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Halen Dokuz Eyldl Universitesi ilahivat Fakaltesi Din Felsefesi ve

Allah’in varligina inanmanin makul sebeplere da-
yandigini, yani imanin rasyonel bir kabullenme ol-
dugunu éne sliren dustlinceler, oldukga gesitlidir.
Bu cesitlilik, karsimiza hem bir bilgi zenginligi ¢i-
karmakta, hem de inanma olayinin agiklanmasini
belli élglide gliglestirmektedir.

Muasir dini tefekkiire dsina olan herkesin bildi-
gi gibi, Bati kiiltir vasatinda dinle ilgili ciddi teem-
miil ve tefekkiire birbirinden farkli iki akim yon ver-
mistir. Bunlardan ilki, bilim adamlarinin gayet ba-
sarili bir sekilde ortaya koyduklari modern bilgi bi-
rikimine bagvurmak suretiyle dini hilkiimlerin, 6zel-
likle de Allah’in varligina dair iddialarin akli bir te-
mele dayandigini ortaya koymak; ikincisi ise, tama-
men “imanci™ (fideist) bir tutumu benimseyerek
dinin rasyonel oldugu iddiasindan vazgegmektir,

Aslinda her iki akim da disiince tarihinde yeni
degildir. Onlarin koklerini akil-sezgi ve akil-vahiy
mucadelesinde gdrmek mimkindir. Bu hikim,
ozellikle vahye dayali dinlerin olusturdugu entellek-
tiel kiltir gevreleri sézkonusu oldugunda bilyik
bir agirlik kazanmaktadir.

Modern bilim ve teknolojinin mesafe aldigi Bati
Ulkelerinde dini diistince son iki-ii¢ asirda hep sa-
vunmaci bir ¢izgi (izerinde hayatini devam ettirme-
ye calismistir. Buna sebep, dini diigiincenin bitin
ortagaglar boyunca ve hatta ta on yedinci yiizyilin
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Mantik Anabilim Dali 6gretim Gyesidir,

The speculation about the rationality of belief in the
existence of God has hardly left any view unattemp-
ted. This makes it some what difficult to talk about
God in terms of justifying our faith in Him.

As it is well-known by every student of contem-
porary religious thought, theological thinking in the
Western cultural millieu in our century is mainly
dominated by two distinguishable currunts: An
earnest effort to justify the claims of religion in
general and faith in God in particular by appeal-
ing to modern knowledge which comes from the
remarkable achivements of the men of science;
and, secondly, by taking refuge in some forms of
fideism which can hardly be called ‘a way of
justification’.

It seems that in the last two centuries religious
doctrines have been on a defensive line in almost
all the countries where scientific and technological
progress became appearent. Especially in the
Christian West, religion became the target of many
frontal attacks. Many came to think that faith in the
existence of God, and perhaps in other basic tenets
of religion such as the belief in the after life, or the
possibility of revelation and so forth was totally ir-
rational in an age of science. Of course, such a
claim has not usually been put forward by scien-
tists themselves, but by those who believed that
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baslarina kadar hep taarruz gizgisinde olmasi ve
dzellikle zaman zaman siddete dahi basvurarak il-
mi gelismeyi énlemeye galismasidir.

Bugiin birgok Batili ilim ve fikir adamina gére,
Hiristiyanligin ulGhiyet anlayisina, niibiivvetin im-
kanina, micizeye ve ahiret hayatina inanmak, bi-
lim ¢aginda akil-digi (irrasyonal) bir tutumu devam
ettirmek anlamina gelir. Boyle bir iddia, bizzat bi-
lim adamlan tarafindan éne siirilmekten ziyade,
modern bilimi felsefi bir yoruma tabi tutan ve so-
nunda realiteyi yaratici ulGhiyet fikri ve inanci agi-
sindan degil de, sirf tabiat¢ bir agidan agiklama ve
dederlendirmeyi ma’kul sayanlar taarfindan orta-
ya atilmakta ve adeta dini bir heyecan iginde sa-
vunulmaktadir. Birgok insan, bdyle bir fikrf hareket
tarzinin sonunda “‘Tanrisi-olmayan-adam’’ anlayi-
sina ulasmaya cgalismaktadir.

Dini, savunma gizgisine ¢ekilmeye zorlayan bir
bagka akim da diyalektik maddeciliktir. insani eko-
nomik miicadelesi gergevesinde ele alarak tarif et-
meye ¢alisan bu akim, emegin ve nihal noktada in-
sanin hiir olacag: bir tarihi dénemin mutlaka gele-
cegine inanmakta ve bdyle bir donemde insanin ar-
tik hayaller pesinde kogma ihtiyacini duymayaca-
@ini sdylemektedir. Bu akimin da varmak istedigi
anlayis, "“Tannsi-olmayan-insan” anlayisidir.

Kita Avrupasinda *‘varolusguluk' diye adlandi-
rilan felsefi akimin ateist kanadina mensup filozef-
larin ulagmak istedikleri sonug da yukandakinéh
pek farkli degildir. Ateist varolusgularin farkli mu-
kaddimelerden yola ¢ikmalari ve farkli gayelere yo-
nelmeleri bu sonucu degistirmemektedir. Onlarin
savunduklari felsefe de, esas itibariyle, bir “Tanrisi-
olmayan-adam’’ felsefesidir. insan, onlara gére, Al-
lah’i olmayan, genel ahlak prensipleri bulunmayan
“berbat” bir diinyada kendi 6z(inii bizzat kendisi
vilcuda getirerek yagamaya mecbdr ve mahkadm bir
varlktir.

Gerek diyalektik maddecilige, gerek varoluggu
akima hi¢ de dost gozle bakmayan bir baska fel-
sefe akimi, ne gariptir ki, dine hiicum konusunda
bu iki akimla kolkola girmektedir. Bu, bazi digi-
nirlerin **,Analitik Mezhep'’ dedikleri diisiince aki-
midir. Bu akimin mensuplarindan bazilari, dinin
aleyhinde konugmayi bile “'sagmalik” sayarlar. On-
lara gére, dini hilkiimler, dogru veya yanlis olamaz-
lar; ¢linkii onlar *‘s6zde-hiikGimler’'dir. Din, irras-
yonel bile degildir. O halde ne yapmali? Sorunun
cevabi bellidir: insanin zihin cografyas: bélgelere
ayrilmali, tenkid ve tahlil edilmeli ve sonunda
“inang bolgesi’’ diye bir yerin olmadigi meydana
gikariimalidir. Sonug: "‘Tanrisi-olan-adam’’in ken-
di inanci hakkinda soyledigi her sey manasizdir,
bos-laftir.

