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Iktidar, Tahakkiim ve Kafka’nin Sato’su

Power, Domination and Kafka’s Castle
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Ozet

Aydinlanma déneminin bireye ve onun &zgiirliigiine giiven duyan zihniyet yapisinin
ifadesi olan Aydinlanma felsefesinin onermelerinin, sanayi liretiminin yogunlastig
19.yy.1n ortalarindan itibaren, 6zellikle sinifsal ve toplumsal tahakkiimiin artmasiyla
giderek sonmeye basladig1 goriilmektedir. Modern kapitalist toplumda ortaya g¢ikan
ve biirokratik devlet giliciinlin artisiyla orantili bigimde gelisen bu tahakkiim,
aydinlanma ve modernligin ilk zamanlarinda &ne siiriilen bireyin 6zgiirliik idealinin
diisliniirler tarafindan tekrar sorgulanmasina yol agti. Diisiinsel alanda Marx ile
belirgin bir ivme yakalayan bu sorgulama siireci Weber’in gelistirdigi biirokrasi
anlayisindan da beslenerek Frankfurt Okulu zamaninda net bir goriiniim kazandi.
Franz Kafka’nin yazdig1 Sato isimli eser, bu sorgulamaya edebiyat perspektifinden
katki sunmaktadir. Bunun yaninda S$ato, modern biirokratik tahakkiim
mekanizmalarinin en yogun isledigi Almanya’da yazilmis olmasi nedeniyle ayrica
onemlidir. Oyle ki bu romanda s6z konusu tahakkiim mekanizmalarmn bireyler ve
bireyler arasi iliskiler iizerindeki etkisi ¢arpict bigimde islenmistir. Bu ¢alismada
Aydinlanmanim birey ideali, modern zamanlarda bu ideale yoneltilmis elestiriler ve
Kafka’nin Sato isimli eserinin Aydinlanmanin birey idealinin elestirisindeki yeri
islenmistir.

Kafka, Sato isimli eserinde, Weber’in rasyonellik baglaminda ele aldig:
modern biirokrasi ve bunun toplum iizerindeki etkilerine fakli bir pencereden
bakmaktadir. Romanin daha iyi anlagilabilmesi icin belki de ¢ift katmanli bir
okumasmin yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Cilinkii romanin son sayfalarina kadar, modern
biirokrasinin akilsallik baglaminda degil, ‘sagmalik’ baglaminda insa edilmis bir
yap1 oldugu diisiiniiliir. Roman i¢inde yiizlerce ayrintiyla oriillmis olan biirokratik
mekanizmanin ne kirtasiyeciliginin, ne insanlar iizerinde kurdugu tahakkiimiin, ne
de aldig1 kararlarin akilsal bir temeli yoktur. Romanin sonuna kadar olay orgiisiiniin
okuyucu lizerinde biraktigi etki boyledir. Ancak son sayfalarda yasanan diyaloglar,
biitlin bu ayrmtilarin, anlamsiz gériinen kirtasiyeciligin, tahakkiimiin ve biirokrasinin
aldig1 kararlarin ardinda biitiin bunlar1 birlestiren, rasyonalize eden bir kurgunun
yattig1 goriiliir. Roman boyunca ‘sagmaliklardan’ ve ayrintilardan bunalan okuyucu,
s0z konusu diyaloglarda aslinda biitiin bu sagmalik ve ayrintilarin bir diizeni
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oldugunu ve en nihayetinde, bunlarin Sato’da simgelesen biirokratik mekanizmaya
hizmet ettiginin farkina varir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Modernlesme, biirokrasi, rasyonalizasyon, iktidar, tahakkiim,
ayrinti

Abstract:
The propositions of the Enlightenment philosophy, which valued the individual and
his/her freedom, began to lose effect in the middle of the 19th century, with the
increasing dominance of the ‘social’ and ‘class’ brought about by the growing
industrialization. This dominance, which was the result of the modern capitalist
society and the beurocratic state power it gave rise to, drove the intellectuals and
thinkers of the time to question the individual freedom ideals of the Enlightenment
and the early stages of modernity. In the intellectual sphere this questioning gained
speed with Marx but became most apparent in the propositions of the Frankfurt
School, which showed a lean on Weber’s idea of beurocratic structures of the
modern state.
Franz Kafka’s The Castle contributes to this questioning from a literary perspective.
The Castle is also important because it was written in Germany where the
mechanisms of the beurocratic dominance structures were most overt. The novel
strikingly represents how these mechanisms of dominance affect the individuals and
the relationships between them. This study handles the individual ideal of the
Enlightenment and the criticisms directed to this ideal in the modern times, and it
analyzes Kafka’s The Castle in terms of how it takes its place among the criticisms
to this ideal with a literary dimension.
In his famous work Castle, Kafka, evaluate the modern bureaucracy and its impact
on the society in a different perspective from Weber who deal with modern society
with the context of rationalization. For a better understanding of the novel, it may be
necessary to make a double-layer reading of it. Because, until the last pages of the
novel, it is thought that modern bureaucracy as a structure is constructed in the
context of “nonsense” not “rationality”. The bureucratic mechanism that woven by
hundreds of details in the novel, neither its officality nor its domination built on
invididuals, and its decision have no rational ground.Until the end of the novel, the
plot of the novel’s effect on the readers is like that. However, with the dialogues in
the last pages, it is seen that behind all the details,the meaningless officiality,
domination and the decisions of bureaucracy, there is a fiction that unite and
rasyonalize all these factors. The reader that get bored from nonsenses and details
throughout the novel, with these dialogues,realize that all these nonsenses and
details have an order and they serve biireaucratic mechanism which symbolise with
the Castle.

Keywords: Modernity, bureaucracy, rationalization, power, domination, detail

Giris:

Max Weber’in de etkisiyle yapilan ¢cogu modern toplum analizinde modern
toplumdaki biirokrasinin kalabaliklagmasi, standardizasyonu ve rasyonellesmesinin
daha o6nceki toplumsal formasyonlarla kiyaslanmayacak derecede ilerlemis oldugu
ifade edilir. Ne var ki, toplumdaki biirokratiklesme ve bununla baglantili olarak
rasyonellesme- standardizasyonun toplumdaki bireylere Ozgiirlik getirmedigi,
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bilakis ¢ok daha karmasik ve incelmis tekniklere sahip tahakkiim mekanizmalariyla
bireylerin 6zgiirligiiniin ve farkliliklarin baskilandigi, Frankfurt Okulu iyeleri,
Marcuse ve Foucault gibi diisiiniirler tarafindan savunulmustur. Oyle ki, bu
digiintirlerin yazilari, aydinlanma filozoflarinin bireyin 6zgiirliigii, insan aklina
duyulan sonsuz giiven baglaminda timitle beklenen ve tanimlanan modern toplumun
yarattig1 hayal kirikligini da ortaya sermektedir.

Aydinlanma filozoflarinin birey ve insan aklina duyduklar1 giiven,
Immanuel Kant’in 1784 tarihinde yazdigi “Aydinlanma Nedir?” isimli makalesinin
ilk paragrafindaki su ifadede cisimlesmektedir: “Aydinlanma, insanin kendi sucgu ile
diismiis oldugu bir ergin olmama durumundan kurtulmasidir. Bu ergin olmayis
durumu ise, insanmin kendi aklim1 bir baskasmnin kilavuzluguna basvurmaksizin
kullanamayisidir. Iste bu ergin olmayisa insan kendi sugu ile diismiistiir; bunun
nedeni de aklin kendisinde degil, fakat aklim1 bagkasinin kilavuzlugu ve yardim
olmaksizin  kullanmak kararligini ve yiirekliligini goOsteremeyen insanda
aranmalidir. Sapare aude (bilmek ve tanimak yiirekliligini goster)! Aklin1 kendin
kullanmak cesaretini goster! S6zii simdi Aydinlanmanin parolasi olmaktadir” (Kant,
2000: 17). Modern toplum ve kapitalizmin kaotik dénemi olan —bu kaotiklik
nedeniyle bireysel Ozgiirliige olanak taniyan- 18. yiizyilin ikinci yaris1 ve 19.
ylizylldan 20. yizyila gecisle beraber modern toplum ve Kkapitalizm
kurumsallagmasini tamamlamis, bu kurumsallagsmayla beraber daha 6nceki toplum
tiirleriyle kiyaslanmayacak derecede agir ve birey 6zgirliigiinii kisitlayan tahakkiim
ve iktidar mekanizmalarim tretmistir. 18. ve 19. yiizyilda bireysellesme, ozgiirlik,
aklin Ustinliigiine dair teorilerin, 20. yiizyilda ise iktidar-tahakkiim, ideoloji gibi
bireyin itaatinin ve Ozgiirlik yoklugunun nedenlerini aciga c¢ikarmaya calisan
teorilerin revagta olmasi bir rastlant1 degildir.

