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Abstract: Functional definitions of religion and the interpretation of religious truth claims primarily in terms
of their psychological functions constitute one of the major debates in contemporary philosophy of religion.
This article aims to examine Erich Fromm's humanistic understanding of religion from the perspective of
philosophy of religion within the framework of functionalist theories of religion and theological anti-realism,
and to evaluate the philosophical implications of this approach. The study employs a philosophical analysis of
Fromm's major works on religion, including Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man for Himself, The Sane Society,
You Shall Be as Gods, and To Have or To Be?, together with a comparative and critical evaluation of the
relevant philosophy of religion literature. Within this framework, the study analyzes the philosophical
implications of relegating the truth claims of religion to a secondary position in favor of functional explanations
and examines the extent to which interpreting God as a symbolic value can be justified within the debates on
theological realism and anti-realism. The findings indicate that Fromm's understanding of religion makes
significant contributions to explaining the psychological and existential functions of religious belief; however,
it does not provide an adequate account of the truth-value, justification, and epistemic status of religious
propositions. Consequently, the study concludes that although a purely functional interpretation of religion
offers important insights into the psychological and existential dimensions of religious belief, it is insufficient
on its own to account for the truth claims and philosophical justification of religious beliefs.
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Oz: Dinin islevsel bigimde tanimlanmas1 ve dini inanclarmn dogruluk iddialarinin psikolojik islevler iizerinden
aciklanmasi, cagdas din felsefesinin Onemli tartisma konularindan biridir. Bu makalenin amaci, Erich
Fromm'un hiimanist din anlayisini islevselci ve teolojik antirealist din yorumlari ¢ercevesinde din felsefesi
acisindan incelemek ve bu yaklasimin felsefi sonuglarint degerlendirmektir. Caligmada, Erich Fromm'un din
anlayisini ortaya koydugu Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man for Himself, The Sane Society, You Shall Be as
Gods ve To Have or To Be? adli temel eserleri felsefi ¢oziimleme yontemiyle incelenmis; ilgili din felsefesi
literatiirii cergcevesinde karsilagtirmali ve elestirel bir degerlendirme yapilmistir. Bu baglamda, dinin dogruluk
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iddialarinin islevsel agiklamalar lehine ikinci plana itilmesinin felsefi sonuglari ile Tanri'nin sembolik bir deger
olarak yorumlanmasinin teolojik realizm ve antirealizm tartigmalar1 bakimindan ne 6l¢iide gerekcelendirilebilir
oldugu analiz edilmektedir. Calismada, Fromm'un din anlayisinin dini inanglarin psikolojik ve varolugsal
islevlerini aciklama bakimindan 6nemli katkilar sundugu; buna karsilik dini 6nermelerin dogruluk degeri,
gerekgelendirilmesi ve epistemik statiisiine iligkin yeterli bir aciklama sunamadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu
nedenle, dinin yalnizca iglevsel agidan yorumlanmasimin, dini inanglarin psikolojik ve varolugsal boyutunu
aciklamada ©nemli katkilar sunmasina ragmen, bu inanglarm dogruluk iddialari ve felsefi
gerekgelendirilmesini agiklamak igin tek basina yeterli olmadigt sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Din Felsefesi, Erich Fromm, Islevselcilik, Antirealizm, Hiimanizm.

Turkish Studies — Comparative Religious Studies, 21(01)



A Functionalist-Antirealist and Humanist Interpretation of Religion... 3

Structed Abstract:

The aim of this study is to examine Erich Fromm’s humanistic understanding of religion within the
framework of functionalist theories of religion and theological anti-realism, and to evaluate the philosophical
coherence of this approach in terms of the origin and nature of religion, the truth value of religious beliefs, and
the conception of God from the perspective of philosophy of religion. Since Fromm’s understanding of religion
is shaped primarily around human psychological and existential needs rather than religious truth claims, it can
be regarded as one of the significant examples of functionalist interpretations of religion. Previous studies on
Fromm have largely focused on his views within the contexts of psychology, humanism, and social theory.
However, the implications of his understanding of religion for philosophy of religion, particularly regarding
functionalism, the theological realism—anti-realism debate, and the epistemic status of religious beliefs, have
received limited attention. Therefore, this study evaluates the philosophical implications of Fromm’s
humanistic understanding of religion with regard to the concept of God and the rationality, justification, and
epistemic status of religious beliefs.

Within the framework of qualitative research methodology, philosophical analysis and critical
evaluation methods are employed. The primary sources of the study consist of Erich Fromm’s works
Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man for Himself, The Sane Society, You Shall Be as Gods, and To Have or To
Be?. These works are analyzed together with relevant literature in philosophy of religion, and the functionalist
and theological anti-realist dimensions of Fromm’s understanding of religion are critically examined.
Accordingly, the study does not merely describe Fromm’s interpretation of religion but also critically evaluates
the philosophical problems arising from his approach regarding the truth value, justification, and rationality of
religious beliefs, as well as the ontological status of the concept of God. In this context, the study examines
whether prioritizing functional explanations over the truth claims of religion can be philosophically justified
and whether the rejection of a transcendent and personal conception of God independent of the human mind is
a coherent position.

The findings indicate that Fromm develops a functionalist interpretation of religion by focusing on
human psychological and existential needs through concepts such as the function of religion, orientation
system, and object of devotion. It has been determined that, for Fromm, what is important is not primarily
which beliefs a person holds, but rather the function of the values or purposes to which individuals devote
themselves and which provide direction to their lives. Accordingly, Fromm evaluates religions according to
criteria based on human nature, development, and the possibility of human liberation. From his perspective,
whether a religious system provides a better or worse solution depends primarily on its capacity to contribute
positively to human development and life.

The study also demonstrates that Fromm interprets the concept of God as a symbolic expression of
the highest human values that individuals seek to realize and does not conceive of God as a transcendent and
personal being existing independently of the human mind. In this respect, Fromm’s understanding of religion
differs from realist approaches that argue that religious expressions and the concept of God correspond to an
independent transcendent reality and displays characteristics compatible with theological anti-realist
approaches. Furthermore, it has been found that Fromm evaluates religious beliefs not primarily in terms of
their truth value but according to their functions in human life and their contributions to individual
development. His distinction between humanistic religion and authoritarian religion also reveals that functional
and human-development-oriented criteria occupy a central role in the evaluation of religions. Thus, for Fromm,
the decisive issue is not the existence or non-existence of religion itself, but rather its effects on human beings
and the consequences it produces. Accordingly, he classifies religious approaches that enhance human
potential, freedom, and productivity as humanistic religions, whereas those that make individuals passive,
dependent on authority, and restrict their development are considered authoritarian religions.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that Fromm’s humanistic understanding of religion represents
a functionalist approach that explains religious beliefs primarily through human psychological and existential
needs and that it contains significant theological anti-realist features. However, the study concludes that
evaluating religious beliefs solely in terms of their functions and consequences for human life is insufficient to
explain why these beliefs make certain truth claims and on what basis they can be considered rational. The fact
that a belief provides meaning, orientation, or psychological support for individuals does not, by itself, establish
the truth or justification of that belief. Similarly, Fromm’s interpretation of God as the highest symbolic
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expression of human values raises significant philosophical problems concerning the ontological status of God
and the rationality of belief in God. The question of what kind of God one believes in is as important as the
question of whether one believes in God; therefore, the concept of God cannot be adequately explained solely
through its functional and symbolic value.

The main contribution of this study is that it evaluates Fromm’s understanding of religion not only
within the context of humanistic psychology but also within the central debates of philosophy of religion,
particularly the rationality of religious beliefs, their epistemic status, and the theological realism—anti-realism
debate. Going beyond the predominantly psychological, sociological, and humanistic approaches in the
existing literature on Fromm’s interpretation of religion, this study reveals the epistemological and
metaphysical implications of his views from the perspective of philosophy of religion. Although the study
acknowledges the importance of explaining the functional and existential dimensions of religion in human life,
it argues that these dimensions alone cannot provide an adequate explanatory framework for the epistemic
status, truth claims, and rational justification of religious beliefs. Likewise, interpreting God as a symbolic
value creates significant philosophical problems concerning the ontological status of God and the rationality
of religious belief. Therefore, theological realist and essentialist approaches, which consider the meaning, truth,
and justification dimensions of religious beliefs together, provide a more comprehensive and explanatory
framework for understanding the nature of religion. Future studies may comparatively examine Fromm’s
understanding of religion alongside contemporary approaches that similarly interpret God as symbolic or as an
expression of human values, thereby contributing to a more comprehensive assessment of the possibilities and
limitations of functionalist and anti-realist interpretations of religion.

Keywords: Philosophy of Religion, Erich Fromm, Functionalism, Anti-realism, Humanism.
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Résumé structuré :

L’objectif de cette étude est d’examiner la conception humaniste de la religion d’Erich Fromm dans
le cadre des théories fonctionnalistes de la religion et de 1’anti-réalisme théologique, et d’évaluer la cohérence
philosophique de cette approche en termes d’origine et de nature de la religion, de valeur de vérité des
croyances religieuses et de conception de Dieu du point de vue de la philosophie de la religion. Comme la
conception de la religion chez Fromm s’articule principalement autour des besoins psychologiques et
existentiels de 1’étre humain plutot qu’autour de revendications de vérité religieuse, elle peut étre considérée
comme 1’un des exemples marquants des interprétations fonctionnalistes de la religion. Les études antérieures
consacrées a Fromm se sont largement concentrées sur ses points de vue dans les contextes de la psychologie,
de I’humanisme et de la théorie sociale. Cependant, les implications de sa conception de la religion pour la
philosophie de la religion, notamment en ce qui concerne le fonctionnalisme, le débat entre réalisme et
antiréalisme théologiques, ainsi que le statut épistémique des croyances religieuses, n’ont fait I’objet que d’une
attention limitée. Par conséquent, cette étude évalue les implications philosophiques de la conception
humaniste de la religion chez Fromm en ce qui concerne le concept de Dieu, ainsi que la rationalité, la
justification et le statut épistémique des croyances religicuses.

Dans le cadre d’une méthodologie de recherche qualitative, des méthodes d’analyse philosophique et
d’évaluation critique sont utilisées. Les sources principales de 1’étude sont les ouvrages d’Erich Fromm
Psychanalyse et religion, L homme pour lui-méme, La société saine, Vous serez comme des dieux et Avoir ou
étre ?. Ces ouvrages sont analysés conjointement avec la littérature pertinente en philosophie de la religion, et
les dimensions fonctionnalistes et anti-réalistes théologiques de la conception de la religion chez Fromm sont
examinées de maniére critique. En conséquence, cette étude ne se contente pas de décrire ’interprétation de la
religion par Fromm, mais évalue également de maniére critique les problémes philosophiques soulevés par son
approche concernant la valeur de vérité, la justification et la rationalité des croyances religieuses, ainsi que le
statut ontologique du concept de Dieu. Dans ce contexte, I’étude examine si le fait de privilégier les explications
fonctionnelles au détriment des prétentions a la vérité de la religion peut étre justifié philosophiquement et si
le rejet d’une conception transcendante et personnelle de Dieu, indépendante de 1’esprit humain, constitue une
position cohérente.

Les résultats indiquent que Fromm développe une interprétation fonctionnaliste de la religion en se
concentrant sur les besoins psychologiques et existentiels de 1’étre humain a travers des concepts tels que la
fonction de la religion, le systéme d’orientation et I’objet de dévotion. Il a été établi que, pour Fromm, ce qui
importe n’est pas en premier lieu les croyances qu’une personne professe, mais plutot la fonction des valeurs
ou des finalités auxquelles les individus se consacrent et qui donnent un sens a leur vie. En conséquence,
Fromm évalue les religions selon des critéres fondés sur la nature humaine, le développement et la possibilité
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de libération humaine. De son point de vue, le fait qu’un systéme religieux apporte une solution meilleure ou
pire dépend avant tout de sa capacité a contribuer positivement au développement et a la vie de I’étre humain.

L’¢tude démontre également que Fromm interpréte le concept de Dieu comme une expression
symbolique des valeurs humaines les plus élevées que les individus cherchent a réaliser et ne congoit pas Dieu
comme un étre transcendant et personnel existant indépendamment de I’esprit humain. A cet égard, la
conception de la religion chez Fromm différe des approches réalistes qui soutiennent que les expressions
religieuses et le concept de Dieu correspondent a une réalité transcendante indépendante, et présente des
caractéristiques compatibles avec les approches théologiques antiréalistes. De plus, il a été constaté que Fromm
évalue les croyances religieuses non pas principalement en fonction de leur valeur de vérité, mais selon leurs
fonctions dans la vie humaine et leurs contributions au développement individuel. Sa distinction entre religion
humaniste et religion autoritaire révele également que des critéres fonctionnels et axés sur le développement
humain occupent une place centrale dans 1’évaluation des religions. Ainsi, pour Fromm, la question décisive
n’est pas I’existence ou la non-existence de la religion en soi, mais plutot ses effets sur les étres humains et les
conséquences qu’elle engendre. En conséquence, il classe les approches religieuses qui renforcent le potentiel
humain, la liberté et la productivité parmi les religions humanistes, tandis que celles qui rendent les individus
passifs, dépendants de 1’autorité et limitent leur développement sont considérées comme des religions
autoritaires.

En conclusion, cette étude démontre que la conception humaniste de la religion chez Fromm
représente une approche fonctionnaliste qui explique les croyances religieuses principalement a travers les
besoins psychologiques et existentiels de 1’étre humain, et qu’elle comporte d’importantes caractéristiques
théologiques antiréalistes. Cependant, 1’étude conclut qu’évaluer les croyances religieuses uniquement en
fonction de leurs fonctions et de leurs conséquences sur la vie humaine ne suffit pas a expliquer pourquoi ces
croyances émettent certaines revendications de vérité ni sur quelle base elles peuvent étre considérées comme
rationnelles. Le fait qu’une croyance apporte un sens, une orientation ou un soutien psychologique aux
individus n’établit pas, en soi, la vérité ou la justification de cette croyance. De méme, 1’interprétation que fait
Fromm de Dieu comme I’expression symbolique supréme des valeurs humaines souléve d’importants
problémes philosophiques concernant le statut ontologique de Dieu et la rationalité de la croyance en Dieu. La
question de savoir en quel type de Dieu on croit est tout aussi importante que celle de savoir si I’on croit en
Dieu ; par conséquent, le concept de Dieu ne peut étre expliqué de maniére adéquate uniquement a travers sa
valeur fonctionnelle et symbolique.

La principale contribution de cette étude réside dans le fait qu’elle évalue la conception de la religion
chez Fromm non seulement dans le contexte de la psychologie humaniste, mais aussi au sein des débats
centraux de la philosophie de la religion, en particulier la rationalité des croyances religieuses, leur statut
épistémique et le débat entre réalisme et antiréalisme théologiques. Allant au-dela des approches
principalement psychologiques, sociologiques et humanistes présentes dans la littérature existante sur
I’interprétation de la religion par Fromm, cette étude met en lumicre les implications épistémologiques et
métaphysiques de ses points de vue sous 1’angle de la philosophie de la religion. Bien que 1’étude reconnaisse
I’importance d’expliquer les dimensions fonctionnelles et existentielles de la religion dans la vie humaine, elle
soutient que ces dimensions ne peuvent a elles seules fournir un cadre explicatif adéquat pour le statut
épistémique, les prétentions a la vérité et la justification rationnelle des croyances religieuses. De méme,
I’interprétation de Dieu comme une valeur symbolique souléve d’importants problémes philosophiques
concernant le statut ontologique de Dieu et la rationalité de la croyance religicuse. Par conséquent, les
approches théologiques réalistes et essentialistes, qui considérent conjointement les dimensions de sens, de
vérité et de justification des croyances religieuses, offrent un cadre plus complet et explicatif pour comprendre
la nature de la religion. De futures études pourraient examiner de mani¢re comparative la conception de la
religion chez Fromm aux c6tés d’approches contemporaines qui interprétent de la méme maniére Dieu comme
un symbole ou comme une expression des valeurs humaines, contribuant ainsi a une évaluation plus compléte
des possibilités et des limites des interprétations fonctionnalistes et antiréalistes de la religion.

Mots-clés : Philosophie de la religion, Erich Fromm, Fonctionnalisme, Antiréalisme, Humanisme.

Resumen estructurado:
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El objetivo de este estudio es examinar la concepciéon humanista de la religion de Erich Fromm en el
marco de las teorias funcionalistas de la religion y el antirrealismo teologico, y evaluar la coherencia filos6fica
de este enfoque en lo que respecta al origen y la naturaleza de la religion, el valor de verdad de las creencias
religiosas y la concepcion de Dios desde la perspectiva de la filosofia de la religion. Dado que la concepcion
de la religion de Fromm se articula principalmente en torno a las necesidades psicoldgicas y existenciales del
ser humano, mas que en torno a las afirmaciones de verdad religiosas, puede considerarse uno de los ejemplos
mas significativos de las interpretaciones funcionalistas de la religion. Los estudios previos sobre Fromm se
han centrado en gran medida en sus puntos de vista en los contextos de la psicologia, el humanismo y la teoria
social. Sin embargo, las implicaciones de su concepcion de la religion para la filosofia de la religion —en
particular en lo que respecta al funcionalismo, al debate entre realismo y antirrealismo teoldgicos, y al estatus
epistémico de las creencias religiosas— han recibido una atencion limitada. Por lo tanto, este estudio evalua
las implicaciones filosoficas de la concepcion humanista de la religion de Fromm en relacion con el concepto
de Dios y la racionalidad, la justificacion y el estatus epistémico de las creencias religiosas.

En el marco de la metodologia de investigacion cualitativa, se emplean métodos de analisis filosofico
y de evaluacion critica. Las fuentes primarias del estudio consisten en las obras de Erich Fromm Psicoandlisis
y religion, El hombre por si mismo, La sociedad sana, Seréis como dioses y ;Tener o ser?. Estas obras se
analizan junto con la bibliografia pertinente en filosofia de la religiéon, y se examinan criticamente las
dimensiones funcionalistas y antirrealistas teologicas de la concepcion de la religion de Fromm. En
consecuencia, el estudio no se limita a describir la interpretacion de Fromm sobre la religion, sino que también
evalua criticamente los problemas filosoficos que surgen de su enfoque en relacion con el valor de verdad, la
justificacion y la racionalidad de las creencias religiosas, asi como el estatus ontoldgico del concepto de Dios.
En este contexto, el estudio examina si dar prioridad a las explicaciones funcionales frente a las afirmaciones
de verdad de la religion puede justificarse filosoéficamente y si el rechazo de una concepcion trascendente y
personal de Dios, independiente de la mente humana, constituye una posicion coherente.