Simdi, bu kadar gesitli hiicumlar karsisinda Ba-
tili bir dindarnin kendi inancini makul géstermesi pek
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the philosophical interpretation of modern
knowledge leads us to an explanation of reality in
naturalistic rather than theistic terms. Such a move-
ment some times tries to reach a conception of
'man without God'.

Dialectical materialism wishes to provide us with
a definition of man in terms of his economic strug-
gle which ought, eventually, to lead mankind to a
stage of historical development where the libera-
tion of his labour and ultimately himself becomes
possible, or even unavoidable. It is claimed that
when this stage is reached there will be no room
for religious faith in the definition of man, since
religion, according to this stand-point, is but a
source of many illusions and alienation.

Many contemporary existentialist philosophers
have reached more or less the same -or at least
similar- conclusion, although their premises and
aims were different. Their talks of man too were
dominated by 'a philosophy of without', if we are
allowed to use such a phrase. It is said that we have
to live without yniversal moral principles, without
God, and without rationality.

Again, many philosophers who were attached to
what is sometimes called 'the analytical sect’ have
often tried to delete the 'area’ of faith in their
analysis of man's 'mental map’. The religious
statements, it is said, are not at all verifiable,
neither directly nor indirectly; since they are not ge-
nuine statements at all. Thus, to talk of God is to
talk 'without meaning’, in the cognitive sense of the
term.

These and similar other currents of thought
make it somewhat difficult to talk of the rationality
of the belief in the existence of God in an age when
the claim of practically every theological and
metaphysical argument for the existence of Diety
is either ignored or considered unworthy of serious
human endeavour.

| must not give the impression, however, that the
recent philosophical thinking made no positive con-
tribution to our understanding religious faith and
to our talk of the Divine. All | am trying to point out
is that some intellectual forces stand behind the
present tide of irrationalism which has unjustly
loomed over every rational move towards justify-
ing our faith-experience. Unfortunately, even some
religious philosophers and theologians too came
to the aid of irrationalism by considering the core
of religion as something totally mysterious, or an
act of “'leap to faith’'. It seems that some sensitive
religious thinkers thought that by taking refuge in
the mysterious power of intuition, or by appealing
to some forms of fideism, one could save religion
from manyfold attacks of narrow naturalism,
materialism and so forth. It is now understood that
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o kadar kolay olmamaktadir. Iste onu irrasyonaliz-
me iten de bu gli¢liktiir. Bugiin Hiristiyan diinya-
da birgok profesyonel ilahiyatgi, inancin 6zdnd “ta-
mamen esrarengiz” gérmek veya inanma fiilini
"'gdzii kapali bir baglanis veya sigrayis’ seklinde
tarif etmekle irrasyonalizme yardim etmektedir.
Hassas birgok Hiristiyan dusunir, sezginin esraren-
giz gliciinden medet ummak, yahut iman adina ak-
Iin gii¢ ve fonksiyonunu sinirlandirmak suretiyle dini
inanci maddeciligin, tabiatgiigin ve kati pozitiviz-
min hiicumlarindan koruyacadina inanmistir. As-
linda bayle bir kagig Hiristiyan ilahiyatinin bariz bir
¢izgisi olarak hep devam edegelmistir. Bati, “‘ina-
niyorum, ¢link sagmadir’* teolojisine asinadir. Bu
tutumun ortaya ¢gikmasinda ve tutunmasinda bazi
temel dini akidelerin oynadidi rol inkar edilemez.
Hz. isa’nin uldhiyeti, dolayisiyle teslis, enkarnas-
yon, asli glinah v.s., Hiristiyanligin akli bir yorumu-
nu zaten basindan beri gliclestirmisti. Bati tarihin-
de din, dnceleri, miidahele etmemesi gereken alan-
lara miidahale etti. Din-bilim gatismasinin ana se-
bebi bu miidahele idi. Sonralari da bulunmasi ge-
reken yerde bulunmaktan vazgecti ve hayatin gok
ciiz'i bir pargasini dikkate almakla fonksiyonunu
devam ettirecegine inandi. Birinci tutumuyla gok
insana aci gektirdi; ikinci tutumuyla da bolik-
poreilk bir ilim diinyasinin hayata hakim olmasina
sebep oldu. Bugiin Batida din, sanat, bilim v.s., ne-
redeyse birbirinden kopmus ayrikompartmanlar ha-
linde insanhigin pratik hayatinda bdéliinmelere se-
bep olmaktadir. Bilimin kendi basgina buyruk oldu-
gu, sanatin din ve ahlaka hi¢ kulak asmadigi bir
kiltar vasatinda ameli hayatin nizam iginde geg-
mesi elbette beklenemez.

Baazi ilahiyat gevreleri gok daha miisbet gibi go-
riinen bir yol takibederek dini hitkiimlerin rasyonel-
ligi problemine ¢are bulmaya gilistilar. Fikir su idi:
Eder dinin temel kavramlanni yeni bilgi ve tecrii-
belerimizin isiginda yeniden tanimlayabilirsek, di-
nin tzerine ¢oken irrasyonellik sisini dagitabiliriz.
Aslinda bdyle bir bakis tarzi son derece yerinde-
dir; ama yeniden yorumlamanin da bir siniri, bir 6l-
Glsi olmak zorundadir. Batidaki bu yeniden tanim-
lama isi, 6igii tanimaz sekilde cereyan etmistir. Oy-
le ki, birgok yeniden yorumlanmig kavramin dinle
ilgisi kalmamistir. Mesela, bazilarina gére, madem
ki zati ve miiteal uldhiyet fikrine hiicum edilmek-
tedir; o halde ondan vazgecilerek bu méanada uld-
hiyet fikrinin yer almadigi bir Hiristiyanlik, giiniimiiz
insanina takdim edilebilir. Ne gariptir ki, ““Tanrisi-
olmayan-din”’ anlayigini savunanlarin basinda Ki-
lise mensubu epeyce ilahiyatcl bulunmaktadir.

Diyelim ki, uldhiyet kavrami mana ifade ediyor
da, milesseselesmis dinf hiikiimlerin (s6zgelisi, ba-
zi emir ve yasaklarin) bir kismi hiicuma hedef tes-
kil ediyor. Bu durumda da sadece bir yaraticinin
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the “‘problem of God" cannot be solved by a
recourse to the old and almost classical attitude:
| believe becouse it is absurd”. It is this approach
which has led many of us to be content with a
piece-meal knowledge squeezed into different
compartments having no internal connection bet-
ween each other. As a result of this lack of unity,
science, morality, art and religion are aimost fallen
apart not only intellectually but practically as well
in the lives of many societies.

