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In the name of Allah, the Most Merciful, the Especially Merciful. All
praise belongs to Allah. May Allah bless Muhammad, his family,
his Companions, and the prophets and messengers, and grant them
peace.

Introduction

This book argues that Islam deserves rational acceptance through
a connected philosophical and historical case. Dependent reality
calls for an independent foundation. The character of the world
gives further reason to investigate knowledge and agency at that
foundation. The public Qur’an and the prophetic mission of
Muhammad, peace and blessings be upon him, then supply a
historically accessible claim to communication from the Creator.
When that commission is authenticated, revelation supplies
knowledge and rightful guidance.

The method combines two educational strengths: the expanded
GORAP sequence gives the investigation breadth, while the focused
grounding and attestation arguments Keep its transitions visible.
GORAP here means God’s existence, oneness and attributes,
revelation, historical authentication, and prophethood. Qur’anic
authorship is investigated with the prophetic claim rather than
being placed in a rigid order that invites either circularity or
double counting.

This revised edition develops the affirmative case through
defended premises, closer literary controls, and a fuller historical
assessment of selected sign reports. A reader can inspect short
arguments, their premise defenses, actual textual passages,
material witnesses, named reports, and developed alternatives. A
necessary foundation, a reliable historical text, an honest witness,
and a genuinely commissioned messenger answer different
questions. Their contributions become stronger when connected
correctly.
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Some inferences are deductive: if their premises are true, their
conclusion follows. Others compare explanations. The strength of
an explanatory inference depends on what the evidence favors
over serious rivals, not on declaring every imaginable alternative
contradictory. The evidence is assessed at those different levels
throughout.

This book is written from a Muslim standpoint while making its
reasoning available for criticism. Commitment to a conclusion does
not excuse careless evidence, and disagreement with that
conclusion does not excuse dismissing its evidence. The reader’s
task is to follow the strongest case and the strongest objection at
the point where they actually meet.



Reading and teaching

Read the philosophical foundation before the authentication
chapters on a first reading. On a second reading, use the questions
and exercises to reconstruct the reasoning. In conversation, begin
with the other person’s actual concern. Someone who already
accepts a Creator may need the historical case; someone who
doubts necessary existence needs the premise defense rather than
a recital of later conclusions.

The Arabic Qur’anic passages are primary textual evidence.
English renderings are explanatory paraphrases unless identified
otherwise. A hadith reference identifies the transmitted source
being examined, not a claim that the modern website is an
eyewitness. Source notes distinguish collection text, material
catalogues, research findings, and the author’s philosophical
analysis.



1 Truth evidence and the burden of
explanation

Truth concerns what is the case. Evidence concerns what supports
a judgment about it. A preference concerns what someone likes.
These categories can interact without becoming identical. The
sentence that a person likes prayer can be factually true; the
proposition that God exists is not made true by anyone's
preference. Objective truth also does not mean that every claim is
equally easy to demonstrate.

Begin with the claim, then the evidence, then the inference. A
deductive argument is valid when its conclusion cannot be false if
its premises are true. Its soundness also requires true premises.
Historical reasoning often compares explanations: which
hypothesis accounts for the evidence with the best fit and the
fewest unsupported additions? A well-supported historical
conclusion need not become worthless because a contrived
alternative remains logically possible.

Two errors undermine religious inquiry. The first grants favored
claims the benefit of every doubt while treating rivals severely.
The second imposes an impossible standard on the favored claim
by allowing any imagined rival to neutralize positive evidence.
Apply one rule to both: an alternative must be coherent, connected
to the established facts, and independently motivated before it
receives substantial weight.

An objection can identify a false premise, expose an invalid
inference, offer a better explanation, or merely request
clarification. Classify it before responding. A listener's silence is not
proof, and a speaker's hesitation is not a refutation. Conversely,
reasonable confidence does not require an answer to every
possible question before any conclusion is accepted.

The Qur'an itself invites demands for evidence and warns against
following what one does not know. In a discussion with someone
who has not accepted its authority, these passages illustrate a



proposed standard; the arguments remain assessable
independently.'

Worked example: a critic says that a truthful religious claimant
might still be mistaken. This is a relevant distinction, so character
should not be the only evidence. But the possibility of mistake does
not show that a particular claimant was mistaken or cancel
evidence of reliability. Ask what features of the actual case support
that alternative.

Exercise: Take one claim you favor. State its strongest evidence, its
strongest relevant objection, and the difference between an
imaginable rival and an evidentially supported rival.

Worked exchange: A friend says that your religion is only what
your parents taught you. Answer: upbringing explains how I first
encountered the claim; the reasons for accepting it concern
whether its evidence succeeds. Then present one argument. A
psychological origin and a rational justification are different
questions.

Review: State the three claims under investigation. Explain why
rejecting a dismissive frame must be followed by actual evidence.

Two burdens that must not be confused

A deductive counterexample need not be established as actual
history. If an argument says that two necessarily existing realities
are logically impossible, a coherent model satisfying its premises
while containing two such realities defeats the claimed entailment.
The defender must identify a contradiction in the model or narrow
the conclusion. Demanding archaeological evidence for a logical
countermodel would mistake the task.

An explanatory rival has a different burden. To outweigh historical
evidence, an account needs fit with the observed facts and
reasonable background support. It need not already be proven
true. General evidence that humans compose literature, adopt
religious identities, and transmit stories gives human-source

1 Qur’an 17:36 and 2:111. These passages illustrate the evidential standard; their
authority is not assumed as the initial proof of the case.
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accounts an initial standing; a critic need not name a lost teacher
before any such account can be considered. Conversely, those
general capacities do not establish that they explain this particular
text, testimony, and career adequately.

Apply both rules to revelation. Its advocate must defend the
Creator argument, the coherence of communication, and the fit of
the proposed revelation with the actual evidence. Calling a rival
speculative is not a substitute for that work. The proper
asymmetry is between supported and unsupported claims, never
between favored and disfavored conclusions.

A complete example of inference testing

Consider the argument: every reliable report is historically useful;
this report is historically useful; therefore it is reliable. Its
conclusion does not follow. Unreliable reports can be useful
evidence of what a community believed. The argument affirms the
consequent. By contrast: every reliably transmitted public claim
establishes that the claim was made; this prophetic claim is
reliably transmitted; therefore it establishes that the claim was
made. That conclusion still concerns the making of the claim, not
its truth.

The exercise identifies a practical discipline. Keep the conclusion
no broader than the support. The same historical document can be
strong evidence that a movement proclaimed revelation and weak
evidence for an unrelated event it describes. Evidence is assessed
in relation to a proposition.

Now consider an inference to the best explanation. A manuscript
family shares unusual spellings in matching locations.
Independent transcription from pronunciation alone would not
ordinarily explain why optional written forms recur at the same
places. Common written ancestry positively relates the observation
to a source. This is a comparison with a reason, not the bare claim
that another explanation has not been disproved. Chapter 8
develops the actual Qur’anic case.



A failed argument and a successful repair

Consider this tempting argument: an honest person reports a
revelation; honest people tell the truth; therefore the reported
experience is revelation. The expression tells the truth has shifted
between sincere reporting and correct source identification. Repair
the argument by separating the claims: the witness sincerely
experienced something; the experience had the claimed external
source; the source authorized the public message. Honesty
supports the first, while content, competence, corroboration, and
signs address the others. The repair preserves the positive
testimonial evidence and removes the equivocation.

A second mistake runs in the opposite direction: because honest
people sometimes err, their testimony has no evidential value.
That conclusion also fails. Error must be assessed against access
and corroboration in the actual case. A general possibility of error
is a reason to investigate, not a reason to erase testimony. The
same evidential discipline applies to ordinary and religious claims.

Use a proportionate objection rule. A counterexample to a
universal deduction defeats that deduction. A documented
transmission defect reduces the affected report's weight. An
explanation of one literary feature addresses that feature. None
automatically refutes an entire worldview. Conversely, a strong
manuscript finding does not automatically authenticate every
miracle account. The scope of evidence and criticism must match.
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2 Dependent reality and an
independent foundation

Received actuality

Some things are actual through conditions they do not supply
independently. An organism requires an organized bodily and
environmental setting. A lamp's light depends on its components
and an available source of energy. These are examples of
dependence, not merely examples of our ignorance. Learning
more about the conditions improves the explanation while
confirming that the familiar object does not possess its actuality
independently.

Use dependent to mean that existence or the relevant activity is
received through conditions beyond the thing itself. Use necessary
existence to mean that nonexistence is impossible. These meanings
are related in the argument but must not be exchanged without a
bridge. Something could be imagined as beginningless while
remaining dependent. Great age supplies no exemption from an
explanatory question.

The central argument can be stated briefly.

P1. Dependent reality exists.

P2. Dependent reality requires an independent ground.

C. An independent ground exists.
The form is straightforward; the work lies in premise two. It is not
the premise that everything needs a cause. It does not require
inventing a physical object beyond the edge of the universe. It

concerns whether an order whose actuality is wholly received can
be ultimately accounted for only by further recipients.

The positive defense starts with explanatory relevance. If a
proposed explanation supplies only another instance of the
dependence under investigation, it can be a genuine intermediate
explanation while leaving ultimate dependence ungrounded. A
chain of instruments can transmit an activity without possessing it

11



independently. Calling the entire arrangement a system does not,
by itself, change the explanatory status of its resources.

Study task: Explain why identifying the cause of a lamp's current is
a real scientific achievement and why the existence of the whole
physical arrangement can still raise a further question.

A defense that does more than rename dependence

The principle at issue is restricted: what has its actuality wholly
through other realities cannot supply its own complete ultimate
basis. This is not yet the conclusion that every dependence
sequence must terminate. To reach that conclusion we must
explain why an endless sequence of genuine local explanations
would still be incomplete.

Begin with explanatory priority. If the existence of a particular
organism is explained through its material conditions, the
explanation uses those conditions as actual. This is ordinary
successful explanation. Asking what makes those conditions actual
examines a presupposition of that success; it does not deny the
success. The issue arises because the proposed ground must
possess the actuality it contributes, either independently or
through another ground.

Now distinguish two proposals. On the first, the entire network has
an intrinsic, underived basis even though its internal states
interact. That is already a candidate independent foundation, and
its nature must be investigated. On the second, every proposed
resource has actuality only through other recipients, while nothing
has underived actuality. The defender objects to the second
proposal because its explanatory resources remain conditional
throughout.

Why an infinite history is not the relevant answer

A beginningless succession can have a predecessor for every event.
That addresses temporal ordering. An ultimate grounding account
addresses the status of the resources by which any member is
actual. The sequence need not begin at an earliest date for its
actuality to require a foundation. Nor is every infinite
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mathematical structure vicious. The defect alleged here concerns
explanatory dependence, not length.

Here is a controlled illustration of the difference. Suppose each
number in an endless list equals the next number. Every local
equality is specified, but the rule permits a list of zeros, a list of
ones, or another constant list. A further specification is needed to
determine which list is given. This does not prove that the cosmos
is a numerical list or that every infinite explanation fails. It
demonstrates the narrower point that satisfying all local relations
need not settle the actuality or specification of the entire
arrangement.

The critic can strengthen the model by adding laws that uniquely
determine its arrangement. Then ask whether those laws and that
system exist independently, or whether their actuality is also
received. If independent, the proposal has accepted an ultimate
foundation. If received, the same dependence remains. If declared
a contingent brute fact, the proposal has chosen an unexplained
terminus. These are different answers; an infinite diagram does
not merge them.

The objection that every member is already explained

The strongest reply says that once every member has an
explanation, there is no additional object called the whole
requiring another cause. The defender need not introduce such an
object. The question can be stated plurally: why are these
interdependent realities actual at all? Explaining each through
others can explain their relations while presupposing the existence
of the resources used throughout. The grounding argument
concerns that shared presupposition.

The defender's further commitment is that complete explanatory
success cannot consist entirely in promises whose fulfillment
always depends on another unfulfilled promise. A purely
derivative grounding account has precisely that character if each
member contributes only what it receives. An underived source
supplies what the sequence otherwise only passes onward. This is
a reason for accepting the grounding principle, rather than an
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inference that the universe must possess every property of its
members.

The critic may deny that explanatory success requires this kind of
completion. That is a substantive rejection of ultimate grounding,
not a self-contradiction. The positive case for completion is its
ability to account for the actuality presupposed by local
explanations without treating an entire derivative resource as an
unexplained exception. The argument asks the reader to accept
that explanatory standard. Formal logic alone cannot force
someone to accept every substantive metaphysical premise.

A compact argument with its commitments visible

P1. Some actual realities are wholly derivative.

P2. Their actuality has a complete ground.

P3. A wholly derivative ground is incomplete.

C. Their complete ground includes underived reality.

Premise one is supported by familiar cases of received actuality.
Premise two expresses the explanatory demand defended above.
Premise three follows from the stated task of a complete ground: it
must account for the actuality its contributors otherwise
presuppose. The controversial point is whether that task is
legitimate and applicable to ultimate existence. A defender should
address that point directly instead of hiding it inside the word
dependent.

Exercise: Compare an endless sequence of local causes with a
complete ultimate ground. State which premise a critic denies and
whether the objection concerns logical consistency, explanatory
adequacy, or the existence of the examples.

What would defeat this argument

A successful reply would show that a purely derivative account is
complete without any underived resource, or justify accepting
wholly derivative actuality without ultimate grounding. A diagram
in which every member has a predecessor establishes a local
relationship. To defeat the stated argument, explain why the
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actuality used throughout is sufficiently grounded by those
relationships. That is the disputed explanatory standard.

This demand is not a special prohibition on a physical answer. A
physical foundation that genuinely possesses underived actuality
would answer the grounding demand and move the inquiry to its
nature. The conclusion is therefore secured by explanatory role
rather than by defining every possible rival out of consideration.

Why the grounding demand is rationally motivated

The demand for an underived ground concerns the difference
between a condition being specified and that condition being
fulfilled. If A exists only through B, invoking B explains A by using
B as actual. If B exists only through C, the explanation has
transferred that presupposition. Repeating this operation does not
by itself supply what is presupposed. The positive principle is that
a complete ground must account for the actuality used in its
explanation. Otherwise it describes how actuality is distributed
without accounting for its ultimate availability.

This does not assume that every cause comes earlier in time or that
an infinite sequence is mathematically impossible. It identifies an
explanatory requirement. A foundation supplied by the nature of a
whole system would satisfy that requirement if genuinely
underived. A system whose members and collective resources are
all derivative would not acquire underived resources simply by
being infinite. The distinction survives whether dependence is
represented as a chain, a web, or a hierarchy.

The strongest critic can deny the demand for ultimate completion.
The response is positive: completion explains the received actuality
that local accounts employ, whereas the denial leaves it
ungrounded at the ultimate level. Both descriptions cannot be
awarded the same explanatory achievement. This is a defensible
reason to accept the foundation argument even though someone
may choose an account with less ultimate explanation.

15



3 Necessary existence and proposed
physical foundations

The bridge from independence to necessity

An independent ground and a necessarily existing ground are not
interchangeable labels. The bridge concerns whether ultimate
reality could fail to exist while all sufficient grounds are absent.

P1. An underived ultimate ground exists.
P2. No contingent ground is ultimately underived.
C. An ultimate ground exists necessarily.

Premise two applies the same explanatory standard already
defended. If a proposed foundation could be absent, its actuality
rather than absence remains a fact requiring a sufficient ground. If
another reality grounds it, it is not ultimate. If it is declared an
unexplained contingent exception, the original grounding demand
has been abandoned at a new location. A necessary foundation
avoids that relocation because it does not receive actuality from an
external condition.

This is not the claim that we can invent an existing being by giving
it a definition. The preceding argument supplies the existence
conclusion. The present argument asks what the terminus must be
like if it actually fulfills the role established. The distinction
between arguing toward a necessary ground and defining one into
existence is essential.

Nor is self-existence productive self-creation. The necessary
ground does not cause itself while nonexistent. Its existence is
underived. A person can coherently reject the grounding principle,
but cannot refute this argument simply by treating underived
existence as the self-production already rejected.

What about a necessary physical reality? Assess it by the same
standard. A collection of dependent things is not made necessary
by being called nature. A candidate physical foundation must have
genuinely necessary existence and account for the contingent
order. If a critic supplies such an account, examine its explanatory
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resources. If the proposal merely renames the dependent universe
necessary, no necessity has yet been demonstrated.

The positive conclusion is that the explanatory terminus cannot be
another recipient whose actuality is left unpaid for. It must possess
existence without receiving it. Islamic teaching identifies Allah,
glorified and exalted be He, as the Sustainer upon whom other
things depend.?

Exercise: Explain the difference between an eternal dependent
universe, an independent ground, and a necessarily existing
ground. State the premise that connects the last two.

Review: State the argument in three short lines. Defend the second
premise without repeating the conclusion. Then identify the bridge
from dependence to necessary existence.

Why necessity is not a verbal solution

The bridge to necessity uses an additional principle: contingent
existence calls for an adequate reason why it is actual rather than
absent. Observing that something depends on a cause does not by
itself prove that every possible contingent reality does. The defense
is contrastive: when actuality is not secured by what the thing is,
accepting it as ultimate leaves the original question unanswered.
Calling the exception foundational does not change that contrast.

This principle does not require every explanation to necessitate its
effect. A reasoned free act can explain why an outcome was chosen
without making every alternative contradictory. If explanation is
instead defined as necessitation by a completely necessary basis,
contingent outcomes become impossible. That stronger definition
is not used here. Distinguish adequate explanation from logical
entailment to avoid importing modal collapse into the premises.

Necessary existence removes contingency of the foundation; it
does not automatically provide a complete account of its nature.
The argument establishes a required role before identifying what
occupies it. A necessary physical foundation must therefore be

2 Qur’an 112:1-4 and 2:255. Arabic and contextual wording checked at Quran.com,
accessed October 29, 2026. https://quran.com/112; https://quran.com/2/255.
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examined on its merits. It cannot be dismissed merely for being
called physical, and it cannot be established merely by being called
necessary. The next stages concern its explanatory capacities and
action.