Los resultados indican que Fromm desarrolla una interpretacion funcionalista de la religion
centrandose en las necesidades psicologicas y existenciales del ser humano a través de conceptos como la
funcion de la religion, el sistema de orientacion y el objeto de devocion. Se ha determinado que, para Fromm,
lo importante no es principalmente qué creencias tiene una persona, sino mas bien la funcion de los valores o
propositos a los que los individuos se dedican y que dan sentido a sus vidas. En consecuencia, Fromm evalua
las religiones segln criterios basados en la naturaleza humana, el desarrollo y la posibilidad de liberacion
humana. Desde su perspectiva, que un sistema religioso ofrezca una solucidn mejor o peor depende
principalmente de su capacidad para contribuir positivamente al desarrollo y a la vida humanos.

El estudio también demuestra que Fromm interpreta el concepto de Dios como una expresion
simbolica de los valores humanos mas elevados que los individuos buscan hacer realidad y no concibe a Dios
como un ser trascendente y personal que exista independientemente de la mente humana. En este sentido, la
concepcion de la religion de Fromm difiere de los enfoques realistas que sostienen que las expresiones
religiosas y el concepto de Dios se corresponden con una realidad trascendente independiente, y muestra
caracteristicas compatibles con los enfoques teologicos antirrealistas. Ademas, se ha constatado que Fromm
evalua las creencias religiosas no principalmente en funciéon de su valor de verdad, sino segin sus funciones
en la vida humana y sus contribuciones al desarrollo individual. Su distincion entre religion humanista y
religion autoritaria también revela que los criterios funcionales y orientados al desarrollo humano ocupan un
papel central en la evaluacion de las religiones. Asi, para Fromm, la cuestion decisiva no es la existencia o
inexistencia de la religion en si misma, sino mas bien sus efectos sobre los seres humanos y las consecuencias
que produce. En consecuencia, clasifica como religiones humanisticas aquellas que potencian el potencial
humano, la libertad y la productividad, mientras que las que hacen que los individuos se vuelvan pasivos,
dependientes de la autoridad y restringen su desarrollo se consideran religiones autoritarias.

En conclusion, este estudio demuestra que la concepcion humanistica de la religion de Fromm
representa un enfoque funcionalista que explica las creencias religiosas principalmente a través de las
necesidades psicologicas y existenciales del ser humano, y que contiene importantes rasgos teologicos
antirrealistas. Sin embargo, el estudio concluye que evaluar las creencias religiosas unicamente en términos de
sus funciones y consecuencias para la vida humana resulta insuficiente para explicar por qué estas creencias
formulan determinadas afirmaciones de verdad y sobre qué base pueden considerarse racionales. El hecho de
que una creencia proporcione sentido, orientacion o apoyo psicoldgico a las personas no establece, por si
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mismo, la verdad o la justificacion de dicha creencia. Del mismo modo, la interpretacion de Fromm de Dios
como la maxima expresion simbolica de los valores humanos plantea importantes problemas filoséficos
relativos al estatus ontoldégico de Dios y a la racionalidad de la creencia en Dios. La cuestion de en qué tipo de
Dios se cree es tan importante como la de si se cree en Dios; por lo tanto, el concepto de Dios no puede
explicarse adecuadamente tinicamente a través de su valor funcional y simbolico.

La principal contribucion de este estudio es que evalua la concepcion de la religion de Fromm no solo
en el contexto de la psicologia humanista, sino también en el marco de los debates centrales de la filosofia de
la religion, en particular la racionalidad de las creencias religiosas, su estatus epistémico y el debate entre
realismo y antirrealismo teoldgicos. Mas alla de los enfoques predominantemente psicoldgicos, sociologicos y
humanistas presentes en la bibliografia existente sobre la interpretacion de Fromm de la religion, este estudio
revela las implicaciones epistemologicas y metafisicas de sus puntos de vista desde la perspectiva de la filosofia
de la religion. Aunque el estudio reconoce la importancia de explicar las dimensiones funcionales y
existenciales de la religion en la vida humana, sostiene que estas dimensiones por si solas no pueden
proporcionar un marco explicativo adecuado para el estatus epistémico, las afirmaciones de verdad y la
justificacion racional de las creencias religiosas. Del mismo modo, interpretar a Dios como un valor simboélico
plantea importantes problemas filosoficos relativos al estatus ontoldgico de Dios y a la racionalidad de la
creencia religiosa. Por lo tanto, los enfoques teoldgicos realistas y esencialistas, que consideran conjuntamente
las dimensiones de significado, verdad y justificacion de las creencias religiosas, proporcionan un marco mas
completo y explicativo para comprender la naturaleza de la religion. Estudios futuros podrian examinar de
forma comparativa la concepcion de la religion de Fromm junto con enfoques contemporaneos que interpretan
de manera similar a Dios como un simbolo o como una expresion de los valores humanos, contribuyendo asi
a una evaluacion mas exhaustiva de las posibilidades y limitaciones de las interpretaciones funcionalistas y
antirrealistas de la religion.

Palabras clave: Filosofia de la religion, Erich Fromm, Funcionalismo, Antirrealismo, Humanismo.
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CTpyKTypUpOBaHHOE pe3loMe:

Lenr maHHOTO HWCCIENOBAHMSI — PACCMOTPETh TYMAHUCTHYECKOE MOHMMAHHUE PEITUTUU DPUXOM
®pomMMoM B paMkax (YHKIIMOHATMCTCKUX TEOPUH PEIUTHH U TEOJIOTHUYECKOTO aHTHUPEaIM3Ma, a TaKKe
OIICHUTHh (UIOCOPCKYIO COTIIACOBAHHOCTh ITOTO MOJXOIA C TOYKH 3PCHUS MPOUCXOXKICHUS W TIPHPOJBI
pEeNUTHN, MUCTUHHOCTH PEJMTHO3HBIX YOSXKICHWH M KOHIenuuu bora ¢ mosmnmit ¢uirocoduu pemuruu.
IMockonpky moHnMaHue peaurus DpomMmMoM (GOpMHUPYETCS B MEPBYIO OYEPEb BOKPYT IICUXOJIOTUYCCKUX H
9K3HCTCHIMATBHBIX TIOTPEOHOCTEH YeTI0BEKa, a HE BOKPYT YTBEPKICHHUHA O PEIIUTHO3HOW UCTHHE, €T0 MOYKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh KaK OJWUH W3 3HAYUMBIX HOPUMEPOB (YHKIIMOHATUCTCKAX WHTEPIPETAIIMNA PEIUTHH.
Hpem,myume HUCCJICAOBAaHNA, HOCB}IHIéHHBIe q)pOMMy, B OCHOBHOM COCPE€I0TOYMBAINCh Ha €T0 B3IId4axX B
KOHTEKCTax IICUXOJIOTUH, TYMaHUu3Ma 1 COI_[I/I&J'IBHOﬁ TCOPUM. O)IHaKO TMOCHIEACTBUA €T0 IOHUMAaHUA PEIIUT NN
IUtst prutocohru peNuruy, B YaCTHOCTH B OTHOIIIEHUHW (PYHKITMOHATIN3MA, CITOpa O TEOJOTHIECKOM pean3Me u
AHTUPCATIM3ME, a TAKXKEC JIMUCTECMHUYCCKOTO CTaryCa PEIIMTHO3HBIX y6€)K}I€HHﬁ, IMOJIYYHUJIN OTrpaHUYCHHOC
BHUMAaHHEC. HOBTOMy B TaHHOM HCCJICAOBAHUH OLICHUBAKTCS (bPIJ'[OCO(bCKI/Ie IMMOCICACTBUA TYMaHUCTUYECKOT'O
TIMOHUMAaHUA PEIIUTUN q)pOMMOM B OTHOIIICHUU KOHIICIIITNHU Bora, a TaKXKE€ pallMOHAJIBHOCTH, 000CHOBAaHHOCTH
1 MMUCTEMUYECKOTO CTaTyca PETUTHO3HBIX YOCIKICHHH.
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B pamkax MeTONOJIOTMH KAa4eCTBEHHOTO HCCIIEAOBAaHMS HCIOJB3YIOTCS METOIBl (HI0CO(CKOro
aQHAIM3a W KPUTHYECKOH oueHKH. OCHOBHBIMM HMCTOYHHUKAMH HCCICIOBAHUS SBISIOTCA PabOTHl Dpuxa
Opomma «llcuxoananus u perucusny, « denogex onsa cebar, «30pasoe obujecmsoy, «Bvl 6ydeme kax b6ozuy n
«Hmemb unu 6vimsv?». ITH pabOTH aHATN3UPYIOTCSI BMECTE C COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH TUTEPATyPOii 1o (prrocopun
penurud, a (QyHKIIMOHAIMCTCKAE M TEOJOTMYSCKHE AHTHPCATUCTHYECKHE ACIEKTHl NOHMMAHHS PEeIUIHU
@OpoMMOM NOABEPTAOTCS KPUTHYECKOMY PaccMOTpeHUI0. COOTBETCTBEHHO, JAHHOE UCCIICIOBAHNE HE IPOCTO
OIMCHIBAET MHTEPIIPETAlNIO peaurud dpoMMOM, HO U KPUTHUYECKH OLIEHHWBAET (HUIOCOPCKHE MPOOIEMBI,
BO3HUKAIOIUE B CBSI3U C €ro MOAXO0JOM B OTHOLIEHHMH MCTHHHOCTH, OOOCHOBAaHHOCTH M DPAallMOHAIBEHOCTH
PENUIHO3HBIX YOXKIEeHUH, a TaK)Ke OHTOJOTHYECKOro craryca KoHuemnuuu bora. B aToM koHTekcre B
UCCJIEJIOBAaHUU PacCMaTpHUBAETCsl BOIPOC O TOM, MOJKET JIM NPHOPUTET (YHKIMOHAIBHBIX OOBSICHEHUH Haj
NPETeH3WsIMA PEJIMTUM Ha MCTHHY OBITh (QUIOCOPCKHM OOOCHOBaHHBIM M SIBISETCS JIM OTKa3 OT
TPaHCLUEHJICHTHOH W JIMYHOCTHOW KoHuenimu bora, He3aBUCHMOH OT 4YEJOBEUECKOro pasyma,
MOCJIEJOBATEILHON MTO3UIIUEHN.

Pe3ynpraThl HMccnemoBaHWS MOKa3plBalOT, 4To @DpomMM  pa3BuBaeT  (YHKIMOHAIUCTCKYFO
MHTEPIPETALIIO PEJIUTUH, YA 0c000€ BHUMAHHUE IICUXOJIOTHIECKUM M 3K3UCTEHIIAIbHBIM TOTPEOHOCTIM
YeJloBeKa 4epe3 TaKhe MOHATHS, KaK (YHKIHS DPEIUTHH, CHCTEMa OPHUEHTalMd M OOBEKT IMOKJIOHECHHS.
YcraHoBneHo, uyto it @poMMa BaXKHO HE CTOJIBKO TO, KAKUMH BEPOBAaHMSAMH PYKOBOJCTBYETCS UEIIOBEK,
CKOJIBKO (YHKIMSI Te€X MEHHOCTEH WM Iejed, KOTOPHIM IIOCBAMIAIOT Cce0s JIOOM W KOTOPbIE 3aJaroT
HanpaBieHue HuX >KH3HU. COOTBETCTBEHHO, PpPOMM OIICHMBAET PEIHUIHM II0 KPUTEPUSM, OCHOBAHHBIM Ha
YeJIOBEYECKON MpUpOAe, Pa3sBUTHH M BO3MOXKHOCTH OCBOOOXAEHHUS denoBeka. C ero TOYKH 3peHHsd, To,
MPEOCTABIIACT JIU Ta WJIM MHAsl PENUTHO3Has CHCTeMa Jiydllee WM XyJIlee PelIeHHe, 3aBUCUT B NEPBYIO
oueperb OT e€ CIOCOOHOCTH BHOCHUTD MOJIOKHUTEIBHBIM BKJIa B pa3BUTHE U )KU3Hb YeJIOBEKa.

HccnenoBanue Takke IOKa3piBaeT, 4ro @DOpoMM HHTEpIPETHPYET KOHLeNnuuro bora kak
CHUMBOJIMYECKOE BBIPAKEHHE BBICIINX YEJIOBEYECKUX LIEHHOCTEW, K Pealn3allii KOTOPBIX CTPEMSTCS OO, U
He BocmpuHHMMaeT bora kak TpaHCLEHIEHTHOE M JHMYHOCTHOE CYIIECTBO, CYIECTBYIOLIEE HE3aBUCHMO OT
YEII0BEYECKOro pasyma. B 3ToM oTHOIIEHNN TOHUMaHUE peurud @poMMOM OTIHYAETCS OT PEATUCTUIECKHAX
HNOJXOM0B, COTNIACHO KOTOPBIM PEIMIHO3HBIE MPOSBICHHUA U KOHLENIUs bora cOOTBETCTBYIOT HE3aBHCUMOMN
TPAHCUECHJAEHTHOM  pPEanbHOCTH, M  JEMOHCTPUPYET YEpThl, COBMECTHMBIE C  TEOJOTHYECKUMU
aHTHpeaTCTHYeCKUMH noaxoaamu. Kpome Toro, Obu10 ycTaHOBIEHO, 4T0 DPOMM OIIEHMBAET PENUTHO3HBIC
BEPOBAHMUSI HE B IIEPBYIO 04EPE/Ib C TOUKH 3PEHHS MX HICTUHHOCTH, @ B COOTBETCTBHUH C UX (PYHKIUSIMH B )KU3HH
4eJI0BEKa U MX BKJIAJOM B MHAMBUIYyaJbHOE pa3BUTHE. Ero pasrpaHuueHue Mexay I'yMAaHHUCTUYECKOW U
ABTOPUTApHOW peNMrueil Takke MOKa3blBaeT, YTO (YHKIHOHAIbHBIE M OPHUEHTHPOBAHHbIE Ha Pa3BHUTHE
YeJIOBeKa KPHUTEPHUH 3aHMMAIOT LIEHTPAJIbHOE MECTO B OleHKe penuruid. Takum obpazom, amst Ppomma
pEIIAIOIIMM BOIIPOCOM SIBJISIETCS HE CaMO CYIIECTBOBAHUE MIIM OTCYTCTBHE PEJIMTHH, & CKOpee €€ BO3JEHCTBHE
Ha JIIOZIe W BBITEKAIOMME M3 3TOro mnocneAcTBusi. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OH OTHOCHT K T'yMaHHUCTHYECKUM
pEeNUIusAM T€ pPEIUIHO3HbIE IOJXOJbl, KOTOPHIE pACIIUPSIOT YEJIOBEYECKHH MOTEHIMAT, CBOOOAY W
HNPOAYKTUBHOCTh, TOTJa KakK T€, KOTOpbIE AENAIOT JIIOJEH MacCHBHBIMHU, 3aBHCHMBIMH OT aBTOPUTETA M
OrPaHUYMBAIOT UX Pa3BUTHE, CUUTAIOTCS aBTOPUTAPHBIMU PEUTHAMU.

B zakimroueHune, faHHOE HCCIIEIOBaHUE IEMOHCTPUPYET, YTO TYMAaHUCTHIECKOE TIOHUMaHNE PEITUTHH
®pommoM mpesacTaBisieT co00i (PYHKIMOHATMCTCKUN TTOJIX0/, OOBSCHSIOMNI PEIUTHO3HBIE BEPOBaHUS B
HEPBYIO OUEPeb Uepe3 ICUXOIOTHUECKHE U IK3UCTEHIINANIbHbIE TOTPEOHOCTH YETI0BEKA, M YTO OHO COJCPIKUT
3HAYUTEIbHbIC TCOJIOTHYECKHE aHTHpeaTucTudeckue yepTel. OHAKO B UCCIIEAOBAHUM JAETAETCS BBIBO, YTO
OLIEHKa PEJIMTHO3HBIX BEPOBAHHMH HCKIIIOYHUTENBHO C TOYKM 3peHUs] UX (YHKUUH M IOCHEACTBUI st
YEeNIOBEUECKONH JKM3HH HEJOCTaTOYHA JUIi OOBSACHEHHS TOTO, IIOYEMYy O3TH BEPOBAaHMSA BBIABHTAIOT
ompeneNnéHHbIE YTBEPKIECHUS 00 UCTHHE W Ha KAKOM OCHOBAaHHH WX MOXKHO CUMTATh PAallMOHAIBHBIMHU. TOT
(hakT, 9TO BepoBaHME JAET CMBICH, OPHEHTAIMIO WM IICHXOJIOTHYECKYIO MOANCPKKY HHANBHAYYMaM, caM IO
ce0e He J0Ka3blBaeT MCTHMHHOCTH WJIM OOOCHOBAHHOCTH 3TOrO BEPOBAaHUS. AHAJIOIMYHBIM 00pa3om,
unTepnperanuss @pomMMom bora kak BBICHIETO CHMBOJHYECKOTO BBIPAKEHHS YEJIOBEUECKUX LEHHOCTEN
MOJHUMAET cepbe3Hble (uiIocopckre MpoOIeMbl, Kacarollhecs OHTOJIOTHYECKOro craryca bora wu
pannoHanbHOCTH Bephl B bora. Bonpoc o Tom, Bo kakoro bora Beput uenoBek, CTOIb ke BaXKeH, KaK U BOIPOC
0 TOM, BEpHUT N OH B bora BooOuie; MoATOMy KOHUENIMIO bora HEBO3MOXXHO aJeKBaTHO OOBSICHUTH
MCKITIOUNTEIBHO Yepe3 ee (PyHKIMOHAIBHOE ¥ CUMBOJIMUECKOE 3HAUCHHE.
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OCHOBHOMW BKJIaJ] JaHHOTO HCCIICJIOBAHUS 3AKIIIOYACTCS B TOM, YTO OHO OLICHMBACT MOHHUMAaHHE
DpOMMOM pENTUruK HE TOJILKO B KOHTEKCTE I'YMaHHUCTUYECKOW TICHXOJIOTHH, HO M B PaMKaX LEHTPAIbHBIX
JCKyccuil B 00mactu GuiaocoGuu peluruy, B YaCTHOCTH, KACAOIIUXCS PAMOHAIBHOCTH PEIUTHO3HBIX
yOSKICHUI, UX IMUCTEMHUYIECKOTO CTaTyca, a TAKKe CIOpa O TEOJIOTHYECKOM pealii3Me M aHTHpealn3Me.
BbIX0/Is1 32 paMKH MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO MICHXOJIOTHYECKHUX, COUONIOTHYECKUX U TYMAaHUCTHYECKUX MOJXO/IOB,
XapaKkTepHBIX ISl CYUISCTBYIOIEH JIUTEpaTypbl MO UHTepnperainun @OpoMMOM pElurud, JaHHOE
HCCIICIOBAaHUE PACKPBIBACT IMHUCTEMOJIOTUYCCKAC M MeTa(pU3MIECKHE TOCIECTBUS €r0 B3INISAIOB C TOYKH
3penus punocoduu penurud. XoTs B UCCICIOBAHUN MPU3HACTCS BAXKHOCTh 00BSICHCHUS () YHKIIMOHABHBIX U
JK3HUCTCHIIMATBHBIX ACIICKTOB PEIMTHU B XKH3HH YEJIOBEKa, B HEM YTBEPIKAACTCS, YTO 3TU ACHEKTHI CAMU IO
ce0e He MOTYT 00ECIICUHTh aJICKBATHYIO OOBICHUTEIBHYIO OCHOBY JIJIS SIIMCTEMHYECKOTO CTAaTyCa, MPETCH3HA
HA HUCTHHY U pAalMOHAJBHOTO OOOCHOBaHHS PEIWTHO3HBIX BEPOBaHHWA. AHAJIOTHYHBIM 00pa3oMm,
UHTEpIpeTanus bora kak CHMBOJMYECKOW IIEHHOCTH CO37aeT 3HAYMTENbHBIC (uiocodckue mpoOIeMsl,
KAacarollHnecsl OHTOJIOTHYECKOro cTaryca bora M paluOHATBbHOCTH PEJIMIHO3HOTO BepoBaHHs. [loTomy
TEOJIOTUYECKHE PEATHCTHYSCKHIE M ACCEHIIMAIMCTCKUE MOAX0/Ibl, KOTOPbIE PACCMATPHUBAIOT ACTIEKTHI CMBICIIA,
HCTHHBI 1 000CHOBAHHS PEIUTHO3HBIX BEPOBAHUI B COBOKYITHOCTH, 00ECIEYHBAIOT 00Jice BCEOOBEMITIONLYIO
1 O0BACHUTEIHHYIO OCHOBY JJIsl TOHUMAHUS IPUPO/IbI peTUTruu. B Oy IyInx Uccae[0BaHUAX MOKHO TPOBECTH
CPaBHHUTEIbHBIH aHaIN3 MOHMMaHHs penurud PpoMMOM Hapsay C COBPEMEHHBIMHU IMOJXOJAMH, KOTOpPbIC
aHAJOTHYHBIM 00pa30M HHTEpHpPeTUpyrOT bora Kak CHMBOJMYECKYIO [IEHHOCTh HWIIM KAaK BBIPAXKEHHE
YeJIOBEYCCKHUX I[CHHOCTEH, YTO, TaKUM 00pa3oM, OymeT CrmocoOCTBOBAaTh 0oJice BCCOOBEMITIONICH OICHKE
BO3MOXKHOCTEH UM OrpaHnueHUH (QyHKIMOHATUCTCKUX U aHTUPEATTMCTHYESCKUX MHTEPIIPETALNH PEIUTHH.

