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Gociin Oznelerinin Anlatim1 Problemi:

Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik ve Hakseverlik
Baglaminda Felsefi Sorusturmalar

Mehmet ULUKUTUK"

Ozet:

Diinya tarihinde 6teden beri siklikla goriilen gog olgusunu tek bir nedenle aciklamak
miimkiin gériinmemektedir. Cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerle gerceklesen
go¢ olgusunun 6zneleri olan go¢gmenlere bakis da degismektedir. Bu ¢alismada gog ve bir
bakima 6znesi bir bakima ise nesnesi olarak goriilen go¢cmenlerin anlatiminda karsilagilan
problemler ortaya konulmustur. Bu baglamda nesnel gergekligin 6znel dilde birbirinden
farkli kurgulamis bigimleri gozler oniine serilmistir. Go¢menler s6z konusu oldugunda
ortaya cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerin iistiinde ve 6tesinde bir durum
¢ikmaktadir: Gocmenlere karsi etik bir gorevden soz edilebilir mi? Bu soruyu cevap
mahiyetinde ii¢ temel yaklasim bigimini karsilastirarak ele almayi denedik. Evrensel
kozmopolitanizmin bir geregi olarak konukseverlik diisiincesi ve uygulamalari, nesnel
hukuk merkezli hakseverlik diisiincesi ve dini temellere ve motivasyonlara dayali
hayirseverlik diisiincesi. Bu yaklasimlar ¢agdas Kita Avrupasi felsefesinin “oteki” {izerine
diisiinlisleri  etrafinda  yaptiklar1  temellendirmeler baglaminda ele alinacaktir.
Konukseverligin, hayirseverligin ve hakseverligin anlami, smirlar1 celiskileri iizerine ¢ok
yonlii bir tartisma zeminin imkan1 aranacaktir. 56z konusu kavramlarim felsefi icerimleri ve
tarihsel pratikteki karsiliklari {izerine yapilacak derinlikli tartigmalar gerek miilteci, gerekse
de miilteci {izerinden kurgulanan “6teki” meselesinin daha sahih ve belki de daha insani
zeminlerde anlagilmasina ve yorumlanmasina katki yapacagini imit ediyoruz.

Anahtar Kavramlar: Go¢, Gogmenler, Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik, Hakseverlik,

Oteki.

*Yrd. Dog. Dr., Gaziantep Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Boliimii 6gretim iiyesi.
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Explanation of Problems of Immigration the Subject:

Philosophical Investigations in the Context of
Hospitality, Philanthropy and Righteousness

Abstract:

It is not possible to explain the phenomenon of immigration, which has been seen in
the world history since long, for a single reason. The view of immigrants, who are the
subjects of the migration phenomenon carried out for geographical, cultural, political and
economic reasons, also changes. In this study, immigration is dealt with as a relational
subject, and a reference is the problem of immigrants who are regarded as object. In this
context, the forms of objective reality are different from each other in the subjective world.
When it comes to immigrants, there is a situation above and beyond geographical, cultural,
political and economic reasons: can an ethical duty be addressed to immigrants? We have
tried to consider this question by comparing three basic approaches in the nature of the
answer. As a necessity of universal cosmopolitanism, hospitality and philosophy based on
humanitarian thoughts and practices, objective law-based philosophy of thought and
religious bases and myths. These approaches will be dealt with in the context of the
assumption that the philosophy of the Continental Continent is around the “other”
thoughts. You will have the opportunity to have a multi-faceted debate on the meanings of
your hospitality, philanthropy and philanthropy, its contradictions. We hope that the in-
depth discussions on the philosophical implications of these concepts and their historical
interpretations will contribute to the understanding and interpretation of the "other" issue,
which is based on refugees and refugees, on a more authentic and perhaps more human
basis.

Key Words: Immigration, Immigrants, Hospitality, Philanthropy, Hospitality, Other.

Giris

Go¢ insanlik tarihinin en tabii realitesi olsa da, gocii ve goclin 6znelerinin
veya go¢ etmeye zorlanmis magdurlarinin/nesnelerinin bugiin igin bir
inceleme/arastirma konusu olmasi, bugiiniin kosullarinin tiim tarihselligini ve
farkliligini iginde tasimaktadir.! Bugiin i¢in go¢ meselesi ekonomik, saglik, niifus,
barinma, gida, egitim ve insan haklar1 gibi kavram ve alanlarla tartisilsa da
temelde, Bati ve Dogu arasindaki kronik gerilim ve catismalarin uzantilar1 ve

1 Konuyla ilgili ayrintili degerlendirmeler i¢in bkz. Abadan-Unat, N. Bitmeyen Gig, Istanbul Bilgi
Universitesi Yay, istanbul 2002; Chambers, Iain, Gog, Kiiltiir ve Kimlik, Cev. Ismail Tiirkmen, Mehmet
Besikg¢i, Ayrint1 Yay. Istanbul 2014; Tekeli, ilhan, “Tiirkiye'nin Gog Tarihindeki Degisik Kategoriler”,
Gog ve Otesi, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay. Istanbul 2008, s. 42- 65; Castles, S. ve Miller, J. M. Gégler Cagr: Modern
Diinyada Uluslararast Gé¢ Hareketleri. Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay. Istanbul 2008.
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yansimalari yatmaktadir. Tiim diger sorunlar soz konusu gerilim ve catismalarin
sonuglarindan ibarettir. Zira bugiin go¢ dedigimiz hadise diinyanin Dogu
yakasindaki insanlarin Bati'ya gitmek istemesinden ibarettir ve durumun bu
minval {izerine olmasi da tesadiif degildir. Aymi sekilde birlikte yasamak
meselesini, -bugiin {izerinden soyutlastig1 alan olarak- Suriye’de siginmacilar ve
diinyanin dort bir tarafinda yerlerinden yurtlarindan edilmis insanlarin tizerinden
konusuyoruz. Birlikte yasama meselesini, 6zellikle Bat1 disindaki cografyada gog
etmek zorunda birakilmis insanlari merkeze alarak konusuyoruz.? Batinin; bu
siginma meselesi, miiltecilik meselesi, yerlerinden yurtlarindan edilen yersiz-
yurtsuzlar meselesinde hem sorunu yaratan hem de sorunun ¢éziim odaginda
olmas: ise tam bir paradoks olarak kargimiza gikiyor. Halbuki sorun iireten bir
kafayla sorun ¢6zmek miimkiin degildir. Bu ¢alismadaki amacimiz go¢ ve miilteci
sorununun bas aktorii olarak gordiigiimiiz Bati politik sistemini tahkir ve tezyif
etmek degil, bilakis Bati diisiince diinyasinin go¢ ve midiltecilik meselesinde ne
soyledigini, ne soylemek istedigini anlamak ve tartisamaya agmaktir. Ustelik
konuyu Avrupa ve Avrupali 6zne iizerinden tartismak istememizin bir sebebi var.
Zira Avrupali 6znenin “otantik” Uciincii Diinya yerlilerini ve kiiltiiriinii gidip
yerinde gorme arzusu, ayni grup insanlarin gogmenler olarak kendi yakininda
Avrupa metropollerinde yasamakta olduklarini diisiindiigtimiizde karsimiza ister
masum anlamda paradoksal isterse ikircikli diyebilecegimiz bir manzara
cakmaktadir. Uzaktaki yerli kesfedilmeyi bekleyen “hazine” iken yakindaki yerli,
kirli, tiksing ve Avrupali 6znenin uzak durmak istedigi tehlikeli bir alaru ifade
etmektedir. Uzaktaki yerli bir biiyiilenme, haz ve heyecan nesnesine doniisiirken
yakindaki yerli bir anda riskli hale gelebilmektedir. Avrupali turistin egzotik
otekini kendi otantik mekan1 iginde gérmeye yonelik rontgenci arzusu, Avrupa
kentlerinde gog¢menlerin varligimi goriinmez kilan tiim mekansal diizenlemeleri
hesaba kattigimizda ¢ok daha garpict hale gelmektedir.? Buna gore mesela uzaktaki
Suriye Avrupali 6zne icin bir arzu nesnesi iken, Avrupa’ya go¢ etmeye calisan,
Avrupa sokaklarinda yasamaya calisan Suriyeliler bir tiksinti ve korku nesnesi
haline doniisebilmektedir.

Acaba, Bati, diinyanin diger cografyalarindaki siginmaci veya yersiz-
yurtsuzlar -heniiz tam kavramsal netliklere de ulasamadigimiz igin- bunlar
hakkinda teorik olarak ne diisiiniiyor? Bu tartigmalarin akademik ve entelektiiel
mabhfillerde ¢ok da tartisildigr séylenemez. Bunu teorik olarak ne diisiindiigiinii,
Bati'nin ne kadar iyi, ne kadar miikemmel diisiindiigiinii belirtmek icin degil,
Bati'nin, bugiin, teoriyle pratik arasinda yasadig1 ugurumu, krizi ve geliskiyi daha
iyi ortaya koyabilmek i¢in giindeme getiriyorum. Bu amagla go¢ ve bir bakima
Oznesi bir bakima ise nesnesi olarak goriilen go¢gmenlerin anlatiminda karsilasilan

2 Ulukiitiik, Mehmet, “Konukseverlik, Birlikte Yasama ve Felsefi A¢ihimlar1”, Gigler ve Ortak Gelecegimiz
Sempozyumu, Akadder, Tire Kitap Yay. Istanbul 2016, s. 105-111.

3 Yegenoglu, Meyda, Avrupa’da Islam, Gogmenlik ve Konukseverlik, fstanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay.
Istanbul 2016, s. 36.
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baz1 problem hatta problematikler iizerinde durmak istiyorum. Mesela nesnel
gercekligin 6znel dilde birbirinden farkli kurgulanis bigimleri s6z konusu
miilteciler oldugunda nasil yansimaktadir? Go¢menler s6z konusu oldugunda
ortaya cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerin {istiinde ve Gtesinde bir
durum c¢ikmaktadir: Go¢menlere karsi etik bir gorevden soz edilebilir mi? Bu
soruyu cevap mabhiyetinde ii¢ temel yaklasim bicimini karsilastirarak ele almay:
denedik. Evrensel kozmopolitanizmin bir geregi olarak konukseverlik diisiincesi
ve uygulamalari, nesnel hukuk merkezli hakseverlik diisiincesi ve dini temellere
ve motivasyonlara dayali hayirseverlik diisiincesi. Bu yaklasimlar c¢agdas Kita
Avrupast felsefesinin “Oteki” tiizerine disliniisleri etrafinda yaptiklan
temellendirmeler baglaminda ele alinacaktir.

Go¢ Anlatilarinda “Temsil” Problemi: Kimi Hangi Dille Nasil
Anlatiyoruz?

Bugiiniin diinyasmin temel tanimlayici 6zelliklerinden birisi farkli sinifsal,
dinsel ve etnik gruplara ait farkli uluslarin vatandasliklarin tasiyan insanlarin ulus
sinirlarini agan hareketliligidir. Ancak bu hareketlilik her zaman ve her grup igin
esit sartlarda gerceklesmiyor. Sinirlarin gecilmesi meselesi, pek ¢ok durumda sinir1
gecenin etnik veya ulusal aidiyeti gibi pek ¢ok kosula bagl olarak, birbirinden
oldukga farkli sonuglara yol agiyor.* Aym sekilde s6z konusu olayin kendisi de
Ozneleri de farkli konumlara gore farkli adlandirmalara tabii olabiliyorlar. Zira
anlam ve gerceklik, toplumsal olarak insa ediliyor. Bu agidan diisiiniildiigiinde,
medya temsillerinin yansittign kimlikler ve bu kimliklere atfedilen anlamlar da
gercegi temsil eden degismez kimlikler ya da anlamlar olarak goriilmez, ama bu
temsiller tarafindan insa edilen ve igine dogduklari dénemin kiiltiirel ve tarihi
kosullarina gore sekillenmis, yani toplumsal olarak insa edilmis olusumlar olarak
kabul ediliyor.® Kimlik insast siirecinin bir parcasi olan “biz” ve “onlar”
nosyonunun oOzellikle Suriyeli siginmaci kimligi iizerinden hangi sekillerde
yapilandirildigiy konusunda da fikir sunmaktadir.6 Ancak onceki calismalar,
medyada siginmaci temsilleri {izerinden “biz” ve “onlar” nosyonu iiretiminin
sanillandan daha karmasik ve zit anlamlar iirettigine isaret etmektedir.” Cesitli
calismalar, siginmacilar icin tekrarlanan temsil kaliplarinin genel olarak su
bicimlerde ortaya ¢iktgindan bahseder: Miiltecinin “yardima muhtag” ve

2

“kurban” olarak gosterildigi, “aci, {iiziintli ve umutsuzluk” durumlarina

4+ Yegenoglu, Avrupa’da Islam, Gogmenlik ve Konukseverlik, s. 1.

5 Pandir, Miizeyyen; Efe, ibrahim; Paksoy Alaaddin F. “Tiirk Basiminda Suriyeli Siginmaci Temsili
Uzerine Bir Igerik Analizi”, Marmara Iletisim Dergisi, Miilteciler ve Medya Ozel Smyist -1, Say1: 24, 2015, s. 3.
¢ Erdogan, M. Murat, Tiirkiye'deki Suriyeliler: Toplumsal Kabul ve Uyum, Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay.
Istanbul 2015.

7 Pandir, Efe, Paksoy, “Tiirk Basininda Suriyeli Siginmaci Temsili Uzerine Bir igerik Analizi”, s. 4.
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hapsedildigi temsiller® ve de siginmacilarin (onlarla benzer temsil 6zelliklerine
sahip azinliklar gibi) toplum igin bir “tehdit” ve “problem” olarak goriildiigii,
“siddet” ve “su¢” gibi konularla beraber ele alindig1 temsiller.® Soylem analizleri
baglaminda baktigimizda “2015”, “Suriyeli”, “2014”, “iiniversite”, “sosyal”,
“2013”, “miilteci”, “uluslararas1”, “siginmaci”, “go¢”, “etki”, “2016”, “saglik”,
“yagsam”, “durum” ve “kamu” kelimeleri en sik kullanilan kelimeler arasinda ilk
sirada yer almigtir. 2015 yilimin 6nemini ve toplumsal kabul ya da ret (etki, kamu)
baglaminda meselenin incelenmesine biiyiik yer ayirldigini yine burada
gormekteyiz. Bunun yam sira uluslararasi kelimesiyle Tiirkiye’deki Suriyelilerin
diinya kamuoyu ile iliskisinin; saghk, yasam, durum gibi kelimelerle ise
calismalarda ¢ogunlukla meselenin insani boyutlarinin 6n plana ¢ikarildiginm
gormekteyiz.'* Daha genel perspektiften bakacak olursak go¢ ve insan iliskiselligi
temelinde {iretilen diisiinceler go¢ calismalarinin yapitasini olusturmaktadir. Bu
baglamda karsimiza cikabilecek go¢ ve mekan, gog ve kiiltiir, gog ve ulus devlet,
go¢ ve kimlik, go¢ ve millet gibi ikili temalar bilimsel akademik ¢alismalara yol
gosterici nitelikte olagelmigtir.!

8 Mannik, L. Photography, Memory and Refugee Identity: The Voyage of The Walnut, 1948. UBC Press.
Vancouver 2012.

° Pandir, Efe, Paksoy, “Tiirk Basminda Suriyeli Siginmac Temsili Uzerine Bir igerik Analizi”, s. 6.
McLaughlin, G. Refugees, Migrants and The Fall of The Berlin Wall, Greg Philo (Ed.) Message received.
Routledge, London 1999; Van Dijk, T. A. Racism and The Press, Routledge, London 1991.

10 Erdem, Selvin, “Gogiin Bilimsel Anlatisi: Tiirkiye ‘Akademiya’sinin Suriyeli “Miilteciler” ile Imtiharu”,
Bogazici Universitesi, Avrupa Caligmalari Merkezi, Ogrenci Forumu (ACMOF) Biilteni (CESSF) Bulletin Sayt:
5/Mayis 2016, s. 22; Kirisci, K. ve Karaca, S. “Hosgorii ve Celigkiler: 1989, 1991 ve 2011’de Tiirkiye'ye
Yonelen Kitlesel Miilteci Akinlar1”, Erdogan, M. M. ve Kaya, A. (der.) Tiirkiye'nin Go¢ Tarihi. Istanbul
Bilgi Universitesi Yay. Istanbul 2015, s. 295-314.

11 Erdem, “Gociin Bilimsel Anlatisi”, s. 17; Korikkmez, L. ve Sidas, 1. der. Gocler Ulkesi: Alkislar,
Gocmenler, Aragtirmacilar, Ayrint1 Yay. Istanbul 2015.
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Resim 1: Posta Gazetesi, 3 Mayis 201412

Miiltecilerin  farkli mekansal alanlarda dahil olduklar1 toplumsal
formiilasyondaki konumlarini anlamlandirmada madun kavramindan da
yararlanilabilmektedir. Antonio Gramsci, Ranajit Guha, Dipesh Chakrabarty®® ve
Gayatri C. Spivak tarafindan birbiriyle iliskili ancak birbirinden ayrisan igerikler
ile kullanilan madun (subaltern), Otekilerden bazilarmi ya da giintimiizdeki
“bagkalar’”n1 mesele olarak degerlendirmeyi saglayan bir kavramdir. Toplumun
isleyis mekanizmalarinda kendilerini temsil edemeyen ve ’bagka’ bir durumda
olan kisi ve gruplar1 tanimlamak i¢in kullanilan kavram; somiirge cografyalarinda
yasayan kisi ve gruplari, kadinlari, yoksullari, go¢menleri ve toplumun isleyis
mekanizmalarinda sesi duyulmayanlar1 belirtmektedir.’®> Toplumun ve iktidarin
isleyis alanlarindan dislanan, kendini ifade ve temsil edemeyen miilteciler, iktidar
mekanizmalarinca hem tehdit unsuru hem de vatandas olmayan, mazlum ve
magdur insanlar olarak cift yonlii sdylemler biitiiniiniin pargasidir. Iginde
bulunduklar1 heterojen parcalilik hali ve sabit olmama durumu, miiltecileri madun

12 Pandir, “Tiirk Basininda Suriyeli Siginmaci Temsili Uzerine Bir Igerik Analizi”, s. 16.

13 Chakrabarty, Dipesh, Avrupa’y: Tagralagtirmak Postkolanyal Diigiinme ve Tarihsel Farkhiik, Cev. Tlker
Coriit, Bogazici Yay. fstanbul 2012.

14 Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty, Madun Konusabilir mi?, Cev. Dilek Hattaoglu, Gokgen Ertugrul, Emre
Koyuncu, Dipnot Yay. Ankara 2016.

15 Yetigkin, Ebru, “Postkolonyal Kavramlar Uzerine Notlar”, Toplumbilim Dergisi, Postkolonyal Diigiince
Ozel Sayist, 2000, Say1: 25. ss. 15-20.
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olarak tanimlamay1 miimkiin kilmaktadir.'6 Takdir edilecegi iizere konuyu madun
baglaminda tartismak salt akademik ilgilerin yonlendirebilecegi bir durum degil
bilakis politik ve goreceli bir durumun golgesi {izerinde c¢alistigimizin farkina
varma meselesidir.

Dinsel, kiiltiirel ve etnik kimlik, yas, cinsiyet ve simf bakimindan alt ve agag:
olarak goriilmenin 6tesinde “Onemli olmayan”, “dinlenmeye deger goriilmeyen”
ve “yok sayilan” madun-miilteciler, kaynak {ilke, transit iilke ve hedef {iilke
acisindan ayni kisiye/gruba farkli yasal haklarin verildigi bir kesimdir.
Anavataninda vatandas statiisiinde aidiyetlikleri bulunan midilteciler, transit ve
hedef iilke agisindan yabanci (foreigner), vatandas olmayan kisiler (non-national)
olarak mevzuata tabi tutulmaktadir.”” Bu sekilde hukuki cercevede yapilan
kamusal ayrimin politik gerekliliklerin sonucu oldugu séylenebilir. Ancak madun
meselesi salt hukuki veya politik kosullara ve normlara sikistirilabilecek bir mesele
olabilir mi? Bu soru bizi hukuki ve politik meseleleri asan konukseverlik,
hayirseverlik ve hakseverlik meselelerin karsilastirmali analizine gitmeyi
gerektirmektedir.

Konukseverlik, Hakseverlik ve Hayirseverlik: Go¢ ve Oznelerine Karsi
Tutumlar

Gociin  Ozneleri sadece hukuki ve politik kosullara bagli/bagimh
tartisilamayacag gibi s6z konusu kosullardan bagimsiz bir bigcimde tartisilmasi da
miimkiin degildir. Bunun i¢in meseleyi ilgili diger kavramlarla karsilastiracak bir
¢abaya ihtiyacimiz var. Bu anlamda mesela konukseverlik kavramini’® gerek
hukukta gerekse hukuk otesi bir cercevede tartismanin onemi aslinda bugiinkii,
ulusal ve uluslararasi baglamda egemen olan go¢ politikalarin yabancinin
agirlanmasina, onun  kabul edilmesine karsi olumlu  yaklasimlar
barindirmamasindan ileri gelir. Aslinda teorik olarak, yani yazili yasalar olarak
yabancilar dolasim ozgiirliigii, 6zel hayata sayg: hakk: ve kisisel giivence hakki
gibi temel Ozglirliikklerden yararlanmaktadirlar. Buna karsihik uygulamaya
gecilince, bu oOzgiirliiklerin giderek daha ciddi kurallarla sinirlandirildig:
goriilmektedir. Ornek olarak Schengen anlagsmasma bakildiginda, bir yandan
Avrupa Birligi icerisindeki {ilkelerde simirlarin agildigini 6te yandan birligin
disinda kalanlara karst bu smirlarin daha da ¢ok kapatildigr goriiliir. Ayni sekilde
gecmis yillara oranla, siginma hakki isteklerinin daha ¢ok reddedildigi goriiliir.
Ustelik bu siginma hakki arayist bugiinlerde heniiz hukuki diizleme ulasmadan,
sinir polisi tarafindan engellenmektedir.