P1. Dependent physical reality requires an underived ground.
P2. That ground cannot depend in the way its effects do.

C. Another dependent physical object is not the required
terminus.

The opponent deserves accurate treatment. Matter need not mean
only ordinary solid objects, and not every atheist accepts that
present laws are logically necessary. A proposed foundational field
or other basic physical structure must be assessed in its strongest
stated form. Rejecting a crude picture of atoms does not refute
every possible naturalist metaphysics.

The affirmative defense concerns explanatory status: if the
candidate is structured or conditioned through resources it does
not possess independently, it remains inside the problem. If it is
alleged to be independent, investigate that allegation rather than
dismissing it by definition. The same demand for adequate
grounding applies to both sides.

Three positions must also be distinguished. A scientist can restrict
a laboratory model to measurable natural factors. A philosopher
can claim that only natural reality exists. A further claim can say
that scientific methods are the only source of any knowledge.
These claims differ, and neither the second nor the third
automatically follows from the first.

Review: Ask a naturalist to specify the proposed ultimate reality.
Identify its claimed necessity, its explanatory role, and the
strongest reason offered for it. Then compare that account with the
Creator argument on the same terms.

A modal argument with its extra principle explicit

P1. Every contingent existent has an adequate ground.
P2. An ultimate foundation has no further ground.
C. An ultimate foundation is not contingent.
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This argument is valid by exclusion. If the foundation were
contingent, P1 would require a ground; P2 excludes a further
ground. The conjunction would be inconsistent. The philosophical
work lies in P1, which extends the explanatory demand from
observed dependent cases to contingent existence as such. It is not
obtained by simply changing the meaning of independent.

The positive reason for that extension is that contingent actuality is
not secured by what the thing is. Its existence rather than absence
remains a genuine difference. A further sufficient condition can
account for that difference. A necessary foundation removes
precisely that unresolved contingency at the foundation. A brute
contingent foundation instead declines to account for it. These
proposals differ in explanatory completion rather than in the
number of words used to describe them.

A critic can accept brute existence. The position is not formally
contradictory, but it surrenders the explanatory success sought by
the argument. The defender’s reason for preferring necessity is
that the same grounding demand is completed rather than
abandoned just where the question becomes ultimate. This is a
substantive metaphysical reason; it is not a claim that accepting
logic alone forces every person to accept the premise.

The self generating lamp objection

Suppose a lamp charges the battery that powers its light. If the
charge comes from an independent input, the arrangement is not
self-sufficient. If the light returns some of the energy it receives,
feedback describes circulation within the arrangement rather than
the ultimate source of its actuality. If the proposal is that its entire
physical existence and powers are underived, it has become a
foundation claim and needs to be assessed as such.

The metaphysical response does not depend on arguing about a
particular engineering efficiency. Even an idealized lossless
feedback system would leave the difference between internal
circulation and underived existence. The critic is entitled to
propose a necessary physical foundation; a feedback diagram
alone does not establish one.
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Exercise: Identify exactly what your proposed ultimate foundation
receives from anything else. If it receives nothing, explain why it is
necessary rather than a contingent brute fact. If it receives
existence, specify why it is still being called ultimate.

The reason for extending explanation to contingency

Why should contingent existence require a ground? Because the
contrast between existence and nonexistence is real while neither
alternative follows from the proposed thing's nature alone. An
explanation that supplies conditions or reasons for the actual
alternative addresses that contrast. Declaring the contrast brute
does not supply a competing explanation; it declines one. The
principle is supported by its consistent treatment of that contrast,
not by counting examples of objects that happen to have causes.

There is no corresponding unresolved contingency in necessary
existence. If the foundation cannot fail to exist, nonexistence is not
an alternative left unaccounted for. That does not make necessity
an arbitrary exemption: the exemption follows from the different
modal claim. Its application must still be argued, as the preceding
deduction does from an ultimate ground and the principle
concerning contingency.

The principle is not that every intelligible question must have the
sort of answer a human expects. Nor does it turn every
explanation into compulsion. It says contingent actuality has
adequate grounding. A reasoned choice can supply grounding
without making the alternative logically contradictory. A critic
who accepts stochastic explanation already recognizes that
explaining an outcome and necessitating it are different tasks. The
theistic account must show why its agent and reasons are relevant;
the impersonal account must show why its capacity and
distribution are relevant. Neither may substitute a name for the
required work.
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4 Intelligibility knowledge and agency

The positive argument

The relevant evidence is an intelligible order whose conditions
permit durable structures, life, and agents able to discover that
order. These are identifiable features, not a definition that
everything we happen to see is designed. The prior grounding
argument concerns why dependent actuality exists. The present
inference concerns what best explains its intelligible and end-
serving specification.

P1. The world supports intelligible, end-serving order.
P2. Intentional creation explains that order positively.
P3. Its strongest rivals leave greater explanatory costs.
C. Intentional creation is the better explanation.

This is a comparative inference. Its conclusion goes beyond
announcing agency as an available possibility. Premise three is
defended below against necessity, chance, selection, and a
multiverse. The conclusion has the force of that comparison; it is
not a deduction from diversity alone.

Why knowledge and will explain something

An agent can recognize an end, understand conditions that realize
it, and select those conditions for that reason. In such an
explanation, the end is relevant before the outcome is simply
redescribed as useful. This is why the organization of an
instrument for a task is better explained by an intention to
perform that task than by the statement that the organization just
happens to be there.

The analogy is limited but relevant. It establishes the explanatory
connection between understanding, ends, and selection. It does not
establish that the Creator learns, reasons through a problem in
stages, or works with materials that already exist independently.
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The independent source established earlier is being investigated
through the character of the order it grounds.

The end at issue is not merely human convenience. A world
capable of sustaining conscious life and rational interaction
realizes goods that an intelligent Creator could have reason to
choose. Stars, chemistry, organisms, and minds belong to a
connected enabling order. The claim is about the relevance of that
connection to agency, not that every region of the cosmos must be
comfortable or that every event serves an immediately visible
human advantage.

The strongest impersonal necessity reply

The critic proposes that a necessary foundation necessarily
produces the physical order. This would explain the order if the
claimed necessity were demonstrated. A formula that successfully
describes our world, however, is not already a proof that no
alternative order could exist. Description, physical necessity within
a theory, and necessity of the complete theory are different claims.

There is also a precise conditional argument. If the complete
source exists necessarily and its complete sufficient action is
necessary, whatever is entailed by that action follows necessarily.
If a feature of the complete outcome is genuinely contingent, that
combination cannot explain its contingency. Something in the
account must therefore be contingent: a boundary condition, an
operation, or a selected effect. This challenges necessitation of a
contingent world; it does not, by itself, prove that the alternative
must be a person.

An advocate of an impersonal foundation can instead propose a
contingent outcome from a necessary probabilistic capacity. That is
a stronger reply and should be addressed directly. The ultimate
comparison is then between purposeless stochastic realization and
knowledgeable selection, not between God and absolute nothing.
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Chance and selection effects

A chance account must specify what varies, how outcomes are
weighted, and why the process exists. Chance within a physical
model can be a genuine explanation. It cannot answer every
question merely through the word random. The defender of
intentional creation likewise needs the positive connection to the
observed order just described, rather than a declaration that any
particular outcome was impossible by chance.

Observer selection explains why an observer could not find itself
in conditions that exclude observers. This is important for
interpreting observations. It does not alone establish that any
observer-producing world exists, how many trials there are, or
how their conditions are distributed. The selection effect therefore
qualifies an inference from intelligibility without automatically
replacing a generative explanation.

A multiverse can supply trials if its generating theory, variation,
and distribution are supported. Its merit should be judged at those
points. It can explain some features locally while remaining
dependent at the ultimate level. It also may make life-permitting
conditions less surprising. A serious design argument must accept
that explanatory success where established. Merely imagining
many worlds supplies neither the distribution nor a demonstrated
likelihood advantage.

Why intentional creation is preferable in this case

The affirmative comparison joins two considerations. First, a
dependent mechanism cannot finish the grounding task while all
its productive resources remain derivative. Second, the intelligible
enabling order has an understandable connection with
knowledgeable selection for conscious and rational life. The
agency account relates the kind of source proposed to the kind of
effect observed. A brute existence claim supplies no corresponding
account of why that enabling order is actual.

An impersonal necessity theory could challenge that preference by
establishing the necessity of the relevant structure. A stochastic
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theory could challenge it by supplying a supported generative
setting in which the observed conditions are well explained.
Neither achievement should be assumed in advance. On the
comparison developed here, an independent source creating with
knowledge and will explains more of the established phenomenon
than an unexplained impersonal foundation plus an unspecified
realization of conditions.

This is an affirmative reason to accept agency. It remains a
philosophical inference to the better explanation, supported by
grounding and specification together. The bare existence of variety
is not carrying the conclusion.

The comparison must constrain both sides

Intelligence is explanatorily relevant because it can represent an
outcome and select means in relation to it. This connects a kind of
source with a kind of result. In the present case the result is an
intelligible order enabling conscious and rational life, rather than
mere complexity or whatever happens to exist. A source
indifferent to those ends has no corresponding reason to select
them as ends. It may nevertheless produce them through its
structure and capacities; that possibility must be assessed rather
than declared contradictory.

The strongest objection is that an unspecified agent could choose
any world. That objection succeeds against an explanation
invented solely after observing the outcome. The agency case is
stronger when its proposed end has intelligible value
independently of a detailed inventory of the universe: conscious
life, knowledge, responsible agency, and communication are
recognizable goods. Their relevance supplies a reason to take
purposeful creation seriously. It does not establish that every
powerful agent must value them or that this is the only world such
an agent could create.

Use that distinction in the comparison. The necessary-foundation
argument supplies a candidate source without importing the
Qur'an's authority. The design evidence adds a rational connection
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between knowledge, selection, and an enabling order. The later
public revelation claim adds much more specific content: one
source addresses rational creatures, gives reasons, and calls for
responsible conduct. Agreement between these stages can
strengthen the agency interpretation. The philosophical and
historical supports should remain distinguishable so neither
silently assumes the other's conclusion.

Candidate What it explains What must still be

account positively established

Necessar . . .
. Y An outcome entailed by its Why that structure is
impersonal
structure necessary and adequate

structure
Necessary . :

e Contingent outcomes The capacity and relevant
probabilistic e e

: through a distribution distribution

capacity
Purposeful Selection of means for A reason to attribute those
creation intelligible ends ends to the source

There is no measured probability distribution over all possible
creators or universes in this booklet. Therefore the comparison
supports purposeful creation as a reasoned explanatory judgment;
it is not a calculated likelihood ratio. Its positive force lies in
connecting the kind of order observed with a source capable of
understanding it, then testing that connection against independent
historical evidence. A confident presentation can state that
conclusion while preserving the exact work each stage performs.

Does a choice require another creator

An agent explanation identifies the acting source and its reasons; it
need not identify a prior event that forces the act. The grounding
principle concerns adequate explanation, not the additional thesis
that every explanation makes its outcome inevitable. A choice
would be unexplained if no agent, capacity, reason, or relevant
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connection were supplied. A reasoned free act is a different
account.

The objection from modal collapse presses whether a necessarily
existing source must have a necessarily existing creation. The reply
distinguishes the source's existence from the freely exercised act.
That distinction is coherent within the account of agency just
defended. It does not make every creature necessary, and it does
not make the Creator receive existence from the effect He brings
about.

Review: Present the positive comparative argument, then state the
strongest probabilistic-foundation reply. Explain why it receives
more consideration than the bare suggestion that something else
might exist.

Comparing two ultimate candidates on equal terms

Grant, for this comparison, that an impersonal foundation is
underived. The grounding argument alone does not now decide
between it and a knowing foundation. The remaining evidence
concerns the kind of world that foundation accounts for: stable
relations jointly enabling durable structures, conscious life,
communication, and rational discovery. The comparison must
concern that order rather than repeating the demand that
something dependent needs a ground.

On the agency account, knowledge represents ends and will selects
conditions serving those ends. Conscious and rational life supplies
an intelligible reason for selecting an enabling order. On the
impersonal account, the relevant structure or distribution
produces those conditions without selecting them for their value. It
may do so successfully; the explanatory question is what supports
precisely that structure or distribution and its relation to the
observed outcome.

The positive advantage claimed for agency is a means-end
connection. The goods of knowledge, responsibility, and
communication are identifiable independently of the exact
astronomical arrangement we observe. The hypothesis therefore
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has content beyond whatever happens was wanted. Its explanation
would be weakened by a world alleged to be designed for rational
life that lacked stable conditions for any such life. An agent capable
only of producing an arbitrary outcome would not supply the same
explanation.

This does not require assigning numerical odds to all possible
worlds. Qualitative explanation can compare whether an account
connects features through a relevant capacity and reason. The
means—end relation gives agency a positive fit. A necessary
impersonal structure gains comparable force if its necessity and
productive adequacy are established; a stochastic account gains
force if a supported distribution makes observer-producing
outcomes expectable. Until then, their broad possibility supplies a
live category of rival, not an explanation with all of that
achievement already credited.

Why the agency explanation is more than an analogy

The argument does not infer that the universe resembles a watch
in every respect. It identifies a form of explanation: a source
understands conditions and selects them for an intelligible end.
That relation explains coordination wherever it is established.
Moving to an ultimate source changes the scale and the source's
mode of action, but does not erase the relevance of knowledge to
an intelligible result.

The critic asks why a mind should be preferred to an equally
unexplained physical structure. The foundation argument answers
why an ultimate source is needed; the present evidence concerns
its character. Knowledge relates the enabling arrangement to the
goods it permits. An impersonal capacity explains the arrangement
through whatever structure it possesses. The latter can compete,
but it must supply that productive connection rather than receive
the observed world's entire order for free inside an unspecified
foundation.

The same constraint applies to theism. Merely saying God chose it
would be too empty. The developed account identifies the kind of

27



good at issue and the connection between that good and the
enabling conditions. It does not require that this precise universe
be the only way to realize the good. Multiple effective ways to
achieve an end do not remove the explanatory relevance of
intending it.

Selection and suffering do not address the same
question

Observer selection explains why our observations are restricted to
conditions compatible with our existence. It does not supply the
productive basis of those conditions. A multiverse may supply such
a basis when its mechanism is supported, and can therefore reduce
the force of particular fine-tuning comparisons. It would not
automatically settle whether the ultimate productive order is
purposive. Compare the generative account itself at that level.

Suffering challenges the attribution of benevolent purposes more
directly than the attribution of intelligence. An intelligent agent
need not be good simply because it is intelligent. Chapter 6
therefore supplies a separate argument about perfection, and
chapter 15 tests it against suffering. Keeping those stages distinct
protects the positive case for knowledge without evading the moral
question.

The conclusion is a cumulative philosophical preference for a
knowing source: received reality requires grounding, and the
enabling order has a positive relationship to rational selection.
This preference becomes more specific when a public message
presents independently assessable evidence of communication.
The historical investigation contributes new evidence; it is not
being smuggled into the agency premises.
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5 Oneness and unrestricted
sovereignty

The question is whether two distinct agents could each be
independently ultimate over one total created order. This is more
precise than asking whether two things could both be very
powerful. Qur'an 21:22 and 23:91 connect plurality of gods with
corruption, divided creation, and rival supremacy.’

P1. Ultimate sovereignty has no external veto.

P2. Separate co-sovereigns would condition one another's
determination.

C. Separate co-sovereigns are not each independently ultimate.

The defense of premise two needs care. If A's determination can be
defeated by B, A is not unrestrictedly sovereign. If B follows A's
determination as authoritative, B is not independently ultimate. If
a third rule determines which decision prevails, the two are not
ultimate relative to that rule. Dividing domains avoids direct
conflict by limiting each domain; it does not produce two
independently unrestricted Creators of everything.

The strongest reply is necessary agreement. Two perfect agents,
the critic argues, would never will contrary outcomes. Actual
disagreement is unnecessary to the argument, but its possibility
cannot simply be asserted either. Ask what explains the
agreement. Dependence of one decision on the other gives up
independent determination. A single constitutive rule of joint
action makes the determinations inseparable rather than two
independent unilateral sources. Agreement derived from
necessarily shared knowledge and goodness is the hardest version
because no external coordinator need be proposed.

Here distinguish moral agreement from independent selection
among alternatives. Shared goodness may rule out evil choices

3 Qur’an 21:22 and 23:91. The philosophical argument’s scope is defended in the
chapter rather than inferred solely from the citations.
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without selecting every detail of a contingent world. If two agents
each independently determines among otherwise permissible
alternatives, their separate determinations must be jointly
coordinated to constitute one actual specification. If they are
necessarily inseparable, the critic has relinquished the particular
thesis of two independent determinations. If either can unilaterally
determine against the other, both lack unrestricted effective
sovereignty under that possibility.

This establishes a focused result: the ultimate effective
determination of one total order cannot be divided between
mutually conditioning, independently unrestricted co-sovereigns.
It does not prove that every conceivable plurality of necessary
realities is formally inconsistent. Nor does the bare fact of
difference entail contingent existence. Those broader assertions
are unnecessary to defend the claim that created reality has one
independently ultimate sovereign source.

A critic may instead propose one necessarily joint divine agency
with multiple persons. That is a different theological thesis,
requiring examination of its account of persons, agency, and unity.
The present argument should not pretend that a short conflict
dilemma has already completed that inquiry.

Worked answer: "They would always agree." Reply that agreement
removes actual conflict but does not by itself explain how two
independent unrestricted determinations constitute one total
decision. Ask whether their decisions are dependent, necessarily
joint, or unilaterally sovereign. Address the chosen account rather
than inventing disagreement.

