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SUMMARY

In this study, firstly, the shott history of “interreligious dialogue™ in Turkey is dis-
cussed. Afterwards, different attitudes are given place to pereeption of that concept. The
attempt of Christian world which supports the idea of dialogue reflected lately in Turkey
because of politics and social reasons. Initially, despite some reactional attributes toward
dialogue, alterwards different approaches developed. Insufficiency of transition of dia-
logue materials into Turkish and their prejudicially evaluations have an influential func-
tion in the formation of thesc attitudes. In this frame, three approaches to the concept of
“interreligious dialogue” are studied. Radical one of these attitudes accepts the idea of
dialogue as a missionary method. But the other approach emphasizes on that the dia-
logue is necessary for social justice, tolerance and peace between religions in Turkey.
According to last approach. the dialogue is nccessary for a dialogistic relationship be-
tween believers. For this attitude, the dialogue should be done in individual level.

Kcy Words: Interreligions Dialogiie, Turkey, Nationalism, Peace, Culinre of Living
Together, Istam and Christianity.

“OTEKI’ YI ANLAMAK:
TURKIYE'DE DINLERARASI DiYALOGA DAIR TUTUMLAR

OZET

Bu caligmada oncelikle “dinleraras: diyalog”un Tiirkiye'deki kisa tarihi ele alin-
maktadir. Daha sonra bu kavramen algilanmasina yonelik farkl tutumlara yer verilmek-
tedir. Diyalog fikrini destekleyen Hiristiyan diinyanin gabast, sivasi ve sosyal nedenler-
den dolay: Tirkiye'de daha gec yanki buldu. ilkin diyaloga yénelik bazi tepkisel tutum-
lara karsin, sonralan farkli yaklagimlar gelisti. Diyalog materyallerinin Tiirkgeye intika-
lindeki yetersizlik ve onlara yonelik onyargili degerlendirmeler, bu yaklagimlarin tesek-
kiiliinde temel bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu ger¢evede, “dinlcraras: diyalog” kavramuna yonelik
ig yaklagim incclenmektedir. Bu yaklasimlarin radikal olani, diyalog fikrini bir misyo-
nerlik metodu olarak kabul eder. Fakat digeri diyalogun Tiirkiye’de dinler arasinda sos-
yal adalet, hoggorii ve barig igin gerekli olduguna vurgu yapar. Son yaklagima gore ise,

This article based on my paper presented at The 2006 Middle East&Central Asia Politics,

Economics and Society Symposium in University Of Utah, in Sept. 7-9 2006,
Istanbul Universitesi flahiyat Fakiltesi Dinler Tarihi Anabilim Dali arastirma gorevlisi

Istanbut Universitesi Hahivat Faldiltesi Dergisi, Sayi: 17, Yil: 2008




238 Mehmet ALICT

inananlar arasinda diyalojik bir iligki i¢in gereklidir. Bu yaklagima gére diyalog, bireysel
seviyede yapilmalidsr,

Anahtar Kelin}eler: Dinlerarast Diyalog, Tiirkiye, Millivercilik, Barg, Bir Arada Ya-
sama Kiiltivii, Islam ve Huristiyanlik,

I. A BRIEF HISTORY OF INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE
IN TURKEY

Since more than fifteen years, various attitudes towards the discourse of in-
terreligious dialogue have been taken place in Turkey. Catholic Church espe-
cially in the second Vatican Council (1962-1965) and then Protestant Churches
(World Council of Church) initiated interreligious dialogue with different pur-
poses. Due to diverse religious traditions gradually start to live all together, The
Western churches wanted Christians to adopt dialogue in their relations with
non-Christians. In the many church documents, besides being of the piece of
mission, dialogue is also regarded with the form of coming together with the
other for common problems of human being.

Owing to undeveloped mass communication devices and especially with the
effect of politic situation, this discussion has become a current issue in the be-
ginning of 1990’s in Turkey. Since that time, with help of sociai and political
stabilization, conferences, symposiums and other works about interreligious
dialogue increasingly have continued.'

In this frame, dialogue and dialogue activities have been dealt with differ-
ent approaches. In the beginning, the discourse of interreligious dialogue has
taken place with transposition of western church’s dialogue understanding and
then meetings in Turkey. Beneath the supporting of some civil society organi-
zations and institutions, there have been done symposiums in limited quantity.