16 Altintas, Safiye, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, [deal Kent,
Say1 14, Ekim 2014, s. 255.

17 Altintas, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, s. 257.

18 Kavramimn ayrintii analizi i¢in bkz. Direk, Zeynep, “Konukseverligin Diisiincesi”, Defter, Say1: 31,
1997, s. 11-36.
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Oyleyse dolagim 6zgiirliigiiniin 6nii vize uygulamalarmin genellestirilmesi,
sinirlarin kapatilmasi, iade edilme anlagmalari gibi engellerle kesilmektedir.!
Ustelik bu engellemeler sofistike politik sdylemler ve spekiilatif hukuki
hiikiimlerle yapilmaktadir. Ayrica bu engellere son yillarda sayilar1 giderek artan
miilteci kamplari, smnirlardan kagarken gerceklesen Oliimlerin artmasi gibi
durumlar da eklenebilmektedir.?? Zira tarih boyunca temel bir kavram olan
konukseverlik dinsel, toplumsal, ahlaksal ve hukuksal anlamlar icermistir. Onu
felsefenin ve filozofun konusu yapansa, onun hukuksal ve ahlaksal taniminda
saklanmaktadir.2!’ Bunun icin konuksev(-er/-mez)lik, bir metin ¢oziimleme isi
oldugu kadar, politik bir ¢oziimlemedir. Yani politik sdylemlere sigmayacak ama
politik kosullardan da bagimsiz diisiiniilemeyecek bir meseledir. Konukseverlik,
siyaset felsefesi ve siyaset bilimciler i¢in, 6zellikle Kant’a yaslanan cumhuriyetci
siyaset felsefeleri icin de ©zel bir metin niteligi kazanmistir. Kant'in asagida
zikredilen diisiincelerine dayanan Avrupa Birligi, konukseverlik ikilemini,
miiltecileri smirlarinin disinda, disaridaki bir icte, 6rnegin Tiirkiye'nin icinde
tutma kararini, bir kararlilik olarak devamli siirdiirmek zorunda kaldiginda
yasamaktadir.? Bu paradoksal durum Tiirkiye {izerinden Avrupa’yi, Avrupa
tizerinden de Tiirkiye'yi diisiinmemizi saglayacak bir paradokstur. Bu sayede
Avrupa’nin teorisiyle, Tiirkiye'nin pratigini karsilastirabilecegimiz bir imkan
dogmus olacaktir.

1% Tung, a.g.m. s. 481.

2 Tung, Serpil, “Konukseverlik: Hukukta ve Hukukun Otesinde”, s. 481.

2 Tung, a.g.m. s. 481.

2 [g1kl1, Sevki, “Ilticarn Yapisokiimcii Felsefesi: Konuksevermezlik Sorunu”, Marmara Tletisim Dergisi,
Miilteciler ve Medya Ozel Sayist -1, Say1: 24, 2015, s. 57.
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Kant'in Siirekli Barisa Dogru adli metni 1795 yilinda Prusya’nin Bale
antlasmasiyla Fransa ile olan anlasmazligini ¢6zmek iizere olan bir donemde
Konisberg’de yaymlanmus bir eseridir. Bu anlamda genel ve kesin bir baris timidini
icermektedir. Aslinda, siirekli baris projesinde, gecici ¢Oziimler igin faydac
tavsiyelerden bahsedilmemektedir, aksine aklin biitiin insanlar ve her durum igin
koydugu buyruklardir bunlar. Yasalarin kategorik formlarmin maddelerinden s6z
edilmektedir.® Iltica ve konukseverlik sorununa kalici ¢dziim arayan Kant, bir
yandan devlet yoneticilerini, filozoflarin ebedi baris onerilerini dikkate almaya
davet etmekte, diger yandan ise diinya vatandasliginin bir ideal arayist oldugu
serhini koymaktaydi. Ilticanin baslangig kosullarinda savas, silah, ordu ve
politikay1 gordiigiinde, dostane komsuluk iliskisi kurabilmek ve ebedi barisi temin
edebilmek ic¢in baska uluslarin i¢ iglerine miidahil olmama, vatandaglar1 kendi
devletlerine kargt kigkirtmama, silahsizlanma, diizenli ordulari agamali olarak
kaldirma, silah tiretimi icin bor¢glanmama ve simurlar1 silme gibi Onerilerde
bulunmustu.* Kant, Ebedi Baris Ustiine Felsefi Bir Deneme adli yazisinda
konukseverlik terimini “bir hayirseverlik?> meselesi degil, hak sorunu” olarak
adlandirir.?e Genellikle yorumlanmadan birakilan “Ebedi Baris” baslikh Uctincii
Madde, ashnda Kant'n bizzat kesin bicimde Weltbiirgerrecht adlandirmasiyla
karsiladig1 olgudur. Kant bu baglamda “konukseverlik” teriminin ifade tarzinin
garipliginden bizzat s6z eder ve bu nedenle “bu bir hayirseverlik meselesi degil bir
hak sorunudur” ifadesine yer verir. Bagka bir deyisle, konukseverlik, bir kisinin
kendi {iilkesine gelen kisilere veya doga ve kosullar1 yahut tarihsel kogullar
dogrultusunda bir kisinin iyilikseverlige yakisir davranislarina bagimli hale gelen
kisiye gosterebilecegi iyilikseverlik ya da comertlik gibi bir dostluk, yakinlik
erdemi olarak anlasilmamalidir; Konukseverlik, diinya cumhuriyetinin potansiyel
katilimcist olarak gordiigiimiiz siirece tiim insanlara ait bir “hak”tir.?® Bu hak, etik
durumun keyfiligine ve goreceligine birakilamayacak kadar dnemli bir meseledir
Kant’a gore.

Boylece konukseverlik, bir kisinin kendi iilkesine disaridan gelen veya
tarihsel-toplumsal kogsullar nedeniyle kendisine bagimli hale gelmis kisilere kars:

2 Tung, a.g.m. s. 482.

24 Kant, Immanuel, Ebedi Baris Uzerine Felsefi Deneme, Cev. Y. Abadan, S. Meray, Ankara Universitesi,
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yay. Ankara 1960, 9-15; Isikli, Sevki, “lticanin Yapisokiimcii Felsefesi:
Konuksevermezlik Sorunu”, s. 56; Teson, Fernando R. “The Kantian Theory of International Law”,
Columbia Law Review, Vol. XCII, 1992, s. 56.

% Hayirseverlik kavraminin analizi i¢in bkz. Alam Choudhury, Masudul, “Insan Potansiyeli, Saadet
ve Hayirseverlik: Felsefi-Ekonomik Bir Aragtirma”, Islam Iktisadini Yeniden Diistinmek, 2014, s. 181-222;
Adigiizel, Adnan, “Insanlik Onurunu Koruma ve Kirma Arasinda Hayirseverlik Anlayis1”, Eskisehir
Osmangazi Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2014, cilt: I, say: 1, s. 56-77.

2% Duva, Ozlem, “Evrensel Konukseverlik ve Haklara Sahip Olma Hakki1”, Birinci Uluslararast Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 Ekim Bursa. 2010, s. 515.

2 Almanca metindeki ifade soyledir: “Das Weltbiirgerrecht soll auf Bedingungen der allgemeinen
Hospitalitat eingeschrankt sein.”

28 Benhabib, Seyla, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaglar, Cev. Berna Akkiyal, Heti@im Yay.
Istanbul 2016, s. 36-37.
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gosterecegi “iyilikseverlik, hayirseverlik ya da merhamet duygusu” ile
aciklanabilir bir kavram olmaktan ¢ikip, diinya yurttasliginin potansiyel {iyesi
olarak kabul goren insanlara dair bir yiikiimliiliik gerektiren, varolussal bir mesele
olarak anlam kazanacaktir.?? Kisinin kendi varolusu ve insan olusu diginda
herhangi bir kosula baglanmaksizin tesis edilmis bir konukseverligin zemini,
diinya yurttashgl idesinden dogan temel haklardir.? Kant'in ifadesi ile:
“Konukseverlik (Wirtbarkheit), bir kisinin {ilkesine gelen yabancinin diisman olarak
muamele gérmeme hakk: anlamina gelir. Bir {ilkenin yerlisi olan, yabancinin yok
olusuna yol agmadig: siirece bu yabanciy: iilkesine kabul etmeyebilir; ancak yine
de yabanal yerini baris¢il bir bigimde edindigi siirece ona diismanca bir tavirla
yaklasmamasi da olasidir. Bu durumda yabanci kisinin talep edebilecegi hak
stirekli ziyaretcilik hakki (Gastrecht) degildir. Bir yabanciya belirli bir zaman
kesitinde vatandashiga gegme hakkinin verilmesi igin 6zel bir yararlilik anlasmasi
gerekebilir. Bu, yalmizca gecici bir ikamet, tiim insanlarin sahip oldugu ortak
haktir. Insanlar bu hakka, sonsuza dek yayilamayacaklari igin sonunda
baskalarinin varligini kabullendikleri diinya yiizeyine iliskin ortak miilkiyetleri
vasitasiyla sahiptirler”.3! Diinyay1 kozmopolit vatandaghigin zemini olarak goren
Kant'a gore iilkesi disinda bir yerde gegici ikamet herkes i¢in her zaman bir hak
olarak goriilmelidir. Ancak belki de ilk duydugunuzda kulaginiza hos gelecek bu
ifadeler Fransiz diistiniir Derrida'ya gore yapibozumuna (deconstruction)
ugratilmalidir.

Kant'in bu ifadeleri, onun siirekli ikamet hakkini gegici ikamet hakkindan
ayirdigl, bununla birlikte siirekli konukseverlik hakkini bir ahlaki ytiikiimliiliik
olarak tamimlamakla kalmayip ayni zamanda, yurttaslarin kendi aralarinda
Ozgiirce tesis edecekleri bir “yararlilik anlasmasi” olarak takdim ettigi bir am
temsil eder.®? Boylece konukseverlik Kant'in bu diisiinceleri ile birlikte, somut bir
bicimde tanimlanarak yabancilara imtiyaz taniyan bir hak olarak iceriklendirilmis
olur. Bunun yanu sira konukseverlik hakki ayni zamanda reddedilmesi miimkiin
olmayan bir gecici ikamet hakkin1 da saglar. Kant'in konukseverlik hakkini1 bir
ahlaki yiikiimliiliik olarak tanimlayip birakmak yerine, bir hak olarak bu sekilde
iceriklendirmesi, yersiz-yurtsuz olarak tanimlayabileceg§imiz insanlara, savas
magdurlarina, vatansizlara karsi insanlik dist muamelelerin ortadan kaldirilmasi
icin hukuksal bir zemin saglar. Burada konukseverlik hakki, herhangi bir yabancry:
kabul eden devletlere, s6z konusu yabanciya ikamet hakki taninmasimna dair bir
ylkiimliilitk getirmesinin yanmi sira bu yiikiimliliigii, cumhuriyete dayal
kozmopolitan amagclarla giivence altina almaktadir. Aslinda belirtmek gerekir ki
Kant, 6zgiirliige dair insani talebin bir uzantisi olarak insanligin kozmopolitan bir
topluma dogru yavas yavas evrilmesine hizmet eden birlesmeyi arama hakkini,

2 Duva, Ozlem, “Evrensel Konukseverlik ve Haklara Sahip Olma Hakk1”, s. 515.
% Duva, a.g.m. s. 515.

31 Kant, Ebedi Barig Uzerine Felsefi Deneme, s. 9-15.

%2 Duva, a.g.m. s. 515.
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diinyanin ortak miilkiyetine dayal kurgu ile saglamaya ¢alismaktadir.®
Kozmopolitan bir topluma evrilmenin yegane sart1 ise 6znel ahlak degil nesnel
hukuktur.

Konukseverlik sorununun etik ve politik baglamda formiile edilmesi,
Derrida’nin 6zellikle ele aldig iki diisiiniir — Kant ve Levinas — ekseninde, onlarin
etki alanlarmn igerisine girip smurliik ve smirsizhiklarin igerden gosterilmesi
yoluyla yapilmaktadir. Kosullu konukseverlik diisiincesinin ilk planda Kant'a
atfedilmesinin dayanag1, Kant'in Ebedi Baris Tasarisr'indaki ‘Ebedi Baris Tasarisina
Yonelik Ugiinci Kesin Madde’dir.* Bu madde yukarida belirtildigi gibi
uluslararas1 bir hukukun, yani bir diinya yurttaslari hukukunun ana hatlarmi
cizmeye c¢alisir. “Kozmopolit hukuk evrensel konuklugun kosullartyla
sinirlandirilmalidir.”?®  Burada uluslararast hukuk, konukseverlik hakkiyla
sinirlandirilmaktadir ve konukseverlik yasa tarafindan diizenlenmis bir
zorundalik, bir hukuk ve 6devle ilgili olarak ortaya konulmaktadir. Yani Kantc
anlamda konukseverlik, bir yabancinin bir bagkasmin bolgesine varisinda ondan
diisman muamelesi gormeme hakki anlamina gelir. Bu baglamda konuk, diisman
muamelesi gosterilen yabancinin karsiti olarak, dost veya miittefik muamelesi
gosterilen bir yabanci olarak konumlandirilir. Dolayisiyla s6z konusu
konukseverlik anlayisinda, Derrida’ya gore konukseverlik-diismanlik ya da dost-
diisman c¢ifti kendisini gosterir.%¢ Kant'in kozmopolitizm diisiincesi, evrensel
konukseverligi yurttas ve devlet arasindaki iliskinin diizenlenmesi temelinde
hukuksal ve politik boyutta smirlandirmaktadir.?” Sozii edilen konukseverlik
hakki, sinirlamalar ve kisitlamalar {izerinden ortaya konulmustur. Daha dogrusu
insanlar arasindaki ebedi barisin kosulu olarak sunulan kozmopolit hukuk, bir hak
(simir) olarak ortaya konulan konukseverlik yoluyla simirlandirldigindan,
konukseverligin kendisi bir sinirlandirma olarak kendisini gostermektedir.®® Bu
durumda her zaman i¢in simirlandirmalar ve kisitlamalari olan konukseverligin
kosullarindan bagimsiz olan bir hukuki-politik alan diisiiniilemez. Derrida’ya gore
kesin bir bigimde smirlandiran (bir hudut, ulus, devlet, halk ya da politik alan
olarak smrin kurulusundan baska bir gsey olmayan) bu kosul, Kant'in

% Duva, a.g.m. s. 515.

3 Kant, a.g.e. s. 9-15; 3. Maddenin yorumu igin bkz. Okten, Kaan Harun, Immanuel Kant'mn Ebedi Baris
Uzerine Felsefi Deneme Adli Eseriyle Ortaya Koydugu Ebedi Baris Fikri ve Bu Fikrin Uluslararast [liskiler
Diigiincesinde Yaratti§i Etki, Istanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Yayinlanmams Doktora
Tezi, Istanbul 2001, s. 117-126.

% Kant, a.g.e. s. 9-15.

% Giiltekin, Ahmet Ciineyt, “Bagislanan Konukseverlik ve Konuksever Bagislama: Derrida Felsefesinde
Etik (Olanaksiz) ve Politika (Olanakli) Tligkisi”, FLSF (Felsefe ve Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi), 2014 Bahar,
say1:17, s. 16; Derrida, Jacques, Bagislama ve Kozmopolitizm, Cev. Ali Utku, Mukadder Erkan, Istanbul,
Birey Yay, 2005, s. 34.

% Hent de Vries, “Derrida and Ethics: Hospitable Thought”, in Jacques Derrida and the Humanities, A
Critical Reader, edited by Tom Cohen, Cambridge University Press, 2001, s. 182.

3 Cotuksoken, Betiil, “Kant’ta Barig Kavrami”, Barisin Felsefesi 200. Oliim Yildéniimiinde Kant, Haz. fonna
Kuguradi), Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu, Ankara 2006, s. 56.
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konukseverligi tanimlamasimi belirlemektedir. “Konukseverlik, Kantc¢t anlamda,
her zaman yasal mesele olarak kamusal alanin kamusal dogasina isaret eder;
yasalara ve devlet polisine baglidir ve onlar tarafindan kontrol edilir.”3 Derrida’ya
gore konukseverlik yasanin ahlaki hiikiimsiiz birakan nesnel normlarina degil
0znel ve 6zgiir ahlakin imkanina birakilmalidir.

Ancak Kant'in konukseverlik diisiincesinde Derridaci bir sorundan baska
bir sorun daha vardir. Kant'in s6z konusu ifadeleri hali hazirda sinirlar1 ve hukuki
statiisii belli insanlar i¢in mi, yoksa iilkesinin sirurlart ve hukuki statiisii belirsiz
insanlar icin mi gegerlidir? Iste tam bu noktada Seyla Benhabib'in Kant'ta diistiigii
muhalefet serhlerine bakmamiz gerekmektedir. Benhabib, Kant diisiincesinde
konukseverlik kosullarmin siginmacilar ve ikamet etmek isteyen insanlar igin
gecerli olmadigini gosterir ilk olarak.? Zira Benhabib’e gore “siginma ve iltica
“haklar1” karsilikli ahlaki yiikiimliiliikler olmalar1 anlaminda su ya da bu bakimdan
karsilikli insanligimiz iizerinde mi temellenir” sorusunu meseleyi bir bagka
noktaya gotiiriir. Ya da gdyle bir soru sorsak: Bu kurallar bireylerin ve gruplarmn
birbirlerine tutunduklar1 ve Ozellikle egemen ulus devleti uymaya zorladiklar
davraruslarin yasal uygulanabilir normlar: midir? Benhabib’e gore Kant'in yorumu
actk cevaplar sunmuyor. “Konukseverlik hakki, bir yabanciyr kabul eden
devletlerin yabancilara gegici ikamet hakki tamima yikiimliiliiklerinin
cumhuriyete dayali kozmopolit diizenle giivence altina alindigi, potansiyel yasal
sonuglara sahip ahlaki bir talebi gerektirir. Boyle bir diizen, kendisini idare eden
list bir yoOnetici yasaya sahip degildir. Bu anlamda, yabancilara konukseverlik
gosterilmesi yiikiimliiliiglti uygulanamaz; politik hiikiimranin kendi iradesiyle
tizerine aldig1 yiikiimliiliigii olarak kalir. Konukseverlik hakki cumhuriyete dayali
kozmopolit diizenin tiim ikilemlerini az ve 6z bir bicimde ortaya koyar: Séyle ki,
goniillii taahhiitler yoluyla ve sonsuz uygulama hakkma sahip ¢ok giiclii bir
egemen giiciin yoklugunda sozde yasal baglayicl yiikiimliiliikler nasil yaratilir?”4!
Burada da konukseverligin, hakseverlige, egemen giice degil, karsilikh
insaniligimiz {izerinde yiikselmesi ve karsilikli ahlaki yiikiimliiliiklere doniismesi
gerektigi agiktir.

Kant, ziyaret hakkinin yabancilarin kendilerinin olmayan bir devlette ileri
stirebilecekleri tek hak oldugunu soyleyerek, oOzellikle toprak edinme hakkim
elemektedir. Buna karsin Benhabib’e gore, Kant kozmopolitik hukuku Aydinlanma
cagmin cocugu olan ilerleme fikrinden dolay1 giindeme getirmistir. O halde
konukseverlik hakki ne insan sevgisidir ne de kosulsuz bir konukseverlik.®
Benhabib’in su sozleri de acik bir sekilde s6z konusu durumu 6zetlemektedir;
“Politik esitlik sigmagr bazilarim: koruyacak bir bicimde genisletilse bile asla

% Derrida, Bagislama ve Kozmopolitizm, s. 34.

40 Benhabib, Seyla, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaglar, Cev. Berna Akkiyal. Heti@im Yay,
Istanbul 2006, s. 46.