S6z konusu ac¢ilimin edebiyatta da yansimalari olmustur. Aydinlanma
doneminin her seye muktedir karakter tipinin en iyi yansiticis1 olan Robinson
Crouse, 20. yiizyilda kendini Kafka’nin Sato isimli romaninda okuru bunaltacak
derecede bireysel ozgilirligii ve 6zgiinliigii olmayan, aynilagmis, higbir farklilig
olmayan insan tiplerine birakmistir. Bu tiplere roman karakteri ya da kahraman bile
demeye degmez. Ciinkii K. diginda, romandaki hi¢ kimsenin bir farkliligi, kendini
digerlerinden ayristiracak bir 6zgiinligii yoktur. Aydinlanma donemi edebiyatgisi
Daniel Defoe’nin yarattigi Robinson Crouse, yalniz yasamak zorunda oldugu bir
adada tek basina bir uygarlik yaratir. Ancak Kafka’nin Safo isimli romanindaki
tipler, Sato’da simgelesmis iktidar mekanizmasinin aygitlar1 ve bu aygitlara karsi
duyulan saygi- korku yiiziinden kendi kii¢lik diinyalarinin ve diisiince kaliplarinin
zerre kadar disina ¢ikma yetenegi-cesaretinden acizdirler. Onlar i¢in toplumdaki her
sey uyum ve huzur i¢in vardir. Bu huzuru bozacak her eylemden kaginilmalidir.

Bu yazimizda Kafka’nin Sato isimli romanini 20. yilizyilda ortaya c¢ikmis
modern toplumdaki iktidar ve tahakkiime dair bazi yaklagimlarla iliskilendirerek
analiz etmeye c¢alisacagiz.

iktidar ve Tahakkiim:
Kafka’nin biyografisini yazan Wagenbach, onun Almanya’da 1950’den
sonra iinlendigini sdylemektedir (Wagenbach, 1997: 10). Bu bizi sasirtmamaktadir,
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clinkii Kafka 1924 yilinda 6lmiis olmasina ragmen onun yazilarindaki diisiince ve
duygu diinyasi, II. Diinya Savasi sonrasi kapitalizmin altin ¢agi diye tabir edilen
dénemini yansitmaktadir. Bu donem gergekten de modern toplum ve kapitalizm
acgisindan bir ‘altin ¢ag’dir. Kapitalizm I. Diinya Savasi, 1929 Ekonomik Buhrani,
II. Diinya Savas1 gibi pespese gelen badirelerden sonra tam anlamiyla kurumsal bir
yapiya kavusmustur. Max Weber’in ifade ettigi ideal tipik anlamda kapitalist
sisteme ve biirokratik orgiitlenmeye en ¢ok bu donemde yaklagilmigtir. Ford’un
fabrikada bir malin iiretimini yiizlerce parcaya boliip hiyerarsik tarzda yeniden
yapilandirarak verimi maksimize etmesi olarak tanimlanabilecek Fordizmin fabrika
tiretiminde en etkin halde uygulanmasi, bu altin ¢ag i¢inde olmustur. Fabrika
tiretiminde isbolimiiniin had safhaya varmasi olan Fordist sistemde iiretimin
verimliligi kadar rasyonalizasyonu, hesaplanabilirligi ve standardizasyonu da
artmustir. Isin pargalara boliinmesi ve hiyerarsik olarak yeniden orgiitlenmesi
olgusu, giderek kalabaliklasan biirokrasi orgiitlenmesinde de fabrikayla paralel
gitmigtir. Par¢alanma, rasyonellesme® ve hesap kaygisi, isin insasinda ayrintiyr 6n
plana ¢ikarmis; bu nedenle ayrinti, modern toplumun temel dinamiklerinden biri
haline gelmistir. Foucault’un, Le Salle’nin modern toplumun arifesinde -1783’te-
yazdiklarindan aktardiklarinda bu goriilmektedir: “Kiiciik seyleri ihmal etmek ne
kadar tehlikelidir. Benimki gibi biiyiik eylemlere pek yatkin olmayan bir ruh igin,
kiigiik seylere gosterilecek sadakatin, hissedilmeyen bir gelismeyle bizi en yiice
kutsalliga cikartabilecegi ¢ok teselli edici bir disiincedir, ¢iinkii kii¢iik seyler
bliyiiklerini hazirlar...Kiigiik seyler; ama uzun donemde biiylik azizleri bunlar
meydana getirdiler! Evet, kiiciik seyler; ama biiyiik nedenler, biiylik ¢oskular,
bliyiik atesler ve bunun sonucu olarak biiyiik liyakatler, biiylik hazineler, biiyiik
odiiller” (Foucault, 2000a: 56-7). Sato’da da konu biitiinliigii ayrintilar tizerinden
inga edilmistir ve roman yazimindaki bu teknik, modern toplumdaki ayrinti
olgusunu yansitmak ister gibidir.

Modern toplum- kapitalizmin toplumsal ve ekonomik kurumsallagmasi,
beraberinde ideolojik anlamda da bir kurumsallastirma ve duraganlastirma
getirmistir. Aydinlanma donemi ve 19. yiizyilin renkli ideolojik-siyasal ortamu,
diistince diinyas1 yerini bir tekdiizelige birakmustir. Bu siirecte gelisen ideolojik
tahakkiim aygitlariyla bireyin  belirlenimi  ve sistemle uyumlu bireyler
yaratilmasinin onii acildigi ¢ogu diigiiniir tarafindan ifade edilmistir. Aydinlanma
diistinlirlerinin bireyin Ozgiirlesmesi baglaminda tanimladiklar1 modern toplum,
kendi icinde gelistirmis oldugu tahakkiim mekanizmalariyla bireyleri yogun bir
belirlenimin i¢ine sokmustur. Marcuse’un soziiyle, Kapitalizm ve fabrika iretimi,
yaratmig oldugu muazzam birikime ragmen insani gelisimin Oniinii tikamaktadir.
Magee’nin Marcuse ile sdylesisinde Marcuse sdyle demektedir: “Her seyden once
kapitalizmin bagarilar1 olarak Bati uygarliglr icinde kazanilabilmis inanilmaz
Olciilerdeki toplumsal zenginlik ve olanaklarinin, gittikce daha insanca bir yasam
kurulmasi i¢in degil de, bunun onlenmesi igin kullanilmasi” (Magee, 1979: 92).
Marcuse, sunlar1 eklemektedir: “Kapitalizmde insanlarin g¢aligmalarinda kendi

° “Rasyonalizasyon, her zaman igin, bireylerin amaglarma ulagabilmesi i¢in araglarin
organizasyonudur” (Dombrowsky, 1991: 82)
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bireysel, insansal yeteneklerini ve gereksinimlerini gergeklestiremedikleri; bunun
kapitalist liretim tarzinin kendi yiiziinden bodyle oldugu ve ¢evresinin de, sadece ve
sadece bu iiretim tarzinin radikal bir bi¢imde degistirilmesi oldugudur” (Magee,
1979: 89). Demokrasi ve ozgiirligiin gelismis oldugu sdylenen Bati toplumlarinda,
iktidarin bireyler tizerindeki tahakkiimiiniin yiiksek bir seviyeye ulagsmis olmasi,
Marcuse’in ‘tek boyutlu insan’ diye tamimladigi insan tipolojisini yaratmustir.
‘Demokratik’ Bat1 toplumlarinda insanlarin benzesmesi s6z konusu olmus, iktidar
bir yandan demokratik mekanizmalarin Oniinii acarken Oblir yandan bu
mekanizmalarin kullaniminin teminati olan zihinsel farklilik ve 6zgiir diisiinebilme
olanaklarini soyut bir belirlenimle en az seviyeye indirgemistir. Yani demokrasi ve
ozgiirliik ortami olmasina ragmen bu 6zgiirliilk ortamindan faydalanabilecek farkl
diisiincelerin ortaya ¢ikmasini ideolojik tahakkiimle smirlamistir. Giddens’in
aktardigina gére Marcuse bu durumu: “rahat, piiriizsiiz, akla yatkin, demokratik bir
Ozgiirliiksiizlik yirtrliiktedir” (Giddens, 2000: 236) diye tanimlamaktadir.

Marcuse, Magee ile sdylesisinde iktidarin bireyleri nasil belirlediginin
iizerinde su sekilde durmaktadir: “Bu konuda en Onemli olan ise egemen
konumdakilerin iktidar yapisinin insanlarin sadece bilinglerini degil, yar1 bilingli
yasadiklar1 alanlar1 ve hatta bilingaltlarin1 giidiilemekte, denetlemekte bugiin
varabildikleri noktadir” (Magee, 1979: 82). Bu ‘altin ¢ag’da insanlar, sekiz saatlik
isgiinii igerisinde sular1 sikilana kadar c¢aligtirilmakta, ‘bos zaman’ olarak
kavramsallastirilan sekiz saatlik calisma saatinin disindaki zamanda ise insan,
calisma esnasinda biriktirdigi stresi tizerinden atip bir sonraki giinkii ¢alismaya
kendini hazirlamaktadir. Bu hayatin akisinda bireyi gelistirecek bilim, sanat ve
edebiyat faaliyetlerine yer yoktur. Bunun yaninda, stresi atmaya yarayacak suni
eglenceler, televizyon Oniinde vakit 6ldiirmeler, vb. giindelik hayatta ‘bos zaman’1
degerlendirmenin yegane araclar1 haline gelirler.

Fransiz diisiiniir M. Foucault’nun iktidar tanmiminda Marcuse’dan farkl
yonelimler bulunsa da, ayni toplumsal zeminden beslendikleri sdylenebilir.
Foucault iktidar algisii bireyin iktidar tarafindan belirlenimi, kendi degisiyle
‘0zne’lesmesi  baglaminda bigimlendirmistir. Ona goére iktidar, bireyleri
Oznelestirerek kendine tabi kilar: “Bu iktidar bi¢cimi, bireyi kategorize ederek,
bireyselligini belirleyerek, kimligine baglayarak, ona hem kendisinin hem de
baskalarinin tanimak zorunda oldugu bir hakikat yasasi dayatarak dogrudan
giindelik yasama miidahale eder. Bu bireyleri 6zne yapan bir iktidar bicimidir. Ozne
sOzcligiiniin iki anlam1 vardir: Denetim ve bagimlilik yoluyla baskasina tabi olan
ozne; vicdan ve 6z bilgi yoluyla kendi kimligi ile baglanmis 6zne. Sozciik, her iki
anlam1 da boyun egdiren ve tabi kilan bir iktidar bi¢imini telkin ediyor” (Foucault,
2000b: 63). iktidar, giindelik hayatin icinde varolan cok sayidaki mikro iktidar
agiyla bireyleri 6znelestirir, kendine tabi kilar ve bireylerin eylemleri iizerinden
kendini disa vurur.