Some of these incelings: Asrmizda Miistiiman Hristivan Miinasebeteri, Islami Aragtrmalar
Vakfi, {stanbul 1993; Hz, fbrahim’in fzinde, Urfa-Harran 2000; Kiiltiirlerarasi Diyalog
Sempozyumu T-8 Marl 1998 Istanbul; Medenivetlerarast Divalog Uluslararase .S'e}npozyumu,
18-19 Eyli} 1998; Barg fpin Divalog Ulnslararas: Sempozyuma, Sivas 2002; Necati Can,
“Dinlerarast Diyalog Tartismalart”, Jeepelitik, Vol. 27/5 2006, pp. 59-62.
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In these meetings, it has been treated to be in dialogue against the clash of civi-
lization thesis rather than what and how of the dialogue discourse.

By 2000, different attitudes towards dialogue started to appear. Firstly, at
the end of 1990°s, an approach is in favor of dialogue which sees dialogue is
necessary for tolerance and world peace, further more social justice in the global
world, has been developed. The matter attracts attention here is the identifying
the activities of that attitude with certain religious community, F. Gulen group.
Besides, this attitude which establishes “intercultural dialogue platform™ on be-
half of dialogue, has signed so many meetings.

Particularly after 2000’s, an opposite manner which defends in nationalist
character that interreligious dialogue is only a method of mission in absolute
meaning, has appeared. This attitude has a negative outlook about all activities
of dialogue. In addition to these two mentioned approaches, a more academic
attitude, which accepting particularly the necessity of dialogical relation be-
tween believers in different religions in Turkey, has come in to being. Briefly,
these three attitudes towards interreligious dialogue will be coped with in de-
scriptive manner here.

II. ATTITUDES TOWARDS INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE IN
TURKEY

A. Accepting the Necessity of Dialogue for Social Justice, Tolerance
and World Peace between Religions

Particularly in last decade, an attitude towards interreligious dialogue, which
is in opposition to assertion that interreligious dialogue is only a missionary
method and accepts the necessity of dialogue for tolerance, world peace and
moreover for social justice in global world, has grown up in Turkey®. One of the

Hayrettin Karaman, Dinferaras: Divalog Nedir?, Ufuk Kitap, Istanbul 2005, pp. 1315, 51-52.
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interesting cases of this attitude is the identifying dialogue labors with civil so-
ciety organizations which have sympathy for M. Fethullah Giilen community.

They insist on that the conception of dialogue is not a newly-made concep-
tion. In the despite of that, dialogue is described as understanding, learning and
knowing the other by means of tolerance, honesty and love without coercion.
Furthermore, it’s seemed as an encounter which provides cooperation in com-
mon matters of global world for religious leaders in the name of world peace’.
Taking Abraham as a center name in the point of faith, they embrace that it
must be spoken of similarities and common values rather than differences”.
Even though it is prescribed that interreligious dialogue is not an endeavor to
convert the other, mission or call for Islam, it is inculcated not to be exaggerated
missionary effort in the sense of religious proclamation. For example, it is em-
phasized that it is not to be mentioned the mission with its bad fame related with
19th century colonialism.’

Thomas Michel, “Inanglararast Diyaloga Cesitli Yaklasimlar™, Kiltiirlerarast Diyalog
Sempozyunne, Istanbul Biiyliksehir Belediyesi, 7-8 Marl 1998, pp. 44-46; Hiiseyin Hatemi,
“Muslimanlarin  Diyaloga Girmelerinin  Sartlarr ve Amaa™, Kiiltiirlerarast  Diyalog
Sempozyummu, pp. 181-182; {zak Haleva, “Dinleraras1 Sevgi”. Ulustararas: Hoggorii Kongresi
Bildiriteri, (10-12 Haziran 1995}, Bil-Kav, Antalya 1995, pp. 126; Niyazi Oktem, “I11 Eyliil
Olay: ve Dinleraras1 Diyalog”, Karizma, Vol. 9/2002, pp. 59-60; Davut Aydiz, Tarih
Boyunca Dinler Aras: Diyalog, 1stk Yaymlan, Istanbul 2005, pp. 11-16; Ahmet Kurucan,
Nigin Diyalog: Diyalogun Temelleri, Isik Yaynlar, [stanbul 2006, p. 1l; Karaman,
Dinlerarast Divalog Nedir?. pp. 23-25, 30-33, 37-38, 56-59; Kerim Balci-Adem Yavuz
Arslan. “Kitabim: Saldirt Malzemesi Yapmasinlar®, Aksiyon, Vol. 588/2006, pp. 24-27.
Compare, Yiimni Sezen Dinlerarasi Diyalog fhaneti {Dini-Psikolojik-Sosyolojik Tahlili),
Kelam Yay., Istanbul 2006, pp. 36-39; Yasar Hacisalihoplu, “ABD Stratejisinde “Ilimh
islam™ ve Dinleraras: Diyalog”, Jeopolitik, Vol. 27/5 2006, p. 2.