41 Benhabib, Otekilerin Haklari, s. 39.

4 Tung, “Konukseverlik: Hukukta ve Hukukun Otesinde”, s. 486.
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tiimiinii barindiracak kadar genisletilemez.”# Bunun bir sonucu, yurttas-
olmayanlarin haklarina yonelik tartismanin, halihazirdaki ¢oziimiin zaten sorunun
bir parcas1 oldugu bir agmaza siiriikleniyor olmasidir. Zira yurttag haklarini agan
ve ahlaki varliklar olarak kabul edilen tiim kigilere genisleyen insan haklarinin
isaret ettigi kozmopolitan normlarin otorite ve baglayicilik konusundaki giicliigii,
Arendt’in ¢Oziimlemelerinin dikkat cektigi gibi, otekilerin haklara sahip olma
hakkimnin, bir devletin pozitif hukukuna {istiin —egemen uluslarin iradesini
degistirebilecek- bir hukuk tarafindan korunamadigmi gostermistir. Otekilerin
haklara sahip olma hakkina kozmopolitan normlarin pozitif yasal statiiler
kazanabilmesinin 6niindeki bir diger engel ise demokratik mesruiyetin temelinde
yer alan ulusal egemenligin zorunlu olarak sinirlar1 gerektirmesidir.# Zira insan
haklarinin evrenselci ahlaki perspektifine karsit olarak, Benhabib’in ifadesiyle
“politik aktorler —sehirler, bolgeler, devletler icinde temsil, sorumluluk, katilim ve
diisiiniip tasinma mekanizmalar1 olusturabilecekleri sinirlanmis topluluklara
ihtiya¢ duyarlar.”+

Arendt, insan haklar1 kavramimin gecerli oldugu kimselerin ilkin
yurtlarindan ayr diisen ve ikinci olarak politik bir yonetimin korumasini yitiren
kimseler olduklarina isaret eder. Masum insanlar olmalar1 disinda higbir politik
statli tastmayan devletsiz mdiltecilerin i¢inde bulunduklar:t zor durumun sebebi,
“yasamak, 6zgiir olmak ve mutlulugu aramak hakkindan ya da yasalar karsisinda
esit olmak ve diisiince 6zgiirliigii haklarindan yoksun” olmalar1 degildir. Tersine,
bu insanlar zaten tam da yurtlarini, politik yonetimin korumasim ve dolayisiyla
politik statiilerini yitirdikleri i¢in haklarindan mahrum kalmislardir. Baska bir
deyisle, artik herhangi bir toplulugun iiyesi olmayan bu insanlarin koétii durumda
olmalarmin nedeni, “yasalar karsisinda esit olmamalar1 degil, onlar i¢in bir yasanin
var olmamasidir.”4 Bu insanlar yurttaslik haklarindan mahrum olduklar: 6lctide
yasalarin da disinda kalirlar. Bu insanlar sigindiklari devletlerdeki varoluslarimi
haklara degil, yabancisi olduklari insanlarin merhametine borg¢ludurlar. Ciinkii
hicbir ulusu bu insanlar1 beslemeye mecbur kilacak bir yasa yoktur. Dolayisiyla,
Arendt icin yurttaghk haklarindan ayr bir insan haklar diisiincesi, yurttas olma,
bir yere ait olma, politik bir toplulugun iiyesi olma hakki elinden alinan insanlar
i¢in gecerli olabilir.#” Paradoks tam da buradadir: Kendi sahsinda insan haklariin
sembolii olan kisi, yani miilteci aslinda kavramin kendisinde meydana gelen koklii
bir krize isaret eder. Zira yersiz-yurtsuz miilteci, insan olmak disinda higbir
nitelige haiz olmayan, boyle olmakla da kendisi i¢in hi¢bir kanunun olmadigi, yani

43 Benhabib, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaglar, s. 76.

4 Soysal, Ozgiir, “Evrenselcilik-Tikelcilik Gerilimi Isiginda Otekinin Kaderi”, Birinci Uluslararast Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 Ekim Bursa 2010, s. 499.

4 Benhabib, a.g.e. s. 169.

4 Kaya, Funda Giirsoy, “Hukuk Versus Politika Kiskacinda Insan Haklar1”, Birinci Uluslararast Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 Ekim Bursa 2010, s. 420.

¥ Arendt, Hannah, Totalitarizmin Kaynaklari: Emperyalizm, Cev. B. S. Sener, Tletisim Yay. Istanbul 1998, s.
299-303.
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hukuki uzamin disinda kalan insandir. Insan haklar: denilen sey, aslinda hicbir hakka
sahip olmayanlarin hakkidir.*® Giorgio Agamben Arent’in bu ifadelerini soyle serh
eder: “Arendt, insan haklarinin kaderi ve ulus-devletin kaderini birbiriyle
ilintilendirirken su paradokstan yola ¢ikiyor: “Aslinda insan haklarini en tipik
bicimde cisimlestirmesi gereken sahsiyetin ta kendisi -miilteci- bunun yerine
[insan haklari] kavrami[nijn radikal krizine isaret ediyor. (...) Ulus-devlet
sisteminde, insanlarin giiya kutsal ve ellerinden alinamaz olan haklari, bir devletin
vatandasina ait haklar bigiminden ¢iktiklar1 anda ortada korumasiz kaliyor ve
gergekliklerini yitiyorlar.”# Dolayisiyla insan haklar1 neden kamusal vatandaslarin
degil de bu kapsama girmeyenlerin hakki oldugu bir kez daha anlasiliyor. Zira
eger miilteciler (ki yiizyimizda sayilar1 artmaya devam ediyor ve bugiin
insanligin 6nemle bir parcasini olusturacak noktada bulunuyorlar) modern ulus-
devlet diizeni i¢in bu kadar rahatsizlik verici bir unsuru olusturuyorsa bunun
nedeni her seyden 6nce sudur: Miilteciler, insan ile vatandas, dogum ile milliyet
arasindaki siirekliligi koparmak suretiyle, modern egemenligin orijinal kurgusunu
krize sokuyor. Miilteciler, dogum ile ulus arasindaki farki ortaya cikarmakla,
siyasal alanin gizli 6zvarsayimmini —yani ¢iplak hayati- gozler oniine seriyor. Bu
anlamda miilteci, Arendt’in dedigi gibi, gercekte “haklarin insani”dir, yani her
zaman igin haklarin istiinii Orten vatandashk kurgusunun disinda haklar
cisimlestirilen ilk ve gercek insandir. Ne var ki tam da bu ylizden miiltecileri
siyasal olarak tanimlamak ¢ok zordur.”%0 “Miilteci kavrami (ve bu kavramin
temsil ettigi hayat figiirii) insan haklar1 kavramindan kesin bigimde ayrilmalidir ve
insan haklarmin kaderi ile ulus-devletin kaderinin birbirine bagh oldugunu, o
kadar ki birinin yasayacag kriz ve ¢okiisiin kaginilmaz olarak otekinin sonu
anlamina geldigini sdyleyen Arendtin bu iddiasmin {izerinde ciddi olarak
diistiniilmelidir. Miilteci neyse Oyle algilanmalidir: [Miilteci], dogum-ulus
[iliskisin] den insan-vatandas iliskisine kadar ulus-devletin temel kategorilerini
radikal bicimde kugku alanina ¢eken ve bdyle yapmakla da, ¢iplak hayatin (ne
devlet diizeninde ne de insan haklar1 yapisinda) ayri ve istisna sayilmadig1 bir
siyasetin hizmetine yeni kategoriler sunmanin (ki zaten bu is ¢ok gecikmistir)
yolunu agan smirsal bir kavramdan daha az bir sey degildir.”5 Bu ifadeler miilteci
ya da yerinden yurdundan edilmis insanlara kars1 hangi tavrin ne kadar tutarh
oldugu konusunda da bizlere ipucu vermektedir.

Miilteciler/go¢menler {izerinden “6teki” hakkinda tartisilan bizi bir baska
soruya daha gotiiriir: “Oteki” hakkinda politik ya da hukuki degil de insani ve
ahlaki bir zeminde konusmanin felsefi imkani nedir? Bu sorunsal etrafinda yapilan
tartismalarin bizi Martin Buber, Immanuel Levinas ve Hans-Georg Gadamer’in
“ben-0” ve “ben-sen” arasinda yaptigi derinlikli analizlerine gotiiriir. Bu

4 Kaya, Funda Giirsoy, “Hukuk Versus Politika Kiskacinda Insan Haklar1”, s. 420.

¥ Agamben, Giorgio, Kutsal Insan, Cev. Ismail Tiirkmen, Ayrmti Yay. istanbul 2013, s. 152-153.
50 Agamben, Kutsal Insan, s. 158.

51 Agamben, Kutsal Insan, s. 161.
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analizlerde “ben-o”’daki o'nu miilteci go¢menlere karst politik sdylemin
yansimasi, “ben-sen” arasindaki “sen”i de etik yansimasi olarak okuma teklifinde
bulunacagim. Buber, insanlar arasinda Ben-Sen ve Ben-O olmak tizere iki varolus
tarzi ortaya koyar. Ben-O tarzinda karsimizdaki kisi bir nesne-obje olarak kavranir
ki, bu durumda insan maddeden tesekkiil eder ve nesneler arasinda bir nesnedir,
yani dis goriintimiinden, fiziksel niteliklerinden ibaret bir objedir. Asli
gercekliginden koparilarak fiziksel bir bedenden ibaret kullanim ve tecriibe araci
kilinan varlik, sadece mekan ve zamanda cisim olarak vardir, 6zii ve ruhu ile degil.
Tipki karsimizda zaman, mekan, tiir ve durum olarak obje olmaktan 6te gecmeyen
bir aga¢ misali. Insan1 nesne olarak anlamlandirmada Ben’in karsisinda yer alan
kisi ya da varlik, bir sey olarak, bir nesne olarak diisiiniilmektedir. Bir kisiye karsi
nesnel yani hukuki ve haksever bir tavir alisin ve onu diinyanin bir pargasi olarak
diisiinmenin s6z konusu oldugu her durumda bir Ben-O iligkisi vardir. Ben-O
iliskisi gercek bir iligski degildir. Ciinkii bu iliski Ben ile O arasinda gerceklesen
karsilikl bir iliski degildir. Yine bu iliski amagsal degil, tiimiiyle aragsaldir. Bir
bagka kisi benim i¢in bir o/obje oldugu zaman ben tamamuyla yalnizimdir.5? Ben-o
lliskisinin monodolojik karakteri diyalog olgusunu devre disi birakir bireylere
monolog tarzi bir iletisimi dayatir.?® Ciinkii karsidaki somut ve canli bir insan
olarak degil, heniiz tiizel bile olamamis bir nesne olarak goriiliir.

Levinas Ben'in saf 6znelciligi iistiine kurulu ahlak anlayisin1 reddeder. Ona
gore boyle bir ahlak, nesnel zorunluluklarla yiiriitiilmiistiir. Buber'de de, iki iliski
biciminden biri olan Ben-Sen iliskisinde, 6teki benim i¢in gergek bir varliktir. Sen’in
gercek varligina ulagtirir Ben'i, bu iligki. Oteki/miilteci/go¢men ile aramda kurulan
varolug bulugmasidir. Oteki benim igin nesne degildir. Biitiin varligiyla bir baska
varlik olmakla birlikte, onunla varolussal bir iligki i¢indedir. Bu iligkide taraflardan
biri efendi (ev sahibi), digeri kole/miilteci/gocmen degildir. Oteki/miilteci/gécmen
de Ben gibi bir Ben’dir, Ben, kendi benini ve 6tekini varolus gercekliginde tamir.
Ben-O iligkisindeyse Oteki gercek bir varlik degil, bir nesneden, objeden ibarettir.
Ben ile O arasinda iliski degil, tahakkiim vardir. Oteki Ben ile ayn1 varlik degildir.
Aralarinda varolugsal bir bulusma yoktur. Oteki/miilteci/gogmen Ben igin gdzlem,
deneyim, kullanim ve yardim veya liituf objesidir. Ben ise her seyin sahibi,
yapicisi, mimari, efendisidir. “Nesnelerin yiizeyinde seyreden insan onlarn tecriibe
eder. Nesnelerin yapist hakkinda bilgiyi de tecriibe ile elde eder. Onlarla ilgili
seyleri tecriibe ederek bir deneyim kazanir. Fakat diinyay1 insana agiklayan sadece
tecriibeler degildir. Tecriibelerin verdigi bilgi O ile O (He/She ve It)'ndan tesekkiil
eden bir diinya ile ilgilidir. Tecriibe edilen diinya, Ben-O asli soziine aittir. Ben-Sen
asli sozij, iliski diinyasmi inga eder.”5 Bu diinya sdylemeye bile gerek yoktur ki,
ahlakin otonom oldugu bir diinyadir.

52 Buber, Martin, I and Thou, Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1958, s. 3-13.

5 Ulukiitiik, Mehmet, “Martin Buber ve Hans Georg Gadamer’in Felsefelerinde Ben-Sen Hi§kilerinin
Ahlaki Agihmlar1”, Birey ve Toplum: Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2011, cilt: I, say1: 1, s. 138.

54 Buber, I and Thou, s. 5-6.
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Sen’in Ben’le karsilasmasi Sen’in lijtfudur, Ben'in arayis: degil. Sen kendini,
tarafimdan herhangi bir sey yapilmaksizin agar bana. Ona Sen deyisim varolus
edimimdir. Onun liitfuyla dogrudan iliskiye girerim. Kiilli varlikta erimeyi Ben,
Senin liitfuna borcludur, bensiz de gerceklesmez tabii ki. “Ben-Sen asli s6zii, ancak
sadece biitlin varlikla sOylenebilir. Sen ile iliskim dolayisiyla Ben olurum. Ben, Ben
olmak igin Sen der.” Sen-insanla iliski i¢inde olmakla beraber Seni tecriibe
edemem. Tecriibe seni benden uzaklastirir. Sen kendini tecriibede onu isitmese
dahi onunla iliski icinde Sen onun gerceklestirmesinden daha fazla olandir.
Hilenin niifuz edemedigi burasi, gercek hayatin besigidir. Insanin yaratici
gliciiniin ortaya ¢iktigl, sey’i bicimlendirdigi, anlam kazandirdig: yerdir burasi.
“Yiiz yiize geldigim formu, ne tecriibe edebilirim, ne de agiklayabilirim; ancak
varolugsal kilabilirim. Fakat taniklik etmenin 1sik sagan ihtisaminda tecriibe
diinyasinin agikligindan daha berrak goriiriim. Ne nesneler arasinda bir nesne, ne
de fantezilerimin mahsulii bir hayal olarak goriiriim; sadece var olan olarak. Asli
soziin kutsalliginda onunla iligki i¢inde bulunurum. Tecriibe etmede Sen yoktur.”
Tecriibe etmede Sen degil O varsa Sen’de nesne olarak tecriibe edilen bir sey
yoktur. “Su halde Sen’de tecriibe edilen nedir? —Higbir sey. Ciinkii biz onu tecriibe
edemeyiz. —O halde, Sen’in nesini biliriz? —Tamamen her seyini. Ciinkii her seyden
gayri bir sey bilmeyiz ona dair.” Otekine verilen anlam, kendini hangi gergeklik
temelinde insa ettigine baglidir.% Kendini tanimlama Oteki olanin da ayni
dogrultuda anlamlandirilmasimi  beraberinde  getirmektedir.  Yaratilmislik
gerceginde vahyi olana bagli kalarak kurulan iligkiler nesneye, 6tekilere varolus
gercekliginde anlam insa edebilirken kendini beden, biling ve Kkisilerarasi
iliskilerden tanimlama da otekinin konumunu bu tanimlama dogrultusunda
sekillendirir.>

Ben-Sen arasindaki iliski karsiliklidir, Buber'de Sen, benim onu etkiledigim
gibi Beni etkiler. Sevgi biitiin varlig1 géormedigi siirece kordiir. Biitiin varlig1 goren,
onu reddetmeye zorlanan insan nefretin hakimiyetinde degildir. Sen diyebilme
yetkisi kisiye aittir. Her Sen bir O, bir nesne haline gelebilir. Buber, “Oteki”nin
nesnelliginin varolus gercekligi yitiminde gerceklesen benin bir insasi oldugunu
kabul eder: “Diinyamizda her Sen’in bir O olma ihtimali yazgimizin yiice
melankolisidir.” Yani belki de her ev sahibinin bir giin miilteci olmasi. Ya da
bugiin ev sahibi olanlarin bir zamanlar miilteci olmasi gibi. Sen nesne olmadig: ve
nesnelerden olusmadig1 halde Ben ile olan iliskisine aracilar karistginda
nesnelerden bir nesne olur, gercek niteliklerini yitirir. Ben nesneyi Sen kilabildigi
gibi Seni de nesne kilabilir.>® Nigin ben-o iliskisi degil de ben-sen iligkisi? Ciinkii
ahlak oteki’yle anlam kazanan, oteki'ni algilayisimizda farklilasan bir olgudur.
Modern diislince ahlaki davranisi Ben-O formunda tasarlamis, insanlar arasindaki

55Buber, I and Thou, s 9-11.

5% Gozel, Ozkan. ““Oteki Metafiziktir’: Levinas'ta Var/lik ve Ote/ki”, Tezkire, Say1: 38-39, Vadi Yay.
Ankara 2005, s. 56-70.

57 Ulukiitiik, “Buber ve Gadamer’in Felsefelerinde Ben-Sen iliskilerinin Ahlaki A¢ilimlart”, s. 137.

58 Ulukiitiik, a.g.m. s. 138.
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diyalojik iligkiyi ortadan kaldirmis, deyim yerindeyse insan-insan arasmndaki
iliskiyi insani ozelliklerinden soyutlamistir. Bu yaklasim ben’ler arasinda mutlak
ayrimlar yaratmis nesnelci, tahakkiime dayali bir iletisim Ongormdiistiir. Buber
kavramsallastirdig1r Ben-Sen iligkisiyle bu yaklagimi elestirmis, ortaya yeni bir
alternatif koymustur. Gadamer de hermeneutik gelenekte Ben-Sen iligkisini
anlama-yorumlama etkinliklerinde alimladig: Platonik diyaloglarin karakterine
uygun bulmus ve kendi olusturdugu felsefi hermeneutikte kullanmistir. Hem
Buber'in hem Gadamer’in felsefi tutumlar 6teki'ne yaklagimda onemli ahlaki
acilimlar saglayabilecek ozelliktedir. Bu yaklasimlar ahlaki ayn1 zamanda kuru
kurallarin Gtesinde Otekiyle diyaloga dayali bir muhabbete doniistiirmiislerdir.
Belki de modern dénemde yabancilasmanin doruk noktasma vardigi insan-insan
iligkisinde, ahlaki, bir diyalog ve igtenlik olarak diisiinen bu tiir yaklagim ve
kavramsallastirmalara siddetle ihtiya¢ vardir.*® Farkliligin ve tiiketilemezligin 6ne
¢ikarildigr Levinasci etik anlayisin, Bat1 felsefe geleneginin baskaligi (sonsuzlugu)
goz ardi ettigi ve onu aynilik, biitiinliik ve ickinlik kategorileri yoluyla ontolojiye
indirgedigi rasyonel kavrama projesine karsi bir meydan okuma yaklasimindan
beslenmektedir. Bu dogrultuda Levinas igin ‘etik’ tiim felsefenin kendisinde
temellendigi bir ‘“ilk felsefe’ olarak konumlandirilirken, bilinemeyen ve kosulsuz
olarak karsilanan (kabul edilen) ‘bagkasi’ da konukseverligin aporetik olanag:
olarak kendisini gostermektedir. “Ayni, Bagka'y1, onu bir tema (yani varlik) haline
getirmeksizin kendini sorgulayarak konuk edebilir mi?” 6 Bu dogrultuda Levinas
felsefesinde baskasi’yla olan etik iliskinin agkinligi, kosulsuzlugu ve sonsuzlugu
icindeki konukseverlik olanagi agisindan 6nem kazanmaktadir. Baska’yla kurulan
iligki, Bagka'min iliskiye ragmen mutlak olarak kaldigi ve iliskiye girerken bile
kendini geri gektigi bir iligkidir. Bu baglamda Levinas bir 6zdeslik felsefesi olarak
Bat1 felsefe geleneginin siddete doniisen totalitesinin karsisina bir sonsuzluk
diistincesiyle ctkmakta ve Varlik fikrinden yola ¢ikarak Ayni'min igkinliginden (ev
sahibinin  kendisine  6zdegliginden) kurtulmamin  olanaksiz ~ oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Ayni’nin totalitarizminden ve konukseverlik baglaminda ise evin
sinirlarini  (6zdegligini) baskasi’na kapatmasindan; karsilikliik ya da simetri
yoluyla erisemeyecegimiz, yani bir bakima kosulluluk c¢emberleri icerisinde
erisemeyecegimiz Baska'nin indirgenemez orijinalliginin (ayriminin) farkina
vararak kurtulmak olanaklidir. Bu indirgenemezlik, sorumluluktan kagmanin
olanaksizlig1 olarak; baskasi’nin ytiiz'tinde¢! beliren sonsuzluga isaret etmektedir.5

% Ulukiitiik, a.g.m. s. 138.

% Levinas, Emmanuel “Agkinlik ve Yiikseklik”, cev. Hakan Yiicefer, Zeynep Direk, Sonsuza Taniklik'm
icinde, haz. Zeynep Direk, Erdem Gokyaran, Metis Yay, Istanbul 2003, s. 126.

1 Levinas i¢in Yiiz her ilkeye, diisiinceye ve anlama &ncel olandir, o anlamliligin kendisi, biitiin
anlamlarin anlamidir. Kendisini konukseverlik, selamlama, dostluk, agk, sorumluluk ve yerine gegmede
gosterir. Fakat Yiiz, goriiniir kilinamaz tekilliginde her zaman yoksunlugun, sefaletin, yaralanabilirligin
ve kirilganligin yiiziidiir. Hgiye, cevaba ve kendisi i¢in kaygilanilmaya gereksinim duyar. O, yasamin
en radikal deneyimini insana agar ve bir daha hi¢ kapanmayacak sekilde biiyiir. Bu biiyiiyen varolug
kargisinda 6zne sonsuz sorumluluga tabidir, bagkasi karsisinda en edilgen edilgenligin koynunda
uyumaya baglar. Hatta bu tabi-olma durumuna gogunlukla bir eziyet, 1zdirap ve yaralanma eglik eder.
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Bu nedenle ‘Tanri’yla iliski’, sadece bagkasinin yiiziiyle iliskide miimkiindiir;
bunun disinda Tanri’nin varligindan s6z etmek ‘dinin dinselligi'nin anlamini
gozden kagirmak olur. Bu anlamda ‘dini’, sadece ‘Tanr1 ile benim” aramda bir iliski
gibi diistinmek yanlistir.® Daha radikal anlamda ise Tanri’nin izi, baskasinin
yliziinde gizlidir. Eger, Tanr1'nin izinden gitmek istiyorsaniz, sizden olmayanlarin
yliziine bakma cesareti gosterin. Onlarin, gozlerinin icine bakarak konusma
cesaretiniz varsa, o zaman sizin Tanri'nin izinde oldugunuz sdylenebilir. Sadece,
kendi yurttaslarina, dindaslarina iyi olan insanin, etik-ahlaki varligindan soz
etmek miimkiin degildir. Ahlak, tam da bizden olmayan insanlar igin s6z konusu
olabilecek bir seydir der Levinas.