In some Chirstian countries many philosophers
and theologians have tried to remedy the situation
by trying to redefine the basic concepts of religion
such as God, immortality, revelation, miracle and
the like, Some thought that since the concept of
a personal, transcendental God is under attack, it
is much more plausible to give up such a concept
and talk, instead, of “'a religion without God"'. On
the other hand, if some religious ideas and prac-
tices do not make sense in the eyes of some peo-
ple, then let us try to have ‘‘God without religion”’.
When we move to thé moral frontiers of religion,
we will see that a similar line of thought is develop-
ing there: ““Morality without religion or God",
“morality without moral principles or presupposi-
tions” etc. Thus, the adventure of definition and
the keen interest in division and seperation are try-
ing very hard indeed to take us from a *‘philosophy
of as-if"" to a “philosophy of without’’, at least in
the fields of philosophy of religion and ethics. Many
people wonder now-adays whether this be a
remedy, or a straight forward escapism, or, even
worse, an insult to both theism and sober atheism.

In the light of this fairly gloomy look at the pre-
sent situation, let us say a few words about the term
rationality.

“Rationality" is a fairly tricky term, and its mean-
ing is not all clear. It might mean many things in
different contexts. For example, Kant, who is, to
my mind, one of the main sources of the contem-
porary irrationalism in the field of theology, closed
down all the gates of rationalistic approach to faith
in his theoretical philosophy while leaving open the
gate of moral experience to it. Although he found
necessary to deny knowledge in order to make
room for Faith(" in his system, he still concidered
his attitude rational. Hence, “‘a philosophy of God
without knowledge'’; of course, in the Kantian
sense of the term.

No doubt, Kant was trying to show the limit of
pure reason and the shallowness of the proud ra-
tionalism in the domain of Faith. But I am of the
opinion that the oven-all result of his philosophy
contributed very little to the problem of rationality
in the belief in God. This is because rationality has
something to do with the whole attitude of man
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varlig fikriyle iktifa edilip dinden vazgecilebilir. Ya-
hut dini emir ve yasaklar o sekilde yorumlanabilir
ki, onlar glinimiz insani igin artik bir **kilfet" ol-
maktan gikar ve sadece ‘‘sembolik’’ bir mana ka-
zanir.

Alman filozofu Kant'tan sonra bazi disinirier
bir tiir ““sanki felsefesi”’ (The philosophy of as-if)
ne goniil verdiler ki, bunun temelinde sdyle bir dii-
slince yatmaktaydi: “‘Sanki Allah varmig gibi ha-
reket edelim’’. Yahut “genel ahlak ilkeleri varmis
gibi kendimize ybn verelim" v.s. Bugin artik bu
anlayils da geride kalmis ve bir ‘‘olumsuziuk
felsefesi” (The philosophy of without) 6n plana
cikmisg, “Allah’siz bir din” yahut “dinsiz bir teizm™

den sozedilir olmustur. Glinlimizde bir¢ok insan

sunu disiinmektedir: Acaba biitiin bu gériisler di-
nin rasyonelligini agiklamak igin yetti mi? Yoksa on-
lar problemleri ¢ézmekten kagmayi mi dile getir-
mektedir?

Pek icacict goriinmeyen bu kisa agiklamalardan
sonra ‘‘rasyonellik’ terimi hakkinda bir-iki nokta-
ya daha isaret edilmesi yerinde olur. S6zkonusu
terim oldukga aldatici olabilir; ¢linkii o, farkh yer-
lerde farkli anlamlar ifade etmektedir. S6z gelisi,
Kant, ilahiyat alaninda her tarl akli yaklagima karst
cgikmasina, ‘‘inanca yer bulmak igin bilgiyi inkar
ettim''(" demesine ve modern irrasyonelizmin giic
kazanmasina sebep olmasina ragmen, ahlaki te
rilbeden Allah’in varlidi fikrine gitme qabasmzu,z;
bu kendi yaklagimiydi- pekala “‘rasyoneldir” diye-
bilmisti.

Stphe yok ki, Kant, inang alaninda nazari aklin
ve sathi rasyonalizmin ne dlglide yetersiz kaldigi-
ni géstermeye galisiyordu. Fakat kanatimce, onun
gabalar dinin rasyonelligi probleminin ¢ézimiine
dnemli bir katkida bulunmadi. Glnka inang alanin-
da rasyonellik,insanin sadece ameli hayatiyla ve
bu hayatla ilgili bilgi ile dedil, onun topyekiin ha-
yatiyla alakali olsa gerektir. Oysa Kant, bu biitlin-
ligl korumaya muvaffak olamadi. Hatta o, ahlak
alaninda bile bilgiye énemli bir yer tanimadi. Bu
yizden o, “Ahlé@ken kesindir ki bir Tanr vardir’
ciimlesini degil de, ancak “'ben ahlaki agidan emi-
nim ki bir Tann vardir''® ciimlesini séyleyebilmek-
teydi. Bunu da, kendi deyimiyle, “pratik bir sagma-
lik"a digsmemek icin yapmaktayd:.®®

Oyle goriiniiyor ki, din alaninda “rasyonellik”
derken, dncelikle, bir Yaratici’nin varigina ve O’-
nun gerek kendi hayatimiz, gerekse varolan her se-
yin hayatiyla ilgili olduguna inanmanin ma’kul se-
beplere dayandidini anlatmak istiyoruz. Eger bu ka-
darini bile sdylemekten kaginir ve gerekgelerimizi

rather than with the rationality of practical
knowledge. As we all know, Kant could not even
say that "it is morally certain that there is a God"’,
but “I am morally certain that there is a God’'@.
Well, at least that much was required so as to save
man fram falling into absurdum practicum.®

It seems that rationality in religion comes fairly
close to saying that there are some reasons for
believing that there is a God who is somehow
related to us and to everything that is. Now, if we

