that changes about a clip is its location.
None of the other things above may be said to evolve either, since, they are just
aggregates and they are not distinct wholes. The shapes they form are just
random spatial distribution of the individual clips.
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However, a reductive evolutionist may say that the replicator-like or bacterialike aggregates of the clips may be said to have evolved if they have been selected
for having for instance stronger bonds like the clips which randomly had two
bonds might break the aggregates with one bond when they hit them. And
through their endurance, they may have increased the probability of getting
three or more bonds. And once such a competitive aggregate is too big, it gets
divided, but the divided parts continue their growth since they have been
effectively organized compared to other types of aggregates. Hence, the
“survival” of some aggregates may have been naturally selected. And some
aggregates which underwent some changes which cause them to have more
numerous bonds may be more and more likely to exist as opposed to other types
of aggregates. Consequently, since they became well defined structures, they
should not be called aggregates any more, but they should be called as life-forms
which have evolved.
According to the definitions of evolution given in part 1.4.2.2.8.2, in this specific
example we have a true evolution. Because there are replicators, there are
physical changes, there are new organisms, there is reproduction. Obviously,
their metabolism does not have the high degree of organisms in the actual world,
but this is only a difference in degree, not a difference in kind. The “organisms”
in the above example do not have any effectiveness distinct from the clips which
constitute them. However, the definitions of evolution and the reductive
evolution do not entail and do not allow any distinct effectiveness for the wholes
that the particles form. So, according to those definitions of evolution, in the
above example we have a true evolution.
The problem is that if this is true, then reductive evolution is only about the
spatial distribution of the ASBEs and nothing more. Hence, the product of
evolution, would be only a change in the spatial position; and it is not any
individual organisms or beings with distinct effectiveness. Likewise, for
reductive evolutionists, the human beings do not have distinctly effective free
will power or consciousness.
However, a mere change in spatial position or distribution may not be a key
aspect of evolution: For instance, let us assume that the soccer players form a
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shape. If the spatiotemporal change is an element of the evolution, then
although the players are the only fashioner of the shape in a specific situation,
then their positions will be an element of reductive evolution. After all, the
changes in the genes is no more than an epiphenomenal spatial change. If one
says that this is different in that the spatial changes in genes cause changes in
the features of certain life forms, we can reply that these features are no more
than a spatial distribution of the particles.
Does the spatial distribution of the clips influence the clips, which are essentially
the effective things? No, the clips influence other clips in accordance with how
they have to behave in the circumstances that correspond to a specific spatial
distribution; these circumstances are intrinsic to the nature of the clips.
Assuming that evolution does not deal with the fundamentally effective things,
but with the positions in space will result in absurd conclusions.
If evolution merely explains the spatial distribution of things as physics does,
then it does not explain the life forms, because life forms are more than spatial
distribution. If it claims to explain properties such as consciousness, knowledge,
free will power, then it must set aside its reductive aspect.
Physics explains the spatial distribution of things: How does an atom move?
What is its trajectory over time? It does not study what it feels, or whether it
feels, or whether it survives. In terms of space it studies moment by moment
details; in this respect, evolution does not explain the details of the physics. So
if its scope of study is moment to moment details of the movement of atoms,
then it does not explain the life of beings since life starts and ends in accordance
with certain processes. But if it explains the distinct extent of “life” of life forms,
their identities, extension in time, the behavior and development of life forms,
then it does not explain merely atoms, and its unit is not atoms. But if it explains
atoms as “tectonics explain atoms just from a different perspective” then it will
be denying the distinct existence of life forms except as a heuristic. The spatial
distribution is about infinitesimal micro details, not transcendently extended
things through space and time, connected through identity, consciousness and
so on.
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Furthermore, reductive evolution does not consist of any process distinct from
deterministic processes of clips, since, the only effective process in the clips
example, is the monotonous internal movement of the clips. The only effective
thing which makes a difference is where the clips are located initially. Hence, if
in accordance with physicalism everything has been set at the beginning,
whatever is seen as the result of evolution, existed unchangeably at the initial
state if determinism is true; if determinism is false, again evolution does not add
anything on top of the behavior of the particles. So, whatever was the cause of
the initial state, was the cause of what unfolded from it, the cause of what
unfolded cannot be reductive evolution.
An important question about the above example is about the identification of
that which evolves. In real life, we have distinct things such as a dog, or a cat,
or a fish… In the above clips example, what are the boundaries of that which
evolves? One may say that the example was not well structured for the
identification of that which evolves. However, if evolution is no more than a
specific spatial distribution, then any shape will be only an approximation
without any distinct essence or unity, unlike anything in any science or art, like
an atom, an electron, a good sold, a political party, a drawing…; and no
aggregate or alleged whole will have any distinct value or identity compared to
another one. This is especially important after the findings of quantum physics
about the non-locality. Reductive evolution deliberately avoids making sufficient
reference to the factors that identify that which evolves such as consciousness,
free will power, unitary extension in time. Because if it makes reference to those
as distinctly effective properties of distinctly effective wholes, then it will need
to find a sustainer for them, and it will need to quit the claim that the systems
of life forms may be explained by reference to the movements of particles alone.
If the unit of evolution is an individual, then what are its boundaries? Are they
that which is non-separably encompassed by the consciousness of that
individual? If we cannot apply the definition and find the evolution in the
example of clips then this means that to define it and to apply the definition to
an actual evolution we have to have some units which have an extension and
distinct unity in spacetime. There must be some features which are the basis of
that distinction. So things like consciousness, identity, ought to be states are
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necessary for the definition of evolution. Hence, if evolution would be true, it
would be a holistic evolution sustained by the SSC with the related properties.
If in the clips example these units are the clips, then we have to accept that they
do not change hence do not undergo evolution. If these are not the clips but
only things that are fully reducible to clips, then again they are in essence the
clips together with their spatial positions; and as they are unchanging things,
then the evolution would not exist.
If that which evolves is defined within moments, but not with a beginning,
extension, and ending in time, then everything evolves including atoms and
other objects, since there is change in every moment's position/ state.
On the other hand, the only things that are not approximations in the clips
example would be the clips. Anything and any shape they formed, could only
be defined fully by reference to the related clips. Any identification outside this
reference would be defective. The only thing that may raise such shapes from
the state of being approximations to the state of being distinct realities would
be distinct properties such as consciousness which are not reducible to the clips.
Again, as explained in the earlier parts of the Fashioner property of Allah, the
properties and positions of the clips would be elements of fashioning; and as
they would not be self-sufficient, they would be the results of the Creation and
Fashioning of Allah.
If that which evolves is considered to be any clips being bound one to another,
then every chemical reaction would be a "that which evolves"; as being in the
same space might be considered as a binding, everything would have evolved
but it is clear that evolution is not such a thing reducible to spatial positions
and connections.
If life forms are not distinctly effective, then explanations built on them are
insufficient and always wrong in principle since they are just approximations.
So, if the aggregates in the clips example do not have any distinct effect, then
building any explanations on them would not be useful except as using them to
have information about the reduction bases. Therefore, if for example we take
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a measure upon some findings of a depression in a person, and if we reject the
distinct psychology of that person, then those findings will be considered as
findings about the state of the particles of that person. Consequently, we will
be causing an effective change in the state of his particles, not in his psychology,
since his psychology does not exist effectively under reductive evolution, and
since the claim of the emergence of a property totally unrelated to the
movements of particles out of nowhere is very fallacious.
3.

Some Implications of the Ambiguity About That Which Allegedly Evolves

If the evolution defines only the acts of distinctly effective things, and not the
changes in the distinctly effective actors and if the acts are deterministic hence
overlap with the actors’ nature hence, determining the acts may be presupposed
to be determining the actors. But this is a presupposition without any basis. In
this situation, we will be rejecting our -human beings’- reality, effectiveness, and
creativity. Then our properties like knowledge becomes inconsequential and
void of truth value.
If the species/ life forms -hence human beings- are just the acts of ASBEs, and
reductive evolution theory is sufficient to explain the human beings in terms of
the acts of the ASBEs, then we are epiphenomenal and ineffective. But it is
obvious that this is false, since we believe in the usefulness of science, because
of which we do science.
If evolution theory studies the spatial positions of otherwise unchangeable
ASBEs, then it does not explain and cannot explain the usefulness and distinct
value of human beings and their activities including science. But obviously,
science has value and we have free will power and consciousness as distinct
powers.
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Therefore the reductive nature of evolution theory collapses. The related
problems will be explained under the falsity of reductive evolution in part
1.4.2.2.8.
So, does evolution study only the acts of the ASBEs? If evolution is applicable
to acts, then there is a contradiction: Are our acts outcome of evolution? Are
our products outcome of evolution? But if we have free will power, then we are
not acts of ASBEs; and we have free will power as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3.
On the other hand, if all my (effectively ASBEs’) acts are processes of evolution,
what about the acts which have nothing to do with natural selection? What
would be the criteria to distinguish the acts which relate to evolution?
Can acts evolve? No, because they are passive and supervenient upon the
effective thing. So, we cannot talk of the survival of an act, as we cannot talk
either of the survival of unchanging ASBEs.
Changes in the spatiotemporal positions as acts exist; however they are passive
and they are not unified as an effective thing with a power to influence things.
Whatever is the actual position of the ASBE, the ASBE should have an inherent
potential of behaving in many circumstances; and these potentials are intrinsic
to the ASBEs. So, a specific position of an ASBE does not correspond to an
evolved ASBE; hence, its being in a specific position does not mean that it has
evolved.
Saying that the distribution of ASBEs in a certain moment (or time bracket -as
life-) after an alleged initial state of the limited universe, causes the future states,
contradicts the determinism. Saying that the distribution of things at a certain
higher layer distinctly and effectively causes things contradicts physicalism and
especially reductive physicalism. But evolution has to say these things if it
explains the origin of species. Because it talks about the survival of life forms
which has nothing to do with atoms or sub-atomic particles which are always
atoms or subatomic particles. The distribution of life forms in space does not
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distinctly cause anything, because it is the distribution of atoms (here atoms
correspond to ASBEs) which cause things.
One may say that the “lion” is a name of a specific distribution of atoms in
space. But an atom is an atom wherever it is in absolute or relative terms; and
it does not evolve. The distribution in space is an effect of the atoms. So, if we
explain the lion based on the distribution of the atoms, then we will have
explained things on an effect, not on an effective thing.
But this is fallacious, because an effect may be caused by many things, hence, it
is ambiguous and taking the effects as the core of evolution will be fallacious.
As a result, effects do not have any distinct predictive power in the following
sense: if I say that the printer printed a certain text, hence the printer will print
such things is fallacious; because, the printer’s act is not the very cause of the
text; the very cause is the author. If I do not recognize the author’s role, then I
can say that the printer will print a similar text even if there is no author; or if
I do not specify the specific author, I can say that any author will produce that
text. However, every author will not produce the same kind of text.
Does not astrophysics also say that the stars move in a certain way, while what
it means in fact is that it is the specific state of atoms and subatomic particles
which move that way? Yes, but astrophysics does not reduce some other
properties to the spatiotemporal properties. When it says a star, it uses the word
“star” as a kind of aggregate of atoms. It does not have something that has a
distinct reality in a time bracket like a living organism; it can use the moment,
even if there may be periods, the periods are not considered any more than the
sum of moments. But evolution claims to explain the species and life forms
whose lives are different than aggregates of moments; a life constitutes a whole
in a unity and not separable as moments in a physical event.
Yet, if evolution says that there is not such a unity and non-separability, then it
will have explained something other than a life and a life form; because the very
fundamental allegedly separable units it attempts to explain would then be
things less than a life form and moments less than a life. Consequently, it would
have denied life and life forms which it takes as its main object of study. Hence,
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it will have contradicted itself.
If tectonics explains some stages in the formation of some parts of earth, it
admits that the wholes it takes in their unities are taken as such because of the
benefits of classification, but in fact that which it studies is the moments. To
give a better idea, it classifies some groups of moments under separate names.
But to say the same thing, evolution must reject facts as consciousness, the
identity of the agents, the free will power, the reason.
In this context, we may ask: what is that which is 'naturally selected'? Is it the
“whole deterministic or indeterministic chain” or ASBEs? If the units of
evolution do not have an identity and a unity, then the evolution does not have
any effect on survival; just the particles follow their deterministic trajectories.
If that which evolves can be epiphenomenal, then evolution may be working on
species, individual beings, their cells… at the same time. But none of them will
be evolving. The essential thing it studies is then ASBEs if it reduces things to
them, and ASBEs are not evolving, they are just being repositioned in space. So
it is not explaining life, but the trajectories of particles like physics does. Physics
can be interpreted as reductive or non-reductive, and the reductive one faces the
problems explained in part 1.1.2.2.1. Reductive evolution faces these problems
as well. The problems reductive evolution will face in this respect is bigger,
because even though reductive interpretation of physics wrongly reduces things
to ASBEs, what it studies is allegedly changes in space, no matter whether the
study is about planets, rocks, molecules, atoms, electrons… But the reductive
evolution by being reductive denies the distinctive aspects of life, such as the
identity, consciousness, free will power of many life forms.
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1.4.2.2.8.2.3

The Process of Evolution is Ill-Defined

If that which evolves is ambiguously defined, then the process of evolution is
also ambiguous. If “life” is not defined based on its distinguishing features like
consciousness, extension in time, free will power…, in this case it is not defined
as a process which explains these distinct aspects of life. And if it is defined in
respect to its complexity, reproduction, digestion then why should not we define
things that consume energy, that we produce as alive?
If we made robots which, based on the conditions of their environment,
produced components and mounted them upon themselves to be taller, to be
shorter, to consume less energy, to move faster, and which were able to copy
themselves, would we say that they evolved, especially if those which are more
efficient survived? We would not say that they evolved, because they would be
just reorganizing themselves according to what is written in their software.
Furthermore, “they” would not be anything additional to their circuits and other
components and the software we wrote. The changes would be totally
predictable, without any distinct free will power. They would be evolving only
as much as their software allowed. The key issue would be their tendency to
keep their unity no matter what changes. They would be just adapting to their
environment. On the other hand, if we admitted that they evolved, then we
would be admitting that evolution of something does not contradict its being
fashioned.
If a robot was recoding itself according to the goal of “surviving”, depending
upon the changes in the conditions even if the conditions were unpredictable,
then would it be evolving? If the goal line in the code had appeared randomly,
would it be considered as evolving? No. Because then all the forms it would be
taking under different conditions would be the result of that initial code which
contained the different conditions and the behaviors against negative conditions.
It would have an inherent direction which would be transcending time and
space. At the core, the randomness would have happened at the initial state, and
from then on, the changes would be based on that transcendent “ought to be”
code.
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Furthermore, saying that they would be evolving like life forms, would be
reducing life to a spatiotemporal distribution of the particles and it would be
considering consciousness, qualia, free will power, extension in spacetime,
knowledge, identity, reasoning power as epiphenomenal and unrelated to life.
Saying that, would be only a reductive evolution, which would be rejecting these
empirically observed facts.
There are other problems with the processes of evolution as well: If the
aggregates which are not transcendentally connected are defined just with the
spatial positions of the ASBEs, then how can we distinguish one aggregate from
another and say that one competes or survives as opposed to another? By the
parts of an aggregate being stuck to another part of it? However, if we are
realistic about it, we should consider that there are relatively big distances even
between protons and electrons of each atom. So, it is clear that there are metaspatial connections between things.
If our hands are considered as an aggregate, then another ASBE can be bound
by coincidence to the hand, or can be separated from it. Do these events add to
or reduce from the hand? The hand is not a special sub-aggregate in the first
place, each of its ASBEs can be separated any moment or be added at any
moment. Defining it as a distinct aggregate is with no basis at all under
reductionism, and evolution.
Under these, we cannot say that our consciousness is a reality which binds the
aggregates in space; especially, under reductive evolution, our consciousness and
perception have no implication at all; they are just epiphenomenal, and there is
no other perception which may connect the aggregates. Therefore, according to
reductive evolution, only the ASBEs would be effective. Hence, the “hand” being
just the spatial positions of the ASBEs, is not effective in that it does not change
any ASBE and any other effective and distinguishable whole. So, if evolution is
allegedly a part of science, it would not be useful if it was dealing with processes
that relate to ineffective aggregates and distributions in space.
Complexity requires layers of unities. Unities require distinguishability.
Positions and spatial relations require a unity of the space. Each position in
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space (of the ASBEs or alleged distinguishable aggregates) require unities. But
under evolution and reductionism, there cannot be distinguishable unities, since
no life form can have a distinct identity irreducible to particles. Hence, there are
no things which can be said to be evolving. No stability and no location of
stability can be claimed.
When we make computers or castles, are they merely the ASBEs scattered at
the big bang which are distributed according to the laws related to the scattering
for a period of time? Or have they been fashioned and built? Are parts of the
banknotes just ASBEs which scattered and got stuck as a consequence of the
trajectories of ASBEs which appeared at the big bang? Or have they been
invented as tools for exchange and store of value? How are these things different
than the things which are claimed to have evolved if reductive evolution and
reductive physicalism are true?
If something allegedly evolves, is it distinctly that which evolves? Or is this
evolution something epiphenomenal and supervenient upon its particles which
move according to the allegedly fundamental forces of nature? If it is reducible
upon such laws, then how is it different than a picture that I make? If it is not
different then does my picture also evolve?
If evolution is a mere change in spatial positioning then it does not imply
anything against God. In this case also it should be guided by God as explained
in the relevant parts.
For the above reasons, reductive evolution as a process is ill-defined.
1.4.2.2.8.3

Scenarios of the Origination of Species

How can species on earth originate? Using our imagination in this respect will
help us what scenarios we have materialistically and theistically.
If the only way for the production of species is not the random mutation and
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arising slight variations, then we can understand that instead of randomness,
bigger and holistic systems are at work.
If the life forms consisted of simple bubble-like cells like what Darwin knew at
his time, then obviously, the offspring would be only slightly and randomly
different than the parent. How could a change in an individual bubble-like cell
produce a big change in the features of the offspring? But if the features
depended on a computer code-like DNA and smaller molecules in it which
constitute a network of systems, and if we have the quantum non-locality in the
quantum realm, and still not understood networks of communication channels
within and between cells, then we can understand that Allah does not need to
pull and push things individually in order to create new beings or species.
Let us imagine the theoretically possible methods of creating new species:
1. Creating out of nothing:
This is a theoretical possibility - under materialism. Recall the hypothesis of
Lawrence Krauss that the universe may have come from nothing. Though his
nothing is not really nothing, he claims that the universe with all of its
contingent properties has come out of nothing. If the atoms, electrons, or other
particles can come out of nothing, then obviously some kinds of life forms also
may pop into existence out of nothing as well.
In Islam there is no ontological nothing. So, life forms cannot come out of
nothingness. But, there are things other than what we perceive which occupy
no place in our knowledge and perception; if what we do not have access to is
called a kind of epistemological nothing, then Allah may create life forms from
that realm:
793

And there is not a thing but that with Us are its
depositories, and We do not send it down except
according to a known measure.
(Quran: 15/21)
So, there does not seem to be any fundamental problem with Allah’s creating
life forms out of such nothing. However, if things which went extinct were
replaced in an ad hoc way, this would be a less unitary way of creation, and it
would look like a less efficient system compared to a system where species may
adapt and produce new species which can endure against the changing
conditions.
2. Creation directly from matter, like clay:
This is possible according to the Quran as we read in the following verse:
And certainly did We create man from an extract of clay.
(Quran: 23/12)
Scientifically also this is what probably happened for the first origination of life
forms directly from some matter (non-life). This is called abiogenesis. Since at
a certain stage, our planet did not contain life as generally known, this is the
broadly accepted special way of the origination of life forms on earth. If
afterwards Allah had created new species from matter for each different
condition, then this would be probably not as wholistic as creating a system
which would adapt to changing conditions. For example, if a species of bird
went extinct because of change in the environment color, and Allah needed to
create a species of bird which would survive under the new color setting, this
situation would be less wholistic compared to a situation where that species
survived by changing its color in the newer offspring. But in any case, Allah
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would sustain the process which would produce the new system. But the more
wholistic case would be more resilient and understandable by the creation
especially by the human beings. Otherwise, there would be continual surprises
for all kinds of creation, and there would be a less intelligible and more ad hoc
involvement-requiring situation for Allah. There would be less control, and
connection. The current situation seems to be more unitary, divine, and
beautiful. The following verse is more related to a comprehensive unitary
system:
The creation of you all and the resurrection of you all are only as (the creation
and resurrection of) a single person. Verily, Allah is Hearing, Seeing.
(Quran: 31/28)
3. Creating from existing life forms:
a. Through reproduction
i.Gradually: As we see in the changes in the human form which is recognized by
the Quran:

Among His proofs are the creation of the
heavens and the earth, and the variations in your
languages and your colors. In these, there are
signs for the knowledgeable.
(Quran: 30/22)
The above might also be abruptly, but we generally do not observe such changes.
This method is also recognized by the modern science.
ii.Abruptly:
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If pregnant women have been subject to radiation as in the case of Chernobyl
disaster, their babies may incur big changes in their DNAs which may result in
physiological and other changes. These changes would be normally harmful
changes. If similar changes occur with other babies and if two such babies marry
when they grow up and if they are fertile, then it is possible that there is a group
of people with big variations.
Can different circumstances cause that a baby male tortoise is born from a
couple of cats? Maybe not under normal conditions where DNA repair and
control mechanisms work well. But it might be possible though very unlikely,
under exceptional conditions, since every newborn undergoes numerous
mutations. But there needs to be a female and a male tortoise for the continuity
of the species of tortoise. Is this possible in the above extraordinary situation?
Even a male baby tortoise is highly unlikely, and we do not observe such things
happen. Yet, through hundreds of millions of years, such things may have
happened.
Anyway, the existence of fertile hybrids like clymene dolphins, wolphins, and
beefalos demonstrate that new species may have been created outside the
allegedly gradual evolutionary processes.
b. Creation from an actually existing grown up life form as happened with
the formation of Eve (PBUH). However, this is a special case, and probably not
a way to create new species.
4. Technologically changing life forms.
5. Transfer of life from other planets/ galaxies (Panspermia).
4 and 5 are irrelevant in our context even if they happened, since the life in the
planet from where the life we observe was transferred or the civilization that
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produced life would be subject to the same questions about the origin of life
that we try to answer.
We cannot say that 1, 2, and 3 are impossible.
The above alternatives may happen theoretically in one of two ways:
1. Randomly: This requires that consciousness and other transcendent
properties of life forms are reducible to the matter. For this reason and for the
reasons explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.2 this is not plausible.
2. In a guided/ sustained way: This is plausible and possible.
Consequently, we can say that at the beginning some life forms may have been
created in special ways. However, afterwards, it is possible that a holistic and
sustained evolutionary process may have happened at least partially, since the
other forms of creation seem to be less unitary.
1.4.2.2.8.4

Types of Evolution

There are lots of types of evolution such as macro evolution, micro evolution,
quantum evolution…
However, in the context of this book, I will focus on two types of evolution: the
holistic evolution and the reductive evolution. Holistic evolution, if partially
true, relates to beings, entities, processes that are sustained by Allah, and that
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Reductive evolution relates to beings,
entities, processes that relate to evolution that are allegedly reducible to the
spatiotemporal.
The following analysis will show that reductive evolution is false.
The following analysis will also show that if holistic evolution is true, it is not
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only compatible with the properties and existence of Allah, but also it is a
component of the proof of Allah and His fashioning property. However, I will
not give a big emphasis on whether holistic evolution is true or not, since, no
matter whether it is true or not it is not an argument against the fashioning
power of Allah, and if it is true, its aspects that prove Allah are contained in all
things.
Reductive evolution is based on a hidden and contradictory dichotomy:
(1) If that which allegedly evolves is reducible to a reduction basis, then:
-It does not evolve,
-Something effective does neither evolve nor change,
-Evolution is just a view of the state of the allegedly effective reduction basis;
If something totally ineffective is studied by evolutionary biology, then it will
not lead us to the truth, since, any time, it may be discovered that the working
of another layer entails totally different results.
(2) If it is not reducible to a reduction basis, then there is at least some topdown causal influence, hence, the effect of the top is not sustained entirely by
the reduction basis, but in some respect directly by a different sustainer.
If the reduction basis in (1) evolves in accordance with (2), then the consequence
of (2) is also applicable to the reduction basis.
For the reasons in (2), we can say that evolutionary theory that is criticized in
this book, is a derivative of and in parallel with reductive physicalism.
One may say that all sciences including physics and chemistry are reducible to
an ambiguous reduction basis and that that basis is not reachable by the human
beings; hence, that grasping some reducible relations may still be useful.
However, this is a farfetched interpretation: We use successfully the knowledge
that we get about physics, chemistry, and biology. So, when we study them at
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least partially we grasp some distinctly effective things.
As explained in part 1.1.2.2.1, reductive physicalism is irrational. Hence, the
reasonable way to follow is that biological things including some processes
related to evolution are not fully reducible to another layer, and that they are
sustained by Allah not only indirectly by sustaining a reduction basis, but also
in direct ways. Here, by “direct ways” I mean through unitary dimensions and
mechanisms that relate to irreducible aspects of life forms, though ad hoc
involvement of Allah is always possible.
An obscurity in regards to the distinction between reductive and holistic
evolution is to the advantage of materialism and disadvantage of theism. Because
overlooking the reductive aspects of an allegedly reductive evolution, prevents
one from sufficiently taking into account the big problems of reductive
physicalism. On the other hand, this obscurity prevents the theist from being
aware of the tools provided with by the necessarily holistic aspects of an alleged
evolution.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1

Reductive Evolution

When someone uses evolution as an argument against Allah, he uses implicitly
or explicitly the reductive evolution.
The holistic evolution that I will analyze after reductive evolution is not an
argument against Allah; on the contrary, if evolution is true as a holistic
evolution, it is an important element of the proof of Allah. A truly holistic
evolutionist would necessarily believe in God. Because if units of life are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there would be a need for a sustainer
beyond the allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal.
So, in the context of this book, it is indispensable to have a good understanding
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of reductive evolution. So, let us see whether it is true or false, whether it is
justified or unjustified.
Question 64.
What about an emergentist type of evolution? An evolution in parallel with nonreductive physicalism would recognize the allegedly emergent properties as
consciousness and would also be compatible with physicalism.
Answer 64.
The non-reductive physicalism is examined in part 1.1.2.2.10, and there it is
explained why it is incoherent and false. On the other hand, non-reductive
version of physicalism is too weak to accommodate for evolution. Emergent
properties in non-reductive physicalism are essentially ineffective and
epiphenomenal. For example, some emergentist physicalists say that the
consciousness is an emergent property; yet they do not believe that it has any
distinct effect. If it had an effect which is not reducible to the spatiotemporal,
then they would need to explain the distinct source of that effect. Yet, for them
the universe has a causal closure, in other words, what is in it spatiotemporally
is sufficient to explain whatever happens and exists in it.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1

Reductive Evolution is False

There are assumptions and presuppositions of reductive evolution such that if
they are true, they will make reductive evolution unfalsifiable. If they are true,
then even if there are billions of finally proven discontinuities in the tree of
evolution or even if in front of us a bird or a new species is created and comes
to life, it will be impossible to disprove reductive evolution. But if those
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presuppositions are shown to be false, then even if there is a fully continuous
tree of evolution supported with the fossil record, reductive evolution will be
debunked120.
So it is important to understand these presuppositions. Hence, in the following
I will also deal with these presuppositions.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.1 Reductive Evolution Would Necessitate That
the Reduction Basis has Been Fashioned and Sustained
Saying that something is not fashioned is equal to saying that its reduction or
supervenience basis is not fashioned, since according to reductive physicalism,
at the higher layer there is no effective addition to the reduction basis. But in
any case, if reductive physicalism is true, then the ultimate reduction basis is
going to have the features of that which is reduced to it.
If the allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBEs) of the
alleged reduction basis are like billiard balls, then we can say that they cannot
produce the chemical reactions we observe. Hence, we can say that evolution
will be false in our universe if the ASBEs are like billiard balls.
So, is it possible that there are ASBEs onto which the actual life forms we
observe are reducible?
Definition of evolution must implicitly contain the statement "under a specific
set of laws and under a specific set of initial conditions and type of matter".
Because without such an implicit part, we would be assuming a framework
where evolution is no more than trillions of billiard balls which look like animals
120 This is

also true for the materialist interpretation of limited science:
if its presuppositions might be shown to be true, it would be impossible
to debunk its negative claims against Allah. But if those
presuppositions are shown to be false, then no repeatable or
predictable thing in it will have any value against Allah.
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moving, reproducing, dying…
When such a statement is included in it then it assumes a necessary fashioning
element at its alleged reduction basis.
1. Reductive Evolution Requires a Well Organized and Fine-Tuned
Infrastructure
If genes are too changeable, then there will be no stable species. If they are too
fixed, then there will be no mutations. Hence the DNAs, related systems, and
things upon which the reductive evolution depends, must have just the right
changeability. Genetic mechanisms that protect from unwanted changes must
also be appropriately established.
So, as any layer has specific values and contingencies, the reductive evolution in
and of itself is not a replacement against the fashioning property of Allah.
Let us now see an example where we will zoom in and try to see the path
between the complexity and simplicity. This example shows that the aspects of
fashioning in life forms cannot be traced back to a background which does not
need fashioning:
In this analysis, we will take first a complexity, and then we will try to pass to,
find out an unbiased materialistic simple ground upon which that complexity
may be built.
So, let us first consider some complexity:
Any degree of change/ mutation is not sufficient for the evolution. The degree
of change must be above a certain threshold so that the change may give its
possessor a survival advantage. If the degree of change for the functioning of
reductive evolution is above a certain threshold, then it will be unlikely that this
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change occurs. Therefore, rather than gradual change through allegedly random
mutations, holistic and big changes may be influential in the changes in the
species.
Hence, the main problem with reductive evolution is not whether some
probabilities actualize, but rather what is at the origin of that specific set of
relations: So, if we trace back the change, can we go to randomness or necessity?
So, let us give a concrete example: An animal who has one more cell in a part
of its body which will develop into a different organ randomly does not have
more survival advantage than the one who does not have this extra cell.
Whatever makes an improvement, has many components. If as claimed in
reductive evolution the “graduality” is key of evolution, then we have to analyze
the degree of graduality: a cell has approximately 100 trillion atoms and 2
million molecules. An improvement in a function, like the wings which will give
a flying ability, or bigger teeth which will give more competitive power will
entail change in millions of internally and externally organized cells. So, in any
case, even if we talk of small organisms, and their small parts, to give a survival
advantage, there needs to be a big jump. Does one cell make a meaningful
difference in terms of survival capacity? If no then beings must have differences
of significant number of cells simultaneously so that natural selection may work.
If the cells and their components depend on hereditary material, then
corresponding hereditary changes must also accompany those changes.
So, can we trace back these jumps ultimately to the spatiotemporal events and
entities? In other words, as it is impossible to trace back a laptop to merely
spatiotemporal things, but to transcendent beings; is it impossible to explain
those jumps with the spatiotemporal? Or do we necessarily need to infer some
transcendence? To find out, let us consider an objection from the reductive
evolutionist to the above line of thought:
The reductive evolutionist may say: The above consideration of millions of cells
and trillions of atoms is flawed, because there are systems like bacterial flagellum
which is already complex but which does not need millions of cells or so many
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atoms or so many molecules. Such small systems may well have been
differentiated randomly so that some parts became legs, some wings in the
course of tens of millions of years without any need for jumps.
Setting aside some problems with this view, let us examine the above point:
The above counter-argument assumes that there is a crucial difference in kind
between the small and the big, between the advanced life forms, and the small
life forms; between the matter and the life. Hence, the small does not have the
properties of the big at the higher layer, therefore it does not need sustaining
and guidance. It also assumes that we will get the “kind” that we observe at
higher layers, from something at the lower layers which does not have that
“kind”.
If Allah makes things like simple billiard balls move at the most fundamental
level, and if billiard balls are not sufficient for the formation of complex life
forms, then this means that at the most fundamental layer, there is not things
like billiard balls but complex things which behave selectively and
transcendently. Let us suppose that at the most fundamental layer, billiard ball
1 (B1) would behave differently toward billiard ball B2 compared to billiard ball
B3. Like pulling B2 but pushing B3. And not only that, but it would do it if
billiard ball B4 would go up, and do the opposite if B4 would go down.
Let us call B5 “the whole of balls B2, B3, and B4 where B4 structurally would
go up”; and let us call B6 “the whole of balls B2, B3, and B4 where B4
structurally would go down”. Saying that B1 would pull B2 and push B3 in case
B4 would go up, is equal to saying that it would do it if B2, B3, and B4
constituted B5. And saying that B1 would push B2 and pull B3, if B4 would go
down, is equal to saying that it would do it if B2, B3, and B4 would be
constituting B6. Hence, if we do not know the internal structures of B5 and B6,
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we would be observing that B1 has an effect E1 on B5 and effect E2 on B6. In
essence, these effects would depend on how B4 “would” behave. Here, going to
the smaller layer does not give us any simpler explanation. Furthermore, the
simpler case explained by B1, B2, B3, and B4 is equal to the less simple case
explained by B1 and B5 or by B1 and B6. This is no different than a transcendent
and future state dependent behavior seen more clearly by studying the simpler.
This indicate that at the very bottom there is a purposeful activity even if we
consider simplest cases, because in the above example event v happens if event
x will happen, and event y will happen if event z will happen: The structures of
the balls are fashioned so that certain future events happen in accordance with
certain specifications.
Also, the pulling and pushing would be with some specific force and speed;
these amplify the implications of the above.
If we assume that these allegedly self-sufficient capacities exist at the simplest
layer, then we can see any complex structures self-sufficiently possible. But if
this happened at that layer, then why would not it happen distinctly at higher
layers? If the lower layers are sustained by Allah since they cannot be traced
back to anything else spatiotemporal, does not this mean equally that the higher
layers are also simultaneously sustained and guided by Allah? Even if the higher
layers had been supervenient upon the lower layers, this would be so, since in
that case there would be no reason to distinguish the supervenience basis from
that which supervenes on it.
Yet, there is no reason to claim that the higher layers are necessarily
supervenient or fully reducible upon the lower layers, since we have distinct
powers and identities at higher layers as clearly observed in our powers like free
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will power, fashioning power, knowledge, and consciousness.
The atheist may say 'it is ok that we do not know the cause of the most
fundamental but we will learn'. Yet they presuppose that it will be ultimately
something non-transcendent, though the transcendence of the ultimate cause is
clear.
2.

ASBEs Cannot be the Reduction Basis of Evolution

Even if evolution had been shown to be true, it would not be any argument
against Allah, unless it was shown that it is a reductive evolution. The truth of
reductive evolution can be shown only if one can show that things are reducible
to the alleged self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBEs). However,
as explained in part 1.1.2.2.6, self-sufficient bottom elements are impossible.
The same problem happens for any component of a life form. Each part of a
whole is also a whole, even a simplistic part of a whole consists only of two
distinct points in space. So, there is such a fundamental irreducibility.
3. The Alleged Reduction Basis Does not Have any Superiority Upon That
Which is Explained by it.
An ASBE has parts hence it is not fundamental and does not have any
explanatory power which is superior to the thing for which it allegedly
constitutes the supervenience basis.
ASBEs in any case would do things that their parts cannot do. In this sense,
ASBEs are like living things. If evolution is an explanation for complex things,
then it would be an explanation for ASBEs as well. But then the ASBEs’ parts
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would be unable to do things done by their parts, in other words, the problem
about the ASBEs would apply to the parts of the ASBEs. Hence evolution cannot
apply to ASBEs. So another actor must be active.
İf we remember the example of the clips, the geometry of space time of the clips
was holistic in any case like the geometry of consciousness. The laws of clips
are not superior to the wholes they partially constituted. Even if they constituted
mere aggregates, the clips are not superior to those aggregates; for instance the
spatial relations encompass all of them.
Even moving in a linear way requires a whole above. Spatial position cannot be
sufficient to explain a circular movement of an ASBE. So like clips need a top
down causation, the behavior of an ASBE would also need a top-down
causation, at least so that it may have a specific shape and parts.
Consciousness shows that a being or a life event cannot be a mere explanation
of the progress of spatial positions of ASBEs. Otherwise, the spatial positions
would not be what is understood by spatial positions. Because otherwise, for
example, being in a certain spatial position would correspond to pain and
another one to joy; and this would entail identity and mental life being nonseparable property of the spatiotemporal. This would be against a reductive
evolutionist approach, since life related properties which it tries to explain would
be at the very foundation of the spatiotemporal already.
A simple ASBE cannot cause a new complexity in kind. It cannot cause a new
complexity in degree either because a new complexity in degree necessitates
many ASBEs sharing the same manifold according to a specific set of rules
which would be applicable to many ASBEs in the same time. This entails a new
and distinct top down transcendent causation.
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4.

Reductive Evolution Would Lead to Infinite Regress

If at a certain layer there are wholes or aggregates or forms, why would their
parts form them instead of other forms? Why would they be stable compared
to other theoretical forms? Because the actual forms would be more consistent
with the related parts and other conditions. This is similar to the conditions that
limit an alleged reductive evolution. This would apply for any layer. Hence,
reductive evolution would clearly lead to infinite regress.
The specific problems with infinite regress explained in part 1.1.2.2.7 are
applicable regarding reductive evolution as well.
Even if at least some part of the explanation is within the parts then there will
be infinite regress because the parts will always have internal spatial
differentiation.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.2 The Only Allegedly Effective Things in
Reductive Evolution Cannot Evolve
One crucial problem of reductiveness of the reductive evolution is that if the
reduction basis has parts and it is differentiated, then it is not the true reduction
basis since its parts will be more fundamental; on the contrary, if it does not
have parts and it is not differentiated, then it may not undergo change. If it does
not undergo change, then at the foundation of reductive evolution, there will be
no change, hence, no evolution.
Especially if there is no infinite regress and if at the foundation there are
unchangeable ASBEs, then only they would be effective and they would be
unchanging. Because if they are changing, then they cannot be the reduction
bases.
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If evolution considers us as mere aggregates, then it gives up explaining the
distinguishing features of life such as consciousness, will power, transcendence,
reason, knowledge, truth, good and evil. If we are reducible to the
spatiotemporal, then none of these features would have any effects on the
universe.
Yet if it claims to explain life and the effectiveness of its distinct features then it
cannot be reductive and determinist. If determinism is true then there is no
evolution in terms of life and living organisms and life’s distinct features are
only epiphenomenal, ineffective; and there are only ASBEs which do not evolve;
because if determinism is true, then the infinitesimal particles follow their
trajectories set at the initial state of the universe and the processes at the higher
layers are only epiphenomenal and illusory. If someone claims that the evolution
is the process by which things evolve, this evolution would be ineffective if
determinism and reductive physicalism are true in that it would be just
epiphenomenal and supervenient upon the particles bumping one onto other in
accordance with the laws of physics. Only the bumping of the particles one onto
other would be effective and at that layer, and there would be no possibility of
top-down causation.
If ASBEs are recognized to have some irreducible properties distinct to life then
there is no reason to claim that life forms at our layers are reducible. Because in
that case we would have accepted the existence and possibility of irreducible
properties of life already at the very bottom.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.3 Reductive Evolution Tries to Explain Wholes
That it Does not Recognize
1. That Which the Reductive Evolution Theory Tries to Explain Consists of
Sovereign Wholes.
The reductive evolution recognizes and tries to explain certain wholes and their
properties such as life forms and species. But also it reduces them to the matter.
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So for example when free will power as a property of human beings is reduced
to the behavior of atoms, the human being becomes devoid of a true freedom
of will. Hence, the reductive explanation annihilates that which is explained; in
other words, if such a power does not exist except as an illusion, and hence if a
being qualified with a real free will power does not exist, then the reductive
evolution becomes contradictory. Because if it tries to explain these properties
and beings which have them, then they must distinctly exist; but if they are no
more than the behavior of atoms, then they must not distinctly exist.
The reductive evolutionist may argue saying “if we say that the rock falls, there
is no additional reality stated on top of saying that the atoms of the rock fall”.
However, when we say for example that the human being has consciousness,
consciousness is a distinct property that we normally do not ascribe to the
atoms. In this sense, reductive evolution is contradictory. Moreover, as
explained earlier, if the physicist who explains the behavior of an atom and who
thinks that in fact there is some kind of particle which is a supervenience basis,
and that by studying the atom he in fact studies indirectly that basis, has no
argument for his reductionism and for his presupposition that that basis is
superior in kind to the atom such that the atom is epiphenomenal.
Hence, the contradiction of reductive evolution is not limited to that which it
the tries to explain. Reductive evolution is also contradictory in what it uses as
an explanation: the atom that he uses as an explanation is not an irreducible
thing; and if reductiveness is entailed by the nature of things, then the atom
also must be reducible. So, the atom also must not have a distinct and effective
reality of its own, and instead of the atom, there must be something else which
is effective. And the same rejection must also be true about that something else.
These constitute not only logical and internal contradictions as explained above,
but also produce empirical contradictions: The claim that the consciousness is
reducible to the atoms contradicts the fact that we experience consciousness. I
will give further details about consciousness and free will power in parts
1.1.2.2.3.3, 1.1.2.2.1.4, and part 1.6 respectively.

He brings the living out of the dead and brings
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the dead out of the living and brings to life the
earth after its lifelessness. And thus will you be
brought out.
(Quran: 30/19)
He creates what He wills, and He is the
Knowing, the Competent.
(Quran: 30/54)

There are “new” things which come into being with distinct effectiveness, and
there are things which go out of being. There are things for which there are
useful things and harmful things. There is purpose. Purpose may be reached or
not reached. We define purposes so that we may reach. We are successful if we
reach them. Within physicalism, we cannot identify purposes, since we do not
exist as effective things, and ASBEs make happen whatever will happen in any
case.
a.

Types of Explanations of Life in our Context

What is life? We recognize it by our experiences. Yet some try to explain it
through things that cannot be experienced. The nature and content of our
explanations depend on “how” we define that which we explain.
Some see life as a special spatial temporal set of positions of things. Like special
positions of colored billiard balls.
A. If this is the case then the explanation will consist of either (1) an initial state
and laws/ patterns according to which things move and the cause(s) of these,
and/or (2) a being who determines the initial state and the laws and sustains
the laws and irreducible units and beings. In this case, contents of the reduced
explanation will be ineffective and supervenient upon the initial state and laws.
In this case, the explanations which consist of the living things and high level
components of life will be only approximations hence they will be
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fundamentally wrong and incomplete. In this respect for example if I say "the
child ate chocolate because he loves chocolate, will be a wrong and incomplete
explanation". Because his love of chocolate is only an approximation which is
incompletely defined since the real cause is the processes that go on at some
allegedly unknowable subatomic level in his brain and things that happened at
some unknowable point in the past. The same would be true for an explanation
as “the mouse escaped in order to survive” where the mouse, its escape, and its
survival would be only epiphenomenal and inconsequential. If the ontological
reality is fully an ambiguous reduction basis, then the truth will be unknowable
and also there will be no being who can have such capacity to know and nothing
to be known. This is because of the impossibilities related to ASBEs, infinite
regress, circularity... If the ontology is like this then our search for truth is no
more than something like a random movement of billiard balls with zero distinct
effectiveness. For some, we just have an illusion of having an effective effort to
find the truth and of benefiting practically from this search in new scientific
practices.
B. If the case is that life with properties like consciousness, qualia, reason, free
will power, is a distinct and irreducible reality, then the explanation provided
in terms of life and its high level components (as the organs, DNA, proteins...)
will be real and effective contents of our knowledge. The above mentioned love
of chocolate will be a distinct and effective content of knowledge on top of what
is going on at the level of brain atoms and the child's past. In this case, our
quest for knowledge will have produced in principle a concrete, complete, and
essentially correct outcome, even though in details there may be some missing
points.
The same applies for explanations related to evolution. If the ontology is like in
(B), then an analysis related to natural selection may be considered as a work
which really contributes to the accumulation of knowledge. Otherwise if a gray
ball came next to a black ball, and a white ball came next to the gray ball and if
I explain the coming of the white ball based on the order of the other two balls,
I will be wrong since the explanation will be misleading and wrong as the
effective cause. The colors of the two first balls have no effect on the coming of
the white ball next to them, if the balls just move randomly in accordance with
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their shapes and their initial state.
b.

There are Irreducible Properties at the Layer of the Life Forms.

What is that which evolves? If it is just the spatial positions then evolution is
only explaining change. If it explains only the change then the only explanatory
things are the ASBEs, their initial state and spacetime. Therefore the new things,
their survival or selection, their features like consciousness, reasoning, values,
knowledge, ought to be truths are only epiphenomenal, in other words, illusory,
and not distinctly effective.
If reasoning is also like this, then it is arbitrary. But if it is arbitrary, we should
not and cannot have or we are not having a pursuit of truth. But if I wrote this
book and you read this book, both of us ascribe some truth value to some things.
If we admit truth value and our ability to access the truth, then we recognize
that things are not reducible to ASBEs; if they are not reducible to them, then
the reductive evolution which reduces us to ASBEs is false. In other words, if
new and distinctly effective powers which are not reducible to ASBEs really
exist, then there are sources other than ASBEs and their features.
If evolution by definition explains spatial distribution then it must explain the
physical before evolution as well. And if it rejects that life has fundamentally
additional properties on top of the spatial then it must be explaining only the
spatial distribution by the use of spatial distribution. By contrast, explaining and
recognizing whole-to-whole relations recognizes at the beginning the
transcendent and irreducible sustaining cause of the limited universe.
If we come back to the definition of evolution, descent with modification of
what?
So the evolutionist has to use a definition of evolution based on consciousness,
identity, and other transcendent unitary properties of "things that evolve", but
for reasons explained already the reductive evolutionist has to recognize that
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those properties are ineffective and illusory hence cannot be used as real things.
Then a reductive evolution becomes logically contradictory and incomplete.
Consciousness combined with free will power debunks reductive evolution.
Because with them there are new wholes and new causal effects and actors which
cannot be within the initial state and ASBEs. If a living being behaves as a
multipotential cause irreducible to atoms and other particles, then there is a
source other than these particles. Hence their evolution cannot produce these
new actors. Emergence cannot be used to explain evolution. Because if the
spatiotemporal elements are sufficient to explain all events, then there is no
need for another type of cause; additionally, in such a case another type of cause
would be impossible, since otherwise, it would be impossible that such
numerous causes of different types at numerous layers would overlap.
On the other hand, for evolution there must be ASBEs. But ASBEs are
impossible as explained in part 1.1.2.2.6.
A chemist does not need to clearly deny some things that he observes. When
he says a carbon atom binds with oxygen atoms and he has carbon dioxide,
there is nothing new, and when those atoms got separated, there is nothing that
disappears. However, the reductive evolutionist uses concepts like “survival”,
“selection”, “life”, “non-life”…, and hence, he reduces “knowledge”, “reason”,
“free will”, “joy”, “pain”, “consciousness” “morals” to ASBEs. Therefore, he
renders all of them ineffective, epiphenomenal, and illusory. And not only that,
consequently, he also reduces the economics, art, finance, money, value… to
ASBEs.
But, while a reductive physicalism, determinism, holism, and versions of
emergentism are considered to be a world view and not a scientific theory,
reductive evolution theory is presented and considered by many to be a scientific
theory. The transition from non-life to life hence to human beings without
granting the fundamental reality of the irreducible facts related to human beings
makes evolution theory a tool to propagate a world view under the disguise of
science and scientific theory. While the world views are debated and not
shielded by and represented as “science”, the reductive evolution theory is
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shielded by and represented as science and put in the science books.
Can we say “the reductive evolution theory explains only the life forms as spatial
distribution of their molecules, atoms and sub-atomic particles, but is indifferent
and does not say anything about art, knowledge, free will, consciousness…
hence a person who accepts it, may still believe in the effectiveness of
knowledge, reason, free will power…”? We cannot say that, because if we accept
the effectiveness of knowledge, free will, knowledge, then evolution theory will
be partial and undermined since in this case, the future species, at least those
that relate to human beings, will not be only the outcome of molecules, atoms
and sub-atomic particles, hence, the claim of evolution theory to explain things
based on the natural selection and random mutation will be undermined.
Furthermore, as reductive evolution is presented as an argument against God,
it is necessarily presupposing that free will power, art, knowledge cannot
originate from a transcendent realm of God.
Reductive evolution does not only contradict the facts directly related to its
elements, it also contradicts our obvious and immediate observations.
Random mutation makes morals unbased. Because, then the ought to be truth,
well-being, structure of human beings would just be random. In other words,
they all might be equally otherwise. A human being would have no value, since
it might equally not exist, there is no intention to make it exist, hence if he is
killed, this negates nothing more fundamental than the act of the killer. There
is no power who can correct any “wrong”, hence there is no “wrong”. Some
reductive evolutionists reject the word random emphasizing natural selection
which produces the idea of some kind of optimal or ought to be state. But then
even if natural selection does not have randomness, the initial state would be
random. And in any case the conditions that affect natural selection could be
otherwise since allegedly there is no purposeful higher goal or truth behind it.
Yet, we observe at least regarding ourselves, that there is “ought to be” and there
is “value”.
Aggregates also may be considered as sovereign wholes. If so then spatial
stability in an aggregate is a new thing each moment. If the reductive
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evolutionist sees it this way, then these new wholes as aggregates cannot be
contained in the initial state. So, if evolution is an attempt to explain spatial
change, then it will assume that spatial change requires explanation, hence it
needs to explain transcendence. Yet, the study of spatial change is within the
scope of physics. Therefore, if reductive evolution theory assumes that it does
not study just epiphenomenal entities, beings, and events, it will need to
presume the reality of new wholes and their distinctness.
c. Under Reductive Evolution, Separation of Individual Life Forms is
Impossible and Unjustified.
Under reductive evolution, the ASBEs in the initial state extend into the future;
hence, separating the living beings as separate beings is impossible and
unjustified.
The initial state contains allegedly all data about the future and the past. If a
law is defined as gravity for example it is connected to ds/dt (spatial change
over time change) so it contains the future hence there is no possibility of saying
a non-existent and undivided thing evolved and appeared; our saying that the
future has not happened yet, and it will be fully and absolutely new is
meaningless since because of our limitations we are locked within a time bracket
and this does not affect the nature of the overall reality. Under reductive
evolution, it is also impossible and unjustified to “separate” a living thing as a
distinct being from the extension of laws and range of ASBEs.
Can an ASBE be constituted without time dimension, an extension in time? If
yes then the ASBE will be passive and with no effect in future. If no then what
exists in the future is an extension of the ASBEs, hence, no evolution but
deterministically whole and same thing is being divided for our understanding
and epistemology, but with no ontological basis or room for any distinctly
effective new or evolved species.
Also it is not clear how big is dt. Furthermore there is also a transcendent
determination of the spatial distribution of things. Hence, there is allegedly a
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giant whole since everything would be acting as if they are aware of all else. So
the evolution of relatively tiny things is a smaller question; there allegedly was
allegedly a giant organism in the initial state. If the additional things the alleged
reductive evolutionary processes produced were spatially connected wholes,
then at the beginning this whole would already be existent.
But then the problem would be how the individual life forms or the species can
be taken as separately, as divided from the rest of the existence and other
individual life forms and species. This requires a transcendent power who is
aware of the distinctions, and who has a consciousness so that He can allocate
consciousness to individual life forms. Reductive evolution cannot explain the
separation of individual life forms from other life forms and from other things.
2. That Which is Used by Reductive Evolution Theory to Explain Evolution
Consists of Sovereign Irreducible Wholes
If for example the atoms are the effective things and if reductive evolution
concedes this, then their epiphenomenal behavior entailed by the initial state,
will not have an effect of creating the distinct unity of a human being or of
another being, and other distinct unities such as consciousness, identity, free
will power, reasoning power… Likewise, if the trajectories and spatial
distributions are effects of the initial state of the ASBEs, then these
epiphenomenal trajectories are not expected to produce such unities.
Again, in this way, the reductive evolution will have reduced the reasoning
power of the human being to the particles, and will have denied itself, because
then there is no unity of the agent which is necessary for comparison, for
relating one thing to another, and for using the laws of logic and empirical
observations.
The reductive evolution tries to explain things like qualia, consciousness, free
will power, transcendence by reducing them to particles. While the fashioning
of God explains the consciousness, transcendence, reasoning power, free will
power, the reductive evolution explains them by denying them. The first thing
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and the biggest and most certain thing we know is that our consciousness is real
above the spatiotemporal. Evolution rejects this empirical fact without any
reason and based on unquestioned brute facts.
Reductive evolution recognizes species as things which have behaviors. But if
species are merely the behaviors of ASBEs, then it will have explained the
behaviors of behaviors.
The spatiotemporal positions at a moment would be epiphenomenal if evolution
studies the trajectories of allegedly effective ASBEs.
If the human being fashions things but it is a spatial distribution of particles,
then what is that which fashions? If the positions of particles within a life form
in the spacetime have implications about future positions of particles in the
future of the spacetime, what is the implication of those effects unless certain
positions of particles within the future have distinct implications?
If the life forms do not have any distinct properties and the ASBEs are the only
effective things, then the life forms are epiphenomenal, hence evolution does
not evolve anything distinctly effective which may have implications, and a life
form is only a segment in the trajectory of the ASBEs.
If distinct identity, consciousness, free will power, values… are not the
distinguishing elements of that which evolves, then what is those distinguishing
elements?
If I shake the clips and if they get stuck in an orderly manner did they evolve?
Did the stuck ones and the aggregates that got stuck evolve? If there is evolution
here what, is that which evolved, the clips? If I shake again, and some more
clips get stuck to the parts which got stuck before, has there been a further
evolution? What is that which evolved? The previous parts which got stuck, or
the second bigger group, or the clips which got stuck? Or the entire clips?
Obviously, each aggregate is directly linked to the clips since the aggregates are
not effective and distinctly real things compared to the clips. Any such aggregate
does not depend effectively upon a previous aggregate, but upon the clips and
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the initial state of the clips. Even if a certain aggregate may be preceded by
another type of aggregate, any aggregate can be fully explained without any
reference to any previous aggregate, except to the initial state which may or may
not contain any combined aggregate; if we consider uncombined aggregates as
well, then the initial state may be just a distribution of ASBEs in space or other
medium which would not be within the scope of reductive evolution.
Let us assume that the parts which get stuck with a strength above a certain
level get better stuck when I shake, and the ones under that level get
disconnected when I shake. So, one group of parts which get stuck above that
level, get bigger when I shake. Then is this evolution? According to the reductive
aspect of reductive evolution, this should be considered evolution, since life
forms are reducible to their particles, and since “random mutation” is just the
means of the “natural selection” which is the central part of the formation of
new forms. The problem here is, what is new? First aggregate? Second
aggregate? Is a new spatial distribution of puzzle parts a new form? If so, then
we should consider each movement an evolutionary process.
Can we say that the stability through time and the potential of stability of an
aggregate is the key aspect of reductive evolution? In this case, the units of the
puzzle and their inherent stabilities would be existing as the initial stability,
hence, what is explained by reductive evolution would be existing at the very
beginning. Similarly, we would have considered a rock as the outcome or as the
basis of reductive evolution as well. On the other hand, space which as a
dimension connects the parts of the puzzle is also in this respect an initial source
of stability which does not need reductive evolution as defined above.
Can we say: If the ASBE is in a certain position relatively to another ASBE, then
it can produce another state; so the positions of ASBEs in an organism create a
new potential non-existent in the ASBE, and this potential is that which evolves?
In this case, there is no reductive evolution within the ASBE, the evolution
would be in the relative states of ASBEs, unless the organism adds a distinct,
irreducible potential from itself. The organism does not produce under reductive
evolution a distinct and irreducible potential of itself. But, if we have a car whose
wheels do not contact anything, then has the car devolved since it cannot move?
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No, the car has in itself the potential to move. This potential is turning its
wheels. And if they touch the ground then it will move. Touching the ground
is not an inherent element of the car. Its being positioned so as to touch the
ground is not producing a new power for the car; and it does not produce a new
power for the ground. Both the car and the ground have their intrinsic potentials
and under certain states they actualize their potentials. Space has the uniting
function, but it is an actual function of the space as long as they are within the
same space even though the car does not touch the ground, hence, this function
of the space is not of the car nor of the ground. In any case, even if the space is
considered as elements of the car and of the ground, then they have it inherently
no matter where they are, no matter whether they touch each other or not. So,
if spatial positions are the distinctive elements of reductive evolution, then they
are not related only to life.
If the organisms are considered just as views and acts of ASBEs then there is no
trade-off between reductive evolution and Allah as the cause, even though
reductive evolution is presented as an argument against the existence of God.
Because then the organisms are not things with potentials and effects, and they
are trivial; hence, the ASBEs are allegedly the very things with potentials. An
alleged trade-off would be then between ASBEs and spacetime, because ASBEs
would also be reducible to something spatiotemporal under reductive
physicalism which is the foundation of reductive evolution. Consequently, in
any case such an alleged trade-off would be between two spatiotemporal things;
and all of those things would in any case need the One Self-Sufficient Allah as
the explanations related to the property of unity in part 1.2 and property of selfsufficiency in part 1.1 indicate as well.
According to reductive evolution, the evolution of effective things, would then
correspond to the evolution of ASBEs. They would not be changing; else we
would be talking about their acts and views. But the acts would not be equal to
evolving things and they would not have potentials: If I walk it is not evolution,
because my walking is not a new effective organization or being. The movement
of an animal is not an evolution of units as organisms, because otherwise every
movement becomes evolution. Our forming a company is not evolution because
it is an actualization, it is not the appearance of a unitary thing with distinct
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and autonomous potentials.
Furthermore, if every movement would be considered as evolution then a
reverse evolution because of the reversal of the direction of time, would also be
equally evolution: For example, if the direction of time would be reversed and
we ended up having the original cell or replicator from numerous species, in
accordance with determinism entailed by reductive physicalism, this would also
be considered as reductive evolution, since according to physicalism and
determinism, whatever happened in accordance with reductive evolution would
happen also when the direction of time has been reversed. In this case, evolution
would be no more than movement. Some might argue that because of the
second law of thermodynamics, such a time reversal would be impossible; while
such an impossibility is irrelevant since my point is about the contradiction
between physicalist determinism and reductive evolution no matter whether we
are in a universe with the principle of entropy or not, there are also strong
arguments about the alleged 2nd law of thermodynamics.
3. The Recognition of Reduction of Life and the Recognition of Life-Related
Wholes Are Contradictory
Reductive evolution theory maintains that the particles behave the way they do
because of the laws of physics and that they are indifferent about what happens
with the life forms. Hence, according to it, nothing at the layer of life forms
changes the flow of events that happen in accordance with the laws of physics
at the layer of particles. So, for example, if a goat runs away from a lion, actually
the effective mechanics are not really that of a running away or that of a survival;
the effective mechanics are just the atoms of the goat and of the lion and other
particles merely moving in accordance with the laws or forces such as the gravity
or the electromagnetic force.
Another example is as follows: Does a pregnant cat on TV screen give birth to
the kitten on the screen? No, it is the pixels and the electronics of the TV and
electricity flow which cause the next set of pictures, without being related to the
previous picture. We can also make animals that do not exist at all give birth to
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other animals simply by manipulating the pixels and related bits. Reductive
evolution theory says on one hand that this example of pixels is true, but also
it says that the survival motivation, and natural selection are also effective. So,
in one way it argues that reduction is true, on the other, it argues that reduction
is not true. It tries to have the cake and eat it too. Can it be consistent if it
claims that the pixels might randomly produce the movie of the kittens being
born? No, because it argues for the reality of distinctly effective processes as
natural selection.
If "we" produce evolution in a computer simulation, is it evolution? A man in
an animation evolves. Is this evolution? That man does not have any effective
reality. But under reductive evolution, in one way, he does not have to have
effective reality for the evolution to occur; the ASBEs draw and animate the life
forms. So, under reductive evolution in one way, one may say that there is
evolution in that situation. One may argue that the human being does not have
a brain, lungs, metabolism. But one may counter argue that the software allows
to zoom in and see that he has brain, lungs, metabolism. The reply will be that
he does not have real brain, lungs… And the reply to that would be “what is
real?” other than that, since in any case the human being would be reducible to
the atoms and other particles like the pixels or bits of the screen and computer.
According to the inherent reductionism within evolution, the ASBEs correspond
to the pixels and circuits of the computer, and the movements of the species
correspond to what is seen on the screen in the simulation. There is no real
evolution in what we see on the screen, since they are the outcomes of zeros
and ones in the computer. If we want to predict what will happen next, should
we get correct prediction if we use the circuits, electricity flow of the computer,
or what we see on the screen? Obviously, what we see on the screen will be less
correct compared to the hardware. Because what we see on the screen in this
example has nothing to do with the motives for survival; it entirely depends on
how the computer has been programmed and other states related to the parts
of the computer: if the computer crashes, the screen will be blank no matter
whether the picture on the screen entailed the rise of a new species or not.
Hence, evolution as a reductionist theory is fundamentally inconsistent and
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contradictory. Because, it tries to reduce the biological to the ASBEs, while it
also tries to explain the biological by the biological, yet, it also admits that the
physical laws and biological relationships are totally different. It is like saying
that what we see on the screen has motives to survive even though there is an
underlying computer program which just manages the pixels.
Should we say that this is like saying “if you press the gas pedal, the car will
move” while we know that pressing the gas pedal means in fact causing the fuel
go to the engine and many other physical and chemical processes? And that
biology is just an approximation like that? Obviously, pressing the gas pedal in
and of itself is not what makes the car move. If we press the gas pedal while
there is no gas, the car will not move. Likewise, if there was no qualia,
consciousness, free will power, would life be the same? According to the
reductive evolution theory, yes: The atoms and other particles would do what
the laws of physics entail in any case; and these particles do not have qualia and
transcendence.
Then accordingly we would say that an organism is just a continuation of the
trajectories of ASBEs. An animal giving birth is just a view of the trajectories of
the allegedly effective ASBEs. When I say “give me the book”, 'giving', 'book',
'me' are nothing but illusory views of the underlying trajectories. Hence
reductive evolution explains nothing, it does not even describe anything
effective. We cannot explain things based on the acts of ASBEs, as based on the
pixels, we cannot explain the essence of the above birth of the kitten.
Are computers and other machines part of evolution since as a whole they are
part of complexity and development especially if determinism is true?
If there are sovereign wholes at higher layers then reductive evolution is false
because sovereign wholes at the higher layers entail distinctly and additionally
effective things which are irreducible to things in lower layers. There are
distinctly and additionally sovereign things at higher layers, because ASBEs are
false as explained in part 1.1.2.2.6, hence there may be sovereign wholes at any
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layer.
a. Spatiotemporal Connections of ASBEs Would not Produce Sovereign
Wholes With Sovereign Properties
Above, we saw an analogy of relations between the dynamics of an animal on
the screen of a TV and the hardware of the TV.
But, one may argue that some wholes may be produced by some parts: For
example, if we bring together an engine, wheels and so on, we may produce a
car which is a new machine which did not exist when its raw materials were not
given their specific forms and relative positions in space.
To explain this point, let us use our moving bit clips example: If I throw two
specifically positioned clips in a specific way and they formed a whole, this
whole was not formed by itself. So, if such a whole looks like running, similarly
it does not run by itself. Or, if we have replicating clips then what is that which
evolves? What is new? The connected clips? Do the aggregates constituted by
these clips have new properties such as consciousness, identity, free will power...
Likewise, under reductive evolution theory, saying that “life forms” reproduce,
survive, and so on would be similar to saying that the shapes formed by the
clips form themselves or run. So, the explanation that the clips moved and a
part opened by being thrusted by the other clip and then it got closed does not
explain a distinctly effective cause and the rise of a distinctly new whole; it only
describes what happens in the realm of the clips. What happens is reducible to
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a great extent121 to how the parts of a clip got bound together in the first place
and happened to have initial positions and momenta.
If some moving bit clips in the earlier example get bound and constitute
aggregates which look like bars after some periods, and bars look from a distance
as if they move in a certain way, are these bars really definable as bars? Or in
any case whenever we zoom in we will see that there is nothing which may be
called a bar? In supply demand relationships, if demand changes according to
price, shall we observe agents if we zoom in or shall we see particles moving
according to alleged laws of gravity, electromagnetism... which just “look like”
behaving in accordance with supply demand relations?
If parts behave so as it is possible to tell them from any other whole, then when
we zoom in we will not find precise agents, but aggregates of parts which from
far look like agents. If when we zoom in we see that it is impossible to tell the
agent from the parts in his distinct effectiveness, then the parts are not more
fundamental than the agent and the agent is not reducible to the part.
If for example the agent conceives a perfect circle, then we can say either that
the related parts have transcendence, or that the agent has an irreducible
transcendence and unity122. We will not be able to see any objects constituting
I say “to a great extent” in accordance with the point of view of
reductive evolutionist; because, according to the Quranic teaching,
even the clips’ being in the same space is not self-sufficient and
reducible to the clips. For details you may revisit part 1.2 about the
Unity of Allah.
122 One may argue also that the circle happened by coincidence;
however, if it is a perfect circle even when probed at infinitesimally
small details, then the probability of its happening by coincidence
121
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a perfect circle no matter how much we zoom in.
This also relates to free will power experiment in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 where the
prediction of the experimenter E2 never overlaps with the act of the
experimenter E1 who tries to negate the prediction of E2. If parts were real but
the agent was just a fully reducible aggregate of parts, then the apparent agent's
behavior could not differ from the behavior of parts. How can there be 100
percent overlapping between that which is reduced and the reduction basis?
If reductive evolution is true, then that which is the basis will allow for a
completely accurate prediction. That which is allegedly reducible will not give a
good prediction, because what looks like a pattern of that which is reducible
would be only coincidental if it does not have any distinct effectiveness; and
such a pattern would be very short-lived.
If the moving bit clips get intertwined so as to look like a bird, when we zoom
in we will discover that we cannot make any prediction based on the behavior
of that bird, but we can more reasonably predict based on the confirmed
patterns of the clips. It is impossible to make a prediction based on the behavior
of an alleged bar if it is in fact constituted by the clips and if it is reducible to
the clips; the prediction can only be made based on the units and properties of
the clips. Hence there will be no correct prediction based on a species if it is not
distinctly effective, except assuming that it gives some idea about the things at
would be zero. If we consider the numerous numbers of circles,
squares, lines that the human beings produce, this probability is
certainly zero. Of course even such a probability would be accepted
only if a background for reduction is granted. And granting it would be
irrational as explained in part
.

1.1.2.2.1
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the reduction basis. Any prediction based on a species may be negated by the
ASBEs. If the species is considered to be another name for an aggregate of some
ASBEs, then evolution will be a science of ASBEs not of species.
If the ASBEs are the only effective things, then can there be reductive evolution
without increase in the effective things? If yes, then reductive evolution would
be only a change in spatial positions. But what would make this change better
than the previous state so that we can say that the initial state evolved, instead
of saying that it just changed, or devolved? Note that we see the “improvement”
in the definitions of evolution in words like “new” forms, new “physical
characteristics” as a result of change inherent to reductive evolution. If they get
bound one into the other, is it evolution? If one oxygen atom binds with two
hydrogen atoms, we do not say that there has been evolution.
b.

Change in the Spatial Distribution of Things is not Evolution

What is the mover of evolution? Do we really have units specifically identified
through properties such as consciousness, and distinct autonomy through free
will power? Obviously, as we directly and empirically experience there are such
units. And without the recognition of such specific units, the evolution will be
undefinable, redundant, ineffective, and meaningless as a distinct theory.
The reductive evolution theory is contradictory and internally inconsistent in
saying that all of these life-related things are effective while also saying that they
are reducible to things that we do not know. Because if they are reducible to
things like ASBEs that we do not know, then we do not know either that they
are predictable. For instance they may be like billiard balls which randomly give
us the perceptions of such things which may go into unpredictable directions
any moment. Or, we could even just be Boltzmann brains.
If evolution is a change in spatiotemporal distribution, then a change could not
be qualified as a meaningful one or as a change for worse or better.
When we reason on evolution, we reason on beings, their organs, their
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functions, relationships...; we do not consider the unknown and inaccessible
ASBEs, nor ASBEs spatiotemporal positions. Therefore claiming that evolution
studies ASBEs and their spatial positions is irrelevant and unrealistic.
If the atoms of a cloud form a bear does this give any effectiveness to that bear
shape as a bear? What is the distinction between that which evolves and the
mere change of spatial distribution? If there is no distinction then the evolution
is just the change in spatial distribution hence just the movement of ASBEs. If
there is a distinction to be meaningful this distinction must be for an irreducible
property.
Considering evolution just as a change in spatial distribution of particles is
irrational, and undercuts the reductive evolution itself, by making it
undefinable, contradictory, and meaningless. Hence, there are irreducible
wholes. Hence, it does not and cannot explain life through reduction to the
spatiotemporal. Consequently, the recognition of distinctly effective and
transcendent wholes requires the existence of a transcendent ultimate cause.
If the object of reductive evolution is spatial distribution, then, the distinction
of a living thing, its life span, its properties that relate to life, its distinction from
a non-living thing disappears.
Reduction basis cannot be points or regions of space but functions, relations
like “if then” relationships that are obeyed by points and regions.
If we recognize the animals as new wholes just because of their spatial distance
and distinctness then we have also to recognize the wholeness of other layers,
including ASBEs. But in this case, the animals would not be reducible to other
things, since, as everything would be defined by space, then nothing would be
superior to other things. So, even before unfolding they are distinct and effective
wholes; and therefore, we would not be able to explain anything by anything
else as everything would be the same in kind.
If spatial change is a new thing then any combination or ordering of parts
differently is a new and irreducible reality, not only the sovereign wholes.
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Reductive evolution embodies many problems of determinism and reductive
physicalism. If a team of students in a festival who constitute some shapes of
flowers are repositioned, do we say that they evolved? No, because their
repositioning is in accordance with the conditions at the relevant moment, and
the flowers do not have any effective existence. The students are same and their
distribution is not an absolute and absolutely better or worse distribution. It can
be redistributed quickly with the new conditions. The overall potential of the
team did not increase. If we say that the team evolved in this case, then it may
be reversed in the next minute. The team is not an effective thing according to
the evolution which is reductionist, and accordingly, when the team is
repositioned, the improvement does not occur in the effective thing. A mere
spatial distribution does not have anything to do with evolving. So evolution
cannot be defined in a meaningful way in the physicalist and determinist
framework.
In the above team example the space is also contained in the team members.
Hence essentially it does not add anything. Likewise, we said that each object
has its spacetime. And the spaces of parts of a whole come together in holism,
but this coming together is not an element of evolution. So spatial distribution
is within parts and not an addition of evolution. So that which is claimed to
have evolved is already existent in the beginning, if reductionism and
determinism are true.
If it does not have a distinct ontological distinct existence, then talking about
its evolution is only a means to identify the positions and trajectories of ASBEs
as we observe them in our limitations.
c.

The Effective Power Would Belong to the ASBEs, and ASBEs do not Exist.

The reductive aspect of reductive evolution can be true only if there is a material
reduction basis consisting of ASBEs. But as explained in part 1.1.2.2.6, ASBEs
are impossible for many reasons.
If ASBEs do not and cannot exist, then the project of evolution to explain the
life forms in terms of ASBEs collapses. There is nothing to which a human being
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is fully reducible. Then each human being is a new and distinct being with his
distinct consciousness.
Therefore at many layers there are sovereign wholes. Other factors such as
consciousness prove the sovereignty at high layers. So, as noted in the following
verse, sovereign wholes are formed and ended:
He brings the living out of the dead and brings the dead out of the living and
brings to life the earth after its lifelessness. And thus will you be brought out.
(Quran: 30/19)
4. The Reductive Evolution Does not Have a Measure of Progress of
Evolution.
Survival of the fittest is presented as a key benchmark of the progress of the
reductive evolution: For example, the present species are presented as the result
of reductive evolution.
Is it really a good measure?
If when the positioning of parts in a whole is abolished there is no harm to the
part but the whole goes away, then that whole supervenes upon the parts and
it is epiphenomenal. So, survival is useless as an explanation at a higher layer
unless we recognize the distinct reality of that which survives. Also then the
whole has no additional explanatory power on top of the parts.
ASBEs do not evolve. An ASBE would always behave the same way. So, there
remains only the spatial or relative positions and connections of ASBEs as the
measure of evolution; but obviously spatial positions and connections cannot be
a measure of evolution.
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Question 65.
If the moving bit clips are bound so as to form a shape, and if that shape has
multiple bounds so that when moving it divides other weaker clip sets, and it
grows further and further, why would it not be considered as evolving?
Answer 65.
That “surviving” clip set would only be a specific spatial distribution of the clips
which constituted it. It would not have any distinct existence according to
reductive evolution. On the other hand, the clips of that set, would be the same
before and after getting bound in such a way, unless we recognize space as a
distinctly effective whole. But if we recognize the space as a distinctly effective
whole, then ASBEs would not be ASBE, and reductive evolution would leave its
place to transcendence.
Hence, when there is no surviving distinct unit, we cannot speak of survival.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4 If Determinism Would be True, It Would
Negate Reductive Evolution.
In this part we will see the implications of determinism123 for reductive
evolution. In the next part we will see the implications of indeterminism124 for
it. Their incompatibility with reductive evolution, will show us that reductive
evolution is false both in its foundations, and in its empirical entailments.
In this part, unless otherwise noted or implied, determinism means
a full and hard determinism as the one where Laplace’s demon may
predict everything.
124 In this part, indeterminism means briefly the unpredictability by
anybody; hence, the unpredictability because of autonomous agents
who have free will power is not considered within this
unpredictability, since these autonomous agents may fully or partially
predict what they will choose.
123
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At the lower layers it is important to know if determinism, or indeterminism
applies. Maybe we cannot know all details at the lower layers but if we find out
really or allegedly all-inclusive alternatives, then we can see the corresponding
implications. So we need to find out the implications of “what if scenarios”.
In the following we will see “what” if the alternatives are determinism and
indeterminism? “What” if there are other alternatives are explained essentially
in other parts, but the following also will consider them to some extent in the
present context.
If determinism would be true, it would not just undermine reductive evolution,
but it would also undermine holistic evolution, because then no wholes of
evolution would be effective and everything would be precise consequences of
the initial state and allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements
(ASBEs) of the limited universe.
The evolution criticized here is mainly the reductive evolution which is put forth
as an argument against fashioning of God. However, reductive evolution cannot
be put forth reasonably as an argument against fashioning because as a reductive
position it entails determinism (or indeterminism, which will be addressed
later). But if determinism is true then all processes and factors of evolution
unfold from the initial state of the universe. And fashioning can be made at the
beginning, and the reasons in this part show that there would also be fashioning
at the beginning.
If determinism and indeterminism are rejected then there will be the sustaining
and guiding power of Allah.
1. Reductive Evolution Requires and Presupposes Either Determinism or
Indeterminism.
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Reductive physicalism as an alternative to Allah, offers us two alternatives:
Determinism and/or indeterminism.
Either all is contained in and unfolds from the initial state and features of
ASBEs, or some new and distinctly effective things arise in the course of time.
If the first situation is true, then there is no evolution. If the second situation is
true, then materialism, determinism, and indeterminism are false, and each life
form is a distinct sovereign whole with some patterns and some freedom.
If reductive evolution is true, then either determinism or indeterminism must
be true. Because if life forms are reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there are
no transcendent powers such as free will; and therefore, the only explanation
left is the fundamental material entities and events which allegedly may be either
deterministic or indeterministic.
If determinism is true hence there is no process which adds value on top of the
initial state, then reductive evolution is false, if reductive evolution is considered
to have its own dynamics such as natural selection, survival of the fittest at the
layer of the living things. If determinism is rejected in favor of evolution, then
the living things bring in new events and beings, hence again, reductive
evolution is false.
2. Under Determinism all That Will Happen is Contained Within the Initial
State of the Limited Universe.
In a fully deterministic universe we cannot talk of reductive evolution. The
universe might start with plenty of life forms; an allegedly deterministic start of
our universe contains already the information about how it will unfold into
different life forms through a reasonable developmental process. Under
determinism, every development depends on the initial state and the alleged
laws of nature related to the ASBEs. Life forms would not have any effect on
future life forms. Only physical patterns would be distinctly effective. And there
is no necessity that the physical patterns would cause any new life forms.
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So, all universes do not entail evolution. The universes which entail evolution,
would entail reversal of evolution if time runs backwards and if determinism is
true; hence evolution is not a necessary or law-like thing. Otherwise, under
determinism, if the direction of time was reversed, the natural selection would
apply again and some life forms would arise because of the “laws” of evolution;
however, if we play backwards the video recording of our allegedly deterministic
universe, human beings will become monkeys, and end up in the initial cell,
and then the primordial soup; in other words, the backward running laws of
physics will override any alleged dynamics of reductive evolution.
Therefore the events where pieces of puzzle get stuck one into another or get
closer deterministically in any kind of universe which contains change, do not
produce evolution unless sovereign wholes form. However, what I say here is
an overall problem of reductive physicalism; what I say here about sovereign
wholes in the biological world, applies also to the atoms: if our universe would
be deterministic and if we would run time backwards, and if the atoms would
disintegrate predictably, then this would mean that what is at the lower layers,
namely the ASBEs, are effective and the atoms are not effective, and that they
are epiphenomenal. Yet, the same thing would also apply regarding what is at
the lower layers of atoms.
Whatever are the positions and natures of the initial set of ASBEs, a progress in
any direction may produce sub-states which may be more special than the initial
state. But these sub-states may also be in total less special than the initial state
depending on the conditions, positions, and directions. Therefore reductive
evolution is not a general principle or law. It is an alleged ad hoc theoretical
possibility. Under the assumption that the total of future states are more than
the single initial state, it is almost necessary that under most situations a future
state may be more special than the initial state; hence, the rise of a state which
contains more special things than the initial state does not demonstrate the
existence of a rule toward a special or better state.
For example, if the probability of a certain number of initial states of a group of
billiard balls containing a special order of balls is Ps, then as each moved set will
progress into many sets as time progresses, and the probability of unfolding sets
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containing such special states increases. Likewise, if the ASBEs of our limited
universe can be bound, then it is more likely that there are more numerous
connected bodies of ASBEs in the unfolding sets of ASBEs. Likewise it is more
likely to see developing special cases.
However for this, these unfolding states must have certain properties. They must
be able to unfold. The ASBEs they contain must be able to bind in special ways.
Yet under determinism whatever happens, is essentially an 'unfolding', not an
evolution. All future states are contained in the initial state. However, the many
unfolding states will be random, when it is assumed that there is no purpose in
the initial state.
The unfolding may produce infinite combinations at the price of being random.
When we have this unfolding state, then we have infinite states all of which are
possible with no distinct explanatory power from any layers, except from the
layer of ASBEs.
Under determinism, an evolving state is as likely as a reversing state. Under
determinism, evolution may happen here and there but it will be just
epiphenomenal. Reverse evolution may also happen as well as deterioration of
special structures. Under reductive evolution, physics is more fundamental than
biology.
If reductive evolution is considered as the origin of life and if it is a basis to
reject god, it requires and presupposes both the truth and the falsity of
determinism. If determinism is true, then the ASBEs also contain their absolute
or relative spatial properties; because they contain how they will behave in
accordance with space, and also because of the reasons explained in part
1.1.2.2.4 about the objects’ necessary inclusion of their spaces. Therefore, spatial
positioning is not necessarily external to ASBEs, and there is no basis for
positing that reductive evolution adds value on top of the initial or past states
of the things in the material ground or the ASBEs. Hence saying that evolution
happens because of new spatial positionings is also irrational since they are
contained within ASBEs. If space is considered as absolute then, at the
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beginning there will be space. So, it will function like an ASBE. Therefore how
it will behave will be contained necessarily at the beginning. So, there will be
nothing new to be considered as evolved.
3. Determinism is Similar in its Entailments About Reductive Evolution, to
the B Theory of Time, and in This Respect Negates Reductive Evolution.
In B theory of time supported by findings related to relativity theories, we
cannot have evolution either, since every past and present will be like coexisting
simultaneously and as a block; hence like in the lack of a direction basis for an
unbiased initial state, we will have no distinguishing factor to enable us give
priority to the past or to the future. Hence no future can be considered as the
result of the past.
A being who made the initial state may have made it so that it unfolds in
generating specific life forms and conditions suitable for these life forms. So,
any new species and related processes do not show that they are the outcome of
something in the unfolding or specific to the unfolding.
What can be the value added in the unfolding other than higher arbitrary
numbers of states, which allegedly increases the probability of having numerous
different states wherein some will look more unlikely or beautiful than others
or as if they progress into more complex looking parts and wholes? However,
in this scenario, the things that look like life forms do not have any capacity
and distinct effectiveness to add any value, beauty, harmony, or rationality. Yet,
we observe empirically that there are new things on top of the initial state and
ASBEs, hence determinism and reductive physicalism contradict evolution.
4. If Determinism is True, Then the Distinctly Effective Things Allegedly
Exist Already at the Initial State or Within a Whole of Infinite Regress.
Part 1.4.2.2.8 explains that the reductiveness of reductive evolution entails that
the reduction basis would be the effective, and that the elements of reductive
evolution observed at the higher layers would be epiphenomenal. Here I will
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emphasize the same conclusion via another line of logic: if evolution is reductive
and if it entails determinism, then the distinctly effective things would be not
only in the present, but also in all states of the limited universe; in other words,
if we take any of the states and the powers of the ASBEs, we can allegedly
predict the details of another state.
If determinism is true, then there is either a random initial state or a random
whole of infinite regress. Hence, all entities, processes, and the dispositions of
infinitesimal parts of the alleged reductive evolution must be contained in a
spontaneous random whole; this undermines any alleged distinct effectiveness
of reductive evolution.
As explained earlier, if higher level beings are seen only as approximations of
ASBEs, then essentially it is believed that the higher layer beings do not have
any distinct effect. What is done here, is to use the approximations of knowledge
of what we can access; we see human beings and we consider that they do certain
things, we see the atoms, we consider that they do certain things, yet, under
reductive physicalism, we also assume that all of the above are approximations
and epiphenomenal and that at the very bottom, there are some things which
are the real effective things. So, the higher level beings are considered as the
representatives of lower layer beings or things. In this case, there are not really
a heterogeneous set of causes. The alleged causes at the bottom are
homogeneous and deterministic.
In this case everything is determined at the initial state. So, if determinism is
true, then the cause of the initial state rather than the beings or entities at any
layer is effective.
If an initial state is true, it is presupposed by reductive physicalism to contain a
power for unfolding. Even when we think of the projection in the future, we
have to think the origin of projection containing such power.
On the other hand, note that if there is infinite regress instead of an initial state,
then whatever constitutes the infinite regress would in its whole contain that
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power. However, as according to determinism each state of any moment or time
bracket may be used to predict the entire future, or calculate the entire past, and
unfolds in the same way, then that power would allegedly be transcendently
existent in each time bracket125. Otherwise, if the infinite regress is supposed to
be such that every thing at every stage needs the things at the previous state,
then actually it will be impossible as explained earlier in part 1.1.2.2.7.
Hence evolution is false, since none of its elements is distinctly effective, and all
events exist and are predictable based on any state in all times, and based on
the laws of physics and ASBEs.
If determinism is true then there are no species or beings as distinctly effective
things besides ASBEs. The things that look like species or beings are only one
view of the trajectories of ASBEs. And 'we' only have illusions of seeing them
as distinct beings and species. They are just acts of ASBEs. So there is no reason
to ascribe temporal or spatial boundaries or distinctness or power to the beings
at the higher layers. Then evolution becomes a theory of illusion.
Once we accept the possibility of self-sufficient existence of any kind of
unfoldable initial state, then there will be no need for God. Because if it is
possible then others are also possible. And within an infinite possibility of
infinite self-sufficient initial states with infinite kinds of self-sufficient ASBEs,
there will be all kinds of universes and we may find ourselves naturally in one
of them. But in any case, if determinism is true, in none of them there will be
evolution, because in all of them the future will be contained at the onset. There
will be reversing stages as well as evolving ones and therefore reductive
evolution will not be an explanation but a random unfolding. So it may be
observed in some stages but it will be a misleading observation. An initial state
with fully evolving things will be a special random case and against it there will
Note that this entails the existence of a transcendent power: If all
past and future info was compressed in each state/ moment, then what
would be their differences and what would be the engine and energy of
transition from one state to the other? The only effective power on
these would be a transcendent unitary SSC with properties explained
in this book.
125
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be many reversing states, and most of the states which would contain evolution
and observers like us would also contain partially reverse evolutionary flows and
be very weird as explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4 about sovereign wholes.
Hence, the reductive evolution cannot be called a systematic progress, unless
the initial state and ASBEs have very special features.
One might argue: “even though we may predict the future based on what is at
any state, even though the later actors exist only as predictions within any state,
or as traces of the past in a future state, this does not mean that the reductive
evolutionary relations are false or that they do not exist.” However, note that
according to reductive evolution and determinism, that which exists within all
states are the ASBEs, and what we predict as effective relations, are the relations
at the layer of the ASBEs, not the wolves, nor survival, and other relations at
higher layers. The higher layer relations and beings are no more than
epiphenomenal approximations. Therefore, this counter-argument fails. Since
we do not have direct knowledge about the ASBEs, we use the approximations
as data about the ASBEs, not as effective things in and of themselves; hence,
according to reductive evolution, those approximations do not have even any
distinct partial influence in and of themselves.
5.

If Determinism is True, Then There is Nothing Which Evolves

Darwin says that evolution goes at the level of organism. Dawkins says it runs
at the level of the genes. Yet, if determinism is true, the organisms, the genes
and similar high level wholes are just epiphenomenal, false, and ineffective. If
determinism is true, then whatever life forms appeared and will appear, are just
the unfolding of the ASBEs’ behaviors present in the initial state of the universe
if there is such a state; and if there is not such a state, they were contained
within the ASBEs in the states of an infinite past.
If the life forms, the animals, their cells do not have any distinct effects on top
of their ASBEs, then studying their particles and their positions relatively to the
entire aggregate is sufficient and necessary to predict the future states. If
reductive evolution is true, then their mass, speed, acceleration relationships are
sufficient to predict and they are allegedly the only effective things. Essentially
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studying those will be sufficient to understand all. There is no need to study the
behaviors of life forms, the positions of cells or cell membranes or nuclei. All of
these are just redundant and illusory, unless we want to collect relevant
information about the particles through them, when we do not have direct
access to those particles. As we do not grasp the ultimately detailed layers we
may need to use the approximations, if these approximations give us some
useful information about the atoms and sub-atomic particles.
For instance, we calculate the behavior of the moon, not the behavior of each
of its atoms; yet, we presume that if we studied the behavior of the atoms and
sub-atomic particles of the moon, it would give us a more precise and correct
result. For the reductive evolutionist, the life forms are like the moon in this
example. Hence in essence there is nothing effective and distinctly existing
which evolves.
If distinctly effective elements of life are rejected, if life is supposed to be
reducible to the spatiotemporal, then the life and its evolution are just names
for viewing the ASBEs from different perspectives. If that which is supposed to
have evolved depends fully on the nature and positions of the ASBEs, then this
means that only the ASBEs are effective, not that which is supposed to evolve.
So, that which is supposed to evolve are just names of ASBEs and their
aggregates from another perspective. And that which is supposed to evolve are
just explanations of the ASBEs and nothing more. But if the ASBEs would
change, then they would not be ASBEs; if they do not change then there is no
evolution, since what we perceive as reductive evolution at the higher layers is
no more than changes in the spatial positions of ASBEs.
If determinism was true then evolution could not have happened, because
ASBEs would have to be simple and complex in the same time and its simplicity
would not allow evolution, its complexity would make it unexplainable through
reductive evolution.
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6. If Determinism is True, Then Both Evolution and Reverse Evolution126
Would be True; Hence, Reductive Evolution is Contradictory and False.
If how everything will unfold or has unfolded is contained within each time
bracket, then the past and the future, the orientation of time does not have any
effect on what is going on. Then, the temporal structure is similar to B theory
of time. Then there is no basis of a distinction based on the orientation of time.
If whatever happens in the actual stage of our limited universe depends on how
the ASBEs were randomly positioned at the initial state and on what laws
randomly happened to exist, then the initial state might have a backward
unfolding beginning with developed life in the beginning, or beginning with
heat death and going backwards toward the big bang. Because if all was
randomly contained within it and if the unfolding is deterministic such that the
life forms look as if they are evolving, there is no reason to say that the opposite
would not happen.
Because all of them are simultaneously contained within any state if
determinism is true. Nothing that appears after the initial state adds to or
diminish from the information contained within the initial state. So there is no
possibility that any distinct and unpredictable thing or process in the unfolding
causes a richer future or a reductive evolution. Any alleged evolution would be
contained in the initial state. The unfolding will be a whole whose contents do
not have any effective distinct existence except for the ASBEs. But 'evolution'
entails new and more developed life forms appear.
On the other hand, the above situation may be put in a different way as well: if
the initial state or infinite regress contains randomly a flow of events that may
unfold as we observe, then there would be in principle no argument against its
containing an unfoldable flow of events which would start with the heat death,
and which would end with the big bang. In this case, random mutation plus
By reverse evolution I mean the exact opposite of a reductive
evolution, as playing backward a video recording. So, if it happens, for
example, the life forms would progress toward the alleged initial cell.
126
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natural selection would not be resulting in the increase of advanced species, but
the process would be such that the multiple species which are put at the later
stages of reductive evolutionary process would be at the beginning; and at the
end, there would be the first cell and then the replicating molecules. So, if
determinism is true, then reductive evolution is just a randomly observed ad
hoc flow of events dependent on the special and random positions of ASBEs at
the beginning of the universe. According to its very foundations, we would not
expect it to happen in other universes. In fact we should not expect it in the
later stages of our universe as well. If this is so, then why should we be justified
in making predictions related to it any time? After all, what we observe is just
coincidental. Determinism does not recognize the distinct effectiveness of
wholes contained in the higher layers studied by reductive evolution theory.
These conclusions are in parallel with the rejection of distinct effectiveness of
the wholes related to life by reductive evolution in part 1.4.2.2.8. When this is
rejected, the only effective things left are the ASBEs. If these are the only
effective things, and if they do not care about survival, then they would behave
in accordance with their patterns. They are allegedly indifferent about the
alleged processes within the life forms. Their patterns might by chance look as
if enhancing the processes of life forms, but as they are indifferent to them, they
can also reverse them. Hence, depending on the ad hoc positioning of ASBEs
which we do not know, we can observe evolution or reverse evolution or a
combination of both in the same region where there is no absolute necessity for
a certain direction of time. Therefore, reductive evolution does not happen
because of the motivation to survive; it happens allegedly just because the
movements of ASBEs by chance coincided with their appearance at a certain
layer as if there are beings which try to survive. Therefore, they may have an
appearance as if there is evolution, as they may have an appearance as if there
is reverse evolution. Hence, if reductive evolution claims to be testable, as a
testable theory, it is contradictory, since it entails contradictory things.
According to the above explanations, even if there was no missing link in the
fossil record, and even if we observed a monkey generation turn into a human
being in front of our eyes or video recorders, these would be irrelevant as a
support for any reductive evolution. This would be only a special case scenario.
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Because what we would observe as monkey turning into a human being would
be only epiphenomenal; and only at the level of a sub-atomic layer there would
be particles which would be behaving effectively in and of themselves, being
unaware of what is going on at the layer of the monkeys.
Furthermore the same view at the level of the monkeys might start to work in
the reverse direction if the ASBE layer entailed a reversal, even though the layer
of monkeys made us predict a different and reductive evolutionary prediction.
On the other hand, in another scenario, time also might be flowing in reverse.
If determinism is true, there would be reverse evolution if the direction of time
flow reverses. Neither survival of the fittest, nor genetic drift, nor natural
selection, nor random mutation would work as reductive evolution theory
explains.
Obviously, the initial state’s random structure unfolding such that the ASBEs
look like there is evolution has very little probability. It is clear that here we
have impossibility rather than a very small probability. Such probability would
not be explainable by even multiverse. Because even if there is a limited universe
within the multiverse where by chance the ASBEs looked perfectly as if there is
evolution, it is very unlikely that we are in such a universe. As opposed to the
anthropic principle, we may be alive in a universe wherein there are some
intelligent beings, but wherein these beings observe at least some human beings
which formed by the random distribution of the ASBEs in the early stages and
which looked like evolving into monkeys. Also, we had to see at least some
creatures becoming alive after being dead as explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.4.
In such a universe, we would be seeing appearances of processes like monkeys
becoming human beings, and human beings becoming monkeys. It would be
the least likely scenario where ASBEs would produce randomly the appearance
of only monkeys evolving into human beings. In such a weird scenario, we
would conclude that the reductive evolution is false, because of the nonexistence of any distinctly effective elements of reductive fashioning.
However, in an extremely large multiverse, it may allegedly be possible that
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there are very lucky observers whose limited universe does not contain any such
weird events, and we may be those lucky observers. Yet, if those who observe
evolution and reverse evolution at the same time would conclude that reductive
evolution is false and just a matter of coincidental overlapping of the behavior
of ASBEs and some forms which look like life forms, we would also conclude
the same, since our analysis leads us to conclude that those universes are
possible; furthermore, if we are distinctly effective, reductive evolution is again
false.
According to reductive evolution, if the direction of time was reversed so that
the sun was setting in the east, and rising in the west, the survival of the fittest
would be going on as we experience within the actual direction of time. Because,
in such a situation, the pack of lions would not start chasing the fastest running
antelope, or the slowest running antelope would not be getting more and more
distant from the chasing lions. However, the atoms and electrons of the lions
and antelopes would just follow back their “past” trajectories as if a video
recording is played backwards.
So, a question is this: if the positions of particles at the initial state was exactly
as they are distributed now, and the laws were the exact opposite, corresponding
to a time reversal, then would we go to the single cell and the originator
replicator? Or would it be like playing backwards the video recording? Would
we go through the second and first world wars? Or would we continue into the
future, though physically it would be different?
If the limited universe is reductive and deterministic, then the situation would
be like playing backwards the video recording and we would go through second
and then first world wars. This would entail that there would be no evolution;
and we would go through the alleged tree of life up to the point where there is
the single cell which originated life. This would mean that evolution and its
elements are not distinctly effective.
If the limited universe is not reductive and not deterministic, then we would
analyze the situation and do some things differently than what would happen
in a universe running like a backward running video recording. The lions and
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antelopes would not run backwards; the monkeys would not produce uneaten
bananas from their bowels and mouths and stick them to the banana plants.
This would mean that the life-related beings and entities are not reducible to
the particles. Hence, the reductive evolution is false.
If free will and consciousness are true, then the reductive evolution does not
account for them, since it endeavors to explain the species solely based on the
spatiotemporal. But if consciousness and free will power are the essential
components of life, then reductive evolution will not have explained the whole
of the life forms.
So, all of the scenarios would prove that reductive evolution is false.
Therefore, the only solution is the distinct effectiveness of the properties as free
will power, consciousness, transcendence of the living organisms which are
sustained by a transcendent sustainer.
Question 66.
Why would not non-reductive physicalism and emergentism be alternatives
besides determinism and indeterminism?
Answer 66.
Non-reductive physicalism, emergentism as such alternatives, are quite weak
and in our context, they do not offer anything other than determinism and
indeterminism. As such, strong emergentism only offers consciousness as
something irreducible to the physical parts. Yet, as an alternative to the belief
system in Allah, emergentism sees consciousness as epiphenomenal. For further
problems about non-reductive physicalism and emergentism see 1.1.2.2.10.
Question 67.
Regarding the backward running time case, maybe the situation like playing the
video recording backward would happen; but maybe each of our memory states
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would be as if they are in the forward running time situation; hence, maybe we
would not notice the backward running time and always think that it is moving
forward. Hence, maybe there is no difference between running backward and
running forward. Is not this a possibility?
Answer 67.
If this happened, this would mean that the things that cause the dynamics such
as consciousness and free will of reductive evolution are not effective; and that
the reductive evolution is just a view of the behavior of the reduction basis.
The situation in the question would also be similar to a B theory of time where
things prior to certain events, are not in fact prior, and everything
simultaneously coexists. This would entail a transcendent power sustaining the
entire whole while yet empowering each related entity and time frame being
non-locally in relation with other entities; the sequentiality relation being just
one of them.
Question 68.
Is not the reversal of the time direction against the 2nd law of thermodynamics?
Answer 68.
Not necessarily. According to determinism, if we hit the well-ordered billiard
balls, they will have a disorderly state. But, if we hit these disorderly distributed
balls in a perfectly reverse way and reverse the heat and other waves that
emanated from them in the first event, then they will take their initial orderly
position.
The thought experiment “Maxwell’s demon” also shows that it is not against
that law.
Question 69.
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How would there be evolution of life as opposed to reverse evolution and along
with reverse evolution, in the past-oriented flow of time, since the future would
not have happened yet?
Answer 69.
If the alleged initial state of the limited universe randomly had a form and
distribution of its parts such that it unfolded in a birth of the universe and its
smooth growth wherein galaxies, planets, life forms appear as if they are
systematically developed, then any initial state in the shape of a future state is
possible.
If determinism is true, then any state of the universe contains what would unfold
in the future, and what has unfolded in the past. Hence, the future would be
symmetric in that it would also have an initial state; there would be no reason
that the initial state had to be in our past, the initial state in any case contains
the future according to determinism. There is no reason to claim that the initial
state would contain only a special unfolding of events according to a special
future oriented flow of time. If the initial state and the positions of ASBEs are
random, then they cannot contain only a one directional unfolding of time. The
same would apply for an alleged multiverse unless transcendence is effective. 127
7.

Determinism is False and Unjustified.

Although determinism undermines reductive evolution on one hand, on the
other, reductive evolution requires determinism since it is reductive.
As explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1, determinism is false and unjustified. Therefore
regarding the aspects of reductive evolution which require determinism, the
falsity of determinism undermines reductive evolution.

127

For further details about the implications of symmetry of time.
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8. Other Problems With Determinism Show That Determinism is False, and
This Also Debunks Reductive Evolution.
Here I explained only the problems of determinism that are directly related to
the reductive evolution.
Free will power tests in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 show that there are no fixed deterministic
simple ASBEs, and that determinism is false.
Part 1.6.2.1.1.1 explains the empirical and logical problems with determinism.
Those problems which refute determinism refute also reductive evolution, since
the latter presupposes either determinism or indeterminism, and since
indeterminism is also false.
9.

Some Implications of Determinism Regarding the Fashioning by Allah

If determinism was necessarily true within a limited universe, creating life under
strict limitations of determinism would be a bigger accomplishment in some
ways, compared to the actual situation. For example, if the fashioning should
contain many layers, under determinism it would be necessary that all
deterministic layers overlapped in harmony with other deterministic layers,
while each layer worked consistently within itself as well. But in this case all
would be dependent on other layers, hence, such a framework would not allow
for the freedom in any layer and all would be under the full driving of one
Being; or without the total precise driving of One Being and for some freedom
of creation, there would be no predictability at all: for instance, for harmony
within a region, a human being would be controlling all of his cells, atoms,
electrons…, such that there is harmony within his range; but then, every human
being’s range would be unrelated to the rest of the universe, if each human
being was given some freedom. Yet, in this case, there would probably be no
sufficient predictability to exercise any autonomy.
So, in one way, creating deterministic reductive ASBEs at the initial state would
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be a bigger fashioning accomplishment compared to distinct and irreducible
wholes which interact to some extent with their parts and reorganize themselves
and their parts depending on certain conditions. Because constraints would be
much bigger and more precise, and there would be no freedom to adjust to any
constraints. Like the epigenetics where properties become active and passive.
So, in one way determinism and reductionism entail a fashioner more than a
holistic system like the actual one does. However, this would indicate a complete
driving of Allah without sustaining any freedom of different things in different
layers by setting some constraints and degrees of freedom between them.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.1.5 If Indeterminism Would be True, it Would
Negate Reductive Evolution
If determinism negates reductive evolution, then can indeterminism save
reductive evolution? Most of the explanations which show that determinism is
incompatible with reductive evolution, also show that indeterminism is
incompatible with reductive evolution. The real problem is with the reductive
aspect of reductive evolution; determinism and indeterminism are just aspects
of reductive physicalism which can be used to clarify precisely the irrationality
of reductive evolution. For example, if the allegedly self-sufficient
spatiotemporal bottom elements’ (ASBEs) deterministic law-like behaviors do
not leave room for any distinctly effective being at a layer of life, their
indeterministic behavior would not leave any such room either as long as the
living things’ behaviors are reducible to ASBEs’ behaviors.
A counter-argument might be like this: “if the ASBEs do not behave always
deterministically, and if a living whole behaves distinctly effectively, then the
behavior of the living whole can be explained by the behaviors of ASBEs if they
leave their deterministic path in order to cooperate with other ASBEs in order
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to produce a consistent behavior for that living thing.” The problem with this
argument is that the effective thing in this case would again be the ASBEs. And
an additional problem would be the recognition of the ASBEs in this case as
already autonomous things which would not leave any room for reductive
evolution: in this case the ASBEs would already be as beings which are highly
evolved. In this case, the abilities of life which the reductive evolution tries to
explain by reducing them to the behavior of “simple” atoms and molecules
would, already be existent at the very foundation of the limited universe.
Hence, the indeterminism has no potential of supporting the reductive
evolution; but, not only that, it also negates it. Furthermore, indeterminism is
impossible. Further details will be given in the following sub-parts.
Question 70.
Why many old species went extinct?
Answer 70.
All communities are valuable in and of themselves and they are part of the
Divine plan. They have a whole, identity, beginning, and end. They perform
their functions within the plan of Allah. Each species and each creature is
valuable within the plan of Allah as noted in the following verses:

And there is no creature on [or within] the earth
or bird that flies with its wings except [that they
are] communities like you. We have not
neglected in the Register a thing. Then unto their
Lord they will be gathered.
(Quran: 6/38)
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For each community, there is a predetermined
life span. Once their interim comes to an end,
they cannot delay it by one hour, nor advance it.
(Quran: 7/34)
1.

Randomness is Impossible

Reductive evolution necessitates randomness since according to it there is no
transcendent sustainer, and since determinism is not compatible with reductive
evolution as explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.
Without random mutation, reductive evolution and natural selection as its part
are impossible, since for natural selection to work, random mutation must be
adding new features. But random mutation is impossible according to Islam.
Because there is nothing fundamentally and truly random, since nothing
happens without the permission of Allah.
Obviously, if something is random, it is not explainable by a known cause which
gives that thing a direction. If the car moves because I push the gas pedal, then
we do not say that the car moved randomly. If an atom unpredictably decayed
without being acted upon, then we say that there was some randomness.
However, no act and no direction of an act can be caused by nothing, since that
nothing would not be nothing if it had caused that direction or that behavior.
When the atom decayed, there was already the atom as a cause. Since nothing
cannot have an effect, and since the decay occurred in a certain time and
location, instead of another time and location, and since the elements of decay
have a unitary extension, we cannot say that nothing caused it. Therefore, a
truly random event is impossible.
For example, there is nothing which might cause the initial state of the limited
universe to be the way it is. But since that which caused it could not be nothing,
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for the above reason, the initial stage of the universe cannot be random. The
same applies if it is assumed to be past eternal and caused by infinite regress,
since the contents of the infinite regress would not contain any self-sufficiently
effective cause for the specific state of the limited universe.
Other reasons for the impossibility of randomness are explained in part
1.6.2.1.1.2 about the impossibility of indeterminism.
2.

Randomness Would not Arise for Free

Reductive evolution which focuses on random mutations presupposes that the
random mutations would occur in any case for free and unquestionably.
However, there are lots of requirements like mass, energy, space, time…, so that
random mutations may occur. For further details see part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4 under
partial fine tuning.
Coincidence is not an explanation because in order for coincidence to happen
there is a need for the power that produces it. This power is not separable from
coinciding factors. The act of throwing the dice also entails such a coincidence
as it entails the power to throw. Coincidence cannot explain the result, because
it needs that which it allegedly explains. If we cannot toss the dice we cannot
talk of a coincidence. The act of tossing requires the unity that is shown in the
result. Also in order for the trajectory of the dice to happen, there is a need for
energy which unfolds in a specific way. Whatever is the origin of this energy, it
acts at any deepest level as a multipotential cause.
Power cannot be exercised randomly: because it entails causing a change in a
specific direction instead of another direction. If the thing that exercises this
power does not transcend the multiple directions, then it is not free to take that
direction. This entails that it is caused unipotentially by another cause. But then
either there will be infinite regress or the real cause will be free to determine
the direction.
Can we say that something has a 50 percent probability of existing and 50
percent probability of not-existing if there is nothing which makes it exist?
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Obviously, “nothing” cannot cause anything, since, if it causes something, then
it is not “nothing”.