Derrida’'nin sozii edilen kosulsuz konukseverlik fikri koklerini Levinas'in
konukseverlik etigi diisiincesinden almaktadir. Bu nedenle burada kisa da olsa
Levinas'in konukseverlik etiginden, onu Kant'in etik anlayisiyla karsilastirarak soz
etmek yerinde olacaktir. Oncelikle her ne kadar Kant'm bahsettigi konukseverlik
hukuku onun diisiincesinde son kertede bir ahlak yasasina baglansa da Kant igin
konukseverlik etiginden s6z edilemez. Zaten burada Levinas’t radikallestiren tam
da ahlak anlayisinin temeline konukseverlik kavramini koymasidir.®* Bu
konukseverlik etigi Kant'taki gibi akla dayali, 6znenin sinirlarinda kalan bir ahlak
anlayis1 degildir.s> Zira salt rasyonel anlamda nesnel bir zemin etik dahas1 ben-sen
iliskisine gotiirmez bizi. Levinasci etik Kant'in etiginden ilk olarak aldig:1 kaynak
konusunda ayrilir. Artik akildan gelen bir yasa ve evrensellik s6z konusu degildir.
Levinas’da bu evrensellik baskasindan gelir, soyut bir prensipten (Kant'in
kategorik buyrugundan) degil.®® Ona gore ahlak bagkasinin yiiziiyle
karsilasmamizdir. Burada artik soyut bir yasaya boyun egme yoktur. Ahlak
baskasinin yiiziinde uyanir. Levinas bize baskasinin yiiziiyle karsilasmadaki
soktan bahseder. Bu sok ahlakin uyanmasidir. Oyleyse Kant evrensel ve soyut bir
ahlaki yasadan bahsederken, Levinas bagkasinin agirlanmasindan,
karsilanmasindan uyanan ahlaktan bahseder. Bu ahlak ilkesini dig bir kaynaktan

Kendi varliginin bu agirhigim kaldirabilmelidir ve bagkas: igin, bagkasmna sorumlu olmaktan higbir
zaman geri durmamalidir. Hayati éneme sahip olan tek sey budur. Volkan Celebi, “Giris”, Mono
Kusursuz Labirent, Levinas Ozel Sayisi, Ed. Volkan Celebi, Sonbahar, 2010, Say1: 8-9, Istanbul 2010, s. 14;
Levinas, “Bagka’nin izi”, Cev. Erdem Gokyaran, Sonsuz’a Tamklik, Haz. Zeynep Direk, Erdem
Gokyaran, Istanbul, Metis Yay, 2003, s. 129-146.

2 Levinas, “Agkinhk ve Yiikseklik”, s. 120; ayrica bkz. Levinas, “Fenomenolojiden Etige”, Cev. Ozkan
Gozel, Sonsuz’a Tamiklik, Metis Yay. Istanbul 2003; Levinas, “Baska’nin izi”, s. 129-146; Levinas,
”Ozgﬁrlﬁk ve Buyruk”, Cev. Hamdi Ozyel, Tezkire, say1:38-39, Vadi Yay. Ankara 2005; Levinas, “Etik ve
Sonsuz”, Cev. Ozkan Gozel, Sonsuz’a Taniklik, Metis Yay. Istanbul 2003; Levinas, Emmanuel, “ Agkinlik
ve Yiikseklik”, Cev. Hakan Yiicefer, Zeynep Direk, Sonsuza Taniklik'm iginde, Haz. Zeynep Direk,
Erdem Gokyaran, Metis Yay, Istanbul, 2003.

63 Direk, Zeynep, Baskaltk Deneyimi: Kita Avrupast Felsefesi Uzerine Denemeler, Yap1 Kredi Yay, Istanbul
2005, s. 204-205.

64 Tung, “Konukseverlik: Hukukta ve Hukukun Otesinde”, s. 487.

% Tung, a.g.m. s. 487.

% Tung, a.g.m. s. 487.
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alir, i¢ kaynaktan degil.¢” C)yleyse Levinas’da ahlak bu yiiz ile karsilamadaki bir
cevaptir. Higbir sey irade geregi ahlaki olamaz. Ozne ahlakiligini akil yolu ile degil
baskasi yoluyla kesfeder. Ayni sekilde Kant'in 6znesi otonom ve sonlu iken, hi¢bir
yabanciya, insana ya da Tanri'ya boyun egmezken, Levinas bu 0znenin
otonomluguna 6vgiiyil paylasmaz. Yani Kant'in aklin otonomlugunu 6ne ¢ikartan
bir etik yerine heteronom bir etikten bahsedilir. Ciinkii etigin baslangi¢ noktasi
artik baskasidir. Etik de, felsefe de baskasinin konukseverlikle kabuliinden
gecmektedir.s® Bu konukseverlik yasanin giiciinii degil, baska’nin etik yansimasina
dayanur.

Levinas’in etik oncelikli felsefesinin bizi getirdigi noktadan sonra Derrida’ya
doénmemizin zaman gelmistir artik. Derrida probleme temel postulatlarla baglar:
a) “Insanseverlikle degil, hakla ilgileniyoruz.” b) “Diinya vatandaglig hakki, genel
gecer konukseverlikle simirlandirilmalidir.”® Derrida konukseverligin diistince
tizerindeki, bu yolla etik ve politik alan tizerindeki isleyisini ele alirken, oncelikle
“daha konukseverligin ne oldugunu bilmiyoruz”” diyerek bir giris yapmaktadir.
Derridaci diisiinme bi¢imi olarak yorumlanabilecek bu yaklasim, esikte durarak
esigin a¢mazlarini, yani esigin simirhliklarini (kosullarimi) ve smirsizliklarimi
(kosulsuzlugunu) gosterme bigimidir.”? Diisiiniir bu ifadenin bircok olanaklh
anlamu iizerinden konukseverlikteki icsel geliskiye ve olanakliligimin kosulu olarak
olanaksizliginin kosulunu one ¢ikaran aporetik yapiya —belki yapisizliga demek
daha dogru olabilir- vurgu yapar. Bu agimlama, konukseverlige iliskin olarak
‘davet etmek’, “agirlamak’, esigin ve ‘kendi evinin efendisi’ iken ‘kendi evinde’
agirlamak sozlerinden olusan bir sozcitk dagarag kullanilarak yapilir.”?
“Konukluk elbette bir hak, bir 6dev, bir zorundalik, bir yasadir, yabanci 6tekinin
bir dost olarak agirlanmasidir, Oyle olmasi gerekir; ancak bunun kosulu ev
sahibinin, host'un, Wirt'in, kabul eden veya barindiran ya da iltica hakk: verenin
patron, evin efendisi olarak kalmasi, kendi evinde kendi otoritesini korumasi,
dolayisiyla konukluk yasasin evin, oikonomia'nin yasasi, kendi evinin yasasi, yerin
(ev, otel, hastane, yurt, aile, kent, ulus, dil) yasas: olarak, sunulan konukseverligin
kendisinin yerinin simirlarin1 ¢izen ve onun {izerinde otoritesini koruyan,
otoritenin dogrulugunu koruyan, korumanin yani dogrulugun yeri olarak kalan ve
dolayisiyla sunulan armagamn siirlayan ve bu simirlamayi, yani kendi evinde kendi-
olmay:, odiliin ve konukseverligin kosulu yapan 6zdeslik yasasi olarak
olumlamasidir”.” Derrida’'min “Otekine yer agacak art alanlar1 yaratmaya

¢ Tung, a.g.m. s. 487.

% Tung, a.g.m. s. 487.

% Derrida, Jacques, “Konuksev(-er-/-mez-)lik (Hostipitalité)”, Cev. Ferda Keskin, Onay Sozer, Pera Peras
Poros: Jack Derrida ile Birlikte Disiplinleraras: Calisma’min i¢inde, Istanbul, Yap1 Kredi Yay, 1999, s. 3.

70 Derrida, “Konuksev(-er-/-mez-)lik (Hostipitalité)”, s. 51.

71 Bkz. Evink, Eddo, “Patocka ve Derrida: Sorumlulugun A¢mazlar1”, Cev. Ekrem Ekici, Cogito, Derrida
Ozel Sayis1, Sayi: 47-48, Yap: Kredi Yay, Istanbul 2006, s. 256-269.

72 Derrida, a.g.e. s. 51.

7 Derrida, a.g.e. s. 48.
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calistig1”7* konuksev(-er/-mez)lik aporiasimin politik okunusu, “go¢menlere ve
miiltecilere nasil davrandifimiz”75 sorusuyla ilgili bir iz siirmeye doniigiir. Metne
gore, “Daha konukseverligin ne oldugunu bilmiyoruz.””¢ Isikli'nin yerinde
tespitiyle gayri ihtiyari olarak, Derrida'nin, bu s6zii Modern Bat1 Medeniyeti icin
soyledigi diisiiniiliir. Konukseverlikle taninmis Dogu toplumlarinda, 6rnegin
Tiirkiye’de konukseverligin kosullari, Tiirk¢enin konuksev(-er/-mez)lik aporiasinin
nasil diigiimlendigi/¢oziimlendigi {izerine yeterince durulmamis goriinmektedir.
Ornegin 2011 yilindan beri 2 milyon 800 bin miilteciye ev sahipligi yapan bir dil ve
toplumda, miiltecilerin hem fiziksel hem de metafiziksel siddet ve dislanmanin
asirt uglarindan korunma, ti¢ giinlitk misafirlik bu zaman zarfinda asilmasiyla
bagislanabilme ve evin icinde dolagmak izni taleplerinin hosgoriiyle karsilanma
durumlan yeterince ¢oziimlenebilmis degildir.”” Mesela esikteki yabanciya
konukseverligi hissettiren, belki de bir davetin baslangici gibi hissedilen bir soru
hep var olmustur: “Kimsiniz?” Tiirkcede, kap1 disindaki; fakat iceri girmeyi talep
eden kisiye yonelik bu soru “Kim o?” biciminde sorulur. Disaridakinin
cevaplamasi istenen “Kim 0?” sorusu, ben-sen karsitligi icermez; ben ve senin
disinda {igiincii sahis kipinde sunulur. Ilgisiz iigiincii sahis, bizimle iligki veya
iletisim kurmaya c¢alisir. O heniiz dost veya diisman degildir. “Dost bellidir,
diisman bellidir” Tiirkgede. Derrida’'min sordugu “Sen kimsin?” ya da “Siz
kimsiniz?” sorusu igeri ve disar1 arasindaki, ben ile sen arasindaki ayrimi
mutlaklagtirmadan 6nce kapr esigindekini ¢oktan karsit-Oteki olarak
konumlandirmistir. Soruyu soran (sail), sadece kimlik soruyor gibi duruyor; fakat
taninmayan bir yabanciyla karsilastiginda “simdi ve buranin” sahibi oldugunu da
bildiriyor. Sail, “simdi-burada” durur ve burada soru sorma salahiyetine sahip
olan kimsenin kendisi oldugunu ilan eder. Kapinin dis tarafindaki yabanciya
yoneltilen soruda sail, “Simdi-burada, durdugun sinirin berisinde egemenlik bana
ait.” diyor. Sailin sorucu olarak buna hakki var: “Peki, siz kimsiniz?” Soruyu
sorma imkani, “Peki”de ifade bulur. Oncesinde yabanci, kendini misafir olarak
tanimlama siirecini baslatan bir girisimde, bir iletisim tesebbiisiinde, bir izin
talebinde zaten bulunmustur. Bunun iizerine, “Peki” diye baslanabilmistir.
Derrida, “Peki, siz kimsiniz?” diyebilir, boylece eski bir imkan olan evinde
bulunma, fiilen edimsellesme siirecine girmis olur.” Isikli’'min bu analizleri ve
tespitleri Derrida’nin konuksev(-er-/-mez-)lik diisiincesinin bizim diinyamizda ne
anlama geldigini anlamlandirabilecek imkani da sunmaktadir. Bu imkan
Yabanci/Oteki/Misafir/Konuk/Siginmaci/Miilteciye karsi teolojik, etik ve politik

74 Coban, F. “Bir giris: Derrida’'nin Hayaletlerinden Marksin Hayaletlerine”, sDU, Sosyal Bilimler
Dergisi, Say1: 35, 2005, s. 156.

75 Stocker, Barry, “Derrida Etiginde Celiski, Agkinlik ve Oznellik”, Cev. Ozge Ejder, Cogito Dergisi,
Derrida Yagarm: Yeniden Diisiiniirken, Sayi: 47-48, 2006, s. 334- 347; Derrida, Jacques, “Siddet ve
Metafizik”, Cev. Zeynep Direk, Cogito, Derrida Ozel Sayisi, Say1: 47-48, Istanbul, Yap: Kredi Yay, 2006, s.
62-160.

76 Derrida, “Konuksev(-er-/-mez-)lik (Hostipitalité)”, s. 51.

77 Tg1kl, “Tlticanin Yapisokiimcii Felsefesi: Konuksevermezlik Sorunu”, s. 61.

78 Is1kl, a.g.m. s. 62.



[lahiyat Akademi Dergisi 89

yaklagimlar1 kendi dilimiz ve diinyamizda da nasil anlamlandiracagimiz
noktasinda da 6nemli ipuglar1 sunmaktadar.

Yabanc1/Oteki/Misafir/Konuk/Siginmaci/Miilteciye Karsi Teolojik, Etik
ve Politik Yaklasimlar: Ama Hangisi?

Karsimizda bizden olmayan, baskasi, oteki, o/sen durmaktadir. Burada bir
karar vermemiz gerekiyor. Bizden olmayana, baskasina, Stekine, o/sen’e gore/karsi
tavrimiz ne olacak? bir karar vermemiz gerekiyor bu noktadan sonra. Ancak
hemen belirtelim ki burada karar verilemez olana karar vermek, ancak olay aninda
tiimiiyle kisisel bir fail olma durumunu iistlenmeyle ¢6ziimlenebilir.” “Miilteciye
kap1iy1 agmali miyiz yoksa onlar1 disarida mi birakmaliy1z? Iltica eden ile ev sahibi
arasindaki bir olay aninda karsilikli olarak karar verilecek, biricik karar vermeyle
bu kararsizlik anindan kurtulabiliriz. Buradaki olasilik genligini ¢okertecek 6zgiir
secim, ikilemler ve g¢oklu aporialar arasinda kalmis biri i¢in gegerlidir. Bu fail,
dilimizde dendigi gibi, smirlar1 ayan-beyan belli olmayan bir durumda segim
yapabilme yeterliligi olan birinin yani akil-balig birinin secimidir. Belig akildaki
temyiz giicili, Derrida’nin dilinde yazilan “ben ve 6teki” arasindaki saltik ayrimin
tirettigi ikilemi asmaya yetmez; fakat dogru ile yanlis arasindaki miitesabih alanda
bulunursa kararverilemezlik bir ¢irpida kirilir; olasilik genligi tekil duruma ¢oker.
Derrida’ya gore bu miizakere nasil sonuglanirsa sonuglansin, tekil miizakereden
tiimel kaideler ¢ikarilamaz. Bununla birlikte miizakereyi yonlendiren kiiltiirel
kodlar, psikanalitik sagaltimdaki gibi, farkina varildik¢a kendiliginden ¢oziiliir:
konuksev(-er/-mez)lik aporiasindan konukseverlik veya konuksevmezIik lehine bir
tercihle bu basarilir. Ayrica bu ¢oziime her halukarda yerellik bulasir.”80 Yani
tarihsel 6znelligimizin farkliliklan ve kendine 6zgiiliikleri. Bu kendimize 6zgiiliik
icinde miilteciye kapimizi agmak ya da agmamak arasinda bir noktada, sarp
yokusun esiginde duruyoruz. “Bir yabanci olan miilteciyi kabul etmek ya da
etmemek; esit diizeyde buyurgan iki yasa arasindaki bir antinomi ve gerilim
durumu vyaratir: Karsitlik icermeyen bir gerilim. Gerilim, bir kutbunda
misafirseverlik, diger kutbunda misafirsevmezlik tasir. Naas'in yorumladig gibi,
“Konuk olmaya yarasir tek konuk, davetsiz misafirdir”®!. Yani ongoriilemeyen,
planlanamayan, politik hesaplarin nesnesi yapilamayan. “Miiltecilik, gerilimi
harekete geciren davetsiz kisiyle ilgili olsa da karsitlik icermeyen tarzda misafirlik
ile misafir etme arasindaki diisiince sisteminden kaynaklanir. Bir yanda savas veya
stirglin gibi aktiiel bir olay ve gercek bir iltica talebi, diger yanda misafirlik ve
miiltecilik kogullarmin kiiltiirel kodlar1 ve politik diizenlemeler yer alir. Derrida
icin “konukseverlik kiiltiirlin esasidir.”82 Kiiltiirel diisiince bi¢imi kendi icinde

7 Is1kli, a.g.m. s. 67.

80 Isikls, a.g.m. s. 67.

81 Naas, Michael. ““Alors, qui étes-vous?’ Jacques Derrida ve Konukseverlik Sorusu”, Cev. Elis Simson,
Cogito, Derrida Ozel Sayist iginde, Say: 47-48, Istanbul 2006, s. 248.

82 Is1kl, a.g.m. s. 63.
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kosullu bir kosulsuzluk icermemis olsaydi, miiltecisev(er/mez)lik sdz konusu
olmazdi. Hem sevme hem de sevmeme olarak sozciikteki 6zdessizligin kokeni;
kosullar, tanumlar ve kararlar baglamina etik, politik ve felsefi alana transfer
etmeye miisaittir. Ornegin, Tiirkcede dendigi gibi, misafir; ev sahibinin emir
kuludur, umdugunu degil, buldugunu yer.” 8 Ancak bu misafirin edilgen bir nesne
olmas1 anlamina gelmez, kendine has farkliliginin izhari olarak anlasilmalidir.
“Misafir, kimlik sorulmadan kabul edilen, baskaca sdylenirse “Kimsin?” sorusuna
verdigi “misafir” ya da “Tanr1 misafiri” cevabiyla kimlik edinen fakat daha 6nce
olmadig1 bir seye doniisen kisidir. Yolcu ve yolda iken smira gelince misafirlik
kosullartyla karsilasandir. Evinden uzakta olandir. Uzakligin sonsuz yakinliktaki
komsu iki nokta kadar olusu burada anlamsizdir. Miilteci kendi sinirlarini asan ve
baska bir sinira dayanandir. Ve sinirlar, igerideki yasam kosullarinin farkli oldugu
anlamina da gelir. Siur1 “Tanr1 misafiri” kimligiyle asan miilteci, igerideki tiim
diizenin tanrisalligini kabul etmis de olur. Tanr1 misafiri, ev sahibinin misafiridir.
Miilteci, “Kim 0?” sorusuna “Tanri misafiri.” cevabi verdiginde, ev sahibini
kutsamis oldugunun, tanrisallastirdiginin idrakindedir: Sahip... Cok kritik bir
durumla kars1 karsiyayiz: Temelliik edilen bir misafirden, bir memliikten
bahsediyoruz. Menkul ya da gayrimenkul olan bir miilkten, bir miilk iizerine
temelliikten bahsediyoruz. Miilk ile temelliik arasindaki iliskiyi, kiiltiirel diisiince
kodlarimizla birlestirdigimizde anlamsizlik ve miiltecinin kritik durumu biraz
daha netlesir: Uzerinde miilkiyet hakkinda sahip oldugumuz seylerdir mallar;
onlara sahip oluruz. Ve bu sahiplik gecici bir siire i¢indir fakat melik i¢in diinyevi
varolusunu devam ettirmesinin olmazsa olmaz kosuludur. Ne de olsa mal, canin
yongasidir. Karsiikli  kosullar, mantik terminolojisiyle soyledigimizde,
“karsilikliik kosulu” yani “ancak ve ancak”. Ev sahibi olmak ancak ve ancak
misafir kabul etmekle miimkiindiir. Sahipligi deneyimlemek ve efendiligi tatmak
istiyorsa, onu kabul etmeli ve ona yediginden igtiginden ikram etmelidir. Cimri
sahibin kolesi agliktan Oliirse ona kim efendi diyecek! Evlerimizdeki misafir
odalarinin etik statiisii boylece beliriverir. Misafir odalar sayesinde, evde heniiz
yokken bile var olan kisiye misafir denir. Misafir odalari, her daim gelebilme
ihtimali olan biri; fakat heniiz veya hala gelmemis biri tarafindan isgal edilmis
alanlardir. Evlerimizin en nadide kosesi, bélmesi, mahrem alan i¢inde insa edilmis
yabanci konaklama mekénlari, icimizde bir yabanciya karsi duydugumuz bir
bosluk, ihtiyag ve beklentinin gostergesidir. Misafir bu yiizden de tanrisaldir. Her
daim evde varligini hissettirir. O salt bir gelme ihtimalinden ziyade her an gelebilir
olandir. Her an gelebilir olmaya karst bu tarz bir konumlanis Derrida’nin
“beklenmedik olaya karsi hosgoriiye hazir olma” ifadesinde karsiligini bulur.8
Eger konukseverlik olayin teshirine, herhangi bir bilgi veya tanisikliktan 6nce
Oteki'ne kosulsuz bir agilmaya dayamiyorsa, evimize veya iilkemize buyur
ettigimiz kisinin dost mu diisman mi1 oldugunu, bize faydasimin mi1 dokunacagin