The affirmative case for exclusive worship therefore joins the
grounded Creator account with ultimate sovereignty and the
authenticated revelatory teaching. Its components support one
another without pretending that every possible metaphysical
plurality has been disposed of by one illustration.
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Redundant creators and necessarily joint action

Suppose each alleged creator is sufficient for the whole outcome
and neither can affect the other's identical action. The proposal
avoids overt conflict by making the second source explanatorily
redundant. Redundancy alone is not a formal contradiction. It does
mean that the observed order supplies no additional reason for
multiplying independently complete creators.

If two sources instead contribute indispensable parts of one act,
each is insufficient for that total act without the other. That fails
the proposed description of each as independently sufficient for
the whole. If neither contributes a distinguishable determination,
the account has not identified two independent creative acts. These
alternatives clarify the sovereignty argument's exact scope.

The positive conclusion therefore combines an argument against
mutually conditioning unrestricted creators with explanatory
economy: one adequate ultimate source explains the one created
order without an evidenced need for a duplicate. Additional
persons within one alleged divine agency raise further questions
about identity and relations. They cannot be refuted merely by
replacing persons with competing gods, and cannot be established
merely by imagining perfect agreement.

A precise answer to two identical necessary beings

Calling two beings identical in every intrinsic respect does not yet
prove they are numerically one unless a principle of identity is
added. Conversely, assigning different names does not establish
two actual beings. The proposed plurality needs a coherent
account of distinction and of its creative contribution.

For the sovereignty question, examine three models. If each has a
different domain, neither has unrestricted authority over the
whole. If the total action requires their cooperation, the joint
action depends on their contributions, and neither is
independently sufficient for that total act. If each is independently
sufficient for exactly the same whole effect and they necessarily
agree, a redundancy model has been proposed. Its bare
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consistency does not establish that there are two such sources, and
the observed effect gives no extra explanatory need for the
duplicate.

The last reply prevents an exaggerated deduction: redundancy is
not itself a contradiction. The positive case favors one adequate
independent source through unrestricted sovereignty and
explanatory economy. The authenticated message then explicitly
identifies that source as Allah alone. The philosophical and
revelatory contributions together establish the Islamic conclusion
without pretending that the conflict dilemma, by itself, refutes
every possible account of necessary plurality.

The same precision applies to multiple persons within one alleged
divine being. That proposal must be considered according to its
own account of being, person, and agency. Replacing it with three
competing gods would fail to engage it. A full comparison belongs
to the study of rival revelation claims, where the independent
divine profile and the historical evidence are considered together.

What explanatory economy actually establishes

Explanatory economy is a reason to prefer an adequate account
with one ultimate sovereign source to an account that duplicates
the source without adding explanatory work. It is not the claim
that reality must contain the fewest imaginable entities. An
additional source earns its place through evidence or explanatory
necessity. In the redundancy proposal neither is supplied merely
by describing a duplicate.

The warranted philosophical position is therefore affirmative:
accept one adequate ultimate source, rather than suspend
judgment between one and any arbitrarily stipulated number of
duplicates. A bare plurality countermodel blocks an overstrong
claim of contradiction; it does not supply evidence for plurality.
Authenticated revelation can then settle further questions about
the identity and exclusive worship of that source. The logical limit
of one argument is not a reason to erase its positive result.
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6 Divine perfection and the grounds of
worship

The independent foundation and the case for knowledgeable
agency raise a further question: why should the Creator be trusted,
loved, and obeyed? Creation and coercive power are different from
moral worthiness. The argument for worship must explain the
relevant perfection rather than treating power as a substitute for
goodness.

Recognition gratitude and ultimate allegiance

Recognition means acknowledging what is true about the source of
our existence. Gratitude responds fittingly to intentionally
bestowed goods. Trust concerns the source’s knowledge and
character. Obedience concerns rightful guidance. Worship joins
ultimate recognition, gratitude, love, humility, and allegiance.
These responses are related but not interchangeable.

P1. Ultimate devotion is fitting to ultimate lordship and
perfection.

P2. The Creator possesses ultimate lordship and perfection.
C. Ultimate devotion is fitting to the Creator.

P1 expresses a normative connection. Recognizing excellence is
rationally fitting; responding to genuine beneficence with gratitude
is fitting; following perfectly knowledgeable and rightful guidance
is fitting. A response appropriate to finite benefactors remains
finite because their knowledge, benefits, and authority are limited.
The proposed Creator is the ultimate source, not a particularly
forceful member of the community.

P2 requires separate support. The grounding argument supplies
ultimate sourcehood, while the further case addresses agency and
the relevant perfection. Worship does not follow from a bare
stipulation that the source is worship-worthy. Nor does receiving
any benefit give a human benefactor an unrestricted right to
command.
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A positive argument concerning goodness

The relevant moral premise is that objective goods provide reasons
for action. Truth, just treatment, and the avoidance of gratuitous
injury count for or against an act whether or not a particular
person enjoys them. A perfectly knowledgeable agent apprehends
the relevant reasons without factual error. A self-sufficient agent
does not need cruelty to repair a deficiency, seize a scarce good, or
escape another power. These considerations remove familiar
motives and distortions behind harmful action.

Removal of those motives alone is insufficient: a malicious agent
might harm without personal gain. The further premise concerns
practical rationality. Knowingly choosing gratuitous harm against
every sufficient reason is a defect in the will’s responsiveness to
value. A perfectly rational will has no such defect. Thus perfect
knowledge, self-sufficiency, and perfect practical rationality
together support goodness rather than merely great causal ability.

This is the completed structure of the argument. It contains a
normative commitment about objective reasons and a substantive
perfection premise. The existence syllogism did not establish them
all. Their positive support comes from the unified account of
ultimate rational agency, while suffering supplies a serious
counterconsideration examined in chapter 15. Where the
perfection premise is not accepted, the later cumulative
authentication inquiry remains available; the reader should not be
forced through a supposed deductive proof that has not been
secured.

Does goodness depend on arbitrary commands

The view defended here grounds divine guidance in a necessarily
excellent source. God’s commands express knowledge and rightful
purposes; they do not make gratuitous cruelty excellent merely by
attaching an order to it. Equally, recognizing a reason does not
make that reason a rival creator or a power capable of coercing
God. Normative truth and external physical constraint are
different categories.
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A secular moral realist may accept objective reasons without
accepting God. That position cannot be refuted simply by
observing that it is secular. The comparative theistic advantage is
unification: the foundation of actuality, rational intelligibility,
trustworthy guidance, and accountability belong to one personal
source. The rival can challenge that account by explaining those
features differently. A full moral argument should compare those
explanations rather than assert that an unbeliever cannot
recognize right and wrong.

Why worship is not payment or flattery

If the Creator is self-sufficient, worship does not supply a
deficiency in Him. Its point is the creature’s fitting response to
reality and rightful guidance. Prayer, gratitude, repentance, and
moral responsibility orient the worshipper toward the source of
life and value. Benefits to the worshipper are intelligible
consequences; they are not the only grounds of worthiness.

The unwanted-gift objection correctly denies that an ordinary
giver can purchase unlimited obedience by imposing a benefit. The
worship argument does not use that rule. It combines ultimate
lordship with the perfection of guidance and the fittingness of
allegiance to it. A supposed command by a human religious
speaker must still be authenticated; ultimate divine authority does
not turn every attribution into a genuine command.

Qur’an 112 presents Allah as one and as the source upon whom
others depend, without offspring or an equal. Qur’an 2:255 joins
life, sustenance, knowledge, and sovereignty. At this stage these
passages identify the conception under investigation. Their
revelatory authority will follow from the authentication case, not
from quoting them as their own only proof.*

A practical conclusion

Exclusive worship concerns ultimate allegiance. Respect for
parents, teachers, and public responsibilities is compatible with it

4 Qur’an 112:1-4 and 2:255. See note 2.

35



because those are subordinate and bounded relations. A creature
should not be granted divine status merely because it benefits,
impresses, or frightens us. Once genuine divine guidance is
identified, recognizing its authority gives worship and conduct a
rational basis beyond habit or inherited identity.

Exercise: State the difference between gratitude, admiration,
obedience, and worship. Explain why unlimited productive power
alone would not establish all four. Then identify which arguments
supply the additional premises.

Establishing the perfection premise in stages

The necessary foundation argument establishes underived
existence. The agency argument adds reason to attribute
knowledge and will. Neither step, by itself, establishes every
perfection. The additional principle defended here is that an
ultimate rational source is adequately understood as possessing its
fundamental rational powers without an unexplained defect or
external restriction. This is a substantive account of ultimate
agency, not a change in the definition of necessary existence.

Why favor that account? A defect in knowledge is a failure to grasp
a relevant truth; a defect in practical reason is a failure to respond
appropriately to a sufficient reason. In familiar agents such
failures are explained through dependence: incomplete
information, limited capacities, conflicting needs, disordered
desires, or conditions that distort judgment. An underived rational
source is not subject to those derivative limitations. The positive
explanatory proposal is rational agency whose knowing and
willing are not impaired by such conditions.

The rival may stipulate an underived limitation or a malicious
ultimate preference. This is a coherent challenge to the perfection
principle, not an established defect discovered in the proposed
source. Its explanatory cost is to make the ultimate rational order
rest on a brute restriction or a will unresponsive to objective
reasons. The perfection account instead unifies intelligibility,
rational agency, and the authority of reasons at the foundation.
That unification supplies a reason for preference. Necessary
existence alone is not doing this additional work.
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This argument depends on the objectivity of at least some practical
reasons. Deliberately inflicting harm solely for the harm counts
against an action independently of the actor's enjoyment. An
agent's appetite for that harm does not cancel the reason.
Otherwise calling the act wrong would reduce to reporting an
opposed appetite, which fails to capture the criticism that the
appetite itself can be disordered. A moral subjectivist can reject
this premise, but must recognize that doing so changes the account
of reasons rather than exposing an inconsistency in the argument.

Why goodness follows from the defended profile

P1. Perfect knowledge grasps all relevant reasons.

P2. Perfect practical reason responds rightly to them.

P3. Gratuitous wrongdoing contradicts that response.

C. Perfect rational agency excludes gratuitous wrongdoing.

The argument identifies what the perfection premise entails. It
does not claim that knowledge automatically determines every act,
or that a good act must have only one permissible form. Several
choices can be rationally and morally permissible. What is
excluded is knowingly choosing wrongdoing against all sufficient
reasons simply because it is wrongdoing.

This also distinguishes goodness from benevolent appearance at
every moment. A painful action can be justified by reasons
concerning protection, responsibility, or a larger good. That
distinction cannot excuse every harm by declaration. The account
predicts that any permitted harm has sufficient justification, and
therefore faces the evidential question whether the world's
suffering is compatible with that expectation. Chapter 15 supplies a
worldview-level response without inventing particular hidden
reasons for individual tragedies.

Two routes to divine truthfulness

On the philosophical route, deliberate misleading that defeats a
creature's responsible reliance is a defect requiring justification. A
perfectly knowledgeable and practically rational source does not
falsely present a commission as authoritatively His while intending
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that its falsehood be accepted on that authority. The connection
concerns misleading attestation, not a rule that every unusual
event favors truth.

On the cumulative historical route, truthful communication is
tested through the message's character, its recipient pattern, the
bearer's credibility, and signs assessed in context. That route can
strengthen the philosophical profile through new evidence. It must
not first assume the text's authority and then use that assumption
as its entire authentication.

These routes permit an orderly inquiry. A reader persuaded by
ultimate grounding but still examining perfection can investigate
the public evidence rather than being told to accept an unproved
attribute. A reader persuaded by the fuller perfection argument
has an additional reason to interpret genuinely established
attestation as trustworthy. The evidence is allowed to accumulate
without a concealed circle.

From perfection to warranted worship

Ultimate lordship supplies the relation: our existence and
capacities depend on the source. Perfection supplies the worth: the
source's knowledge, goodness, and rightful guidance merit trust
and ultimate allegiance. Together they explain why worship is
appropriate. Power without goodness would fail the second
condition; goodness without ultimate lordship would warrant
respect without identifying the ultimate object of worship.

The unwanted-gift objection defeats a transactional argument in
which receiving a benefit purchases unlimited obedience. This
account is different in its actual premises. It concerns
acknowledging the ultimate truth about our source and
responding to guidance that is perfectly knowledgeable and just. A
demand contrary to truth or justice would require reassessment of
its attribution or of the authority claim, not automatic obedience to
a human intermediary.
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7 Revelation and public authentication

Reasoning toward a Creator does not identify a book or messenger.
It does, however, change the intellectual setting. Revelation is no
longer dismissed because divine action is assumed impossible. A
knowing Creator could guide creatures concerning their purpose
and matters beyond ordinary observation.

The need for guidance is not the claim that human reason
discovers nothing. People reason successfully about the world and
many responsibilities. Yet ultimate worship, life after death, and
authoritative divine instruction cannot be settled merely by
studying human preferences. A genuine messenger would provide
a public route to knowledge of what the Creator communicates.

The practical rule is to evaluate prophetic evidence before
accepting a claim to divine authority. A genuine messenger would
communicate with that authority; a person merely claiming the
role has not yet established it. Authentication supplies the needed
bridge.

Authentication examines the claimant, the message, the signs, their
transmission, and the inference connecting them. An unusual
event alone is insufficient. A prophetic sign must be established
and intelligibly connected with the claim. A developed theological
account also explains why the perfectly truthful Creator would not
give decisive attestation to falsehood.

This stage requires appropriate humility about what an isolated
argument proves and firmness about what combined evidence can
establish. A possibility of revelation is not its actuality. Conversely,
an ordinary mechanism proposed for one reported event does not
explain away an entire prophetic career or a public text without
showing how it accounts for the relevant evidence.

The remaining chapters therefore move from method to concrete
evidence. They establish a historical object, examine features
available for continuing inspection, assess character evidence, and
compare alternatives. The central claim is that these
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considerations converge rather than functioning as
interchangeable slogans.

Its public-transmission argument concerns the Prophet's existence,
his proclamation, and his teaching of the Qur'an. These broad
public facts must be distinguished from the truth of his divine
commission. A community can correctly transmit that a person
made a claim while the claim still requires authentication.
Publicity secures what is under investigation; the signs then
address its truth.

Mass transmission, or tawatur, concerns reports sufficiently
numerous and situated so that coordinated falsehood and relevant
common error are excluded. Counting present believers is not the
whole method. Trace the transmission back through generations
and distinguish independent witness lines from many repetitions
of a single report. A public historical transformation supports a
public founder and movement, while individual details need
evidence appropriate to their scale.

Why communication is a motivated possibility

The case for revelation begins with an agent capable of knowledge
and purpose. Rational creatures can discover many truths while
remaining uncertain about the detailed form of authorized
worship, final accountability, and the terms of a claimed divine
promise. Communication is an intelligible means for clarifying
matters a speaker knows and an audience cannot otherwise
determine. It fits the kinds of relationship and responsibility under
investigation.

P1. A knowing powerful Creator can communicate.
P2. Guidance gives an intelligible reason to communicate.
C. Revelation is a motivated possibility to investigate.

This conclusion advances the case. It replaces an unexplained
supernatural intrusion with a candidate action of an
independently supported source for an intelligible purpose. It does
not establish that communication occurred, let alone identify one
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claimant. Human need can motivate a search without proving that
a particular answer is available.

Standards before verdict

Test a revelation claim through access, meaning, coherence, and
authentication. Access asks whether we can identify the text and
claimant. Meaning asks what is actually claimed. Coherence tests
compatibility with independently supported truths. Authentication
examines whether the evidence warrants the alleged commission.
The standards are not a demand that every religion use identical
literary forms; they concern the relationship between each actual
claim and its offered evidence.

A divine voice can be composed by a human author. A moving
experience can be misinterpreted. A successful movement can
begin around a false claim. Each consideration therefore needs a
positive bridge to commission. The Qur’anic and prophetic cases in
the next chapters supply inspectable observations rather than
merely declaring the bridge present.

The two routes and their common safeguard

One may establish the message’s source and thereby the status of
its bearer. Alternatively, one may establish a bearer’s commission
through independently warranted signs and then accept what he
identifies as the message. Both routes are legitimate where their
evidence succeeds. When Qur’anic evidence already supports the
messenger-led route, its later use is development of the same case
rather than independent confirmation counted a second time.

Mutual support is possible when propositions have support outside
the loop. The Qur’an gives direct textual evidence of the prophetic
claim before anyone accepts it as divine. Historical conduct can
support the claimant’s credibility without relying on divine
authorship. Those observations may converge. A bare circle in
which the book is true only because the prophet says so and the
prophet is true only because the book says so has no such
foundation.
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Authentication without an impossible burden

To accept a commission rationally, a reader needs positive grounds
strong enough for the conclusion, not exhaustive knowledge of
every possible hidden cause. In ordinary historical inquiry, source
quality and convergence can warrant a verdict while some details
remain open. Religious inquiry should neither receive an
exemption from those standards nor face the extra demand that
every imaginable spirit, deception, or undocumented event be
disproved first.

Use four questions in order. What is directly available? How
reliably does it give access to the historical event or claim? What
explanation fits the established evidence? What level of
commitment does that comparison warrant? A well-supported
answer at one stage should be retained while the next is
investigated. Early textual provenance remains established even
when authorship is disputed; sincere testimony remains evidence
even when source identification needs further work.
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8 The early Qur’an and the public
prophetic claim

A case about the Qur'an needs confidence that the text under
examination belongs near the origin of Islam. Two kinds of
evidence contribute: material witnesses and the relationships
among textual witnesses. They answer related but different
questions.

The University of Birmingham identifies its manuscript as two
parchment leaves containing portions of surahs 18, 19, and 20 in
Hijazi script. Its parchment yielded a radiocarbon range of 568-645
CE at 95.4 percent probability. The test dates the animal material,
not the moment ink was applied. The leaves are positive evidence
of an early material witness; they are not a complete physical
Qur'an dated to one exact year.’