" refuse to say that much and try to refrain from

discussing our reasons in one way or another, we
may be able to make no headway in the solution
of the problem of rationality. By saying this, | do
not intend to challenge the obvious fact that faith
depends ultimately on personal decision of a given
person. But his personal reasons can also be my
reasons. In order to know this and help each other,
we have to start talking about them. Again, as soon
as we start talking about our reasons, we may have
the chance to see some of our bad reasons, if we
have any, and replace them with the right ones.
By discussing our reasons seriously and respon-
sibly, we may be able to look at our faithdecision
in the light of information available. There is no use,
I think, in saying that the seat of faith is in the heart
of the individual and thus faith cannot be spoken
of, Faith in God finds its expression not only in the
life of the individual, but in the life of community
to which my personal world is organically attach-
ed. | am fully aware of the fact that by holding this
view, | go against the views of many philosophers
whose views are still in keeping with those views
expressed, say, in Wittgenstein's Tractatus or in
the works of some logical positivists.

| myself share the views of those who believe
that faith has a cognitive aspect, although its ap-
peal to our feelings is more appearent. To have cer-
tain conception of God is to hold some certain
views not only of the Divine, but of the nature,
history and man. In other words, there is a rela-
tion between our ideas, knowledge and experience
of the world around us, and our belief in the ex-
istence of God. The so-called classical arguments
for the existence of God are trying to put this rela-
tion into words. That these arguments are face to
face with many-fold problems is another matter.
They do not provide us with an empirical result
or a logical inference for the existence of God, but
they show how man has been earnestly trying to
take every evidence from witihin and without so as

(1) Critique of Pure Reason, ing. Tecr. N.K.Smith, London, Macmillan and Co.Ltd., 1964, B.

(2) Critique of Pure Reason, A 829/8 57

(3) Bak. A.W.Wood, Kant's Moral Religion, Cornell University Press, 1970, s.29.
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tartismayi reddedersek, dinin rasyonelligi proble-
mini g6zmede bir adim yol alamayiz. imdi, dini inan-
cin nihai noktada sahsi bir karara bagl oldugu ger-
¢egini inkar edecek degiliz. Fakat her hangi bir kim-
senin inanmasina yolagan olan sahsi sebepler, be-
nim igin de sebep tegkil edebilir. Bunun bdyle ol-
dugunun anlasiimasi igin dahi o gerekgelerin tar-
tisma konusu edilmesi gerekir. Kaldi ki inanmami-
ziI sadlayan her gerekge saglam da olmayabilir.
Eger bu tdr gerekgeleri bulup ortaya gikarmak ve
onlarin yerlerine saglam olani koymak istiyorsak,
stikatu degil, konusmay ve tartismayi tercih etmek
zorundayiz. Allah’in varligina iman etmemiz sade-
ce bizim sahsimizi alakadar etmekle kalmiyor; ay-
niiman toplum hayatinda, dolayisiyla tarih sahne-
sinde de ifadeye kavusma imkam buluyor. Bunu
sdylerken, basta cagdas ingiliz filozofu L. Wittgens-
tein'in Tractatus adl eserinde olmak {izere, birgok
mantikgi-pozitivist filozofun yazilarinda 6éne siirii-
len gériislerden oldukga farkl bir goriisii benimse-
digimize isaret etmek isterim.

inancin duygu ile ilgili yaninin agir bastigi dog-
rudur; ama onun bir de kognitif yani vardir. Belli
bir ul@ihiyet anlayisina sahip olmak, ayni zamanda
tabiat, insan ve tarih hakkinda da belli fikirlere sa-
hip olmak anlamina gelir. Baska bir deyisle, gev-
remizdeki diinya hakkindaki fikirlerimiz, bilgilerimiz
ve tecriibelerimiz ile Allah'in varligina clan inanci-
miz arasinda bir miinasebet vardir. Allah’in varli-
@i ile ilgili klasik deliller, iste bu miinasebeti keli-
melerle ifade etmeye ¢alismakiadir. Bu delillerin
karsimiza bir siiri problem gikardiklar ayri bir ko-
nu. Onlarin bize Allah'in varhid! konusunda empi-
rik bir sonuc veya mantiki bir gikarim getirmedik-
leri dogrudur; fakat Allah’in varhi§ina olan inancini
hakli ve makul géstermek igin insanoglunun ne
bliylik ve samimi bir ¢aba i¢inde oldugunu, igindeki
(enfiis) ve disindaki (afak) her gesit veriyi nasil de-
gerlendirdigini gostermesi bakimindan s6zkonusu
deliller son derece Gnemlidir. Eger rasyonelligi bi- »
lim ve mantik alaniyla sinirlandirirsak, dinin bu is-
tikametteki gayretleri tamamen bosuna olur. Ca-
gimiz diginiirlerinden P. Masterson’un dedigi gi-
bi bu konular (izerinde ciddiyetle durmak, bugiin
oldukga miiessir olan pozitif bilimin siririi metodo-
lojisi karsisinda agik olmanin Gtesine gitmeyi ve her
seviyedeki insani tecriibenin bize sunduguna olum-
lu mukabelede bulunmayi gerekli kilar.()

Suphesiz, hem bilimin, hem de mantigin dini tec-
riibemizle miinasebeti vardir. Fakat bu miinasebeti
endiiksiyon veya dediiksiyon terimleri i¢inde agik-
layamayiz. Bilim-din iligkisi konusunda bazi disi-
niirler, digerlerine nazaran ¢ok daha cesur davran-
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to justify or rationalize his beliefattitude. If we limit
the range of rationality to logical and scientific do-
mains, then religious man’s struggle for justifica-
tion and rationality is futile. As P. Masterson right-
ly points out “‘serious consideration of such issues
today demands a consciously exercised decision
to remain open and responsive to the rational re-
quirements of every level of human enquiry and not
simply to those amenable to the limited but par-
ticularly influential medhodology of positive
science.®

Of course, both science and logic are relevant
to man's religious experience. But such relevance
cannot be explained in terms of induction and
deduction. In the case of science, some
philosophers of science are more daring than the
others. Eddington, for example, says that although
the scientific approach alone cannot be the base
for a religious view, ‘‘the idea of universal Mind or
Logos would be a fairly plausible inference from
the present state of scientific theory”.® “In-
ference' is, as we have pointed out a little earlier
on, perhaps a strong word, and it might lead to
some misunderstanding. But it is not at all wrong

to say that practically all attacks on *‘the ways to
God", carried out in the name of science, so far
failed to convince us that man's move from his own
self, or from nature to God is an irrational effort.
In fact, science can neither prove nor disprove the
existence of God. It might, and as a matter of fact
it does, effect a given religious world view which
includes so many different kinds of views, presup-
positions beside the belief in the existence of
God. Even our concept of God, or our interpreta-
tion of our experience of the Divine might be strong-
ly effected by our scientific knowledge. Those who
lived in a scientifically backward periods had a dif-
ferent conception of the God-world relationship.