8 Isikli, a.g.m. s. 63.
8 Is1kl1, a.g.m. s. 63.
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yoksa zarar mu1 verecegini, yardim mi1 yikim mu getirecegini asla bilemeyiz — hatta
bilmemeliyiz. Konukseverlik, Derrida’nin 6nerdigi gibi ancak bu riskin — bize,
ailelerimize, {ilkelerimize, hatta tam da bunlari tanimlamamiz saglayan 6zdeslik
ilkesine yonelen bir riskin bedeline kadar genisletilebilir.55 Ote yandan
misafirperverligin kosulu, her kim olursa olsun onu evine alabilme cesaretine
sahip olmak, sinirlarin ve mahrem alanin gegilmesine izin verme yiikiimliiliigtinii
kimlik dahi sormaksizin tistlenmektir: Dilimizdeki meshur bir dizede davet, “Gel,
gel, ne olursan ol yine gel/ister kafir, ister Mecusi/Ister puta tapan ol yine gel!”
diye baslar fakat “Ya oldugun gibi goriin ya goriindiigiin gibi ol!” kosulunu
koyarak devam eder: Davet etmeye miisait olma hali. Iste, misafirperverligin
baslangici rasyonel olmadig: gibi, siireci de pratik degildir.”s6 “Gel, gel, ne olursan
ol yine gel!”
sahibinden misafire y&nelik buyurgan ifadeleri degil, birlikte yasamamn etik

ile “Ya oldugun gibi goriin ya goriindiigiin gibi ol!” kosullar1 ev

kodlarmin izlerini verir. Tiirkiye’deki vatandaslik ve misafirlik (yabanci-miilteci)
anlayisinin, vazife/gorev pratikliginde yiriitiildigii 6n kabuliinden hareket
ederek, vatandas-misafir olgular1 iizerinde durmak, madun-mdiiltecilerin
konumlarini anlamlandirmada 6nemli bir noktadir.®” Vazife temelli misafirlik ve
vatandaslik anlayisinda her iki gruba dahil olanlardan belirli davranislar
sergilemeleri beklenir. Misafir; disaridan gelen, gegici olandir oysaki vatandas; ev
sahibi, ulusal aidiyeti olandir. Ev sahibi ile misafirin ortak paydasi, vazifelerinin
olmasidir. Her iki durumda da beklentiler ve sorumluluklar vardir: Misafirden
beklenen fazla rahat davranmamak, misafirligi gereginden fazla uzatmamak, ev
sahibi hakkinda yerli-yersiz yorumlarda bulunmamak, verilenle yetinmek (bir
anlamda “misafir umdugunu degil buldugunu yer” anlayisi), kurulu diizeni
bozmamakken vatandastan beklenenler ise vergi vermek, yasalara uymak,
toplumsal diizeni bozmamak, erkekler igin askerlik gorevini yerine getirmektir.
Tiirkiye’de “misafirperverlik” tarihsel arka plani olan, popiiler toplumsal deger
imgeleri arasindadir. Gelen yabancinin uzun siire kalmas: ile orantili olarak
gelenlere gecici olduklari, hem yasal zeminde hem de giindelik hayatta gesitli
sekillerde hissettirilmektedir.®® Ancak artik misafirlik sylemini de yeni durumlara
gore yeniden tartismanin zamani gelmistir.

Sivil toplum kuruluslariin yeni duruma karsi yeni pratikleri yeni
tartismalarin neler olacagimi da gostermektedir. Madun-miiltecilerin karsisinda
mevcut vatandaghk haklarimin sorgulanmasi ve {ilkenin sosyal devlet
mekanizmalarinin aksayan yonlerinin ifadesi olarak ‘sosyal yiik ve tiiketici’ gibi
goriilmeleri, egemenle sorgulayic: iliski bigimini daha da genisletmektedir. Bu
iliski biciminde uzun siireli misafirlikte sosyal yiik olarak goriilmeye baslanan
miilteciler ulus-devletlerin yasal yiikiimliiliiklerinin disinda evrensel ve farkh

8% Naas, ““Alors, qui étes-vous?’ Jacques Derrida ve Konukseverlik Sorusu”, s. 246.

8 Isikl1, a.g.m. s. 63.

87 Bkz. Kirisci, K. Misafirligin Otesine Gegerken: Tiirkiye'nin “Suriyeli Miilteciler” Smavi. Gev. S. Karaca,
Brookings Enstitiisii & Uluslararasi Stratejik Aragtirmalar Kurumu (USAK). Ankara 2014.

8 Altintas, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, s. 261.
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ideoloji tabanina sahip sivil toplum kuruluslarinca da desteklenmektedir.
Insaniyetci STK'lar araciliginda farkli kademelerde gergeklesen bu yardimlar ile
misafirlerin ‘yardima muhta¢ yabancr’'liklari afise edilmektedir. Insani(yetci)
orgiitlerin ¢aligmalarinda (yardim caligmalari/kampanyalar1) insan hayati kutsal
olarak —yani 6ldiiriilebilen ama kurban edilemeyen hayat olarak- algilaniyor ve sirf
bu sifatryla bir yardim ve koruma nesnesi olarak goriiliiyor.® Madun-miiltecilerin
saghk, barinma, calisma, egitim ve benzeri temel gereksinimlerinin
karsilan(a)mamasi veyahut kisa vadeli gegici ¢oziimlerle gideril meye calisilmasi;
onlar1 “her agidan yardima muhtag ve toplumun geri kalanindan soyutlanmus
olarak”? yoksunluklar1 daimilestirilerek, yok-sanmalarinin kalici hale getirilmesi
tehdidi s6z konusudur. Ayrica madun-miiltecilere yonelik sosyal sorumluluklar ve
entegrasyon siireci yerel yonetimlere, STK ve “dost aileleri programi” araciligi ile
devlet-ten azade topluma devredilmekte, b&ylelikle devlet denetleyici vasfina
biirtinmektedir.” Madun-miiltecilerin hak ve sorumluluklarimin toplumsal
duyarlilik mekanizmalarina devredilmesi, “yardima muhta¢”liklarini devlet kanali
ile kalic1 hale getirilmesinde bir adim daha atilmasina imkan saglamaktadir. Hayir
kurumlar1 ve STK’lara bagimli duruma getirilmeleri, madun-miiltecilerin
toplumun diger kesimlerinden soyutlanarak dislanmasini veyahut mevcut
toplumsal yapida “acima” duyumsalliginda bir “marjinallestirme”ye dogru
adimlar atilmasina neden olmaktadir.2 Onlar, “yerli yoksullarla benzer statiide
tutulup gida ve giyim yardimi alirlar”% Madun-miilteciler ilk zamanlarda diger
insanlar ve yetkililerce, mazlum, magdur, yardima muhtag, yardim edilmeye deger
ve “devletsiz” insanlar olarak goriilmektedir. Fakat, onlarin biiyiik ol¢iide transit
iilke olarak gordiikleri Tiirkiye’de kalis siirelerinin uzamasi ve bu uzamaya paralel
madun-miiltecilerin ¢ay ocagi, emniyette terciimanlk, Ingilizce &gretmenligi®
hamallik ve benzeri islerde calismalari, egemen yap1 igerisinde “sermayenin
kodlarini cignerken dahi ona uyan ve bagl olan ve fakat baska diinyada wvarolus
bicimlerinin de miimkiin oldugunu gisteren bir —kurucu- digarist ve esik”in® varligim
gostermektedir.® Demek ki, miiltecilere kars1 yapilan yardimlarin sadece “yardim”

8 Agamben, Giorgio, Kutsal Insan, Cev. Ismail Tiirkmen, Ayrmti Yay. Istanbul 2013.

% Hazan. C. Jacob. “Gegmisten Gelecege Zorunlu Gog: Miilteciler ve Ulke Iginde Yerinden Edilmis
Kisiler”, S. Giilfer Ihlamur-Oner, N. Ash Sirin Oner (Der.), Kiiresellesme Caginda Gég, Kavramlar
Tartismalar icinde iletigsim Yay, Istanbul 2012, s. 183-197.

91 Baklavacioglu, O. Nurcan, [itica Alamnda Dolayl Simrdigt Pratigi Olarak Entegrasyon, Celebi, Ozlem,
Ozgﬁrﬁmez, Saime, Tiirkay, Sirin (Ed.). fltica, Uluslararasi Gog¢ ve Vatansizlik: Kuram, Gozlem ve
Politika -Yayimlanmis seminer bildirileri-, UNHCR (Birlesmis Milletler Miilteci Orgﬁtﬁ), Ankara 2011,
s. 357-373.

%2 Bkz. Ayten, Ali, Empati ve Din: Tiirkiye'de Yardimlagma ve Dindarlik Uzerine Psiko-sosyolojik Bir
Arastirma, iz Yay. istanbul 2013, s. 67-71.

9 Baklavacioglu, {ltica Alaninda Dolayh Simirdis: Pratigi Olarak Entegrasyon, s. 357-373.

9% TBMM Iinsan Haklar1 Inceleme Komisyonu, Tiirkiye’de Bulunan Miilteciler, Siginmacilar ve Yasa Digt
Gogmenlerin Sorunlarini Inceleme Raporu, Ankara 2010.

% Erdogan, Necmi, “Devleti "idare Etmek": Maduniyet ve Diizenbazlik”, Toplum ve Bilim, Say: 83, 2000,
s. 8-31.

% Altintas, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, s. 261.
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olmak bakimindan etik bir durumun kapsam alanina girmeleri gibi bir durum s6z
konusu olmamaktadir. Miilteci ile aramizdaki kurucu- disarisi ve esik, etik ile etik-
disiligin da sinir1 anlamina gelmektedir.

Sonug¢

Birlikte ya da tiim farklihiklara ragmen beraber yasamak kavrami,
kiiresellesen diinya diizenin hegemonyasi altinda kozmopolit bir yasam siiren
modern insanlar icin ekonomik faydalara haiz, siyasal zorunluluk ve gereklilik,
kiiltiirel ve toplumsal g¢esitlenmenin imkan1 olarak tasavvur edilmektedir. Fiziksel
yakinligin biyolojik varligina beraber yasamak denirken, ayni diinyanin ortak
kaygilarina sahip ahlaki 6znelerin beraber varliklarina “hayat” denilir. Bu anlamda
beraber yasamak ahlaki kaygilara sahip olanlarin ideal hayat tasavvurlarim ifade
eder. Beraber yasamak soyut ve diisiinsel diinya goriisiiniin hayat icinde
kendinden olmayanlara kars: fiili olarak tezahiir ve tecessiim etmesi demektir. Bir
seviye, bir durug ve iddia sahibi olmak demektir. Zira kendi diinya goriisiiniizle
ilgili varolussal ve ahlaki tahkiminiz ne kadar saglam ise, sizden olmayanlarin
diinya gortislerine kars1 o kadar 6zgiiven igerisinde olursunuz. Kendinizle ilgili
acmazlarmiz ve celiskileriniz varsa sadece sizden olmayanlara karst kuskulu ve
glivensiz olmaz, sizden olanlara bile bir risk hatta tehdit olarak bakarsiniz. Bunun
i¢in beraber bir hayat tasavvuruna sahip olmak bir seviye ve durus meselesidir.

Bugiiniin diinyasinda, masa basinda g¢izilen haritalar, uluslararasi siyasal
cikar kavgalar1 genis 6lgekte insanlarin yerlerinden-yurtlarindan bagka diyarlara
go¢ etmelerine neden olmaktadir. Modern diinya paradoksal olarak ortagaglarin
baska diyarlara seyahat eden 6zgiir insanlarina karsin bagka diyarlara go¢ etmek
zorunda kalan miilteci/mahkim insanlar yaratmustir. Diinya ol¢eginde hi¢ de
azimsanamayacak miktarda dogdugu biiylidiigli yerlerden ayrilmakta zorunda
kalan yersiz-yurtsuz insanlar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu insanlarin hayatlari demografik
dengesizlik, ekonomik yiik, demokratik hak meselelerine sigdirilamayacak kadar
onemli ve hayati bir meseledir. Birlikte yasamak meselesi bugiin 6zellikle yerinden
yurdundan go¢ etmek zorunda kalmis insanlarla beraber yasamak olarak
tartisilmaktadir. Ancak bu tartismalarda sayisal veriler, teknik agiklamalar, siyasi
dengeler arasinda bu insanlarin kendi i¢ diinyalarn gézden kacirilmaktadir.
Beraber bir hayata sahip olmak sizin yurdunuza go¢ etmek zorunda kalmis
insanlar1 kamplara hapsetmek ve onlar1 sehrin varoluslarinda gettolasmak
zorunda birakmak degildir. Zira Isikli'nin ifadeleriyle; “Tiirkiye, miiltecileri kabul
ettiginde, onlar i¢in hem zorunlu ihtiyaglarin tedarik eden hem ev sahibinin hismi
ve hosnutsuzlugundan hem de disarinin tecriibe edilmis ge¢mis deneyimlerinin
karanlik tehlikesinden koruyan bir siginak hazirlar: Kamplar. Miiltecinin kampta
idare ve idamesi, konukseverligin tahrik edilmis nefret ve tedbir tarafindan baski
altina alinmasiyla dumura ugrar. Miilteci, kampin disina ¢ikarak girilen evin
icinde serbestce dolasmadikca konukseverlikle karsilanmis sayilmaz. Miilteci
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kampi, misafir odasi hitkmiindedir. Kampin dis1 yoksa konukseverlik de yoktur.
[lticanin anlami, ev icinde insa edilir. Miilteci kampta kaldig1 miiddetge ne miilteci
konuklugu ne de yerel toplum ev sahipligini deneyimleyebilir. Miilteci igin
kampin eregi, biitiin vatan sathidir. Miilteci kampta kaldig1 miiddetce miilteci
olamaz. Ciinkii miilteci, iltica talebi konukseverlikle kabul gormiis kisidir.
Konukseverlik, evin icinde hos goriilmeyi de igerir.”?” Yediginden yedirmek,
giydiginden giydirmek, haliyle hallenmek demektir. Siyasal ve hukuki dengeler
onlarin hayatlarini yasalara hapsedebilir, bedenlerini belli mekanlara sikistirabilir,
ama o yurdun insanlarinin bdylesi tutumlara sahip olmasi o yurdun ahlaki
seviyelerini/seviyesizlikleri digsa vurur.

Beraber yasamak meselesi bugiiniin diinyasinda Dogu ve Bati {izerinden
tartisilmaktadir. Zira Dogu halklar1 birer cehenneme c¢evrilmis yurtlarindan
aslinda hi¢ de goniillii olmadiklar1 Bati'ya dogru go¢ etmek zorunda kalmaktadir.
Ancak Batimin goziinde diin oldugu gibi bugiin de gog¢menler demografik
dengesizlik ve ekonomik yiik olarak goriilmektedir. Teorilerinde “Oteki”yle
yasamak ekonomik faydalara haiz, siyasal zorunluluk ve gereklilik, kiiltiirel ve
toplumsal cesitlenmenin imkani olarak dile gelse de pratikte “yeteri kadar
ekonomik fayda tasimayan” hicbir go¢menin kendi diyarlarinda yasamalarina
imkan yoktur. Ciinkii s6z konusu go¢menler oldugunda halkindan yoneticilerine
konusulan sey say1 ve paradir, insan ve hayat degil. Halbuki yerinden-yurdundan
go¢ etmek zorunda kalmis insanlarla beraber bir hayata sahip olmak ne ekonomik
imkan meselesi ne de siyasal denge sorunudur. Insani ve ahlaki bir seviye ve
durus meselesidir.

Calismamizi bir teklifle bitirmek istiyorum. Insani anlamda yasadigimiz
miilteci/siginmaci/gogmen  krizine karsin konukseverlik, hayirseverlik ve
hakseverlik merkezli ii¢ yaklasim bicimini degerlendirdik. Ahlaki ve insani olanin
hangisi oldugu konusundaki teklifleri ve analizleri ele aldik. Satir aralarinda
diisiinsel durusumuzu parcali ve firca darbeleriyle kismen ifade etsek de kapsaml
bir ve gorece acik bir perspektif ortaya koymadik. Ancak bu kadar analiz ve
degerlendirmelerden sonra bir tez/iddia ortaya koymamiz gerekmektedir. Bana
gore konukseverlik, hayirseverlik ve hakseverlik aslinda birbirlerinin anti tezi
yaklagimlar ve tavir aliglar degildir. Ucii de ahlaki ve insani durusun pratikte
hayat bulmasinin farkli imkanlarindan ibarettir. S6z konusu olan hangisini
benimseyecegimiz degildir. Hangi yaklagimi kimin yapacagidir. Gorebildigim
kadarryla miilteci/go¢menlere yonelik pratikte bir seyler yapma imkanina sahip {ig
aktor var: Sivil toplum kuruluslari, halk ve devlet. Benim teklifim, sivil toplumun
evrensel kozmopolitanizmin ve sivil ruhun bir geregi olarak konuksever bir
yaklasimi benimsemesi, halkin gergek bir 6zne olarak etik otonomi ve otantikligin
bir yansimasi olarak hayirsever yaklasimi benimsemesi ve devletin ise nesnel
hukuki normlar icinde haksever bir yaklasimi benimsemesidir. Boylesi bir

7 Isikly, a.g.m. s. 72.
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yaklasim stratejisi konukseverligin genislemesine, hayirseverligin
stirdiiriilebilmesine ve hakseverligin yaptinm giiciine ulasmasina saglayacaktir.
Aksi halde devlet hayirseverlik iginde rol karmasasi, sivil toplum hakseverlik
iginde sivil ruhunu kaybetmesi halk ise konukseverlik i¢cinde dayanma giiciinii ve
motivasyonunu kaybetme tehlikesi iginde olacaktir.
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Abstract:

It is not possible to explain the phenomenon of immigration, which has long been
seen in world history, for a single reason. The view of immigrants, who are the subjects of
the migration phenomenon carried out for geographical, cultural, political, and economic
reasons, also changes. In this study, immigration is dealt with as a relational subject, and a
reference is the problem of immigrants who are regarded as objects. In this context, the
forms of objective reality are different from one another in the subjective world. When it
comes to immigrants, there is a situation above and beyond geographical, cultural, political,
and economic reasons: can an ethical duty be addressed to immigrants? We have tried to
consider this question by comparing three basic approaches in the nature of the answer. As
a necessity of universal cosmopolitanism, hospitality, and philosophy based on
humanitarian thoughts and practices, objective law-based philosophy of thought and
religious bases and myths. These approaches will be dealt with in the context of the
assumption that the philosophy of the Continental Continent is around the “other”
thoughts. You will have the opportunity to have a multi-faceted debate on the meanings of
your hospitality, philanthropy, and philanthropy and its contradictions. We hope that the
in-depth discussions on the philosophical implications of these concepts and their historical
interpretations will contribute to the understanding and interpretation of the "other" issue,

which is based on refugees with a more authentic and perhaps more human basis.
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Gociin Oznelerinin Anlatim Problemi:
Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik ve Hakseverlik

Baglaminda Felsefi Sorusturmalar

Ozet:

Diinya tarihinde 6teden beri siklikla goriilen gog olgusunu tek bir nedenle agiklamak
miimkiin goriinmemektedir. Cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerle gerceklesen
goc¢ olgusunun 6zneleri olan gocmenlere bakis da degismektedir. Bu ¢alismada go¢ ve bir
bakima 6znesi bir bakima ise nesnesi olarak goriilen gogmenlerin anlatiminda karsilagilan
problemler ortaya konulmustur. Bu baglamda nesnel gergekligin 6znel dilde birbirinden
farkli kurgulamis bigimleri gozler oniine serilmistir. Go¢menler s6z konusu oldugunda
ortaya cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerin {istiinde ve &tesinde bir durum
¢ikmaktadir: Goc¢menlere karsi etik bir gorevden soz edilebilir mi? Bu soruyu cevap
mahiyetinde ii¢ temel yaklasim big¢imini karsilastirarak ele almayi denedik. Evrensel
kozmopolitanizmin bir geregi olarak konukseverlik diisiincesi ve uygulamalari, nesnel
hukuk merkezli hakseverlik diisiincesi ve dini temellere ve motivasyonlara dayali
hayirseverlik diisiincesi. Bu yaklagimlar ¢agdas Kita Avrupas: felsefesinin “6teki” tizerine
diistinlisleri  etrafinda  yaptiklar1  temellendirmeler baglaminda ele almacaktir.
Konukseverligin, hayirseverligin ve hakseverligin anlami, sinirlari geliskileri {izerine gok
yonlii bir tartisma zeminin imkan1 aranacaktir. S6z konusu kavramlarin felsefi igerimleri ve
tarihsel pratikteki karsiliklar: {izerine yapilacak derinlikli tartismalar gerek miilteci, gerekse
de miilteci {izerinden kurgulanan “6teki” meselesinin daha sahih ve belki de daha insani
zeminlerde anlasilmasina ve yorumlanmasina katki yapacagini timit ediyoruz.

Anahtar Kavramlar: Go¢, Go¢menler, Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik, Hakseverlik,

Oteki.