Marijn van Putten’s 2019 study examines fourteen early
manuscripts. Matching distributions of optional written forms in
the expression ni‘mat Allah or ni‘mat rabbika support descent from
a common written archetype. This is evidence about copying
ancestry and early establishment of the Uthmanic text type, not
merely the age of one piece of parchment.®

The inference can be explained directly. Imagine two scribes
separately writing the same oral expression. Agreement about the
words is expected if they know the same recitation. Agreement
about an optional spelling, repeatedly at the same locations, is
more specifically explained by a common written model. Repeated

5 University of Birmingham, Cadbury Research Library, “Frequently Asked
Questions,” Birmingham Qur’an Manuscript, accessed October 29, 2026. The
radiocarbon result dates parchment rather than ink.
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/facilities/cadbury/birmingham-quran-mingana-
collection/birmingham-quran/fags.

6 Marijn van Putten, “The Grace of God as Evidence for a Written Uthmanic
Archetype: The Importance of Shared Orthographic Idiosyncrasies,” Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies 82, no. 2 (2019): 271-288,
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X19000338. The research conclusion concerns
written ancestry; the explanatory exposition here is the author’s.
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shared written choices identify ancestry even when pronunciation
alone would not determine them. This is why the observation
contributes beyond the mere existence of familiar words on old
parchment.

Dating and copying ancestry answer different questions. The first
constrains the material history of a witness; the second explains
relationships among witnesses. Together they favor an early
established textual object over an account in which the
recognizable Qur’an first emerges through unrestricted
composition centuries later. Oral teaching remains compatible
with a written archetype because the two concern different aspects
of transmission.

The strongest preservation claim should specify its object. The
consonantal text, spelling conventions, and recited readings are
not identical categories. Written ancestry does not establish that
every manuscript has identical markings or that every reading
question is already settled. The positive result is a historically
anchored early text for the authorship inquiry.

The lower text of the Sanaa palimpsest is a genuine control against
exaggeration. Van Putten discusses it as a non-Uthmanic textual
witness in contrast with the common written ancestry of the
Uthmanic type. Its existence prevents the claim that every early
witness is identical in all respects. It does not erase the patterned
ancestry of the standard text type. The two observations can be
true together.’

A dated material witness to the public claim

The Ashmolean Museum's coin HCR6573 is catalogued as a gold
dinar of Abd al-Malik dated 77 AH, corresponding to 696-697 CE. Its
inscription identifies Muhammad as God's messenger. This is a
first-century Islamic artifact whose public religious statement is

7 Van Putten, “Grace of God,” discussion of the non-Uthmanic Sanaa lower text
and its relation to the standard text type. For the edited witness see Behnam
Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi, “Sanaa 1 and the Origins of the Qur’an,” Der Islam
87, nos. 1-2 (2012): 1-129, https://doi.org/10.1515/islam-2011-0025. The limited
contrast stated here is checked against Van Putten’s discussion.

44



materially inspectable, separate from the later arrangement of a
hadith collection.®

Its contribution is definite but limited. It supports early public
recognition of the prophetic claim; it does not independently prove
every biographical episode or the claim's divine truth. Together
with the early textual witnesses, it makes a proposal of an
indefinitely late invention of the recognizable religious identity
harder to sustain. A revisionist explanation must account for the
artifact as well as the later literature.

What the historical evidence actually establishes

The material witnesses support an early text and an early public
religious identity attached to Muhammad, peace and blessings be
upon him. The argument is not that a late-seventh-century coin
independently records every event of his life. It establishes that the
public commission claim is not merely an indefinitely late literary
attribution. The early text and the dated public inscription require
an origin account within the first Islamic century.

An ordinary historical founder is a better explanation of a
movement organized around that founder’s public proclamation
than an invented figure introduced much later, unless the latter
supplies evidence explaining the early witnesses. This is a
comparative historical judgment. It remains distinct from the
further claim that the founder truly received revelation.

Transmission has positive significance because it gives access. A
skeptic who accepts that a human proclamation arose early has
conceded a real historical point, even while disputing its source.
An apologist who then treats early transmission as sufficient proof
of divine origin would move beyond that point. The next chapters
investigate the features of the text and its bearer that bear on
source.

8 Ashmolean Museum, Heberden Coin Room, Islamic coin HCR6573, gold dinar
dated 77 AH (696-697 CE), catalogue and inscription, accessed October 29, 2026.
https://hcr.ashmus.ox.ac.uk/coin/hcr6573.
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Why provenance carries positive evidential weight

Historical access is a necessary achievement in testing an
authorship claim. An early textual object constrains the
explanation: the relevant phenomenon must be explained near the
movement's beginnings rather than assigned to unlimited later
editorial invention. Shared written ancestry also identifies a
concrete transmission process. These findings are positive
historical results, not empty preliminaries.

The distinction between provenance and divine origin does not
reduce the weight of provenance. It locates that weight. Without
early access, analysis could be directed at a much later
composition mistakenly attributed to the claimant. With early
access, the authorship question concerns a historically anchored
proclamation. Preservation is therefore part of the cumulative case
even though accurate preservation is compatible with more than
one source hypothesis.

This distinction also prevents an objection from expanding beyond
its evidence. A variant spelling or recited form must be assessed
for its actual effect on wording, meaning, and the proposition
under examination. It does not automatically establish
unrestricted late composition. The Sanaa witness requires a
differentiated textual history; it does not cancel the shared
ancestry independently documented for the standard text type.
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9 Qur’anic composition and an
enduring public sign

The first worked case

The affirmative linguistic case begins with concrete analysis rather
than a demand to admire an unfamiliar language. Observe the
relation between meaning, arrangement, grammatical choice,
sound, and rhetorical purpose. Then investigate whether the
resulting pattern supports the stronger conclusion of inimitability.
A worked example can establish real literary excellence without
claiming by itself to have surveyed the full bounds of human
capacity.

An argument from literary character should show a reader what is
being admired. Qur'an 11:44 closes the flood narrative through
linked acts: command to earth and sky, recession of water,
completion of the decree, resting of the vessel, and judgment on
wrongdoing. The relationship among these acts is available for
analysis even when an English explanation cannot reproduce
every Arabic effect.’

Here is an original classroom demonstration based on the relation
between grammatical arrangement and meaning. Begin with a
plain paraphrase: the rain stopped, the water decreased, and the
ship came to rest. It preserves a minimal event sequence. Now
compare what it removes. The verse's address to earth and sky
makes the two sources of the flood answerable to one command.
The sequence joins physical resolution with authoritative
judgment. The closing condemnation returns the reader from
scenery to the moral significance of the event.

Next consider moving the moral judgment to the beginning in a
paraphrase. The reader would hear the verdict before the

9 Qur’an 11:44. Arabic checked at https://quran.com/11/44, accessed October 29,
2026. The controlled paraphrases are original analytical examples, not quotations
of a published translation.
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sequence's resolution. That can be a coherent composition, but it
changes the progression from command through execution to final
judgment. The exercise identifies a functional reason for order
rather than merely declaring one arrangement pleasing.

This is a controlled comparison, not a successful imitation offered
as Qur'an and not a proof that one classroom cannot invent a
better sentence. Its demonstrated result is integration: changes
preserving rough informational content can diminish or alter the
relation of command, execution, settlement, and moral closure.
The Qur'anic form contributes meaning through organization.

A second passage, 6:100, combines the allegation of partners with
the reminder that the alleged partners are created. That adjacency
supplies an immediate conceptual challenge: creatures are
assigned a partnership that their created status calls into question.
Again, arrangement carries argumentative work."

What does this contribute to authorship? It replaces a bare appeal
to beauty with a concrete compositional phenomenon. Exceptional
composition is not alone a deduction of revelation; it becomes
evidence within the wider claim, the public challenge, and the
explanatory comparison. A genius hypothesis must engage the
actual integrated performance rather than serve as a label that
ends examination.

Exercise: In a short passage, identify the order, grammatical
relationships, and contextual purpose. Change one feature in a
clearly labeled paraphrase and describe the loss or gain. Do not
count personal dislike as a demonstrated defect.

A second worked case from Surah Yusuf

Surah Yusuf begins with a child's dream and later explicitly
returns to its fulfillment. Between those points, prison dreams and
a royal dream connect apparent misfortune with Joseph's
emergence into public responsibility. The proposed literary

10 Qur’an 6:100. Arabic checked at https://quran.com/6/100, accessed October 29,
2026.
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evidence is the interaction of recognition, interpretation, delay,
and eventual resolution. These links are observable in the
transmitted composition.”

Passage Narrative function Connection

Opening vision and The end identifies the
recognition beginning's meaning

12:4 and 12:100

Interpretation works during

12:36 to 41 Prison dreams
apparent defeat

Knowledge becomes

12:43 to 49 Royal d d ) .
° oyatdream and response preparation for public need

One link deserves particular attention. In 12:47-49 the response to
the royal dream includes a plan of cultivation, storage, and
restraint through coming hardship. Interpretation is joined to
responsible action. The narrative connects prophetic knowledge
with care for people rather than treating it as private prestige. That
connection is this study's literary analysis, not a claim of a newly
discovered scientific prediction."

A controlled alteration makes the organization visible. If the prison
interpretation were removed, the later return to Joseph for
interpretation would lose an important narrative preparation. If
the final recognition of the opening dream were removed, the long-
delayed resolution would no longer explicitly complete the frame.
These are identifiable losses of connection, not reports that a
reader simply likes the original better.

11 Qur’an 12:4, 12:36-49, and 12:100. The links are textual observations and the
explanation of their function is the author’s analysis. https://quran.com/12/4;
https://quran.com/12/36-49; https://quran.com/12/100.

12 Qur’an 12:47-49, within the dream-interpretation sequence. The passage is
discussed as narrative guidance, not as a scientific prediction.
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From composition to authorship

The evidence supports several different propositions in sequence.
First, the form carries integrated meaning. Second, that meaning
repeatedly fits the claimed revelatory purpose: guidance,
responsible action, and dependence on Allah. Third, the public text
presents its proclaimer as recipient and servant, including
passages of correction. Fourth, the historical character evidence
bears on whether reception is sincere testimony rather than a
convenient authorial disguise.

A gifted human author could produce an integrated narrative. That
concession is not the end of the comparison because the object
being explained is broader than one narrative. The human-source
theory must account for the actual combination of composition,
proclaimed source, public authority, corrective passages, and
independently assessed conduct. A revelation account connects
them through one intelligible relation: a messenger faithfully
conveys an authoritative message.

This explains why the literary evidence has positive force without
requiring the invalid premise that no human has ever composed
anything excellent. It is evidence within an authorship
comparison. The stronger traditional thesis of inimitability
additionally concerns the full bounds of human productive
capacity and the public challenge. That thesis should not be
confused with the narrower literary demonstration actually
completed here.

The affirmative inference of this booklet does not wait for a
universal survey of everything any human could ever write. It
compares the established Qur'anic phenomenon with the strongest
supported human-source accounts. Excellence alone is
underdetermining; excellence within this historical and
testimonial configuration is a more specific body of evidence.

The challenge and historical reception

The indirect argument appeals to the challenge and the opponents’
costly resistance. If determined, capable opponents could defeat
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the claim by producing an accepted equivalent, their failure to do
so has evidential relevance. The inference strengthens when the
challenge's criteria, opponents' capacities, incentives, surviving
attempted responses, and reception are established. Warfare alone
is not a deductive proof of literary impossibility: political and
social conflicts may involve additional aims.

Nor does preservation of the challenge automatically preserve an
independently verified unanimous verdict from every opponent.
The Qur'an is primary evidence of its own public challenge and
representation of the dispute. Additional historical reports can
corroborate the audience's response. Specify which source
supports which claim.

A comparison that preserves the principal content

A strong control should preserve more than a bare event
summary. Consider this author-created explanatory paraphrase of
Qur’an 11:44: the earth was told to absorb its water and the sky to
stop; the water receded, the decree was completed, the vessel
rested on al-Judi, and the wrongdoers were condemned. This
preserves the principal sequence, the commands, the resting place,
and the judgment. It therefore offers a closer control than the rain
stopped and the boat landed.

Now examine the verse's paired direct addresses: Jils 2Ll o ST
,_,g.LSI ¢laiw 5. In the paraphrase, a narrator reports the
instructions. In the Arabic, the reader encounters the instructions
themselves. Earth and sky are separately addressed yet jointly
subordinated to the same command. The movement from their
direct address into the report of recession and settlement presents
command followed by accomplished result. The literary
achievement lies in the way the scene enacts authority rather than
only asserting that authority was exercised."

Move the condemnation to the beginning while preserving all the
same events. The content remains intelligible, but the judgment

13 Qur’an 11:44. See note 9.
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now frames the scene before the physical resolution. In the
transmitted order it closes that resolution and identifies its moral
significance. Neither order is meaningless; they do different
rhetorical work. The positive finding is that the transmitted
arrangement coordinates authority, accomplished action, and
judgment through a compact progression. A reader can identify the
function without relying solely on an impression of beauty.

For Qur’an 6:100, preserve the content in another control: they
assigned the jinn as partners to Allah; they also attributed sons and
daughters to Him without knowledge; He created those alleged
partners. The control retains creation, partnership, and the false
family attribution. The Arabic placement of 24il5s makes created
status confront partnership immediately, before the discourse
proceeds to the next allegation. The relation is argumentative
timing: the objection is inserted at the point the alleged
partnership is introduced. Moving it to the end delays that
challenge."

These controls are tests of function, not claims to have produced
equivalent Qur’anic Arabic. They identify demonstrable
organization and give the reader a standard for assessing a
proposed improvement: preserve the relevant content, examine
the discourse's purpose, and state the functional gain or loss. This
is a stronger foundation for literary judgment than treating every
alteration as bad by definition.

What makes the literary evidence relevant to
revelation

An excellent human text is possible. The evidential question is
therefore comparative and contextual: what explains this
composition as part of a sustained public claim to receive
authoritative guidance? The literary analysis identifies an
integrated performance whose organization serves the message's
asserted purpose. Reception and correction identify how its bearer

14 Qur’an 6:100. See note 10.
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stands in relation to that authority. Conduct and signs test whether
that asserted relation is credible.

Excellence is not converted into divine authorship by changing its
name. It contributes a specific achievement to an independently
investigated commission claim. If reliable public signs support that
claim, the composition is intelligible as the enduring message of
the same commission. If those signs are set aside, the literary and
testimonial case remains available but carries a larger share of the
authentication burden.

The traditional challenge can supply additional force when actual
attempts, audience competence, criteria, and reception are
documented. This booklet's worked analyses establish integration
directly; the historical challenge should be presented as an
additional inquiry rather than allowed to replace that
demonstration. A critic who explains the composition through
human ability has addressed one contributor. To defeat the
cumulative argument, the explanation must also account for the
independently supported testimony and signs at their actual
strength.

Exercise: Compare the fuller paraphrase with the Arabic. Identify
a preserved proposition, an altered rhetorical relation, and a
reason someone might prefer either presentation for a different
purpose. Then explain why literary function and universal
inimitability are different conclusions.
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10 Reception correction and the
authorship question

The Qur'an repeatedly speaks to its messenger rather than only
through a narrator describing him. In 75:16-19, the addressee is
instructed about receiving and following the recitation. In 66:1, he
is questioned concerning a restriction connected with pleasing his
wives. In the conventional prophetic reading of 80:1-10, a
correction concerns attention toward a socially advantaged
interlocutor and a blind seeker. These passages constitute a textual
pattern of reception, instruction, and correction.">'*"

The immediate observation is literary and historical: the
transmitted text publicly presents its proclaimer as answerable to
an authority beyond his preferences. This is evidence to explain. It
is not valid to reason that first-person divine speech alone proves a
divine speaker, since a human author could compose such a voice.

The pattern nevertheless has comparative force. An uncomplicated
self-glorifying fabrication predicts convenient validation more
readily than lasting public correction. A more sophisticated fraud
account can propose strategic self-criticism to establish credibility.
That proposal deserves consideration when it explains the specific
pattern, but its availability does not erase the evidential cost. It
adds an intention and strategy that require support.

The inference strengthens when the same proclaimed authority
imposes demanding duties, sustains a coherent message, and
produces the textual qualities under examination. The public
correction, literary achievement, and sustained prophetic claim

15 Qur’an 75:16-19, https://quran.com/75/16-19. The argument distinguishes a
textual source claim from proof of that claim.

16 Qur’an 66:1, https://quran.com/66/1.

17 Qur’an 80:1-10, https://quran.com/80/1-10. The discussion identifies the
conventional prophetic reading and does not assume that voice alone proves
divine authorship.
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are not automatically independent, but they constrain a proposed
authorship explanation together.

Avoid invented psychology. We need not claim that no impostor
ever criticizes himself. We ask whether a particular imposture
hypothesis explains the actual pattern more economically and with
better fit than sincere reception. The text's own presentation is one
positive reason to take reception seriously; independent evidence
about the claimant helps assess its truth.

Exercise: Give the most credible strategic-self-criticism reply.
Identify what evidence would distinguish that reply from sincere
transmission of an unwelcome correction.

The reception pattern is strongest when combined with credible
testimony. A human author can compose an authoritative voice,
and a sincere person can misidentify an experience. Those
categories receive their full treatment in chapter 13. Here the
established positive datum is sustained textual accountability: the
proclaimer is presented as a recipient who is instructed and
corrected, not as an author exempt from the authority he
announces.