Mehmet S. Aydin, “Degerlendirme” Keltiirler Arast Divalog Sempozyumu, pp. 203-211; Sual
Yildiim, “Dinler ve Baris Sempozyumundan Geriye Kalan”, Yeni Omir Dergisi, Vol.. 64, pp.
6-10; Emanuel Adamakis, *Yahudilik, Hiristiyanhik ve {slam Arasinda Diyalog: Bir Ortodoks
Bakig Agis1”, Kiiltiirlerarasi Divalog Sempozyuma, pp. 52-53; Karaman, Dinleraras: Diyalog
Nedir?, pp. 94-96, 100-103; Aydiiz, Dinler Arast Divalog, pp. 248-249, 252,

Niyazi Oktem, “11 BEyldl Olayr ve Dinlerarasi Diyalog”, Karizma, Vol. 9/2002, pp. 61-62;
Karaman, Dinferarast Diyalog Nedir?, pp. 73-74, 78-80; Aydiz, Dinler Arast Divalog, pp.
21-22, 184-185, 221-222; Kurucan, Diyalogun Temelleri, pp. 18-22.
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Dialogue sympathizers, who allege that both of Quran and Bible have been
read in churches throughout Muslim-Christian dialogue, express many Chris-
tians begin to see Mohammad as prophet increasingly. Besides, it is accepted
that dialogue is the most powerful alternative against the clash of civilization.®

This attitude especially declares that Abraham is the common father in
Jews-Christian-Muslim dialogue and Abraham is the unifying element of bases
of three monotheistic divine religions’. Alongside this helpful data of dialogue,
it is asserted that dialogue is a necessity because of creation of people in differ-
ent nations by Allah as mentioned in the Quran®. This manner of dialogue thinks
that Quranic verses have discussed by breaking off their historical and political
contexts. Therefore it considers that it is claimed that Quran is against dialogue.
The attitude asserts that there are common points between Muslims and People
of Book. it accepts that prophet is in dialogue with People of Book unlike his

relationship with “Kafir®, That approach, which exemplifies Quranic, propheti-

Michel, “Inanglararasi Diyaloga Cesitli Yaklasimlar”, pp. 39-41; Hatemi, “Milsliimanlartn
Diyaloga Girmelerinin Sartlart ve Amact”, pp. 182-183; Aydiiz, Dinler Arast Diyalog, pp. 24-
25, 278-280; Karaman, Dinlerarast Divalog Nedir?, pp. 12, 30, 46-49; Kurucan, Diyalogun
Temelleri, pp. 130-135. Compare, Sezen, Dinlerarasi Divalog fhaneti, pp. 79-99, Kerim
Balet, “Beditizzaman’dan Cagr Asan Cozumler”, Aksiyon, Vol. 589/2006, pp. 54; Fatih Ugur,
“ille de Diyalog™, Aksivon, Vol. 585/2006, pp. 30-31;

Yildsim, “Dinler ve Baris Sempozyumundan Geriye Kalan™, pp. 6-10; Thomas Michcl, ©
Kuran'da ve Islam Geleneginde Hz. Ibrahim Tasviti”, Hazrei ibrahim’in fzinde, Guzeteciler
ve Yazarlar Vakfi Yay,, Istanbul 2001, pp. 17, 24-25; Tank Mitr, “ibrahimi Gelenek ve
Dinler Aras: Diyalog: Vaadler ve Belirsizlikler”, Hazreii Ibrahim’in fzinde, p. 290; izak
Haleva, “Dinlerarast Sevgi”, p. 125; Emilio Platti, “Ibrahimi Dinlerin Birlegtikleri Temel
Hususlar”, Kiiltiitlerarasi Diyalog Sempozywmu, pp. 73-77; Aydiiz, Dinler Arast Diyalog, p.
30, 206; Karaman, Dinlerarast Divalog Nedir?, pp. 45-46, 90-92.

8 Al-Guran, 49/13; 5/48; 29/46. Also See, Oktem, “11 Eyliil Olayt ve Dinlerarast Diyalog™, pp.
61-62; Liitfi Dogan, “Islam’da Dinlerarass Hosgéri”, Ulusiararast Hoggdrii Kongresi
Bildirileri, pp. 129-130.