Their “‘model” of Diety was perhaps made up by
different views. Sometime a certain view of God
may be replaced by another one. We must not
forget that when some people argue that belief in
God is irrational, they might usually mean that the
model they are familiar with is irrational, since such
model, they might have come to think, fails to
answer their requirements, theoretical and prac-
tical alike. To insist in holding the same concept,
or interpretation may not be in keeping with cer-
tain evidence that we abtain through other chan-
nels one of which is our scientific experience. This
is also another way of looking at the relationship
between science and religious Faith.

(4) P.Masterson, God and Alineation, s.154.
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maktadirlar. Sézgelisi, ingiliz bilim adam: ve filo-
zofu A. Eddington’a gore, her ne kadar tek bagina
bilim dini gérils igin bir temel olamaz ise de, mev-
cut ilmi anlayisimizdan evrensel bir Zihnin yahut
Logos'un varhigini ¢gikarmak pekald makul olabi-
lir.® Gergi, “gikanm"” (inference) sozii burada ye-
rinde goriilmeyebilir ve birtakim yanhs anlamala-
ra kapi acabilir. Fakat sunu agikga sdyleyebiliriz:
Allah’in varligi ile ilgili delillere bilim adina bugtine
kadar yapilan itirazlar ve hiicumlar, insanin bu ko-
nudaki faaliyetinin irrasyonel oldugunu ortaya koy-
mayi bagaramamigtir. Dogrusu, bilim Allah'in var-
ligini ne isbat ne de inkar edebilir. Buna ragmen
o, dinf karakterde olan baska fikir ve kanaatlere te-
sir edebilir, onlarin gliglenmesine veya zayiflama-
sina sebep olabilir. Hatta bilim ulGhiyet anlayisi-
miza, yahut dini tecriibemize de tesir edebilir; et-
mektedir de. Mesela, ilmi bakimdan geri kalmig ib-
tidai topluluklarda goriilen Allah - alem miinasebeti
anlayisi ile bizimki oldukga farkli olsa gerektir. An-
layiglar, yorumlar degigebilir; bir anlayigin yerini da-
ha makul gériinen bagka bir anlayis alabilir. Bir tek
anlayis ve yorum lzerinde israr etmek, bagka ka-
nallardan, mesela bilim alanindan, gelen verilerin
1siginda akla yatkin gériinmeyebilir.

_Bizatihi din ile dinf tefekkiir arasinda bir ayinm
yaparak ikincinin degisebilirligini ifade ettigimiz gi-
bi, bilimle bilime dayali genel goriigler arasing da
bir ayinm g¢izgisi koymak zorundayiz. Din, qoée-
re, bilimle degil, su veya bu derecede bilime da-
yanan, yahut ondan ilham alan genel fikir ve ka-
naatlerle ¢atigir. Sozgelisi, oyle tabiatgi goriisler
vardir ki, dinyanin yapisindan ve 6zelliklerinden Al-
lah"in varhig fikrine gitmeye ¢alisan bitiin yollari
tikar ve kendi disindaki her tutumu irrasyonel ad-
deder. Fakat tabiatgiigin bu tavrinin rasyonel ol-
duguna dair elimizdeki delil nedir? Acaba bilimin
kendisi -onun felsefi ve kozmolojik yorumu degil-
bize bu kadar ileri gitme yetkisi verir mi?

Kati tabiatcilik, en bilyiik diisman olarak daima
dini gdrmistdr. Aslinda tabiatin dini yorumuyla ta-
bif yorumunu kaPs karsiya getirmek diisiince tari-
hinin bliyik yanhsliklarindan biridir. Din, bu iki agik-

lama ve yorumlama tarzini karsi karksiya degil ar-

ka arkaya getiriyor. Mesela, Kur'an bir tabiat ola-
yinin agiklamasini yaparken tabii illiyeti inkar etmez.

Gazali'nin israrla belirttigi gibi, islamin inkar ettigi
sey, tabii illetin nihai illet olarak goriilmesidir. Bu-
giin tabiat olaylarini agiklarken siraladigimiz sebep-
sonug zincirlerinden her hangi birini reddetmemi-
zi isteyen dinf bir hiikiim mevcut degildir.

Simdi, buraya kadar sdylediklerimizin isiginda is-
lamin rasyonellik konusuna bakigini biraz daha ya-

No doubt, there are some forms of naturalism
which deny the validity of any move from nature
to God. It is spmetimes claimed, as we have said
before, that it is inherently more natural to follow
a naturalistic line rather than in theistic one while
explaining reality. But how can we presume a priori
that naturalism is more rational? Does science give
us any authority to go that far?

It seems that naturalism sometimes considers
religion as its anemy. This is but an unfounded pre-
judice. To begin with, theism, as far as its attempt
at giving an explanation of nature is concerned,
does not at all rule out the naturalistic explanation.

Secondly, theistic explanation does not have to
deny that natural qualities belong to nature. All
theism says is that they are derived qualities, i.e.
created by God. For example, my qualities by my
own nature belong to me, although | am not the
creater of myself.

Having in mind whatever We have said so far,
let us make a few remarks concerning the Kur'anic
attitude towards the reasonableness of the belief
in God.

Looking at the problem of the reasonableness
of belief in God from the point of view of the Kur'an,
it is interesting to note that it is not belief but
unbelief is considered irrational. Talking about
those who say ‘‘We believe in God and the Last
Day, but they do not really believe”, the Kur'an
says: "In their hearts is a disease".()

In order to “‘expend the breast of man”® and
thus open it for faith, the Kur'an insistently urges
man to reflect upon the evidence that he finds from
within and without and come to a decision which
is a matter of life and death for him. An example
to illustrate this urge;

Surely in the creation of the heavens and earth,
and in the alternation of night and day there are
signs for men possessed of minds who remember
God..., and reflect upon the creation of the heavens
and the earth: Our Lord, Thou hath not created this
for vanity.®

In another oft-quoted verse it is said “soon will
we show them Our Signs in the (furthest) Regions
(of the earth) and in their own souls, untill it become
manifest to them that this is the Truth (of God)""®
There are, in the Kur'an, many verses which end
with such phrases as “‘do you not understand?",
“"do you not see?", ‘do you not reason?", “‘do you
not reflect?”” and so on. Philosophers like Ibn
Rushd (Averroes of the Latin world) claimed that
this attitude of the Kur'an makes the study of be-
ings obligatory. Ibn Rushd states “‘that the Law