A close reading of receiving the recitation

Qur’an 75:16-19 distinguishes the addressee’s eagerness, the
speaker’s undertaking, and the instruction to follow the recitation.
The textual relation is speaker, recipient, and conveyed content.
Treating the passage simply as an author announcing his own skill
loses the asymmetry expressed in the instructions. Its positive fit
with reception is therefore identifiable within the wording."®

A human author could construct that relation. The critical question
is whether constructed performance or genuine reception better
explains the larger pattern. The correction in 66:1 concerns an
action of the Prophet, peace and blessings be upon him, within his
household setting. The conventional interpretation of 80:1-10
concerns the prioritizing of one interlocutor over another. The

18 Quran 75:16-19, https:/quran. See note 15.
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pattern locates him within the guidance as accountable to its
authority, rather than above it as an exempt narrator.'*

This does not require the false rule that a deceiver would never
include self-criticism. Strategic correction can increase credibility.
It does require the rival to explain why that device, this sustained
authority relationship, the actual textual achievement, and the
independently assessed conduct belong to the same historical
career. Chapter 13 develops the strongest composite reply rather
than dismissing it by a slogan.

The positive contribution of the recipient pattern survives that
comparison as a contribution: revelation predicts a commissioned
bearer who conveys a message to which he is answerable. Its
strength grows with evidence that the claimed reception is sincere
and correctly identified. The conduct and sign chapters address
those further questions.

The weight of public correction

The correction passages count most directly against an explanation
built around convenient personal validation. They also support the
testimony that the bearer understood himself to be answerable to
the message. That is a positive evidential contribution even though
a more complex rival can accommodate it. Evidence need not
contradict every rival to favor one account over another.

Do not turn accommodation into a free answer. A strategy of
calculated self-correction requires an intention and a reason it fits
the broader conduct. A sincere-experience account fits
accountability more naturally but then faces the independent
source-identification evidence. Each revision of the rival changes
the explanatory task. The evaluator should follow that task rather
than repeatedly return to the weakest fraud model.

19 Qur’an 66:1, https://quran. See note 16.
20 Quran 80:1-10, https://quran. See note 17.
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11 Character sincerity and the further
inference to truth

Reliable character evidence is relevant to testimony. We generally
trust a consistently honest witness more than a habitual deceiver,
especially when the witness maintains a claim under conditions
that make deception costly. This is an ordinary evidential
principle, not a special privilege invented for religion.

The eclipse report offers a concrete example. Sahih al-Bukhari
1043 records that an eclipse coincided with the death of the
Prophet's son Ibrahim and that the Prophet, peace and blessings be
upon him, rejected the claim that the eclipse occurred because of
the death. If the report is accepted, it is conduct resisting a readily
available personal supernatural glorification.*

Sahih al-Bukhari 7 reports the answers of Abu Sufyan, may Allah
be pleased with him, to Heraclius, including denial of a prior
reputation for lying. The report describes him as a hostile witness
at that stage, before his later acceptance of Islam, but reaches us
through Islamic transmission. It should be used as transmitted
evidence of an adverse admission, not incorrectly presented as an
independently preserved Byzantine transcript.*

The earliest-revelation account in Sahih al-Bukhari 3 presents fear
and a turn toward Khadijah, may Allah be pleased with her, whose
response cites established moral conduct. Aishah, may Allah be
pleased with her, transmits the narrative; she was not an
eyewitness in the cave. Accurate attribution preserves the report's
evidential structure.”

21 Muhammad ibn Isma'‘il al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Eclipses, no. 1043, report of
al-Mughirah ibn Shubah, may Allah be pleased with him. Arabic text and printed
chain checked at https://sunnah.com/bukhari:1043, accessed October 29, 2026.

22 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Revelation, no. 7, Ibn ‘Abbas reporting Abu Sufyan,
may Allah be pleased with them. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:7. This is Islamic
transmitted testimony, not a separately preserved Byzantine court transcript.

57



The bridge to sincerity is direct. These reports, if reliable, are less
naturally predicted by an uncomplicated personal-glory fraud than
by a claimant who regards himself as responsible to God. They
therefore count against that fraud hypothesis. They do not entail
infallibility of every personal inference or establish revelation
without the additional signs.

Sincerity also contributes to truth, rather than being irrelevant to
it. It removes deliberate deception as the explanation of the
testimony and gives the witness's professed experience evidential
standing. To move further, examine the competence and content of
the testimony, its public corroboration, and the explanatory
adequacy of sincere-mistake theories. Character is one link in a
cumulative argument whose other links matter.

Exercise: State why a trustworthy witness is more credible without
treating trustworthiness as omniscience. Explain the particular
fraud theory challenged by the eclipse report.

The affirmative bridge is therefore stronger than sincerity alone
and more careful than dismissing character as irrelevant. Reliable
character increases testimonial credibility, costly consistency bears
on motive, and independent signs bear on whether the reported
source is correctly identified. The convergence can support the
prophetic explanation without making honesty equivalent to
omniscience.

Review: Choose the best-attested conduct case you can explain.
Identify the rival it challenges, how strongly it challenges it, and
which additional evidence supports the conclusion beyond
sincerity.

Costly devotion away from a public audience

Sahih al-Bukhari 4837 transmits Aishah, may Allah be pleased with
her, reporting the prolonged night prayer of the Prophet, peace
and blessings be upon him, and his explanation in terms of

23 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Revelation, no. 3, report of ‘Aishah, may Allah be
pleased with her. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:3.
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gratitude. This adds a domestic witness to devotion rather than
another public profession of sincerity. Accepted as reliable, it fits a
claimant who lives under the authority he proclaims.*

An opportunist might sometimes accept hardship for a larger goal.
The relevant question is whether that hypothesis explains the
whole pattern: household devotion, public correction, refusal of
eclipse glorification, and sustained responsibility. Each cost is not a
separate proof of revelation, but the connected pattern places real
pressure on a theory of merely convenient religious performance.

Testing the eclipse report rather than merely invoking
it

The named source in al-Bukhari 1043 is al-Mughirah ibn Shu'bah,
may Allah be pleased with him. Its printed line runs through Ziyad
ibn Tlaqah, Shayban, Hashim ibn al-Qasim, and ‘Abd Allah ibn
Muhammad to al-Bukhari, may Allah have mercy on him. This is
an attributed report with an inspectable transmission claim. Its
historical weight must be assessed through that claim and the
collection’s critical setting, rather than through a modern
quotation without provenance.”

The evidential consequence concerns motive. A convenient-
glorification account would find the eclipse association useful; the
reported correction rejects it. A more sophisticated strategist might
reject one attribution to secure credibility elsewhere. That
possibility changes the model being tested rather than cancelling
the observation. The revised model must explain the conduct and
its broader costs, while sincere accountability explains the
correction directly.

24 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Qur’anic Commentary, no. 4837, report of ‘Aishah,
may Allah be pleased with her. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:4837.

25 Muhammad ibn Isma‘il al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Eclipses, no. See note 21.
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How character contributes without carrying the whole
case

Suppose the conduct reports are credible. The witness's costly
consistency and refusal of convenient eclipse glorification make
deliberate imposture less adequate. The resulting gain is not
merely that one bad accusation has been removed: a sincere,
responsible witness supplies affirmative testimony to an
experienced commission. The testimonial force must then be
assessed with competence and corroboration.

If an external sign is independently credible, it changes the
interpretation of that sincerity. The explanation now has to
account for a sincere commission claim accompanied by a public
event consistent with authentication. Conversely, if the sign
evidence fails, sincerity does not silently recover the lost
corroboration. This identifies the bridge from character to truth in
its strongest form: credible testimony strengthened by
independent evidence concerning its claimed source.

The historical reliability question should receive evidence rather
than an automatic assumption on either side. The conduct reports
are preserved in an attributed transmission tradition. Chapter 12
works through a fuller example of how that kind of claim can be
evaluated. Sharing a collection does not make different reports
independent in every respect, but neither does it make every
report one undifferentiated assertion.
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12 Public signs and a worked
transmission study

P1. The Creator can bring about possible created outcomes.
P2. An exceptional outcome need not be logically contradictory.

C. Regular occurrence alone does not make every exception
impossible.

This defeats an automatic inference from normally does not
happen to cannot possibly happen. It does not establish that a
reported exception occurred. Whether a claim is physically
unusual, whether the testimony is reliable, and whether the event
attests a messenger are three separate questions.

Equally, unfamiliarity with a technique does not make it a miracle.
Investigate illusion, mistaken observation, ordinary but rare
processes, and inaccurate transmission where there is reason to
consider them. An alternative needs evidence, but the burden of
establishing the event remains with the person presenting it.

The positive point is that scientific knowledge of regularity and
historical investigation of a claimed exception can coexist. A model
describing ordinary outcomes supplies relevant expectations; it is
not, by itself, a complete metaphysical disproof of divine agency.

Review: For one alleged miracle, write three separate judgments:
possible, historically established, and relevant to a prophetic claim.
State the evidence needed to move from each judgment to the next.

That account has a real inferential burden. The event must be
established; the relevant connection must not be invented after the
fact; and the theological account must explain why this is truthful
attestation rather than an ambiguous trial. A human ruler in a
room is directly observed, whereas ultimate divine agency has
been reached by prior argument. The analogy illuminates
attestation but does not supply all its premises.
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P1. Decisive truthful attestation warrants accepting the attested
claim.

P2. The established prophetic sign constitutes such attestation.
C. The prophetic claim is warranted.

The second premise carries the case. Defend it through the sign's
specificity, setting, reliability, relation to the message, and the
independently supported conception of the Creator. Do not classify
the claimant as genuine first and then use that classification as the
sole reason to call his sign authentic.

The warning about misleading favors is especially important for
the logic of the case. Once an account permits extraordinary events
alongside falsehood, sheer extraordinariness cannot be sufficient
for truth. The affirmative case must identify what makes a
particular prophetic attestation decisive. A contrary claimant
should be tested by the same standards, including the coherence of
the message and the established evidence.

Divine attestation and the deception objection

The pure attestation argument depends on a perfectly truthful
Creator not presenting decisive confirmation of a false
commission. A mere display of power does not establish that
premise. This is why the account considers the message's
coherence, the claimant's reliability, and the form of the sign
together. A supposed divine endorsement of a contradiction would
undermine its own claimed evidential character.

Where that moral premise has not yet been independently
secured, the cumulative historical argument remains available: the
actual configuration favors genuine reception over the supported
deception accounts. Do not substitute the phrase God would never
allow it for the comparison. The positive case is the fit of this body
of evidence with trustworthy communication by the independently
argued Creator.
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Water reports with their routes visible

Al-Bukhari 3572 attributes to Anas, may Allah be pleased with him,
an al-Zawra report concerning a group’s ablution and water
flowing among the Prophet’s fingers. Its printed route includes
Qatadah and Sa‘id. Al-Bukhari 3576 attributes a Hudaybiyyah
account to Jabir, may Allah be pleased with him, through Salim ibn
Abi al-Ja'd and Husayn. The reported settings and Companion
attributions differ.***’

Al-Bukhari 3573 and Malik’s Muwatta preserve a shared Malik-
Ishag—Anas sequence for an afternoon-prayer ablution account.
Muslim 2279a gives an Anas attribution through Thabit and
Hammad ibn Zayd, with an estimated group of sixty to eighty.
These are features of the displayed texts, not a claim to have
independently reauthenticated every transmitter.?***

Early attributed route Proper evidential count

Bukhari 3572 Anas through Qatadah One route from Anas

A different Companion

Bukhari 3576 Jabir through Salim o
attribution

Anas through Ishaq and

Malik Shared Malik branch

Bukhari 3573

26 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Virtues, no. 3572. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:3572.
Report and displayed Arabic chain checked; the chain is analyzed as an attributed
transmission route.

27 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Virtues, no. 3576, report of Jabir, may Allah be
pleased with him. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:3576.

28 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, Book of Virtues, no. 3573, Malik-Ishag-Anas branch.
https://sunnah.com/bukhari:3573.

29 Malik ibn Anas, al-Muwatta, Book of Purity, English numbering 2.33, Arabic
numbering 2.63, transmitted Malik-Ishag—Anas branch.
https://sunnah.com/urn/500630.

30 Muslim ibn al-Hajjaj, Sahih, Book of Virtues, no. 2279a, Anas attribution
through Thabit and Hammad ibn Zayd. https://sunnah.com/muslim:2279a.
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Early attributed route Proper evidential count

Muwatta Purity  Anas through Ishaq and

report 33 Malik The same central branch

Muslim 2279a Anas through Thabit Another route from Anas

The display contains five texts, two named Companion
attributions, and four early attributed branches, counting the
Malik sequence once. Those are three different units. Multiplying
collection titles would inflate independence. Treating everything as
one anonymous assertion would erase the recoverable
relationships.

The positive historical contribution

A focused check can be made beyond the printed report. Al-Mizzi’s
entry on Ishaq ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Abi Talhah identifies Anas as his
uncle, lists Anas among his teachers and Malik among his students,
and transmits favorable appraisals from Ibn Ma‘in, Abu Hatim,
Abu Zur‘ah, and al-Nasa’i, may Allah have mercy on them. This
supplies documented access relationships and traditional criticism
of the central intermediary in the shared Malik branch.*!

These are positive reasons to treat the branch as historical
testimony. A transmitter’s name alone would not provide them.
The assessment remains historical: the biographical notices and
critical judgments are transmitted sources, whose agreement and
relevance support the proposed access. The focused check does not
pretend that one entry independently settles every other route or
every numerical detail.

The tradition supplies specified testimony, named transmission,
and material differences that permit comparison. It does not

31 Jamal al-Din al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal fi Asma al-Rijal, entry 366, Ishaq ibn
‘Abd Allah ibn Abi Talhah, 2:445-446, digital Arabic text in Islamweb’s library,
accessed October 29, 2026. The entry lists teachers, students, family relationship,
and the named critical appraisals.
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merely offer an assertion that a miracle happened somewhere. A
model of diffusion or invention must explain how those attributed
routes and settings arose; the advocate must establish their
credibility rather than regard names as self-authenticating.

The reported practical use of water is relevant. If accepted, the
testimony concerns a communal task rather than an isolated
private impression. That makes a pure momentary-illusion
account less adequate: it must explain the claimed use as well as
the sight. This is an inference about the content of the testimony,
not an independent modern observation of the event.

The strongest skeptical model combines an early sign tradition
with later attribution and expansion. It has genuine historical
possibilities on its side: stories can spread and acquire named
chains. The positive answer is that such development must be
shown through the actual relationships and evidence. Several
attributed routes are not automatic independence, but the mere
existence of diffusion elsewhere does not establish diffusion here
either. The appropriate conclusion is a concrete, critically
assessable contribution to the commission case, with its weight
determined by source assessment.

Numerical variation and repeated occasions

The al-Zawra and Hudaybiyyah reports explicitly concern different
settings, so their different audience estimates need not conflict. The
brief Muslim report does not name al-Zawra. It cannot simply be
forced into the three-hundred estimate, nor can a second occasion
be asserted as though independently proven. Repetition and
variation remain competing readings of the shorter report.

Uncertainty about the number affects precision about that detail
first. It does not logically erase every shared claim. Conversely,
agreement on the central event does not prove every number
accurate. Source criticism should preserve both the agreement and
the unresolved detail rather than harmonize or reject by reflex.
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The proper role in authentication

An event’s connection with a public prophetic mission gives it a
more specific context than an unexplained occurrence with no
commission claim. Its practical benefit and the accompanying
message contribute to interpreting the event as a sign. The
established conception of the Creator and the wider message
determine whether that interpretation is warranted. Event, source,
and attestation remain distinct judgments joined by reasons.

This study does not infer technical mass transmission from a
crowd number inside one report. It presents an inspectable
dossier. The central text remains available for direct examination,
while the sign reports contribute historical testimony beyond the
text’s own source claim. The conclusion is strengthened by their
convergence when the relevant transmission premises are
accepted.

Exercise: Draw only the five displayed routes. Mark the shared
Malik branch. Explain why the resulting diagram contains neither
five independent eyewitnesses nor no historical information at all.

A fuller assessment of the Malik branch

The selected branch has the form Anas — Ishaq — Malik. In al-
Bukhari 3573 it reaches the compiler through ‘Abd Allah ibn
Maslamah al-Qa‘nabi. The Muwatta preserves the same central line
through its Yahya transmission. Agreement here supports
preservation of the Malik report; it is not a second eyewitness to
the event.*

32 Al-Bukhari, Sahih, no. 3573, Arabic chain; Malik, al-Muwatta, Purity, English no.
2.33, Arabic no. 2.63. https://sunnah.com/bukhari:3573;
https://sunnah.com/urn/500630. The shared Malik branch is counted once.
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The access evidence is specific. Ishaq's relationship to Anas and his
place among Malik's teachers make the route historically
intelligible. Al-Mizzi, may Allah have mercy on him, also preserves
favorable judgments concerning Ishaq's trustworthiness. These are
positive grounds for access and reliability, not merely the
appearance of a famous name in a chain.*

Malik's own entry identifies Ishaq among his teachers and
transmits Ibn Sa‘'d's assessment of Malik as trustworthy and firm.
The entry also preserves specialist comparisons by earlier critics
rather than only general praise. This is relevant evidence for the
intermediary who preserves the selected branch. The judgments
are historical testimony about transmission competence; they
should be assessed as such rather than mistaken for direct modern
observation.*

The critical notices reproduced under al-Qa‘nabi include al-
Bukhari's statement that he heard Malik and Ibn Ma‘in's
particularly favorable assessment of his Muwatta transmission.
Those notices address the link by which this report reaches al-
Bukhari. The combined result is a route supported by reported
teacher contact, named intermediaries, and specialist assessments,
with the same Malik text represented in another collection
tradition.®

This supports accepting the branch as credible historical testimony
within the documented transmission method. The judgment is
stronger than merely recognizing that the report exists. It does not

33 Jamal al-Din al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal fi Asma al-Rijal, entry 366, Ishaq ibn
‘Abd Allah ibn Abi Talhah, 2:445-446, digital Arabic text in Islamweb’s library,
accessed October 29, 2026. See note 31.