Foucault, iktidar1 ‘bir bagkasinin eylemi iizerinde uygulanan eylem kipi’
olarak tamimlamaktadir (Foucault, 2000b: 73). Yani iktidarin 6n kosulu, eyleyen
bireylerin olmasidir. Bu dogrultuda diisiiniiliirse iktidarin varlik sebebi, bireylerin
eylemleri tizerinde denetim kurmak, onlar1 belirlemektir. Zaten Arapga kokenli bir
kelime olan ‘iktidar’ kelimesi, Foucault’nun Latince kokenli ‘power’ kelimesi ile
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tanimlamak istedigini ¢ok iyi bir sekilde karsilamaktadir. Foucault’un kullandig:
‘power’ kelimesinin dilimizdeki karsilig1 ‘gii¢’ degil, ‘iktidar’dir. ‘Kudret’ kelimesi
ile aynm1 kokten gelen iktidarin anlamin1 6z Tirkceye cevirirsek karsiligt
‘yapabilme, eyleyebilme giici’ olabilir. Yani iktidar, bagkasinin eylemi lizerinde,
ona tahakkiim kuracak bi¢imde eylemde bulunabilme giiciidiir.

Foucault’un iktidar tammindaki eylem vurgusunu ozgiirliikk vurgusu takip
eder. iktidarin bireyleri 6znelestirmesi ve bu 6znelesmenin bireyin eyleminde disa
vurulmasi, bireyin Ozgiirlesme potansiyellerini tam olarak sinirlayamaz. Bilakis
Foucault’nun iktidar tamminda iktidar nasil ki bireylerin eylemi {izerinde kendini
disa vurursa ozgiirliik de kendini bireyin eyleminde disa vurur. Oyle ki, iktidar,
Ozgiir eylemin varligima muhtagtir. Foucault’nun sik sik dillendirilen 6rneginde
sOyledigi gibi kole ile kole sahibi iligkisinin bir iktidar iligkisi olabilmesi i¢in
kolenin bir kagma potansiyeli ya da ka¢cma tesebbiisii icinde olmasi gerekir:
“Ozgiirliigiin boyun egmeyi reddetmesi ile iktidar arasindaki iliskiyi ayirmak
miimkiin degildir. iktidar iliskisinin dziinde yatan, onu devaml kiskirtan etken,
istencin boyun egmeyisi ile Ozgiirliigiin inadidir. Ozsel bir uzlasmazliktan s6z
etmektense, bir ¢gekismeden s6z etmek, aym zamanda hem karsilikli tesvik etmeyi,
hem de miicadeleyi iceren bir iliskiden séz etmek yerinde olur” (Foucault, 2000b:
76). Iktidar nasil ki kendini insanlar arasi iliskilerin gogullugunda varediyorsa,
Ozgiirlik de kendini ayn1 zeminde var eder. Foucault’nun “iktidar her yerdedir,
direnis de” sozii, iktidar ile direnis arasindaki muhtac¢lik iliskisini iyi bi¢imde agiga
vurur. Makalemizin ana temasini olusturan Sato romaninda, izlerini Foucault’nun
yazilarinda gordiiglimiiz 6zgirliik ve iktidar arasindaki mubhtaciyet iliskisine dair
carpici ornekler vardir. Bunlar, makalemizin ilerleyen kisimlarinda islenecektir.

Sato:

Roman, K.nin Sato tarafindan Briickenhorf’a kadastrocu olarak atanmasiyla
baslar. Kitabin ilk sayfalarindan itibaren Sato’nun kurdugu iktidar mekanizmasinin
insanlar lizerindeki etkisi hissedilir. K., bastan itibaren siirekli Sato ile iliski
kurmak, oradan yetkili bir memurla konusmak istemektedir. Ne var ki, koye
kadastrocu olarak gelmesine ragmen kadastroculukla ilgili hi¢bir is yapamamakta
ve higbir is yapamadiginm bir tiirlii Sato’ya anlatamamaktadir. Ana temalar da bu
olgular etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Sato ve koyliller arasindaki ugurum o kadar
derindir ki Sato’dan birisiyle goriisebilmesi biitiin roman boyunca miimkiin
olamamustir.

E. Fischer, Kafka’nin kii¢iik ayrintilara 6énem verip bu kiiciik ayrintilardan
biitlin olusturabilen bir yazar oldugunu belirtir (Fischer, 1979: 265). Kafka’nin Sato
isimli romani da, modern toplumdaki ayrinti olgusunu yansitmak istercesine
yiizlerce ayrintinin yapilandirilmasiyla olusmus bir romandir. Oyle ki, kendini bu
ayrmtilara kaptirmig bir okuyucu, ¢ogunlukla ayrintilarin iizerinden insa edilmis
biitiinselligi gézden kacirabilir. Biitiinsellik gozden kagtiginda da okuyucunun
gbziline ayrintilarin ¢ogu sagma gelebilir. Belki de bu nedenle eserin ¢ift katmanl
bir okumasinin yapilmasi lazimdir. ilk katman, Weber’in rasyonellik baglaminda
inga ettigi modern devletin yapilanmasinin aslinda tamamen sagma sapanliklar
iizerinden kurgulandigini hissettirir. Romanin kahramani K., bir kadastrocu
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olmasina ve koye bir kadastrocu olarak gorevlendirilmek i¢in ¢agrilmasina ragmen
roman boyunca kimseye ne kadastrocu oldugunu, ne de bir kadastrocu olarak
goreve cagrildigini anlatabilir. Sagmaligin diger bir boyutu, kdye kadastrocu olarak
cagrilmasina ragmen koyde kadastroculuga dair higbir isin olmamasidir. Koyiin
muhtari, K.’ya soyle der: “Dediginiz gibi kadastrocu olarak ise alindiniz; ama ne
yazik ki, bize bir kadastrocu gerekli degil. Bir kadastrocu i¢in en ufak bir is yok
bizim buralarda. Kii¢lik topraklarimizin sinirlart belirlenmis, hepsi giizel giizel
kayitlara gegirilmistir. Bunlarin el degistirdigi goriilmez pek, ufak tefek sinir
anlagmazliklarmi ise kendimiz ¢o6ziimleriz. Eh, bu durumda ne yapalim bir
kadastrocuyu?” (Kafka, 1995: 73). K. bir kadastrocu olarak g¢agrildigina kimseyi
ikna edememesine ve kadastroculuga dair higbir is yapmamasina ragmen, koyde
yaptigl basarili isler nedeniyle Sato memurlarindan Klamm tarafindan ona bir
tesekkiir ~ mektubu  gonderilmistir.  Mektupta:  “Briickenhof’daki  Sayin
Kadastrocu’ya! Simdiye kadar gordigliniiz kadastro islerini ¢ok begendim.
Yardimcilarinizin ¢alismalar: da dviilmeye deger. Onlari ¢aligtirmasini gergekten iyi
beceriyorsunuz. Gayreti sakin elden birakmayin, isleri bir sona vardirmaya bakin.
Calismalara ara verilirse, kizarim dogrusu. Merak da etmeyin, iicret sorunu pek
yakinda karara baglanacaktir. Goziimii sizden ayirmayacagim” (Kafka, 1995: 141).
Mektupta K. nin ¢ok iyi ¢alistirdig1 iddia edilen iki yardimci, roman boyunca K.’ya
engel c¢ikarmaktan baska hicbir ise yaramayan, siirekli salak¢a davramslar
sergileyen tiplerdir. Her ortamda K. nin yanindan ayrilmamakta, onu bir gélge gibi
izlemektedirler. Romanin ilerleyen sayfalarmda okuyucu, onlarin gérevinin K.’ya
yardim etmekten ¢ok onu gozetlemek oldugunu diisiinmeye baslar.

Modern devlet, gecmis biitiin kutsalliklara karsi savas agip onlari
yerlerinden ederken, bir asamadan sonra kendini yegane kutsal olarak insanlarin
zihninde insa etmeye girigsmistir. Kendisinin yaratimi olan bazi sembollerin giiciinii
de arkasini alarak, modern devlet, insanlardan ve onlarin iliskilerinden bagimsizmis
gibi, onlarin ulasamayacaklar1 soyut bir olgu, gii¢ olarak mistik bir nitelik kazanir.

Modern devletteki bu mistifikasyon siirecini Sato’da iyi bir sekilde
gorebiliriz. Kdyliiler ile Sato arasindaki ugurum, onlarin Sato’ya yabancilagsmasini
beraberinde getirmis, bu durum Sato ile gorevlilerine mistik bir 6zellik yiiklenmesi
halini almistir. Roman karakterlerinden olan otelcinin karisinin Sato’daki bir
memur-bey olan Klamm ile goriismek isteyen K.’ya soyledikleri, bu mistik algiy1
agiga vurur:

“Bay Klamm, Sato’dan bir bey; isgal ettigi mevkiyi bir kenara birakalim, yalniz

bu kadar1 bile yiiksek bir payedir... Klamm gibi bir adam sizinle konusacak!...