KiroueBble ciioBa: Grnocodus penurun, Ipux @pomm, GYHKITHOHAINA3M, aHTHPEATH3M, TYMAHU3M.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu galismanin amaci, Erich Fromm’un hiimanist din anlayisini islevselci din teorileri ve teolojik
antirealizm baglaminda incelemek ve bu yaklasimin dinin kaynagi ve mahiyeti, dini inanclarin dogruluk degeri
ve Tanrt tasavvuru bakimindan din felsefesi acgisindan tutarliligini degerlendirmektir. Fromm’un din
anlayisinin, dini dogruluk iddialarindan ziyade insanin psikolojik ve varolugsal ihtiyaclari temelinde
sekillenmesi, onun islevselci din yorumlarinin 6nemli drneklerinden biri olarak degerlendirilmesini miimkiin
kilmaktadir. Fromm iizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar biiyiik dlgiide onun psikoloji, hiimanizm ve sosyal teori
baglamindaki goriislerine odaklanmig; buna karsilik onun din anlayismin din felsefesi acisindan islevselcilik,
teolojik realizm-antirealizm tartigmalar1 ve dini inanglarin epistemik statiisii baglamindaki sonuglari sinirlt
diizeyde ele alinmigtir. Bu ¢aligma, s6z konusu bosluktan hareketle Erich Fromm’un hiimanist din anlayiginin
Tanr1 kavrami ve dini inanglarin rasyonelligi, gerek¢elendirilmesi ve epistemik statiisii bakimindan ortaya
cikardig felsefi sonuclar1 degerlendirmektedir.

Calismada nitel arastirma yontemi kapsaminda felsefi ¢oziimleme ve elestirel degerlendirme
yontemleri kullanilmigtir. Aragtirmanin temel kaynaklarini Erich Fromm™un Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man
for Himself, The Sane Society, You Shall Be as Gods ve To Have or To Be? adli eserleri olugturmakta; soz
konusu eserler ilgili din felsefesi literatiiriiyle birlikte analiz edilerek Fromm’un din anlayisinin islevselci ve
teolojik antirealist boyutlar1 elestirel olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu baglamda c¢alisma, Fromm’un din
anlayisinin yalnizca betimlenmesiyle yetinmemekte; onun dini inanglarin dogruluk degeri, gerekgelendirilmesi
ve rasyonelligi ile Tanr1 kavraminin ontolojik statiisii bakimindan ortaya ¢ikardigi felsefi problemleri elestirel
olarak degerlendirmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, dinin dogruluk iddialarinin islevsel agiklamalar lehine ikinci plana
itilmesinin felsefi agidan gerek¢elendirilip gerekgelendirilemeyecegi ve insan zihninden bagimsiz, agkin ve
kisisel bir Tanr1 anlayisinin reddinin ne 6l¢iide tutarli oldugu sorulari elestirel olarak incelenmektedir.

Calismada, Fromm’un dinin islevi, yonelim sistemi ve adanma nesnesi kavramlari iizerinden insanin
psikolojik ve varolussal ihtiyaglarini merkeze alan iglevselci bir din yorumu gelistirdigi ve dini belirli bir
teolojik igerikle simirlandirmadig tespit edilmistir. Fromm agisindan 6nemli olanin, kisinin hangi inanglara
sahip oldugundan ziyade, yasamina yon veren ve kendisini adadig1 deger ya da amacin insan {izerindeki islevi
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu dogrultuda Fromm’un dinleri degerlendirirken temel 6l¢iit olarak insanin yapisini,
gelisimini ve 6zgilirlesme imkanini esas aldig1 belirlenmistir. Ona gore bir dini sistemin daha iyi veya daha kotii
olarak degerlendirilmesi, 6ncelikle insanin gelisimine ve yagamini olumlu yonde sekillendirme kapasitesine
baglidir.

Fromm’un Tanri kavramini, insanin ulagsmay1 hedefledigi en yiiksek insani degerlerin sembolik bir
ifadesi olarak ele aldigi ve Tanr’y1 insan zihninden bagimsiz, askin ve kisisel bir varlik olarak
temellendirmedigi goriilmiistiir. Bu yoniiyle Fromm’un din anlayisinin, dini ifadelerin ve Tanr1 kavraminin
bagimsiz bir askin gergeklige karsilik geldigini savunan realist yaklasimlardan ayrildigi ve teolojik antirealist
yaklagimlarla ortiisen ozellikler tasidigi belirlenmistir. Ayrica Fromm’un dini inanglari, dncelikle dogruluk
degeri bakimindan degil, insan yasamindaki iglevleri ve bireyin gelisimine katkilart agisindan degerlendirdigi
tespit edilmistir. Hiimanist din—otoriter din ayriminda da dinlerin degerlendirilmesinde islevsel ve insani
gelisim merkezli lgiitlerin 6ne ¢ikarildigi goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda Fromm agisindan belirleyici olanin dinin
varlif1 veya yoklugu degil, insan iizerindeki etkisi ve ortaya ¢ikardigi sonuglar oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Buna
gore Fromm, insanin potansiyelini gelistiren, 6zgiirligiinii ve lretkenligini destekleyen dini yaklagimlar
hiimanist; bireyi edilgenlestiren, otoriteye bagimli héle getiren ve gelisimini sinirlayan yaklagimlari ise otoriter
din kapsaminda degerlendirmektedir. Dolayisiyla Fromm’un din anlayisinda temel degerlendirme 6lgiitii, dini
inanclarin  metafiziksel dogrulugundan ziyade insanin gelisimine, Ozgiirlesmesine ve yasamini
anlamlandirmasina sundugu katkidir.

Sonug olarak, bu ¢aligma, Fromm’un hiimanist din anlayisinin, dini inang¢lar1 insanin psikolojik ve
varolugsal gereksinimleri temelinde agiklayan islevselci bir yaklasim sergiledigini ve teolojik antirealist
ozellikler tasidigini gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, dini inanglarin yalnizca islevleri ve insan yasamindaki
sonuglart iizerinden degerlendirilmesinin, bu inanglarin neden belirli dogruluk iddialar tasidigi ve hangi
temelde rasyonel kabul edilebilecegi sorularimi agiklamada yetersiz kaldigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Zira bir
inancin bireye anlam, yonelim veya psikolojik destek saglamasi, tek basina o inancin dogrulugunu veya
gerekgelendirilmesini temellendirmemektedir. Benzer sekilde Fromm’un Tanr1’y1 insani degerlerin en yiiksek
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sembolik ifadesi olarak yorumlayan yaklagiminin, Tanri’nin ontolojik statiisii ve Tanr1 inancinin rasyonelligi
bakimindan 6nemli felsefi problemler dogurdugu ortaya konmustur. Nasil bir Tanr1’ya inanildig1 sorusunun,
Tanr1’ya inanma sorusu kadar 6nemli oldugu; bu nedenle Tanr1 kavraminin yalnizca iglevsel ve sembolik
degeri lizerinden agiklanamayacag1 degerlendirilmistir.

Bu dogrultuda calismanin temel katkisi, Fromm’un din anlayisin1 yalnizca hiimanist psikoloji
baglaminda degil, din felsefesinin temel tartigmalar1 olan dini inanclarin rasyonelligi, epistemik statiisii ve
teolojik realizm—antirealizm problemi gergevesinde degerlendirmesidir. Caligma, Fromm’un din yorumuna
iliskin mevcut literatiirde agirlikli olarak ele alinan psikolojik, sosyolojik ve hiimanist yaklasimlarin &tesine
gecerek, onun goriislerinin din felsefesi agisindan ortaya ¢ikardig: epistemolojik ve metafizik sonuglar ortaya
koymaktadir. Caligma, dinin insan hayatindaki islevsel ve varolussal boyutunun agiklanmasinin énemli bir
katk: sundugunu kabul etmekle birlikte, bu boyutlarin dini inanglarin epistemik statiisii, dogruluk iddialar1 ve
rasyonel gerekcelendirilmesi bakimindan yeterli bir agiklama zemini olusturamayacagini ortaya koymaktadir.

Benzer sekilde ¢alismada, Tanri’nin sembolik bir deger olarak yorumlanmasinin, Tanr1 kavraminin
ontolojik statiisii ve dini inancin rasyonelligi bakimindan &nemli felsefi sorunlar dogurdugu sonucuna
ulagilmigtir. Bu nedenle dini inan¢larin anlam, dogruluk ve gerekg¢elendirme boyutlarini birlikte dikkate alan
teolojik realist ve 6zcii yaklasimlarin, dinin mahiyetini aciklamada daha kapsamli ve agiklayici bir teorik
cergeve sundugu ileri siiriilmektedir. Bu baglamda, Fromm’un din anlayisinin, benzer sekilde Tanr1i’y1
sembolik veya insani degerlerin ifadesi olarak yorumlayan ¢agdas din yaklasimlartyla karsilastirmali bigimde
incelenmesi, islevselci ve antirealist din yorumlarinin imkanlart ve sinirlarinin daha kapsamli bigimde ortaya
konulmasina katki saglayabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Din Felsefesi, Erich Fromm, Islevselcilik, Antirealizm, Hiimanizm.
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Introduction

A meaningful and coherent analysis of the concept of religion requires a thorough and
comprehensive examination of the origin and nature of religion. The views proposed concerning the
origin and nature of religion can generally be seen either to take the metaphysical truth claims of
religion as their point of departure or to proceed from certain functions that religion performs.
Accordingly, definitions of religion are formulated either by taking religion itself as their point of
departure or by focusing on how the relationship between human beings and religion is established.
Indeed, approaches to the origin of religion in the philosophy of religion literature are generally
discussed under two main headings: the first consists of approaches that explain religion as a product
of the human mind, consciousness, or social processes; the second consists of approaches that rely
primarily on religious texts and associate the origin of religion with God or with a transcendent reality
(Hick, 1989, p. 3).

Definitions of religion can generally be divided into two main groups: doctrinal and
functionalist or pragmatic definitions. Whereas doctrinal definitions are formulated on the basis of
the beliefs of religions; functionalist definitions focus primarily on the functions performed by
religions (Yandell, 1999, p. 16). Unlike doctrinal or content-based, also referred to as substantive,
definitions, which emphasize belief in a particular being, power, or ultimate reality, the functionalist
definition or approach sets aside any substantive element and seeks to describe religion in terms of
the role and meaning that a way of life assumes in a person's life (Schilbrack, 2022; Bagger, 2003,
p. 725).

In some definitions of religion, its cognitive dimension is emphasized while other dimensions
are neglected; in others, psychological and sociological dimensions are foregrounded at the expense
of the cognitive dimension (Aydin, 2007, p. 6). When the concept of religion is approached on the
basis of anthropological data, the focus tends to shift away from the truth claims of a particular
religion and toward its sociological and psychological effects and functions. Functionalist
approaches, which primarily explain religion in terms of its sociological and psychological functions,
also presuppose that religion cannot be understood independently of psychological and sociological
factors. According to the approach that Segal refers to as that of the “religionists,” by contrast,
religion is treated as a phenomenon in its own right. From this perspective, both the origin and the
function of religion are distinctly religious and cannot be reduced to other psychological or
sociological functions (Segal, 2006, p. XI1V).

Given Guthrie’s definition of humanism in anthropology as secular and naturalistic
approaches that explain religion as a product of human nature and culture (Guthrie, 2007, p. 283), it
can be argued that Fromm’s humanistic conception of religion also substantially overlaps with this
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explanatory framework. Since some humanistic and naturalistic accounts reject the truth claims of
religious beliefs concerning a transcendent reality, the epistemic status of such beliefs likewise
becomes a matter of debate.

Understanding certain explanations concerning the origin and nature of religion first requires
a conceptual analysis of religion and a determination of what is and is not included in the concept of
religion. Nevertheless, no consensus has been reached on a common definition that encompasses all
religions. For this reason, religion has sometimes been defined on the basis of common
characteristics shared by existing religions and, at other times, in terms of certain functions or
practical dimensions. The adequacy of these modes of definition in explaining the nature of religion,
as well as the philosophical problems they generate, continues to be debated in the philosophy of
religion.

The possibility of defining religion in different ways has led to the development of various
approaches to defining religion within the philosophy of religion. In the literature, these are generally
classified as substantive, functionalist, experiential, and family-resemblance definitions (Clarke &
Byrne, 1993, p. 6). In an experiential definition of religion, there is characteristically a distinctive
form of religious experience, which is regarded as the fundamental defining feature of religions. In
a substantive definition, religion is defined through the content of religious beliefs. This type of
definition is frequently encountered in the theistic tradition and assumes that possessing theistic
beliefs is, at least, a necessary condition for something to qualify as a religion. In a functionalist
definition, by contrast, religion is defined not by what religious people believe but by how they
believe—in other words, by the role that religion plays in people's lives. Within this approach,
religion is defined as any system involving beliefs, practices, or symbols that serves to meet certain
individual or social needs (Clarke & Byrne, 1993, pp. 6-7).

In contrast to the three approaches outlined above, there is another approach which maintains
that there is no single necessary and sufficient condition for something to qualify as a religion: the
family-resemblance approach. Inspired by the later philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein
(Wittgenstein, 1958, p. 32), this approach holds that there is no single feature or set of features that
makes religions religions. Nor is there a system such that possessing a particular feature or set of
features guarantees that it is a religion. Rather, religions can be said to be connected within a family
through a network of “overlapping similarities” (Clarke & Byrne, 1993, p. 7). When we examine
William Alston's definition of religion, one of the most important representatives of this approach,
we find that he foregrounds a number of conditions for something to be regarded as a religion: belief
in supernatural beings such as God; a distinction between the sacred and the profane; religious rituals
based on sacred objects; moral rules endorsed by sacred beings such as God; characteristic religious
emotions such as awe and mystery that may arise in the presence of sacred objects and during rituals;
communication with God through practices such as prayer; the shaping of one's life in accordance
with a worldview; and the existence of a social group connected by all of these elements (Alston,
1967, pp. 141-142). Even if religions are connected through common resemblances, however,
arriving at a standard definition capable of encompassing all religions appears quite difficult. Such
an approach may also provide grounds for regarding many views and ways of life that would not
ordinarily be classified as religions as religions. Although certain common features may emerge
between religion and views regarded as religious, these features may nevertheless be insufficient to
justify classifying them as religions. It therefore seems more appropriate to evaluate each of them
separately in accordance with its own truth conditions.

In general, religions can be said to possess a dimension of life involving systems of belief
and practices based upon those beliefs. The existence of cases in which the being worshipped or
believed in among religions is not conceived, as in theistic religions, as a transcendent and personal
God has raised the question of whether a definition of religion must necessarily presuppose belief in
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such a God. Accordingly, religion has also been defined in terms of the concept of “Ultimate
Reality.” According to Peterson's proposed definition, “religion is a system of beliefs, actions, and
experiences, both individual and corporate, that are organized around a conception of Ultimate
Reality” (Peterson et al., 2009, p. 3). Although this definition appears at first sight to be useful
because it can encompass many theistic and non-theistic religions, it also involves certain problems.
The ambiguity concerning precisely what the concept of “Ultimate Reality” refers to and what kind
of reality it denotes leads to the conclusion that the concept is not particularly explanatory. Thus, not
only is it difficult to maintain that all religions agree upon this concept, but it also seems inappropriate
to generalize in this manner while overlooking the differences among religions (Regber, 2013, p. 7).