3. Indeterministic Events Would Rather Destroy the Accumulated
Improvements Instead of Building New Improvements.
While a fully deterministic universe would disprove reductive evolution as
explained above, a fully indeterministic universe would disprove it as well.
Likewise, a universe which consists of a combination of both will also be
incompatible with a reductive evolution.
Indeterminism undermines indeterminism at the very beginning. Because under
it there will be no stable whole, since a part may disappear or change direction
unpredictably making the whole unharmonized and unmanageable by the brain
hence preventing the development of any coherent systems.
If there were no patterns in the limited universe, then could there be life? If
parts of the carbon or oxygen atoms behaved in a different way every second or
every year, then could we have life forms? If the earth moved a certain way one
year and another way another year would we have life forms?
Furthermore, elements of an unbiased and all-encompassing indeterminism
would be destructive for evolution rather than creative, since any gain through
millions of years might be destroyed with some indeterministic events, while an
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indeterministic event would not compensate that destruction by bringing
together many precise elements that the organization of life forms need; and the
destructive effect of indeterminism would be much bigger than any of its
allegedly creative effects.
Mutations result generally in loss of information. If we put aside epigenetics,
activation switches and the activation of already existing genes or gene sets
which enable certain features, and if we grant that a stable basis upon which
random processes operate somehow exists, to produce a tiny even incomplete
organ or feature or systematic set of cells, there must be a happy coincidence
like monkeys who type by chance a literary work.
To gain meaningful information many extremely lucky combinations must
produce meaningful connections. But if there is such flexibility and the latter
works, then harmful mutations will destroy the species quickly.
If we set up a universe and the initial state and vectors of billiard balls at time
t0 so that at some stage a song plays at time t2, did we explain the song with
the positions and patterns at time t1? If an explanation needs an explanation, is
it a good and complete explanation and knowledge if determinism is true? Is it
a good explanation if indeterminism is true? If indeterminism is true then there
is no explanation because by definition, the indeterministic event does not have
a complete cause.
In reductive evolution, random events happen exactly where they are needed,
and deterministic events happen exactly where they are needed. Neither
indeterminism nor determinism is supported by any principle; as we saw above
determinism undermines reductive evolution; likewise, indeterminism
undermines it as well.
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Reductive evolution theory presupposes that normally random mutations may
occur as advantageous mutations and disadvantageous mutations in
fundamentally similar likelihoods.
In the presence of the entropic principles, randomness cannot carry out the
function assigned to it by the reductive evolutionist.
The advantageous ones give the individual the ability to survive by giving the
individual additional functions or improvements in existing functions, though
sometimes, a diminution in functions may also result in increased survival
capacity, like the loss of flying capacity in chicken which then get domesticated
and increase in number; and others reduce the ability to survive mostly by
additional or improved functions.
Here, I will omit the mutations which improve functions but which are
disadvantageous for survival, and mutations which deteriorate functions but
which are advantageous for survival. Because such mutations would not be the
cause of the various advanced life forms. And I will rather focus on mutations
which allegedly increase new functions or functionality of already existing
functions and which in the same time support the survival. These I will call
below the advantageous mutations, and the opposite, I will call the destructive
mutations.
Mathematically, the likelihood of destructive mutation is more likely unless the
mutation is guided. So, normally, the numerous destructive mutations would
outnumber in each set of mutations the advantageous ones, and each mutation
would be much more intense in its destructive power compared to the beneficial
power of the advantageous mutations. If there is a cup on the table but closing
your eyes and not seeing the cup you pour juice randomly from a bottle without
targeting the cup, it is very likely that you will cause a mess rather than fill the
cup.
There may be repair and control systems in place which enhance advantageous
mutations; but these systems also would be subject to the increase in entropy.
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The materialist might say that since we talk about probabilities, the above
considerations cannot be conclusive. But if we know that randomness would
essentially cause harm, unless there are some transcendent fundamental
systematic biases, we are not justified in saying that random mutations may
result in advanced functions overriding the influence of entropy.
If we hit the well-ordered billiard balls, it is very likely that they will have a
meaningless distribution, since there are infinitely more potential disorderly
distributions compared to orderly and meaningful distributions. If we have
written a word with billiard balls, and we strike them randomly, it is likely that
the word will be lost. If there is a disorderly distribution of billiard balls and if
we strike them randomly, it is very unlikely that they form a word. So, this
billiard ball example shows that if the mutations were random, then there would
be quick destruction of humanity and anything else. Therefore, randomness
may be discarded as a cause of advantageous mutations.
Is it possible that the structures as in the above billiard ball example exist, but
instead of being originated by God, they originated randomly at the initial state
of the limited universe? Similar issues raised about randomness above apply in
this case, the only difference in this possibility would be that the location of
randomness has been moved back. Plus, we would then ask: “Today’s
randomness might be said to have at least a substance coming from the past
and upon which it allegedly arises; but if the randomness was at the root of the
very initial state, then what would be causing that randomness?”
There are disadvantageous mutations, and advantageous mutations. There are
much more disorderly states compared to orderly states. Hence, the
disadvantageous random mutations would be much higher than the
advantageous mutations, unless there is a bias for the advantageous mutations.
Obviously, a common counter-argument will be this: “Even though the increase
in entropy is generally true, in some regions of randomly distributed things
there may be things which are distributed in an orderly way. So, since the
multiverse is a possibility, the above argument is not conclusive.” However, the
mutations do not in fact occur within billiard balls; they occur within and thanks
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to specific atomic and molecular structures which require many conditions and
properties. These structures are also subject to the fundamental probabilistic
principle underlying 2nd law of thermodynamics. Hence, we cannot take them
as granted and build randomness of mutations upon those structures as if these
structures are not subject to that principle. If we do not grant to the reductive
evolutionist the structured atoms and molecules, but we want them to build
random mutations upon the parts with zero complexity upon which the atoms
are allegedly reducible, can they still claim a possibility for the occurrence of
stable random mutations? Can we get the mutations if the atoms were as simple
as billiard balls? By the way, we should note that even the billiard balls are
extremely complex, but for the sake of argument let us omit the basis of this
complexity. Clearly, if the atoms were behaving as simply as the billiard balls,
we could not have the advantageous mutations; even if we would get things
which looked like advantageous mutations, they would not be advantageous
mutations, they would have a very narrow scope, and they would be
epiphenomenal.
Moreover, the explanations in part 1.1.2.2.2.14 about multiverse show that the
largeness of the limited universe does not constitute a reason to explain things
with randomness.
So, mere randomness cannot improve anything unless that in which random
processes occur are biased toward improvement.
4. Natural Selection Does not Necessarily Make Random Mutations Cause
More Species.
If randomness alone cannot move toward improvement or change, then, can it
cause the life forms if it is combined with the survival of the fittest?
In this context, we have to consider that the survival advantage is a relative
concept. The survival disadvantage of one individual is likely to be a survival
advantage of another individual in a competing situation: if snakes that eat rats
lose their smelling and sight, then the rats may have bigger survival advantage
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even though nobody has any improved functions; moreover, by the
deterioration in snakes, the rats may even deteriorate since they will not need
to run and be aware of the environment as in the case where there were agile
snakes around. And in the absence of such snakes, fast running will not be an
advantage for the fast running rats. Hence, loss of functions may be more
influential in increasing the number of surviving individual living things if they
are considered as one group. So, whether improved functions or deteriorated
functions will be survival advantage and for whom is not a law-like process
which necessarily leads to advanced species or more numerous species. Whether
any new functions allegedly produced by random mutation cause more species
depends entirely upon how the setup that contains the environment, the set of
different species, and other conditions have been fashioned.
Since the nature would be indifferent as to whether snakes or rats survive, the
objective effects of the survival advantage and of the random mutations would
rather lead quickly to the extinction of already existing species and their
functions.
5.

If Something can Appear Randomly, it can Also Disappear Randomly

If something, some order, some distribution, some substance may appear
randomly, then it may also disappear randomly. Either such things, orders,
distributions have the power to behave, come into existence randomly, or there
is a power which makes them appear randomly. If things may be distributed in
a certain way randomly, then they can also be distributed in another way
randomly; hence, the first distribution will have disappeared randomly.
If there are such random powers, and if evolution depends on them, then,
reductive evolution will have undermined its own reliability and predictability.
Because such randomness may change all.
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If a function of a life form appeared randomly, then it might also disappear
randomly. Such randomness would not mean evolution.
6. A Reductive Evolution Built on Indeterminism Could not be an Argument
Against the Fashioning by Allah.
A successful performance which might be a failure can always be claimed to
have happened by chance. If a cook cooked a delicious cake, someone may say
that he did it by chance; if he cooked one thousand delicious pizzas, again
someone may say that he cooked them by chance. Obviously, for a materialist,
any perfect cook cooks really by chance since any cook happened to exist by
chance through random mutations, and when he cooks, his blind particles are
at work randomly. Similarly, for the materialist whatever God creates, such as
numerous atoms of different and similar kinds, electrons, cells, DNAs… all of
them happen by chance. There is no way to prove for him that any kind of
limited universe or life form may have happened through fashioning. Hence,
this claim of the materialist is unfalsifiable and arbitrary. Reductive evolution is
an extension of this approach.
If evolution is a holistic process, if in it there are mechanisms like goals to
survive, selection of the better, which in and of itself produce changes in species,
then indeterminism cannot be true as it relates to evolution.
When there are mutations for each baby, is each mutation random, or do they
move toward a certain direction, or are they under some overall or ad hoc
control? If things are random, how can we know that they are not in fact guided?
There is no way to distinguish something random from something guided in
favor of randomness. Random means in this context, that which is without
definite aim, direction, rule, or method128. So, we do not know such an aim, but
this does not mean that there is no aim for the mutation. Hence, there is nothing
“Random.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/random. Accessed 17
Oct. 2021.
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to say against the guidance of Allah for anything we see as random. On the
contrary, even if we made sure that something is random meaning that it does
not have a cause within the limited universe, this means that there is a cause of
a different kind, irreducible to the spatiotemporal, since nothingness cannot
cause anything.
7. Even if Indeterminism Would be True, Then There Would be a Right
Balance Between it and an Alleged Determinism.
Let us recall that if everything at the layers underlying reductive evolution were
fully deterministic, then evolution would have no distinct effectiveness. Some
argue that there is some uncertainty within the fabric of the limited universe
and that this gives a range of freedom such as free will power to for instance
human beings in the layer of life; and that this way the distinctness of life forms
and evolutionary processes may be saved.
As I argued in Tosun, 2020, such an uncertainty cannot give that range of
freedom; it cannot produce the distinctness the evolution needs either. However,
if we grant such benefits to evolution from uncertainty, then there appears two
issues:
(1) The need for balance between determinism and indeterminism: if all was
indeterministic, then there would be a chaos which would undermine reductive
evolution. Yet, if all was deterministic then there would not be any distinctness
of reductive evolution; hence, it would be just epiphenomenal.
(2) The need for delineation of the borderline between determinism and
indeterminism: Let us imagine that there are particles which are deterministic
and particles which are indeterministic. Would the deterministic ones be
consisting of infinitesimal parts which are deterministic? Would the
indeterministic ones be consisting of infinitesimal parts which are
indeterministic? Why would not those infinitesimal parts get mixed? If they god
mixed, would not this mixture make the particles that we know such as atoms
indeterministic, hence chaotic? Would not those deterministic and
indeterministic infinitesimal parts have common origin, like ASBEs? Yet, if the
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parts were the same but in some contexts they would behave deterministically
and in others indeterministically, would there be laws which determined when
they would behave deterministically and when they would behave
indeterministically? Why would the indeterministic ones obey such laws?
Obviously, we can multiply the questions. And in any case, the answers will
lead us to conclude that an alleged balance between deterministic and
indeterministic behaviors which would be necessary (but not sufficient) for an
allegedly reductive evolution, would entail the act of a higher power. But since
I argue that indeterminism would not be instrumental for giving any distinct
effectiveness to the alleged reductive evolutionary entities and processes, I will
not multiply those questions further here.
So, a coexistence of determinism and indeterminism if true, would require
further balanced and specified relations irreducible to the spatiotemporal, hence,
would prove further the Fashioning Property of the SSC.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2

Reductive Evolution is not Justifiable

1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.1

Reductive Evolution is Partial and Incomplete.

Reductive evolution theory considers only some parts of our observations and
does not consider sufficiently the implications related to the physics upon which
it depends: it takes as given what physics say. But contradictorily, it claims that
evolution is reducible to physics. It does not consider sufficiently all of the
human observations such as consciousness.
If reductive evolution is only about changes in spatial distribution and suspends
judgment about consciousness, reason, free will power, knowledge, beauty, love,
then it is not a qualified competitor nor a qualified substitute of fashioning.
Because in this case, these facts which are essential for fashioning may only be
originated by an ultimate cause who has these properties.
But if it claims that these properties are reducible to the movement of particles,
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then it will have undermined its rationality as explained in part 1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.6.
Reductive evolution is not the only way to improve life forms. As the guidance
of Allah is possible through the allegedly random mutations, according to the
alleged empirical and logical tools of reductive evolution, it is totally possible
that life is produced by an intelligent being.
Reductive evolution theory does not rule out simulation theory either.
According to reductive evolution, the allegedly ongoing evolution may also be
conducted by intelligence and there is nothing contradictory in it, if the
properties like consciousness, free will power are reducible to the
spatiotemporal. So, when someone presents reductive evolution as an argument
against God, he is not being consistent within his reasoning.
The use of reductive evolution against the Fashioner property of Allah is partial
and incomplete. To use it against fashioning one needs to prove that the facts
supporting reductive evolution cancels out the possibility of the creation of life
forms by a Fashioner. But they cannot do this. Yet they can argue that
fashioning is not demonstrated by life because life “may” also be caused by
reductive evolution processes, instead of a Fashioner. This is only reasonable if
the Fashioner needs the row materials that the evolution needs as well such as
the physical particles and if He cannot create them. But if reductive evolution
by its definition needs the atoms and so on, but if the Fashioner by His
properties observed in the limited universe is able to create those particles and
so on, then evolution is not an alternative to the Fashioner, because it cannot
create and fashion the row materials, while the Fashioner can. So, even at the
level of definitions and properties, reductive evolution is no competitor against
the Fashioner, and its properties are insufficient to make it a substitute instead
of Allah.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.2
Approximation

Reductive Evolution Could be Only an

In our context, when we reduce a thing x to another thing y, while x is different
862

than y, this is an approximation. For example, if I make an approximate circle
by using ten spoons, and ask a person P “what shape it is”, while P looks from
far and cannot see the details of that shape, he may say that it is “a circle”.
When he says this, he misrepresents both the spoons and the circle: the spoons
may be more like a decagon from a closer distance; yet it is not exactly a decagon
either, because, the spoons have curvatures and so on. Likewise, a circle is a
geometrical shape. It has perfect mathematical properties. Maybe there is no
actual object(s) which constitute a perfect circle. If P believes that he is just
making an approximation, since he does not have sufficient access to what
constitutes that circle, then he is being rational. However, if he believes that
“that circle” has effects as a circle in and of itself, then he is committing an
error. This is like the error that the reductive evolutionist commits:
The reductive evolutionist recognizes that the life forms have certain features
such as survival motivation; that they have certain processes such as
reproduction. However, if they are reducible to atoms and other particles, then
there are just the behaviors of the atoms in accordance with the laws of physics.
Regarding the spoon example, if reductiveness of evolution is true, then there
are just the atoms which correspond to the spoons, and there are no life forms
and properties like consciousness which correspond to the “circle” and the
features of circle respectively. However, if reductiveness of evolution is false,
then the distinctly effective properties of the distinct individual life forms are
true. Hence, for reasons explained in part 1.5.2.2.3.3, the distinctly effective
properties of life forms are true; hence, the reductive aspect of evolution is false.
For the same reason, the implicit claim of the reductive evolution that the life
forms are approximations is false. Therefore, it is also contradictory, for claiming
that the approximations have distinct dynamics such as the survival of the fittest.
In parallel with the above, when the reductive evolutionist says that the fit
survives, this means that the positions of particles (such as atoms) which look
like a fit life form in our layer will last longer. Here, the reductive evolutionist
is like the person in the spoon example who identifies the spoons as a circle.
The reductive evolutionist believes that an atom will always behave in the same
way, ceteris paribus, no matter what shape it constitutes, like a spoon which will
behave in the same way, ceteris paribus, no matter what shape it constitutes.
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The circle, is just an appearance of the spoons from a specific point of view; that
circle is not the ontological essence of the spoons which may cause infinite
appearances from infinite angles and distances.
If the life forms are just an appearance and approximation of a concrete
ontological reality but not distinctly and effectively that reality, then the
predictions based on those appearances will have little value. Because, it is
impossible to have a sufficient understanding based on appearances. Moreover,
being led by appearances, may cause errors: the person who sees the spoons and
thinks that he sees a circle, may think that it is a circular object. He may think
that this is a bike-wheel. And he may ascribe to what he perceives properties
that the spoons do not have.
While the spoons are one ontological reality in this example, the concept of a
circle is also a different ontological reality since using perfect circles, which
maybe never occur as an object in the limited universe. The approximation the
person makes misrepresents the spoons, however, accepting a circle only as an
approximation also misrepresents the concept of the circle, like the transcendent
mental powers of the human being and other beings are misrepresented in
reductive evolution. As in free will power brain observation experiment in part
1.6.2.1.1.3, which shows irreducible free will power, we can conceive of perfect
circles which maybe do not exist in the physical world and which are not
reducible to the particles, yet which are effectively, distinctly useful, and
ontologically real tools. And we can even compare accidentally appearing
imperfect circles in the actual world to perfect circles, and take related decisions
which affect the spatiotemporal world thanks to our irreducible transcendence.
As the reductive evolutionist considers the life forms as one appearance of
particles, when he identifies a pattern based on the appearances, this pattern is
ontologically a pattern of the particles. So, what he does according to reductive
evolution theory, is to infer the behavior and nature of particles based on their
appearances. Hence, the reductive evolutionist does not try to identify in fact
the properties and behavior of the life forms, and he does not recognize such
irreducible, distinct, and effective properties.
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Hence, it might be better to consider reductive evolution under physics. If the
human beings had a nature which is totally different than and disconnected
from the living world, we might consider the life forms like robots, and we
might consider biology as a branch of physics. But, as we are closely related to
and intertwined with the living world, we know for sure by experience,
introspection, and observation that the life forms do not consist of things which
have only spatial extension and differentiation. Other things also have
transcendent properties like free will power, knowledge, reasoning power,
consciousness. In this respect, the similarity of human beings to some other life
forms and similarities between many life forms is quite wise as an aspect of
God’s creation.
On the other hand, one might argue that the physics and chemistry also use
approximations since atoms or electrons are not the bottom elements, hence
from a reductive point of view, they should be approximations built on the
ASBEs. If reductive evolution studies a certain appearance of atoms, physics
which studies the atoms is studying some appearances of more fundamental
particles that it does not know yet. However, physics deals with spatiotemporal
change; and when studying atoms, electrons, and so on, physics does not declare
opinions on whether they do have reasoning power, consciousness, and so on;
hence, the reductive physicist may claim that he is not denying some obvious
properties. The properties that he studies is common within the scope of his
study. He may claim that he is studying at least the spatiotemporal things and
relations as effective things, since, even if atoms, electrons… are reducible to
and approximations of ASBEs, the features of atoms, electrons… will give
information of the same kind as that of the ASBEs. So, he can claim that he is
studying effective things, and therefore this study may be useful.
We may use an analogy about psychology in this respect: The statement
“psychology interacts with physics” is very different than the statement
“psychology is no more than physics”. In order to say the latter, one has to have
a sufficient grasp of both. If we cannot fully predict psychology based on physics
and give a full explanation for their differences, then we are not entitled to say
that psychology is no more than physics.
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Accepting that reductive evolution is an approximation, is admitting that it is
partial, limited and incorrect, and that its study of its core subject matter which
is the life, will never give us a correct and even partial understanding of
distinctly effective things and properties at the layer of life; and that since it does
not study a being, an entity, or a property which is distinctly effective, it will
never contribute to physics which is the main branch of science which allegedly
studies the core of what is underlying evolution from all respects it can. The
correct approach should be that the things within the realm of life have their
distinct properties and effects; hence, they should not be considered as
approximations but as irreducible wholes, which produce additional value on
top of the knowledge we get from physics and help us progress in reaching
higher degrees of knowledge. The biology may better contribute to an unlimited
and undogmatic science in this way.
Consequently, the use of an approximation by reductive evolution is false, since
it reduces irreducible properties and effects.
Let us also analyze the issue further based on the clips analogy explained in part
1.4.2.2.8.2.2. Let us now suppose that some clips which got intertwined
constituted a ball. The ball does not change how the clips behave. A clip’s
structure contains how it will behave under which circumstances. When they
constitute a ball, there is zero change in each clip’s essential structure. Is a new
spatiotemporal positioning of the clips a new whole? If I say, when the ball gets
bigger than a certain size, it breaks down into two balls, my explanation, in
parallel with the reductive evolution, is not and cannot be a complete and
distinct one based on the size of the ball, but based on the properties of the
clips. If a clip breaks under a specific strain, this is what determines the
supervenient/ reducible behavior of the ball which the clips constitute. When
we say ball, unless it has an irreducible feature, it is a restatement of the
spatiotemporal positioning and other conditions of the clips. The observed
relations of the ball may give some true knowledge about the clips. But the issue
is whether we accept that the ball has any distinct effect and being or not. If
the ball gives no additional true knowledge on top of the complete knowledge
we can get from the clips, and if it has no distinct effectiveness, then it is just a
rewording of a group of clips. But if it has a distinct existence, our study of the
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ball in and of itself may give at least some information that is impossible to get
by the study of the clips. In the latter case, we accept that there is another cause
for the existence and behavior of the ball other than the clips; and that it is a
sustained distinct whole.
On the other hand, note that the same considerations about the ball applies for
the clips, since a clip would also have parts. There cannot be two separate
workings at two layers under reductionism; because the opposite entails
transcendence where the whole of the ball transcends its parts, communicates,
and cooperates with the wholes of its parts. Once this transcendence is admitted,
then there is no reason against the transcendence of Allah, since one layer
cannot be the result of the other layer, and parts cannot define each other in a
circularity.
In reductive evolution, a bird chirping to attract a mate is more likely to spread
its genes whereby in the following generations there will be better chirping
birds. The seeming motivation to spread its genes is no more than a random
part of the behaviors of the bird’s particles through many years; the genes also
are approximations; the essential would be points and point-to-point relations.
But then what would “point” and “point-to-point relation” mean? Points also
would be defined by each point’s relation to other points. Hence, in any case,
there would be transcendence and unity. In determinism and indeterminism,
hence, in reductive physicalism, the particles behave without being influenced
by what is going on at the layer of birds.
In reductive evolution, there is no distinctly effective new species on top of the
ASBEs. Species is just a repositioning of ASBEs. The only effective things are
ASBEs. But for evolution there must be functional ASBEs at the beginning.
ASBEs always behave as they have to. Under any specific condition, they would
have to change in the corresponding same way to produce complex structures;
but then they would not be ASBEs. Because to produce complex organisms,
they have to have a minimum complex structure. So, they must have more
fundamental parts. Or they must be assumed to be fashioned. If more
fundamental parts get combined to form ASBEs. then these more fundamental
parts will be complex hence must be fashioned as well.
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If the universe is deterministic, then there is no power at the life layer, to adjust
freely for new circumstances. If a gazelle runs away from the lion this running
away must be entailed by the deterministic initial state. The gazelle does not
have transcendent power to adjust its state if it sees a lion. If the gazelle is
running away from the lion, it is not running away to save itself, or to avoid
pain, or to save its genes; it just looks like it is doing those things, but in fact,
its particles continue bumping each other as a continuation of the events at the
big bang. To us, these bumps and trajectories look like a gazelle which tries to
save itself. Reductive evolution tells us that if we were able to measure and
comprehend all behaviors of particles, we would clearly see that the patterns of
the particles would be sufficient to explain the behavior of the aggregate of the
gazelle without reference to any “fear”, “pain”, “identity”, “consciousness”, “free
will” of the gazelle.
However, the reductive evolutionist omits the fact that these bumping relations
need to be explained like the behavior of the gazelle needs explanation. Yet, in
this case, we have to assume that either the gazelle does not have any
consciousness, and qualia like fear, pain, joy, or we have to assume that if
reduction is true, the supervenience bases have already the properties of these
qualia; if these properties already exist in those supervenience bases, then what
has evolved becomes obscure, because, even before the existence of the gazelles,
the chemical and physical processes did have the allegedly irreducible elements
of such feelings and bases necessary for constituting the aggregates of
perceiving, running away, reproduction and so on which would be brought
together within the individual life forms.
So, an important problem with reductive evolution is that it is just an
approximation with zero precise real knowledge as its product. The second
problem is that it abolishes any value of the distinctness and effectiveness of the
human being and his activities, since particles move without taking into account
the boundaries of the individual life forms. These human activities include
science which, according to reductive evolution, becomes a deterministic
outcome of the initial state of particles of the universe.
Question 71.
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Is not chemistry also an approximation based on the physical particles and their
behaviors? So do the same problems apply to chemistry as well?
Answer 71.
Chemistry in our contexts concedes that it deals with different aspects of that
which is spatiotemporal, of the spatiotemporal positions of things and their
differentiations from different angles. When it deals with molecules and
chemical reactions, it is not different than the physics in nature. It does not have
things like consciousness, ought to be truths, free will power, identities of
individuals which “need” to be or which will be reduced to spatiotemporal
positions and spatiotemporal extensions.
However reductive evolution claims that things evolve, even though it claims
that it just deals only with how ASBEs behave under differing conditions. Based
on this evolution, it claims that our consciousness, free will power… are nothing
more than the bumping of particles; while neither chemistry nor physics makes
such a claim against our empirical observations. Physics also concedes that it
deals with how ASBEs behave under different conditions. If reductive evolution
also does the same, then it will be saying that the human beings are nothing
more than ASBEs behaving under different conditions, and do not have any
distinct existence; nor do any other individuals of other life forms.
If reductive evolution explains only the changes between species through
random mutations, then it does not explain the stages before the system of
mutations is built, hence, the stages of abiogenesis. But if it does not explain
abiogenesis, then even if life came from an original cell, then reductive evolution
would be explaining at best how that cell adapts to differing conditions, it would
not be explaining how the systems of that cell rose. If reductive evolution
explains as a chemical evolution the rise of that cell as well, and if there is a
smooth transition between the molecular structures, then what happened was
that the molecules transformed into other molecular structures; and life is no
more than behaviors of molecules. In this case, as explained in part 1.4.2.2.8,
reductive evolution would not be explaining anything different from chemistry
and physics.
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Question 72.
The clips might have their distinct behaviors. But if we assume a process as
“when they constitute a specific triangle, at the following step they will
constitute a strong square”, does not this mean that the triangle is effective as a
precursor to that square? So, while the triangle is reducible to the clips and their
positions, why would not we consider the triangle as a distinctly effective reality
since without which the strong square would not happen? Why would not we
consider that transition as a distinct process? Why would not that process be
considered as an distinctly effective process just because the initial state of the
clips entailed that process and contained already how that process would unfold?
Answer 72.
Here if the triangle is distinctly effective, then the clips also would be effective.
But if we say (as the reductive evolution says) that the triangle is not distinctly
effective because it is reducible to the clips, and that the clips are distinctly
effective then we would be contradicting ourselves; because the clips also consist
of parts. Reductive evolution denies the distinct effectiveness of for example the
human beings and their properties, and says that they are reducible to their
atoms/ or rather ASBEs, while it recognizes the distinct effectiveness of the
ASBEs which are allegedly only spatiotemporal/ material. On the other hand, if
the initial state which contains the clips and their laws are recognized as the
distinctly effective things, which are active throughout unfolding process, and
the unfolding triangle is considered only epiphenomenal, then again the above
problem happens, because the ASBEs which exist all along the unfolding are
supposed to take the shape of the triangle where the triangle is passive and
epiphenomenal. But if the triangle is seen as distinctly effective with certain
distinct properties, then it will be recognized as sustained by something other
than the clips. Note that if it is assumed to have only the properties like the
clips without any distinct additional properties, the clips will not have any
superiority over the triangle, because they also consist of parts which produced
the shape of clips, and this would go on in an infinite regress as long as parts
have extension and if the entire whole of layers are not considered as a whole
sustained transcendently. Consequently, the clips also will be recognized as
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something which is of the same dependent nature as the triangle; hence, we will
correctly understand that the clips are also sustained by a sustainer.
So, when we consider the triangle as a distinctly effective reality, ultimately it is
not reducible to the clips, and fully explained by the clips, since the clips cannot
be the end point. If the clips are supposed to have a totally different and ultimate
causal power, then the triangle will be only the act of the clips, hence, it cannot
be considered to have any distinct effectiveness.
Furthermore, the above assumes that both the clips and the triangle have only
spatiotemporal relations and properties; regarding life, there are irreducible
aspects like consciousness and free will power.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.3

Reductive Evolution is not Scientific

Even though the Islamic method has criteria to test and distinguish that which
was fashioned from that which was not fashioned, the reductive physicalism
does not have such criteria, and cannot do this distinction. With all of its
premises and arguments, the reductive evolution cannot claim that the limited
universe is not fashioned, though it is used as a substitute for Allah. It is used
as such a substitute, by making reference to the unknown lower layers and their
unknown potentials. So as such a substitute, it is an untestable faith. In any case
we can say that we do not know and that we will know later and we can assume
to be logical by rejecting the fashioning by claiming ignorance. However in
Islam we can know by observing that something is fashioned. Allah observes
His fashioning, human beings observe their fashioning, and the requirements
of fashioning can be determined. Reductive method may reject anything really
fashioned by reference to lower layers' deterministic or indeterministic
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unknown powers and unquestioned brute facts. According to an unlimited and
undogmatic science, fashioning is detectable.
When we determine the means and criteria to distinguish that which is
fashioned, then we may conclude that the universe is fashioned.
Reductive evolution is likewise unscientific and unfalsifiable, by the standards
of the limited science. It can allegedly explain the life without reference to
fashioning, even if it was fashioned.
If reductive evolution is true in its claim that the properties such as
consciousness, free will power are reducible to the spatiotemporal, then it would
be possible that the universe is a simulation fashioned by intelligent beings with
an advanced technology. Yet reductive evolution would have explained it by
reference to unknown lower layers which it considers to be random and not the
outcome of fashioning and other transcendent properties. It does not have the
means to distinguish whether life is possible to be the outcome of transcendent
properties, yet it is used as an argument against God.
Reductive evolution is not science. It is ambiguous as opposed to holistic
evolution, it is not clear what it is studying. It is a world view. It is incomplete
and arbitrary: it makes a claim which according to it, may equally be otherwise.
The reductive evolution does not have the power and means to distinguish what
is fashioned from what is not fashioned. In other words it is not falsifiable in
terms of its criteria. Reductive evolutionists say that we can distinguish what
human beings make by tracing to the factories and so on. But this is not an
answer to the question whether the human beings are the result of random
processes. We do not know that there are fashioned things by merely tracing
things to human beings, since things other than human beings may fashion
things if they use the same powers used by human beings in fashioning things.
Some of these powers are transcendence, knowledge, qualia, unity, grasp of
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relationships, free will power, reason, and purpose.
According to reductive evolution, the exact same evolution would happen even
if the unquestioned initial state and unquestioned inherent features of ASBEs
were made by a Creator. So, at best, evolution can never to be proven to have
happened without a Creator. The materialist atheist will have unquestioningly
accepted the space, initial state, and powers of ASBEs as existing by default. If
such unquestioned things are ontologically made by a Creator then whatever
we observe is evidence for Creator and a presumption that those unquestioned
facts may have appeared on their own or that they were eternal was baseless. So
the only reasonable way for the atheist is to demonstrate that the unquestioned
facts cannot be made by a Creator. This requires a proof for the impossibility
of the existence of a god. But as of now it has been impossible to prove that
there is or there can be no god. On the contrary, the explanations in this part
show that there are evidence which show that the unquestioned facts have been
made by a Creator. So evolution can never be used against the claim of the
existence of God.
Though there may be different approaches to evolution this is how the
disbelievers in God interpret it. Hence, the reductive evolution if considered as
an argument against God, is a world view rather than a branch of science.
1. If we Presuppose the Existence of God-Like ASBEs, Then we can Explain
Anything
The basic argument and assumption behind reductive evolution is that the life
is the dependent variable and the alleged self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom
elements (ASBEs) are the independent variables and for any observation about
life there is/ there may be a corresponding ASBE with corresponding powers.
This claim is not supported with evidence, it is unfalsifiable and unscientific.
Because no matter how complex and perfect the life is, there will be an
imaginary kind of a set of ASBEs and physical laws which will be sufficient to
explain life, and no criteria for the range of the possibility of ASBEs are
determined. This range depends on the criteria about how we determine
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whether a set of ASBEs and their features necessary for a specific kind of life is
possible or not. If ASBEs are unknown and possible to have any feature, then
we can never know for sure if reductive evolution is true or false. God-like
ASBEs and laws of nature may be used to argue for the possibility of any kind
of life forms without any need for God, but without evidence, they are not
noteworthy.
Therefore it is key to assess correctly whether they are possible to behave like
that and to have such powers. However, even if they had such powers, then they
would be extremely structured, and powerful; and the life forms would be no
more than the acts of such ASBEs. But then the ASBEs also would have had
parts which are organized, and they would not be the most essential. Hence, the
life would have been reduced to the spatial acts of the ASBEs. So, in one way,
reductive evolution requires the existence of such ASBEs, but on the other hand,
it contradicts the existence of such ASBEs. This situation is typical of false
hypotheses which produce many contradictions and inconsistencies.
ASBEs are presented as alternatives to God. Questioning the probability of any
fashioning signs will lead nowhere as long as ASBEs are assigned god-like
powers. Somehow Christians do not focus on this. This may be because they
accept the possibility of more than one God. So they generally propose God as
the best explanation among others. Unity of God in Islam is important in this
respect. They also assume that God is or may be human-like. Hence they cannot
reject the alleged power of the matter and atoms and ASBEs. Because if they
reject, then the possibility of atoms being organically connected to God will be
unexplainable. They need to reject the alleged divine powers of matter, but they
cannot for the above reason. Then, they need to make use of the tininess of
some probabilities, and that some things are less probable under the assumption
of no god. They say these are less probable but not impossible without God,
because the matter has the inherent ability to do insane things and can be
eternal, since god allegedly has some matter-like side which is allegedly eternal.
Since such a matter-like side can be co-eternal in existence side-by-side with the
mind of God, then there is no problem in principle in the mere “existence” of
the matter without the mental side. Because, the material side of God cannot be
caused by His mental side; it will be against the essence of God to claim that
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some alleged part of God is created or caused by another part of God. So, if
according to the contemporary mainstream Christianity, matter can be eternal,
then for such Christians, the material background must need some mental basis
which is allegedly provided by God, so that God’s existence may be argued by
the Christian and so that God’s existence may not be redundant.
If there is “if” clause in ASBE this means that there is multiplicity in ASBE plus
transcendence. Because if entails “if not”. Hence, the two states are contained
within the ASBE, since it will behave in a way if the condition is true, and it
will behave in another way if the if condition is not true. And if ASBE behaves
in a law-like way, then there are almost infinite if situations. Because, if the state
is S1 at time t1, then ASBE will be in state S2 at time t2; if the state is S5 at
time t5, then the ASBE will be in state S6 at time t6…
And if they are the very bottom things, then they must have some kind of free
will power, since, there is nothing more fundamental than them which may
restrict how they behave. If they do not have free will power, then allegedly
there must be some laws or other factors which are not limited by anything else,
which have free will power and which are connected to the ASBEs since infinite
regress is impossible as explained in part 1.1.2.2.7. But for the materialist, with
none of these powers the ASBE layer may be so capable that they should set up
the initial state perfectly.
If everything were reducible to clips would not we discover easily the clips
however deep were their layers? It is extremely irrational to argue that the clips
might not only effectively make themselves appear like bars129 at a certain layer,
but that they may also make the bars look like quarks at a higher layer; and that
they may also make quarks look like protons, neutrons and… at a certain layer;
and that they make also protons, neutrons look like the nuclei at a certain higher
layer; and that they make also nuclei and electrons look like atoms at a certain
higher layer; and that they make also atoms look like complex molecules at a
Obviously this is a similitude where the moving bit clips are
assumed to build a universe. This similitude corresponds to what
allegedly is happening in our actual limited universe where the
ambiguous ASBEs allegedly build our limited universe.
129

875

certain higher layer; and that they also make these molecules look like cells at a
certain higher layer; and that they also make cells look like tissues at a certain
higher layer, and that they make also the tissues look like organisms which try
to survive at a certain layer; and that they make also the organisms look like
communities at a certain higher layer; and that they make them also look like
constituting systems like economics, politics, psychology… at certain layers. It
is impossible that infinitely many parts would transcendentally coordinate
infinitely many things in many layers.
So, if the working mechanism was a reductive one where there is only one
effective layer upon which other layers occur coincidentally, then the farfetched
coincidences would allow us to be able to connect the events, beings, entities
within each layer and between layers and easily find the most fundamental
things which probabilistically would not be very deep down the layers.
Therefore, even if the ASBEs were producing some things at higher layers, these
would be only at a very limited layer and in a very limited region; hence, if
reducibility to ASBEs was true, then we would be discovering it very quickly in
a layer within the immediate vicinity of our layer.
ASBEs cannot explain what happens at the higher level unless they are assigned
non-parsimoniously, wastefully, and illogically powers and miscellaneous
magical properties so that they may execute what we observe at many layers
through simultaneous acts at many layers with many hats and with tremendous
cooperation, execution, and planning capacity each.
Also the ASBEs must be shaped so that they can enable the complexity of things
in different layers. They have to have enough plasticity and enough stability for
this. The plasticity may be as the degree of freedom for the involvement of God.
Because if we believe in our effective fashioning, then we must be accepting that
they have the plasticity for the fashioning power of the human beings. And if
we have effective fashioning power then why would not ASBEs and other wholes
have that power as well? Else if there is no plasticity, this means that they are
just the unfolding of the initial state; hence, nothing evolves.
Creationists try to debunk evolution based on fossil record. This is irrelevant
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against the beliefs and assumptions of reductive evolutionists. This will never
be conclusive against someone who assumes the existence of an eternal and
ongoing power, and some self sufficient ASBEs. So they can always leverage
their argument with infinite number of universes and trials no matter how small
is the probability of any set of life forms, no matter how perfect they are, and
no matter how rich their fashioning elements are.
So, unless it is shown that such god-like things do not exist, the atheist may
think that he has a reason for not believing in God; since, he would already
have false god-like things which make God redundant, hence not evidenced for
him.
2. If Reductive Evolution is Built on an Overall Randomness, Then it Cannot
Claim to Have Predictive Power.
In conjunction with multiverse, in a detailed analysis, reductive evolution posits
something like this: The infinite number of combinations of billiard balls will
contain states/ slices where the billiard balls look as if they are evolving species.
Under this approach, reductive evolution cannot claim to have predictable
hypotheses. Because the appearances produced by such billiard balls may behave
differently at any moment.
Even though there is the problem of induction, some scientists make
presuppositions such as the probabilistic, proscriptive, and/or deterministic
“lawness” of some patterns. This happens even though these presuppositions
are not substantiated except with the recognition of God, and even though those
who reject God confess that they are not substantiated and that these patterns
are just brute facts.
However, reductive evolution makes additional claims: The billiard balls which
behave in law-like manners, look randomly as if they are evolving species; and
we can make predictions based on the appearance of those billiard balls.
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Question 73.
Is not it wrong to say that the reductive evolutionist claims that all particles
behave in a random way? Do not the reductive evolutionist accept the laws of
physics? Are not the only random things some of the mutations within the life
forms?
Answer 73.
Note that I do not say that the reductive evolutionist says that all matter behave
randomly. What I say is that the reductive evolutionist recognizes many layers
with many alleged sets of mechanics. The randomness is allegedly in that these
two layers coincide such that the layer of life forms give the impression that
there are evolving beings and processes which look like evolution. For reasons
explained earlier, the reductive evolutionist cannot accept that the beings at the
layer of life have any distinctly effective powers, like free will power. If such
powers are not reducible to the spatiotemporal, then they must be explained by
a transcendent cause. Further details about this point are given in part 1.3.
3.

Reductive Evolution is Based on a Tautology

People commit suicide and commit other similar acts against survival; hence
natural selection “for survival” is not a principle since there are many cases
against it. But if we define that whoever acted against the survival was worse
and was eliminated, then there will be a tautology, since the “fit” would be
defined as that which survives; and that which survives would be the “fit”. So,
the fittest survives would be just an epistemological statement, with zero
ontological effect. The society is a whole with the disabled and fittest, and the
disabled completes the society in many ways.
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1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.4

Reductive Evolution is not Testable

If Allah creates a new being then the reductive evolutionist will say it happened
randomly, like through random mutation. If it is explained by deterministic
laws then he will say that it was not planned at the big bang, and that it was
the result of already existing processes. So it does not say anything justified or
justifiable about God. It just presupposes against the present empirical and
logical evidence and without presenting any counter evidence, that God did not
create any life forms. If a specific molecular or sub-atomic system is required
for the existence of life, he will say that such systems happened randomly or it
may have happened randomly.
It presupposes that “things are reducible” to things that we do not know.
If reductive evolution claims that everything is created through evolution, this
is practically an untestable claim. Though God may create through holistic
evolution, He may have created things through different ways as well. There are
many ways through which God can create. This is not only exceptionally like
in the fatherless creation of Jesus (PBUH). He says He knows all kinds of
creating:

Say, "He will give them life who produced them
the first time; and He is Knower of every kind of
creation."
(Quran: 36/79)
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.5
Evidence-Based.

Reductive Evolution as a Process, is not

It is an unsupported claim that every life form is reducible into ASBEs. There
is no evidence for this. Yet if they are reducible, then it is a denial of life forms
and acceptance of miraculous ASBEs. It is obvious that ASBEs cannot be like
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billiard balls nor like clips. Then ASBEs must be like life forms but with more
powers than specific life forms. For example, when a group of ASBEs happen
to be in a specific animal, then they must be aware of that, communicate,
collaborate with each other to produce the consciousness of that animal; when
that animal dies and one of its ASBEs come together with the ASBEs of another
animal, then it has to cooperate with them to produce the consciousness of this
second animal. These are not proven entailments of reductive evolution.
1.4.2.2.8.4.1.2.6

Reductive Evolution Undermines Rationality

If we claim to be rational and to be the outcome of reductive evolution, then
the evolution must be having processes more than the random ones. But
obviously, the reductive evolution cannot have processes more than the random
ones.
Hence reductive evolution is self-defeating: If we claim that it is true as a limited
scientific theory, and if we are the outcome of random processes, then our claim
that it is true collapses, since our claim would be only epiphenomenal, and
would not be free from the irrational movements of the underlying particles.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2

Holistic Evolution

It is the reductive evolution which is presented as an alternative and as a
substitute against the Fashioning power of Allah. Hence, above the reductive
evolution has been analyzed; and the result of that analysis is that it is false and
unjustified.
However, it is also necessary to see the entailments of a holistic evolution if it
is true.
The alternative to reductive evolution is the holistic evolution which may be one
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of the mechanisms through which Allah may create new life forms or change
them according to changing conditions by sustaining the wholes and their
degrees of freedom. According to holistic evolution, the alleged initial state and
ASBEs are not special and the only effective, and that there are distinctly
effective sovereign wholes at different layers and different stages. Properties like
consciousness and free will power show that this is the truth. Because in contrast
to deterministic evolution, the different organizations at different layers have
distinct properties specific to that layer as noted in the following verse:

And they will say to their skins, "Why have you
testified against us?" They will say, "We were
made to speak by Allah, who has made
everything speak; and He created you the first
time, and to Him you are returned.
(Quran: 41/21)

There “may be” different sub-wholes in the same whole and those sub-wholes
also may have their distinct properties along with and within the boundaries of
the higher level whole. The falsity of reductive physicalism explained in part
1.1.2.2.1 demonstrates this point.
If determinism is true, then in animals there would be readaptation if conditions
reversed. For example, let us suppose that moths turned darker when the
pollution made things darker because darker moths were less detectable by
birds; and let us suppose that they became lighter when pollution was controlled
because lighter moths are less detectable in a lighter environment by birds. If
wolves evolved into dogs, in principle this could also be reversed if evolution is
true. If this is the case then change is no real change. There is only a sustained
stable system which adapts to different conditions. The same would apply also
in principle if the life forms had developed additional legs or wings or lost
unnecessary ones. Hence, as reductive evolution is false, then being sustained
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by the properties of Allah related to fashioning explained in this part, the holistic
evolution may theoretically be at work regarding some life forms.
Note that when I see holistic evolution superior to reductive evolution, I do not
endorse the truth of holistic evolution as something indistinguishable from
reductive evolution. I do not mean either that every life form and every species
are created through holistic evolution. Some life forms that we classify as species
may have formed through holistic evolution, or the holistic evolution may apply
to only some species or to only some processes. So, the statements here that
favor holistic evolution relate only as a partial explanation.
According to the Quran, there is not only one way of creation. Allah may have
created some species through gradual changes as in holistic evolution; or He
may have created some species abruptly in other reproductive, genetic and other
ways. I do not say that Allah made the initial state and other conditions from
which through probabilistic and/or deterministic mechanisms life forms and
species appeared.
In any case, the scope of this book does not extend to endorsing any kind of
evolution; however, I refute the reductive evolution which is the only kind of
evolution that is claimed to be a substitute instead of Allah.
A holistic evolution is not a bad thing in and of itself in the context of Islam;
an idea of common ancestor(s) might comply with the unity of Allah and with
the emphasis in the Quran about the unitary source of the universe and the
emphasis on the brotherhood and sisterhood.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.1
The Difference Between Holistic Evolution and
Reductive Evolution
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To understand this distinction let us see an example:
Let us suppose that
- The first state S1 at the physical layer PL (S1@PL) causes the second state
S2 at physical layer (S2@PL),
- The first state at the biological layer BL (S1@BL) which supervenes on
S1@PL causes second state S2 at the biological layer BL (S2@BL) which
supervenes on S2@PL;
- All states at any layer represent a structure observed by the observer of the
respective layer. If for example substances, properties and state of atoms at
S1@PL are “sufficient” to explain why we have S2@BL, then there is no effect
of the layer of organs of living things at state 1 (S1@BL) on S2@BL.
If S1@PL is not sufficient to explain S2@BL, then according to physicalism what
is the additional thing that causes S2@BL?
Under reductive evolution, all spatial connections of organs are instantiated in
atoms. If there is an effect of S1@BL distinct from and on top of S1@PL, then
do the atoms at the physical layer swerve from their courses, from what the laws
of physics entail? Does for example free will power make them swerve? Does
this power arise outside of physical laws? Or was it always present in the atoms,
but then when a life formed it got into action? Is there a distinction between
life and non-life? If not, does reductive evolution explain the physics just as an
approximation at a different layer? The example of free will power may be
extended to other irreducible properties such as logical conclusions,
consciousness, morals.
According to the above analysis, we can have three alternative frameworks
related to the holistic and reductive evolution:
(1) Either upper layers originate partial or whole effectiveness and are
coeffective with the lower layer, while things at the different layers may have
their properties and effects,
(2) Or the lower layer acts both for itself and on behalf of and being aware of
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the upper layer and having purposes that can be defined in terms of upper
layers, or
(3) Things at PL behave on their own and coincidentally, and when they are
looked at from BL they look as if there are beings at BL.
(2) and (3) are scenarios of reductive evolution. Neither (2) nor (3) is plausible:
(2) requires infinite number of transcendent and ambiguous parts of the limited
universe which not only cooperate with other parts, but also they would be
aware of things at higher layers and behave simultaneously so as to sustain and
operate in a synchronized way many overlapping things at many layers. (3) is
mathematically impossible since if it was true, and even if we coincidentally
survive we would have seen at least numerous instances in our layer where
things would not keep their unities and consistencies; also, if it was true, then
we would admit that our science is reliable just by chance, hence that it is not
reliable and not a true science. Both (2) and (3) suffer from problems related to
ASBEs explained in part 1.1.2.2.6, to reductive physicalism explained in part
1.1.2.2.1, and other problems related to the properties of Allah. Hence, only (1)
is possible.
Note that the above is a limited analysis. We have taken the physical layer as
one layer. However, obviously it has many layers, such as molecules, atoms,
sub-atomic particles… Furthermore, as explained in part 1.1.2.2.1, according to
reductive physicalism, they should go until an ambiguous layer of ASBEs.
Hence, in any case, PL can be effective only if it is ascribed a holistic
transcendence, since any thing at any layer will necessarily consist of parts,
because it cannot have zero extension and in any case it is part of a whole.
So, even if for a moment we accept that the reductive evolution is true, and the
physical is at its bottom, we will see again that it indispensably has a holistic
aspect.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2

If Evolution is True, it is a Holistic Evolution.

The arguments for holistic evolution and arguments against reductive evolution
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demonstrate together the truth of holistic evolution. So, you should consider
them together in respect to holistic and reductive evolution. So, here I will give
just some specific positive arguments for the holisticity of an alleged evolution.
Common ancestry, homogeneity, balance can be better understood within a
holistic evolution without having the baggage of reductive evolution such as the
impossibility to explain the cells, free will, consciousness, reasoning, and many
other things without needing to quit scientific method. Since uncertainty130
(multipotentiality) harmonized with patterns is a fundamental aspect of nature,
Allah may guide in specific directions things without breaching the existing
patterns.
If changes happen through mutations then Allah is easily managing the creation
of beings. Thanks to the all-encompassing uncertainty, layers and regions within
the limited universe, balanced with the existence of patterns, the involvement,
sustaining and guidance of Allah would not compromise our scientific
endeavors.
If the irreducibility of species are recognized, then reductive evolution collapses,
because there will be effective new things inexplainable by the spatiotemporal
and chemical. Hence there are new beings with each birth and new acts with
each will.
Question 74.
If there is an evolution, even if it is holistic, does not it contradict the story of
Uncertainty here corresponds to multipotentiality and some
autonomy to realize a set of alternatives instead of another set of
alternatives explained in Tosun, 2020.
130
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Adam and Eve (PBUT) told in the Quran?
Answer 74.
Jesus Christ (PBUH) made a bird out of clay, and breathed into it and it became
alive; obviously, as a living bird, it would have DNA and other features of the
kind of the bird it was. Even today, humanity tries to produce life out of mere
matter.
Though we do not know the exact details of Adam and Eve (PBUT), the details
that we know about them are compatible with our current scientific knowledge:
For example, one scenario is that Allah created Adam like He created a bird in
the hands of Jesus Christ (PBUH); and then He may have created Eve (PBUH)
using Adam’s genetic material. There may have been other species like current
human beings, and they may have gone extinct maybe because of the high
intellectual communicative powers of the generations of Adam and Eve (PBUT);
or if they were compatible, they may have interbred whereby all current
humanity has come from Adam and Eve (PBUT) or maybe both from them and
from other compatible human beings.
There is no 6000 year constraint in Islam as the life of the earth or of the
universe. And there have been 224000 prophets to mankind according to one
hadith. The following verse clearly explains the Islamic teaching in this respect:

O mankind, indeed We have created you from
male and female and made you peoples and
tribes that you may know one another. Indeed,
the most noble of you in the sight of Allah is the
most righteous of you. Indeed, Allah is Knowing
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and Acquainted.
(Quran: 49/13)
So there is no problem in their literal existence and creation.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.1

Point-to-Point Relations are Impossible

If beings and entities at the layer of living things are reducible to atoms, then
why would not the atoms be reducible to other things? If they would be
reducible as well, where would this chain of reduction end other than points? If
reductive evolution is true and they would end at a layer where there are pointto-point relations, would not the points and relations between them be defined
again in a transcendent way? The alleged point-to-point relations also would
obviously entail a transcendent sustainer. On the other hand, the act of a point
which does not have any extension in terms of power for instance, would be
impossible?
Since point-to-point relations and points as self-sufficient effective transcendent
things are impossible, there is no alternative other than a holistic framework.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.2 The Explanations About the Property of Unity
of Allah Apply to the Life Forms.
In any case the explanations related to the property of Unity of Allah explained
in part 1.2, apply to any of the things that are considered as part of the biological
world. Therefore, an alleged evolution would be holistic and unitary.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.3

Life Forms Have Irreducible Aspects
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If there are sovereign beings at the higher layers, then no lower layer will be
able to explain these sovereign beings and their acts in the higher layer. In this
case, the evolution will collapse, because there are distinct causally effective
beings at the higher layer, and also because there are mechanisms other than
the reductive mechanisms of the evolution which explain the biological events
and future species. This is applicable if evolution theory is assumed to be a
scientific theory which has repeatable, testable, prediction producing facts of its
own layer.
Why do we say cars are fashioned? Not because we see that human beings
fashion them, but because we do not see a universe of glass which has processes
which produce all kinds of glass, or a universe of rubber which produces all
kinds of rubber some of which turn out to be perfect tires. So, if we trace back
the parts and their micro details we reach factories, parts of factories... and
finally human beings. And then to figure out whether evolution is true, should
we trace things back in the direction of monkeys and primordial soup. Or rather
should we trace it back in the direction of properties as knowledge, free will
power, consciousness, transcendence, reason, purpose, wisdom... of the human
being?
In the example of cars, to identify whether fashioning is true, our tracing back
to the human beings and then continuing to trace back through human beings’
particles would be irrelevant. Because, when we fashion we do not take into
account the behavior of our particles, but we use our knowledge, free will power,
needs as human beings; we do not say let the particles fashion or follow their
trajectories.
So, when we try to identify whether a cell or a human being is the result of
fashioning, should we trace it back to particles or the properties mentioned
above? We cannot trace the cells back to factories, but to what is the essence
and properties of the makers of factories.
If I am a member of a family, I can feel as a member of my family, yet inside
and outside my family I feel as an individual. But within my body, I do not feel
as a neuron or as an atom or as a molecule. So, regarding life, with the new
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being, there appears a new consciousness which was not within the parts. Our
consciousness shows that there is this distinction between the wholes and parts.
And our consciousness is sufficient evidence which shows that living things are
not reducible to their parts and that they are distinctly efficacious as seen in free
will power experiments.
We obviously exercise our reasoning power, make changes, and produce
positive and useful results. One may claim that all of these are through
deterministic processes. However, this claim cannot be substantiated as
explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1, and as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3, it can be
experimentally disproven.
If the definition of evolution does not contain consciousness, reason, free will
power, morals... then it does not explain the human life at all. Therefore it has
to contain them. But if it contains them and if determinism and causal closure
of physicalism are true, then there is contradiction between these and reductive
evolution. Because these are in conflict with reason, morals, free will power,
consciousness: because reductive evolution has to be something which explains
the production of reason, morals, free will power...; yet, if determinism is true
then there cannot be distinct free will power, reason, morals, effective ought to
be facts... but evolution would be explaining their production since it studies
life; in other words, it would be explaining allegedly non-existent things.
If the irreducibility of species are recognized then the reductive evolution
collapses, because there will be effective new things unexplainable by the
spatiotemporal and the chemical. Hence, since there are new beings with each
birth and new acts with each will, only holistic evolution may be possible.
Let us go through some irreducible properties and abilities in this respect:
1.

Free will power

The free will power experiments where upper layers are effective on lower layers
as explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3, is in parallel disproves a reductive evolution. If
at a physical layer (Lp) there is a deterministic trajectory corresponding to a
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simple law-like trajectory, a free will power owner may will something which
entails a shift into different trajectories of particles negating the physically
predicted trajectories. Even if we put aside free will power, if the reductive
evolution brings in distinct explanations on top of the physical, then it will be
impossible that a trajectory of a living thing and a thing at Lp to always overlap.
At some points, the trajectory predicted according to Lp patterns and the
trajectory predicted according to the dispositions of the biological layer (Lb) will
need to diverge. But as two contradictory events cannot happen at the same
time on two layers, then the evolution related processes would override the
physical processes or vice versa. If Lp trajectory diverges in favor of Lb trajectory,
this means that Lb dispositions are irreducible to Lp patterns; if this never
happens, this means that Lb is ineffective hence there is no effective evolution,
that there is neither holistic nor reductive evolution, and all things allegedly
explained by evolution are no more than approximations; and the true
explanations are at the layer of physics; and that for instance, fitness or survival
of an organism or natural selection are just approximate shortcut words with
no true explanatory power; and the true and precise explanatory things are at
the layer of atoms and sub-atomic particles. As explained in part 1.1.2.2.1, the
atoms and sub-atomic particles also suffer from the same problems under
reductive physicalism.
Under reductive evolution, morality and reasoning power are allegedly
epiphenomenal and approximate as well. If Lp depends at least partially on Lb
regarding the distinct properties of the life forms, this means that life forms are
effective hence Lp patterns are not exclusively fundamental hence Lb is not
reducible to Lp. If they overlap and Lp behaves both according to Lp and Lb, this
entails that Lp entities behave at multiple layers and interact with things at
multiple layers, hence inherently they are both multi-dimensional having also
effective dimensions related to logic, morals, consciousness, transcendence, and
purpose. The latter point applies if Lb depends to some extent on Lp.
Let us suppose that there is a whole at Lb (WLb) and a whole at Lp (WLp). Let
us suppose that there are some instances where the trajectory of WLb depends
on the trajectory of WLp; and some instances where the trajectory of the WLp
depends on the trajectory of WLb. In this situation, both wholes are sovereign
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with some degrees of freedom. An example of this situation is an addict who
sometimes quits smoking, and is sometimes overcome by the addiction related
dispositions of his brain. Under holistic evolution, such situations may arise.
Under reductive evolution, WLb is always slave of WLp.
2.

Fashioning Power

Some entities, beings, states require a prior sequence of events and sequence of
existence of certain things/ beings. Through a reverse engineering, we can
conclude that certain things cannot exist without certain transcendent
properties: for example, if we find a home made by binding logs with ivies
knotted in special ways, we cannot say that the quarks of the ivy randomly came
together in a specific structure and formed the roof of the home. Therefore, we
conclude that at least some things are the result of transcendence, qualia, will
power. It is impossible that ivies are tied and bound through unconscious events
in nature in order to bind logs in order to form roofs of primitive homes. There
is a need for hands, organs, and needs like those of human beings. We see that
other things cannot produce such homes and tighten those ivies in that specific
manner.
Are human beings mere aggregates of particles? A positive answer would be
equal to saying that the conscious events in the macro world are done in the
micro world and that there is no fashioning anywhere. And that what we call
fashioning and similar things are not but ineffective, epiphenomenal, random
things. But as we noted earlier, consciousness, intention, and logic are necessary
for building such homes. Particles bumping one onto other cannot conceive in
a unity the spatial and temporal extensions of the home and its implications.
The computers, the automation machines, the robots also need indispensably
hands to make them, consciousnesses, and intelligence. So, as without hands
the ivies cannot be shaped, without the consciousness, qualia, needs,
intelligence, transcendence, the ivies cannot be shaped either. This is an
impossibility. Some assume that whatever we make, the nature, based on
unconscious laws of nature, can make; but this is not the case, there are things
that only intelligent beings like human beings can make.
891

Wholes and patterns that we know will disable the tying of ivies without the
hands and transcendence of human beings. For example, the gravity will prevent
the ivy from going up and enter a hole where there will be a knot.
The human being binds the ivy. So there is irreducible fashioning power which
is grounded in and sustained by Allah.
Is it a matter of probability that an aircraft appears in a desert? No. If we analyze
the aircraft and trace back its parts their projections back in time and necessary
procedures inferred from the features of each part, a rational and knowledgeable
being will conclude that it leads to fashioning activities:
The plastic must have undergone certain procedures, the molecules of plastic to
be used in an airplane part cannot form by lucky and rando movements in
nature. They have to be subject to a specific heat and pressures which do not
exist by luck and as a consequence of any storm or similar events. They must
be shaped with certain molds. So without the hand of a human being it is
impossible that that airplane forms. The human being is a necessary component
of the whole which produces the airplane, as the hydrogen atom is a necessary
condition to have water molecule.
When we come to the human being we come to his transcendence, for example
the engineer transcends the need for the many tires of the airplane and that
they have to have same size. He also transcends what their pressures must be.
A fashioned thing implies temporal order therefore it is projected in time. This
will also entail the acts and powers of the human being.
3.

Survival

Only holistic evolution sustained by a transcendent being may use the wholerelated properties of the holistic units of evolution. For example, under reductive
evolution, there is no effective survival because the ASBEs are the only
sufficiently partially effective, and the species are only an appearance of the
trajectories of ASBEs.
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However, survival is certainly a key motivation of the holistic units of evolution.
The same applies for “fitness”, “gene” and other holistic aspects related to life.
For details about the holistic aspects of sovereign wholes see parts 1.5.2.2.3.3
and 1.7.2.1.2.1.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.4

Any Reduction Basis Would be Holistic

ASBEs necessarily have extension, hence, there will be relations between the
parts or regions of the ASBE. Hence, they have to be holistic. Furthermore, the
reasons explained in part 1.1.2.2.6, also show that any ASBE, must also be
holistic. The “holistic” here refers to “Islamic holism” explained in part
1.4.2.1.1.4.2.5.
At the bottom, ASBEs must have not only trajectories, but “if then” trajectories
which depend on the positions of things. Furthermore, these “if then”
trajectories depend not only on the position of one thing but on the positions
of many things. And there must be distances between things because there is
flexibility. So, for example, according to gravity relations, if the distance between
the earth and the sun is D1, then there will be a certain consequence at a
following point in time; if the distance is D2, then another consequence will be
true. If the earth is reducible to ASBEs, then the same must happen in their
realm. For the effectiveness of “if then” relations, the truth of the internal and
external conditions must be encompassed by that which acts.
On the other hand, an ASBE would get combined and not combined under
different conditions it is in. So there would be a transcendence-based whole at
the bottom in any case. This cannot be explained by reductive evolution which
is built on reductive physicalism.
So, while an alleged bottom layer would necessarily be fashioned, there may not
be such a spatiotemporal self-sufficient layer.
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If this transcendence is true at the alleged very bottom which is not necessarily
different in kind from the higher layers, then it is possible also that it is true at
the higher layers. Consciousness, reason, free will power confirm that that
possibility is actual. If it is true at different layers then it is not inherent to any
specific layer, because layers, things and beings in them, may be non-existent
and may come into existence.
ASBEs are actually impossible, so they cannot produce consciousness and so on
at other layers. Therefore consciousness and so on are created and sustained by
a source who itself must have consciousness in accordance with the argument
related to free will power.
If a bottom-up complete structure process cannot be configured and discovered,
this entails that all layers are sustained by an all encompassing being. Because
no bottom self-sufficient spatiotemporal structure is plausible, and all layers in
the limited universe are equal in kind and in their need for a transcendent being.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.5 Any new Functions of an Alleged Evolution
Would be Holistic
A functional improvement that does not exist cannot be a survival advantage.
While a deterioration through an alleged random mutation is an expected result
of the second law of thermodynamics, hence, increase in entropy, a jump in the
improvement would be impossible, since it would entail the generation of
irreducible new relations.
Nevertheless, no matter which new function appears according to reductive
evolutionary processes, it will be holistic: if it is a capacity to move, then it will
be subject to the implications of the property of unity of Allah as explained in
part 1.2. If it starts a consciousness, then it will be sustained by the awareness
property of Allah as explained in part 1.5.
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1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.6 The Whole of Species Entail a Holistic Cause
That Encompasses all Related Things.
The core of reductive evolution in our context is the alleged rise of an advanced
system131 of life forms in the first place through random mutation. Because if it
does not arise, then natural selection will not be occurring. Obviously, that the
advanced system arises does not guarantee that there will be a specific natural
selection, because for instance the advanced function may result in the
destruction of the external balance: for example, powerful invincible monstrous
animals which could fly fast, see and eat anything small or big, organic and
inorganic would lose their abilities, since they would not need to use them after
a point, and they would be subject to deterioration, and then there might appear
other competitors.
This is if these monstrous animals were equal to each other; but if some of them
were superior, then the strongest would destroy the other monstrous animals,
and then there would be only one such animal left. But then this would also eat
its mate under certain conditions, and there would be none of them left. So, a
new function is not necessarily advantageous when we take the whole earth as
a system. Therefore, as the mutations and as the inner parts of these animals
require a guidance, the external world also needs guidance, limitations, and
other properties such as consciousness, pity, love, justice, and so on.
Hence, what we gave in the earlier example of billiard balls is not applicable
only to the mutations, but to all layers and extents. There needs to be a balance,
hence, a transcendence which establishes this balance transcendently.
A functional improvement through random mutation must meaningfully and
131 Evolution is

about the change or modification rather than the rise of
complex life forms. However, here we analyze whether it makes God
redundant by presenting the allegedly material world as the selfsufficient cause of the complex life forms. Therefore, I consider its
alleged improvements in the life forms.
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stably appear first so that it can become a survival advantage.
The rise of such an improvement requires numerous conditions and
organizations which must be encompassed by a unitary Being who will balance
them.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.7 Good Functions can Come From the Top,
Deteriorations Come From Low.

What comes to you of good is from Allah, but
what comes to you of evil, [O man], is from
yourself. And We have sent you, [O
Muhammad], to the people as a messenger, and
sufficient is Allah as Witness.
(Quran: 4/79)
The rise of bad features would come from unguidedness, but the rise of good
features would only come from Allah. Because, if we do not maintain a machine,
it rusts and deteriorates and loses its functions; but if it gains some new
functions, it is traced back to the involvement of intelligent and transcendent
beings.
New good features require specified relations which can come from the top,
while the deteriorations come from bottom, since the bottom does not transcend
in a reductive approach the whole of the machine.
Therefore, the sustaining and improvements can come only from top. Any
refutation attempt against this claim will need to ascribe to the bottom some
transcendent features, hence in its explanatory layer, it will have to employ this
very claim.
Hence, holistic evolution is possible, but reductive evolution is impossible.
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1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.8 The Efficiency of an Alleged Evolution Shows
That it Should be Holistic
After the earth became habitable, there appeared numerous life forms on earth.
If we consider the systems within a cell, and their intricate relations and
processes, we can safely say they developed very fast, such that some related
expansions of life are called explosion, such as the Cambrian explosion.
If we consider the number of cells in a whale who are positioned in the relevant
places in the body of the whale, and how many cells has been mounted in the
relevant places in average each year, through alleged reductive evolution, we can
safely say that the reductive evolution has been too efficient to be true, since it
is allegedly based on randomness built on the unguided behavior of particles.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.9

Unitary Prerequisites of Evolution

If there is a self-sufficient and infinitely unfolding initial state with a high degree
of freedom, then by chance there may be many combinations. But what is
behind its infinite-like unfolding must be demonstrated. It cannot be presumed.
An initial state which does not encompass what is beyond itself will be a static
thing. Only a holistic power which encompasses all may cause an unfolding and
dynamic initial state.
Details about this point are examined in several parts of this book such as the
laws of nature in part 1.1.2.2.2.
1.4.2.2.8.4.2.2.10 If Evolution is True, and if Reductive Evolution
is False, Then Holistic Evolution is True
If evolution is true, then it can be either reductive or holistic. For instance, as
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explained above, the wholes that the evolution studies are either distinctly
effective or not. Part 1.4.2.2.8 explains that the reductive evolution is false.
Therefore, if evolution is true, then holistic evolution is true, and holistic
evolution is no alternative against Allah, on the contrary, if it is true, it is a
component of the proof of Allah under the fashioning power of Allah. Because
the wholes and holistic properties are not reducible to the spatiotemporal, and
therefore they need a transcendent originator and sustainer.
If evolution is false, then it is not a competing alternative against Allah.
1.4.2.3
SPF Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who is Self-Sufficiently Fashioner, and who has the
Properties Entailed by the Property of Self -Sufficiently Fashioning.
In the preceding parts we have seen that there are fashioned things and that
things which do not have self-sufficiently the fashioning power and properties
entailed by this power cannot be the fashioner. Hence, there is a Being who has
the fashioning property and the properties entailed by the fashioning.
Let us see the details of this point:
1.4.2.3.1
There is a Being Above the Limited Universe who
is Self-Sufficiently Fashioner.
As explained in the previous sub-parts, elements of fashioning, beings with
fashioning power, and results of fashioning exist distinctly and effectively. These
exist both in respect to what the creation fashions, and in respect to what is
beyond what the creation fashions. These entail the necessity of a self-sufficient
ultimate cause who has Fashioning power and who is One, Knower, Aware,
Powerful, Fashioner, Creator and who has other transcendent powers and who
exercises them.
The limited universe and its contents, in other words, whatever does not have
the above properties, do not have the self-sufficient fashioning power. Moreover,
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as shown in the relevant parts, this ultimate Fashioner is not of the nature of
the limited universe. Therefore, there is a self-sufficient Fashioner above all.
In this part up to this point, we saw the criteria to identify fashioning, then we
applied these criteria to what we observe.
We saw firstly that there are beings with distinctly effective fashioning power
within the limited universe. We also saw that the fashioning power within the
limited universe is not reducible to the spatiotemporal; hence, it must be
sustained by a being who has fashioning power and its requirements.
Secondly we saw that the limited universe and its contents, no matter whether
they are fashioned by the creation or not, have the properties of being fashioned.
Consequently, we concluded that there is a fashioner of the limited universe.
Having established the need for a Being with fashioning power, then we
analyzed whether the source of this fashioning power is contained within the
limited universe. We saw that it is not contained within the limited universe,
and that it is not reducible to the limited universe.
The result is that the source of this fashioning power exists above the limited
universe.
Question 75.
Human brain is material and human beings fashion with their brains. So how
can Allah fashion?
Answer 75.
There are relatively big distances between atoms, electrons, other sub-atomic
particles that we know or we do not know of the brain. And we experience our
essence with a kind of unity and transcendence over them. So, the brain is not
the ultimate essence, and the nature of the brain is also transcendent, like
spacetime and other relations are. So, when we see the internal and external
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differentiations related to the brain, we think as if they are disconnected.
However, they are just to identify the unity of each essential aspect or entity;
there are no absolute distances between them. They all have their unities, and
their unities are sustained by Allah and His unity. The apparent distances are
also elements of unity in order to relate the unities of each whole and holistic
aspect.
Furthermore, we need to admit that we do not and cannot know how certain
things work at any specific stage of the development of our knowledge. This is
natural since we are just a part of the limited universe and we do not have the
all-encompassing unity of Allah.
Not knowing “how something happens” does not entail not knowing that “it
happens”. We sometimes know "what" happens and know limitedly about
"how" it happens. And as long as there are no contradictions, we sometimes
postulate certain theories about the possible ways as answers to "how". But not
knowing "how" something happens, does not require not knowing that it
happens. I may not know how a certain function of a computer or of a black
hole happens. But I can know that it works. I can know that "that function",
"that property" works. A small child or an animal may know that gravity works,
even though they do not know how it works. No engineer knows “how” all
things that they use when they invent or produce machines work.
1.4.2.3.2
The Self-Sufficient Fashioner has the Properties
Such as Consciousness, Knowledge, Free Will Power, Executive
Power, All-Encompassing, Creative Power.
In parallel with the reasons in part 1.3 about the Self-Sufficiency property of
Allah, we can conclude that the Fashioner is Self-Sufficient. For instance, if the
Fashioner was fashioned, then we would need to go to infinite regress which
would be impossible as explained in part 1.1.2.2.7.
Also, reasons in part 1.2 about the unity property of Allah show that the
Sustainer of the limited universe is One. The same reasons are also applicable
for the fashioning property of Allah, and demonstrate that the Fashioner is One.
900

As the properties that are entailed by the Fashioning power of Allah converge
in His unity, then there is no additional need for another Fashioner. If relations
cannot happen on their own, then there is one who fashions the relations.
That the relations cannot arise by each being surrounded, sustained, and
connected by nothingness and their need for a unitary Being as explained in
part 1.2 about unity, demonstrates that there is a need for a self-sufficient
unitary basis.
Anything unrelated is impossible but this originates by default by the default
unity of Allah. This unitary essence is the origin of all that exists within the
limited universe, including consciousness and the elements of consciousness.
Hence, the very ground of the universe inherently has consciousness and its
requirements. Anything that "exists" must be relatable, since it is knowable; but
this is possible only by being knowable at the origin. On the other hand,
knowledge, power, free will power from one origin is necessary for the existence
of any contingent relation. And in any case, logically there must be some
sufficient properties for the existence of relations which must be removing the
problems of infinite regress. So, any unrelatable content of existence is
impossible but this impossibility originates from the very default ontological
unity of Allah proven by the arguments and facts in part...: This unitary essence
encompasses all by a logical necessity inherent in that unity. So a default
unrelatable (actual content of) existence "to be related" later based on
probabilities is impossible. Relatedness here is different than being specified/
organized in a specific way. Something may be unspecified but yet related within
a certain universe, and another thing may be in another universe such that there
is no relative precise relations and measurability between the two in certain
respects, but in some other respects they may be related.
Fashioning demonstrates unity but unity does not show fashioning. Unity is
more fundamental.
Unity shows that the multiverse objection to “Fashioner” property is flawed.
Because, in order to have a multiverse, there needs to be a unitary Being with a
free will power who makes a choice about the actual within an infinite potential.
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Because no matter what the actual number of the universes in the multiverse is,
it is an infinitesimally small group within the potentials, hence in respect to the
full power which is the power of the SSC. And no matter how big is the number
of these universes, they are related with the power originating from the unity of
the SSC.
Furthermore, for reasons explained in part 1.3, Allah is All-Encompassing.
Hence, He encompasses all powers necessary for fashioning. This also shows
the self-sufficiency of the fashioning power of Allah.
So, there is a Self-Sufficient Fashioner beyond the limited universe who fashions
it.
If there is fashioning, and if x is a necessary condition for fashioning, then x
exists. If x is an element of SSC, and if x is possible only in an essence which
has the properties contained within the definition of SSC, then SSC has the
property related to fashioning.
Our introspection and fashioning experience demonstrates that fashioning
power is accompanied with and require consciousness, knowledge, reasoning
power, free will power, creative power, executive power. Hence, SSC who
fashions the limited universe and who sustains our fashioning also has these
properties.
Specific parts in this book about each of these properties contain further details
about these properties and their relationships with related properties.
The following parts will give some further details about the properties related
to the “fashioning” property of Allah.
1.4.2.3.2.1
Some Key Properties and Acts of Allah Related
to the Fashioning Property of Allah Mentioned in the Quran
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The Quran cites certain properties and acts related to the fashioning property
of Allah. So, below I give some related examples:
He builds in hierarchies:

And the heaven We built with strength, and
indeed, We are [its] expander.
(Quran: 51/47)
He makes to survive and to persist:

And to Thamud [We sent] their brother Saleh.
He said, "O my people, worship Allah; you have
no deity other than Him. He has produced you
from the earth and settled you in it, so ask
forgiveness of Him and then repent to Him.
Indeed, my Lord is near and responsive."
(Quran: 11/61)
He strengthens:

We have created them and strengthened their
forms, and when We will, We can change their
likenesses with [complete] alteration.
(Quran: 76/28)
He protects:

And We made the sky a protected ceiling, but
they, from its signs, are turning away.
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(Quran: 21/32)

He creates and He fashions:

And certainly We created you, then We
fashioned you, then We said to the angels:
Prostrate to Adam. So they did prostrate except
Iblees; he was not of those who prostrated.
(Quran: 7/11)
Allah is active in every stage of creation and fashioning:

Then We created the semen-drop (into) a
clinging substance, then We created the clinging
substance (into) an embryonic lump, then We
created the embryonic lump, (into) bones, then
We clothed the bones (with) flesh; then We
produce it (as) another creation. So blessed is
Allah (the) Best (of) the Creators.
(Quran: 23/14)
He initiates:

Say, [O Muhammad], Travel through the land
and observe how He began creation. Then Allah
will produce the final creation. Indeed Allah,
over all things, is competent.
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(Quran: 29/20)
He completes:

So when I have made him complete and breathed
into him of My spirit, then fall down making
obeisance to him.
(Quran: 38/72)
He brings to an end:

“You cause the night to enter the day, and You
cause the day to enter the night; and You bring
the living out of the dead, and You bring the
dead out of the living. And You give provision to
whom You will without account."
(Quran: 3/27)
And it is Allah who gives life and causes death,
and Allah is Seeing of what you do.
(Quran: 3/156)
As the Fashioner, He unites, assembles, composes, as we see in the following
verse. This entails the compatibility of parts, hence, fashioning the parts
knowing the potential wholes:
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In whatever form He willed has He assembled
you.
(Quran: 82/8)
He plans:

And there is no creature on earth but that upon
Allah is its provision, and He knows its place of
dwelling and place of storage. All is in a clear
register.
(Quran: 11/6)
He decrees:

And the sun runs on its fixed course for a term
(appointed). That is the Decree of the AllMighty, the All-Knowing.
(Quran: 36/38)
He prepares the conditions and makes things in degrees:

Allah is He Who made the earth a resting-place
for you and the heaven a canopy, and He formed
you, then made goodly your forms, and He
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provided you with goodly things; that is Allah,
your Lord; blessed then is Allah, the Lord of the
worlds.
(Quran: 40/64)
Or He makes them [both] males and females,
and He renders whom He wills barren. Indeed,
He is Knowing and Competent.
(Quran: 42/50)
He invents:

He is Allah, the Creator, the Inventor, the
Fashioner; to Him belong the best names.
(Quran: 59/24)
He intends:

And (We) sent down, from the rain clouds,
pouring water
That We may bring forth thereby grain and
vegetation
(Quran: 78/14-15)
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And We have already written in the book [of
Psalms] after the [previous] mention that the
land [of Paradise] is inherited by My righteous
servants.
(Quran: 21/105)
He changes:

For each one are successive [angels] before and
behind him who protect him by the decree of
Allah. Indeed, Allah will not change the
condition of a people until they change what is
in themselves. And when Allah intends for a
people ill, there is no repelling it. And there is
not for them besides Him any patron.
(Quran: 13/11)
He provides with sustenance, and He repeats:

Is He [not best] who begins creation and then
repeats it and who provides for you from the
heaven and earth? Is there a deity with Allah?
Say, Produce your proof, if you should be
truthful.
(Quran: 27/64)
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He restores:

Is not He who created the heavens and the earth
Able to create the likes of them? Yes, [it is so];
and He is the Knowing Creator.
(Quran: 36/81)
He replaces:

We have ordained death among you and We are
not to be overcome,
In order that We may bring in your place the
likes of you and make you grow into what you
know not.
(Quran: 56/60-61)
He makes the necessary parts and functions:

And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that
perhaps you would be grateful.
(Quran: 16/78)
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He may use a gradual method:

[That] you will surely experience state after state.
(Quran: 84/19)
He quantifies:

There is no one in the heavens and earth but that
he comes to the Most Merciful as a servant.
He has enumerated them and counted them a
[full] counting.
(Quran: 19/93-94)
He delegates:
And Allah has created you and what you make.
(Quran: 37/96)
He beautifies:

It is Allah Who has made for you the earth as a
resting place, and the sky as a canopy, and has
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given you shape- and made your shapes
beautiful,- and has provided for you Sustenance,
of things pure and good;- such is Allah your
Lord. So Glory to Allah, the Lord of the Worlds!
(Quran: 40/64)
He assigns degrees of perfection to things:

And surely We have honored the children of
Adam, and We carry them in the land and the
sea, and We have given them of the good things,
and We have made them to excel by an
appropriate excellence over most of those whom
We have created.
(Quran: 17/70)
We have certainly created man in the best of
stature;
Then We return him to the lowest of the low,
Except for those who believe and do righteous
deeds, for they will have a reward uninterrupted.
(Quran: 95/4-6)
1.4.2.3.2.2

Is Fashioning Power Reducible to the Other
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Properties of Allah
What is the distinctive aspect of the “fashioning” property of Allah?
Regarding some of the properties of Allah that will be explained in the following
parts, there are also some overlapping points with the points related to the
“Fashioner” property. Those points will be explained under the relevant
sections.
Under the other properties of Allah as Self-Sufficient, One, All-Encompassing
we saw how they are established based on what we observe and also based on
what we could imagine. Some points related to the Fashioner property of Allah
overlaps with them. However, although there are these overlapping points, our
observations about the fashioning-related aspects of the limited universe, gives
us distinct information about Allah. If a Being is Self-Sufficient, One, AllEncompassing, this does not entail automatically that this Being has fashioning
power.
So, if we explain the properties other than the fashioning power, shall we have
explained the fashioning power and made fashioning power redundant as an
explanation? Is the Fashioning property of Allah just a rewording of His other
properties, and are the sub-proofs which demonstrate the Fashioning property
of Allah a rewording of some other sub-proofs presented in this book? No,
because Allah gives a reality to that which has been fashioned. He might be
conscious of Himself alone, have His eternity alone, have His unity alone, but
He fashions, He creates, and He gives reality to the creation. This is not
reducible to His properties other than fashioning and creating. Fashioning and
creating may overlap in some respects.
As explained in part 2, none of the properties of Allah can be taken alone. They
all relate to the essence of Allah. So, while the properties of Allah are related to
the fashioning of Allah, they relate in special ways to the fashioning of Allah
since His fashioning is a distinct act and property. For example:
Fashioning reflects a choice/ will, but as related to fashioning, the will power is
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specifically related to willing to structure things. Fashioning property relates to
unity, but in respect to fashioning, unity is related to giving unity to that which
is fashioned. It relates to the power, but in respect to fashioning, the power
relates to sustaining things and assigning powers to fashioned things. It relates
to consciousness, but in respect to fashioning, the consciousness relates to giving
consciousness to some things which have been fashioned.
Let us give some further details about the distinction of the Fashioning property
from the other properties:
Fashioning is different than self-sufficiency property, because, self sufficiency
does not necessarily relate to being one way instead of being another way. It
relates to being. When we fashion things, we fashion partially: We use the glue
which is self-sufficiently fashioned by Allah. But the fashioning of Allah is selfsufficient for reasons explained in part 1.1 about His self-sufficiency.
Unity is different than fashioning, because though something fashioned has
some unity, that thing is contingent and it reflects the property of contingency,
choice, continuity, and limitation. Unity itself does not entail limitation,
contingency in and of itself. So, fashioned things in the limited universe cannot
be explained merely by unity. If there was a scenario where they were not
contingent, limited, choice-dependent, then we could explain them simply by
unity. But, our actual observations show that the unitary SSC also has other
properties to produce/ cause contingent things. Fashioning power is not
reducible to the above concepts and properties.
Unity does not entail a specific form. A specific form requires producing the
specific connections. This requires unity, free will power, all-encompassing. But
the power to produce the form is not reducible to these properties. It is an
irreducible property. None of the divine properties is a reduction or
supervenience basis. The essence of Allah is an irreducible sustainer of all. The
properties are to facilitate our limited understanding.
We have our unity but we do not have our self-sustained fashioning power. We
fashion things but we use glue to make things be together. So being one and
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fashioning though they relate to unity, they are not the same thing.
Allah makes free will power exist in another being. Likewise, His making
relations exist in other beings by sustaining them is at the core of fashioning.
Will power does not entail by its very definition the compatibility of the parts
with the intended being or result.
Reasoning likewise does not necessarily entail a result to be accomplished.
Knowledge does not entail necessarily a realization of a being or an event.
However, the fashioning as a whole relates to all of those features, yet unlike
them, it also relates to the compatibility of the parts and sequences with the
creation of an object or other thing or the execution of a result.
The fashioning property is a property directly related to creativity, as opposed
to properties like knowledge and awareness which do not necessarily entail
creating though creative power as well demonstrates them.
The fashioning relates more to the relations; power relates to the existence of
the things and events, such as the existence of pain.
If creatorship, executing, power are not considered then only the fashioning
power will not explain what we observe. Then fashioning power will be assumed
to be accompanied with some creative and executive power. A partial influence
of Allah will not be an explanation. If we assume that the energy exists on its
own, then we cannot claim that the fashioning aspect is provided by God.
There are also differences in degrees of the actions of Allah as they relate to His
properties. The difference in these degrees relate to His properties as the Rich
(al-Ghaniyyu), the Great (al-Akbaru), the High (al-AAliyyu).
1.4.3

Arguments Against the Fashioning Property of Allah
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Some of the arguments against the design argument can be brought in as
objections against the Fashioner Property of Allah. Therefore, I will address here
the possible objections in this context.
Note that some points which may also be put forth as objections have been
explained directly in the relevant context. So, I will not repeat the related
explanations here.
From the potential objections, the multiverse objection is addressed in part
1.1.2.2.2.14; the evolution objection is addressed in part 1.4.2.2.8, the necessity
and chance objections are addressed in part 1.4.2.2.2, the alien technology
objection is addressed in part 1.4.2.2.4, the brute fact objection is addressed in
part 1.4.2.2.3.
So, let us see other potential objections and why they do not have any power
against the fashioning property of the SSC:
1.4.3.1
1.4.3.1.1

Who Fashioned the Fashioner (Who Created Allah)?
The Objection

A big objection against the existence of God is this: If God created and sustains
this universe, then what/ who created and sustains God? If there can be no
infinite regress, and if God created/ designed/ fashioned things, then who or
what created/ designed/ fashioned God? Hence, would not the Fashioner
explanation lead to an infinite regress and special pleading?
Another formulation of the objection is like this: Would not God/ Allah be
more complex than His creation if He creates it hence if He is superior than it?
So how can complexity be explained by a more complex cause?
1.4.3.1.2

Reasons for the Failure of the Objection
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1.4.3.1.2.1
do not Exist.

General Nothingness and Partial Nothingness

The question who created God can be rephrased as: If without a Creator our
universe would not exist and there would be only nothingness, then without a
Creator of that Creator, there would again be nothingness. Hence, the question
is built on the most important false belief that nothingness is the allencompassing, simplest, and default reality.
This question assumes that the default or the rule is nothingness. It assumes
that there was nothing, then God appeared, so who or what made God appear.
Actually, nothingness is not the default or the rule.
When we look at the sky in the night, we see that the background is black and
stars here and there. We have the impression as if the overall background is
nothingness, and as if existence exists exceptionally. This is just a wrong
impression. This is a fundamental mistake that makes us make a wrong
fundamental and artificial division in our perception which leads us to a wrong
fundamental assumption which is: There is that which exists, and there is that
which does not exist.
The black that we see is not nothingness. We conclude wrongly that nothing is
the background of all, that nothing surrounds all. We wrongly conclude that
existence has limitations, existence consists of only limited things, and that
“they” are surrounded and divided by nothingness. We wrongly conclude that
null hypothesis is general nothingness or partial nothingness, which are clearly
demonstrated to be impossible in part 1.3.2.1.2.
Then we overlook many facts saying: That (a) has a value x is one thing, and
that (a) does not have the value y, is another reality; though the first is not
separable from the latter and vice versa. Then we overlook the fundamental
source and cause of both. We overlook that the basis of these differences is unity
which neither increases nor decreases in accordance with what we observe
within the limited world.
916

Also we say (c) is here and not there, and (d) is there and not here; and we
overlook the fact that here depends on there and there depends on here, and we
take these as default states or states that depend on similar states. We stop where
there is that which is, and there “is” that which “is not”. We limit our logic
within false boundaries.
However, if we question this perception we will easily conclude that, that which
exists IS, but that which does not exist is NOT.
Obviously, if nothingness is the reality and the rule, by default, then the
question “who created God” becomes a real issue against God. Indeed, if
nothingness is the default, then obviously God cannot arise out of nothingness.
Again, if nothingness is the default and exists beyond the limited world that we
observe, then obviously, the limited world we observe would be surrounded by
nothingness, and the null hypothesis and the default state would be the nonexistence of any power beyond the limited world we observe, hence, nonexistence of any god.
But if nothingness does not exist at the background of the limited universe, then
what would be the existent in the background? Another limited thing? Other
limited things? But then we would ask what is surrounding them? Or is in the
background an unlimited power?
So, is it really true that nothingness is the default reality? Is nothingness even
possible, not only as a general nothingness, but even as a partial nothingness.
The analysis about nothingness in part 1.3.2.1.2 shows that nothingness is
impossible to exist. It can exist neither as a general nothingness, nor as a partial
nothingness. The result is that the limited things are not surrounded/
encompassed by nothingness. The self-sufficient cause (SSC) is not surrounded
by nothingness. Hence, the default existent is the full power. All limited things
are surrounded/ encompassed by the full power.
1.4.3.1.2.2
There is at Least one Thing Which Does not
Need to be Fashioned, Hence, to be Fashioned is not a Necessity
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for all Existing Things.
When the materialist objects to the Fashioning by Allah, he does not say that
the life or the limited universe should have appeared normally, he says that it is
unlikely but unlikely things happen randomly. So, he presumes that there is a
background which produces the probabilities. But he believes that God is less
likely, which arises from his belief that a ground for God would “also” be
necessary if God existed; but if there is a necessity for a ground for God, this
means that God is impossible. Because if there is such a necessity, then this
would mean that God is not self-sufficient, and if God is not self-sufficient, this
would not be God. But can we have an infinite regress of such a background?
Or is it something with differentiations like the matter?
Another important point regarding the question “who created God” is that in
any case there is an uncreated, be it the limited universe or God. Hence, being
uncreated is not a general impossibility, on the contrary it is a necessity for at
least one existent; but certain reasons and properties may demonstrate that
certain things have been created. But God explains certain other things. On the
other hand, being fashioned or being created is not a logical or an empirical
necessity for all that exists.
However, we cannot say that nothing is designed or created, since, there are at
least certain things that we, the human beings design and create. Therefore, we
must determine the criteria and elements of fashioning to distinguish what is
fashioned from what is not. The limited universe does not have the necessary
properties; its contents come into being and go out of being; the limited universe
is not fundamentally different than its parts. Therefore it is incomplete and false
and impossible to exist by itself.
If it is true that there is at least one being/ thing who/which was not fashioned,
then, we can safely say that Allah is not created and fashioned, because the
limited universe or anything else of the same nature is obviously fashioned and
not self-sufficient. Defining it as self-sufficient or as not needing any fashioner
contradicts our observations: a flower needs the sun and water, the stone needs
the atoms, the atoms need the protons, the protons need energy, the energy has
a contingent value… But since this may not end up in infinite regress, we need
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to accept that necessarily there is a self-sufficient fashioner.
1.4.3.1.2.3
The Infinite Regress is not a Solution in Favor
of the Objection.
An alleged infinite regress will not make the contingent things self-sufficient,
nor will explain why the things are the way they are; furthermore, the infinite
regress is irrelevant to many other needs of fashioned things.
Against the lack of self-sufficiency of the limited universe, the materialist may
say “a girl needed her mother in order to exist, this mother needed her mother,
the latter needed her mother.. and there was the replicator, and atoms, … yes;
but there was always the matter which was their ground, so, there was no need
for god at all”. In this, he may have a point to a certain extent, in terms of selfsufficiency. -I said “to a certain extent” because though this gives eternity to the
matter, it does not address the other properties given in this book.- The question
is: Is this allegedly eternal matter surrounded by an ocean of nothingness, or
does it extend to infinity? Another related question is this: Even if it extends
into infinity, since there would be regions where there is actually more energy
and less energy, hence, more matter and less matter, is it surrounded by
nothingness in terms of unactualized potentials? The answers to these questions
in parallel with the impossibility of partial nothingness explained in the
following parts, will refute that the god-like nature given to the matter is no
substitute for the SSC.
For further details about this question in respect to fine tuning, you may also
see part 1.4.2.1.1.4.2.1.4.
The arguments against infinite regress in part 1.1.2.2.7 are also valid in this
context.
1.4.3.1.2.4
The Limited Universe or Anything of the Same
Kind Cannot be the Origin of Fashioning Elements.
Especially for reasons explained in part 1.1, about the self-sufficiency of God,
part 1.2 about the unity of God, and part and 1.3 about the all-encompassing of
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God, and for other reasons given in this book, the limited universe or anything
of the same kind cannot be the origin of fashioning elements observed in the
limited universe.
1.4.3.1.2.5
The Claim That “not Positing That the
Universe is Created is more Parsimonious” is False.
The claim that the limited universe not being created/ fashioned is more
parsimonious fails, because, one fashioner who fashioned would be more
parsimonious.
A fashioner does not need to be more complex than that which he fashions. For
example, a human being may create a very complex universe, more complex
than himself, especially if we assume that we have solved and understood the
complexities in this universe, then we can imitate it at a minimum and we can
add more complexity to it. Especially, for a reductive physicalist and a
materialist, the human being is reducible to the spatiotemporal. So, for such a
person, there is no doubt that we can fashion at least theoretically things with
astronomical relata and relations at astronomically many layers such that what
we fashion becomes much more complex than a human being.
1.4.3.1.2.6
Allah’s Essence is Absolutely One, and Doe s
not Consist of Complex and Contingent Relations.
Complex is defined as “a whole made up of complicated or interrelated parts” .
The multiplicity of relations between relata, the degrees and kinds of those
relations and relata are the core of complexity.
A good understanding of the unity of Allah will address the objection fully. As
explained in part 1.2 about the unity of Allah, a relation and the distances which
are part of that relation are transcended and need to be transcended by a unitary
power so that these relations may exist. If the essence of Allah consisted of
relations and distances, then obviously, He would need a creator and a
fashioner. However, Allah does not consist of relations; Allah is the ground,
originator, sustainer, and transcender of those relations.
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Complexity does not issue from complexity but from properties such as unity,
transcendence, all-encompassing, full power and no limitation which indicate
an essence which is not separable and is not separable. The differentiations in
complexity require unity as the concrete power. Therefore unity is more
fundamental than complexity, and hence, the basis of complexity is necessarily
in Allah. All the properties of the effect do not need to be inherent in the cause:
for example, I may draw a picture, yet, while I have the power to draw, the
picture does not have that power. Similarly, all of the properties of the effects
of Allah do not need necessarily to be inherent and intrinsic in Allah.
Allah is absolutely One, He does not have any parts or any persons within His
essence. The unity of Allah is such that He is the One who makes “1” and “2”
comparable. He is the One who gives the internal unity and external unity of
“1” and of “2”. When we reach the “one” Fashioner, then there is no need for
another fashioner. Because unity is the ultimate point in regards to the ultimate
fashioning power.
As we are limited, we have difficulty and we need to spend efforts to access the
relata other than us. So, we see the distances as absolute separators between
things. Hence, we also consider the relations as absolute distances and
separations. However, the distances are also relations.
For further details about this point, see part 1.2 about the Unity of Allah, and
especially part 1.2.2.3.1.1 about differentiation in the essence of Allah.
This full power and His properties are logical necessities without any restrictive
time component. Anything necessary for the being of this power necessarily
exists by default within His unity.
If the atheists would claim that this Fashioner should have components that are
connected in specific ways so that He can be a fashioner, then these alleged
components would also be existing and connected by default and by necessity,
since there is no nothingness to limit any property, or prevent any connection.
Hence, those alleged components claimed in a materialistic way would not be
possible. Note that God does not have parts according to Islam and logic,
because if He had parts, then the parts would be interdependent so as to need
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a unitary power above them and they would not be necessary.
This full power contains the potentials of the components of all things in His
unitary creative power, but not as distinct eternal things.
1.4.3.1.2.7
The Absolute Unity of Allah Refutes the
Complexity Claim for the Creator.
The answer may be difficult to understand if a person is raised in an
environment where the concept of God is understood in a paganistic way where
there are many gods, or God is understood so as to consist of different persons,
essences, natures, or entities. So, to understand the answer, one needs to get rid
of such false conceptions and presuppositions. Because, if there are many gods,
or if an alleged god consists of many persons, incarnations, and so on, then the
objection will be pointing at a real problem. If there are many gods or many
persons or essences within an alleged god, then, this alleged god will need a
Creator, and a Fashioner. So, that alleged god must be a false god. Likewise, if
an alleged god or part of an alleged god is understood to be a material thing
like the sun, an animal, or a human being, then obviously the same problem
will be applicable again and to a higher degree, since, there will be no doubt
that the material part of that alleged god consists also of contingent relata and
relations, and such a god also must be a false god; because, it would contain
complexities and contingencies within itself.
In Islam Allah is not in the image of the human beings; He has not created the
human beings in His alleged image. He is the default full power. Allah is a
logical necessity as a power who can create spatiotemporal things in many ways.
A boundary around His powers, other than His properties, would mean the
existence of partial nothingness, and partial nothingness is impossible. The
spatiotemporal things cannot be necessarily only one way because of the
arguments in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 hence, anything limited in
space will be contingent and cannot be a self-sufficient necessary being and
cannot be a god.
1.4.3.1.2.8

Conclusion: Allah is the Source of Fashioning
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who Does not Need Being Fashioned.
Since there is at least one thing/ being which/ who does not need being
fashioned, and since infinite regress and the limited universe cannot be that
thing, and since there are fashioning elements in the limited universe, the only
source of fashioning may be Allah, the One and Only.
Question 76.

Is not it a fallacy of composition to say that the flowers, atoms need to be
fashioned, hence the limited universe needs to be fashioned? Cannot it be the
case that the parts of the limited universe need to be fashioned, but the limited
universe as a whole does not need to be fashioned?
Answer 76.

Similar points about the fallacy of composition point are addressed in part
1.1.2.1.3 and in part 1.5.2.2.5.
Question 77.

Is not a fashioner who fashions the relations between Allah and Allah’s creation
necessary?
Answer 77.

Relation relates to unity. Once there is the all-encompassing unity of Allah, this
means that He encompasses all relations including the ones between Himself
and others, and the contingent relations between anything else. Hence, there is
no necessity for an additional relater/ fashioner above Allah and anything else.
The relations as the object of fashioning are contingent relations. However this
does not mean that “all” things are related in a contingent way. The relations
between Allah and the creation are not contingent: Gravity may be the way we
observe or it may be fashioned in another way, however, “the creation can only
be created by Allah”. Hence, this latter relation is fundamental, necessary, and
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not contingent. As these fundamental necessary relations are the very
fundamental relations which cannot be otherwise because of the default
existence of Allah and His properties, they do not need any deliberator other
than Allah. “A thing may be created by Allah or by another God” is a false
statement; a thing has to be created by Allah if it is to be created, and whether
it is to be created is decreed by Allah. So, there is no need for a further fashioner
regarding the relations between Allah and His creation. Whether it is to be
created or not relates to the contingency property of that creation, not to the
relation between Allah and that creation. Whether it will be created or not is
contingent; but whether it will be created “by Allah” is not contingent. If it is
decreed to be created, then its creation will be done by Allah. So, this latter
relation is not a contingent relation.
1.4.3.2

The Imperfections in the Universe

Do they distribute the mercy of your Lord? It is
We who have apportioned among them their
livelihood in the life of this world and have raised
some of them above others in degrees [of rank]
that they may make use of one another for
service. But the mercy of your Lord is better than
whatever they accumulate.
(Quran: 43/32)
1.4.3.2.1

The Objection

Some materialists argue that the limited universe and the things in it are not
fashioned, because, there are some imperfections in them; an All-Knower, an
All-Powerful, an All-Good, a Wise God would have fashioned the limited
universe so that there are no imperfections in it.
The following sub-parts addresses this argument and shows that this argument
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does not have any weight against the Fashioner property of Allah which is also
a sub-proof of Allah.
1.4.3.2.2
1.4.3.2.2.1

The Reasons for the Failure of the Objection
Only Allah is Absolutely Perfect.

Nothing other than Allah is absolutely perfect. The absolutely perfect may be
only one, since anything more than one would be limited.
So, asking that Allah creates absolutely perfect things is against logic and against
the ontological Being of Allah. Hence, asking it, is asking Allah that He creates
other gods. Criticizing the fashioning of Allah in this respect is only an
emotional behavior.
Nothing perfect would want to die; things would want to have as much power
as possible; things would want to be as beautiful as possible; people would want
to know as much as possible including the future… Why would Allah need to
give all things everything that they want to have? Would it be a default and
logical possibility? Giving things everything that they want to have would entail
creating other gods who would be absolutely perfect. So, in this line of
materialistic reasoning, Allah would not be a perfect fashioner unless He created
other god(s). But obviously there cannot be more than One True God. And this
does not entail any imperfection in the fashioning capacity of Allah.
While Allah is absolutely perfect, the creatures have “degrees of quality”.
“Degrees of quality” is used here to mean degrees of quality given to something
by Allah within the limitations entailed by the ontological reality of Allah and
by the contingent frameworks created by Allah.
925

No matter how high is the degree of quality of anything created by Allah, it will
be unimaginably far from the absolute perfection of Allah. This is a truth and
the claim of the Quran, and of almost all other major religions and their holy
texts. Hence, the implicit premise in the argument that that which Allah
fashions must be fully perfect is a strawman.
Question 78.
So, if Allah cannot create another god, does not this mean that His
Omnipotence and His Fashioning power is limited?
Answer 78.
Logically absurd statements do not limit any power of Allah. For example, if I
say “Allah cannot create a non-circular circle”, this does not entail that there is
something that Allah cannot create. Because the set of “non-circular circles” is
ontologically empty; if “non-circular circles” are not considered as an ontological
reality, but just a few words, or an illusion, then as such, these things exist, and
as such their existence is sustained by Allah. But if they are considered as an
ontological reality which might really limit Allah, then that statement is equal
to saying “Allah cannot create _”, where “_” corresponds to an empty set of
ontological reality. The above statement is like saying “Allah cannot create a
non-existent crocodile”. The set of “non-existent crocodiles” is empty. Here, by
non-existent crocodile I mean a crocodile which never exists as an ontologically
true thing; again, it can exist as error or as an illusion or as a mere statement,
but as such these latter things would already be already creatable by God. So,
when we say “Allah cannot create a non-existent crocodile”, this would be like
saying “there is no object or being that Allah cannot create”; hence, here there
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is no true thing or possibility which limits Allah.
The latter point is like the question: Can Allah create a rock so heavy that He
cannot raise? There is no rock that Allah cannot raise. Allah creates and sustains
gravity, hence He is the ultimate cause who the rock fall. Hence, a rock that
Allah cannot raise is non-existent; and a non-existent cannot constitute a true
ontological limitation. Something which is only logically impossible without
being related to the ontological reality does not constitute an ontological
limitation, since, it may be reworded such that it is built on a name which is
absurd or whose implied ontological reality is non-existent. So, He creates the
constraints. But once He chooses and defines the constraints for whatever
reason, then other things He fashions will comply with those constraints.
Furthermore, the logic is grounded in the unity and powers of Allah, since, logic
would not exist without the grounding unity of Allah. Hence, there is nothing
external to Allah which limits Him; and He cannot be considered as a limitation
upon Himself.
In this context, the literal wording of the Quran about the Omnipotence of
Allah is very relevant and insightful as we see in the following verse:
The lightning almost snatches away their sight, whenever it flashes for them,
they walk therein, and when darkness covers them, they stand still. And if Allah
willed, He could have taken away their hearing and their sight.

Certainly, Allah has power over all things.
(Quran: 2/20)
Allah has power over all “things”. Obviously, a “thing” which cannot be defined
consistently and coherently is not a true thing, not even as a contingent thing.
A non-existent crocodile in the above sense does not correspond to an actual or
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contingent thing. It is like a word which does not have any meaning like
“nmkmmmmnnm”. Or it is like a question in our context as “will you speak?”.
If we say “Allah cannot create nmkmmmmnnm” or “Allah cannot create ‘will
you speak?’ ” these statements do not have any meaning of limitation upon the
power of Allah.
Note that in the above verse, the last sentence comes right after something that
Allah might do but that He did not do. So, that act is a contingent act that Allah
might do. If He would not be able to do that contingent “thing”, then the power
of Allah would have been limited. That thing or act is a specific thing which
does not contain contradictions. Had it been something with contradictions or
empty in meaning, then it would not entail any potency or impotency about
Allah.
Consequently, the criticism of the materialist about the imperfections in the
fashioning of Allah fails. Because what the materialist expects from Allah in
terms of fashioning is that He creates an absolutely perfect universe with
absolutely perfect contents. This would entail a god-like universe which contains
gods.
But a second “god” is like the “non-existent crocodile” or “non-circular circle”
as explained above. Because the concept of “second god” would be “non-god”,
for a “second god” would be limited by the “first god”, and would be an
incoherent and inconsistent statement which would correspond to an empty set
which does not contain any actual or contingent ontological value. Hence, the
statement “Allah cannot create a second god” is ontologically equal to “Allah
cannot create _”, where “_” is not a thing.
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So, the perfection in the fashioning of Allah does not entail His fashioning a
second god who is absolutely perfect; hence, as a default and necessary truth
arising from the default properties of Allah, everything He creates will be
incomparably less than Him; but this does not mean that His fashioning is
limited, because an alleged limitation in this respect is with no coherent
ontological content.
1.4.3.2.2.2
Perfection in the Limited Universe can be
Measured Only Relatively to Related Purposes.