Soyler misin kuzum? Klamm’1 gérmeye nasil dayanabilirsin? Cevap vermeniz

sart degil; biliyorum pekald dayandiniz (K. daha 6nce Klamm’a bir duvar

deliginden bakmusti- yK). Klamm’1 gérmeye hi¢ giiciiniiz yetmez hani. Béyle
sOyliiyorum da bobiirlendigimi sanmayin, ¢iinkii benim kendimde de boyle bir
giic yok. Klamm sizinle goriisecek ha! Ama onun koyliilerle konustugu yok ki!

Hig de bugiine kadar kdyden biriyle konustugunu gormedim” (Kafka, 1995: 65-
6).
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Romandaki karakterlerden biri olan Olga’nin Klamm hakkinda soyledigi
asagidaki sozler, sanki bir insan icin degil, farkli zamanlarda degisik kiliklara
girebilen tanrisal bir varlik i¢in sdylenmistir:

“Soylendigine gore, koye indigi zaman baskaymis; bira igmeden baska, igtikten

sonra bagka, uyanikken baska, uyurken bagka ve konusurken baskaymis; biitiin

bunlardan anlasildigma gore, yukarida, satoda adeta temelinden baskaymus.

Hani anlatilanlara bakarsak, daha koy iginde bile bu goriiniiste biiyiik

farkliliklar, boy pos, durus oturus, sismanlik zayiflik, sakal, biyik bakimindan

ayrimlar varmis; ancak giysi yoniinden neyse haberler tutuyormus birbirini;

Klamm hep ayni giysiyle dolasiyormus, uzun etekli siyah bir ceket” (Kafka,

1995: 210).

Sato’da kaydetmeye dayali ¢ok teferruath bir gozetleme mekanizmasi vardir.
Fischer, bu kaydetme ve dosyalama ¢abasma kirtasiyecilik demekte, bu
kirtasiyeciligi anlamlandiramadigini ifade etmektedir: “K.nin varmaya calisip bir
tirlii varamadigi Sato’nun sahibi Kont Westwest’in kirtasiyeciligi hi¢ anlasilir gibi
degildir. Kirtasiyeci i¢in higbir insan iligkisi yoktur, sadece dosyalar, yan nesneler
vardir. Insanin kendisi de bir dosyaya doner” (Fischer, 1979: 110). Sato’nun bu
kirtasiyeciligini Max Weber’in biirokrasi ve sozlesme Kkiiltiirii hakkindaki
fikirleriyle karsilastirirsak mesele daha iyi agiga cikabileceginden Fischer’in
buradaki ‘anlasilmamazlik’ tabirine kuskuyla yaklasabiliriz. Oyle ki, Sato’nun
kirtasiyeciligini modern biirokrasinin kirtasiyeciligiyle karsilastirirsak bu durum
daha fazla anlam kazanir. Max Weber’e gore, modern biirokrasinin daha 6nceki
yapilanmalardan en 6nemli farklarindan birinin her islemin sézlesme ve yazili
kiiltiire dayali olmasidir. Modern biirokraside her islem i¢in bir yazili belge vardir
ve bu belgeler ‘rasyonel’ bir sekilde tasnif edilir, dosyalanir. Bu rasyonel dosyalama
sayesinde istenen belge, binlerce belge arasinda kisa siirede bulunabilir. Kafka,
Sato’da aslinda Weber’in bu disiincesinde simgelesen modern biirokrasinin
rasyonelligi, sézlesmeye dayali olusunu alaya almaktadir. Koyiin muhtarmin, K. ile
gorlismesinde bahsettigi Sato biirokrasisi, modern biirokrasinin ironik bir elestirisi
olarak irrasyonel ve isgdrememezlik iizerinden insa edilmis bir hiyerarsik
orgiitlenmedir: “Boyle kontluk gibi biiyiik bir idari orgiitte karsilasilir iste; bir biiro
karar1 alir, Obiirlisii su karari, birinin 6tekinden haberi olmaz. Ger¢i hepsinin
iizerinde kil kirk yaran bir denetim mekanizmas1 vardir; ama 6zii geregi, is isten
gectikten sonra calismaya baglar bu mekanizma; dolayisiyla, bir karisiklia yol
acilmasi onlenemez” (Kafka, 1995: 74). Sato’nun idari orgiitlenmesinde belgeler
dosyalanmadig1 i¢in karmakarigik bir sekilde bir oda veya dolapta
saklanmaktadirlar. Bu nedenle aranan bir belgeyi bulmak o kadar kolay degildir.
Sato’dan K. ilgili muhtara gonderilen bir mektubu muhtarin karis1 ve K.nin iki
yardimeisi, biitiin giin aramalarina ragmen bulamazlar. En nihayetinde aramaktan
vazgegerler. Arama esnasinda ortaliga dokiilen belgeleri toparlama isi, modern
biirokrasideki tasnif ve dosyalamayi carpici bir sekilde alaya almaktadir:
“Hayli zamandir gozden uzak kalmis yardimcilarla Mizzi (muhtarm karist),
anlagilan aranilan evraki bulamayip ne var ne yok, yine dolabin ic¢ine tikmak
istemis, ama silirtiyle evrakin dagmnikligi yliziinden bu isi basaramamislar;
derken yardimcilarin aklina bir diislince gelmisti: Dolab1 yere yatirip ne kadar
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evrak varsa igerisine tikmig, sonra da Mizzi’yle dolabin kapagmnin {izerine
oturmus, o anda kapagi yavag yavag bastirip kapamaya ugrasiyorlardi” (Kafka,
1995: 85-6).

Belgeler dolaba tikis tikis dolduruluyor, dolap sigmayinca belgeleri gelisi giizel
sigdirmak i¢in dolap diiz zemine yatirilip i¢inde belgeler oldugu halde kapaklarin
lizerine baski uygulayarak kapatmaya c¢aligmaktaydilar.

Modern biirokrasinin rasyonelligi, farkli biirolarin uyum iginde, bir makine
gibi islemesini gerektirir. Oysa Kafka’nin Sato’sunda bir biironun digerinin yaptig
isten haberi yoktur. Sato’nun karmasik hiyerarsik orgiitlenmesinde hangi biironun
ne is yaptigi, eger bir i yapiyorsa bile bu iste belirleyici biironun hangisi oldugu
belli degildir. Bazen ayni1 mesele iizerinde farkli biirolar, birbirinin tam zitt1 karar
verebilmektedir (Kafka, 1995: 83-4). Ger¢i memurlar, isb6liimii ve uzmanlagma
nedeniyle uzmanlik alanindaki isi iyi yapmaktadirlar, ama kendi uzmanlik
alanindaki islerde sudan ¢ikmis balik gibidirler.

“Memurlar pek kiltiirlii kisilerdir, ancak tek yonliidiir kiiltiirleri; bir memur

kendi alaninda, karsidakinin tek bir s6zii iizerine hemen onun kafasindaki

diislinceleri dizi halinde boydan boya gorebilir; gel gelelim, baska bir biironun
calisma alanina giren konular1 saatlerce anlatsaniz, belki nezaket gosterip

basiyla evet diyecek, ama sdylenenlerin bir kelimesini anlamayacaktir” (Kafka,
1995: 256).

Modern biirokrasideki isboliimii ve asir1 uzmanlasmanin elestirisini okuyoruz bu
satirlarda.

Romanmn i¢inde K.nin konumu ilgingtir. K. biitiin olay orgilisii i¢inde
monotonluga kars1 miicadele edip Sato’nun gergekleri gérmesi i¢in (Sato gergekleri
gormek istiyor mu diye bir soru sorulabilir) g¢aba goéstermektedir. Biitiin
belirlenmisler arasinda farkli olan bir tek o vardir. Ancak K. burada Foucault’un
bahsettigi iktidar icin gerekli olan oOzgiir eyleyici tanimiyla uyusmamaktadir.
Foucault’'un iktidar tammminda Ozgir eyleyen, iktidarn vazgegilmez
belirleyicilerinden biridir. Ama Sato’nun iktidar1 ve koyliiler iizerinde kurdugu
tahakkiim, K.’dan 6nce de s6z konusuydu. Romanda 06zgiir eyleyici tanimina
asagida deginecegimiz Amelia’nin ailesi uymaktadir. Aile istemese de koyliilerin
bir bigimde bunlar1 6zgiir eyleyici olarak segmesi ve onlar1 dislamasi, koylilerin
Sato’'nun iktidar1 gevresinde daha fazla kenetlenmesine sebep olmustur. Ozgiir
eyleyici olarak aile, iktidarin koyliiler iizerindeki tahakkiimiiniin artmasina sebep
olmustur.