(5) Bak. yazann The Nature of the Physical World, Giffort Lectures, 1928, S.332,
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kindan gérmeye calisalim. Ozellikle Kur'an-1 Kerim
acgisindan probleme baktigimizda su dikkat gekici
tesbitle karsilaginz: irrasyonel olan, iman , degil,
kiifirdiir. Bakara suresinde séyle buyurulur: ““in-
sanlardan kimi vardir ki 'Allah'a ve ahiret giiniine
inandik’ derler; oysa inanmazlar... Onlarin kalple-
rinde hastalik vardir’'.® Buradaki “kalbi hastalik’-
in manalinndan biri de insanin bilme, idrak etme
ve Oylece karar verme kabiliyetinde ortaya gikan
bir sakatliktir; yani akli, yerinde ve gerektigi gibi
kullanmamaktir ki, bu da bir gesit irrasyonelliktir.

*Gaogsiin agilmasi”'™ ve dolayisiyle imanla dol-
masi i¢in Kur'an, insani i¢ ve dis diinyasinda sahit
oldugu her veri tizerinde daima diislinmeye ve
6lim-kalim meselesi demek olan inanma konusun-
da kararini dylece vermeye cadirmaktadir. “Akli-
ma yatmiyor ama inaniyorum’' anlayisi Kur’an'in
ruhuna tamamen yabancidir. Gok sik tekrar edilen
bir ayet-i kerimede gdyle buyurulur:

Goklerin ve yerin yaratiiginda, gece ile gindi-
ziin gidip geliginde elbette akil sahipleri (makul di-
stinebilenler) igin ibret verici deliller vardir.®

Yine ¢ok sik iktibas edilen bir ayette,

Biz onlara ufuklarda (dis diinyada) ve kendi ne-
fislerinde (insanin i¢ diinyasinda) ayetlerimizi gos-

. terecediz ki, Kur'an'in gergek oldugu onlara iyice
belli olsun.®

Kur'an-1 Kerim'de birgok ayetin “diistinesiniz'’,
“akledesiniz'’ v.s. seklinde bittigini hepimiz biliyo-
ruz.iBu ayetlere dayanan meshur filozofumuz ibn
Risd soyle der: Seriat aklimizi kullanarak varlik
tzerinde diiginmemizi, onlar hakkinda bilgi elde
etmemizi farz kilmigtir.('%

Kur'an’a gore, tefekkir ve teemmdl glictind kul-
lanmayanlar; kalbleri oldugu halde anlayamayan-
lar, gbzleri oldugu halde gdremeyenler, kulaklari ol-
dugu halde duyamayanlardir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, bu
insanlar, ya heva ve heveslerini rabb ittihaz eder-
ler, ya kérii kériine maziye baglaniriar, yahut ken-
di menfaatlerinin esiri haline gelirler ve bu ylizden
akillarini kullanamazlar, dolayisiyle irrasyonel bir
tutum icine girerler. Daha da kétiisii , onlar, dyle
bir héle gellrler ki, rasyonel tutum ve davranislarin
irrasyonel olduguna hiikmederler.

Kur'an, iman yolunda yiirimek igin tabii diinya-
da olup bitenler Gizerinde diisinmeyi tesvik etmekle
birlikte, Allah hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ile tabif
varliklar hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak arasinda bir
fark goriir. Bu, dinf inancin objesi ile ilmi bilginin
objesi arasindaki mahiyet ayriligindan gelmektedir.
Kur'an'da style buyurulur:

Allahvin Varlidina inanmanin Akliligi/Prof Dr.Mehmet S AYDIN

(ash-shar’) summons to reflection on beings, and
the pursuit of knowledge about them, by the in-
tellect is clear from several verses of the Book of
God, Blessed and Exalted, such as the saying of
the Exalted, ‘reflect, you have vision': this is tex-
tual authority for the obligation to use intellectual
and legal reasoning".('®

Those who do not use their power of reflection
are considered deaf and dumb by the Kur'an. The
believer is invited to make a careful observation of
the world of phenomena in order to feel the ever
presence of the Creator.

Now does this mean that we can have a
knowledge of God in the same manner as we come
to know other objects? The answer, of course, is
‘no’. The Kur'an explicitely states that:

Nought is there like Him.('"

No vision taketh Him in, but He taketh in all
vision.(12)
It is also said:

When my servant asks thee concerning Me,

| am indeed

Close (to them): | listen

To the prayer of every

Suppliant when he calleth on Me

Let them also, with a will,

Listen to My call,

And believe in Me:

That they may walk

In the right way.(®

The first two verses clearly point out the
transcendental aspect of God, and the last one the
immanent aspect of Him. In fact, the Kur'an aims
at striking the happy medium between the two
aspects which have been discussed for centuries
in term of the rationality of belief in the existence
of God.

The traditional Islamic attitude towards the
knowability of God is this: Man is not in a position
to know the nature of God. A Tradition (Hadith) was
often quated that the prophet Muhammad forbade
his followers to think of the nature of God; they
ought to think only about the works of God. Al-
Ghazali, the well-known theologian-philosopher,
clearly stated that God is knowable only in so far
as He was related to and revealed Himself to man.
This revealed and relational nature of God is con-
stituted by the Divine Names or Attributes.('¥

However, the Muslim theologians have always

(6) Sdre 110,

(7) Sdre XCIVII
(8) Sare 11/187.
(9) Sare XLI/53.