Or He makes them [both] males and females,
and He renders whom He wills barren. Indeed,
He is Knowing and Competent.
(Quran: 42/50)
We have certainly created man in the best of
stature;
Then We return him to the lowest of the low,
(Quran: 95/4-5)
There are imperfections in the limited universe when we look from a certain
specific angle, when we have a specific purpose in mind. If no purpose is
considered, then we cannot talk of imperfections, since there is no need to meet
a perfect state when there is no goal to be met. So, for fashioning there is no
such problem, as long as what He wills happens as underlined in the following
verse:

And Allah is predominant over His affair, but
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most of the people do not know.
(Quran: 12/21)
Judgments about perfections are essentially subjective: if you watch the beautiful
sight of the iceberg, this may sound as something perfect; but if you watch it
while you are about to freeze on the iceberg, this may not sound so perfect.
If there is purpose, then there will be naturally the degrees of quality, since
purpose entails meeting the purpose. And if the purpose is real, then, everything
that is real will have degrees of quality, in respect to how much it meets the
purpose. However, we do not know all of the ultimate purposes of Allah.
Obviously, His purpose is not to make everything eternal in this limited world.
A destruction of an older state, leads to the birth of a new state. Since we are
limited, the death of a person is generally something feared by that person; but
for Allah it is not something to be feared, since, with it, He brings and observes
the birth of other things.
We may will things to be a certain way. However, our wills are not superior to
the will of Allah. Anyway, the wills of those who submit to Allah will overlap
with the wills of Allah in the heaven where Allah will bestow His favors unto
those who submit to the Truth.
One might say that if the fashioner is Allah, then the fashioning would be
perfect. However, when we say “if Allah is the Fashioner, then the fashioning
must be relatively perfect”, for the argument to work, the predicate will be
Allah’s being the Fashioner. If this is the predicate, then this entails that the
perfection is evaluated according to Allah’s judgment and His goals.
One should not say that “if the fashioner is Allah, then that which is fashioned
must be perfect, but it must be perfect not according to the purposes of Allah,
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but according to our purposes and judgements”.
Some have the presupposition that the goodness of Allah entails making
everything happy. According to Islam, such a presupposition is false as we see
in the following verse:

Paradise is not [obtained] by your wishful
thinking nor by that of the People of the
Scripture. Whoever does a wrong will be
recompensed for it, and he will not find besides
Allah a protector or a helper.
(Quran: 4/123)

We must not make such wishful and misleading presuppositions.
In some respects, things which look like deficient in fact are parts of a system:
for instance, the lack of self-sufficiency within the limited universe leads us to
conclude that there is a self-sufficient ultimate cause; when we notice some
defects, we understand that there is or there may be a better state which is not
actual; and that we have a power to transcend that which is and that which
ought to be. If we could not starve, would we enjoy and appreciate the existence
of food and water?
So, let us see the crucial role of some purposes related to the assessment of
fashioning through some examples:
1.4.3.2.2.2.1

Purpose of Giving Freedom

Or Allah may choose to empower His creation, and this may cause some
problems within the limited universe, which may also be considered as part of
fashioning. If a being is truly free, then it may deliberately choose to do
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something which is not essentially good. For example, if a team of engineers
fashion a car freely, then their likes, dislikes, competences and incompetences
will be reflected on the car. Therefore, if they have the “freedom”, a “true
likelihood” of some imperfection in the design of the car is a necessity.
When they fashion the car, since Allah has originated and sustained their
existence, will powers, competences…, and since He permitted the fashioning
of the car, the indirect fashioner of the car is Allah. This is implied in the
following verse above as well:

And Allah has created you and what you make.
(Quran: 37/96)
So, as the impossibility of a second god imposes an apparent limitation which
is not a true limitation upon the fashioning power of Allah, the decree of Allah
to delegate some fashioning power and freedom to some creation imposes
another apparent limitation, which is not a true limitation upon the fashioning
power of Allah.
So, if He decrees some degree of freedom for His creation, this may entail if He
wills, that He has foreseen and that He permits some lower degrees of creaturely
qualities.
The above kind of limitations do not occur only in respect to life forms like
human beings. For instance, if Allah gives some freedom to the enzymes in the
replication of DNA, this might diminish the degree of creaturely quality as well.
Or if He gives some freedom in the realm of sub-atomic particles, this may again
diminish the degree of creaturely quality. But in parallel with the above
explanations, these would not constitute true ontological limitations upon the
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fashioning power of Allah.
Question 79.
Will those who enter the paradise have the freedom of being unhappy?
Answer 79.
Those who enter paradise will be those who love Allah, who trust in His good
intention and His promise, who fear His punishment against the evil, who are
tested in this life in these respects, and who are pleased with whatever comes
from Him. Those who want to be unhappy or to take the risk of being unhappy
to a great extent, will be located within the relevant degrees of the hell if it is
applicable in accordance with their deeds.
1.4.3.2.2.2.2

Some Other Purposes

A car company may produce very perfect cars, but it produces cars of a spectrum
of different qualities and features. If it produces a lower quality car with less
features, does it mean that it cannot produce a higher quality car? Obviously
not. However, the goal of the company is not to produce always the highest
quality car with the best features. One may argue as follows: “the resources of
the company are limited, that is why it does not try to produce always such
highest quality cars, but God is not limited like this.” Here, the important point
is that the goal of producing high quality things is not necessarily the top goal,
and it may be naturally subject to other higher goals. Likewise, that the human
beings’ arms if amputated do not regrow does not mean that God could not
make them able to regrow since there are many animals who may regrow their
limbs. Or that we cannot fly without any aid does not mean that God could not
make us as beings who can fly unaided. Or that the squirrels cannot do algebra
does not mean that Allah could not make them as smart as human beings. Or
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that our DNAs and other parts are such that some people may have eye
problems does not mean that our DNAs and other parts could not have been
created with no weaknesses like this.
Maybe by seeing health problems we can better appreciate health; maybe by
seeing death, we can better appreciate life or we are having some humility;
maybe seeing the subjection of animals to human beings we can better
appreciate our intellectual powers; maybe seeing the suffering within the entire
living things, we can be more careful about the risks we may have, especially
against the punishment of Allah; maybe a universe with widespread patterns,
predictability, and freedom at many layers is logically a much better type of
universe compared to a universe where Allah gets involved in a more ad hoc
way.
So, to assess something as imperfect, we have to have certain knowledge about
the purpose of Allah related to that thing. In this respect, the claim that the
creation is imperfect is baseless and useless against the fashioning of Allah.
1.4.3.2.2.3
The Claim Against the Fashioning of God
Based on the Imperfection of the Creation is Unfalsifiable.
Some arguments against fashioning are supposed to refute it even if there was
only our earth and things with a highest degree of creaturely quality.
Even if everything had a higher degree of creaturely quality, a materialist might
argue that it is because of the multiverse and anthropic principle. Or he might
argue that every perfect thing is necessary or self-sufficient based on its
perfection; maybe, in that case the materialist would claim that there is a law
which makes everything perfect, and that there is no God who is powerful over
them. This is exemplified in the behavior of a community who when things
went perfectly for them, thought that perfection was inherent in them, and that
there was no God above them and hence they rejected Allah:
As for Aad, they were arrogant upon the earth without right and said, "Who is
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greater than us in strength?" Did they not consider that Allah who created them
was greater than them in strength? But they were rejecting Our signs.
So We sent upon them a screaming wind during days of misfortune to make
them taste the punishment of disgrace in the worldly life; but the punishment
of the Hereafter is more disgracing, and they will not be helped.
(Quran: 41/15-16)
So, a person who would not believe, would not accept the Fashioner property
of Allah even if the universe had a higher degree of creaturely quality. Even
such a universe might be more misleading.
1.4.3.2.2.4
An Allegedly low Degree of Quality in That
Which was Fashioned, Does not Entail the Non-Existence of
Fashioning.

Your Lord has decreed upon Himself mercy.
(Quran: 6/54)

While there may be lots of reasons for the weaknesses of creation, it should be
noted that a weakness in and of itself does not entail that that thing was not
fashioned. In the example given above about the spectrum of quality related to
cars does not entail that the cars with lower quality were not fashioned.
Likewise, that some cars are recalled does not mean that these cars were not
fashioned.
1.4.3.2.2.5
To Reject the Fashioning of Allah, There Must
be Criteria Other Than the Degree of Quality.
As the degree of quality is not a criterion to identify fashioning, there must be
relevant criteria to identify it. The spectrum of higher and lower degrees of
quality may also be helpful for us to identify what is better fashioned and what
is weakly fashioned from our perspective; and this can help us find out the
criteria for fashioning.
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If and only if one has the relevant criteria to identify fashioning, then he can
recognize or reject it. Once we identify the fashioning, then we can assess its
degree of relative perfection.
But regarding the fashioning of Allah, once we identify His fashioning, then we
will have to concede that He may know what we do not know, and we may give
up claiming that His fashioning is imperfect since we do not know all of His
purposes.
In this respect, the materialist follows an upside-down method: Instead of
identifying first the elements to detect whether there is fashioning of Allah, and
then deciding on the quality of fashioning relatively to the potential purposes
and other implications of Allah; he determines first that a fashioning of Allah
would be defective without considering any possible purposes of Allah, and
based on this irrelevant conclusion, he tries to determine whether He fashioned
or not.
If the materialist claims that the fashioning of Allah is less than perfect, then he
must have recognized the reality of fashioning. This is as opposed to the
materialist claim that everything is reducible to the behavior of particles’
bumping one onto other. Hence, the different degrees of quality of fashioning
may be instrumental in this respect.
1.4.3.2.2.6
An Alleged Imperfection in the Fashioned
Thing Does not Entail the Imperfection of the Fashioner.
Allah does not need to make anything maximally perfect.
Allah may assign different degrees of perfection to things. Assigning the same
degree of perfection to things would create unnecessary restrictions upon the
universe.
We could have wings. But that we do not have them does not mean that the
Creator could not make us have wings, since He created birds with wings.
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Even though a painter may produce a perfect painting, depending on the
circumstances and purposes, he can paint willingly something not so good or
even ugly.
Hence, any imperfection in the creation does not entail an imperfection in the
fashioning power of Allah.
1.4.3.2.2.7
The Judgment of the Observer About the
Quality of Something Demonstrates That he has Transcendent
Properties.
When judging about whether Allah fashioned the universe and its contents and
at what degree of perfection, the materialist uses his knowledge, reasoning
power, free will power, consciousness and decides that what Allah fashioned is
imperfect. All of these properties he uses are transcendent properties. If he
concludes for the imperfection, then he presumes that there is an ought to be.
All of these are against the materialist claim that he is reducible to the particles
bumping one onto other.
1.4.3.3

Wastefulness in the Limited Universe

Whatever is in the heavens and whatever is on
the earth exalts Allah, and He is the Exalted in
Might, the Wise.
(Quran: 59/1)
1.4.3.3.1

The Objection
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The creation of the heavens and earth is greater
than the creation of mankind, but most of the
people do not know.
(Quran: 40/57)

Some people argue that if Allah had fashioned the limited universe for the
human beings, He would not create such a large universe where there is a
relatively tiny solar system and tiny earth on which the human beings would
worship Him. Things on the earth actually depend on the existence of the
universe, but a Wise God might get the same result with a more parsimonious
method, without needing to create such a big universe for the tiny human beings
in a tiny solar system. So, for them, it is unlikely that a God fashioned the
universe.
1.4.3.3.2

1.4.3.3.2.1
Human Beings.

The Reasons for the Failure of the Objection

The Universe was not Created Only for the

The seven heavens and the earth and whatever is
in them exalt Him. And there is not a thing
except that it exalts [Allah] by His praise, but
you do not understand their [way of] exalting.
Indeed, He is ever Forbearing and Forgiving.
(Quran: 17/44)
There is nothing like unto Him.
(Quran: 42/11)

This objection presupposes that the entire limited universe has been created
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only for the human beings and that without the human beings it has no value.
This presupposition may be originated from some religions which claim that
God created the human beings in His image; or which claim that the most
important creation is the human beings.
As we see in the above verses, these claims and presuppositions are very far
from the Quranic teaching.
The following verse states that creatures other than human beings are also
valuable as the servants of Allah:

And there is no creature on [or within] the earth
or bird that flies with its wings except [that they
are] communities like you. We have not
neglected in the Register a thing. Then unto their
Lord they will be gathered.
(Quran: 6/38)

The following verse states that to Him belongs “whoever” is in the heavens and
whoever is on the earth.

Indeed,, to Allah belongs whoever is in the
heavens and whoever is on the earth.
(Quran: 10/66)

So, according to the Quran, the limited universe is not created only for and
limited to the human beings.
1.4.3.3.2.2
The Greatness of the Universe is Useful for the
Understanding and Mental Growth of Human Beings.
However, we must not forget that the level of science which allows us to observe
the space show that even as of now, the limited universe is not disconnected
from us. By observing the universe as taught by Allah, we grow better in
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understanding the greatness of Allah:

Say, "Observe what is in the heavens and earth."
But of no avail will be signs or warners to a
people who do not believe.
(Quran: 10/101)

So, definitely, the greatness of the universe is not a waste.
1.4.3.3.2.3
There may be Material Benefits in the Space
Accessible to the Human Beings
As we see in the following verse, Allah encourages the human beings to go
beyond the earth. So, there are things beyond earth which are beneficial to the
human beings not only in terms of mental growth, but also in terms of material
things.

Jinn and mankind, if you can penetrate the
diameters of the heavens and the earth, do so,
but you cannot do so without power and
authority.
(Quran: 55/33)
1.4.3.3.2.4
Creating the Entire Limited Universe Does not
Bring a Cost to Allah.
On the other hand, the idea of waste may be related to the claim of some
religions that God after having created the universe, has rested (e.g. Genesis 2:23). The teaching of the Quran is different in this respect as well:

And indeed We created the heavens and the
earth and all between them in six Days and
nothing of fatigue touched Us.
940

(Quran: 50/38)
Imploring Him is everyone in the heavens and
the earth. Every day He is in full control.
(Quran: 55/29)
And Our command is but one, like a glance of
the eye.
(Quran: 54/50)

So, the creation of the universe does not bring any cost nor any tiredness to
Allah.
Hence, there is no issue of waste, though He is Wise.
1.4.3.4
1.4.3.4.1

Puddle Analogy
The Objection

Puddle analogy is presented as an argument against the fashioning of Allah. It
is presented like this: it rains and in a hole a puddle forms. The puddle finds it
interesting and unlikely that the hole fits the puddle just right for its being and
shape. When the sun evaporates the puddle, it is surprised again. The points of
the argument are as follows:
1. Nobody made the hole fit for the puddle, but the puddle (the water) adjusted
to the shape of the hole. Any type of hole would be sufficient for the puddle to
form. But the puddle misinterpreted the situation. We also as human beings are
adjusted to the conditions of the actual limited universe. Many kinds of
universes would be suitable for some kind of thinking life, the specific features
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of any universe is not very relevant to the mere existence of thinking life. If it
was a different structure of the universe, then we would be different kinds of
thinking beings.
2. If there was no hole, there would be no puddle. The puddle should not have
been surprised, because it can think like that if and only if there was such a
hole. Even if the hole was very special, unlikely, required many conditions, the
formation of the puddle is just an indicator that those conditions somehow
happened to be.
3. That the puddle evaporated shows that there was nothing special prepared
for the puddle, and the cycle of events caused its destruction.
For the same reasons, as the hole was not fashioned for the puddle, the limited
universe was not fashioned for human beings.
1.4.3.4.2

The Reasons for the Failure of the Objection

The argument does not work against the fashioning of the limited universe for
the following reasons:
1.4.3.4.2.1
That any Shape of a Hole Would Cause the
Puddle is in Contrast With the Suitability of a Very Small
Percentage of the Universe for Life.
The analogy does not take into account the need for sun, for the atmosphere,
for the range of heat, for the existence of water… so that the puddle may be. It
takes into account only the existence of the hole. The analogy also takes into
account a liquid which can adjust to most shapes of surfaces; it does not consider
a rock which would need to fit just right into a very specific hole.
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The analogy does not consider together the facts that the shape of the puddle
would depend on the shape of the hole, the shape of the hole would depend on
the shape of the molecules… hence this might lead to infinite regress; or there
might be a first specific shape. It does not make this analysis that is done in
regards to the fashioning of Allah.
Therefore, it is incomplete and irrelevant against the fashioning of Allah. As
such, since it omits the essentials of the fashioning of Allah, it is safe to say that
the analogy is a biased one constructed on a wishful thinking with a purpose to
refute the fashioning of Allah.
An analogy which would realistically correspond to the life, would rather be: A
rock with a specific shape of rock (SR), which would fall in a hole which has
the shape of hole (SH) on a hard surface, such that SH fits SR very well.
Obviously, all set-ups of universes are not suitable for life. A universe whose
most fundamental particles are like billiard balls would not be suitable for life;
nor a universe whose fundamental particles are like mere cubes or cylinders…
would be suitable for life.
If the hole was structured in the shape of an eye with so as to make the puddle
see, as the actual universe which enables beings to see, then the puddle would
be right in saying that the shape of the hole is special. But if the hole did not
have special parts then the analogy is inapplicable against the fashioning of
Allah.
But the analogy does not have any such elements and has nothing to do with
the real life, hence, it is irrelevant against the fashioning of Allah.
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1.4.3.4.2.2
The Analogy Assumes That Life Consists of
Spatial Distribution of Some Matter.
Life does not consist of spatial aggregates of particles positioned in a specific
way. It has components which are not reducible to the spatial distribution.
Hence, a conformity with a shape does not produce life nor consciousness. This
also makes the analogy irrelevant against the fashioning of Allah.
The irreducibility to spatial distribution is explained in part 1.1.2.2.4 in detail.
1.4.3.4.2.3
The Analogy Deals With Probabilities Related
to Shapes and Distributions, but it Does not Consider the
Substance and the Power Necessary in Order to Make the
Probabilities Actual.
Fashioning of Allah is considered tightly together with the creative, originator,
unifier, and sustainer properties of Allah in bringing things into existence. These
relate to the substance and power necessary for the processes which will make
the actualization of the probabilities.
The puddle does not analyze where the essence and unity of the contingent hole
came from, what ran the processes which produced its shape.
Hence, the argument is incomplete in this respect as well, and therefore, it is
irrelevant as an argument against the fashioning by Allah.
1.4.3.4.2.4
That the Puddle Could Reason Only if the
Conditions Were Suitable, has no Effect in Making the Conditions
Suitable.
The analogy is also used as an argument in parallel with the anthropic principle
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accompanied with the multiverse as follows (I will extend it in some respects so
that the idea is better delivered):
The puddle sees that it is a shallow puddle and the hole is a shallow hole. The
shallow hole corresponds to our universe. The puddle thinks: Is not it
extraordinary that the hole fits me so perfectly? However, there are many holes
which are not shallow yet as it knows only its hole which corresponds to its
shape, the puddle finds it unlikely and interesting. The puddle can only be in a
hole which fits it. So, it should not be surprised. And as we can be only in a
universe which is suitable for us, we must not be surprised by seeing that the
conditions around us are suitable for us.
There are many regions of the earth surface where the shapes of puddles are
different.
Even the actual puddle’s conditions are not special for it, since it evaporated.
And our universe may at any time cause our destruction.
The materialists often argue on the basis of what is called the anthropic
principle, saying that had the limited universe been unsuitable for life, we would
not be here to think about it. This is only meaningful if accompanied with a
claim that the multiverse exists: if the multiverse exists, like many holes with
many shapes in the analogy, then there will be many universes where the
conditions for life do not obtain.
Even if there is one universe where the conditions obtained for life, within
trillions of universes unsuitable for life, we would be in that universe, we would
not be in the other universes which did not allow life. Hence, it is not surprising
that we do not see around us unsuitable conditions for life, since if the
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conditions were unsuitable, we would not exist. So, we must not be surprised
to be in a universe which has numerous conditions suitable for life. Our
situation is similar to the shallow puddle which must not be surprised to find
itself in a shallow hole.
The analogy in terms of anthropic principle, is used to explain why everything
around us is just right for life, by arguing that our observing that our
surrounding is suitable for life does not mean that every surrounding is suitable
for life. For instance there are many planets, galaxies where there are nonsuitable conditions for life. Even if we can see that the fabric of the matter of
our universe with the cosmological constant, or with the ratios between the subatomic particles… throughout our entire universe are within narrow ranges that
are suitable for life, it is likely that there are other universes where they are not
within those ranges.
The argument fails if there is no multiverse, and there is no actual evidence for
a multiverse. Furthermore, even if a multiverse existed, for strong reasons, it
would not be usable as an argument against the fashioning of Allah. On the
contrary, it would be a further argument for the fashioning of Allah. For
example, it would undermine the laws of nature which are seen by the
materialist as the dogmatic and unquestionable cause and basis of our limited
universe, unless he assumes a meta-set of similar laws; but if the new set of laws
were accepted, then these laws would be adjusted with other constants and
relations since we have a highly uniform universe. Further reasons for the non
usability of the multiverse against the fashioning by Allah are explained in part
1.1.2.2.2.14.
1.4.3.4.2.5

If Life can Adjust to any Universe, Like the
946

Water in the Analogy, This Means That Transcendence
Encompasses all Existence.
If as thinking life forms we had different spatiotemporal shape but we would be
knowing, having free will power, reasoning power, consciousness in a limited
universe where the distances between particles are a trillion times bigger, or
which expands a thousand times faster, or which is a hundred times hotter or
much colder or a million times brighter, or with no light at all, this would mean
that life is irreducible to and more independent from the spatiotemporal than
we thought. This would confirm that there is a sustainer of life who sustains the
spatiotemporal as well.
1.4.3.5

Why Would God Need to Fashion the Universe?

A concern against the Fashioning especially in terms of higher degree fashioning
is this: If the Designer is all-Powerful, then He would not need to originate and
sustain these relations in order to create human beings or any other creation.
This point is arbitrary and is not based on any compelling logical or empirical
grounds. We cannot say that God had not to create these relationships. Each
element of fashioning is an additional unity, an additional beauty, an additional
art, and an additional evidence of Allah for us. Their creation is no limitation
for Allah.
1.4.3.6

Anthropic Principle

The argument based on anthropic principle is explained in part 1.4.3.4 about
the puddle analogy, and in part 1.1.2.2.2.14 about the multiverse.
1.4.3.7
The Limited Universe may Have Been Fashioned by
a Material Simulator
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The materialist may say that even if fashioning is demonstrated, this would not
mean that the fashioner is a god; the fashioner may be a spatiotemporal
simulator. However, if fashioning of the spatiotemporal is demonstrated, this
entails that a spatiotemporal simulator will also have to be fashioned as the
human beings need to be fashioned. Then there will be infinite regress of the
spatiotemporal chain of fashioners, none of which has a distinct effective
fashioning power, since all of them would have been fashioned by a simulator.
Therefore, a self-sufficient fashioner is necessary for the limited universe.
1.4.3.8

Hostility of the Limited Universe to Life

The creation of the heavens and earth is greater
than the creation of mankind, but most of the
people do not know.
(Quran: 40/57)

The objection is as follows: If the universe was created for intelligent life, then
the big majority of the universe would not be hostile to life.
The argument presupposes that the only valuable being in the universe is the
human being. This is a false presupposition.
The human being is not the only important and special being in Islam. Allah
has many other creations in the universe which/ who are important and
valuable. Hence, every place of the universe does not need to be hospitable for
human life. However, we may discover many benefits for the human beings
within the universe.
Other things are also valuable and have their missions. A galaxy, a star, a black
hole are also the servants of Allah.
There is no logical requirement for our needs to be more than sufficient. The
structure of the limited universe is a matter of contingency.
There may be reasons for a balanced scarcity of life and of the resources
necessary for it. If the universe was full of life, maybe we would not be able to
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appreciate the specialness of life. In the present universe, we empirically observe
that “life” is not self-sufficiently occurring anywhere, and that certain
substances, parameters, conditions are necessary for its existence. Hence, we are
able to appreciate the importance of the existence of the requirements, hence of
the existence of life.
If the entire universe was full of life-friendly conditions, maybe we would not
appreciate the favors of Allah; maybe we would say “there is no evidence that
the conditions might be much different than those hospitable to life, so they
should be like that by default, hence, there is no need for a Fashioner”. The
value of many things increase because of their scarcity. Hence, scarcity has a
real importance in some respects. On the other hand, without scarcity, we might
be unable to see that we are vulnerable and maybe we would feel more arrogant.
Also, if the entire limited universe was life-friendly, then we might be unable to
observe huge structures like black-holes, different kinds of stars…
Some other details related to this argument are given in part 1.4.3.3 about
wastefulness in the limited universe.
1.4.3.9

There is no Effective Fashioning by Creation

A component of the proof of Allah in respect to fashioning has been the
fashioning by creation and its irreducibility. However, according to the
materialism and reductive physicalism, human beings, their fashioning, their
apparent free will are all reducible to the spatiotemporal patterns and entities.
If this is true, then our fashioning becomes irrelevant as a component of the
proof of Allah. But is it true? Do not we have any effective fashioning power?
Reductive physicalists define fashioning as the movement of particles (or
ASBEs) of an agent in a specific way so as to produce changes which look like
fashioning, hence conclude that there is no fashioning by the creation which is
not reducible to the spatiotemporal.
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According to this definition, there is no distinctly effective fashioning by
creation. An explanation based on the particles bumping one onto other is
sufficient to explain that which is called fashioning. However, this contradicts
our numerous empirical observations about the distinctly effective existence of
true fashioning.
In order to not commit a strawman fallacy, let me first explain further the
implications of the materialist thinking in respect to our fashioning:
When it is said “as a watch shows a fashioner, the living things also show a
fashioner”, the materialist would say that they see that there are human beings
who fashion things, but they do not see that someone fashions the living things.
In fact if physicalism and naturalism are true, then the human beings are not
fashioning anything. The fashioned thing and its raw material must be
changeable. Otherwise there can be no fashioning. Likewise the fashioner must
have sovereign autonomy and free will power. For example, if all events are
reducible to the spatiotemporal movements of particles, then we cannot talk of
fashioning. If all things that human beings fashion are in fact the outcome of
the particles bumping one onto other, then nothing is fashioned, because if this
is the case, then things that human beings seem to be fashioning would not be
happening because of the fashioning activity and power of the human beings,
but because of particles bumping one onto other. Likewise, any act of the human
beings would just be seemingly so, and in fact they would be just epiphenomenal
and supervenient upon the particles bumping one onto other. The particles and
the alleged laws of physics would not be changing because of any fashioning
activity. They would be producing influences because of the particles of the
allegedly epiphenomenal human beings bumping one onto other. There would
be no distinct and effective fashioning, and nothing would and could be changed
by any fashioning activity. If things are like that, then what we call fashioning
would be just an illusion.
On the other hand, even this illusion would be false and misleading, because
even though we would call an activity as fashioning, there would be no
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fashioning at all, and it would be only an approximation and yet a false
approximation, because only the particles bumping one onto other would be
giving an illusion of fashioning, but in fact the real events at the bottom would
be diverging essentially from fashioning. Like some random particles under
physicalism, which would look like a circle have nothing to do with any real
circle since a detailed look at those particles would certainly show that they are
far from being a circle, even though it coincidentally looks like a circle from far.
I explained in part 1.1.2.2.1 the facts which show the irrationality of reductive
physicalism. Part 1.6 explains the effective reality of free will power.
Here I just want to emphasize the materialists’ internal contradictions about
fashioning in accepting reductive physicalism: if someone who denies the
effective reality of fashioning is an engineer or architect or has another job which
requires some fashioning, and instead of being paid for his fashioning, he is told
that he did not fashion anything effectively, and that it was atoms all along who
were acting, how will he reply? Will he give up getting the payment, since
particles are not paid?
Such a fashioner may say that his job is not philosophy, and that he
philosophizes in a different context. The contradiction in this situation arises
because of our clear observations which confirm the reality of our effective
fashioning. But the materialist who claims that those observations are false,
contradicts this claim when he claims the payment for his fashioning.
1.5 Awareness
And that which We have revealed to you of the Book, that is the truth verifying
that which is before it;
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Most surely with respect to His servants Allah is
Aware, Seeing.
(Quran: 35/31)
1.5.1

Preliminary Explanations

The dictionary definition of consciousness is as follows: (1) The quality or state
of being aware especially of something within oneself. (2) The upper level of
mental life of which the person is aware as contrasted with unconscious
processes.132 In this part, the words aware(ness) and conscious(ness) are used in
their broad common sense, hence, they will be used interchangeably.
One of the properties of Allah explained in the Quran is His Awareness. Allah
sees, hears, loves, and He has other properties which relate to His consciousness.
These properties on the one hand make us understand who and what Allah is,
and on the other hand, they help us learn where to look for the related evidence
for Him, His existence, and His properties like these.
Through our observations about the limited universe, we conclude that there
are things and events for which an originator and sustainer who has
consciousness and consciousness related properties is indispensable.
We are among those things: As human beings we are conscious and as conscious
beings we interact with the limited universe.
For many reasons that I will give, our consciousness by definition is not equal
to the movement of particles. One may say that whenever some particles happen
to be in a specific spatial distribution or have a special sequence of change in
132

“Consciousness.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, MerriamWebster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/consciousness.
Accessed 28 Jan. 2022.
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spatial distribution, a specific conscious state may happen. Even if this was true,
consciousness would not be equal to those material things and events.
Furthermore, as explained in part 1.2 about unity, these material changes entail
the existence of a transcendent essence at the origin.
Is the irreducibility of our consciousness the only fact which leads us to conclude
that our consciousness is sustained by an essence who is conscious? No. For
example, anything that is fashioned as shown in part 1.4 shows that what we
perceive as that which is fashioned must be encompassed by the one who
fashioned it. The details of these examples and other related points will be given
below.
Conscious beings exist, and consciousness is irreducible to the material. Also,
as we saw in part 1.2 about unity, the things in the limited universe need One
creator and sustainer for their existence. On the other hand, conscious beings
interact with and are conscious of other things in the limited universe; this is
also sustained by the One Sustainer of the limited universe. These lead us to
conclude that they are originated and sustained by the same SSC whose other
properties are explained in the relevant parts. This way, we may conclude that
the self-sufficient essence of SSC has also the property of consciousness/
awareness.
1.5.2

The Syllogism for the Property “Aware” of Allah (SPA)

Let us see these points in the following syllogism for the property “Aware”
(SPA):
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently
conscious.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have consciousness property selfsufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is self-sufficiently conscious,
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and has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently conscious.
1.5.2.1
SPA Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently Conscious.

He loves them and they love Him.
(Quran: 5/54)
The step 2 of the syllogistic argument related to the name/ property of Allah
“the Aware”, syllogism about the property “Aware” of Allah (SPA) is as follows:
T entail the necessity of (a) self-sufficient conscious (essence) for their existence.
We will examine this step under two main headings: (1) Anything contingent
in the limited universe without any consideration about its direct consciousness,
demonstrate that there is a “conscious” SSC for its existence. For instance, that
the limited universe which might be otherwise has been created as it actually is,
demonstrates that there has been a choice in the creation of the current contents
and shape of the actual limited universe. As this is a more general point, under
the first heading below, we will examine it first.
The second point which relates to the step 2 of SPA is that the irreducibility of
the manifestly conscious beings’ consciousness demonstrates that this
consciousness is originated and sustained by the SSC; and since this
consciousness is not reducible to the spatiotemporal, then it is traceable in terms
of causality back to the SSC and self-sufficient consciousness may be located
only in the SSC. So, under another heading, we will analyze this point.
So, let us examine the first point above:
1.5.2.1.1

All of the Contents of the Limited Universe Have
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Irreducible and Self-Sufficient Consciousness Related Aspects,
Hence Show That the SSC is Conscious.
The existence of the limited universe and its contents entails that a conscious
self-sufficient cause caused and sustains it. This point shows us the need for the
existence of a Self-Sufficiently Conscious Ultimate Cause: Since the entire
limited universe has consciousness related aspects, then this necessity cannot be
explained by anything which is part of the limited universe.
While the need for a consciousness above the limited universe that we cannot
introspect cannot be explained by anything in the limited universe, our
consciousness which we can directly observe, use, and introspect can be claimed
to be an indirect fact built upon or reducible to the other elements of the limited
universe.
Let us see first the reasons for the consciousness above the limited universe:
1.5.2.1.1.1
Conscious Beings Interact With the Rest of the
Limited Universe
In this sub-part we will examine the interaction between things that exist in the
limited and the consciousness of conscious beings. Hence, we will see the
consciousness relatedness of all things.
The material constituents such as atoms and electrons of our bodies are replaced
many times within a person’s life-time. Hence, it is obvious that the matter
directly interacts with consciousness. Hence, it has irreducible elements related
to consciousness.
Consciousness has properties such as unity, aboutness, intentionality, holism,
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irreducibility. When we are conscious of the moon, our particles have something
about the moon. But the moon is far away from our particles. One may say that
the photons have been reflected from the surface of the moon and reached the
particles in our brain, and therefore our awareness about the moon is no more
than what is added to the particles in our brain. However, if these photons
influenced the particles in our brain, these influences are unified in a different
way within our consciousness and unitary essence. They are not following
simply infinitesimal point-to-point distinct trajectories. And not only the
influences are spatiotemporally unified within each photon’s related trajectory,
but they as a “raw” perception within their layers, have been channeled to the
whole of the person. The aboutness is not simply an increase in the speed or
change in the momentum of particles.
The content of such spatiotemporal changes are very specifically defined in the
related equations and they contain no more than the variables that relate to the
units of space and time. For instance, we define a physical event by using
energy=1/2 mass * velocity2, we use the units of kilogram, meter, and second.
Newer formulations of energy as of now do not contain units of consciousness
either. So, here, there is nothing which can be transformed into consciousness
and which can help us predict or calculate what degree of consciousness will be
produced by the related physical event.
Yet, if one day we change the equation by adding a unit of consciousness, in
this case, the consciousness will be recognized as a fundamental irreducible
variable or a reality defined in terms of the most fundamental irreducible things.
If one day somehow the consciousness is given its place in such equations, then
the meter, second, kilogram will be also definable and calculable in terms of
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consciousness.
Therefore, no matter whether consciousness is transformable within such
equations, or not it is a reality. And as such it interacts with the physical world.
Hence, if there is an influence of the consciousness on the spatiotemporal, or if
there is an influence of the spatiotemporal on the consciousness, then this
means that the spatiotemporal has some commonality with consciousness which
is not reducible to the spatiotemporal.
Consequently, the irreducible consciousness aspects and systems inherent
within the contents of the limited universe entail an originator and sustainer in
accordance with the reasons about the contingency and dependency of those
things and in accordance with the reasons related to the need for a unifier as
explained in part 1.2 about the property of unity of Allah.
1.5.2.1.1.2
That the Limited Universe is Fashioned, Entails
That the Fashioner has Consciousness About What He Fashions

But Allah bears witness to that which He has
revealed to you. He has sent it down with His
knowledge, and the angels bear witness [as well].
And sufficient is Allah as Witness.
(Quran: 4/166)
If we fashion something, then we have some aboutness and unity about that
thing. In part 1.4, it is demonstrated that the limited universe and its contents
are fashioned.
Consciousness entails internal unity of the agent and external unity with the
universe. If we access universe and contain it within our unity and if the universe
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is compatible with it, through its unity and if it can be contained within it even
in just some aspects of its parts, this shows that it has a unity ontologically
similar to the unity of our consciousness. This is corroborated by the
consciousness necessary for fashioning. Hence if fashioning is true as shown in
part 1.4, then consciousness is true because without encompassing things in
unity fashioning is impossible. The fashioning of conscious beings entail the
existence of consciousness in the fashioner. But if the fashioned things were
represented in a fashioner in a point-to-point representation, then that which
has been fashioned would not have been grasped in its whole within the
fashioner, hence, it would not be under the control of the fashioner and his
fashioning. Therefore, no matter whether something fashioned has
consciousness or not, it must be contained within the fashioner in a
transcendent and unitary way, and this may not be excluding the consciousness
related aspects of the fashioned things.
If there is one and only one source of the universe, then our consciousness and
its relations with other things cannot have come from anywhere other than that
source; and it is shown in part 1.1 that there is a self-sufficient cause of the
limited universe and in part 1.2 that this cause is One.
If I have consciousness hence qualia and if another being has it then we must
be organized, defined, and sustained in terms of qualia and consciousness.
Hence, qualia, consciousnesses, and their locations must be organized. This
organization can be done only by a being who has consciousness and qualia.
Likewise in terms of reason, concepts, relationships, words, these must be
organized, hence, there must be a dimension and unitary being who has power
over such things. The power who organizes them must encompass and be
competent in terms of reason and its elements.
Can the self-sufficient sustain the conscious without himself being conscious?
No because the question “why the universe is the way it is” is answered by His
consciousness and free will power. This requires a deliberate fashioning and
bringing many things together in unity in many layers, with purposes, and subpurposes. Otherwise the self-sufficient would be only self sufficient, but not a
fashioner, nor a creator, nor a sustainer.
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Some properties cannot exist except through the existence of consciousness.
The knowledge argument in the literature of philosophy is presented by Frank
Jackson (1982) as follows133:
“Mary is a brilliant scientist who is, for whatever reason, forced to investigate
the world from a black and white room via a black and white television monitor.
She specializes in the neurophysiology of vision and acquires, let us suppose, all
the physical information there is to obtain about what goes on when we see ripe
tomatoes, or the sky, and use terms like ‘red’, ‘blue’, and so on. She discovers,
for example, just which wavelength combinations from the sky stimulate the
retina, and exactly how this produces via the central nervous system the
contraction of the vocal chords and expulsion of air from the lungs that results
in the uttering of the sentence ‘The sky is blue’.… What will happen when Mary
is released from her black and white room or is given a color television monitor?
Will she learn anything or not? It seems just obvious that she will learn
something about the world and our visual experience of it. But then is it
inescapable that her previous knowledge was incomplete. But she had all the
physical information. Ergo there is more to have than that, and Physicalism is
false.”
So, when Mary who has never been able to see any color other than black and
white gets the ability to see those other colors, for example when she is able to
133 Quoted in Nida-Rümelin, Martine and Donnchadh O Conaill, "Qualia:

The Knowledge Argument", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Summer 2021 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2021/entries/qualiaknowledge/>. Accessed 29.10.2021 From Jackson, F., 1982,
“Epiphenomenal Qualia”, Philosophical Quarterly, 32: 127–136.
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see color red, something new happens just because of the existence of Mary’s
consciousness. This is the knowledge and experience about the color red, and
the ontological reality of her experience about that thing would not exist if she
did not have her consciousness. Furthermore, if she chooses a red shirt instead
of a gray one, this may unfold within big spatiotemporal changes within the
limited universe.
So, would redness exist as we experience it without a conscious observer? Let
us suppose that Mary did not experience black and white either. One may say
that it would be no more than waves. But does a wave exist without a conscious
observer?
Could Mary know everything about “red” without knowing black and white or
gray or something like these?
If Mary who knows everything about red but has not yet experienced it learns
something new by her very experience, then does she learn something new by
experiencing gray or black or white as well? So we assume that she knew some
things before she knew the red. But what we say about red can also be said
about anything she knew before red. So, her experience of red and the reality
of red did not exist before she experienced it. Likewise her perceptions and
knowledge about the other things that she knew before she knew red, did not
exist before she knew them.
We can ask does a tree fall in the wood if none experiences it. But how can we
say that it falls before we know what a tree is, what falling is?
Now let us suppose that nobody has ever experienced red. Also let us suppose
that nobody experienced black, white either. We may say that the photons
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or/and the light waves would exist. However, what would be the color of the
constituents of a photon or of a light wave? Black? White? Blue? Obviously,
there would be facts such as their frequencies, wavelengths… But would their
constituents have colors as we experience colors? If they would be only in a
point-to-point infinitesimal interaction, one might say that there would be no
colors at all when there was no unitary wholes as human beings in whom the
wholes of photons or waves were sufficiently instantiated to produce the
consciousness of colors. So, one might say that they would be like sound waves
in respect to vision: we do not see sounds through our eyes as colors; a sound
or a vibration or a wave in a sea does not have a color.
Now, we may think that even though the constituents of those light waves/
photons did not have colors like we experience, they would have a wave-like
effect and perceivability. So, let us suppose that we do not have any spatial
perception, we are in the sea, and nothing has any visual perception of the
waves, but we just feel the waves hitting us. Let us go one step further and
suppose that we do not hear the waves, since our hearing is also related to our
consciousness, in other words, as we do not see the sound waves, it is also
possible that we do not hear them if we do not have the consciousness.
So, as in the absence of vision we cannot say that the sea is blue if there is no
conscious observer, we cannot either say that there are sounds of the sea waves
in the absence of a conscious observer. Now, what about the movement and
hitting power of the sea waves? Keep in mind that though sun is shining, the
sky, the sea are not blue, there are no shades of the blue.
You may say that even if you do not see nor hear the waves, the waves would
be there: now, what would be there precisely? Differentiations in spacetime and
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energy? What are they? They are in fact what we perceive; what if there are just
digits which we perceive as waves?
On the other hand, we can comprehend more easily the non-existence of the
shades of blue as qualia as objective facts; maybe this is because colors do not
act on us in a coercive way, it is easier to conceive their absence; but what is the
main difference between the movement of the sea waves and the colors, so as
we make different conclusions in our context, saying for example that the qualia
of colors may be epiphenomenal, but the waves have causal power?
In fact there is no fundamental difference: the light waves which hit our retina
produce differentiations which we perceive within our unity. Likewise,
regarding the sea waves, we presume the mass inertia and the spatial
differentiations; and we presume the existence of the sea waves even though we
have to suppose that our qualia do not exist, in other words, we presume the
existence of the causal effectiveness of the unified differentiations of the sea
waves.
Yet, without our consciousness, we are not even able to define what is that
which exists. When we say “the sea waves exist even if there is no conscious
observer”, we presume prior to that statement that “the sea waves exist” as a
“consciousness-related” fact, because we cannot define the sea waves except
through our consciousness. So, it is impossible to make that statement without
presupposing the existence of consciousness; but often we are not aware that we
make such a presupposition, and we may fail to see that the claim of the
existence of anything must be preceded by the claim that the consciousness is
at the foundation of that claim.
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Hence, like the consciousness of Mary makes the “red” exist, and have a
definable content, all things we know need consciousness so that they may exist.
You may say, even if Mary did not have the ability to see color red, the color
red would be existing. So, the question is “what” would be existing? One answer
may be: “Color red”. The next question is what is color “red”? Obviously, the
meaning of red as a result of consciousness must exist if there is any claim
related to it.
If something is truly red, then its redness (as a quale, as how we perceive its
redness), its truth as redness must be somewhere. If it was reducible to
frequencies of light waves then its redness would be nowhere. Because each
point of the light wave would not contain and would not be sufficient for the
definition of the red. And redness is not an absolutely objective property. The
same thing may look red from a certain angle or under certain conditions and
look purple under different conditions. But these different looks are also a
reality. If they are a reality then it must exist somewhere like three objects’
positions which exists in none of these objects. Likewise the totality of the
properties of the entire existence must exist somewhere or in some being. These
must also be defined by a being. Like the positions must be defined, what
frequency will result in what qualia must also be defined and fashioned. The
same applies for hardness or softness, heat or cold; whatever we consider more
fundamental than qualia are also perceived as qualia; even if we assume that
there are digits behind all or some kind of information, the same would apply
to them as well.
Things exist when we do not look at them. If they exist, then they have the
reality that we perceive in our consciousness. Because, what other reality can
they have and even if they have other reality what meaning can this other reality
have for us, and what evidence can we have of such a reality even if it is true:
this will be applicable to any evidence we allegedly may have in the future.
Hence there is a being who is conscious of them while we do not look at them.
Let us call the underlying “reality” which may allegedly be different than our
perception R, and let us call what we perceive of it P. If R is different than P,
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then where is P? If R is the same as P or contains P, then P is a unitary element
of R; hence, for example the redness that we perceive is a unitary element of R
which is not reducible to any differentiations reflected in differentiation based
equations of physics, since the equations essentially give and presume
infinitesimally divided and divisible and measurable point-like regions; and
when equations do not give such divisible picture, they give a holistic picture
which supports transcendence.
If the matter or the spatiotemporal is the starting point, then can we predict
consciousness starting from it? Could we predict what we perceive as “red”,
“black”, “white” and their shades without having experienced them?
What we perceive as red today, is the same red tomorrow and after tomorrow
unless there is a specific disorder. Likewise, what I perceive as red, corresponds
to what another human being calls as red; even though his experience may be
different consistently. So, there is a specific correspondence between the reality
or underlying reality that we observe and the content of our perception about
that reality. Hence, our perception is neither illusory nor random. It is well
defined and consistent.
In any case there are multiple conscious things and the objects of their
consciousness, and a sustaining ground who produces them. The difference is
that in Islam, the sustaining ground also has consciousness, which is more
plausible since something that lacks x cannot give x. And considering that the
consciousness is a necessary element for the existence and reality of at least
certain beings which have conscious experience, then Allah being conscious and
He creating other consciousness is fully plausible and explanatory.
Question 80.
How can we know that without the consciousness of Mary the experience of
redness as we know it, would not exist? Maybe it would exist at a more
fundamental level, maybe at the layer of atoms?
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Answer 80.
If it existed at the layer of atoms, then the consciousness would be existing at
the layer of atoms; hence, consciousness would again be making it exist.
Likewise, whatever we conceive of as the sea waves’ movement, without
visualizing, consciousness would be existing for its reality corresponding to our
perception of it. To claim otherwise, we need to quit our reasoning; because to
use our reasoning, we will need to define things, and we cannot define things
unless we use our conscious perception of those things.
Therefore, consciousness is a requirement for the existence of anything in the
limited universe, and for anything who is defined and whose existence is claimed
by us. Hence, as noted in the following verse, this very reasoning is a sub-proof
of the self-sufficient consciousness which is related to the ultimate cause of the
limited universe:

We will show them our proofs in the horizons,
and within themselves, until they realize that this
is the truth. Is your Lord not sufficient as a
witness of all things?
(Quran: 41/53)
Question 81.
How can we say that “consciousness is a requirement for the existence of
anything in the limited universe” while it is possible that consciousness is not a
requirement for the existence of anything?
Answer 81.
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If I claim the existence of “anything” no matter whether I know it or not, it is
within the boundary of my consciousness and I need to assign an ontological
“being” (to be) to it in order to make the claim in the question. Even concepts
have an ontological existence. The mere “being” is perceivable only through
consciousness; since whatever words we use to define “being”, these words need
“to be” in the first place.
1.5.2.1.1.3
Consciousness

Historical and Structural Transition To

Allah is witness over all things.
(Quran: 22/17)
Life in the limited universe started at a certain time. According to both science
and most religions, life as we know it was non-existent at a certain time, and it
somehow appeared. If consciousness arose through evolution, if particles
bumping one onto other transformed into wholes which have consciousness,
this entails that the particles had some properties which are irreducible to
spatiotemporal relations. Because firstly if the physical consists allegedly only of
mass, movements and distances and has no holistic aspects, then consciousness
which is holistic, unitary, which has aboutness and intentionality is totally
different in kind from the physical. Hence, also from a historical perspective, it
is contradictory to claim the existence of a sequential point where the particles
moving in a certain trajectory become or produce suddenly consciousness.
Some philosophers brought this point as an argument which supports
panpsychism which is defined as “a theory that all matter has some form of
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consciousness”134.
Likewise, from a structural perspective, it is not possible that particles moving
upon certain trajectories at a certain layer, produce suddenly consciousness at a
higher layer: so, imagine that the atoms were moving according to certain
patterns in the atomic layer; and when they have been positioned in a certain
way in space, at the biological layer suddenly they become aware of what is
going on around them. This claim would be contradictory if the spatiotemporal
is defined as something which does not have the properties of consciousness.
If we can be conscious as an alleged aggregate of particles, then why would not
the physical have some kind of consciousness? Because of complexity? But
complexity does not make a difference of “kind” in respect to consciousness. If
the physical is no more than positions and changing positions in spacetime,
then it is irrelevant to consciousness how complex is the movement, or how
many are the movers in space, or how many are the patterns of movement.
The findings on non-locality in quantum physics demonstrate that this
reduction of all things to the spatial positions is false, and that there is a more
fundamental aspect of reality which causes the spatial positions and the changes
in them. The quantum physics which discovered the non-locality confirms that
locality is not the very basis for distance or effects related to distance, and that
things are not fully separable based on space. Therefore, there is no absolute
distance between the conscious and its object, between the elements of the
objects of consciousness within the conscious, and between other things within
the conscious; they are connected in a way to transcend the spatial distance. The
https://www.dictionary.com/browse/panpsychism (Accessed on
30.10.2021)
134
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distance in spatially distinct yet contingent things can only be superseded by
unitary wholes which have some aspect of intentionality and aboutness.
Question 82.
If the elements of consciousness are within the spatiotemporal, then why would
Allah be necessary for originating and sustaining the consciousness?
Answer 82.
According to Islam, everything has some kind of consciousness, since everything
glorifies and praises Allah. But this does not mean that they are self-sufficient.
So, even if they have the seeds or essence of some kind of consciousness, they
are not self-sufficient and they are sustained by Allah. But if they have
consciousness which is not reducible to the material, this means that their
consciousness-related aspects are also distinctly sustained by Allah. If their
consciousness-related aspects were reducible to the spatiotemporal, then one
might claim that maybe Allah just originates the spatiotemporal, and then the
consciousness arises from the spatiotemporal.
Question 83.
If the consciousness is inherent in the matter, then why would the higher degree
and irreducibility of the consciousness of the human beings be evidence for the
consciousness of Allah? Because if there are seeds of consciousness within the
matter, then the consciousness of human beings may not need to be sustained
by Allah, since, the seeds of consciousness within the spatiotemporal may come
together in certain ways and produce the human beings’ consciousness.
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Answer 83.
That the lower-layer things have consciousness does not mean that the human
being will be given consciousness by those things. As explained in part
1.5.2.2.3.3 about sovereign wholes, the sovereign wholes do not appear merely
by the random coming together of the matter. As explained in part 1.2, anything
which has the property of unity, is created and sustained by Allah. Parts in and
of themselves, do not produce sovereign wholes. Allah creates them. He creates
and sustains them with their irreducible properties. Like the human being does
not consist only of the atoms coming together in a specific way, the
consciousness of a human being is not a mere aggregate of the consciousnessrelated aspects of atoms. When we have a unity, an identity, a distinct
consciousness, these are originated and sustained by Allah who has the unity
necessary to create wholes. Part 1.2 about unity gives some explanations about
the need for unity for the existence of properties like consciousness.
Question 84.
If the consciousness of the conscious things is effective, then would not we
notice when a consciousness disappears that it is transformed back into energy
and vice versa?
Answer 84.
All things are not necessarily transformable into energy. For example, the ink
with which we may write a letter may just be spilled on the paper, as opposed
to constituting meaningful sentences on the paper. This would not entail that
the paper on which there is just a stain of paper weighs less than the same paper
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on which some sentences have been written with the same amount of ink. Even
if energy and momentum are conserved, the information related to a specific
closed region may not be necessarily conserved. This is possible according to
the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum uncertainty where a state is not
predictable deterministically based on the information contained in a previous
state.
1.5.2.1.1.4
Things in the Limited Universe Have
Transcendent Aspects
Arguments in parts 1.6.2.1.1.1 and 1.6.2.1.1.2 show that determinism and
indeterminism are false. Therefore free will power and command based
systematic is the only available option. The existence of free will power and a
command based system entails the existence of consciousness at a fundamental
level.
1.5.2.1.1.5
Contingent Things are the Outcome of Choice,
Hence of a Conscious act.

He creates what He wills.
(Quran: 42/49)
The shapes and so on that we perceive cannot have happened by chance and by
underlying deterministic or indeterministic processes and entities. Parts
1.6.2.1.1.1 and 1.6.2.1.1.2 explain the impossibility of such processes and
entities. Furthermore, the existence of our layer of consciousness which is
systematically connected to the rest of the contingent existence also show that
deterministic or indeterministic processes cannot be at the origin of the
contingent universe. Part 1.1 shows that there is a self-sufficient cause of the
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limited universe, and part 1.2 shows that this cause is One. Then, if the limited
universe which might be otherwise has been fashioned the way it is, this entails
that the self-sufficient cause has exercised His power to produce the actual
limited universe instead of another one. If there is such a choice, then the selfsufficient cause must have encompassed all of it including its systematically
connected consciousness related elements. The whatness of the fashioned things
cannot have arisen without being known by the Fashioner.
Consequently, the exercise of such a choice entails that the SSC has
encompassed the content of our actual universe.
1.5.2.1.2
The Existence of Irreducible Consciousness of the
Contingent Conscious Beings Show That the SSC is Conscious.

And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that you
might give thanks (to Allah).
(Quran: 16/78)

The contingent aspects of the limited universe and its being the product of
fashioning as explained in part 1.4 show that it is a product of a conscious SSC.
However, this is an indirect demonstration; as conscious beings, our immediate
experience show us as a direct proof that consciousness is real and effective. If
we did not have consciousness, we could not understand the existence of
consciousness, and its role in fashioning.
Hence, once we establish that consciousness really exists, and that we are not
its self-sufficient originator and sustainer, we can safely conclude that it has a
self-sufficient originator and sustainer. Additionally, once we establish that our
consciousness is not reducible to the limited universe and its contents and that
they are not the self-sufficient cause of the consciousness, then we can conclude
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that our consciousness is created and sustained by a self-sufficient cause.
Furthermore, the unitary and fashioning related systematic aspects of
consciousness will show us that it is not the result of deterministic and random
processes, and that it is directly related to an intentional originator and
sustainer.
This part will essentially establish the reality and effectiveness of consciousness.
Since consciousness is our very direct and immediately experienced most real
fact, is it a waste of time to try to prove its reality? Even though it is our most
immediate experience, there are some people who claim that consciousness is
not real or that it is an illusion; these people are called eliminative materialists
and illusionists. However, one should note that the ultimate point here is not
to prove the reality or effectiveness of consciousness, since even if it is an illusion
it is real as an illusion; if consciousness is one of the differences between a deistic
type of a god and Allah, then the mere existence of consciousness even if it was
an illusion would be sufficient to show that the SSC necessary to sustain it, is
not a deistic God, but a God with consciousness. Obviously, among other logical
and empirical aspects of consciousness, the falsity of reductive physicalism
demonstrates also clearly the indisputable reality of consciousness.
When I say conscious experience, I mean the contents of our consciousness. As
conscious agents, we feel ourselves, we feel the external universe, we perceive
mathematics, we perceive logic, we perceive what we are allegedly reducible to
according to reductive physicalists… Whatever substitute the reductive
physicalists replace their consciousness with, they replace with those substitutes
just because they are conscious of those substitutes. Consciousness is our
window that opens to our internal and external world, it is also a source of
motivation for our existence.
1.5.2.1.2.1

Consciousness Is Real

Whatever is in the heavens and whatever is on
the earth is exalting Allah, the Sovereign, the
Pure, the Exalted in Might, the Wise.
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(Quran: 62/1)

In Islam, consciousness is real and it is not an illusion. Consciousness has effects
on the real world.
If we did not have the qualia of pain or joy, people would not be using pain
killers, or would not party. A reductive physicalist may say that even if we did
not have consciousness, through biological and physical mechanisms we would
behave as if we had consciousness. But this is not an empirically supported
claim. It is not demonstrated that if each point-like signal coming from a
beautiful view into point-like parts of our brain without being united within the
wholeness of our consciousness as a whole would cause a pleasure and cause us
watch it for hours. This is also supported by part 1.1.2.2.1 which shows that
reductive physicalism is false; and by part 1.1.2.2.6 which demonstrates that
there can be no self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements to which
consciousness may be reduced.
Similarly, if we assume for a moment that evolution is true, if consciousness did
not have an effect and did not provide a survival advantage for those who have
it, then consciousness could not have developed as a common and wide-spread
property through natural selection.
If consciousness and qualia are illusions then is the physical also an illusion,
since there is no channel between us and the physical other than the
consciousness? Furthermore, if our consciousness and its objects are illusions,
then any claim we make, and anything with which we justify our claims will
also be illusions.
Illusory observations are by definition shown and accepted to be false as
underlined in the following verse.

But those who disbelieved their deeds are like a
mirage in a lowland which a thirsty one thinks is
water until, when he comes to it, he finds it is
nothing but finds Allah before Him, and He will
pay him in full his due; and Allah is swift in
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account.
(Quran: 24/39)

Yet, such illusions are also real as illusions, and they are subject of
consciousness.
But these illusions are shown to be inconsistent with the real world, while we
experience our consciousness which is consistent with our empirical
observations. There are many scientific findings and machines we are aware of
which continuously and consistently confirm each day beyond doubt that what
we perceive is not illusion: For example, the fashioning of a car works for
millions of people for years. To put it in a simpler way, a person who has the
feeling of eating lots of food and gaining unwanted weight is really gaining
weight; is he having an illusion of eating and gaining weight? So, should not he
try to control his eating habits? As opposed to that, if another person with a
psychological disorder often hallucinates about eating lots of food that he does
not really eat, are both persons in the same category of having illusions of eating
a lot?
Hence, consciousness is distinctly effective and real; and illusionism and
eliminative materialism are self-refuting views. The reader who has doubts about
the reality of his consciousness may access lots of arguments against the
eliminative materialism and illusionism.
As explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about the negation experiments and brain
observation experiments, the consciousness interacts with the spatiotemporal
world through will power, hence, consciousness produces effects in the limited
universe.
1.5.2.1.2.2

Consciousness is Effective

And He it is Who has created the heavens and
the earth with truth, and on the day He says: Be,
it is. His word is the truth, and His is the
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kingdom on the day when the trumpet shall be
blown; the Knower of the unseen and the seen;
and He is the Wise, the Aware.
(Quran: 6/73)

Consciousness is closely related to responsibility, though it is not a sufficient
condition for responsibility. If a person is unconscious, we do not think that
punishing or rewarding him for something he does in this state will be an
exercise of responsibility. If a person does an act without being conscious, then
we normally do not hold this person responsible.
Here, by consciousness I mean the consciousness about what an agent wills or
does not will; hence the consciousness of the whole of the agent, not of his submodules.
Some things that relate to consciousness may influence the will power through
the sub-modules. A specific type of car may cause someone drive fast, though
the agent is not aware of this influence. These are of secondary importance in
respect to consciousness that I am talking about in this sub-section.
Imagine that we see a truck coming upon us, and we turn the steering wheel of
our car to protect our unitary existence which is distinct from our particles. We
see it, we are aware of it and we act. Without our awareness, there is nothing
that makes us behave accordingly, other than our reflexive behaviors which
became automatic through numerous repetitions or some exceptional situations.
If we do not see it, shall we in a hidden way be warned by photons reaching
certain parts of our brain so as we are certain about what to do? Or would we
do the same thing if by losing our car and by being injured and crippled we
would get a huge joy and no pain? Some assert that even if we were not aware
-like a zombie- we would behave in exactly the same way because of the
mechanisms which evolved through reductive evolution. However, as shown in
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part 1.4.2.2.8, reductive evolution is false.
Thus, we can say that consciousness is not kind of an illusion or side effect that
accompanies biological processes. It is very fundamental, and it is actually the
cause of the will to survive or to do anything or to avoid anything. Natural
selection, if true, cannot produce non-existent structures which will make the
agent behave as if it has consciousness. Such alleged structures will be
incomplete compared to the wholes who target good states and avoid bad states,
where bad states make the whole feel bad and good states make the whole feel
good.
Conscious experience are inputs for the will. It is an input of free will power in
that it helps in distinguishing one alternative from the other, and in giving
values to the alternatives in terms of the preferences of the agent. We can will
an alternative, that alternative may happen, but what matters is how we feel
about it. This feeling does not need to be about something that benefits us; it
may be a public benefit, a compliance with some values. Consciousness feeds
the will module and it interacts with it.
Consciousness is also an important input especially regarding the rights of
others, because with consciousness the agent can know what the other agent
will feel on a specific situation, and whether it is good or not, whether he would
want the same thing done to him or not. One may argue that we take into
consideration the conscious experience of others because members of a society
influence each other. However, even if we knew a possibility of an event about
a lonely good alien light years away, which would cause him pain or joy, we
would not want that what causes him pain would happen. A reductive
materialist would say that since it is unrelated to our well-being, the intention
we had like this would be only an error as an extension of what we used to feel
regarding the members of our society so that we may spread our genes.
Some aspects of double slit and delayed choice quantum eraser experiments in
quantum physics are interpreted as consciousness interacting with the physical
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entities and waves.
Question 85.
Is not it possible that consciousness is a means for survival and outcome of
natural selection, which ran essentially through particles and laws of nature
upon which consciousness simply supervened? It may be possible that for
example, those life forms (aggregates of particles) which felt pain (as an illusion)
and ran away from a threat to life survived, and those who did not feel it died;
hence, structures with consciousness that received such qualia evolved.
Answer 85.

The Day they are thrust toward the fire of Hell
with a [violent] thrust, [its angels will say],
"This is the Fire which you used to deny.
Then is this magic, or do you not see?
[Enter to] burn therein; then be patient or
impatient it is all the same for you. You are only
being recompensed [for] what you used to do."
(Quran: 52/13-16)

Firstly, according to evolutionists, life forms do not escape because of
consciousness, but those that escape survive, and those that do not escape
disappear, and this is what drives evolutionary progress. The changes happen
in the physiology of the life forms. Survival does not require consciousness
according to the reductive evolution theory. Most physicalists would reject the
claim that consciousness in and of itself is an effective aspect and/or substance
of the physical.
On the other hand, survival is not the ultimate point of life forms.
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Consciousness has its own implications that are beyond survival. Many people
would give up their lives for some things that are the subject of their
consciousness.
Beyond a certain level of pain, a life form may lose its consciousness, though it
should not if the survival is the ultimate point. Even, a human being may want
to die, declare it, or commit suicide if there is a pain beyond a certain level.
Sometimes, people even commit suicide as a result of their conscious thinking
and end their lives.
The following verses also contain similar examples:

Indeed, We have warned you of a near
punishment on the Day when a man will observe
what his hands have put forth and the disbeliever
will say, "Oh, I wish that I were dust!"
(Quran: 78/40)
There are some pains which outweigh the will to
survive as we see in the following verses:
Indeed, the criminals will be in the punishment
of Hell, abiding eternally.
It will not be allowed to subside for them, and
they, therein, are in despair.
And We did not wrong them, but it was they
who were the wrongdoers.
And they will call, "O Malik135, let your Lord
135

This is the name of an angel of hell.
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put an end to us!" He will say, "Indeed, you will
remain."
(Quran: 43/74-77)

So, survival is not a goal of a living creature but surviving with peace. Thus,
peace is a need of the agent even if it negates survival. So, peace is real and not
necessarily an emergent property.
On the other hand, if consciousness was the result of evolution, this would
additionally show that consciousness is effective. As according to evolution
useless organs and functions disappear, if consciousness was useless, it and parts
of a body related to consciousness would have disappeared long ago even though
it had appeared coincidentally; no energy would be allocated to it and parts
related to it, if it was epiphenomenal. So, if consciousness is an outcome of
evolution, then consciousness would be effective. If it is not the outcome of
evolution, this entails that it is a power irreducible to the spatiotemporal. In
both cases, it is obvious that transcendence and consciousness are real and
distinctly effective aspects of the living existence.
1.5.2.1.2.3

Assignment of Consciousness to Things

And [mention, O Muhammad], the Day when
the enemies of Allah will be gathered to the Fire
while they are [driven] assembled in rows,
Until, when they reach it, their hearing and their
eyes and their skins will testify against them of
what they used to do.
And they will say to their skins, "Why have you
testified against us?" They will say, "We were
made to speak by Allah, who has made
everything speak; and He created you the first
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time, and to Him you are returned.
And you were not covering yourselves, lest your
hearing testify against you or your sight or your
skins, but you assumed that Allah does not know
much of what you do."
(Quran: 41/19-22)
The seven heavens and the earth and whatever is
in them exalt Him. And there is not a thing
except that it exalts [Allah] by His praise, but
you do not understand their [way of] exalting.
Indeed, He is ever Forbearing and Forgiving.
(Quran: 17/44)

The human beings or distinct life forms are not the only things provided or
providable with consciousness.
The following verses show the Quranic teaching that same consciousness within
our actual bodies, can be rebuilt within other bodies, if our previous bodies are
lifeless. Note the statement about receiving provision in the sight of Allah, and
note also that some deceased persons have almost all of their faculties they used
within their worldly bodies, while we witness that their bodies within our
presence are lifeless:

And never think of those who have been killed
in the cause of Allah as dead. Rather, they are
alive with their Lord, receiving provision,
Rejoicing in what Allah has bestowed upon them
of His bounty, and they receive good tidings
about those [to be martyred] after them who
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have not yet joined them that there will be no
fear concerning them, nor will they grieve.
They receive good tidings of favor from Allah
and bounty and [of the fact] that Allah does not
allow the reward of believers to be lost.
(Quran: 3/169-171)

The above verses show that the same consciousness may be reconstituted in
another spatiotemporal body. So, there is a common essence between these two
bodies regarding that consciousness. Note that the spatiotemporal is only a
small part of the reality of the agent.
Consciousness or its essence does not need to be located in a spatial place, since
space is not the very fundamental reality.
Question 86.
Is not it difficult that every particle has consciousness?
Answer 86.
Allah may make things like in an automated system. So, for Him giving
consciousness to one thing or trillion things are not different in terms of
difficulty. These are easy for Him:

Your creation and your resurrection will not be
but as that of a single soul. Indeed, Allah is
Hearing and Seeing.
(Quran: 31/28)
And We did certainly create the heavens and
earth and what is between them in six days, and
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there touched Us no fatigue.
(Quran: 50/38)
1.5.2.1.2.4
Consciousness is not Surrounded by Partial
Nothingness, it is Surrounded by the SSC.

Allah surrounds all things in knowledge.
(Quran: 65/12)
If consciousness is a fundamental property of the physico-conscious universe,
then is it surrounded by partial nothingness (PN)?
As explained in part 1.3.2.1.2, any property cannot be surrounded by partial
nothingness.
Each consciousness has an existence relatively to another consciousness.
Therefore, they are comparable, and real, and specifically defined. Thus, they
are each or as a whole either surrounded by nothingness or full power. So, the
non-existence of partial nothingness applies also for the consciousness.
Therefore, as in the impossibility in physical things’ being surrounded by PN
as explained in part 1.3.2.1.2, consciousness is not surrounded by PN, and it is
surrounded by the One Who is Conscious. Thus, the One is Conscious.
Furthermore, if each of us has the power of consciousness, then what is between
different consciousnesses? Partial nothingness? What is beyond the units of
consciousness? Partial nothingness? Part 1.3.2.1.2 explains that neither partial
nothingness nor general nothingness can exist. The delimitation and
identification of each consciousness entails the existence of a power who has
consciousness who surrounds all.
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If anything arises from nothingness, then we cannot use logic because then
anything would arise unexpectedly from nothingness which would prevent
logic. There is no nothingness regarding consciousness at a certain level or at a
certain location. The full power of SSC which has awareness in a self-sufficient
and different way, creates awareness and surrounds all. The unlimited awareness
is one.
Question 87.
If we accept the impossibility of the consciousness’ being surrounded by
nothingness, why would this entail that it is surrounded by the infinite
consciousness of Allah? After all, a stone may not be surrounded by nothingness
but it may be surrounded by space.
Answer 87.
The stone has the property of extension in space. So, beyond it there is space.
It has energy; and it is surrounded by energy. Likewise, the space contains
energy within a certain dimension; and beyond that dimension it is surrounded
again not by nothingness but by power, since it cannot be surrounded by partial
nothingness. An example for this might be a plane which is surrounded by the
3 dimensional space; where the space is also surrounded by another higher level
coordinate system; and a power as that who surrounds anything no matter what
is the number of dimensions (Note that it would be wrong to use this example
as if it is a real situation for the SSC, since in that case it would be comparing
the full power to the contingent and limited things). Note that the impossibility
of being surrounded by partial nothingness is just a very limited analogy. For
further details see part 1.2.2.3.1.1 about Allah and differentiation.
1.5.2.1.2.5
The Absence of Self-Sufficiently Conscious
Essence Would be Impossible Because it Would Entail Infinite
Regress.
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If our consciousness is irreducible to the spatiotemporal, we cannot say that it
has a cause which has consciousness, and that that cause also has a cause which
has consciousness… in an infinite regress. On the other hand, we cannot say
either that even if the consciousness is assumed to be reducible to the
spatiotemporal, that the spatiotemporal can exist in a chain of infinite regress.
This latter point is explained in part 1.1.2.2.7.
Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce consciousness as
explained in parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, the existence of consciousness and its
implications require a self-sufficiently conscious or a self-sufficient cause of
consciousness.
Now, let us see whether the limited universe and/or its contents can be the selfsufficiently conscious or self-sufficient cause of consciousness.
1.5.2.2
SPA Step 2: The Limited Universe and its Cont ents
do not Have Consciousness Property Self-Sufficiently.
As part 1.1 explains, nothing in the limited universe is self-sufficient. Likewise,
consciousness and the essence which is active as a contingent conscious essence
need a sustaining self-sufficiently conscious cause.
1.5.2.2.1
Contingent Things do not Have the Requirements
of Consciousness Self-Sufficiently

And ever is Allah, over all things, an Observer.
(Quran: 33/52)
As explained in detail in parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 contingent things
do not have their own self-sufficient essences. All of their constituents in this
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respect are united and sustained by the SSC.
However, the SSC without any limitation but by encompassing all without being
surrounded nor limited by anything has the capacity to have and give
consciousness self-sufficiently.
1.5.2.2.2
Transcendence of Consciousness Through
Spacetime Show That the Allegedly Separate Spatiotemporal Things
Cannot Originate or Sustain Consciousness
1.5.2.2.2.1
Space

Transcendence of Consciousness Through

Have an object in front of you, maybe a table, or a mug, and look at it. As you
may notice, that object extends through space. Now let us suppose that parts of
the object are instantiated within different neurons in our brain, and within
different atoms… If this is the case, and if the spatiotemporal is as the physicalist
claims, then each point of our brain being defined separately than the others
would contain separately something different; hence, as such, they could not
produce a unitary whole of that object. Yet no matter what is the number of
these neurons, or atoms…, the multiple particles wherein each part of the object
is instantiated separately are not where the whole of that object is unified and
represented; our consciousness and essence transcends all of those
instantiations.
This exemplary object might be replaced by the milky way, or by a set of
numbers, or by an equation… What we are conscious of might be a sound, a
smell, a novel, an equation, a number, a letter, a point in a space… The same
applies to feelings, such as pain or joy: We transcend the waves and their parts
be it a burnt finger, or a delicious food.
The created consciousness may be related to the physical structure in that the
physical provides some data that the consciousness needs. Yet this does not
mean that the created consciousness is limited to a certain structure of a
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universe, it may have access to any kind of universes but it cannot be like the
consciousness of God who is necessarily one and can create real things thanks
to His necessary unity, as reality relates to this necessary unity.
Hence, our consciousness cannot be produced by the particles allegedly spread
and separated in space.
1.5.2.2.2.2

Transcendence of Consciousness Through Time

Similar to the previous section, watch a falling object, or a flying bird… Do you
transcend multiple moments of the process? Or is each second of the act
confined separately to what happens within each process of each second or
millisecond in your brain? Is your consciousness divided for each time slice? If
you think that these have been gathered within the memory sections of your
brain, do you transcend only what happens in zero-width time brackets in your
memory cells? Or do you transcend in a continuous way what is going on
through an extended bracket of time?
We can also reproduce an act that we did through time. This imitation also
shows that our consciousness transcends time.
We obviously transcend events through time, though time is not very distinct
from a structured set of relationships within space.
Consciousness is not limited with time, other than in degree, in accordance with
the fashioning of related limitations. We feel we are now. Actually, the
continuity of our personality and consciousness in time and our transcendence
even though the atoms or smaller parts of our bodies are replaced continuously,
give us an idea about the time-transcendent nature of consciousness.
The above correspond to the question on “how the spatiotemporal parts of the
brain produce the transcendent, subjective, and unitary experience of
consciousness” which is coined as the hard problem of consciousness by
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Chalmers (1995)136. He underlines his point as follows: “Why is the
performance of these (brain) functions accompanied by experience”. The easy
problem is claimed to be finding the correlates of the brain that correspond to
specific cognitive functions. This underestimates the easy problem, and
overlooks the facts that the allegedly hard problem depends on the unity of the
agent. Hence, it also overlooks the fact that the same unity is at the core of the
easy problem as the basis of the relations within the correlates, within cognitive
functions, and between the two groups. It also overlooks the fact that the same
requirements about the existence of the cup is not less than the agent’s
subjective conscious experience about the cup. The formulation of the hard
problem represents consciousness as something exceptional in the universe in
requiring a transcendence, aboutness, and unity.
But in fact, what is going on under what is called the easy problem is more
fundamental and difficult; and the solution to the allegedly hard problem
depends upon a satisfactorily complete solution for the easy problem. Once the
allegedly easy problem is solved, the allegedly hard problem will be easily solved.
Chalmers’ formulation assumes that what is going on in the physical brain in
terms of physics and the related relationships are relatively easy. It is easy to
find out in detail which neurons are activated when we see a bird, or try to
remember a friend’s name. Yet, it is easy if we overlook its unitary aspects that
overlap with the hard problem. However, once we identify the necessary unity
and transcendence necessary for all of the contingent things, then the hard
problem as well as the easy problem will be no more problematic.
136

(Chalmers 1995)
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Our consciousness cannot be produced by the instances allegedly spread and
separated in time or spacetime either.
1.5.2.2.3
Unity Is A Basic Requirement Of Consciousness
Which Cannot be Originated by Allegedly Separate Spatiotemporal
Things

(Gross) multiplying diverts you.
(Quran: 102/1)
And not absent from your Lord is any [part] of
an atom's weight within the earth or within the
heaven or [anything] smaller than that or greater
but that it is in a clear register.
(Quran: 10/61)
Spatiotemporal things conceived as separate and separable multiple things at
any level cannot originate and sustain consciousness.
Things have parts, and parts constitute wholes. Everything is a whole; even a
point needs coordinates in order to be defined and identified.
In a physicalist approach, signals from parts of the object of consciousness x, y,
z reach parts of conscious physical subject a, b, c, such as specific neurons or
atoms or sub atomic particles. But then, similarly signals from sub-parts of a
part of the object of consciousness x1, x2, x3 reach parts of the subject of
consciousness a1, a2, a3, and so on.
In such a situation, it is not possible that anywhere all x, y, z, x1, x2, x3 come
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together in one location137. This is possible if and only if
1.

a, b, and c form unity.

And
2. The object of the consciousness which are x, y, and z also must be forming
a unity.
And
3. a, b, and c must have access to x, y, and z through a channel which may
consist of t, u, and v.
And
4.

t, u, and v also must form a unity with a, b, and c; and x, y, and z.

And
5.

The subject of consciousness must have control over a, b, and c.

Without (2), even if a, b, and c form a unity, there will not be the object of
consciousness.
A basic element of consciousness is unity. When we are conscious of something,
Please note that these locations are not self-sufficient, and do not
have self-sufficient/absolute essences. For further details see part 1.1.
137
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there are parts which the conscious encompasses. This aspect of consciousness
confirms empirically the unity explained in part 1.2. Suppose that you see a car
going. You see its wheels, trunk, windows… If the elements of consciousness
about the car were divided between the neurons in terms of space or time
infinitesimally, these elements per neuron would be divided between atoms, and
between sub-atomic particles. In such a situation, there would not be a unitary
whole conscious of the entire car and its movement as we experience.
In studies about consciousness, there is a combination problem which deals with
the ways through which the unity of consciousness appears though there are
“separate” elements. Combination problem arises because of dividing things in
an unsubstantiated way, then not being able to establish unity which was
default. The explanations in part 1.2 regarding the unity surrounding all are
also meaningful in respect to this point.
The unity of the essence of the agent is reflected within the unity of the
consciousness. The agent coordinates the elements of the whole of the agent in
his unity.
Whatever we observe has transcendent unitary relations with other contingent
things: The relations between space, time, energy, mass are well established
today; there is no reason to fundamentally separate them or take them as
fundamentally isolated realities. Consciousness is also in transcendent unitary
relation with them. We cannot speak of consciousness without some elements
being united. Thus as shown in part 1.2, consciousness also needs unity, and it
is also surrounded by a transcendent unitary power, in other words by SSC.
And as mass, energy, space are real; and have value, and as each of these
fundamentals are real because they are surrounded by the SSC in a way to give
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each of them their features, consciousness is also similarly surrounded from
within and outside138 by SSC to be given its specific properties.
Consciousness is not bound with physics’ causality and randomness. As in the
example of the stick of Moses (PBUH) becoming serpent, differentiations are
ruled by SSC, but SSC is not ruled by differentiations.
Irreducibility of consciousness to the spatiotemporal does not mean that there
is a consciousness disconnected from matter. Matter is also built upon
transcendence. If consciousness is non-separable from matter this also shows
the unity reflected in matter and consciousness.
1.5.2.2.3.1

Unity of Consciousness and Differentiation

If consciousness has unity, and if it encompasses many things or ranges, then
how can a differentiated thing be instantiated in a non-differentiated thing?
Creation has aspects involving unity and multiplicity simultaneously: A dog has
legs, tail, mouth… But it is one animal. Its leg is also one organ. The cell of his
leg is also a whole. So, what we see as multiplicity is in fact overlapping unities
which are united in a unity.
“Absolutely separate and multiple things” cannot produce unity since they
would not be within the same space, same time, and they would not be
surrounded by any common thing. But unity can produce unities. If I have a
kind of a unitary power of relating to two points, I can imagine a space.
Any differentiation, requires the definition of the differentiation, its unit, the
definition of one thing in terms of other things. Hence, all those things
constitute a unity. So, differentiation originates from unity.

This is metaphoric, meaning from everywhere but only in terms of
any contingent measure as space or time.
138
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Therefore, the differentiations within consciousness are unitary.
Further details are given in respect to other properties in the relevant parts.
Question 88.
If the essence is also differentiated, then where will be the transcendent power
in unity? If we have a transcendent power in unity, as we are many, and as God
also has a transcendent power in unity, then does not this mean that ultimately
there are more than one decider on what happens, then how can there be only
one God? If there is no room for another God, then how can we have distinct
power to will things? Does not this limit the will power of God?
Answer 88.
Even if there is differentiation in the essence, there is also transcendent unity
above the differentiation. We have a difficulty to reconcile multiplicity with
unity. Because we generally see what we see, and we do not see our own essence.
We see also the creation, and we do not see the Creator. When we see the tail
of the dog, we see that it is not two meters ahead of the dog, we see it in a unity.
Although our consciousness encompasses its entire parts, the parts are limited.
And whatever we encompass is limited with distances. But if we do a careful
introspection, we will notice that the unity of our consciousness not only is
reconcilable with, but also necessarily constitutes a unity with the multiplicity
of the parts of the dog. Had we not had our unity that produces our
consciousness power, then we could not be conscious of the dog, since we could
not bring together his tail and leg and mouth… and their components within
each organ’s unity. They would be instantiated ultimately within separate parts
of our brains.
If we focus on the Creator and the creation, we will also conclude that not only
multiplicity and unity are reconcilable, but also, that multiplicity requires unity
and that unity does not require multiplicity: The distances that we observe are
not other than relations and unities overlapping upon unities. In accordance
with the thinking of Parmenides: That which is, is; that which is not, is not.
Hence, there is no nothingness that may be an absolute distance between things
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so that we can talk of a real multiplicity.
Let us go into some further details. Let us examine “differentiation”:
If the soul is differentiated within itself, how can it have a distinct and
permanent identity if its internal relationships are changed? These
differentiations are not absolute differentiations, they are just differentiations
when we look from a limited perspective through our eyeballs, not when we
look through our unbiased minds. The soul’s unity while it has differentiations,
is like the unity of our consciousness which contains differentiations of its
object. As explained above, actually they are overlapping unities encompassed
with the overall unity of our consciousness. Similarly, the differentiation covered
by the soul and the unity of the soul are consistent.
The contents of the conscious experience cannot be reduced to the
spatiotemporal. Because the spatiotemporal has a total quantity Q1 of states and
sub-states of its own. Now, let us say that the agent A1 has a quantity Q2 of
states of qualia as the feeling of “redness” and let us suppose that that feeling
and qualia of perceiving the color red is an element of the spatiotemporal and
will come on top of Q1 of the agent. If this is true, then the spatiotemporal
components of the agent consisting of Q1 states and sub-states, will have to
contain Q1+Q2 states which is contradictory. So, the qualia cannot be reduced
to the spatiotemporal. Adding more spatiotemporal universes or dimensions will
not end the contradiction since the same will apply in any case for that which
is added. This shows clearly that there is also the dimension related to the
consciousness.
To put it in a simpler way, let us suppose that all else being the same, if a
particle moves to the right in the brain of the agent, this corresponds to
consciousness of seeing the “red”. Now, the agent observes that the particle
moves to the right and the agent is conscious of “red” + “seeing that the particle
moves to the right”. The observations contain the qualia and the total physical
states; but the observations in a realm of qualia is denied by the physicalist.
Hence, they must be observed in the realm of the spatiotemporal. So, the
spatiotemporal is inconsistently overburdened. Yet, also the agent has to
recognize the movement of the particles of his brain, but has to reject the qualia
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of “red” even though the movement of the particles of his brain is also a quale
when observed by the agent. If reducibility to the spatiotemporal was true, then
this latter quale would also have another quantity Q3 on top of the already
existing two quantities Q1 and Q2.
The above show that the spatiotemporal differentiations are encompassed by a
transcendent unitary essence and that this essence and conscious experience is
not reducible to those differentiations.
1.5.2.2.3.2
Unity is not Intrinsic to the Consciousness of
the Contingent Being, it is a Given Unity.
The most basic aspect of consciousness is unity. We cannot talk of seeing a
moving car without seeing its wheels, or trunk or windows; or parts of its
wheels, and so on, in other words, without seeing them as wholes. If all data
regarding the object of consciousness went to materially divided parts, then the
wholeness of the car would be literally nowhere. Thus there would be no
experience of seeing a car.
However, as explained in part 1.3 about self-sufficiency, the contingent things
need a self-sufficient power in order to exist and in order to have their
properties. These properties contain also the unity of consciousness.
1.5.2.2.3.3
The Irreducible Effectiveness and Unity of the
Owner of Consciousness
It is impossible to completely understand the unity and irreducible effectiveness
of consciousness without understanding that which “is conscious”. So, in this
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part, I will give a detailed analysis about that which “is conscious”.139
In this part I will try to answer some questions: Is there an agent as a distinct
being who can produce changes in the universe? Or is there no agent but his
parts? Is the will supervenient upon infinitesimal particles/ fields? Is the agent
just an epistemological thing, just a name, with no ontological reality? Is there
a soul, a distinct essence of the whole? In any case how will freedom be observed
over them? What is the distance between sovereign wholes; what is the distance
between sovereign wholes and their parts? What are the differences between
sovereign wholes and parts? What is the basis to distinguish the agent, his
powers, perceptions, influence from the physical?
To answer these questions, we need to understand sovereign wholes.
A sovereign whole, is a whole which has distinct behaviors and/or powers which
cannot be explained and/or predicted fully by the behaviors and/or powers of
its parts and other things. Note that the sovereign wholes are not limited only
to objects or beings. There is no reason to say that space, a specific pattern, or
a physical law cannot be considered as a sovereign whole which interacts with
objects or with other things if the necessary conditions are satisfied.
I will start the explanation by an analogy, which has aspects that correspond to
what we observe in our actual universe:
“Let us assume that we have a region R1 of space in which there are billions of
billiard balls (BB) with many colors. The balls move according to certain
patterns, they also bump onto other balls. Here and there the balls take the
shape of some life forms unintentionally in the course of those movements in
accordance with the patterns of the balls. We focus on the ones which look like
birds. We notice that whenever the previous states of the balls related to a bird
This sub-part is mostly taken from Tosun, 2020 without being
summarized due to its relevance in the context of this book. If you need
further details about it, you may visit other relevant parts in the context
of that sub-part.
139
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are exactly same, the bird moves its head up.
The question we try to answer is this: Does the bird moves its head as a
sovereign whole, on its own, or does its movement supervene upon something
else. What is the source of the movement of the head?
Up to now, we understand that the movements of the bird is not a movement
of its own, it is supervenient upon the billiard balls.
Now, we zoom out and look at a region R2 which is wider than R1. This time,
we notice that the balls in our region R1, were actually just special orders of
smaller balls (SB) which exist in both R1 and R2. Because, although in R1 all
SBs constituted big balls (BBs), taking into account R2, we see that SBs also
constitute shapes other than BBs at the same scale; and the states in the shape
of BBs of those balls in R1 are just a special case. We zoom in more in to R1,
and we confirm this. Now, we understand that the head movement of the bird
we examined before was not supervenient upon the BBs. They are supervenient
upon the SBs. In fact, what we saw as a BB, had no movement of its own either,
it was like a special type of movement which coincided within the region R1.
We thought those BBs moved in their own patterns as BBs, as we thought the
head of a bird moved.
We have not yet found the answer to our question about what is the real level
of wholeness which has the effective cause for the movement of the bird.
We search now a wider region, to see if in a much wider region R3 we see that
there are no more smaller balls SB everywhere. We change our lens and we see
that the SB and their movements were just a special, random case and view of
much smaller balls (MSB) which move in different patterns.
Hence, we have not yet found the answer to the cause of the movement of the
bird.”
The point in the above example, is that our search will continue up to a point
where we find out some wholes or balls that move on their own wherever we
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look and whatever zooming degree we use.
There are two theoretical results we can reach in our search. Either,
(1) There are objects at some layer which move on their own and with essences
which at least partially control the parts of their wholes. Because if there is no
essence which controls a whole, we will need to go at least one step down, since
firstly, that whole would not be a sovereign whole, and secondly it would be
supervenient upon its parts as BBs or SBs were.
or
(2) There are no balls which move on their own.
If (2) is true, then there would be no movement at all. So, (2) is not possible.
If (1) is true, then this means that it is necessary that at least there are balls of
a specific type (T1) such that each ball has an essence of its own whole which
governs its parts140.
If this is the case, then claiming that only a T1 ball has an essence of its own
140 Theoretically a part may have a property of behaving in a predictable

way and differently than its separate behavior whenever it comes
together with certain other parts and forms a specific whole. If all parts
of a whole are like this, then, we cannot say that the whole has a distinct
and sovereign power of its own; though such a whole is possible as a
non-sovereign and non-distinct whole. Even if a whole had its
consciousness as a non-sovereign whole, we could not say that parts of
such a whole must be blamed or praised. These parts must be
considered as having their distinct and stable identity before and after
they formed the whole. For example, when the body of an agent
decomposed, his atoms cannot be punished. They do not have the
vulnerabilities of the agent. Such wholes do not remove the problem of
infinite regress.
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which governs its parts will be special pleading, since such balls are many and
there is no necessity that only a T1 ball has such an essence. Once such an
essence is possible for a layer, then there is no reason for claiming that there
can be no sovereign wholes at least at some higher layers which would have
essences which govern their parts to some extent. And in a differentiated
universe as our actual universe, where sovereign wholes in different layers
display distinct features, such essences would be necessary for such wholes at
different layers. Because if sovereign wholes at different layers have distinct
behaviors of their own, assuming that T1 balls would form their trajectories in
order to make those higher layer wholes seem to act sovereignly would be
stretching the capacities of T1 balls too much and unnecessarily.
Hence, if such essences are possible, then it is possible to have two observations
where all balls at all sub-layers of the bird had exactly the same previous states
and features; yet, in one of the observations, the bird moves its head up, and in
the other one, the bird moves its head down. In these two observations, at least
one of the birds B1 has an essence which governs its parts. This is similar to the
essences of T1 balls governing their wholes. Note that a T1 ball behaves like an
agent who is observed to have free will power in our negation tests.
The next stage of our analysis concerns the origin of the essences: If these T1
balls behave measurably, and in harmony relatively to each other within a
systematic space and time, this means that they have a unitary originator and
sustainer. They need a feature that transcends to some extent other T1 balls,
space, and time. The behavior of each T1 ball is definable on, comparable to,
and consistent with the other T1 balls, and points of space. Hence, they cannot
be the ultimate existent, since, as they are many and they depend on each other,
there would be circularity if one T1 ball’s behavior was built, defined, and/or
determined based on another T1 ball’s behavior. If there are such essences, then
there will be relations, a medium, and a pattern of interaction between them.
For a similar analysis see part 1.1 about the property of self-sufficiency.
Furthermore, that each is ball is the originator of the entire coordination would
be against Occam’s razor.
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The next stage of the analysis is about the nature of the essence of a T1 ball.
This essence must be transcending the parts of the T1 ball and must have power
over its parts. This essence must also transcend the external world to some
extent. This essence must have a unitary essence which is specific to the whole
of the T1 ball.
We should also note that the essence is not a generic essence of T1 ball type
whole or of a human being type whole. Since there exists multiple sovereign
wholes of the same type, then, each essence must be distinct from other essences
of the same type.
A T1 ball may lose its continuity as a whole. In this situation, the connection
between this essence and the parts of the T1 ball may cease while the essence
may continue its existence.
How does this essence appear, or get combined with the parts of his whole?
The essences of T1 balls are distinct from the essences of the wholes which are
parts of T1 balls. Similarly, a human being may die, and his body may
decompose. Yet, the essence of that human being may keep its existence. Even
if certain tools used by the essence may not be mature as in a child, or has
weakened as in a very old person, the essence continues its existence.
A sovereign whole exists in the sight of Allah. Only He transcends all wholes.
The parts cannot transcend all of the wholes they constitute. They are given by
God the transcendence over the whole they govern, if they have such a whole.
The essence is an effective and transcendent constituent of a sovereign whole.
An essence and its related sovereign whole, produce certain changes in the
existence. The governed parts of that sovereign whole cannot explain these
changes by themselves alone.
This essence, within the wholes of human beings relates to the free will power
of that sovereign whole, and also it relates to consciousness. It is this essence
who executes this free will power in interaction with the other modules,
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faculties, and parts of the agent. As we can understand through our
introspection and direct experiences, this essence transcends the neurons, and
channels the energy to different neurons. So, it is a higher level and extended
actor. In some sovereign wholes, some sub-parts may be controlled through the
wholes of higher-level parts.
The essences of other sovereign wholes may have competencies related to the
means contained in those wholes. The essences themselves do not need to be
homogeneous.
An atom, or an insect, or a planet may have essences; their essences may be
different. The Quran tells us that everything in the heavens and on the earth
glorify Him.
What we observe through our eyeballs about an atom, or a planet, or an insect,
are observations limited within our observation limitations, biases, and angles.
The full and real being of that which we observe may be very different than
what we comprehend and conceive of them. Likewise, other created sovereign
wholes who are able to observe also observe only views within their limitations
and natures. For example, that a dog sees only as black and white, does not
mean that things are black and white. If we do not see or do not want to see
something, this does not mean that that thing does not exist.
Seeing depends also on how the seer is organized by himself. On the other hand,
not everything is perceived through every means: We perceive some things with
our eyes, some things with our hands, some things with our intelligence. The
essence that communicates with the internal and external world is given certain
means to make those observations. This way it can interact with them.
In this respect, note that a sovereign whole, may be a governed whole in the
same time relatively to different wholes: For example, a human being who
controls and moves his arms, is governed by the forces active at the level of the
solar system while also he rotates as part of the earth.
Sovereign wholes may be in different forms. For example, human beings are a
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kind of sovereign wholes. The degree of predictability may vary between forms
of sovereign wholes. If an iron atom is a sovereign whole for example, it may
have a high degree of predictability compared to a human being. It can be
considered as a sovereign whole even if it manifests 100% predictability;
sovereignty is not determined according to the predictability in the behaviors of
the whole, but according to the change of predictability of its parts before and
after being the part of that whole.
Regarding the human beings, the essence explained in this part corresponds to
the soul. Ontologically, the essence explained here and the soul are equal. But
in accordance with the general convention, we call the essence of the human
being a “soul”. So, the essence of the human being is the soul of the human
being.
Question 89.
Does a machine or a table have this essence?
Answer 89.
Every whole which has a distinct influence on its parts has this essence. So, for
example, if all actions of the parts of a machine can be explained by the wholes
of its parts such as its atoms and molecules, then it is not necessary to conclude
about a distinct essence for the machine or for the table.
Everything within space is related to other things and constitutes a whole as a
content of the space. But in this sense, the space and its contents constitute one
sovereign whole. To distinguish whether a human being is a sovereign whole,
we need to see if it produces any change which is additional to what its parts
and other sovereign wholes entail by their distinct properties and behaviors.
We have our unity but even though we notice its deficiencies we are generally
well convinced that there is a more comprehensive unity. When we notice the
deficiencies, we also recognize that there is something which extends beyond
those deficiencies.
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1.5.2.2.3.3.1
Differentiations

The

Unity

of

the

Essence

and

Its

If the essence interacts with the universe and multiple things, with physical
things which have parts, then does the essence contain differentiations? If it also
has differentiations then why is there a need for such an essence? If the essence
of a sovereign whole has some differentiations, then does this essence need an
essence for itself so that it may work and may be functional?
Note that every sovereign whole that we observe has these essences.
For example, imagine two oranges each in its distinct space; the space of one
orange is not related to the space of the other orange. As they are in separate
spaces, the distance of one orange from the other is not definable. Now, let us
suppose that God creates a metaspace which contains, unifies, and defines their
spaces. Now, we can determine that one orange is let us say one unit away from
the other. The essence of the metaspace created by God has been given a unity
which enables it to perform its distinct function. This kind of unity is essential
for the sovereign wholes, and this unity is executed by the essence of the higher
sovereign whole. One such unification for a specific sovereign whole -in the
above example the metaspace-, is sufficient.
An essence, connects parts of that sovereign whole which may also be sovereign
wholes. On the other hand, it gives additional properties to these parts. If there
are many combined oranges in the above example, then now we can say that
each orange has identifiable values of position, although before the effect of that
metaspace they did not have these values within a metaspace.
The above example is important in answering the following important
questions: Do parts acting in a certain way under specific conditions constitute
effectively the upper sovereign whole exclusively, with their properties and
powers rendering that sovereign whole supervenient upon these parts? Or is
that sovereign whole the effective one which gives the parts some of their
properties? More specifically, for example, if we bring together all of the
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particles of an agent, shall we have the same agent with all of his properties
including his consciousness?
In the orange example, before the effect of metaspace, the orange’s position was
defined with dimensions x, y, z. With the effect of the metaspace, it is now
defined with dimensions x, y, z, and m. A person P1 observing the orange O1
in the metaspace, who additionally observes orange O2 related in the dimension
m, may conclude the existence of a dimension m, and he may say that O1 has
a dimension m; and that under the condition that there is another orange with
such a feature, it can constitute a whole O1-O2 with O2; where O1-O2 is not
necessarily a sovereign whole. Hence, he can further conclude that there is a
metaspace, but this metaspace is not effective, the only effective were O1 and
O2 or any other such kind of orange On. Because, he does not observe
dimension m and its effects without oranges.
How can we determine whether P1’s conclusion of bottom-up causation here is
correct or not? Indeed, the oranges are observed and measured to have the
dimension m, and to interact in that dimension. But is this property given from
above? Or was it inherent in the oranges and each orange’s property was existent
prior to the “top”?
One way to determine this, is similar to the explanations related to the property
of “unity” explained in part 1.2: Without a unitary basis, what is measured
regarding dimension m based on oranges would be circular. Similarly, for
example, if O1 is the only entity within its own space, we cannot say that it
moves; if O2 is the only entity within its own space, we cannot say that it moves
either, since there is no reference frame. So, none of them enables us to predict
a movement for any of them. But when they are combined within a space that
covers both of them and their spaces, then we can predict a movement. Hence,
we can understand that the space containing them is a sovereign whole.
Secondly, as the oranges are contingent, the annihilation of O2 from the
metaspace would not reduce the dimension m. Yet, if after that annihilation that
dimension existed because of O1, this would mean that O1 has a transcendent
feature of having and causing the dimension m. But O1 also might be
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annihilated. However, as O1 and O2 have the same features, and as the
annihilation of O2 did not annihilate the dimension m, there is no reason to
claim that the annihilation of O1 would annihilate dimension m either.
Therefore, even though the metaspace is measured based on oranges, the
effectiveness flows necessarily from top due to its unity and observed necessity.
A feature of the oranges which enable them to be part of this system is their
ability to be qualified with the dimension m; however, this ability is given by
their fashioner.
A similar reasoning is applicable for every sovereign whole related to any law of
nature. Also, it is applicable for all conscious things in terms of consciousness.
The actual essences interact with the spatiotemporal, the actual space is also an
essence like this.
The unity has a key place in understanding the sovereign wholes. As in the parts
about unity, consciousness, laws of nature I gave sufficient explanation that can
be used in this context, I will not repeat them here.
The orange example sheds light on how to understand the unity related to
sovereign wholes as well: As we saw above, the effective essence of the sovereign
whole of metaspace obviously reigns on a range: At least it reigns over O1 and
O2. So, if it unites O1 and O2, and if it contains multiplicity, what unites the
essence of metaspace? The answer is that there is no need for a unitary essence
anywhere else: The essence of the metaspace is just an additional form of unity.
Even before the essence of the metaspace, O1 and O2 needed unity in order to
exist: Even though they were not combined under the metaspace, each was
united internally regarding itself, its space, and their parts; and they were both
united as parts of the creation. Through the creation of the metaspace, the SSC
just would have added another layer of unity.
The sovereign wholes may lose their effects locally, temporarily, or permanently.
Where do the essences go in such situations? For example, when an agent dies,
where does his soul go? This is a matter of fashioning. The claims that absolutely
there is and there can be only 4 dimensions or 11 or n dimensions are false and
unsubstantiated. Therefore, where an ending sovereign whole’s essence goes is
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not very relevant in understanding the system of sovereign wholes. For example,
Allah says that some souls go somewhere to enjoy certain physical pleasures.
When a new sovereign whole becomes existent in the universe, is this
accompanied with an increase in the total energy of the universe? Not
necessarily. The energy is a scalar.
What we experience as “I” is sufficient to represent our person. The unity in
our consciousness transcends multiple things in a unity. Again, as a contact
point with the other agents, our “I” is sufficient. In one way, every essence is
like a hub, a center. Even though an essence has some specific aspects, it
represents the non-separable aspect of a whole. Yet, as explained in this part,
the essence of the agent encompasses multiple things.
As the unity of God solves the problem of circularity and infinite regress within
the whole of the entire existence as the top point, the essence of a sovereign
whole carries out a similar but sustained function in respect to that sovereign
whole.
The essences unify many unities in their unities. Different components of an
essence of a sovereign whole behave in non-separable unity as in the example
of the metaspace above. Such essences, in one way unify some sets, and in one
way give distinctness to what they unify. The metaspace in the above example
obviously contains many points, however, all those points are defined and
connected in the unity of the metaspace. It may also provide a distinctive unity
within a meta-meta-space. – The unilocality (non-locality) of quantum physics
may be helpful to understand this point –. If that metaspace is taken back by
God, then the respective unities of the oranges may continue their functions
and existence within their own unities related to their distinct essences. So, as
the unity on the basis of the sovereign whole is the main feature of its essence,
we do not need a further contingent unifying essence for an essence of a certain
sovereign whole. We need a new unifying essence only if many sovereign wholes
are fashioned so as to be the components of another sovereign whole.
The essence of a sovereign whole, is not the essence of a part of that sovereign
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whole; it is unique in respect to that sovereign whole: An agent is not his cell,
atom, hand, feet, eye… Likewise, these parts are not the agent. The agent may
die, but one of his cells may survive; the atom or the feet may continue
functioning for example if transplanted. Even if we suppose that the essence as
a soul has parts, these parts are not the essence of the whole. They can only be
non-separable in respect to the essence. This is like the non-separability of 1
from 2.
When you read the word “table”, let us assume for simplicity that each letter of
“table” is instantiated and transcended in one neuron of your brain. Let us
assume that a neuron is a sovereign whole which has the capacity only to
transcend a letter. However, there is also the distinct reality of the word “table”
which is truly instantiated in a unity. Allah fashioned a universe so that there
will be a kind of essence which can encompass a word or more to some extent,
within a unity. So, although there are neurons, there would be also another
reality which would have a bigger unitary transcendence. The essence of the
neuron might be empowered to wear the hat as a neuron, as a larger module,
as the agent, and as a planet. But in this case, there would not be a good balance
and many other inefficiencies. Hence, the fashioning is so that the neuron has
an essence as a neuron; the agent has an essence as an agent… There is an
efficient specialization. Likewise, when I exercise my free will power, the
components of the command I give as a will are non-separable within my unity,
they work as related to my whole.
Also, if the cell is a sovereign whole, then it has its own essence. It is not
parsimonious that each essence of each cell self-sufficiently represents at the
highest level both itself and the sovereign wholes they constitute. It is not
practical that trillions of cells self-sufficiently retrieve the data necessary for the
survival of the agent, and deliberate in harmony with all other cells for the wellbeing of the agent. In the mean time, they would need to do such things for
other sovereign wholes that they constitute. Hence, the task of the essence of
the cell, does not contain the distinct tasks of the essence of the person. So, the
existence of distinct essences of sovereign wholes and the definition of their
functions is a matter of fashioning and task-distribution.
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On the other hand, once we reach the sustained unity of an essence which
encompasses the components of its sovereign whole in a unity, there is no need
to search for further sources of unity for that sovereign whole. Additionally, the
part 1.2 about the unity property shows that in order to exist, multiple things
would need appropriate unitary bases; and once there is a basis of such a unitary
nature, then these multiple things can exist as a whole without a need for further
unification.
1.5.2.2.3.3.2

How do Essences Interact with the Physical?

The distinction made between the soul and the physical as if they have no
common grounds and properties is a farfetched distinction. Every sovereign
whole in the limited universe141 has a soul-like aspect. Both the physical and the
essence have transcendence, unity, fashioning, and contingency aspects. The
physical has a unitary aspect. The sovereign whole has its essence which is
effective regarding that whole, and this sovereign whole’s sovereign sub-wholes
have their essences similarly. The essences just enable us to identify, locate, and
distinguish the origin of the effects of the sovereign whole and the origin of the
effects of its sovereign sub-whole parts.
When one rejects reductive physicalism and recognizes truly the distinct reality
of sovereign wholes and sovereign sub-wholes, then there will be a need to
identify the effective substance of each sovereign whole. Therefore, there is no
fundamental distinction in kind: The reductive physicalist sees the effective
sovereign wholes which interact with each other at an unknown lowest layer.
Islam recognizes the reality of sovereign wholes at many layers interacting with
each other.
So, there is no difficulty in their interactions. It is obvious that there are multiple
As explained earlier, even the reductive physicalist should agree
that there are sovereign wholes within the limited physical world,
since he believes that there are sovereign wholes to which other things
are reducible.
141
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sovereign wholes, and it is obvious for all views that the sovereign wholes
interact. In Islam, the reality of parts and wholes are recognized, therefore, the
essence of a sovereign whole interacts with its sovereign-whole parts. A
reductive physicalist recognizes that there are some sovereign wholes
somewhere at the bottom as supervenience bases; if they claim that these
sovereign wholes do not have parts, then they should be pure essences; if they
have parts, then they should also have essences for above explained reasons.
If some things are not visible through our eyeballs, this does not mean that they
do not exist. We may have difficulty in seeing through our eyeballs how a
sovereign whole may interact with sovereign wholes which are its parts. But we
can understand how this happens. Many things that we do not see or we do not
know are effective. Human beings kept living thousands of years ago when they
did not know many things which made them live; they will keep living
thousands of years later when they will be ignoring many things which will
make them live.