Sato’nun koyliiler {izerindeki tahakkiimii, en iyi Olga’nin kiz kardesi
Amelia’nin basina gelenlerle agiklayabiliriz. Olay sdyledir: Itfaiyeciler gecesinde
memur-bey Sortini, Amelia’y1 goriince ‘ona abayr yakti” (Kafka, 1995: 246).
Amelia da ondan hoglanmigti. Geceden sonraki giiniin sabahi Sortini, bir haberciyle
Amelia’ya mektup gonderir. Mektupta bayagi bir dil vardir ve Amelia’nin en geg
yarim saat iginde Beyler Oteli’ne gelmesi emredilmektedir. Kendisi de Sortini’den
hoslanan Amelia, emrivaki sozler igeren bu mektuptan gururu incindiginden
mektubu paramparc¢a edip haberciye firlatir. Amelia’nin mektubu paramparga edip



960 Iktidar, Tahakkiim ve Kafka min Sato’su

haberciye firlattigim1 goren oteldeki garsonlardan Frieda (Frieda sonradan K.nin
karisi olur), biitiin kdye Amelia’nin memur-bey Sortini’ye hakaret ettigini yayar.
Amelia’nin ailesi i¢in kot giinler bundan sonra baglar. Daha oncesinden koyiin
niifuzlu ailelerinden olan ve ayakkabicilik isiyle ugrasan aileye bundan bdyle is
verilmez olur; Oyle ki aile kdy halki tarafindan aforoz edilir ve onlarla kimse
konusmaz olur. Aile aglikla yiizyiize kalir. Bu durumdan kurtulmak i¢in tiirlii yollar
denenir; baba, affedilmek icin siirekli Sato’dakilere yalvarir, giinler boyu, yagmur
veya giines altinda Sato’ya giden yolun kenarinda oturup oradan arabasiyla gecen
bir memura meramini anlatmak i¢in kendini heba eder. Ama hicbir sey degismez.

“... babam yoksulluga diistiigii i¢in sizlanmiyordu ki! Bu bakimdan kaybettigi

ne varsa, hepsini kolayca yine ele gegirebilirdi, bunlar pek énemsenmeyecek

seylerdi onun igin, yeter ki bagislansindi! ‘Iyi ama canim, nedir su bagislanacak

sey? Diye cevap veriliyordu babama; simdiye kadar hakkinda bir sug
duyurusunda bulunulmamis, hi¢ degilse tutanaklarda, en azindan avukatlara
acik tutanaklarda yokmus bdyle bir sey; dolayisiyla da, saptanabilecegi
kadariyla ne ona karst bir islemde bulunulmus, ne de bulunulmasi
diistiniiliiyormus. Kendisine karsi alinmis resmi bir karar varsa, sdylesinmis
bakalim? Babam tabi sdyleyemiyordu bdyle bir sey. Peki, resmi bir organ
herhangi bir miidahalede bulunmus muydu? Babamin bildigi boyle bir sey
yoktu. Eh, madem bildigi bir sey yokmus, bir sey de olmamus, daha ne

istiyormus peki? Ne varmis bagiglanacak ortada?” (Kafka, 1995: 253).

Gergekten de Sato, aileye karsi hicbir cezai islem talep etmemisti,
memurlardan birinin disar1 yansimis bir tepkisi de yoktu. Yani ailenin dislanip
marjinalize edilmesi Sato’nun arzusunun ve haberinin disinda gerc¢eklesmis bir
olaydi.

Koyliilere gore bir kizin basmna gelebilecek en giizel sey, Sato’dan biri
tarafindan begenilmekti ve Amelia, yapmis oldugu davranigla bu litufu elinin
tersiyle itmisti. Itmekle kalmamus, koyliilere gére bir memura hakaret de etmisti.
Koyliiler iizerindeki Sato’nun tahakkiimii tam bu noktada aciga c¢ikar. Sato’nun
tahakkiim mekanizmasi, bir defa kurulduktan sonra, Sato’nun resmi talebine gerek
kalmadan kendi kendine islemektedir. Kdydeki bireyler, tahakkiim mekanizmasini
oyle igsellestirmislerdir ki, tahakkiimiin islemesi i¢in yapmalar1 gereken davranist,
Sato’dan herhangi bir talep gelmeden hayata gecirmektedirler. Kafka’nin romanda
isledigi bu hikdye, modern iktidarin ve tahakkiimiin bireyler {izerindeki etkisini
carpict bir bicimde yansitmaktadir ve ele aldigi mesele bakimindan Marcuse ve
Foucault’'un sosyal teorik alanda degindikleri konuyla aymi noktaya isaret
etmektedir: Modern iktidar, sahip oldugu tahakkiim mekanizmalariyla bireylerin
icine isleyerek, onlar1 kendi baglaminda yeniden yapilandirarak bireyleri kendine
tabi kilar. Yukaridaki hikdye, modern toplumdaki korku kiiltiiriiniin geldigi boyutu
da gozler Oniine serer. Sato tarafindan cezalandirilma korkusu, koyliileri
kendiliginden baz1 davraniglar1 sergilemeye sevk etmektedir. Sik sik uygulanmasa
bile cezanim varligi, kdyliilerin i¢cine korku yaymakta, bu korku, iktidarm arzu ettigi
davranisin talep edilmeden yapilmasini saglamaktadir.

Amelia’nin ailesinin bu sekilde marjinalize edilmesi, kendileri istemese de,
Foucault’un teorisindeki 6zgiir eyleyen muhalefet konumuna onlar1 sokmaktadir.
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Onlarm diglanmas1 —ya da otekilestirilmesi-, Sato iktidarinin koyliiler tizerindeki
tahakkiimiinii saglamlastirmig, islemesini kolaylastirmistir.

Roman boyunca Sato’nun ne oldugu belirsizligini korur. Gergi romanda bir binalar
toplamindan bahsedilse de bunlar sekilsizdir. Oyle ki Sato sanki somut bir yap1 ve
orgiitlenmeden ¢ok bir metafordur. Bu metafor, Sato’nun mistik yapisi
beslemektedir. Sato’nun kendisi gibi koyliiler ilizerindeki tahakkiimii de soyuttur,
dolayisiyla c¢ogunlukla fiziksel siddete dayanmamaktadir. Sato’ya atfedilen
kutsallik, korku kiltiiriiyle birlesince kdoylillerde Sato’ya karst bir saygi
dogurmaktadir. K. Olga’yla konugsmasinda Sato’yla ilgili su sozleri s6ylemektedir:
“Resmi makamlara kars1 saygi iginizde yaratiligtan var sizin; Sonra, bu sayg biitiin
omriiniiz boyu alabildigine degisik bicimlerde dort bir yandan size agilanmaya
calisiliyor, siz de elinizden geldigince bunu destekliyorsunuz”(Kafka, 1995: 236).
K.’nin kendisi de Sato’ya saygi duysa da onun yaklagimi kdyliilerden farklidir ve
onlarin saygisinin Sato’yu algaltacagini ifade etmektedir: “Ama bu yersiz saygi;
bdyle bir saygi, sayg1 konusu nesneyi alcaltir”(Kafka, 1995: 239). Iktidara duyulan
saygl, dogustan gelmektedir ve koyliiler i¢cin olduk¢a dogal, farkina varilmadan
duyulan bir saygidir. Foucault’un ‘iktidar bireyleri dznelestirmeye ana rahminde
baslar’ ifadesi ile Marcuse’un ‘iktidar insanlarin bilingli ve yar1 bilingli hallerini
hatta bilingaltlarini belirleme egilimindedir’ seklindeki sozii, romandaki kdyliilerin
belirlenmisligine birebir tekabiil etmektedir.

Romanin sonuna kadar okuyucu, K.’y1 kadastrocu, onun yardimcilarini yardimci,
Frieda’y1 zamaninda Klamm’a sevgililik etmis, sonrasmda K. ile evlenmis bir
garson kiz, otelcinin karisini otelcinin karis1 ve diger karakterleri romanda
kurgulandiklar1 halleriyle algilar. Romandaki sa¢maliklar da g6z Oniinde
bulundurulursa modern devletin rasyonel olarak tanimlanan yapisinda aslinda higbir
seyin dogru diizgiin gitmedigi, bu aygitin sagmaliklar iizerine kuruldugunu diistiniir.
Modern devletteki sozlesme-yazisma kiiltiirii, biirokrasinin isleyisi, biirokrasinin
degisik ogelerinin birbiriyle iliskisi komik denecek bigimde ‘irrasyonel’ yani
akildis1 olarak algilanir. Weber’in modern biirokrasisi ne kadar rasyonelse
Kafka’nin Sato’su da o kadar irrasyoneldir. Iste tam bu sirada roman hakkinda
sOyledigimiz ¢ift katmanli okumanin ikinci katmani devreye girer. Cift katmanl
okumadan kasit, okuyucunun okuma siirecinde romanin sonuna gelindiginde,
yazarin sonda kurdugu baglantinin bilinciyle tekrar romanin basina kadar doniip
bastan sona kadar gecen olay ve kahramanlar1 yeniden diistinmesidir. Boyle bir geri
diistiniim i¢in roman1 tekrar okumak gerekebilir. Bu geri diisiiniim sayesinde romant
okurken okuyucuya sagma ya da gereksiz gelen birgok ayrinti anlam kazanir. S6z
konusu geri diistiniimii gerekli kilan diyalog romanin son sayfasindadir. Bu diyalog
sayesinde okuyucunun Sato ve Sato’daki karakterlerle ilgili olusturdugu biitiin
kurgular alt {ist olur. Diyalogda K.nin aslinda kadastrocu olmadigi, otelcinin
karisinin da gercekte otelcilik isiyle ugrasmadigi agiga cikar. K. ile otelcinin karist
arasindaki diyalogda otelcinin karsi, K.’ya ne is yaptigimi sorar, K., kadastrocu
oldugunu sdyler. Buna inanmayan otelcinin karisina cevaben sdyle der: “Sen de
dogruyu soylemiyorsun ama”. Bu cevap, aslinda K.n’in kadastrocu olmadiginin
kabuliidiir. Diyalogun ilerleyen kisimlarinda K. otelcinin karisina “Hayir, buna
benzer bir sey beklemistim zaten; sadece otelcinin karisi olmadigini, baska bir amag
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pesinden kostugunu sdylemistim sanirim” der(Kafka, 1995: 367-8). Roman da bu
diyalogla biter.