These debates concerning definitions of religion also raise the question of the nature and
truth value of religious beliefs. Explaining religion solely in terms of human psychological or social
needs, independently of its truth claims, is closely related to the realism—antirealism debate. In this
context, whether religious propositions correspond to a reality and what epistemic status religious
beliefs possess are among the central problems of the philosophy of religion. As Peterson et al.
characterize theological antirealist approaches, religion is regarded as a “human creation,” while
religious language and religious beliefs acquire meaning in terms of human needs and their functions
in human life (Peterson et al., 2013, p. 19). From a theological antirealist perspective, it may be
argued that questions concerning the truth of God's existence or the rationality of other religious
beliefs are neither meaningful nor significant. What can meaningfully be discussed in terms of
rationality, on this view, is whether such beliefs have experiential significance and whether they
perform a function (Peterson et al., 2013, p. 21). This general theoretical framework is important for
evaluating Fromm's conception of religion.

Fromm's humanistic conception of religion can likewise be characterized as displaying, to a
considerable extent, the characteristic features of an antirealist-functionalist approach. This study
aims to examine Fromm's humanistic conception of religion within the context of functionalist
theories of religion and theological antirealism. Fromm's approach, which explains religion primarily
in terms of human psychological and existential needs rather than its truth claims, gives rise to
significant philosophical debates concerning the nature of religion, the epistemic status of religious
beliefs, and the conception of God. Accordingly, the study first presents Fromm's conception of
religion descriptively and analytically on the basis of his own works and then critically evaluates this
approach from the perspectives of theological realism and substantive conceptions of religion. In this
way, the study discusses the extent to which a functionalist interpretation of religion can be
philosophically justified within the philosophy of religion. The article examines Erich Fromm's
humanistic conception of religion particularly in terms of the function of religion, the frame of
orientation, the object of devotion, the distinction between humanistic and authoritarian religion, and
the symbolic interpretation of God. By evaluating Fromm's humanistic conception of religion, the
article considers whether the rationality of religious belief can be reduced to its functionality and
whether the presumed antirealist approach can legitimately disregard the truth claims of religions. It
also critically examines whether the conception of God implied by such an understanding of
religion—namely, a non-transcendent and non-personal conception of God—is coherent and what
implications this conception may have for the philosophy of religion. Fromm's approach has
predominantly been examined in the literature within the contexts of humanistic psychology and
social theory; its implications for the philosophy of religion, particularly regarding the truth value of
religious propositions, the conception of God, and the theological realism—antirealism debate, have
not been sufficiently explored. Building on this gap, this study aims to examine Fromm's humanistic
conception of religion within the framework of functionalist and theological antirealist
interpretations of religion. In this respect, the study philosophically investigates how the truth claims
of religious beliefs and the concept of God are positioned within Fromm's conception of religion and
evaluates the implications of this approach for the justification and rationality of religious beliefs.
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Within the scope of qualitative research, the study employs philosophical analysis and
critical evaluation; Fromm's Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man for Himself, The Sane Society, You
Shall Be as Gods, and To Have or To Be? are examined together with the relevant literature in the
philosophy of religion. The central claim of the study is that, although Fromm's conception of religion
makes significant contributions to explaining the psychological and existential functions of religion
in human life, it remains inadequate in grounding the truth, justification, and rationality of religious
beliefs solely through functional explanations. In this respect, the study seeks to evaluate Fromm's
conception of religion—which has predominantly been discussed in the Fromm literature in
psychological and sociological contexts—in terms of some of the central debates in the philosophy
of religion, namely theological realism—antirealism, the epistemic status of religious beliefs, and the
conception of God.

Erich Fromm's Humanistic Conception of Religion

Unlike traditional definitions that place the metaphysical truth claims of religion at the
center, the fundamental element in Fromm's conception of religion is the treatment of religion as a
phenomenon related to human existential and psychological needs. For Fromm, who defines religion
as “a system of thought and action shared by a group which gives the individual a frame of orientation
and an object of devotion” (Fromm, 1950a, p. 21), the function of religion takes precedence over its
truth value.

On the basis of the broad meaning expressed above, Fromm argues that there is no culture
that does not fall within his definition of religion. He further relates this view to the existential
condition of human beings and points out that the need for a common orientation and for an object
to which one can devote oneself is evident within this definition of religion (Fromm, 1950a, p. 22).
Fromm notes that such a broad definition of religion tells us little about its content. He does not
restrict religion to belief in God, idols, or institutionalized religious systems. In his view, religion
may also encompass the worship of worldly objects such as a leader, nation, class, party, money, or
success. For this reason, he argues that the value of religions should be determined not by the objects
toward which they are directed but by examining their effects upon human beings (Fromm, 2008, p.
111).

Human beings are distinguished from other living beings by their awareness of their own
existence, their capacity for reason, and their imagination. Becoming aware of oneself also means
becoming aware of one's loneliness, powerlessness, existential limitations, and mortality. Unlike
other living beings, human beings are the only creatures whose existence itself constitutes a problem
that they must solve and who are compelled to explain the meaning of their own existence to
themselves (Fromm, 1950b, pp. 40—41). Pointing out that satisfying all of a person's physical needs
does not genuinely satisfy the human being, Fromm draws attention to the spiritual and cognitive
dimensions of human existence. According to him, what fundamentally distinguishes human beings
from other living creatures is not merely that they do not live solely to satisfy their biological needs,
but also that they strive for power, love, and so forth, and may risk their lives for religious, political,
and humanistic values (Fromm, 1950b, p. 46). Fromm's anthropology involves a duality between the
bodily dimension of human beings and their conscious existence. Accordingly, the fundamental
human problem is to establish a balance between their animal origins and the existential needs
generated by self-awareness. Since human beings are neither purely minds nor merely bodies, a
satisfactory frame of orientation or framework that provides direction must incorporate not only
intellectual elements but also emotions and feelings. It must likewise satisfy the need for emotion,
belonging, attachment, and the search for meaning. In this context, Fromm regards the human
orientation toward a purpose, an ideal, or a power transcending oneself, such as God, as a natural
expression of the need for wholeness and meaning inherent in human nature. In his words, “Devotion
to a purpose, to an idea, or to a power transcending man, such as God, is an expression of this need
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for completion in the process of living” (Fromm, 1950b, pp. 46—47). What Fromm primarily seeks
to emphasize here is that being a believing and devoted being is inherent in human nature and that it
is therefore difficult to conceive of a human being who possesses no frame of orientation and is
attached to nothing. It is clear in his thought that human beings are not creatures who live merely
through physical needs; rather, they possess a need for meaning, belonging, and attachment to a
purpose that transcends themselves. Religion is regarded as one of the strongest responses to this
need. This approach can be regarded as constituting the foundation of his functionalist and
humanistic conception of religion, according to which religion is evaluated in terms of human
existential needs rather than metaphysical truth claims. At the center of Fromm's conception of
religion are two key concepts: the “frame of orientation” and the “object of devotion.” Although
these two existential needs are common and universal among human beings, Fromm argues that they
differ considerably “in content and form.” For example, in systems such as totemism and animism,
natural objects or ancestors provide answers to the human search for meaning. Alongside theistic
systems that seek to answer this search through a transcendent and personal God, there are also non-
theistic systems such as Buddhism, which, although regarded as religious, does not originally contain
the idea of God. Given the difficulty of finding a common terminology that encompasses both theistic
and non-theistic systems, Fromm refers to all systems of thought that attempt to answer the human
search for meaning as “systems or frameworks of orientation and devotion” (Fromm, 1950b, p. 47).
Accordingly, for Fromm, the answer offered to the human search for meaning may be God, but it
may also take different forms within various religious or ideological systems. This constitutes one of
the principal foundations of Fromm's understanding of religion as a functional structure that satisfies
the human need for orientation and devotion rather than restricting religion to particular theological
contents. Thus, what matters for Fromm is not what a person believes in, but rather the function
performed for that person by the value or purpose that gives direction to their life and to which they
devote themselves. Fromm explicitly states that the fundamental criterion for evaluating religions is
human nature and development. Accordingly, he argues that which religious system provides a
“better” or “worse” solution can be determined only “in terms of the nature and development of man”
(Fromm, 2002, p. 64).

For Fromm, what matters is not whether religion exists but what kind of religion it is.
Accordingly, the fundamental question is whether a religion develops human beings and enables
them to realize their powers or instead deprives them of their powers and reduces them to a powerless
and passive condition (Fromm, 1950a, p. 26). He therefore classifies religious systems into two
fundamental categories: “humanistic religions,” which empower human beings and enable self-
realization, and ‘“‘authoritarian religions,” which compel individuals to obey and make them
dependent upon authority. The defining characteristic of authoritarian religion is its emphasis on the
idea that human beings are controlled by a higher power external to themselves. In Fromm's thought,
however, what makes a religion authoritarian is precisely “the belief that this power, because of its
control, has the right to demand submission, respect, and worship.” Since this right is derived not
from the moral character of the deity but from its control over human beings, such a power is regarded
as having the right to compel individuals to worship it, and disobedience to it is consequently
regarded as sinful (Fromm, 1950a, pp. 34-35).

Whereas obedience is regarded as the greatest virtue and disobedience as the greatest sin in
authoritarian religions (Fromm, 1950a, p. 35), the fundamental aim of humanistic religions is
understood not as achieving the greatest degree of human powerlessness but the greatest degree of
human power. Accordingly, the greatest virtue in humanistic religions is self-realization (Fromm,
1950a, p. 37). In connection with the fundamental question raised above, it can be said that, in
Fromm's thought, a religion that renders human beings weak and passive is regarded as authoritarian,
whereas a religion that develops human beings and makes them valuable and active agents is
regarded as humanistic. In authoritarian religions, God is conceived as an active and dominant figure,
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whereas humanistic religions need not be theistic. Even if a humanistic religion is theistic, God
cannot be understood as possessing power and control over human beings; rather, God may be
viewed as “a symbol of the powers that the person is trying to realize” (Fromm, 1950a, p. 37). In
Fromm's conception of God, a humanistic reinterpretation of the Hebrew scriptural tradition is
particularly noteworthy (see Cetin, 2018).

Fromm's humanistic conception of religion can be read not as a complete rejection of religion
but rather as an attempt to transform it into a structure that serves human development by purging it
of authoritarian and pathological elements. According to Keith Ward, Fromm, in this respect,
continues Sigmund Freud's critique of religion while attempting to preserve the positive and
integrative functions of religion in human life (Ward, 2008, pp. 79-80). According to Ward's
interpretation, Fromm believes that what Freud objected to was not religion itself but an “ethics of
obedience” that compels individuals to submit unquestioningly and generates irrational obligations.
By contrast, Fromm advocates a “rational ethics” that human beings can adopt freely, without
coercion, and that is grounded in reason and directed toward human development. Within this
conception of morality, individuals consciously adopt principles and values that contribute to human
flourishing rather than blindly submitting to an external authority. Ward argues that this
understanding of morality can likewise be applied to Fromm's conception of religion. Accordingly,
a non-pathological conception of religion requires a form of belief that does not drive individuals
toward fear and dependence, does not conflict with reason and experience, and contributes to their
ability to lead good and virtuous lives. Within such an understanding of religion, the value of
religious beliefs derives not from their ability to secure absolute obedience but from their
contribution to the realization of the highest good and to personal development (Ward, 2008, pp. 79—
80). One of the most controversial aspects of Fromm's interpretation of religion concerns his
understanding of God not as a transcendent and personal being corresponding to an objective reality,
but as a symbolic expression of transcendent values within the human being. He states that, in
humanistic religions, God is regarded as “a reflection of man's higher self,” that is, as a symbol of
the highest state that human beings ought to attain; by contrast, in authoritarian religions, God is
regarded as the sole possessor of values such as reason and love that properly belong to human beings
(Fromm, 1950a, pp. 49—50). It can therefore be argued that what is decisive in Fromm's interpretation
of religion is not whether God really exists or whether the propositions of a religion are true, but
whether these beliefs function to satisfy a person's existential needs and facilitate the realization of
their personality. According to the theistic approach, however, God is a necessary, transcendent, and
personal being that exists independently of the human mind. God is therefore not merely a symbolic
concept representing the highest ideal state that human beings seek to attain, but a transcendent being
possessing ontological reality and constituting the referent of religious propositions. In Fromm's
approach, by contrast, God is not understood as a personal and transcendent being possessing an
independent reality outside the human being. Consequently, the important questions concern not
what kind of God one believes in but whether the idea of God has a positive effect upon human
beings. This leads to the evaluation of religious beliefs not in terms of truth or falsity but in terms of
their consequences and functions for human beings. In this respect, Fromm's conception of religion
can be said to overlap significantly with functionalist and antirealist interpretations of religion. It is
therefore appropriate to briefly outline the general framework of functionalist and antirealist
conceptions of religion in order to assess Fromm's approach more adequately.

An Antirealist-Functionalist Approach to Religion

The question of the origin, nature, and function of religion is important because it directly
affects the answers given concerning the truth value and rationality of religious belief. The fact that
religion is a phenomenon that has emerged and exercised influence in different societies throughout
history raises not only the question of why religion exists but also whether there can be a basis for
justifying religious belief. In approaches that regard religion merely as a psychological or

Turkish Studies — Comparative Religious Studies, 21(01)



A Functionalist-Antirealist and Humanist Interpretation of Religion... 21

sociological phenomenon, it is generally concluded that there is no adequate or legitimate basis for
asking questions about the truth of religious claims. It is at precisely this point that the realism—
antirealism debate concerning religion becomes significant. (In this article, the term “antirealism” is
used in the sense of the opposite of, or denial of, realism and may correspond to terms such as “non-
realism” or “irrealism” used elsewhere in the literature.)

Although realism has been used in different senses in the philosophical literature, it is
fundamentally grounded in the intuition that there are “hard facts” that exist independently of human
thoughts, beliefs, emotions, and conceptualizations. According to this view, whatever we encounter
exists “mind-independently” (Alston, 2002, p. 1). According to antirealist thought, which emerged
particularly with Immanuel Kant and was subsequently defended in various radical forms, everything
of which we possess knowledge depends not simply upon its own existence but upon how we think
about and conceptualize it—in other words, upon categories such as matter and causality. Kant, who
denies that we can possess knowledge of reality as it is in itself (noumena), maintains that we can
have knowledge only of phenomena as they appear to us (Kant, 1998, pp. 362-363).

In the philosophy of religion, the fundamental distinction between realism and antirealism is
largely shaped by debates conducted at metaphysical, epistemological, and semantic levels
(Horwich, 1982, p. 2). The metaphysical dimension of the debate concerns whether the entities or
states of affairs to which religious beliefs refer actually exist. The fundamental question is whether
religious concepts such as God, the soul, or the afterlife correspond to a reality independent of the
human mind and experience. Theological realism maintains that such entities exist independently of
the human mind, whereas antirealist approaches reject this claim. The epistemological dimension
concerns whether religious propositions possess epistemic truth value. In this context, the question
arises as to whether religious statements should be understood as propositions that possess truth or
falsity and provide knowledge about transcendent realities, or rather as symbolic or functional
expressions of human experience. Theological realism maintains that religious propositions
correspond to certain states of affairs and can therefore be true or false, whereas antirealist
approaches often argue that the primary function of religious language is not to describe reality but
to respond to certain existential needs of human beings. Thus, theological realism claims both that
religious realities exist ontologically independently of the human mind and that, epistemologically,
claims concerning these realities can possess truth or falsity. Theological antirealism, by contrast,
maintains that religious beliefs do not possess truth or falsity but may nevertheless perform
psychological, moral, and social functions in human life (for a similar discussion of the distinction
between realism and antirealism, see Alston, 2002, pp. 1-4). This general distinction becomes most
apparent in debates concerning the existence of God and what religious beliefs refer to. The realist
approach regards the question “Does God exist?” as a meaningful and genuine question. According
to theological realism, God's existence is a fact entirely independent of people's beliefs or
conceptions of God. In other words, if God exists, God exists independently of whether human beings
think about God or believe in God. Realists therefore argue that God's existence cannot be reduced
to the human mind or human experience but possesses a reality independent of human knowledge.
Religious realists acknowledge that religions have psychological and sociological dimensions, but
they maintain that the central issue concerning the nature of religious belief is not merely how such
beliefs arise, but also what their content and meaning are and what reality they refer to. In other
words, the fundamental question is whether there is a reality that exists independently of the human
mind and makes religious beliefs true or false (Reichenbach, 2010, p. 1043).

The realist approach is not adopted exclusively by theists; atheists and agnostics can also
share a realist framework in a certain sense. Realist atheists, for instance, accept that the concept of
God can refer to a real entity but maintain that no such entity actually exists. Thus, the fundamental
disagreement between the theist and the atheist does not concern whether the question of God is
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meaningful but rather what answer should be given to that question. Similarly, (realist) agnostics
accept that the question of God's existence is meaningful and objective in principle but maintain that
sufficient knowledge concerning the matter cannot be attained or that a definitive judgment cannot
be reached (Trigg, 2010, p. 652). In this respect, theism, atheism, and agnosticism may share a
common realist ground insofar as they accept that the question of God's existence concerns a reality
independent of the human mind, even though they reach different conclusions. This assessment,
however, should not be understood as a general characterization encompassing all forms of atheism.
Atheism itself contains different approaches to the meaningfulness and truth value of religious
propositions. It is therefore not possible to claim that all forms of atheism occupy the same position
with respect to theological realism or antirealism. The assessment made here applies specifically to
realist approaches that regard the question of God's existence as a meaningful question concerning a
reality independent of the human mind. Byrne, on the other hand, illustrates this issue through
Richard Swinburne and Quentin Smith (d. 2020). According to Byrne, Swinburne and Smith disagree
about whether God actually exists, yet both adopt a realist position concerning theistic discourse.
Similarly, Smith and Don Cupitt (d. 2025) agree that God does not exist, yet Smith is a realist whereas
Cupitt is an antirealist (Byrne, 2003, p. 4). Thus, whether a person adopts a theological realist or
antirealist position is one question, while whether that person believes that God actually exists is
another. In theological antirealism, what is at issue is not directly accepting or denying God's
existence but refusing to accept the idea of a transcendent and mind-independent God.

