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English Version

Methodological Note

This is Paper 4 in the series 'Reading the Quran from Within." Its sole methodology is internal
induction: examining every Quranic usage of every term before drawing any conclusion, without
treating classical commentary as a primary authority. This paper builds directly on Paper 3, which
established through 1,158 occurrences that al-bashar, al-riih, al-insan, and al-nafs are functionally
distinct terms occupying non-interchangeable semantic fields.

Abstract

This paper takes as its starting point the finding of Paper 3: that al-bashar, al-insan, and al-nafs are
not synonyms but terms occupying distinct functional fields. The next logical step is to ask
whether this linguistic distinction reflects an ontological framework within the text itself.

The paper demonstrates through textual induction that the Quran describes human existence in
three independent creations (nash'at), each carrying its own Quranic term: the First Creation (al-
bashar) — the material-biological entity; the Second Creation (al-insan) — the birth of
consciousness, moral agency, and accountability; and the Final Creation (al-nafs) — the stage of
complete realization of the accumulated choices made in the second creation.

The paper further demonstrates that classical commentary perceived these stages but reduced the
middle one to a biological event (the insufflation of the riih into the fetus) rather than treating it as
an ontologically independent creation. This reduction produces a functional void in understanding
the divine message that can be precisely identified.

I. Introduction: From Linguistic Distinction to Ontological Framework

Paper 3 of this series established through a complete inductive survey of 1,158 Quranic
occurrences that the four terms (al-bashar, al-riih, al-insan, al-nafs) occupy distinct functional
fields that cannot be substituted for one another. Three types of evidence supported this finding:
the complete absence of cognitive verbs in all 28 occurrences of al-bashar; the complete absence
of direct address to al-bashar anywhere in the Quranic text; and the failure of the substitution test
across contexts of moral obligation and judgment.

The question this paper raises: does this linguistic distinction reflect an ontological structure in the
text itself, or is it merely a stylistic variation?

The answer the paper advances: the linguistic distinction reflects a tripartite ontological
framework built on independent Quranic terms, and when this framework is discovered it
fundamentally re-reads the meaning of the divine message.

Il. The Tripartite Framework — Textual Evidence

A. The First Creation — al-Bashar

The central evidence in Siirat al-Mu'mintin (23:12-14) describes the biological stages of material
development: clay, sperm-drop, clot, lump, bones, flesh. These are all stages of biological
evolution of the material entity. The negative evidence from Paper 3 is decisive: across all 28
occurrences of al-bashar in the Quran, not a single cognitive verb (knew, understood, reasoned,
reflected) appears in collocation, and there is no direct address to al-bashar anywhere in the text.



B. The Second Creation — al-Insan

The pivotal evidence is Q. 23:14: 'Then We produced him as another creation — so blessed is
Allah, the best of creators.' The Arabic thumma here marks a qualitative transition, not merely a
temporal continuation. Ansha'nahu khalgan akhar — the verb insha' in Arabic denotes the
production of something genuinely new, not an addition to an existing entity. And akhar means
qualitatively other in kind, not merely later in time.

The foundational moment is Q. 15:29: 'So when I have proportioned him and breathed into him of
My spirit, then fall down to him in prostration.' The sequence is precise: sawwaytuhu (completion
of the material form) — nafakhtu fthi min rithi (the moment of transition to a new creation) —
prostration immediately following. The prostration is textual evidence that something
ontologically significant has changed that warrants this honor.

The nature of al-rtih is clarified in Q. 17:85: 'And they ask you about the spirit. Say: the spirit is
from the command of my Lord." The Quran does not explicitly link al-rih to biological life or
death — that function belongs to al-nafs (Q. 39:42: 'Allah takes the souls at the time of their
death’). Al-raih is thus the source of consciousness, not the source of biological life.

The functional signature of the Second Creation appears in Q. 2:31: 'And He taught Adam the
names of all things.' Naming = the capacity for classification, concept formation, and symbolic
thought. The angels failed because this capacity belongs specifically to the Second Creation. This
is the functional marker that distinguishes al-insan from al-bashar: the entity capable of naming,
choosing, and being held accountable.

C. The Final Creation — al-Nafs

Q. 29:20 names the third stage explicitly: 'Say: travel through the earth and observe how He began
creation. Then Allah will produce the final creation (al-nash'a al-akhira).' The linguistic distinction
is decisive: al-ukhra (the other) in Q. 53:47 means qualitatively different in kind; al-akhira in Q.
29:20 means the final stage, both temporally and ontologically.