Introduction

Although migration is the most natural reality in human history, the fact that
migration and its subjects who have been forced to emigrate is a matter of
investigation bearing all the historicity and diversity of today's conditions.! Today,
although the issue of migration is discussed in terms of economy, health, population,
housing, food, education, and human rights, it is mainly the extensions and

1 For detailed analyses on the subject, see: Abadan-Unat, N. Bitmeyen Gig, Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi
Yay, Istanbul 2002; Chambers, Iain, Gog, Kiiltiir ve Kimlik, Transl. Ismail Tiirkmen, Mehmet Besikgi,
Ayrint1 Yay. Istanbul 2014; Tekeli, lhan, “Tiirkiye'nin Gog¢ Tarihindeki Degisik Kategoriler”, Go¢ ve
Otesi, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay. Istanbul 2008, p. 42- 65; Castles, S. and Miller, J. M. Gigler Cagi: Modern
Diinyada Uluslararast Gog Hareketleri. Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay. Istanbul 2008.
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repercussions of the chronic tensions and conflicts between the West and the East.
All other problems are the consequences of these tensions and conflicts because the
phenomenon we call migration today consists of people on the east side of the world
trying to go to the west, and it is not a coincidence that the situation is based on this
reality. In the same way, we are talking about the issue of living together - as an
isolated area through today - through asylum seekers in Syria and displaced people
from all over the world. We talk about the issue of cohabitation by centering people
who have been forced to emigrate, especially in geography outside the West.2 And
the fact that the West is both the reason and the solution of the issue of asylum
seekers, refugees, displaced, and vagrant people, is a paradox. However, it is not
possible to solve problems with a mindset that causes problems. Our aim in this
study is not to insult and discredit the western political system, which we see as the
main component of the migration and refugee problem, but rather to understand
what the world of western thought is saying and what it wants to say on the issue of
migration and refugees, and to open it up for discussion. Moreover, there is a reason
why we want to discuss the issue through Europe and the European subjects
because the European subject's desire to go and see the culture of the "authentic"
Third World natives, when we think that the same group of people are living in
European metropolises near them as immigrants, there is a view that we can call a
two-way landscape if it wants to. While the distant native is a “treasure” waiting to
be discovered, the nearby native refers to a dirty, repulsive, and dangerous area that
the European subject wants to stay away from. While the distant native becomes an
object of fascination, joy, and excitement, the nearby native can become hazardous in
an instant. The voyeuristic desire of the European tourist to see the exotic other in its
authentic space becomes more striking when we take into account all the spatial
arrangements that make the presence of migrants invisible in European cities.?
Accordingly, for example, while distant Syria is an object of desire for the European
subject, Syrians trying to emigrate to Europe and live on the streets of Europe can
become an object of disgust and fear.

Given that we have not yet reached full conceptual clarity, I wonder, what
does the West think theoretically of asylum seekers or vagrant people in other
parts of the world? These debates are not discussed much in academic and
intellectual journals. I do not bring this up to indicate what the West thinks
theoretically, how well and how perfectly the West thinks, but to better illustrate
the gap, crisis and contradiction that the West is experiencing today between
theory and practice. For this purpose, I would like to focus on some problems and
even problematics encountered in the expression of immigrants who are seen as
the object of migration and at the same time its subject in a way. For example, how

2 Ulukiitiik, Mehmet, “Konukseverlik, Birlikte Yasama ve Felsefi A¢ihmlar1”, Gigler ve Ortak Gelecegimiz
Sempozyumu, Akadder, Tire Kitap Yay. Istanbul 2016, p. 105-111.

3 Yegenoglu, Meyda, Avrupa’da Islam, Go¢menlik ve Konukseverlik, Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay.
Istanbul 2016, p. 36.
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do the different forms of objective reality in subjective language reflect when it
comes to refugees? Go¢menler soz konusu oldugunda ortaya cografi, kiiltiirel,
siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerin {istiinde ve Otesinde bir durum c¢ikmaktadir:
Gogmenlere karsi etik bir gorevden soz edilebilir mi? Bu soruyu cevap
mahiyetinde ii¢ temel yaklasim bicimini karsilastirarak ele almay: denedik.
Evrensel kozmopolitanizmin bir geregi olarak konukseverlik diisiincesi ve
uygulamalari, nesnel hukuk merkezli hakseverlik diisiincesi ve dini temellere ve
motivasyonlara dayali hayirseverlik diisiincesi. Bu yaklasimlar c¢agdas Kita
Avrupas: felsefesinin  “Oteki” {lizerine diisiinligleri etrafinda yaptiklan
temellendirmeler baglaminda ele alinacaktir.

“Representation” Issue in Migration Narratives: How do We Explain Who
in What Language?

One of the main defining characteristics of today's world is the mobility of
people, who hold citizenship of different nations belonging to different classes,
religious and ethnic groups across national boundaries. But this mobility is not
always and for every group happening on equal terms. The issue of crossing
borders has very different consequences in many cases, depending on a lot of
different conditions, such as ethnic or national affiliation of the crossers.* Similarly,
the phenomenon itself and its subjects can be subject to different nomenclature
based on locations because meaning and reality are built socially. When
considered from this perspective, the identities reflected by media representations
and the meanings ascribed to these identities are not seen as immutable identities
or meanings that represent the truth, but the representations constructed by these
representations and shaped according to the era they were born into, that is, the
cultural and historical conditions, is regarded as socially constructed entities.> It
also offers insight into the ways in which the notion of “we” and “they”, which are
part of the process of identity building, is structured, particularly over the identity
of Syrian asylum seekers.® However, previous studies have pointed out that the
production of the notion of “we” and “they” over asylum seeker representations in
the media produces more complex and contrasting meanings than thought.”
Several studies mention that the repeated stereotyped representations of asylum
seekers appear in the forms below: Representations that describe refugees as “in

4Yegenoglu, Avrupa’da Islam, Gogmenlik ve Konukseverlik, p. 1.

5 Pandir, Miizeyyen; Efe, Ibrahim; Paksoy Alaaddin F. “Tiirk Basininda Suriyeli Siginmact Temsili
Uzerine Bir igerik Analizi”, Marmara Iletisim Dergisi, Miilteciler ve Medya Ozel Sayist -1, Say1: 24, 2015, p.
3.

¢ Erdogan, M. Murat, Tiirkiye'deki Suriyeliler: Toplumsal Kabul ve Uyum, Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay.
Istanbul 2015.

7 Pandir, Efe, Paksoy, “Tiirk Basininda Suriyeli Siginmaci Temsili Uzerine Bir Icerik Analizi”, p. 4.
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need” and “victims” of something, representations that are imprisoned® to “pain,
grief and despair” and representations that regard asylum seekers as “threats” and
“problems” for the target society (as the minorities that have similar representative
characteristics) and discuss them in context of “violence” and “crime” ° "2015”,
“Syrian”, “2014”, “university”, “social”, “2013”, “refugee”, “International”,
“asylum seeker”, “migration”, “impact”, “2016”, “health”, “life”, “situation” and
"public" were among the most frequently used words considering the discourse
analyses. It is again here that we see the importance of 2015 and that there is a
great deal of space devoted to the study of the issue in the context of social
acceptance or rejection (impact, public). In addition, we can see that the
relationship between the Syrians in Turkey and the world public opinion with
international words, and the human dimensions of the issue are often highlighted
in studies with words such as health, life, and situation.’® From a more general
perspective, the thoughts generated on the basis of migration and human
relatedness are the building blocks of migration studies. In this context, pairwise
themes such as migration and space, migration and culture, migration and nation
state, migration and identity, migration and nation have been guiding scientific
academic studies.!

8 Mannik, L. Photography, Memory and Refugee Identity: The Voyage of the Walnut, 1948. UBC Press.
Vancouver 2012.

9 Pandir, Efe, Paksoy, “Tiirk Basminda Suriyeli Siginmact Temsili Uzerine Bir Igerik Analizi”, p. 6.
McLaughlin, G. Refugees, Migrants and The Fall of The Berlin Wall, Greg Philo (Ed.) Message received.
Routledge, London 1999; Van Dijk, T. A. Racism and The Press, Routledge, London 1991.

10 Erdem, Selvin, “Gogiin Bilimsel Anlatist: Tiirkiye ‘Akademiya’simin Suriyeli ‘Miilteciler’ ile Imtihani”,
Bogazici Universitesi, Avrupa Caligmalar: Merkezi, Ogrenci Forumu (ACMOF) Biilteni (CESSF) Bulletin Sayr:
5/Mayis 2016, p. 22; Kirisci, K. ve Karaca, S. “Hosgorii ve Celiskiler: 1989, 1991 ve 2011’'de Tiirkiye'ye
Yonelen Kitlesel Miilteci Akinlar”, Erdogan, M. M. and Kaya, A. (comp.) Tiirkiye'nin Go¢ Tarihi.
Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yay. Istanbul 2015, p. 295-314.

11 Erdem, “Goglin Bilimsel Anlatis1”, p. 17; Koriikkmez, L. and Stidas, I comp. Gdgler Ulkesi: Alkaglar,
Gocmenler, Arastirmacilar, Ayrint Yay. Istanbul 2015.
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The concept of subaltern can also be used to make sense of the position of
refugees in the social formulation they are involved in, in different spatial areas.
Madun (subaltern), used by Antonio Gramsci, Ranajit Guha, Dipesh Chakrabarty??
and Gayatri C. Spivak™ with related but divergent contents, is a concept that
allows one to consider some of the others, or “others” in the present day, as
matters. The concept used to describe people and groups who cannot represent
themselves in the functioning mechanisms of society and who are in a ‘different’
situation refers to people and groups living in colonial geographies, women, the
poor, immigrants, and those whose voices are not heard in these current
mechanisms.’> Refugees, who are excluded from the functioning areas of society
and power, who cannot express and represent themselves, are part of the whole of
the two-way discourse as oppressed and victimized people who are both
considered a menace and non-citizens by the mechanisms of power. The
heterogeneous non-constant state of fragility they are in makes it possible to

12 Pandir, “Tiirk Basiinda Suriyeli Siginmaci Temsili Uzerine Bir Igerik Analizi”, p. 16.

13 Chakrabarty, Dipesh, Avrupa’y: Tasralagtirmak Postkolanyal Diisiinme ve Tarihsel Farklilik, Transl. Tlker
Coriit, Bogazici Yay. Istanbul 2012.

14 Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty, Madun Konusabilir mi?, Transl. Dilek Hattaoglu, Gokgen Ertugrul, Emre
Koyuncu, Dipnot Yay. Ankara 2016.

15 Yetigkin, Ebru, “Postkolonyal Kavramlar Uzerine Notlar”, Toplumbilim Dergisi, Postkolonyal Diigiince
Ozel Say1s1, 2000, Issue: 25. p. 15-20.
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identify refugees as subaltern.!® As is understood, discussing this topic in context
of being subaltern is a matter of realizing that we are working on a shadow of a
political and relative situation, rather than merely a case of academic interest.

Beyond being seen as inferior in terms of religious, cultural and ethnic
identity, age, gender and class, subalterns-refugees who are considered “not
important”, “not worthy of being heard” and “ignored” are also groups who are
given different legal rights in source, transit and destination countries. Refugees
who belong to their homeland as citizens are subject to legislation as foreigners and
non-nationals in transit and destination countries.!” Therefore, it can be said that
the public distinction made in the legal framework is the result of political
requirements. But can the issue of being subaltern be a matter that can easily be
compressed into legal or political conditions and norms? This question requires us
to go to a comparative analysis of hospitality, philanthropy and fairness as matters
that transcend legal and political contexts.

Hospitality, Fairness, and Philanthropy: Attitudes towards migration and
its subjects

The subjects of migration cannot be discussed solely on legal and political
conditions, nor can they be discussed independently of them. For this, we need an
effort to compare the issue with other relevant concepts. In this sense, for example,
the importance of discussing the concept of hospitality's both in law and beyond
law comes from the fact that today's immigration policies, which are dominant in
national and international contexts, do not have positive approaches to welcoming
and accepting foreigners. In fact, in theory, as written laws, foreigners enjoy
fundamental freedoms such as freedom of movement, the right of respect for
private life and the right to personal security. On the other hand, when
implemented, it is seen that these freedoms are limited by more serious rules.
When we look at the Schengen agreement as an example, it is seen that on the one
hand, borders are opened in countries within the European Union, on the other
hand, these borders are closed even more against those outside the Union.
Similarly, more asylum requests are rejected than in previous years. Moreover, this
quest for asylum is being blocked by the Border Police today before it reaches the
legal level.

16 Altintas, Safiye, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, Ideal Kent,
Issue 14, October 2014, p. 255.

17 Altintas, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, p. 257.

18 For a detailed analysis of the subject, see: Direk, Zeynep, “Konukseverligin Diislincesi”, Defter, Issue:
31, 1997, p. 11-36.
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Therefore, freedom of movement is blocked by obstacles such as the
generalization of visa applications, closing borders and extradition agreements.®
Moreover, these obstructions are accompanied by sophisticated political rhetoric
and speculative legal provisions. In addition, the number of refugee camps
founded in recent years and the increasing number of deaths occurring while
fleeing through borders emerge as additional problems in this regard.?
Hospitality, which has been a fundamental concept throughout history, has
included religious, social, moral, and legal meanings. What makes it the subject of
philosophy and the philosopher is hidden in its legal and moral definition.?! For
this reason, hospitality/no hospitality is as much a political analysis as it is textual.
In other words, it is an issue that will not fit into political discourse but cannot be
considered independent of political conditions. Hospitality has also been a special
text for political philosophy and political scientists, especially republican political
philosophies leaning on Kant. Based on Kant's thoughts, the European Union
experiences the hospitality dilemma when it is constantly forced to maintain its
determination to keep refugees outside its borders, inside the outside, inside
Turkey, for example.?2 This paradoxical situation is a paradox that will allow us to
think about Europe through Turkey and Turkey through Europe. In this way, there
will be an opportunity to compare the theory of Europe and the practice of Turkey.

19 Tung, ibid. p. 481.

20 Tung, Serpil, “Konukseverlik: Hukukta ve Hukukun Otesinde”, p- 481.

2 Tung, ibid. p. 481.

2 Tgikli, Sevki, “flticanin Yapisokiimcii Felsefesi: Konuksevermezlik Sorunu”, Marmara fletig,im Dergisi,
Miilteciler ve Medya Ozel Sayist —I, Issue: 24, 2015, p. 57.
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Kant's Perpetual Peace is a work published in Konigsberg in 1795, at a time
when Prussia was about to settle its dispute with France over the Treaty of Ballet. In
this sense, it contains a general and definite hope of peace. In fact, in the perpetual
peace project, there is no mention of utilitarian advice for workarounds, but rather the
commandments of the mind for all people and for all situations. It mentions the
articles of the categorical forms of the laws.? Seeking a permanent solution to the
problem of asylum and hospitality, Kant invited state leaders to consider the
philosophers' proposals for perpetual peace, while commenting that world
citizenship was a quest for an ideal. When he saw war, arms, armies, and politics in
the initial conditions of asylum, he proposed not to interfere in the internal affairs of
other nations, to provoke citizens against their own states, to disarm, to gradually
abolish regular armies, to borrow for arms production, and to erase borders in order
to establish friendly neighborhood relations and to ensure perpetual peace.? In his
Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch, Kant calls the term hospitality “not a matter of
charity?, but a question of rights.”2¢ The third article, titled “Perpetual Peace”, which
is often left uninterpreted, is in fact the phenomenon that Kant himself defines with a
definitive term, Weltbiirgerrecht.?” In this context, Kant personally mentions the
strangeness of the way the term “hospitality” is expressed and therefore states that
“this is not a matter of charity but a question of rights”. In other words, hospitality
should not be understood as a virtue of friendship or closeness, such as the kindness
or generosity that a person can show to people who come to their country or who
have become dependent on the benevolent behavior of a person in accordance with
nature and circumstances or historical circumstances; Hospitality is a “right” of all
people, as long as we see them as potential participants of the world’s republic.?
This right is too important to be left to the arbitrariness and relativity of the ethical
situation, according to Kant.

Thus, hospitality can be explained by a "sense of benevolence, philanthropy
or compassion" that a person will show to people who come to their country from
outside or who have become dependent on them due to historical-social

2 Tung, ibid. p. 482.

2 Kant, Immanuel, Ebedi Baris Uzerine Felsefi Deneme, Transl. Y. Abadan, S. Meray, Ankara Universitesi,
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yay. Ankara 1960, 9-15; Isikli, Sevki, “lticanmn Yapisokiimcii Felsefesi:
Konuksevermezlik Sorunu”, p. 56; Teson, Fernando R. “The Kantian Theory of International Law”,
Columbia Law Review, Vol. XCII, 1992, p. 56.

25 For an analysis of the concept of philanthropy, see: Alam Choudhury, Masudul, “Insan Potansiyeli,
Saadet ve Hayirseverlik: Felsefi-Ekonomik Bir Arastirma”, Islam Iktisadim Yeniden Diigiinmek, 2014, p.
181-222; Adigiizel, Adnan, “Insanlik Onurunu Koruma ve Kirma
Arasinda Hayirseverlik Anlayisi”, Eskisehir Osmangazi Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2014,
Volume: I, Issue: 1, p. 56-77.

26 Duva, Ozlem, “Evrensel Konukseverlik ve Haklara Sahip Olma Hakk1”, Birinci Uluslararas: Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 Ekim Bursa. 2010, p. 515.

27 The expression in German text: “Das Weltbiirgerrecht soll auf Bedingungen der allgemeinen
Hospitalitat eingeschrankt sein.”

28 Benhabib, Seyla, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaslar, Transl. Berna Akkayal, Tletisim Yay.
Istanbul 2016, p. 36-37.
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conditions. it will become an existential issue that requires an obligation to people
who are considered potential members of the world citizenship.?” The basis of
hospitality established without any conditions other than one's own existence and
being human are fundamental rights arising from the idea of world citizenship.® In
Kant’'s words: “Hospitality (Wirtbarkheit) means the right of a foreigner who comes
to a person's country not to be treated as an enemy. A native of a country may not
accept the foreigner into his country unless it leads to the extinction of the
foreigner; however, it is also possible that the foreigner will not approach him in a
hostile manner as long as he acquires his place peacefully. In this case, the right to
be a permanent visitor (Gastrecht) is not the right that the foreign person can claim.
A special usefulness agreement may be required to grant a foreigner the right to
naturalization in a certain time segment. This is only a temporary residence, the
common right that all people have. Humans possess this right through their shared
ownership of the Earth's surface, where they eventually accept the existence of
others because they cannot be propagated forever”.3! According to Kant, who sees
the world as the basis for cosmopolitan citizenship, temporary residence in a place
other than his country should always be seen as a right for all. But perhaps these
expressions that will be pleasing to your ears when you first hear them should be
subjected to deconstruction, according to the French scholar Derrida.

These statements of Kant represent a moment when he separates the right to
permanent residence from the temporary one, and not only defines the right to
permanent hospitality as a moral obligation but also a presents it as a “usefulness
agreement” that shall freely be built by the citizens themselves.®? In this way,
hospitality is defined in a concrete way together with Kant's ideas and
incorporated as a right that grants privileges to foreigners. In addition, the right to
hospitality also provides the right to a temporary residence that cannot be denied.
Kant's inclusion of the right to hospitality as a right, rather than defining it as a
moral obligation, provides a legal basis for the elimination of inhumane treatment
of people, victims of war and the stateless, which we can define as unwarranted.
Here, the right to hospitality places an obligation on states that accept any
foreigner to grant the right of residence to that foreigner, as well as to guarantee
this obligation for cosmopolitan purposes based on the republic. In fact, it should
be noted that as an extension of the human demand for freedom, Kant seeks to
ensure the right to seek unification, which serves to gradually evolve humanity
towards a cosmopolitan society, through fiction based on the common ownership
of the world.?* The only condition for evolving into a cosmopolitan society is
objective law, not subjective morality.

2 Duva, Ozlem, “Evrensel Konukseverlik ve Haklara Sahip Olma Hakk1”, p. 515.
30 Duva, ibid. p. 515.

31 Kant, Ebedi Baris Uzerine Felsefi Deneme, p. 9-15.

%2 Duva, ibid. p. 515.

3 Duva, ibid. p. 515.
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The formulation of the question of hospitality in an ethical and political
context is made by two philosophers — Kant and Levinas — who Derrida
specifically addresses by entering into their sphere of influence and showing the
limitedness and limitlessness from within. The basis of the attribution of
conditional hospitality to Kant in the first place is the third definite article on the
‘towards the perpetual peace' in Kant's Perpetual Peace.®* This article seeks to
outline an international law, namely the law of citizens of the world, as stated
above. "Cosmopolitan law should be restricted to the conditions of universal
hospitality.”® Here international law is restricted to the right to hospitality and
hospitality is laid down in relation to a law-regulated obligation, in relation with a
law and a duty. In the Kantian sense, hospitality means the right of a stranger not
to be treated as an enemy upon his arrival in another's territory. In this context, the
guest is positioned as an anti-foreigner who is treated as an enemy, or an outsider
who is treated as a friend or ally. Therefore, in the understanding of hospitality in
question, according to Derrida, the hospitality-hostility or friend-enemy pair
manifests itself.¢ Kant's idea of cosmopolitanism limits universal hospitality to the
legal and political dimension on the basis of the regulation of the relationship
between citizen and state.’” The said right to hospitality was laid down through
limitations and restrictions. Rather, because the cosmopolitan law presented as a
condition of perpetual peace between people is restricted through hospitality laid
down as a right (boundary), hospitality itself presents itself as a limitation.3 In this
case, a legal-political field independent of the conditions of hospitality, which have
limitations and restrictions at all times, cannot be considered. According to
Derrida, this strictly limiting condition (which is nothing more than the
establishment of boundaries as a border, nation, state, people or political space)
dictates Kant's definition of hospitality. "Hospitality, in the Kantian sense, always
refers to the public nature of public space as a legal matter; it is bound by the law
and the state police and controlled by them.”? According to Derrida, hospitality
should be left to the possibility of subjective and free morality, not to the law's
objective norms that nullify morality.