34 Al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal, entry 5728, Malik ibn Anas, 27:92-120, especially
teacher list and critical notices at 27:115-120, digital Arabic text in Islamweb.
Accessed October 30, 2026.

35 Al-Bukhari, al-Tarikh al-Kabir, and the critical judgments of Ihn Ma'in,
reproduced in the Arabic biographical notices for ‘Abd Allah ibn Maslamah al-
Qa'nabi, Sunnah.com narrator 5085, https://sunnah.com/narrator/5085, accessed
October 30, 2026. These are cited historical notices, not a claim to have consulted
their manuscript originals.
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require treating every link as incapable of mistake. Historical
reliability is the appropriate standard; infallibility of every
transmitter would be an extra burden not applied to ordinary
historical testimony.

Corroboration through a different pupil of Anas

The Thabit route is relevant because its connection to Anas is not
the same Ishag—Malik sequence. Al-Mizzi's entry records Thabit's
report of prolonged association with Anas, favorable appraisals by
al-Tjli and al-Nasa’i, and Abu Hatim's ranking of him among the
strongest transmitters from Anas. This supplies positive evidence
of access and transmission competence for a distinct pupil.
Muslim's displayed report carries this line through Hammad ibn
Zayd.*

The corroboration should be counted accurately. A second pupil
route can reduce dependence on one pupil's error or invention. It
does not create a second Companion eyewitness when both routes
name Anas. The separate Jabir attribution expands the represented
witness base, while the setting and numerical differences require
their own comparison. These distinctions strengthen the analysis
by identifying exactly which kinds of error each additional route
bears against.

Testing the main explanations of the testimony

What the dossier requires
it to address

Account What it explains

Faithful

. The explicit eyewitness
preservation of

. . Access, transmitter
claim, practical use, and

an competence, and the

. recurrence of the core . .
extraordinary renort comparison of variants
event P

36 Al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal, entry 811, Thabit ibn Aslam al-Bunani, 4:342-349,
especially 4:347-348, digital Arabic text in Islamweb; Muslim, Sahih, no. 2279a,
https://sunnah.com/muslim:2279a. Biographical entry accessed October 30, 2026.
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What the dossier requires

Account What it explains .
it to address

The reported communal use

Ordina A mistaken visual .
Y and persistence of the core

perception error interpretation

testimony
Late invention . The shared Malik branch in
Appearance of a report in . .
confined to one . another collection tradition
. that collection .
compiler and other pupil routes

The documented
Multiple later versions of a relationships, competence
sign story evidence, and the point of
proposed attribution

Earlier diffusion
with attributed
chains

The third explanation is weakened by the dossier's actual
distribution. The fourth is a more serious competitor because it can
accommodate multiple texts. Its greater flexibility does not supply
evidence that the transmission relationships were fabricated. A
positive transmission case need not be abandoned until every
imagined fabrication mechanism is disproved. It should be
weighed against concrete defects or a developed account of
diffusion supported by the texts.

The first explanation has an affirmative advantage: it takes the
explicit eyewitness attribution through supported relationships as
testimony rather than treating attribution as fictitious without a
case-specific reason. The unusual content justifies careful scrutiny;
it does not by itself remove that advantage. The known possibility
of invention is relevant background, while established continuity
and corroboration are relevant positive evidence. Both belong in
the judgment.

The resulting verdict is that the water dossier supplies credible,
corroborated testimony for the reported kind of extraordinary
provision, with the exact relationship among occasions and some
numerical details less secure than the core. This is a historical
assessment supported by the selected routes and critical notices,
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not a claim to have reconstructed every surviving version or
proved technical tawatur. Its contribution to the commission case
is substantive.

From an extraordinary provision to a prophetic sign

The reported event is attached to the publicly identified bearer of
the message and to an act meeting his community's practical need.
That contextual relation makes authentication a motivated
interpretation rather than an arbitrary association added to a
detached anomaly. Credible testimony, the public commission
claim, the bearer's conduct, and the message together support the
interpretation of a sign.

A natural explanation that adequately accounts for the reported
event would remove its extraordinary evidential contribution. A
demonstrated transmission defect would reduce the report's
historical weight. A bare suggestion of either is not equivalent to
establishing it. Equally, labeling the event miraculous does not
complete its source assessment: the argument draws strength from
the documented testimony and contextual relation, not from the
label.

The theological inference is strongest alongside the independently
defended truthful Creator. In that setting, credible attestation
associated with a truthful commission coheres with guidance.
Where the philosophical perfection argument remains under
examination, the same testimony still contributes to the
comparative historical case. Neither route requires pretending that
every imaginable deceiving power has already been independently
established as a serious competitor.
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13 The strongest rivals and the
comparative verdict

Consider a serious composite account: a sincere religious reformer
works within an inherited scriptural environment, develops
unusual experiences, and produces a powerful public
proclamation through exceptional oral ability. Followers preserve
the text and later expand stories of signs. This account has real
background resources. Human creativity, religious experience,
social influence, and growth in traditions are familiar phenomena.
It deserves examination without requiring a lost teacher to be
identified first.

Its explanatory gains are substantial. It can accommodate sincerity,
literary skill, familiar scriptural themes, and a successful
community. Public self-correction need not defeat it: an author
may deliberately model accountability or sincerely experience
correction. Costly conduct need not defeat it either: people can
sacrifice greatly for mistaken convictions. Treating any one of
these features as impossible under the rival would overstate the
evidence.

The affirmative revelation case concerns their particular
conjunction. The text consistently presents its bearer as recipient
of an authority he must obey; its composition makes that authority
central to its teaching rather than incidental ornament; and
reliable conduct evidence, where established, supports the bearer
as a credible witness. A Creator who intends guidance relates those
features through a communicative purpose. The human-source
account must relate them through its own supported process.
Neither explanation wins merely by naming its preferred cause.

Three distinctions decide the comparison. First, a general capacity
is not yet an explanation of the specific performance. Genius
explains why exceptional production is possible; analysis of the
actual composition shows what requires explanation. Second,
sincere experience supports sincerity without independently
identifying its source. The explanatory question concerns the
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experience's relationship to the sustained public message and
external evidence. Third, later embellishment is a historically
plausible process, but its proposed operation must be tested
against the actual textual and transmission history. It cannot
simply erase every inconvenient report by definition.

Strongest human source | Contribution to the

Observation .
response revelation case

Early human composition  Secures the early object

Early public text ) ) .
and preservation under investigation
Integrated . .
literga Exceptional oral Supplies a concrete
Y composition performance to explain
performance
Recipient voice  Sincere experience or Fits a bearer accountable to

and correction  deliberate authorial voice a higher source

Reliable costly Sincere reform or strategic Weighs against convenient
conduct sacrifice deliberate imposture

Credible public = Misreporting or tradition = Adds evidence beyond
sign testimony development private experience

These responses have different evidential costs. Sincere reform
explains devotion more naturally than convenient imposture does.
Exceptional ability explains achievement better than an ordinary
author with no relevant skill. Conversely, adding a distinct
unverified psychological mechanism, lost source, and fabrication
process solely when needed weakens a particular reconstruction.
The critic need not prove a complete biography to expose a gap;
the defender cannot infer revelation solely from gaps in that
reconstruction.

The revelation hypothesis also pays its costs openly: an
independently warranted Creator, the intelligibility of divine
communication, and reliable identification of the historical bearer
and message. The case for it is the explanatory connection those
commitments provide across the established evidence. If those
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commitments are rejected, literary excellence alone does not
supply them. If accepted, the same excellence and testimony take
their place within a much more specific communicative
explanation.

The verdict is cumulative. The examined evidence supports taking
the prophetic explanation seriously and accepting it when the
philosophical and historical premises are warranted together. The
shortest honest presentation identifies the strongest established
features, explains their fit with revelation, and answers the actual
rival. It does not turn a failure to disprove revelation into a proof
that revelation occurred.

Fraud and strategic religion

The most credible fraud model proposes a talented organizer who
uses religious authority, selective self-correction, and personal
sacrifice to build a movement. Its advantage over a crude greed
model is its ability to accommodate costly conduct. Its difficulty is
that it must connect that strategy to the actual message, recipient
presentation, and reliable conduct rather than infer intent from
eventual influence alone.

Revelation explains accountability and costly devotion through a
claimant who believes he is commissioned and whose belief is
supported by the message and signs. Fraud explains them through
planned performance. Which account is better depends partly on
the credibility of the conduct reports and the evidence of planning.
The case for revelation gains from trustworthy conduct without
requiring the impossible premise that a strategist can never
sacrifice.

Sincere mistake and unusual experience

The strongest sincere-error model grants honesty and exceptional
capacity. It proposes a mistaken source interpretation of religious
experiences, with the message formed through ordinary cognitive
and cultural resources. This accounts for devotion more naturally
than deliberate fraud. Its main burden is to explain the specific

73



public message and the evidence extending beyond private
experience.

The defender’s positive reply joins the textual performance,
sustained recipient role, reliable witness, and warranted external
signs under an intelligible communicative source. The critic can
weaken this comparison by explaining those features through a
developed ordinary process. A speculative diagnosis is not that
process. Equally, absence of a diagnosis does not deductively
establish revelation. The explanation must be compared at the
level of the actual evidence.

Borrowing and exceptional oral ability

Shared stories do give borrowing a possible field of operation. An
adequate source account distinguishes general inherited motifs
from detailed content, establishes plausible access where it
matters, and explains selection and transformation. Exceptional
oral ability can explain integrated composition; it cannot be
dismissed because no written schooling is demonstrated.

The relevant Qur’anic evidence is consequently the whole
established profile, not a claim that one familiar narrative must be
inaccessible. Literary achievement supplies a performance;
recipient language supplies a source claim; trustworthy conduct
supports testimony; external signs add a different kind of evidence.
Genius is strongest as part of a model explaining their relationship,
not as a label that ends the inquiry.

Satanic deception and other proposed agents

A proposed spirit or extraterrestrial source must possess the
access, capacities, motives, and relationship to the evidence the
model requires. Such an account is not refuted merely because its
agent is unfamiliar. It is weakened when unlimited capacities and
motives are introduced solely to accommodate each observation,
leaving no independent constraint.

The revelation account is also constrained. It requires an
independently supported Creator, an intelligible reason for
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communication, and a commission that the evidence can identify.
A theological argument that a truthful Creator would not decisively
attest falsehood depends on the truthfulness and attestation
premises. Where those are not secured, comparative evidence
must carry the conclusion rather than a declaration that deception
is impossible.

Why the affirmative conclusion is more than a list of
gaps

The revelation hypothesis supplies a common relationship: a
knowing source communicates guidance through a responsible
messenger. That relation connects the text’s authority, the bearer’s
accountability, the proclaimed source, and appropriately
established signs. The account predicts the relevance of these
features together. Its virtue is explanatory connection, not merely
the failure of a named teacher theory.

The best human account has real explanatory resources and
therefore remains the proper comparator. It loses ground where
its specific combination lacks support or explains central features
less naturally. It gains ground if evidence for signs or reliable
reception is overturned. The author’s conclusion is that the
integrated case warrants accepting the prophetic explanation; its
warrant is philosophical and cumulative rather than an invented
numerical probability or a purported deduction from literary
beauty alone.

A concrete comparison with a rival revelation claim

Consider a Christian appeal to the resurrection of Jesus, peace be
upon him. In 1 Corinthians 15:3-8 Paul transmits a death, burial,
resurrection, and appearance claim, including his own claimed
encounter. This is a specific source to investigate, not an absence of
Christian historical evidence. The Catholic account also affirms one
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divine being in three distinct persons, rather than three separately
competing creators.”

Apply the same standards used for Islam. Establish the source,
date, transmission, author’s access, and the relationship among
reported witnesses. An audience number within Paul’s account
does not become that number of independently surviving
testimonies, just as a crowd estimate inside one hadith does not
establish technical mass transmission. Do not use one rule for one
tradition and a different rule for the other.

Then distinguish an event claim from the authority conclusion
attributed to it. Even an established extraordinary event needs an
argument explaining precisely what it authenticates. A claim that
Jesus was a divinely supported messenger and a claim that he
shares divine identity are different propositions. Conversely,
where a rival’s event claim contradicts an authenticated Islamic
assertion, the actual source and interpretive conflict must be
addressed; it cannot be removed by simply describing both as
respect for Jesus.

The Islamic case offers evidence concerning a specific later
commission and text. Once that source is authenticated, Qur’an
5:48 presents the message as confirming and exercising authority
concerning earlier scripture, while 33:40 identifies Muhammad,
peace and blessings be upon him, as the seal of the prophets. The
authority to confirm or correct is a consequence of authentication;
quoting those claims before authentication would only identify
what is being investigated.*®

This provides a real discriminating question: which source and
commission are warranted strongly enough to settle the point

37 Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraphs 253-258, official Vatican text,
https://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG0015/__P17.HTM; 1 Corinthians 15:3-8, King
James Version, https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?
search=1+Corinthians+15%3A3-8&version=K]JV. The discussion distinguishes the
claims of the sources from independent authentication of those claims.

38 Qur’an 5:48 and 33:40, https://quran.com/5/48 and https://quran.com/33/40.
These specify the Islamic authority claim after the source has been authenticated.
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where the claims diverge? Shared monotheism and a shared
prophetic history cannot answer it by themselves. The earlier
chapters supply the positive Islamic evidence; a fuller comparative
study must examine the rival’s strongest source case at matching
depth. This chapter does not pretend that a short doctrinal
objection has independently refuted every Christian resurrection
argument.

The same rule applies to a Jewish appeal to an earlier covenant.
Earlier revelation and a later authentic commission are not
contradictory merely because one is earlier. The specific
contention concerns whether the later claimant is genuinely
authorized and whether the earlier teaching excludes that
authorization. The Islamic conclusion therefore depends on the
evidence for Muhammad’s commission, not on treating age or
community continuity alone as proof of either acceptance or
rejection.

The strongest human account tested as one account

The best rival should not be caricatured as a different conspiracy
for every verse. Take the unified model already introduced: a
sincere reformer understands his experiences through inherited
religious concepts, composes with exceptional ability, lives by the
authority he believes he receives, and becomes the subject of later
sign traditions. This model can explain sincerity, literary
organization, and public correction through one religious identity.
Those features are not impossible under it.

The decisive comparison concerns what must be added to explain
credible external signs. Private source error does not itself explain
an independently transmitted report of public provision. The
model must now maintain that the event was ordinary but
misperceived, that early testimony was mistaken or invented, or
that later attribution created the represented relationships. These
are different historical claims. Chapter 12's access evidence,
transmitter assessments, and pupil-route comparison bear directly
against treating the relevant testimony as unsupported legend.
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This is where the sign evidence has positive discriminating force. If
credible, it supplies something beyond an impressive product and
an honest private conviction. It joins the commission claim to a
reported public event whose practical effects are part of the
testimony. A sincere-error account becomes less adequate when its
source error must coincide with additional errors or invention
sufficient to produce that corroboration. The point is explanatory
fit with established evidence, not a prohibition on combining
human mechanisms.

The revelation account relates those elements through the same
commission: the bearer receives a message, acts under its
authority, and is supported by signs. Its coherence rests on an
independently argued knowing source with reason to
communicate. It therefore supplies a positive relationship between
the elements rather than merely occupying gaps left by a failed
diagnosis.

Why each contributor retains its proper force

Early provenance anchors the object of inquiry and restricts late-
composition accounts. It does not discriminate equally strongly
between early human composition and early revelation. Literary
integration identifies achievement and the message's enacted
authority; its force against human authorship grows within the
whole commission case. Character supports credible testimony and
weakens deliberate fraud. Credible public signs bear more directly
against sincere error without external authentication.

These contributions are complementary. They are not four
equivalent proofs and should not be presented as four
independent statistical multipliers. The strongest inference is
sequential: identify the early message and claimant; assess the
actual performance and recipient role; examine the credibility of
the witness; then test public corroboration. The last stage changes
how the earlier testimony is interpreted, while the earlier stages
identify what the sign is alleged to authenticate.
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The conclusion defended here is that the integrated evidence
warrants accepting revelation. Its strongest discrimination
depends on the source assessment of the signs and the prior
philosophical case. That dependence is the structure of the positive
argument, not a reason to discount its evidence in advance. A critic
who disputes those premises must address them. A mere statement
that sincere people can err does not answer corroborated
testimony.

Better explanation and sufficient warrant

Being better than one weak rival would not be enough. Acceptance
requires an explanation with positive support that survives the
strongest relevant alternatives at the evidence actually established.
The revelation case has that support through the foundation
argument, the fit of communication with rational agency, the
accessible message, credible testimony, and contextual signs. The
strongest human model is tested against those same elements
rather than against an imagined perfect history unavailable to
either side.

No invented percentage is needed. The evaluator should state the
reasons for the verdict and its indispensable premises. If those
premises are accepted, continued suspension cannot be justified
solely by listing unsupported possibilities. If a central transmission
premise is rejected for a documented reason, the resulting
historical case must be reassessed. Proportionate conviction is firm
about the evidence accepted and responsive to evidence that
actually changes it.

Rival religious claims and the point of conflict

The earlier Christian example identifies a genuine competing
source claim. It should neither be erased nor treated as an
automatic defeater. A reported extraordinary appearance, a
resurrection, and the further inference to divine identity are
distinct claims. The same event-to-authority distinction applied to
Islamic signs must be applied there. Likewise, a later claim to
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correct earlier teaching requires independent authentication
rather than mere chronological priority.