(10) Averroes on the Harmony of Religion and Philosophy, Luzac and Co.London, 1967, 5s.44-45.
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Allah'a benzer higbir sey yoktur.(')

Gozler O'nu gbéremez; O, gdzleri gériir.(12’
Bu ayetler, Allah’in miteal (askin) ydniine -zaman
ve mekan kategorilerine bagl olarak ¢alismak du-
rumunda olan bilgi elde etme vasitalarinin yakala-
yamayacagi yoniine- isaret etmektedir. Ama Allah’-
in ickin yéniine isaret eden ayetler de az degildir:

Ey Muhammed! Kullarim sana beni sorarlarsa,
bilsinler ki Ben, siiphesiz onlara yakinim. Benden
isteyenin, dua ettiinde duasini kabul ederim. Ar-
tik onlar da davetimi kabul edip Bana inansinlar ki
dogru yolda yiiriiyenlerden olsunlar.(*®

Allah’in bilinebilirligi konusunda Msliiman alim-
lerin tutumlari agiktir: Allah’in mahiyeti bilinemez.
insana diisen, O'nun zéti (izerinde dedil, ef'ali tize-
rinde dislinmektir. Gazali'nin isaret ettigi gibi, Al-
lah, esméa’ ve sifatlan vasitasiyla bilinir.t"4 Islam fi-
lozof ve kelamcilari, bilgi ve idrakin gesitli derece-
lerden meydana geldigini daima hatirlatmiglardir.
Bundan dolayi onlar, “bilgi” ile “iman’’ arasinda,
meseld Kant'in gordiigli anlamda, bir ikilik, bir di-

kotomi gérmemiglerdir. Bir varligi tam olarak taak- '

kul ve tasavvur edememek, onun higbir derecede
tasavvur edilemeyecedi anlamina gelmez. Onlar,
Allah’in varligi ile ilgili delillerin her problemi hal-
letmeye yetmeyecedini biliyorlardi. Fakat delillerin
eksikligini gormek, misliiman alimleri higbir zaman
“iman konusunda aklin hicbir rolii yoktur' diigiin-
cesine gétirmedi. Teorik aklin sinirl oldugu gézi-
stinil basta Gazali olmak Gzere birgok istam mi-
tefekkiri savunagelmistir. Ama onlardan higbiri
“inanca yer bulmak igin bilgiyi inkar etme’’ gere-
dini duymamistir. Bilgi, onlara gore, her tirlii be-
seri tecriibenin (ilmi, bedii, ahlaki ve dini) temelin-
de yeralmaktadir. Bundan dolayidir ki Kur'an, ‘alim,
hakim, kadir, murid ve rahim olan bir Yaratici’nin
fiilleri (izerinde diistinmeyi ve bilgi sahibi olmay,
imana giden yolun baslangici saymustir. Ayni fikri
gaba iman yolunda derinlesmenin de bir vasitasi
olmaktadir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, disiince ve bilgi-
nin vazifesi, iman tecri®esine ulasiimis olmakia bit-
mez. Tam tersine, sGzkonusu tecriibe, derinlik ve
zenginlik kazanmak igin daha ileri seviyede disiin-
ce ve bilgiyi gerekli kilar.

Kur'an, fenomenler {izerinde disiinmeyi tesvik
etmekle, her seyden once, disiince ile esya ara-
sindaki uygunluga isaret eder. Boyle bir uyguniuk
-ki bu ilmi tecriibenin de temel sartidir- olmasaydi,
Kur'an’in disinmeye tesvik edici ayetlerinin hig-
bir manasi olmazdi.

Bu durumda, eg@er rasyonelligi genis anlamda dii-
slindrsek, bilim alanindaki rasyonellik ile iman ala-
nindaki rasyonellidin birtakim ortak 6zelliklere sa-

realized that there are degrees of conceiving
something, so they did not see a real dichotomy
between Faith and knowledge as Kant, for in-
stance, saw. Not to have a complete conception
of something, they thought, does not mean that we
can have no conception of it whatsoever. They
never thought rational approach to prove the ex-
istence of God was sufficient, but they could never
come to think that all rational endeavours are
useless either. So they were never Kantian in this
sense. They believed that Kur'an brings us to a two-
fold level of understanding: Firstly, the Kur'an, as
we have just pointed out, urges man to reflect upon
the creation (or 'sings’-ayat) of God who is Know-
ing, Wise, Willing and Merciful. Such an urge would
be meaningless if there were no correspondence
between thought and things - a correspondence
which also makes science possible. The knowabili-

ty and the intelligibility of the world, on which the
Kur'an laisa great deal of emphasis, lie in the foun-
dation of all kinds of human experience: scientific,
aesthetic, moral and religious. By looking at what
is going on inside himself and in the world around
him, man comes to see the importance and the
signigicance of his many-dimensional experience.
The Kur'an asks man to come to a clean cons-
cience or mentality which does not necessarily re-
quire an expert knowledge of science, morality and

art. He is only asked for a clear reflection not only
in matters of faith, but in matters of fact as well.
This act of reflection seems to point out man's un-
differentiated total experience. Of course, there is
much to say about this undifferentiated experience
which man splits into its component elements, or,
more accurately, into many forms of experience
through a process of differentiation. But it must not
be fogotten that such process is important from the
point of view of different types of inquiry, and not
from the point of view of experience that man goes
through.

The first component of this total undifferentiated
experience is knowledge. At the foundation of ra-
tionality lies the fact that man is a knowing
creature: He is in a position to know that the world
has a contingent charecter, thus it is not self-
subsistent. Reflection upon the basic character of
nature enables man, by sharpening self-
consciousness, to relate himself freshly with the
reality by using what may be called a principle of
alternation which makes the self-knowledge and
object-knowledge grow together.

(11) Sdre XL,
(12) Sdre VI/103.
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(14) Bak. F.Rahman, Islam, London, 1966, s.95.
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hip oldugunu anlariz. Kant'in inang igin ‘‘baska tiir-
I bir rasyoneliik diisiinmesi', islamf agidan dog-
ru degildir. E@er bilgi ile inang arasinda bir iligki ve-
ya baglanti olmasaydi, inancin makul oldugunu
gostermek asla miimkiin olmazdi. Bunun bdyle ol-
dugunu séylemek, imani bilgiye -Kant'in séyledigi
anlamda- irca etmek manasina gelmez.

insan, ginliik hayatinda ilmi, dini, bedii ve es-
tetik tecriibeleri gok kere igige yasar. Butiinliik ar-
zeden beseri tecriibenin en kolay ayrilabilen un-
suru, belki de bilgi unsurudur. Kanaatimce, rasyo-
nellik denince akla ilk gelen ey, insanin bilen bir
varlik olmasidir. Sozgelisi, o bilmektedir ki, kendi
varhig mimkindir; ¢evresinde varligina sahit ol-
dugu her sey de ayni karakterdedir. insan kendi-
sine baktikga alemi, dleme baktikga da kendisini
daha iyi tanimaya baslar. Bu bakisa bagl olarak
0, gbrmeye, anlamaya, takdir etmeye ve sevmeye
baslar. Gorme ve anlama bilgi ile, takdir etme ah-
lakla, sevme ise estetikle ilgili terimlerdir. Kur'an'a
gore ilmi, ahlaki ve bedii tecriibeler imani tecriibe
ile tamamlanmalidir. inanma, burada, baska dere-
cede bir anlamadir; Kur'an'da kullanildigi anlam-
da, bir “fikin’'dir. insan bu ““fikh""a ulasmak igin ha-
rici bir kudret tarafindan zorlanmaz. Kur’an'in bu
konudaki tutumu agiktir:

Dinde zorlama yoktur; artik hak ile batil iyice ay-
rilmigtir. Putlari inkar edip Allah’a inanan kimse,
kopmak bilmeyen saglam bir kulpa sarilimistir. Al-
lah isitendir, bilendir.(*

Allah inananlarin dostudur, onlari karanliklardan
aydinhiga gikarir. inkar edenlerin ise dostlari azgin
putlardir. Onlart aydinliktan karanhklara siiriikler-
ler. iste onlar cehennemliklerdir, onlar orada temelli
kalacaklardir."®

Biitiin bu soyledikierimize bagl olarak denebi-
lir ki, Kur'an'a gdre, imanin rasyonelligi topyekun
beseri tecriibeden gelmektedir. Kur'an agisindan
bakildiginda ““akli’’ ve “nakli"”’ ayinmint da bu bi-
tiinllk iginde gorip anlamak gerekir. Nakli olan her
sey, aynl zamanda ve en genig anlamda aklidir. Akli
bir seyin nakilde yer almasi, o seye yeni bir takim
boyutiar getirebilir; dolayisiyle, rasyonellik konusun-
da daha agik bir hale gelebilir. Fakat nakilde yer
alma, rasyonelligin mahiyetine yabanci olan yeni
-bir unsur getirmez. Mesela eger bir sey tabiati ica-
b1 makul degilse, o, kutsal bir metinde yer almak-
la makul olmaz.

isiamiyetin rasyonellik anlayisinda nakil, akil ve
kesf birlikte hareket eder. Birinin dne gikmasi, mu-
vazenenin bozulmasina sebep olur.Nitekim islam
diinyasinda nassin zahirine bagh kalmakta israr

Allah'in Varh@ina inanmanin Akliligi/Prof.Dr Mehmet S.AYDIN

Reflection with knowledge leads man to see,
understand, appreciate and love. Now, each of
these terms stand for other component elements
of the total experience we have just mentioned. The
first two words, for example, have something to do
with the theoretical knowledge, whereas the other
two with moral and aesthetic experiences.

Now, all of these experiences ought to be crown-
ed, according to the Kur’an, with faith, which con-
stitutes the second level of understanding. Man
is not forced to come to the stage of faith, rather
he is to be persuaded. The Kur'an is very clear
about this:

Let there be no compulsion in religion: Truth
stands out clear from error. Who ever rejects evil
and believes in God hath grasped the most
trustworty Hand-hold, that never breaks.("9)...

God is the Friend (Protector) of those who have
faith.(1®

In the light of what we have said so far concern-
ing the Kur'anic approach to the rationality of the
belief in the existence of God, it is interesting to
note that the Kur'an does not say that man ought
to rely on textual authority (naql) alone, reason
(aql) and personal experience (kashf) are not less
important. As a matter of fact, in respect of the ra-
tionality of faith, the last two come first, since naql
as authority can only be understood through reason
and personal experience. In order to satisfy all the
sides of human experience, the Kur'an insists on
a healthy synthesis of the three. The Kur'anic term
reflection stands for experience which is at the
heart of .all classical theistic arguments:
cosmological, teleological, aesthetic and moral. It
is pity in a way that some later theologians of Islam
seem to have failed to notice the organic unity of
revelation, reason.and-personal experience, and
the unity of the theistic arguments. Usually the
theologians elevated some arguments while ignor-
ing others. However, different trends have always
remained alive in the tissue of Islamic culture.

From what I've been trying to say in the last few
paragraphs, one must not get the impression that
the Kur'an does not favour the process of differen-
tiation through which a certain experience gains
a partial or practical independence. For example,
it is not at all unreasonable to look at the world
through the eyes of a physicist. Science has gain-
ed much by looking at its object in this way. In the
last few centuries, however, the practitioners of dif-
ferent fields -at least some of them- seem to have
obsessed so much with their own narrow practical

(15) Sire 1l/256.

20

(16) Sdre 11/257.
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edenlerle ehl-i nazar arasindaki miicadele, bu so-
nuncularla ehl-i kesfin kavgasi, kapanmaz yara-

larin agiimasina sebep olmustur. “Nigin inaniyor- |

sunuz?" sorusuna verilen cevap, dogrudan dog-
ruya inancin rasyonellidi ile ilgilidir. iste yukarida-
ki gruplardan her biri, “inaniyorum, ¢iinki..."” for-
milind kullanirken 6biir tarafin gerekgesini yeter-
li 6lglide dikkate almamigtir. Aslinda bitinliga go-
ren insanlar daima cikmistir; ama onlarin sesleri
ok kere arka planda kalmistir.

Sozlind ettigimiz buttnligin bozulmamasi, aka-
demik arastirmalar agisindan dedil, insanin ve top-
Jumlarin hayati agisindan énemlidir. ilmf aragtirma-
lar, ayrnintilara inebilmek igin tahlile koyulmaya
mecburduriar. Bu agidan bakildiginda, bilimi bilim,
sanati sanat, dini de din olarak gérmek gerekir.
Ama bir insan, diyelim ki dini hayatini yasarken bil-
giden ve estetik degerden kendisini tecrit edemez.
Ederse, dinin rasyonelligini agiklayabilmek igin ek-
sik usullere basvurmak zorunda kalir. Bu da za-
manla irrasyonellige kapi agar. Klasik donemde kil
kirk yaran bir kelamcinin tutumunun bir mutasav-
vifa, mutasavvifin tutumunun ehl-i hadisten birine
irrasyonel gérinmesinin temelinde, beseri tecrii-
benin bolinmisligil vardir. Bu bakimdan, inancin
rasyonelliginin yeniden ve daha giigli bir sekilde
insa edilebilmesi, Kur'ani manada ilim ve hikmetin
insasina baghdr. é

field that they forget the organic unity of reality, as
we have said before. For instance, the utilitarian
and instrumentalist conception of science, art and
morality has become so predominant that wisdom
(the Muslim hikma) in its original sense seems to
have gone into oblivion. This is bad not only for
science or for morality; it is also dangerous for a
well-balanced humanistic type of self-realization
which ought to be the ultimate aim of science, art,
morality and religion.

- islami Arastirmalar Sayi:2 Ekim-1986
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