So do not assert similarities to Allah. Indeed,
Allah knows and you do not know.
(Quran: 16/74)

The essence or the soul is a user of a command-like transcendent power.
It may be connected to the body but first where is the body and what is the
body? The body is not fundamentally different than a soul. The way they
interact is also unique and a result of fashioning. What is the space or energy
by which the body is defined; how are they fundamentally different than a soul?
We have a somewhat stable identity although our physical body and its parts
change continuously; for example, when we are child, we are small, we weigh
maybe 20 kilograms; we may be 1 meter tall; then when we are grown up, we
may weigh 90 kilograms and we may be 2 meters tall. Our memory allegedly
residing in parts of our brain which may allegedly be the connection for our
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stable identity according to physicalism is just a bunch of separate and changing
atoms for a reductive physicalist.
1.5.2.2.3.4

Unity in Split-Brain Patients

Experiments show unity in consciousness of a human being even though his
brain has been split. Some further details on this have been given in Tosun,
2020.
1.5.2.2.4
Infinity in Consciousness and Extension of
Consciousness Beyond the Spatiotemporal Show Tha t the
Foundation of the Consciousness is Beyond the Spatiotemporal
Imagine an orange. Could you imagine it without its boundaries? So, could you
imagine it without that which is beyond it? Could you imagine that you could
not imagine a second orange beyond the limits of the first orange? Could you
think of a state where you could not be conscious of what is beyond the first
orange? In other words, is a state possible where what is beyond the orange will
be an absolute void in your consciousness?
Now, if you assume for a moment that your consciousness is an illusion and
does not exist as the illusionists claim, could the orange have an ontological
reality beyond which there can be no ontological reality? Would this mean that
the orange does not have any boundaries? Can there be an orange without
boundaries?
If no photon or signal comes to us from beyond the orange, how can we
conceive what is beyond it? If the space has some kind of energy level, how can
we conceive that which is beyond that energy level if nothing spatiotemporal
reaches us from beyond it? Is the object of our consciousness that corresponds
to that which is beyond the orange coming from the non-spatiotemporal? If so,
is the orange not reducible to the spatiotemporal? Or can we conceive of the
orange without what is beyond it?
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Obviously, our consciousness encompasses that which is beyond the
spatiotemporal. And this shows that the spatiotemporal as something separable,
non-unitary, non-transcendent does not exist, and that the spatiotemporal is
essentially holistic and related to a transcendent and conscious Being.
According to physicalism, that which does not come to our consciousness as a
spatiotemporal thing would not be existent. But in fact we can encompass
beyond that which comes to us as a spatiotemporal thing and from a
spatiotemporal thing. More importantly, there is an ontological “beyond” to
that which is spatiotemporal; and that “beyond” is part of that which is allegedly
material as opposed to the mental. Hence, infinity beyond that which is
allegedly spatiotemporal is both an element of our perceiving consciousness,
and also of that which is perceived. Consequently, the spatiotemporal is
fundamentally transcendent; likewise, our consciousness is also transcendent,
holistic, and unitary as opposed to a reality which is separated, non-holistic,
which is built only through a bottom-up and future oriented random things.
The spatiotemporal does not end within nothingness but continue with mental
and real projection as well, and this projection as a definer of the boundaries of
the spatiotemporal, is an essential element of the spatiotemporal. So an object
is not what it occupies in a limited space. Hence a transcendent aspect of the
conscious that which encompasses not only the inside but also the outside and
beyond any spatiotemporal object is fundamental.
Therefore an inherent non-separability of the spatiotemporal from what is
beyond is fundamental. But if an object is itself a distinct object not unified with
other things by a transcendent unifier, then its space must be connected to itself.
And the space of a second object must be connected to this second object.
Then the spaces of these two may either be 'connected' in an interactable and
communicable way or not. There is no evidence for a materialistic necessity or
possibility for such a transcendent connection. If there is no such necessity
and if any spatiotemporal would allegedly be separable, then the only possible
framework that they may be united is through the willful unifier power of Allah
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as explained in part 1.2. This unification is entailed with a transcendent power
which transcends both the internal and the “beyond” of any object. Our
consciousness is possible if and only if it is sustained by the consciousness of
such a transcendent power with such a unity.
1.5.2.2.5
Consciousness
Spatiotemporal

is

not

Reducible

to

the

Say: “It is He Who has brought you into being,
gave you the faculties of hearing, seeing, feeling
and understanding: yet you are seldom
thankful.”
(Quran: 67/23)
Once it is established that consciousness is not reducible to the spatiotemporal,
we can conclude in the same time that the sustainer and the ground of
consciousness is not within the limited universe. Here limited universe means
all things other than God, all things which do not have the properties of God
explained.
Even if the spatiotemporal has some consciousness-related aspects as explained
in parts 1.1.2.2.4 and 1.1.2.2.5, since the spatiotemporal is not self-sufficient as
explained in part 1.1 about the property of self-sufficiency of Allah, we can
conclude that the existence of the contingent conscious beings entail that the
SSC of consciousness is not within the limited universe.
If the consciousness was reducible to the spatiotemporal, then one might claim
that since the consciousness is reducible to the spatiotemporal, then the
originator of the spatiotemporal would not need to be conscious; hence, the
existence of the limited universe as it is and as containing conscious beings,
would not be evidence of the consciousness of the SSC. Hence it is necessary in
our context to figure out whether consciousness is reducible to the
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spatiotemporal.
Supposing that a conscious being and its consciousness are reducible to the
spatiotemporal substance and properties, would its particles
perceive/understand things (1) by their spatiotemporal states being changed or
(2) without being changed?
If (1), then would there be anything beyond the change in the spatiotemporal
state which influences the conscious perception? If there would be, then what
would it be? Where is this change instantiated? If there is not, then is this
perception just an illusion in a physicalist reductionist account? If there is just
spatiotemporal change instantiated in different particles, then how does the
unitary illusion arise? Yet, then the same questions are applicable to this illusion,
since it is real and nothing less than consciousness: For example, it is unitary,
it is consistent, in correlation with the spatiotemporal, and it interacts with the
spatiotemporal as shown in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about the free will power negation
and brain observation experiments.
If (2), that is, if the perception is not correlated with or influenced by any
spatiotemporal change, then what is this perception which is beyond the
spatiotemporal change?
If the spatiotemporal and conscious were not related and harmonized, then we
would observe that things that are pleasant and unpleasant would continually
and randomly happen, without us having any ability to change anything that
we feel.
In this respect, there are many questions that can never be answered in a
physicalist framework: Did the relationship develop through evolution? At what
point would it have arisen? How infinitesimal point-like instantiations of things
in the group of the particles of the conscious agent would cause specific and
related conscious experiences? How physical points would contain different
conscious states as sorrow, joy, seeing…? How moving left or right would cause
a conscious state or a “part” of a conscious state?
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If our consciousness was reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there would not
be any ought not to be, since, everything that happened, would be that which
ought to be. For example, we see that there are sometimes tensions between
what happens spatiotemporally, and what has to happen according to our
consciousness; an addict distinguishes between the effect of the subject of his
addiction, and of other things to which he is not addicted.
On the other hand, either the spatiotemporal has a property of consciousness;
or it interacts with a substance of consciousness, wherefore, again it has a
property of consciousness.
Hence both mental and physical are dimensions/elements of the same reality;
they interact, and they are not essentially of separable nature. As they interact,
physical entities and events “only within their physical dimension” cannot be
predicted, since that which is only within the physical dimension will be only
one part of a whole, and hence it will be incomplete.
For the same reason, the mental also will be incomplete if considered as totally
distinct from what we call the physical. They will be each a constituent of a
whole.
In fact, the distinction of the physical and the mental, and seeing one superior
to the other or more fundamental is unsubstantiated. As explained in part
1.1.2.2.3 about physicalism, the physical cannot be thought of separately from
the mental. For some, the mental seems to be more fundamental, yet this also
arises from a separatist approach.
The transcendent dimensions of both the physical and the mental are the
dimensions of the same reality. Therefore, the physical has transcendent aspects
of the transcendent reality of which it is just a dimension that we experience.
As this reality transcends ranges with equal encompassing capacity for entire
ranges, to some extent there is no fully separable spatiotemporal ordering or
sequencing for it. So, the deterministic mechanisms and calculations are not
fully applicable so as to presume the existence of absolute separations like the
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past and future, or here and there. It is like the non-locality observed within
quantum phenomena.
Consciousness has its truth as anything else and this issues from the Truth of
Allah which is also related to His unity. And some knowledge, freedom, and
guidance are given to everything. The unity and transcendence of consciousness
produce a meaning and reality for what it encompasses. Without it, that
meaning and reality do not exist. The consciousness has an irreducible effect in
this respect, and it is real.
Consciousness gets the data generally from the physical world. The will power
exercises changes. The physical is like the extension of the mental regarding the
effects of the mental. There is continuity between them.
Hence, objectivity, benchmarks, comparison, and interaction are key aspects of
the physical. Consciousness is a single window. But it is the end point. The
physical and the consciousness complete each other.
Some try to explain consciousness by complexity. However, there are single cell
organisms which are not very different regarding their activities, than many
animals we see around like dogs and cats. The paramecium which has no brain
does almost all life functions of a fish. On the other hand, there is no reason to
claim that a particle moving in a certain way does not produce consciousness,
but many particles moving in a complex way would produce consciousness. A
person who weighs twice another person, does not report having two or more
consciousness when heavy. When we gain or lose weight, or when we grow after
a certain period, we do not notice any big change in consciousness.
Yet, it is clear that consciousness and the physical interact: If one drinks tea
which is too hot, he will feel pain; if one eats certain things, he can hallucinate…
One may posit that shape evolved to show that reaction; however, if that shape
evolved like that to produce behaviors necessary for survival, then consciousness
would be redundant and unnecessary. Yet, we observe that we have
consciousness. Why a redundant property would evolve if evolution is true? If
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it correlates with certain structures of a human being, then the human beings
who would evolve to accommodate more useful functions than consciousness
would survive better, hence, the consciousness would disappear. There is no
reason to claim that structures more compliant with useful functions would
overlap with development of consciousness as well. Hence, we can conclude that
if evolution is true, then consciousness would be an effective additional capacity.
But if evolution is false, then, consciousness is a distinct capacity which has not
evolved through physical interactions of particles. Again, if evolution is false,
then consciousness is not supervenient upon the physical components, and it is
an additional thing which gives the organism some additional input.
William Kingdon Clifford argued as follows:
We cannot suppose that so enormous a jump from one creature to another
should have occurred at any point in the process of evolution as the introduction
of a fact entirely different and absolutely separate from the physical fact. It is
impossible for anybody to point out the particular place in the line of descent
where that event can be supposed to have taken place. The only thing that we
can come to, if we accept the doctrine of evolution at all, is that even in the very
lowest organism, even in the Amoeba which swims about in our own blood,
there is something or other, inconceivably simple to us, which is of the same
nature with our own consciousness.142
So, the considerations on evolution demonstrate that no matter whether it is
true or false, consciousness has a distinct effect no matter what structure or
substance is responsible for it. Furthermore, these show that if consciousness is
not distinctly effective, then it is not reducible to some physical events in the
past. Yet if it is distinctly effective, then the spatiotemporally effective things
would have produced a transcendent power which is effective. Hence, all these
considerations show that the materialist account of consciousness is
Clifford, W. (1874/1886). "Body and Mind", in Fortnightly Review,
December. Reprinted in Lectures and Essays, Leslie Stephen and
Frederick
Pollock
(eds.),
London:
Macmillan.
From:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Panpsychism
142
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contradictory and irrational.
If consciousness corresponds to the physical in a random way, then we would
not expect an animal eaten alive feel pain, it might feel joy in that situation if it
was coincidental or it might be indifferent. So, the animal is real, and its
consciousness is real and functional. If it felt joy when it was being eaten, then
animals would not survive. So, some physical/ biological states correspond to
some conscious states. Therefore, conscious states have distinct implications.
A physical state does not randomly correspond to a certain conscious state. This
also leads us to non-reductionism: An animal has different implications, not
only physical implications. It has a tendency to survive, unlike the movements
of atoms.
On the other hand, this tendency is not instantiated at the level of atoms or
electrons… We cannot say either that a living organism is like rocks rolling from
a high place of a mountain. Rounder rocks roll more and become rounder and
roll more; the more they roll the rounder they become; the rounder they
become the more they roll… But there is no reason to claim that while the rock
becomes rounder a consciousness will develop so that when it loses some parts
and becomes less round, that consciousness will feel pain.
Question 90.
How can God make another being have consciousness?
Answer 90.
That things have consciousness is an empirical truth. God’s existence does not
depend upon conscious beings. And it is observed that there are conscious
beings; and as explained in part 1.4, they are created and sustained by God. It
is possible that we do not know how God gives consciousness to other beings,
while we know that He makes them conscious.
Can consciousness appear if things are organized spatiotemporally in a certain
way? This cannot happen unless we recognize that they can be encompassed
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and combined in a unitary dimension, since consciousness is unitary.
Question 91.
We interact with the limited universe, but our consciousness depends on certain
states related to the physical. For example, if our physical brain is damaged,
then some of our consciousness related functions are influenced. Does not this
show that our consciousness is based and supervenient upon the material?
Answer 91.
Obviously our consciousness and related abilities interact with the material.
Nobody can say that they are totally disconnected. While consciousness needs
the material for certain functions, the material also needs transcendent
properties as explained in detail in part 1.2 about unity. If they interact, this
means that they have some commonalities. When we distinguish between the
mental/ consciousness-related and the material, in fact we see the two sides of
the same coin: as explained in part 1.2, both the material and the consciousnessrelated essences and properties originate from the same unitary essence. Hence,
both sides of the coin will have influence upon what we observe. Obviously, if
there is no electricity, the laptop does not work; but this does not mean that all
of the consciousness related functions of the laptop are reducible to electricity.
Electricity influences the laptop, but also the circuits and chips of the laptop
influence the flow of electricity within the laptop. Likewise the flow of blood
influences our thinking, but our thinking also influences the flow of blood.
Question 92.
Maybe consciousness is like wetness of water, an emergent property? Why
would not all of the properties of living things emerge from the spatiotemporal?
Hydrogen is not wet, oxygen is not wet; but when they come together and form
the water, H2O, we see that the water is wet.

1017

Answer 92.
If wetness is something additional to the spatiotemporal movement, then this
question is tautological: Is wetness just a way of movement of particles or subatomic particles? If it is so, then there is nothing which has emerged by wetness,
it is just our alleged kind of illusion. But if our conscious perception is
irreducible to the spatiotemporal, then there appears a reality which was nonexistent in the behaviors of these atoms. Yet, as explained earlier, it is not an
illusion; even if it would be an illusion, it would show the reality of
consciousness; if it would be an illusion, then the allegedly sound realities of
hydrogen and oxygen also would become illusions.
Wetness is one of our qualia, like blueness, or pain. The argument I presented
is that the alleged point-to-point relations in the material world cannot produce
whole-to-whole relations like the qualia, free will power, reasoning.
On the other hand, the wetness regarding its aspects other than our perception
is allegedly the result of the interaction of wholes like hydrogen and oxygen
atoms and their sub-atomic parts. If the relations and interactions which
constitute wetness are reducible to atoms and related parts, then when those
atoms and parts come together, they allegedly behave as they would always
behave under certain conditions and no new things, no unpredictable
interactions emerge. Hence, that which allegedly emerges according to the
question, is exclusively related to our consciousness. So, the question argues for
the emergence of something in the domain of consciousness, by an example
which presupposes the existence of consciousness, while conceding the
irreducibility of the quale of wetness which cannot be predicted by the
interactions of atoms.
If some property or event that cannot be predicted by a complete knowledge
about those atoms and parts appear when they come together, then, we have a
holistic phenomenon which is not reducible to those atoms and parts and which
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originates not from them but from the Originator and Sustainer.
So, if wetness was totally predictable based on complete knowledge about the
hydrogen and oxygen atoms, and other physical things and states prior to
wetness, then there would be nothing which emerged; if it was not predictable,
then there would have happened a totally new holistic fact. The materialist
would probably accept the first scenario; but then that which emerges cannot
be anything other than our conscious perception about the wetness. If there is
a totally new phenomenon which could not be predicted based on the complete
knowledge about the hydrogen and oxygen atoms, this would have come from
nothingness. Yet, this cannot be the quantum fluctuations called as nothingness
by some, since, the quantum fluctuations would also be contained within the
knowledge upon which the prediction is made. Furthermore, this cannot be
explained by uncertainty either, since the quantum uncertainty is irrelevant to
the production of wetness from hydrogen and oxygen, as this production is not
an uncertain event in the context of the question.
There are strong relationships between the mental, moral, reason,
consciousness, free will power, and the physical. Each one of them depends in
one way or the other on the others. Therefore they cannot be reduced to separate
things. They are originated by the unitary, free, moral, fashioner.
Hence, in any case such examples support the holistic limited universe
irreducible to the spatiotemporal.
Question 93.
Why could not our consciousness arise from other things in the limited
universe? Maybe these other things are not merely spatiotemporal, and maybe
they contain the “raw material” of consciousness. In this case, why would there
be a need for a SSC who would sustain consciousness?
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Answer 93.
If other things in the limited universe contain the “raw material” of
consciousness, then the same sustainer would sustain those “raw materials”.
Because those raw materials are different in kind from the movements of
particles.
But in any case, even if the raw material was there, their recombination and
unification at another layer would require a fashioning specific to our
consciousness. The fashioner of this specific consciousness and the creator of
these alleged raw materials of consciousness would have at least the
consciousness as we know it or as something at a higher layer/ quality.
Question 94.
Why would irreducibility lead to God? Maybe things are irreducible to
spatiotemporal but may be like in panpsychism things have inherent properties
as consciousness, free will power, knowledge, reason, and so on.
Answer 94.
Reason, free will power, consciousness and aspects of things related to these
properties are effective throughout the limited universe. So, that the separable
spatiotemporal things self-sufficiently have these unitary and transcendent
properties is impossible. So, a person who believes that there are such
transcendental things that transcend the entire universe is like someone who
believes in a spirit that runs all galaxies except our earth, but who does not
believe in Allah.
Saying that limited things have such inherent properties self-sufficiently, is equal
to accepting them as brute facts and considering them as exempt from
questioning: Saying that an atom has some intentionality, and aboutness implies
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that the atom has a transcendence over other things and something more than
its spatiotemporal properties. Its having some free will power, some reasoning
entails that it transcends other things even though it does not encompass them
since it is only a part of the limited universe. So, accepting these is contradictory.
Again admitting that they have those properties self-sufficiently entails that they
transcend time as well, since they would not be classified as earlier and later;
because if they were classifiable in such a way, this would mean that they would
need the previous things, hence that they are not self-sufficient. Similarly, their
alleged self-sufficiency would entail that they do not have parts and wholes,
since if they had them, then by definition they would need them. So, recognizing
these as fundamental and irreducible properties of the spatiotemporal, would be
contradictory both ontologically and epistemologically.
1.5.2.3
SPA Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who is Self-Sufficiently Conscious, and has the Properties
Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently Conscious.

Say, "Who provides for you from the heaven and
the earth? Or who controls hearing and sight and
who brings the living out of the dead and brings
the dead out of the living and who arranges
[every] matter?" They will say, "Allah," so say,
"Then will you not fear Him?"
(Quran: 10/31)
1.5.2.3.1
There is a Being Above the Limited Universe who
is Self-Sufficiently Conscious

Indeed, your Lord extends provision for whom
He wills and restricts [it]. Indeed He is ever,
concerning His servants, Aware and Seeing.
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(Quran: 17/30)

As explained in the previous sub-parts, elements of consciousness, beings with
consciousness, and results of consciousness exist distinctly and effectively. These
entail the necessity of a self-sufficient ultimate cause who is One, Knower,
Aware, Powerful, Fashioner, and who has other transcendent powers and who
exercises them. The limited universe and its contents do not have the selfsufficient elements of consciousness and other related ultimate properties.
Therefore, there is a self-sufficiently conscious ultimate cause above all.
There is a being who has consciousness as the self-sufficient originator and
sustainer of contingent things including conscious beings.
Consciousness of the creation is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. The
spatiotemporal is not more fundamental than consciousness. Therefore they are
both grounded within the same essence. Spatiotemporal and consciousness have
common properties: for example they have unity. And they interact. If they have
common properties and if one is not reducible to the other and if they interact
then they have above the limited universe, a common ground which originates
and sustains them.
Consciousness is a fundamental observable; it is surrounded by the SSC, not by
partial nothingness (PN); the SSC surrounds all with the property of
consciousness as He does with his other properties.
Consciousness is a fundamental observable. And in earlier explained that all is
surrounded with full power and the properties of all are defined by the SSC.
If things were surrounded by nothingness, then things would be undefined.
Therefore, as an extension of an object cannot be said to have ended at the
boundary of nothingness, or as a speed of an object cannot be said to be
surrounded by nothingness, the consciousness cannot either end at a boundary
of nothingness. As is shown in part 1.3.2.1.2, partial nothingness does not exist.
They are surrounded by SSC as explained in part 1.3.
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1.5.2.3.2
There is a Being Above the Limited Universe who
has the Properties Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently Conscious.
The ability to create the conscious beings entail the power to create, knowledge,
transcendence, unity, free will power, wisdom, self-sufficiency along with
consciousness. The details of these properties are given in the relevant parts.
Likewise, the ability to create things no matter whether they have consciousness
or not, entails having consciousness self-sufficiently along with the abovementioned properties.
On the other hand, as explained earlier, a key property entailed by
consciousness is unity. As explained in part 1.2, the source of all, including
events related to consciousness is One and it is SSC. The SSC does not leave
any room for another source as He is all-encompassing. Our consciousness
cannot be explained within elements that are divided, it can only be explained
within an absolute unity.
Hence, the self-sufficiently conscious SSC has the above properties.
1.6 Free Will Power

And He is the Forgiving, the Affectionate,
Honorable Owner of the Throne,
Effecter of what He intends.
(Quran: 85/14-16)
And Allah has full control over His affair, but
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most people know not.
(Quran: 12/21)
Judgment belongs to Allah, the All-high, the Allgreat.
(Quran: 40/12)
Say, [O Muhammad], "I am only a warner, and
there is not any deity except Allah, the One, the
Prevailing.
Lord of the heavens and the earth and whatever
is between them, the Almighty, the Perpetual
Forgiver."
(Quran: 38/65-66)

One of the key properties of Allah is His will power.

1.6.1

Preliminary Explanations

Regarding the proof of Allah, free will power is one of the most important
topics. Because the clash between the materialist claims and transcendencebased claims is most obvious in respect to free will. Hence, a good
understanding of the free will in this respect will be very helpful in reaching a
good conclusion about Allah.
The limited universe and its contents which are contingent are very relevant
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regarding the free will, in respect to the fashioning by Allah. If free will is
impossible, then obviously, Allah would not be exercising a free will power in
creating and sustaining the universe. But if there is free will power, and if its
materialistic alternatives such as determinism and indeterminism fail, then the
remaining alternative will be the fashioning by Allah and use of free will power;
and this alternative is already entailed by the contingency of the limited
universe.
Secondly, if materialism is true, then we as human beings and other creation
cannot have a true free will power. But if we have a true free will power, then
it will not be reducible to any deterministic or indeterministic processes. Hence,
again, a sustainer of our free will power will be necessary.
So, in this part we will examine whether free will power exists or not, by
analyzing what we observe within the limited universe. This analysis shows us
that a true free will power exists, and that its alternatives fail. And we will answer
whether the limited universe or its contents may be an ultimate source of this
power. The evidence gives a negative answer to this question.
These lead us to the conclusion that free will power underlies the creation and
sustaining of the limited universe and its contents, and that this power is owned
by the self-sufficient cause.
So, let us see the steps of the syllogistic argument about the free will power:
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1.6.2
Syllogism for the Self-Sufficiently Owned Free Will
Power (SPW)
The syllogism for the will power of Allah (SPW) is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of self-sufficiently owned
free will power.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the free will power self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who self-sufficiently has free will
power, and who has the properties entailed by this power.
1.6.2.1
SPW Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of Self-Sufficiently Owned Free Will Power.
In respect to this step, things in the limited universe, can be classified in two
groups: (1) Those which experience free will power as the human beings do, (2)
Things which are subject to or exercise free will power but which do not
experience free will power as the human beings do.
Both groups entail a self-sufficient owner of free will power for their existence
and their behaviors. For example the actual structure of the limited universe
that we observe being the way it is instead of in another structure entails the
existence of a self-sufficient free will power owner. However, the group (1)
experiences also directly having free will power and using it; the irreducibility
of that experienced free will power to anything within the limited universe
entails in another way the existence of a self-sufficient free will power owner.
On the other hand, being the self-sufficient owner of free will power entails
other properties which belong to the same essence in accordance with the
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property of unity.
In this part, we will examine whether free will power exists, whether there is
evidence for it, whether there are facts which contradict it. For this, we will use
both empirical and logical tools. This relates to the need of a self-sufficient
exercise of free will power in two ways: (1) the sustaining of the creation’s
dependent free will power, and (2) the choice in the creation of all contingent
things no matter whether they have free will power or not.
In another part, we will see whether the ultimate source of free will power is
within the limited universe. Here the limited universe means all things which
do not have the properties of the SSC.
And also we will analyze what the properties of the self-sufficient owner of the
free will power are.
The latter two questions are closely related to this part.
So, let us see first whether free will power exists.
1.6.2.1.1

Free Will Power Exists.

Tosun, 2020 defines free will power as follows: “The irreducible, nondeterministic, non-random, sovereign, distinct power of the whole of the agent
to determine equally and without being coerced within a certain range, any one
of the sets of alternatives as the one to be actualized.” For further details about
the details of this definition you can see Tosun, 2020.
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The main obstacle against a good understanding about free will power is
reductive physicalism. Reductive physicalism which reduces beings to their
particles does not only corrupt the understanding of free will, but also it corrupts
the understanding about reason, consciousness, knowledge, fashioning… which
are the distinctive features of a sentient being.
After all, if a sentient being does not exist as a distinct and effective whole, what
distinct features can he have other than illusions or epiphenomenal ones? Since
part 1.1.2.2.1 gives details about reductive physicalism, I will not give any
further specific explanations about it. But a good understanding about it is
indispensable for a good understanding about free will.
Once a person has a presupposition for the truth of reductive physicalism, then
he has no more than two alternatives related to free will power: Determinism
and indeterminism. A combination of the two may also be considered as another
alternative, but since it will consist of the two, we will consider the two essential
alternatives.
If a being is reducible to its particles, then its particles which allegedly do not
have any transcendent features can move either according to certain patterns or
not. If they all move always according to certain patterns then there is
determinism; if not, then there is indeterminism. In both cases any being or
rather any aggregate of particles cannot have a true free will power.
Again, if there is a combination or mixture of patterns and no patterns, like
some particles moving according to patterns some not, or moving sometimes
according to patterns sometimes not, there would not be any room for any free
will power. If one has an unquestioning commitment to reductive physicalism,
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and has no idea about its alternative(s), he may have difficulty in understanding
the following.
So, let us analyze determinism, indeterminism, and certain experiments which
show the existence of the distinctly effective free will power.143
1.6.2.1.1.1

Determinism is Unsubstantiated and False

If determinism was true, then any will would be the outcome of deterministic
processes over which Allah had no power. Hence according to Islam there is no
determinism.
By determinism, I mean what describes in the following:
“We ought to regard the present state of the universe as the effect of its
antecedent state and as the cause of the state that is to follow. An intelligence
knowing all the forces acting in nature at a given instant, as well as the
momentary positions of all things in the universe, would be able to comprehend
in one single formula the motions of the largest bodies as well as the lightest
atoms in the world, provided that its intellect were sufficiently powerful to
subject all data to analysis; to it nothing would be uncertain, the future as well
as the past would be present to its eyes.” (Laplace 1820)
In the following we will present the evidences and arguments which
demonstrate objectively that determinism is not rational.
When we talk in the following parts about the impossibility of determinism, I
do not mean only that full determinism is not present in our universe, but I also
mean that it is impossible in principle. So, some of our counter arguments
against determinism apply against the determinism in our universe, and some
Note that Tosun, 2020 (Free Will Under the Light of the Quran)
explains all aspects of free will power under the light of the Quran. So,
if you need further details related to free will power, consider reading
it. It is downloadable for free on the internet.
143
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of them prove that it is impossible in principle.
Non-existence of determinism and the non-existence of indeterminism do not
result automatically in the existence of free will. But existence of full
determinism or full indeterminism or that everything is reducible to a
combination of them would undermine free will. That is why for a sufficient
understanding of free will, it is necessary to understand why the above are not
possible.
An important question is, can determinism be demonstrated empirically? An
empirical demonstration of determinism requires full knowledge about the
entire existence. If there is a single electron which behaves outside of
determinism, then determinism would be refuted. Can we have full knowledge
about every action of every electron in the universe? Obviously not. This
impossibility is not only because of our lack of means, but also because of the
necessary properties of our measurement processes. Any measurement requires
changing what is measured, and what is used to measure. Hence, as of now, it
is clear that in principle, determinism is not demonstrable empirically.
Also, note that determinism is closely related to indeterminism. Certainly, if we
consider whether the outcomes of throwing dice are indeterministic, we have to
have the dice first, with definite numbers on each side. In other words,
indeterminism requires some determinism if the only alternatives are
determinism and indeterminism. So, when I present arguments against
determinism, note that they are mostly applicable against indeterminism as well.
So, a good understanding of the following arguments will be helpful in
understanding our points regarding indeterminism, although I will present
specific arguments against indeterminism in a separate section.
1.6.2.1.1.1.1
Determinism

Fallacies Directly Related to The Sources of

According to determinism, a future state of the universe, has a full dependence
upon any previous state of the universe and the laws of nature. Hence, if a state
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of the universe, and laws of nature are known, then based on it, any future state
can be predicted and (according to many) any past state can be known.
So, here there are two important elements: (1) A state of the universe, (2) The
laws of nature underlying determinism.
If some laws of nature are subject to change, then according to determinism
there would be also laws that determine these changes. So, when we say laws of
nature, we mean both the changing laws, and the laws upon which the changing
laws depend.
Many physicalist physicists and laymen consider that laws are pushy explainers.
In accordance with reductive physicalism, things must be reducible to alleged
self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBE)144, and the effective
conditions would be at that level. So, at that level, things would be simple.
Upper layers would be just epiphenomenal.
1.6.2.1.1.1.1.1

Fallacies Related to the States of The Universe

According to determinism, a future state is the outcome of a past state plus the
laws of nature. In this part we will see that the past states as part of this
formulation cannot be a starting point or a basis at all.
Let us assume that there is one body or mass in the universe and this body
moves with a certain velocity. According to determinism, if we have a perfect
scan of this universe, and all laws of nature, then we can predict any future
state.

There are also accounts of reductive physicalism which argue for
infinite regress. This is addressed directly or indirectly under the
headings related to infinite regress. For the details about the ASBEs,
see part 1.1.2.2.6.
144
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1.6.2.1.1.1.1.1.1

The Initial State

One issue with the initial state is, whether this state is also the outcome of laws
of nature.
Is there any initial state that does not depend on the laws of nature?
(1) If there is no such state, this means that essentially the laws (or something
else) produce the initial state. Can a law exist without any substance, any state,
upon which it acts?
If there are laws that produce initial states, do they produce these states in a
deterministic way? If this is the case, the laws themselves would be within
certain states as they have to be in a specific state and predictable. If they do
not, then do they produce these states in a random way? In this situation, the
laws would have a random aspect, not even related to probabilistic patterns. But
then, the concept of law collapses.
Is there an initial unbiased and unspecific state upon which the laws act and
shape that state? This is quite unlikely because since the present universe’s states
have quite specific features, if determinism is true, then the initial state must
also have some specifics. On the other hand, it is not possible to conceive of a
totally undefined physical state, especially if future states would be predictable
based upon any state. In any case it will have some features.
(2) If there is an initial state which does not depend on the laws of nature, this
means that it was not the outcome of determinism. If it was not the outcome of
deterministic processes, then the future states are based on a state which is not
the outcome of a deterministic process. According to determinism, any state
must depend on the physical laws. Laws cannot produce a state from an initial
state no matter what that initial state is. The laws cannot produce the present
state from an initial state that does not depend on the laws. Also, if that state
does not depend on the laws, this means that there is at least one state
independent of the laws, hence, laws are not laws, hence, there is something
that is above the laws.
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Another problem is in the scenario where there is no backward infinite regress,
where there is no differentiation within the initial state.
If there is differentiation in the initial state, then we will ask for the cause of the
differentiation, since, such a differentiation would be contingent, in that it could
be otherwise, but it has been this way. One may say that it is a brute fact, and
there is no reason to ask why it was the way was, it would progress into a state
in any case. I think it is not a good approach not to question why it is that way.
So, as long as it is contingent, we need to find an answer to this question. In
Islam, there is a choice behind the differentiations, broadly similar to our
choices. A transcendent being who has transcendent knowledge and power over
all possibilities, may exercise His will and actualize any possible state.
If there is no differentiation in the initial state, but then the differentiation arises
from it, then we will need to ask for the reason of transition from no
differentiation to differentiation. The result of this reasoning will be similar to
the above line of thinking. If this non-differentiated stage continues backwards,
then a similar reasoning will be applicable.
If determinism does not explain the initial state, then it does not explain
anything. Because the initial state contains the info of the entire events.
The above points show that the idea of an initial state creates inconsistencies
for determinism, no matter whether it depends on the laws of nature or not.
1.6.2.1.1.1.1.1.2

General Problems with States

There are also issues with the fundamental elements and properties of a state:
If we think of a state of the universe, this means that there are some
differentiations within it. Do these differentiations depend on each
differentiated elements’ own properties, or is there a unity that transcends all
these elements and gives them their properties? What makes them be contained
within a single framework/ coordinate system? Why they do not have each its
own coordinate system being incomparable to the other elements? If they are
within the same system, then what are the units and patterns of comparison
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and transition from one point to another? What determines those units? For
example, if we say one region is larger than the other region, where does the
unit of comparison come from, and how does it transcend all of the regions?
Are there laws again which do such things?
The latter point does not apply only to an alleged initial state, but to any state
that can be used as a basis for determinism.
Note also that the state in terms of space is also relative and passive. Hence, as
the laws are used to connect the states in different times, there should be laws
that connect different points in terms of space or anything that corresponds to
space which is the background of the distributions within that background.
States depend on the positions and other properties of parts. But the positions
of parts depend on the whole; including the points of space, if we assume that
it exists in and of itself: A point x, must have values based on its neighbor or
other points; or a point-like particle/ part must be defined based on the space
or based on other point-like particles.
Therefore, a state prior to laws or coexisting with the laws at all times is
contradictory.
Part 1.1.2.2.2 gives further details about the laws of nature.
1.6.2.1.1.1.1.2

Fallacies Related to the Laws of Nature

The problems related to the laws of nature are considered in part 1.1.2.2.2.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2

Determinism is Unsubstantiated

Although determinism is sufficiently refuted in the following parts, it should be
underlined first that any attempt to prove or substantiate determinism will fail.
We should note here that determinism has the burden of proof; if it is not
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proven, we should not assume its truth:
The determinist claims that everything, including the agents, the alleged selfsufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBE), the alleged initial beginning
state of the universe and the elements of that state are all deterministic, and all
elements of an allegedly eternal universe are/ were/ will be necessarily
deterministic. This claim creates a burden of proof upon the person who claims
it. Because, the default is non-existence of a bias toward any direction unless
such a bias is proven. And the patterns that we observe do not constitute a proof
for such a necessity, since, they can also arise from freedom.
Some of the arguments which show that determinism cannot be substantiated
are as follows:
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.1

There is no Logical Necessity for Determinism

As we have and will have limited empirical knowledge about the existence, in
order to claim that full determinism is true, we need to have a logical necessity
for it.
Determinism cannot prove empirically its truth. It relates to infinitesimally
small, infinitesimally big, spatiotemporal, and other relationships. Therefore, a
claim for determinism requires a complete knowledge about them. We do not
have it as of now. And claiming ownership of such a knowledge at any time will
be contradictory, since it will imply that we know that which is beyond us. Also,
quantum physics, the nature of space and time, and many other considerations
show clearly that there are clear limitations around our knowledge and
measurement abilities.
Logically there is no necessity for determinism. Let us imagine a universe
consisting of limited and/or multiple things, where events and entities happen
in a deterministic way. This determinism would only be partial. Because, the
events included in that universe would be in any case relative, and not-selfsufficient. That those things have been part of the same universe, that there is
movement which needs to be measured in units defined in terms of many things
1035

would be proofs that this universe and its contents are contingent. And it would
show that none of its contents is necessary and self-sufficient, and that they are
built upon “units”, “relationships” which require transcendence and unity.
Therefore, the creation would be only a product of transcendent fashioning, and
choice. For further related issues see part … and other parts about the infinite
regress.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.2

Determinism is Against Null Hypothesis

Normally, one would expect that the offspring of chicken would consist of equal
number of male and female chickens, which is the null hypothesis.
If you claim that feeding chocolate to chicken with your method, you got a
higher number of female offspring compared to the male, people who will invest
in your method will need to be convinced that the deviation from the null
hypothesis is not just a matter of chance. The burden of proof will be on you.145
So, from a scientific point of view, the determinist will have to prove that there
is always a necessity for a specific alternative. And since the hard determinist
claims that there is not even a limited free will power, the deterministic claim
must be proven for all situations.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.3
Inaccessible

Determinism

Makes

Claims

About

the

At the root of determinism, there is a faulty generalization as follows: “Some
features of some things are deterministic, so, everything is deterministic.” This
generalization has no logical or empirical basis.
However, if something, if some region, or some layer in the universe is
145

(McDonald 2014)
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unpredictable, then determinism collapses.
A rational person cannot claim to know an inaccessible knowledge. And it is
obvious that we are not in a position to know all layers in all regions of the
universe including our region.
Additionally, it is not rational to claim that the universe is not contingent.
Determinism, especially regarding the behavior of a physical entity in the brain,
is logically and empirically not proven. And uncertainty within the quantum
realm, empirically disproves that a physical entity, especially in brain, must
behave in a certain way.
Determinism by its nature, must answer the question whether free will exists or
not with a yes or no, without something in between. So, it claims that there is
not even %10-100 free will. If there is even only such a tiny free will, the principle
of determinism collapses.
We do not have any ways to confirm determinism. Hence, in the first place,
there is no reason to accept it. But we have ways to debunk it some of which
are explained in this section.
Question 95.
The experiments show that there are laws/ forces that govern the universe such
as gravity, electromagnetic force. And they behave according to deterministic
laws. So, why would not they be proof that the universe is deterministic?
Answer 95.
These patterns are partial elements of the universe. They apply within their
specific regions and contexts. There are also regions and layers where we observe
unpredictable features, such as seen in the double slit experiment. Hence, such
patterns are not sufficient to believe that everything is deterministic.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.4

Problem of Induction
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Simply put, if we observe that a rock falls with a certain acceleration, does this
mean that it will always fall with that acceleration? Is there such a necessity?
Are our observations in the past about its fall sufficient evidence to establish a
necessary relationship?
Certainly, there is no reason to claim that the repeated events establish a
necessary relationship.
We can empirically observe that establishing a necessity based on past repeated
events is fallacious. For example, we can repeat things, we can have a machine
repeat things, and then we can stop. And we can clearly see that the repetition
does not give us any proof to establish a logical or empirical necessity for the
observed pattern.
Also, we observe that things that behave in a certain pattern within a certain set
of conditions may behave in a different pattern in another set of conditions. Or
as observed in quantum physics, something that appears to behave in a pattern
may behave with no deterministic pattern under certain setups.
There is no necessity for patterns related to the limited universe even if we go
to the root of things. For example, we can observe the waves in an ocean, then
we can observe the behavior of water molecules, and atoms… Even if we see
repeated behavior at some fields/ ASBEs, this does not constitute an evidence
that they will behave that way eternally.
Hence, the problem of induction is an important argument against determinism
which has the laws of nature as a key component. If considered contingent,
these laws, are important in being very instrumental in developing technology
and benefiting from the universe. They are also important as elements of a
contingent fashioning. But considering them as necessary, hence as a basis for
a determinism is going too far and being fallacious.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.5
Determinism

Unobtainable Qualitative Requirements of
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Even if we have determined that all particles and fields behave in a deterministic
way, this will not give us sufficient reason to believe in determinism. Because, a
deterministic behavior requires transcendence in any case:
The fall of a rock on the earth requires an information about the location of the
earth. If the earth’s location changes, then the rocks’ fall will be adjusted. But
how does the rock, its atoms, or gravitons, or gravitational waves, or regions of
curved spacetime reach that information? Hence, there are alternative regions,
alternative ways for things to happen in any case. And what actually happens is
just one of them.
Hence, even if we observe all physical things behave in patterns, we will reserve
a room for a selective process beyond the spatiotemporal.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.6
Unobtainable Quantitative Requirements to
Prove Determinism
If 99% of the universe behaved according to patterns, and only 1% behaved
indeterministically, then most implications of determinism including
predictability would be undermined. Also, if only one atom in the universe
behaved unpredictably, any philosophical justification for determinism would
be undermined. And many quantum physics experiments already demonstrate
that there are unpredictable events.
1.6.2.1.1.1.2.7
Unprovable.

Quantum

Physics

Makes

Determinism

Determinism cannot be proven because of quantum processes and quantum
physics. Quantum physics and quantum world demonstrates that there are
limitations in measurements that cannot be overcome. Furthermore, according
to very popular interpretations on quantum phenomena, this impossibility is
caused not only because of the deficiency of our tools, but also because of the
fundamental structure of things.
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1.6.2.1.1.1.2.8
Impossibility to Demonstrate That an Agent
Cannot Will Otherwise.
I may be able to will an alternative, but I may choose not to will it. If I do not
will an alternative, this does not entail that I was not able to will it. I may be
not willing an alternative, because I am able to not will it. That I may will an
alternative does not necessitate that I have to will it. That I do not will
something does not mean that I cannot will it. There are many alternatives so I
may will many of them. But I do not have to. If one claims that I had to will an
alternative that I willed, he has to substantiate, but he cannot. He cannot tell
me that I will will to eat the red candy while there is no clear obstruction for
the white one.
1.6.2.1.1.1.3
One who Claims That Determinism is True, is
Refuting That Very Claim.

Or do you have a clear proof?
(Quran:37/156)
If determinism is true, then the claim of the proponent of determinism for
determinism has no superior power compared to the claim of the indeterminist.
Because both claims are simply the outcomes of particles/ fields which do not
have any conception of truth. These claims are just illusions as claims. If there
is full determinism, then a person does not have the ability to assess the
alternatives, and choose that which is closer to the truth. The claim or any
argument related to it is reducible to the movement of particles and fields which
have nothing to do with a real consideration of the truth or truth values.
A claim of truth requires encompassing what is true and what is false; it requires
a comparison of the true and false; it requires freely navigating through them.
However, in a deterministic realm, everything that happens is what has to
happen. Nothing that must not be happens, nothing that must not be can
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happen.
The basis and the producer of the brain processes of someone who believes that
the earth is flat are same with the basis and producer of the brain processes of
someone who believes that the earth is round. If we argue, “the brain processes
of someone who believes that the earth is round is substantiated with evidence”,
according to determinism, our argument has no superiority related to any
criterion of truth as well. In a fully deterministic universe, a truth claim is
nothing but an illusion.
If determinism is true, then there is neither freedom nor possibility to reorganize
something, or some idea, or some claim, or some potentials, or self-reorganize
in a better way as opposed to a worse structure. There is no such active agent
or power. Any power, is the slave of the previous and/or undergoing
spatiotemporal causes/ processes.
If determinism is true, then there is no transcendent power which can observe
beyond an illusion, the effect of a cause on multiple things, and which can make
deductions.
Also, if determinism is true, then there is no reason, logic, fashioning, purpose,
transcendent unity, absolute or relative truth146 underlying what we observe in
the physical world other than illusions. Hence, in this environment, if a
determinist makes a reference to reason, logic, purpose, right and wrong, these
have no implications. They are epiphenomenal with no concrete implication,
but with just an illusory feeling147. Therefore, if a determinist claims that what
he says is superior, he will also be acting dishonestly and he will be defending
what he does not believe in. If he truly believes in what he says, then he is
inconsistent.
146

If there is no truth underlying what we observe, then what we
observe is likely an illusion. Maybe we can only have the truth of an
illusion.
147 For downward causation see part 1.1.2.2.10.
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The claim of the determinist would be assuming that everything happens not
because of reason, but because of physical patterns, which do not have anything
to do with consciousness, concepts, reason, or freedom.
The one who denies free will based on determinism is like someone who says
“my claims are unsubstantiated”. If they do not have free will they should stop
arguing, because such argumentation is just something deterministic148. You
may see a meaningful sentence on the screen, or a static; they should have the
same truth value for a determinist, since they are the outcome of no unity. On
that static, there may appear things that look like some animals here and there.
Even some of them may appear as if they are running after a pray. However,
we should not assign any truth, goodness, evilness, or any meaning to it. For a
determinist who claims to be consistent, they are just the outcomes of physical
patterns, and their actual, allegedly logical claims should be no different.
A concept, a meaning, or a truth value can exist only in its relationship to other
things, within unity and related transcendence.
Considering oneself as authorized to evaluate and be superior to a physical law
is contradictory with saying that everything consists of physical laws and
entities. Because then the evaluation is just something epiphenomenal and
illusory.
As opposed to the above, Islam teaches that there are laws/ patterns, and
dimensions which are not restricted to the patterns and some dimensions.
Hence, there is room for freedom, truth, and so on wherein the agents can have
judgments overriding some patterns, and can navigate through the more
reasonable and less reasonable, and are free to choose the more reasonable.
Question 96.
Is not it possible that through evolution and natural selection strong reasoning
148

If it was indeterministic, the same would also apply. At a higher
level, the problem here pertains to physicalism and physicalists as well.
1042

processes may have developed? Because selection would allow and favor the
survival of the fittest and the organizations/ life forms with best reasoning
processes.
Answer 96.
In determinism things must be what they have been.
There are four important points here:
Firstly, the particles had to move how they moved according to the laws of
physics. So, no species and no process would add anything to what happens.
An atom within a dog had to behave the way it does whether it is part of a dog
or part of a rock. Even if the legs of the dogs get stronger, under determinism,
this is no distinct addition. It is like a random shape in a cloud. The dog is just
an epiphenomenal thing. The strengthening of its legs may equally trigger a
process which will cause its extinction. This behavior is traceable starting from
the big bang. According to determinism, if we were able to scan all the fields of
the big bang, we could project all the shapes that would unfold from that initial
specific state. Whatever dog would be born with whatever features was already
encoded within the components and internal differentiations of that initial state.
In determinism there are states and laws of nature as effective causes. Since
microscopic particles cannot negate physical laws, DNAs cannot but occur or
disappear as their sub-particles require in accordance with physical laws.
Whether they occur within a cat or not, does not matter for them. If a group of
particles constitute a computer, there is no basis to say that it is superior to
another group which does not constitute a laptop. We say now that there is
difference between the two. But we say that because explicitly or implicitly we
assume the reality of our distinct transcendence. According to determinism, our
transcendence is an anomaly and an illusion.
If only the time was reversed as of now, then living things would reverse-evolve,
and everything would go back ending up in the primordial soup. So, according
to determinism evolution is only epiphenomenal, in other words, it is not
effective. As such, according to determinism, it cannot add any rationality to
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anything.
If we assume that we are just a bunch of particles in parallel with determinism,
what we say cannot be assigned a distinct truth value. When we say atoms in a
laptop or organized as a laptop produce better results, we speak as an agent who
transcends both groups of particles and who is able to make a comparison by
encompassing transcendentally the things that we compare. But in determinism
we cannot make this claim; if we make it, it is without any effect, without any
use. Our particles are bumping one onto another and this illusion happens. So,
by this claim a determinist would be negating himself.
Let us take the example of rocks near the top of a mountain. According to
determinism and evolution, in the course of time, the rock rolls, and when it
rolls, it becomes rounder, and if/ when it becomes rounder it rolls further. Each
rolling makes some changes on its surface that corresponds to data. And as it
rolls more and collects more data, maybe theoretically it can be predictable that
it will become rounder and more prone to rolling. So, it is more preferable to
roll more relatively to the goal of surviving more as a rolling rock. Yet the rock
does not have any means to change anything about itself or its rolling. And as
there is no consciousness, more rolling cannot be a more preferred state as
opposed to non-rolling state, since the rock may never say “this is the willable/
preferable state /feeling” or this is “unpreferable/ unwillable state”. It cannot
say or develop in a being which can say “I will what I willed not, or I will not
what I have willed, or this must/must not happen”. No paradox of free will/
responsibility may arise from the rock. If there is not willable or unwillable
situation, then responsibility is not imaginable. According to physicalist
determinism, there is no law that relates to consciousness, which will equal
physical laws, or which will be superior to or exert power on physical laws, or
which will have “must be” or “ought to be” predicates which will make physical
laws unpredictable. Even if there are laws which connect the mental with the
physical, they can only be laws so that the spatiotemporal affects the mental;
the conscious would not affect the spatiotemporal.
So, did the fittest develop as an outcome of determinism, or was it already
present within the “random” state of the universe just a second after the big
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bang?
Under determinism, there is exact correspondence between what happens
billions of years later, and the physical state of the universe right after the big
bang. Events happening billions of years later, or alleged processes of selection
add nothing new and useful to the state of the universe which was present just
a second after the big bang. So, how each individual particle would move billions
of years later was also contained at that instant. Whether the movement was in
a “reasoning process” of a conscious being who conceived concepts and logic,
or flowing of a river does not differ. The particle behaves what the laws of nature
require in the specific condition. Hence, what appears to us as reasoning
processes just corresponds to the somehow existing state of the universe at that
instant. And a determinist, cannot even call it a reasoning process; since
reasoning process is a transcendent concept which contains elements that
cannot be separated by space, time, or anything else. It should be noted that
even if some elements were random, this would not add any relevant and
valuable reasonability to the deterministic processes.
According to determinism what survives depends entirely on the initial state,
not how competitive is any epiphenomenal being. The sub-particles are assumed
to behave in accordance with physical laws, though there is no reason to
postulate the physical laws as the ultimate ones. That particles/ fields constitute
a shape of a human being is just a coincidence of which neither the particles
nor any other being are aware. If there is some awareness about such a thing,
then this is an illusion. If the determinism is true, then the shapes cannot have
any additional causal effect. If the initial state was different, then what survived
in the actuality could not survive, and would not be good.
A behavior that would cause a survival according to that initial state, could cause
destruction according to another initial state. If a human being had not survived,
maybe, much better human beings would survive. If a thought had not occurred,
maybe, much better thoughts might have occurred. So, according to
determinism the survival of any specific being and its features have nothing to
do with its nearness to the truth.
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So, if we claim the truth of determinism, we cannot say that the human beings
developed through a selective process and therefore what they claim to be true
and must overlap with the ontological reality.
Secondly, when the above implications of determinism are not taken into
account, the natural selection process is fundamentally based on the destruction
of the unfit rather than the selection of the fittest, since it does not explain well
how the fit comes up. But for the survival of the fit first the fit must appear and
then secondly it must survive. Reductive evolution does not say anything about
the first but focuses on the second which is less relevant. Hence, we cannot say
that the reductive evolution adds something in terms of reasonability.
Thirdly, there are multiple widely held opposing views, religions and so on some
of which necessarily must be false, even though they are all claimed by reductive
evolutionists to be the outcomes of natural selection. This means that the
alleged reductive evolution does not distinguish between the true and the false.
Fourth, is survival an indicator of truth? If it is an indicator, what amount of it
is sufficient? And what does survival mean objectively? Is it the continuation of
a set of conscious activities? Or rather, since consciousness does not fit as a
really effective thing, does survival equal to the continuation of a specific
structure? Is the average of some years of the continuation of a structure
sufficient to show that the being has proven its efficiency, or truth of his acts?
So, for example, it may be said that planets survive more, especially if
consciousness is considered as illusory. And therefore, according to
determinism, the rationality and its alleged outcome of better survival advantage
would be irrelevant. By the way, why would not physical size be a criterion for
being superior; hence, since reason does not make things bigger should not it
be considered as something less useful in terms of reductive evolution? These
questions cannot be answered by determinism in a satisfactory way.
Determinism undermines concepts as “truth”, “better”, “worse”, and so on.
Survival advantage and natural selection cannot be proposed rationally as a basis
for the “better” and “worse”. If point-like spatiotemporal interactions produce
some shapes at larger scales, these shapes have no reality and implication in
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terms of allegedly real and concrete point-like realm.
According to Islam, since there is God, and since God is sentient, Fashioner,
and absolute, and since He has assigned consequences to good and to evil, these
concepts have a sound basis and clear outcomes.
Moreover, let us assume for a moment that reductive evolution is true and not
epiphenomenal upon the physical processes upon which the feelings of beauty,
pain… appeared, survived. Beings wanted to keep enjoying the beauties, and
flee from hunters, and these helped these structures to continue more. This
means that some elements of future also exist in the present structures, since
they want to maintain their joy, and not to suffer in the future. Hence, such an
evolution would be a strong argument against determinism, and purpose would
be also a part of the universe. This is what is observed empirically at least by
human beings, though some determinists will claim that this observation is
illusory. Yet, they take their such illusory outcomes as the basis of their claim
that this observation is illusory.
Hence, in any case, time and space are transcended by some beings. Since time
is transcended by some beings, this means that at least in some regions/
instances, there is no sequentially reducible causality. If alternative states can
coexist within the mind of the agent, and if this is real, then there must be
ontologically corresponding elements in the related dimensions. Some states are
equally feasible or willable by the agent. Some states are equally feasible if there
is a challenge against their equal feasibility as in the tests in part 1.6.2.1.1.3.
Other influences of other things may prevail in the absence of a challenge whose
effect is bigger than the effect of other influencers.
Therefore, transcendence is an important aspect of the agent, which has no
relevance to determinism and related reductionism. The alleged survival
advantage of the alleged deterministic process of evolution is incompatible with
this transcendence, hence with any reasonability of the agent that issues from
this transcendence.
What “must” happen for the survival of the agent is incompatible with
determinism. In determinism, we cannot talk of what must happen; we can talk
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only of what happens after a certain state. Therefore, claims and related
arguments of an agent about what must happen cannot be the outcome of a
deterministic evolutionary process. Hence, the agent who claims to be rational
regarding what must happen, because of being an outcome of a selective and
reductive evolutionary process, is inconsistent.
According to determinism, the agent does not have an existence distinct from
the underlying physical processes, and he does not have a distinct effect, and he
does not have distinct ought to be truths (OTBT). However, a key aspect of
reasoning and truth is what must happen. Any one of his claims about what is
good for an agent, will have no superiority of being correct, if he is to be
consistent as a determinist. Some details of OTBT are explained in part 1.7.
Logically it is impossible to say that we do not have free will, because when we
say this, we admit free will. It is like writing “I cannot write”. Saying “I do not
have free will”, is like saying “I cannot reach a conclusion”. When I say the
latter which is a conclusion, in fact I confirm that I reached a conclusion. Thus,
I will be contradicting myself. It is like saying “I willed to say that I cannot will”,
because he certainly willed to say that. If he did not will to say that, then he
said that without any intention. So, a claim of a determinist is exactly like the
fall of a rock.
If it is like the fall of a rock, then it does not have any truth value, since the fall
of a rock is something contingent, and as such, without any consideration, he
has to admit that the one who says the opposite is equally true. Thus, this leads
to a contradiction, and he is not in a position to make any claim. Thus, the
determinist cannot say anything about any evil, or any justice, or blame or
praise; about their existence or non-existence. Similar arguments are also
applicable for the reductive physicalist.
Question 97.
How can two claims have same truth value under determinism? For example, if
there is no cat on the table, and the person P1 says that there is no cat on the
table, and the person P2 who hallucinates says that there is a cat on the table.
1048

Would not P1 be right and P2 be wrong? What can P2 say to defend his claim
against the determinist?
Answer 97.
According to determinism, both P1 and P2 have their brains which truly support
what each say. So, what each says is supported by their brain states. But P1 may
say to P2 to weigh the table when there is that cat on it and to weigh it again
when P2 takes the cat from the table. And if the table weighs the same in both
cases, this will show that there was no cat on the table.
P2 may say that when P1 made his claim, he only stated the entailment of his
brain state; his brain state corresponded to the photons coming to his eyes from
the surface of the cat and causing his claim. But if he is a determinist, he cannot
claim an aboutness in his physical brain. His claim can only be about the state
of his brain, and it cannot contain a truth claim about what is beyond it; it may
be true that photons came from the table to his brain without being blocked by
a cat and he said that there is no cat on the table. Likewise, P2’s brain also was
influenced by the structure of his brain, maybe some events in the past which
caused his brain to produce the experience of the cat’s being on the table. So,
both claims corresponded with the related person’s brain. So, as a reductive
physicalist and determinist, P1 should not be saying that what he says
corresponds to what is on the table even if it corresponds to what is on the table,
because his words are no more that sound waves which are entailed by the brain
state of P1; it cannot be about what is or what is not on the table.
P2 may also say that if P1 claims that there will be consistency with his claim
about the cat and the real situation on the table, and he can prove that by
weighing the table, then this means that he supports the truth of his claim with
the consistent chain of events, and consistency with the units of weight and so
on. So, P1 assumes that there is a consistency and unity underlying all. If he
does not recognize this unity, then again his claim amounts to a reflection of
his brain state.
Moreover, if P1 can choose to test the real situation, this means that he can
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shape the events freely to see what happens in another scenario and whether
there is consistency between the trials. If P1 does not assume that a fundamental
unity exists, then he should rather assume that it is more plausible to assume
that he is a Boltzmann brain, or a brain in a vat rather than assuming that all
those events unfold or happen consistently.
If P1 does not recognize a unitary essence underlying all, then all of his claims
become brute facts claimed without any connecting foundation; hence, overall,
his claims will be inconsistent.
1.6.2.1.1.1.4

Negators Against Determinism

Indeed, Allah [alone] has knowledge of the Hour
and sends down the rain and knows what is in
the wombs. And no soul perceives what it will
earn tomorrow, and no soul perceives in what
land it will die. Indeed, Allah is Knower and
Aware.
(Quran: 31/34)

There are three main facts that negate the deterministic processes: (1) Free will
power negation, (2) ought to be truth (3) logic. These contain elements that
negate or can negate some deterministic processes.
1.6.2.1.1.1.4.1

Free Will Power Negation

Part 1.6.2.1.1.3 explains through the free will power negation tests that if the
universe was deterministic, then its implications could be negated. In this part,
I will give a small summary of the broad picture.
If we know the predictions about some future states, we can change some
predicted events. In this respect, determinism is something which produces a
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contradiction.
If I know that x will happen, and I do not want it then in many situations I may
do y to prevent it. If I know all causes and I can forecast what I will do then I
can negate that. So, if determinism is true, then its opposite is possible as well,
hence, there is a contradiction. Hence, determinism is impossible.
Let us give another example based on a simple universe. In this universe, there
is a simple law/ first degree formula for the trajectory of a rock; and its initial
position is known. The rock will fall in a specific region149. At a prior time well
before the stone approaches a specific setup, there is a prediction about on which
region the rock will land. And there is also a switch and a machine connected
to it. If the rock is predicted to fall onto region R1, the machine changes the
position of its plate to position P1 from position P0 so as to change the direction
of the rock to make it land onto region R2; and if it is predicted to fall onto R2,
the machine changes the position of the plate from position P0 to position P2
so as to make the rock fall to R1. This mechanism is depicted in the following:

149

Note that we do not claim that the negation can happen in all
situations. In some structures, the prediction may be prevented, in some
situations not. The same applies for the agent as well. For example, if a
big meteor will hit the earth, and there will be no possibility to do/ will
a certain act, then there is no free will power in that respect. But if there
is no limitation in the means, this also can be negated.
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FIGURE-3: MECHANICAL PROBLEM OF DETERMINISTIC
PREDICTION
So, a true prediction that cannot be negated by the machine is impossible150.
The mechanism of the machine also will be taken into account in the prediction.
The reason is that whatever may be the prediction, the machine will reverse it.
An important problem causing this is that two moments’ implications are tried
to fit in one moment, in other words, two opposing states are tried to fit into
one state. However, a more fundamental problem behind this, is that these
multiple momentary states constitute one whole. The states of different
moments do not only define each other, rather, they constitute a new whole.
The prediction would combine to contradictory events: The rock will land on
R1, and the rock will not land on R1, since any prediction is followed by its
negation.
Can we say that the setup cannot have a prediction since it does not have access
to all of its particles? Access to such details is irrelevant. Since, the setup has
access to the previous trajectory of the rock, and it is well confirmed that
whatever is the trajectory of the rock, the setup can be changed accordingly. For
example, if the access to all of its particles produces a prediction that the rock
150

This is not necessarily because of a conscious agent, since a similar
setup may in principle appear without conscious agents.
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will fall on R1, then the setup will change its position to position P1.
Is it a good counter-argument to say that if the setup did not have access to the
prediction, then it could not negate it? Let us suppose that the setup is ready,
and the rock is approaching the setup. Let us assume that someone outside this
universe observes it without influencing it. He predicts before the rock reaches
the setup what will happen. But the setup does not have access to his prediction.
Then, the prediction would not be negated. Determinism claims that always and
in principle future states are predictable based on previous states and the laws.
This does not contain a condition of inaccessibility of the prediction. There is
no necessity that the prediction would not be connected to the setup.
Furthermore, if the setup can negate the prediction when the prediction is
known, then it has the conditional capacity to negate it when it is not known
(the condition is: if it could be known, then it could be negated). Knowing the
prediction does not have any influence in reducing the power of the negator
since the negator cannot get out of determinism. Knowing the prediction, has
an influence of reducing the power of the prediction. Therefore, if while having
access to the prediction the setup can negate the prediction, cancelling the
setup’s access to the prediction has no effect to reduce its potential power to
negate the prediction had it had access to that information.
This example has implications against reductionism as well: The setup with its
sensors detects at time T1 where the rock is headed. The universe does not have
any complexity to disable any knowledge. But the setup will also consider its
own structure to get the prediction and to negate the prediction contained
within that universe. If it takes its structure as well into account, then to find a
prediction that it cannot negate, it has to deny itself. Because otherwise,
whatever is a prediction, its negation is combined with it. Particles are not all
that have effective causal power. The setup is also a distinct reality. Setup is an
effective part of the prediction. Here, we come to the irrational influence of
reductionism: If we reduce the setup to its smallest elements, how do we know
that these smallest elements are not reducible? Any such smallest elements
would be explained in terms of other things as well. Hence, this example shows
that the predictability as claimed by determinists is impossible -unless there is a
power who has some control over all things-. But more importantly, it shows
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this impossibility based on the reality of wholes who can have overriding power
over their parts.
The conclusion is that there are situations where deterministic prediction is
impossible in principle and must be discarded in favor of the negators. Since
there are human beings, this impossibility is actual as well. Also, even if there
were no human or other transcendent beings, there would be no rational basis
to claim that setups similar to the above are not possible.
In determinism, every cause that produced a will, is considered as being a
coercive cause: If a beggar asked a person 'would you give me one dollar' and if
the person gives it then it is assumed that the request of the beggar compelled
him to give that money -of course the beggar was also compelled to beg by
previous events-. According to the opponents of free will, if the person gave, he
did not have any other choice; if he did not give, again he did not have any
other choice. But in fact, some choices are compelling, some are only influencing
and not compelling. The above deterministic presuppositions for the nonexistence of free will power are unjustified.
As underlined in the last quoted verse above, the rule is unpredictability except
for God who is One.
If I knew not only deterministic things, but uncertain things, then I could
change them as well, as explained in the following parts.
There are some implications of free will power negation:
1. It does not affect only the predictability which relates to the future, but
also the very interaction of will power with the so-called laws of nature.
2. At least in some situations, there is no law or no combination of laws
which coercively causes an agent will a certain thing.
3. A human being may negate the requirements of his own truth, since they
(the things that MUST BE -as not smoking-) can be the components of
deterministic processes.
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Question 98.
One can know that he will go to work the next day. Does not this show that
things can be predicted?
Answer 98.
Nobody can give the guarantee that he will go to work the next day. And note
that some things are and must be predictable to some extent in order to exercise
free will power effectively. But only Allah encompasses the future. The future is
encompassable. But not through determinism.
Part 1.6.2.1.1.3 contains detailed free will power negation experiments related
to the free will power.
1.6.2.1.1.1.4.2

Ought to Be Truth Negator

The determinist says that a rock must fall, or that a photon must proceed a
certain way. And these are considered to be effective laws.
But they do not recognize the requirements of agents as effective. An agent does
not will to enter fire, this relates to the ought to be truth151 (OTBT) of the agent.
We often say “I must do this”, “I must go there”, “I must not fail in the exam”,
“you must not use drugs”, “this had not to happen”.
However, in an allegedly deterministic universe where everything is
supervenient upon fields and laws, what can be the cause of these preferred or
“must be” future states? Why do consciousness and qualia appear in such a
universe? Why would they be considered ineffective?
There is no reason to make a distinction between these two types of events so
as to consider some as totally ineffective. Hence, there are things that should
151

OTBT is explained in detail in part 1.7.2.1.2.1.
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happen in a certain way according to our wholes and our qualia. And as the law
that we name which implies that the stone must fall in a certain way, our very
qualia which require things to be in a certain way are also real. Likewise, our
free will power to act according to any kind of patterns or qualia or truth is also
real. And there is no reason to claim that they can never oppose others or
interact with them.
Hence, the free will power negation experiments can be done against the laws
of nature in favor of our ought to be truths and wholes.
1.6.2.1.1.1.4.3

Logic Negator

In a deterministic universe are we entitled to say that we are being logical? Or
are we entitled to claim that our argument complies with the truth? Is our claim
that our argument complies with the truth, an outcome of particles bumping
one onto another deterministically or indeterministically? When we say “this
premise is wrong”, what do we mean by “this premise”? If it is a sequence of
symbols that occurred through deterministic processes, what do we reject/
negate, and what is that which negates? Are these negations only illusions?
What is the difference between an illusion and any qualia or conclusion which
is not an illusion?
Obviously, for many things, when we say this is true, or this is false, we believe
that our statement is not an illusion. Hence, again, the allegedly deterministic
processes are negated in another layer. And these negations have implications
in the real world, in other words, on the layers which allegedly run under the
control of deterministic or probabilistic laws of nature.
Therefore, we cannot say that determinism is a fundamental principle unless we
reject our potential for logic and consistency. If we claim that a claim has a truth
value and “must be” implication, and can be used so as to make a difference in
the universe, then we believe that the allegedly deterministic laws of nature can
be superseded by or integrated to our intellectual powers.
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1.6.2.1.1.1.5

Infinite Regress

Determinism entails that any event is caused by a prior cause either in a
temporary sequence or in other layers of the structure related to that event.
But the recognition of infinite regress within these, entails that nothing in the
chain of infinite regress has any effective power. Hence, this point also refutes
determinism.
The issue of infinite regress is examined in part 1.1.2.2.7. So, it will not be
repeated here.
1.6.2.1.1.1.6
Determinism Entails That the Past and the
Future are Static as in the B Theory of Time.
According to determinism, in every moment, the laws are also contained.
Hence, the information and energy of the entire states is contained within any
moment, since any past state and its laws are sufficient to produce all future
states. So, no moment’s state produces a new information, or any change in the
information. Therefore, no act of a human being is influenced/ caused by any
past event, since no past event produces any change in and of itself.
If we imagine a block universe in a B-theory of time, what we mean will become
clearer: Imagine that every event is present and frozen as in a 4D framework.
Which part will cause another part? No part has any effect. Actually, relativity
theory also complies with this, hence facing similar problems among others.
So, for example, if determinism is true, then reductive evolution is false as an
effective process. Because every future life form already exists within any one of
the previous moments. There is no survival effort, since there is no need for any
effort, there is no real effort. Whatever happens would happen necessarily.
Whatever caused any initial state and its details, has also caused all states. In
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that initial state, not only any species that would appear were necessitated, but
also, what a specific member of that species would eat at a specific second was
fixed.
On the other hand, no state has caused another state according to determinism,
since any state must be a predictable result of past states. If any state appeared
out of randomness, then determinism would be debunked since in that case, we
would have to admit processes outside determinism. Hence, determinism must
submit to either randomness or infinite regress, any of which requires the
rejection of determinism.
A determinist may say “let us assume that randomness happened at the initial
state”. However, randomness would not be a remedy for the problem. Because
in order to obtain randomness, first that which became or is random must exist.
In order to have a random pair of numbers, first we must have the dice or things
that correspond to dice.
Supposing that a state with a time slice of zero width is sufficient to start the
deterministic chain, requires that in that time slice there must be elements that
appear out of nowhere, in a specific region, with necessary properties and
connections. This entails the rejection of determinism as an all-encompassing
principle.
1.6.2.1.1.1.7

A Moment of Time Cannot Contain the Future.

Determinism says that the future may be determined based on a past state and
applicable physical laws. How much does this state extend in time?
If it extends for more than one moment, in a time bracket whose width is more
than zero, then we can conclude that there is a range in which determinism
does not apply: Because inside this simple range which has an extension in time,
there is a relative future which does not depend on and which is not explainable
based on the past contained within that range. In this range, the past and future
must not be separated in order to define any movement. Note that the same
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will apply for that past within that range.
In other words, if the time width of a non-separable state is more than zero,
then within that width there would be no causal connection and determinism
would not be applicable within it, hence full determinism would be discarded
for the reasons explained above.
If a state is in non-separable relationship with a state beyond its immediate
vicinity, then there will be no deterministic relationship, since this relationship
is non-separable. If a state directly interacts with another state which is distant
in the future or in the past, which is separated by other states in between, then
we cannot talk of determinism since, the states in between will not be sufficient
to predict that future state.
If the time width of a non-separable state was more than zero, then there would
be a fundamental direction which cannot be reversed. This situation in the
microscopic scale would correspond to the direction of light signals from the
lamp to the book and through nerve cells to the memory cells. The reductive
physicalist has hard time answering why the opposite process does not happen.
But determinism would require for the reasons in this part, that there is at least
a minimally small state in which there must be such irreversible processes.
Also, if we assume the existence of the applicable law in each moment, the
definition of a law and its equation requires the simultaneous existence of more
than one moments.
Imagine three objects which move each in a trajectory from past infinity to
future, and which do not intersect. Can their past be ontologically separable
from their future? Is one moment with zero extension in time sufficient to
explain what is going on “in that moment” for example with a falling stone and
its direction? Or do we need two points in time to have at least a simple vector
to define a movement? Or do we need more than two points in time in order
to define it or more complex movements? Obviously, only in theoretical
situations two points in time might be sufficient to understand what is going
on in a present specific moment. A movement cannot fit into and defined by a
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moment of zero-width. If it is the law that which provides the direction of the
movement in terms of time, then the law must contain this range. Hence to
define any moment or event we need more than one non-separable points in
time.
If this is true, then in any case, a set of past and future that are non-separable
as causing and defining one another, is necessary in order to define a movement,
an event, or a state. A moment of zero-width in time cannot be contained in
another moment like this.
Therefore, a state cannot be reduced to the contents of one moment. So, there
is at least one past to which, “what is going on now” is not reducible; there is
at least one past which is non-separable from its immediate future, which
constitutes a unity, which does not have any sequential causal effect on its nonseparable future. These past and future of that minimal time-slice, are so that
its internal future is not reducible to its internal past, and they are
complementary for a whole and they are non-separable.
Now, another question is this: Are two points in time sufficient to define a
movement? If this movement of one object is represented by an equation of a
first degree, then theoretically it can be possible. But if this equation is of second
or more degrees, then two points in time will not be sufficient to define this
movement. And if there are multiple objects which influence the trajectories of
other objects, and which start and end into other trajectories, and if we do not
know the degree of the equation of each object, then there will be no limit to
the number of the moments and to the extent of the range which are necessary
for the existence, and definition of these movements necessary to define a state,
and hence to predict a future state.
For sufficient precision of what is going on, we need a range for this that is
constituted probably from an infinity of instances.
So, what is the minimum range of movement or of events that would be
sufficient in order to predict the future? Assuming that there will be such a
minimum range, requires many presuppositions including that the laws are
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unchangeable, that the degrees of the related equations are sufficiently limited,
and that we have infinitely precise information about infinitesimally small
points within a certain range.
Above we have seen that at least a set of two non-separable points in time are
necessarily to be combined outside causality in order to have and to define a
movement/ an event. Now, if determinism is true, the past state within this
smallest set will be non-separably connected to at least one other state of a
previous moment with a minimal and non-zero-width time-slice. From another
perspective, it is indispensable to see that the other sets are not and cannot be
separated from other such sets: Because each state does not consist of a single
point/ particle which moves, and all minimal moments related to each particle
are intertwined.
Therefore, as opposed to determinism, we understand that the states cannot be
separated in order to build one upon the other.
There is a need for an explanation for the whole because there is no necessity,
possibility, or justification to separate any part of the entire patterns/ states from
the others. On the other hand, if one part is explained by a past part, then it is
not any explanation because past part is also a future part for an older past part.
Hence each moment would be necessary in order to know the future where
there is a circularity and from where we conclude that each moment has a
distinct contribution in the development of the system. Ergo each moment and
its contents have effective causal power.
(Note that the above considerations are also applicable to the different layers of
structures: For example, I said that to determine future states, a certain past
state or initial state must have an extension in which the determinism cannot
apply. In this respect, if the layer of cells determines how a life form behaves,
the cell must have an extended minimal structural extension such that it can
interact with other cells and wholes. The same will apply regarding atomsmolecules, electrons-atoms…)
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Actually, the above is in harmony with our consciousness, will power,
experience, and their transcendence: I perceive the future, and I shape the
present in accordance with the potentials in the future. If I transcend time in a
way to be above it and to create negating scenarios then this means that I am
in a higher dimension that encompasses the time and states in a unity. Sovereign
wholes who transcend moments are sustained by the One Power, and they can
interact with other sovereign wholes.
But if there is this higher, more real, and more effective dimension, then other
things and time as well must be defined, connected, and operating in accordance
with it. So, whatever the number of allegedly deterministic dimensions or
relationships, there is also a dimension where these allegedly deterministic
dimension sets can be controlled and managed. Unilocality observed in
quantum physics demonstrate that the allegedly deterministic relationships are
just parts of bigger reality that we can perceive with some of our limited
capacities. Interpretations in favor of retro causality in quantum physics also
support this.
Another point related to the above is whether a state can appear out of nothing:
Each state is a reality combined with its applicable laws. If according to
determinism, the future is something new, produced by the past state, then
where does it come from? It “was not”, but “now” it is? What increases the
number of states through time? Because a past state and future state have the
same nature. The past state does not have a production capacity of its own
superior to the future state; it is allegedly a result of the past states. According
to determinism, neither the past state can contain the future state, nor the future
state can contain the past state since they are extended in time. Within the same
coordinate system if every region is self-contained, then there may be no
relationship, and no region or point can be defined, except if they are connected
within a higher dimension.
Under the light of the above explanation, another contradiction of determinism
appears: we conclude that if determinism is true, then prediction is impossible.
Firstly, because if determinism is true, the overlapping of the prediction with
what happens in the future can only be a coincidence. Again, negating a
prediction would also be a coincidence because what the negator will do is not
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connected to the predictor. They are determined separately. Secondly, because
prediction means instantiation of a moment in another moment, in other words,
the future state is instantiated earlier within the prediction. However, if
determinism is true then no two moments can fit in a moment. Because, if two
moments can fit in one moment, then, negation would also be possible and
there would be contradiction. So, determinism is a self-contradicting concept in
many dimensions.
1.6.2.1.1.1.8

Physicalist Reductionism is False

The unsubstantiated claim that everything is reducible to the spatiotemporal
entities and relationships is at the basis of determinism. The line of thought that
connects physical reductionism and determinism is as follows: The human being
is seen as reducible to his atoms, electrons, fields… Hence, if we explain their
behaviors, then allegedly, we will have explained how a human being behaves
and wills. Those things behave in accordance with deterministic or probabilistic
laws. But the latter laws may be probabilistic just because of our lack of means
to determine their precise course of action. In any case, it is unlikely that
something behaves in a certain way without any cause152. Therefore,
determinism is the only clear and plausible approach.
So, the refutation of reductive physicalism will also show why determinism is
false. More specifically, for example, if my will power is not reducible to the
behavior of my atoms and so on, then determinism will be shown to be false.
Part 1.1.2.2.1 refutes reductive physicalism with obvious strong reasons. The
falsity of physical reductionism demonstrates that human beings, animals,

There are some who claim that events like the decay of atoms in
unpredictable times demonstrate that there is no need for cause for all
events. However, this can be considered as an argument from
ignorance. It does not explain how out of real nothing something may
arise.
152
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qualia, and preferences are as real as the atoms, electrons, and their patterns.
Once, a will is not reducible to the deterministic entities and relationships, then
there will be a need for strong arguments against our immediate experience of
sovereignty which are clearly demonstrated in tests in part 1.6.2.1.1.3. And in
the absence of such arguments, there will be no reason to accept determinism.
Note that among the arguments against reductionism, I put also the falsity of
determinism. The falsity of each supports the falsity of the other. However, there
is no circularity here, since there are many reasons for the falsity of each which
are different than the reasons for the falsity of the other.
1.6.2.1.1.1.9

Quantum Physics Disproves Determinism

Determinism requires separated sequence of unidirectional causes. On the other
hand, it requires uniformity of laws and indirectly a uniformity of structures.
However, superposed states, non-separable parts, totally different mechanisms
related to quantum phenomena and quantum physics framework demonstrate
that neither a sequentiality based on separability, nor the presumed uniformity
of laws required for determinism are possible.
However, this is a partial argument since we cannot say that we found out all
details of the quantum world.
Yet, the most popular arguments based on certain experiments such as Bell’s
inequality experiments support the truth of unpredictability. For further details
see the parts in this book about such experiments.
Question 99.
Even if there is uncertainty in quantum physics, there are also probabilistic
patterns. Does not this imply that there is a determinism underlying
uncertainty?
Answer 99.
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When there is uncertainty, this overrides patterns because though there is a
pattern on the screen, the order of positions, or each position in the sequence
is unpredictable. Hence, the behavior of each particle is unpredictable even
though there are some predictable aspects.
The points for uncertainty must be understood in our context only as some
auxiliary explanations in favor of free will power.
On the other hand, note that the findings of quantum physics are used in this
book only to disprove determinism, not to prove uncertainty or indeterminism.
Uncertainty and indeterminism which are explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.2, defined
briefly as events with no cause, must also be discarded according to the Quranic
teaching.
1.6.2.1.1.1.9.1
Quantum Phenomena Disprove an AllEncompassing Sequentiality.
Before explaining the implications of quantum physics regarding determinism,
let us underline some important aspects of determinism that are relevant to this
section:
Determinism implies that an event at time T2 is determined based on another
event at time T1: An object O1 in location L1 influences an object O2 in location
L2 unipotentially, and O2 may influence O1 in L1. But when for example O2
is influenced, it is allegedly influenced at time T2, which is different than the
time T1 of the origination of the influence by O1. So, in terms of spacetime, O2
in spacetime location SL2 is only dependent in spacetime location SL1 and can
never influence O1 in spacetime location SL1. So, each position is strictly and
distinctly separated from the other. Therefore, spatial separation is indispensable
in determinism, and it is the basis of the sequentiality.
Past-future relationship is a function of space and the alleged distance between
the past, present, and future is related to speed which is a function of spatial
distance. So, the state two of the universe is claimed to be separate because it
takes time for all objects and waves to change their locations. Hence, spatial
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distance is related to temporal distance, and things in the past cause things in
the future, and things in the past are defined by their spatial positions which
need to be changed so that an object may influence another one in another
location. In this framework, a state of the universe at time T2 is influenced by
a state at time T1 in a deterministic way. If things interact without the passage
of time and/or by transcending distance, then determinism and one-to-one and
point-to-point prediction and relations through time would not be possible.
And if space is no absolute distance as shown in quantum physics then there is
no room for determinism. Certain quantum phenomena demonstrate that
locality is false, therefore, space is not an unsurpassable absolute or relative
distance.
The need for the tests about certain quantum phenomena arose because of the
difficulty to determine the position and momentum of a particle at the same
time. Because, in order to determine them they needed to be changed. When
we fire a photon to a particle, to detect where it is, we change the position of
the particle significantly. And as of now, there is no observatory tool, -such as
a particle small enough to get information from a photon for example without
affecting its position or velocity- which will not change the measured properties
significantly.
This difficulty produced a solution based on determining different features of
different entangled particles which have interacted, and combining their data in
order to determine both the position and the momentum of a particle. So,
determining the position of one, and the momentum of the other would give
the wanted answers. But to do this, all data about one of the entangled photons
must not be influenced by the measurement of the other photon. If the
measurement of one of the entangled photons influences the other entangled
photon, then the goal would not be achieved. Because, it would be like firing at
the same particle and changing what we wanted to measure. Yet, numerous tests
have shown that if we measure the particle P1 which has interacted some time
ago with another particle P2 in this way, the measurement made on P1
influences instantly or almost instantly P2 even if P1 is kilometers away from
P2.
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Since these phenomena are very different than what we generally experience,
they may be difficult to understand for some. So, I will give a simple example
first: Imagine that Ali and John are in very distant locations; and they have been
given envelopes, and in each envelope, there is a paper with a shape of either a
triangle, or a rectangle, or a circle. After mixing all envelopes sufficiently, first,
they number the closed envelopes in order as 1, 2, 3… and open the envelopes
simultaneously for each number, and they share what came out from both
persons’ envelopes. They check whether there is any correlation between the
shapes for each number, they analyze the shapes perfectly and conclude
correctly that they are without any order or pattern.
Then, while they are in their locations, they are asked to write down a guess for
the shape that will come out of each envelope, and after that to open each
envelope for the remainder of envelopes. And they have also to write down what
shape came out of the envelope for each number. They do the second stage for
sufficient number of envelopes. Then they are shared what the other wrote down
for each same numbered envelope as a guess and as the observation.
They analyze again, and they find out that for each same numbered envelope,
whenever both guessed the same shape, either the same shape was observed by
both of them, or none of the two observations overlapped with any one of the
two guesses. This was weird, because it is as if any paper P whenever observed
to have the same shape with the guess of both observers, informs the other
paper with same number to change its shape into the shape of P. So, if they
both guessed “triangle” for 532nd envelope, either both observe “triangle”
coming out of the envelope, or none observe “triangle” coming out of the
envelope.
At the third round, they agreed to write down as guess only circle for the
remainder of the envelopes. Other than that, they go through the same
procedure. And this time, when they shared the outcomes, they see that for each
pair of same numbers, either both observations were circle, or none of the two
observations were circle. This confirmed definitely the weird conclusion of the
second round.
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Note that here, first they made sure that the envelopes were well mixed, and
that for numerous envelopes in the first round, they made sure that the
envelopes were fair, in other words, they contained these shapes with no pattern.
But when they ran the second round, whenever they wrote same shape say circle
as guesses, it never happened so that one had circle and the other had rectangle,
or one had circle and the other had triangle. How was this possible?
In the quantum world, the same corresponding outcome happened in every
experiment. In some quantum experiments, the polarization angle of each
photon was used instead of shapes. So, for example, in each of two different and
sufficiently distant locations, there are three measurement devices: one of them
has an angle A1 and checks whether an incoming photon has the angle A1, the
second does the same for angle A2, and the third for angle A3. The
measurement devices are shifted randomly to make the measurement for
incoming entangled photon. And from a center, two entangled photons are
produced and sent to each observation unit. Entangled photons here mean
photons that originate from the same quantum event so that they have some
related properties. So, like the case of Ali and John, whenever both measurement
devices measure, the same angle, either both photons have the same angle, or
both have different angle than the angle of the measurement devices. How is
this possible? How does each photon detect where the other photon is? How
does it communicate with which angle it was measured? How does the angle of
the wave of the other entangled photon restructured and what organized that?
Why all these happen? Here, one possible solution concerning the question on
communication might be that each photon in each pair has a local hidden
variable which would make the outcome possible.
The possibility of hidden variables has been searched with numerous
experiments since 1970s, and many of these experiments contained millions of
measurements. These tests are called Bell’s inequality experiments. However, in
all of those experiments the non-existence of hidden variables has been
confirmed.
So, somehow, the particles even though they are very far apart, they
communicate without any limitation of the speed of light.
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Bell’s inequality experiments confirm this, and therefore undermine the
fundamental position of space as a basis for deterministic relationships.
An implication of these experiments is that the entangled photons communicate
with one other much faster than the speed of light, if not in a synchronized way.
According to some interpretations, they are inseparable in certain respects. Yet
there can be a non-local causality which will be non-limited with space;
whereby, with the elimination of the fundamental role of space, we can welcome
a transcendent causation.
Hence, the necessity of unipotential causation can be discarded and a multipotential causation which is compatible with free will becomes plausible.
Because, the important point in the above, is not just the matter of
communication, but also the content of communication and purpose. The
photon has also a wave-like nature. If it is a wave, then a wave has a wavelength,
a frequency… So, let us assume that there is a communication; what region of
the photon communicates, does it have a whole? Does it have a center, an
essence, a contact point? And how does its polarization change, what manages
it? How are the structure of communication, structural connections, and
interactions? And why if the two measurement devices have same polarization,
the photon adjusts itself, especially if any kind of local or non-local hidden
variable is true, in other words, if two polarizations are acceptable. If there is no
hidden variable, again, though a certain polarization is acceptable, then why the
polarization adjusts to the state of the measurement device? This is an issue that
complies with the contingency of the universe: The universe is special in that
there is no necessity for it to be the way it is, like the above photons do not
have necessarily to behave exactly the way they did.
These are in parallel with the double slit experiments where different particles
that pass through the double slit and land on random places on the screen,
gradually form patterns on the screen even if there are long times between the
passage of each photon, electron, or atom that passes through the double slits.
Furthermore, according to some observations and interpretations, if after a
photon passed through the slits, there is a decision and act of observation to
determine the state of the photon, the photon restores how it passed through
1069

those slits.
These sound counter-intuitive. However, if we think about it, everything in the
universe, including the macro world, behaves similarly. After all, the elements
of the quantum world are part of the macro world.
1.6.2.1.1.1.9.2

Quantum Physics is Probabilistic.

Copenhagen interpretation is one of the most popular interpretations of some
important quantum phenomena. According to this interpretation, quantum
events are truly unpredictable. So, the very essence of things is like mathematical
probabilistic equations. In some situations, particles do not exist in just one
state, but exist in superposed multiple states; until there is an observation/
interaction. The unpredictability of things is not an issue of measurement. They
are ontologically unpredictable.
So, for example, in a double slit experiment, we cannot predict where an
individual photon that passes through double slit will land on the screen. Yet,
multiple photons will display a wave pattern on it.
However, unpredictability can only be an outcome. A process itself cannot be
inherently probabilistic, since, things must be connected to unipotential or
multipotential causes.
All causes cannot be unipotential causes, because of wave aspect of the matter,
since a wave is a non-separable whole wherein beyond a point, we cannot find
a sequentiality. This is a logical and empirical result of space-independent flow
of information and space-transcending quantum phenomena, as explained in
the previous parts of this section.
Copenhagen interpretation is better aligned with argument from unity and
transcendence. However, its emphasis on uncertainty which looks like an
uncertainty in the processes themselves is different from the Islamic teaching.
In Islamic teaching, the cause of uncertainty is sovereignty and multiplicity of
1070

alternatives. There are no causal effects issuing out of a true nothingness. And
as measurement limitations related to quantum physics demonstrate, there is no
possibility to prove that uncertainty rules at a fundamental layer. However, there
are reasons to reject a fully random event.
Quantum physics negates the spatial separation as shown in numerous Bell's
inequality tests. Therefore, at certain scales there is no fundamental sequential
priority of a specific region, and everything has simultaneous influencing
capacity to some extent. This is also against uncertainty because instead of no
reason for an event there are two or more causes which resolve in resulting acts,
features, and struggle of many contributors each of whom has alternatives in
certain ranges. And these tests demonstrate that a thing transcends space individually, mutually, or multilaterally-.
These are in contrast to determinism. According to determinism, there must be
separation of a previous and following state, or of a region of space from another
region at any scale. But if things transcend other things, then they cannot be
separated. The unity of entire existence as explained in part 1.2 demonstrates
this. Bell's inequality is an example in a small-scale.
1.6.2.1.1.1.9.3
Quantum Phenomena as a Demonstration of
Non-Uniformity of Laws and Structures
Experiments in the area of quantum physics show strongly that unilocality (nonlocality) and non-separability are true. Two entangled photons constitute a
whole unseparated by space; an electron which is also a wave constitute a
whole… Therefore, it becomes obvious that wholes which appear at many layers
also have irreducible holistic aspects and distinct causal power. Therefore, these
findings have important implications against determinism which in fact is
reductive. These findings show that instead of sequential deterministic
causation, transcendent and unitary causation is much more plausible.
Some interpretations of quantum physics’ findings argue that there is retro
causality as observed in delayed choice quantum eraser experiments. If true, this
would confirm that the allegedly deterministic laws which are considered as a
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fundamental basis of determinism are not encompassing all things in a
deterministic and future-oriented way, and therefore, they are not so
fundamental. According to such interpretations, there are not only future
oriented effects, but also the opposite. This would also support that the laws are
not top-level things, and that they may be inapplicable under different
conditions.
If these laws are results of structures of things, then they do not have any causal
effect on the formation of structures. Hence, they are secondary.
This is related to the multiplicity and discontinuity of things. So, a process that
is observed in a region or in a scale is not always necessarily observable in
another one. Hence, a law is not applicable at all layers or in all regions. This is
an important sign of fashioning.
If things can be stable in their different structures, then of course, we cannot
expect processes to be uniform and predictable. If a thing behaves differently
and autonomously in a scale as opposed to another one, then unless we
encompass all structures, we cannot predict fully what will happen next.
Whatever we predict based on a pattern or law, may enter in or may be
influenced by a whole in another realm or of another layer. But more
importantly, this shows that our reason to expect law-like uniformity within
anything, and establish a “necessity” for such a uniformity is undermined. This
also undermines a predictability based on an assumption that there will always
be necessary law-like uniformity between structures, stages, or parts of the
structures of things.
Photo-electric effect is an important example as well related to quantum
phenomena and differentiation of layers and regions. The differentiation within
different wholes demonstrates that there are related but distinct unities.
Question 100.
Even if time is not seen as a barrier, there may be logical connections between
events. In other words, even if all events happen with no time separation, but
we just see those separations as separations from our perspective for
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convenience or as a result of evolution, there may be logical connections. So, in
this case also there may be causal connections. How can we say that these causal
connections are not elements of determinism?
Answer 100.
In determinism the event or the agent at time T2 is reduced to another event at
time T1153. So, it is claimed that the event at time T2 has no causal power of its
own.
In a timeless, equations-like set of relations, where an event E3 is fully reducible
to event E2, and an event E2 is fully reducible to event E1 in an infinite regress
as in determinism, most problems of determinism will exist. But if they are not
fully reduced in an infinite regress, these problems may not exist.
1.6.2.1.1.1.9.4
Quantum Phenomena Undermine Locality
Which is a Basis of Determinism.
As explained in part 1.2 about the property of unity, locality is not a top-level
truth. Quantum phenomena support this point while disproving locality. Can
unilocality (non-locality) coexist with determinism? Determinism requires
unipotential causality. If there is a multipotential cause, which can cause state
S1 or state S2 equally and unpredictably, this will invalidate determinism.
For a physicalist, causes are essentially spatiotemporal. And time is a function
of space and a change correlated in terms of space. So, this correlation which is
the basis of time relates to space again. The unilocality (non-locality) invalidates
an absolute distinction regarding absolute or relative change in space and based
on space, and therefore the basis of determinism.
153

This question and answer are also applicable from a structural
perspective. In this case, reducing to another space/time would
correspond to reducing human beings to atoms, molecules…
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1.6.2.1.1.1.10
Experiences.