Mehmet S. Aydin, “Medeniyetler Catismasiny Tartismak”™, Medeniyeifer Catismasindan
Diyaloga, Gazetciier ve Yazarlar Vakfi Yay., Istanbul 2000, pp. 41-42; Karaman, Dinlerarast
Diyalog Nedir?, pp. 16-21, 53-54, 81-85; Aydiiz, Dinler Arast Diyalog, pp. 44-47, 56-59,
192; Kurucan, Divalogin Temelleri, pp. 22-23, 27-29, 30-32; Al-Gurran, 11/99; 49/13; 28/55;
45/14: 3/64; 20/44,
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cal and historical basis of dialogue, defends that the Vatican’s dialogue expan-
sion in twentieth century actually has become a reality in history of Islam since
fourteen ages. '

In the beginning, meetings related with dialogue have been carried out by
different surroundings. But afterwards, these have been begun to be remem-
bered only with activities of civil organizations which sympathize with certain
circle, Gulen community. 1

As a followers of this attitude, Niyazi Oktem alleges that dialogue meetings
is done between equal sides and accepts Department of Religious Affairs as rep-
resentative of Muslim society in Turkey. Moreover, this approach gives an ex-
ample the Gulen’s meeting with Greek Patriarch, Barthalemous and Pope John
Paul the second to prove Muslims don’t stand behind in interreligious dialogue
activity. Even Oktem suggests establishing a dialogue secretary. Because, it is
expressed that the other’s prejudices for Islam have changed slowly in conclu-
sion of dialogue works.’?

19 Mehmet Aydin, “Tiitk Toplumunda Dini Hosgsriiniin Temelleri”, Kiiltiirlerarast Divalog

Sempozyunu, pp. 64-68; Dogan, “Islam’da Dinlerarasi Hoggdrii”, pp. 131-133; Karaman,

Dinlerarast Diyalog Nedir?, pp. 37-41, 43-44, 74, Aydiiz, Dinler Arast Diyatog, pp. 11, 88-

90, 137-138; Kurucan, Diyalogun Temelleri, pp. 60-61, 71-76; Also See Passim, Osmanit’'da

Hoggdrii, Birlikle Yagam Sanat, Gazetecl ve Yazarlar Vakfi Yay. Istanbul 2000; Levent

Oaztiirk, Asrt Saadetien Hagh Seferlerine kadar Istam Toplumunda Hiristivantar, 1z Yay.,

Istanbul 1998, pp. 118-119; M. Siireyya Sahin, “Osmanli Devletinin Hiristiyanlarla

Miinasebetleri”, Asrmuzda Hirislivan-Miistiiman Miinasebetteri, 1SAV, Istanbul 1993, pp.

116-119; Mehmet Aydim, “Hz. Muhammed (a.s) devrinde Miisliman Hiristiyan

Miinasebetlerine Bir Bakis”, Asrimuzda Hivistiyan-Miistiiman Minaseberleri, pp. 83-95.

Kuruecan, Diyalogtn Temelleri, pp. 99-104, 106-111; Karaman, Dinlerarasi Diyalog Nedir?.

pp. 62-63, 66-70; Aydliz, Dinler Arast Diyalog, pp. 35.

2 Mehmet Kanug, “Medentyetler Bulusmas:”, Aksiyon, 14-20 Subat 1998, Vol. 167, pp. 26-31;
Oktem, “I1 Eylil Olayt ve Dinleraras: Diyalog”, pp. 63-64; Adamakis, “Yahudilik,
Hiristiyanlik ve Islam Arasinda Diyalog: Bir Ortodoks Bakig Aqist”, pp. 55-58; Aydiiz, Dinfer
Arast Diyalog, pp. 182-185, 209-210; Kurucan, Divalogun Temelleri, p. 82.
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B. The Perception of Interreligious Dialogue only as a Missionary
Method

In recent years, mainly, a party which is taking side against interreligious
dialogue activities has come into being in Turkey. According to followers of
this idea, dialogue and all labors about it provide contributions to church mis-
sionary activities. These nationalist sympathizers claim that works about dia-
logue conception and its practical experience don’t comport with Qur’an, Sunna
and related tradition. Therefore, this conceptualization is called by them as a
new face of missional‘y.13

They assert that interreligious dialogue is just an impossible discourse, fur-
ther more there can not be a common area between religions. Because of relig-
ions have immutable principles. In this way, it is accepted that conceptions such
as “‘Abrahamic religions”, “common ancestor Abraham” and “garden of relig-
ions” are produced in order to alienate Muslims from their religion and to ne-
gate truth discourse of Islam. That opposite group indicates that the fact lies be-
neath the demand of dialogue is just “Mission”, though there are common
anxieties which related with violent, unjustness, poverty, etc.'.