Bu sonla, tim roman boyunca devam eden sagmalik ve diizensizligin bir
goriintiiden ibaret oldugunu, iist perdede ve fark edilmeyen bir bigimde Sato’nun
iktidarmin her seyi belirledigi, sagmalik ve diizensizliklerin arka planinda bir
anlamlilik ve diizenliligin oldugu, okuyucu tarafindan anlasilir. Kdydeki bireylerin
belirlenmisligine karst miicadele eden K.’min aslinda bir kadastrocu degil, Sato
iktidar1 tarafindan gorevlendirilmis 6zel bir gorevli oldugu diisiiniilmeye baslanir.
Yardimc1 olarak sandigimiz Konmn iki yardimeisi, yardimer degil de K.’yi
gozetlemekle gorevlendirilmis kisiler olabilirler. Goriilen roller ile hakiki anlamdaki
konum arasinda fark bulunmasi, biitiin roman karakterleri agisindan muhtemeldir.
Roman boyunca okuyucu, modern iktidar ve biirokrasisinin ‘irrasyonelligi’
karsisinda bir rahathk hisseder. Oyle ki, giiniimiiz hakim anlayisinda modern
biirokrasinin ne kadar mitkemmel isledigi, iktidar ve tahakkiim aygitlarinin insanlar1
her yoniiyle belirledigi seklinde insam 6zgiirlik konusunda karamsarliga iten bir
tablo cizilir. Sato’nun son iki sayfasina kadar modern iktidar ve biirokrasinin
isleyisindeki irrasyonellik ve sagmalik yiiziinden insanin &zgiirliik alanmin genigligi
konusunda okuyucuda bir ferahlik olusur. Ancak yukarida da isledigimiz son iki
sayfadaki diyalog, biitin bu ferahligin alt {ist olmasma sebep olur. Oyle ki,
romandaki sagmalik ve diizensizlikler Sato’nun iktidar ve tahakkiimiiniin bir tirtinii
ve hepsinin bu iktidarin isleyisinde bir islevinin olmasi muhtemeldir. Okuyucunun
zihninde olusmus Ozgirlik alaninin da iktidar tarafindan belirlendigi ve bu
Ozgiirlik alaninin bir yoniiyle iktidarin isleyisinde bir role sahip oldugu anlasilir.
Son sayfalarda rast geldigimiz bu durumun 1s18inda roman ikinci defa okunursa,
ayrmtilarda gizli olan bir¢ok iktidar ve tahakkiim iligkisinin varlig: fark edilebilir.

Sonug:

Aydinlanma felsefesi, modern toplumda bireye 6nemli misyonlar yiiklemis ve yeni
toplumun birey acisindan bir Ozgilirlesme siireci baslattigi tizerinde durmustu.
20.yiizyilda gelinen asama ise aydinlanmanin, bireyin 6zgiirlesmesi konusundaki
vaatlerinin sarsildig1 bir donem olmustur. iktidarin uyguladig1 tahakkiim, birakin
bireyin Ozgiirlesmesini, onun daha fazla bagimli olmasini saglamigstir. Nasil ki
Foucault, Marcuse veya Frankfurt Okulu’nun diger iiyeleri, aydinlanmanin birey
idealinin gliniimiizde gecersizlestigini teorik alanda vurgulamiglarsa, Kafka da,
edebi alanda aydinlanmanin bu birey vaadine elestiri ¢abasi i¢cinde olmuslardir.
Kafka’nin Sato isimli eseri, modern zamanlardaki biirokratik tahakkiim
mekanizmalarinin bireyler {izerindeki etkisini ve bu mekanizmalarin isleyigini
carpict bicimde vermektedir. S6z konusu tahakkiim mekanizmalarinin dayandigi
zemin olan korku, s6zlesme ve yazigma kiiltiirii gibi faktorlerin de yer yer islenmesi
kitabin 6nemini arttirmaktadir.

20.yy.’mn basinda yazilan bu roman, aslinda ayni yiizyilin son ¢eyreginde George
Orwell tarafindan yazilan 1984 isimli disiitopya romaninda isledigi ‘her yerde ve
her seye kadir olan’ iktidar aygit1 olgusunu Orwell’dan ¢ok daha eski bir zamanda
resmetmistir. Sato’da 1984’e nazaran eksik olan tek sey kamera ve televizyondur ve
bunlarin ikisi de roman yazildiginda daha icat edilmemislerdi.
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Sato, belki modern tahakkiim ve niifuz mekanizmalarmin daha tam olarak
yerlesmedigi elli yi1l 6ncesinin Tiirkiye’sini resmetmiyor olabilir. Ancak kamera,
bilgisayar teknolojileri bu kadar gelistigi, medyanin biliyiik Olgekte giiciinii
arttirdigi, biirokrasinin kalabaliklasip gegmise nazaran daha ‘rasyonel’ bir hal aldig1
gliniimiiz Tiirkiye’sindeki bireyin durumunu anlamak igin bu roman olduk¢a dnemli
ipuglar1 vermektedir. Sehrin, iiniversitelerin, kurumlarin her yerlerine yerlestirilen
kameralarla toplumda neredeyse bir korku imparatorlugu olusturuldugu, medya
organlar1 nedeniyle birey bilincinin siirekli tacize ugradigi ve yine medya sayesinde
suni diismanlar yaratildig: ginimiiz Tirkiye’sinde biitiin bu digsal faktérlere maruz
kalan bireylerin durumu, Kafka’nin Sato’sunda isledigi karakterlerden ¢ok daha
acizdir.

Hem Tiirkiye’de hem de az ¢gok modern tahakkiim mekanizmalarini olusturabilmis
tilkelerde insanlar, toplumda var olan sayisiz ayrinti arasinda bogulmakta, tabiri
caizse romanin ¢ift katlt okumasinin ilk okumasindan diinyaya bakmakta, bu sayisiz
ayrmtiyr birbirine baglayan biitiinselligi ve tahakkiim mekanizmalarini, ¢ift
katmanli okumanin ikinci diizeyi olan geri diisiinim yapilmadig igin
yakalayamamaktadirlar.
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Power, Domination and Kafka’s Castle

The propositions of the Enlightenment philosophy, which valued the
individual and his/her freedom, began to lose effect in the middle of the 19th
century, with the increasing dominance of the ‘social’ and ‘class’ brought about by
the growing industrialization. This dominance, which was the result of the modern
capitalist society and the beurocratic state power it gave rise to, drove the
intellectuals and thinkers of the time to question the individual freedom ideals of the
Enlightenment and the early stages of modernity. In the intellectual sphere this
questioning gained speed with Marx but became most apparent in the propositions
of the Frankfurt School, which showed a lean on Weber’s idea of beurocratic
structures of the modern state.

Franz Kafka’s The Castle contributes to this questioning from a literary
perspective. The Castle is also important because it was written in Germany where
the mechanisms of the beurocratic dominance structures were most overt. The novel
strikingly represents how these mechanisms of dominance affect the individuals and
the relationships between them. This study handles the individual ideal of the
Enlightenment and the criticisms directed to this ideal in the modern times, and it
analyzes Kafka’s The Castle in terms of how it takes its place among the criticisms
to this ideal with a literary dimension.

In his famous work Castle, Kafka, evaluate the modern bureaucracy and its
impact on the society in a different perspective from Weber who deal with modern
society with the context of rationalization. For a better understanding of the novel, it
may be necessary to make a double-layer reading of it. Because, until the last pages
of the novel, it is thought that modern bureaucracy as a structure is constructed in
the context of “nonsense” not “rationality”. The bureucratic mechanism that woven
by hundreds of details in the novel, neither its officality nor its domination built on
invididuals, and its decision have no rational ground.Until the end of the novel, the
plot of the novel’s effect on the readers is like that. However, with the dialogues in
the last pages, it is seen that behind all the details,the meaningless officiality,
domination and the decisions of bureaucracy, there is a fiction that unite and
rasyonalize all these factors. The reader that get bored from nonsenses and details
throughout the novel, with these dialogues,realize that all these nonsenses and
details have an order and they serve biirecaucratic mechanism which symbolise with
the Castle.

The novel begins with Joseph K’s appointment as surveyor to the village
where the Castle rules. However, though Mr. K’s job is surveyor and he is brought
by the castle as surveyor, throughout the novel, he can make know neither the
people not the officers there that he is a surveyor and that he is appointed to the
place for this purpose. In a way, the novel relates Joseph K’s effort to prove his
being a surveyor and his appointment there for the purpose.

In the four days in which the events take place so many details are related
that it may be difficult for the reader to comprehend the whole beyond these details.
The reader can conceive this whole only after reading the dialogues towards the end
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of the novel. The same is also valid for the meanings attributed to characters. The
jobs and positions of some important characters, including those of Joseph K, are
blurred in these dialogues. The meanings attributed to these characters represent not
the real but a real that is desired to exist, and these meanings are understood to be
not real towards the end. With the effect of the dialogues towards the end, the
details and the change in the meanings attributed to the characters in the earlier
parts of the novel become meaningful and understandable for the reader.