3 Kant, ibid. p. 9-15; 3. For an explanation of the article, see: Okten, Kaan Harun, Immanuel Kant'in Ebedi
Baris Uzerine Felsefi Deneme Adli Eseriyle Ortaya Koydugu Ebedi Bars Fikri ve Bu Fikrin Uluslararas: [liskiler
Diigiincesinde Yarattigt Etki, Istanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Istanbul 2001, p- 117-126.

% Kant, ibid. p. 9-15.

% Giiltekin, Ahmet Ciineyt, “Bagislanan Konukseverlik ve Konuksever Bagislama: Derrida Felsefesinde
Etik (Olanaksiz) ve Politika (Olanakli) liskisi”, FLSF (Felsefe ve Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi), 2014 Spring,
Issue: 17, p. 16; Derrida, Jacques, Bagislama ve Kozmopolitizm, Transl. Ali Utku, Mukadder Erkan,
Istanbul, Birey Yay, 2005, p. 34.

% Hent de Vries, “Derrida and Ethics: Hospitable Thought”, in Jacques Derrida and the Humanities, A
Critical Reader, edited by Tom Cohen, Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 182.

3 Cotuksoken, Betiil, “Kant'ta Barig Kavrami”, Barigin Felsefesi 200. Oliim Yildéniimiinde Kant, Ed. Ionna
Kuguradi), Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu, Ankara 2006, p. 56.

% Derrida, Bagislama ve Kozmopolitizm, p. 34.
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However, there is another problem in Kant's hospitality, other than the
related Derridian thought. Do Kant's statements already apply to people whose
borders and legal status are certain, or to people whose country's borders and legal
status are uncertain? It is at this point that we should look at the statements of
opposition that Seyla Benhabib lodged in Kant. Benhabib is the first to show in
Kant's thinking that conditions of hospitality do not apply to asylum seekers and
people who wish to reside® because, according to Benhabib, the question of
whether “asylum and refuge rights are based on our mutual humanity in one way
or another in the sense that they are mutual moral obligations" leads to another point.
Or, to ask the following question: Are these rules the legally enforceable norms of
behavior that individuals and groups hold on to each other and in particular
compel the sovereign nation state to abide by? Kant's comment does not offer clear
answers, according to Benhabib. “The right to hospitality requires a moral
demand, with potential legal consequences, in which the obligations of states
accepting a foreigner to grant temporary residence to are secured by the
cosmopolitan order based on the republican understanding. Such an order does
not have a top executive law governing it. In this sense, the obligation to provide
hospitality to foreigners cannot be applied; it remains the obligation that the
political ruler takes upon himself or herself. The right to hospitality presents all the
dilemmas of the republic-based cosmopolitan order in a minimal and concise way:
How to create so-called legally binding obligations through voluntary
commitments and in the absence of a very powerful sovereign power with the
right to infinite enforcement?”# It is clear here, too, that hospitality should rise
upon our mutual humanity, not the sovereign power, and turn into mutual moral
obligations, rather than a necessity of fairness.

Kant specifically rules out the right to acquire land, saying that the right to
visit is the only right that foreigners can assert in a state that is not theirs. In
contrast, according to Benhabib, Kant raised the cosmopolitan law because of the
idea of progress, which was the child of the age of Enlightenment. So the right to
hospitality is neither human love nor unconditional hospitality.#> Benhabib also
states that “even if the refuge of political equality is extended in a way that protects
some, it can never be extended to accommodate all”, explaining the situation.** One
consequence is that the debate over the rights of non-citizens is leading to a
stalemate in which the current solution is already part of the problem.
Accordingly, the challenges of the cosmopolitan norms that are pointed out by
human rights, which reaches beyond civil rights and expands up to every
individual as a moral being, in terms of authority and cohesiveness, as Arendt's
analysis states, have proven that the others’ right to have rights are not

40 Benhabib, Seyla, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaslar, Transl. Berna Akkayal. Tletisim Yay,
Istanbul 2006, p. 46.

41 Benhabib, Otekilerin Haklari, p- 39.

4 Tung, “Konukseverlik: Hukukta ve Hukukun Otesinde”, p- 486.

43 Benhabib, Otekilerin Haklar: Yabancilar, Yerliler, Vatandaglar, p. 76.
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safeguarded by a law that is superior to a nation’s positive law -that can
manipulate the will of sovereign nations-. Another obstacle to the right of others to
have rights and the relevant cosmopolitan norms to gain positive legal status is that
national sovereignty, which is the basis of democratic legitimacy, necessarily
requires boundaries.* As opposed to the universalist moral perspective of human
rights, in Benhabib’s words, “political subjects —cities, regions, states-, need to
create limited communities within which they can build responsibility,
participation and thinking mechanisms.”4

Arendt points out that the people to whom the concept of human rights
applies are first separated from their homelands and second those who have lost
the protection of a political administration. The difficult situation of stateless
refugees, who carry no political status except that they are innocent people, is not
because they “lack the right to live, to be free and to seek happiness, or the right to
be equal before the law and to freedom of thought”. On the contrary, these people
are already disenfranchised precisely because they have lost their homeland, the
protection of political rule, and therefore their political status. In other words, the
reason these people, who are no longer members of any community, are in bad
conditions is not because they are “not equal to the law, but because there is no law
for them.”# To the extent that they are deprived of their civic rights, they are also
excluded from the law. These people do not owe their existence to rights in the
states they seek refuge in, but to the mercy of the people they are strangers to
because there is no law that obliges any nation to feed these people. Therefore, for
Arendt, the idea of human rights, separated from civic rights, may apply to people
who have been stripped of their right to be citizens, to belong to a place, and to be
a member of a political community.#” The paradox emerges exactly at this point:
The one who is a symbol of human rights in his own person, the refugee, actually
refers to a deep-rooted crisis in the concept itself because a vagrant refugee is a
human being who has no qualifications other than to be a human being and who
has no laws for himself, that is, who is out of legal space. What is called Human
Rights is the right of those who have no rights at all.* Giorgio Agamben describes
Arendt's statements as follows: “Arendt draws from the paradox of linking the fate
of human rights and the fate of the nation-state: “in fact, the person, who should
have embodied human rights in the most typical way —the refugee-, instead points
to the radical crisis of the concept [of human rights]. ( ... ) In the nation-state
system, the so-called sacred and irrepressible rights of people are left unprotected

4 Soysal, Ozgiir, “Evrenselcilik-Tikelcilik Gerilimi Isiginda Otekinin Kaderi”, Birinci Uluslararast Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 October, Bursa 2010, p. 499.

45 Benhabib, ibid. p. 169.

4 Kaya, Funda Giirsoy, “Hukuk Versus Politika Kiskacinda Insan Haklar”, Birinci Uluslararas: Felsefe
Kongresi, 14-16 October, Bursa 2010, p. 420.

47 Arendt, Hannah, Totalitarizmin Kaynaklari: Emperyalizm, Transl. B. S. Sener, Heti@im Yay. Istanbul 1998,
p. 299-303.

4 Kaya, Funda Giirsoy, “Hukuk Versus Politika Kiskacinda Insan Haklar1”, p- 420.
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and lose their reality as soon as they are removed from the form of rights
belonging to a citizen of a state.”*’ Therefore, it is once again understood why
human rights are the right of those who do not fall under this coverage, and not
public citizens. Accordingly, if refugees (and their numbers have been continuing
to increase in our century, being at a point of forming an important part of
humanity today) emerge as an obtrusive element for modern nation-state system,
the reason is: Refugees, breaking up the ties between human and citizen and birth
and nationality, put the original set-up of the modern sovereignty into crisis. By
revealing the difference between birth and nation, refugees reveal the hidden self-
determination of the political sphere, that is, the bare life. In this sense, the refugee
is, as Arendt says, a “person of rights” in reality, that is, the first and real person
whose rights have been embodied outside of the civilization set-up that has always
covered up rights. But that is precisely why it is so difficult to identify refugees
politically.”> “The concept of refugee (and the figure of life that is represented by
this concept) must be separated in a precise manner from the concept of human
rights, and the idea of Arendt, which puts forward that the fates of human rights
and the nation-state are linked to each other to the extent that any crisis or collapse
in one will definitely mean the end of the other, should be carefully analyzed.
Refugees should be perceived the way they are: [Refugee] is nothing less than a
boundary concept that radically draws the basic categories of nation-states, from
birth-nation to human-citizen relations, to an area of suspicion and thus opens the
way to presenting new categories (which has been realized later than expected) to
a politics that does not consider the naked life (both in structures of state and
human rights) separate and exceptional.”5' These statements also give us a clue as
to how consistent the attitude towards refugees or displaced people is.

The discussion about the “other” through refugees/migrants leads us to
another question: What is the philosophical possibility of talking about the “other”
on a human and moral basis but not political or legal? The discussions around this
problematic take us to the deep analysis of Martin Buber, Immanuel Levinas and
Hans-Georg Gadamer between “I-it” and “I-you.” In these analyses, I propose to
read the “he” in “I-it” as a reflection of political discourse against refugee migrants,
and “you” in “I-you” as an ethical reflection. Buber lays out two styles of existence
among humans: I-You and I-It. In the I-It style, the person is understood as an
object, in which case man is formed from matter and is an object among other
objects, that is, an object consisting of its external appearance, its physical
attributes. Being made a physical body as a tool of use and experience by being
detached from its original reality exists only as a body in space and time, not with
its essence and spirit. It is like a tree that never goes beyond being an object as
time, space, species and situation. In making sense of man as an object, the person

4 Agamben, Giorgio, Kutsal Insan, Transl. Ismail Tiirkmen, Ayrint1 Yay. Istanbul 2013, p- 152-153.
50 Agamben, Kutsal [nsan, p. 158.
st Agamben, Kutsal [nsan, p. 161.
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or entity opposite I is thought of as something and an object. In any case, there is
an I-It relationship when it comes to taking an objective, legal and just attitude
towards a person and thinking of him as a part of the world. The I-It relationship is
not a real relationship. Because this relationship is not a mutual relationship
between I and Him. Again, this relationship is purely instrumental, not purposeful.
When another person is an it/object to me, this means I am completely alone.?> The
monadological character of the I-It relationship imposes a monologue-style
communication on individuals that disables the phenomenon of dialogue® because
the other person is not seen as a concrete and living person, but as an object that
has not yet become a legal entity.

Levinas rejects Ben's conception of morality based on pure subjectivism.
According to him, such morality was carried out with objective obligations. In
Buber, one of the two forms of relationship, the I-You relationship, the other is a
real asset to me. This relationship leads to true existence of I to You. It is the
meeting of existence established between I and the other/refugee/migrant. The
other is not an object to me. It is another whole being and I am in an existential
relationship with it. One of the parties in this relationship is not the master (host),
the other is not the slave/refugee/migrant. The other/refugee/migrant is an I like
me, I recognize its own self and the other in the reality of existence. In the I-It
relationship, the other is not a real being, but an object only. There is not a
relationship but domination between I and It. The other is not the same entity as I.
There is no existential meeting between them. The other/refugee/migrant is an
object of observation, experience, use and assistance or grace for I. I am the owner,
builder, architect, master of everything. “The man who watches on the surface of
objects experiences them. It also acquires knowledge about the structure of objects
through experience. It gets an experience by experiencing things relevant to them.
But it is not just experiences that explain the world to man. The knowledge given
by experience relates to a world formed of He/She and It. The experienced world
belongs to the word pair I-It. I-You word pair builds the world of relationship.”>
Needless to say, this world is a world where morality is autonomous.

You's encounter with I is You's blessing, not I's quest. You open yourself up to
me without anything being done by me. Calling him You is my act of existence. By
its grace, I would be directly involved. I owe the meltdown in the whole existence
to You, and it will not happen without I, of course. "The original word pair of I-You
can only be possible to mention only with the whole being because of my
relationship with You, I will be I. I say You to be I.” Though being in a relationship
with humans, I can’t experience You. Experience takes you away from me. Even if
You don't hear it in this self-experience, You are more in the relationship with it.

52 Buber, Martin, I and Thou, Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1958, p. 3-13.
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This is the cradle of real life, where the trick can't penetrate. This is where the
creative power of man emerges, shapes the thing, gives meaning. “I can neither
experience nor explain the form I face, but I can make it existential. But in the
glittering glory of witnessing, I see more clearly than the clarity of the world of
experience. I see neither an object among objects, nor the crop of my fantasies as a
dream; only as one that exists. I relate to it in the sanctity of the original word.
There is no You in experience.” There is nothing experienced as an object in You if
it is not You but It in experience. “So, what is experienced in You? —Nothing
because we can't experience it. - Then what do we know about You? —Completely
everything because we don’t know anything about it other than everything.”% The
meaning given to the other depends on what reality it builds itself on.% Self-
identification brings about the interpretation of the Other in the same direction.
Relationships established by adhering to what is revealed in the reality of creation
can construct meaning in the reality of existence for the object and others, while
defining oneself from body, consciousness and interpersonal relationships shapes
the position of the other in line with this definition.%”

The relationship between I and You is reciprocal, and in Buber, You affect I
the way I affect it. Love is blind unless it sees the whole being. The person who
sees the whole being and is forced to reject it is not dominated by hatred. The
authority to say You belongs to the person. Every You can become an object, or It.
Buber acknowledges that the objectivity of the “Other” is a construction of the self
that takes place in the loss of the reality of existence: "The possibility that every
You in our world is one It is the supreme melancholy of our destiny.” So maybe
every landlord may be a refugee one day. Or that those who host today were once
refugees. Even though you are not an object and are not made up of objects, when
mediators interfere with your relationship with I, it becomes an object among
objects, losing its true qualities. I can make the object You just like it can make You
an object.?® Why not the I-It relationship but the I-You relationship? It's due to
morality being a phenomenon that gains meaning with the other and differs in our
perception of the other. Modern thought has designed moral behavior in the form
of I-It, eliminated the dialogic relationship between humans, so to speak,
abstracted the relationship between man and man from its human characteristics.
This approach envisioned an objectivist, domination-based communication that
created absolute distinctions among beings. Buber criticized this approach with the
I-You relationship he conceptualized, and set a new alternative. Gadamer also
found the hermeneutic tradition in accordance with the character of the platonic
dialogues he had taken up in the activities of understanding and interpreting the
relationship of I-You and used it in his own philosophical hermeneutics. Both
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Buber's and Gadamer's philosophical attitudes can provide important moral
implications in approaching the other. These approaches have also transformed
morality beyond poor rules into a conversation based on dialogue with the other.
Perhaps in the human-to-human relationship, which has reached the climax of
alienation in the modern period, such approaches and conceptualizations that
consider morality as a dialogue and sincerity are sorely needed.® The Levinasian
ethic, in which difference and inexhaustibility are highlighted, is fed by a challenge
to the rational conception project, in which the Western philosophical tradition
ignores rebellion (infinity) and reduces it to ontology through the categories of
sameness, wholeness and immanence. Accordingly, for Levinas, 'ethics’ is
positioned as a ‘first philosophy” based on all philosophy itself, while ‘someone
else’, which is unknowable and unconditionally welcomed (accepted), presents
itself as an aporetic possibility of hospitality. “Can the Same host the Other by
questioning itself without turning it into a theme (i.e. being)?” %In this respect, the
transcendence of the ethical relationship with the other in Levinas philosophy is
important in terms of the possibility of hospitality in its unconditionality and
infinity. A relationship with the other is a relationship in which the other remains
absolute despite the relationship and withdraws itself even as it enters the
relationship. In this context, Levinas confronts the violent totality of the Western
philosophical tradition as a philosophy of identity with the idea of eternity and
emphasizes that it is impossible to get rid of the immanence of the Same (the
identity of the host to itself) based on the idea of being. It is possible to get rid of
the totalitarianism of the Same and the closure of the boundaries of home (identity)
to the other in the context of hospitality by recognizing the irreducible originality
(distinction) of the other that we cannot access through reciprocity or symmetry,
that is, in some sense, within the circles of conditionality. This irreducibility refers
to the eternity that appears in the other's face® as the impossibility of escaping
responsibility .52 For this reason, ‘relationship with God’ is only possible in relation
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to the other's face; apart from that, talking about the existence of God is to overlook
the meaning of 'religion's religiosity'. In this sense, it is wrong to think of ‘religion’
as just a relationship between ‘God and me’.% In a more radical sense, the mark of
God is hidden in the other's face. If you want to follow in the footsteps of God,
have the courage to look at the faces of those who are not part of you. If you have
the courage to look them in the eye and speak, then you can be considered in the
footsteps of God. It is not possible to speak of the ethical-moral existence of a man
who is good to only his own citizens and religious people. Morality is exactly the
kind of thing that can be attributed to people who aren't ours, Levinas says.

Derrida's aforementioned idea of unconditional hospitality takes its roots
from Levinas’ idea of hospitality ethics. Therefore, it would be appropriate to
mention here, though briefly, Levinas’ hospitality ethics by comparing him to
Kant's ethics. First of all, although the hospitality law mentioned by Kant is
eventually bound to a moral law in his opinion, the hospitality ethics cannot be
attributed to Kant’s thoughts. What radicalizes Levinas here, anyway, is that he
puts the concept of hospitality at the core of his sense of morality.®* This hospitality
ethic is not, as in Kant, a sense of morality based on reason that remains within the
boundaries of the subject® because an objective basis in a purely rational sense of
ethics does not lead us to the I-You relationship. Levinas’ ethics is first
distinguished from Kant's ethics first in terms of its source. There is no longer a
law and universality that comes from reason. In Levinas, this universality comes
from someone else, not from an abstract principle (Kant's categorical
commandment).®® He thinks morality is encountering the face of someone else.
There is no more submission to an abstract law here. Morality wakes up in
someone else's face. Levinas tells us about the shock of encountering someone
else's face. This shock is the awakening of morality. So, while Kant speaks of a
universal and abstract moral law, Levinas speaks of morality that awakens from
being welcomed, embraced by someone else. It takes this moral principle from an
external source, rather than an internal one.?” So in Levinas, morality is the answer
in encountering this face. Nothing can be moral by will. The subject discovers its
morality not through reason but through someone else. Likewise, while Kant's
subject is autonomous and finite, he does not bow to any outsider, man, or God,
Levinas does not share praise for that subject's autonomy. In other words, instead
of an ethic suggesting Kant's autonomy of the mind, a heteronomous ethic is
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mentioned because the starting point of ethics is now someone else. Ethics and
philosophy also pass through the acceptance of someone else with hospitality.®
This hospitality is based not on the power of the law, but on the other's ethical
reflection.

It is now time for us to return to Derrida after the point Levinas' ethic-
priority philosophy has brought us to. Derrida approaches the problem with basic
postulates: a) “We are not interested in humanity, but in rights”; b) “the right to
world citizenship should be restricted to general hospitality.”® While Derrida
addresses the workings of hospitality on thought, in this way, on the ethical and
political sphere, he first gives an introduction by saying, “We don't know what
hospitality is yet.””? This approach, which can be interpreted as a form of Derrida’s
thinking, is a way of showing the predicaments of the threshold, namely the
limitations (conditions) and the limitlessness (unconditionality) of the threshold by
standing at the threshold.” The philosopher emphasizes the inherent contradiction
in hospitality over many possible meanings of this expression, and the aporetic
structure —perhaps more accurate to say structurelessness- that suggests the
condition of impossibility as the condition of its possibility. This explanation is
made using a vocabulary of ‘invite’, “host’, ‘threshold’, and ‘hosting’ in his own
house while being the ‘master’, which are all in relation to hospitality.”
“Hospitality is, of course, a right, a duty, and an obligation. It is a law and the
perception that sees the other as a friend. However, its condition is that the host, or
Wirt, or the one who accepts or gives the right to refuge remain as the owner of the
house, maintain his authority there, and thus assumes the sojourn law, or
oikonomia, is the law of his lands (house, hotel, hospital, country, family, city,
nation, language), and assume the hospitality as the principle of equivalence that
marks out his space and protects his authority and the authority’s legitimacy upon
it, keeps this space as the area of protection and thus restricts the granted rights,
while accepting this restriction, which is being limited to being yourself in your home,
as the condition for this grant and hospitality”.” Derrida's political recitation of the
Aporia of hospitability/ no hospitality, in which he “tries to create art spaces that
will make room for the other,”7* turns into a follow-up to the question of “how we
treat migrants and refugees.””> According to the study, “we don't even know what
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hospitality is.”76 In Isikl1’s sound conclusion, it is thought that Derrida uttered this
word involuntarily for the modern Western Civilization. The conditions of
hospitality in Eastern societies, which are known for their hospitality, for example
in Turkey, do not seem to be sufficiently focused on how the Aporia of Turkish
hospitality/no hospitality is knotted/resolved. For example, regarding a language
and society, which has been hosting 2 million 800 thousand refugees since 2011, the
situations such as the protection from the extreme ends of both physical and
metaphysical violence and exclusion of refugees, to be granted the necessary rights
during this three-day residency, and the demands to be able to roam inside the
house which should be handled with tolerance have not yet been sufficiently
resolved.” For example, there has always been a question that makes the stranger
on the threshold feel welcoming, perhaps the beginning of an invitation: “Who are
you?” In Turkish, the question for the person outside the door, but demanding to
enter, is “who is it?” The question, “who is it?", addressed to the one outside does
not contain any I-you contradiction; it is addressed to the third person, other than I
and you. An unrelated third-party attempt to contact or communicate with us. He
is not yet friend or foe. “Friends are obvious, enemies are obvious” in Turkish
sayings. The question “who are you?” as asked by Derrida has already positioned
the one on the doorstep as the opposite and the other before absolving the
distinction between in and out, between I and you. The questioner seems to be
asking only for the identity; but when he encounters an unrecognized stranger, he
also reports that he owns “now and here”. The questioner stops “now-here " and
declares that he is the one who has the right to ask questions there. Asked about
the stranger outside the door, the questioner says: “Now-here, beyond the border
where you stand, sovereignty belongs to me.” The questioner has the right to ask:
"Well, who are you?” The possibility of asking the question finds expression in
“well.” Prior to this, the foreigner had already made a request for a permit, in an
attempt to communicate and to initiate the process of identifying himself as a
guest. So, it was possible to start by saying, “well.” Derrida can say, “well, who are
you?”, so that his presence in his home, which is a result of an old opportunity, is
actually engaged in the process of actualization.” These analyses and
determinations of Isikli also provide the opportunity to understand what Derrida's
hospitality/no hospitality idea means in our world. This opportunity also offers
important clues on how to make sense of theological, ethical, and political
approaches to the foreign/other/guest/visitor/asylum seeker/refugee in our own
language and world.
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Ethical and Political Approaches to the Foreign/Other/Guest/Visitor/
Asylum Seeker/Refugee: But Which One of These?

