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Islamic-Science is not new even to the Westerners. What is new is its new meaning
since 1960s, especially after the publication of “Introduction to Islamic
Cosmological Doctrines” and “Science and Civilization in Islam” by Seyyed
Hossain Nasr in 1964 and 1968 respectively, and followed by many others during
the beginning of the Islamic revivalism in 1970s, notably the introduction of the
“Islamization of Knowledge” by Syed Muhammad Naquib al-Attas in his paper,
“The Aim and Objectives of Islamic Education” in 1977 (Proc. the First World
Conference on Muslim Education: King Abdul Aziz University) and ,"Islam and
Secularism” in 1978 (Reprinted, with an interesting new introduction, by ISTAC,
K.Lumpur, 1993). However the word “Islamization” was not really popular until the
book “Islamization of Knowledge ” by Ismail Faruqi came out in 1982 (the Malay
version was published in 1992 by IIITM, K. Lumpur), the year in which the Second
World Conference on Muslim Education at Islamabad was held focusing on the
Islamization of Knowledge. Since then the word “Islamization” became synonymous
with “Islamic Science”, and many Muslim scholars, and there are too many of
them to mention here (see Shaharir, “Modes of Operations in the Quest of Islamic
Sciences” and “Islamic Science: A Misunderstood Subject” which appear in MAAS
Jour. Islamic Science, 6(2),1990: 55-70 and 12(1), 1996:57-72 respectively) who
had proposed various definitions of Islamization or Islamic Science.

Apparently, there were even non-Muslims who have discussed or formulated their
versions of Islamic Science such as Maurice Bucaille (1976) through his most
celebrated book , “Holy Bible, the Quran and Science”, Marylene Vyn Davis (1989)
with her Islamic anthropology book, “Knowing One Another” and Ravetz (1991),
“Prospect for an Islamic Science”, Futures, 23(3): 282. Sometimes one wonders
why so many scholars want to formulate a proper and comprehensive definition
of Islamic Science since the last 30 years, but very few scientists (some say none
among the natural scientists) have been involved in formulating the substance of
Islamic science itself. Clearly one would face the same difficulty in defining a
comprehensive definition of Western Science, even though it has been developed
for centuries. Surely, an answer to “What is Western or Modern Science?” is as
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complicated, controversial and as interesting as to the answer given by Seyyed
Hossain Nasr (1994) to the question, “What is Istamic Science?” in MAAS Jour.
Islamic Science, 10(1): 9-20. Alparslan Agikgenc is yet another scholar who tried
to answer directly this question, and naturally his work invites at least further
discussion, if not criticisms or even controversies.

Alparslan, in his book mentioned above, focuses on the nature of the Islamic
worldview which he claims, (and we think no one would not agree with him on
this matter), constitutes the core for the concept of Islamic science as proposed by
a well known founder of “Islamization”, Syed Muhammad Naquib al-Attas.
Alparslan’s book can be considered as the syarah (an interpretation or an elaboration)
of the concept of “Islamization of knowledge™ and “Islamic Science” as expounded
by Muharmmad Naquib al-Attas in his well known book, “Islam and Secularism”
(1978) and to a lesser extent his “Islamic and the Philosophy of Science” (1989).

Assplan’s book is a good piece of research on the nature of worldview itself, be it
Islamic or otherwise. Of course the dependence of knowledge or science on a
particular worldview is not new either. The first scholar that we have known to
discuss the dependence of science on culture was Spengler in 1918 as a chapter on
his celebrated book “The Decline of the West”, and later in 1947 by White in his
paper, “The Locus of Mathematical Reality” which appears in the journal,
“Philosophy of Science” 14: 289-303. But of course the thesis remains without
any response from other scholars until 1960-s when Kuhn produced his “Structure
of Scientific Revolution” in 1962 and Seyyed Hossain Nasr with his two books
mentioned earlier in this essay. It was after these events that there have been many
books and articles on the non-neutrality of science whose names are too many to
be mentioned here. [Contributions of Western scholars on this issue prior 1978,
can be found in the book by Mulkay (1979), “Science and Sociology of Knowledge”
(It was translated into Malay by Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka, K. Lumpur 1992);
and specifically for mathematical sciences, in Shaharir (1992), “Pengaruh Budaya
ke atas Matematik”, Kesturi, 2(1): 30-43]. Thus Alparslan is slightly over
exaggerating, to say the least, when he says on page 2 of his book that “the issue
that knowledge is neutral to values emerges from the movement of Islamization of
knowledge”. Similar comment is valid to his statement on page 5, “the term Islamic
has not being critically examined so far by anyone” except by al-Attas and Fazlur
Rahman (but the latter is mentioned with some reservation). Again on page 3, his
claim that the statement “to Islamize science” as understood by many is such that
“as if science is Islamized from outside mechanically” due to the “external
mechanical procedure of Islamization”, is again an overgeneralisation, since almost
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all serious writers on Islamic science or Islamization strongly believe that Islamic
science can only be realised again not through “external mechanical procedure”
as he had put it to the readers.