Besides, in terms of structure, the Castle well-represents the characteristics
of the modern bureaucratic organization. The officialism, abundance of petition
correspondence, hierarchy, and the sacredness of the institution characterizing
modern bureaucratic organization can also be seen in the Castle. However, these
issues are handled ironically in the novel, which, as a matter of fact, can be read as
a criticism of modern bureaucracy.
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The Myth of Knowledge: Darwinian Case

Galip Veliu

Abstract

The aim of the paper is to show that the theory of evolution, as it is taught
throughout decades in our educational institutions, has nothing to do with science,
from a contemporary epistemological perspective. In fact, from a contemporary
epistemology, Darwinism is not simply non-scientific, but it has been the greatest
obstacle for further scientific progress, regarding our origin and the origin of life.
The authoritative attitude of the dissent scientists and pro-dogmatic scientific and
educational institutions of today, have blocked the way for further scientific analysis
and discussions as regards the problem of evolution.

For the modern man science has represented the one and the only reliable
source regarding the reality of universe and the reality of our destiny. This was our
main expectation from becoming educated. The hope that we had and, some people
still do have, that science will provide us the truth, concerning most important
questions that are always bothering our minds, has now been transformed in to a
strong skepticism regarding the nature of science and scientific knowledge itself.
Science instead of progressing towards the truth concerning reality has taken the
opposite direction and, deals with everyday mistakes it does. The number of
mistakes, it does, are not just great but they are growing rapidly everyday. This
situation is Kipping science busy with itself and does not leave room for it to deal
with reality. Most of the scientific knowledge of one era becomes an illusion in the
next one. Some of it may still be counted as knowledge but we are not sure whether
it deserves to remain as such or, we still are unable to realize that, it is not more
than an illusion. Fromm the beginning of modern time till now the situation
regarding our knowledge of reality has not improved in any important respect; in
fact the situation is getting worse all the time. The process of learning and studying
is not enlightening us at all about the true understanding of reality; on the contrary,
it only strengthens our skepticism concerning the reliability of scientific claims. In
every scientific conclusion only a very small part of what it contains represents a
new claim or new explanation, the rest of what the conclusion contains represents
the justification of the appearance of the new claim which is constituted of the
scientific weaknesses of the previous claims about the same problem. What
separated Thales from modern physics is only one oxygen atom, for, according to
modern science; all substances are ultimately derived from hydrogen.

The greatest part of the justification of new claims is constituted from the
correction of previous knowledge. Every reasonable claim in the field of science
reflects the dogmatic character of one or some previous claims. What we call the
growth of knowledge is not the accumulation of knowledge upon knowledge but the
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correction of the existing knowledge. So what is growing is not knowledge but our
everyday awareness of the dogmatic sides of what we have considered as
knowledge. Knowledge yielding procedure, as Popper says, is nothing more than
“trial and error”. Every effective trial of today is, in essence, a very possible error of
tomorrow.

Although the procedure of finding the answer about the origin and destiny
of the universe and, of course, within the universe itself, has started long ago, with
Thales, however, until now, we have not made any further progress in this context.
From a scientific point of view, we are still at the beginning as far as our species
and the origin of universe is concerned. Human desire to know the beginning,
thinking that knowing the world does not make sense without knowing its
beginning and, his inability to scientifically solve it, will always leave open the way
for multiple explanations as to the origin of the universe. The universe has such a
nature that it compels the human mind to ask questions. The main reason for
questions that come to our minds is not we and our wonders, that is, we do not ask
them because we want, but we want to ask because we live in this universe. To
wonder and questioning are the result of our being in this universe. Aristotle in the
opening pages of the Metaphysics pointed out thatall human beings seek
knowledge in wonder. Thus, we and the universe are interdependent. If we would
be living in another universe our questions would be of a totally different nature.
We and nature are interrelated in such a way that we are totally interdependent. All
the questions that come to our minds are the result of the impact of nature, natural
conditions and natural surroundings have an impact on our brain. And without our
presence there would be no one who would refer to universe as "universe ", or to
nature as "nature”. The inability of a scientific solution of the problem of the origin
of the universe in general and life in it ,in particular ,leaves us in the dark
regarding the questions related to our destiny. Questions that are inevitable, like:
Who we are? Why we exist? Why there is something rather than nothing? or, as
Kant asked, What can we hope for? This is the main reason why human beings
belong to various religious groups, be they divine, as is the case with Islam, or
Christianity, or spiritual memberships, and secular versions in the case on
evolution. Our belonging to a religious group reflects, in essence, our dissatisfaction
with scientific explanations regarding our destiny.

The case of evolution, which has occupied our educational, system shows
that scientists are not different from the proponents of other religions, as far as, the
most complicated problem, we face in our lives, the problem of destiny, is
concerned. Although we are all aware that, doubting is the beginning of modern
scientific thinking, we still continue to believe in scientific conclusions, without
being skeptical.” We even derive emotional comfort from science by accepting,
without criticism, whatever is given to us in the name of science. ! In fact, “Having

! Vine Deloria Jr., Evolution, Creationism, and Other Modern Myths, (Golden, Colorado:
Fulcrum Publishing, 2002), 24.
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once accepted the biblical accounts literally, we now accept science’s finding
literally.”” Scientists, in the last three centuries, “occupy the status of priests in our
society, and they will not willingly surrender this favorable status—even if they
have to lie to us. Fundamentalist preachers have somewhat the same attitude and
cherish the idea that they are sources of wisdom with a direct line to God. ”* Any
scientific decision considered as absolute certainty, as is the case with evolution
more than 100 years, ceases to be a science, it becomes a dogma. And, “When,
furthermore, the cabal’s views proceed to invade the educational system, becoming
taught to large numbers of students, who, faced by the constant burden of difficult
examinations, are not in a position to defend themselves, dogma becomes
established.

The damage they have done to humanity, in order to protect their secular
religion, is, far more, greater than the damage of the medieval priests of Europe.
Our educational system has imposed Darwinism to our brains in such a way that it
has now become more than a scientific theory. This situation has made impossible
for us to deal scientifically with it. For a theory in order to be marked as scientific,
it must leave room, for the possible emergence of, alternative theories, which is not
the case in Darwinism. “In its modern extended form, Darwinian theory asserts
that the earliest living cell was assembled through a purely mechanistic shuffling of
the basic building blocks of life, and that subsequent mistakes of copying
(mutations) and occasional doublings of genes, together with a continual sieving
out of the ‘unfit’ in relation to every terrestrial environment, led to the products of
evolution that are seen today. All this is taught nowadays as though it embodied
proven unquestionable facts, but in reality it is little more than dogma, dogma that
has come to be fossilized in our educational system”.’

Our main concern, when we deal with evolution, in our educational
institutions, is to protect it, rather then, to analyze and examine it. Evolution is not
an untouchable creed as it is considered by positivist and the communist
worldviews. If it is to be considered as scientific enterprise, it has to be subject to
further tests and analysis not a final decision, ultimate truth. Evolution, in the minds
of the communists and positivists, devalues, not just the scientific value of
evolution, but is in absolute contradiction to scientific spirit in general. The history
of scientific development teaches us that, every scientific solution of a problem,
opens the way for the easier emergence of another, or better, possible scientific
solution of the same problem. Instead of trying to impose on others, what we
consider as science, and stop doing science, as most of our educational institutions

2 1bid., 36.
% Ibid., 216.

* Fred Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe, Our Place in the Cosmos, (London: Phoenix,
1996), 15.
® Ibid.
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are doing today, we have to do our best, to explain to others, our scientific
understanding. Yet, at the same time, we must make sure that they are simply not
going to believe our experiments and views, but will continue further with the
unending process of explanation, or, to use Popper’s words, with the process of
“trial and error”. We have to use every opportunity to encourage the others,
especially our students, to refute, any dogmatic scientific solution, if we want to
speed up the process of scientific understanding. Believing unquestionably in
science is the greatest obstacle of scientific development of the society. We must do
our utmost in order to protect the spirit of scientific inquiry which is “non-believing
in dogmatic believe”. Since evolution cannot be reproduced in a laboratory, our
tricky efforts to teach it, as the only scientifically valid theory about our origin, are
in vain. According to Deloria “If each meteor hit exterminates close to 90 percent of
the living organisms on the planet, how can the Darwinian ‘trees of life,” which are
supposed to show how creature evolved, be produced? If a tsunami can deposit
strata hundreds of feet thick in a matter of days, what does that imply about the
validity of the slow erosion and deposition process, which has been taught as fact
for more than a century?

If the rational, economic and political efforts invested in order to make
evolution untouchable would be put to a critical test, as the spirit of scientific
behavior requires, we would have, today, the chance of possessing a great number
of other alternative theories. Many theories would fall away immediately after their
birth and could not prevail, not because they were not true but, just because they did
not fit Darwinism, not to mention the interests of those who were earning their
living teaching Darwinism. The present situation is no different from the past,
considering how many thoughts and theories in the minds of many creative brains
don't see the light of day, just because they do not fit the authoritative science of
today. | think the dogmatic behavior of scientists and their ways of imposing and
controlling the apparent inevitability of their theory and views in our educational
system has blocked the way for the emergence of many important and valuable
ideas. Some of these valuable ideas today could speed our way towards the
unknown.

Since decades we have been taught that the earth is the birthplace of life.
And, earth centered life is very crucial, for the validity of Darwinian Theory.
Contemporary science teaches us differently, claiming that, in contradiction to
Darwinian Theory, life did not begin on earth, it arrived from the space, and is still
arriving. Contemporary science “argues that a wide range of facts point decisively
to life being a phenomenon that must be connected with the much wider cosmos
outside the Earth. Life on Earth is devised from an all pervasive, galaxy-wide
biological system. Life was derived from and continues to be driven by sources
outside the Earth, in direct contradiction to neo-Darwinian theory as it is generally

® Vine Deloria, op.cit., ix.