That group passionately rejects/disagrees the dialogue attitude which claims
dialogue has Quranic, prophetical and historical roots. The opposites belicve
that the conception of People of Book is not different from “Kafir” term. They

¥ Yumni Sezen. Dinieraras: Diyalog fhaneti (Dini-Psikolojik-Sosyolojik Tahlili), Kelam Yay.,
Istanbul 2006, pp. 1-5; Ahmet Tekin, Diyalogcniara Kuran Dersi, Kelam Yay., istanbul 2006,
pp. 9-10, 226-228, 236-238; Latfii Ousahin, Keosun Jeopolitigi ve Dinlerarast Divalog,
Ragbet Yay., istanbul 2005, pp. 199, 206-210; Mehmet Orug, Dinierarast Divalog Tuzdgi ve
Dinde Reform, An-Sanat Yay., istanbul 2003, pp. 18, 20-22; Arslan Bulut, “ABD’nin
Islam’da Reform Stratejisi, Dinlerarasi Diyalog ve Mesih Meselesi!”, Jeopolitik, Vol. 2715
2006, p. 24; Ugur Yildirem, “Noel Baba'ya Yasin, inkiiltdrasyon ve Diyalogun Seyri”,
Jeopolitik, Vol. 27/5 20006. pp. 36-40, 45-47.

4 Mustafa Erkal, “iktisat Kaynakls Misyonerlik ve Diyalog”, Jeopolitik, Vol. 27/5 2006, p. 14;
Bulut, “ABD’nin Islam’da Reform Stratejisi, Dinleraras: Diyaleg ve Mesih Meselesil”, p. 22;
Tekin, Diyalogeulara Kuran Dersi, pp. 18, 44, 66-67, 194-197, 233-234, 246-247, 318-320;
Sezen, Diyalog lhaneti, pp. 10-13, 38; Ouzsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp. 203-204, 219-221,
232-234, 238-240; Orug, Dinferarast Diyalog Tizdag, pp. 25-26, 35-36, 103-108.
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assert that there is no common shared characteristic/ground between Muslim
and People of Book in the terms of faith, by giving examples of Quranic
verses'. According to this attitude which refuses the examples of dialogue, the
Medina vesikasi/document is manifesto, the immigration te Ethiopia is taking
refuge, the letters sent to neighbor kings are call for Islam/tablig and the rela-
tionship with Jewish and Christian groups is the message for Islam'®, In respect
of history of Islam, the opposite group also believes in that the relationship be-
tween Muslims and non-Muslims has no unfavorable situations'’. In spite of
that, as a newly produced/made conception, the interreligious dialogue is just a
current appearance of mission which all ways are considered permissible by
Paul.”®

That group accepts dialogue as the most obvious reflection of anxiety of
global world hegemony of Christian world. Moreover it has interrogated to be
restricted the interreligious dialogue only by People of Book. This attitude
claims that call for Islam and dialogue are different from each other. Also it has
regarded some Quranic verses which seem to criticize People of Book'.
Additionally, in respect of opposite attitude, supporting the dialogue only by
certain group and determining the frame of dialogue activities by Non-Muslims
is conspicuous. It is mentioned that the inequality/unfairness between sides ap-
pear in the non-existence of Muslim clergy which is similar to Christians’. Be-

15 Sezen, Divalog fhaneti, pp. 50-56; Tekin, Diyajogcrlara Kuran Dersi, pp. 41-50, 147-160,
170-181, 248-255, 260-266; Ozsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp. 201-202; Orug, Dinlerarast
Diyalog Tuzag, 5. 27-28, 42-44, 60-62, Al-Quran 2/103, 105; 5/72-73; 3/64.

16 Ozsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp. 216-217; Tekin, Diyalogculara Kuran Dersi, pp. 19-20, 60-
64, 240-245; Sezen, Diyalog Ihaneti, pp. 61-68,

7 For Muslim-Christian relations in Ottoman Empire: V. Arus, Yumul, “Dinleraras: Digki:
Osmanli Imparatot]uu’nda Misliiman-Hiristiyan iliskilerl”, Uluslararas: Hoggorii Kongresi
Bildirileri pp. 149-154; Mesrob Mutafyan, “Turkiye'de Dinlerarasi Hoggéril”, pp. 123-124,
Uluslararast Hosgdrii Kongresi Bildirileri.