Theological antirealism is closely related to functionalist theories of religion, which
primarily approach religion in terms of its functions. From a functionalist perspective, the
significance of religion concerns its functions in human life rather than the metaphysical truth of
religious beliefs. Theological antirealism, however, should not itself be treated as a homogeneous
approach. D. Z. Phillips, for example, argues that the meaning of religious concepts should not be
sought outside religion but within the form of life and use in which they are embedded. Criticizing
approaches that regard religious beliefs as objects requiring justification, Phillips maintains that the
task of philosophy is not to determine whether God exists but to investigate what it means to affirm
or deny God's existence (Phillips, 1965, pp. 6—12). Accordingly, for Phillips, the fundamental issue
is the meaning that religious propositions acquire within a particular form of life. In his view, asking
a person whether their religious beliefs are true and asking them to provide evidence for those beliefs
is not simply a matter of asking whether the beliefs are true; rather, it is a matter of asking what those
beliefs mean to the person and whether they sustain that person (Phillips, 1970, p. 71). Phillips does
not claim that religious beliefs are entirely meaningless; rather, he evaluates their meaningfulness in
terms of their use and function within a religious form of life. Gordon Kaufman likewise approaches
religion primarily in terms of its capacity to enable human beings to make sense of the world and
regards the concept of God as a fundamental anchor-symbol. According to him, God is a fundamental
symbol of a particular form of life and worldview, and the central issue is not the metaphysical truth
of this symbol but how the form of life it generates should be evaluated. Kaufman thus connects the
evaluation of religious concepts largely to practical and functional criteria (Kaufman, 1972, p. 100).
Cupitt is another prominent critic of the conception of a transcendent and mind-independent God.
Cupitt argues that traditional theism rests upon a conception of an objective and transcendent reality
independent of the human mind, whereas such a metaphysical foundation is no longer sustainable in
the modern period. According to him, no absolute reality existing outside human beings can be
spoken of because there is no world outside human beings. Religious concepts should therefore be
understood not as expressions describing a reality independent of the human mind but as symbolic
structures through which human beings make sense of the world. Describing himself as a “post-
dogmatic believer,” Cupitt argues that the idea of God as a metaphysical reality has collapsed and
that the sacred has instead become diffused throughout human life and the entirety of the human
world of meaning (Cupitt, 2002, pp. 99—-101; Cupitt, 1980, p. 92).
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A common feature of theological antirealist approaches is that they explain the meaning of
religious concepts within human experience and lived practice rather than in terms of a transcendent
reality. Fromm's approach parallels this general tendency. In this context, Erich Fromm's conception
of religion can be regarded as an important example of theological antirealism and functionalist
theories of religion. Fromm places emphasis not on whether God exists or whether religious
propositions are true or false, but on whether religion contributes to human existential needs and the
pursuit of self-realization. According to Fromm, it is entirely natural for human beings to need to
establish a relationship with and love a being or power beyond themselves, such as God. Yet it is
clear that this need for love and attachment does not require the existence of a being corresponding
to this need and presumed to exist outside the human being. It merely demonstrates this need and the
human capacity to love and attach oneself (Fromm, 1950a, pp. 54-55). As can be seen, rather than
being concerned with whether God exists or, if God exists, what kind of being God is, Fromm
develops his philosophy by emphasizing the psychological origins and functions of religious beliefs.
For him, the truth value of religious claims appears to be less important than the purpose for which
a person commits themselves to a belief. According to theological realism, accepting that religious
propositions are false may require abandoning religion itself. Theological antirealism, by contrast,
maintains that it is possible to reject the truth value of religious propositions without rejecting religion
altogether (McGraw, 2008, p. 261). In other words, within theological antirealism, embracing a
religion and accepting that its propositions possess truth value are not necessarily the same thing.
Fromm's conception of religion can likewise be understood in this way. Rather than rejecting
religious beliefs altogether, he places their truth claims in the background and foregrounds their
psychological and moral functions in human life. Another important example of a reductionist
interpretation of religion can be found in Feuerbach's conception of religion. Fromm's conception of
religion also bears significant similarities to Feuerbach's approach, particularly in interpreting God
as a symbolic expression of human ideals. Like Fromm, Feuerbach maintains that God is closely
connected to the human capacity for understanding and conceptualization. When human beings speak
of the perfection of God's nature, they are in fact externalizing and projecting the perfection of their
own faculty of understanding (Feuerbach, 1989, p. 34). In Fromm's thought, treating God as an
idealized form of human qualities leads to the conclusion that God cannot be understood as an entity
existing independently of the human mind and conceptualization. Feuerbach himself supports a
similar idea with the thesis that “the object of the senses is outside, while the religious object is within
man.” Comparing the religious object to human self-consciousness and conscience, Feuerbach
maintains that the religious object can possess reality only within the human being (Feuerbach, 1989,

p. 12).

In Fromm's thought, the concept of God is regarded as “a historically conditioned expression
of an inner experience.” Although he states that he can understand what religious traditions and
believers mean when they speak of God, he also makes clear that he does not accept this concept in
the way they understand it. According to Fromm, the conception of God was imposed within social
structures in which tribal chiefs and kings possessed absolute authority. From a humanistic
perspective, however, God is not an independently existing reality but a concept that symbolically
and poetically expresses the highest values and ideals of human beings. Nevertheless, Fromm
continues to employ the concept of “God” when discussing the intellectual structure of monotheistic
traditions, while evaluating this concept within a framework different from its classical theistic
meaning. For this reason, he describes his own position as “nontheistic mysticism” (Fromm, 1966,
pp- 18-19). As is evident from Fromm's interpretation of religion, he does not regard God as a
transcendent and personal being corresponding to an objective reality. Rather, he considers God a
symbol of the highest ideal state that human beings seek to attain and rejects the possibility of a
conception of God autonomous from human beings. According to this view, whether God exists and
how God is conceived as a being depend entirely upon the human mind. Religion and God can
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acquire meaning and value insofar as they perform functions for human beings. The humanistic
conception of religion has, in a sense, also been compelled to address the question of how
transcendence can be achieved at the human level. This structure of thought, encountered in both
Feuerbach and Fromm, has led to an understanding of religion that does not abandon its pragmatic
function but, by stripping religion of its metaphysical truth claims, reduces it to a symbolic expression
whose content is ultimately subordinated to its function. Interpreting religion in terms of its
psychological, sociological, and other functions is the natural consequence of abandoning an
interpretation centered on God and truth claims. This transformation, which largely occurred in the
aftermath of Enlightenment thought, appears to reflect the idea of “transcendent humanism,” situated
within debates concerning the “humanization of God” and the “deification of man” (Recber, 2004,
p. 28).

In a sense, it can be argued that the fundamental tendency evident here is to regard the act of
believing itself as more important than, and to place it before, the truth value of what is believed.
This inevitably leads to the conclusion that adopting beliefs is unrelated to their truth (Trigg, 2013,
p. 47). But how coherent is this approach? As Trigg rightly states:

Even if the fulfillment of a function ensures the persistence of a belief, it fails to explain its origin. Why do people
accept this set of beliefs rather than that one? The danger of explanations offered by social scientists (and those
working in other sciences) is that they tend to flatten out the differences between beliefs by treating them as
insignificant. Since what matters to them is the social effects of religion, what is believed is made subordinate to
the fact of believing (Trigg, 2013, p. 48).

Similar problems can be encountered in Fromm's antirealist-functionalist conception of
religion. Although Fromm proceeds from certain psychological and existential functions of religion,
his approach does not justify relegating the truth claims of religion to the background. Moreover,
explaining religion solely in these terms is highly one-sided and reductionist. It is clear that
explaining the psychological or sociological factors that cause people to adopt a belief does not
amount to evaluating the rationality of the claims made by a religion. Likewise, this does not disprove
the possibility that a person may believe in a religious proposition because they attribute truth to it.
Particularly from the perspective of theistic traditions and Islam, it can be argued that one factor
motivating belief is acceptance of the truth of the fundamental proposition that “God exists and is
one.” Fromm's statement that “the question is not whether religion exists, but what kind of religion
it is” (Fromm, 1950a, p. 26) demonstrates that his fundamental criterion for evaluating religions is
their effects upon human beings rather than their truth claims. This does not mean, however, that
Fromm is entirely indifferent to religious content. Indeed, he clarifies this point by stating that “this
means that the psychoanalyst must be greatly interested in the specific content of religion, for what
matters to him is what kind of human attitude a religion expresses and what kind of effect it has upon
man; that is, he is concerned not only with the analysis of the psychological roots of various religions,
but also with their values” (Fromm, 1950a, p. 26). For Fromm, however, this value derives primarily
from the effects of a religious belief upon human development rather than from its epistemic truth.
Thus, although Fromm evaluates religious content, he does so largely in terms of its psychological
and ethical functions. At this point, it becomes particularly important to distinguish between causes,
which explain why religion emerges, and reasons, which indicate why it should be regarded as true.
Whereas causes have no bearing on the conclusion concerning the truth or falsity of a belief, reasons
possess evidential value in this regard. Reasons provide grounds and justification for why a person
ought to believe something, whereas causes merely explain why a person believes it (Whittaker,
1978, p. 361). Fromm's functionalist-antirealist interpretation of religion can likewise be said to fail
to preserve this subtle distinction between causes and reasons adequately. Such an approach risks
relegating the justification and rationality of religious beliefs to a secondary position and evaluating
truth largely in terms of functionality.
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On the other hand, although Fromm's conception of religion makes certain contributions to
explaining its psychological and social dimensions, it has also been subject to other criticisms. Robert
Banks, for example, argues that, although Fromm's theory of religion explains the interpersonal,
cognitive, and social dimensions of religious experience more successfully than Freud's approach, it
nevertheless has significant limitations. According to Banks, Fromm does not sufficiently take into
account the logical independence of questions concerning religious truth; he approaches the cognitive
dimension of religious experience primarily in terms of psychological presuppositions and ethical
consequences and places excessive emphasis on social and socio-psychological factors (Banks, 1975,
pp. 131-132). This assessment supports the criticism that Fromm's emphasis on the psychological
origins of religious beliefs relegates questions concerning their truth and justification to the
background.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that Fromm's conception of religion has a
functionalist, humanistic, and theological antirealist character. By treating religion as a symbolic
expression of human psychological and existential needs, this approach maintains that religion may
acquire meaning and value primarily through the benefits it provides to individuals rather than
through its truth claims. This reflects its functionalist character. Similarly, Fromm's refusal to regard
God as a transcendent and personal reality existing independently of the human mind, together with
his symbolic and functional interpretation of God as an expression of humanity's highest values,
indicates that his conception of God possesses a theological antirealist character. From the
perspective of the philosophy of religion, it can therefore be seen that Fromm's theory of religion
does not merely provide a psychological explanation of the origin and nature of religion but also
constitutes a functionalist and antirealist interpretation of religion. The principal contribution of this
study is to evaluate Fromm's conception of religion not merely as a psychological or humanistic
approach but also as a functionalist and theological antirealist interpretation from the perspective of
the philosophy of religion. Within this framework, the study aims to make a critical contribution to
the subject from the perspective of the philosophy of religion by demonstrating how Fromm
interprets the relationship among the nature of the concept of God, the truth value of religion, and its
function. The article aims to examine Fromm's conception of religion within a functionalist-
antirealist framework through conceptual analysis and philosophical criticism in the philosophy of
religion literature. The principal limitation of this study is that, rather than addressing all dimensions
of Fromm's thought, it examines his conception of religion and God specifically within the
framework of his humanistic and functionalist approach. Accordingly, Fromm's views on
psychology, ethics, and social theory have been considered only insofar as they contribute to
explaining his interpretation of religion and God. Thus, selected works by Fromm have been
examined specifically in terms of their treatment of religion and the conception of God.

One of the principal conclusions reached in this article is that Fromm's functionalist
conception of religion reduces religion to human psychological and existential needs and
consequently relegates its truth claims to the background. However, an antirealist-functionalist
interpretation of religion also encounters certain difficulties in grounding itself. Explaining religious
beliefs solely in terms of their psychological or symbolic functions may reveal their effects in human
life, but it remains insufficient to answer the question of why these beliefs make particular truth
claims. In other words, the fact that a belief provides an individual with meaning, orientation, or
psychological support does not, by itself, explain why that belief should be regarded as true. On the
other hand, the conception of God entailed by Fromm's interpretation of religion also involves a
number of philosophical problems. Interpreting God symbolically as the highest expression of human
values makes questions concerning the rationality of belief in God appear insignificant. Yet the
question of what kind of God one believes in is at least as important as the question of whether one
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believes in God. For it is an important question why people believe in a transcendent, personal God
possessing perfect attributes, while they do not, by contrast, believe in an imaginary being and regard
it as God. This demonstrates that religion and belief in God cannot be reduced merely to functional
and symbolic value and that the rationality and epistemological significance of religious beliefs must
not be disregarded. From this perspective, theological realism and substantive approaches to religion
make it possible to explain religious beliefs not only in terms of human needs and functions but also
in terms of their truth claims. By taking into account epistemological dimensions such as the
meaning, truth, and justification of religious propositions, these approaches provide a more
comprehensive explanatory framework for understanding religion than functionalist and antirealist
approaches.
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Din kavrami hakkinda anlamli ve tutarli bir ¢oziimleme yapilabilmesi, dinin kaynaginin ve
mahiyetinin lizerinde derinlemesine ve etraflica durmay1 gerektirir. Dinin kaynagi ve mahiyetine
iligskin 6ne siiriilen diislincelerin ya dinin metafiziksel dogruluk iddialarin esas aldiklar1 ya da dinin
birtakim islevlerinden yola ciktiklar1 goriiliir. Din kavraminin tanimlanmasinda bdylece ya dinin
bizatihi kendisinden hareket edilmekte ya da insanin din ile iligskisinin nasil kuruldugundan,
iligskiselliginden hareket edilmektedir. Nitekim din felsefesi literatiiriinde dinin kaynagina iliskin
yaklasimlar genel olarak iki ana baslik altinda degerlendirilmektedir: ilki, dini insan zihninin,
bilincinin veya toplumsal siire¢lerin bir iirlinii olarak agiklayan yaklasimlar; ikincisi ise daha ¢ok
dinsel metinlere dayanan, dinin kaynagini Tanr1 veya askin bir gerceklikle iliskilendiren
yaklagimlardir. (Hick, 1989, s.3).

Dine iligkin one siiriilen tanimlar, genel olarak doktrinal ve islevselci (functional) ya da
pragmatik olmak tizere iki ana grupta toplanabilir. Doktrinal tiirden yapilan tanimlar, dinlerin
inanglarina dayali olarak yapilmasina karsin, islevselci tanimlar daha ¢ok dinlerin islevleri esas
almarak yapilmaktadir (Yandell, 1999, s.16). Belirli bir varlik, gii¢c veya nihai bir gerceklige yonelik
inancin varligini 6n plana ¢ikaran doktrinal veya igeriksel / 6zsel (substantive) de denilebilecek
tanimlamadan farkli olarak iglevselci tanimlama veya yaklasim, 6zsel herhangi bir unsuru bir kenara
birakarak din kavramini bir yasam tarzinin kisinin hayatinda oynadigi rol ve ifade ettigi anlam
iizerinden betimlemeye c¢alisir (Schilbrack, 2022; Bagger, 2003, s.725).

Dine yonelik tanimlarin bir kisminda dinin kognitif yan1 agir basmakta, diger yonleri ihmal
edilmekte, diger bir kisminda ise psikolojik ve sosyolojik yonleri 6n plana ¢ikarilarak kognitif kisim
ithmal edilmektedir (Aydin, 2007, s.6). Antropolojik verilerden hareketle din kavrami a¢iklanmaya
calisildiginda karsilagilan durum, herhangi bir dinin dogruluk iddialarina odaklanmak yerine dinin
sosyolojik ve psikolojik etki ve iglevlerine odaklanmak seklindedir. Dini &ncelikle sosyolojik ve
psikolojik islevleri iizerinden agiklayan islevselci yaklagimlar, ayn1 zamanda dinin psikolojik ve
sosyolojik etkenlerden bagimsiz olarak anlagilamayacagi diisiincesini de varsayar. Segal’in
“religionists” olarak adlandirdig1 ve dini bagimsiz bir bi¢imde ele alan yaklasima gore ise din, kendi
basina bir olgu olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Onlara gore, dinin kokeni de islevi de agikca ve diger
psikolojik, sosyolojik islevlere indirgenemez sekilde dinseldir (religious) (Segal, 2006, s. XIV).

Guthrie'nin antropolojide hiimanizmi, dini insan dogasi ve kiiltiiriiniin bir iiriinii olarak
aciklayan sekiiler ve natiiralist yaklagimlar seklinde tanimlamasi dikkate alindiginda (Guthrie, 2007,
$.283), Fromm'un hiimanist din anlayisinin da bu agiklama g¢ercevesiyle dnemli Olciide Ortiistigii
sOylenebilir. Baz1 hiimanistik ve natiiralist agiklamalarda, dini inanglarin askin bir gergeklige iliskin
dogruluk iddialar1 kabul edilmediginden, bu inanglarin epistemik statiisii de tartigmali hale
gelmektedir.
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Dinin kaynag1 ve mahiyetine dair 6ne siiriilen birtakim agiklamalarin anlasilmasi, dncelikle
din kavrammin kavramsal olarak ¢o6ziimlenmesine, din kavraminda neyin igerildiginin ve
icerilmediginin belirlenmesine baglidir. Bununla birlikte, biitiin dinleri kapsayan ortak bir din tanimi
iizerinde uzlagsma saglanamamustir. Bu nedenle din kimi zaman mevcut dinlerin ortak 6zelliklerinden,
kimi zaman ise belirli islevleri veya pratik yonleri esas alinarak tanimlanmaya caligilmistir. S6z
konusu tanimlama big¢imlerinin dinin mahiyetini agiklamadaki yeterliligi ve ortaya ¢ikardig: felsefi
problemler ise din felsefesinde tartisma konusu olmaya devam etmektedir.

Dinin farkl sekillerde tanimlanabilmesi, din felsefesinde ¢esitli tanimlama yaklagimlarinin
gelistirilmesine yol agmistir. Literatlirde bunlar genel olarak igeriksel, islevselci, deneyimsel ve aile
benzerligi temelli tanimlar seklinde siiflandirilmaktadir. (Clarke ve Byrne, 1993, s.6). Dinin
deneyimsel tanimlamasinda, karakteristik olarak dini olan bir deneyim bi¢imi bulunur ve bu deneyim
dinlerin temel tanimlayici 6zelligi olarak goriiliir. Dinin igeriksel tanimlanmasinda, inanglarin igerigi
araciligiyla din tanimlanir. Bu tanimlama bigimine siklikla teistik gelenekte rastlanir ve teistik tiirden
inanglara sahip olmanin, en azindan bir seyin din olarak kabul edilmesi i¢in gerekli bir kosul oldugu
varsayilir. Islevselci tanimlamada ise din, dindarlarin inandiklar1 seylerle degil, nasil inandiklaryla,
bir baska ifadeyle, dinin insanlarin hayatlarinda oynadigi rolle tanimlanir. Bu yaklasimda din,
birtakim bireysel veya toplumsal ihtiyacglar1 karsilamak i¢in inanglari, uygulamalar1 veya sembolleri
olan herhangi bir sistem olarak tanimlanir (Clarke ve Byrne, 1993, 5.6-7).