Asawhole, Alparslan’s book could not be said to be not interesting, especially on his
deliberation of the meaning of a worldview and the historical perspective of the
development of Islamic worldview in the early stage of Islamic civilization (during
the life of the Prophet Muhammad s.a.w. in Medinz). But it is most unlikely that the
book would be of interest to scientists at large because as far as the Islamic worldview
described by Alparslan, it represents only the Islamic worldview of knowledge as
seen by a sufi school of thought as described by Rosenthal (1970} in his “Knowledge
Triumphant” (translated in Malay as “Keagungan Iimy” by Dewan Bahasa and Pustaka,
K. Lumpur 1992), According to Rosenthal, even among sufi there were three schools
of thought regarding the status of /m and ma’rifah : one group (whose member
is the well known sufis, al-Hallaj) regarded ma’rifah is higher than “fm, and the
second group (represented by Abu Yazid al-Bistani) have regarded the opposite,
whereas others such as al-Suhrawardi and Ibnu ‘Arabi prescribed to both depending
on the situation, even though they are more inclined to the second group. Alparslan,
as Syed Muhammad Naquib al-Attas, prescribed to the first sufi group.

Unfortunately, Alparslan spends very little time on the Islamic worldview of nature
and physical phenomena which most working scientists (Muslims or nonMuslims)
are interested and involved in. It is not enough by saying that in Islam, ‘alam
(world) consists of “alam shahadah (rcal world) and ‘alam ghaib (surely a real
world also but it can only be perceived by galb, or inner perception of faculty). In
this respect Kamal Hassan (1994), “The Islamic Worldview” in an anthology entitled
“Towards a Positive Islamic Worldview. Malaysian and American Perceptions”
published by Institut Kefahaman Islam Malaysia (IKIM), K. Lumpur, and Seyyed
Hossain Nasr (1994}, “Islamic Worldview” in MAAS Jour. Islamic Science, 10(2):
33-50, do provide much more usefu] description of Islamic worldview for working
scientists. Incidentally, Syed Muhammad Naquib al-Attas (1995), in his translated
version, “Islam & Filsafat Sains” of his English version, “Islamic and the
Philosophy of Science” mentioned above, explains, in the appendix, better than
Alparslan’s book as far as the concept of ilm and ma’rifah is concerned.
Furthermore, all the names that Alparslan listed at the end of his discussion on the
earlier development of Islamic worldview are unfamiliar to Muslim scientists so
much so that the readers may well question what sort of sciences that Alparslan
have been deliberating in his book: is it the same science? He did not mention a
single well known great Muslim scientist during he early Islamic Civilization.
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What are their worldviews which differ from the non-Muslim worldviews? In this
respect the book by Seyed Hossain Nasr mentioned earlier in this review and his
new edition (1994), “An Introduction to Islamic Cosmological Doctrine. Conception
of Nature and Methods Used for Its Study” by Ikhwan al Safa, al-Biruni and Ibn
Sina published by State Univ. of New. York Press; his well known book (1976),
“Man and Nature: Spritual Crisis of Modern Man”; and the PhD thesis (University
of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur) by Abdul Latif (1996) on al-Biruni philosophical view
on mathematics are much more convincing and useful for working scientists.

We may mention also that the title for Chapter I of the Alparslan’s book, “the
Concept of Islamicity” does not quite fit with the content of the chapter because
he actually discusses the concept of worldview in general. The Islamic worldview
is discussed in chapter II. Even though this chapter is commendable as far as the
description of the nature of a worldview is concerned, but there are a few statements
that we find unacceptable or misleading. First on his statement on page 6 where he
mentions that it is not enough for someone to say that the nature of “islamicity”
should be based on al-Qur’an and al-Hadith. Instead he suggests that (on page 8)
“the definition of Islamic in term of Islamic worldview inclusive of various school
of thought™. This statement is obivously unacceptable. How do we get an Islamic
worldview, if it is not based on al-Qur’an and al-Hadith and the practice of the
muslim scholars? Is not any traditional school of thought in Isiam based on al-
Qur’an and al-Hadith? We also find that the definitions of worldview on page 9,
14 and the factors that defermine a worldview (on page 10 and 15) should be
integrated and consolidify so as to provide a clearer definition of worldview than
the present definitions and explanation which some times seem contradictory, or
at least it could raise questions such as, does education determine a worldview? Is
religion part of culture? Incidentally, on pages 16-18 Alparslan gives a definition
of an intellectual import which many readers would find unacceptable.