The positive Islamic verdict in this booklet rests on the commission
case developed here. Once that case is warranted, its authenticated
teaching has authority at the point of conflict. Before that verdict, a
reader who regards the competing historical case as stronger
should compare the disputed evidence directly. The shared
investigative rule is not indecision: it identifies what evidence
could rationally settle the disagreement. A comprehensive
comparative history would be a separate undertaking; this book
supplies a substantive Islamic case and the method for testing a
competing claim against it.
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14 Authenticated revelation and
rightful authority

The overall case has an intelligible progression. Dependent
existence is grounded in underived reality. The ultimate ground
cannot be another unexplained dependent item. Agency and
sovereignty are then investigated. Historical and textual evidence
addresses whether Muhammad, peace and blessings be upon him,
is a genuine messenger. Once that authority is established, reliably
transmitted revelation supplies knowledge beyond the initial
philosophical inference.

P1. A genuine messenger conveys divine teaching truthfully.
P2. Muhammad is established as a genuine messenger.
C. His authenticated revelation is authoritative.

The second premise is supported by the preceding cumulative
case; the syllogism does not replace it. Preservation and
interpretation remain relevant to identifying the teaching. A
doubtful report or mistaken interpretation does not acquire
certainty merely because it is attached to a true prophetic mission.

Islam's conclusion is worship of Allah alone, moral responsibility,
and preparation for judgment. Worship-worthiness involves
ultimate lordship together with divine perfection. A powerful
being who is itself dependent would not be the ultimate source of
our existence or the final authority sought by the argument. Qur'an
112 and 2:255 express the conception toward which the inquiry
points.*

Resurrection also has two distinct evidential stages. The Creator's
power establishes that restoration is not excluded merely by
ordinary biological processes. Authenticated revelation supplies
the assertion that restoration and judgment will actually occur. A

39 Qurian 112:1-4 and 2:255. See note 2.
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desire for justice is relevant to a worldview's moral coherence, but
does not alone prove a future event.*

The rational conclusion is not that every question has been
answered or every rival can be eliminated by one sentence. It is
that a connected, defensible case supports the Creator and gives
cumulative warrant for the prophetic explanation of the Qur'anic
phenomenon. Each reader should examine the premises and
evidence directly. Responsible conviction remains open to
correction without treating unsupported possibilities as automatic
defeaters.

Three distinctions remain essential after authentication. Establish
which words or report are genuinely transmitted. Establish what
they mean in context. Establish the level of certainty warranted by
that transmission and interpretation. The authority of a true
messenger does not turn every later attribution or reader's
interpretation into revelation.

Apparent conflicts require examination of both sides. An uncertain
reading cannot defeat established evidence merely by being
labeled religious. An uncertain empirical extrapolation cannot
defeat a clear authenticated divine assertion merely by being
labeled scientific. Identify the actual propositions, the evidence,
and the possibility of a mistaken inference before declaring a
contradiction.

Worked example: A report is quoted as a religious obligation, but
its wording or authenticity is uncertain. Verify the report and its
legal interpretation before telling another person that Allah has
obligated it. Respect for revelation includes care in attributing a
command to Him.

Truth and authority require distinct bridges

Two conclusions should be separated. If a message genuinely
communicates the knowledge of a truthful Creator, its assertions

40 Qur’an 36:78-83. Creator power bears on possibility; authenticated teaching
supplies the assertion of future resurrection.
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have a source-based warrant beyond the bearer merely guessing
correctly. If that message also conveys the rightful guidance of the
Creator, its commands make a claim upon conduct. Accuracy and
obligation are related here, but the second is not obtained merely
by repeating the first.

P1. Authenticated revelation conveys the Creator's rightful
guidance.

P2. Rightful guidance ought to be followed.
C. Authenticated revelation ought to be followed.

The second premise states the practical connection. The first
carries the substantive burden: establish the source, the
communication, and the authority attributed to that source. The
historical case addresses whether the bearer is commissioned. The
broader conception being tested concerns a knowing and wise
Creator who calls creatures to truth and justice. A display of
unusual power alone would not supply this moral authority.

Why does ultimate lordship matter? An ultimate Creator is the
source of the capacities and goods through which responsible life
is possible. This gives gratitude, recognition, and attention to His
guidance a rational basis. It also explains why the authority under
inquiry differs from a powerful creature demanding submission. A
creature can supply a benefit while remaining fallible, dependent,
and limited in its rights over another person. The Creator claim
concerns the ultimate source and a claim to perfect guidance
together.

The objection from unwanted benefits is therefore relevant but
incomplete. Receiving a gift from a person does not grant that
person unrestricted authority. The argument does not infer
unlimited human ownership from benefaction. It joins ultimate
lordship with knowledge, wisdom, and the justice of the guidance.
If those attributes were not established or warranted through the
authenticated message, bare productive power would not finish
the case for worship-worthiness.

The epistemic order remains clear. Investigate a truthful
commission through the independently assessable philosophical,
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textual, and historical case. Then identify what the reliably
transmitted message actually teaches. Its teaching can extend
knowledge of divine attributes without being the sole evidence
used to authenticate itself. A passage of revelation and a disputed
interpretation of that passage still require separate judgments.

Worked example: someone argues that because Allah created us,
every instruction attributed to a religious speaker must be obeyed.
That inference fails at attribution. The source's authority does not
authenticate every human report or interpretation. The correct
response preserves the Creator's authority while checking whether
the particular instruction genuinely conveys it. This is why
responsible obedience includes source criticism and informed
interpretation.

The affirmative cumulative conclusion

The case can now be stated without hiding its decisive premise in
the word miracle.

P1. Revelation has positive support across the evidence.

P2. The strongest supported rivals explain it less adequately.
P3. That support is sufficient for rational acceptance.

C. Accepting revelation is warranted.

Premise one has independent motivation in the preceding case for
a knowing Creator who could communicate. It then connects the
transmitted message, the recipient pattern, the claimant's conduct,
and the signs through a public commission. It does not begin by
assuming the Qur'an is divine and use that assumption as its only
proof.

Premise three makes the acceptance threshold explicit. A marginal
victory over a poorly developed rival would not suffice; the
preceding chapters must supply a substantial positive case. The
reasoning is a defended explanatory judgment, not a deduction of
historical truth from explanatory elegance alone.

Premise two is comparative. Deliberate fraud faces the
combination of costly commitment, enduring self-subordination,
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and conduct resisting easy supernatural self-glorification. Sincere
mistake can explain honest conviction but still must explain why
the public message and associated evidence take this specific form.
Borrowing can explain shared inherited content but needs an
evidenced route and an adequate account of transformation and
claimed reception. Genius names a capacity, not a complete
explanation of every further feature.

The evidence is not treated as statistically independent. Corrective
passages and the recipient presentation belong to the same text;
they should be grouped as related evidence. Several books
preserving one hadith do not become several unrelated witnesses.
Grouping related material avoids exaggeration while preserving its
real contribution.

Evidence group | Positive contribution Main question it answers

Early text and .

¥ Anchors the object and . N
public . What are we investigating

. claim
proclamation
Composition .
. Fits a coherent conveyed . .
and recipient What requires explanation
. message

presentation

Character and Supports reliable sincere

. Is deliberate fraud adequate
costly conduct testimony

Transmitted Adds contextual

. .. Is sincerity the whole case
public signs authentication

The conclusion is strongest when the groups are considered
together. Each group narrows the remaining explanations, and the
revelation account relates the groups through the same source and
commission. An alternative gains weight by accounting for that
relation with evidence, not merely by supplying a fresh speculative
mechanism for each difficulty.

The argument supports rational acceptance through its defended
philosophical and historical premises; its conclusion does not
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require every premise to be analytically indisputable. It would
weaken materially if the recipient pattern proved misread, reliable
conduct reports were overturned, or a historically supported
human-source account explained the combined evidence better.
Identifying those possibilities makes the conclusion accountable to
evidence; their mere logical availability does not neutralize the
present case.

The resulting authority inference is therefore substantive: the
Creator case makes revelation possible and intelligible; historical
and textual evidence supports this prophetic commission;
authenticated teaching can then serve as divine guidance. The
syllogism about authority records that result rather than
substituting for the evidence.

Testing which conclusions survive a weaker premise

The cumulative case should survive scrutiny rather than require
every supporting item to have equal strength. If the physical-sign
reports are set aside, the dependence argument and early textual
evidence remain; the authorship comparison loses an external
strand and must be assessed through the text and independently
reliable conduct evidence. Its confidence should be recalibrated,
not declared automatically unchanged.

If literary analysis establishes integrated excellence but not
inimitability, the performance remains part of the evidence. The
argument must then use the cumulative authorship comparison
rather than the stronger premise that no human production is
possible. If the grounding principle is rejected, the textual and
historical observations remain historical observations, but this
booklet's route from them to divine communication lacks its
philosophical foundation. These dependencies identify the actual
structure of the case.

Conversely, uncertainty about one crowd estimate does not
undermine manuscript dating, and a dispute about an absolute
cosmic beginning does not answer present dependence. Rational
confidence depends on which premise bears which conclusion.
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Neither a weak supporting detail nor a strong supporting detail

should be allowed to determine the status of every other argument.

The evidence record completed

Established

consideration

What it contributes

What it does not establish
alone

Dependent
actuality and its
grounding

Contrastive
explanatory
principle

Intelligible
enabling order

Sovereignty and
explanatory
economy

Early text and
dated
proclamation

Composition
and recipient
relation

Reliable conduct
and signs

An underived explanatory

source

The modal bridge to
necessity

Positive support for
agency

One ultimate source

Historical access to claim
and message

A specific communicative
phenomenon

Credibility and contextual
authentication

Every divine attribute

Knowledge and will without
further reasoning

A numerical probability of
design

A complete refutation of
every model of persons

Divine authorship merely
from age

Human inability from one
example

The infallibility of every
later attribution

The conclusion uses these contributions at their actual scope. Its
first part argues toward the source; its second identifies an early
public claim; its third compares explanations of messenger and
message; its final part draws the authority consequence. A source
can be examined before it is accepted as authoritative, which is
how the argument avoids assuming its final conclusion as its first

premise.
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A positive verdict without inflated certainty

The evidence supports a definite sequence of conclusions. Received
actuality gives reason for an underived ground. The modal
argument, with its defended explanatory principle, gives reason
for necessity. Intelligible order supports knowing agency, and
sovereignty with explanatory economy supports one ultimate
source. The historical inquiry then identifies a public claimant and
a transmitted message. Composition, reception, credible conduct,
and public signs converge on a genuine commission. Once that
commission is established, authenticated teaching carries its
source's authority.

Each conclusion has reasons the reader can inspect. The existence
of objections does not suspend those reasons automatically. A
successful objection must show a defect in a premise, inference,
attribution, or explanatory comparison that matters to the verdict.
This is why acknowledging the logical limits of one contributor
does not weaken the cumulative case by itself. It prevents an
exaggerated claim from obscuring the contribution that the
evidence actually makes.
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15 Objections suffering hiddenness
and apparent conflict

Omnipotence concerns genuinely possible acts. A description that
combines unrestricted power with an intrinsic inability under the
same description fails to specify a coherent task. The familiar stone
paradox therefore requires analysis of the proposed task before it
becomes an objection to power.

Wisdom and suffering raise a different issue. A logical evil
argument alleges strict inconsistency. An evidential argument says
that observed suffering is less expected under a good and powerful
Creator. A person in grief may be asking for help rather than either
argument. Accurate reasoning and mercy both require recognizing
the difference.

A possible morally sufficient reason can defeat a strict
inconsistency claim without identifying the actual reason for a
particular event. A response to evidential suffering must do more:
consider what evidence supports the divine attributes, how much
humans can infer about the whole moral history, and what
authenticated revelation teaches about judgment and recompense.

The affirmative Islamic answer is an integrated moral account.
Earthly life includes responsible action, vulnerability, and trials;
death does not close the ledger; wrongdoing will be judged;
suffering does not establish that its victim is rejected by Allah. This
account has explanatory significance once its revelation is
independently warranted. The afterlife is not an auxiliary story
invented solely to rescue a challenged argument.*

Freedom from need also matters. Allah does not gain a personal

deficiency's repair through human pain. Yet removing need does
not answer every question about justice. The lesson's distinction

between motive and wisdom is useful against the wrong

41 Qur’an 67:2; 2:155-157; 4:40. These are contributions of the Islamic revelatory
account after authentication, not independent historical proofs that final
recompense has occurred.
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conception of a needy deity, while the moral objection still
deserves a direct response.

Exercise: State what a possibility defense achieves. Then describe
what further evidence an evidential defense needs. Give a
separate, humane response to a grieving person.

Worked response to grief: Begin by listening and offering practical
help. If the person asks for the intellectual explanation, explain the
distinction between God's existence, the moral question, and the
Islamic teaching about final justice. Do not demand an immediate
philosophical conversation as the price of compassion.

Use the method on the question who created the necessary Creator.
If the argument has established an underived source, the demand
for a further producer negates the conclusion under discussion.
The relevant reply is to explain why received and underived
existence are distinguished. Merely insisting on a preferred
definition would leave the objection unanswered.

The stone paradox needs a careful answer. It can be reformulated
without assuming muscles or a skeleton: can unlimited power
make an object that unlimited power cannot move? The apparent
task combines incompatible descriptions. Omnipotence concerns
every genuinely possible act; a contradiction is not an unusually
difficult act awaiting a larger quantity of power.

P1. Unlimited power extends to every possible created outcome.

P2. An outcome intrinsically beyond that power contradicts that
description.

C. The proposed stone does not specify a possible outcome.

This also clarifies whether necessary existence could end. To say
that necessary existence becomes nonexistent is to withdraw the
necessity already established. A critic may challenge the original
proof of necessity; the request for a contradictory transition does
not independently refute it.

Do not misuse the strategy to evade fair questions. A request for
evidence is not loaded merely because answering it is demanding.
Identify the exact false presupposition, defend the correction, and
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answer the reasonable version of the concern. Criticism of a
genuine moral or historical claim needs evidence rather than a
label.

Practice: Write a hostile question in two forms, one with a false
presupposition and one that fairly challenges your argument.
Answer both. Give a reason for rejecting an assumption instead of
describing the questioner's motives.

Divine hiddenness and uneven access

The hiddenness objection asks why a good Creator would allow
sincere people to lack warranted belief or a felt relationship with
Him. The objection concerns the distribution of access, not merely
the logical possibility of revelation. Responding that evidence
exists somewhere does not establish that every person has
encountered or understood it.

The affirmative answer distinguishes public warrant from
immediate psychological certainty. A message can be publicly
investigable without being equally available to every individual at
every moment. Responsible inquiry, testimony, teaching, and
freedom from coercion can be part of a meaningful relationship
with guidance. These considerations show how mediated access
can have value; they do not prove that every instance of nonbelief
is culpable.

Qur’an 17:15 connects punishment with the sending of a
messenger. The Islamic conception therefore contains a principle
relevant to access rather than requiring us to declare every
uninformed person blameworthy. Detailed judgments about an
individual’s understanding belong to a further inquiry; they are
not supplied by counting religious affiliation.*

The evidential objection remains serious when the critic argues
that access is too uneven for the proposed purpose. Its force must
be weighed against the positive philosophical and historical

42 Qur’an 17:15, https://quran.com/17/15. The text’s principle concerning sending a
messenger is distinguished from final judgments about named individuals.
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evidence and the account of just accountability. A possible reason
answers a strict inconsistency claim more readily than it answers a
comparative expectation claim. That distinction preserves the
strongest form of the objection and the actual scope of the reply.

A contradiction claim must specify the propositions

Two statements contradict only when they affirm and deny the
same proposition in the same relevant respect. Different speakers,
conditions, scopes, or stages can explain an apparent conflict, but
those distinctions need textual support. A harmonization invented
without support is no better than an allegation that ignores
context.

The practical procedure is to quote the actual passages, establish
their transmission, identify the relevant meanings, and reconstruct
the alleged contradiction in precise statements. Then examine
whether the context licenses a distinction. If an interpretation
creates a conflict with better-established evidence, reconsider the
interpretation. If a genuine contradiction in an indispensable claim
were established, the verdict would need revision; sincerity and
aesthetics would not remove it.

Science and revelation

A scientific process explains how outcomes occur under specified
conditions. It does not entail that those conditions are ultimately
independent. This is why successful evolutionary or cosmological
research cannot be treated as a direct refutation of grounding.
Conversely, a grounding argument cannot determine a genetic
history or replace a scientific model’s calculations.

When a revealed claim is said to concern empirical history,
identify the exact assertion and its interpretive warrant. The
traditional understanding of Qur’an 3:59 treats Adam’s creation as
exceptional; that is a theological claim, not an independently
demonstrated result of population genetics. The existence of a
Creator makes an exception possible; authentication and
interpretation provide the asserted warrant for occurrence. A
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detailed reconciliation must engage the actual scientific evidence
rather than announce that naming a miracle has settled it.*

Moral objections after authentication

Authenticate the particular attribution before defending it. Then
identify the command’s meaning, context, relevant conditions, and
the moral premise of the objection. An unjust practice by a
believer does not automatically establish a divine command, and a
sacred label does not make every interpretation sound.

A general appeal to divine wisdom cannot replace examination of
a concrete allegation. Equally, an unsupported allegation about a
text cannot automatically cancel independent evidence for its
source. The investigation proceeds through the actual evidence on
both sides. The moral account defended in chapter 6 supplies a
principled expectation of truthful and just guidance, not a
permission to redefine any conduct as good without explanation.

A developed response to evidential suffering

The strongest suffering objection concerns apparently pointless
suffering, not merely the existence of discomfort. Its force depends
on an expectation: a good and powerful Creator would prevent
suffering of this kind unless sufficient reasons justified allowing it.
The Islamic response accepts the need for sufficient reasons and
disputes the move from no reason visible to us to no sufficient
reason within the full moral history.

The positive response has three connected parts. First, stable
embodied agency carries real consequences. A world in which
choices affect others, natural processes remain dependable, and
creatures can help or harm is different from a sequence of
experiences whose serious consequences are always cancelled.
Such agency makes responsibility, protection, courage, learning,
and care actual possibilities. These goods explain why a morally

43 Qur’an 3:59, https://quran.com/3/59. The traditional exceptional-creation
reading is a theological interpretation and is not represented as a genetic result.
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significant life may include vulnerability. They are not a claim that
every observed suffering is needed for one of them.