Before us stands another, the other, it/you, who is not of us. We need to
make a decision here. What will be our attitude towards it who is not one of us, to
another, to the other, to you? We must decide at this point. However, let us state
beforehand that deciding what cannot be decided here can only be resolved by
assuming a purely personal state of being the perpetrator at the time of the
incident.” “Should we open the door to refugees or leave them out? In the event of
an incident between the asylum seeker and the host, a mutual decision will be
made; with the only decision we can get rid of this moment of indecision. The free
choice that will collapse the probability amplitude here applies to someone stuck
between dilemmas and multiple aporia. This perpetrator is the choice of someone
who can make a choice in a situation where, as we say in our language, the
boundaries are not clear. The power of appeal in the eloquent mind is not enough
to overcome the dilemma caused by the absolute distinction between “I and the
other” written in Derrida's words; but if it is found in the indiscriminate space
between right and wrong, the indecision breaks in a snap; the amplitude of
probability collapses into the singular state. According to Derrida, no matter how
this negotiation is concluded, the whole rules cannot be drawn from an individual
negotiation. However, as in psychoanalytic treatment, the cultural codes that drive
the negotiation are resolved by themselves as soon as they are realized: this is
achieved by a preference in favor of hospitality or inhospitableness from the aporia
of the hospitality/no hospitality. In addition, locality relates to this solution in any
case.”® That is, the differences and specificity of our historical subjectivity... In this
self-righteousness, we stand on the brink of steep hill at a point between opening
our door to the refugee or not. "Accepting a refugee as a foreigner or not creates a
state of antinomy and tension between two equally bossy laws: A tension that does
not contain any contradiction. The tension carries hospitality at one pole and
inhospitableness at the other pole. As Naas states, “The only guest worthy of being
a guest is the uninvited guest”.8! So unpredictable, unplanned, unable to be turned
into an object of political calculations. "Refugees arise from the system of thought
between hospitality and hosting in a non-antagonistic manner, even though it is
about the intruder that stirs the tension. On the one hand there is an actual event
such as war or exile and a real request for asylum, on the other hand there are
cultural codes and political regulations of the conditions of hospitality and asylum.
For Derrida, "hospitality is the basis of culture.”s? If the cultural way of thinking
did not contain a conditional conditionality in itself, there would be no question of
being in favor of refugees or not. The origin of the idiosyncrasies in this phrase,
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containing both love and dislike, is available to transfer into the context of
conditions, definitions and decisions, as well as fields of ethics, politics, and
philosophy. For example, as it is said in Turkish, the guest is in command of the
host, and he eats what he finds, not what he expects.”#> However, this does not
mean that the guest is a passive object, but it should be understood as an indication
of his own unique difference. "The guest, who is accepted without being asked for
identification, in other words, the one who acquires identity with his answering
the question “who are you?” with “guest” or “guest of God”, is a person who turns
into something that he has never been before. He is the passenger and the one who
is treated as a pilgrim in his journey. He's the one who is away from home. The fact
that distance is as close as two adjacent points of infinite proximity is meaningless
here. Refugees are those who cross their own borders and knock on another. And
boundaries also mean that living conditions inside them are different. The refugee
who crosses the border with the identity of “guest of God” would also accept the
divinity of the entire order inside. The guest of God is the guest of the host. When
the refugee says, “guest of God” in response to the question, “who Is it?”, he is
aware of the divinity and holiness of the host: In this case, the host is the master.
And we face with a very critical situation: We are talking about a guest, a slave,
who comes into possession. We are talking about a property that is securities or
real estate, a possession on a property. When we combine the relationship between
the property and the possession with our cultural codes of thought, the
meaninglessness and the critical situation of the refugee become a little clearer:
They are what we have possession on; they are properties that we own. And this
possession is for a temporary period, but for the owner, it is the essential condition
for to continue his earthly existence. After all, properties are the chip of life.
Reciprocal conditions, when we say with the terminology of logic, are “reciprocity
condition” i.e. “all and only”. It is possible to be a host all and only by accepting
guests. If he wants to experience possession and taste sire, he must accept the guest
and offer him what he eats and drinks. If the slave of the mean master dies of
starvation, who else will call him master! This is how the ethical status of guest
rooms in our houses becomes apparent. Thanks to guest rooms, the person who
exists even when he is not yet in the house is called a guest. Guest rooms are
spaces occupied by someone who is always likely to, but has not yet come. The
rarest corner or compartment of our houses, the rooms of strangers’
accommodation built in this private space, is a sign of the need and expectation
that we feel for a stranger within us. That's why the guest is divine. It makes you
always feel its existence at home. It is the one that may come at any moment, more
than just a possibility. This kind of positioning against coming at any moment
corresponds to Derrida's definition, “readiness to tolerate the unexpected.”$ If
hospitality is based on the exposure of the event, an unconditional opening to the
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other before receival of any information or acquaintance, we can never know - or
we should even not know-whether the person we welcome to our home or country
is a friend or an enemy, will benefit or harm us, will bring help or destruction.
Hospitality, as Derrida suggests, can only be extended to the price of that risk — a
risk that heads towards us, our families, our countries, even the principle of
identity that allows us to define them.’> On the other hand, the condition of
hospitality is to undertake the obligation to be able to have the courage to accept
someone, whoever it is, to home, and to allow the guest to pass the boundaries of
the private zone even without asking its identity: A famous saying in our language
begins with “Come, come, whoever you are, wanderer, worshiper, lover of leaving,
it doesn't matter” but adds the condition, “Appear as you are. Be as you appear”:
This is the condition of being eligible to be invited. Here, just as the beginning of
hospitality is not rational, its process is impractical.”% “Come, come, whoever you
are!” and “Appear as you are. Be as you appear!” conditions do not reveal traces of
bossy statements from the host to the guest, but of the ethical codes of cohabitation.
Moving from the pre-acceptance that citizenship and hospitality (foreign-refugee)
understanding in Turkey is carried out in the practice of duty/obligation, focusing
on citizen-guest facts is an important point in making sense of the positions of
subalterns-refugees.?” In the sense of duty-based hospitality and citizenship, those
who are included in both groups are expected to exhibit certain behaviors. The
guest is the temporary one from the outside, whereas the citizen is the host with
the national affiliation. The common denominator between the host and the guest
is that they both have duties. In both cases, there are expectations and
responsibilities: Not to behave more comfortably than required, not to extend the
visit more than necessary, not to make unnecessary comments about the host, to
settle with what is given (in a sense “the guest eats what he finds, not what he
hopes”), and not to disrupt the established order, while what is expected of the
citizen is to pay taxes, abide by the law, not to disrupt the public order, and fulfill
military responsibilities. In Turkey, “hospitality” is among the popular images of
social value with historical background. It is felt in various ways, both on legal
grounds and in everyday life, that they are temporary to those who arrive, in
proportion to the long stay of the arriving stranger.88 However, it is time to re-
discuss the discourse of hospitality according to new situations.

The new practices of non-governmental organizations against the new
situation also show what the new discussions will be on. Questioning the existing
citizenship rights in the face of subalterns-refugees and their being seen as ‘a social
burden and consumers’ as an expression of the deranged aspects of the country's
social state mechanisms further expand the form of questioning relationship with

85 Naas, ““Alors, qui étes-vous?’ Jacques Derrida ve Konukseverlik Sorusu”, p. 246.

86 Isikly, ibid. p. 63.

87 See: Kirisci, K. Misafirligin Otesine Gegerken: Tiirkiye'nin “Suriyeli Miilteciler” Sinavi. Transl. S. Karaca,
Brookings Enstitiisii & Uluslararas: Stratejik Aragtirmalar Kurumu (USAK). Ankara 2014.

88 Altintag, “Davetsiz Misafirler: Tiirkiye’deki Miiltecilerin Maduniyet Goriiniimleri”, p. 261.
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the sovereign. Refugees, who are regarded as a social burden in long-term
hospitality in this form of relationship, are supported by non-governmental
organizations with a universal and diverse ideological base, apart from the legal
obligations of nation-states. With these aids, which are realized at different levels
through humanitarian NGOs, the ‘foreignness of the guests in need of help’ is
exposed. Human life is perceived as sacred —that is, life that can be killed but
cannot be sacrificed - in the work of humanitarian organizations (human aid
activities/campaigns) and is seen as an object of help and protection in this capacity
alone.® The lack of measures to address health, housing, employment, education,
and other fundamental needs of the subalterns-refugees or attempts to address
them through short-term, temporary solutions will eternalize their deprivation and
being ignored as “people in need of help in all aspects and isolated from the rest of
the society”?. In addition, social responsibilities and integration process for
subalterns-refugees are transferred to local governments, NGOs and the state-free
society through the “friend families program”, thus becoming the state’s
supervisor.”! The transfer of the rights and responsibilities of subalterns-refugees to
the mechanisms of social sensitivity allows another step to be taken in making the
“neediness” permanent through the state channel. Their dependence on charities
and NGOs leads to the exclusion of subalterns-refugees from other segments of
society, or steps taken towards a “marginalization” in the sense of “pity” in the
existing social structure.”?> They “are considered at a similar level with the local
poor and receive food and clothing aids.”* Subalterns-refugees are initially seen by
other people and authorities as oppressed, victimized, needy, worthy of help and
“stateless” people. However, the length of their stay in Turkey, which is a country
considered as a transit point to a large extent, employment of subalterns-refugees
in certain professions as tea boilers, interpreters for police forces, porters, and
English teachers®, indicates the existence of “the constituent outsider and threshold
which has proven that it is possible to abide by the capital while breaking its rules but
keeping on existing in this foreign world.”**¢ This means that aid to refugees does not

8 Agamben, Giorgio, Kutsal Insan, Transl. ismail Tiirkmen, Ayrint1 Yay. Istanbul 2013.

% Hazan. C. Jacob. “Gegmisten Gelecege Zorunlu Gog: Miilteciler ve Ulke icinde Yerinden Edilmis
Kisiler”, S. Giilfer Thlamur-Oner, N. Ash Sirin Oner (Compl.), Kiiresellesme Caginda Gog, Kavramlar
Tartismalar iginde Iletisim Yay, Istanbul 2012, p. 183-197.

91 Baklavacioglu, O. Nurcan, lltica Alamnda Dolayl Simirdigi Pratigi Olarak Entegrasyon, Gelebi, Ozlem,
Ozciiriimez, Saime, Tiirkay, Sirin (Ed.). iltica, Uluslararast Go¢ ve Vatansizlik: Kuram, Gozlem ve
Politika -Yayimlanmis seminer bildirileri-, UNHCR (Birlesmis Milletler Miilteci Orgﬁtﬁ), Ankara 2011,
p- 357-373.

92 See: Ayten, Ali, Empati ve Din: Tiirkiye'de Yardimlagma ve Dindarlik Uzerine Psiko-sosyolojik Bir Aragtirma,
Iz Yay. Istanbul 2013, p. 67-71.

9 Baklavacioglu, ltica Alaninda Dolayli Sinirdis: Pratigi Olarak Entegrasyon, p. 357-373.

% TBMM Insan Haklar1 Inceleme Komisyonu, Tiirkiye'de Bulunan Miilteciler, Stginmacilar ve Yasa Disi
Gogmenlerin Sorunlarini Inceleme Raporu, Ankara 2010.

% Erdogan, Necmi, “Devleti 'fdare Etmek": Maduniyet ve Diizenbazhik”, Toplum ve Bilim, Say1: 83, 2000,
p. 8-31.
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fall within the scope of an ethical situation in terms of being an “aid” alone. The
constituent - outsider and threshold - relationship between us and the refugee mean the
limit of being ethical or unethical.

Conclusion

Living together or cohabiting despite all differences is thought of as a
political obligation and necessity, and an opportunity for cultural and social
diversification, which bears economic benefits, for modern people who live
cosmopolitan lives under the hegemony of a globalized world order. While the
biological existence of physical intimacy is called cohabitation, the co-existence of
moral subjects with common concerns of the same world is called “life”. In this
sense, living together refers to the ideal life visions of those with moral concerns.
Living together means that the abstract and intellectual worldview is manifested
and embodies in life against those who are not themselves. It means having a
degree, a stance and a claim. Because the more sound your existential and moral
arbitration about your own worldview are, the more confident you are against the
worldview of those who are not yours. If you have dilemmas and contradictions
about yourself, you will not only be suspicious and distrustful of those who are not
of you, you will even look at those who are within you as a risk or even a threat.
For this reason, having a vision of living together is a matter of degree and stance.

In today's world, the maps drawn at the table, the struggles of international
political interests cause people to migrate from their homeland to other lands on a
large scale. Paradoxically, the modern world has created refugee/prisoner people
who must migrate to other lands despite the free people of the Middle Ages who
have travelled to other lands. On a global scale, there is a considerable number of
vagrant people who have been forced to leave the places where they were born
and grew up. The lives of these people are too important and vital to fit into the
issues of demographic imbalance, economic burden, and democratic rights. The
issue of living together is discussed today as living together with people who have
been forced to emigrate from their homeland. But in these debates, among
numerical data, technical explanations, political balances, and these people's own
inner worlds are overlooked. To have a life together is not to confine people who
have been forced to emigrate to your homeland in camps and to ghettoize them in
the city's existence. Accordingly, Isikli states that “when Turkey accepts refugees, it
prepares a refuge for them, which provides them with their necessary needs and
protects them from the rustiness and discontent of the host and from the dark
danger of the past experiences of the outside: Camps. The administration and
management of the refugee in the camp is stunned by the oppression of hospitality
by incited hatred and caution. The refugee is not welcome unless he walks freely
inside the house entered by leaving the camp. The refugee camp is like a guest
room. No space outside camp means no hospitality. The meaning of refuge is built
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at home inside. As long as the refugee stays in the camp, he can experience neither
the hospitality nor the hosting behavior of the local community. The land of camps
for refugees is the whole homeland. A refugee cannot be a refugee as long as he
stays in the camp because a refugee is a person whose asylum request has been
accepted with hospitality. Hospitality also includes being tolerated inside the
house.”?” It is sharing what you eat, what you wear, and feeling the same grief.
Political and legal balances may confine their lives to laws, their bodies to certain
places, but the fact that the people of that country have such attitudes exposes the
moral levels of that country.

The issue of cohabitation is discussed in today's world over East and West
because the people of the East are forced to migrate from their homelands, which
have been turned into hell, to the West, where they are not comfortable. In the eyes
of the West, however, migrants are seen today as a demographic imbalance and
economic burden, as they were yesterday. Although in their theories living with
the “other” is expressed as a political obligation and necessity, and an opportunity
to ensure cultural and social diversification that bears economic benefits, in
practice there is no way for immigrants who do not have “sufficient economic
benefits” to live in their own lands because when it comes to immigrants, what
people talk about to their rulers is numbers and money, not people and life.
However, having a life with people who have had to migrate from their homeland
is neither a matter of economic opportunity nor a question of political balance. It is
a matter of human and moral degree and stance.

Herein, I would like to finish the study with an offer. Despite the
refugee/asylum seeker/migrant crisis we experience in humanitarian terms, we
have evaluated three approaches centered on hospitality, philanthropy and
fairness. We have discussed suggestions and analyses on which is the moral and
the human. Although we expressed our intellectual position in parts and partially
with brush strokes in between the lines, we could not put forward a
comprehensive and relatively clear perspective. However, after such analysis and
evaluations, we need to put forward a thesis/claim. In my opinion, hospitality,
philanthropy and fairness are not, in fact, anti-thesis approaches and attitudes of
each other. All three consist of different possibilities for moral and human stance to
come to life in practice. What is in question here is not which one to adopt. It's who
is going to undertake what approach. As far as I can see, there are three
representatives who can do something in practice for refugees/migrants: Non-
governmental organizations, the people and the state. My suggestion is that civil
society adopt a welcoming approach as a requirement of universal
cosmopolitanism and civic spirit, the people adopt a benevolent approach as a
reflection of ethical autonomy and authenticity as a true subject, and the state
adopt a righteous approach within objective legal norms. Such an approach

7 Isikly, ibid. p. 72.
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strategy will enable the expansion of hospitality, the sustainability of philanthropy
and will help fairness reach to an optimum sanction power. Otherwise, the state
will be in danger of role confusion in philanthropy, the civil society will lose its
civic spirit in justice, and the people will lose their strength and motivation in
hospitality.
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Goc¢iin Oznelerinin Anlatim1 Problemi:
Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik ve Hakseverlik

Baglaminda Felsefi Sorusturmalar

Ozet

Diinya tarihinde o6teden beri siklikla goriilen go¢ olgusunu tek bir nedenle
aciklamak miimkiin goriinmemektedir. Cografi, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ekonomik
nedenlerle gerceklesen go¢ olgusunun Ozneleri olan go¢menlere bakis da
degismektedir. Bu ¢alismada go¢ ve bir bakima 6znesi bir bakima ise nesnesi olarak
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goriilen go¢menlerin anlatiminda karsilagilan problemler ortaya konulmustur. Bu
baglamda nesnel gercekligin 6znel dilde birbirinden farkli kurgulams bigimleri
gozler oniine serilmistir. Go¢gmenler s6z konusu oldugunda ortaya cografi, kiiltiirel,
siyasal ve ekonomik nedenlerin iistlinde ve Otesinde bir durum c¢kmaktadir:
Gog¢menlere karsi etik bir gorevden s6z edilebilir mi? Bu soruyu cevap mahiyetinde
iic temel yaklasim bicimini karsilastirarak ele almayir denedik. Evrensel
kozmopolitanizmin bir geregi olarak konukseverlik diisiincesi ve uygulamalari,
nesnel hukuk merkezli hakseverlik diisiincesi ve dini temellere ve motivasyonlara
dayal1 hayirseverlik diisiincesi. Bu yaklasimlar ¢agdas Kita Avrupas: felsefesinin
“oteki” lizerine diisiiniisleri etrafinda yaptiklar:1 temellendirmeler baglaminda ele
almacaktir. Konukseverligin, hayirseverligin ve hakseverligin anlami, sinurlar:
celiskileri {izerine ¢ok yonlii bir tartisma zeminin imkan1 aranacaktir. 56z konusu
kavramlarin felsefi igerimleri ve tarihsel pratikteki karsiliklari tizerine yapilacak
derinlikli tartismalar gerek miilteci, gerekse de miilteci {izerinden kurgulanan
“oteki” meselesinin daha sahih ve belki de daha insani zeminlerde anlagilmasina ve
yorumlanmasina katki yapacagini timit ediyoruz.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Go¢, Go¢gmenler, Konukseverlik, Hayirseverlik, Hakseverlik,
Oteki

Explanation of Problems of Immigration the Subject:
Philosophical Investigations in the Context of Hospitality,
Philanthropy and Righteousness

Abstract

It is not possible to explain the phenomenon of immigration, which has been seen
in the world history since long, for a single reason. The view of immigrants, who are
the subjects of the migration phenomenon carried out for geographical, cultural,
political and economic reasons, also changes. In this study, immigration is dealt with
as a relational subject, and a reference is the problem of immigrants who are regarded
as object. In this context, the forms of objective reality are different from each other
in the subjective world. When it comes to immigrants, there is a situation above and
beyond geographical, cultural, political and economic reasons: can an ethical duty be
addressed to immigrants? We have tried to consider this question by comparing
three basic approaches in the nature of the answer. As a necessity of universal
cosmopolitanism, hospitality and philosophy based on humanitarian thoughts and
practices, objective law-based philosophy of thought and religious bases and myths.
These approaches will be dealt with in the context of the assumption that the
philosophy of the Continental Continent is around the “other” thoughts. You will
have the opportunity to have a multi-faceted debate on the meanings of your
hospitality, philanthropy and philanthropy, its contradictions. We hope that the in-
depth discussions on the philosophical implications of these concepts and their
historical interpretations will contribute to the understanding and interpretation of
the "other" issue, which is based on refugees and refugees, on a more authentic and
perhaps more human basis.

Keywords: Immigration, Immigrants, Hospitality, Philanthropy, Hospitality,
Other
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