' Sezen, Divalog lhaneti, pp. 27-30, 32-33, 72-73, 147, Tekin, Divalogcnlara Kuran Dersi, pp.
12-14, 228-230; Ozsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp. 211-214; Orug, Dinleraras: Diyalog Tuzag,
pp. 17, 50-52.

¥ Tekin, Divalogenlara Kuran Dersi, pp. 269-272, 300-315; Ozsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp.
224-225, 227-228; Sezen, Diyatog lhareti, p. 25; Orug, Dinlerarast Dlyal'og Tuzags, pp. 92-
94; Al-Quran 109/1-6; 29/46; 4/44; 5/51.
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cause of that, it is asserted that sympathizers of dialogue are being an instrument
to Christian missionary.””

Antagonists, who touch on impossibility of religious dialogue, have
claimed that there are no any concrete developments in social themes . In addi-
tion, they dwelled on places of meetings that are made by supporting of dia-
logue followers in Turkey. In respect of opposite attitude, chosen the holy lands
in terms of People of Book like Antioch, Edessa, Harran, Tarsus, Izmir, etc. and
worn the religious dress indicate what real intention of the other is™. Because of
all these reasons, this attitude has alleged that interreligious dialogue is a new
method of evangelization. Furthermore, it has accused of supporter of dialogue
by giving support to global powers which destroy national and religious values
and damage to national identity in Turkey™.

C. Accepting the Necessity of Interreligious Dialogue for a Dialogical
Relation between Believers in Various Religions

In recent years, in addition to the mentioned attitudes above which are con-
cerning with the frame of dialogue in Turkey, a new mode/manner has come
into being. In particular, this attitude that develops in academic circles looks
like closer than others for composing a Muslim theology for religions about
dialogue.

# Bulut, “ABD’nin islam'da Reform Stratejisi, Dinlerarast Divalog ve Mesih Meselesi!”, p. 26;

Tekin, Diyalogculara Kuran Dersi, pp. 16-19, 28-30, 275-276; Ouzsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi,
pp. 200, 225; Orug, Dinlerarast Divalog Tuzag, pp. 17, 45-47; Sezen, Divalog fhaneti, pp.
100-117, 143, 137-146, 150-156, 161.

Ouzsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp. 236-237; Sezen, Divalog fhaneti, pp. 147-149, 163; Tekin,
Diyalogculara Kuran Dersi, pp. 24-27.

Sezen, Dinlerarast Divalog Ihaneti, pp. 141-145; 165-167, Tekin, Diyalogculara Kuran
Dersi, pp. 10-13, 22-23, 34-37; Orug, Dinlerarast Diyalog Tuzag, pp. 48-49, 72-74.

Erkal, “iktisat Kaynakli Misyonerlik ve Diyalog”, p. 13; QOzsahin, Kaosun Jeopolitigi, pp.
199, 203, 210, 222-226, 245-250; Tekin, Diyalogculara Kuran Dersi, pp. 32-33, 230-235,
272-274, 318-326 327-332; Bulut, “ABD'nin Islam’da Reform Stratejisi, Dinterarasi Diyalog
ve Mesih Meselesi!”, pp. 28-32; Sezen, Dinlerarast Diyalog fhaneti, pp. 159-162, 163-169;
Orug, Dinferarast Diyalog Tuzag, pp. 29-30, 111-116, 37-39, 67-76.

z1
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Representatives of this manner especially scrutinize the contemporary inter-
religious dialogue discourse that implies a missionary frame in Catholic and
Protestant churches’ attitudes®, In addition to this institutional attempt, they try
to put individual dialogue endeavor on agenda unlike the approaches above. In
respect of this, it is accepted that assembling believers of different religions to
provide solutions to common problems is possible with the help of individual
dialogue activities more than the institutional works. Because, though they
highlight dialogue in the solution to common problems of humanity churches
don’t be purified mission anxiety and also see the dialogue necessary for evan-
gelization of the other™. In this context, that attitude suggests to develop dia-
logue that is not surrounded by mission and a dialogue understanding which is
the means of living all together and social peace.”®

According to believers of a dialogical relation, dialogue mustn’t be an at-
tempt which regards its reality/truth as absolute/ultimate reality throughout sup-
posing the others’ truth doctrine insufficient. Differences which make each re-
ligion distinctive themselves must be preserved®’. In spite of that, dialogue must

Mahmut Aydin, “Dinler Arasi Diyalog Yeni Bir Misyon Yontemi Mi? ~Kurumsal ve Bireysel

Diyalog Faaliyetleri Uzerine Bir Deperlendirme”, fsfamiyar, Vol. 5/3 2002, pp. 18-22;

Mustafa Alies, Miistiiman-Eiristivyan Divafogu, iz Yay. istanbul 2005, pp. 43-54; Muhammed

Talbi, “Medine Mescidinde Dinlerarast Diyalog”, Kiiltiirlerarast Diyalog Sempozyumu, pp.