Yukaridaki li¢ yaklagimdan farkli olarak din tanimina girebilmenin sadece bir tane zorunlu
ve yeterli kosulu olmadigin1 savunan bagka bir yaklasim daha vardir: aile benzerligi yaklasima.
LugwigWittgenstein’in ge¢ donem felsefesinden esinlenen bu yaklasima gore (Wittgenstein, 1958,
s.32), dinlerin din olabilmesi igin tek bir 6zellik veya 6zellikler kiimesi yoktur. Ayni zamanda, belirli
ozellik veya ozellikler kiimesine sahip olmasi1 durumunda din olmasinin garanti oldugu bir sistem de
s0z konusu degildir. Dinlerin ancak birtakim “ortiisen benzerlikler agiyla bir aile iginde birbirine
bagli oldugu” sdylenebilir (Clarke ve Byrne, 1993, s.7). Bu yaklagimin en 6nemli temsilcilerinden
William Alston’in din tanimina baktigimizda, bir seye din diyebilmemiz igin dogaiistii varliklara
(Tann gibi) inang, kutsal ve kutsal olmayan arasinda ayrim yapmak, kutsal objelere dayali dini
ritiieller, Tanr1 gibi kutsal varliklarin onayindan gegmis ahlak kurallari, kutsal nesnelerin varliginda
ve ritliellerde ortaya ¢ikabilecek hayranlik, gizem vs. gibi karakteristik olarak dini sayilabilecek
birtakim duygularin bulunmasi, dua vs. gibi Tanr ile iletisim kurmak, diinya goriisiine gore kisinin
hayatinin sekillenmesi ve biitiin bunlarla birbirine baglanan bir sosyal grubun mevcudiyeti seklinde
birtakim kosullarin 6n plana ¢ikarildigi goriiliir (Alston, 1967, s.141-142). Bu sekilde ortak
benzerlikler yoluyla da olsa dinlerin hepsini kapsayacak standart bir tanima ulagmak oldukg¢a gii¢
gorlinmektedir. Boyle bir yaklasim, din kapsaminda sayilmayacak olan pek ¢ok goriisiin ve yasam
tarzinin da din olarak goriilmesine zemin hazirlayabilir. Her ne kadar din ve din olarak kabul edilen
goriisler arasinda burada sayilan maddelerden birtakim ortak noktalar ortaya ¢iksa da bu yine de din
olarak nitelendirmek icin yeterli olmayabilir. Bu nedenle her birinin ayr ayri, kendi dogruluk
kosullarinda degerlendirilmesi daha uygun goriinmektedir.

Genel olarak dinlerin, inang esaslar1 ve bu esaslara dayali pratikleri igeren bir yasam tarzi
boyutuna sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Mevcut dinler arasinda inanilan veya ibadet edilen varligim
teistik dinlerdeki gibi agkin ve zati bir Tanr1 olarak tasavvur edilmedigi drneklerin bulunmasi, din
taniminin zorunlu olarak bu tiir bir Tanr1 inancini esas alip almamasi gerektigi tartismasini glindeme
getirmistir. Nitekim, bu durum goéz oniinde bulundurularak, dini “Mutlak Gergeklik (Ultimate
Reality)” kavramindan hareketle de tanimlama yoluna gidilmistir. Peterson’un 6nerdigi din tanimina
gore, “din, birtakim inangclar, fiiller ve hem toplum hem birey diizeyinde tecriibelerle insa edilmis ve
bir Mutlak Gergeklik tasavvuru etrafinda tesis edilmistir” (Peterson vd., 2009, s.3). Teistik ve teistik
olmayan pek ¢ok dini i¢ine alabilecek olan bu tanimin ilk bakista kullanigh goriinmesine ragmen
birtakim problemleri de icerdigini belirtebiliriz. “Mutlak Gergeklik” kavraminin tam olarak neye ve
nasil bir varhiga delalet ettigi hususundaki belirsizlik, bu kavramin ¢ok da aciklayici olmadigi
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sonucunu beraberinde getirecektir. Dolayisiyla, biitiin dinlerin bu kavram {izerinde bir ittifak halinde
olmasimin mimkiin olmamasinin yam sira, dinler arasindaki farklar1 goz ardi edip boyle bir
genellemeye gitmek de uygun goriinmemektedir (Recber, 2013, 5.7).

Din tanimlarina iliskin bu tartismalar, ayn1 zamanda dini inanglarin mahiyeti ve dogruluk
degeri meselesini de glindeme getirmektedir. Zira dinin dogruluk iddialarindan bagimsiz olarak
yalnizca insanin psikolojik veya toplumsal ihtiyaglari {izerinden agiklanmasi, realizm—antirealizm
tartismalariyla yakindan iligkilidir. Bu baglamda, dinl 6nermelerin bir gerceklige tekabiil edip
etmedigi ve dinl inanc¢larin epistemik statiisii din felsefesinin temel problemleri arasinda yer
almaktadir. Peterson ve arkadaslarinin aktardigi haliyle teolojik antirealist yaklagimlara gore din,
“insani bir yaratma” olarak degerlendirilmekte; din dili ve dini inanglar, insanin ihtiyaglar1 ve
yasamindaki islevleri bakimindan anlam kazanmaktadir (Peterson vd., 2013, s. 19). Antirealist bir
teolojik yaklasimda, Tanri’min varligi veya diger dini inanglarin rasyonalitesi gibi konularin
dogrulugu hakkinda konusmanin bir anlaminin ve dneminin olmadigi ileri siiriilebilir. Rasyonelligi
iizerinde konusulabilecek sey ise soz konusu inanglarin tecriibe agisindan bir anlaminin olup
olmadigi ve bir islevinin olup olmadigi meselesidir (Peterson vd., 2013, s.21). Bu genel teorik
cergeve, Fromm'un din anlayisinin degerlendirilmesi bakimindan énem tagimaktadir.

Fromm'un hiimanist din anlayisinin da biiylik 6l¢lide antirealist-islevselci yaklagimin
karakteristik 6zelliklerini tagidig1 belirtilebilir. Bu c¢alisma da Fromm'un hiimanist din anlayisini
islevselci din teorileri ve teolojik antirealizm baglaminda incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Fromm'un dini
dogruluk iddialarindan ziyade insanin psikolojik ve varolussal ihtiyaclar1 temelinde aciklayan
yaklagimi, dinin mahiyeti, dini inan¢larin epistemik statiisii ve Tanr tasavvuru bakimindan 6nemli
felsefi tartismalar1 beraberinde getirmektedir. Bu kapsamda g¢alismada oncelikle Fromm'un din
anlayisi kendi eserleri temelinde betimleyici ve ¢oziimleyici bir yontemle ortaya konulacak; ardindan
s0z konusu yaklasim teolojik realizm ve Ozcli din anlayisi perspektifinden elestirel olarak
degerlendirilecektir. Boylece islevselci din yorumunun din felsefesi agisindan ne Olgiide
temellendirilebilir oldugu tartisilacaktir. Makale, Fromm'un din anlayisin1 6zellikle dinin islevi,
yonelim sistemi (frame of orientation), tapinma / adanma nesnesi (object of devotion), hiimanist din—
otoriter din ayrimi1 ve Tanri'nin sembolik yorumu cercevesinde incelemektedir. Makalede Erich
Fromm’un hiimanistik din anlayisi degerlendirilerek, dini inancin rasyonelliginin islevselligine
indirgenip indirgenemeyecegi ve varsayilan antirealist yaklasimin dinlerin dogruluk iddialarim
gormezden gelmeyi hakli ¢ikarip ¢ikaramayacagi ele alinacaktir. Ayrica bu tarz bir din anlayiginin
ongordiigii agkin olmayan ve zati olmayan Tanri tasavvurunun tutarlt olup olmadigi ve bu tasavvurun
din felsefesi agisindan ortaya ¢ikardigi olasi sonuglar elestirel olarak incelenecektir. Fromm’un
yaklagimi, literatiirde ¢ogunlukla hiimanist psikoloji ve sosyal teori baglaminda ele alinmis; din
felsefesi acisindan 6zellikle dini 6nermelerin dogruluk degeri, Tanr1 anlayisi ve teolojik realizm-
antirealizm tartigmalar1 baglamindaki sonuglar1 yeterince incelenmemistir. Bu ¢alisma, s6z konusu
eksiklikten hareketle Fromm’un hiimanist din anlayisini islevselci ve teolojik antirealist din
yorumlar1 ¢ergevesinde ele almayr amacglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda calisma, Fromm’un din
anlayisinda dini inanglarin dogruluk iddialarinin ve Tanri kavraminin nasil konumlandirildigini
felsefi acidan incelemekte; bu yaklasimin dinil inanglarin gerekgelendirilmesi ve rasyonelligi
bakimindan ortaya ¢ikardigi sonuglari degerlendirmektedir.

Caligmada nitel arastirma kapsaminda felsefi ¢oziimleme ve elestirel degerlendirme
yontemleri kullanilmig; Fromm’un Psychoanalysis and Religion, Man for Himself, The Sane Society,
You Shall Be as Gods ve To Have or To Be? adl eserleri ilgili din felsefesi literatiiriiyle birlikte
incelenmistir. Caligmanin temel iddiasi, Fromm’un din anlayisinin dinin insan hayatindaki psikolojik
ve varolussal islevlerini agiklamada noktasinda 6nemli katkilar sundugu; ancak dini inanglarin
dogruluk, gerekcelendirme ve rasyonellik boyutlarini yalnizca islevsel agiklamalar {izerinden
temellendirmede yetersiz kaldigidir. Bu yoniiyle ¢alisma, Fromm literatiiriinde agirlikli olarak
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psikolojik ve sosyolojik baglamlarda ele alinan din anlayisini, din felsefesinin temel tartismalari olan
teolojik realizm—antirealizm, dini inanglarin epistemik statiisii ve Tanr1 tasavvuru agisindan
degerlendirmeyi hedeflemektedir.

Erich Fromm’un Hiimanistik Din Anlayis1

Dinin metafizik dogruluk iddialarim1 merkeze alan geleneksel tanimlarindan farkli olarak
Fromm’un din anlayiginda temel unsur, dinin insanin varolussal ve psikolojik ihtiyaglariyla iligkili
bir olgu olarak ele alinmasidir. Dini “bireye yon bulmasini saglayacak bir ¢erceve / yonelim sistemi
ve tapinma / adanma nesnesi saglayan, bir grup tarafindan paylasilan bir diisiince ve eylem sistemi”
(Fromm, 1950a, s.21) olarak géren Fromm i¢in dinin dogruluk degerinden ziyade islevi 6n plandadir.

Fromm, yukarida ifade edilen genis anlami esas alindiginda, din tanimina ilismeyen hicbir
kiiltiirtin bulunmadigin ileri stirmektedir. Ayrica bu goriisiinii insanin varolussal kosullarina ile
iligkilendirmekte ve bu din taniminda yer alan ortak bir yon bulma ve kendini adayacagi bir nesneye
duyulan gereksinimin agik oldugunu belirtmektedir (Fromm, 1950a, s.22). Fromm, din kavraminin
bu sekilde genis tanimlamasinin bize dinin icerigi hakkinda bir sey sdylemedigini belirtmektedir. O
dini yalnizca Tanr inanci, putlar veya kurumsallasmis dini sistemlerle sinirli gérmemektedir. Ona
gore din, lider, ulus, sinif, parti, para ya da basar1 gibi diinyevi unsurlara yonelik tapinmay1 da
kapsayabilir. Bu yiizden dinin degerinin ydneldikleri nesneden ¢ok insan iizerindeki etkisinin
incelenmesi ile belirlenebilecegini savunmaktadir (Fromm, 2008, s.111).

Insanin kendi varligmin bilincine sahip olmasi, akilli olmasi ve diis giiciine sahip olmasi, onu
diger varliklardan aymrmaktadir. Insan kendisinin farkina varmasi, onun yalmzhiginm,
giicsiizliigliniin, varolusunun simirlarinin, §liimiiniin de farkina varmasidir. Diger canlilardan farkli
olarak, varligi, ¢6ziilmesi kendisi i¢in bir problem olan, kendisine varliginin anlamini agiklama
zorunlulugu olan tek varlik insandir (Fromm, 1950b, s.40-41). Insanmn fiziksel ihtiyaclarinin
tamaminin karsilanmasinin insan1 gergek anlamda tatmin etmeyecegi noktasina isaret eden Fromm,
insan var olugsunun ruhsal ve biligsel boyutlarina dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Ona gore, insani diger
canlilardan ayiran temel 6zellik, yalnizca biyolojik gereksinimlerini karsilamaya yonelik bir yagam
slirmemesi; insanin giig, sevgi vs. i¢in ¢abalamasi, dini, politik, insani degerler ugruna hayatini
tehlikeye atabiliyor olmasidir (Fromm, 1950b, s.46). Fromm’un antropolojisinde insanin bedensel
yonii ile biling sahibi varlig1 arasinda bir ikilik s6z konusudur. Bu nedenle insanin temel problemi,
sahip oldugu hayvansal kdken ile 6z farkindaliginin ortaya ¢ikardigi varolugsal ihtiyaglar arasinda
bir denge kurabilmesidir. insan ne sadece zihin ne de sadece bedene sahip olan bir varlik oldugundan,
tatmin edici bir yonelim sistemi veya yon bulmasini saglayacak cergeve yalnizca entelektiiel
unsurlar degil duygu ve his unsurlarii da igermelidir. Aym1 zamanda duygu, aidiyet, bagllik ve
anlam arayisini da tatmin etmelidir. Bu baglamda Fromm, insanin bir amaca, bir ideale ya da Tanr1
gibi kendisini agan bir giice yonelmesini, insan dogasinda bulunan biitiinliik ve anlam ihtiyacinin
dogal bir yansimasi olarak degerlendirmektedir. Ona goére, “Bir amaca, bir fikre ya da Tanr1 gibi
insan1 agan bir giice adanmislik, yasam siirecindeki bu tamamlanma ihtiyacinin bir ifadesidir.”
(Fromm, 1950b, s.46-47) Burada Fromm'un asil vurgulamak istedigi, insanin inanan veya adanan bir
varlik olmasinin onun dogas1 geregi oldugu, dolayisiyla aslinda yénelim sistemine sahip olmayan,
hicbir seye baglanmayan bir insan diisiinmenin gii¢liigii iizerinedir. Onun diisiincesinde, insanin
yalmzca fiziksel ihtiyaglarla yasayan bir canli olmadig1; anlam, aidiyet ve kendisini agan bir amaca
baglanma ihtiyaci tasidigi agiktir. Din de bu ihtiyaca verilen en giiclii cevaplardan biri olarak
goriilmektedir. Bu yaklagimin, onun dini metafizik dogruluk iddialarindan ziyade insanin varolussal
ihtiyaclar1 agisindan degerlendiren islevselci ve hiimanist din anlayisinin temelini olusturdugu
sOylenebilir. Fromm’un din anlayisinin merkezinde iki anahtar kavram “ydnelim sistemi” ve
“baglanma nesnesi” yer almaktadir. Fromm’a goére, her ne kadar insandaki bu iki varolussal ihtiyag
ortak ve evrensel olsa da bunun “igerik ve bigim agisindan” Snemli 6l¢iide farklilagtigindan
bahsedilebilir. S6zgelimi, totemizm, animizm gibi sistemlerde insanin anlam arayigina birtakim
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dogal nesneler veya atalar cevap olusturur. Diger yandan, insanin anlam arayisina askin ve zati bir
Tanri ile cevap vermeye calisan teistik sistemlerin yani sira, dini olarak addedilse de kendi orijinal
halinde Tanr1 fikri bulunmayan Budizm gibi teistik olmayan sistemler de mevcuttur. Fromm hem
teistik hem teistik olmayan sistemleri ifade eden ortak bir terminoloji bulmanin zor oldugundan
hareketle, insanin anlam arayisina cevap vermeye ¢alisan diisiince sistemlerinin hepsine “yonelim ve
adanma sistemi / ¢ercevesi” adin1 vermektedir (Fromm, 1950b, s.47). Dolayisiyla Fromm’a gore,
insanin anlam arayisina sunulan cevap Tanr1 olabilecegi gibi, buna cesitli dini veya ideolojik
sistemler tarafindan farkli cevaplar verilebilmesi de diisiiniilebilir. Bu durum, Fromm’un dini belirli
teolojik iceriklerle sinirlandirmak yerine, insanin yonelim ve adanma ihtiyacim karsilayan islevsel
bir yapi olarak degerlendirmesinin temel dayanaklarindan birini olusturmaktadir. Dolayisiyla Fromm
acisindan 6nemli olan, kisinin neye inandigindan ziyade, yasamina yon veren ve kendisini adadig1
deger ya da amacin insan {izerindeki islevidir. Fromm, dinlerin degerlendirilmesinde temel dlgiitiin
insanin yapisi ve gelisimi oldugunu agikca ifade etmektedir. Nitekim ona gore, dini sistemlerden
hangisinin "daha iyi" veya "daha koti" bir ¢6ziim sundugu ancak "insanin yapisi ve gelismesi
acisindan" belirlenebilir (Fromm, 2002, s.64).

Fromm igin 6nemli olan dinin var olup olmamasindan ziyade ne tiir bir din oldugudur. Bu
nedenle temel soru, dinin insan1 gelistirip giiclinii agiga ¢ikaran bir din mi yoksa onun giiciinii elinden
alan, onu gii¢siiz ve edilgen bir duruma diigiiren bir din mi oldugudur (Fromm, 1950a, s.26). Bu
nedenle o, dini sistemleri insan1 gii¢clendiren ve kendini ger¢eklestirmesine imkan tantyan “hiimanist
dinler” ile bireyi itaat etmeye zorlayan ve otoriteye bagimli kilan “otoriter dinler” seklinde iki temel
kategori altinda ele almaktadir. Otoriter dinin temel 6zelligi, insanin kendisi disindaki daha yiice bir
gii¢ tarafindan kontrol edildigi iizerinde durmasidir. Ancak Fromm’un diisiincesinde bir dini otoriter
kilan gey, tam olarak “bu giicilin, uyguladig1 kontrol nedeniyle itaat, saygi ve tapinma hakkina sahip
oldugu diistincesi” olarak ifade edilmektedir. Ancak bu hak kazanma ilahligin ahlaki karakterinden
degil de insanlar tizerindeki kontroliinden kaynaklandigindan bu giiciin kisiyi tapmaya zorlamaya
hakki oldugu ve ona itaatsizligin de glinah olusturacagi iddia edilmektedir (Fromm, 1950a, s.34-35).