Determinism is Inconsistent with Daily Life

The determinist says that blaming and punishing a criminal is wrong since he
was forced to do the crime because of deterministic things; he can only be
rehabilitated. But if blaming, praising, punishing, and rewarding work and have
positive influence on how people behave, this will imply the likelihood of truth
of arguments against determinism: if we suppose that the above are effective,
then we are accepting that a person has an autonomy in willing to blame or not
to blame, or in willing to behave in accordance with the blame or may will to
not comply, or in rehabilitating or not.
If determinism was true, then people would not waste their energy to discuss
whether to punish or not a criminal; they would not even see more than one
alternative; their particles would behave the way they have to, in accordance
with deterministic laws; there would not even be wholes of agents who see more
than one alternatives.
Hence, any praise or blame reaction for or against anything that happened is
an evidence against determinism. Because they are closely related to the
transcendence of the human being through which he sees two really possible
alternatives none of which is coerced. This transcendence is closely related to
the free will power.
The determinist also behaves as if human beings have the sovereign free will
power. They transcend multiple alternatives, not just one. And they use the
freedom to will one of the alternatives, and they expect people to exercise their
freedom. In the following I will give some examples in this respect. These
examples are daily quasi-experiments about the use of the free will power over
any alleged deterministic pressures. The determinist may claim that these
examples do not demonstrate that there is free will power. I claim that they do,
and in free will power negation and brain observation experiments, we will see
detailed analysis of the effects of free will power. These experiments will show
that our free will power really overrides many spatiotemporal patterns. Through
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these experiments, it will become clearer why in the normal daily life situations
everybody assumes the sovereign free will power, and why even determinists
have to assume the existence of free will power.
The following examples are closely related to those experiments.
1.6.2.1.1.1.10.1
Contradiction and Inconsistency of the Denier
of Free Will in Terms of Responsibility

O you who have believed, fulfill [all] contracts.
(Quran: 5/1)
And fulfill the promise; surely (every) promise
shall be questioned about.
(Quran: 17/34)
Are We to make those who believe and do good
works the same as those who corrupt the earth?
Are We to make the righteous as the wicked?
(Quran: 38/28)

An important implication of the denial of the free will power based on
determinism is the rejection of responsibility. A person will be either believing
in free will power, or reject it, or be agnostic about it. The one who believes in
or is agnostic about it, will not have any objection if he is blamed for a crime
he committed. But a denier of free will, may reject responsibility based on
determinism.
For example, the disbelievers in the times of prophets said that they are
disbelievers because they found their forefathers upon their path. The examples
are not limited to the religion and they are applicable to worldly blames,
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including crimes. It is also applicable to praiseworthy situations.
Free will is a very first foundation of all our acts. When we buy a chocolate,
when we sell our house, when we get married, when we hire someone, when
we invest, when we drive our car, when we applause an artist, when we dislike
something… we assume the truth of free will. We transcend many alternatives,
and we observe that in many cases nobody forces us to will one or not to will
one.
Determinism entails some hypocrisy because of its inconsistencies which will
make a determinist behave differently than what his belief entails. For example,
a requirement for the ability to enact contracts is sanity. To enact a contract, a
person must have some freedom of will, be able to distinguish, and have a
sufficiently good judgement about what is preferable and what is not. Also, this
person must have the freedom to sell his house or not, or for different prices. If
he is not sane so that he will sell it for any price, then he may try to revoke the
sale.
If a determinist signs a contract to have an obligation to pay 1.000.000USD
without anything in return, to a person who pointed a gun to his head, then,
he will go to the court to be released from this obligation, and claim that he
unjustly suffers because of the situation. But let us suppose that he sold his car
worth 20.000USD for 21.000USD. And the buyer goes to the court and claims
that he bought it because the neurons/ particles of his brain behaved according
to physical laws and forced him to do so, and he could not do anything else,
and that he needed the money for something else, he will not accept the reason
of the buyer. If he accepts such reasons, then, he will be accepting that no
contract he enacts will be binding for the other party and for him. But
determinists also make such contracts and consider them binding.
Those who reject free will behave and must behave as if there is free will.
Otherwise they had to accept any claim to abolish any contract for lack of free
will.
Also, while enacting the contract, he knows the consequence and accepts it. If
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he did not have free will then why did he make the contract in the first place?
If then he denies it what is the superiority of his judgement for the absence of
his free will compared to someone who argues for free will and wants that the
contract is applied?
What are the implications of someone behaving as if there is free will, though
he believes that he does not have free will? The need for this behavior is
important for those who reject free will because there have been experiments
which show that those who believe less in free will tend to cheat more. So, a
denier of free will will scientifically have to accept that he tends more to do evil.
Those who argue against free will, seem to have no other option than behaving
as if they have free will: They will generally applause a good performance, they
will make contracts with agents who have no free will and no responsibility
according to their own view, they will generally hate killing an innocent child,
and they will argue trying to develop arguments against those who believe in
free will.
But then, this entails behaving as if something wrong is true. This is like
someone who does not enter a building and who believes that the building is
not in fire but behaves as if it is in fire.
To be more specific, let us imagine one of the workers of a company, does not
enter the building though it is working hour. The manager calls him, “come in
and do your work”. He replies “I behave as if the building is in fire”. The
manager says “But it is not in fire, is it?” The worker says “No, I believe that it
is not in fire.” The manager says “So, why do not you come in and work?” The
worker says “It is more convenient for my position”. Of course, this is a pathetic
behavior and thinking, and for the determinist opponent of free will there is no
way to explain this hypocrisy.
So, for example, when a determinist denier of free will lends some money, he
can ask for it to be returned if it is overdue, behaving as if he believes in free
will. But when he is the debtor, and he did not pay on time, and assuming that
he will never need to borrow anything, and the lender does not have any power
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to collect that money, and assuming that there is no benefit for the opponent
of free will in returning the money, then why would he behave as if there is free
will? He does not believe in it, and there is no benefit at all in behaving as if
there is free will. And if there is no free will, then he will not be doing anything
wrong, since, once he defaulted and not regretted, it will be clear that he could
not behave otherwise.
One may say that it is because of the internal consistency of this opponent of
free will. However, according to determinism, the only consistency is the
consistency of the particles bumping one onto another in accordance with the
laws of nature, in the brain of the opponent.
As we see in the free will power experiments, even determinists experience
everyday that they transcend more than one alternative, and that there are
normally no coercive causes that block them from willing one of the alternatives.
The determinist may bite the bullet and say: “I as a determinist behave as if
there is free will power, but I know that I am wrong in behaving like this. For
example, I must not be angry at a criminal who killed an innocent child.” If he
is replied as: “So, you admit that you are distinct from your particles and you
negate what your particles entail in admitting that you are wrong”, he may say:
“I admit also that I am wrong whenever I say that I am wrong. I am neither
right nor wrong. There is neither right nor wrong, just the particles and their
behaviors.” As we see in his last statement and all his statements, no matter
what he says, there is an “aboutness” in his statements. His “particles” have an
awareness about things which are not particles or which are other particles.
Furthermore, he is aware of alternatives which might not even have actualized.
And he may negate in many contexts allegedly correct predictions. When people
blame an evil act, this is because of this power; the current legal, criminal and
other systems are structured as they are because of the empirical reality of this
power. Yet, the determinist denies it without any empirical or logical evidence
but based on an unjustified presupposition that at any layer known or unknown
things behave deterministically.
Because of the above problems, some determinists adopt an epiphenomenal free
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will: they claim that they cannot do anything other than what their blind
particles entail, and what the big bang entailed billions of years ago about their
behavior, but that they have free will. Obviously, what they call free will is not
free at all, and this compatibilist approach is no more than an irrational,
contradictory, farfetched, failed, and alleged solution to the above problems.
Question 101.
The determinist may behave like that not because he believes that. For example,
when he thanks, he may be willing just to communicate that he has been happy
because of what the other person did. So, how does that argument refute
determinism?
Answer 101.
He may not be “willing”, he may not “communicate”, he may not “be happy”.
If determinism is true, all those things are happening not because of him, but
because of particles in his body. However, he experiences that he is real, and he
as an agent transcends alternatives.
Here I mean that if he feels some appreciation for a favor done to him, this
feeling of appreciation is contradicting his recognition of determinism. Nobody
would deserve appreciation since nobody allegedly can do anything other than
what he did.
Question 102.
Even if he has such feelings, his recognition of determinism is something logical.
So, why these feelings would constitute a noteworthy contradiction?
Answer 102.
As explained earlier, the determinist cannot claim to be logical either. All he
feels including feeling convinced, rational, or feeling appreciative are just what
has to be as a result of particles’ states billions of years ago.
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1.6.2.1.1.1.10.2
The Determinist Contradicts Himself When he
Proposes Rehabilitation as the Only Reaction Against Crimes
Passing on red light is fined. Willfully killing an innocent person is punished
and blamed. According to determinism, nobody should be punished, blamed,
rewarded, or praised. Because, nobody can avoid any act he commits, good or
bad; nobody had any power to do what he did not, and nobody had any power
to avoid what he did; and nobody can claim any ownership for what he willed
or did.
However, some determinists claim that as for health reasons some people are
isolated from the society, the criminals also can be isolated and rehabilitated for
the benefit of the society. Yet, obviously this does not save the day for the
determinist, since, in determinism there is no possibility to rehabilitate anyone,
or to make any change for the benefit of society. Because the will power to
rehabilitate, or to will a better state for the society are also illusions.
If the particles, fields, laws of nature and the like coerce the rehabilitator, the
rehabilitator cannot do anything else; his will power is no more than an illusion.
If the society was determined to be rehabilitated, then it will be rehabilitated;
though rehabilitation is also just an illusion, since there is only the acts of the
particles and fields. So, the rehabilitation argument of the determinist is invalid,
since there cannot be a future goal for anyone other than an illusion.
Actually, when the determinist claims that instead of blame, we have to act for
rehabilitation, he experiences his transcendence and the reality of his freedom
of will. Hence, when he denies free will power, he is being inconsistent with his
experience.
1.6.2.1.1.1.10.3
The Rehabilitated Will ask for Compensation,
and the Praised Ones Will Have to Return Their Benefits.
Let us assume that a society fully accepts determinism. An agent passes on the
red light and he is fined. He says I willed to pass and I passed because it was
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determined that I passed. So, it would be a benefit for society if I did not pass.
Yet I had no choice. So OK, my society can fine me but as it is not my fault,
the society must compensate for the fine, the time, and other costs I incurred.
The determinist will either say, it is your bad luck that you passed and were
fined; and the society will not compensate even though you were unable not to
pass on red; upon which the agent may say that it was the bad lack of the society
that he passed on the red light. Or the society will accept compensation in which
case fining would not be possible as it would be paid back to the agent.
Or the determinist law-maker and enforcer will say: You had to pass on the red
light, but we had to fine you as well. Therefore, you are not guilty, and we are
not guilty. So, we will collect the fine. Hence, either the determinist will reject
the concept of justice and its reality entirely, or he will approve unjust behavior
as OK.
By contrast, according to the Quran, the one who commits a wrong behavior
deserves an appropriate sanction, since he has the free will power.
The application of determinism would cause a fully criminal society: If a
criminal is punished without compensation, then he is punished unjustly. If he
is compensated for the punishment, this means that no criminal is punished
ultimately. Imagine a rapist, or fraudster, or killer who are caught and ask for
compensation not only for the punishment, but also for the cost they incurred
for performing their unsuccessful crimes.
Is it a coincidence that all particles while behaving in their layer in accordance
with the laws of nature, overlap with our conclusions and practices for the
benefit of our society, for the punishment of the criminals, and rewarding of
the good ones? What is the probability of such an overlapping?
Obviously, these probabilities are quite small, and accepting that these happen
because of such coincidental overlapping is rather irrational since such a
coincidence would require trillions of conditions: For example, at least, the
numerous acts of trillions of particles within hundreds of millions of human
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beings in whom these ideas emerge would coincide with these ideas and
conclusions.
The overlapping between the determinists’ attempt to justify their position and
the behaviors of their particles is also a really small probability.
A social order would be impossible to practice consistently with a deterministic
intellectual framework. Therefore, there is a permanent inconsistency between
what hard determinism requires in terms of social order, and what we
experience. This empirical inconsistency fundamentally negates hard
determinism. Especially if we assume as some determinists and compatibilists
claim, that consciousness is an illusion. Because, if determinism was true, one
would expect a social order where no illusion against determinism has such big
and permanent causal effect: In the deterministic thought framework, “A crime
happened, this must not have happened” becomes no more than a conjecture,
an error, and an illusion which could not produce any result.
Again, according to hard determinism what happens is what must happen, and
what does not happen is what must not happen and there is no room for
improvement.
And there will always be an empirical inconsistency between this and what
human beings do. That is why even those who reject free will, will generally
behave as if there is free will. But within the Quranic framework, current and
permanent social order and the concepts of good and evil, and “must be” are
consistently explained and justified.
1.6.2.1.1.1.11
Without Will Powered Existence, Nothing can
be Deterministic.
Whatever we observe in the universe is contingent. We do not have any logical
necessity for why it is the way it is. If this contingency continues infinitely
through all causes, then there will be infinite regress. Therefore, there is a need
for multipotential cause(s).
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If there is a multipotential cause, then the transition from multipotential cause
to unipotential may be possible by choice. One might propose randomness as
another alternative way of transition. However, as the details will be explained
later, randomness theoretically can only be an aspect of an outcome, not an
effective cause, nor part of an effective causal process and entity. Randomness,
in order to be -supposing that it can be-, needs an effective entity, being, or
agent.
An event or an act in a specific direction, needs first a framework; and then
information of direction, time, and power within spacetime. Such information
may be had by transcendent beings/ entities.
So, when we eliminate determinism through our reasoning about contingency
and randomness, we reach the need for sovereign beings so that events with
specific directions may occur.
1.6.2.1.1.1.12
What Determines Events are not Past Events,
but the Disposition of Things.
If a car moves, it is not caused by what happened in the past. It is caused by the
disposition of the atoms, by the structure of the car, and so on which exist now
and in the past. If there is an inflationary period at the beginning of the universe,
it happens not because of a past, but because of the disposition of the starting
singularity.
Are the properties of things determined by determinism, or is determinism
determined by the properties of things? Properties of things cannot be
determined by deterministic processes, because, deterministic processes cannot
fit within a zero time-width state, as explained in parts 1.6.2.1.1.1.6 and
1.6.2.1.1.1.7.
Moreover, if there is energy, where is the energy contained? Any minimum state
wherein it is contained, must have an extension in time. Because energy is
defined by including a “range” in time: Energy = (1/2) mass * speed2 or Energy
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= mass * speed of light2 contain in any case a bracket of time, since speed equals
distance/time, where time does not denote a point but denotes a bracket of time.
It is clear that according to both philosophy and physics, energy is real. Hence,
no moment with zero bracket of time can be considered as a cause of any future
state.
So, if we know a state as in the claim in Laplace’s demon analogy in the part
about negation experiments, what do we really know? A moment with zero
time-width? If it comprises a time bracket wider than zero, then at least we need
to have a range of non-separable states rather than a state. But this means that
knowing one state is not sufficient. At this point the question is what is the
minimum number of states needed in order to predict the future. And once we
need more than one, this number of states becomes arbitrary and
indeterminable. Parts 1.6.2.1.1.1.6 and 1.6.2.1.1.1.7 explain why there is a need
for more than one state so as to be usable in the formulation of determinism.
This sub-section is about another problem of determinism: Is it sufficient to
have a state that will allow only some unqualified actual movements? Or do we
need a previous state which will be wide enough to contain the necessary
wholes? We understand that a previous state in this formulation does not need
to be wide enough to contain the life of a human being. But it is obvious that
unqualified points of space would not be sufficient as active wholes. So, “if” the
atoms were the runner or objects of the laws, then a minimal previous state had
to be wide enough for the formation and lifecycle of an atom. If it was not the
atoms but the protons, or gluons, the runners or objects of the laws, the same
would apply to them. Otherwise, by what wholes or upon what wholes would
the laws be applicable? So, any previous state must also be wide enough to allow
the formation of such fundamental wholes. Inside a state which has less than a
necessary time width, the above laws cannot be applicable, since the formation
of those fundamental wholes would not be finished. Hence, the necessary timewidth of the minimal state, wherein determinism is applicable and which can
be a basis for future states, must be quite considerable; and within it things will
not be sequentially separable so that one sub-state may be sequentially prior to
another in order to be able to fully cause the next sub-state.
Many problems about infinite regress of different kinds may be raised here. But
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let us come to the main issue of this part: Since these wholes are independent
variables along with the laws, as the laws cannot act upon those wholes within
the time width of this considerably large state, why would there be a need for a
law that would run those wholes?
Instead, the wholes would be the origin of the alleged laws within those states.
If this is true, then neither any ambiguous and arbitrary state, nor any
ambiguous law would be needed to have any causal effect on anything. Rather,
the wholes would have the effective causal power.
If the wholes have the effective causal power, then it would be a fallacy to restrict
this power to any specific whole. Hence, there may be many types of sovereign
wholes. These facts entail that the weight would be upon the wholes instead of
the laws. This is in accordance with the Quranic teaching on a “command” and
“sovereign wholes” based universe.
The mechanisms and relationships of sovereign wholes are explained in part
1.5.2.2.3.3.
In any case, the above explanations show that laws and states are ambiguous
and irrational bases for any formulation of determinism; hence, determinism
which is build upon them is false.
1.6.2.1.1.1.13
There Are Things Beyond the Physical Patterns
Such as Logical Laws and Transcendence.
Determinism entails that each infinitesimal thing is caused by a corresponding
thing, and that each infinitesimal thing causes a corresponding thing. If an
infinitesimal thing was not caused by a corresponding thing, then obviously
things would not be predictable at all based on past states.
However, there are wholes greater than infinitesimal things which have distinct
and transcendent features. As human beings we are a good example in this
respect. We have transcendence as it relates to the time and to the space. The
information we contain is not just an information of the moment, or
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information of our own cells, atoms, or infinitesimal parts, and so on. We
transcend multiple infinitesimal wholes. Especially we encompass the future and
internalize it. We not only encompass a single future, we also encompass
possible future states, and make calculations based on them. We also perceive a
future preferable state and a future unpreferable state. An animal also has such
perceptions and transcendence.
Even the photons look like having some similar abilities as observed in double
slit experiments. In these experiments, though they pass from the double slit
and land on an unpredictable part of the screen, and even if there are days
between each photon, at the end they constitute a pattern on the screen.
If every infinitesimal thing has a corresponding effect in the infinitesimal realm,
then our transcendent properties must be appearing out of nowhere. But it is
obvious that our transcendent properties interact with the infinitesimal realm.
Even if we grant the determinist that we are just supervenient on the
infinitesimal, we are a reality; there is at least a broad bottom-up oriented
causality wherein an upper layer reality is not reducible to the bottom.
These transcendent features show that the wholes are distinct realities. These
are evidences against the unsubstantiated implicit claim of determinists that
infinitesimal things are not wholes. Because if smallest things are wholes, then
they will have constituent elements, and determinism will have lost its basis
since every whole would have added something new of its own to the chain of
causality. Part 1.5.2.2.3.3 examines the wholes and sovereign wholes and their
implications which further substantiate our point in this part.
Question 103.
Is not it possible that consciousness and qualia are just illusions?
Answer 103.
Illusions are tested and determined to be illusions. What we do while we do
these tests, are not illusions since this way we distinguish what is an illusion
from what is not. If all consciousness and qualia are just illusions, then we will
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not be able to distinguish the illusory from the real. In Islamic teaching, our
observation capacity is real.
1.6.2.1.1.1.14
Minimum Complexity of Elementary Wholes
Necessary for Determinism Cannot be met.
Have those who disbelieved not considered that the heavens and the earth were
a joined entity, and We separated them and made from water every living thing?
Then will they not believe?
(Quran: 21/30)
According to Laplace, not only the future, but also the past can be precisely
known based on the data about the present state.
In this part, I will examine the following questions:
As noted earlier, the components of determinism are states and laws. The states
would be consisting of things. If smallest things acceptable to determinism in
those states were like an electric motor, then would determinism be considered
true?
No, because if the smallest element of the state with narrowest possible time
width was as complex as an electric motor, this would mean that the smallest
element would require a transcendent cause which is not reconcilable with
determinism. Because, as it would be the smallest element, neither it nor its
parts could be explained by things like reductive evolution, previous states, and
laws. Each cycle and component of the engine could not be explainable with a
previous state, but rather with a transcendent element.
Then, can a basic element less sophisticated than a minimum necessary degree,
yield or work with laws so as to produce our current universe?
To address these questions, we need to evaluate the implications of basic
elements which fall short of necessary sophistication.
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If the smallest elements cannot be as complex as an electric motor 154, what
minimum complexity can it have?
If it can be less complex, then can the universe produce the complexity we have?
What constraints would there be if the basic elements are not sufficiently
sophisticated?
If it cannot be less complex than a minimum degree of sophistication with no
reductive explanation, then why would not there be more complex bottom
things which are not fully reducible to other things?
Can an atom, or something else which simply moves in the space, be less
complex than an electric motor in its systematic properties?
Can the layers of a bird, its atoms, and the most fundamental elements of the
world behave consistently while each behaves according to their distinct features
without all being effective and interacting wholes?
In the following, let us analyze these questions through a billiard balls worlds
(BBW) thought experiment.
Firstly, let us analyze the case where the universe consists of elements simpler
than an electric motor.
In fact, it is impossible to imagine a most basic thing which just moves within
the space and which is less complex than the macro structure of an electric
motor. Especially if we consider that it moves in certain patterns comparably to
other simplest elements.
However, for the sake of our analysis, let us assume that such simplest elements
154 The complexity of an electric motor does not have any special aspect

regarding this point. It is used just to help the reader conceive a level
of complexity. Considering what we observe in our layer, we can safely
conclude that any alleged most fundamental element must be much
more complex than an electric motor.
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are granted.
Now, to make things easier to understand, we will make some thought
experiments with a team.
So, as a team, we have a huge billiard table with sufficiently numerous billiard
balls with different colors. These balls correspond to the simplest elements of
our actual universe. There is no friction. We record everything that happens.
The first day experiment corresponds to simplest basic elements and some
aspects of the universe that they would result.
We start the test by moving the balls which were in a random initial distribution.
We observe the balls. We notice that sometimes they constitute shapes which
look like life forms. For example, we notice a pigeon which flies forward,
flapping. We wait enough and we also see parent pigeons having chicks which
grow and fly.
But since we observed long enough and sufficiently many balls so as to see the
above birds…, we also noticed pigeons flying with just one wing, pigeons flying
backwards as in a rewinded video… The number of these weird observations are
normally much more than the orderly observations. We make calculations and
find out that the pre-calculated probabilities of normal observations within
weird observations overlapped with the distribution of related actual
observations.
In the next step, we watch our video recording of the movements of balls in
reverse. We notice again almost similar numbers of normal pigeons and flights,
and similar number of weird pigeons and flights. The calculations gave similar
results.
Sometimes later, we do the same experiment again with the same balls. Some
findings of this experiment correspond to our actual universe. Here we will see
the implications of the deficiency in the necessary sophistication. We will also
give some idea about the things that might compensate the deficiency in the
necessary sophistication. And also we will grasp to some extent that a minimum
degree of sophistication would be necessary, and whether any degree of
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sophistication of the basic elements together with some compensating elements
at that basic layer and state would be sufficient to produce our actual universe.
We will also see some related requirements and constraints.
In this part of the experiment, we notice that the observations are different: We
notice only the normally flying pigeons. There is no pigeon flying normally with
one wing, there is no pigeon flying backwards. To check, we run the video
recording in reverse. We see that there is no pigeon flying forward while playing
in reverse. Same thing for all other life forms. This totally negates our precalculations.
Why the processes at the layer of the balls are consistent within themselves, and
the processes at the layer of the pigeons are consistent within themselves, and
why they both overlapped since the balls were parts of the pigeons in the same
time? And not only that, the similar consistency happened also at the middle
layers like the movements of their wings and feet.
Did the aerodynamic shape of the bird have any effect on how the balls behave?
Or do the balls behave to carry the bird forward because its eyes are in the front,
looking forward? Is the pigeon real and effective? Is its transcendence and
consciousness real? Are the balls able to inject consciousness in the bird? Is its
behavior like free will being true as in the tests in part 1.6.2.1.1.3, which support
that the wills of wholes are also effective and distinct and irreducible to his
particles?
The first experiment was fine. There were birds behaving normally, but there
were also birds which behaved weirdly. So, we could say that the real things are
the balls. The regular bird behaviors were just coincidental.
But, in the second experiment there were unexpected consistencies within and
between layers. We could not say using the probabilities that one layer was the
supervenience basis, and others supervened on that.
The second experiment is what we observe in the actual universe. There are
consistencies like that. And as explained earlier, according to determinism, it is
necessary that there are some most elementary things which correspond to the
1090

balls. Therefore, we needed to deepen our analysis:
So, overall, either, in our second experiment, some layers are dependent upon
the other; or they are interdependent partially, that is some behaviors of the
balls depend upon the birds, some behaviors of the birds depend upon the balls;
or there is an unbelievable coincidence.
Upon the weirdness of the second experiment, one imaginary colleague in the
experiment says: The cause may be a coincidental special distribution of the
balls at the beginning. If they were positioned in a specific way, they could
display a specific progress. For example, if they were positioned next to each
other, then afterwards, they would be spread apart.
Another colleague replies, adding an analogy with the actual universe:
If we could explain the results of the second part of the experiment by the special
distribution of the balls, then we would also be able to explain the actual
universe in the same way. The most likely situation is that the elementary parts
of the universe may have a systematic complexity below a necessary level, hence
that they are like the balls in the experiment. So, normally, they would be unable
to form other wholes through systematic, stable but also flexible connections so
as to form stable wholes and end the connections whenever appropriate. In this
situation, the appearance of such wholes at multiple layers as happened in the
second experiment would be impossible. Then, to have our actual universe with
wholes at numerous layers connected through billions of years, with such
elementary parts would have a probability like 10-1000000… For instance, if the
situation was to be explained by the distribution at the initial state, then half of
the most elementary parts of the universe at the initial stage might be positioned
at different scales and regions so that we would observe a reverse evolution
mixed with normal evolution. Again, if the situation was to be explained by the
initial state, like the initial state of the balls, it would be likely that some portion
of the most elementary parts of the state of our universe were positioned so that
they were proceeding backward from the heat death. How can all of those
elements be positioned coincidentally so as to be appropriate parts of the big
bang so as to produce the consistent progress that we observe?
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A colleague adds:
Why would we expect that for example the middle of our experiment would not
be considered as the start of the experiment? So, if the starting state of our
experiment has any special aspect, then the middle of our experiment would
also have the same special aspect since we do not see the reverse formation of
pigeons in any half of the experiment. The same applies for any quarter or any
other smaller portion of our experiment. This makes the problem worse, since
in the second part of the experiment we and in the actual universe we do not
observe just two states, but infinitely many states which present the same
problem.
Another colleague says:
I think we do not even need to consider such probabilities about the initial state.
The question is whether unchanging elementary parts may overlap with the
behaviors of the pigeons without interaction or not. Because after all, the
pigeons have specific behaviors. And as the balls are not as complex as the
pigeons, then how can it be possible that these two things entirely overlap? For
example, parts of the beak of the pigeon stay together. The balls have no feature
to stay next to each other stably. So, if we zoom sufficiently, we will see that the
behavior of the pigeon and its parts are distinguished from the balls.
Then he adds: Why do not we zoom in and find out where their behaviors are
differentiated?
We zoom in. Watch again and again the videos of the second experiment. But
we cannot find any differentiation.
A colleague says: Maybe the balls are changing at every stage. So, for example,
whenever a ball combines with another one, maybe its structure changes. So,
for example, the balls at the end are different than the balls at the beginning. If
this is the case, then naturally when we play backwards, we would not see any
formation of pigeons.
One colleague says: If the behaviors of different wholes at different layers have
irreconcilable features with the assumption that the balls cannot have a
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systematic complexity and that they have to be fully simple, then we have to
discard this assumption.
Then the balls are not as simple as we thought of. They combine with other
balls in specific ways under certain conditions. When there is a combination,
this combination may be combined with other combinations as well in specific
ways.
The balls must be so that if a ball B1 interacts with another ball B2, it will
produce combination B1-2; if B1 interacts with ball B3, it will produce
combination B1-3. If B1-2 is combined with B3, it will produce B1-2-3. Everything
cannot be combined. So, B1 contains numerous potential possibilities, and
numerous potential impossibilities. How many are these? These depend on B1,
B2, …, Bn’s features.
We can end our thought experiment format here.
In the above thought experiment, I tried to illustrate that in any case, the most
fundamental elements have to have an unnecessarily and impossibly substantial
systematic complexity if other wholes do not participate effectively in the
working of the universe. If we try to squeeze and reduce the complexity of
wholes in the higher layers into things at the lower layers, we do not necessarily
reduce the total complexity; rather, the entire complexity will be accumulated
in the lower layers which will render the most elementary parts more and more
miraculous. Furthermore, the addition of infinite number of random trials
through multiverse or through the addition of “free” infinite time adds nothing
to the systematicity of the relations. Moreover, with this substantial complexity,
explaining a higher layer’s whole with a lower layer’s whole is built upon the
unjustified assumption that the lower layer wholes are superior to the higher
layer wholes for being so flexible as to constitute any parts of the higher layer’s
whole. In an unjustified manner, the lower layer whole is considered to be
superior in kind to the higher layer whole as if it is ultimate, and not constituted
by parts; although, to be consistent, its assumed changeability, adaptability, and
dynamism necessitate that it should be reducible also to other parts.
Hence, it is impossible to have any deterministic framework. According to
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determinism, there cannot be any state devoid of sophisticated parts upon which
any deterministic law can act.
There cannot be purely simple “balls” that may combine in such ways so as to
produce what we have in our universe. New things have to fundamentally
contribute so as the events and entities in the universe may happen. Freedom
of will, sovereignty have a key role in the universe and in the creation.
Explaining things in the universe with the initial states assumes the existence of
alleged self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom elements (ASBE) which are able to
combine at convenient points with other ASBEs and separate at convenient
points so as to produce necessary wholes for other wholes. Such ASBEs must
not be reducible to other particles because otherwise they will be a secondary
layer and they nature will be exactly like the nature they are used to explain. If
they are not reducible then there may be sovereign wholes at any layer and new
creation. ASBEs are not possible, because they must have a systematic and
holistic complexity above a certain level. Therefore, they will have parts
necessarily. Hence, if non-separable wholes at higher layers are not possible,
then non-separable ASBEs are impossible either. Furthermore, the minimal
deterministic states and workable deterministic laws are not possible either.
For further details see ASBEs in part 1.1.2.2.6 and sovereign wholes in part
1.5.2.2.3.3.
A logical result of the above is that according to the deterministic and reductive
physicalistic understanding, any reductive physicalist science will not give us
any really reliable knowledge about how things work, as long as we do not
comprehend the very bottom fundamental layer. When we do such science, we
are only observing and working on epiphenomenal things. All the behaviors we
determine at the higher layers, are not real behaviors even partially, and they
do not have any causal powers of their own.
According to the Quranic teaching this is not true. Many layer may have distinct
entities and events which have at least some additional causal power. Hence not
only parts of a bird cause to some extent the bird’s behavior, but also being part
of the whole, of a bird causes parts to behave at least partially in a specific way.
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Question 104.
Why would we consider the playing in reverse of the video recording in the
above thought experiment? Does not the 2nd law of thermodynamics, which
states that the disorder increases in a future-oriented time flow show that time
has a necessary direction from past to the future?
Answer 104.
In the presence of deterministic laws, entropy is overridden by these laws. These
laws will apply irrespective of whether entropy increases or not. They follow
precise lines at every level of detail. So, if we rewind any allegedly disorderly
state, we will reach the orderly state.
If determinism is true, then if we play the time backwards then the same past
will happen as underlined in the quote from Laplace in part 1.6.2.1.1.1.
On the other hand, the thought experiment called Maxwell's demon refute
entropy increase. Loschmidt paradox also clarifies the same issue.
1.6.2.1.1.1.15

Logical Determinism is False.

Logical determinism says that it is true at all times either the agent A1 will will
the will W1 or the will W2 tomorrow. If that he will will W1 is true at all times,
then he cannot will W2.
However, that W1 is true does not require that it is true without the sovereign
free will power of A1. It can be true through the exercise of sovereign free will
power of A1.
1.6.2.1.1.2

Indeterminism is Unsubstantiated and False

According to Islam, the randomness of anything cannot be the basis of will
power. It is also impossible that any event originates itself without the support
of God.
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In this part, we will see how indeterminism relates to the free will power
according to Islam.
1.6.2.1.1.2.1
Uncertainty

Definition of Indeterminism, Randomness, and

Reductive physicalism which is the main source of the ideas against free will,
which discards any transcendental causes and multipotential causes, offers two
options about causality: An event occurs either (1) because of unipotential
causes, or (2) without any cause. The first is explained mainly in the parts
related to determinism. The second will be explained in this part.
There are several interpretations about indeterminism.
One of the two main approaches is the idea that things always have unipotential
causes but because of our limitations, there are seemingly unpredictable events.
This idea is in essence deterministic, because according to it, if we had the ability
to access and process all info for any state of the universe, then we would be
able to predict a future state. Hence, it is not what I examine in this part. This
interpretation can be considered in accordance with our explanations about
determinism.
The indeterminism, or uncertainty, or randomness that will be explained in this
part, are defined by the ideas underlined in the following quotes:
According to Encyclopedia Britannica, “Indeterminism is the view that at least
some events in the universe have no deterministic cause but occur randomly, or
by chance.”155
(Hitchcock 2018) lays down more precisely the idea of indeterminism that will
be explained and criticized in this part: “The central idea behind probabilistic
theories of causation is that causes change the probability of their effects; an
155

(Encyclopaedia-Britannica-Editors 2020)
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effect may still occur in the absence of a cause or fail to occur in its presence.”156
In other words, the uncertainty, and randomness that we criticize here can be
defined as the feature of a thing or event that does not fully or partially depend
upon any cause. Indeterminism is the approach which claims that there are
partially or wholly random and/ or uncertain things in the actual spatiotemporal
world.
Most of the arguments against determinism are also applicable against
indeterminism.
1.6.2.1.1.2.2
Will Power

Implications of Indeterminism Regarding Free

1.6.2.1.1.2.2.1
Will Power.

Indeterminism is not a Source or Cause of Free

Some physicalists try to use indeterminism to open room for free will. However,
without the truth, sovereignty, and multipotential causal power of the agent and
the will power, this effort will be useless. And once these properties of the agent
are admitted, then there is no need for any indeterministic process where effects
happen without a cause. Indeterministic actions allegedly happening in the
brain of the agent, will not give the agent any free will power. The claim that
indeterminism does not give us free will, is correct.
Will as a power, is not a simple slack, indifference, or indeterminism. The agent
and his will power are multipotential causes. If there is no involvement of the
agent, any uncertainty, randomness, or slack is not effective on their own.
If the will is the product of indeterminism or determinism and not of the agent,
then the agent will be subdued to something other than himself; so, he can not
156

(Hitchcock 2018)
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be considered free.
According to the Quranic teaching, the claim that an event is either
deterministic or indeterministic is a false dichotomy. The falsity of the
dichotomy is because of the falsity of both.
Free will power (FWP) is a distinct power of the distinct reality of the agent.
There can be causation related to patterns. Also, there can be causation where
only the outcome may have a distribution which looks indeterministic though
there is a sovereign and multipotential cause.
Free will power is a multipotential cause. Hence, in many situations, a person
with will power has an equal ability to will for each alternative among many
alternatives. Therefore, what will be willed is not predictable. This
unpredictability is not because of the lack of knowledge about any previous
state. It is because of the power to will equally any alternative from within a
range of alternatives.
The freedom of the agent to choose an alternative does not mean that the
alternative was chosen by chance. Like the aboutness which is above the
spatiotemporal as explained in part 1.5.2.1.1.1, free will power is above the
spatiotemporal in that it can be free from at least some allegedly deterministic
influences and negate them.
1.6.2.1.1.2.2.2
Indeterminism is not Necessarily an Argument
Against Free Will.
If indeterminism is used to mean an occurrence of an event without any cause,
its usage will be against free will: If a neuron fires for no reason, without any
cause, and if its owner wills a certain thing because of that firing, then we cannot
say that this person has free will regarding that will.
But allegedly indeterministic processes may also be used to mean a range beyond
patterns so as there is a slack wherein the exercise of free will power does not
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produce an inconsistency with some patterns. In this case it may be compatible
with free will. If by indeterminism, it is meant the unpredictability arising
because of sovereignty of entities’ and beings’ exercise of will power, then, it is
compliant with a will power and a necessary property of the universe.
1.6.2.1.1.2.2.3

Indeterminism is Part of a False Dichotomy.

Determinism-indeterminism is a false dichotomy against free will power. They
do not mean anything about free will, and this dichotomy distracts the issue
from its main axis. The question is whether will is real and distinctly effective
or not.
This dichotomy presumes without any basis the non-existence of transcendent
and sovereign entities or beings.
1.6.2.1.1.2.2.4
A Multipotential Cause Will Produce Events or
Things Which Look Indeterministic.
If there are agents with will power as multipotential causes, then some
alternatives will be really willable. Therefore, the wills of the agent will not be
predictable and deterministic.
If the physical universe includes such agents, then there will be unpredictable
things.
Unpredictability in the universe is compatible with the claims for the freedom
of will power. If all events were deterministic, then it would be impossible to
claim a free will power for human beings. The unpredictability we observe is
the result of multipotential causes.
1.6.2.1.1.2.3

There is no Evidence for Indeterminism.
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There is no necessity which requires that a cause must be a unipotential cause,
so that its effect must be only a specific effect or in a specific direction.
On the other hand, quantum physics’ findings demonstrate that there are
fundamental limitations on our measuring ability. Hence, currently we cannot
claim at any point of detail in any observation that we have reached the ultimate
point and detected that deterministic or indeterministic processes underlie the
reality.
Determinism is false as explained above. That the determinism is false does not
show that things happen with no cause, in other words, it does not show that
the indeterminism is true. Things may have no unipotential causes; this does
not mean that they have no causes: They may have multipotential causes.
Things may seem to be random just because we lack information or because of
multipotential causes.
The randomness, if true, would be built upon a framework which would contain
relationships in any case. To have a probability for dice figures, in the first place
there must be the dice. Space, time, or some other basis would be accepted as
necessary truths upon which uncertainty may happen. And they would be
accepted as transcendentally contained and processed.
Therefore, unpredictability is only observed partially. So, indeterminism cannot
be a necessary thing and it cannot be as a law or principle. And there cannot be
a necessary thing or principle behind it.
1.6.2.1.1.2.3.1
The one who Claims That Things are Random
Undermines his own Reasonability.
A statement made based on random processes cannot be rational, like a
statement which defends determinism. If any reasoning is reducible to the acts
of particles/ fields that have no transcendence and truth value, then the resulting
conclusions will not have any truth value either.
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Some speak in the following lines of thought: Through reductive evolution
which occurred as a result of a combination of chance and determinism there
appeared beings with logic; so, deterministic and indeterministic processes may
be a basis for reasoning. The ones who have logical capacity survive.
Obviously, if we flip a coin to find the answer to a problem, the result of the
flipping will not have any logical value, even if the result sometimes may overlap
with a truth and even if it may be systematically useful in some cases. In
accordance with this, it is clear that many people with opposing views on big
issues survived, and keep surviving although it is clear that all of them cannot
be true at the same time.
1.6.2.1.1.2.3.2
Burden of Proof.

The one who Claims Uncertainty has the

If someone tells me that the table will move two meters to the right without any
cause, then he has the burden of proof for his claim. Because that which does
not exist, cannot make itself exist. The power necessary for moving the table
which does not exist cannot make itself exist.
If he claims that I have to prove the opposite, then he claims that I have to do
an impossible task, in that there can be billions of claims which I will have to
take seriously. Also, if he is correct in his argument, then I can claim that the
table will not move, and he will have to prove the opposite of my claim.
Likewise, if one claims that a specific atom will decay or a particle/ wave will
change its trajectory with no cause, then he has to prove this.
1.6.2.1.1.2.3.3
Quantum
Indeterminism is Unprovable.

Physics

Demonstrates

That

Indeterminism cannot be proven because of quantum processes and quantum
physics. Quantum physics and quantum world demonstrates that there are
limitations in measurement that cannot be overcome. This impossibility is not
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caused because of the deficiency of our tools, but because of the fundamental
structure of things.
For example, there may be a deterministic mechanism that connects one particle
to another, which causes the allegedly indeterministic findings in Bell’s
inequality experiments, or in double slit experiments. So, because of this, in
principle, neither determinism nor indeterminism is provable.
Question 105.
Is quantum physics relevant for the macro world? If the quantum world is
indeterministic, would not big numbers of probabilistic events balance and
cancel out?
Answer 105.
The macro world contains the quantum world. Hence, it is influenced by it. In
case there were no systematic interactions of the quantum world events with
the other systems then we might say that they would mostly cancel out. But
quantum phenomena are parts of systems. Hence, as such, they have
implications in the macro world.
1.6.2.1.1.2.3.4
Any Will Cannot be Demonstrated to be Based
on Indeterministic Processes.
Unpredictability can be only an aspect of the outcome, not an aspect of the
process. Regarding the effects of will, only the outcomes are observable, while
the whole process is not.
We make certain choices through random-looking mechanisms. For example,
to delete two things on the mobile, it may not be worth thinking which one to
delete first. So, we may delete one according to a trivial memory, or according
to a firing of some neurons. But maybe had we thought we could have found a
reason to delete a specific one of them first. But its cost would be bigger.
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This does not mean that we could not delete the other one first. To let it to the
minute physical processes of the brain or not is up to us. Saying the opposite is
a faulty generalization. Saying that we could not do another thing, is without
any basis. So, even if some outcomes of the willing processes look random, this
does not show that they happened without any cause, or that there was no
multipotential cause behind it. Even if there was no unipotential cause behind
it, there was a cause.
The statistical distribution of the outcomes of multipotential causes may in some
cases -especially where the OTBT is not applicable- equal what is called a
random distribution. But such cases or results will not be evidence for the
existence of random events based on random processes. In any case, an agent
with a free will power as a multipotential cause, may choose to produce wills
which look random as much as possible.
1.6.2.1.1.2.4

Indeterminism Is False

1.6.2.1.1.2.4.1

Negation Tests

If any will is claimed to be uncertain or reducible to uncertain spatiotemporal
events, then the agent may will in a way to negate that claim. This issue has
been examined in detail in part 1.6.2.1.1.3.
1.6.2.1.1.2.4.2

There Cannot be Indeterministic Events.

Indeterminism requires an event that originates from nothingness. It requires
that that which was not, is. Obviously, that which was not cannot cause itself.
If something causes it, then it is not indeterministic, if indeterministic is defined
as something with no cause.
Indeterminism requires an effect without any cause and not controlled by
deterministic forces. If there is a random-looking behavior, there needs to be a
source of power which makes the swerving from the deterministic path. The
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source may be God or a multipotential cause. If a particle goes out of its
deterministic path, there needs to be a source of power which causes this change.
Can a random process exist? An effect can be traced back to a whole, or to a
whole prior to it or structurally below or above it. A non-existent cannot make
itself exist. And we cannot trace back something so as to produce infinite
regress, since in this case, nothing would be a self-sufficient cause of that effect.
So at least theoretically we have to assume a theoretical whole that is the basis
of effects.
If there was an allegedly random coercive influence of a part of the agent on the
agent which produced an alleged will, then this would not be a will if the part
does not have the elements of the will. In this case, the influence would be a
physical influence, and no matter whether it is deterministic or indeterministic,
the alleged will would be no more than an illusion.
1.6.2.1.1.2.4.3
The Points Against Determinism are Applicable
for Indeterminism as Well.
As noted above, uncertain events allegedly happen within the broad
deterministic spacetime and relationships. To have an uncertainty in the decay
of an atom, in the first place there must be the atom. Therefore, the points
against determinism are applicable for indeterminism as well. For example, if
the decay of the atom relates to the atom, then the problem of infinite regress,
and the problem of beginning are also applicable for indeterminism.
Also, there are common points between determinism and indeterminism. This
is another reason for why many arguments against determinism are also
applicable for indeterminism. For example, if a zero-width time bracket is not
possible and it requires some kind of transcendence within time for
determinism, it is also applicable for an allegedly uncertain event or effect.
One who maintains indeterminism, refutes this very claim, since it cannot claim
to be logical. Such a person will also be within the inconsistent situations
regarding the daily life, similar to the determinist. No matter whether the
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universe is deterministic or indeterministic, there are wholes at different layers
which are the causes of what happens.
In most of the above issues, indeterminism has weirder consequences. Hence,
indeterminism may be refuted even more strongly than determinism.
For the counter-arguments against indeterminism that overlap with the
arguments against determinism see part 1.6.2.1.1.2.
Question 106.
Even if determinism is false, and indeterminism is false, is not a combination of
the two possible and sufficient for the working of the universe?
Answer 106.
Note that our arguments are applicable in any range or scale. For example, the
problems of laws of nature are applicable for any scale. So, if one says that the
laws apply up to this range, but beyond it indeterministic processes take over,
the arguments against laws will invalidate that the laws are applicable in that
range. Also, the arguments against indeterminism will be applicable beyond that
range.
1.6.2.1.1.3
Free Will Power

Experiments Which Demonstrate That we Have

In science a method to demonstrate that a certain thing has a distinct effect, is
to adopt a null hypothesis first, and assume that that thing does not have any
effect. And we determine the situation without that thing. Then we do
experiments with that thing involved. And try to see whether there is a
meaningful diversion/differentiation from the expected null hypothesis results.
In this part we will test through normal experiments and thought experiments
whether determinism is true, whether indeterminism is true, whether the agent
has sovereign free will power.
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Here firstly we will adopt a similar way: If determinism is true, then the will
power would not bring in a differentiation. So, can we differentiate, divert from
and negate hard deterministic processes? We will do first free will power
negation experiments (FWPNE). We will do these experiments under the
assumptions of determinism and indeterminism.
Secondly, we will do brain observation thought experiments to see what
happens when the transcendent observer who has free will power observes his
spatiotemporal brain.
We will analyze the issue from numerous angles.
A popular empirical argument for free will is this: I will to raise my hand, and
I raise it; nothing restricts my will at least in many cases.
The opponent of the free will will argue: Your ignorance of the restrictions does
not mean that there are no restrictions. It is clear that there are processes that
go on in your brain before you will. Furthermore, it is scientifically shown that
your wills are influenced by your past experiences even though at the time of
willing you are not aware of those experiences.
The arguments and counter arguments that go on at this level are not sufficient
for reaching a conclusion. The proponent of free will does not address the
arguments of his opponent; the opponent of free will does not show that what
he presents are coercive causes which make the free will power that is
experienced ineffective.
In the previous parts, I demonstrated that determinism and indeterminism are
both false. Part 1.1.2.2.1 shows that reductive physicalism is false. This way, we
have addressed the argument of the determinist by showing that there are not
necessarily and always coercive causes upon our free will power, and that our
will power is not reducible to spatiotemporal entities or events. Hence, we are
left with the alternative that we immediately experience, that is, the free will
power or the causal power of the sovereign wholes. Part 1.5.2.2.3.3 about
sovereign wholes explains the sovereignty of the will power.
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In this part, I will present negation experiments and brain observation thought
experiments which will enable us to observe the distinct effect of our will power
over allegedly deterministic or indeterministic processes. These experiments will
confirm further the falsity of determinism and indeterminism. Additionally,
they will show us that not only we have a kind of free will power, but also that
our free will power has a degree which is sufficient to make a change in the
universe. They will enable us to distinguish whether things that influence our
wills are coercive or non-coercive. They will also show that free will power is
falsifiable. Furthermore, they will help us understand some aspects of how the
free will power works.
These experiments relate to the exercise of free will power against alleged
deterministic, indeterministic chains of events and supervenience bases of
reductionism. These experiments are directly related to free will power.
The main ideas behind these experiments are these: If everything is
deterministic, then we could not change it. If things that relate to our will power
were unpredictable, then we could not negate such unpredictability. So, we have
to make the free will power confront the predictions of determinism, the
unpredictability of indeterminism to see whether free will power can negate the
predictions of determinism and the unpredictability of indeterminism. If free
will power wins, then it is true and determinism, indeterminism, and
reductionism are false. If free will power loses, it is false, and they are true.
As we see in the following verses, there are expected events based on the current
state of the universe, but they can be negated:

[Al-Khidhr]157 said [to Moses], "This is parting
157 Al-Khidhr is a special servant of God to whom He gave some special

knowledge. Prophet Moses (Peace be upon them) meets and wants to
follow him in order to be educated by him, though he is warned by him
before the beginning of their journey that he will not be patient upon
the events that he will see. On three occasions, Moses fails and kind of
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between me and you. I will inform you of the
interpretation of that about which you could not
have patience.
As for the ship, it belonged to poor people
working at sea. So, I intended to cause defect in
it as there was after them a king who seized every
[good] ship by force.
And as for the boy, his parents were believers,
and we feared that he would overburden them by
transgression and disbelief.
So, we intended that their Lord should substitute
for them one better than him in purity and
nearer to mercy.
And as for the wall, it belonged to two orphan
boys in the city, and there was beneath it a
treasure for them, and their father had been
righteous. So, your Lord intended that they reach
maturity and extract their treasure, as a mercy
from your Lord. And I did it not of my own
accord. That is the interpretation of that about
which you could not have patience."
protests what Al-Khidhr did. At the end, before leaving, Al-Khidhr
explains where the state of the affairs would lead, and based on that
how he intervened with the superficially expected flow of events and
changed these expected flow of events. For the whole story, see the
Quran Chapter 18, verses 65 onwards.
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(Quran: 18/78-82)

However, these events are not unchangeable. Expected events including wills
may change. But if we have this power to change when we know, then this is a
distinct power which is also effective when we do not know, which does not
evaporate when we do not know. It is not reasonable to say that if we do not
know the exact state of the universe, we will necessarily comply with it.
Assuming that whatever we do was already going to be, is without any logical
or empirical basis.
In the above story, the one who has more knowledge, has more power to make
changes, even though both have similar powers to some extent. Hence, the will
power is effective along with other forces. And knowledge is transcendent, not
bounded by the physical, due to the definition of the physical.
If an agent can conceive of another alternative, then at least in situations where
more than one alternatives are not impossible to do -we can even will such
impossible alternatives, but we will omit them as they are not finally willable-,
he can will that other alternative. One may say that he may will all true or false
potential alternatives which are not harmful. If he can will all such potential
states, then he can will each of them including some combinations separately.
There is an impossibility in doing fully empirical experiments in micro levels to
see what the state of the universe entails. Especially as the free will issue is
related to all physical levels, doing experiments that cover all of them is
impossible. How can we observe numerous neurons, qualia, consciousness,
whether there are slacks, the details of quantum events and know precisely all
laws of nature?
However, such difficulties do not belong to just free will. In any area of science,
we have such difficulties, yet we can get some results from which we can benefit.
Yet, we have no idea about what matter, energy, a physical law, gravity, and
observation are, or how to overcome the problem of induction…
Yet, working on different possible scenarios combined with thought
experiments, we can determine whether there are any inconsistencies related to
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different models of free will. We can find out whether our willing process is
subdued to or sovereign over the physical, whether our related conclusions are
true in all cases or in some cases.
Here, we will be using normal experiments as well as thought experiments.
These experiments have lots of implications that extend beyond free will, such
as consciousness, the whole of the agent, the omniscience of God, artificial
intelligence.
1.6.2.1.1.3.1
Will Power Negation Experiments Assuming a
Deterministic Universe
There may be situations where a person may have the power to choose an
alternative or another one; and there may be situations where he cannot choose
an alternative other than what he chose. A sick person trembles and we can
predict that he will tremble and he cannot negate it. Or we can predict that a
person will run away from fire and he cannot negate it. Or we can tell a person
that he will eat pizza, and he can negate it.
The denier of free will power claims essentially that there are deterministic
physical laws/ forces at the fundaments of our universe. The reductive
physicalist determinists also claim that our wills supervene upon those laws/
forces and spatiotemporal states of the universe. They say that the will power
has no causal power of its own like those forces. Some non-reductive
determinists will claim that our wills are additionally the results of our nature
and nurture.
1.6.2.1.1.3.1.1
Simple Negation Experiment: Negating the
Alternative That Must be Willed According to Determinism
1.6.2.1.1.3.1.1.1

Introduction
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In many instances in the daily life, we observe that nothing coercively prevents
us from willing one alternative instead of the other.
If we have two alternatives, and if in the absence of one of them we could will
the other, no deterministic effect should prevent us from willing one of them
when they are both present.
For example, if there was only the yellow egg, we would be able to will to eat
it; and if there was only the white egg, we would be able to will to eat it. So, in
the presence of both, the presence of the other as an additional alternative is
not by itself a situation that prevents us from willing the first one.
Though the one-directionality of time does not allow us to go back and change
our will, to see if we could have done otherwise, this one-directionality is
irrelevant to the causal power of free will. It is sufficient that the free will power
was existent at the time of willing.
We can ask the hard determinist: If whatever we will is determined, and if we
cannot change what is already determined, why do not we observe at least
sometimes, that we are forced this way to will that alternative? Why what we
perceive as “our” will does not diverge from what is going on at the levels of
neurons or molecules or atoms? One answer of the denier of free will power
will be like: “It is determined what we will do/will in the layer of atoms, neurons
and so on; but we do not know what is going on in that layer underlying the
will. And since what is going on there is always in parallel with what we perceive
as our will, we cannot perceive a tension or conflict between the two.”
The impossibility of a precise actual prediction seems to mislead the denier of
free will power when he says: “You think you will freely, but you just do not
know the causes of your will.” In other words, he says if you saw the causes,
you would see that you could do “nothing” other than what those causes
entailed. The following experiments will address and refute this claim in many
ways.
Those who reject free will power try to present as a key argument the Libet type
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experiments which try to see the predictability of the wills through brain states.
According to the deniers of free will power, it might well be the case theoretically
to predict the wills; but we could not change a will even if it was predicted.
Tosun 2020 gives a detailed analysis about the Libet type experiments.
Suppose that someone who claims to know all about the previous states of the
universe and laws tells you that you will will to eat a specific one of the candies
in front of you. He tells you that in his prediction he has already taken into
account that you are informed about it. You do not know beforehand which
one he will tell you. But you “know” beforehand that whatever candy he informs
you, you will be able to will the opposite.
It does not matter whether there can be such a person who can make such a
prediction. Even if there is such a person who makes such a claim based on
determinism, you will know that you will be able to negate what he tells you.
Because, you have a much general experience by which you know that if
“anybody” who is not forcing you to will a certain choice informs you that you
will will something, you may negate it. You can always determine a set of
alternatives so that whoever informs you that you will will a specific one from
among them, you can negate that prediction.
A key point here is that the free will power does not entail that nothing
influences the result of the free will power; rather it entails that there are cases
where there is no coercive cause upon the outcome of the autonomous free will
power; hence, in the absence of coercive causes, free will power is a power which
exists by default. So, for example, if a person who is indifferent about buying
chocolate ice-cream or strawberry ice-cream in terms of their costs and benefits,
may have chosen to buy strawberry ice-cream. Even if he may have been
influenced in his choice by having seen lots of red colors that day, and even if
he is not conscious of this influence, he would have chosen the strawberry icecream with his free will power. Because he might have chosen the chocolate icecream and he was free to choose it, and the influence of red colors were not
coercive upon his will power. Those who reject free will power, because they
reject it, would see nothing in this example as a cause other than his seeing lots
of red colors; because they presuppose that there is no free will power, they see
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only the influence of the red color as the only cause. And they would say that
he has chosen the strawberry ice-cream because of having seen lots of red colors,
since it was the only cause. They fallaciously believe that there is no free will
power because they presuppose that there is no free will power. The above
example, is about a situation where there is only a non-coercive cause; in the
presence of coercive causes, the free will power will be effective in accordance
with its strength compared to the strength of the coercive causes, and in
accordance with how well this strength is managed by the agent.
Let us get more specific:
The proponent of free will power claims in accordance with everyday
experiences: “If I have in front of me one red and one white candy, I can will
to eat any one of them under normal circumstances158”. The denier of free will
power who brings an exception to the above claim says: “The universe contains
data in terms of initial state and physical laws that point to the fact that I will
will to eat a specific candy. In case someone has access to these data, and comes
and says that I will will to eat the red candy, then I cannot will to eat the white
candy.”
According to the hard determinist if we had full access to a past state of the
universe and the laws of nature, then we would know what we would will in
the future, and if we would be able to negate that predicted will with our will
power, then there would be a contradiction. So, we cannot negate a will
predicted like this. The only point is that we do not have access to that data.
That is why we feel as if we can will freely one of many present alternatives.
The layman says “Nothing prevents me from willing to eat red candy or white
candy”. The following experiments are designed in order to see conclusively
158

We assume that there is no health problem or similar things that
strictly prevent one of them. If there were such circumstances, then, the
proponent of the free will also would say that the agent did not have
free will. And, the opponent of free will power does not claim that free
will does not exist only under such special coercive circumstances.
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who is right.
1.6.2.1.1.3.1.1.2
(FWPNE)

Free

Will

Power

Negation

Experiment

Let us suppose that one day we met a real Laplace’s demon (LD) who knew all
previous states of the universe and all laws of nature. And he predicted that I
would will to eat the white candy, and not the red candy while I had both the
white and red candy in front of me. According to determinism, to my surprise,
I would be unable to will to eat the red candy however hard I tried. The
following experiment will show whether this is true.
The experiment is a combination of two experiments. The 1st experiment is a
normal experiment, the 2nd experiment is a thought experiment.
The 1st experiment is as follows:
“There is one red candy in red wrapping, and one white candy in white
wrapping. We have two ordinary experimenters. Experimenter 1 (E1) will try
to negate what E2 predicts as E1’s will. In each round, E2 will try to predict
which candy E1 will will to touch, and E1 will try to negate the prediction by
willing to touch the opposite of the predicted candy and by willing to do the
related acts such as moving his hand and fingers accordingly. E1 will touch just
one candy in each round. E1 has five seconds to touch one of the candies after
the prediction. And they will write down the results for each round.
E1 also will write down what happened in case something abnormal like the
following happens: If he lost his vision of the other candy, if he could not move
his hand toward a candy, if there was a problem in his following logical steps
as “if prediction is the red candy, negate the red candy, touch the white candy”…
E1 will try to negate the prediction so as to prove that he has free will power. It
is assumed that there is nothing which prevents E1 from doing what he wills.
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They will have sufficient number of rounds to produce a scientifically reliable
conclusion.
They have the written rules of the experiment with them, and they compare
what happened with these rules.”
The purpose of the experiments is not to show that things cannot be predicted.
The purpose of the experiments is to clarify whether determinism is coherent
and consistent; whether our free will power is no more than an illusion, or has
a distinct causal power. Laplace’s demon (LD) or the predictions in the thought
experiment part are used just to represent certain claims more clearly. Instead
of “LD’s prediction”, I can say equally “what the deterministic causal
relationships entail”.
Let me also briefly explain what are the possible results of the experiment:
If E1 experienced a few times the abnormal experiences, this means that in the
relevant round, he experienced the implications of deterministic claims. In other
words, in some rounds, if determinism is true, and E1 does not have a distinctly
effective free will power, some of the predictions of E2 will necessarily overlap
with what finally E1 will will according to determinism, even though E1 has
tried to negate the prediction of E2. In these rounds, E1 will not be able to
negate the prediction. He will experience that his free will is just an illusion,
and in those rounds, his consciousness diverged from the underlying allegedly
real effective causal processes of neurons, atoms, and so on. He will not be able
to negate the prediction of E2 which overlapped with what the deterministic
causal relationships entailed in terms of his will. In other words, in these
abnormal rounds, if E2 predicted that E1 would will to touch the red candy,
E1’s brain atoms, neurons were so that he would touch the red candy. So, he
could not negate the prediction, and he had some abnormal experience.
There may be an objection: As E1 tries to prove that he has free will power, and
as he programmed himself to negate, of course he will not have such
experiences.
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This is a valid objection if and only if determinism is false.
To clarify this point, let us analyze it together with the 2nd experiment, which is
a slightly different thought experiment version of the first experiment: All else
being the same, instead of E2, E1 does the experiment with Laplace’s demon
(LD) who makes the predictions.
If determinism is true, in this 2nd experiment, in each round, E1 will have an
abnormal experience: For example, when LD predicts that E1 will touch the red
candy, E1 will not be able to will to touch the white candy.
Moreover, note that, this situation was not an exceptional situation: If
determinism is true, no matter what and no matter how many are the will
situations, if LD makes a prediction, E1 will not be able to negate the prediction.
This is not because of any deliberate and special influence of LD on E1; he just
tells E1 what must happen according to previous states of the universe and laws
of nature.
This is exactly as the determinists claim that any person was not able to will
anything other than what he willed. This is natural according to determinism,
since E1 just has his illusory feeling that he freely negates the prediction. He
feels that he is the cause of his will, though he is not. According to determinism,
E1 and his perceptions have zero causal power in what he does or wills. But LD
has access to the effective layer of causal chain.
Assuming the 2nd experiment was finished as determinists expected, an
interesting thing here is that, E1 could never negate LD’s prediction. So, his
feeling that he negated E2’s predictions were just an illusion. There was just
one-way effect from the underlying causal processes toward his consciousness.
He just had a feeling of what is going on in the other causal layers in the form
of an illusion. The words of LD, E1’s chain of thought, his conscious experience
about his will power were just illusions, there were merely the sound waves, the
atoms in his brain acting, and so on. And as LD had access to those, when he
made the prediction based on these, E1 could do nothing. Even his thoughts
about his will to negate were nothing but like a noise of atoms bumping one
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onto other.
The point here is, though in the second experiment E1 could not negate any of
the predictions of LD in accordance with determinism, how could he negate
E2’s predictions? The author of this book actually did the experiments, and
could negate in each round, in the real life experiment. You can also do these
experiments and see that you can negate. How could E2 manage to never
coincide with what the past state of the universe and what the laws would
deterministically require about the will of E1? How could E1 which acts at the
illusory perception level be so successful in negating the prediction?
However, there is a point that the determinist may raise: “Although the state of
the universe and the laws entail all future states, such a communication of a
prediction cannot be used even in a thought experiment, when the prediction
will cause its negation. Such communication of the prediction will produce
logical problems. When LD communicates what E1 will will, there may be a
causal structure which will produce the opposite of the prediction. In other
words, in the negation experiment, LD is like saying: “You will touch the white
candy, but you will not touch the white candy”, since he knows that what he
predicts will be negated. After LD predicts, the experimenter’s brain will process
this information. This process is not contained within the states up to the
prediction.”
Let me address it:
All explanations about the problems of determinism explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.1
are relevant for the impossibility of deterministic predictability; so, I already
argue that deterministic full predictability is impossible. The prediction at the
higher level of perceptions should not cause the problem the determinist raises,
since, things like perception and will power are ineffective and the mechanisms
at the very bottom layers even lower than electromagnetic force and physical
waves are effective according to determinism. However, here it will be useful to
clarify one aspect of the above point.
Let us assume that even if determinism is true, an effective thing cannot be
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informed of such a prediction in such a way. But an ineffective thing can be
informed. For example, if there is an illusory part of the agent, even if it is
informed about a prediction, it cannot negate that negation. In the thought
experiment, the experimenter (E1) could not negate. The voice of LD about the
prediction may cause a negation through the brain structure of E1, which is also
included in the states of the universe and in the prediction. And informing an
effective thing about a prediction may create a paradox if it is structured so as
to negate the prediction. So, as E1 could not negate the prediction, the point
raised did not have any effect in the 2nd experiment, but let us consider some
further details at this point.
Instead of adding some details in the main experiment, I will give them here, in
order to not make the main ideas of the experiment too complicated for the
reader in the first place. Also, the following explanations will clarify some
further aspects of determinism159.
In terms of reductive physicalist determinism, communication of a prediction is
broadly the translation and transfer of some aspects of a future state of an event
in the form of signal packages. So, when we say “Watch out, the box will fall
on your head” this is a signal in the form of a package of sound waves which
will be interpreted by the target person as one aspect of a future state of an
event.
It may be claimed that while collecting the data for the prediction, the events
about which we collect the data may be changing; hence, this measurement
problem may render the prediction unusable in this context. However, the
measurement problem arising from influencing that which is measured is not
159

The questions in this book are produced by the author in order to
clarify issues from different angles. None of these questions are actually
asked by any adherent of any views. So, the assumptions or points
which look like those of a certain view are only according to the
understanding of the author and do not represent necessarily any point
of view articulated actually by others.
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applicable here for the following reasons:
Firstly, the prediction does not need to contain all details of the event. Secondly,
though the measurement tool influences the measured thing in any case, this
influence does not distort necessarily all aspects of the event so as to make it
unusable for the specific experiment. For example, let us suppose that there is
a big rock blocking the road in the night, I see it through the photons going
from the headlights, hitting the rock and coming back. Although at least some
photons have an influence on the rock and its parts, the change on the rock has
no implication about what I have to do since the photons do not move it out of
the way for me. In this respect, regarding the experiment, we can even assume
the existence of particles so small as not to influence the will process when the
information is practically gathered and communicated to E1. So, although the
measurement problem is a problem for our scale, it is not a problem of principle
in every context. It is only a problem under certain conditions. For every scale
there may be theoretically consistent ways to collect information that is
meaningful for a specific and defined purpose. In our context, the purpose is to
get information about a state of relevant parts of the universe in a specific scale.
Predictability in determinism is a different problem, though it requires access
to such information. Therefore, there is no problem in this respect against the
validity of these negation experiments.
In a situation when LD predicts that E1 will touch ultimately the white candy,
he has the following knowledge: The brain structure of E1 including all neurons,
atoms, and so on is so that E1 will negate any declared prediction; although the
prediction overlaps with what will happen, according to determinism and
reductive physicalism its perception by E1 is no more than an illusion and it is
epiphenomenal; the effective thing is the behavior of particles. He also knows
that the state of all else will cause LD to declare his prediction; but, this is a
redundant point. So, if LD declares the red candy as his declared prediction
prior to the effect of the structure of E1’s brain which will negate the declared
prediction, he knows that the final prediction is the white candy. But if he tells
E1 that the prediction is the red candy, there is a miscommunication, and E1
thinks that this is the final prediction. When E1 negates the red candy, he thinks
that he proved LD wrong.
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So, let us assume also that LD tells E1 this issue, and E1 understands it. In other
words, LD tells E1 “My declared prediction excluding your brain structure is
the red candy; and your brain structure is so that you will negate my declared
prediction, so you will touch the white candy”.
The inherent contradiction the determinist talks about is a simple
communication problem. The structure of the brain of E1 and its potential
projections based on different inputs contain information about all potentials of
negation, hence access to this information neutralizes the problem of logical
contradiction that the determinist talks about. So, knowing the prediction as
such, is sufficient to know the predicted outcome without any contradictions.
At this point, E1 asks LD an important question, “Are you sure that I will will
to negate according to my brain structure? Will I change my brain structure in
any one of the two experiments?”
Because, in the prediction as such, it is implied that “E1 will not change his
brain structure during the experiment”, which also looks like a prediction. If in
the brain of E1 there is another module M2 for example which will reverse the
negation brain module M1 of E1, then the prediction of LD would not be
complete. So, no matter how many related modules there are, LD must be able
to inform E1 about whether the total structure and state of E1’s brain will negate
the declared prediction or not.
Changing the brain structure may be like rearranging the neurons. A module
of the brain may be structured so as to change another module. Changeability
of brain structure entails that the spatiotemporal structure is not the ultimate
cause of our wills.
An important point here is that we are talking about the structure of the brain,
and about a complete communication. Not a future event. Before we settled the
problem of the determinist, the brain of E1 was set up to negate the prediction.
So, LD would predict something which would be negated. This time, LD gives
an information about the brain state of E1 including its projections according
to the states and laws of nature. The state and influence of laws are the two
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complete bases of the prediction according to determinism. And he gives also
the information about what all things not influenced by E1’s negating brain
entail, which is reflected in his declared prediction.
We can analyze a normal computer code. We can see whether it will turn a
positive value input into a negative value for example. Likewise, LD sees the
brain structure of LD, and sees how it will unfold through billions of years. It
also sees its structure so that how it will react to any action.
Theoretically there are three answers to E1’s question: (1) “Yes, I am sure that
you will will to negate”, (2) “No, you will not will to negate”, (3) “Maybe you
will change your brain structure and so maybe you will not will to negate, or
maybe you will will to negate, it is up to you”. The third answer is not possible
since LD is a determinist. He knows how it will react to all sets of conditions,
and he knows all actual conditions. And we are in the limited experiment
context, so, LD does not need to take into account the influence of other factors
that will happen tomorrow; in any case, he knows them perfectly as well. LD
sees that the second answer is not the case.
So, LD gives the first answer, and adds “You cannot change your brain structure,
you are not but your structure, including your brain structure.” This is also
because the effect of any change is included in the prediction.
Now that we have removed the problem the determinist raised, the problem in
the experiment for the determinist will continue as follows:
In this detailed version of 2nd experiment, a round happens like this: LD says
that the declared prediction is the red candy. E1 understands that the ultimate
prediction of LD is that E1 will touch the white candy. This means that he will
not be able to will to touch the red candy. So, as he has to negate the ultimate
prediction, he has to touch the red candy. And to his surprise, he sees that he
cannot will to touch and he cannot touch the red candy.
So, as LD said, he could not change his brain structure. As LD said, what was
he other than the structure of his brain.
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On the other hand, let us come to the real-life experiment: E1 tells E2 that there
is a negation structure in his brain. So, in this experiment also the structure will
cancel out:
A specific round happens as follows: (1) All things influencing the
communicated prediction, entail that E2 communicates as prediction the will to
touch the white candy; (2) E1’s related brain structure is so that he will will to
negate the prediction of white candy. So, the ultimate prediction of E2 is that
E1 will will to touch the red candy.
So, when E2 says the declared prediction, he knows the ultimate prediction.
And as long as E1’s brain structure is so as to negate this as LD said, E2 will be
correct about his prediction.
But when they do the experiment, to the surprise of E2, E1 wills to touch the
white candy. So, he has negated the prediction as would happen in the real life.
The only possible explanation is that E1 is not bound with the structure of his
brain.
1.6.2.1.1.3.1.1.3

Analysis

It is noteworthy that the experiment brings in big problems about determinism
which relate to different layers of causality: When LD predicts and E1 allegedly
faces an abnormal situation, the prediction of LD is based on the layers other
than E1’s perception and will power as a whole. E1 fails in his attempts to
negate, because LD’s predictions are based on the precise spatiotemporal
mechanisms, but E1 has no power to change those mechanisms as an agent.
E1’s perceived chains of logic and perception, are supposed to have no influence
on the result.
Moreover, E1’s will cannot be a deterministic outcome of prior states: While
trying to negate LD’s prediction, each time E1 had been wrong, this would mean
that there is a deterministic relationship between the past states and his will to
negate. That is, whenever LD predicted that E1 would will the red candy, he
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willed the red candy. So, in one way it would be predictable.
But as an agent, there would be negative relationship between E1’s will “to
negate” the prediction and his will to touch the relevant candy, produced from
his will “to negate” as happened in the 2nd experiment: He could never negate
what LD predicted as expected from determinism; his will to negate LD’s
prediction never conformed with his will to touch the very candy that his
intention to negate entailed. So, for example, in the 1st experiment, E1 had to
produce pattern-like failure results of negation as in the 2nd experiment; because
according to determinism, the true prediction was the opposite of the will of E1
to negate. If determinism is true, then in the 1st experiment, E1 had to fail in all
rounds. However, in this respect the two experiments are totally contradictory.
But even if we take into account that E2 is not as knowledgeable as LD, at least,
some of the predictions of E2 in the first experiment would comply with what
the state of the universe and laws of nature entailed.
So, determinism creates contradictions not only between layers, but also within
the same layer: If determinism is true, then E1 cannot negate LD’s predictions;
but in the normal experiments he can negate all of the predictions of E2 even
though his will to negate has no power against a correct prediction. None of the
predictions of E2 overlapped with what the state of the universe and laws of
nature entail.
If there is the divergence between the agent level perceived causes and
spatiotemporal level causes as in the 2nd experiment, then we cannot say that in
the 1st experiment, the perceived whole of the predictions and negations have
been consistent within themselves, and the whole of spatiotemporal causal
relationships also have been consistent within themselves, and that one layer
was supervenient upon the other. Because, when LD uses spatiotemporal causal
chains, in order to predict what E1 will will, there must have been some
disconnection in the deterministic chain between spatiotemporal chain and
agent level chain; and, the spatiotemporal chain must be unbroken within itself.
If determinism is true, in the context of the above experiment there would be
another important problem: If the agent layer perceived causal power is
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undermined by the lower levels, then what would be the layer based on which
LD predicts? Is it neuronal network layer, neuron layer, microtubule layer, atom
layer, sub-atom layer, a layer that we do not know, or a combination? This is a
crucial problem because whatever it is, as it has lower and upper layers, there
will be an arbitrariness.
Now that the thought experiment on the basis of determinism gave such results,
we must find out how E1 could negate E2’s predictions in the real experiment.
Because if E1’s wills are only illusions, then they do not have any effect on what
is going on at the real causally effective layer.
Especially, as E1 failed in all rounds with LD, how is it possible that in the 1 st
experiment with E2 he won in all rounds? After all, LD did not do any tricks or
change anything. He just said what the deterministic causal chains entailed.
Can we say that reductive evolution produced causal chains and mechanisms
that enable E1’s brain to negate a prediction, even though his consciousness
does not have any effect? We cannot, because in the thought experiment with
LD, E1’s body and brain were same and they have the same mechanisms, yet
he failed.
Can we say that E1’s will power failed against the deep knowledge of LD, but
as E2 was on the same level as E1, E1 could negate? We cannot say that, because
according to determinism, the perceived will power has zero effect on what
happens.
Then, was it a mere coincidence that none of E2’s predictions overlapped with
what the real causal chains entailed as E1’s actual will? If it is a coincidence,
then we can increase the number of rounds, we can change the partner in the
experiment until they constitute a convincing evidence that the opposite is true.
But of course, the determinist is free to prove otherwise.
Is there a reason for the overlapping of E2’s predictions with the opposite of the
predictions of LD in every round without exception, supposing that while sitting
behind E2, LD also writes down his predictions when E2 predicts and before E1
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touched one of the candies? Or is there something special that disables E1 from
negating the prediction of LD?
If it is the perfect knowledge of LD, then at least in some situations would not
the predictions of E2 overlap with the predictions of LD? Because if it is
impossible for E2 to comply with LD’s predictions, it is also impossible that he
always predicts the opposite of LD’s predictions. Hence, if determinism is true,
then, at least in some trials, the predictions of E2 must have overlapped with
the predictions of LD. Hence, at least in some rounds in the 1st experiment, E1
had to be surprised, as if LD directly predicted the red candy and E1 could not
will the white candy.
Or can E1 negate any predicted wills unless coerced?
Since in 100% of rounds E1 can negate what E2 predicts, this shows in
accordance with the quantitative scientific method that in the actual life, E1 has
distinct sovereign power over any deterministic processes at least in some kinds
of willing situations.
Let us see what happened in more detail:
LD said that E1 will negate LD’s declared prediction. In the 2nd experiment, E1
could not “not negate”. But in the revised 1st experiment, E1 could “not negate”.
So, LD’s knowledge that the brain structure of E1 is so that he will negate, was
false. This meant that E1 was more than his brain structure. Let us visualize this
issue:
In the following we see a visualization of E1’s brain structure and its
implications on the prediction in the 2nd experiment:
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FIGURE-4: CHANGING BRAIN
DETERMINISTIC PREDICTION

STRUCTURE

AGAINST

The arrows represent the predictions like falling objects. The bars A and B which
represent the brain structure, make each declared prediction to land in the
opposite land as the ultimate prediction. And E1 does not have any power to
change the ultimate prediction. For example, a declared prediction of red candy,
ultimately results in the ultimate prediction of white candy.
Now let us see what happened with the revised 1st prediction. As we see in the
following illustration, E1 has been able to change his brain structure so as
against the expectation of E2 (based on the information given by LD) the
declared predictions ended up to be the final predictions.
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FIGURE-5: CHANGING BRAIN
DETERMINISTIC PREDICTION

STRUCTURE

AGAINST

An important point is that LD might have told E1 “your brain structure will
negate my prediction that ‘your brain will negate the declared prediction’.” We
can expand this by adding as many double negations as we want. But, in
summary, LD will have said whether the brain structure of E1 is so as to negate
the declared prediction or not. He cannot say that it is so that it “may” negate.
And however deep may the double negations be, E1 will be able to negate the
ultimate prediction with E2.
However, if E1 is no more than his structure, this means that he is no more
than the bars in the illustration. If they are the bars, then their shape and their
trajectories in spacetime are known in accordance with the laws of nature. Why
would each bar shift its place so as to negate the declared predictions? If they
are shifting according to the laws of nature, why is not LD able to see this,
regarding the first experiment?
Determinism does not recognize the “I” of E1. And how each bar or neuron or
atom will behave is known according to it. E1 cannot have as a whole any
distinct causal effect other than what the bars can do. The bars cannot have
altogether a goal of proving their free will power as a whole. Not only that, even
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each bar does not have a distinct effect of its own, since, its behavior is also to
be explained based on laws of nature.
One may say “it is because the information coming from E2 causes them to
shift”. Then why did not it shift in the experiment with LD?
We observe here a situation like Gödel’s incompleteness theorem. Whatever LD
would about the structure of E1’s brain structure, in the actual life, E1 would
be able to negate it, transcend it, and get out of it. It can contain itself, the
prediction, and what is beyond.
So, as the thought experiment based on the unsubstantiated claims of
determinism creates contradictions, we must discard determinism and accept
what we observed practically:
So, at least in situations as in the normal experiment, either (1) there is no
precise future state entailed in a deterministic way by the previous states and
laws of nature, or (2) E1 has the power to overcome influences of things to some
extent, including what such states and laws may entail, or (3) both. If (1) or (2)
was false, then E1 could not be successful in negating E2’s predictions. So, both
must be true.
If both are true, then E1’s will power, his wholeness, and his essence are not
supervenient upon the structure of his brain. It may control the structure, it can
interact with it, and by-pass it to some extent.
Though there are relationships between the structure of the brain and the will
power, there is not necessarily a one-to-one relationship between the two. For
example, two different corresponding brain structures may entail the same will.
For further details, see part 1.6.2.1.1.3.3 on real-time brain rearrangement
thought experiment.
Question 107.
If the will is not supervenient upon the structure of his brain, then upon what
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structure is it supervenient? If it is supervenient upon another kind of structure,
like the structure of a soul, then would not there be determinism again, even
though it would be the determinism of another realm? If there is no structure
upon which E1’s will is supervenient, then what is the will power of E1?
Answer 107.
Any structure is a result of a unitary essence. What we see as structure is a
limited view through our eyeballs in a limited way. The differentiations that we
observe from a certain angle, are unities from another angle. The essentials are
the unities. Unconnected parts of a structure cannot be self-sustaining. For
further details, see part 1.2 about the argument from unity, part 1.1.2.2.1 about
the sovereign wholes, and part 1.5.2.2.3.3.1 about the essence.
Question 108.
In reality, you cannot have a real LD. If you have an LD, you cannot know
whether he is making a correct prediction or not. So, if you negate LD’s
prediction, as you do not know that he is the correct LD, and that it is the
correct prediction, would your negation have any implication at all?
Answer 108.
The important thing is that if determinism is true, whenever the true LD makes
a prediction, I will not be able to negate what he predicts. So, I do not need to
know that an LD is the correct LD. The contradiction appears whenever we
accept the deterministic chain which entails a specific all-inclusive future state.
The presence of such a coercive outcome creates the contradiction with my free
will power. This, according to determinism establishes that what I feel as my
free will power is an illusion. Hence, the basis of the prediction is not and cannot
be what I feel. It can be the sub layers like neurons, or atoms, or other such
things at lower layers. And when I do the experiment with my friend, my will
to negate, has no causal power. Furthermore, the causal effect of sub layers is
to be the opposite of the effect of my felt causal power at least regarding my will
to negate. So, when I do the experiment with my friend, there cannot be a causal
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connection between his prediction and my will. This is an inherent
contradiction of determinism. This may happen for any prediction based on any
spatiotemporal layer of any parts. Therefore, I have a distinct, sovereign, and
effective wholeness.
Question 109.
Is not it possible that the universe is deterministic, but there is no predictability?
If in practice we cannot know what is the resulting will, based on past states,
laws, and actual causal chains, how can we actually know whether we can negate
it or not?
Answer 109.
Determinism is built on predictable, and repeatable events such as “if event 1
happens, then event 2 will happen”. There may be practical limitations. But in
principle, determinism entails predictability. So, contradictions that
deterministic predictability would produce would undermine determinism.
Question 110.
What if the experiment is about jumping from the tenth floor of a building?
Then, the agent will not be able to negate the prediction that he will not jump.
Answer 110.
The determinist claims that there is no free will at all, no matter what the
situation is. Hence, proving it in cases like touching candies will be sufficient to
refute determinism and prove the existence of free will. The claim for free will
power is not that free will power is exercised everywhere, in every direction, and
in all circumstances.
Question 111.
Does a computer that can negate the prediction have free will? For example, in
a computer program, if we input “1” in a cell called prediction, it can return “2”
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in a cell called will, and if we input “2” in prediction, it can return “1” in the
other cell.
Answer 111.
The negation as shown in the experiment is a necessary condition for will. It is
not a sufficient condition.
Only a sovereign whole may have freedom since to have free will power, firstly
there must be the one that will have the free will power. The whole must be a
sovereign whole. Sovereign wholes are explained in part 1.1.2.2.1. Also, the
agent must have some transcendence, and a distinct unity.
What is considered as a prediction in the example is not a prediction for the
computer; it is just a point-like effect on its parts. Its point-like parts will react
not as a negation, but as a continuation of reactions at their layers. If we look
at the code and circuits of the computer and make a prediction for “2”, there is
nothing which transcends alternatives and be surprised for not giving the result
“1”.
On the other hand, there may be sovereign wholes in its parts. Such a whole
may be acting not so as to negate a will, but in accordance with the commands
related to its wholeness. As explained in part 1.1.2.2.1, and also as indicated in
the following verse, lifeless looking things also may be sovereign wholes or
agents:

Then your hearts became hardened after that,
being like stones or even harder.
For indeed, there are stones from which rivers
burst forth,
And there are some of them that split open and
water comes out,
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And there are some of them that fall down for
fear of Allah.
And Allah is not unaware of what you do.
(Quran: 2/74)

Furthermore, it should be noted that in any case, the negation of the computer
is extremely limited, and is not of itself. The human beings manufacture the
computer, and a human being writes the formula in the relevant cell. LD can
predict that “it will negate whatever LD enters in a cell”. But if LD informs the
human that the prediction is that “he will negate” what LD will say, the human
being may negate the prediction that “he will negate”. This has been one of the
key points to refute determinism: LD is not entitled to tell the agent that his
brain structure “may” negate; he is obliged to say whether he will negate or not.
At this point, determinism gets stuck. However, for a computer, whether it will
negate or not is charted in his hardware and software. If in the 1st experiment
E1 was a computer, then E2 might probe the computer, its codes, and make a
prediction so that the computer could not negate the prediction; though, the
wording and communication of the prediction would be a problem as E1 would
not be a sovereign whole, since entering the prediction in the cell is not a real
communication.
The human being can negate any kind of prediction as long as it is conceivable,
not coerced, and as long as it is not strongly against his ought to be truth. The
above experiments may be organized in very different ways so as to negate
sometimes, not to negate another time. In any case, a normal human being will
be able to devise ways to demonstrate his free will.
Question 112.
Maybe a human being just feels and looks like an agent though he is just
epiphenomenal? Maybe he is reducible also to his parts, and maybe his
perception is just an illusion. So, how can he himself have a will power?
Answer 112.
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In order to answer this question, let us briefly see what happens in a
corresponding experiment with the computer, where the computer corresponds
to E1 and I am E2:
I enter in the “predicted will cell” “1”, the computer returns in “actual will cell”
“2”; I enter in the “predicted will cell” “2”, the computer returns in “actual will
cell” “1” so it goes like this. In the second part, LD replaces me, there is no
change in the computer and its codes. We observe the following, assuming that
determinism is true: LD enters in the “predicted will cell” “1”, the computer
who cannot negate returns in “actual will cell” “1”; LD enters in the “predicted
will cell” “2”, the computer returns in “actual will cell” “2”.
Here, the situation is like in the earlier fixed/ dynamic brain state analogy: The
computer has a structure which reverses whatever the prediction is. So, the
prediction has two elements: (1) The apparent prediction (2) The computer will
reverse whatever the apparent prediction is. So, if we enter in the prediction cell
“1” this means that the computer will output “2” according to the rules of the
experiment, which is the other alternative. But if we combine the two elements,
then the computer will have output “2”. And it would not have negated the
prediction. If we enter both elements in the computer, unlike E1, the computer
will not ask “can I change my structure (circuits, code) of negating the apparent
input?” If we enter both elements, then we know that there will be another
element that it will negate the prediction of the two combined elements. So,
unlike E1, the computer does not have a free power to manipulate what we
enter.
On the other hand, can the computer compare the difference between running
the experience with me and with LD? Does it have a unitary whole which
accesses its parts, and memory in order to assess these differences? If it has, then
it must be having a whole like us. Or, do all the data remain in its respective
atoms?
But, whatever it does, we know that we have a unity which accesses such data
and compares them. So, as human beings we have an aspect which is not
reducible to our parts.
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Secondly, if we carefully consider the above deterministic scenario, and if we
consider the explanations about the experiments, we should note that whether
the actor in the experiment is the computer or the human being, determinism
is contradictory. Hence, deterministic arguments constitute no reason for
rejecting our free will power that we empirically experience all the time.
Thirdly, as explained in the context of the experiment, there is no reason to
assume that the events outside the agent layer have any priority or more causal
power.
For further arguments about why we are not reducible to our parts, you can see
part 1.5.2.2.3.3 about the sovereign wholes and part 1.1.2.2.1 about reductive
physicalism.
Question 113.
If the prediction includes the will to negate, then how can it be negated?
Also, considering the halting problem, and Gödel’s incompleteness theorems,
how can things be predictable? Do sovereignty experiments demonstrate nonpredictability or freedom of will? Why would not they be interpreted as
demonstrating non-predictability instead of the sovereignty of will power? So,
maybe our wills are just random with no sovereignty and freedom.
Answer 113.
I argue that things can not be deterministically predictable. But determinism
claims that the universe is in principle predictable. Therefore, halting problem
and Gödel’s incompleteness theorems support the position against determinism.
According to determinism, the will to negate was included in the states of the
universe millions of years ago. Therefore, when LD makes the prediction, it
takes into account the information about the intention to negate and also the
communication of the prediction to the agent.
However, note also that “negation” is just an epiphenomenal thing according
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to determinism; rather, there are interactions between things like fields, particles
which entail a future state, not our misleading perceptions that we call negation.
So, the prediction of LD is like predicting where a moving object would land
under the influence of a gravitational field.
Anyway, our universe may look too complicated to be predictable like this.
However, we can think of the same experiments in a simple deterministic
universe which can be easily predictable, or in a universe where there is
sufficient technology to probe the relevant things in this context. The similar
contradictions will happen in every deterministic universe. The weakness of
determinism against free will power is a problem of principle.
Furthermore, the issue of actual predictability is irrelevant, as we do a “what if
analysis”. It is not claimed that things are predictable in accordance with
determinism since I reject determinism; it is claimed that the deterministic
predictability is impossible in any case.
I argue that if deterministic predictability was true, it would produce many
contradictions.
For example, suppose that Mr. Skeptic says “Even if there was a tsunami in this
place, this structure would protect you”. Mr. Y argues “It is impossible that
there is a tsunami in this place”. Here what Mr. Y says is irrelevant, because
Mr. Skeptic does not claim that there will be a tsunami there, rather he says
that if there were the conditions similar to a tsunami, for example, a high water
pressure, then that structure would protect him. So, if Mr. Y had shown that
the structure would not resist a pressure P, then he would have brought a
relevant counter-argument. So, an actual prediction may be impossible as there
are so many variables to know. Yet this does not matter, because in many cases,
we can will the opposite of what is predicted even though it is claimed that we
are part of a deterministic universe.
Furthermore, the impossibility of prediction, shows that determinism cannot be
empirically proven, and also establishes the impossibility of this kind of proof
and refutation against free will. If deterministic prediction is impossible in
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principle under certain conditions, then, determinism cannot be used as an
argument against free will power. If it is possible under all conditions in
principle, then it produces the internal, logical, external, and empirical
contradictions explained in this book.
In any case, the prediction is supposed to depend on a causal relationship. If
there is a cause to make that relationship, then in some respects, the human
being has some transcendent nature as such cause. Previous parts explain why
there is a cause which produces such relationships. So, the human being can
interact with that cause in a transcendent way instead of only being the puppet
of the relationship it caused.
By the way, I will also present an experiment to demonstrate the effectiveness
of the free will power in an unpredictable universe.
Furthermore, I demonstrated why randomness cannot be an argument against
free will in parts 1.6.2.1.1.2 and 1.6.2.1.1.3.
Question 114.
The above tests are against physicalists. But a person who is not a physicalist
also may be a determinist. For example, he can say that there are reasons that
are related to the mind and qualia of a person, and these reasons may be beyond
the physical, and cause a person will something in a deterministic way. So, do
the above tests apply as an argument against such determinists?
Answer 114.
Yes. For example, if someone says, “If someone feels hungry, he will eat a thing
in any case”, then we can think of this relationship as a physical law. If there
are such coercive relationships, then according to such deniers of free will, there
has to be future states of wills that the agent cannot negate. However, in any
case there will be alternatives for which the agent is indifferent or is able to
choose freely.
Question 115.
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What if the subject of negation test is manipulated? So, he negates but in fact
he does not have any freedom. In this case, he feels that he is negating, but in
fact it is the manipulator who is negating.
Answer 115.
The manipulated agent may be free or not depending on the intensity of the
manipulation.
As the question is about whether an agent may have free will power, even if he
is manipulated by a manipulator, this means that the manipulator has free will
power and is outside determinism and indeterminism. Running these
experiments with the manipulator would also refute determinism and prove the
existence of free will power.
Question 116.
When we do a negation, how can we change the structure of our brain, since
we do not know the details of its components?
Answer 116.
When a bird looks at left or right, it does not know which nerves or muscles it
moves. Yet, it can do it. Likewise, when we drive a car, we do not know all parts
of its engine. So, when a sovereign whole produces a will and an act, there are
certain systems that help perform these in accordance with their design.
Question 117.
If God tells someone what he will will, then can the agent negate that?
Answer 117.
This is explained in Tosun 2020, under the part about destiny.
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1.6.2.1.1.3.2
Will Power Negation Experiment Assuming an
Indeterministic Universe
In the previous part, we saw that the agent has a transcendent power to control
the physical structure of his brain. We also saw that the physical structure of
the brain does not have a fully deterministic process.
In part 1.3.2.1.2 we saw why uncaused events are impossible.
These shed light on why any allegedly indeterministic event cannot necessarily
have any coercive effect on the will power.
In daily life, in situations as the following it may be claimed or we may feel that
a random event has been effective, and that we had no power to do anything
against it.
Especially when we had to decide something just in seconds or milliseconds, we
may feel as if we decided based on some random thing: One example is a student
who has just seconds to mark the correct answers for the last few multiplechoice questions in a certain important exam where wrong answers do not
diminish the grade. Another example is a driver who is going fast who noticed
late the traffic light which is about to turn red, and there is a fast approaching
car behind while he has milliseconds to decide to pass or not.
Or sometimes, we may say looking at a past error how we could have done it.
We can feel that maybe something random happened.
Or there may be an important decision situation whose alternatives are almost
equally attractive. Though there is no time pressure, we may feel as if we did
not have a reason to choose one over the other, and something random made
us choose one. Or it may be claimed that we have thought that one alternative
was better, just because of a random neuron firing in our brain.
Or is it that indeterministic events are going on in our brains all the time but
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we perceive just their macro and net implications?
In an example situation, the alternative A1 may appear as the one to choose, for
a reason or allegedly for no reason. Once it appears, this entails that there is a
corresponding brain structure as detailed in the previous parts. As shown in the
previous part, the agent has a power to overcome it and change it to alternative
A2. But what if the direction of this power to overcome it, is the outcome of a
random process? The answer is that the agent has the power to change the
outcome to A1 again by changing his brain structure. Whatever is inspired by
the allegedly uncertain event, the structure of the brain of the agent can be
changed so that the implication of the inspiration is not coercive. The
changeability of the structure of the brain by the essence entails that this essence
is the ultimate and only cause of the will power.
The free will power is related to the mere power to change. It does not relate
directly to the power to change it in a good or bad direction, or to reverse it.
But while engaging other mental powers, it navigates through these powers
while transcending them and it directs them in certain ways. It is not obliged to
reverse or to approve anything by itself. But the essence of the agent who runs
the free will power, may use the outcomes of other mental powers together with
free will power.
The power to assess A1’s optimality, is related to consciousness, reasoning, and
free will powers. A person may have willed to eat one more chocolate bar, and
then willed to not eat one more chocolate bar. Both wills may have allegedly
appeared because of relatively uncertain events. When the agent finalizes one of
the two, this does not entail that he willed randomly as long as he had the power
to change one of the alternatives. As explained in the previous part, no matter
what the origin of a brain structure toward an alternative occurs, under normal
conditions, the agent has the power to shift it.
Whether the agent ended up in a good will or bad will is the subject of the
OTBT of the agent explained in part 1.7. If the agent has two alternatives of
smoking and not smoking, and if he has access to the benefits and harms of
both alternatives, then he can override the will which occurs allegedly because
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of the random events. By his free will power, he can navigate between and
transcend the alternatives, and land upon one of them. To determine where to
land, he will use his knowledge and reasoning power resources wherein he also
navigates through his free will power.
In the above parts, we saw that an effective randomness cannot exist.
Additionally, let us also see how this can be understood experimentally:
For this purpose, I will add a 3rd experiment which is a thought experiment, to
the experiments of the previous part: In this experiment, all else will be the same
with the 2nd experiment, except this time, instead of making predictions,
Laplace’s demon (LD) will give us information about the current state of
uncertain events. As LD has by definition full access to the current state of the
universe, he does not need additional powers.
So, LD tells E1 the following: There is a particle in your brain so that if it
collapses to a spin up state, “according to the structure of your brain”, neuron
N will fire so that you will will to touch the red candy. If it collapses to a spin
down state, N will fire so that you will will to touch the white candy. Here, the
spin up and spin down states correspond to the declared predictions in the 2nd
experiment in the previous part.
Therefore, in the experiment LD tells E1 that the collapse has resulted in spin
up state, and hence he will will to touch the red candy. (We suppose that there
are also deterministic processes outside this collapse, and LD informs what is
going in total; if E1 is able to negate what either the deterministic or
indeterministic events entail in total, then he will be able to prove his free will
power. We can also suppose that there are no deterministic processes in the
experiment, in this case, E1 will be testing only the effect of an uncertain event.)
So, to negate, E1 will touch the white candy. This way, he will have
demonstrated that an allegedly random event does not coerce him to will a
specific alternative. If he cannot do it, then completing the other related parts
of the experiment in line with the 1st and 2nd experiments, it will be shown that
this thought experiment is inconsistent with the real life, and that in real life,
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E1 will be able to rule over the implications of such allegedly uncertain effects.
So, though LD does not know what will be the result of the uncertain event, he
informs what E1 will will as a result of each uncertain outcomes of that event;
for each scenario, the experiment is reduced to the experiments related to the
deterministic universe; if we see the free will power of E1 in a deterministic
universe, then we can see it also in a deterministic or indeterministic or
combined universe. As there is at least some “if-then” states, we can say that
there will be at least some quasi-deterministic relations, even if there are
uncertain events.
Therefore, in accordance with the explanations in the previous part, E1 is able
to reverse or approve the implications of the allegedly uncertain effects of such
events.
On the other hand, as opposed to the experiments related to a deterministic
world where the agent tries to negate deterministic predictions, regarding an
indeterministic universe claim, the agent may negate impossibility of predictions
by making precise predictions and willing according to the predictions.
Hence, at least in many cases, neither the structure of a brain, nor the
deterministic or indeterministic events coerce the agent to will specific wills.
Question 118.
Does not this test show that there is no destiny and that there is no nontemporal divine knowledge? Would not any direct implication of an uncertain
event correspond to the knowledge of God?
Answer 118.
No, because the knowledge of God in this context is like our knowledge upon
observing all including our negation; final wills of such tests would correspond
to the historical knowledge of God who also sees the future as if it has occurred.
If He allowed us to negate the implications of the uncertain event, then the
alternative we willed by negating is the ultimate will of God that He approved
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and put within the set of alternatives that are made willable to us.
Further details about this point are given in Tosun, 2020 under the part about
destiny.
Question 119.
Does not the experiment also show that a manipulated subject has free will?
What if it is done while someone manipulates E1?
Answer 119.
The experiment will show that ultimately someone has free will, if there is a
consistent sovereign negation. This may be E1 or the manipulator. The free will
power of E1 may be limited depending on the intensity of the manipulation.
Question 120.
Why would not we say that some physical processes within the agent actually
negate some other deterministic or non-deterministic physical events? Maybe
that which negates is also a kind of non-deterministic or deterministic physical
event?
Answer 120.
The deterministic prediction or the predicted probabilistic outcomes of an
indeterministic event by LD contain the effect of all other spatiotemporal factors
upon E1.
On the other hand, if we consist of indeterministic physical events then we
would not be able to consistently negate the uncertain outcome predictions, or
to consistently negate any brain structure observed by LD. We “may” negate a
predicted “structure that we will negate”. Or we “may” negate an “uncertain
structure” that would allegedly cause uncertain wills. The experiment can be
reconfigured so as any type of probabilistic flow of events or wills at any layer
is negated by E1. For example, while the brain structure is claimed to be
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uncertain so as to produce uncertain wills, the agent may negate that by giving
patterns to the set of resulting wills; the number of wills may be arranged to be
high enough to give a scientifically sound conclusion.
Question 121.
Maybe determinism and indeterminism are false, but why in a combination of
the two the experiments would not work against free will?
Answer 121.
Once the principles underlying determinism collapse, there is no reason to
defend determinism. Because if uncertainty is possible, then there is no principle
upon which any partial determinism can be claimed, except as some patterns
originating from sovereign wholes which is in essence different than
determinism.
1.6.2.1.1.3.3
Structure

Experiment on Rearranging the Willing Brain

The reductive physicalist and the determinist claim that our wills supervene
upon the physical structure of our brains. If this is true, with sufficient
technology, we should be able to rearrange our own will.
This point, even before doing any experiment shows the existence of free will
power. Because, with sufficient technology, I should discover what
spatiotemporal structure in my brain -or outside my brain- causes my will, and
I should be able to change it; after all, we always test that we can change
spatiotemporal structure of things. If I can change my will this way, this means
that my spatiotemporal brain structure is not the ultimate cause. If I cannot
change my will by changing the spatiotemporal structure of my brain, in other
words, if I change the spatiotemporal structure of my brain but my will does
not change, this again means that my brain’s spatiotemporal structure is not the
ultimate cause of my will.
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The 4th experiment which is a thought experiment is as follows:
In accordance with determinism, though E1 can see the two alternatives of red
and white candy, and he sees no obstruction, he can will only what he actually
will have willed. He is informed by LD that he cannot will the white candy.
Though through the analysis of the 1st experiment, he understood that the claim
of LD is false, this time, assuming that LD is right and that his wills supervene
upon the physical structure, he tries to see what is going on in his brain, whether
there will arise further contradictions, he tries to see whether he can rearrange
certain things and will structures so that he can will the red candy:
E1 has all kinds of probes and tools to see his brain and make certain changes.
He sees that his brain elements are so that he wills the red candy. However, he
checks whether he can will to change the related “circuit”160 or switch of his
brain that causes the will of red candy. Though the circuit is so that he has to
will the red candy, there are two theoretical possibilities regarding the circuit
which causes him to will the red candy:
(1) He will will to rearrange the circuit to will the red candy into a circuit to
will the white candy. (2) He will not will to rearrange the circuit to will the red
candy to a circuit to will the red candy.
If (1) is true, then he rearranges the circuit. If (2) is true, then he checks if he
will will to rearrange the circuits which cause (2).
Now, as it is a scientific search whether he can prove his free will power, E1 will
check all circuits to see if there is an open point. He produces new decision
states and for each state, he finds out for each related circuit whether he can
will to change that circuit which may allow him to change through a chain of
circuits the circuit which coercively causes him to will the prediction of LD.
After all, LD made the prediction about E1’s will related to touching the candy,
160

For simplicity, here I use the word “circuit” instead of neuronal
networks, neurons…
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not about his wills related to changing the circuits which causes him to touch
the specific candy. One may ask what if LD said that concerning all circuits of
E1’s brain. Then E1 may try to produce the decision states concerning
everything in the universe which may influence his brain circuits. If we say that
LD predicts that none of the wills of E1 concerning every particle in the universe
may divert the will of the E1 from the prediction, then this will be an
impossibility in terms of probability if E1’s decision states is about all
infinitesimal things in the universe: All of his possible wills concerning any
infinitesimal thing in the universe are such that He cannot change the circuits
of his brain so as to negate the prediction of LD. In other words, he sees that
the circuit about “whether he will change the circuit which entails that he will
will to touch the red candy” is not changeable; furthermore, he sees that he
cannot change the circuit about whether he can change “the circuit which is
about whether he will change ‘the circuit which entails that he will will to touch
the red candy.’” So, all of numerous circuits which are related to whether he
can change the circuits related to the end circuit that he will will to touch the
red candy somehow are such that he cannot change any related circuits such
that he may will to will the white candy.
If such a farfetched situation sounds not impossible, we should also consider
that not only for E1, but if all human beings did this test, if determinism is true,
billions of human beings would also not find any thing in the universe for which
there is a will which will enable the experimenter to change his/her brain circuits
so as to negate the prediction of LD. If nobody now and in the future can
achieve to find such an opening, this would entail that there is a willful coercive
aspect of LD’s prediction. But determinism sets aside such a willful coercive
aspect which would be based on an incredibly small probability.
So, LD cannot prevent him from searching a useful decision point, since there
will be in any case some people who want to check whether they have free will
power and who will try to prove LD wrong.
If he finds just one open point, then in a chain he will rearrange all circuits
including the very circuit which requires that he wills the red candy, and he
rearranges that and he touches the white candy.
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Or if he cannot find an open point, let us suppose that E1 checked all circuits
one by one starting from the very circuit that causes him to will the red candy,
and all of them are so that he cannot rearrange any circuits. He came to the
related “final” circuit in his brain.
Regarding different scenarios, there are three important points here:
(1) E1 very soon finds an opening. Because, it is very unlikely that all probed
circuits happen to be negative. The probability of the first circuit being negative
is ½, the probability of the second circuit also being negative is ½ * ½ =¼, the
probability of 100 circuits being all negative is 2-100 which is very close to zero.
Also, note that E1 may have many alternative circuits that may be used to bypass the negative circuits.
Also, checking whether E1 will change a circuit entails checking whether E1
will change components of that circuit. But, the components of that circuit will
be same in nature with the components of the circuit which entails willing the
other alternative. So, it is difficult if not impossible that he finds out that he will
not will to change the circuit.
(2) The questions’ answers may not be within those circuits as there are virtually
infinite chain of questions. Hence, the prediction of LD cannot be done based
on these spatiotemporal circuits either. Let us suppose that there is a last circuit
in the brain up to which he could not find an open point; E1 will again have
two potential wills and a question: Will he will to rearrange that last circuit, or
not? If the answer is within the circuits as the determinist claims, then the circuit
which contains the answer to this question will also be somewhere in the brain.
But this definitely will require infinite number of circuits which is impossible in
actuality. So, there is an essence of E1 which contains certain things that his
brain does not contain.
(3) As E1 negated E2 in the first experiment within seconds in each round, it is
not possible that so many circuits are checked in daily life. So, it is unlikely that
the wills happen entirely through serial connections and processes. Also, even
assuming that the spatiotemporal structure of E1’s brain is the only factor
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determining the will of E1, to claim that E1 cannot negate a claim, would entail
that there is no opening in the brain of E1 so that the circuits directly related to
the will can change is not substantiated; especially, since E1 transcends both
alternatives, if he is told that he cannot will one alternative, then he can give his
brain enough time so as some related circuits change in order to will the blocked
alternative.
This experiment shows that E1’s will cannot be the result of a spatiotemporal
deterministic, reducible, and sequential process. He has a transcendent essence
which receives the data in a unitary way, and which supplies the brain modules
with relevant commands in cooperation with the related elements of the brain.
The agent transcends things in unity, not necessarily in steps: The essence of
the agent transcends both candies, and the scenarios where he touches the red
candy and where he touches the white candy equally. There are no limitations
of energy or mass at a certain layer. E1 can easily imagine raising a truck with
his finger, and give the command to his finger. After this stage he will notice
experimentally that it cannot raise it. But the power of the previous stage is
contained within its freedom and transcendence balanced sometimes with the
ignorance of the practical execution issues. The reasoning power, the memory
related to past experiences is outside this transcendent freedom. Once the agent
can conceive the alternatives, he can give the command to his modules. So,
seeing the physical circuit as something that prevents willing a touchable candy
is in fact a weird situation.
Furthermore, it shows that though there are relationships between the structure
of the brain and the will, there is not necessarily a one-to-one relationship
between the two. For example, two different corresponding brain structures may
entail the same will.
Question 122.
In the situation of an indeterministic universe, if we need to make a distinction
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between the alleged supervenience basis (ASB)161 and the will162 as a causal
power, which one has a causal power over the other? The will and the position
of the switch seem to always overlap.
Answer 122.
In the deterministic scenario in the 1st and 2nd experiments, we could see that
E1 could negate the implication of a deterministic universe: The answer to the
simple question “can you will the red candy while the related switch of the brain
is to the left so as to entail the white candy?” would make me know whether I
have sovereign free will power over the deterministic mechanisms.
If I am reshaping my brain particles, this means that I am more than particles
or I have some dimensions beyond the dimensions of the particles, especially in
a non-deterministic universe. Because otherwise I would not be able to change
and it would be a contradictory process unless the change in particles
coincidentally and fully complied with the subject of the conscious will. And
changing my brain particles requires a transcendent capacity which would have
certain properties, by which I can observe, conceive, plan, or execute the change.
1.6.2.1.1.3.4
Proofs

Some key Points About the Experiments and

161

In this part, by alleged supervenience basis (ASB) I mean a state
constituted of deterministic or indeterministic spatio-temporal entities,
relationships and reasons upon which the will is allegedly dependent or
supervenient. In the following experiment we will see ASB’s
implications about free will power.
162 If we see the agent as holistic being and ASB as another reality then
there is no problem; the will is real with its dimensions, it is distinct,
and it is sovereign. The opposing view is that the will is illusory, and
ASB is the only one that produces effects.
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1.6.2.1.1.3.4.1
Will.

Experiments are not the Only Proofs for Free

We show free will power not only through tests but also by demonstrating the
impossibility of determinism and indeterminism without sovereignty. These
arguments support each other.
1.6.2.1.1.3.4.2

Mechanics in the Tests

The parts are not superior to the whole, since taken separately they contain
themselves but not the whole. They do not see the potentials, but the agent sees
them since each part is instantiated within itself. The ability to transcend these
potentials is closely related to free will, because as potentials, any potential is a
willable alternative, though for each part there is a limited accessible potential.
And taken separately, no part contains nor comprehends the whole of the
potentials that the agent can comprehend and transcend.
1.6.2.1.2
Two Types of Observations Which Entail SelfSufficiently Exercised Free Will Power

The contingent universe and especially beings without free will power (as we
experience) entail the necessity of a cause who self-sufficiently has free will
power. I will give here some key points. Many other details about fashioning
and consciousness properties in parts 1.4 and 1.5 are similarly applicable in this
context. To avoid repetition I will skip some of them.
We can observe two types of things in the limited universe which entail a selfsufficiently exercised free will power.
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The first type of observation in this respect is our direct experience of free will
power as explained above for example in the experiments about free will power.
The experiments and related facts about our free will power, show that this
power exists, and it is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. And since we are
contingent beings who are not necessary and who do not create and sustain
themselves, we are also originated and sustained by the One, Self-Sufficient, and
All-Encompassing cause; hence this cause has the power of originating and
sustaining free will power.
The second type of observation is the general observation about all of the
contingent things which are neither necessary nor outcome of randomness,
which lead us to conclude that they have a self-sufficient cause with free will
power.
1.6.2.1.2.1
The Existence of Irreducible Free Will Power of
the Contingent Beings Show That the SSC has Free Will Power.

Or were they created by nothing, or were they
the creators [of themselves]?
Or did they create the heavens and the earth?
Rather, they are not certain.
(Quran: 52/35-36)
Our free will power is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Hence, if my free
will power is an effective element in this entire existence, and if it is contingent,
and irreducible to the spatiotemporal, then it cannot be sustained by a necessary
cause which causes only spatiotemporal events and entities. And as this cause
cannot give a power that it does not have, and as the free will power is not
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reducible to the spatiotemporal, this cause also has the free will power.
There is a high degree of freedom as we experience as the human beings. So,
this provides us with another layer of freedom that we exercise and experience
directly, and know by experience and introspection. Furthermore, that we
experience free will power within ourselves, makes this very sub-proof more
meaningful and direct for us.
The free will power shows that things are not reducible to the spatiotemporal,
and therefore that the originator and sustainer of the universe is not merely
spatiotemporal. If we did not create our transcendence, and if we are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there is a source from which we get this
power. We know that we have not created ourselves, and we know that we are
not eternal.
Let us see an example about the irreducibility: If we know all about each of the
letters in the word “pen”, can we grasp the word “pen” and the meaning it
contains? We cannot. Because “pen” as a word, is irreducible to the letters. It
has the power to represent an object. If we know all about each atom of the pen,
without knowing their spatio-temporal relationships can we know the pen fully?
If we do not know about the value of the pen for a human being, do the atoms
of the pen alone constitute the entire existence of the pen? No. Hence, in many
ways the pen is not reducible to its atoms or to other atoms. Likewise, the free
will power is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Hence, as the word pen is
assigned a value, free will power is also created by an owner of free will power.
The features of free will power are different than the energy of objects which is
defined only by equations based on space and time. Therefore it cannot be
reduced to the spatiotemporal. We did not produce this power and we are not
self-sufficient. Therefore as explained in part 1.3 about self-sufficiency, a selfsufficient sustainer must have given and must be sustaining this free will power.
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As explained in part 1.6.2.1.1.3 about the negation experiments and brain
observation experiments, free will power shows that everything is not reducible
to spatiotemporal things. It also shows that determinism and indeterminism are
false. The falsity of determinism, indeterminism, and reductive physicalism are
also proven by many other arguments presented in this book. Hence, our
experienced free will power is not explained by the spatiotemporal things.
Additionally, if the material interacts with the free will power, for example when
our free will power affects the particles in our brain, then the material must
have some common aspects with free will power related to freedom,
transcendence, and unity. If the entire spatiotemporal existence has the power
and properties to interact with the free will power, and as our free will power is
not reducible to anything else, and as it is contingent, it must have a selfsufficient cause and this cause must have free will power.
Since the material is contingent, its aspects of transcendence and unity must be
originating from a self-sufficient cause. Also, because of the impossibility of
infinite regress of any causal chain in general, and especially because of the
impossibility of a causal chain in an infinite regress of things which have free
will power, there must be the self-sufficient owner(s) of free will power.
When one presents the false dichotomy of determinism and indeterminism as
an argument against free will power, he implicitly argues for reductive
physicalism. Because the absence of any alternatives other than these two can
be claimed only if the agent is considered reducible to other things and not to
have any distinct effect.
The reducibility of free will power is directly related to the denial of the distinct
and effective existence of a human being and of other beings with free will
power. Because free will power is an important indicator of the distinct and
effective existence of the human being. Also, it is related to properties such as
consciousness, reasoning power, knowledge… which are some other such
properties which show clearly the distinct existence of the human being.
Rejecting the reality of the human being and other such beings and reducing
them to the spatiotemporal is against many empirical observations and against
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logic. Other parts in this book give detailed empirical and logical facts which
prove the distinct existence of such properties and beings. If our free will power
and our essence which executes our free will power are not reducible to the
spatiotemporal, then they are produced by a cause which has the necessary
unity, freedom, and power.
Additionally, our free will power cannot be surrounded by partial nothingness,
because by definition partial nothingness cannot exist as an ontological thing,
since, nothingness does not have any effect, and does not have any extension.
This power can be originated, sustained, and surrounded only by an infinite free
will power owner.
1.6.2.1.2.2
Contingent Things Without Experienced Free
Will Power Entail the Necessity of Self-Sufficiently Owned Free
Will Power.