127-128.

s Sinasi Giindiiz, Kéiresel Sorunlar ve Din, Ankara Okulu Yay., Ankara 2005, pp. 73-75, 78,
99; Aydin, “Dinler Arast Diyalog Yeni Bir Misyon Yontemi Mi?", pp. 25-29; Mahmut Aydin,
Monologdan Diyaloga, Ankara Okulu Yay. Ankara 2001, pp. 92-96, 190-197; Abdurrahman
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be a purchase of opinion that information about the other is compared, ex-
changed and arranged with new knowledge. Moreover, this process must be
valid for the other side. Therefore, it is desired that individual tries to under-
stand the truth and religion perception of the other by taking himself for the
other in dialogue process.”

Discourse about the other’s religious understanding will get validity,
throughout accepting it by the other personally. So, seeing the idea of truth and
salvation as ultimate reality by believers of a religion is the indispensable dis-
tinctive component of that faith or tradition. To take this circumstance as a dif-
ference will make this dialogical relation healthier/more reliable.*

Especially, it is defended that common ethical and practical situations must
be spoken in dialogue activities. To tell the truth, getting together me and the
other for solution against problems which threat future of humanity like starva-
tion, poverty, unemployment, ethical destruction, unbelief, health, education
and law is to be counted as fundamental duty for dialogue™. It is emphasized
that having been cooperated for solving such common problems more than
theological themes and having been looked at contributions of religion in the
frame of dialogue. However, ignoring religious matters or disregarding them

Ihtiyag Vardir”, pp. 37; Talbi, “Medine Mcscidinde Dinlerarast Diyalog™, pp. 129-130; Alw,
“Miisterek Kelimeler ve Aykir Oluslar”, pp. 26-27.

Omer F. Harman, “islam ve Diger Dinler”, Kiiltiirierarast Diyaiog Sempozyumn, pp. 82-88;
Alic, “Misterek Kelimeler ve Aykirt Oluglar™, pp. 24-25, 29-30, 33; Mahmat Aydin, “Dinler
Arasi Diyalog Uzcrine™, pp. 129; Gunduz, Kiiresel Soruntar ve Din, p. 78; Giindiiz, “Turistik
Faaliyetler..”. p. 157; Yasin Meral, “Dinlcrarast Diyalog Sempozyumundan Genel
tzlenimler”, Sakarye Universitesi llahiyar Fakiilresi Dergisi, Vol. 9/2004. pp. 229-235.

2 Aydn, “Dinler Arast Diyalog Yeni Bir Misyon Ydntemi Mi?", pp- 30-31; Aydin, “Dinler
Arast Diyalog Uzerine”, p. 134; Aydm, "Dinya Barsst...”, pp. 137-138; Alici, Misliman-
Hiristiyan Diyalogu, pp. 20-22, 26-27.
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pp. 131-133; Kiigiik, “Dinlerarast Diyaloga Nigin Ihtiyag Vardir™, p. 37; Aydin, *“Diinya
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may affect the relationship with the other in negative sense. At least, solutions
offered by religions have importance in solving mentioned common themes.”

Representatives of this attitude have thought that equality between sides of
dialogue is necessary for making dialogue healthy. Further they believe that’s
impossible in institutional measure. In this context, it is mentioned inequality
situations in recent dialogue activities: (i) it is talked about that agenda and
themes offfor dialogue are determined by Christians. (ii) It is expressed that
while Christians speak on behalf of their institution, Muslims remain individual.
(iii) It is stated in particular that Muslims couldn’t express them sufficiently
owing to formal speech language is English.*

This approach that is in side of individual dialogue activities, want sides to
try to be in agreement as far as possible and to avoid definite decisions. Firstly,
it is taken basis to discover common points after that to state different points
and than to express both common and different matters. The most important
pre-condition of these meetings is the entering sides into dialogue without
bias.™ '

Some followers of that attitude prescribe that it must be a criterion which all
people accept it as commen value in regarding on evaluation the matters other
suggests. For instance according to Mahmut Aydin, human self-respect and hu-
manly values occupy a place in center of this ethical criterion. Therefore, faith
bases which religious traditions put forward, have acquired validity, accuracy

3 Aydin, “Dinler Arast Diyalog Yeni Bir Misyon Yoéntemi Mi?”, pp. 42-45; Ahe, Miisliiman-

turistivan Divalogn, pp. 68-69; Kiglk, “Dinlcraras: Diyaloga Nigin ihtiyag Vardir”, pp. 42-

43; Aydin, “Dlnya Barist...”, p. 141.