Otoriter dinlerde en biiylik erdem itaat, en biiylik gilinah ise itaatsizlik olarak kabul edilirken;
(Fromm, 1950a, s.35) hiimanistik dinlerde temel amag, insanin en biiyiik gii¢csiizliigii degil en biiyiik
giicli elde etmesi olarak gorilmektedir. Bu nedenle hiimanist dinlerde en biiyiikk erdem, insanin
kendini gerceklestirmesidir (Fromm, 1950a, s.37). Yukaridaki temel soru ile baglantili olarak
denilebilir ki, Fromm’un diisiincesinde insan1 gii¢siiz ve edilgen duruma diisiiren din otoriter din
olarak kabul edilirken; onu gelistiren ve degerli, etkin bir 6zne haline getiren din hiimanistik din
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Otoriter dinlerde Tanr1 etkin ve baskin karakter olarak goriiliirken;
hiimanistik dinler teistik olmak zorunda degildir. Hiimanistik dinin teistik olmas1 durumunda da
Tanr’nin insan tizerinde giic ve kontrol sahibi olmasindan s6z edilemez, ancak “kisinin
gergeklestirmeye calistigt giiglerinin bir sembolii” olarak gorilebilir (Fromm, 1950a, s.37).
Fromm’un Tanri anlayisinda, Ibrani kutsal metin gelenegine yonelik hiimanist bir yeniden
yorumlama dikkat ¢ekmektedir (bkz. Cetin, 2018).

Fromm'un hiimanist din anlayisi, dini tamamen reddetmekten ziyade, onu otoriter ve
patolojik unsurlardan arindirarak insanin gelisimine hizmet eden bir yapiya doniistiirme ¢abasi olarak
okunabilir. Keith Ward’a gore Fromm, bu yoniiyle Sigmund Freud'un din elestirisini siirdiirmekle
birlikte, dinin insan yasamindaki olumlu ve biitiinlestirici islevlerini korumaya ¢alismaktadir (Ward,
2008, s. 79-80) Ward’in yorumuna gore Fromm, Freud’un kars1 ¢iktig1 seyin dinin kendisi degil,
bireyi sorgulamadan itaate zorlayan ve irrasyonel yiikiimliilikler iireten “itaat etigi” oldugunu
diistinmektedir. Buna karsilik Fromm, insanin herhangi bir baski altinda olmadan benimseyebilecegi,
akla dayali ve insanin gelisimini hedefleyen bir “rasyonel etik” anlayisini savunmaktadir. Bu ahlak
anlayisinda birey, digsal bir otoriteye korii kdriine boyun egmek yerine, insanin gelisimine katki
saglayan ilke ve degerleri bilingli olarak benimsemektedir. Ward’, Fromm’un bu ahlak anlayiginin
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onun din anlayisina da uyarlanabilecegini ileri siirmektedir. Buna gore patolojik olmayan bir din
anlayisi, bireyi korku ve bagimliliga siiriikklemeyen, akil ve tecriibeyle catismayan, ayn1 zamanda
insanin iyi ve erdemli bir yasam siirmesine katkida bulunan bir inanc1 gerektirmektedir. Boyle bir
din anlayisinda dini inang¢larin degeri, mutlak itaati saglamalarindan degil, insanin en yiiksek iyiyi
gergeklestirmesine ve kisisel gelisimine katkida bulunmalarindan kaynaklanmaktadir (Ward, 2008,
$.79-80). Fromm’un din yorumunda en tartismali noktalardan birisi, onun Tanr1’y1 bir gergeklige
tekabiil eden askin ve zati bir varlik olarak gérmesinden ziyade, insandaki agkin degerlerin sembolik
bir ifadesi olarak gérmesidir. Hiimanistik dinlerde Tanri’nin “insanin iist benliginin bir yansimasi1”
olarak, bir diger ifadeyle, insanin ulagsmasi gereken en yiiksek durumun bir simgesi olarak
goriildiigiinii; buna karsilik otoriter dinlerde Tanri’nin insana ait olan akil ve sevgi gibi degerlerin
tek sahibi olarak goriildiigiinii belirtir (Fromm, 1950a, s5.49-50). Denilebilir ki, Fromm’un din
yorumunda belirleyici olan, Tanri’nin ger¢ekten var olup olmamasi veya bir dinin énermelerinin
dogru olup olmadig: degil; bu inanglarin kiginin varolussal ihtiyaglarini karsilamasinda ve kisiligini
gergeklestirmesinde islevinin olup olmadigidir. Buna karsilik teistik yaklasima gére Tanri, insan
zihninden bagimsiz olarak var olan, zorunlu, askin ve zati bir varliktir. Bu nedenle Tanri, yalnizca
insanin ulagsmay1 amagladigi en yiiksek ideal durumu temsil eden sembolik bir kavram olarak degil;
dini 6nermelerin konusu olan, ontolojik gergeklige sahip, askin bir varlik olarak kabul edilmektedir.
Fromm’un yaklasiminda ise Tanri, insanin disinda bagimsiz bir gergeklige sahip olan zati ve askin
bir varlik olarak goériilmedigi i¢in, ne tiir bir Tanr1’ya inanildigindan ziyade, Tann diigiincesinin insan
iizerinde olumlu etkiye sahip olup olmadig1 sorulart 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu durum dini inanglari
dogruluk veya yanlislik degerleri acisindan degil, insan {izerindeki sonuglar1 ve islevleri bakimindan
degerlendirmeyi beraberinde getirmektedir. Bu noktada, Fromm’un din anlayisinin islevselci ve
antirealist din yorumlar1 ile Onemli Olgiide Ortiistiigii soylenebilir. Bu g¢ercevede Fromm’un
yaklagimmi daha iyi degerlendirebilmek icin, islevselci ve antirealist din anlayisinin genel
cercevesine kisaca deginmek yerinde olacaktir.

Dine Antirealist-Islevselci Yaklasim

Dinin kaynagi, mahiyeti ve islevi meselesi, dini inancin dogruluk degeri ve rasyonelligi
hakkinda verilecek cevaplar1 dogrudan etkileyecegi i¢in 6nem arz etmektedir. Dinin tarih boyunca
farkli toplumlarda ortaya ¢ikan ve onlar {lizerinde etki gdsteren bir olgu olmasi, dinin neden var
oldugu sorusunun yani sira dini inancin haklilastirilmasinin zemininin olup olamayacagi sorularini
da giindeme getirmektedir. Dinin sadece psikolojik, sosyolojik bir olgu olarak goriildigi
yaklagimlarda, genellikle, dini iddialarin dogrulugu hakkinda sorular sorulmasinin yeterli ve gegerli
bir zemininden s6z edilemeyecegi sonucuna ulagilmaktadir. Din hakkinda realizm-antirealizm
tartismalarinin 6nem kazandig1 nokta da burasidir. (“Antirealizm” kavrami, makalede, literatiirde yer
yer “non-realism” veya “irrealism” olarak gecen kavramlarla yer degistirebilecek sekilde realizmin
karsit1 veya inkar1 anlaminda kullanilmaktadir.)

Felsefi literatiirde farkli kullanimlar1 bulunmakla birlikte realizm, temelde, insanin
diisiincelerinden, inanglarindan, duygularindan ve kavramsallagtirmalarindan bagimsiz bigimde “kati
gerceklikler (hard facts)”in bulundugu sezgisine dayanir. Bu anlayiga gore, karsilastigimiz her ne
varsa varliklar1 “zihinden bagimsizdir (mind-independent)” (Alston, 2002, s.1). Ozellikle Immanuel
Kant ile baslayan ve kendisinden sonra da radikal bigimde cesitli sekilde savunuldugu goriilen
antirealist diisiinceye gore ise kendisi hakkinda bilgi sahibi oldugumuz her sey, kendi var olusundan
ziyade bizim onlar1 nasil diisiindiigiimiize, nasil kavramsallastirdigimiza, bir diger ifadeyle madde,
nedensellik gibi kategorilere baglidir. Kendinde gerceklik (noumena) hakkinda bilgiye sahip
olabilecegimizi reddeden Kant’a gore, biz sadece bize goriindiigii sekliyle fenomenler hakkinda bilgi
sahibi olabiliriz (Kant, 1998, 5.362-363).

Din felsefesinde realizm ve antirealizm arasindaki temel ayrim, biiyiik 6l¢iide metafiziksel,
epistemolojik ve semantik diizeylerde yiiriitiilen tartigmalar etrafinda sekillenmektedir (Horwich,
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1982, s.2). Tartismanin metafizik boyutu, dini inan¢larin konu edindigi varliklarin veya olgularin
gergekten var olup olmamasina iligkindir. Buna gore temel soru, Tanri, ruh veya ahiret gibi dini
kavramlarin insan zihninden ve tecriibesinden bagimsiz bir gerceklige karsilik gelip gelmedigidir.
Teolojik realizm, bu tiir varliklarin insan zihninden bagimsiz olarak var oldugunu savunurken,
antirealist yaklagimlar onlarin zihinden bagimsiz var oldugu goriisiinii reddetmektedir. Meselenin
epistemolojik boyutu ise dini 6nermelerin epistemik bir dogruluk degerine sahip olup olmamasiyla
ilgilidir. Bu baglamda dini ifadelerin, dogruluk ve yanlishik degeri tasiyan, askin gerceklikler
hakkinda bilgi veren 6nermeler olarak m1 anlasilmasi gerektigi; yoksa bunlarin daha ¢ok insanin
tecriibelerini ifade eden sembolik veya islevsel ifadeler mi oldugu sorusu giindeme gelmektedir.
Teolojik realizm, dinl 6nermelerin belirli ger¢eklik durumlarina karsilik geldigini ve bu nedenle
dogru veya yanlis olabileceklerini savunurken; antirealist yaklagimlar cogu zaman dini dilin esas
islevinin gercekligi tasvir etmekten ziyade insanin birtakim varolussal ihtiyaglarina cevap vermek
oldugunu ileri siirmektedir. Dolayisiyla teolojik realizm, hem ontolojik olarak insan zihninden
bagimsiz olarak dini gerceklikler bulundugunu hem de epistemolojik olarak bu gercekligin dogru
veya yanlig bir anlama sahip oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Buna karsilik teolojik antirealizm, dini
inanglarin dogruluk veya yanlishik degeri tasimadigini, ancak insan hayatinda yerine getirdikleri
psikolojik, ahlaki ve toplumsal islevleri olabilecegini 6ne siirmektedir (Realizm ve antirealizm
ayrimina iligkin benzer bir degerlendirme i¢in bkz. Alston, 2002, s.1-4). Bu genel ayrim, en belirgin
bicimde Tanri'nin varligi ve dini inanglarin neye karsilik geldigi tartismalarinda somutlagsmaktadir.
Realist yaklagim, “Tanr1 var midir?” sorusunu anlamli ve gergek bir soru olarak kabul etmektedir.
Teolojik realizme gore, Tanr’nin varligl, insanlarin ona iliskin inanglarindan, tasavvurlarindan
tamamen bagimsiz bir olgudur. Bagka bir ifadeyle, Tanr1 varsa, bu varlik insanlarin onu diisiiniip
diisinmemesinden veya ona inanip inanmamasindan bagimsiz olarak mevcuttur. Bu nedenle
realistler, Tanri’nin varliginin insan zihnine veya insan tecriibesine indirgenemeyecegini, aksine
insan bilgisinden bagimsiz bir gerceklige sahip oldugunu savunmaktadirlar. Nitekim dini realistler,
dinlerin psikolojik ve sosyolojik boyutlarinin bulundugunu kabul etmekle birlikte, dini inanglarin
mahiyetine iliskin asil meselenin yalnizca bu inanglarin nasil ortaya ¢iktigi degil; onlarin igerigi,
anlami ve hangi gerceklige gonderimde bulundugu oldugunu ileri siirmektedirler. Bagka bir ifadeyle
temel soru, dini inanglar1 dogru veya yanlis kilan ve insan zihninden bagimsiz olarak var olan bir
gercekligin bulunup bulunmadigidir (Reichenbach, 2010, s.1043).

Realist yaklasim yalnizca teistler tarafindan benimsenen bir goriis degildir; belirli bir
anlamda ateistler ve agnostikler de realist bir zemini paylasabilirler. Nitekim realist ateistler, Tanri
kavraminin gercek bir varliga referansta bulunabilecek bir kavram oldugunu kabul etmekle birlikte,
boyle bir varligin gergekte mevcut olmadigini ileri siirmektedirler. Dolayisiyla teist ile ateist
arasindaki temel ayrim, Tanr1 sorusunun anlamli olup olmadig1 konusunda degil, bu soruya verilecek
cevabin ne oldugu konusunda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Benzer sekilde (realist) agnostikler de Tanri’nin
varlig1 meselesinin prensipte anlamli ve nesnel bir soru oldugunu kabul etmekte, ancak bu konuda
yeterli bilgiye sahip olunamayacagini veya kesin bir yargiya varilamayacagimi savunmaktadirlar
(Trigg, 2010, s.652). Bu yoniiyle teizm, ateizm ve agnostisizm, farkli sonuglara ulagsalar da Tanri’nin
varligi meselesinin insan zihninden bagimsiz bir ger¢eklik hakkinda oldugunu kabul etmeleri
bakimindan ortak bir realist zemini paylasabilirler. Bununla birlikte, bu degerlendirme ateizmin
biitiin bi¢imlerini kapsayan genel bir tespit olarak anlagilmamalidir. Zira ateizm kendi iginde de dini
onermelerin anlamliligi ve dogruluk degeri konusunda farkli yaklasimlar barindirmaktadir. Bu
nedenle ateizmin biitiin bi¢imlerinin teolojik realizm veya antirealizm karsisinda ayni konumda
bulundugunu sdylemek miimkiin degildir. Bu nedenle burada yapilan degerlendirme, Tanri'nin
varlig1 meselesini insan zihninden bagimsiz bir gergeklik hakkinda anlamli bir soru olarak kabul eden
realist yaklasimlar bakimindan gegerlidir. Diger yandan Byrne, bu konuda Richard Swinburne ve
Quentin Smith (8. 2020) {izerinden bir orneklendirme yapar. Buna goére, Swinburne ve Smith
Tanri’nin gercekten var olup olmadigi noktasinda ayni fikirde degildir ancak teistik sdylem
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konusunda her ikisi de realist bir pozisyondadir. Diger yandan Smith ve Don Cupitt (6. 2025)
Tanr1’nin var olmadigi hususunda ayni fikirde iken, Smith’in realist, Cupitt’in antirealist pozisyonda
oldugu goriiliir (Byrne, 2003, s.4). Dolayisiyla, bir kisinin teolojik olarak realist veya antirealist
pozisyonda olmasi bir sey, Tanri’nin gercekten var olduguna inanip inanmamasi baska bir seydir,
denilebilir. Teolojik antirealizmde, Tanri’min varligini1 dogrudan kabul veya inkardan ziyade, askin
ve zihinden bagimsiz bir Tanri fikrini kabul etmeme durumu s6z konusudur.

Teolojik antirealizm, dini 6ncelikle iglevleri bakimindan ele alan islevselci din teorileriyle
yakin bir iliski icerisindedir. Islevselci yaklasimlar acisindan dinin &nemi, dini inanclarin
metafiziksel dogrulugundan ziyade insan hayatindaki islevleriyle ilgilidir. Bununla birlikte teolojik
antirealizm de kendi icerisinde tek tip bir yaklasim olarak ele alinmamalidir. S6zgelimi D. Z. Phillips,
dini kavramlarin anlamliliginin din disinda aranmasindan ziyade, igerisinde yer aldiklari yasam
bi¢cimi ve kullaniminda bulundugunu savunur. Dini inanglar gerekc¢elendirmenin konusu olarak
goren anlayisi elestiren Philips, felsefenin gorevinin Tanri’nin var olup olmadigina karar vermek
olmadigini; Tanri’nin varligini kabul etmenin veya inkar etmenin ne anlama geldigini sorgulamak
oldugunu ileri siirmektedir (Phillips, 1965, s.6-12). Bu nedenle Phillips agisindan temel mesele, dini
onermelerin belirli bir yasam bigimi igerisinde kazandig1 anlam olmaktadir. Ona gore, kisiye dini
inanglarinin dogru olup olmadigina dair sorular sormak, onlarin dogru olduguna dair kanitlar
getirmesini istemek degildir; s6z konusu inanglarin onun igin tasidigi anlami ve bu inancin onu
besleyip beslemedigini sormaktir (Phillips, 1970, s.71). Phillips, dini inanglarin tamamen anlamsiz
oldugunu iddia etmez ancak anlamliligini dini yasam big¢imindeki kullanimi ve islevi iizerinden
degerlendirir. Gordon Kaufman da benzer sekilde dini dncelikle insanin diinyay1 anlamlandirmasini
saglamas1 baglaminda ele almakta ve Tanr1 kavramini temel bir sembol (anchor-symbol) olarak
degerlendirmektedir. Ona gore Tanri, belirli bir yasam bigiminin ve diinya goriisliniin temel sembolii
olup, asil mesele bu semboliin metafizik dogrulugundan ziyade, ortaya ¢ikardigi yasam bi¢iminin
nasil degerlendirilecegidir. Kaufman, dini kavramlarin degerlendirilmesini biiyilik 6lglide pratik ve
islevsel Olgiitlere baglamaktadir (Kaufman, 1972, s.100). Askin ve insan zihninden bagimsiz Tanr1
anlayisim sert bir bicimde elestirenlerden biri de Cupitt’tir. Cupitt, geleneksel teizmin insan
zihninden bagimsiz, agkin ve nesnel bir gerceklik anlayisina dayandigini; buna karsilik modern
donemde boyle bir metafizik zeminin siirdiiriilebilir olmadigini savunmaktadir. Ona gore insanin
disinda bulunan mutlak bir gergeklikten s6z edilemez, c¢linkii insanin disinda bir diinya
bulunmamaktadir. Bu nedenle dini kavramlar, insan zihninden bagimsiz bir gergekligi tasvir eden
ifadeler olmaktan ziyade, insanin diinyayr anlamlandirmasini saglayan sembolik yapilar olarak
degerlendirilmelidir. Kendisini dogma sonrasi inanan (post-dogmatic believer) olarak betimleyen
Cupitt, metafizik bir gerceklik olarak kabul edilen Tanr fikrinin ¢oktiigiinii, bunun yerine kutsalin
insanin yasaminin, anlam diinyasinin tamamina yayildigini iddia etmektedir. (Cupitt, 2002, 5.99-101;
Cupitt, 1980, s.92).