Second, the moral evaluation must include what the worldview
actually predicts. Islam presents earthly life as a trial rather than a
completed distribution of deserts. It also affirms judgment and the
absence of ultimate injustice. If independently authenticated, that
account gives positive reason to reject the assumption that death
fixes the victim's final condition. Qur’an 67:2 and 4:40 belong to
that integrated account.*

Third, limited access to the whole history affects the strength of
negative inference. We can often recognize immediate wrongs and
obligations to prevent harm without knowing every reason
relevant to divine permission. The distinction concerns different
agents and responsibilities. A person witnessing abuse should
intervene where able; lack of the Creator's complete perspective is
not permission to tolerate wrongdoing.

The critic replies that an all-powerful Creator could realize the
goods through less suffering. That is a serious comparative claim.
The reply is that power concerns coherent alternatives, while an
alternative preserving all the relevant goods, agency, relationships,
and final justice has not been established merely by imagining the
removal of one painful event. Local imaginability does not supply a
complete superior world. Conversely, the defender should not
announce that this is the only or best possible world without an
argument.

The resulting defense is substantive: responsible embodied life
supplies identifiable goods associated with vulnerability;
independently warranted revelation supplies a larger moral
horizon; and our limited perspective restricts claims that
permission is pointless. This undercuts a confident inference to
divine indifference without pretending to identify the particular
purpose of every tragedy. Suffering remains counterevidence to

44 Qur’an 67:2 and 4:40, https://quran.com/67/2 and https://quran.com/4/40, Arabic
wording checked October 30, 2026. These passages identify the moral account
considered after authentication.
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weigh, but it does not acquire unlimited force merely because no
particular hidden reason can be named.

Why compensation does not excuse cruelty

Making a victim's eventual condition good is not, by itself,
sufficient justification for causing any harm. A human wrongdoer
cannot purchase permission to abuse by promising compensation.
The Islamic account therefore requires more than eventual
repayment: wise permission within a morally significant history
and justice for the affected person. Compensation addresses the
victim's final loss; it does not erase the wrongdoer's culpability or
supply all reasons for permission.

This distinction answers an important objection without sacrificing
the affirmative case. The afterlife is relevant because it changes the
proposed total history, not because future happiness magically
turns every prior action into a good act. Moral responsibility
remains real. The same revelation that places suffering within
judgment also obligates justice and care.

Hiddenness as a comparative objection

A perfectly good source need not maximize the immediacy or
emotional intensity of every person's belief. Mediation through
testimony, inquiry, and teachers can be consistent with
responsible relationships. Publicly accessible guidance can also
differ from a continuous private experience of the divine. These
distinctions identify coherent goods; they do not establish that
every absence of belief results from resistance.

The stronger critic grants those distinctions and asks about sincere
people who lack adequate access despite seeking truth. The Islamic
response includes just accountability proportioned to actual access,
expressed in the principle associated with Qur’an 17:15. Lack of
equal exposure is not therefore equivalent to arbitrary
condemnation. The objection must address the actual account
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rather than a system in which every uninformed person is
punished simply for a label.*

Public evidence also matters positively. The argument developed
in this book is available for shared investigation: grounding, an
accessible text, material witnesses, transmitted claims, and source
criticism. A person's difficulty assessing that evidence deserves
attention, but does not show that there is no evidence. Hiddenness
is strongest where it argues that the distribution of access is less
expected under the proposed divine purpose. It should be weighed
at that level against the evidence for the source and message.

The response therefore combines public warrant, the possible
value of mediated inquiry, and just treatment of limited access.
Those considerations make uneven access compatible with the
proposed relationship and reduce the force of the claim that it
establishes divine indifference. They do not prove that every life
history has been explained. The rational issue is the balance of the
actual case, not whether every difficulty can be resolved in
isolation before any evidence is credited.

A worked alleged contradiction about intercession

Qur’an 2:48 warns of a day when intercession is not accepted.
Qur’an 2:255 denies that anyone intercedes before Allah except
with His permission. Qur’an 20:109 explicitly joins the denial of
beneficial intercession to an exception involving divine permission
and approved speech. Read together, the texts distinguish an
intercession on which people presume they can rely from
intercession authorized by the Judge.*

The alleged contradiction requires two propositions: no
intercession of any kind can ever benefit anyone; some permitted
intercession can benefit someone. The second is expressed by the
qualifying passages. The first adds an unrestricted scope that must

45 Qur’an 17:15, https://quran. See note 42.

46 Qur’an 2:48, 2:255, and 20:109, https://quran.com/2/48; https://quran.com/2/255;
https://quran.com/20/109. Arabic texts checked October 30, 2026. The scope
comparison is the author’s argument.
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be defended in light of those same passages. Reading the general
warning with the explicit qualification supplies a textually
motivated distinction, not a condition invented without textual
support.

The result is a concrete reply: the denial of an independently
effective or presumptively available rescue is consistent with an
exception subject to divine permission. This does not settle every
interpretive question about the beneficiaries. It does show why the
displayed passages do not establish the asserted logical
contradiction. The qualification has evidential weight because it is
in the text.

A rule for moral and scientific challenges

For a concrete moral allegation, identify the actual teaching,
authenticate its source, establish its conditions, and state the moral
reason offered against it. Then assess both the teaching and the
objection. This gives a serious criticism a hearing without letting
an unsupported paraphrase replace the object being judged. The
same method applies to an empirical challenge: identify the
asserted historical claim and compare it with the evidence actually
bearing on it.

The existence of a Creator supports the possibility of an
exceptional act. It does not turn a weak report into a strong one or
refute a scientific finding by assertion. Conversely, a scientific
model of ordinary processes does not establish that every
exceptional act is impossible. Respecting both distinctions
preserves positive philosophical and historical evidence while
requiring real engagement with the alleged conflict.
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16 A complete presentation and a
responsible life

The final presentation connects the arguments already defended. It
can be shortened for a conversation, but the full evidence remains
available for inspection. The aim is an intelligible conclusion
whose premises a listener can question.

The worked presentation

Some realities have their actuality through conditions they do not
supply independently. A wholly derivative explanation can
transmit the grounding requirement without completing it. An
underived foundation supplies what the dependent order
presupposes. Applying the contrastive explanatory principle to
contingent existence gives the further reason for necessity: a
merely contingent foundation would leave the same actuality-
versus-absence question unresolved at the stopping point.

Knowledgeable agency then has a positive connection with the
intelligible order enabling conscious and rational life. A necessary
impersonal structure, a stochastic capacity, or a multiverse must
be evaluated through the structure and explanatory resources
actually supported. A mechanism may explain a local process
while remaining dependent. The case favors a knowing source
through explanatory connection, not through opposition to science.

Unrestricted ultimate sovereignty cannot be divided into mutually
conditioning unrestricted determinations. A necessarily agreeing
duplicate does not add an evidenced explanatory role. One
adequate ultimate source, together with the authenticated
teaching, supports the Islamic conception of Allah alone. Relevant
perfection and rightful guidance supply the grounds for worship
beyond mere productive power.

This Creator account makes communication a motivated
possibility. The early Qur’anic witnesses and dated proclamation
establish a public historical object. The compositional cases
demonstrate integrated meaning; the recipient passages present a
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bearer answerable to the message; the conduct reports support
trustworthy and costly testimony; and the sign dossier adds a
distinct historical strand. Those contributions are grouped rather
than counted repeatedly as independent proof.

The strongest composite human account can explain several
features individually. The revelation account connects them
through a source already motivated by the philosophical case and
a commission whose public content can be examined. The
supported combination warrants accepting Muhammad, peace and
blessings be upon him, as a messenger and the Qur’an as
revelation. Once its source and commission are authenticated,
genuine teaching has divine evidential and practical authority.

The practical conclusion is worship of Allah alone, truthful
conduct, repentance, learning, and responsible care for others.
Accountability is not exhausted by present reputation or success.
Acknowledging the case concerns how one lives as well as what
one says.

What to say when challenged

If asked who created God, explain the distinction between received
and underived existence and defend the argument that reaches the
latter. If asked whether a necessary physical foundation is
possible, examine the actual proposal rather than repeat a label. If
asked whether sincerity proves revelation, explain its contribution
against fraud and the additional work of competence, content,
corroboration, and signs.

If asked whether genius explains the Qur’an, grant the relevance of
exceptional ability and compare the full established profile. If
challenged about one report, assess that report’s source and role
without treating every other contribution as unchanged or
destroyed. If asked about another religion, represent its strongest
source and authority claim before comparing it at the point of
disagreement.
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A respectful conversation

Ask what the other person presently believes and what supports it.
Restate the view fairly. Identify the actual disputed premise. Offer
one argument or a concrete evidence study at an appropriate
depth. Ask where the person disagrees. Address that issue, or
identify the further study it requires. Summarize the common
ground and a proportionate next step.

Do not infer insincerity from disagreement. A painful experience
can affect someone’s access to a discussion without determining
the truth of its propositions. Listen to the experience and examine
the argument. Pressure may produce assent without
understanding; the method seeks warranted conviction.

Daily responsibility

The Qur’an’s teaching about the disclosure of deeds gives conduct a
horizon beyond immediate reward. A daily review can ask which
duty was fulfilled, which harm needs repair, and which blessing
can be used well tomorrow. Hope should energize correction,
while fear restrains wrongdoing without replacing hope with
despair.”’

Repair should concern the actual wrong. A person who circulated
an unsupported accusation should stop repeating it and take
appropriate steps to correct the harm. An impressive optional
activity does not erase another person’s right. Learning, worship,
and justice belong to the same responsible life.

Final assessment exercise

Present the case in ten minutes: defend grounding, explain agency
and sovereignty, show one actual evidence study, and complete the
authority inference. Answer the strongest objection. Assess
accuracy, validity, premise defenses, concrete evidence, and fair
comparison. Correct fabricated sources, circularity, or double
counting before awarding a score.

47 Qur’an 99:6-8 and 39:53. Accountability and hope are drawn from the
authenticated teaching rather than from a desire for justice alone.

100



A concise answer with the evidential bridge visible

Question: Why should I accept revelation rather than a sincere
human religious movement?

Answer: Sincerity is part of the case, not the whole of it. The early
message gives us a public object to examine. Its composition and
recipient pattern identify a sustained claim to authoritative
communication. Credible conduct supports the bearer as a
responsible witness. The public-sign dossier supplies testimony
beyond private conviction, supported by access relationships,
critical notices, and corroborating routes. A sincere-error account
explains conviction, but must additionally explain that
corroboration. Revelation relates those features through a
commission from the knowing source for which the philosophical
argument has already supplied reasons.

Follow-up: Is every detail equally certain?

Answer: No. Exact crowd estimates and the relation among
occasions require more care than the central claim preserved
across the selected reports. The conclusion rests on the actual
strength and convergence of the evidence, not on pretending every
detail has identical status. A challenge to one number should be
answered at that level; a challenge to a central route deserves a
source-level reply. Neither should be enlarged beyond what it
establishes.

This answer communicates the positive case before discussing its
boundaries. It gives the listener concrete points to investigate and
a reason for the conclusion. The aim is confidence supported by
reasons, with objections answered where they actually meet those
reasons.
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Appendix A The evidence and
dependency record

Dependency or

Claim Support developed here

vulnerability
An underived Received actuality and The grounding principle
source exists complete grounding must be defended
The source is Contrastive explanation of A brute contingent terminus
necessary contingent existence rejects that principle
Agency is A better-supported

Intelligibility and ends in

positively . impersonal account would
the enabling order .

supported alter the comparison

One ultimate .

source is Sovereignty and Does not alone refute every
explanatory econom necessary plurality model

warranted P Y Y yP Y

An earl . . .

s .y . Material witnesses and Does not independently

Qur’anic object . . L .

copying ancestry establish divine authorship

is available

The prophetic
explanation is

Sensitive to the reliability

Composition, recipient .
P P and comparative fit of those

pattern, conduct, signs

warranted groups
Authenticated . Requires accurate
. Truthfulness, commission, .
teaching has . . attribution and
and rightful guidance

authority interpretation

If the grounding premise is rejected, the historical observations
remain but this book’s route to a divine source loses a foundation.
If one optional report is rejected, the independent text evidence
remains but the external-sign contribution decreases. If a literary
demonstration shows integrated excellence without universal
inimitability, the case proceeds through comparative authorship
rather than pretending the stronger premise has been secured.
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Appendix B Glossary

Adequate ground: An explanation sufficient for the explanatory
task at issue; it need not make every alternative logically
impossible.

Authentication: Establishing that a messenger or teaching has the
source and standing attributed to it.

Contingent: Able not to exist. This differs from being observed to
change or having a temporal beginning.

Countermodel: A coherent case satisfying an argument’s premises
while falsifying its proposed conclusion.

Cumulative case: A connected use of evidence groups, with
dependencies and overlap recorded.

Dependent: Receiving existence or relevant actuality through
conditions not supplied independently.

Divine attestation: A warranted connection between an
established sign and truthful divine commission.

Independent or underived: Not receiving existence from a
further ground. Necessity requires the additional modal argument.

Inference to the best explanation: A comparative judgment
concerning which account explains the established evidence most
adequately.

Necessary existence: Existence whose absence is impossible.

Recipient pattern: The textual presentation of a bearer receiving
and obeying the message, including instruction and correction.

Rasm: The consonantal written form relevant to the study of early
Qur’anic manuscripts; it is not identical to every later marking or
recited reading.

Tawatur: Mass transmission meeting conditions excluding
relevant coordination and common error; an audience number
inside one report is not alone a demonstration of it.

Worship: Ultimate devotion involving recognition, gratitude, love,
humility, trust, and allegiance to the rightful divine source.
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Sources and further study

Primary evidence and original research

Al-Mizzi, Jamal al-Din. Tahdhib al-Kamal fi Asma al-Rijal. Entry
366, Ishaq ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Abi Talhah, 2:445-446. Arabic text
consulted in Islamweb’s digital library.

Al-Bukhari, Muhammad ibn Isma‘il. Sahih al-Bukhari. Reports 3, 7,
1043, 3572, 3573, 3576, and 4837. Arabic collection texts consulted
through Sunnah.com. Individual notes identify the relevant reports
and the precise evidential role.

Ashmolean Museum. Heberden Coin Room. Islamic coin HCR6573.
Gold dinar dated 77 AH. https://hcr.ashmus.ox.ac.uk/coin/hcr6573.

Malik ibn Anas. Al-Muwatta. Book of Purity, English numbering
2.33 and Arabic numbering 2.63. https://sunnah.com/urn/500630.

Muslim ibn al-Hajjaj. Sahih Muslim. Book of Virtues, report 2279a.
https://sunnah.com/muslim:2279a.

The Qur’an. References identify chapter and verse. Arabic wording
and relevant context checked through Quran.com. English
explanations and controlled paraphrases are the author’s.

University of Birmingham. Cadbury Research Library. “Frequently
Asked Questions.” Birmingham Qur’an Manuscript.
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/facilities/cadbury/birmingham-
quran-mingana-collection/birmingham-quran/fags.

Van Putten, Marijn. “The Grace of God as Evidence for a Written
Uthmanic Archetype: The Importance of Shared Orthographic
Idiosyncrasies.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 82, no. 2 (2019): 271-288.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X19000338.

Background study and teaching sources

Abu Muhamed Alee. The Search for Truth: A Rational Case for
Islam - Evidence, Explanation, and the GORAP Method.
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Unpublished teaching manuscript, saved revision 6, 2026. The
present work develops its architecture and worship and revelation
discussions.

Abu Muhamed Alee. The Search for Truth Beginner Edition.
Unpublished teaching adaptation, saved revision 3, 2026.

Why Islam Is True. Revised independent study companion, saved
revision 4, 2026. Its premise defenses, literary analyses, and
authentication discussions have been adapted into the integrated
argument. The companion critically engages the twenty-chapter
course associated with Hamza Karamali; its editorial reasoning is
not an official course transcript or an endorsement by the course
provider.

Sadeghi, Behnam, and Mohsen Goudarzi. “Sanaa 1 and the Origins
of the Qur’an.” Der Islam 87, nos. 1-2 (2012): 1-129.
https://doi.org/10.1515/islam-2011-0025. Listed for the fuller edited
witness; the limited contrast used here is checked through Van
Putten’s discussion.

How to check a source

Open the cited passage and verify the proposition attributed to it.
Distinguish the primary text from the author’s inference. For
manuscripts, check the dated object and the scope of the dating
method. For hadith, inspect the Arabic report and chain, then
examine the relevant transmitter criticism and relationships for a
fuller authentication. For philosophical arguments, identify the
disputed premise and determine whether the proposed reply
answers that premise.

Additional source checks in this revision

Al-Mizzi, Jamal al-Din, may Allah have mercy on him. Tahdhib al-
Kamal fi Asma al-Rijal. Entry 811, Thabit ibn Aslam al-Bunani,
4:342-349; entry 5728, Malik ibn Anas, 27:92-120. Arabic digital
text in Islamweb. These entries support the specified access and
critical-appraisal claims.
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Al-Qa'nabi biographical dossier. Arabic notices attributed to al-
Bukhari, Ibn Ma‘in, and other critics, reproduced with the entry for
‘Abd Allah ibn Maslamah on Sunnah.com, narrator 5085.
https://sunnah.com/narrator/5085. Consulted as reproduced
historical notices rather than as modern independent eyewitness
evidence.

The philosophical premise defenses and the fuller literary controls
are original reconstructions in this booklet. Their force should be
judged by the reasons stated. Citation of a historical or religious
source does not transfer that source's authority to an unrelated
philosophical inference.
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