Aydin, Dinler Arasi Diyalog Uzerine, p. 134; Ahci, “Mugterek Kelimeler ve Aykirt Oluglar”,

p. 28; Alics, Miistitman-Hiristivan Diyalogn, p. 23; Aydin, “Dinler Arasi Diyalog Yenj Bir

Misyon Y&ntemi Mi?” p. 29,

¥ Gunduz, “Turistik Faaliyetler...”, p. 155; Aydmn, “Dunya Barist...”, pp. 138-139; Alici,
“Musterek Kelimeler ve Aykart Oluslar”, pp. 25-26; Aydin, Dinler Arast Divalog Uzerine, pp.
133-134, 136, 139.
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and importance in proportion to suitability to benefit of humanity and humanly
values.*

CONCLUSION/EVALUATION

First approach that expresses dialogue only with mission is seemed to ignore
some cases. Having been claimed that the cases which church counts as world
common problems absolutely is for mission and furthermore, Christian world
has no any anxiety and curiosity/concern about them, gives an attempt to com-
prehend intention. Whereas, dissimilar to institutional dialogue enterprise of
Catholic and Protestant world. There is found individual dialogue endeavors
which consist of world peace and social themes without associated with mis-
sionary.

Nationalism and national identity discourse constitute the main peint of this
attitude. In respect of that, globalization and West that defends it, try to change
the Turkish national culture and its religious understanding throughout compo-
nents that may be in contrary to national culture like interreligious dialogue.
Since, the opposite attitude advocates that dialogue is a newly-made conception
and West invents it. It defends that Muslim Non-Muslim relationships is so af-
firmative in historical context.

The approach, which defends dialogue passionately, is seemed to advocate
assertions of Vatican/Church. However, the relationship between dialogue and
mission has never negated in development period of Vatican dialogue under-
standing and moreover it has spoken that this relation is how it must be. In point
of view of being comprehended of Catholic Church’s dialogue understanding, it
may look at the dialogue documents about expressions towards Muslims. When
it is made, it could be seen that Catholic Church puts forward its standpoint
throughout a Muslim description in spite of Muslims.

The discourse of common father Abraham doesn’t make the distinctiveness
of theological differences and the separated prophetic understandings which

3 Aydm, Dinler Arast Diyalog Uzerine, pp. 137-140,
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stems from theological differences. However, the Abraham’s description of Ju-
daism, of Christianity and of Islam and conceptual frame that lay on him, is ab-
solutely different from each other. Other than that, Islam has intended to purify
the tawhid understanding/perceptiveness which is distorted, from un-
true/superstitious matters.

Claiming that the current interreligious dialogue discourse was in Quran, in
life of prophet and in the historical frame/background so many centuries ago,
before Vatican expresses it, the attitude that desires dialogue has fallen into er-
ror by appropriating a newly modern conception or a pattern which is fulfilled
its content by churches to Islamic history and terminology.

The assertion that sides of two edges of dialogue are equal in contemporary
dialogue activities is seemed untrue. Since, that equality is come to mean to es-
tablish an Islamic institution against Vatican which is unique competent author-
ity of Western Catholic world in religious matter and expresses the current in-
terreligious dialogue. However, such an institution isn’t in question in stand-
point of Islam,

The manner which adopts the necessity of dialogical relation, unlike other
altitudes, has presented a wider perspective in dealing with the frame of dia-
logue discourse. In this context, the attitude, which mentions individual dia-
logue and cares about it, is in favor of being treated ethical and social themes
further than theological ones by believers. Despite of that, to be ignored the re-
ligious-theological themes damages dialogical relation. Also, the period of dia-
logue will not be damaged as long as the absolute truth and salvation discourse
which emerge from own faiths of believers are accepted valid/meaningful in its
own religious traditions.

At last analysis, beyond these three attitudes, these three cases have signifi-
cant in constituting a Muslim theology for religions. (i) Firstly, a relationship,
that is purposed being purified the prejudices about the other and being aimed
for understanding of the other/collocutor and learning some things from him, is
necessary. (ii) Secondly, in the same way, the purpose of explaining and pre-
senting himself to the other has formed another face of this relation. (iii) Lastly,
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it must be come together to resist in common problems and to find solutions for
them. Existing of these three dimensions together will make dialogue activity

possible.
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