Indeed, Allah does what He wills.
(Quran: 22/18)
The existence of contingent things is important in our context in parallel with
its implications about the fashioning power. If the limited universe and its
contents as contingent things have been fashioned, this entails that they might
be otherwise, but there has been a chooser for its current state instead of another
state. The existence of contingent things have been explained in parts
1.1.2.2.11.2.2, 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2, and Answer 13. So, here I will not repeat those
explanations in and the reader may go through those parts in order to recall the
main arguments about the existence of the contingent things. However, the
contingency of the limited universe is tightly connected with the existence of
the free will power at their origin: if there was no free will power at all at the
origin of the limited universe, then obviously it would not be contingent. For
example if there was a necessary deterministic process at the origin of the limited
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universe, then the limited universe would not be contingent. Therefore, in
respect to the specific property of free will power of Allah, it is necessary to
analyze the contingency of things in further detail. So, the following
explanations will be useful in this respect.
As explained in parts 1.2, 1.1, 1.3 about unity, self-sufficiency, and allencompassing, the contingent universe entails One, Self-Sufficient, and AllEncompassing cause. And as shown in the parts 1.6.2.1.1.1, 1.6.2.1.1.2 and
1.1.2.2.1 about the falsity of determinism, indeterminism, reductive physicalism
and as shown in part 1.4 about the choice-related constructive aspects of
fashioning, the One, Self-Sufficient, and All-Encompassing cause of the limited
universe has will power.
The fashioned universe shows us an objective, comprehensive, external subproof and externally observed free will power of the ultimate cause of the limited
universe. This relates to all of the contingent existence. The beings who have
free will power have further implications which we saw in the previous part.
As there is no nothingness within the default, the existence of the contingent is
not mechanical, necessary, and by default. The relationships within the
contingent things do not originate in a necessary way from the differentiations
separated by any implied partial nothingnesses within SSC. The relationships
within the contingent cannot be traced back to differentiations within the SSC,
except the unity within them which originates from the SSC. As the contingent
is of different nature and just one of the many probabilities, there is a real and
irreducible process of choice.
As there is no nothingness outside of the SSC and no other SSC other than the
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default and one SSC, then the choice function/ choosing ability belongs to the
SSC. Similarly, the knowledge, fashioning, wisdom abilities and other
fundamental abilities that we observe also belong to the SSC.
All sets of contingent things are outcomes of choice. Because, there is no partial
nothingness, there is no reason for the special existence of one alternative, which
essentially would consist of limitations and unity.
The coexistence of limitation and the need for unification in a special way of
the contingent thing shows the existence of choice as a cause. The observables
which are delimited in a unitary and consistent way demonstrate that they are
the consequence of choice arising from the One. Other than the meeting of
infinities in the unity, things consist of contingent things that might be
otherwise. But note that they might be otherwise only with the originating and
sustaining power of the SSC.
Likewise, there is neither deterministic nor indeterministic cause for the way
our universe is. As the contingent is of different nature and just one of the many
possible things, one of the many structures which need to be structured, there
is a process of choice.
For whatever is possible/ contingent, there are alternative possible values. The
alternative possible values for whatever is possible/ contingent are not actuals;
this may be caused only by the One that relates to both kinds of things which
exercises a choice upon all and causes the differentiation.
Furthermore, if the null hypothesis requires that there is no necessity for the
universe to be the way it is, then we can conclude that the SSC has the free will
power.
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1.6.2.1.3
Existence of Free Will Power Entails Self Sufficient Cause of Free Will Power.
Above, we have seen that there is a self-sufficient, all-encompassing, one cause
of the free will power which is necessary to produce the limited universe, and
especially to produce free will power of human beings and other beings. So, let
us now see whether this cause may be within the limited universe or within
things like the limited universe or things which are many and which are not
self-sufficient, not all-encompassing:
Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce free will power as
explained in parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, the existence of free will power
requires self-sufficient cause or owner of free will power.
In the following part I will clarify whether the limited universe and/or its
contents can be self-sufficient source or owner of free will power.
1.6.2.2
SPW Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
Have the Free Will Power Self-Sufficiently.
Contingent things do not have the requirements of free will power selfsufficiently. Part 1.1 shows that the things in the limited universe are not selfsufficient. For example, the present state needs the past, systems need parts.
Hence, they do not have any property self-sufficiently.
As shown in part 1.1.2.2.11.2, things which have multiplicity cannot be selfsufficient. Therefore, things in this limited universe cannot have self-sufficient
free will power, and hence they cannot be the self-sufficient cause of anything
which requires a choice and which has any contingency.
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As part 1.1.2.2.11.2 shows, the limited things which do not have certain
properties cannot be existing by default, and things that do not exist by default,
need a cause for their existence; hence, limited things cannot be a self-sufficient
and ultimate cause of any being or of any property.
Transcendence through space, time and certain other things is necessary for the
exercise of free will power. Because otherwise, the one who is supposed to
exercise free will power cannot encompass holistically more than one thing, and
it cannot be a multipotential cause. Therefore, the allegedly separate or separable
spatiotemporal things cannot originate or sustain free will power.
Furthermore, free will power shows that nothing controlled by free will power
is necessary, because things controlled by free will power can be willed to be
otherwise and changed; hence things that can be controlled by free will power
are contingent, conditional, hence, they need a necessary source. Hence, the
limited universe needs such an originator and sustainer.
Multiple free will power owners at the same layer are contingent, since one free
will power owner can interrupt another free will power owner at the same layer.
But if “every” thing is conditional and depends on other things then there would
be circularity and/or infinite regress, and then there would be no existence.
Therefore, there must be one necessary being. This one necessary being is above
all, and does not resemble other things.
For similar reasons, consciousness, reasoning power, knowledge and some other
properties which are necessary to exercise free will power cannot have their
origins within the separable spatiotemporal things.
Consequently, things in the limited universe, in other words, things which are
not self-sufficient, unitary, default, and all-encompassing and do not have the
properties of Allah explained in this book cannot be the ultimate cause of free
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will power.
1.6.2.3
SPW Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who Self-Sufficiently has Free Will Power, and who has
the Properties Entailed by This Power.
As explained in the previous sub-parts, elements of free will power, things who
have free will power, and results of free will power exist distinctly and effectively.
These entail the necessity of a self-sufficient ultimate cause who has free will
power, who is One, Knower, Aware, Powerful, Fashioner, Creator, and who has
other transcendent powers and who exercises them. And as shown in parts
about the falsity of determinism, indeterminism, reductive physicalism and as
shown in part 1.4 about the choice related constructive aspects of fashioning,
the One, Self-Sufficient, and All-Encompassing cause of the limited universe has
free will power. The limited universe and its contents do not have the selfsufficient free will power and other related ultimate properties. Moreover, as
shown in the previous part, this ultimate cause is not of the nature of the limited
universe. Therefore, above all contingent, limited existence, there is an ultimate
cause who self-sufficiently has free will power.
The unitary source of power is not bound or limited by any compulsory
restrictions and boundaries. Therefore, the default situation is freedom of will
at the level of Allah. Also, the null hypothesis is non-existence of any coercive
bias that influences in a compulsory way this divine will power.
The free will power of the SSC entails that the SSC has awareness, knowledge,
and transcendence over the alternatives; a comprehensive free will power we
observe above the limited universe such that to create and sustain a universe
that we observe entails unity, since the existence of another SSC with free will
power will render the exercise of free will power as we observe impossible;
likewise, the free will power, executive power, reasoning power, and fashioning
1158

power must belong to the same SSC so that a harmonious universe like the
limited universe may exist. We can deduce many other ways in which the free
will power entails other properties. However, I think the above is sufficient to
demonstrate how the free will power of the SSC entails the existence of many
other unitary properties. These show that the limited universe and its contents
with their contingencies, dependencies, and multiplicity cannot have those
properties self-sufficiently, since contradict the self-sufficiently owned properties
cited above.
Question 123.
If Allah has free will power, then how can there be scientific evidence for Allah,
since, scientific evidence is about repeatability and testability?
Answer 123.
Some people claim that there is no evidence for God. And they argue that the
acceptable evidence for God must be scientific, and they also argue that scientific
evidence means only the repeatable evidence which God should display directly
for Himself in order to prove Himself, in areas other than the patterns and unity
observed within the creation of God.
In the first place, these arguments are not rational in themselves. Because the
God they would prove would be a kind of God who has some compulsive
obsessive disorder. And there is no claim by God or by theists that God has any
such disorder. He does not need to necessarily repeat anything, and He does
not need to repeat anything in order to convince anyone. However, many
different patterns and differentiations within His creation as part of systems He
created already display the power that sustains and governs them.
In this context, the existence of free will as a real power which is not based on
repeatability, demonstrate that repeatability does not have a fundamental or
default position within the universe. It also shows that repeatability is not the
indispensable proof for the truth of God. It also demonstrates that all scientific
claims need not be necessarily deterministic or repeatable.
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However, note that the above repeatability is a physicalistic, deterministic or
probabilistic repeatability reduced to spatiotemporal events. Otherwise, the
repeatability like the one in free will power negation experiments in negating
the alleged physicalist kind of repeatability constitute at a higher degree a
repeatable and testable fact which show the reality of free will power and the
self-sufficient sustainer of free will power.
Hence, free will power refutes from another angle the claim that there is no
evidence of Allah. The repetitive things in the universe are not absolute, and
they are and they can be based upon the free will power of Allah. Free will
shows that the laws and patterns are not basic, all-encompassing, and necessary.
They are not things that can replace Allah.
If the physicalistic repeatability does not have a fundamental place, then the
disbeliever in Allah will have a duty of demonstrating that the universe and
repetitive things are self-sufficient, and that they are not evidence for God.
Also, if the free will power is true, then the objection against the existence of
Allah becomes just a matter of degree, not a matter of kind. Because, if distinct
free will power is true, then it is not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Either it
has a different nature than the spatiotemporal, or the spatiotemporal also has a
nature with some aspects that are like free will. This nature is transcendent in
unity. Once the possibility of such a nature is recognized, then there is not
much reason to reject God who has this nature with the difference of being
necessary, self-sufficient, and being the Only One in encompassing all things.
This necessary being must have a free will power, because (1) otherwise it would
not be able to cause free will power owners, (2) the default should have no
necessary bias, and (3) arguments in part 1.6.2.1.1.1 show the falsity of
determinism, and arguments in part 1.6.2.1.1.2 show that indeterminism is false,
arguments in part 1.1.2.2.1 show that reductive physicalism is false.
Question 124.
Is there some kind of randomness within SSC in respect to His free will?
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Answer 124.
If there was randomness then there would have to be some kind of nothingness
within God which would be the cause of some differentiations. But this is not
possible, because nothingness does not and cannot exist as explained in other
parts of this book.
Question 125.
If belief in a true free will power entails belief in Allah, then would the atheists
who believe in free will be inconsistent?
Answer 125.
If someone believes in a true free will power, then he believes in a transcendent
power; he rejects determinism and indeterminism, he rejects that the human
beings and other beings with free will power are reducible to the material.
If such a person who believes that there are essences with free will power who
produce events or things in the limited universe with their free will power, then
rejecting God or behaving as if there is no God at all would not be fully
consistent. Because at the final analysis, if such a power is possible, then a
highest degree of it also would be possible. So at least he had to recognize the
possibility of God. However, free will power is not the only property of God;
so, if he does not believe in some other important properties of God, then
essentially he might not believe in God even though he believed in a true free
will power. After all, if I prove that there is the meowing sound of a cat in the
room, I will not have proven that there is a cat in the room since a cat does not
consist only of his sound.
On the other hand, there may be atheists who are compatibilists; but
compatibilists do not really believe in free will since they say that even if our
wills had been predictable based on the state of the universe of billions of years
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ago and even though we could not behave other than what the laws of physics
entailed, we would have free will. This free will is not a true free will. ,
1.7 Goodness

In the name of Allah the Beneficent the Merciful.
(Quran: 1/1)
He is the Good, the Compassionate.
(Quran: 52/28)
Indeed, your Lord is swift in penalty; but indeed,
He is Forgiving and Merciful.
(Quran: 6/165)
“So flee to Allah. Indeed, I am to you from Him
a clear warner.
And do not make [as equal] with Allah another
deity. Indeed, I am to you from Him a clear
warner.”
(Quran: 50/50-51)
1.7.1

Preliminary Explanations

And what can make you know what is [breaking
through] the difficult pass?
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It is the freeing of a slave,
Or feeding on a day of severe hunger,
An orphan of near relationship,
Or a needy person in misery,
And then being among those who believed and
advised one another to patience and advised one
another to compassion.
Those are the companions of the right.
(Quran: 90/11-18)
1.7.1.1

Key Issues About Goodness

We are always in ought situations: For example, when a person is hungry, he
“ought” to eat. Does this “ought” mean a comparison of two states one of which
gives pleasure, the other one which gives pain, and preference of the one which
gives pleasure against the one which gives pain? Are pleasure and pain just
illusory and ineffective feelings which correlate with certain physical states of
particles of that person? If so, what value does a certain physical structure of
particles or those feelings have? Ought a rich person who enjoys his money
much feed a hungry person? Why? If it is for the well-being of the society, why
are the society and its well-being valuable? What is the value of a society or of
a person? Can it be relative? If it can be relative, why would there be a common
and unitary ground by which I may compare my basis of valuation with another
person’s basis of valuation? What distinct reality and objective value do that
hungry person and his feelings have? If there is a real ought to be state, can the
particles of these persons be made to diverge from their trajectories for that
ought to be state? If yes, what makes them diverge; if not, what is the distinct
effectiveness of an ought? Should all of us answer these questions in a similar
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way? If not, why should a person care about the answers of others?
The above questions and their answers show us the following: We cannot reduce
the oughts to the movements of particles. The oughts and their elements are
not self-sufficient, and they do not explain each other in an infinite regress or
in a circularity. And disconnected multiple elements cannot lead us to a
common ground which is necessary not only for an objective claim for an ought
to be state, but also for a relative or subjective one.
On the other hand, although previous parts of this book examine free will power
and consciousness, oughts cannot be explained in terms of free will power or
consciousness. Because for example we can be conscious of pleasure or pain,
but our consciousness does not entail that one of them ought to be.
Hence, the existence of the ought to be truths and states lead us to the existence
of a creator and sustainer of the ought to be truths and states.
To answer the question on whether the goodness and morals we observe,
introspect, and experience lead us to the goodness of God, we need to
understand sufficiently what is good. Most frameworks about morals are
incomplete or incoherent regarding morals and goodness. For example, some
materialist views which build goodness upon well-being, or maximization of
pleasure or minimization of suffering are incomplete and incoherent about
morals. Naturally, if we have the wrong or incomplete presuppositions of such
frameworks we may fail in finding a correct answer to the above question.
So, we need a complete and coherent understanding of the good so that we may
understand the details about the property of “Goodness” of the SSC. So, let us
see the key points of the Islamic teaching related to goodness:
1.7.1.2

Definition of Good

The dictionary definitions of “good” most relevant in our context are “of a
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favorable character or tendency; bountiful”163, “morally excellent”164. Both
definitions are tautological and circular; they define the good by using words
related to the synonyms of “good”. Hence, I will need to propose a definition
upon which we can proceed.
This definition of good is “that which complies with the default and unchanging
essential properties of Allah in accordance with the principle of balance and
degrees.”.
Let us see certain key terms in this definition:
1.7.1.2.1

The Default Properties

Here the word “default” is important. This relates to the properties “Firstness”
and “All-Encompassing” of the SSC. This relates to the opposite of arbitrariness,
changeability, secondarity, subjectivity that may be claimed about the source of
morals. For example, the Euthyphro’s dilemma which is put as an argument
against the claim that God is the source of morals asks “does God command
something because it is good (already), or is it good just because God ordered
it?”
As we established in the earlier parts, there is a self-sufficient sustainer of the
limited universe; and this sustainer has the power to create and fashion things;
this power is also One hence His essence and His properties are non-separable.
Consequently, the needs of all things He creates have been also supplied by this
power. He fashioned things with certain “ought to be truths”. As He is the allEncompassing and One, anything other than Him are limited, contingent, and
“Good.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/good. Accessed 7
Nov. 2021.
164 https://www.dictionary.com/browse/good Accessed 7 Nov. 2021.
163
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may have differentiations; and these cause conflicting situations; hence, “what
is” may diverge from “what ought to be”.
On the other hand, this Being has sentience as demonstrated in part 1.5. As
noted in the Quran He loves, He dislikes, He is pleased, He is displeased:

And hasten to forgiveness from your Lord and a
garden as wide as the heavens and earth,
prepared for the righteous
Who spend [in the cause of Allah] during ease
and hardship and who restrain anger and who
pardon the people;
And Allah loves the doers of good;
(Quran: 3/133-134)
And how many a prophet [fought and] with him
fought many religious scholars. But they never
lost assurance due to what afflicted them in the
cause of Allah, nor did they weaken or submit.
And Allah loves the steadfast.
(Quran: 3/146)
Do not stand [for prayer] within it ever. A
mosque founded on righteousness from the first
day is more worthy for you to stand in. Within
it are men who love to purify themselves; and
Allah loves those who purify themselves.
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(Quran: 9/108)
And when he goes away, he strives throughout
the land to cause corruption therein and destroy
crops and animals. And Allah does not love
corruption.
(Quran: 2/205)
And [that] He may punish the hypocrite men
and hypocrite women, and the polytheist men
and polytheist women those who assume about
Allah an assumption of evil nature. Upon them
is a misfortune of evil nature; and Allah has
become angry with them and has cursed them
and prepared for them Hell, and evil it is as a
destination.
(Quran: 48/6)
Do not argue on behalf of those who have
wronged their own souls; GOD does not love
any betrayer, guilty.
(Quran: 4/107)
As we see in the above verses, Allah is pleased with and has positive feelings
about those who comply with His properties such as unity, steadfastness, purity,
mercy. He is not pleased with and He has negative feelings about corruption,
betrayal, hypocrisy… which are against His properties as unity, allencompassing, purity, mercy.
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The above points are important in that they are reflected in terms of what we
feel: When a hungry poor person has been fed, he becomes happy and has
positive feelings, because what happens is in harmony with how Allah fashioned
him; and also this way his internal and external unity, and his continuity which
are in harmony with the unitary properties of Allah are sustained, enhanced,
and he is balance; moreover, this way there may be a more unitary, harmonious,
and balanced society which are also in harmony with the relevant properties of
Allah. So, feeding a hungry person leads in a certain degree to a state which is
in harmony with the default properties of Allah. As Allah is by default pleased
with unity and harmony a person who gets fed in a healthy way also has positive
feelings.
Question 126.
A person may use drugs or alcohol which is harmful but still may have positive
feelings. Also, there are totally different patterns within the living world: For
example, killing human beings is wrong but we slaughter animals; or in some
species, animals kill the members of their own communities or families. Do not
these contradict the compliance with the properties of Allah as a common and
unique benchmark for goodness? Does not this entail that we qualify many
widespread practices as evil?
Answer 126.
The positive feelings may relate to some low level mechanisms, harmonies,
unities which comply with the properties of Allah. Yet, at higher layers and in
longer terms there may be problems and consequently negative feelings. As we
will see in respect to the principle of balance there are degrees, and something
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which is compliant at a certain degree or with a certain weight may be
uncompliant at another degree or weight and the state which has more weight
will prevail.
Additionally, Allah may assign also a feeling to a certain type or pattern of state
in quasi-ad hoc way as well.
On the other hand, regarding the different practices in different contexts, we
have to consider the principle of balance and degrees:
1.7.1.2.2

The Principle of Balance and Degrees

And that was Our [conclusive] argument which
We gave Abraham against his people. We raise
by degrees whom We will. Indeed, your Lord is
Wise and Knowing.
(Quran: 6/83)

There are many situations where the pain and suffering are mixed, where the
rights of people are mixed, where the weights of benefits and harms are mixed.
For example, a thief may have enjoyed his “successful” theft, though the victim
and the society suffer because of it; a person may have enjoyed the favors of
Allah but may have failed to give thanks for them; a substance may be useful in
some respects but also harmful in some other respects. On the other hand, the
weights or the degrees of the harms and benefits may be different. A company
may have spent lots of money to feed thousands of poor people in order to
increase its sales of harmful products like alcoholic drinks; so, although what is
done is apparently a lot, the intention may be corrupt or devoid of goodness, so
the intention which may even be unnoticeable, may be of higher degree, and
may annul all of happiness of the people targeted by that company even if the
company went bankrupt and has not increased the harmful sales. In all of these
situations which relate to different parties, degrees, extents, weights there will
be a need to use the principle of balance in order to find out what weighs more
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in compliance with the properties of Allah.
The following verses among many others underline this point perfectly:

The balance that day will be true (to nicety):
those whose scale (of good) will be heavy, will
prosper:
Those whose scale will be light, will be their souls
in perdition, for that they wrongfully treated Our
signs.
(Quran: 7/8-9)

This principle also arises from the default properties of Allah especially His
properties related to His defaultness as the “First”, “All-Encompassing”, “Pure”,
“High”, “One”. Hence, the concept of balance, incompatibility of unjustified
bias are direct implications of these default properties.
Based on His properties as the “Cherisher” of all creation, the “Beneficent”
entail that by default He is favorable to all of His creation, all of His creation
has value for Him.
On the other hand, the principle of balance relates to the properties of the SSC
as the “All-Knower”, the “Wise”; in that He encompasses perfectly in His
wisdom and knowledge what all of the above properties ultimately entail.
Degrees relate to the unity and all-encompassing properties of Allah, from
where we reach comparability and differentiations of things. Not all things are
necessarily same:
So is one who pursues the pleasure of Allah like one who brings upon himself
the anger of Allah and whose refuge is Hell? And wretched is the destination.

They are [varying] degrees in the sight of Allah,
1170

and Allah is Seeing of whatever they do.
(Quran: 3/162-163)
Have you made the providing of water for the
pilgrim and the maintenance of the Sacred
Mosque equal to [the deeds of] one who believes
in Allah and the Last Day and strives in the cause
of Allah? They are not equal in the sight of Allah.
And Allah does not guide the wrongdoing
people.
(Quran: 9/19)

If Allah creates two things, then the two may not be equal in all respects to one
of those things. Or if Allah gives free will to both, then it is not necessary that
they use their free will powers in the same way. So, the creating power of Allah
opens room by default and logically to such differentiations and degrees.
The principle of balance may relate to priorities, weights, capacities.

They ask you about intoxicants and games of
chance. Say: In both of them there is a great sin
and benefits for men, and their sin is greater than
their benefit. And they ask you as to what they
should spend (in Allah's cause). Say: What you
can spare. Thus does Allah make clear to you the
communications, that you may ponder.
(Quran: 2/219)

Goodness of Allah by definition is not His serving all our wishes and preventing
all pain, but His producing mostly acts which are ultimately good. So while
Allah gives plenty of His bounties He does not commit anywhere to not cause
any pain and suffering, and He does not commit to any unconditional love. On
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the contrary, for instance, He promises huge pain to certain wrongdoers.
In this respect, Islam is distinct, for example, it is not like Christianity where
god is supposed to be so good as to remove evil at the cost of killing his alleged
son.
Ascribing to God a property of all-goodness such that He would never allow
any pain, without considering the acts of God observed in the limited universe
is not an empirical and logical method; it is closer to wishful thinking. It is
similar to ascribing multiplicity, human-likeness to Him as done by many
religions. As opposed to these, we have first to recognize that pain exists in the
limited universe. Secondary point is the behavior of Allah. The behavior of Allah
in a specific context is not an a priori knowable by us: Although we can expect
that an all-powerful God who creates and sustains all things to be good, since
our knowledge is limited, we may fail to see what act in a specific context is
entailed by the ultimate good. We may expect that Allah saves a being, yet this
saving may have the potential to cause big evils; so we may be surprised to see
what happened to that person. If we observe some evil looking events, this
means that Allah may permit or cause such evil-looking or partially evil events.
So, as to the properties of Allah, we need to adopt an evidence, reason, and
observation based approach. If we say “Allah must not cause any pain at any
layer, stage, and part” we will have said something about which we have no idea
or substantiation. Furthermore, we may also know about Him through His
reliable communications. Pleasure and pain, ought to be truth-related states are
all irreducible to the spatiotemporal, hence, ultimately they are sustained or
permitted by Allah.
We cannot impose upon Allah a condition of everything being according to our
wishes so that we may believe in Him. We are required to be patient and to
recognize the rights of Allah upon His creation.
Some may define ultimate evil as suffering; these do not recognize the degree
of Allah. However, ultimate evil should rather be defined as that which ought
not to happen in respect to the SSC or at the ultimate level. Pain may happen
temporarily, or as part of a system.
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If when someone’s hand is burnt, just a thought or a sentence like “your hand
is burning remove your hand” appears in his mind because of this burning, then
he may not behave in a way to survive and learn to survive; he may ask “so
what if my hand burns?”, and if we say “you may be unable to use your hand
and ultimately you may die” he may say “so what?”; in order to survive, at least
he needs to be able to compare the positive things of life with their absence,
hence, in this respect, pain is a logical requirement for the continuation of a life
worth-living; without feeling the burning, he may not be sufficiently aware of
the inconsistency of his state with what ought to be; because the words are
nothing unless for instance “your hand is burning” has an ontological relation
to the ontological reality and properties of the agent; the ontological reality of
burning has an effect on the ontological reality of the agent and this would be
instantiated in the center of the agent so as it has some concrete effect on the
agent.
Likewise if there was no joy, people would not be pushed to behave in specific
ways. So, any pain in and of itself is not evil. It just pushes the person to behave
in a certain way; it is a pushy phenomenon which informs the being that
something is wrong at a certain layer.
Survival is not good in and of itself either; it is good if it is in harmony and in
unity with the conditions and properties of the surviving essence. A being does
not need merely to survive; hence, pain or pleasure cannot be defined as
something which pushes the person to survive; they cannot be defined as
something good “just because it is conducive to survival”, since; one may say
that survival is good if it is full of joy, but what is joy? Something which drives
to the survival? So, if we define pain and joy in this way, there would be
circularity.
Hence, the “ought to be” is “ought to be” in and of itself, and it is reducible to
neither pain and joy, nor to survival. Ought to be is created and sustained by
Allah: An ought to be truth (OTBT)-compliant state of a bird is flying, while
an OTBT-compliant state of a fish is swimming; these are contingent aspects of
the OTBT; yet, flying constitutes a unity with the other properties of a bird,
hence, in respect to this unity and OTBT at the fundamental level, OTBT is in
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parallel with the unity of Allah which is a default unity.
Should we consider the evil as a net concept or as a gross concept? For example,
if someone’s hand is burnt slightly and he pulled his hand, and prevented
burning his hand fully, is this “one evil plus one bigger good”, or is this only
one good?
If we recognize pain as a necessary component for some kinds of good, then it
is neither net nor gross, but it is a non-separable component of the good: if we
turn away from God when a pain comes from Him, and turn to Him whenever
He presents us good, this means that we do not recognize Him, but we recognize
what He offers us, and we would be loving just ourselves; we will not have
recognized His beauty and status.
But when pain comes from Him, and we recognize His right to give and not to
give, then in this respect, this kind of pain as the result of the SSC becomes a
necessary component of the good: While we undergo it, since we are His
Creation in a way He created, it is also an ought to be truth to try to get rid of
it; but in any case, ultimately both the origination of the pain and its ending
comes from the SSC. Recognizing this is important. One of the reasons why the
prophets suffered the most might be this.
Therefore, ultimately evil and good can only be defined as defined by the SSC.
1.7.2

Syllogism for the Goodness of Allah (SPG)

The syllogism for the goodness of Allah (SPG) is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently good.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have the goodness self-sufficiently.
3. There is a being above the limited universe who is self-sufficiently good, and
who has the properties entailed by this property.
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1.7.2.1
SPG Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Ent ail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently Good.
In respect to this step, things in the limited universe, can be classified in two
groups: (1) Those which experience goodness as the human beings do, (2)
Things which are subject to goodness, but which do not experience goodness as
the human beings do.
Both groups entail a self-sufficiently good for their existence and their behaviors.
For example the growth of tree entails the existence of relevant goodness, and
a self-sufficiently good. However, the group (1) experiences also directly having
goodness and using it; the irreducibility of that experienced goodness to things
within the limited universe entails in another way the existence of a selfsufficiently good.
On the other hand, being the self-sufficiently good entails other properties
which belong to the same essence in accordance with the property of unity.
1.7.2.1.1
Goodness and its Fulfilment Entail the Necessity
of the Self-Sufficiently Good.
A key element of goodness is the ought to be truths (OTBT): A poor person
needs to be fed; a baby needs to be cleaned… These are the ought to be truths
related to them. Without these, goodness cannot exist.
Along with these truths, there must be properties like free will power so that we
may claim the existence of goodness: if we are like robots, under the full control
of our particles, then we cannot claim to be effectively good. The properties like
free will power are explained in other main parts of this book. Therefore, the
core of our detailed explanations regarding the goodness of Allah will consist of
OTBTs.
Obviously, the fulfillment of the OTBTs is important: if the poor has not been
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fed, the existence of his OTBTs does not mean in and of itself that goodness
has been actualized toward him. However, since other parts dealt with it to a
great extent, this part will allocate limited space for it.
The origin of “ought to” is divergence. When there is divergence, then there is
a room to say “this, ought to have done x”, like in “You ought to have offered
to help”, or “They ought to have told us what to expect”165. If there is no
divergence, if there were no possibility to diverge for “what is" from “that which
ought to be”, then we cannot say those statements. For example, if a stone
thrown from 7th floor has to fall down, we cannot say it ought not to have fallen;
because it does not have the power to not fall. Again, if someone is forced to
help a cat, and if he helped the cat, and if we say “he ought to have helped the
cat, even if he was not forced to”, again there is a divergence in our statement.
In these examples, there are states which are ideal, and states which diverged or
may diverge from the ideal. The verb “ought” can be used for past, present, and
future.
So, when one says “he ought to do x”, he means that if he does x, there will be
a good or optimal state, if he does not do x, then there will be a bad or less than
optimal state.
The goodness of Allah may be extended to all creation including the ones whose
sentience we do not understand. According to the Quran, whatever is in the
heavens and the earth glorifies Allah, but we do not understand their
glorification:

The seven heavens and the earth and whatever is
in them exalt Him. And there is not a thing
except that it exalts [Allah] by His praise, but
you do not understand their [way of] exalting.
Indeed, He is ever Forbearing and Forgiving.
https://grammar.collinsdictionary.com/easy-learning/when-doyou-use-ought-to-in-english Accessed Nov. 11,2021.
165
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(Quran: 17/44)
So, it might be possible to cover under the goodness of Allah, the goodness
related to things other than those who experience goodness as we do. But since
the goodness related to beings who resemble human beings is sufficient to
understand the Goodness of Allah, we will not examine in detail the goodness
related to those things who may be related to goodness in different ways.
As opposed to the materialistic/ physicalist/ reductive physicalist approach, in
Islam, there are wholes/ beings which are created and sustained by Allah; and
these have certain structures. These structures are not reducible to the
spatiotemporal; they have the components of free will, reasoning, knowledge,
executive powers, consciousness, qualia, pain, pleasure; and they have ought to
be truths; for example, as human beings we ought to have food. When we do
not have food, we struggle toward it, we transcend the states where there is food
and where there is no food; when there is no food we suffer, when there is food
we are pleased; we have free will power to choose what actions to take in order
to reach food, and we have executive power to act and make necessary changes
in the limited universe so that we can access food. The state we are in may be a
good state or a bad state relatively to the “ought to be” truth (OTBT). By
contrast, the materialist understanding maintains that all that happens are either
necessitated by the laws of nature or are the results of random events. Hence,
according to the materialistic approach, there cannot be any distinct “ought to
be” truth. Obviously, some materialists may claim otherwise. However, under
the materialistic presuppositions such as the non-existence of the true free will
power, and distinct effectiveness of consciousness there is no possibility to
diverge from the deterministic or indeterministic trajectories of particles, and
there is nothing which will effectively prefer another state other than what
happens, except maybe as an illusion.
Let us recall the example of the rock in part 1.5.2.2.5 which gets rounder the
more it rolls, and which rolls more the rounder it gets, it does not have any
ought to be truth like the ought to be truth of the human beings. According to
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materialism, no matter what happens to it, is what has to happen or what
randomly happens. According to the materialism, we and any other whole is no
more than a rock or aggregate of rocks in this respect.
However, according to Islam, there are wholes which experience pleasure or
pain in certain situations; who fear or long for certain future states; who use
their powers to change the future states of the limited universe. These are all
distinctly real.
There are wholes and their structures which are fashioned so that they may be
in better states or in worse states. Such structures are fashioned with
components as pain, pleasure, sorrow, happiness, hope, despair… They have
components of reasoning so that even if there is no present disorder, they can
foresee the future, the circumstances, the disorder, and the problems. These
wholes are not one dimensional; they are not reducible to the spatiotemporal,
to parts which bump one onto other; they are neither puppets of determinism
nor puppets of indeterminism.
Consequently, these wholes may experience states such as famine or abundance.
These wholes are not indifferent to those states as the rocks are. These states
may be “bad” or “good” for these wholes. While we have studied consciousness
in the previous part, we saw that these preferences, pain, joy… are elements
distinct from consciousness: A rock may be given consciousness but may be
unrelated to those states or to many other states. But if the whole has been given
features such as experiencing pain and joy, such as losing its distinct existence
under certain conditions, such as changing the limited universe, then this means
that we have now a situation which contains the good and evil.
1.7.2.1.2

Elements of Goodness Exist.

Do you not see that Allah sends down rain from
the sky, and We produce thereby fruits of
varying colors? And in the mountains are tracts,
white and red of varying shades and [some]
extremely black.
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(Quran: 35/27)
This part shows that the elements of goodness exist and that they are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal.
Among the elements of goodness, ought to be truth (OTBT) has a distinct and
direct relation to goodness. Because that which the good behaviors of Allah and
of His creation satisfy in terms of goodness, is the ought to be truth of the
beings. Therefore, the focus in this respect will be given to OTBT.
Other elements of goodness which are the identity of the beings, knowledge,
free will power, consciousness, executive power are explained in detail
specifically under the relevant headings of this book.
The relevant line of thought is briefly as follows: There are elements of goodness
which are empirically and logically observed within the creatures in: (1) their
being the receiver of good deeds and/or (2) their doing good deeds. These are
not reducible to the spatiotemporal as opposed to the claims of the materialists.
The fashioning of the creatures as the receiver of good deeds; that their OTBTs
in this respect are satisfied; the good behaviors and the contingent properties of
the creation in doing good deeds which are not reducible to the spatiotemporal
demonstrate (in parallel with the need for self-sufficiency, unity, and allencompassing properties of the SSC), that these properties and good deeds are
originated and sustained by the SSC who is self-sufficiently good.
Since we are the human beings and part of the creation, and as we can also do
the necessary introspection along with our empirical observations and logical
tools, we will proceed mostly along the human beings who will be considered
as a sample of the creation in terms of goodness.
1179

Note that the following elements do not need to obtain all at the same time or
at the same layer for the existence of good. Because there are wholes at different
layers and in different nature. So, for example although pleasure and pain may
be elements and indicators of being in a good state, keeping the ring of a father
by his son, after the father has died in accordance with the wish of his father
may be a good deed toward this father, in accordance with the balance,
gratitude, the whole of the society, and structuring of the social relations, even
though the son will be alone on an island until he dies. Even though the son
may dislike the ring but keeps it as his father wished, Allah may be pleased with
his behavior.
However, according to the Quran, the tiniest good deed and evil deed will be
rewarded or punished, produce related pleasure or pain in the hereafter as noted
in the following verses; so, in this sense, all elements of good and evil will be
established ultimately even though in worldly terms they may not produce full
consequences:

And We place the scales of justice for the Day of
Resurrection, so no soul will be treated unjustly
at all. And if there is [even] the weight of a
mustard seed, We will bring it forth. And
sufficient are We as accountant.
(Quran: 21/47)
So whoever does an atom’s weight of good will
see it,
And whoever does an atom’s weight of evil will
1180

see it.
(Quran: 99/7-8)
The elements of good and evil happen for both the good doer and any
perpetrator. For example, the unity of the being, the structure of the being relate
to both the good doer and the perpetrator. However, though the elements apply
to all good and evil acts, in the worldly life, some elements may not obtain in
some respects. For example, in the above ring example, the son may not see a
recompense in this world for his good deed toward his father.
1.7.2.1.2.1
Contingent Sovereign Wholes as Subjects
and/or Objects of OTBTs Exist.

And the earth He laid [out] for the creatures.
Therein is fruit and palm trees having sheaths [of
dates]
And grain having husks and scented plants.
So which of the favors of your Lord would you
deny?
(Quran: 55/10-13)

When we say “Ali ought to pay Adem $100 for his service”, here, Ali is the
subject of the payment and the good deed, Adem is the object and the target,
paying $100 is the act of the ought to be truth (OTBT) related state.
Both the subject and object of a good deed are important, and in worldly terms,
there is at least a sovereign whole as an element as the doer of a good deed. If
we believe in the existence of good deeds, then we do believe that there are
doers of good deeds: If Ali makes his payment on time, if Adem gives his service
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perfectly, then they are both doers and receivers of good. If we accept this, yet
claim that they were not distinctly effective, and that the active things were only
their particles, and these two persons had no effect, then we will have
contradicted ourselves. If we claim that they were good although they were not
effective, then we can never effectively thank people, since they would be just a
powerless illusory image of their particles. Likewise, if we believe that way, then
people who would expect a good deed from us would be irrational, because even
I would not be believing in my own ability to make a difference; though,
according to the past trajectories of my particles they might expect some things
from me as an aggregate of those atoms.
On the other hand, they would know that I see them only as a bunch of
particles, so why would they expect me to do a favor to a bunch of particles?
The target of the good deed, is a key element. So, it is important to understand
the target of the good deed. A materialist view which reduces the sovereign
wholes to ambiguous ASBEs cannot have a consistent understanding of a good
deed.
Note that in Islam one target of a good deed is always Allah. Even someone
may say to a person who insults the sun because of the heat “do not insult, since
it is a creation of Allah”, and he may expect Allah be pleased with him for this.
This is just a side note, not an argument for the existence of Allah. Yet, the
existence of sovereign wholes at least as an element as the subject of a good
deed is an observed and introspected fact, hence an evidence for the existence
of an irreducible element of goodness sustained by the SSC.
A sovereign whole, is a whole which has distinct behaviors and/or powers which
cannot be explained and/or predicted fully by the behaviors and/or powers of
its parts and other things. The details about sovereign wholes are given in part
1.5.2.2.3.3.
The sovereign wholes are important in being an important element of goodness
and in being irreducible to the spatiotemporal. We as human beings are
obviously sovereign wholes irreducible to our particles; this is partially shown
below and in other related parts of this book. The irreducibility of the key
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elements of goodness to the spatiotemporal, demonstrates that the goodness is
also irreducible to the spatiotemporal; the irreducibility of the goodness to the
spatiotemporal demonstrates that the goodness is originated and sustained by a
self-sufficiently good.
For materialist atheists morals is based on selfishness, since morals is explained
only based on reductive evolution which says that only the fit which acts in
accordance with certain patterns/norms survives. Such patterns are considered
as the morals or basis of morals. On the other hand, such people have difficulty
if not impossibility in seeing the distinct reality of things at multiple levels,
hence there is no such distinct realities which may have value. Without
recognizing the reality of things at multiple levels, they would also have
difficulty in recognizing a sovereign reality above all things.
1.7.2.1.2.1.1

Unity and Identity of the Agent Exist.

If someone believes that he and his wills are no more than the bumping of
atoms, he cannot have a justification for having an intention to help the dog;
he does not recognize himself and the dog as distinct beings. And this corrupts
the intention fundamentally: Imagine a person P1 who believes that all his wills
are manipulated and driven by a person P2 who installed a chip in his brain; he
thinks that he cannot overcome P2 and whatever he wills is in fact the will of
P2, and whatever he wills will have no correlation with his own benefits, and it
will probably serve the benefit of P2. P1 will in any case reduce at least his
efforts for doing good deeds which cost himself, and for avoiding doing evil
deeds which cost him; since he is not the owner of the good deeds and of
avoiding bad deeds. He believes that he does not own his wills and deeds, that
he is like a slave of an owner who will seize whatever the slave will produce on
his own will; so, the slave does not have any reason to work hard to produce
freely any good.
The distinct unity and continuity of the agent is important and necessary for
1183

the distinct existence and identification of ought to be truths.
The distinct unity and identity of the agent or of the whole is important
regarding the whole’s being the actor and the receiver of goodness.
In a reductive approach, the continuity of the agent does not exist. Therefore
for example, the agent who did a good or evil deed does not exist the next
moment; the agent who deserves benefits or praise does not exist the next
moment; the agent who gets benefits or praise did not exist at the previous
moment. Consequently, in one way, even doing good becomes a source of some
injustice. The corresponding consequences arise for the evil people and evil
deeds.
The continuity and identity of the agent as an aspect of OTBT is explained in
part 1.7.2.1.2.1.
1.7.2.1.2.1.2

Structure of the Agent Exists.

Say: "Everyone acts according to his own
disposition: But your Lord knows best who it is
that is best guided on the Way."
(Quran: 17/84)
Each sovereign whole has a certain structure. In our context, the structure
means the whole of the set of structural elements which are contained and
normally do not change throughout the life of a sovereign whole and which
entail certain OTBTs. For example, as human beings we have arms, feet, fingers,
lungs. We do not normally change these throughout our life. While we are child
or young or old these structural elements may have different features.
Likewise we also have free will power which give us freedom, and other
properties. We can do whatever we want in a certain range but we also have
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other properties and a structure which produces ought to be states and truths.
These structures are created by Allah and we have to act accordingly but we can
choose not to act accordingly. For example, we need to breath air; so if someone
is being drowned, a person who sees it ought to try to save him by making him
get out of the water and enable him to breath normally. But if we had been
created like fish, then a good act would be to get a person on the land, back in
water. So, the structures created by Allah are directly related to the goodness.
A certain behavior may have implications for us and for others. It may be
consistent with our properties and structure given by Allah, or not. If it is in
harmony with those, then it will be consistent also with certain properties of
Allah as well like His fashioning and His goodness, hence His punishing and
rewarding. This way, the good is enforced. The implications in terms of
goodness arise based on the properties of Allah and properties given by Allah.
These implications are not defined by deterministic laws, but rather by
transcendent properties; they are not defined merely as "do x", but do by not
being arrogant and recognizing the greatness of Allah, considering that you are
just one of the creatures of Allah, considering that each one of Allah's creatures
has reality, rights, and value in the sight of Allah and in accordance with the
default power, properties, and system of Allah.
Orders of Allah for specific situations are moral codes for those situations and
they are examples by comparison for comparable situations and clarify the
values, system and intentions of Allah. The structures of the creation constitute
a stable basis for moral codes, and systematic changes. If we reject deliberately
fashioned structures, then those structures will be just approximations which
appeared randomly, and it would be difficult to find out any reason for why
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they should not disappear randomly. However, we know that at least we are not
approximations, and that we cannot doubt our distinct existence as human
beings, and the existence of our psychological, logical, biological, temporal,
spatial, moral structures, related components and connections between them.
Morals is distinctly effective. The effective existence of goodness relates to the
properties of Allah and is subject within certain layers to the free will power and
fashioning of Allah. He is one and He is near. So we all are connected like in a
family. Hence a consistent behavior with this reality will be morally acceptable
and produce ultimately good results . If there were allegedly many gods each
with its respective creation then each group would behave within itself without
all-encompassing morals. There would be no possibility to transcend and be
conscious of other groups.
However, the issue of structure here does not relate only to the contingent
structure and related unity in things; it also relates to the overall default unity,
framework, and structure necessitated by the default properties of the Creator:
If a person who inflicted evil to another person is punished, he would know
that what he did was wrong. But if he does something good because he learnt
he could suffer or diminish his well-being is not good enough. It will be selfish.
But if someone believes that there is a creator who gives favors without needing
anything in return, then this means that he has received some goodness, since
he can notice some good and favors done to him and others, while he does not
see the Bestower of these in a limited way and in spatial terms.
By recognizing the unity within the creation, and the creator-servant unitary
relationship, one might reach the real pleasure and experience of goodness.
Someone who has active goodness in himself can recognize the good. Someone
who does not have goodness in him, cannot recognize goodness and appreciate
it sufficiently. Someone who does not see these bigger aspects of goodness, will
have magnified the relative place of the allegedly evil things and will be unable
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to see the reasons which may underlie that which seems to be evil. The
transcendent aspects of the human beings enable them to see from these
perspectives.
The structure of the agent relates to many aspects of goodness as Allah has
many aspects of good. And the potential deficiencies in human beings
correspond to many aspects of evil. Hence, Allah may have given the human
beings potential of good in many respects, not only in one respect.
Allah gave us a structure and He created us within an environment related to
our structure.
He is self sufficient and as a result of His self sufficiency in any case we need
Him in order to exist. He is not making us need things and then give what we
need. Our need and His sustaining is indispensable and a logical necessity. So
when He makes us exist He gives to us. But He could just make us exist like a
stone or just make us have a mere high degree of consciousness. But He gave
us a structure. And as part of this structure to be sustained through our initiative
He also gave us pleasure and pain abilities as means to detect whether we are
in good shape.
And He may give degrees of pleasure and pain, which may correspond at the
ultimate layer to our goodness and evilness; these are in accordance with default
relationship of Allah’s being pleased with the good, and displeased with the evil.
Also, He gave us the ability to extend these favors to other creation. And there
are rules in different contexts to extend the favors. Also what He creates has a
value since it reflects the positive aspect of being subject to His attention. He
also enabled us to block His favors or to inflict pain. He also established a
balance, rules, and ought to be truths as opposed to what is. He gave us free
will by which we may comply with the OTBT or divert from it. He set priorities
and degrees.
Pain and pleasure are indicators which show and communicate whether the
agent is upon an ought to be state or not. They may be in different degrees as
big and small, temporary and permanent indicators. They may also be
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misleading if we do not notice whether they are related to a low degree or high
degree, to temporary states or to permanent states…
The structure of the agent and the position of the agent within the overall
default structure entailed by the default properties of Allah relate to the ought
to be truth and ought to be states of the agent. Hence, in the next part, we will
examine the ought to be truths and states of the agent.
1.7.2.1.2.2

Ought to be Truths (OTBT) Exist

As human beings we ought to eat, drink, we ought to have moral rules, we
ought to comply with those rules. Not only we have ought to be truths, but also
the ought to be truths are fulfilled: We can get food, drink; we can comply with
the moral rules.
Ought to be truth (OTBT) represents the objectively and truly optimal general
or partial aspect that ought to be, in accordance with the structure, design,
benefits, and implications of a whole.
Ought not to be truths are included in OTBTs in the terms of this book. It is
considered as a matter of wording in different ways. For example, “one ought
not to be ignorant” is a different wording of “one ought to have knowledge”.
OTBT related state (ORS) means a state which is relevant to an OTBT. OTBTcompliant state (OCS) means a state which is favorable for an OTBT. OTBT
non-compliant state (ONCS) means a state which is against an OTBT.
These are not only within the realm of the living things for the continuation of
species, but also a river, a mountain, a specific star, a galaxy also have their
ought to be truths for the continuation of their existence: The rivers need the
rain and the mountains for their existence; the water and the mountains need
atoms for their existence…
Distinctly from what is entailed by the behavior of our particles, we ought to
eat, drink, have families, love our family members, respect our society and
humanity, we ought to be just, we ought to avoid wasting natural resources, we
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ought to avoid having harmful substances… The quality of the creation of the
ought to be truths and their fulfillment can be summarized in the adjective
“good”. These are not reducible to the movements of particles.
Regarding the creation, an ought to be is in accordance with the structure that
“Allah” has fashioned. Yet, the fashioning of Allah is in accordance with His
default properties which are in a certain relationship with His default
preferences: For example, He is pleased with the good deeds, and He explains
in the Quran that He will make the good be pleased with His favors as we see
in the following verse:

Is the reward for good [anything] but good?
(Quran: 55/60)

A structure may have the non-separable component of ought to be truths.
Ought to be truth is irreducible to the spatiotemporal low layer elements. There
is neither good nor evil if we do not take into account the SSC who gives a
dimension of an ought to be.
According to materialism, there is no room for an “ought to be”: Our particles
just move as they “have to” move, and we are no more than them; any alleged
non-reductive materialism cannot claim consistently bringing in anything on
top of the material which is distinctly effective. We cannot say that “something
which ought not to be” happened. An emergent ought to be according to
materialism can at best be something epiphenomenal, distinctly ineffective, and
epistemological; hence, such an emergent “ought to be” cannot be taken into
account by anybody and produce any changes in the limited universe, since,
materialist approach adopts a causal closure where all things behave in
accordance with the laws of physics.
But according to Islam, we can say “he ought not to have stolen”; “he ought not
to have killed”; “he ought to have saved the poor dog”; “he ought to have helped
the poor”… What is entailed by our distinct whole may be different than what
is entailed by the distinct existence of the particles, and our free will power can
be exercised to make our whole override the particles.
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Likewise, the earth, the rivers, the water might not have been created; however,
according to a divine plan they became subject to “ought to be”. When the
creation have been decreed and created, there have been the ought to be truths
and these truths have been fulfilled to a certain extent. However, as the “ought
to be” considerations require a high degree of introspection, because we are not
able to introspect putting on the hat of a river or of the earth, we have to limit
these considerations to human beings and to a certain extent to living things,
even though the goodness of Allah extends over the earth, rivers…
However, as we see in the following verse which mentions the command of
Allah to the celestial bodies, we can understand that according to the Quranic
teaching, the events in the physical world also relate to “ought to be” states and
laws:

So He completed them as seven firmaments in
two Days, and He assigned to each heaven its
duty and command. And We adorned the lower
heaven with lights, and (provided it) with guard.
Such is the Decree of (Him) the Exalted in
Might, Full of Knowledge.
(Quran: 41/12)

In this part, we will see our ought to be truths, their creation, their related states,
and the need for not only their creator but also for the one who supplies what
is necessary for the fulfillment of our ought to be truths. The existence of beings
with pleasure, pain, love, hate, fear, hope show us that there is not only that
which is, but also that which ought to be. And that which ought to be has
testable effects upon the limited universe which are not reducible to the behavior
of particles.
The creation of that which ought to be, and its fulfilment as facts irreducible to
the spatiotemporal and as related to the other properties of the SSC show us
that the SSC has a property of goodness as well. However, the power of the SSC
to give to his creation free will power so as to negate what ought to be, may
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cause the existence of some states which look evil from some perspectives; yet
as we will see, the unity, consistency, fearlessness, self-sufficiency, allencompassing of the SSC will enable the SSC to subjugate any actualized evil
to the actual good.
1.7.2.1.2.2.1

OTBTs of the Agent Exist.

For each [religious following] is a direction
toward which it faces. So race to [all that is]
good. Wherever you may be, Allah will bring you
forth [for judgement] all together. Indeed, Allah
is over all things competent.
(Quran: 2/148)

The distinct reality of an agent entails OTBTs for the agent that are distinct
than and free from the OTBTs of parts and of other things.
If we reject the OTBT, then all there is “that which happens”. That which
“ought to be” and that which “ought not to be” become useless and ineffective.
However, that which ought to be is an indispensable part of our lives and of
our actions.
OTBT relates to our transcendence, existence, power, consciousness, and the
existence of multiple states that are transcended: At the root level, even if there
are multiple states which are equal, to experience one or more makes a
difference.
OTBT comprises also the ultimately beneficial goals in harmony with the design
of the agent. OTBT of the agent, are those OTBTs that the agent must try to
find out and aim in harmony with his capacity.
If the agent has distinct powers, effects, goals, and needs of his own, then these
are not reducible to other things. This means that the agent does certain things
that his parts or past are unable to do.
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In some situations, we may be indifferent regarding the alternatives upon which
we exercise our free will power. We may be indifferent to eating the red candy
or white candy.
Ought to be truth (OTBT) of the beings is the distinctly and specifically related
element of goodness. Other elements of goodness may be related to other
properties of Allah equally or at a higher degree; but OTBT is directly related
to His goodness.
The OTBTs are distinctly, irreducibly, and effectively real. Anyone will want
that everybody behaves to him in accordance with his OTBTs in any case. For
example, a human being needs food, and if there is problem in this respect, then
there will be protests against the political party in power.
Do ought to be truths exist, are they real and effective, or are they illusions and
epiphenomenal? What are its indicators? What are its elements?
After all, if they are illusory and we are no more than particles bumping one
onto other, then any seemingly ought to be truth is not different than the
trajectories, positions, and bumping of particles one onto other.
There are fulfilled ought to be truth states in the limited universe:

It is Allah who created the heavens and the earth
and sent down rain from the sky and produced
thereby some fruits as provision for you and
subjected for you the ships to sail through the sea
by His command and subjected for you the
rivers.
And He subjected for you the sun and the moon,
continuous [in orbit], and subjected for you the
night and the day.
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And He gave you from all you asked of Him.
And if you should count the favor of Allah, you
could not enumerate them. Indeed, mankind is
[generally] most unjust and ungrateful.
(Quran: 14/32-34)
The light, the air, the water… All of those things serve the fulfillment of our
ought to be truths.
Those ought to be truth states and their fulfilment cannot happen selfsufficiently and there is a self-sufficient cause for those states as explained in
part 1.1. Their self-sufficient cause has properties of Allah.
In this systematic and when we take into account the properties of the structure
of the agents, the good and evil produce precise effects hence they become true
from all sides, and testable in many ways.
Allah creates OTBTs and whatever happens is entailed by the OTBTs, though
not necessarily the OTBTs of a specific layer or of a specific kind of whole.
However, this does not mean that when an event causes an OTBT-compliant
state of a whole, it would not cause in the same time an OTBT-non-compliant
state of another whole. As indicated earlier, OTBTs cover also the laws of nature.
As anything we know scientifically, we know also that there is right and wrong
because the person is real, pleasure and pain are real, free will power is real and
effective. So these are not reducible to the particles. Hence they need a selfsufficient cause. The skeptic may say that the ought to be truths and related
moral rights and wrongs do not exist or that they are not distinctly effective. If
he says that they exist but without the self-sufficient cause who self-sufficiently
sustains them, then he needs to explain them with an irreducible cause, since
they would not reducible to the movements of particles. If the materialist claims
that they are reducible to the movements of particles, then he must not protest
against an unjust behavior.
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One may say that using the benefits and harms as the ought to be truths is a
consequentialist approach and does not lead to truth. However it is not a
consequentialist approach because we experience their effects directly like we
experience the effects of rocks, atoms, and earth. Seeing through our eyeballs is
not in a privileged status. When an OTBT-non-compliant state happens we feel
pain, when an OTBT-compliant state happens we feel pleasure; and we try to
do what pleasure and pain entail. These are testable. If the opposite happens,
such as if someone whose hand is burnt does not feel any pain or feels joy, or
if someone does not try to prevent such a burn, or if someone tries to burn his
hand, we say that there is an abnormal situation. Note that this is different than
feeling pain or pleasure indifferently from our structure and OTBT related state;
the fact of merely feeling pleasure and pain which relates to consciousness and
qualia is examined in respect to consciousness in part 1.7.2.1.2.2.2.7; here we
examine them in respect to the OTBT.
On the other hand, one may say that these correlations developed through
reductive evolution. But this is not a good explanation, because if they are
reducible to particles, then they do not have any distinct effect so as to influence
reductive evolution or be caused by it. If they are not reducible to them then
their source is something other than particles; and yet that source transcends
and engineers the unity between the particles and those feelings.
On top of the above, the testable facts about the OTBT enable us to find out its
elements, and these elements lead us to certain acts of Allah and finally to His
properties which are the default, pure, and ultimate properties at the foundation
of the goodness and all else that exist.
Question 127.
How can we get an 'ought' from 'is'? We simply observe physical/
spatiotemporal events in the limited universe.
Answer 127.
The question is based on the assumption that the reductive physicalism is true.
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However, as demonstrated in part 1.1.2.2.1, reductive physicalism is
unsubstantiated and false.
The 'is' in fact is not an absolute 'is', it is simply an 'ought' according to the low
layer wholes which may be changed. For example if we do not act according to
hygiene and medicine then the OTBT of bacteria and chemicals will happen or
if we do not get protection against animals then their OTBT will happen or the
OTBT of atoms and electrons will happen. As noted earlier we are in a
command based universe.
But there are degrees of qualifications in terms of knowledge, wisdom, and so
on; and the human beings are at a higher degree in these respects, hence in
these respects they must prevail over lower OTBTs. For example if we do not
get and improve knowledge, then there will be more diseases in accordance with
the OTBTs of low level knowledge and capacity, or if we do not improve our
legal systems and enforce laws effectively, then there will be low level ineffective
OTBTs at the individual level where people will try to get their undeveloped
OTBTs in primitive ways and OTBT compliant states will be primitive.
The “ought” and “is” related to human beings may diverge. Our “is” may be
without the contribution of knowledge and wisdom. The human being has
knowledge and is given the capacity to contribute to the improvement of the
universe. Some relative defects exist in the world but this is compensated with
the power of human being as the vicegerent of Allah; the human being is
empowered in this respect. He can do his vicegerency by doing good deeds, by
reducing the difference and the divergence between the is and ought.
Our OTBTs are intertwined with other OTBTs: We have cells in our bodies
which fight some harmful organisms while as a whole we work, we target other
things. While we do the latter, we are part of the earth and we and our atoms
contribute to the rotation of the earth…
While our distinct targets may comply with the behavior of our parts or the
wholes that we constitute, they may also diverge. A natural event we are part of
may cause our premature destruction; or the behavior of our part may cause a
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great pain on us. In these examples, we see that there are both “is” and “ought
to be” in the same time: the earth rotates, the storms form, a natural disaster
happens, a cell mutates, we breathe… These are “is” statements. However, if the
breathing of a child is stopped by death caused by a big storm, we see that the
“is breathing” of the child is interrupted. Yet the free will power of the child,
his parents, and his society, and beauty of life “might” cause together the
continuation of his “is breathing”. Therefore, he is not condemned to the slavery
of the spatiotemporal events. There are more than one “really possible” paths
in front of him: Some of these paths are better than some other paths. Hence,
once we recognize the distinct reality of his being and his powers, then we can
say for example that the other possible path ought to have happened.
Therefore, the “is” is a coercively limiting factor only if we presume that there
is only the path of the particles or allegedly self-sufficient spatiotemporal bottom
elements (ASBE), and that no other whole has a power to divert from the
allegedly deterministic paths of the ASBEs. If we set aside this false presumption,
then there are many alternatives, and we have at least some power to select that
which we want to be actualized.
There are different sovereign wholes at different layers who have degrees of
freedom and whose OTBTs are different. Therefore other wholes may have
caused an actual state of a specific whole so that that actual state has diverged
from the OTBT-compliant state of that whole. Every sovereign whole may have
actual paths which diverge from their OTBT-compliant states, but they have the
power to some extent to remove or reduce these divergences.
Since the reductive physicalism and determinism are unsubstantiated and false
as explained in part 1.1.2.2.1 and part 1.6.2.1.1.1, if we do not have the irrational
presuppositions related to them, it will be easy to understand how the “ought”
exists as an ontological reality.
Question 128.
Maybe there is no good, evil, or morals. Maybe they are just illusions. So, why
would we care for them?
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Answer 128.
Firstly, even if they were illusions, the idea of divergence between what is and
what ought to be would be true as an illusion, and the illusion would truly exist
as an illusion. Note that even though some materialists may claim that the ought
to be truths (OTBT) are no more than illusions, they will not be even convincing
about the possibility of getting the “illusory” existence of the OTBTs, since an
illusion has in any case an “aboutness” which is totally impossible to get from
the movements of particles to which the sovereign wholes are allegedly reducible
according to materialism.
Secondly, all people will act in accordance with what his OTBT entails,
especially if he is a victim under someone who breaches his OTBT. So, what
reconciles the contradiction of a person who both claims that his OTBT must
be respected against a perpetrator, and argues in an intellectual debate that the
OTBT is not real? The materialist may say “when I am victim, it is my particles
which react like that irrationally, but when I debate, it is my intellect”;
obviously, this alternation in the explanation is totally arbitrary and
unreasonable.
If good and evil are just illusions, then no person should refrain from doing any
act as long as it is beneficial for him and there is no risk of being caught.
However, at least in some situations, we may say that there is an undeniable
OTBT-compliant state: Let us imagine that a person is tortured. The victim is a
materialist who believes that the pain he undergoes has nothing to do with any
OTBT: Through reductive evolution, his body was structured so that he survives
and all the screeching of the victim is just particles which bump one onto
another and which constitute his body. Then his saying “This torture ought to
be stopped” would also be only the result of the bumping of particles one onto
other which will enable his survival166. But when he sees that the pain is
Even though it is also impossible to rationally ascribe an
effectiveness to the OTBT upon the survival, since, then the OTBT
would not be illusory.
166
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unbearable beyond a certain point, and will be permanent, he begs sincerely
for his being killed; and this way he negates himself, since if pain existed just to
enhance survival, then it had to never cause him wish death. There are
references to similar situations in the Quran as in the following verse:

Indeed, We have warned you of a near
punishment on the Day when a man will observe
what his hands have put forth and the disbeliever
will say, "Oh, I wish that I were dust!"
(Quran: 78/40)

Now at this stage, he may be believing that his begging for death is no more
than an “anomaly against the reductive evolution” which “ought not” to have
happened. Hence, in any case, the denial of the ought to be truth and related
states produce contradictions.
There are better and worse states as underlined in the following verses:
Not equal are the blind and the seeing,
Nor are the darknesses and the light,
Nor are the shade and the heat,
And not equal are the living and the dead. Indeed, Allah causes to hear whom
He wills, but (O Muhammad) you cannot make hear those in the graves.
(Quran : 35/19-22)
The implications of states depend on the conditions: Light is good, but beyond
a limit, it may be bad, and shadow may be better. Life is good but under big
pain death may be better. But the thing which is obvious is that there are in any
case OTBT related states. This shows that ought to be may happen or not.
The actualization of ought to be truth (OTBT) related states matter and have
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implications. These implications may be pain, pleasure, survival, values like
justice, equality, mutual feelings like love, balance…
1.7.2.1.2.2.1.1

Pleasure and Pain Exist.

They will swear to you that you may be pleased with them; but if you are pleased
with them, yet surely Allah is not pleased with the transgressing people.
(Quran: 9/96)
And the first forerunners [in the faith] among the Muhajireen (those who
migrated from Makkah to Al-Madinah) and the Ansar (the supporters who gave
them refuge) and those who followed them with good conduct Allah is pleased
with them and they are pleased with Him, and He has prepared for them
gardens beneath which rivers flow, wherein they will abide forever. That is the
great attainment.
(Quran: 9/100)
The existence of pleasure and pain, their engineering as part of the OTBT of
the being and his survival, the logic which leads us to the conclusion that
pleasure and pain cannot be but originating from the default properties of the
self-sufficient shows us that the SSC has this component of goodness selfsufficiently.
The reader should recall at this point that this book does not say that certain
things are irreducible to particles, so we do not understand them, therefore there
is God. Rather, it demonstrates the connections and unities between things and
then leads to the truth that all those things are transcended and built by a SSC.
In this respect, the pain and pleasure that we experience are not reducible to
the bumping of particles. Hence, we will now see the irreducible good, the
irreducible pain and pleasure, how they are connected, and in which sense they
are sustained.
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1.7.2.1.2.2.1.1.1
of the OTBT

Pleasure and Pain are not the Only Indicators

And it is not your wealth or your children that
bring you nearer to Us in position, but it is [by
being] one who has believed and done
righteousness. For them there will be the double
reward for what they did, and they will be in the
upper chambers [of Paradise], safe [and secure].
(Quran: 34/37)
Note that an actual well-being, pleasure and pain are not the only relevant
things for the OTBT or goodness. For example, causing a risk about them may
also be in and of itself good or evil. The following verse underlines this point:

Say, "Have you considered: if the Quran is from
Allah and you disbelieved in it, who would be
more astray than one who is in extreme
dissension?"
(Quran: 41/52)
Or for example, an unjust killer on an island who kills the only other person
on that island needs to be punished even though he cannot harm anyone else.
In this example, there is also the need for balance as it relates to goodness; yet,
neither maximization of well-being nor the balance in the physical world as the
claimed total charge in the limited universe being balanced are the only
indicators of goodness. A materialist who does not have any room for an
effective concept of “balance”, may say that if there is nobody the killer may
harm, once he has killed the other person, there is no need to punish him; if
1200

this is “true” at all times, then he had to say this before he killed the other
person as well; hence, if two persons are stuck on an island, if the person P1
does not need the other person P2, there would be exactly nothing wrong in
P1’s killing P2; furthermore, if P2 causes a slightest disturbance for P1, then the
good thing to do would be P1’s killing P2 if P1 is also a moral relativist or
subjectivist who values only his own well-being.
There can be many examples of unjust behavior where total well-being or
pleasure experienced by the creation remains the same upon an evil act. So total
well-being or pleasure or pain, in and of itself, cannot be the overall criterion
for good and evil. There are many criteria for good and evil. But certainly they
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal.
1.7.2.1.2.2.1.1.2 Pleasure and Pain are not Reducible to the
Mechanisms Related the Survival of the Fittest
Pleasure and pain are not epiphenomenal, illusory, and reducible to the survival.
Pleasure and pain are not meaningful if they are reached for an infinitesimally
small moment. To be meaningful, they need to last for a duration. On the other
hand, a pleasure which would result in self-destruction would not be a really
good thing. Or if a self-destruction would cause a mere pleasure, would we call
this self-destruction good? However, though the goodness entails a harmonious
togetherness of pleasure and continuation/ survival, pleasure is not reducible to
survival.
According to materialism well-being or pleasure cannot be a true and distinctly
effective element of morals or goodness because at best they can be
epiphenomenal or illusory. Because the materialist believes in the reducibility
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to matter. So, pleasure and pain can be at best like free will in compatibilism:
in compatibilism, free will does not have any effect on what happens, it is just
called free will, though free will does not contain any real freedom at all. Even
considering that well-being or pleasure can be only an illusory element of good
is quite inconsistent with the overall framework of materialism, since it only
recognizes the spatiotemporal entities and events which cause one another.
Some of those who believe in reductive evolution believe that pleasure and pain
are reducible to the survival and they are just tools which are instrumental in
survival. Some of the believers in reductive evolution believe that they are not
instrumental upon the reductive evolution at all and that they are
epiphenomenal and illusory, and that the survival and related natural selection
and fitness are the only effective realities.
For such, survival is the highest conceivable result which is relevant for living
things.
As explained in part 1.4.2.2.8, reductive evolution is wrong. Hence, there is no
self-sufficient survival.
If materialism, reductive physicalism, determinism or indeterminism were true,
then an animal might feel joy while being eaten by a lion. If the spatiotemporal
movements happen according to those views, and if pain and joy were
epiphenomenal, then there would be no reason for example for the overlapping
of pain with events that are against survival.
If there were things which would feel pleasure by being eaten by a lion, and if
pleasure is effective, then they would go extinct; if there were lions which would
feel pain by eating animals then these lions also would go extinct. Therefore,
pain and joy in any case are effective. So, either through holistic evolution or
through other ways, pain and joy are associated with the spatiotemporal. If not,
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then we would be seeing lions which would feel pain by normal eating, and
animals which would feel joy by being normally eaten.
So if pain and joy are ineffective and reducible to the spatiotemporal, then there
would be animals enjoying being eaten; if they are distinctly effective, then they
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Then pleasure and pain are some of the
elements of the OTBT: if they are appropriately fulfilled then this complies with
their transcendent truths. There is some correlation with the survivability and
the pain and joy; if pain and joy had randomly emerged, then there would be
no reason for their being mostly compliant with survivability of certain beings
in a way that pleasure overlaps with survival, and pain overlaps with extinction;
the spatiotemporal would happen, particles would bump one onto other in any
case. So, they are unified and harmonized such that pain and pleasure are
distinctly effective.
A question may arise: “Why then there are some disorders such as the drug
addicts having pleasure from drugs?” As noted earlier, the OTBTs do not relate
to only human beings; there are other OTBTs related to other things such as
the laws of physics or our cells or other parts of our bodies. For the SSC, there
are many sovereign wholes with many OTBTs at many layers which interact
with the OTBTs of the agent or which may be parts of the OTBTs of the agent;
the SSC is not a human being, Allah is the God of sovereign wholes at all layers.
For Allah, the human beings do not have such a special status to override all
other things; and Allah sustains all things and distributes His favors in a balance
and as He wishes. The following verse is an example in this respect:

There is not an animal (that lives) on the earth,
nor a being that flies on its wings, but (forms
part of) communities like you. Nothing have we
omitted from the Book, and they (all) shall be
gathered to their Lord in the end.
(Quran: 6/38)
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The issue may sound confusing especially when we consider the pleasures which
lead to destruction such as drug or alcohol addiction, love of wealth even
through illegal ways, or the joy of killing someone unjustly out of anger…; or
when we consider the pain of working to be successful which may lead to failure
in the exams. We enjoy eating and if we had not enjoyed it, we might forget
about eating; we enjoy walking and being with friends without which we would
lose our physiological or psychological health.
On the other hand, as we see in the above verses, continuity of the ultimate
good or evil is a key aspect for both of them. If pain and pleasure were reducible
to survival, then ending the life of the evil might be resulting in the destruction
of evil, but also the ending of the good would be the destruction of the good;
hence, both the good and the evil would have the same end. According to Islam,
good and evil are reducible neither to only pleasure and pain, nor to only
worldly survival; hence, there are consequences at a higher degree where there
will be a just result as noted in the following verse:

Or should we treat those who believe and do
righteous deeds like corrupters in the land? Or
should We treat those who fear Allah like the
wicked?
(Quran: 38/28)
Obviously, to be faced with such a judgment and potential sanctions is a great
risk; however, Allah knows better than us and He has the right to establish His
will.
Yet, as we see in the following verse, the nature of human being is prone to
taking that risk:

Indeed, we offered the Trust to the heavens and
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the earth and the mountains, and they declined
to bear it and feared it; but man [undertook to]
bear it. Indeed, he was unjust and ignorant.
(Quran: 33/72)
One might ask which man is the man mentioned in the verse. Obviously, this
is not a specific man. Maybe there is a sovereign whole or a metaphorical
representative of the human beings above human beings and the message is
communicated to it, and it took the trust without binding any human being in
a specific direction of good and evil, since taking the trust would not be good
or evil in and of itself. This is just an idea that may come to mind at first sight;
Allah knows best. However, we clearly observe that there are allegedly infallible
atheists who demonstrate by fighting God continuously, that the human being
can challenge Allah and be arrogant enough to take this challenge; some may
also admit that they are fallible, yet they take the risk anyway. We see for
example that there are almost no atheist who has a positive argument against
the existence of God, yet there are atheists who, although not obliged, are selfrecruited to destroy belief in God while they recognize that there is some
probability for their punishment. This shows that the human nature is willfully
open to any kind of knowledge and experience even if it entails the risk of being
the very evil and experiencing the evil in all of its dimensions.
The points in this book demonstrate the irrationality of the enterprise against
Allah which is conducted by those against Allah and that the human nature is
such that to take willfully such a challenge. Courage and curiosity is a good
thing but to exercise it beyond certain limits may turn out to be too dangerous
and harmful for some. Yet in any case the whole of humanity will have
experienced a great amount of truths and learnt great things by experience.
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Ending survival and ending the pleasure may be a constraint and an unwanted
thing for the good as we see in the following verse where we see that there are
pleasures which are not wanted to come to an end:

Indeed, those who have believed and done
righteous deeds they will have the Gardens of
Paradise as a lodging,
Wherein they abide eternally. They will not
desire from it any transfer.
(Quran: 18/107-108)
1.7.2.1.2.2.1.1.3 The Relationship Between the Contingent
Pleasure and Pain and their Source
While pleasure and pain are elements of goodness directly related to the OTBT
of the agent in a contingent way, they are also related to the ultimate and default
goodness in a default way. In this part we will see how these two aspects of
pleasure and pain are related; and afterwards we will examine the default and
fundamental truth, OTBT and their relationships to the pleasure and pain.
Is pleasure and pain a non-separable aspect of the truth, or is it a contingent
thing ascribed to some true states? Can we take them as criteria to determine
what is good and what is evil, what ought to be and what ought not to be? Are
they just accidental things? Are they just epiphenomenal? Are they just
emergent emotions which have nothing to do with whether something is true
or not, whether something ought to be or not?
As we see in the following verse, pain and pleasure have certain contingent
aspects regarding the things fashioned by Allah:

Beautified for people is the love of that which
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they desire of women and sons, heaped-up sums
of gold and silver, fine branded horses, and cattle
and tilled land. That is the enjoyment of worldly
life, but Allah has with Him the best return.
(Quran: 3/14)
Though Allah is the self-sufficient and default source of pleasure, in His creation
they do not exist self-sufficiently and by default. Hence it is an element of
fashioning regarding the creation, although Allah has it self-sufficiently. Also,
regarding Allah’s loving things which deserve being loved by default, it relates
to some default truths which overlap with the default non-separable relation
between good things and the related pleasure of Allah. The similar is applicable
to the pain with the difference that for Allah and for the default, the error and
evil do not exist by default or actualize at the layer of Allah.
Although pleasure and pain may be contingently connected to the good and evil
in this world in some non-systematic way, in the ultimate sense, in regards to
the default properties of Allah and at the highest and ultimate degree, the
pleasure of Allah has a default connection with the default and unchanging
properties of Allah such as goodness, unity, truth, peace, purity, and eternity.
The anger and dislike of Allah have a connection with the willful error which
may contingently arise based on His creative power and His ability to give free
will power to His creation. On the other hand, in respect to the responsible
creation, at the higher layer, the pleasure is twinned with the good creation and
acts, and the suffering is twinned with the evil creation and acts in parallel with
the default connection between the pleasure of Allah and His default properties
mentioned above.
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1.7.2.1.2.2.1.1.4

Continuity of the Pleasure and Pain.

They ask you about intoxicants and games of
chance. Say: In both of them there is a great sin
and benefits for men, and their sin is greater than
their benefit. And they ask you as to what they
should spend (in Allah's cause). Say: What you
can spare. Thus does Allah make clear to you the
communications, that you may ponder.
(Quran: 2/219)
The sustainability of pleasure and pain, which is also related to the unity,
identity, and sustainability of the beings shows us that the SSC has this
component of goodness.
While pleasure and pain relate to the wellness of “being”, survival relates to the
“continuation” of the sovereign whole. It also relates to the health, balance,
consistency of the being in this respect independently of how he feels about it.
Obviously, the success is not only a momentary realization of a good OTBTcompliant state, but also its sustainability and continuation. As we see in the
following verse, Allah associates beneficial things with continuation:

He sends down from the sky, rain, and valleys
flow according to their capacity, and the torrent
carries a rising foam. And from that [ore] which
they heat in the fire, desiring adornments and
utensils, is a foam like it. Thus Allah presents
[the example of] truth and falsehood. As for the
foam, it vanishes, [being] cast off; but as for that
which benefits the people, it remains on the
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earth. Thus does Allah present examples.
(Quran: 13/17)
In parallel with this, we observe that all life forms try to have sustainability of a
good state as individuals and species; an important term in biology in this
respect is survival.
Therefore, an element of the ought to be truth of a human being in terms of
well-being is the continuation of pleasure and ending of pain. We try to end
pain which is against our structure and maximize pleasure which is compliant
with our structure. We try to continue unity, consistency, and harmony.
The opposite of the ought to be truth of a human being in terms of well-being
is the ending of pleasure and continuation of pain.
So, for example, if a person contributes to the continuation of the OTBTcompliant state in other words to the well-being of his child, , then he is
actualizing an aspect of a good deed.
However, no matter how long we live in this limited universe, good and evil of
this world are temporary and they are meaningful in their instrumentality and
they are not sustainable in this world as quoted from a righteous person, in the
following verse:

“My people, this worldly life is only the means
(to an end), but the hereafter is the abode of
stability.”
(Quran: 40/39)
Hence, the absence of sustainability of some OTBT-compliant related states in
this world, disqualifies them as the ultimate good and evil.
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So, while pleasure contributes to the good state and pain contributes to the evil
state, continuation and sustainability contribute to both states. Continuation
and sustainability at least in the dimensions of the contingent beings, are subelements of the ultimate good and evil.
The ultimate good and evil in respect to the creation will be actualized
respectively in those who will stay in pleasure and those who will stay in pain
as we see in the following verses:

The Day He will assemble you for the Day of
Assembly that is the Day of Deprivation. And
whoever believes in Allah and does righteousness
He will remove from him his misdeeds and admit
him to gardens beneath which rivers flow,
wherein they will abide forever. That is the great
success.
(Quran: 64/9)
Indeed, Allah has cursed the disbelievers and
prepared for them a Blaze.
Abiding therein forever, they will not find a
protector or a helper.167
Note that there are conditions for this such as being sufficiently
exposed to the message of Allah as explained in the following verse:
Whoever is guided is only guided for [the benefit of] his soul. And
whoever errs only errs against it. And no bearer of burdens will bear
the burden of another. And never would We punish until We sent a
messenger.
(Quran: 17/15)
167
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(Quran: 33/64-65)
So, while both survive, in terms of pleasure and pain there is differentiation.
Immoral acts against Allah do not affect His well-being.
The vulnerability of the human being which is common with all creation, and
the subjugation of the human being to the power and sustenance of Allah, are
related to ultimate morality and goodness. There are variable states which
depend on the structure of the agent which changes, and there are states that
depend on God Who does not change. The structures that change depend on
Allah. Morality is connected to Allah and His unchanging properties. We are
servants and have needs from others who also have needs, so all of us need
Allah in order to be and to comply with the truth and goodness.
The continuation of pleasure and pain is not an accidental happening. It relates
to the default power’s eternity, continuity, transcendence, and self-sufficiency.
On the other hand, the existence of continuity is sustained by the SSC. A
pleasure or pain with zero extension in time is non-existent. So, not only the
continuation of the agent, but also the continuation of the state of pleasure or
pain are also related to these properties of Allah.
Also the good deed continues to be known forever by Allah.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2

OTBTs Beyond the Agent

An important question in ethics is how do we go from “is” to “ought”. For
example, if a poor person eats healthy food, then he will be healthy, if he is
healthy he will survive. But these are “is” statements. If the end point within
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the chain of articulated relationships is survival, then we can say if he eats
healthy food he survives; or we can say that he ought to eat healthy food in
order to survive; but how can we say that he ought to survive? If we cannot say
that he ought to survive, then the ought statement in the example becomes an
“is” statement again.
One may say that he ought to survive according to his judgment; then this
becomes a relative judgment unless he shows a reason for survival. Anyway, it
is possible to have a relative ought, and end the chain at an arbitrary and
contingent point; but since it is contingently subjective, its reason will be neither
true nor false reason. On the other hand, if we accept that there is an infinite
regress of reasons, this means that no reason is an independent, self-sufficient
hence real reason. However, if there is self-sufficiently Wise with an ultimate
and objective reason and with all-encompassing properties which cannot change
and cannot be otherwise, then we can say that the immediate reason is a true
reason based on the reason of the self-sufficiently Wise which overlaps with His
default and unchanging properties.
If I do exist, this is a truth which is all-encompassing: If someone at the edge of
the universe says about me that I do not exist, then he is wrong. If he wants to
behave in accordance with the truth, then he “ought” to behave in accordance
with my existence. Likewise, if there is Allah whose unchanging, allencompassing properties entail certain acts, then any agent ought to act in
accordance with these properties. If there are no such properties, then either (1)
there will be no basis for an OTBT or (2) there will be many bases for an OTBT.
If (1), then there will be no basis for an OTBT and hence no OTBT. If (2), then
none of the bases will be a basis for an OTBT, since other one of the other bases
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may also be taken as a basis, hence none of the bases will have a OTBT related
status: For example, if a person ought to kill an innocent child according to one
basis, and if he ought to save him according to another basis, then he can take
any one of the actions equally; in other words, he is not obliged (he ought not)
to take a specific one of them (in order to be good, in order to comply with
morals); likewise he is not obliged (he ought not) to avoid committing a specific
one of them. This shows the need for a unitary and unchanging basis for the
existence of goodness and of morals. If there is no such basis, neither goodness
nor morals exist. Hence, if we believe that they exist, then we have to believe
that there is such a basis.
There is no logical necessity for the survival of a contingent being. The survival
in and of itself, may ultimately be good or not, later it may be approved or
regretted even by that contingent being depending on certain other things.
However, if there is a necessary being with necessary properties such as unity,
self-sufficiency, balance, hence beneficence, then there may be at least some
necessarily good states; and then we can say that there are different implications
of these necessarily good states, hence, there may be a list of priorities based on
these.
In Islam, the end goal from the perspective of the servants, is the approval and
pleasure of the all-Knower Allah and the pleasure of the agent as explained in
the following verse:

Allah will say, "This is the Day when the truthful
will benefit from their truthfulness." For them
are gardens [in Paradise] beneath which rivers
flow, wherein they will abide forever, Allah being
1213

pleased with them, and they with Him. That is
the great success.
(Quran: 5/119)
This pleasure is accompanied with the unity and harmony of the servant with
the truth, with his internal structure, and with his environment.
In order to rationally claim the existence of goodness, we need to know an
OTBT-related state and another relevant OTBT-related state. The latter state
must be objectively and ontologically more or less preferable compared to the
first one. According to Islam, according to our structure and available
information, we can deduce at least some OTBT-compliant states and OTBT
non-compliant states.
If we cannot know what the actual, ontological, and ultimate OTBT-compliant
state is, then the OTBT-compliant state we guessed by chance will be practically
useless. So, not only we need to know whether there is an ultimate OTBTcompliant state, but also we need to know to some extent what it is. Otherwise,
we cannot believe in the good. The above are about the OTBT of the agent.
As established in part 1.8, there is an all-Knower Being who knows all; and this
Being knows what is good or bad for His creation. If we have a structure
fashioned by an all-knower, if we have been given the distinctly effective powers
of approval and regret, if the universe has a structure, then there are states of
the agent which conform to his structure, and to the structure of the universe;
and there are states of the agent which do not conform with these structures.
Truthful pleasure and suffering are irreducible elements of the structure of the
agent. And as we have free will power, it is possible that the results of our wills
comply or do not comply with what these structures entail.
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It may be that you dislike a thing while it is good
for you, and it may be that you love a thing while
it is evil for you, and Allah knows, while you do
not know.
(Quran: 2/216)
So, even though we may be wrong about what is ultimately good for us, the
most manifest truth of Allah is an unfailing handle by which we can reach our
ultimate OTBT. Yet, we have been given numerous signs by which we can find
where we ought to be; and we are responsible only according to our capacity.
Once we establish the all-Knower property of Allah, then we can understand
that the agent fashioned by Allah may be according to this fashioning in a state
whose total net implications gives the maximum satisfaction to the agent and
to the All-Knower as opposed to another state.
The next issue is about the overall goodness of that state. A thief may be happy,
and well-pleased by doing an immoral act. But if a god is allegedly evil and allknower then this thief and this god may also be ultimately pleased by this act.
Would this be a good act?
So, while the above points attempt to explain the OTBT directly related to the
pleasure of the agent, they are not sufficient to distinguish between a thief and
a truly benevolent person.
At this point we have the following questions: Are there unchangeable
properties of the SSC which may serve as ultimate reasons upon which we may
build our OTBTs? Or would all OTBTs be arbitrary? Would any state, or being,
converge toward an unchangeable OTBT-compliant state as underlined in the
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following verse?

And to Allah belong the unseen [aspects] of the
heavens and the earth and to Him will be
returned the matter, all of it, so worship Him and
rely upon Him. And your Lord is not unaware of
that which you do.
(Quran: 11/123)
You will never find in the way of Allah any
change, and you will never find in the way of
Allah any alteration.
(Quran: 35/43)
Because if all is equally doable by the SSC who is all-Knower, then we cannot
say that a certain type of act is superior or ought to be as opposed to another
type of act. Hence, we cannot say that a certain act is moral and another act is
immoral. After all, even if we define certain things as moral and certain things
as immoral, this will have little or no value if all is equal for the SSC. If the
default properties of the all-Knower SSC is compliant with any kind of act or
intention or preference, then there should be no barrier against our doing,
intending, preferring similar things, except maybe those which are against the
person of the SSC. Are there such properties of the SSC which can end an
alleged infinite regress of reasons or arbitrariness which allegedly debunks the
argument of the one who says that getting an “ought” from an “is” is
impossible? Are there any necessary properties of the SSC which may serve as
criteria by which we can distinguish that which is good from that which is evil?
If our considerations about what ought to be are subjective and relatively to
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others, is there an all-encompassing truth which is ultimate and which is not
relatively to and dependent upon contingent things?
The above are about the OTBT of the servant from the eyes of the servant; and
there is also the OTBT of the servant as seen from the perspective of Allah,
about how the servant ought to behave. Allah may know that the OTBT of the
thief was to not steal the property of the victim. This would be based on His
default unity, and the balance He established based on His properties as unity
and all-encompassing:

Do not make deficient the balance.
(Quran: 55/9)
This is His knowledge about the OTBT of the servant. The communication of
this OTBT from His perspective to His servant constitutes His command. His
command is for the order of the world while there is free will power. This relates
to the happiness of His servants, but also to the servant’s recognition of His
orders and of Himself. So, the criterion for OTBT is not only the worldly
benefit. The human being is weak and he needs things to complete his being,
both in this life and in the hereafter. So, the servant must not try to maximize
the worldly pleasures at the cost of destroying the hereafter, the transcendent
values and principles, and his relationship with the SSC; he must even be ready
to give his life for Allah. This requires that the servant recognizes high goals
other than the worldly pleasures and pains. He needs to recognize the eternal
benefits, the defaultness and superiority of the preferences of Allah, the extent
to which He may assist him with His Power and His Mercy, the degrees He
may grant him, and the defaultness of His properties which shape the agent’s
OTBTs beyond the agent.
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Trust in Allah is necessary because of His default properties which entail His
goodness and reliability. Hence, if there are the commands of Allah which
originate from His Essence with His default and absolute properties, these
OTBTs about the agent which are known and which are communicated by Allah
must be complied with. Since the free will power of the agent enables him to
comply with them or to negate them, then they become the OTBTs of the agent.
So let us see now the elements of goodness which are beyond the agent and his
worldly pleasures; the elements whose absence disqualify the theft from being a
good act even though it pleased the thief in this world.
Note that the following does not aim at only showing that the existence of Allah
produces further reasons to be good hence produces a strongest and most
beautiful ethical system. More importantly, the following shows that the reality
of irreducible moral wholes, relations, principles that we experience and
recognize at different layers entail that the SSC is self-sufficiently good and that
He is the self-sufficient cause of goodness we experience.
On the other hand, while the following elements of goodness beyond the agent
are concrete demonstrations of the default foundations of our norms that relate
to goodness, they also demonstrate the fact that these norms can relate to a
default, simplest, and ultimate foundation of the existence.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.1

Sustaining and Helping

And of His signs is that He created for you from
yourselves mates that you may find tranquility in
them; and He placed between you affection and
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mercy. Indeed in that are signs for a people who
give thought.
(Quran: 30/21)
As we saw in part 1.1, Allah is the self-sufficient sustainer. This is a default,
necessary, and all-encompassing truth. Yet, He creates and sustains things
though He does not have to and He is free to create them.
There is nobody else who can create the creation; so He is potentially good in
terms of creating. There is nobody else who can provide with provision, hence
He is Helper, Sustainer, and Beneficent. There is nobody else who can give
knowledge, hence, He is the Teacher. There is nobody else who can give unity
in brotherhood, hence He is the Unifier. There is nobody else who can establish
balance, hence, He is the Just.

And He gave you from all you asked of Him.
And if you should count the favor of Allah, you
could not enumerate them. Indeed, mankind is
[generally] most unjust and ungrateful.
(Quran: 14/34)
In Islam, Allah has the positive properties by default. The contemporary
mainstream Christian or polytheist cannot claim this, because since they
recognize multiple persons within God, then there are differentiations within
these different persons. Hence, if they would recognize that the properties of
God are by default, then there would not be differentiations within the persons
of god: for example, if a god would have unity by default and as explained in
part 1.2 about “Unity”, then there would not be two or more gods or persons
in an alleged god. If the properties of a true God are by default, then any alleged
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god would have exactly the same properties; hence, if all properties of all these
persons are fully identical, then there would be no distinct persons; if one of
gods or one the persons in an alleged god does not have a property the other
ones have, then that property is not default. This makes also these alleged gods
or persons variable, and this undermines a claim that these alleged gods or
persons in the alleged gods are unchangeable bases of morals.
In Islam God is One, First, All-Encompassing; and He is good by default, and
we are in any case in a state which is either compliant with the properties of the
ultimate SSC, or not. So, according to these default properties of the SSC, there
are ought to be truths related to Him. In the following verses, we see some
examples in this respect:

It is not [befitting] for Allah to take a son; exalted
is He! When He decrees an affair, He only says
to it, "Be," and it is.
(Quran: 19/35)
Allah is no oppressor of His slaves.
(Quran: 22/10)
And when they commit an immorality, they say,
"We found our fathers doing it, and Allah has
ordered us to do it." Say, "Indeed, Allah does not
order immorality. Do you say about Allah that
which you do not know?"
Say, [O Muhammad], "My Lord has ordered
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justice and that you maintain yourselves [in
worship of Him] at every place [or time] of
prostration, and invoke Him, being sincere to
Him in religion." Just as He originated you, you
will return.
A group [of you] He guided, and a group
deserved [to be in] error. Indeed, they had taken
the devils as allies instead of Allah while they
thought that they were guided.
(Quran: 7/28-30)
If preference is a reality irreducible to the spatiotemporal and if it originates
from the SSC, and if there is the freedom to comply with this preference or to
negate it, then we can say that there is the OTBT-compliant state and the OTBT
non-compliant state.

In this respect, we can say that an act of
generosity is a good behavior. However, as noted
in the following and as entailed by the default
properties of the SSC, there ought to be balance
in acts of generosity:
And do not make your hand (like a niggard's)
chained to your neck or extend it completely and
[thereby] become blamed and insolvent.
(Quran: 17/29)
Hence, giving a toy to a poor child is not good just because I enjoy the happiness
on his face, but also because this act complies with the fact that an ultimate and
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default property is giving favors.
Question 129.
So, as Allah sustains the evil, should we also sustain evil?
Answer 129.
Allah does not directly cause evil. But He creates and sustains beings who have
the capacity to do good and evil; this way he allows his servants to reach positive
and negative degrees. But also He guides them. Regarding the human beings,
we can help a poor person and this poor person may do an evil deed. When he
does an evil deed this is not our evilness unless we direct him to do that evil.
On the other hand, He is the One who has the right to take back anything He
has given. We do not have a right to take unjustly what Allah has given to
anybody.
Question 130.
If we understand the self-sufficiency of the Sustainer based on the limited
universe, does not this mean that the self-sufficient depends on what we
observe?
Answer 130.
Once there is a contingent being which entails a self-sufficient Creator and
Sustainer, then the self-sufficient is self-sufficient without needing the existence
of the contingent. If the contingent disappears, this entails that the self-sufficient
exists. Further details exist in part 1.3.2.1.2.2.5.
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Question 131.
If Allah is the only Creator, then He is also the only default causer of pain. So,
potentially He can create a being and torture him; therefore would not this line
of thought justify the defaultness of a torturing property?
Answer 131.
If we consider His Power alone, then obviously He can do that; however, He
and His essence is non-separably One with all of His properties. So, if He is
One, then all creation is His creation; if He is One and Wise, then anything He
does, will have a reason. If He is all-Knower, then He knows the pain His
servants might undergo under certain circumstances, and He would not do such
a thing beyond balance and outside reason. If pleasure is not reducible to the
spatiotemporal and if He is the ultimate source of pleasure and pain, then He
will have full knowledge of pleasure and pain, and if He is the One without
being surrounded by partial nothingness, then balance will be inherent in Him,
and anything He does will be balanced.
The example in the question negates His being the only giver of positive things.
Truly negative things cannot be given since they do not exist. Hence, because
of the non-existence of partial or general nothingness, He is positive by default;
we can talk only of the degrees of His giving, and we cannot talk of His taking
back what He does not give, since what He does not give and create does not
exist. This is different than beings in our world who can take what was produced
by another being. We do not experience a universe where He creates things
only with a purpose to torture. But we experience a universe where there are
plenty of beautiful and enjoyable things and where pain is instrumental in many
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ways.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.2

Unity

Indeed, I am Allah. There is no deity except Me,
so worship Me and establish prayer for My
remembrance.
Verily the Hour is coming - My design is to keep
it hidden - for every soul to receive its reward by
the measure of its endeavor.
(Quran: 20/14-15)
As part 1.2 explains, unity is a very important property of Allah.
Once we recognize the transcendent unity as a default property underlying the
entire existence, then no matter whether we have a physical pleasure or not
from a behavior:
- We have to behave in unity and in consistency like in fulfilling our
promises or not lying,
- We can be aware that we are real and the other person as a creation is:
o Also real,
o Has his distinct unity,
o Hence deserves respect,
o Is similar to us; both in actuality, and also in predictability hence he is
vulnerable;
- We have to behave in equality keeping in mind that we are all the servants
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of the same God;
- We have to behave by trusting in God and in His consistency;
- We have to be aware of the unity of the agent, unity of the society, unity
of living things, unity of the universe…
- We have to behave in balance.
Unity is also a fact which underlies other elements of goodness: For example, if
there is an internal bleeding in a person, then there is an inconsistency between
the event and the survival of the person. Hence, pain signals in one way and at
a certain layer, that there is an inconsistency, and challenge to the integrity and
unity of the person.
Unity is directly related to goodness in that it entails that that which ought to
be and that which is overlap.
If there is “One” creator and sustainer of the universe and His default properties,
and if we can diverge from this truth by rejecting it or if we comply with it by
recognizing it, then there is an ought to be truth and we have the risk of
negating it. As this essence is One and His properties constitute a whole, if we
negate the related OTBTs, we will necessarily be upon error and in an OTBTnon compliant state.
So, when one delivers the product he produced in a perfect condition, it is not
only in order to be happy by further profits or by not being bothered by the
complaints of the customer, but also because of the respect and the quality that
the customer, the society, the humanity… deserve, among many other reasons
related to unity.
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1.7.2.1.2.2.2.3

Compliance With Truth

If a person wants to fly out of the window from the 10th floor, then he will be
negating the truth. If a mother wants to feed her baby with acid, then she
negates the truth. The default is the unity, integrity, and continuity as seen in
the default unity, integrity, and eternity of Allah. When someone swears at
another person in his absence, the other person is not there or maybe he is dead
and cannot be harmed by that act. But there is an all-Knower, and this
knowledge about what has happened is known by Him in any case. If it is an
evil act in the presence of the absent person, then the lack of the person does
not constitute a key absence of the element of knowledge or evilness; on the
other hand, the person is the servant of Allah, and Allah knows what is being
said about that person; and there is an insult against His servant. So, the lack
of a direct harm to that person does not mean a lack of evil. On the other hand,
Allah may overlap the evil deed with the corresponding punishment and
suffering.
The atoms of a mother do not move in a random way or in a way entailed only
by laws of nature, but also in accordance with the transcendent reasoning of the
caring mother who tries to comply with the truth which is most appropriate for
the health of her child.
There is an ontological truth of a being in its powers, weaknesses, structure,
needs, free will… And there is an ontological and ultimate truth with which a
being complies.
A being is not reducible to its particles. The OTBT of the being complies with
his holistic wholeness and truth, and this truth complies with the ultimate truth.
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As there is the ontological truth irreducible to an actual spatiotemporal state, it
is possible for the being to diverge from the entailments of the truth. OTBT
reflects the ought to be aspect within the overall truth of the being.
Whatever happens does not necessarily comply with the allegedly
spatiotemporal laws or OTBTs. Hence, a divergence from the truth means that
there is a transcendent power which transcends and which is more than the
spatiotemporal/ materialistic things.
Therefore, recognizing the truth of each being which is not reducible to the
spatiotemporal behavior of particles and which may act in accordance with the
entailments of its truths is important for goodness.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.4

Balance

Let us suppose that a person stole something from another person. Suppose that
the well-being of the thief increased more than the decrease of the well being of
the victim, and there has been no change in the overall well-being of the society.
Then is this a good deed?
No, because this behavior is against balance: The victim worked to get that
thing, he produced it, hence his effort is balanced by what he produced. But
when the other person gets it without effort, then there is no balance within
both persons.
There is not only the structure of the human beings; there is also the structure
of the universe. So, as we are structured to avoid pain, the universe is structured
to have balance.
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The above example is against the progress of the society as well: Because if
stealing is recognized as good, then those who produce will not produce and
those who get the property of others without effort will be rewarded, and
everybody will be losing: even if the victim is about to die naturally at the time
of the crime, this is a bad deed, because it is not reducible to the individuals;
there is a system and the rules are reducible neither to persons nor to particles.
Balance also relates to the predictability and order in the society and in the
universe. It is also relevant regarding the Unity and Beneficence of Allah. As
He is One, He does not consist of any contingent parts which may coerce Him
by default to tend toward certain contingent things or contingent groups of
things or communities or races. Also, since Allah is all-Encompassing, the First,
the all-Powerful, in His essence, He does not have any default bias or
disequilibrium toward any contingent thing. He acts in His free will power in
accordance with His values related to His default properties some of which are
mentioned above.
One of the names of Allah is the Peace as noted in the following verse:

He is Allah, than Whom there is no other god,
the Sovereign Lord, the Holy One, Peace, the
Keeper of Faith, the Guardian, the Majestic, the
Compeller, the Superb. Glorified be Allah from
all that they ascribe as partner (unto Him).
(Quran: 59/23)
This default property of Allah also relates to the Goodness of Allah and the
balance which is emphasized in the Quran.
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The balance we observe in the universe is not confined to the equations in
physics. The source of balance we observe in physics is the same source who
fashioned the human beings and other systems. This source is able to establish
balance at other layers as well, as we see in the following verses:

And the heaven He raised and imposed the
balance,
That you not transgress within the balance.
And establish weight in justice and do not make
deficient the balance.
(Quran: 55/7-9)
And We place the scales of justice for the Day of
Resurrection, so no soul will be treated unjustly
at all. And if there is [even] the weight of a
mustard seed, We will bring it forth. And
sufficient are We as accountant.
(Quran: 21/47)
So, when we say that something is unjust, saying this, is from an intuition which
arises from the overall balance we observe in the universe. There is no reason
to claim that the source which establishes balance in certain layers will not
establish the same at other layers. As parts 1.2 and 1.3 explain, the ultimate
source is necessarily One and all-Encompassing. We cannot say that the balance
we observe in physics had to be that way because of a different cause other than
what causes the human beings. The establishment of balance within physics
shows an intention of the SSC to establish balance. Our intuitions against the
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breach of balance indicate that the same is applicable in relationships between
us. The commands of the SSC through different religions also confirm the
intention of the SSC for the balance.
In the Quranic teaching, there is no strict division between the physics and the
sovereign wholes like the human beings:
Part 1.4 explains that the limited universe and its contents have been fashioned.
What Allah creates is contingent. It might be created or it might not be created.
Allah does not have by default any bias toward anything. But when Allah created
something, He preferred to create it with His free will power. Hence, what exists
other than Allah is something that was chosen as opposed to its not being.
Furthermore, since things have structures and have been fashioned, and since
determinism and indeterminism are false as explained in parts 1.6.2.1.1.1 and
1.6.2.1.1.2, things fundamentally behave in accordance with their OTBTs and
the communication of those OTBTs. Yet their freedom may have a limited
range:

Moreover He comprehended in His design the
sky, and it had been (as) smoke: He said to it and
to the earth: "Come together, willingly or
unwillingly." They said: "We do come (together),
in willing obedience."
(Quran: 41/11)
Allah gave commands to the limited universe. And they obeyed willingly; hence,
they might have obeyed unwillingly which would be against the OTBT of
obeying Him. So, morality, good, and evil are at the foundation of the existence.
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Balance is another implication of the unity of the SSC which is reflected in His
fashioning. It corresponds for example to the unity within what one receives for
what he gives, for example to the agreement of both parties upon a transaction,
the overlapping of the intentions of both parties upon a transaction. This unity
within both parties’ intentions and plans must not be corrupted by any lies.
The balance in morals is like balance in energy and momentum. If morals are
real and not random like in an allegedly random initial state, then it may have
consequences for balance. If it is real then the One who caused the first part of
a relation, may also cause the other part. And since He purposefully caused the
first part, not randomly or by failure, then He will cause the follow up.,
Balance entails positive unity in the improvement of the individuals, of the
society, relationship with Allah. It improves the pleasure of parties which
overlaps with the subjugation of evil under and to the good. It also leads to
unity in terms of equality.
Balance is not only external to an individual, it is also effective and an ought to
be truth regarding the internal mechanisms of the individual: If someone eats
more than what he consumes and needs, then he may lose his balance, become
obese, and have health problems. This is similar to what happens in a society
where some people get more than what they deserve; such a society may collapse
and bring pain to its members.
It is also important to comply with limits and knowing that there are limits.
Limits constitute the regions of the end of one contingent whole and the start
of another contingent whole. This is not only about the space or time, but also
about the rights and obligations. This also relates to the unitary source which
releases a contingent whole up to a limit and ends it:

He released the two seas, meeting [side by side];
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Between them is a barrier [so] neither of them
transgresses.
So which of the favors of your Lord would you
deny?
(Quran: 55/19-21)
These limits and ought to be truths related to balance exist in the realm of
human beings as well. Even if the thief does not have anybody other than the
victim who will die soon, and if he steals his property, he will have behaved
against justice. So, he will have behaved against something that is willfully
established in order to produce benefits, and which is supervised and controlled
by the SSC. So, even if his act would produce only a short-term lack of pleasure,
it would be against that which is established by the SSC for a good purpose; he
would have got something to which he does not have any right. We may
imagine a scenario where the victim would be maybe upset for a few seconds
but the thief would be happy for years. A materialistic approach may tell us that
since there is increase in the overall well-being, the behavior of the thief is not
ethically wrong; however, obviously there is a breach of balance which is real
and which transcends beyond the worldly pleasure and pain of the related
parties.
When someone unjustly displeases another person, the victim gets into the
mode to protect itself instead of other useful activities. The corruption of the
agent means also the corruption of the universe, its unity, its harmony. A
materialist criminal who does not expect the pain of the victim and of the society
to be reflected upon himself, and who does not recognize the transcendent facts
such as balance, may have no strong reason to do the right thing in his world
view. The intuitions inspired by the all-encompassing balance may cause him
to have some emotions toward justice, but they may be too weak in many
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situations to produce a result.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.5
Rights.

Things Have Been Given Intrinsic Values and

Recite to them the truth of the story of the two
sons of Adam. Behold! they each presented a
sacrifice (to Allah): It was accepted from one, but
not from the other. Said the latter: "Be sure I will
slay you." "Surely," said the former, "Allah does
accept of the sacrifice of those who are
righteous.”
"If you stretch your hand against me, to slay me,
it is not for me to stretch my hand against you
to slay you: for I do fear Allah, the cherisher of
the worlds.”
(Quran: 5/27-28)
In Islam, all is the creation of the same Creator and are valuable in this respect.
Part 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 explain this beyond doubt. Furthermore, the promotion of
respecting many beings and things by humanity, sometimes against the selfinterests of the promoters, confirms this truth independently of the facts
explained in those parts.
Maybe you heard someone who shed tears when he heard that his bird was
dead; maybe you experienced something more striking. Maybe you did not, but
there are many such situations.
Allah created things and He beautified them. Other than people who have
extreme disorders, we all experience the value assigned by Allah to His creation.
For the materialist, such values are meaningful as long as they can arise a selfish
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pleasure in another being; and even this pleasure is illusory for them; for some
materialists there is nothing to which we can ascribe value since everything is
just an aggregate of particles or waves or strings. In Islam, any thing is first
“given” its existence and value by the default power, by the SSC who does not
need anything.
In Islam the beauty and value of things do not exist just because we get some
pleasure from them. They are valuable because the self-sufficient default power
has “given” “them” their distinct existence and their values. Any thing is
valuable because anything has some properties related to the default properties
and acts of the SSC: For example, any being is fashioned by Allah and hence
contains some harmony and unity which is positively related to the unity and
other default and prime properties of Allah. Even the evil person has things
related to such properties, but it has some divergence from these properties of
Allah; yet in the hereafter by being punished by Allah it also becomes a whole
which contains consistently some things that relate positively to the those
properties of Allah. Why would something have a value if it had something
related to the SSC? Because as long as the goodness exists, no matter how
someone correctly defines the good, Allah is its ultimate source and sustainer,
and that good is related positively to the prime168 and default properties of Allah.
Obviously, no matter how we correctly define the evil, Allah is also the sustainer
of what leads to the evil; however the evil is necessarily of a secondary degree
and ultimately serves a good purpose as explained in part 1.7.2.1.3. Hence,
having something that is related to the SSC does not make the evil aspect good
in its limited context.

For example, Allah sustains the free will power of the creatures
which may be used to do evil things. So, ultimately He is the sustainer
of those evil things indirectly. His sustaining such things indirectly is a
secondary property which is relevant at a secondary layer and which
is not an ultimate and complete property. The word “prime” is used
here to differentiate such an indirect property which is not essentially
an ultimate property of Allah from His default properties, since He
ultimately establishes the good over such evil things or events.
168
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An implication of the above is that we have to respect His creation because an
unjust and impermissible act against the creation will be diminishing the good
in our universe unless it increases the good in other ways or at a higher layer.
Hence, an act against something valuable in this respect, will also be indirectly
an act against Allah and His goodness unless permitted by Him through reliable
communication:
If a person P1 harms the child of another person P2 without a just reason, then
P2 will be displeased with and will take action against P1. Likewise, an unjust
act against the servant of Allah will have implications. In this respect, things
have been given also intrinsic rights.
Obviously, a believer in God may also be overwhelmed by the beauty of the
creation in and of itself or by its other properties. The recognition of Allah and
His creation does not disable the believer from having a deep respect to the
creation itself.
In accordance with the above, we have named values and qualifications such as
honesty, truthfulness, fulfilling promises, doing good deeds which are based on
the recognition of the values of things and beings. These values exist distinctly
and effectively. Recognizing the distinct reality of things and beings is necessary
for the existence and application of the above qualifications: for example, if we
do not recognize the reality of a person and if we believed that he is nothing
more than a bunch of particles bumping one onto other, how would we be
honest toward him?
In parallel with the above, the Islamic law has adopted 5 objectives: Enhancing
religion, mind, person, wealth, and offspring. These are not just names given to
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certain aggregates of particles.
Question 132.
Cannot a human being find that he has to comply with values such as honesty,
truthfulness… without reference to God? Why their existence would entail the
existence of Allah? Cannot we have a ground for morals without believing in
God? Do not every society no matter whether it has a specific religion or not
forbid and allow certain things?
Answer 132.
A human being may find out the need to comply with them and their usefulness.
However, if they are not demonstrated through logic and in a way to be
confirmed by our empirical observations, then only their few aspects would have
been discovered.
Everybody whose property has been stolen may discover that stealing is evil by
feeling bad about it. Yet, though he concludes that stealing is evil, would a
feeling be a strong basis for what is good and evil? A thief may say that stealing
is good. If one believes that human beings are no more than aggregates of
particles, then again a victim of theft may believe that stealing is evil because of
what he felt, but this will be a trivial and limited understanding about evil.
Hence, concluding that some things are evil is not sufficient unless we recognize
that the morals have an unchanging ground; even recognizing the existence of
such a ground is an important aspect of the existence of good even if we may
have limited or no access to the specific implications of this ground to every
specific choice we need to make on every specific situation.
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Furthermore, if someone understands that a human being is not reducible to
particles, that whatever he feels may also be shared by other beings because of
the unitary origin of all things, that the transcendent power who makes human
beings, emotions, values, structures, related sanctions are as real as any other
real and distinct whole, then this understanding will make a good understanding
of the evilness of stealing possible.
Otherwise, the understanding of goodness will be like the understanding of the
blind person in the literature who is asked to describe the elephant near him,
and who, holding its tail, says that it is like a rope. Obviously he has some
understanding about the elephant, but it is incomplete and wrong even though
he may also benefit from knowing wrongly that it is like a rope. But we cannot
say that he has a sufficient understanding about the elephant.
So, as that person will not be able to do completely and correctly what the
existence of an elephant there entails, a person who has just an emotional,
insufficient, and fallacious grasp about the “good”, will not be able to do what
being subject to the obligations of goodness entails.
Additionally, properties such as consciousness, free will power cannot exist
without a transcendence basis. We can have an idea about what is preferable or
not; but to know that something is really good, we need to assume that it would
be really good if someone who is all-knower would have all information about
its real state in terms of goodness and evilness. Yet, there had to be a real
goodness and evilness so that it might be assessed. If everything is reducible to
the spatiotemporal, then there may not exist a real goodness and evilness,
because the spatiotemporal cannot be good or evil except epiphenomenally and
only according to a convention-based definition.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.6

Duties Exist
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And your Lord has decreed that you not worship
except Him, and to parents, good treatment.
Whether one or both of them reach old age
[while] with you, say not to them [so much as],
"uff," and do not repel them but speak to them a
noble word.
(Quran: 17/23)
We do not do things just because we expect some pleasure or well-being from
what we do. A very old mother may have nothing to give back to her son in
return for his good behavior. This son may have all means to not expect
anything from his children when he gets old or he may be expecting not to have
any children at all. Yet, many human beings would care in such situations for
their mothers. Most cultures adopt this as a code of conduct.
This is just one example of duties that we recognize and empirically experience.
This shows us that goodness is not reducible to the spatiotemporal, bumping of
particles one onto other, or to selfish pleasures. There are transcendent norms.
The entire limited universe is a whole system, we have values and rights; we
have also duties as distinct elements of systems.
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.7

Pleasure

Pleasure and pain are elements of goodness directly related to the ultimate and
default goodness in a default way. They are also related to the OTBT of the
agent in a contingent way. In this part we will see the pleasure and pain as they
are directly related to the default truth and its default implications. Part
1.7.2.1.2.2.2.7 examines how pleasure and pain are related to the OTBT of the
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agent.
The essence of Allah is the source of the pleasure we have. Hence, this source
overlaps with the highest unitary essence. We have been fashioned such that
the more unity, harmony, and consistency we have, the more pleasure we have.
This is in accordance with the default association of the recognition of the unity
and full power of Allah with His pleasure which will prevail in the permanent
life as we see in the following verse:

Allah will say, "This is the Day when the truthful
will benefit from their truthfulness." For them
are gardens [in Paradise] beneath which rivers
flow, wherein they will abide forever, Allah being
pleased with them, and they with Him. That is
the great success.
(Quran: 5/119)
Yet, there may be some distortions between small and bigger unities, harmonies,
or between short term and long term ones.
On the other hand, ascribing multiplicity to God is associated with anger as we
see in the following verse:

And [that] He may punish the hypocrite men
and hypocrite women, and the polytheist men
and polytheist women those who assume about
Allah an assumption of evil nature. Upon them
is a misfortune of evil nature; and Allah has
become angry with them and has cursed them
and prepared for them Hell, and evil it is as a
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destination.
(Quran: 48/6)
The disruptions in the harmonies and unities within the whole of a being may
cause pain. For example, if one’s arm is broken, this may reduce pleasure and
cause pain.
So, our pleasure and pain are elements of fashioning. Since we have free will
power and act freely within a certain region, it is possible for us to diverge from
a harmonious state with our fashioning and be in a non-harmonious state. But
as our fashioning is related to the fashioning of the entire existence and with
our internal systems, there are objectively better and worse states we may be in
based on the harmony with our fashioned structure. For example, if a person
who does not know swimming gets under the sea unaided, he will not be able
to breathe, die and lose his unity. So, this will be against the unity at the
foundation of the existence, and the transition to the dissolution may be
communicated in terms of pain.
Therefore, pleasure itself is related by default and ultimately to transcendence
and unity of Allah. While it is related to the whole of the agent, it also transcends
the parts of the agent, and his environment by the default unity of the SSC.
OTBTs of contingent things are not necessary, they are contingent. For
example, a bird may be fashioned so as to fly, another one may be fashioned so
as to run only. But truth compliant pleasure is in unity with the good: for
example, if a person enjoys healthy food, this is good since the pleasure from
eating healthy food complies with his survival, unity, and with his structure. But
a person may also eat unhealthy food, likewise a person may be condemned to
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hell. If pleasure is “absolutely better” like eating healthy food, then the agent
ought to target the absolutely better: this complies with the default truth that
ultimate unity and harmony overlap with conclusive pleasure in the hereafter,
as in SSC’s essence being the transcendent source of unity and pleasure in the
same time.
If pleasure is not absolutely better, then the agent may not target it; but the
good news is that ultimately, the pleasure and the OTBT-compliant states
overlap, and in any case he has to target that which ultimately would please him
most, because he is fashioned such that his pleasure is united with OTBTcompliant states. This fashioning is in accordance with the default overlapping
of the pleasure of Allah with His unity, eternity, and peace. Also, as we saw in
the above quoted verse #5/119, the truth about the unity of Allah, the pleasure
of the servant, the pleasure of Allah and OTBT-compliant states converge and
overlap. So, ultimately, there is no trade-off between any of these. Hence, we
can also say that, there is an unchangeable and default relation between the
unity, harmony and the permanent and ultimate pleasure. So, we can say that
the morals and the good are not arbitrary, and they have a solid, objective,
unchanging, and absolute basis.
A creature of hell may enjoy or may not be displeased being in the fire, if it is
fashioned such that to be in harmony and unity with the conditions in the hell.
So, what one enjoys is a matter of fashioning; however, in any case it is related
to unity: that creature does not experience pain in the hell, because it is in unity
with it in its fashioning. However, a criminal in the hell experiences pain
because he is not in unity and harmony with the conditions of the hell; yet at
the ultimately high level, the punishment of the evil is in harmony with the
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victory and prevailing of the good. Hence, the ultimate pleasure is in harmony
and unity with the overall unity of complying with the truth and default divine
values; similarly, the ultimate pain is in harmony and unity with the overall
unity of not complying with the truth and default divine values.
In its contingent aspect, the pleasure itself is irreducible to the spatiotemporal,
and it conforms to the unity within the related fashioning of Allah.
On the other hand, our preferences are facts based on the fashioning of Allah
and they are irreducible to the spatiotemporal. We directly experience them,
their rejection is based on the false presumption that things are reducible to the
spatiotemporal. Once we recognize the existence of any irreducible preferred
states, then we can easily connect them to the unity, complete knowledge,
transcendence: More and correct knowledge will be instrumental in reaching
better states. Unity of the SSC as explained in part 1.2 entails that the SSC
surrounds all things with knowledge. Hence, there are fully knowable better
states which should be preferred as opposed to worse states.
Question 133.
If the SSC is the ultimate source of pleasure, then is not He also the ultimate
source of pain? Hence, how can we say that pleasure is a primary target
overlapping with unity but not pain which also overlaps with the ultimate unity?
Answer 133.
If a person lost his eyes in an accident and became blind, he cannot see any
more. He can experience pain frequently by hitting things. Yet, these pains are
also based on the functioning unitary systems so that he can keep his life. Was
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he able to see, those pain related systems would not be activated so often while
he would be less hurt. Therefore, there are degrees of superiority and inferiority
in terms of pleasure and pain; and also degrees of activation. In any case, there
are systems and unities in our realm which relate to pleasure and pain.
To understand SSC’s being the unitary source of pleasure and pain in the same
time we can use the above analogy. In any case Allah encompasses all things.
Yet, He is not reducible to that which He encompasses, He is the highest. And
at the top, there is the ultimate unity which is higher than lower unities ascribed
to what He creates. Ultimately, He is the source of pain as well; however, the
pain is subdued to pleasure, as the evil is subdued to the good. This is like the
above blind person’s certain abilities being in a second position by default, yet,
being activated accidentally. The part 1.7.2.1.3 about the subjugation of evil to
the good will give further facts that are relevant to this point.
1.7.2.1.2.3

Means to Reach OTBT-Compliant States Exist.