Veliu, G./ Sos. Bil. D. 11(3) (2012):967-974 971

understood.”” There is no rational or scientific way to convince, a normal mind,
about chance’s being the only reason of our existence, as the evolutionists claim.
“Chance,” badly defined or not defined at all, is cited as the reason we exist. Life
has no greater purpose than to survive without meaning, and we are born, live, and
die without knowing why. "

Evolutionists do not even realize that they have failed drastically in their
way of convincing people that their theory is the only true explanation of our origin.
A poll by People for the American Way found that four of five Americans support
teaching creationism as well as evolution in the public schools.® Gallup reported
that 44 percent of Americans advocated a biblical creationist view, 40 percent held
a belief in “theistic evolution,” and only 10 percent were strict, secular
evolutionists.™

The aim of teaching should be paving the way to students for critical and
creative thinking which is a hard work and demands great efforts from
academicians, of course, if they mind to be successful in this context. We cannot
achieve this result by pushing pupils and students to constantly read what is in
books and marking them based on how much they have memorized from what they
have read, or based on the fitness of what they have written with our knowledge and
what is in books. The business of scientific thinking is not to deal with what is
written or what is been said, but to explore that which is not written and to bring in
to existence that which is not said. This can only be done by new, fresh, dynamic
and different interpretations of what is already old-fashioned. And the aim of
learning should be, to benefit from what we read and hear in our way of thinking,
not to become the slaves of what we read and hear. We cannot make progress in
science by following methods and trying to fit our views to the existing paradigms
of scientific knowledge. The only way of progress is the replacement of
authoritative knowledge with freedom of thinking, which is the only way for the
continuous production of knowledge. Authority has no mercy; it uses every means,
in order to destroy anyone who wants to stay in front of it. The case with the social
scientists, that try to preserve the stability of existing knowledge, is no different.
They do everything to preserve the existing, because, if otherwise, they will lose
their authority in the field of knowledge. | think Feyerabend is absolutely right in
his suggestion that, “science’s “social authority ...has now become so
overpowering that political interference is necessary to restore a balanced

" Ibid., 6.

8 Vine Deloria Jr., Evolution, Creationism, and Other Modern Myths, (Colorado: Fulcrum
Publishing 2002), 47.

° Editorial, “Teaching Creationism,” Arizona Daily Star, 14 March 2000. See also James
Glanz, “Poll Finds That Support Is Strong for Teaching 2 Origin Theories,” The New York
Times, 11 March 2000).

10 «Creationism Evolves,” Washington Post, 8 August 1999, National News section, 22. See
also Glanz, “Poll Finds That Support is Strong”.



972 The Myth of Knowledge: Darwinian Case

development.”™ The concepts, like objectivity, stability, certainty, exactness,
facticity have no positive contribution in the process of the development of
knowledge, they are tricky inventions of the authorities that guarantee them the role
of controllers of knowledge par excellence, so that, they remain in the domain of
absolute knowledge. Objectivity, absolute certainty, exactness patriotism,
nationalism, national scientific institutions, are the band marks of closed societies.
In an open society all these characteristics disappear. We must not forget that,
“Everything we experience as an object invokes a subjective response from us "'

Nature has no dogmas, but mysteries and complicated phenomena open to
our understanding of them. There are no natural dogmas. Dogmas are artificial
inventions that serve the authorities in their aims of dominating others. They are
invented by authorities, because an authority remains an authority, until he
convinces the others, about dogmas being, not a dogma but, reality. Our educational
systems, press, media, government system most of the times, serve the authorities in
this context. Every research activity, every scientific conference, every educational
institution, is funded by somebody, be it government or private, with a purpose, and
this purpose is not Aristotle’s phantasm of “knowledge for the sake of knowledge”
but “knowledge for the sake of money” or, profit in general, which are the
necessary requirements for domination. We are all naturally born free. Freedom has
to be the basis of every our action. We have to do all what we can in order to
protect the safety of our freedom. The condition of not harming others is the
building block of the safety of our freedom.

Science is not in the service of knowledge anymore but, like every other
human activity in the democratic world, it is in the service of money and profit
generating organizations. The main purpose of human being is, as Nietzsche claims,
domination; in essence, it's the only way of the birth of an authority. Any view,
book or system of education, can easily be transformed into a dogma by the
authorities. People do not respect dogmas because they want to, but because they
think that they are true. And the authorities are those who use every means, in order
to convince people, about the realities of dogmas. They try to preserve dogmas
because that is the only way of the legitimization of an authority.

Scientists are aware of evolution’s being a myth in essence, because
evolution as a process “is incapable of proof or disproof. Each person therefore can
have his or her own personalized belief in evolution.”™ But since myths are the
only things scientists possess, and, with which they make great profits from money
investors, they will never give up advertising myths as knowledge, just for the sake
of their personal interests. Since decades we read in our secondary and University
textbooks that man and apes are evolutionary related but, “We still have no direct

1 paul Feyerabend, Against Method (New York: Schocken Books, 1975), 216.

12 \ine Deloria Jr,. Evolution, Creationism, and Other Modern Myths, op. cit.., 25.

3 Harold Booher, Origins, Icons, and lllusions, (St. Louis: Warren H. Green, Inc. 1998),
41.
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convincing proof that man and apes are related in some specific evolutionary way.
As is the custom with scientists, these new creatures are always “cousins,” never
progenitors. In fact, the chromosome difference between our species and the rest of
the primates should have resolved the problem of relationships decades ago. We
differ from them in the number of chromosomes and there is no way, under present
theories, that we could be genetically related. We simply have a similar body
structure.”™ Thus scientists are not, what they say and what we think, they are.
They are ready to misuse science in every moment, and do every trick and fraud, for
the sake of money. This does not mean there are no exceptions. But, exceptional
cases do not break the rules.

The only way of gaining confidence about the truthfulness and usefulness
of our ideas and thoughts is the process of contrasting and comparing them with
other views. Thus the quality of our every activity depends on the others. Since the
possibility of being wrong, or of a better solution, is always present, we are always
in the beginning as far as our knowledge of reality is concerned, or, to use Popper’s
words, we will always remain “now nothings” in this context. If our efforts would
be to see that our views are correct and others are wrong than this means we are
trying to replace dogmas with another dogma. In these kinds of fights the dogma
that has the support of majority always prevails, when this again, gains the support
of Government, we all know that Governments always follow the desire of the
majority from who they depend, than it becomes a teaching subject in educational
institutions. When a subject becomes a necessary teaching subject in educational
institutions it means dogma becomes officially established. Officially established
dogmas are the most harmful ones for humanity. This is in essence what happened
with Darwinian myth of evolution. For more than a century our educational system
is transforming Darwinianism into myth, from generation to the next, and every
other explanation of our origin, that was in contradiction with Darwinian evolution,
had not even minimal chances for survival. “Witness Rodney LeVake, a biology
teacher in Faribault, Minnesota, who wanted to teach “intelligent design”-the
theory that because the universe is intelligible, it cannot have occurred by chance-
and was forbidden to do so:. “They were afraid I'd turn my class into a Sunday
school class, but that was never my intention. I just didn’t want to teach evolution
as a dogmatic fact when there’s lot of recent evidence that points to the opposite
fact.”™ PIf our purpose, in doing science, would be to add one more interpretation
to already existing interpretations, then this means, we are on the right track.
Because we will never be sure, about the truthfulness of what we say, we just have
to play our role, to say. What is the value of our claim, regarding reality, belongs to
the others to decide, which means, it will always depend on the interpretations of
the coming generations and so on. This is the honorable tradition from Kant to
Peirce. Debates of the kinds like, “I am right” and “you are wrong”, or “we are

' Vine Deloria, op. cit., 20.
1> Deniss Byrne, “Two Views of Same Reality,” Chicago Sun Times, 18 August 1999.
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write” and “you are wrong”, represents in essence, not a scientific debate, but rather
a fight between two fanatic persons, or groups, about who will dominate the other,
and scientific debates can never be done for domination, this is against the spirit of
science itself. Scientific debates, in order to be counted as scientific, must be done
for the purpose of learning, which in its essence, contains room for continuous
interpretations and, this in essence makes up the unending chain of learning.
Necessities and necessary conclusions are the building blocks of irrational and
closed societies. As far as rational and open societies are concerned, they always
deal with possibilities. And, since possibilities are infinite they are in continues
search for the best possible this is what keeps an open society always in progress. If
we define science as different from, continuous search for the best possible
solution, than we are in the wrong track.

With centuries scientists are trying to unite all humanity under the umbrella
of secularism, and this is, in my opinion the main reason of their emphasis upon
Darwinism’s being the only valid worldview of our origin. They did every trick and
fraud in order to give scientific value to that theory and, to impose it to the world in
general. With this act they have shown that scientists are more eager, for power and
authority, than the medieval priests. No dogma can be removed without sacrifices.
The sacrifices of today, in order to avoid dogmas, are even more than ever before,
and the most important among all, is the process of filling the young brains, in our
educational institutions, with, the- so- called, scientific knowledge, contained in
school and university text books, which in essence, are copy-pasts of old fashioned
material, done by teachers, in order to make material profits from students. They
follow dogmatic curricula of our educational systems equal to the Pope’s authority,
which is considered the infallible interpretation of the Bible like in the Dark Ages.