In Chapter II, Alparslan seems to define science as a “normal science” (to use
Kuhn’s terminology). Thus when he defines “Islamic science is that scientific
activity which takes place ultimately within the Islamic worldview...” (page 38)
and explains the meaning of “scientific activity” therein he perceives that the
difference between Islamic science and others is only in the classification of the
subject matter: experimental and non-experimental. This is a very simplified
classification of the subject matter which after his brief explanation, actually
excludes theoretical sciences. To Alparslan, the (Islamic) experimental science is
just the same as the non-Islamic experimental sciences since he seems to propose
the use of the same existing methods to investigate it, whereas the non-experimental
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science is the subject which cannot be perceived through senses and hence must
be investigated through different methods but he does not elaborate it. Presumably,
Alparslan seems to suggest that it is the product of the investigation of the non-
experimental subject that would produce a new science, as a part of an Islamic
science. But, based on this classification since most science would be experimental
science, then most the product in Islamic science would be the same as in the non-
Islamic science. But what about theoretical science? Alparslan does not touch this
subject at all; whereas it is the theoretical sciences that determine the nature of
experimental sciences, and thus Islamic science must have first and fore most new
theoretical sciences. The Islamic theoretical sciences must necessarily, at least at
the moment, be an “abnormal science”. This contradicts the Alparslan’s definition
of Islamic science which is necessarily a “normal science” at least for the
experimental science which he describes in the book.

Alparslan’s classification of knowledge (Islamic science) on page 61 as the physical
realm (physical sciences), absolute realm (theology/Islam), and intermediary discipline
between the two which is basically metaphysical sciences, social and human sciences
is rather awkward because it seems that it does not fit with the existence of many
other sciences such as mathematical sciences and biological sciences, and these latter
subjects actually do not quite fit with his classification of Islamic Science (it’s
inappropriate to put these subjects under physical sciences as he has done in the
book). Notwithstanding such comments, the horizontal relationship between the three
realms seems to contradict the assumption that Islamic sciences must be developed
within an Islamic worldview based on the absolute realm (al-Qur’an and al-Hadith),
Unfortunately, Alparslan does not deliberate at length on this issue as such we cannot
know for sure as to his inner intention on his new classification of knowledge.

Finally, we find that Alparslan statement on pages 96-97, “There cannot be a logic
for one human society and a different one for anather; just as there cannot be a
science of anatomy for one socicty and a different one for another” is not true and
certainly contradicts his own thesis on the existence of Islamic science in this
book. The existence of various logics for different cultures is well known, for
example there are two volumes of books on Buddhist logic written by Scherbatskoi,
F.I entitled, “Buddhist Logic” published by Dover Publication in 1962 and Biblio
Verlag in 1970 respectivély, or another book by Chi, R-S.Y, “Buddhist Formal
Logic” published by the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland in
1969. Even capitalism does have her own logic as shown by Heilbroner, R.L,
(1986), “The Nature and Logic of Capitalism” published by Norton, N.York.
Further more, there are “hard logic” and “soft logic” as described by de Bono
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(1993} in his best seller, “f am Right You are Wrong”; there is fuzzy logic which is
very much different from the crisp logic (see for example, the book, “Fuzzy Logic”
by McNeil & Freiberger,1993); there are classical logic and quantum logic, well
known in physics; and there are many specific logical systems purposely developed
by Western mathematicians in this century for the purpose of unifying mathematics,
albeit unsuccessful, and in this case, the most strange logic so far is the Russell-
Whithead logic. Politicians, political scientists and sociologists are perhaps the
first who have long recognized the existence of various logics among various peoples
and cultures. As far as the science of anatomy is concerned, it is also well known not
unique. One has only to look at alternative medicines to realise this.

We also do not agree with Alparslan when he says on pages 97-98 that Muslims
and non-Muslims can easily cooperate in their special disciplines “even if they
may have different worldviews and scientific conceptual schemes”. As far as we
know, collaborators must agree on the same worldview either conciously or
subconciously. The cases of so many students failing to obtain their Ph.D because
of subscribing to a different ideology or worldview on the subject matter (mainly
in social and human science) bear testimony to the extent of the disagreement.
Abdus Salam and Weinberger often cited as the two scientists having different
worldviews {one with a worldview of an atheist, the other with an “Islamic
worldview”, albeit a deviationist, namely Bahaist/Ahmadiahist/Qadhyanist
worldview) can work together to win a Nobel Prize is also rather misleading.
Actually, both subscribe to the worldview that matter consists of elementary particles,
symmetry is one of the natural laws, and there exists a universal law which unifies all
the four natural forces (gravitational, electromagnetic, weak and strong forces) in
particular a law which unites the electromagnetic and the weak forces, It is
interesting also to note that both do not believe in the non-neutrality of science, in
particular Abdus Salam is well known for denying that there is such a thing called
Islamic science as can be seen in his anthology of essays “Ideals and Realities”
(1989) and in his preface of the controversial book by Hoodbhoy (1992), “Islam
and Science. Religious Orthodoxy and the Battle for Rationality”. Thus we may
conclude that both Weinberg and Abdus Saiam actually share the same worldview.

Despite all its shortcomings, we believe that Alparslan’s book should be read by
every one who is interested in the development of Islamic science. By doing so
one can come to a better understanding of the foundation of Islamic science, and
perhaps provide more concrete examples of Islamic science as an alternative to
the present science.

Praof. Dr. Shaharir Bin Mohammad Zain
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