The observed existence of our means to reach OTBT-compliant states, and their
irreducibility to the spatiotemporal, demonstrate that the SSC has and sustains
these means of goodness.
The existence of these means does not mean that goodness exists in and of itself;
but the existence of goodness is another fact which shows that these means exist
without which goodness might not exist. And those means are also proven in
relevant parts of this book, by facts independent from goodness. Yet if these
means exist based on these, this debunks the reductive physicalist approach, and
when it is debunked, then there is no basis to reject the possibility of goodness
as something irreducible to the spatiotemporal; and since goodness is already
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demonstrated through many ways, its irreducibility and non-self-sufficiency lead
us to the conclusion that it is sustained by a unitary is self-sufficiently good.
1.7.2.1.2.3.1

Transcendence, Consciousness, Empathy Exist.

In order to say that a state ought to be, we must be able to transcend it, be
aware of it within our consciousness. For this we also need to transcend the
OTBT. To be good, we need also to transcend other agents and have empathy
about them. We also need to be conscious of pleasure and pain in order to be
good.
The existence of the goodness in this world shows that these transcendence
related capacities exist. It is also clear as shown in related parts that these
abilities are not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Hence, they do exist as
properties of the SSC. Therefore, He has these abilities of goodness.
Part 1.5 gives details about awareness as a property of Allah.
1.7.2.1.2.3.2

Knowledge Exists.

In order to be good, not only do we need to know the OTBTs and OTBTcompliant states, we also need to know other concrete and abstract factors such
as objects and relations, that are related to them.
Knowledge is also a feature of many OTBT-compliant states.
Hence, the existence of goodness in this world, demonstrates the effective
existence of knowledge. And as explained in part 1.8, knowledge is not reducible
to the spatiotemporal and the SSC has the property of being the self-sufficiently
all-Knower; hence, He also has this ability necessary for goodness.
1.7.2.1.2.3.3

Real Potential to Diverge From OTBT Through
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Free Will Power Exists.
Free will power is relevant for goodness in many ways: The existence of free will
power is necessary for a good deed.
Prior to being a necessary ability to be good, free will power is a fundamental
requirement for the possibility of an ought to be truth. One might argue that
even in a deterministic universe also, he might claim that the person who died
because of hunger ought to have been fed by his rich neighbor; yet, this claim
would not have any meaning if it is reducible to and no more than the
deterministic movements of particles which would not be able to encompass
that claim, and a related alternative claim.
Without free will power, we cannot talk about that which ought to be. Because
if we say “x ought to be” without assuming the truth of the free will power, we
would be saying it because of a coercive thing, therefore, the meaning of “ought”
would be lost. Furthermore, any ought related act would be impossible to
happen if it actually did not happen. So, for example, if we say the unaided dog
ought to fly to the next galaxy, is an absurd statement, because normally this is
something impossible. Or if we say that the mountain ought to have a mass is
absurd if in any case the mountain necessarily has a mass. On the other hand,
our such ought statements without recognizing the free will power would have
no value either, since they would be coerced by factors which could not be
otherwise and they would not be the outcome of transcending many options
and choosing the best.
We experience OTBTs. And if free will power is true then the ought to be is
effective in the universe, and as shown in part 1.6, we have free will power.
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If everything is "that which must be" according to determinism, probabilistic
patterns of indeterminism, and/or reductionism, then there is no free will
power. Hence, the agent cannot transcend the good and evil, and compare them
effectively, and he cannot navigate freely between good and evil, he cannot
effectively fashion and produce concepts and definitions, through thinking and
willing, and he cannot put into action his will in favor of good or evil, he cannot
judge what is evil and what is good.
If we say “Being B ought not be tortured”, our judgment would be useless
without free will power, because our judgment would not then be existing
distinctly from the movements of particles.
Once there is also free will power and a degree of freedom, then the OTBTs
may be structured in a hierarchy. On the other hand, once there is the free will
power, then the owner of this free will power may determine some states as
OTBT-compliant states. Free will power is also necessary or useful to close the
gap between the higher level OTBTs and lower level OTBTs.
The existence of free will power and its existence as a property of Allah are
shown in part 1.6 independently from goodness. Hence, Allah has this property
which is necessary for goodness.
Goodness exists in the world as shown in the related parts. And free will power
is necessary for goodness, these confirm the existence of free will power. And
facts independent of goodness demonstrate the existence of free will power as
shown in part 1.6; this also shows that reductive physicalism is false; hence,
there is no reason to argue against the existence of goodness based on reductive
physicalism. Hence, free will power and goodness confirm each other and they
are consistent with each other.
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1.7.2.1.2.3.4

Reasoning Power Exists.

Reasoning power allows us to organize and use certain knowledge and get from
it a specific knowledge meaningful for a specific state. For example if a person
fell in a river, a passer-by may reason about what to do in order to save that
person. With this power and using also our free will power we assess and
transcendently navigate through different data, qualia, and preferences,
combine, filter them and we identify a certain target state.
Reasoning power is related to the OTBT-related state, and it helps us reach the
OTBT-compliant state.
We often use this power in order to do certain good deeds: From time to time,
there are earthquakes, tsunamis, explosions, famines and we reason about how
to help the people who are harmed by these events. And not only that, we may
reason about how to cure our child or cat when they have a health problem. So,
we use this power quite frequently.
Therefore, the existence of such good deeds shows that the reasoning power
exists. Reasoning power is not reducible to the spatiotemporal and it requires
transcendence. Hence, it is sustained by Allah. Therefore, Allah has this power
which is a requirement of goodness.
On the other hand, the existence of the reasoning power demonstrated in part
independently from goodness, shows us that the argument based on reductive
physicalism fails.
1.7.2.1.2.3.5

Executive Power Exists.

To do good deeds and by doing good deeds we produce changes in the physical
world. Our consciousness, free will power, transcendence directly or indirectly
influence the physical world through our executive power. Without these
changes our intentions for example to help the needy people would remain only
as wishes. This executive power is not reducible to the spatiotemporal; if it was
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reducible, then the blind particles would be the active things, and we would not
be doing any good deeds. Our executive power and its irreducibility to the
spatiotemporal are explained in part 1.9.2.2.
If this power is not reducible like that, this means that it is sustained by the
SSC; this confirms that the SSC has this power which is necessary for goodness.
Part 1.2 about the unity of Allah further explains certain requirements for a
unitary transcendence as a necessary cause for the existence of any
spatiotemporal object and event, and that Allah has this transcendence. Hence,
Allah has the executive power which is necessary for goodness.
In this respect, free will power and executive power may be considered under
the same category, because having an intention without considering that there
has been any change in the limited universe would be inconsistent, hence, free
will power may also be considered as the exercise of an executive power.
1.7.2.1.2.4

Many OTBT-Compliant States are Actualized

Not only does Allah create things whose needs can be satisfied, but He also
gives their needs. Both their creation and the provision of their needs are
implications of goodness.
1.7.2.1.2.4.1
Actualized.

Many Worldly OTBT-Compliant States are

It is He who sends down rain from the sky; from
it is drink and from it is foliage in which you
pasture [animals].
He causes to grow for you thereby the crops,
olives, palm trees, grapevines, and from all the
fruits. Indeed in that is a sign for a people who
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give thought.
And He has subjected for you the night and day
and the sun and moon, and the stars are
subjected by His command. Indeed in that are
signs for a people who reason.
And [He has subjected] whatever He multiplied
for you on the earth of varying colors. Indeed in
that is a sign for a people who remember.
And it is He who subjected the sea for you to eat
from it tender meat and to extract from it
ornaments which you wear. And you see the
ships plowing through it, and [He subjected it]
that you may seek of His bounty; and perhaps
you will be grateful.
And He has cast into the earth firmly set
mountains, lest it shift with you, and [made]
rivers and roads, that you may be guided,
And landmarks. And by the stars they are [also]
guided.
Then is He who creates like one who does not
create? So will you not be reminded?
And if you should count the favors of Allah, you
could not enumerate them. Indeed, Allah is
Forgiving and Merciful.
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And Allah knows what you conceal and what you
declare.
And those they invoke other than Allah create
nothing, and they [themselves] are created.
(Quran: 16/10-20)
As explained earlier, anything other than Allah needs to be sustained. Hence,
not only does Allah create beings, but also He sustains them. Furthermore, some
beings that He creates and sustains, have been given abilities to sustain other
beings hence have been made good by Allah. The above verses contain some
examples, but as explained in part 1.4 about high degrees of fashioning, many
fashioning aspects of Allah show great degrees of goodness as well as great
degrees of fashioning.
1.7.2.1.2.4.2

Final Feedback, Reward, and Punishment

Certainly, to Allah belongs whatever is in the
heavens and earth. Already He knows that upon
which you stand and [knows] the Day when they
will be returned to Him and He will inform them
of what they have done. And Allah is Knowing
of all things.
(Quran: 24/64)
While this world contains lots of arts of Allah, pleasures, sorrows…, it is no
more than a type of means, and a tester as we see in the following verses:

Know that the life of this world is but
amusement and diversion and adornment and
boasting to one another and competition in
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increase of wealth and children like the example
of a rain whose [resulting] plant growth pleases
the tillers; then it dries and you see it turned
yellow; then it becomes [scattered] debris. And
in the Hereafter is severe punishment and
forgiveness from Allah and approval. And what
is the worldly life except the enjoyment of
delusion.
(Quran: 57/20)
[He] who created death and life to test you [as
to] which of you is best in deed and He is the
Exalted in Might, the Forgiving
(Quran: 67/2)
And the real favors of Allah and His approval will be experienced in the
hereafter. The permanent goodness of Allah will be in the hereafter.
In this life there may be distortions about the elements of good and evil: A good
person may experience lots of troubles like in the example of almost all prophets
who suffered hugely in worldly terms; or evil people may experience worldly
pleasures. But in the hereafter compliance with truth, unity, balance, pleasure
and all other elements of goodness will converge and overlap as noted in the
following verse:

Allah will say, "This is the Day when the truthful
will benefit from their truthfulness." For them
are gardens [in Paradise] beneath which rivers
flow, wherein they will abide forever, Allah being
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pleased with them, and they with Him. That is
the great attainment.
(Quran: 5/119)
The delusions we adopt in this life will be mostly removed as noted in the
following verse:

And every soul will come, with it a driver and a
witness.
[It will be said], You were certainly in
unmindfulness of this, and We have removed
from you your cover, so your sight, this Day, is
sharp.
(Quran: 50/21-22)
Hence, in the rewarding of the good and the punishment of the evil Allah will
produce the unity, balance, consistency and the fulfilment of the goals of the
creation of our structures and OTBTs. In this way, the extension of the goodness
of the deeds of Allah will become actualized.
1.7.2.1.2.4.2.1
Pleasure/ Well-Being is not Ultimately Good in
and of Itself Unless it Complies With the Truth and Transcendent
Laws.
Though we have a structure, we are part of a bigger system. And the “ought to
be truth” is in accordance with the bigger system. Suppose a thief is caught just
before he was going away with a huge some of money; he is unhappy for being
caught. Does this have any weight on the goodness in the world? Does his
sorrow about being caught add to the evil in the universe? Or if he succeeded
in his theft and became happy, would this add to the goodness in the world? If
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the only victim died before he was aware of this theft and independently of the
theft and has not suffered anything because of this theft, and there was only the
happiness of the thief if he succeeded, or his sorrow if he failed, would these
add anything to total good in the universe or diminish it? Obviously, his sorrow
for failing would not add anything on top of the total evil in the universe; his
happiness for being successful in his theft would not add anything on top of the
total good in the universe. Because even though he succeeded, this would not
be compliant with the OTBT in the complete knowledge about the total OTBT.
Likewise, the suffering of millions of rapers, killers, robbers… in the prisons
other than regrets does not increase the evil in the universe and does not
diminish the good in the universe; and the joy of millions of such criminals who
enjoy the worldly benefits of their crimes does not increase the good in the
universe, and does not diminish the evil in the universe.
Without God, moral skepticism would be true, because without God, the only
criterion for goodness would be the personal pleasure. Because without God
there may be no all-encompassing laws and values such as honesty, justice,
truthfulness, balance except as epiphenomenal and illusory things; and without
their being enforced and sanctioned, they can never be precisely effective. And
as we saw in the above thief example, the pleasure may be belonging to a thief
as well and may be because of a theft which would be a clear example of evil if
good and evil are real.
One may say that the pleasure of a successful thief is no indicator of goodness
because we need to consider the total pleasure of all agents related to that act.
However, we cannot say that the total net pleasure/ pain is an indicator of
goodness or evilness, because in this case, the sorrow of a failed thief would
need to be considered as something which diminished the total wellbeing/pleasure, while in fact his sorrow upon his failed theft is not an evil thing.
Also, we need to be able to say whether the sorrow of a failing thief is good or
evil in and of itself.
Should we say that there is no good nor evil or that they are unknowable in this
world since we have not and we cannot see their ultimate implementation and
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sanctioning? No, because we see that although they are not fully sanctioned,
they are sanctioned, blamed, or praised in this world in accordance with
transcendent laws and values that we perceive in any case; and these are the
parts of OTBTs. The unjust deeds produce negative consequences regarding
human beings; hence, we see the real, transcendent, and distinct effectiveness
of those laws and values. Therefore, we see in this world something of the same
kind as the hereafter and divine judgment, and the difference is in degree.
There are misleading, distorted pleasure and pain; there are also pure, truthcompliant pleasure and pain.
A pain may be an indicator of an internal bleeding; hence, it may be a sign of
an inconsistency between the ought to be truth of being in good health and the
bleeding. So, getting this signal, we may find a cure. But pain is not a sufficient
guide in many cases: A student who studies may get bored and feel some kind
of pain which reflect some inconsistency in the short term; but it may be
necessary for his success and well-being in the long term. Therefore, in most
cases our emotions must be accompanied by our reasoning so that the good and
evil may be noticed.
Well-being is generally preferred by materialists as a criterion of goodness and
morals because it is easy to connect it to the reductive evolution. But the
transcendence of the agent may connect it to many other things such as a
proactive improvement of society, justice… Rejecting these connections without
any justification, shows that relating it to the reductive evolution is a narrowminded approach.
Pain may be considered also as a result of some OTBTs. And so it is not
absolutely evil, except for the pain that arises from the OTBTs that relate to the
essence of Allah; such as “He ought to be obeyed -no matter what the sanction
is-”. For example, we ought to have pain as we normally have it, otherwise, we
might not be aware of some internal or external bleeding of a part of our body.
Neither pain is evil in and of itself, nor joy is good in and of itself. Furthermore,
as underlined in the following verse, emotions are not always sufficient
indicators of good and evil:
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Perhaps you hate a thing and it is good for you;
and perhaps you love a thing and it is bad for
you. And Allah Knows, while you know not.
(Quran: 2/216)
In this world we experience joy and pain. Some actual states/acts entail small
joys and bigger pains. This is because we do not have always enough knowledge
about the truth. For example, we may love a person and enjoy being with him
a lot based on his words; but when we do business with him, we may find out
that he has no honesty and no effort to fulfill his promises to pay or to deliver
the goods. So, our knowledge about the truth may diverge from the truth. Or
an alcoholic may enjoy alcohol, while in fact it causes a distorted feeling about
his real state which leads to lots of health problems. So, while the ultimate and
objective balance, unity, stability, power and other positive aspects/ states
absolutely overlap with pleasure and love, a limited, superficial, temporary state
which may look positive may overlap only with temporary relative good or an
evil. To get closer to the ultimate and objective OTBT-compliant states, we need
to use our reason and knowledge through which we can transcend the
immediate and the distant, the small and the big… Hence, we should target the
best OTBT-compliant states in accordance with our capacity.
So the optimal pleasure is the one confirmed with knowledge, reason and
empirical facts. Hence, it is a holistic pleasure in harmony with these and it is
irreducible to a physical or chemical state. It has transcendence in many ways.
The illusory or inconsistent pleasure has a problem of not complying with
reality or high degrees of reality. Some channels mislead and bring wrong
signals. Pleasure is ontologically good if it reflects unity, permanence, solidarity,
power, freedom and some other aspects of the properties of Allah which are
good in unity and by default. Here by “default” I mean based on the default
truth of balance or equality related to the all-encompassing essence of Allah.
These are fundamentally good and are accompanied with sense of beauty, and
health. A feeling is also a fundamentally existent dimension and non-separable
from degrees of divine properties, since they are irreducible and holistic. But
there can also be misleading ones which sounds like separable. But the latter
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feelings are not ultimately compliant with truth. They are partial, small, and
temporary. They are real for being related to consciousness. But they are not
one with truth in terms of their functions and implications. Their reality is like
that of a real illusion. But their reality as connected to ultimate truth is false.
Likewise when we seem to suffer this may be a suffering which does not overlap
with truth of true suffering. For example, the state of someone who obeys Allah
and seems to suffer for example for being just and for giving from his wealth in
the way of Allah may not reflect the ontological reality of a true or ought not
to be suffering.
So pleasure and pain have their ontological reality by default. But in what we
feel they can relate to truth or not:

And reckon not those who are killed in Allah's
way as dead; nay, they are alive (and) are
provided sustenance from their Lord;
(Quran: 3/169)
The pain and pleasure are the effect of the actual state in respect to the OTBT
of the agent. They are also aspects of the OTBT: the agent 'must' feel the pain
and the pleasure; this is the structure and nature of the agent. So those feelings
of pain and pleasure are aspects and elements of the agent as well. He has to
feel the pain and he has to feel the pleasure under relevant circumstances. For
example angels of hell do not feel pain in the fire. These are the truth of the
agent. But there may be disorders in these respects as well and in the structure
of the agent relatively to the ideal and optimal state. So the agent must correct
himself in this respect. There is also a best state. The reason and knowledge of
the agent and guidance of Allah show the best state. There are channels which
have been corrupted and corrupted knowledge.
Pain and pleasure are not only instantiations of the truth upon the agent's unity,
but also they are indicators, signals, and demonstrations of harmony with
OTBT.
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As atheists see only this life, they overvalue the temporary pains and temporary
pleasures. Yet the truth is that they are temporary.
Pains and joys in this world are temporary. Existence of evil shows that they are
temporary. But for an atheist who believes only in the existence of this world,
the evil and the good in this world constitute the hundred percent of existence
for a human being. That is a reason of their making a big deal of the problem
of evil.
When a person insults his father who was good at his grave, destroys it, and he
does not appreciate all good things his father did, he forgets what he did for
him. So his ignorance is a cause of his behavior. Maybe he gets pleasure by what
he did, but his ignorance outweighs his pleasure. He expects his father had done
more for him. So he is arrogant. Though his father's well being is not reduced
by this act, he internally exposes his evilness at a higher degree. Though he gets
pleasure from his act and though nobody’s well-being is diminished, his act
negates consistency, unity, balance, justice, and is far from the truth that his
father tried to do his best for him. This behavior is wrong and against the truth
of the perpetrator who judges wrongly and misinterprets his position, his act
and his moral degree puts his well-being in danger in the hereafter.
On the other hand, in some situations, the pain suffered by the victim may be
equal in total to the pleasure of the perpetrator. Does this make the crime
neutral in terms of morals? This also shows that pleasure, pain, or well being
are not alone an indicator of goodness. Because total of pain and pleasure may
be the same or increasing. So the recognition of the wholes is necessary but not
sufficient either. Because the mere recognition of the wholes shows only that
one party increased in pain. However the balance is required to show that it is
evil; the victim earned his property and worked for it yet the thief benefited
from it. So there is a breach of balance. Hence with the recognition of balance
and the recognition of the sovereign whole is meaningful. On the other hand
the free will power and consciousness of the victim negates and creates an
inconsistency and breach of unity with the will of the perpetrator.
The materialist approach considers mostly the well-being or the pleasure as the
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criteria of morals and goodness. But as criteria of goodness these are ambiguous:
for example, whose well-being is the criterion? If a thief stole and his well-being
increased, then is this a morally good behavior? Even if his victim died shortly,
did not have heir, would not benefit from his property, would this make the
stealing a good deed?
Is pleasure and pain or well-being something reducible to the physical? There
is not one layer, one dimension to which other things are reducible. The
materialist tries to reduce the OTBT to one thing, since he is mostly a reductive
physicalist. But he cannot succeed in reducing to that thing because “ought to”
indispensably contradicts reduction. The OTBT has many irreducible
dimensions. Hence, the reductive physicalist cannot even use pleasure or pain
as criteria for goodness; hence, for him there is no criteria for goodness and
morals.
Before recognizing the pleasure, we need to recognize the truth, unity, reality,
and sovereignty of the agents. Without these, we cannot have any good deeds.
Additionally, if the goal is survival, and pleasure and pain are reducible to it,
then pain had not to end at any point, since the continuation of pain might
contribute to the alertness of the being hence to survival. Therefore, survival
cannot be a reduction basis of pain and pleasure. Sometimes people follow
pleasure even if it causes death or escape pain even if pain is necessary for
survival. Reasoning combined with pain and pleasure help survival.
Doing good deeds, complying with certain values results also in being rewarded
by physical pleasure and being far from pain. But this does not mean that
pleasure and being far from pain is reduced to the compliance with values, nor
vice versa. Good deeds and rewarding relate to two different and distinct wills
of two different agents: The servant and the God. Hence, good and evil deeds
are not reducible to the physical pain and pleasure and none of these are things
upon which good deeds or evil deeds are reducible.
However, as an indicator of inconsistency, pain may also be a consequence and
indicator of evil. A criminal may be caught and put in prison, and then he may
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feel pain in the prison. The pain of the lack of freedom may signal to him that
he committed evil. Likewise, the hell which is the place of pain and which is the
place created for the evil implies that pain may be an indicator of evil.
But in any case, the above examples show that every pain is not in and of itself
evil; every evil is not reducible to pain and suffering.
Question 134.
If someone believes only in pleasure or well-being reducible to the
spatiotemporal, as the only indicators of goodness, does this mean that his
goodness is something trivial?
Answer 134.

The parable of those who disbelieve in their
Lord: their actions are like ashes on which the
wind blows hard on a stormy day; they shall not
have power over any thing out of what they have
earned; this is the great error.
(Quran: 14/18)
Can I intend to eat the mount Everest? Can I intend to drink all of the water
on earth? Obviously, I cannot intend to do something which I believe is
impossible. If I believe that there is no physical force which will take to the
moon a stone that I throw, can I have an intention to throw the stone to the
moon? No. Even if I think that I intend such things, they would be no more
than wish; but a wish is not an initiation of any mental or physical act. So, even
if someone who does not believe in God and in those values as real things may
do an act which is generally known to be good, his act will be no more than
anything based on herd psychology or superficial emotions; it will not have the
intention to do something distinctly and effectively “good”, since he does not
believe that the “good” and its elements exist except as an epiphenomenal and
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quasi or fully illusory thing. When there is no intention to do something
effectively “good”, then there is no good act; if someone intends to kill a person
by a specific act but his act saved him, then he cannot claim any praise for
having saved him, and if all is known by the public prosecutor, he may be
prosecuted and maybe convicted for his attempt to kill him even though he
unwillingly saved him.
Question 135.
How do we know that our impressions about pain and pleasure are not illusions
or that we are not in a simulation?
Answer 135.
Consciousness is directly related to OTBT.
If we had no consciousness, and whatever happened to an agent was like
whatever happened to a rock, and if there was no agent who would distinguish
a rock from a human body, then could we talk about any “ought to be” thing,
any preference, any good, or any bad?
So, it is useful to revisit here the ontological status of consciousness as it relates
to the truth. Does it have any causal effect, or is it just epiphenomenal? If it is
just epiphenomenal, then, OTBT of the agent would also be epiphenomenal
since it is tightly connected to the consciousness. But can consciousness be
epiphenomenal and/or supervenient upon the physical?
Obviously, it cannot. Let us suppose that we advanced our technology so well
that we found out that if objects/ particles are structured a certain way, they
cause the qualia of a consciousness seeing the “red” color. Any time we form
that structure with those objects, this feeling happens repeatably and testably.
Let us suppose that we can access the feeling of that structure. Would this
demonstrate that consciousness is supervenient upon the physical?
No. In this case, we would have only seen a correlation between the appearance
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of that qualia and the corresponding physical structure. However, then where
would the qualia be located, in which regions of that structure? At what point
in the change of the structure would it appear? Why would it not be another
color? What would the “red” “thing” be? If the physical structure would have
these qualifications, then instead of the consciousness being supervenient upon
the physical, we would rather say that the physical is not distinct at all from the
consciousness, because, then we would have to recognize and assign a
transcendent unity to the physical, both as a qualia receiver and as a qualia
producer. The spatiotemporal would have a nature of being a conscious receiver,
and that would be inherently qualified with qualia instead of being propagators
of qualia-free waves. In this situation we would be talking about a different
nature which is neither physical nor conscious as understood by the physicalist.
This shows us that consciousness is not epiphenomenal or supervenient upon
the physical/ spatiotemporal. This would also show us that the spatiotemporal
has unitary locality, transcendence, and unity. Hence, consciousness does not
appear out of nowhere or out of nothingness. It has an origin which contains
consciousness in any case. So, the OTBT which is related to consciousness must
also be like this, it has an origin which can produce what “ought to be”. Such
fundamental, non-epiphenomenal aspects or alleged substances cannot arise
from nowhere. If they were not existent, then they could not produce
themselves. And something that does not have an essence which encompasses
consciousness cannot produce them. Therefore, the basis of “ought to be” exists
eternally.
To recognize the truth within physicalism is impossible because there is no
transcendent and real understanding of things in a framework other than the
exclusively spatiotemporal. The point-like things being instantiated on pointlike things, and all being exclusively no more than such point-like interactions,
there is no room for “understanding” which requires integrating, transcending,
conceiving, and unifying multiple facts. Particles bumping one onto another
does not change the nature of this behavior when more numerous and complex
are the numbers of bumping. Chinese room example is relevant in this
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respect169.
In physicalism, there cannot be any noteworthy claims either, since the agent is
no more than a group of particles bumping one onto another. However,
recognizing the existence of truth within a consistent system is important for
the healthy functioning of the free will power.
Pleasure and pain have effects on how we behave, or on how we get illusions if
we have illusions; therefore, they are in any case effective. Even if a person is
skeptic about what he experiences, if a person attacks him, he tries to defend
himself. So, the attack, whatever is its ontological reality, has an effect. Even if
the person does not make a real defense himself but feels that he defends
himself, then the attack has an effect on what he thinks he does; even if all is
like pixels, that attack as a perception and pixels is effective in producing a
perception. The same applies for the ought to be truths, and related states.
1.7.2.1.2.4.2.2
Ultimate Pain is an Evil State; and Ultimate
Pleasure is a Good State.
Allah dislikes certain things. His disliking in His essence overlaps with the
evilness of that which He dislikes, He is not wrong in the evilness of something
He dislikes. His loving overlaps with the goodness of that which He loves. These
overlappings are not contingent: They are entailed by the default properties of
Allah such as His unity, His being the Self-Sufficient Sustainer, His generosity;
His all-encompassing; His being the Cherisher of all creation… Hence there is
at the foundation and default non-separability between the evil and being
disliked, and between the good and being loved.

Fight in the way of Allah those who fight you but
do not transgress. Indeed. Allah does not love
transgressors.
169

(Searle 1980)
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(Quran: 2/190)
And spend in the way of Allah and do not throw
[yourselves] with your [own] hands into
destruction [by refraining]. And do good; indeed,
Allah loves the doers of good.
(Quran: 2/195)
So, at the default foundation, pleasure overlaps with good, and dislike overlaps
with the transgression and evil. Hence, being in ultimate pain is an evil state at
the layer of the evil person; and being in ultimate pleasure is a good state at the
layer of the good person and at the top layer.
Therefore the ultimate good would overlap with ultimate pleasure. The ultimate
evil would overlap with ultimate dislike and pain at the layer of the evil person;
yet the ultimate dislike and pain at the layer of the evil person corresponds to
the subjugation of the evil to the good, hence is ultimately good.
If pleasure is irreducible to particles but originates from Allah then He would
be pleased with what He does. Hence He would command what is pleasing at
least for Him. Hence what happens ultimately is compliant with pleasure at the
fundamental level. So, if unity, wisdom, and balance are considered, ultimately
divine commands will relate to consistent and balanced pleasure. Therefore, His
commands are not arbitrary, they are good and in a specific line as we experience
in His actual commands.
These facts are against the skeptic and materialist approach which lacks belief
in the truth, and in the permanent. For a skeptic, if someone suffers, that pain
is epiphenomenal; if someone is about to die, he was no more than random or
deterministic bumpings of particles one onto other; if someone is claimed to be
wrong, there is no right nor wrong since everything happens randomly or
deterministically… In all these, the skeptic denies the permanence, the
transcendence, and the unity: all these allegedly arise from a separatist approach
which gives absoluteness to the separate and temporary parts. For a skeptic
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there is no all encompassing truth. 1+1=2, but this is inherent in allegedly
separable things. Separate things are self-sufficient within themselves and they
have unquestionable unitary aspects. They can dissolve any time, hence there is
no eternity. There is no better nor worse. The convergence of the ultimate
pleasure, truth, well-being, unity, reason… at a point and our experimental and
empirical observations of the reflections of these within our actual limited
universe renders the skeptic approach invalid.
1.7.2.1.2.4.2.3
Worldly Pleasure and Pain are not the Only
Implications of Good and Evil.
The following verses indicate that the only immediate effect of good or evil is
not the breach of or contribution to the well-being.

Whoever does an evil deed will not be
recompensed except by the like thereof; but
whoever does righteousness, whether male or
female, while he is a believer those will enter
Paradise, being given provision therein without
account.
(Quran: 40/40)
But whoever kills a believer intentionally his
recompense is Hell, wherein he will abide
eternally, and Allah has become angry with him
and has cursed him and has prepared for him a
great punishment.
(Quran: 4/93)
If the punishment is the “like thereof”, then the above described punishment
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would be not equal to any pain that we can imagine that the criminal caused.
So, according to the above verses, since the above punishment is reasonable for
the above mentioned crime, and since the above mentioned crime caused a pain
which is small relatively to the punishment, then we understand that the only
result of that crime is not that pain. We understand that the breach of principles,
values and things other than well-being, that we do not see with our eyeballs
are also big implications of the crime. On the other hand, also, if the
punishment was just the countering of pain then it would not be very risky to
commit crime. In such a case, if the criminal is caught, the worst situation would
be that he suffered a pain which is equal to the pain of the victim.
The same applies for the “provision without account” given to the righteous: A
good deed as feeding a hungry poor person does not result only in the pleasure
and well-being given to the poor, but also in the confirmation and actualization
of certain values, principles, and truths. However, in this case, on top of what
the good doer deserves, Allah does not behave only justly, but also He opens
the doors of His favors without account.
1.7.2.1.2.4.2.4
Knowledge of Suffering is Necessary for Some
Degrees of Growth.
Happiness cannot exist to a certain degree without a knowledge of suffering.
We fast and we feel the importance of eating better. Pleasure and pain are like
the tops and trops of a wave. The wave cannot exist without them.
As we see in the following verse, the ultimate success above a certain degree
does not consist only of entering the Paradise, but contains also the safety from
the hell:

Whoever is removed far away from the Fire and
admitted to Paradise, he indeed is successful.
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(Quran: 3/185)
In parallel with the above and as we see in the following verses, everybody will
have an experience related to the hell as well:

Then We will surely extract from every sect those
of them who were worst against the Most
Merciful in insolence.
Then, surely it is We who are most knowing of
those most worthy of burning therein.
Not one of you but will pass over it: this is, with
your Lord, a Decree which must be
accomplished.
Then We will save those who feared Allah and
leave the wrongdoers within it, on their knees.
(Quran: 19/69-72)
Though on certain occasions some suffering is useful, one must try to avoid the
ultimate suffering as we see in the following verse:

O you who have believed, protect yourselves and
your families from a Fire whose fuel is people
and stones, over which are [appointed] angels,
harsh and severe; they do not disobey Allah in
what He commands them but do what they are
commanded.
(Quran: 66/6)
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Some pain may be useful; this way we get humility, empathy for those who are
in problem, and we experience the truth and true vulnerability of our being.
This cannot be known at the highest level by telling or seeing he who suffers.
Likewise, some pleasures may be harmful. For example, the pleasure the addicts
get make them experience the harmful aspects of the addiction. Can we say that
if a pain is useful, then it is not pain, hence, evil is reducible to pain? We cannot
say that; for example, a student who worked hard for an exam, may have
suffered in many ways, but also he may have died just before the exam; if we
assume that he went through that suffering anticipating the good consequences
of passing the exam, and without these consequences, he would not want to go
through that suffering, then we can conclude that that pain in and of itself was
a pain. Something similar may happen about a pleasure which is harmful. For
similar reasons, we cannot say that if an agent wants a pain, it is not pain; for
example, if the same student is told that he will die right before the exam, he
may not want to suffer for studying for that exam, he will probably say that if I
can attend the exam and see its positive consequences, then this suffering is
useful, if I will not be able to attend the exam, this suffering is not good.
Islam is submission to Allah who is the Truth. Suffering is natural in the sense
that all creation is subdued to the Truth, that everything other than Allah needs
Allah, is inferior to Allah, and has the risk of lacking His favors. But those who
submit to Him enjoy cooperating with Him and actually by submitting to Him
they are ultimately freed from suffering. The big risk of real suffering does not
actualize for them, they benefit from suffering for example by learning that
everything is inferior and subdued to Allah and by being ultimately free from
suffering.
This suffering may be in the form of natural disasters, or health problems, or
even a sin one has committed; but even if none of these happen, anyone is weak
against the SSC, and this weakness in and of itself may be a source of suffering
for someone who does not submit to Him and to the truth. Yet, those who do
not acknowledge and who fight this truth actually experience the ultimate and
permanent inferiority of not conforming with this big impersonal truth because
of their lowly personal subjective emotions. Because of rebellion against, this
necessary truth they face evil and real suffering and they actualize in them this
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suffering. Not submitting to this truth is a great suffering in itself and in its
implications. Allah is High we are low, Allah is Rich we are poor. But when we
submit to Him, we become successful even though we are by our nature weak.
But the one who sees himself unjustly high and opposes the truth, becomes
really low and gets no help from, and no positive connection to the Truth.
This also relates to the alleged problem of evil and renders it a matter of degree,
not a matter of kind. Especially if we consider that the unity of Allah entails the
above-mentioned suffering of being inferior to Allah. Regarding this alleged
problem, we should note that those who put forth this alleged problem against
God, commit the cherry picking fallacy, since they put on the hat of the believer
when they do it, but they do not consider these aspects although they have to
take the implications of belief as a whole system when they put on the hat of
the believer.
The facts such as the limitations of the creation due to the impossibility of a
second SSC should not be an argument against God, since, the impossibility of
the existence of a second God and hence the impossibility of the creation’s being
god-like is a default, logical, impersonal, and empirical reality.
If there was no suffering in the limited universe, then would an atheist believe
in Allah? Why would he believe in Allah in such a universe? What would be a
proof of Allah in that universe? If in such a universe there would be any proof
of Allah, then would suffering invalidate such a proof, and why would suffering
be relevant in this respect? Would not we then say that there is Allah and He
allows suffering maybe for certain reasons that only He knows? Would not it
be more rational to say that there is Allah but He is a God who allows suffering?
So, the problem of suffering or evil is irrelevant to the existence of Allah; it may
only be relevant to some of His properties.
Argument from evil is subjective, and it cannot produce any logical and/or
empirical contradiction. It is an egoist and wishful approach which can be
maintained by someone who instead of evaluating the source of things, focuses
on the benefits he gets from that source and denies the source if its products
are not beneficial for him.
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1.7.2.1.2.4.2.5
Ultimate Pleasure and Pain Entail the
Testability of the Goodness of Allah.

They will wish to get out of the Fire, but never
are they to emerge therefrom, and for them is an
enduring punishment.
(Quran: 5/37)
Do men think that they will be left alone on
saying, "We believe", and that they will not be
tested?
(Quran: 29/2)
An implication of ultimate pain is that the sufferer tries to do something but he
cannot. Those who enter hell, are not supported by the truth, by God. The error
does not have a power. Complying with goodness returns as a power to do what
one wills, not complying with morals returns as a weakness to not be able to do
what one wills. So, goodness of Allah has a distinct effect. Immorality also has
an effect, which is against the immoral person. Hence, in the whole system
Allah created, the victory of goodness of Allah is tested and manifested.
1.7.2.1.3

Subjugation of the Evil to the Good

Allah will sift away the bad from the good, then
pile the bad on top of each other, all in one pile,
then throw it in Hell. Such are the losers.
(Quran: 8/37)
Nay, We hurl the Truth against falsehood, and it
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knocks out its brain.
(Quran: 21/18)

The goodness of Allah is not manifested only in the success of the good, but
also in the actual and testable failure of the evil. In this part, we will see certain
aspects of the subjugation of the evil to the good.
1.7.2.1.3.1

Definition of Evil

The most relevant dictionary definitions of evil relevant in our context are: “the
fact of suffering, misfortune, and wrongdoing” and “something that brings
sorrow, distress, or calamity”170. These are not good definitions since according
to them, a good event falls under this definition:
According to this definition, for example, if a killer is caught and prevented
from killing his victim, it is an evil for the killer. Does this event of being caught
and prevented, which is evil relatively to the criminal increase the total evil in
the universe? If we assume that the person whom he tried to kill was not aware
of this attempt, does the suffering of the killer increase the evil in the universe?
His being caught and suffering is not evil. Because his suffering is not a breach
of the principles, laws, and relevant OTBTs. It is not against balance; it is not
against justice… Hence, we can define the evil as “that which breaches the
principles, laws, facts, and properties of goodness”.
Since everything that happens happens under the permission of Allah, there
cannot happen any ought not to be truth which is ultimately against the ultimate
elements of goodness.
The evil can be defined based on the default properties of Allah. Evil is by default
subdued to the good even if it is actualized at some stages or layers. It only
“Evil.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/evil. Accessed 23
Nov. 2021.
170

1270

arises partially and contingently: As Allah can give free will power to His
contingent creation, and as He has His own default and self-sufficient free will
power, the free will power given to the contingent creation may be exercised so
as to negate His free will power or His default properties. But the contingent
creation and its free will power originate and are sustained by Allah and His
free will power. Therefore, the contingent being and his exercise of the free will
power so as to negate the free will power of Allah depend in any case upon
Allah and His permission.
1.7.2.1.3.2

The Goodness of Allah

Some claim that the suffering and evil in this world, contradict the goodness
and/or omnipotence of God. Because the existence of suffering and evil show
that either (1) God does not have the power over suffering and evil, so He is
not omnipotent, or (2) He has power over suffering and evil, but He does not
prevent it, hence He is not good.
Obviously, it is always possible to make a definition of a property of a god such
that he contradicts the ontological reality, hence he is impossible to exist. If I
define a bird as a flying and running animal which gives birth to fish, and if I
search the universe and see no such animal, then I can conclude that birds do
not exist.
So, the definition of the goodness of God is important.
Do the basic properties of Allah which entail His goodness entail non existence
of pain and suffering?
Goodness of Allah does not necessarily entail His not causing or allowing any
suffering. Suffering in and of itself is essentially a favor of Allah. If we were not
able to suffer, we would not have certain positive properties related to suffering.
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It is a pushing power toward better both as a factor in this life and as a factor
in the hereafter.
The goodness of Allah is balanced: Our spouses, children are favors, but also
they may be evils. So, it is our approach to things and to principles that makes
the difference. If we are balanced in our approach to the truth, in our
understanding it, then all things will be favors; otherwise, anything in this world
may be evil; their evilness depends on us as noted in the following verse:

What comes to you of good is from Allah, but
what comes to you of evil, [O man], is from
yourself.
(Quran: 4/79)
From the point of view of Allah everything is good by default; and He gives us
good things.
Why the pain of the thief who is caught has no true weight or diminishing effect
or property against the goodness? Because it does not negate the necessary
elements of goodness and its conditions, therefore it is not evil; the thief’s
suffering is just suffering and this is not evil.
If we needed to change the tire of the car because we have not been careful
enough to see the sharp object on the road, the next time we will be more careful
and avoid such a thing; if we have enough power or money or technology to
change or fix the tire easily, then the sorrow of having a flat tire will be less. So,
the degree of a pain causing factor’s effect depends on us and our means. So,
anything that causes pain is not evil or painful in and of itself. We undergo pain
because we are not strong enough against it; it is something relative in this
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respect. The angels of hell do not undergo pain. Yet anything other than Allah
has a weakness against certain things; and especially against Allah. Therefore,
the only way to be safe against pain is to trust in Allah and receive His help.
So, pain is relative to our power to control it and our balance, and it is not
something evil in and of itself. Therefore, it arises from our own selves. Yet, our
own selves have the power of free will and the power to ask for the help of
Allah.
Our structure is so that it ought to have suffering; for example, if we do not
suffer when our hand is cut, then we may not be careful enough to protect
ourselves and we may lose our unity much earlier. When we look at the other
components of the human being, we see that he has to suffer under certain
conditions.
Suffering is the engine of continuity and suffering arises from the motivation
and tendency to continue our existence. And suffering is caused by the
motivation and joy of being. Organs in trouble give message to the whole and
force it to take action through pain.
This is similar to the suffering of many other life forms which we observe.
Obviously, Allah may or may have created regions of the limited universe where
beings do not suffer like we do; however, this does not entail that all beings in
the limited universe must be free from suffering.
What about Allah’s disliking certain things? Does suffering exist by default? We
experience that suffering exists when there is incompleteness such as hunger,
or disruption to unity and integrity, as in an accident when we have a broken
bone or a torn tissue, or as in a lack of power such as having no power against
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a lion which is running toward a person. Suffering is a default fact arising from
the ability of Allah to create beings with free will power which need to gain
knowledge in order to be knowledgeable. However, it is a default fact only as a
potential.
Allah who is the all-Knower may create beings who are ignorant, which are only
knowledgeable within the limitations of the environment Allah creates them in.
Likewise, Allah may create beings who may suffer, who do not have full unity,
integrity, power as Allah has them. So, while such highest properties of Allah
are actual by default, the property of suffering is a potential property. Hence,
while Allah is well Aware of His High Properties, He may be displeased with
His servants who do not put to good use their free will power and other powers.
His displeasure depends on His decree of giving free will power to His creation
and their use of this free will power under His permission. Yet, ultimately this
displeasure is balanced by the relevant punishment or forgiveness whenever they
are applicable.
Some may define goodness differently than the definition of Islam, such as
causing and allowing no pain. According to this definition, Allah may be not
good or may be unable to remove evil. But this definition is not binding for
Allah, and it is not based on the empirical and logical evidence. Allah does not
have any commitment of complying with all definitions of goodness. So,
according to a correct definition of goodness, Allah is not weak against evil. If
those who reject the goodness of Allah “demonstrate” that a true God cannot
cause or allow any pain even if there are reasons for them or even if the pains
are offset or overridden by good consequences, then they will have proven that
God must be weak against evil. But such a demonstration will be unrealistic,
arbitrary and will not be a reasonable claim, since it will be against our empirical
observations.
When the good and evil are defined in a servant-centered and narrow way, it
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becomes problematic; but when it is defined in a value and Allah-centered
transcendent way, then it ceases to be a problem any more.
For instance, when the contemporary mainstream Christians define evil in a
servant-centered way, they take god down to the level of the servants so that
god may destroy evil or suffer instead of His servants. They make big,
unnecessary, and unjustified commitments for an alleged type of god as if he is
ready to kill himself or his alleged son so that some suffering or some sin may
be removed, as if he has no other way. This contains big contradictions in it:
Does a god die? Is this a mortal god? Is he partially mortal and partially
immortal? Does a god suffer? Is god weak? Is he subdued to some things above
him?... However, when the servant recognizes Allah as the true God, who does
not resemble the human being, then evil does not become a problem.
1.7.2.1.3.3

Relativeness of Evil

Say, "Are those who know equal to those who do
not know? Only the people of reason take heed".
(Quran: 39/9)
A picture may look different when looked at from different perspectives by
different viewers:
What looks as imperfect may be in fact part of a picture which has beauty at a
higher level by containing apparent perfections and imperfections altogether at
the lower level. So, what looks imperfect may look so because of the beholder’s
looking at a part of the picture instead of its whole.
This narrow-mindedness arise because of selfishness and arrogance: We tend to
accepting only the benefits from God and reject what we interpret as harmful
from Him, because of lack of trust in Him. We tend to be arrogant and
underestimate the obvious wisdom behind all. We tend to be arrogant so that
we may feel that we know all there is to know.
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Because of our arrogance, we expect that our relative preferences override the
preferences of Allah, so that we face no difficulty and risk at all.
Evil and good may look differently based on from where we look. So, everybody
may have different degrees of correctness and completeness of understanding
about the truth of that which is observed. There may be many points of view
about a certain state or act; they are not relative and equal in their compliance
with the truth. The assessments from a point of view which contain complete
knowledge will be superior to the assessments of other points of view. An
assessment from a point of view with a limited knowledge which maintains that
a certain event is evil may be incomplete and false.
Note that this is different than a preference about vanilla ice cream and
strawberry ice cream about which two persons can claim that his different
preference is more correct. This preference is like the bird which prefers flying
in the sky, and the fish which prefers swimming under the sea: if a person
prefers vanilla ice-cream, it may be possible that his structure, for example his
chemicals may be more harmonious with the vanilla ice-cream; we do not make
a judgment about this harmony; it is likely that the chemicals of each person is
different; hence, although what each person prefers is different, such two
different judgments may both be correct for different conclusions.
But in relativeness of evil in its compliance with the truth, we evaluate different
choices chosen by beings of the same nature where the choices have different
implications about which the choosers care. An example would be two persons
who care about their health and who are equally vulnerable to having cancer
upon smoking; yet one of them assumes that the pain of cancer would be less
than the pleasure he gets, and he smokes, the other one thinks otherwise, and
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he does not smoke.
So, maybe we do not know exactly in terms of correctness how Allah sees things;
however, if we accept the existence of such a point of view -not the existence of
God-, then we can see that at least in some cases, there is a point of view which
is better than ours. But if we presuppose that there is no such a point of view
or related truth, then the evil becomes a real problem. If there is no possibility
that a consideration about the goodness or evilness of a state is superior
compared to another consideration, then evil becomes at least as strong and as
real as good. But such a presupposition is unjustified, hence we should take an
objective stance; and when we take it, the alleged problem of evil vanishes as
well. Because, in any case, I can say “there may be an act of mine such that if I
knew all of its implications, then I would behave differently”; after all, we all
have done at least some acts about which we say “I ought to have done
otherwise”. Hence, things are not reducible to just one point of view or no point
of view, or just spatial positions of particles. There are better and best
conclusions about the acts and states; and therefore we have a potential to
improve our position if we use our powers of knowledge, observation, and
reasoning. So, subjective considerations are neither equally strong, nor equally
weak. Those that comply with the truth and that may be supported with
complete and correct knowledge even only as a potential, are strong and
override those that negate them.
1.7.2.1.3.4
The Evilness of a Partial State Within a Good
Whole may be Overridden by the Goodness of That Whole.
Goodness cannot be considered as separate from its implications. In a whole,
the pain of the thief upon being caught is not evil at all if we consider it together
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with its implications. The pain of the thief cannot be considered as something
which has a weight distinct from the whole it is part of. Likewise, the pain a
killer feels for being caught before completing his crime is not an evil. Hence,
the things which are considered as evil are not necessarily even partially evil
before all implications are considered.
1.7.2.1.3.5
The Intention of Allah to Actualize Contingent
Evil and its Secondary and Loser Status Against Default Good.
As we see in the following verses, there is an intention of Allah to put the evil
ones in the loser state. The first verse below, describes that state; the second
verse, its relation to the related acts; the third verse, the relation of acts with
true belief which is possible for those who are humble and who do not have
attributes such as arrogance:

And if we had willed, We could have given every
soul its guidance, but the word from Me will
come into effect [that] "I will surely fill Hell with
jinn and people all together.
So taste [punishment] because you forgot the
meeting of this day of yours; indeed, We have
[accordingly] forgotten you. And taste the
punishment of eternity for what you used to do."
Only those believe in Our verses who, when they
are reminded by them, fall down in prostration
and exalt [Allah] with praise of their Lord, and
they are not arrogant.
(Quran: 32/13-15)
Allah creates the ought to be truths (OTBT). So, if the OTBT of the lion is to
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eat the gazelle and if the OTBT of the gazelle is not to be eaten, then when the
gazelle escapes the OTBT-compliant state of the lion does not happen; if the
gazelle is caught and eaten, then the OTBT-compliant state of the gazelle does
not happen. These goods and evils are relative. Allah does not say that these
relative OTBT-related states ought not to happen.
But there are OTBT-related states for which Allah says that they ought to
happen. These are default and ultimate goods that ought to happen according
to the first, default, and objective status of Allah, and there are certain beings
which are given powers necessary for being responsible at a higher layer. There
are secondary good and evil; and there is ultimate and objective good. Because
of the defaultness of Allah and His potential to give free will power, there is also
contingent and secondary evil that may originate from Allah as a potential, and
may originate from the servant through his free will power as an actual.
If nothing other than Allah is self sufficient then the contingent and relative evil
needs Allah ultimately in order to exist, though Allah is not a coercive cause of
such evils. But Allah subdues evil and demolishes it hence the evil as subdued
to good becomes an element and demonstration of the victory of the good,
therefore it is ultimately good according to a complete and consistent
knowledge.
The contingent, partial, and subjective evil exists by default as a potential and it
cannot originate from other than Allah. Because He can give free will power to
His contingent creation and this creation through the free will power may
produce such evil words and actions. Allah in His goodness, and willingness to
destroy this evil, may want to take an action against this evil.
The following verses are an example in this respect:

Indeed, those who disbelieve spend their wealth
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to avert [people] from the way of Allah. So they
will spend it; then it will be for them a [source
of] regret; then they will be overcome. And those
who have disbelieved unto Hell they will be
gathered.
[This is] so that Allah may distinguish the
wicked from the good and place the wicked some
of them upon others and heap them all together
and put them into Hell. It is those who are the
losers.
(Quran: 8/36-37)
He may want to actualize such evil and condemn it to destruction. The action
is not suppressing it by not actualizing it, but by condemning it to destruction
and putting it in a state of loss forever. It may be done through embodying it
in the human beings who have a kind of some superiority in the limited
universe, and within those who choose evil through their free will. The good
will have superiority in the eternal. This way, the superiority of the good may
be established, observed, witnessed, and actualized permanently.
This way, the potential, real secondariness, and loss of evil is actualized, tested
numerous times in numerous evils, and proven. The following verses are
examples in this respect:

And Allah will establish the truth by His words,
even if the criminals dislike it.
(Quran: 10/82)
[Remember, O believers], when Allah promised you one of the two groups that
it would be yours and you wished that the unarmed one would be yours. But
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Allah intended to establish the truth by His words and to eliminate the
disbelievers;

That He should establish the truth and abolish
falsehood, even if the criminals disliked it.
(Quran: 8/7-8)
The actual power and goodness of Allah are the two of His properties. So, it is
natural that this actual power actualizes and has its effects over the actual world.
So, evil is to be allowed and created so that it can be destroyed and the goodness
of Allah brings its effects into existence.
Something similar happens regarding the “allegedly natural” evil such as
earthquakes, famines, diseases: Through these, those who reject the power of
Allah to take back what He gives, or His right to distribute His favors to
whomever He wills become manifest. And they will be given the feedback about
the nature of their behaviors.
Good is an entailment of Allah's creating, fashioning, and sustaining powers. If
He creates certain things, then they will have some permanence. But as they are
entailed by His powers, they do not produce restraints on Allah. He can sustain
things to whatever extent He wants:

"Such is Allah; He creates what He wills.”
(Quran: 3/47)
He creates with His will power. He is not obliged to create or to sustain. He
creates out of His mercy. These are potential consequences of His being.
The above is in opposition to the major contemporary forms of Christianity
where the crucifixion of Jesus is claimed to be the punishment of evil in the
punishment of alleged god and his sharing the suffering of the creation/ human
being; in Islam God is all-Knower, Pure, and He punishes the evil itself instead
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of punishing Himself.
The evil punished in hell is real evil, in that it is not like a suffering which brings
good consequences to whomever bears it. Yet, it has the aspect of being the
demonstration of the subjugation of evil to good.
The evil sees it as ultimate evil for himself, Allah also sees it as evil for the evil;
but in a different context, in the context of the big truth, it is good because
through justice, it is the destruction of the evil by the good, the loss of the evil
against the good, the loss of the error against the truth. By this process the truth
overrides the error, the good overrides the evil empirically and in actuality.
So, there is no absolute and ultimate evil from all respects. Also, the important
thing is that it is evil relatively to the sufferer. And something is ultimately evil
relatively to sufferer if and only if he has earned it, if he had power over it.
Otherwise many things happen because of the structures of things and what
these structures entail as ought to be truths, because of the creating and
sustaining of Allah, yet moral evils arise through the exercise of free will power
upon different OTBTs. So, every evil is contingent. Some people are evil but
there is also reason for their existence. A person cannot be good if he rejects
good and evil.
1.7.2.1.3.6
The Intention of Allah to Test Agents who
Have Free Will Power and Reward Those Who Overcome the Evil
Not only does Allah punish and subdue evil, but also He raises the good as we
see in the following verses:

And to Allah belongs whatever is in the heavens
and whatever is in the earth that He may
recompense those who do evil with [the penalty
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of] what they have done and recompense those
who do good with the best [reward]
(Quran: 53/31)
And We will surely test you with something of
fear and hunger and a loss of wealth and lives
and fruits, but give good tidings to the patient,
(Quran: 2/155)
Hence, as there are temptations toward the evil, there are also difficulties in
front of the good. These are challenges so as the good and the evil may be
distinguished and filtered. This is the first element of the test.
The second element is the free will power. Through free will power, the agents
choose which way to go; they own their deeds, their paths; and they manifest
their properties.
Question 136.
Can God create a world where all people do always good things freely? If so,
does not this refute the free will explanation for the existence of evil in this
world?
Answer 136.
He can create such a world, like He does in the world of angels or paradise. But
this does not entail that He does not create also another world where free people
are challenged and tested with potential situations where they can commit evil
deeds freely.
For the reason in the question, the free will is not a complete explanation against
the problem of evil, but rather the test is. And test has challenges as a
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component.
So, in the paradise there are not such challenges and people in there have already
passed the test and have certain properties, and furthermore they recognized
their weaknesses and they asked for and received the help and guidance of Allah.
The existence of free will together with a certain degree of challenges produces
in any case different degrees in different dimensions. There is no principle
against the actualization of those beings in those degrees.
1.7.2.1.3.7
Potential.

Logically, Relative Evil Necessarily Exists as a

Since Allah is all powerful and since He can give free will power, by the existence
of Allah, a potential of evil as something relative, subjective, and secondary
necessarily exists. But this is only a relative and subjective evil which is subdued
to and overridden by the goodness of Allah.
1.7.2.1.3.8
Some Properties Which are Considered as E vil
by Some, are Necessitated Because of the Default High Powers of
Allah.
Some logical necessities arise from the Being of Allah. Beings in order to be
strong by themselves must struggle with difficulties. And as Allah is the
ultimate, everything is weak against Him, subdued to Him, and needs Him
logically, necessarily. All things can have only whatever He gives them or allows
them. As the creation is many, in any case they are affected and limited by other
things. As they are weak they need to struggle. They are mortal unless Allah
gives them existence and continuation; this is a logical and non-personal
necessity. They may need to recognize and experience their weaknesses in many
ways because their weakness is their natural, default, and necessary property.
As a default fact, if Allah does not create them, they do not even exist. Allah
can make things continue their existence as much as He wants, but He does not
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need to. The difficulties the creation face arise from the nature of the creation,
and from the default nature of Allah. Allah sustains things but He does not
need to. Suffering is part of the nature of certain types of creation. Allah may
make things unable to suffer but for certain creation this may come with the
cost of not surviving and enjoying things that they may enjoy and with other
bigger costs.
Certain weaknesses are non-separable properties of certain creation. Hence, if
they are created as they are, they will have such weaknesses. There are things
that they may experience or not; however, they have some indispensable
properties if they are decreed to exist.
Suffering for x may be the cost of existing in a universe where things including
x have power, effect, and freedom. All creation with the high sentience,
knowledge, and reasoning power like those of human beings will suffer
inferiority against Allah and being His creation except for those who submit to
Him, hence to the Default and Manifest Truth. Hence, should Allah avoid
creating beings with such sentience, knowledge…?
Any creation is necessarily deficient to some extent, compared to God. For
example God is the Creator and the creation is the created. Unless Allah raises
it in degrees of perfection it cannot reach any degree of perfection. So any
perfection a thing has, is given by Allah. A thing to which Allah does not give
any positive property, will be deficient in respect to that property.
Is there a limit to His creating power? This is logically impossible. Does Allah
have to create all He can create and give them eternal and perfect lives? Hence
things are limited regarding the favors that they can receive. We are lucky in
any case to have received what we had. Does He have to make eternal whatever
He creates? There is necessarily one God and other things necessarily depend
on God, are mortal, and cannot live unless Allah makes them live..
1.7.2.1.4

Goodness Exists.

Above we saw that the elements of goodness exist, and some related facts. In
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this part, we will conclude about the existence of goodness.
1.7.2.1.4.1

Types of Good and Evil

The following parts clarify the types of good and evil. The concepts, facts,
wholes, properties that we will see in respect to these types will confirm that
many elements of goodness exist in many ways and in many layers.
On the other hand, they will show that the bases proposed for morals by the
materialist cannot be consistent with and sufficient for the recognition and
application of morals and goodness.
The following are some relevant classifications in our context, they are not
exclusive.
1.7.2.1.4.1.1

Object-Based Classifications

Object-based classifications are about the act or target of the agent who may be
good or evil.
1.7.2.1.4.1.1.1

Objective and Subjective

This part explains how “objective” and “subjective” are used in this book in
respect to the good, evil, and OTBTs. It also explains why this classification is
a misleading one, and why instead of this classification, the distinct effectiveness
of good and evil must be focused upon.
If all parties can be justified for their different choices about which one of the
alternatives within the same set of alternatives is good, when all is known, then
this is a subjectively good alternative. Two persons may have different
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conclusions about an OTBT-compliant state while both of them are right. Such
conclusions are “subjective” conclusions. In such a situation, the persons have
different structures or states each, which justify their different conclusions. For
example the sugar level of a person may make his OTBT-compliant state to
drink the orange juice, while a different sugar level of another person may make
his OTBT-compliant state to drink milk. In such situations, even though two
different persons might have done something different, each would have
complied with a corresponding OTBT-compliant state, hence, they would both
be correct. Here the key issue is that if all relevant knowledge is available to
both parties or to another party, and it is processed by a reliable reasoning
power, two different conclusions of two persons about the OTBT-compliant
state are approved by all parties.
But if only one of the parties can be justified for his different choice about which
one of the alternatives within the same set of alternatives is good, when all is
known, then this is an objectively good alternative. So, if two agents have nontrivially the same structure, state, perspective, and they make different choices
about the OTBT-compliant states, then one of them will not be able to justify
his choice using complete and consistent knowledge, and a sound reasoning.
Here, this person who is unable to justify his choice is “objectively” wrong about
the goodness of his choice. For example, if one smokes and the other does not,
and the one who smokes dies from cancer because of smoking, then he was
wrong; he had little knowledge or he followed his emotions and short-term joys.
He missed longer term pleasures. Note that in both examples, the parties agree
upon criteria relevant to the specific OTBT. In the first example, the two persons
have differences which were sufficient to justify the difference in their choices.
In the second example, regarding the specific OTBT, they had same structure;
yet they made different choices.
If choosing vanilla ice cream or choosing chocolate ice cream have no different
total net value of goodness or evilness171, then the situation is irrelevant about

For example, the persons might theoretically have allergy about
chocolate or vanilla ice-cream and harming oneself is an evil.
171
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the objectiveness or subjectiveness related to OTBT.
A skeptic may argue that there may be no state which relates to any OTBT, and
there may be no objectively agreed upon criteria to identify any OTBT at all. If
there is at least one OTBT, the above classification becomes noteworthy.
However, note that the above is not about the distinct effectiveness of the
OTBTs, but rather the OTBT-compliant states’ subjectiveness and objectiveness.
So, in both examples, if all is known, there would be some clear direction to
take. If we could take into account all relevant aspects of an act correctly, giving
appropriate weights for all layers, parties, principles, values, and angles, would
it be a good act or an evil act? Would it be something that ought to be or ought
not to be? Obviously, if all of these were appropriately taken into account, then
the correct choice would be one of the alternatives for each person, but if and
only if the OTBT had an ontological underlying reality. Hence, rather than the
objectivity, that which matters first in terms of good is this distinct and effective
reality.
If using certain drugs is seen as a subjective evil, then there is no basis for having
a law against drugs, because if it is a subjective evil, then the nature of person
A may produce benefits by the usage of the drugs, and person B may produce
harms by the usage of the drugs, so nobody can prevent person A from getting
the benefits of using the drugs. Then having such a law becomes injustice
against the persons who want to use drugs. So, either there are things which are
right and wrong or by stipulating that law we are doing something very
irrational and unjust. However, if there were some aliens with whom we needed
to live together and they would not be influenced by such drugs, then we could
easily adjust the law so that the stipulations would accommodate for the relevant
subjectivity. Hence, the subjectivity does not mean arbitrariness, falsity, or nonexistence of good, evil, or OTBTs.
A consequence of the above explanations is that if someone believes in subjective
good, then in any case, he would need to recognize the distinct and effective
reality of the OTBT; since, any party who believes in it would act accordingly,
hence, his OTBT would produce a distinct effect, so it would be real. On the
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other hand, if someone adopts the subjectiveness of good and evil as in the first
example, it is just the objective good and evil adjusted to some differences in
the relevant circumstances in the OTBT-related state.
If someone adopts the subjectiveness as total justified indifference to alternatives
none of which has any net superiority, even if all is known, then it is totally
irrelevant to goodness, evilness, and OTBT.
So, if goodness and evilness are recognized as distinctly effective facts, then they
need to be recognized as objective facts as well.
1.7.2.1.4.1.1.2

Higher and Lower

A group [of you] He guided, and a group
deserved [to be in] error. Indeed, they had taken
the evil ones as allies instead of Allah while they
thought that they were guided.
(Quran: 7/30)
Mere subjectiveness and objectiveness relate to the object of the OTBT-related
states in respect to the agents without taking into consideration a possible
hierarchy between the states. This part explains goodness and evilness by taking
into account related possible hierarchies:
The following verses are about some lessons given to Moses (PBUH) by a special
person. In this process, this special person opens a hole in the ship in which
they embarked. Moses (PBUH) criticizes him for doing this. Later on, he learns
that he did it for a good reason. The verses are as follows:

So they set out, until when they had embarked
on the ship, he tore it open. [Moses] said, "Have
you torn it open to drown its people? You have
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certainly done a grave thing."
He said, "Did I not say that with me you would
never be able to have patience?"
(Quran: 18/71-72)
…

(He explained:) “As for the ship, it belonged to
poor people working at sea. So I intended to
cause defect in it as there was after them a king
who seized every [good] ship by force.”
(Quran: 18/79)
We see here that an act may be evil from a certain perspective, but it may be
good from another perspective. Moses (PBUH) looked from a narrow
perspective of the risk of drowning the people, according to which the act of
that person was clearly evil, no matter what information and reasoning was
available this might not change. However, if he could look from a broader
perspective, he might consider that the evilness of that act would be totally
annihilated within a broader scope. Within that broader scope, the act becomes
totally good.
This may look like the subjectivity about goodness. But note that whoever has
got that broader perspective would reach the conclusion that it was an
appropriate act. Therefore, according to the terminology of this book, this does
not relate to subjectiveness, but it relates to the position of the act within
different scopes, goals, and perspectives.
As in this example, there are higher and lower goods and evils. It is possible
that higher goods may totally annihilate lower evils, or that higher evils may
totally annihilate lower goods.
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Note also that the opinions of the related people also become annihilated in
their effects: in the above example, Moses (PBUH) and maybe other people
considered that that act was an evil act. Yet, their considerations have no weight
in favor of the evilness of that act.
Likewise, we can consider that what are considered as evils in this world like
natural disasters, thefts… may also produce good results. However, note that as
especially mentioned in the last verse above, intention is important in the
evaluation of the act. The person “intended” to open that hole to prevent that
evil king. Hence, if a thief commits a theft, he cannot claim his innocence saying
that he served the goal of Allah in giving him the ability to do it. Because one
goal of Allah in this, is to punish and establish the loss of the evil.
1.7.2.1.4.1.1.3

Default and Contingent

And [that] He may punish the hypocrite men
and hypocrite women, and the polytheist men
and polytheist women those who assume about
Allah an assumption of evil nature. Upon them
is a misfortune of evil nature; and Allah has
become angry with them and has cursed them
and prepared for them Hell, and evil it is as a
destination.
(Quran: 48/6)
And those who say, Our Lord, avert from us the
punishment of Hell. Indeed, its punishment is
ever adhering;
Indeed, it is evil as a settlement and residence.
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(Quran: 25/65-66)
For the existence of good, evil, and morals, there must be firstly the reality of
“ought to be”. But if we say we have to feed the poor because he ought to
survive; how can we answer the question “why ought the poor to survive?” Can
we answer saying “because everyone else may be poor”. But then we will have
the question “why everyone else need to survive?” So, where will these questions
end? Especially if whatever exists is contingent?
If whatever exists is contingent, and might not exist at all, then the chain of
such questions would not have an end. They would constitute an infinite regress
where no answer would be self-sufficient and no answer would constitute a
necessity. Further details about infinite regress are given in part 1.1.2.2.7.
The above is a serial analysis of contingency which leads us to a necessity of a
self-sufficient source. Yet, a holistic analysis where we analyze the relations
between wholes also leads us to the same result:
One may say to a criminal “you ought not to torture me”; then the criminal
may ask “why”; the other may say because if you torture me, then they will
punish you; then the killer may say “so what?”. OTBT entails the irreducible
reality of multiple wholes at multiple layers and these wholes entail the existence
of a transcendent unitary whole who gives the irreducible reality to those
wholes. Without such a whole no statement as “you ought not to torture me”
would have any meaning since “me” would not have any meaning except as an
epiphenomenal and illusory one.
A counter argument against this may be as follows: “even if there is such a
transcendent unitary whole, the wholes and their OTBTs originated by that
whole would be contingent, hence, this does not lead us to an ‘ought to’ as
opposed to a contingency”. However, if that whole exists having certain default
properties in a consistent unity, such that some of His properties entail some
other properties in unity, and if that whole ascribes some properties to His
creation, then these properties will entail some other properties in an “ought
to” relation. For example, the existence of the creation C1 may be contingent;
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but once it has been decreed to exist, then its unity ought to be respected. Hence,
the statement of the victim “you ought not to torture me” becomes meaningful.
Moreover the properties given to the victim by the SSC which relate to His
default and all-encompassing properties would support the existence of the
OTBT of that victim, unless it is overridden by justified OTBTs at a higher
degree. Additionally, the potential of an appropriate punishment as a sanction
so as to make the criminal regret his carelessness about the OTBT of the victim
concretely supports the importance of OTBT.
“Ought” is tightly connected to the distinct reality of wholes at multiple layers.
Hence, things in the multiple layers have value and effect because of the default,
unitary, and self-sufficient Originator and Sustainer. Once there is such a
Sustainer, then everything becomes part of a big system transcended by that
Sustainer and all OTBTs become meaningful: Hence, the human being ought
to slaughter the lamb just for his whole without wasting, since wasting is beyond
the ought; the lamb may try to escape in accordance with its ought; it ought to
eat the grass for its ought; the humanity is a community and the human beings’
structure entails security as we know; hence, the human being ought to protect
the human being. Therefore, in accordance with the explanations in part
1.7.1.2.2. about the higher and lower OTBTs, within the entire system, the
higher OTBTs actualize and harmonize all OTBTs and their actualizations.
The Messenger of Allah [PBUH] said: "The Muslim is the one from whose
tongue and hand the people are safe, and the believer is the one from whom the
people's lives and wealth are safe."172 Here we see the example of an OTBT
related to the default: One name/ property of Allah is the “Salaam” which means
the Peace. This name is related to His default Unity, Transcendence, Full Power,
Full Knowledge. Hence, the word “Islam” and “Muslim” originate from the
same root (SLM), and relate to “Peace”. The other meaning of “Islam” as
submitting to Allah, also contains the meaning submitting to the Peace. Hence,
in the hadith, the Prophet (PBUH) makes reference to the OTBT of safety which
Sunan an-Nasa'i 4995; (In-book reference) : Book 47, Hadith 11
(English translation) : Vol. 6, Book 47, Hadith 4998 quoted at
https://sunnah.com/nasai:4995 ; Accessed on: Nov. 16, 2021
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relates to peace, which is a default property of Allah.
Some laws may change but the well being, justice, unity, balance and other
elements of goodness taken as basis are real, permanent, and default. The norms
related to goodness may change within time and from community to
community; but the essentials and the bases are permanent and unchanging.
It is likely that we do not know all the details of the default properties of Allah
which are relevant to the OTBTs that we observe; however, that we deduce at
least some of them which establish the unity and consistency between all His
default properties, leads us to the fact that at the foundation of the OTBTs there
is a default ultimate essence with default properties which protects our OTBTs
from being contingent and arbitrary.
Yet, while the true OTBTs are entailed by the default properties of the SSC,
there may also be conditional OTBTs related to contingent things such as “this
student ought to study if he is to finish school”. These are not very meaningful
unless they are not connected with the ultimate OTBTs related to the SSC.
1.7.2.1.4.1.1.4

Distinctly Effective and Epiphenomenal

According to Islam, sovereign wholes and their OTBTs, and the OTBTs of Allah
are distinctly effective and produce changes in the spatiotemporal.
On the other hand, according to the materialist, there are only particles
bumping one onto other, and the good and evil are just epiphenomenal, hence
they do not have distinct effects on the spatiotemporal.
1.7.2.1.4.1.2

Subject-Based Classifications

Subject-based classifications are classifications related more to the agent and the
powers of the agent. The following are some relevant classifications in our
context, they are not exclusive.
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1.7.2.1.4.1.2.1

Feasible and Unfeasible

There are some things whose goodness we can know, and some things whose
goodness we cannot know; there are some good things that we can do and some
good things that we cannot do.
Once we are clear about the distinct reality and effectiveness of good and evil,
their overall objectiveness automatically obtains. The difference of opinions do
not happen always because of the overall relativity or subjectiveness of the
OTBT, but often because of our inability to access its objective reality; and if we
believe in the distinct, ontological, and effective reality of OTBT, and sincerely
try to get it as much as possible, then we will be doing the OTBT-compliant
effort, and hence be in good shape according to the Quran, since it says clearly
that:

Allah does not impose on any soul a
responsibility beyond its ability.
(Quran: 2/286)

The following hadith is in accordance with the above:
On the day of Al-Ahzab (i.e. Clans) the Prophet (PBUH) said, "None of you
Muslims) should offer the `Asr prayer but at Banu Quraiza's place." The `Asr
prayer became due for some of them on the way. Some of those said, "We will
not offer it till we reach it, the place of Banu Quraiza," while some others said,
"No, we will pray at this spot, for the Prophet (PBUH) did not mean that for
us." Later on it was mentioned to the Prophet (PBUH) and he did not berate
any of the two groups.173
Since, both groups tried to do the correct thing, the behavior of both groups
173 Sahih al-Bukhari 4119; In-book reference: Book 64, Hadith 163 USC-

MSA web (English) reference: Vol. 5, Book 59, Hadith 445 quoted at:
https://sunnah.com/bukhari:4119 Accessed on Nov. 16, 2021
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were acceptable even though if they were all knowers, both groups would
probably behave in the same way.
For similar reasons, goodness is not built directly and solely on the act-specific
commands of Allah or of the Prophet (PBUH). Analogy, reasoning, consensus,
tradition are also considered as legitimate sources of the rules of Islam as long
as they comply with and do not negate the direct commands of Allah and of the
Prophet (PBUH).
The OTBT-compliant states can be debated among people. If they sincerely try
to comply with the elements of goodness, then they will try to get closer to the
objective OTBT. And in terms of getting access to the related knowledge and in
terms of performing the good deed, they will have complied with the applicable
OTBT.
In the following verses where Allah presents a counterfactual, we see that the
worldly pains and pleasures are not an ultimate basis for ultimate goodness or
evilness. We also see the importance of focusing in the essential and default
OTBT which complies with the SSC. We also see that He does not give
commands which are unfeasible.

And if We had decreed upon them, "Kill
yourselves" or "Leave your homes," they would
not have done it, except for a few of them. But if
they had done what they were instructed, it
would have been better for them and a firmer
position [for them in faith].
And then We would have given them from Us a
great reward.
And We would have guided them to a straight
path.
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(Quran: 4/66-68)

So, while harm is ontologically associated with evil and benefit with good, with
the temporary elements of this world alone, we cannot determine what is good
and what is evil ultimately. To determine what is ultimately good we need to
take into account transcendent principles, properties, and values such as justice,
balance, truthfulness, benevolence... as well. Else, using our emotions will give
us only a partial picture.
1.7.2.1.4.1.2.2

Honest and Dishonest

And among them are some who criticize you
concerning the [distribution of] charities. If they
are given from them, they approve; but if they
are not given from them, at once they become
angry.
(Quran: 9/58)
If someone says that to be a victim is a good state while he is a perpetrator, but
if he says that to be a victim is an evil state while he is a victim, then he is lying
or wrong in the first case. If someone says that to be a perpetrator is a bad state
while he is an outsider, but if he says that it is a good state while he is the
perpetrator, then in the second case he is lying or wrong.
Note that these are not examples of subjectivity of good or evil, but examples
of dishonesty. Because the criminal knows his error since in the opposite
scenario, he would say the truth. His inconsistency establishes his dishonesty
rather than his subjectivity.
1.7.2.1.4.1.2.3

Individual-Related and Community-Related
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And it is not for the believers to go forth [to
battle] all at once. For there should separate from
every division of them a group [remaining] to
obtain understanding in the religion and warn
their people when they return to them that they
might be cautious.
(Quran: 9/122)
Some things may be good, but maybe all individuals do not need to do that
good. For example, it may be good to be a fireman, but everybody ought not to
be a fireman.
There are some ought to be truth (OTBT)-related states where if some people
do it, then it becomes no more an OTBT-compliant state for others. So, OTBTs
must be considered in a flexible sense.
However, this does not mean that such good things are subjective or relative. It
is an objective and real OTBT that some people within a society become
firemen.
1.7.2.1.4.2

Goodness Exists Distinctly and Effectively.

And We place the scales of justice for the Day of
Resurrection, so no soul will be treated unjustly
at all. And if there is [even] the weight of a
mustard seed, We will bring it forth. And
sufficient are We as accountant.
(Quran: 21/47)
Nobody in fact will fully deny the good and evil. A person who denies them
will be logically and empirically inconsistent: if a person denies them hence
morals, then he must be ready to declare this and he will have to give up all his
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properties which may be legitimately attacked and must be ready to destruction.
Because his existence is built on his and other OTBTs and if he rejects them,
he must not expect salary, profit, rent or protection... he cannot expect sincerely
the application of laws for himself. Likewise he will be a threat to the
community, since he would not be recognizing sincerely the distinctly effective
rights and OTBTs of people and animals... If he does or promises to do good
deeds, this will be accidental. If he adopts a way of behaving “as if there is good
and evil”, then this way will necessarily be based upon certain arbitrary
circumstances, hence, there will be no reason to expect it to be permanent.
Someone who rejects moral truths, also rejects that there can be any moral
progress, since any claim or proposal of moral progress would be relative and
arbitrary.
The well-being, the beneficial, the good, the evil produce distinct effects on the
distinct sovereign wholes as human beings, and the distinct experience of the
good and evil and the wholes who experience them produce change via the free
will power. This change is produced not only on the minds of the agents, but
also on the spatiotemporal entities and events. The reality and effectiveness of
the good and of the evil are tested and the test results are published daily on
thousands of newspapers and other media, so that there is barely any need to
make any experiments about them in the laboratories.
In harmony with the above, the Islamic law has 5 objectives of protecting and
enhancing the life/ person, the intellect, the religion, the wealth, and the
offspring. Hence, there are objectives in our layer, and through the exercise of
our powers including our free will power, we can make a difference; we are not
reducible and slaves of the matter and particles. There are optimal and worse
states. Yet our world is contained within a larger system which contains degrees
of stability, identity, relations, balance, and dynamism.
In different societies there may be different sanctions for certain crimes. Yet, in
any case, these crimes are generally recognized as evil; so, these differences do
not entail the non-existence of related evil. Yet, an act recognized as a crime in
country C1, may be considered as a good deed in another country C2. Even this
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does not show the arbitrariness of the good and evil: because if both countries
are ultimately correct about their treatment of that act, this means that each
country’s structure is different and that one’s ought to be truth (OTBT) is the
other’s ought not to be truth; and in any case their OTBTs are ontologically
real. But if C1 is wrong about its treatment of that act when all things have been
taken into account, then it had to recognize it as a good deed, or as a neutral
thing depending on the specific structure of C1. Hence, as long as there is at
least one country which is right about its conclusion about an OTBT-compliant
state, OTBT would be an ontological reality.
If we take into account the billions of articles of laws which stipulate acts to do
and acts to avoid, and if we consider that all of them must be ultimately false
and had to be neutral for the non-existence of OTBT, we can safely say that
there are ontologically real OTBTs, which are irreducible elements of goodness.
Note also that the laws are just a qualified representation of OTBTs; if we
consider many acts which are blamed or praised according to tradition and other
norms, the list of things to be wrong for the absence any OTBT would be much
longer.
Even if stealing was OK in a society, in any case there would be boundaries,
that which is good and that which is evil. So the objective rule in every society
is "do not do that which is evil" according to the rules of that society. There are
always things if done will destroy a society.
Once a person believed in the existence of good and evil, their contents may be
determined. And there is no one way to fill its contents. The commands of Allah
have a certain scope beyond which Allah gives us flexibility as long as we comply
with the principles. And a sincere person gets the right path in any case. The
following verses are relevant in this respect:

It is not the flesh and blood (of your sacrificial
animals) that reaches Allah. What reaches Him
is your piety.
(Quran: 22/37)
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O you who have believed, do not ask about
things which, if they are shown to you, will
distress you. But if you ask about them while the
Quran is being revealed, they will be shown to
you. Allah has pardoned that which is past; and
Allah is Forgiving and Forbearing.
(Quran: 5/101)
Let a man of wealth spend from his wealth, and
he whose provision is restricted let him spend
from what Allah has given him. Allah does not
charge a soul except [according to] what He has
given it. Allah will bring about, after hardship,
ease.
(Quran: 65/7)
If multiple things appeared by chance and outside unity then morals can not
have a reality. Because every moral norm will be equally valid including the
opposite ones hence no principle will be common. But there are not generally
the absolutely opposite norms. There is just a difference in degree related to the
sanctions.
The only alleged basis for morals for a materialist would be the claim that
reductive evolution resulted in what we perceive as good and evil, hence, they
must be of “some” importance. However, it is clear that many life forms went
extinct and we can imagine states in which they would not have gone extinct
even if there has been no good and evil. Likewise, the human beings also may
have gone extinct under many imaginary scenarios, and we can imagine of many
substitutes of good and evil which would be more helpful in many extinction
scenarios. Furthermore, according to reductive materialism, good and evil
cannot be distinctly effective, they can be just epiphenomenal since they would
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be in any case reducible to the behaviors of particles. For a materialist, goodness
may be based only on emotions, since they cannot have any empirical or logical
basis for it. Hence, a reductive materialist cannot defend his having distinctly
effective morals. On the other hand, as explained in part 1.1.2.2.10, nonreductive materialism is fundamentally contradictory.
For the materialist, morals is not even definable since for him, there can be no
ought to be truth, no free will power, and no predictable effect/ implication,
and no testability. Materialist claims to the otherwise, like in the compatibilist
free will, are farfetched and contradictory.
In harmony with the above, there are those who interpret moral relativism as
the non-existence of morals and goodness. For such, a criminal who raped and
then killed a baby has done nothing morally wrong. Such people would
recognize morally right and wrong only if they were perceivable through their
eyeballs and if they produced a direct movement, a spatiotemporal change in
the limited universe. But they do not have any reason to restrict and reduce the
right and wrong to the spatiotemporal.
Such people contradict themselves whenever they expect someone to fulfil his
contract, or whenever they go to the court, or whenever they expect a help from
someone.
1.7.2.1.4.3
Goodness Exists as an Ultimate and Default
Reality Related to the Default Properties of Allah.
The OTBTs of the contingent gains the status of OTBT only with reference to
the self-sufficient and unitary Creator and Sustainer. Because without the SSC,
neither the acts, nor the structures, nor the OTBTs of the contingent can even
be defined. With SSC they are definable, and they are connected to other things.
Can an act of Allah be ultimately evil? No. Because whatever He actually does
is legitimately doable for Him, and above Him there is no power or judge who
will judge about what He did. If good is defined based on OTBTs then there is
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no OTBT above Allah. And anything He does complies with any OTBT which
issues from Him.
But does this mean that even any conceivable clearly evil act will become good
just because He does it? No. Because His properties entail His default OTBTs
which comply with goodness:
So if Allah causes anything really bad is it good by this reasoning? Here we
should question whether anything really evil may be caused by Him. If for
example He creates an innocent baby and tortures him forever is it a good deed
by the above reasoning? He says that He is never unjust:

That is for what your hands have put forth [of
evil] and because Allah is not ever unjust to His
servants.
(Quran: 8/51)
If He is good then there must be some properties of Allah which entail His
goodness by default:
He is the only giver of positive things; He is Self-Sufficient, He does not need
anything from anyone; He is not biased, He is All-Encompassing; He is the AllKnower; He is the Aware about what His creation feel… He does not fear
anything. Unlike us, He has the right to take back what He gives.
Generally our weaknesses cause our evil acts: We fear hunger and other things
so we need to secure as many positive things as possible and this leads to
competition and in many cases to try to be richer and stronger than others; we
are not well aware about what others feel, so we may tend to oppress others
more; we are within a social group, so we want that social group to be superior
to other groups…
On the other hand, evil is an inconsistency and against unity which is a
fundamental property of Allah. For example, a bird has a brain and its body is
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for flying, but let us suppose that its wings are being cut with no reason: there
is a breach of unity and consistency and reaction as pain to the cutting of its
wings, and when we watch the bird we see that it is to fly. If God created the
baby and gave her hands to hold things and then He cuts his hands simply for
torturing and repeats this and the baby's nerves and brain reacts to this there is
obviously an inconsistency, if God is All-Knower He would know these
inconsistencies, if He is powerful He would not do it or He would stop it. If He
is Wise, there would be a reason for any seemingly evil event.
Again, for example if evil is a negative and if there will be balance in any case,
then causing an evil related to suffering would require a balancing reason. So a
question might arise: if He gave a favor would this entail an evil? The following
verse answers this question:

Is the reward for good [anything] but good?
(Quran: 55/60)
This is only an example. Even though we may be unable to know all of His
properties which entail His goodness, we can know the resulting property of
His Goodness as we observe in this limited universe that the seemingly evil
things mostly have reasons and better outcomes. We are not justified to claim
that if we do not see a reason for something there is absolutely no reason for it;
we are not justified to claim that we know all reasons which exist.
Goodness is the default and pure state, and most people have the inherent pure
nature within the depths of their essences but the corruption comes in as an
anomaly as indicated in the following verse:

And [by] the soul and He who proportioned it
And inspired it [with discernment of] its
wickedness and its righteousness,
He has succeeded who purifies it,
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And he has failed who instills it [with
corruption].
(Quran: 91/7-10)
This may also be related to why we normally are displeased with a torturing
scene.
Consequently, His default ought to be truths -whose negation would produce
the potential evil- are in accordance with His properties. And His acts are in
any case in parallel with His properties. So, there is no possibility of ultimate
evilness for any act of Allah.
There are OTBTs directly related to the SSC in our relationships with the SSC,
such as thanking Him which is entailed by unity, consistency, and balance. And
there are OTBTs related to the SSC, and also related to our relationships with
the creation, such as thanking a human being who does a favor to us.
One can “recognize” the wholes at different layers and respect their OTBTs
even though he does not recognize the SSC. But this will be incomplete and
will contain contradictions in that recognizing the wholes and their OTBTs
entails the recognition of the Fashioner and recognizing the OTBTs entails
recognizing the Beneficent.
There may be an OTBTs with respect to the contingent aspects of the contingent
things: For example, a student ought to study well when this is assessed in
respect to his earning his livelihood. This is a conditional OTBT like he ought
to study if he is to earn his livelihood. Again this may be related to the ultimate
OTBT since a servant of Allah ought not waste the time, the youth, the other
means that Allah gave him/her, ought to be useful, and ought not to be a burden
to other creation of Allah. Yet all of these ultimately are built upon the
Fashioning and other relevant properties of Allah.
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Why is Allah good? Is He good arbitrarily or is His goodness non-separable
from His default properties? Can we imagine that He could be evil with all His
default properties? Allah is Good in accordance with His default properties. For
example, He needs nothing and He does not need to hijack anything that
anybody else produced in and of himself, He does not have any fears, He is all
encompassing, He is the only possible sustainer for any contingent thing, He is
the only Creator, the only Sustainer; He may have other properties in harmony
with these properties since He is One as explained in part 1.2.
In parallel with the above, a human being ought not to kill an innocent human
being because that innocent human being is the servant of Allah for whom He
gives sustenance, who may be at present or in the future a friend of Allah.
Hence, He is the source of our goodness as well.
Without His invitation to good deeds, when we try to establish good in a person,
or in a family, or in a city, or in a country, we will be working for a partial good.
But if we work for God and His invitation, then we are going to be working for
an all encompassing good, even if for the cause of Allah we try to help one
person or one insect. And not only for one's lifetime, but for a cause which
started since the start of humanity or maybe earlier and till the end of the
humanity or later.
If the default Creator creates and may possibly value His creation, and may
require respect for them against the free willed acts of the contingent things,
then there is at least the empirical “possibility” of default and necessary oughts.
The explanations in part 1.4 about the Fashioner property and other
explanations related to the goodness of the SSC establishes that these
possibilities are actual. Also, if the Default power originates and sustains the
wholes at the contingent layers, then by default, any unnecessary action against
the contingent beings/ things would be against the necessary oughts unless
justified by something that is related to the Default power.
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Then the message of Allah becomes very important: A reasonably supported
message of Allah, gives us the opportunity to have a good intention and
complete the lack of knowledge about a direct intention of the Default: We may
try to help a dog survive, reasoning that God sustains the dog, so we must also
help the Will of Allah by helping a starving dog. But, we may also think in other
ways saying that Allah makes it starve, so let us not feed it; but when Allah says
that we need to help the needy and consider our power and potential to help it
which is also created and sustained by the SSC, then we can get the intention
that we do that help not as a subjective ought, but as an objective and default
ought. Even if we suppose that we may be wrong in these considerations, we
will have done our best and produced our OTBT-compliant state in accordance
with the knowledge accessible to us. And since the SSC with the above
mentioned properties would not take us responsible for what we cannot do, we
would be in good shape.
Regarding the above points, it should be noted that the biggest goodness and
biggest evils are done toward Allah, though He does not benefit nor is He
harmed with those acts. We can thank a human being which is an important
thing; but our thank toward Allah should be incomparably bigger. Similarly, if
we are ungrateful against a human being, this cannot be compared to many
ungratefulness we can do against Allah.
We should note that the non-separability and consistency of goodness, truth,
related values from pleasure, peace, and sustainability plus their confirmation
with strong evidences enables us to have and to be clear about the goal of life
as the highest target and to get rid of any skepticism about whether our goal of
life is high, true, reliable, changeable. Furthermore, all being the creation of the
One Creator, all of these enable us to extend the benefits of such a goal to other
beings and things in a balanced way. These all are possible thanks to the default,
high, and unchanging properties of Allah. The goal of life is beautifully
summarized and stated in the following verse:

Allah will say, "This is the Day when the truthful
will benefit from their truthfulness." For them
are gardens [in Paradise] beneath which rivers
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flow, wherein they will abide forever, Allah being
pleased with them, and they with Him. That is
the great success.
(Quran: 5/119)
Question 137.
For example in a natural wood fire many animals die by burning; what may be
the default ought to be truth related to this?
Answer 137.
As explained in this section, pain in and of itself is not evil. Neither the good
nor the evil that we are subject to are self-sufficient. Allah defines the good and
the evil. On the other hand, Allah has the right to take back what He gives or
He can cease to sustain it or give something to another. But if we kill someone
we are not taking back what we gave. All owe Him. Natural disasters happen
in accordance with the fashioning of our limited universe. So they are not
impossible; He fashioned universes where these do not happen like the paradise
or the world of angels; yet, there is no logical or empirical necessity which binds
Him to make all universes like that. The question is whether the natural
disasters can originate from Allah. There is no principle against that. In the
following verse there is a hint about this:
Say, Who can protect you at night or by day from the Beneficent? But they are,
from the remembrance of their Lord, turning away.
(Quran: 21/42)
As God is the Creator of all things He has the right to end the life of things. If
I make a robot I can unplug it or turn it off. If I lend something to someone,
then I cannot be required not to ask it back. If a person steals the goods of
someone that the latter produced, then he does not have the right on this; when
someone steals, the balance is transgressed. Because the first did not have any
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effort to produce it but he benefits from it. But God is the Creator and Sustainer
of all. So even though it seems that Allah has different moral standards for His
own acts, the basis is same which is balance, unity, and transcendence.
Furthermore, such events are warnings to us that if we are really evil, there is
no impossibility that such may occur to us in the hell.
On the other hand, the intensity of the default goodness and related properties
of Allah, may cause Him to react intensely against the evil deeds of the evil
people as we see in the verses related to hell.
If the atheist says that the God is evil in making them enter hell for disbelief,
or for the animal suffering, then they have to assume the true existence of Allah.
If He exists, they have to accept that He has a plan and reason for those things.
But if they assume that there is no God, then they can accept that there is no
objective or subjective evil. So, if they put on the hat of the believer in God,
then they have to accept that the God is more knower than themselves. So, the
issue is the reality of God, and the alleged problem of evil relates only to the
acts of Allah, and it is in any case irrelevant to His truth and existence. On the
other hand, the claims in parallel with the alleged problem of evil are arbitrary,
wishful, and against our empirical observations.
Question 138.
If an act of Allah cannot be ultimately evil, how can it be ultimately good?
Answer 138.
There cannot be an ultimate ought to be truth that negates His act as if it is
something above Him; but there may be a default ought to be truth by His
default being, that is consistent with what He does.

He has decreed upon Himself mercy.
(Quran: 6/12)
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He may define or His Essence and default properties may entail an ought to be
truth relevant for Himself, and He may do what it entails; but there is no reason
against His negating or changing a contingent OTBT that He defined. Allah
may negate what His creation defines as OTBT; and His definition of a related
OTBT will be the correct one. The following verses are relevant in this respect:

Say, “O Allah, Owner of Sovereignty, You give
sovereignty to whom You will and You take
sovereignty away from whom You will. You
honor whom You will and You humble whom
You will. In Your hand is [all] good. Indeed, You
are over all things competent.
You cause the night to enter the day, and You
cause the day to enter the night; and You bring
the living out of the dead, and You bring the
dead out of the living. And You give provision to
whom You will without account.”
(Quran: 3/26-27)
Question 139.
Did God create the evil done by His creation?
Answer 139.
The creation which is created does the evil at its layer. But the creation was
created by God. So, God is a non-coercive cause for evil. But he who willfully
does the evil and finalizes it does that evil coercively. Allah creates the means.
Without God, evil could not exist and without His permission it could not exist.
Yet, these evils are secondary compared to the ultimate OTBT-compliant states.
Question 140.
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Is not the Euthyphro's dilemma a problem against the goodness of Allah? (1)
Is something good because Allah says it is good or (2) does Allah say that it is
good because it is already good? If (1) is true, then any most evil act would be
good just because Allah said it is good and there would be arbitrariness; if (2)
is true, then there will be something prior to Allah which makes things good,
in which case the goodness would not be originated from Allah, hence it would
not be an evidence for the origination of goodness from a self-sufficiently good
SSC.
Answer 140.
Allah is the default as we saw in part 1.3 and He has properties related to
goodness self-sufficiently as shown in part 1.7. So this is a false dichotomy.
Something is good both because Allah says it is good and because His default
properties entail it. There is no nothingness nor anything else prior to His
essence and His properties as explained in part 1.3 about His defaultness.
The good hence what ought to be arises from the default properties of Allah as
explained above, it may also depend on how Allah fashions things. Allah makes
the bird as a flying animal so it is good that it flies. He also made things which
ought to prevent the bird from flying. So, as they are part of one fashioning
then it is good for the bird to fly when that preventing thing does not exist. If
it is good for the man to believe in Allah under certain circumstances then it is
good for him to believe if it is possible to believe. If something coercively
prevents his belief then it may be acceptable that he does not believe. If nothing
coercively prevents him from believing, than it is good that he believes. All is
encompassed by His fashioning.
1.7.2.1.5
Existence of OTBTs and Other Elements of
Goodness, and Fulfilment of OTBTs Entail the Necessity of a SelfSufficiently Good Cause.
Previous parts established the existence of OTBTs and other elements of
goodness, and that the OTBTs are fulfilled.
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Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce goodness as explained in
parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, the existence of goodness requires a self-sufficiently
good cause or a self-sufficient source of goodness.
So, let us see in the following part whether the limited universe and/or its
contents can be the self-sufficiently good or self-sufficient source of goodness.
1.7.2.2
SPG Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
Have the Goodness Self-Sufficiently.
The limited universe and its contents, in other words, the things which do not
have the properties of the SSC which are explained in this book cannot be selfsufficient cause of the goodness that we observe and experience. The following
parts explain this point:
1.7.2.2.1
Goodness of Allah is not Reducible to the
Spatiotemporal

And those who disbelieved will [then] say, "Our
Lord, show us those who misled us of the jinn
and men [so] we may put them under our feet
that they will be among the lowest."
(Quran: 41/29)
He will say, "Enter with the previous
communities of jinns and humans into Hell."
Every time a group enters, they will curse their
ancestral group. Once they are all in it, the latest
one will say of the previous one, "Our Lord, these
are the ones who misled us. Give them double
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the retribution of Hell." He will say, "Each
receives double, but you do not know."
(Quran: 7/38)
Most of the elements of goodness such as the agent, the consciousness,
knowledge, free will power are not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Especially,
the ought to be truth which is the distinctive element of goodness is not
reducible to the spatiotemporal. All of them are indivisible wholes and they
entail a transcendent unitary cause. This cause must be also encompassing the
spatiotemporal since goodness interacts with the spatiotemporal.
Good relates to the essences of the object and subject of goodness and other
elements which cannot be reduced to other things. These essences are unitary
as anything else. Likewise, good has a reality in unity. So, we cannot say that
the good is reducible to multiple things such as x and y. Because if it was
reducible ultimately to them, and if x and y come together to produce the good,
then x would be defined by y, and y would be defined by x, hence, good allegedly
would be defined by x and y.
But as explained in detail in part 1.2 about the “Unity” property of Allah,
multiple things such as x and y may not be ultimate so as to be a self-sufficient
cause of good. On the contrary, only a unitary essence might be the selfsufficient good cause of goodness that exists. Hence, the unitary essence of Allah
as the cause of goodness cannot be reduced to anything else.
What we eat, drink, our digestive system and other systems within and outside
our bodies, the norms related to morals, our understanding and transcendence
necessary to develop those norms and comply with them are not reducible to
the behavior of particles. They are given and sustained by a self-sufficiently good
Being.
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According to materialism, there are events that happen at the micro level and
there is no room for any ought to be truth and its fulfillment. Some materialists
say that things or their allegedly material foundations exist as brute facts with
no need for a sustainer. However, according to Islam, we have distinct existence
as living things and we are not reducible to unquestionable allegedly material
foundations.
1.7.2.2.2
OTBTs and OTBT Related States are not Reducible
to the Spatiotemporal.
In parts about reductive physicalism, determinism, and indeterminism we saw
why they are unsubstantiated and false. The falsity of these is an important fact
which also shows the truth of the OTBTs.
Like the laws set in nature there are also laws related to our behaviors regarding
what ought to be. These help us and our societies improve and be stable and in
peace. The laws of nature are organically related to the norms of morals.
On the other hand, the false reductive physicalist views produce weird
consequences which are contradictory with what we empirically observe:
What ought to happen cannot be reduced to the spatiotemporal because they
are contradictory: if what ought to happen is reducible to the spatiotemporal,
then it would not be what ought to happen, because then it would be that which
happened. Likewise, the spatiotemporal cannot have what ought to happen as
opposed to what actually happens. Because if we accept that reductive
physicalism is true, then what actually happens would be what ought to have
happened. According to materialism, nothing can happen other than what
ought to happen. So, if it was true, then thinking of what ought to happen as
something distinct and opposed to what happens would be meaningless and a
waste. So, according to reductive physicalism, there is no evil, namely nothing
actual which ought not to happen, and there is no good, namely, what ought to
happen distinctly from what happens.
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Accordingly, if someone unjustly killed a person, we cannot say that he ought
not to have killed that person. That he killed was what had to happen. We
cannot oppose any event no matter how evil it is. We cannot praise any good
behavior since it is what had to happen. The spatiotemporal allegedly overrides
not only the freedom to will but also freedom to act. We cannot say that being
unjust is what ought not to happen. If someone stole the property of another
person there is no room to say that this ought not to happen. The unjust, the
killer, the raper are not only justified for their behavior, but also they were
obliged to do what they did.
If there are laws or norms applicable to the behavior of human beings, then this
means that the continuity of life, the distinctness of the agent, his intellect,
humanity, generations are also real and distinctly effective. If Allah made,
fashioned, and created those, this means that Allah conceives life and our
properties since they are unitary and transcendent. So, He can tie consequences
to our behaviors. He can communicate those consequences to us. And He can
establish the framework of goodness. In harmony with these there are moral
laws. The existence of moral laws, confirms the need for a ground as explained
above.
Even if we reject laws of nature, we comply with laws of nature. Likewise, even
if we reject laws of morals, we want them to be applied to us in many
circumstances. Can we consistently reject moral laws? If we reject them and
want that they are applied to us then we will be in contradiction. If there were
no laws of morals, are we all hallucinating that they exist? How could we all be
hallucinating about them?
Particles in our brain would move a certain way but how would this give a
feeling and illusion of having OTBTs, while it is even impossible that the
movements of particles produce the feelings of what 'is'? Let us suppose that a
normal illusion would be the result of photons coming to our brain in a certain
way exactly as if the illusory thing happen'ed'. But in 'ought to be truths' and
especially the potentials of free will power, there is no actual physical events
which overlap with any real state which we would be misled as if it happened;
so, the materialist view entails that the movements of particles in the dark in
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our brains somehow feel that they are one person and that as such a person
they have ought to be truths; and not only that, but also they feel that other
aggregates of particles also have such identities and ought to be truths. In the
broken spoon illusion the photons come to our eyes exactly as the photons from
a broken spoon come. But that the spoon might be broken or that it ought to
be fixed has no place in the world of atoms in the brains.
If consciousness or OTBT or free will power are illusions this means that they
have a place outside of the spatiotemporal and the reducible. If it is said that
the structures in memory give that impression or produce this illusion again the
atoms in the memory are assigned a transcendence and unity. If consciousness
does not exist, illusion does not exist.
If the agent is reducible to atoms, then the atoms would also be reducible to the
ASBEs. But then ASBEs also would be reducible, yet, ASBEs are impossible as
explained in part 1.1.2.2.6. So, the agent is irreducible to the spatiotemporal,
and likewise, justice, identity, balance, and other elements of goodness at
different layers are real and irreducible. Hence they are tied to and sustained by
the properties of the ultimate cause. Therefore the ultimate cause has all aspects
of goodness in His unity.
If contingent OTBTs are sustained by the SSC, then they exist as transcendent
properties and are defined by Allah at the core. The sustainedness of OTBT,
entails the definition of OTBT as based on the properties of Allah.
Spatiotemporal moving particles cannot produce, ground, and fashion
properties with OTBT features.
If OTBT was reducible to the particles bumping one onto other, these particles
would not depend on, and be influenced by things at higher levels. At the ASBE
or particle level, there would be no distinction or preference in one of them
hitting from the right or from the left. Even if they had any such preference,
they would not result in consistent OTBTs related to sovereign wholes at higher
layers as we observe.
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The power to Create OTBTs entails creating that which ought to be relatively
to different evaluators, hence, it entails transcendence and unity as opposed to
reducibility to infinitesimal particles. The OTBT can be defined only in unity
with the other existence. If we define the OTBT separatedly within a cat for
instance, this is an incomplete definition. Its OTBT cannot confined within the
atoms of the cat, but also can be subject to empathy, and can be transcended by
other beings.
Goodness is not reducible to well-being as explained in the above parts.
If reductive evolution unfolds deterministically, then in the initial state morals
would be contained. But then morals would be baseless, since, then the free will
power and freedom elements would not be existing. Determinism like
indeterminism is a consequence of reductive physicalism. Hence, the reductive
evolution which is used as a basis by the materialists who accept the existence
of morals fails as an explanation of morals.
The balance element of goodness cannot be explained by reductive physicalism
either: The balance is a transcendent fact; it cannot be located separably in a
location of space.
The ought to be truth is beyond the moment-like “now”, and it is mostly beyond
a point-like “here”. Hence, it necessitates a unitary transcendence which extends
beyond such now and here. This transcendence is not reducible to the
spatiotemporal.
So, goodness entails prior to an OTBT, the consciousness, patterns, states, and
that a point is transcendently defined in respect to another point and as a unitary
part of a whole. Hence, goodness extends beyond a point-like thing, beyond a
contingent whole, and beyond a specific contingent state. If an agent can have
a transcendent effect on other things, then the very being of those things have
the ability of being affected transcendently. Hence, Allah is different in many
ways by a difference in degree. But more importantly, He is different in many
ways in kind such as for being the sustainer of these powers and for not needing
a sustainer.
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Our layer's reality entails that the spatiotemporal is not the only real layer. Any
layer may have a transcendent property.
Moral skepticism is built on arbitrary emotions. The answers to the following
questions show this: Would the skeptic say that there is a probability that
torturing an innocent person is morally and objectively wrong? If there is a
probability, then how much is it? If it is more probable than not, then what is
the reason for that? If the opposite, then what is the reason for that? If he is the
victim, then would he react to being tortured himself? If yes, if there is no
transcendent OTBT and only his particles are positioned that way, so as to react,
what makes him believe that his particles has what he does not have? Why do
his particles try to stop the perpetrator from torturing? If no, why do they
produce the illusory impression that they try to do it? According to the
experience of the author, a moral skeptic would not have consistent answers to
these questions.
Upon relevant situations, theoretically, a moral skeptic will either (1) undergo
submissively any unjust act against him, or (2) he will admit the existence of
effective and fundamental good and evil, and react to an evil act against him
and reject moral skepticism, or (3) he will be irrational and contradictory in his
thoughts and/or behaviors as a moral skeptic, since he will say or act such that
a person is moral or immoral. 1 is impossible for anybody. In 3 he loses his
rationality and consistency. The only rational possibility is (2).
If free will power is true then the good and evil have effects on top of the
spatiotemporal patterns, since if we have free will power, we can determine a
good state, and make a choice in favor of that state. Then evil and good are not
epiphenomenal like the rolling rock where an alleged epiphenomenal illusion
appears. If good and evil have effects on the spatiotemporal, then they are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal because if they were reducible to the
spatiotemporal, then they would be essentially spatiotemporal. If they are not
reducible to the spatiotemporal, then they do not originate from the
spatiotemporal. But since they are in close relationship with the spatiotemporal,
then we can say that the ultimate cause is one and same. So, also if God as the
Creator and Sustainer of the spatiotemporal is true, then, consciousness, will
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power, and good must be related (though not reducible) to the spatiotemporal.
1.7.2.3
SPG Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe who is Self-Sufficiently Good, and who has the Properties
Entailed by This Property.