The nature of al-nafs in this stage is defined by Q. 81:14 and Q. 53:39-41: 'A soul will know what
it has brought forward' and ‘there is not for man except that for which he strived — and that his
effort is going to be seen — then he will be recompensed for it with the fullest recompense.' The
nafs is the agent (it brought forward, it strived) — what it is accountable for is what it accumulated
through the choices of the Second Creation, not what was imposed on it in the First Creation.

I11. What Classical Commentary Saw — and Did Not Reach

The paper establishes from four primary sources that classical exegesis perceived a transition in Q.
23:14 but did not construct an independent ontological framework from it:

Al-Tabar recorded a dispute between two interpretations (insufflation of the spirit vs. biological
growth stages) without asking about the functional significance of either in the structure of moral
accountability.

Al-Razi came closest — describing the transition with precision (‘from inanimate to articulate and
perceiving’) — but did not make it an independent creation with its own term and function in the
structure of the divine message.

Al-Qurtubi equated al-rtih and al-nafs (‘two names for the same referent’), erasing the functional
distinction between the source of consciousness and the vessel of accumulated choice.



The Azhar Wastt TafsTr interpreted 'another creation' as the stages of bodily growth (infant, child,
youth, adult, elder) and then jumped directly to death and resurrection — entirely omitting the
middle creation as an independent ontological stage.

Methodological conclusion: classical commentary asked "What happened?' and described the
event. The ontological framework asks 'What changed in the structure of moral accountability?'
and builds a complete interpretive system on the answer.

IVV. The Functional Void and Its Effect on Understanding the Message

The absence of the middle creation as an independent ontological framework produces three
precisely identifiable functional voids:

First void — conflation of divine decree and moral responsibility: without a defined moment at
which consciousness begins as a new ontological creation, the responsibility of the biological
body becomes conflated with the responsibility of the conscious choosing entity. Classical Islamic
theology spent centuries oscillating between determinism and free will without a systematic
resolution.

Second void — reduction of the message from consciousness to ritual: if the space between
creation and resurrection is filled with stages of bodily growth rather than an independent stage of
consciousness, the divine message becomes a system of commands and prohibitions tied to
biological life rather than a curriculum of consciousness addressing the knowing, choosing entity.

Third void — unresolved tension between praise and blame: classical commentary found an
apparent contradiction between 'We have honored the children of Adam' and ‘Indeed, man is most
unjust and ungrateful.’ The tripartite framework resolves this: both the praise and the blame are
addressed to al-insan in the Second Creation, and the judgment varies according to the function
the consciousness activates, not according to persons or times.

V. The Tripartite Functional Framework

The framework in its Quranic terms:
First Creation (al-bashar) — Second Creation (al-insan) — Final Creation (al-nafs)
Three functional principles follow from this framework:

Principle 1: Moral obligation is addressed to the conscious al-insan, not to the biological al-bashar.
This resolves the determinism-free will problem by defining their respective domains:
determinism governs the First Creation; free choice governs the Second Creation.

Principle 2: Guidance is the activation of discernment, not compulsion to belief. The divine
address presupposes an entity capable of genuine choice: 'So whoever wills, let him believe; and
whoever wills, let him disbelieve' (Q. 18:29).

Principle 3: Judgment is existential realization, not external imposition. The nafs in the Final
Creation realizes what it accumulated through the consciousness and choices of the Second
Creation: 'A soul will know what it has brought forward' (Q. 81:14).

Conclusion: Contribution and Limits




This paper has established a tripartite ontological framework extracted from the Quranic text using
its own terms, built on the findings of Paper 3 which demonstrated the non-synonymy of the four
terms.

The substantive contribution is not the discovery of what was never seen — classical commentary
saw the stages. The contribution is the construction of a systematic interpretive framework that
connects what was scattered in classical exegesis and makes it a coherent ontological system
through which the major concepts of the divine message can be read.

Limits: full verification requires a more comprehensive examination of classical sources and
discussion with specialists in Quranic studies and comparative exegesis. This paper presents the
foundational argument as an entry point for that dialogue. Findings classification per series
methodology: Established — the linguistic distinction between the three terms. Probable — the
tripartite ontological framework supported by the textual evidence presented. Open — the
complete functional significance of al-raih as the source of consciousness.
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