Teolojik antirealist yaklagimlarin ortak o6zelligi, dinl kavramlarin anlamini askin bir
gerceklikten ziyade insan deneyimi ve yasam pratigi icerisinde agiklamalaridir. Fromm’un yaklagimi
da bu genel egilimle paralellik géstermektedir. Bu baglamda Erich Fromm'un din anlayisi, teolojik
antirealizm ve iglevselci din teorilerinin 6nemli bir 6rnegi olarak goriilebilir. Zira Fromm, Tanr1’nin
var olmasindan veya dini 6nermelerin dogru veya yanlis olmasindan ziyade, insanin varolugsal
ihtiyaglarina ve kendini gergeklestirme ¢abasina katkida bulunup bulunmadigi konusuna 6nem
vermektedir. Fromm’a gore, insanin kendisi disinda ve Tanr1 gibi onu asan bir varlik veya giigle bag
kurma ve sevme gereksinimi igerisinde bulunmasi olduk¢a normaldir. Insandaki bu sevme ve
baglanma gereksiniminin ise bu gereksinime karsilik gelen ve kendisi disinda oldugu varsayilan bir
varligin bulunmasini zorunlu kilmadigi agiktir. Bu durum sadece bu gereksinimi ve insanin sevime,
baglanma kapasitesini gosterebilecek niteliktedir (Fromm, 1950a, s.54-55). Goriildiigii tizere, Fromm
Tanr1’nin var olup olmadig1 veya varsa nasil oldugu sorusu ile ilgilenmekten ziyade, dini inanglarin
psikolojik kokenine ve islevine vurgu yaparak felsefesini olusturmaya c¢alismistir. Onun igin dini
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iddialarin dogruluk degeri degil, o inanca hangi amacgla baglanildigi daha fazla 6n planda
goriinmektedir. Teolojik realizme gore, dini dnermelerin yanlis oldugunun kabul edilmesi, dini de
terk etmeyi gerektirebilir. Buna karsin teolojik antirealist diisiincede dini tamamen reddetmeden dini
onermelerin dogruluk degeri tasidiginin reddedilebilecegi diisiincesi savunulmaktadir (McGraw,
2008, 5.261). Baska bir ifadeyle, teolojik antirealist diisiincede dini benimsemek ile dini 6nermelerin
dogruluk degeri tasidigini kabul etmek zorunlu olarak ayni sey degildir. Fromm'un din anlayisi da
bu dogrultuda degerlendirilebilir. O, dini inanglarin varligin biitiiniiyle reddetmek yerine, dogruluk
iddialarini ikinci plana iterek onlarin insan hayatindaki psikolojik ve ahlaki islevlerini 6n plana
cikarmaktadir. Indirgemeci din yorumunun bir baska énemli 6rnegi, Feuerbach'n din anlayisinda
gorlilmektedir. Fromm'un din anlayisi da 6zellikle Tanri'nin insanin ideallerinin sembolik bir ifadesi
olarak yorumlanmasi bakimindan Feuerbach'in yaklagimiyla 6nemli benzerlikler tasimaktadir. Tipki
Fromm gibi, Feuerbach i¢in de Tanr1, kisinin anlama ve kavrama yetisine sik1 sikiya baglidir. Insan
Tanr’'nin  dogasinin  milkemmelliginden bahsederken, aslinda kendi anlama yetisinin
mitkemmelligini disa vurmakta, yansitmaktadir (Feuerbach, 1989, s.34). Fromm’un diisiincesinde
Tanr1’nin insanin kendi niteliklerinin ideallestirilmis hali olarak ele alinmasi, O’nun insan zihninden
ve kavrayigindan bagimsiz bir varligindan s6z edilemeyecegi diisiincesine gotiiriir. Kendisi de bu
diisiincesini “duyularin nesnesinin disarda, dini nesnenin ise insanin iginde bulundugu” teziyle
desteklemektedir. Dini nesneyi insanin 6zbilinci ve vicdanina benzeten Feuerbach, dini nesnenin de
sadece insanin i¢inde bir gergeklige sahip olabilecegini savunur (Feuerbach, 1989, s.12).

Fromm’un diisiincesinde Tanr1 kavrami, “belirli tarihsel kosullar igerisinde sekillenmis bir
i¢csel deneyimin ifadesi” olarak goriilmektedir. O, dini geleneklerin ve inanan kisilerin Tanr1’dan s6z
ederken neyi ifade ettiklerini anlayabildigini belirtmekle birlikte, bu kavrami onlarin kavradigi
sekilde kabul etmedigini sdylemektedir. Fromm’a gore Tanr1 tasavvuru, kabile reisleri ve krallarin
mutlak otoriteye sahip oldugu toplumsal yapilarda dayatilmistir. Hiimanist perspektiften
bakildiginda ise Tanri, kendi basina var olan bagimsiz bir gergeklik degil; insanin en yiiksek
degerlerini, ideallerini sembolik ve siirsel bir dille ifade eden bir kavramdir. Bununla birlikte Fromm,
monoteistik geleneklerin diisiince yapisini ele alirken “Tanr1” kavramini kullanmaya devam ettigini,
ancak bu kavrami klasik teistik anlamindan farkli bir ¢ercevede degerlendirdigini ifade eder. Bu
nedenle kendi konumunu “teistik olmayan bir mistisizm (nontheistic mysticism)” olarak tanimlar
(Fromm, 1966, 5.18-19). Fromm’un din yorumu goriildiigii tizereTanr1’y1 bir gerceklige tekabiil eden
askin ve zati bir varlik olarak gérmemektedir. Daha ziyade Tanr1’y1 insanin ulasmay1 amagladigi en
yiiksek ideal durumun bir sembolii olarak gérmekte ve insandan otonom bir Tanr1 fikrinin imkanina
kars1 ¢cikmaktadir. Bu disiinceye gore, Tanri’nin var olmasi ve nasil bir varlik olarak algilandigi
tamamen insanin zihnine baglidir. Din ve Tanri, insan iizerindeki islevi oraninda anlam ve deger
kazanabilir. Hiimanistik din anlayis1 da bir bakima insani diizlemde askinligin nasil saglanabilecegi
sorusuna cevap aramak zorunda kalmistir. Gerek Feuerbach gerek Fromm diisiincesinde
karsilastigimiz bu diisiince yapisi, dinin pragmatik islevinden vazge¢meyip, diger taraftan da onu
metafiziksel dogruluk iddialarindan soyutlayarak bir bakima sembolik bir ifadeden oOteye
gecemeyen, igeriginin isleve indirgendigi bir din anlayisina gétiirmiistiir. Dinin psikolojik, sosyolojik
vs. islevlerine indirgenerek yorumlanmasi, Tanr1 ve hakikat/dogruluk iddiast merkezli yorumunun
birakilmasinin dogal sonucudur. Biiyilk oranda Aydinlanma diisiincesi sonrasi gerceklesen bu
donisiim, “Tanri’nin insanilestirilmesi” ve “insanin tanrilagtirilmasi” tartismalar1 arasinda yer alan
“askin hiimanizm” diisiincesinin bir yansimasi gibi goriinmektedir (Recber, 2004, s.28).

Bir bakima burada goriilen temel egilimin, inanma fiilinin kendisinin inanilan seyin dogruluk
degerinden daha onemli goriilmesi ve 6n plana ¢ikarilmasi oldugu one siiriilebilir. Bu durum ise
kaginilmaz olarak inanglar1 benimsemenin onlarin dogrulugu ile alakali olmadigi diisiincesine
gotiirmektedir (Trigg, 2013, s.47). Ancak bu yaklasim ne kadar tutarlidir? Trigg’in de hakli olarak
ifade ettigi gibi:
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Islevin yerine getirilmesi, inanci benimsemenin siirlip gitmesini saglasa bile, onun kaynagini izah etmekte
basarisizdir. Nigin insanlar su inang kiimesini degil de bu inang kiimesini kabul eder? Sosyal bilimciler (ve diger
bilimlerle ugrasanlar) tarafindan yapilan izahlarin tehlikesi, inanglar arasindaki farklar1 6nemsiz bularak,
diizlestirmeye meyilli olmasidir. Onlar i¢in 6nemli olan dinin sosyal etkileri oldugu i¢in, inanilan sey, inanma
vakiasina tabi kilinmustir (Trigg, 2013, s.48).

Fromm’un antirealist-islevselci din anlayisinda da benzer problemlerle karsilagilmaktadir.
Her ne kadar Fromm, dinin birtakim psikolojik varolugsal islevlerinden hareket etse de onun bu
yaklagimi dinin dogruluk iddialarinin geri plana atilmasini hakli ¢ikarmamaktadir. Diger taraftan
dinin sadece bu yoniiyle agiklanmasi oldukga tek tarafli ve indirgemeci bir karakter sergilemektedir.
Inancin benimsenmesine neden olan psikolojik veya sosyolojik etkenlerin agiklanmasinin herhangi
bir dinin iddialarinin rasyonalitesinin degerlendirilmesi anlamina gelmedigi agiktir. Benzer sekilde,
bu durum bir kimsenin herhangi bir dinin énermesine dogruluk atfetmesi nedeniyle inanabilecegi
secenegini de ciiriitebilecek nitelikte degildir. Zira, 6zellikle teistik gelenek ve Islam dini acisindan
diisiiniildiigiinde, inanmaya neden olan etkenin “Tanr1 vardir ve birdir” seklindeki temel 6nermenin
dogruluguna dair bir kabul oldugu ifade edilebilir. Fromm'un "mesele dinin var olup olmamasi degil,
hangi tir din oldugudur" (Fromm, 1950a, s.26) seklindeki ifadesi, onun dinleri
degerlendirilmesindeki temel 6l¢iitiin onlarin dogruluk iddialarindan ziyade insan iizerindeki etkileri
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, Fromm'un dini igerige biitlinliyle kayitsiz kaldigi da
sOylenemez. Nitekim o, “bu, psikanalistin dinin spesifik igerigine biiyiik ilgi duymas1 gerektigi
anlamina gelir; zira onun i¢in 6nemli olan, bir dinin hangi insani tutumu ifade ettigi ve insan lizerinde
ne tiir bir etki yarattigidir, yani o, yalnizca ¢esitli dinlerin psikolojik kdklerinin analiziyle degil, ayni
zamanda bunlarin degerleriyle de ilgilenir” ifadeleriyle bu duruma agiklik getirmektedir (Fromm,
1950a, s.26). Ancak Fromm agisindan bu deger, 6ncelikle bir dini inancin epistemik dogrulugundan
ziyade insanin gelisimi {izerindeki etkisinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu nedenle Fromm, dini icerikleri
degerlendirmekte; fakat bu degerlendirmeyi biiyiik dl¢iide psikolojik ve etik islevleri iizerinden
gergeklestirmektedir. Bu noktada 6zellikle dinin neden ortaya ¢iktiginin agiklanmasi (causes) ile
neden dogru kabul edildigini gosteren gerekgelerin (reasons) ayriminin yapilmasi Onem
kazanmaktadir. Nedenlerin bir inancin dogrulugu veya yanhishigi hakkindaki sonuca herhangi bir
etkisi bulunmazken, gerekceler bu konuda delilsel bir degere (evidential value) sahiptir. Gerekgeler
bir kisinin bir seye neden inanmasi gerektigine dair zemin ve gerekgelendirme sunarken; nedenler
sadece ni¢in inandiginin agiklamasini yapmaktadir (Whittaker, 1978, s.361). Fromm’un islevselci-
antirealist din yorumlamasmin da benzer sekilde nedenler ve gerekgeler arasindaki ince ayrimi
yeterince koruyamadigi sdylenebilir. Boyle bir yaklagim, dini inanglarin gerekcelendirilmesi ve
rasyonelligi sorununu ikincil plana itme ve dogruluk 6l¢iitiinii biiylik dlgiide islevsellik iizerinden
degerlendirme riskini beraberinde getirmektedir.

Diger taraftan, Fromm'un din anlayisi, dinin psikolojik ve toplumsal boyutlarini agiklama
bakimindan birtakim katkilar sunmakla birlikte bagka elestirilere de konu olmustur. Nitekim Robert
Banks da Fromm'un din teorisinin, Freud'un yaklagimina kiyasla dini deneyimin kisilerarasi, biligsel
ve toplumsal boyutlarini daha basarili bi¢imde agiklamakla birlikte dnemli sinirliliklar tagidigini
belirtmektedir. Banks'a goére Fromm, dini dogruluga iliskin sorularin mantiksal bagimsizligim
yeterince dikkate almamakta; dini deneyimin biligsel yoniinii daha ¢ok psikolojik 6n varsayimlari ve
etik sonuglari ¢ercevesinde ele almakta ve sosyal-sosyo-psikolojik etkenlere gereginden fazla agirlik
vermektedir (Banks, 1975, s.131-132). Bu degerlendirme, Fromm'un dini inanglarin psikolojik
kokenlerine yaptig1 vurgunun, dini inanglarin dogruluk ve gerekcelendirme sorunlarin ikinci plana
ittigi yoniindeki elestiriyi destekler niteliktedir.

Sonug¢

Sonug¢ olarak bu ¢alisma, Fromm’un din anlayisinin islevselci, hiimanist ve teolojik
antirealist bir karakter tagidigimi ortaya koymaktadir. Dini insamin psikolojik ve varolugsal
ihtiyaglarinin sembolik ifadeleri olarak ele alan bu yaklasim, dinin dogruluk iddialarindan ziyade
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kisiye sagladig1 fayda nedeniyle anlam ve deger kazanabilecegi iddiasini tagimaktadir. Bu durum
onun islevselci karakterini yansitmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, Fromm’un Tanr1 kavramini insan
zihninden bagimsiz ve askin ve zati bir gerceklik olarak kabul etmemesi, onu insanin en yiice
degerlerini ifade eden sembolik ve islevsel agidan yorumlamasi durumu da onun Tanr1 anlayisinin
teolojik antirealist bir karakter tasidigini gostermektedir. Din felsefesi agisindan degerlendirildiginde
ise Fromm'un din teorisinin yalnizca dinin kokeni ve mahiyetine iliskin psikolojik bir agiklama
sunmadigi, ayni zamanda islevselci ve antirealist bir din yorumu ortaya koydugu anlasilmaktadir. Bu
calismanin temel katkisi, Fromm'un din anlayisin1 yalnizca psikolojik veya hiimanist bir yaklasim
olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda islevselci ve teolojik antirealist bir din yorumu olarak din felsefesi
perspektifinden degerlendirmesidir. Bu cercevede calisma, Fromm'un Tanr1 kavraminin mahiyeti,
dinin dogruluk degeri ve islevi arasindaki iliskiyi nasil yorumladigin1 ortaya koyarak, konuya din
felsefesi agisindan elestirel bir katki sunmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu makale, din felsefesi literatiiriinde
kavramsal analiz ve felsefi elestiri yontemiyle Fromm'un din anlayisimi islevselci-antirealist
cercevede incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢calismanin temel sinirliligi, Fromm’un diislincesinin tiim
boyutlarini ele almak yerine, onun din ve Tanri anlayisini hiimanist ve islevselci yaklagimi
cergevesinde incelemesidir. Bu nedenle Fromm’un psikoloji, etik ve toplum teorisine iliskin
goriisleri yalnizca din ve Tanr1 yorumunu agiklamaya katki sagladigi 6lciide degerlendirilmistir.
Dolayisiyla Fromm’un belli eserleri din ve Tanr1 tasavvurunu ele almalar1 bakimindan incelenmistir.

Makalede ulagtigimiz en temel sonuglardan biri, Fromm’un 0ngordiigii islevselci din
anlayisinin dini insanin psikolojik ve varolugsal gereksinimlerine indirgedigi, dogruluk iddialarinin
arka plana disiriildiigi seklindedir. Ancak antirealist-islevselci bir din yorumunun kendisini
temellendirme noktasinda da birtakim giicliiklerle karsilasmaktadir. Zira dini inanglarin yalnizca
psikolojik veya sembolik islevleri lizerinden agiklanmasi, bu inanglarin insan yasamindaki etkilerini
ortaya koysa da onlarin neden belirli bir dogruluk iddias1 tasidig1 sorusunu cevaplamada yetersiz
kalmaktadir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, bir inancin bireye anlam, yonelim veya psikolojik destek saglamasi,
o inancin neden dogru kabul edilmesi gerektigini tek basina aciklamamaktadir. Diger taraftan
Fromm’un din yorumlamasiin beraberinde getirdigi Tanr1 anlayis1 da birtakim felsefi problemler
icermektedir. Tanr1’y1 insani degerlerin en yiice ifadesi seklinde sembolik olarak yorumlamak, Tanr1
inancinin rasyonel olup olmadigi sorularini 6nemsizlestirmektedir. Oysa nasil bir Tanr1’ya inanildigi
meselesi, en az Tanr1’ya inanmak kadar 6nemlidir. Zira insanlarin neden askin, zati ve miikemmel
niteliklere sahip olan bir Tanr1’ya inandiklart; buna karsilik neden hayali bir varliga Tanr1 olarak
inanmadigi dnemli bir sorudur. Bu da dinin ve Tanr1 inancinin sadece islevsel ve sembolik degere
indirgenemeyecegini, dini inanglarin rasyonalitesinin ve epistemolojik degerinin goz ardi
edilmemesi gerektigini gdstermektedir. Bu agidan degerlendirildiginde, teolojik realizm ve dine
yonelik 6zcii yaklasimlar, dini inanglarin yalnizca insani ihtiyaglar ve iglevler baglaminda degil, aym
zamanda dogruluk iddialar1 bakimindan da agiklanmasina imkan saglamaktadir. Dinl dnermelerin
anlami, dogrulugu ve gerekgelendirilmesi gibi epistemolojik boyutlar1 dikkate alan bu yaklagimlar,
din olgusunu agiklamada islevselci ve antirealist yaklagimlara kiyasla daha kapsamli bir agiklama
cergevesi sunmaktadir.
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