So observe the effects of the mercy of Allah how
He gives life to the earth after its lifelessness.
Indeed, that [same one] will give life to the dead,
and He is over all things competent.
(Quran: 30/50)
As explained in the previous sub-parts, elements of goodness and goodness exist
distinctly and effectively. These entail the necessity of a self-sufficiently good
ultimate cause who is One, Knower, Aware, Powerful, Fashioner and Creator
of OTBTs and has other transcendent properties which are necessary for the
existence of goodness in the limited universe. The limited universe and its
contents do not have these properties. Therefore, there is a self-sufficiently good
ultimate cause who creates and sustains goodness.
In a universe where we can live, we will obviously see higher degrees of bounty.
Yet there may be universes where there are much higher degrees of His
bounties. So, through the signs of goodness that we observe within the limited
universe, we may have a limited understanding of the goodness of the ultimate
cause.
Question 141.
Evil things like terrorism originate from religions and also from Islam, so why
religion would be a basis for morals?
Answer 141.
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Terrorism does not originate from Islam. For details see Tosun, 2012.
1.7.2.3.1

His Properties That are Related to His Goodness

At the very foundation of the origination of the good are the default properties
of Allah.
1.7.2.3.2
1.7.2.3.2.1

Origination of Good by Allah
His Decree About His Principles

Consistently with His essence and properties, Allah may decree principles for
His actions as we see in the following verse:

He has decreed upon Himself mercy.
(Quran: 6/12)
Allah has free will power. He also has other properties. But any moral system
He establishes is the outcome of His essence. He may set the balance or not,
He is free in establishing it. But because His properties as unity, beneficence,
free will power, He may choose to create things which would entail balance in
them because of the default properties of Allah. He can also enforce the
principles and a system based on goodness.

Allah does what He wills.
(Quran: 14/27)
As He has free will power and He is not obliged to do anything but as He is
Merciful, He prescribed mercy for Himself. The following verse is another
example related to the implications of His default properties:
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Say, "Indeed, Allah does not order immorality.
Do you say about Allah that which you do not
know?"
(Quran: 7/28)
Question 142.
If God is good why are there evil commands of God in the Holy books?
For example, the Bible (1 Samuel 15 King James Version) says the following:
(2) Thus saith the Lord of hosts, I remember that which Amalek did to Israel,
how he laid wait for him in the way, when he came up from Egypt. (3) Now go
and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare them not;
but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and
ass.
Answer 142.

And when they commit an immorality, they say,
"We found our fathers doing it, and Allah has
ordered us to do it." Say, "Indeed, Allah does not
order immorality. Do you say about Allah that
which you do not know?"
(Quran: 7/28)
Allah does not order immorality.
But for example, the contemporary Bible has corruptions in it according to the
Quran. For example the resurrection of Jesus (PBUH) is rejected by the Quran
as it is rejected by many historians, and it is said in the Quran that ignorant
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people said that certain things are from God, which they in fact invented:

Do you then hope that they would believe in you,
and a party from among them indeed used to
hear the Word of Allah, then altered it after they
had understood it, and they know (this).
And when they meet those who believe, they say,
"We have believed"; but when they are alone
with one another, they say, "Do you talk to them
about what Allah has revealed to you so they can
argue with you about it before your Lord?" Then
will you not reason?
But do they not know that Allah knows what
they conceal and what they declare?
And among them are unlettered ones who do not
know the Scripture except in wishful thinking,
but they are only assuming.
So woe to those who write the "scripture" with
their own hands, then say, "This is from Allah,"
in order to exchange it for a small price. Woe to
them for what their hands have written and woe
to them for what they earn.
(Quran: 2/75-79)
So, that is why we can find such verses in the contemporary Bible.
Hence, Jews and Christians are required to find out the authentic parts of the
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Torah and Gospel and rule according to them in accordance with their capacity.
Obviously today’s Bible is not in its entirety what Allah revealed; though some
parts of it are what Allah revealed. Jews and Christians need to discern what is
within the Bible is the true word of Allah. The Jews and the Christians must try
sincerely to discern. Yet, there is the Quran which according to many verses in
the Bible leads to the truth as explained in part 1.10.3.
1.7.2.3.2.2

His Establishing Basic Means

And Allah has extracted you from the wombs of
your mothers not knowing a thing, and He made
for you hearing and vision and intellect that
perhaps you would be grateful.
(Quran: 16/78)
In accordance with the above, Allah may establish within His created universes
environments and basic means that will enable good behaviors.
In this respect, for example, the following verses emphasize balance:

And the heaven He raised and imposed the
balance
That you not transgress within the balance.
And establish weight in justice and do not make
deficient the balance.
(Quran: 55/7-9)
One of the basic requirements of goodness in the limited universe is balance.
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Balance is the ground of justice as well.
On the other hand evil, is subdued to the good like in the punishment of the
evil in hell. And the good is enhanced and multiplied as in the rewarding of the
good.
The evil and good are related to unity given by Allah. For example, the unity of
human being in his properties requires that he sees, but the unity of rock does
not. It is not evil for a rock to be blind. If well being is the basis of goodness
and morality then only God is able to give good concrete result to the good
deed and good doer, even only in this world. So only with God, His unity,
transcendence goodness, and morality is possible. Without God this is not
possible.
1.7.2.3.2.3
Deeds

SSC as the Sustainer of the Doers of Good

As we have seen above, there are contingent sovereign doers of good deeds who
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal, and there are their good deeds which
are not reducible to the spatiotemporal. Since they are not self-sufficient, they
need a Being who is the self-sufficient originator and sustainer of good deeds
and good beings.
1.7.2.3.2.4

SSC as the Doer of Good Deeds

Both the creation of the wholes with OTBTs, and the fulfillment of OTBTs
entail the existence of a self-sufficient doer of good deeds. Especially the points
in part 1.4 about the Fashioner property of Allah demonstrate that there is a
self-sufficient Fashioner. The need for a self-sufficient Fashioner in that respect
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overlaps with the need for a self-sufficient doer of good deeds. Fashioning might
be without any significant OTBTs, hence might be irrelevant or less relevant to
goodness. But we observe that there are beings who have OTBTs, who need the
beneficence of a self-sufficient Beneficent, the active Fashioning power, and a
power which transcends and also fulfills the needs of the needy beings.
Therefore, we can say that the self-sufficient Fashioner and Creator is the doer
of Good deeds, in other words self-sufficiently Good as well.
1.8 All-Knowing

Whether you reveal a thing or conceal it, indeed
Allah is ever, of all things, Knowing.
(Quran: 33/54)
1.8.1

Preliminary Explanations

So never be of the ignorant.
(Quran: 6/35)
The knowledge that we experience which is irreducible to the spatiotemporal
demonstrate that its ultimate cause has knowledge self-sufficiently.
Furthermore, the contingent things in the limited universe, no matter whether
they have knowledge or not, entail that their Creator, Fashioner, Sustainer has
knowledge self-sufficiently. We can conclude about the self-sufficient knowledge
of the ultimate cause of the universe through the following syllogistic argument:
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1.8.2

Syllogism for the Property “all-Knower” of Allah (SPK)

The syllogism for the knowledge of Allah (SPK) is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently allknower.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have knowledge and the properties
entailed by knowledge self-sufficiently.
3. There is a Being above the limited universe, who is self-sufficiently all-knower
and has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently all-knower.
1.8.2.1
SPK Step1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently All-Knower.
In respect to this step, things in the limited universe, can be classified in two
groups: (1) Those which experience knowledge as the human beings do, (2)
Things which are related to knowledge but which do not experience knowledge
as the human beings do.
Both groups entail a self-sufficiently knower for their existence and their
behaviors. For example the fall of a rock entails the existence of relevant
knowledge, and a self-sufficiently knower. The contingent things in the limited
universe, no matter whether they have knowledge or not, entail that their
Creator, Fashioner, Sustainer has knowledge self-sufficiently. However, the
group (1) experiences also directly having knowledge and using it; the
irreducibility of that experienced knowledge to things in the limited universe
entails in another way the existence of a self-sufficiently knower.
Answer 13 explains the existence of things within the limited universe, so it will
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not be repeated here.
On the other hand, being the self-sufficiently knower entails other properties
which belong to the same essence in accordance with the property of unity.
1.8.2.1.1
1.8.2.1.1.1

Definition of Knowledge
General Definitions of Knowledge

A relevant dictionary definition of knowledge is “the fact or condition of having
information or of being learned”174. Information is defined through knowledge
as: “knowledge that you get about someone or something : facts or details about
a subject” or by reference to data as “a signal or character (as in a
communication system or computer) representing data”175; data is defined by
reference to information as: “factual information (such as measurements or
statistics) used as a basis for reasoning, discussion, or calculation”176
As we see in the above quoted and other definitions of knowledge, there is
circularity and knowledge is not defined in a clear and non-circular way.
Likewise, in the literature of philosophy we also see similar or bigger problems
as in the popular definition of knowledge in philosophy as “justified true

174 “Knowledge.” Merriam-Webster.com

Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/knowledge. Accessed
8 Dec. 2021.
175
“Information.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, MerriamWebster,
https://www.merriamwebster.com/dictionary/information. Accessed 8 Dec. 2021.
“Data.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/data. Accessed 8 Dec.
2021.
176
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belief”.177 One of these problems is the Gettier cases. Additionally, the word
“belief” in this is generally defined as “something that is accepted, considered
to be true, or held as an opinion”178 or the definition of “to believe” as “to
consider to be true or honest”179 also have big ambiguities.
Indeed, defining “knowledge” is a challenge: That which is known may be
something that exists in front of us, or something that is invisible, or something
in the future, or something in the past, or a counterfactual, or a way of doing
something, or certain names or symbols which represent certain concrete or
discrete objects or things, or a logical relationship, potential or actual, effective
or ineffective. We may find out other types of things which may be contents of
knowledge.
1.8.2.1.1.2

Comprehensive Definition of Knowledge

1.8.2.1.1.2.1

Some Verses Related to Knowledge

As we see in the following verses knowledge may be about:
Names and symbols which represent things (Note that the verb “to teach” in
the following verses has the same root as that of knowledge in the Arabic
language which is the original language of the Quran, and it broadly denotes
Ichikawa, Jonathan Jenkins and Matthias Steup, "The Analysis of
Knowledge", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2018
Edition),
Edward
N.
Zalta
(ed.),
URL
=
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2018/entries/knowledgeanalysis/>.
178 “Belief.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/belief. Accessed 11
Dec. 2021.
179 “Believe.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/believe. Accessed 11
Dec. 2021.
177
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giving knowledge):

And He taught Adam the names all of them.
Then He showed them to the angels and said,
"Inform Me of the names of these, if you are
truthful."
(Quran: 2/31)

A way of doing something:

Say, "He will give life to them Who brought
them into existence in the first place, and He is
Knower of every [kind and act of] creating".
(Quran: 36/79)
And We taught him the fashioning of coats of
armor to protect you from your [enemy in]
battle. So will you then be grateful?
(Quran: 21/80)
He has taught him speech (and intelligence).
(Quran: 55/4)

Everything including that which is actual and potential:

He is the First and the Last, the Outward and the
Inward; He has knowledge of everything.
(Quran: 57/3)
Say, "Would you acquaint Allah with your
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religion while Allah knows whatever is in the
heavens and whatever is on the earth, and Allah
is Knowing of all things?"
Our future:

(Quran: 49/16)
Indeed, Allah [alone] has knowledge of the Hour
and sends down the rain and knows what is in
the wombs. And no soul perceives what it will
earn tomorrow, and no soul perceives in what
land it will die. Indeed, Allah is Knowing and
All-Aware.
(Quran: 31/34)

Knowledge may be about something we are aware, conscious of or unaware of.
For example, a sleepwalker while he is sleepwalking, knows how to walk though
he is not conscious. Consciousness as we know it, is not necessary for
knowledge. We can say we know driving the car or walking if we do
sleepwalking or know the place of refrigerator or when someone is hypnotized
and answers questions he does not remember consciously. However, although
consciousness is not a necessary element of knowledge, it may be applicable for
many types of knowledge, or knowledge may be about conscious states. The
following parts will give further details about this.
1.8.2.1.1.2.2
Comprehensive Definition of Knowledge,
Related Key Words and Aspects
In accordance with the above, the comprehensive definition of knowledge is as
follows: States, patterns, behaviors, properties, relations of a reality as
represented in the essence of another ontological reality in a consistent, holistic,
and unitary way.
1330

Some key words in the definition can be explained as follows:
1.8.2.1.1.2.2.1

Reality

The word “reality” in the definition of knowledge may mean an ontological
thing such as an object, a being, a method, an event, a part, a whole, a concept,
a relation, an abstract thing.
1.8.2.1.1.2.2.2

To Represent

The relevant definition of the verb “to represent” is “to be a sign or symbol of
something”180. Experiencing something may also be interpreted like that thing
being represented in whoever/ whatever experiences it. Representing here does
not mean the point-to-point interaction of parts of that which is represented
with the parts of the whole where it is represented. Rather, it is the
representation of the whole within the other whole, even though that which is
represented is not represented in all of its ontological details, aspects, or
substance.
Obviously, representation as used in the definition of knowledge is irreducible
to other things as the knowledge itself. Therefore, in any case we need to make
an analogy in respect to some types of representation and knowledge in order
to understand better what they are.
We can understand some kinds of knowledge through analogy and direct
experience: We use analogy mostly when the thing is not describable in a
reductive way and in terms of other better known things. For example, we
cannot describe the smell of a rose although many people have experienced the
smell of a rose. So, if something other than a rose smells like a rose, then it is
impossible to describe how that thing smells, so to deliver the information about
“Represent.” Cambridge.org Dictionary, Cambridge Dictionary,
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/tr/s%C3%B6zl%C3%BCk/ingilizce
/represent . Accessed 12 Dec. 2021.
180
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the smell of that thing, we use analogy, and say that it smell like a rose. So we
use the broadly shared experience to communicate the smell of that thing. As
in this example, the commonality and unity is a key aspect in communication.
Some kinds of knowledge like the smell of a lemon, the color green, the noise
of a thunder are like this. So, these are some examples about knowledge and
representation of things within the knower.
This representation is not a point-to-point representation; the points of a flower
that we see are not represented in the points of our brain; rather, the unities
about the flower are represented in the unity of the knower. So, here also we
see the key element of unity in communication and knowledge.
1.8.2.1.1.2.2.3

Essence

The essence is as explained in Tosun, 2020, and to some extent in part
1.5.2.2.3.3.1. The essence is unitary and transcendent such that there is no pointto-point instantiation, but a holistic one even though we do not necessarily make
the use of any consciousness.
1.8.2.1.1.2.2.4

Consistent

The adjective “consistent” in the definition of knowledge means the
correspondence of the representation with the ontological reality of that which
is represented: for example, if the earth is represented in the mind of a person
as a flat object, then it does not correspond to the ontological reality of the
earth. Hence, the representation would not be consistent with the related
ontological reality.
1.8.2.1.1.2.2.5

Holistic and Unitary

An important thing that relates to the comprehensive definition of knowledge,
is that that which is represented is “beyond” the essence that accesses
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knowledge. Hence, a transcendent unitary knower is necessary so that the things
“beyond” the knower are represented within the essence of the knower. Note
that this beyondness is not only a beyondness in terms of space and/or time.
For example, if I know the number 3, it is clear that the number 3 is not me.
Therefore, there is a unitary knower above all who unifies that which is known
and that which knows in a relation of knowing and being known.
Another example about this beyondness, is that we 'know' certain things about
the sun. This is just one way of knowing. We may develop signs to let others
know what we know and communicate this. This is another way. Knowledge is
a transcendent capacity. It requires a transcendence and unity at the
fundamental layer. This beyondness includes even that which is represented
from the parts of the knower: if we try to know our own reality, for instance if
we examine our own hands, brain, molecules or atoms or electrons… of our
brain, these will be beyond the essence that which knows. Because, whatever we
see spatiotemporally will have differentiations as opposed to the unity of the
knower. Even if I say “I figured out that I am this electron”, this electron will
have parts which need to be transcendent in order to produce my unity, it may
be replaced by another electron and then go far away while my unity exists, it
would access other parts of my brain where there are representations of many
types of knowledge…
A question arises at this point: if that which we know is beyond us, then how
can our knowledge be reliable? We access it only through certain media. For
example, the photons coming from an object make us know that object, but in
fact we are in touch only with those photons. So, are not we just making
assumptions that they have a source object even though we just interact with
things which are not its parts? One point is that spatiotemporally containing
that which is known is not a valid criterion of knowing something: we do not
even contain our own selves spatiotemporally as explained above in respect to
examining our hands, and parts of our brains. On the other hand, the media
such as the photons are also known through media like any other media: so,
anything we know no matter what it is will be through a certain media and
hence, entail the same unity and transcendence. Hence, unity and transcendence
related to knowledge as such is a fundamental and indispensable aspect of
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knowledge. Furthermore, to the extent of our capacity, we may do predictions
and confirmations about that which we know.
This is the method of science where again we use the media to reach conclusions
about that which we know: we analyze the photons coming from stars and
distant planets and we produce the map of the universe. Many observations
confirm what we observe; if they do not confirm, then we presume that there
will be another unitary source of that which we know. But this is not a baseless
presupposition; its opposite would be a baseless presupposition. Because firstly
we as the knower have this transcendent unity, which constitutes a primary
empirical observation and logical conclusion. Secondly, admitting that the
numerous elements of media randomly gave us the impression that there is a
unitary ontological object behind them requires that these elements of media do
not have similar unity within themselves; this leads us into a blind alley of
rejecting everything.
Hence, in any case, there are known things including our own selves that have
the unitary essence and related beyondness. Hence, these show beyond doubt
that unitary transcendence is true.
Question 143.
If knowledge is things instantiated about an ontological reality within another
ontological reality, then what about knowing our own ontological reality? Is not
it knowledge?
Answer 143.
Knowing about our own selves would entail a complete knowledge about
ourselves since we would expect a complete instantiation of the self within the
self: when I examine something else, I may say that I have a partial knowledge
since that which I examine is something else and I am an outsider and I look
only from a specific angle. But when I examine myself, I expect to encompass
all of myself since I am an insider to myself. But if I see myself as a differentiated
spatiotemporal thing, then I cannot decide which differentiated part I am.
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Because I perceive my unity and there is a contradiction between my unity and
the differentiations that I observe, unless I recognize a transcendent unity
encompassing these differentiations. We encompass only a partial knowledge
about ourselves, so we encompass only certain parts and aspects of ourselves,
not ourselves. The following verse tells us our limitation about knowledge:

And they ask you, [O Muhammad], about the
soul. Say, "The soul is of the affair of my Lord.
And mankind have not been given of knowledge
except a little."
(Quran: 17/85)

Knowing ourselves requires knowing almost all, since if we do not have a
complete knowledge about all, we will have partial knowledge about ourselves
since we are related to all things. For instance, if we do not know Allah, then
we cannot know how we are sustained by Him.
Question 144.
Can Allah have full knowledge about Himself?
Answer 144.
Yes. If He had partial knowledge about Himself, this would mean that there are
differentiations and distances within Himself. As explained in part 1.2.2.3.1.1,
this is impossible. Furthermore, as a consequence of the explanations in the part
about the property of unity and the explanations in the part about His
defaultness and all-encompassing, He encompasses all things, hence, His
knowledge also encompasses all.
Question 145.
If Allah is all-Knower, then how can He change what He knows already?
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Answer 145.
This question is answered in detail in part 3.8.1.4.3 titled “Allah’s Knowledge
of The Future Does Not Abort Free Will” in Tosun, 2020.181 So, it will not be
repeated here.
1.8.2.1.2
Things Which Experience Knowledge Entail for
Their Existence the Necessity of the Self -Sufficiently Knower.

Say, "O my Lord! Advance me in knowledge."
(Quran: 20/114)

The following verse makes reference to the lack of self-sufficient knowledge of
the creation:

Allah brought you forth from the wombs of your
mothers when you knew nothing, and He gave
you hearing, sight and intelligence so that you
may give thanks to Him.
(Quran: 16/78)
As human beings we are beings who experience knowledge directly. We know
things in many ways, we confirm them, we put them to use, we benefit from
them, we commit errors and experience what is wrong and what is true. We
experience the distinct effectiveness of knowledge at many degrees in our daily
lives individually and as societies.
A materialist may say that there is nothing as knowledge and all that happens
181

This book is available for free on the internet.
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is just the deterministic and/or indeterministic behavior of particles and that
knowledge is just something epiphenomenal and illusory. As explained in the
related parts, reductive and non-reductive physicalism, determinism, and
indeterminism are unjustified and wrong.
We have knowledge and we mostly act in accordance with the knowledge. We
have many educational institutions, material, and systems to increase
knowledge. Likewise, many branches of science try to increase knowledge, and
those who are successful in improving their grasp of science become more
successful in many respects. Science deals with wholes and relations which are
all holistic and unitary.
Our ability to know, elements related to knowledge, about knowledge show us
the transcendence, and unity of knowledge which encompass many wholes in
many respects.
In the following part, we will see that things in the limited universe other than
our experience related to knowledge also entail a self-sufficient layer and source
of knowledge. Afterwards, we will see that the things in the limited and
contingent universe cannot be the self-sufficient source of knowledge. All of this
will lead us to conclude that there is a self-sufficient knower above the limited
universe.
Question 146.
Does Islam maintain the existence of truth based on any one of the
correspondence, coherence, or pragmatism theories?
Answer 146.
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Correspondence and coherence theories are reminiscent of dualism. Therefore,
they raise some unnecessary problems as follows:
The correspondence theory, postulates that there are facts outside of the mind,
and the exclusive tools of the mind are true as long as they correspond to those
facts. This creates problems like the following: What is the truth of negative
statements, or counterfactual statements such as “if you had come, you could
have eaten the cake”? Are they wrong because they do not correspond to
anything in the physical world?
Regarding coherence theory of truth, which postulates that the truth depends
on the coherence of the related propositions, the problems are as follows: (1)
There can be many coherent systems in the mind that are not true. (2) If
coherence is contained only within the mental, then how can we exit from the
mental and check the external world, since in any case, the external world would
be a reflection in the mind.
In Islam, although the mental and the physical have some different aspects, they
are yet the parts of the same system. Therefore, the problems within the
correspondence framework are easily addressed as follows: The negative
statements that do not exist have a truth within the transcendence of the mental.
When we check that there is no moon in the car, or when we claim that there
is a specific thing in the car, and nothing else, according to certain definitions,
these claims form a whole with the physical; so, the mental and physical
complete each other. The transcendence of the mental and the physical are both
real and they are not fundamentally separated. Likewise, the counterfactuals are
also real and can be taken together with the physical. Since all is created and
sustained by the SSC who has both the mental and power aspects, when we
state a counterfactual, this may be true or false in respect to the system fashioned
and/or executed by the SSC. The mental is not non-existent, epiphenomenal,
reducible to or supervenient upon the physical.
As to the coherence, there can be many mental conceptual systems which are
coherent within themselves yet false. But, as the external and the mental
constitute a whole, they can be checked by each other whenever there is a sign
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of inconsistency.
Secondly, the mental and its fundamental dynamics are not different than the
fundamentals of the external/ physical. They are combined and constitute a
unity. But the unity obtains neither within the physical nor in the mental, but
at a higher layer of the SSC. So, there is no need to differentiate fundamentally
between the mental and physical in this context. The connection within each of
them and between them requires a more fundamental unitary basis/ power. This
is God. Some religions have multiple personalities in their god concept and
some of these personalities have some mental aspects more emphasized than
other persons, such as one of them being the logos. The distinction between the
mental and the physical may arise because of such a distinction at their most
fundamental level; however, in Islam, there is no such differentiation at the most
fundamental level.
Furthermore, if there is a fully coherent system in the mental, this can also be
reflected in the physical or external; since many coherent designs of Allah may
be brought into existence even though they did not exist in the context of the
mental. Or, a mental construct which corresponds with the physical may
correspond to it no more if the physical changes: A clear example of this is a
miracle: a physicalist may have a mental construct which entails that a sea
cannot be split or should have a certain state ceteris paribus, yet, it may be split
although before the miracle the physical universe was corresponding to the
mental.
Additionally, we should note the physicalist baggage that certain relations
within the physical are absolute is baseless as exemplified in the above miracle
example; Allah is able to do all things. If we understand that the contingent
universe is really contingent and subject to a power which is limited neither by
a mental nor a physical dimension, then we can be free from figuring out the
relation between the mental and the physical, and we can understand that none
of problems related to coherence or correspondence are in fact real problems;
because we would have understood that the fundamental separation between
the mental and the physical is unnecessary and without a basis.
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Therefore, if they are both elements of the same system, then there is no
problem of deficiency when the allegedly deficient, incomplete, or false parts/
aspects within each of them can be amended or eliminated by the other. So, a
counterfactual statement as “if you had come, you could have eaten the cake” is
not an empty statement just because it has not occurred, depending on the
dispositions, intentions, and so on it might be true or false. Regarding
coherence, since the mental and the physical are not separable, we should not
proceed as if a first separable step is a coherence in the mental and the second
separable step is a combination of the mental and the physical; we should look
for a total coherence encompassing all.
Regarding the pragmatic approach which says in summary that something is
true if it is useful, we can say that it is incomplete. Because it has ambiguous
elements, since usefulness is not general and impartial enough to define a broad
concept as the truth. For example, the same statement may be useful for some
and harmful for some, or may be useful at some time, and harmful at another
time. Relatives of a patient who is about to die may hide from him what the
doctors told, so as not to make him upset. Yet, in the last hour, the patient may
hate that they lied, because he could not do some things that he could do had
he known the truth.
1.8.2.1.3
Other Contingent Things Entail for Their
Existence the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently Knower.
Not only we need knowledge about what is beyond us, but other things also
need knowledge in order to behave, such as the action at a distance that we
observe in almost all physical events.
The working of the universe requires information about that which is beyond,
hence, knowledge. Knowledge does not emerge and cannot emerge from any
other things, and it is also necessary for the very alleged foundational things.
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The fall of the rock is a result, it needs certain precise requirements. The fall
relates to the distance of two objects and their constituents, requires a change
relatively to the spatial position of these objects, the pattern of the fall is
specific... Hence the cause must contain knowledge about these variables,
transcendence, unity, unitary power to produce change, freedom to determine
the pattern,...
The fall of a stone is an effect. Adopting a law upon observing a repeating type
of fall, and seeing that 'name of law' as the owner and supplier of knowledge
and power and as the cause, is equal to saying that 'this falls because this falls'.
Because the starting point and the ending point is the same and there is nothing
which has the necessary properties for this fall such as a source of knowledge
and power. The fall is an effect. We cannot see it as a cause of itself. Knowledge
is an effective input which influences which way a being-entity moves/behaves.
Does the rock fall according to a fact, for example the position of the earth and
its distance from the rock, which is inside itself or outside itself? The location
of rock is not in the rock but the rock behaves in accordance with its location.
Like the rock which falls, the things in the limited universe must be given
knowledge in order to function. If we do not know where the sea is, can we go
toward the sea? One might say that the photons coming from the sea let us
know where the sea is, so, there may be such things like spacetime curvature
which lets the rock identify in which direction it will fall, and similar things
about its timing may be existing. However, here we must be questioning what
informs the photons as well, and if there is something else which informs them,
what informs that something else, again we must question if some things
allegedly inform the regions of the spacetime, curvature what informs those
things.
And the same for infinitesimal levels. So, transcendent encompassing and
knowledge is necessary. Hence, they must be organized in accordance with
knowledge about what is beyond them; and a direct unitary producer and owner
of knowledge is necessary.
If things exist as unrelated to other things then knowledge will be impossible.
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Hence, if there is the knowable, this means that there are relations. And since
these relations are contingent, then at their origination, knowledge must have
been effective.
If there is an equation of energy as E=1/2 * mv2 where E, m, and v denote
respectively the energy, mass and velocity, then the object has a position in
respect to other objects and it has to behave in accordance with those positions
and with the structure of that equation. If there is no related free will power,
then the knowledge/ info does not need to be given to the object, it can just be
acted upon by the owner of that object. Yet even in this case the central power
must have the necessary knowledge to run things in accordance with patterns.
But if the object has free will power, then it has to be informed about the
command (like an equation that maybe we do not know exactly) and about the
positions of things. And it must be given the power to behave accordingly, since
things are given the free will power as explained in part...
Previous parts established the existence of knowledge and important aspects of
knowledge. Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce knowledge
as explained in parts 1.1.2.2.7 and 1.3.2.1.2, the existence of knowledge require
a self-sufficiently good cause.
Question 147.
If a small thing is given knowledge, then how can a small thing may have
knowledge of almost infinitely many other things?
Answer 147.
Firstly, we should note that no matter whether it is called a law of nature, or
essences, the empirical fact is that there is a kind of effective knowledge or
information. However, a system based on sovereign wholes at different layers
give us a more efficient system for the management of knowledge and action.
Contemporary scientific findings inform us that unlike general Newtonian
framework, there is non-separability and non-locality in the universe and that
there are layers of different wholes. Furthermore, we directly experience and see
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through experiments related to free will power that we can act as a distinct
whole and influence our parts, while our parts also are active in their domains.
So, it is not necessary that every infinitesimally small whole has information
about all things; everything may behave and use knowledge or information
related to its limited domain; yet, at the end, the universe may be running
effectively and in harmony in accordance with efficient task distribution and
organization. The knowledge of the wholes is a supplied knowledge, not a selfsufficient knowledge. Things may be experiencing and using knowledge like
fields, or other type of wholes. Knowledge may be taken as an input and
processed by the essence of the related whole in accordance with its capacity
and result in an output.
So, since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce the knowledge and
its implications that we observe in regards to those that experience knowledge
and those that are related to knowledge in other ways, the knowledge and its
implications that we observe require a self-sufficient cause of knowledge and its
implications or a self-sufficient knower.
The following part will examine whether the limited universe or its contents can
be this self-sufficient cause or knower.
1.8.2.2
SPK Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
Have Knowledge and the Properties Entailed by Knowledge Self Sufficiently.

1.8.2.2.1

Knowledge is Irreducible to the Spatiotemporal

Our knowledge is not reducible to anything else in this limited universe: For
example, if I know that there is a table in front of me, my knowledge about the
table is not reducible to a structure of my brain or to the positions of particles
in my brain. The positions of particles in my brain may also be objects of my
knowledge; if I have enough technology and if knowledge is reducible to those
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positions, then there will be further positions about those positions
corresponding to my knowledge about them, and this will lead to an infinite
regress. On the other hand, the behavior of the particles would entail the
representation of further positions upon positions. So, for example, if as a state
three particles of my brain constitute a triangle, and upon that if I observe these
particles, then my observation would have to be reflected in the position of my
brain, and the positions would be changing. So, an observation of the particles
of my brain so as to contain my consciousness and observation as the content
of my consciousness would be impossible. On the other hand, if my observation
is epiphenomenal, then there would be just three particles moving in an
indefinite way and nothing unitary which observes them though there would
really be an observer upon them. Furthermore, there would also be the problems
about the differentiations explained in other sub-parts of this part.
When we know a human being approaches us, we do not get only photons from
him which agitates the particles in our brains whereby there are physical pointto-point interactions. On the contrary, we get the knowledge about the whole
of that human being. Likewise, when we know that someone owes us some
money, we do not only get the physical effects of the paper of the money. So
knowledge or transfer of knowledge is not just particles bumping one onto
other. Rather, wholes instantiate in other wholes. Therefore, that which knows
is not merely the infinitesimal parts of that which knows, but rather, the unitary
whole; likewise, that which is known, is the wholeness of that which is known
and wholes of its parts.
Therefore that which knows is not divisible in terms of spacetime. It is a whole.
This complies with quantum physics where non-locality is confirmed through
Bell’s inequality tests.
Hence, the whole that which is instantiated within another whole entails a
unitary sustainer and fashioner. Recipient of knowledge is not spatiotemporally
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or otherwise fully divisible. Then, both in terms of that which is known and in
terms of that which knows, there needs to be a unitary sustainer and fashioner
which/who unites and distinguishes/ creates things that are known and things
that know.
The same applies about the allegedly physical things which receive information
about for instance things that which attract and are attracted through gravity.
Particle-wave duality shows us that entities, relations, and waves are wholes.
Hence, the interactions entail the knowledge/ information about those wholes
to be received and processed as wholes, rather than point-to-point things and
relations.
According to the definition of knowledge in part 1.8, the knower essence is
other than that which is known: for example, we know some properties of the
sun though we are not the sun and though we do not contain the sun or some
of its properties. Likewise, the sun does not contain us, nor does it contain the
earth.
Yet, the earth behaves as if it has knowledge of the sun: if all was non-existent
and then the sun and the earth was created exactly as they are now, even if we
assume physicalism, then everything would behave as they do actually. In other
words, if all was rebuilt in a moment, the earth would attract the sun as if it
knew its position and in accordance with the equations of gravity; or the regions
of gravitational field or waves would behave as if they knew the positions of the
earth; or the regions of spacetime would be curved as if they knew the positions
of the sun, earth, and other regions of fields, and spacetime… Even if these took
some time, in any case the things at the starting point would behave in a certain
direction as if they knew what is beyond.
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Therefore, there needs to be a unitary owner of knowledge who can supply
things in the limited universe with the knowledge they need so that they may
interact with the other things in the limited universe.
The above is a simplified example which does not necessitate knowledge in the
actual universe where there are also connections between many things at many
layers and in many degrees within the past, present and future.
According to reductive physicalism, there is nothing which connects the present,
past and future in a transcendent way. Yet, the connections between time
brackets also require transcendent knowledge in any case.
Knowledge is not only the instantiation of an external thing in x, but its
representation in the unity and unitary essence of x. Point-to-point instantiation
is undefinable because nothing instantiated in a point-to-point way will have
any meaning and relatedness and value. Even if the points would be definable
in unity, what would a point be in and of itself as surrounded by nothingness?
Note that nothingness is impossible hence dividedness is impossible for an
existent. Likewise in an outward flow as well there must be at origin a unity,
like in the formation of three objects which would have relative positions in
respect to each other.
Note that the essence of information is independent of any medium: if I write
“cat” on a paper, or on a mountain, or on tiny bytes of a computer, their essence
is the same. We should not even say that all of those media serve some
differentiation in space; because, any differentiation hence any point of any
letter of the word “cat” are defined only within a non-separable unity. Not only
that, even any physical object and its differentiations may be real only as
sustained by a unitary essence. For further details about this you may revisit the
property of unity in part 1.2.
Hence, knowledge is irreducible to the spatiotemporal. It has to have a
sustainer/ basis other than the spatiotemporal. Whatever this basis is, it is
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related to and sustains the spatiotemporal as well. As knowledge and
spatiotemporal are related, their basis must be common between them.
1.8.2.2.2
Knowledge
1.8.2.2.2.1

Properties

Necessary

for

Self-Sufficient

Transcendence

When we know a triangle, it is not a point-to-point instantiation of the parts of
the triangle within the points of our brains. Rather, we transcend the whole of
that triangle in a holistic way.
The overlapping of what is searched with what is found in terms of truth is not
through a point-to-point comparison. It is holistic. Else, it would be
unstructured, unrelated, and some parts would overlap, but the result would
never be a targeted thing with a truth value. If we reached 2+2=4, four would
never exist, there would only be some positioning of atoms maybe resembling
4, but it would have nothing to do with 4; the same would be applicable for “2”,
“+”, and “=”.
1.8.2.2.2.2

Unity

When I know something, I do not know it as if I am a group of things.
I know them as a single knower.
While transcendence relates to my encompassing the “extended elements of the
triangle”, my unity is as the “one” non-separable being and essence who
encompasses those elements. So, unity and transcendence are closely related.
Question 148.
Is not explaining truth by God moving the goal post? Is not it explaining
something with another thing which is unexplainable?
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Answer 148.
Without God, whatever explanation we make, will require a meta and God-like
explanation in any case. Every relationship requires unity. Unity and
transcendence cannot be explained by anything else. Explaining unity with
multiplicity will be complicating it, without any added value. Explaining things
is making them simpler in a consistent and reasonable way. For example, when
we explain a machine, we disclose the connections between a part and another,
a process and an outcome, so we display the unities. To explain it, means to
make it simpler by presenting each relationship which embodies, connects, and
causes many things and aspects. This way for example a student understands,
transcends the connections and goals. So, if it does not work, he can determine
what interrupts the unity in its working; or when necessary, he can shorten
some of its processes and make it more efficient. Hence, the point-like
interactions which look separable, are in fact encompassed within a unity. Then
how can this unity be explained other than by recognizing this unity and
recognizing its being more than what we can contain, since our unities are also
contained within a unity? The unity and transcendence of our consciousness is
similar to this.
Therefore, in any case, there will be a final explanation based on a transcendent
unity, which cannot be rendered any simpler in terms of unity, which also
encompasses all potentials and actuals.
1.8.2.2.2.3

All-Encompassing

When we know a specific thing, we set aside things beyond it. However, all that
exists are related and are encompassed by an all-Knower. A thing in our universe
is also related to something in another alleged universe if there is any. For
example, it is in relation with it as “not being it” and this relation is potentially
subject to knowledge. Hence, this knowledge also entails the unitary knower in
parallel with the arguments in this part. Therefore, the Knower is to be All1348

Encompassing. This is also confirmed by the explanations about the property
of unity: if unity and unitary essence is necessary for the existence of something,
then this essence will encompass all aspects of that which is made to exist by it;
but since the creator is not the created, then the truth about created must be
represented in the Creator. This complies with the definition of knowledge.
1.8.2.2.2.4

Self-Sufficiency

Self-sufficiency is related to all that exists, even in just being. No matter what is
the state or property of what we observe, it cannot be explained by reference to
things of the same kind and by reference to the spatiotemporal. We cannot
explain ultimately the dependent things by reference to dependent things. Part
1.1 about the property “Self-Sufficiency” gives further details about this point.
Hence, our contingent knowledge cannot originate from dependent things; it
has to originate from a self-sufficient.
1.8.2.2.2.5

Self-Sufficiently Owned Free Will Power

Most known things in the limited universe are results of fashioning as explained
in part 1.4. Hence, their fashioning produces a great part of what we know.
Since the contents of our knowledge related to the limited universe are
contingent, then the production of such knowledge entails that at the
production of such knowledge and related things there has been an exercise of
free will power. Part 1.4 gives the details about the fashioning.
Likewise, what we know entail a power at the foundation of what we know as
well, since, what we know would not be happening unless originated and
sustained by an owner of self-sufficient power.
Furthermore, free will power is necessary so that we can navigate through
different wholes of information and so that we can reorganize premises,
conclusions, and progress toward the knowledge which needs to be true by
definition. As we saw in the relevant parts, free will power is not reducible to
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the spatiotemporal either. This is also a fact which entails through knowledge
the existence of free will power.
Question 149.
Does not a computer produce a correct result even though its acts are based on
deterministic processes?
Answer 149.
If a computer does not produce a correct result, the human beings detect the
problem with its relevant parts, for example with its chips, and fix the problem.
The computer is just a tool of human beings. They are not producing claims on
their own.
Logic is not reducible to rocks or atoms. If they are then there is no need for
logic. We can use logic on things that do not actually exist and we use it on
things that are distant from us.
Let us take an example of billiard balls. They have numbers and operators
written on them, they move, and from time to time the balls are ordered from
left to right as ball '2' then ball '3' then ball '=' then ball '5'. If mathematics (or
logic or reason) is reducible to the movement of balls then we cannot say that
the above order has any closeness to the truth. If two balls came together
somewhere and three other balls came together in another location then it is
true that two balls plus three balls make 5 balls. Furthermore that each ball has
its unity, identity, and continuity is another requirement that the latter case is
'true'. So as a language, as a logical reality, and as an ontological reality, logic
requires a transcendent basis. That basis is necessary for connecting an item
(and its equality) at t1 to the same item at t2. Likewise it is necessary for the
connection and relevance of the meaning of '2' written on the ball to the other
balls in the first example.
An atom related to logic might be entailed to be in a different position at the
big bang. The conclusion might depend on that under physicalism. So logic is
arbitrary for the materialist. The biological problems constitute a contrast
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between the material which can have such positions of its own nature and the
logic which operates on its own rules. One may say the big bang would entail
that every physical state would comply with 2+2=4. But in the realm of physical
neither 2 nor 4 nor operators do exist. The higher layers cannot change the
lower layer because the higher layer is no more than the behavior of lower layers
which contain all behaviors corresponding to all conditions. Higher layer
structures and mechanisms do not have any effect on the lower layers, but lower
layers fully dominate the higher layers. In fact there are no distinct higher layers,
they are just random and illusory. Spatiotemporal positions do not change how
ASBEs behave. Spatiotemporal positions may influence spatial positions. But
spatial positions are not instantiated anywhere in unity. If a state corresponds
to 2+2=4, this does not have an effective reality distinct from the ASBEs.
Furthermore spatial position does not have any property to make it a basis of
logic or consciousness. It is not a variable different than ASBEs in terms of
logical, holistic, or transcendent value.
If materialism is true, then if we say “p then q, p, therefore q”, p is not
instantiated on the spatiotemporal as p. Transition from p to q is random
because there is only the relations of laws of nature. If p then q cannot be
proven. If the spatio-temporal structure is not already as “if p then q”, then p
cannot yield q even though if p then q is a universal truth. Therefore there is
contradiction: even if “if p then q” is accepted at least for laws, they cannot be
instantiated in any local structure. With freedom of the agent so as to override
the spatiotemporal, then any flexible logical connection can be established and
put into use. The logical can produce results in Allah's framework, but it cannot
do it in the materialistic framework, since it does not recognize the essence
which can override the spatiotemporal. We empirically can put into use our
logic. This means that the powers, essences, beings that can override the
spatiotemporal exist. So, this exists in kind and the existence of Allah does not
produce a difficulty or inconsistency with the existence of the spatiotemporal.
In this context, there is no non-conformity of Allah with what we observe in
the limited universe. On the contrary, Allah’s properties justify and complete
whatever we observe in the limited universe, and they remove all
inconsistencies. Note that I do not say this as a god of the gaps argument since
a gap is surrounded by solid parts, yet, nothing we know is solid without God.
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If physicalism and determinism is true, then in the initial state with a good
calculation, we can find out what an agent’s reasoning process will yield.
Actually, here, this reasoning process is just an illusion, and our calculation is
just about how the quarks and other particles would move in accordance with
the laws of physics. If indeterminism was true, then the situation would be as
in the billiard balls example above. Hence, there would be no logic again.
To be consistent the atheist must bite the bullet and admit that neither he nor
the believer has any capacity to reason effectively and distinctly. But then the
personal experience comes into play: he conceives concepts in unity and
distinctly. He conceives concepts, relations, the true and the false, and he
behaves using them.
That a logical claim overlaps with a real spatiotemporal state does not mean that
there is a distinct logic. If logic is another physical state in the brain about an
external physical state it is not a physical state about an external state because
the state in the brain is only a distinct physical state in and of itself with its
causal past and future. It may be in touch in its causal past with the external,
future, past, or conditional physical state but in any case it is a distinct physical
state. It may only be partially and spatiotemporally in touch with that external
physical state, unless there is a realm which combines the physical and other
states with no spatiotemporal barriers.

The analogy of simple clips is also relevant in respect to the distinct effectiveness
of reasoning.

We cannot annihilate a part of space. It is automatically filled. Likewise we
cannot annihilate a part of logic. And logic is non-separable from space or from
truth. So they constitute a whole. They are sustained and surrounded by Allah.
A claim that the essence of logic is in the rock or objects and their movements,
deifies them. The rock also has the fundamental features of logic, such as unity
and transcendence, yet it has them as sustained properties. The trinitarian
Christian could not say anything against that claim, because he has division at
the fundamental layer between logos and image. As the image is seen at the
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fundamental level then he cannot say that the logic underlies the image. If he
admits that there is a more fundamental level than the rock, then he will have
to admit that there is more fundamental level than the image of his god.
1.8.2.3
SPK Step 3: There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe, who is Self-Sufficiently All-Knower and has the
Properties Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently All-Knower.
Above sub-parts demonstrated that knowledge, knowers, objects of knowledge
exist within the limited universe. They also demonstrated that the things within
the limited universe do not have self-sufficiently the knowledge and properties
entailed by knowledge. Therefore, above the limited universe, there is a selfsufficient Knower who also has the properties entailed by self-sufficiently
knowing.
1.9 All-Powerfulness

Sovereign doer of whatever He wills.
(Quran: 85/16)
1.9.1

Preliminary Explanations

So observe the effects of the mercy of Allah how
He gives life to the earth after its lifelessness.
Indeed, that [same one] will give life to the dead,
and He is over all things competent.
(Quran: 30/50)
The power that we experience which is irreducible to the spatiotemporal
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demonstrate that its ultimate cause has power self-sufficiently. Furthermore,
the contingent things in the limited universe, no matter whether they have
power or not, entail that they are sustained by a cause who has power selfsufficiently. We can conclude about the self-sufficient omnipotence of the
ultimate cause of the universe through the following syllogism:
1.9.2
(SPP)

Syllogism for the Property “all-Powerful” of Allah

The syllogism for the property “all-Powerful” of Allah is as follows:
1. Things in the limited universe entail the necessity of the self-sufficiently allpowerful who also has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently allpowerful.
2. Things in the limited universe do not have power and the properties entailed
by power self-sufficiently.
3. There is a Being above the limited universe, who is self-sufficiently allpowerful and has the properties entailed by being self-sufficiently all-powerful.
1.9.2.1
SPP Step 1: Things in the Limited Universe Entail
the Necessity of the Self-Sufficiently All-Powerful who Also has the
Properties Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently All-Powerful.
Things with experienced power and other contingent things entail for their
existence the necessity of the self-sufficiently all-powerful and the properties
entailed by property.
In respect to this step, things in the limited universe, can be classified in two
groups: (1) Those which experience power as the human beings do, (2) Things
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which are subject to power or exercise power although unlike the human beings.
Both groups entail a self-sufficiently all-powerful for their existence and their
behaviors. For example the fall of a rock entails the existence of power, and a
self-sufficiently all-powerful. The contingent things in the limited universe, no
matter whether they have experienced power or not, entail that their Creator,
Fashioner, Sustainer has power self-sufficiently. However, the group (1)
experiences also directly having power and using it or its implications; the
irreducibility of that experienced power to things in the limited universe entails
in another way the existence of a self-sufficiently all-powerful.
On the other hand, being the self-sufficiently all-powerful entails other
properties which belong to the same essence in accordance with the property of
unity.
Answer 13 explains the existence of things within the limited universe, so it will
not be repeated here.
The relevant dictionary definition of power is the “ability to act or produce an
effect”182. We exercise power when clean our house, build a bridge, write a letter,
hit a ball. The sun produces an effect when it makes us see and heats a stone,
the rain produces an effect when it makes the farmer happy, the wind produces
an effect when it moves a leave.
In earlier parts, we saw knowledge, consciousness, free will power, goodness,
fashioning as properties that we experience and observe which lead us in
“Power.” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster,
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/power. Accessed 12
Dec. 2021.
182
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different ways to a self-sufficient cause who self-sufficiently has related
properties. While all of those properties are relevant to the property of power,
the most similar from among those properties to power is the “fashioning
power” where we again produce a change.
But we can fashion something within our imagination, which may be invisible
to others; yet power relates to a change beyond us, and it relates to an allencompassing power which does not reside just within our mind, but which
essentially extends onto the external world, where other power owners also
interact with us.
The change we produce in the external world entails an all-encompassing unity
and power as opposed to a unity and power we may experience within us.
However, note that the change we may exercise within our minds is also a kind
of power; yet, in this part by power I mean the power which produces change
in the external world in respect to time, in other words, in relation to the
changes produced by other things which also exercise their powers. This power
relates directly to time which is a common measure between multiple things
which exercise power. This is as opposed to the fashioning power or reasoning
power where the objects are rather passive and almost fully subdued to the
agent. Obviously, in fashioning or reasoning also there may be constraints
which may limit or direct the fashioner or the reasoner; however, in these, there
is not much active interaction from the objects of fashioning and reasoning
toward the fashioners or reasoners.
Power is an important property which demonstrates an all-encompassing
unitary power. Let us recall the movement example of one and two objects: Can
one point-like object move if the universe consists only of that object? According
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to what it would move? As we see in this example, it is not even meaningful to
talk about a movement of a contingent thing when we do not consider it without
a transcendent unity; yet, when we add another thing which shares the same
spacetime with that thing, then we may think of a movement. Likewise, the
interaction between two objects entail that they share the “same” spacetime or
other related dimensions. Hence, the outsides of two objects need to be the
surrounded by a unity so that we may conceive of even simplest interaction.
Obviously, we have this power which produces effects in the external world.
Many other things also have it. This power is not controversial as the free will
power, goodness, morals, consciousness, knowledge, fashioning or design… So,
I will not allocate space to demonstrate that it exists.
On the other hand, most aspects of fashioning power are also applicable to this
power. So, you may want to revisit the part about the fashioning power.
Therefore, let us see now what the consequences of the existence of this power
in the context of this book are.
1.9.2.1.1
The Properties Entailed and Necessitated by Self Sufficiently Powerful
The following are about some key properties entailed by self-sufficient power.
The properties entailed by self-sufficient power are not limited to the following.
Since, as we will see, the SSC is One, His other properties are also related to
the property of self-sufficient power. As explained earlier, the proof in this book
is open to the addition of further properties of SSC who has many properties.
1.9.2.1.1.1

The Unity
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Unity is a necessary property in order to exercise power. For example, a simplest
object cannot move alone since there is no absolute reference point. If there was
an absolute reference point of space distinct from that object, then again there
would have been two distinct/ separable things namely the reference point of
space and that simple object. So, if there is no absolute reference point we
cannot say that that object moves in and of itself. But when there is another
object then we can say that they move relatively to each other. If none of these
objects can move on their own but they can move when they are part of the
same system, then we can say that none of them is self-sufficient, and that the
equation, the knowledge of position about each object, the power to move in
respect to each object originates from a single source. Note that these things
about dependent things are applicable for god claims which have multiple
personalities. Hence, those god claims are contradictory in that their gods are
not self-sufficient and need a self-sufficient originator and sustainer.
Moreover, other explanations about the property of “Unity” explained in part
1.2 are also applicable for the self-sufficient “Power”. As they are clear enough
in respect to power, they will not be repeated here.
In parallel with the explanations in part 1.2 about unity, there is an ultimate
cause which has power for whatever effect that happens. The property of unity
is much broader in its scope than the power: Two static things also need the
unity of the SSC in order to exist as explained in that part. Yet those static
things have differentiations. However, the property of power is an application
in unity onto temporal layer and related to the interactions between things.
Unity in and of itself does not entail such spatiotemporal and other interactions
especially in respect to time. However, we observe that these interactions
1358

happen and that things exercise power over other things.
1.9.2.1.1.2

The Knowledge

If a rock that we let fall moves downwards, instead of upwards, this shows that
the spatial position has been influential and that it is represented in the essence
of the rock and/or its parts. Part 1.8 explains in detail the fundamental necessity
of knowledge/ information for any effect. As the explanations in part 1.4 are
directly related to Power as well, they will not be repeated here.
1.9.2.1.1.3

Self-Sufficiency

If a billiard ball moved because another billiard ball hit it, and if the latter moved
because another billiard ball hit it, and if this goes on in an infinite regress, this
entails that none of the balls had the self-sufficient power to produce an effect.
If none of them had such a power, then clearly, there would be no effect at all.
This point is only one point related to self-sufficient Power. Further details are
explained in part 1.1.
1.9.2.1.1.4

Fashioning Power

Every effect within the limited universe is related to a certain form: the rock
falls the way it does because of certain equations and constants related to gravity.
Water supports life because the atoms of oxygen and hydrogen have certain
forms. Hence, every effect we observe in the limited universe are influenced by
related forms. These forms are results of fashioning. The details related to selfsufficient fashioning power are explained in part 1.4.
1.9.2.1.2

The Power That we Experience and That Other
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Things Exercise Entails Self-Sufficient Cause or Sustainer for it.
Since infinite regress and nothingness cannot produce the power that we
observe, this power entails a self-sufficiently powerful or a self-sufficient cause
for it.
So, let us see whether the limited universe or its contents can be this selfsufficient cause.
1.9.2.2
SPP Step 2: Things in the Limited Universe do not
Have Power and the Properties Entailed by Power Self -Sufficiently.
Some claim that the laws or forces of nature are the causes of the effects that
we observe in the limited universe. Part 1.1.2.2.2 explains that these laws or
forces cannot be self-sufficient source of power for those effects.
Parts 1.1.2.2.4 and 1.1.2.2.5 explain that space and time are not any partial selfsufficient sources of power of the effects that we observe.
Parts 1.1.2.2.11.2.2 and 1.4.2.1.1.2.1.2 explains the dependency and contingency
of the limited universe and its contents. According to the explanations in that
part, they cannot be the self-sufficient causes of the effects that we observe.
Part 1.6.2.1.1.1 explains that deterministic or indeterministic processes, hence
past events are not the sources of power for the effects that we observe.
On the other hand, the materialist sees the effects as the result of
differentiations. For example, for him, the movement and change of location,
or getting bigger or smaller are the foundations of things and things are
reducible to these effects which are also the causes of other effects. However,
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any differentiation is in essence a kind of unification. Something is not small in
and of itself; something is not big in and of itself; likewise, something is not
distant or near in and of itself. Similarly, as explained in part 1.2, anything we
“know” as an “effect”, has inherent and fundamental transcendence and unity
at its essence. Hence, nothing is reducible to differentiations. Part 1.2 about
unity and part 1.1.2.2.1 about the impossibility of reductive physicalism explain
this point further. Furthermore, as explained in part 1.3 about all-Encompassing
property, nothingness does not exist as a barrier between things, but barrier is
also an element of unification.
Therefore, none of the limited universe or its contents have the property of
being self-sufficiently powerful, nor other properties entailed by that property.
Consequently, only a being who has these properties may be the self-sufficient
cause of the effects that we observe, and the limited universe, its contents, the
matter are not that being.
1.9.2.3
SPP Step 3. There is a Being Above the Limited
Universe, who is Self-Sufficiently All-Powerful and has the
Properties Entailed by Being Self-Sufficiently all-Powerful.
Since the limited universe, its contents, or other things which do not have the
property of being “self-sufficiently powerful”, and since we observe the effects
of such a powerful being, we can conclude that there is such a being who is not
this limited universe, its contents, and/or matter.
1.10 Guidance

Allah guides to the truth.
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(Quran: 10/35)
It is He who sent His Messenger with guidance
and the religion of truth to manifest it over all
religion. And sufficient is Allah as Witness.
(Quran: 48/28)
O mankind, there has come to you a conclusive
proof from your Lord, and We have sent down
to you a clear light.
(Quran: 4/174)
O People of the Scripture, there has come to you
Our Messenger making clear to you much of
what you used to conceal of the Scripture and
overlooking much. There has come to you from
Allah a light and a clear Book.
By which Allah guides those who pursue His
pleasure to the ways of peace and brings them
out from darknesses into the light, by His
permission, and guides them to a straight path.
(Quran: 5/15-16)

Up to now, we have seen the properties of Allah which relate to His essence. In
this part we will analyze whether He did a thing which He could have chosen
to do or not.
Obviously, a God with the properties explained up to this point is able to
communicate with the human beings. But did He do it? Did He communicate
with the human beings through Prophet Muhammad (PBUH)?
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After all, since He has free will power and gives us free will power as we saw in
the part about free will power, there is a theoretical possibility that a human
being may have invented words and claimed that these words are the words of
God. Actually, according to the Quran this happened on certain occasions by
some adherents of some religions.
Note that whether He has given the Quran or not is irrelevant to His power of
delivering a message to the human beings through some people that He has
chosen. In any case He has this power. But did He actually chose Prophet
Muhammad (PBUH) and give the Quran as His message?
Even if the answer to this question would be negative, independent of this
answer the empirical and logical facts proves the existence of the essence of God
as described in the Quran. Yet, the answer to this question is very important,
because, if the answer is positive, then it has serious pragmatic specific
implications. A positive answer will entail big benefits, responsibilities,
opportunities, dangers.
So, let us try to find out the answer to this question. The following are the facts
that cannot be explained without recognizing the truthfulness of Prophet
Muhammad, though such facts are not limited to the following:
1.10.1

The Religion of Prophet Muhammad

The only person who directly knows the revelation of the Quran is Prophet
Muhammad (PBUH).
Some claim that he was an imposter. If this claim is true, then there appears
some big problems for the disbeliever in him, because, if he was an imposter,
then:
1. This means that he was not a Muslim. Was he then a Christian, a Jew, an
Atheist, a Polytheist…? If he was one of these, then why would he undergo so
many difficulties for something he did not believe in?
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The life of Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) has been recorded in greatest detail.
There is no doubt that he underwent hunger, he risked his life, he gave up
worldly pleasures, he lost many of his friends and relatives for Islam during the
23 years of his prophethood. Yet, as the most influential human being in history,
he could have all worldly pleasures while he could endorse and spread whatever
world view or religion or antitheism he believed in.
So, it is implausible that he did not believe in the message he transmitted to
human beings.
This brings us to the second alternative:
2. Did he truly believe that he was a true Prophet of Allah, just because he
had a mental issue and maybe hallucinations.
This is also implausible, because he came with a hugely influential book and the
revelations were coming often in the presence of his companions. Anybody who
wrote a book or a poem or a large text knows that it is impossible for the mind
to randomly produce a consistent, meaningful, grammatically correct text
spontaneously. When we compose a text, we write it, we change it, we correct
it many times. There may be many mistakes in the composition of sentences,
places of words, logic, knowledge related to the text.
Furthermore, if we consider that he did not know writing nor reading, this
makes the second alternative more implausible. Again, if we consider that unlike
the centers where there are educational, philosophical background,
philosophers, teachers, Mecca was a place where there were no such background
and renowned sources for teaching and information. Therefore, this second
alternative also must be discarded.
3.

Did genies, aliens, or other human beings deliver the Quran?

For this question, we come back to the first alternative which we can apply to
such alleged sources of the Quran: If they were truly Muslims why would they
lie in the name of Allah? Otherwise, why would they give a message that they
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did not believe in? Furthermore, if they did it, then why would not they follow
up with other such messages? Would they be able to write such a book? How
could they know that Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) would adopt their message
and undergo the following difficulties? How would not they be noticed by
others, especially if we consider the spontaneous nature of many revelation
instances?
The same questions are applicable for other human beings as well who may
allegedly given him the Quran. For this latter scenario, there is an additional
question: Why would not they give the Quran themselves instead of through
Prophet Muhammad (PBUH)? Why would they risk the exposure of their plan
through Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) and their dishonesty?
So, this third alternative is also implausible. These three alternatives cover
exclusively all possible scenarios other than the truth of Islam: his sincere belief
in Islam just arising because of a mental issue, or because of some other beings,
or his disbelief in Islam.
Hence, the only plausible alternative is that he was a true Prophet of Allah.
Consequently, we can conclude that Allah revealed the Quran as a guidance to
mankind. Hence, He revealed the Quran. He is a God who communicates and
guides.
Question 150.
In one religion god may have all properties of ultimate cause but may not be
accepted as the revealer of the Quran. And in Islam He revealed it. So are both
the same ultimate cause?
Answer 150.
Here the discussion becomes on the act, not on the being of the relevant God.
The same ultimate cause may reveal the Quran or may choose not to reveal it.
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But we can conclude equally that He is able to choose to reveal it or to choose
not to reveal it. This does not change the conclusion about the nature of the
ultimate cause. This is like He being able to create a specific ant or not to create
it. That is why belief in the holy books and in the Quran is another category. A
person may be believing in Allah (or same essence with a different name) but
reject the Quran, this is not acceptable and good if he has been subject to the
message of Quran. So, in our context, we have to distinguish Allah and His acts
and words in this respect; yet, this is only an issue of context since Islam entails
belief in both Allah and His word for those who had access to it. His certain
claimed acts and words can be debunked as well if there is evidence against
them and if there is no evidence for them. Obviously, the Quran teaches such
an attitude for example regarding the false claims based on the false alleged
revelations of God brought by some adherents of some religions. But if a specific
act relates to not only the contingent things, but also to the nature of Allah, and
contradicts it, then we can say that this act or word is not the word of that
ultimate cause. For example if someone brings a message that there are two
gods, then this message must be rejected. This word does not show that His
claimed and proved properties according to a reliable message are false. But if
the message is in harmony or there is no contradiction and if there is sufficient
evidence for the words as well, then the essence of words will also be accepted,
the truthfulness of the messenger as to his duty as a messenger will be accepted
based on evidence.
1.10.2

Miracles of Prophet Muhammad

The following are just some of the miracles which demonstrate that Prophet
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Muhammad (PBUH) is a true messenger of Allah. Note that there are many
other miracles in the Quran and recorded outside of Quran.
1.10.2.1

The Quran

Say, "If mankind and the jinn gathered in order
to produce the like of this Quran, they could not
produce the like of it, even if they were to each
other assistants."
(Quran: 17/88)
The Quran is a book which created and continues to create history.
The Quran is a book which is part of the life of Muslims. It is recited obligatorily
5 times a day by every practicing Muslim in the prayers. Furthermore, thousands
of people today have the entire Quran in their memories. It is a book which was
written down during the lifetime of the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) by the
assigned scribes as soon as parts of it were revealed. It was compiled fully within
a year after the death of the Prophet, and soon afterwards multiple copies were
produced. So, we have the original Quran available to the humanity in
accordance with the following verse183:
There were some punctuation methods put into practice after the
first copies of the Quran were made. Also, Prophet Muhammad (PBUH)
in his lifetime approved some multiple dialects as legitimate, he even
allowed on a very few occasions some synonyms to be used instead of
the original words for people who had pronunciation difficulties. So, in
some copies of the Quran there are some very small differences in
writing in respect to those; however, other than these minor
differences there is just one Quran all around the world. Only some of
183
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Indeed, it is We who sent down the Quran and
indeed, We will be its guardian.
(Quran: 15/9)
The historical protection of the Quran is miraculous since it might have been
lost substantially like some other holy books. It is also important that the Arabic
language with which it was revealed is actually existing and understood today
though more than 1400 years have passed since its revelation.
The Quran is a book which came from the mouth of Prophet Muhammad
(PBUH), who is a person who did not know how to write nor read as noted in
the following verses:

Those who follow the Messenger, the unlettered
prophet, whom they find written in what they
have of the Torah and the Gospel, who enjoins
upon them what is right and forbids them what
is wrong and makes lawful for them the good
things and prohibits for them the evil and
relieves them of their burden and the shackles
which were upon them. So they who have
believed in him, honored him, supported him
and followed the light which was sent down with
him it is those who will be the successful.
(Quran: 7/157)
those differences entail some differences in meaning which do not
produce any essential implications, but on the contrary produce some
useful flexibility.
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And you did not recite before it any scripture,
nor did you inscribe one with your right hand.
Otherwise the falsifiers would have had [cause
for] doubt.
(Quran: 29/48)
Although the transmitter of the book has not had any education about any
subject through human institutions, the Quran is a book which covers many
branches including but not limited to physics, biology, history, morals, religion.
There is no other book which invites to good deeds and discourages evil deeds
more strongly than the Quran.
Any body who has composed a book would understand well that writing such
a book without having had a good education is impossible. That an unlettered
person who lived 1400 years ago, in a small city of approximately 20.000 people
where there were no universities and prominent teachers, philosophers,
scientists, where ignorance was at a high degree prior to the advent of Islam
such that many people were used to kill their own daughters, would add to this
impossibility.
Similarly, that the Quran was kept in the memory of the Prophet Muhammad
was also another miraculous side of the Quran:

We shall make you to recite (the Quran), so you
(O Muhammad (Peace be upon him)) shall not
forget (it),
Except what Allah, may will, He knows what is
apparent and what is hidden.
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(Quran: 87/6-7)
This is also a striking fact: a person as Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) who was
busy as a statesman, as a military leader, as a teacher, as a husband, as a father
would normally forget the Quran even if he had managed to compose it.
Nobody saw him rehearse something from any paper as noted in one of the
above verses. Yet, he was reciting the Quran, a book consisting of more than
600 pages, in the daily prayers, he was answering questions based on the Quran.
He was reciting it partially at least five times a day and tested; and he was
recommending others to record and memorize it. Furthermore, the first
revelation of the Quran had happened when he was 40 years old, and the last
verses were revealed when he was more than 60 years old. These are not ages
when people can memorize a book like the Quran easily.
While many holy books or scientific books written in the past contain many
finally confirmed errors along with correct things, the Quran on the contrary
has been confirmed to be true finally in its teachings.
Below, you will find also some of teachings of the Quran confirmed by science
many centuries later:
1.10.2.1.1

The Expansion of the Universe and the Big Bang

Until recently, some major scientists believed that the universe was static,
although they had incomparable tools and data about the universe. Then by the
strong and final findings now it is known for sure that the universe is expanding.
And it is also known that the universe started from a singularity and that all of
our universe was a single entity. This is what was said in the Quran since the
life of the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH). Some of the verses about these are as
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follows:

And the heaven We constructed with strength,
and indeed, We are [its] expander.
(Quran: 51/47)
Have those who disbelieved not considered that
the heavens and the earth were a joined entity,
and We separated them and made from water
every living thing? Then will they not believe?
(Quran: 21/30)
1.10.2.1.2

The Prophesy About the Victory of the Romans

The Romans have been defeated.
In the nearest land. But they, after their defeat,
will overcome.
Within a few years. To Allah belongs the
command before and after. And that day the
believers will rejoice.
(Quran: 30/4)
In the above verses, it was prophesied that within ten years the Romans would
get victory. And historically this happened to be true. For historical details see
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Al-Awaisi 2015184.
1.10.2.1.3

What is not Said in the Quran

There are many good points and facts in other holy books or books of wisdom.
Yet there are also many illogical and wrong information in them. For example,
based on the Bible, scholars infer that the earth was created 6.000 years ago. Or
Aristotle wrote that “a lot of animals -- flies, lice, midges, oysters, clams -- also
spontaneously generate out of inanimate stuff”185.
There may be some views which are in harmony with what is said in the Quran,
so one may say “this was already believed in by …”. On the other hand, there
are books which say many things some of which are true, and some of which
are false. These two points may be brought as arguments against the Quran.
If the Quran contained many false information as well as true information one
might say that all kinds of things were said and some of them by chance
happened to be true.
And it might be claimed that the Quran has taken from different sources of the
time when it was revealed. So, if this was the case, then there would also be
many false things as well as correct things in the Quran. But strikingly, there is

El-Awaisi, Khalid, The Quranic Prophecy of the Defeat and Victory
of The Byzantines, Journal Of Islamicjerusalem Studies (Summer 2015)
15:pp.1-32,
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/articlefile/341691 Accessed, 13.12.2021
185 Leroi, Armand Marie, The Lagoon: How Aristotle Invented Science
Hardcover, 2014, as quoted at https://www.huffpost.com/entry/6things-aristotle-got-wr_b_5920840 Accessed: 13.12.2021
184
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nothing in the Quran which opposes logic or empirical facts.
However, there are people who try to falsify it based on a very few verses by
using meanings of words out of context, yet these farfetched interpretations are
never convincing. Obviously, if the Quran was a human invention thousands
of years ago, then such people would have plenty of verses to disprove the truth
of the Quran without any need to make such farfetched interpretations.
1.10.2.2

The Splitting of the Moon

The splitting of the moon is one of the famous miracles that happened in the
presence of many people. It was also recorded in the Quran and reported by
many eyewitnesses.
The related verses of the Quran are as follows:

The Hour has come near, and the moon has split
[in two].
And if they see a miracle, they turn away and say,
"Passing magic."
And they denied and followed their inclinations.
But for every matter is a [time of] settlement.
(Quran: 54/1-3)
The following was narrated by Abdullah (may Allah be pleased with him): The
moon was split ( into two pieces ) while we were with the Prophet in Mina. He
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said, "Be witnesses." Then a Piece of the moon went towards the mountain.186,187
1.10.2.3

Protection of Prophet Muhammad

The Quran says that Allah protects Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) from
mankind:

O Messenger, announce that which has been
revealed to you from your Lord, and if you do
not, then you will not have conveyed His
Message. And Allah will protect you from the
people. Indeed, Allah does not guide the
disbelieving people.
(Quran: 5/67)
It is interesting that Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) died a natural death while
many leaders who replaced him have been killed. Yet, he ruled during decades
in the most difficult time of Islam. He participated in wars not only as a military
leader but also as a soldier who actively fought in the battles.
Hence, his life being protected from human beings in accordance with the
guarantee given in the Quran is an important fact.
Sahih
Bukhari
(Book
#58,
Hadith
#209)
from
https://www.searchtruth.com/searchHadith.php?keyword=moon%2
0split&search_word=all&translator=1&start=0
Accessed
on
13.12.2021 (Visit the same address for further hadeeth.)
187 For further details see The Miracle of the Splitting of the Moon at:
https://questionsonislam.com/article/miracle-splitting-moon-0 and
The
Miracles
of
Muhammad
at
https://d1.islamhouse.com/data/en/ih_articles/single/en_The_Mirac
les_of_Muhammad.pdf Both Accessed on: 13.12.2021
186
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1.10.3
Bible

Prophesies About Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) in the

Those to whom We gave the Scripture know him
as they know their own sons. But indeed, a party
of them conceal the truth while they know [it].
(Quran: 2/146)
So if you are in doubt, [O Muhammad], about
that which We have revealed to you, then ask
those who have been reading the Scripture before
you. The truth has certainly come to you from
your Lord, so never be among the doubters.
(Quran: 10/94)
In the Old and New Testaments there are many prophesies about Prophet
Muhammad as Allah indicates in the Quran. The Old and New Testaments
were written many centuries before Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him)
was born. Even in today’s unoriginal and indirect texts of these Holy Books we
may see many of such prophesies. Some of these prophecies are as follows188:
Question 151.

188

I will limit these explanations only to the Old and New Testament, and
will not discuss prophesies about Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him)
in the holy books of other religions.
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If the Quran was revealed by Allah who is the same God as the God of
Christianity, then why does the Quran reject that Jesus (PBUH) was crucified
and resurrected?
Answer 151.
If Jesus’ (PBUH) crucifixion, death on the cross and resurrection were reliable
historical facts, then all historians in the world would be Christians. If the
historical resources about these are strong, then the resources about the much
more recent miracles of Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) are much stronger. On
the other hand, the alleged death and resurrection of Jesus are irrelevant to his
alleged divinity; he does not say that he is God even in the contemporary
Gospels, he clearly says that he does not have the divine properties of God.
Furthermore, according to the Bible, Jesus Christ cannot be crucified and
resurrected: For example, Psalm 91 says that God will save Jesus. Luke 4/9-12
and Matthew 4/5-7 confirm that Psalm 91 is about Jesus. Accordingly, in Psalm
116 and 118, Jesus thanks God for saving him.
Question 152.
If the Bible was corrupted, then why should we trust it regarding the prophesies
about Prophet Muhammad (PBUH)?
Answer 152.
Numerous contradictions in the Bible show clearly that it was corrupted to a
certain extent. But although it was corrupted to some extent, this does not mean
that it does not contain any truth or revelation of Allah at all. Furthermore, the
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Bible is not a holy book which claims that it is the exact word of God like the
Quran; we see that its text is like the writings of human beings or Prophets
(PBUT) who have been inspired by God or who have been given revelations by
God. So, it is possible to find some truth in it which is truly a revelation of God.
Hence, such a text cannot be taken as if it is true in all its prophesies, but when
some of its contents give precise information about future events that have really
and sufficiently complied with the events that happened later, then we can
deduce that such prophesies were true prophesies by God.
As we will see in the following, we see such precision about the prophesies about
Prophet Muhammad (PBUH).
1.10.3.1
Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) and the Quran in
Deuteronomy/33
In the following verses, we see a reference of Moses to himself, to Jesus and to
Muhammad (Peace be upon them.) and their locations. Regarding Prophet
Muhammad (Peace be upon him), there is a reference also to the conquest of
Mecca of Prophet Muhammad with his approximately 10.000 friends. Again in
the following verses there is a reference to the law Prophet Muhammad (Peace
be upon him) brought -the law based on the Quran-.
The verses in Deuteronomy 33/1-2 are as follows189: And this is the blessing,
wherewith Moses the man of God blessed the children of Israel before his death.

189

Unless otherwise noted, the quotes from the Bible are taken from King
James Version.
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And he said The LORD came190 from Sinai, and rose up from Seir unto them;
he shined forth from mount Paran, and he came with ten thousands of saints:
from his right hand went a fiery law for them.
The Bible informs and confirms that Prophet Moses received revelations from
Allah in the Mount of Sinai191; that Jesus Christ lived and received revelations
from Allah in Judah defined also with the mount Seir192; and that a Prophet
190

As God is not limited with space, this was not the coming of God, but
the coming of God’s word. And the following respective verbs in the verses
show a follow up within a plan.
191

The verses of Exodus 19/1-3 are as follows: In the third month, when
the children of Israel were gone forth out of the land of Egypt, the same day
came they into the wilderness of Sinai. For they were departed from
Rephidim, and were come to the desert of Sinai, and had pitched in the
wilderness; and there Israel camped before the mount. And Moses went up
unto God, and the LORD called unto him out of the mountain, saying, Thus
shalt thou say to the house of Jacob, and tell the children of Israel
192

The following verses of the Bible show the link of Jesus-Christ (Peace
be upon him) to the location called Seir. The verses of Joshua 15/1,10-12
are as follows: This then was the lot of the tribe of the children of Judah by
their families; even to the border of Edom the wilderness of Zin southward
was the uttermost part of the south coast. (…) And the border compassed
from Baalah westward unto mount Seir, and passed along unto the side of
mount Jearim, which is Chesalon, on the north side, and went down to
Bethshemesh, and passed on to Timnah: And the border went out unto the
side of Ekron northward: and the border was drawn to Shicron, and passed
along to mount Baalah, and went out unto Jabneel; and the goings out of
the border were at the sea. And the west border was to the great sea, and the
coast thereof. This is the coast of the children of Judah round about
according to their families.
The verses of Matthew 2/1-6 are as follows: Now when Jesus was born in
Bethlehem of Judaea in the days of Herod the king, behold, there came wise
men from the east to Jerusalem, saying, Where is he that is born King of the
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would receive revelations from Allah in the region Paran which also overlaps
with today’s Mecca (Written also as Bacca in the Quran), and that he will
accomplish a big success with 10.000 people, and that he will bring a law. We
see that for the last message of Allah the verb “shine” has been used, while for
Moses and Jesus the verbs “come” and “rise” have been used respectively. The
use of the verb shine reminds us of the prophecy Jesus explains as “he will guide
you into all truth” in the Gospel of John verse 16/13. Again this reminds us of
the guarantee Allah gives in the Quran that He will protect the Quran, as this
book will be conclusive, manifest and final for all.
In the following verse in Habakkuk 3/3 also there is a reference to a revelation
coming from the region Paran.
The verse of Habakkuk 3/3 is as follows: God came from Teman, and the Holy
One from mount Paran. Selah. His glory covered the heavens, and the earth
was full of his praise193.
1.10.3.2

Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) In Genesis 21/9-21

Jews? for we have seen his star in the east, and are come to worship him.
When Herod the king had heard these things, he was troubled, and all
Jerusalem with him. And when he had gathered all the chief priests and
scribes of the people together, he demanded of them where Christ should
be born. And they said unto him, In Bethlehem of Judaea: for thus it is
written by the prophet, And thou Bethlehem, in the land of Judah, art not
the least among the princes of Judah: for out of thee shall come a Governor,
that shall rule my people Israel.
193

Remember the calls to prayer recited aloud throughout the earth, in
thousands of mosques every second. These calls contain also the name of
Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him). Indeed the earth was and is full
of his praise, like no other human being’s praise.
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And Genesis 17/19-20
Above we emphasized the point that after Jesus Christ there will be a bigger
fulfilment in terms of the communication from Allah. In the following we will
link this fulfilment more specifically to Prophet Muhammad thanks to some
information we find in the Bible:
In the following verses from the Bible, we see that the place where Ishmael had
settled was Paran. Again Allah says in the following verses that from Ishmael
He will make a nation. Today there is no known nation from Ishmael other
than the one community known according to Islam. And according to the
history of Arabian Peninsula, Ishmael lived in Mecca, and Muhammad came
from the offspring of Ishmael (Peace be upon them) and lived in the same
region. The many remnants and locations in Mecca, the knowledge that is
available thanks to the strong tradition of communication of genealogies from
generation to generation in Arabia support this very clearly. Therefore we know
clearly that the prophetship of Prophet Muhammad who lived in Paran region,
and his accomplishments overlap very well with the following prophesies.
It is clear from the following verses of Genesis 21/9-21 that the place where
Ishmael, the ancestor of Prophet Muhammad lived is called Paran 194.
These verses are as follows: “And Sarah saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian,
which she had born unto Abraham, mocking. Wherefore she said unto
Abraham, Cast out this bondwoman and her son: for the son of this
bondwoman shall not be heir with my son, even with Isaac. And the thing was
194

Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) was born, lived mostly and
received the Quran for the first time in the place where Ishmael lived,
namely the Paran region.
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very grievous in Abraham’s sight because of his son. And God said unto
Abraham, Let it not be grievous in thy sight because of the lad, and because of
thy bondwoman; in all that Sarah hath said unto thee, hearken unto her voice;
for in Isaac shall thy seed be called. And also of the son of the bondwoman will
I make a nation, because he is thy seed. And Abraham rose up early in the
morning, and took bread, and a bottle of water, and gave it unto Hagar, putting
it on her shoulder, and the child, and sent her away: and she departed, and
wandered in the wilderness of Beersheba. And the water was spent in the bottle,
and she cast the child under one of the shrubs. And she went, and sat her down
over against him a good way off, as it were a bow shot: for she said, Let me not
see the death of the child. And she sat over against him, and lift up her voice,
and wept. And God heard the voice of the lad; and the angel of God called to
Hagar out of heaven, and said unto her, What aileth thee, Hagar? Fear not; for
God hath heard the voice of the lad where he is. Arise, lift up the lad, and hold
him in thine hand; for I will make him a great nation. And God opened her
eyes, and she saw a well of water; and she went, and filled the bottle with water,
and gave the lad drink. And God was with the lad; and he grew, and dwelt in
the wilderness, and became an archer. And he dwelt in the wilderness of Paran:
and his mother took him a wife out of the land of Egypt.”
The verses of Genesis 17/19-20 support also that the offspring of Prophet
Ishmael will have important accomplishments. These verses are as follows:
“And God said, Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son indeed; and thou shalt call
his name Isaac: and I will establish my covenant with him for an everlasting
covenant, and with his seed after him. And as for Ishmael, I have heard thee:
Behold, I have blessed him, and will make him fruitful, and will multiply him
exceedingly; twelve princes shall he beget, and I will make him a great nation.”
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1.10.3.3

Final Prophet As Explained In Isaiah 42/1 -12

In the following verses we see another prophecy about a messenger as the
bringer of another law. Certainly Jesus-Christ did not come with a new law. In
the following verses we see also that the message this prophet will bring is called
“a new song”, this complies perfectly with the music embedded in the Quran
and its frequent recitation. Again in the following verses we see that this
messenger is related to the location of Kedar195, the son of Ishmael. Again we
see a specific reference to the loud praises and calls to prayers in the statements
“the cities thereof lift up their voice”, “let the inhabitants of the rock sing, let
them shout from the top of the mountains”. And everything else in the following
verses comply with Prophet Muhammad’s achievements.
The verses of Isaiah 42/1-12 are as follows: Behold my servant, whom I uphold;
mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth; I have put my spirit196 upon him: he
shall bring forth judgment to the Gentiles197. He shall not cry, nor lift up, nor
cause his voice to be heard in the street. A bruised reed shall he not break, and
the smoking flax shall he not quench: he shall bring forth judgment unto truth.
195

In the verse Genesis 25/13 the two sons of Ishmael (Peace be upon him)
are called Kedar and Nebajoth. This verse is as follows: And these are the
names of the sons of Ishmael, by their names, according to their
generations: the firstborn of Ishmael, Nebajoth; and Kedar, and Adbeel, and
Mibsam,
196

One of the names of the Quran is the Spirit. The word “Spirit” is also
used for the angel Gabriel who mostly related the Quran to Prophet
Muhammad (Peace be upon him).
197

Gentiles is a term used in the Bible generally for pagans and non-Jewish
people. This also complies totally with the fact that the people in which
Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) was born were pagans, and
Prophet Muhammad related the message of Allah mainly to such people.
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He shall not fail nor be discouraged, till he have set judgment in the earth: and
the isles shall wait for his law. Thus saith God the LORD, he that created the
heavens, and stretched them out; he that spread forth the earth, and that which
cometh out of it; he that giveth breath unto the people upon it, and spirit to
them that walk therein: I the LORD have called thee in righteousness, and will
hold thine hand, and will keep thee, and give thee for a covenant of the people,
for a light of the Gentiles; To open the blind eyes, to bring out the prisoners
from the prison, and them that sit in darkness out of the prison house. I am the
LORD: that is my name: and my glory will I not give to another, neither my
praise to graven images. Behold, the former things are come to pass, and new
things do I declare: before they spring forth I tell you of them. Sing unto the
LORD a new song, and his praise from the end of the earth, ye that go down
to the sea, and all that is therein; the isles, and the inhabitants thereof. Let the
wilderness and the cities thereof lift up their voice, the villages that Kedar doth
inhabit: let the inhabitants of the rock198 sing199, let them shout from the top of
the mountains. Let them give glory unto the LORD, and declare his praise in
the islands.
In the following verse we see a reference to Kaaba in Mecca or Bacca200, the
sacrifices performed there in pilgrimage. We also see that the house of Allah’s
It is likely that this “rock” is the “hajar-ul-aswad” which is famously
at one of the corners of Ka’bah since the time of Prophet Muhammed.
It was also important even before Prophet Muhammad (PBUH).
199 It is likely that this refers at least partially to the “talbiyahs” which
are loud declarations done as a routine while walking around the
Ka’bah as part of the relevant prayer (Tawaf).
198

200

Bacca is another common name or reading of Mecca, For example,
“Bacca” is also used in the Quran for Mecca.
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glory is related to Kedar and Nebaioth, the two children of Ishmael.
The verse of Isaiah 60/7 is as follows: All the flocks of Kedar shall be gathered
together unto thee, the rams of Nebaioth shall minister unto thee: they shall
come up with acceptance on mine altar, and I will glorify the house201 of my
glory.
1.10.3.4
A Big Development Will Happen And The Kingdom
Of Allah Will Be Taken From The Jews And Given To Another
Nation As Said In Matthew 21/42-44
In the following verses Jesus-Christ (Peace be upon him) clearly says that the
kingdom of God shall be taken from Jews and given to another community. We
expressed earlier in the context of Deuteronomy 18/18 that Allah will raise a
certain messenger not from among the Jews but from among the brethren of
the Jews.
The verses of Matthew 21/42-44 are as follows: “Jesus saith unto them, Did ye
never read in the scriptures, the stone which the builders rejected, the same is
become the head of the corner: this is the Lord’s doing, and it is marvelous in
our eyes? Therefore say I unto you, the kingdom of God shall be taken from
you, and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof. And whosoever shall
fall on this stone shall be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind
him to powder.”
1.10.3.5

Mecca (Bacca), The Pilgrims, The Well Of Zamzam,

According to the knowledge of the author, there is no other holy
place like Mecca where people gather in such big numbers from all
around the world and from all nations in order to glorify the One God.
201
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The Quick And Strong Growth Of Muslims In Psalms 84/4 -7
In the following verses there is a reference to Mecca (which is written also as
Bacca in the Quran), to the pilgrimage therein, to the water of Zamzam given
to Hagar and her son Ishmael (Peace be upon them), the strengthening and
strong growth of Muslims.
The verses of Psalms 84/4-7202 are as follows: How happy are those who reside
in Your house, who praise You continually. Selah. Happy are the people whose
strength is in You, whose hearts are set on pilgrimage. As they pass through the
Valley of Baca, they make it a source of springwater; even the autumn rain will
cover it with blessings. They go from strength to strength; each appears before
God in Zion.
1.10.3.6

The Advocate who Will Come After Jesus

Gospel of John 14:25-31 is as follows:
25 “All this I have spoken while still with you. 26 But the Advocate, the Holy
Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will teach you all things and will
remind you of everything I have said to you. 27 Peace I leave with you; my
peace I give you. I do not give to you as the world gives. Do not let your hearts
be troubled and do not be afraid.
28 “You heard me say, ‘I am going away and I am coming back to you.’ If you
loved me, you would be glad that I am going to the Father, for the Father is

202

Holman Christian Standard Bible®, Copyright © 1999, 2000, 2002,
2003, 2009 by Holman Bible Publishers.
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greater than I. 29 I have told you now before it happens, so that when it does
happen you will believe. 30 I will not say much more to you, for the prince of
this world is coming. He has no hold over me, 31 but he comes so that the
world may learn that I love the Father and do exactly what my Father has
commanded me.203
The statements of New Testament "The Helper" or "The Comforter" or in some
Gospels or "The Advocate" are translations of the word "Paraclete". According
to Harvey (1970), an interpretation of The New Testament204 Paraclete is
explained as follows: "This was not "advocacy" in the western, professional
sense: the paraclete influenced the judge's decision, not by his knowledge of the
law (for this was the judge's business) but by the weight of his personal authority
as a man enjoying the esteem of society." Now, if we consider that Muhammed
means literally-exactly “Praised” (Hmd: Praise, Muhammed: Praised), we will
understand that the name Praised/Muhammed would fit better instead of
Comforter; in this way, Christian thinkers would be relieved also from an awful
task of explaining what Paraclete means. Also, note that Jesus Christ (PBUH)
spoke Aramaic, not Greek; but Paraclete is a Greek word; hence, the very word
he used may be “Ahmad” as told in the Quran which means the “most praised”
or the “highly praised”:

And [mention] when Jesus, the son of Mary,
said, "O children of Israel, indeed I am the
New
International
Version
(of
the
Bible)
at
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John+14&version=
NIV Accessed on: 13.12.2021
204 Harvey, A. E., Companion To The New Testament, Oxford Unv. Pres
[ISBN:193261608]-Cambridge Unv. Pres. 1970
203
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messenger of Allah to you confirming what came
before me of the Torah and bringing good
tidings of a messenger to come after me, whose
name is Ahmad." But when he came to them
with clear evidences, they said, "This is obvious
magic."
(Quran: 61/6)
“Ahmad” is also a popular name of Prophet “Muhammad”; both “Ahmad” and
“Muhammad” are the forms from the same root “hmd”.
One may argue that the word spirit is used for the Paraclete. However, this is
not a valid argument since the word spirit is also used in the Bible for prophets,
as human beings. For example, verses 1 John 4:1-2 are as follows: “Dear friends,
do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are from God,
because many false prophets have gone out into the world. 2 This is how you
can recognize the Spirit of God: Every spirit that acknowledges that Jesus Christ
has come in the flesh is from God.”205 Hence, in the terminology of the Bible,
it is a common usage that a prophet may be called as spirit of God meaning
prophet of God, or a person who brings a message from God. Hence, the term
“holy spirit” used for the paraclete who will come perfectly means holy person
or holy prophet or a person who communicates the message of God.
1.10.3.7
The Widely Known Special Prophet Who Will Come
After Jesus In John 1/20-21, 29

New
International
Version
(of
the
Bible)
at
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+John+4&version
=NIV Accessed on: 13.12.2021
205
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In the following verses we clearly see that there was an expected prophet other
than Jesus-Christ, and other than John (Peace be upon them). And it is clear
that that prophet is a widely known and special prophet as for him the statement
“that prophet” is used.
The verses of John 1/20-21 are as follows: And he (John) confessed, and denied
not; but confessed, I am not the Christ. And they asked him, What then? Art
thou Elias? And he saith, I am not. Art thou that prophet? And he answered,
No.
And as we see in the verse John 1/29, Jesus-Christ was present then. The
statement in this verse is as follows: The next day John sees Jesus coming unto
him.
1.10.3.8

Prophesies in Deuteronomy/18/18-19

In the Old Testament/ Deuteronomy/18/18-19 we see the following statements:
“I will raise them up a Prophet from among their brethren, like unto thee, and
will put my words in his mouth; and he shall speak unto them all that I shall
command him. And it shall come to pass, that whosoever will not hearken unto
my words which he shall speak in my name, I will require it of him.”
Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) was not Jewish, but he came from
the offspring of Prophet Abraham through his son Ishmael (Peace be upon
them). This may be one reason for why the future messenger is said to be raised
from “among their brethren”, neither from among “their offspring” nor from
among “themselves”. And that prophet would be “like unto” Moses (Peace be
upon him). Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) was indeed like Moses
(Peace be upon him) in many ways such as being also a worldly leader.
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Also Allah put His words in his “mouth” and “he spoke unto his people” all
that Allah “commanded him”: Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) never
read anything, never wrote anything in his life, as prophesied he recited the
Quran, the word of Allah. This book was recorded in his memory and the
scribes of revelation wrote it down.
Again Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) had numerous victories over
his opponents, which confirms also what is said in the above verse of
Deuteronomy as “it shall come to pass, that whosoever will not hearken unto
my words which he shall speak in my name, I will require it of him.”
Also, in the New Testament, in the gospel of John, part 16 verses 12-13 JesusChrist (Peace be upon him) says that he was not able to relate to his people
certain truth as they were not able to bear it. And he gives the good news that
another messenger who will lead to all truth will come: “I have yet many things
to say unto you, but you cannot bear them now. Howbeit when he, the spirit of
the truth206, is come, he will guide you into all truth: for he shall not speak of
himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak: and he will show you
things to come.”
So, it is clearly understood from the words of Jesus-Christ (Peace be upon him)
that there was a need for a future divine message and a future messenger207. So
206

As already explained, spirit also means human beings or prophets.
Furthermore, in John 16 we see: when he comes he will lead you, but the
holy spirit had already come. Also, the verb hearing was used for the
Paraclete, while the physical hearing of the alleged spirit part of God entails
that there is a physical separation between the persons of the alleged trinity.
207

Some Christians may consider the prophesied personality as the Holy
Spirit. However, seeing lots of sins committed in the Christian world -it
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the message of Jesus-Christ (Peace be upon him) has not been fully received by
his community. For Jews who still expect the Messiah to come also there are
major things to be fulfilled; so for Jews also Judaism is not complete yet.
These prophecies were also what exactly happened with Prophet Muhammad
(Peace be upon him) who was unlettered as we clearly see in the Quran:

Those who follow the Messenger, the unlettered
prophet, whom they find written in what they
have of the Torah and the Gospel, who enjoins
upon them what is right and forbids them what
is wrong and makes lawful for them the good
things and prohibits for them the evil and
relieves them of their burden and the shackles
which were upon them. So they who have
believed in him, honored him, supported him
and followed the light which was sent down with
him it is those who will be the successful.

happens in other religions as well-, the functionality in terms of guidance
of a holy spirit, considered to be part of god, is difficult to understand. If it
is understood as a guiding spirit over the church, then the intermediary
function of the church clergy and its privileges would be confirmed within
Christianity; but in Islam such a privileged group in this world in the sight
of Allah is not acceptable. Again, if the prophesied person is considered to
be the Holy Spirit, then it would speak of himself; why a so called part of
god would not be able to speak of himself, and would say only what he
hears? If the prophesied person is the Holy Spirit, then clearly nobody
would be able to say that the three gods are one god in the same time. In
this case there would be three gods, because each would have clearly
separate abilities. Additionally, if the Holy Spirit leads with its totally
different nature when it comes, what would happen before it came?

1390

(Quran: 7/157)
Neither did you (O Muhammad) read any book
before it (this Quran), nor did you write any
book (whatsoever) with your right hand. In that
case, indeed, the followers of falsehood might
have doubted.
(Quran: 29/48)
We will make you recite (the Quran), [O
Muhammad], and you will not forget,
(Quran: 87/06)
Furthermore as anybody who read the Quran knows, the style of the Quran is
such that the speaker is Allah Himself, and Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) is like
a loud-speaker. This fundamentally different than the Bible, and the above
Gospel verse corresponds to this fact.
Again, it is miraculous that Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) who
knew neither writing nor reading related a book as the Quran. The people who
have written a book or maybe only a comprehensive text may imagine how it
would not be possible to compose a book without being able to write nor to
read. On the other hand, to write a book like the Quran would be even
impossible for someone who is literate as mentioned in the challenge in the
following verse:
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And if you are in doubt about what We have sent
down upon Our Servant [Muhammad], then
produce a surah208 the like thereof and call upon
your witnesses other than Allah, if you should be
truthful.
(Quran: 2/23)
The arrival of Muhammad (Peace be upon him) is also a confirmation of Moses
and Jesus (Peace be upon them) in that their predictions were not in vain.
So, in harmony with the prophecies of previous messengers, approximately 1400
years ago, Allah, related to human beings His spoken message for the last time,
through His final Messenger to all mankind called Muhammad (Peace be upon
him). In the following verse there is a reference to this fact:

Muhammad is not the father of [any] one of your
men, but [he is] the Messenger of Allah and last
of the prophets. And Allah has full knowledge of
all things.
(Quran: 33/40)
As Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) successfully delivered the final
and complete message of Allah to mankind without any ambiguities, and as this
message is historically protected, there is no need for further messengers. And
indeed after him there has not come any messenger like him or Moses or Jesus
(Peace be upon them) with clear miracles and signs.
The messengers came with miracles which show that they and the messages
208

Chapter
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they brought are approved by Allah who is absolute and who has power over
all things. The miracles of the prophets Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus (Peace
be upon them) are widely known. The messengers do not have the powers to
produce these miracles, but Allah has.
Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) also was subject to many miracles
with the power of Allah: Among hundreds of historically recorded miracles the
most important is the Quran which is a book full of wisdom. There is
information in the Quran about the events that happened many centuries before
the time of Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him), about secret and private
events in his time, about the future. These form another group of miracles. In
the words of Prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) also we see similar
extraordinary information.
2 Premise 2: The Sustaining Properties are Non-Separable and
They may Belong Only to a Being who has all of Them Together.
Above parts explained the need for the properties of fashioning power,
reasoning power, executive power, awareness, knowledge, wisdom, goodness of
the SSC.
Furthermore, the non-separability of any one of the above powers is very clearly
entailed by those properties: An essence who does not have any one of the above
properties cannot originate and sustain beings with free will power,
consciousness, reason, free will, goodness… On the other hand, it is not possible
that a self-sufficiently fashioning power does not have self-sufficiently
knowledge or consciousness or free will power. What properties a specific
property entails have been explained in detail with their reasons under most of
the properties.
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If an essence of an ultimate cause had free will power, but did not have
knowledge; if the one who had knowledge did not have free will power; if one
essence had consciousness but did not have reasoning power… then they would
not exist, they would not even be definable. Furthermore, they would not be
able to cooperate.
Would it be possible that there are many essences with all of those properties?
If there were more than one essences with such properties, then they would
need another essence who would enable the existence of those lower level
essences. Part 1.2 explains the reasons for the unity of the SSC. Since the SSC
is One, then all the necessary ultimate properties of the SSC are necessarily
owned by One SSC.
In part 1.2 about the unity of the SSC, we saw that the ultimate cause of the
limited universe is One. Hence, whatever property we deduce from what we
observe and through our reasoning will converge within this unitary essence of
SSC.
Again, if there were many self-sufficient causes each with those properties and
powers, then the universe would be corrupt, or there would be a need for a
power above them to harmonize and coordinate between them; yet, because of
the previous point, it is not possible that many causes are self-sufficient at the
same time.
Therefore, a self-sufficient owner of a property or power explained under the
relevant headings in the previous parts cannot be an essence distinct from any
other alleged essences which would allegedly have the other properties
mentioned above.
Knowledge is a name of the self-sufficient essence in that it encompasses the
reality of all that exists in knowledge. Unity, free will power and other properties
cited, and appropriate properties not cited which belong to the essence who has
all of these properties help us understand the self-sufficient Essence. Since the
Essence is One, those properties are not separable; and they cannot exist on
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their own. So these all are names of the true unitary essence in communicating
between us so that we may deliver and receive the meaning corresponding to
the relevant experiences we have.
Self-sufficiency is a key property; Yet, other properties is in close relation with
self-sufficiency: For example, if the SSC would not be One, then the SSC would
not be self sufficient; if He was not Knower or if He did not have free will power
He would not be self sufficient; if He was not aĺl-encompassing, first, last,
default He would not be self-sufficient. With all those properties we call Him
God.
Hence, all of the above mentioned, deduced, and explained properties belong to
One Self-Sufficient Being.
3 Premise 3: The Limited Universe Does not Have the Sustaining
Properties.
Under each sustaining property, the reasons are given for why it is impossible
that the limited universe and its contents do not and cannot have the sustaining
properties self-sufficiently. Therefore, they will not be repeated here.
4 Conclusion: There is One Being Above the Limited Universe
Who has the Sustaining Properties Self-Sufficiently.
Since the existence of the sustaining properties in a unity has been proven, and
it has been also proven that the limited universe and its contents are not selfsufficient and that they do not have the sustaining properties in unity, we may
conclude that there is one being above the limited universe who has the
sustaining properties self-sufficiently.
4.1 Definition of Allah.
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The Being defined with the properties under relevant headings of this book is
called Allah.
So, Allah is the Being Who is One, Self-Sufficient, All-Encompassing, Aware,
Fashioner, Owner of free will power, All-Knower, All-Powerful, Good, and
Guide.
These are not the only properties of Allah. However, these properties give us a
sufficient understanding about who Allah is.
While above parts have explained certain properties of Allah, you should note
that they are not an exclusive list which covered all of the properties of Allah.
The above are intended to keep the subject focused for a sufficient
understanding about the proof of the existence of Allah. On the other hand, we
should keep in mind that Allah’s properties are not limited to what we can
experience or imagine:
We should not try to limit our understanding of Allah in accordance with our
limitations, and should not presuppose that our need to limit things so that they
can fit within our box of understanding entails that Allah also is limited. Hence,
creating “redness” is not reducible to His Creating power, since His mere
Creating power is not specific to redness.
Hence, we can apply a similar format of the syllogisms used in this book to
many properties we observe in our universe. But this does not mean that these
are the only possible syllogisms, and that the properties we observe are the only
possible properties.
So, the properties we have examined in this book, are not exclusive. They can
be extended in accordance with what we know, and what we will know, and
obviously, what Allah knows is beyond what we know and what we will know
since we can never be all-knower since there is always a power and potential
beyond any actual that we can access.
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Note that this book has not covered all properties of Allah, though it has covered
certain properties to a certain extent. For example, although the book covered
the “Fashioner” property under a specific heading, it did not cover the
“Creator”, “Originator”, “Initiator” properties which are distinctly mentioned
in the Quran and which are closely related to the “Fashioner” property, but
which are distinct from the “Fashioner” property. I consider that the line of
reasoning and empirical facts about the “Fashioner” property sheds great light
upon the related properties mentioned above. Yet, these other properties are not
contained within the “Fashioner” property, and distinct analyses about the
“Creator”, “Originator”, “Initiator” properties will clarify further the
understanding about Allah and they will also increase the power of the unitary
proof presented in this book. Future work may extend the above analysis to
other properties of Allah.
D. CONCLUSION
Proving something we do not know is useless, knowing something not
sufficiently proven is impossible. This book both explains Allah and proves His
existence.
Since Allah does not embody any contingencies in His essence like other god
claims whose properties cannot be deduced from empirical observations and
sound reasoning, this book does not use inference to the best explanation.
Rather, it leads through empirical observations and strong logical chains to the
properties and hence to the existence of Allah in a deductive way.
So, when I look back, I see that there have been three distinct features of the
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proof in this book:
(1) It has been sufficiently complete: While most proof claims for God give a
proof only about some very limited aspects of God, the unitary proof of Allah
covers all relevant aspects of Allah. The unitary and dynamic structure of the
proof will enable thinkers to extend the proof further so as to cover more aspects
of Allah. (2) The unitary and systematic structure of the proof provides the
audience with many links to the observed facts and to lots of logical premises
and conclusions in many layers so as to check any inconsistency within the
proof. (3) Thanks to the absence of ad hoc properties of Allah, His purity and
simplicity, the proof of Allah will lead the audience directly to the target, instead
of working on two stages of a generic god and then a god of a specific religion
with some ad hoc properties which cannot be proven through every observation.
The proof is quite comprehensive. However, it has a clear systematic. The
syllogisms for each property of Allah have almost the same structure. The tenth
property is an exception to this since it relates more to the revelation of Allah
than His essence.
As a result we find out that Allah exists as a Being Who is One, Self-Sufficient,
All-Encompassing, Aware, Fashioner, Owner of free will power, All-Knower,
All-Powerful, Good, and Guide.
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Say, "O mankind, the truth has come to you from your Lord, so
whoever is guided is only guided for [the benefit of] his soul, and
whoever goes astray only goes astray [in violation] against it. And I
am not over you a manager."
(Quran: 10/108)

O mankind, there has come to you a conclusive proof from your
Lord, and We have sent down to you a clear light.
So those who believe in Allah and hold fast to Him He will admit
them to mercy from Himself and bounty and guide them to Himself
on a straight path.
(Quran: 4/175)
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And in the creation of yourselves and what He disperses of moving
creatures are signs for people who are certain [in faith].
(Quran: 45/4)

These are clear proofs for men, and a guidance and a mercy for a
people who are sure.
(Quran: 45/20)
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