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Abstract

Given that public education is compulsory worldwide, there are many people who are subjected
to indoctrination efforts. Therefore, the tension between indoctrination and mental freedom
concerns all societies. Although indoctrination is an ethical, social, political and legal problem,
the most important thing that indoctrination damages epistemologically is rationality. While
mental emancipation is possible with knowledge and mental activity that will enable the
establishment of correct causality, indoctrination damages the correct establishment of the
causal link. In its place, it leaves a weak rationality that allows the default doctrine to be
believed (with bad reasons). Individuals are thus incorporated into the political and social
system envisaged by the indoctrinator. In this article, the tension between indoctrination and
mental freedom is explored in an attempt to overcome it. Accordingly, an education that
supports rationality is proposed as an antidote to the damage caused by indoctrination to
rationality and mental freedom. The aim of this review article is to show how the potential for
mental freedom can be protected against an indoctrination attempt and how the risk of
indoctrination threatening mental freedom can be eliminated. To this end, data were collected
from written documents using a goal-oriented sampling technique. The term " indoctrination”
refers to pedagogical indoctrination, which is the conformist version of indoctrination that is
inevitably observed in public educational institutions, and the sectarian version is excluded
from the scope. As a result, it is concluded that an education that provides reflection and
develops a rational-critical perspective theoretically enables mental freedom vis-a-vis
determinism of indoctrination.
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Since the middle of the 20th century, philosophers of analytical education have
distinguished education in pluralistic democracies from education in ideocracies (such
as Nazi Germany or the USSR) where everything is organised according to the official
ideology. They call the former indoctrination and the latter education. However,
pedagogical indoctrination (the conformist version of indoctrination) is not only found
in church schools or in the schools of totalitarian regimes but also in the schools of
pluralistic democratic societies.

It is claimed that indoctrination enslaves the mind, but given those ideas of
freedom did not mature until the Industrial Revolution, it is not surprising that
indoctrination was not problematized until then. For example, in the Alexandrian
school, which was one of the schools of the ancient Roman Empire, teaching was
authoritarian, books or lectures were organised dogmatically and people did not seek
any other way of teaching (Kilpatrick, 1972). In these schools, the expectation of
academic life was that the student would be initiated into the common culture of the
educated man, that is, that it would distinguish these *men" of culture from the average
man by his knowledge of the words, ideas and texts of the classical world and by his
socially acceptable behaviour (paideia) (Watts, 2008). Whereas in other ancient
schools, and even in the schools of the 20th century, indoctrination was not an issue
for the educational agenda (Bailey, 2014), it became part of the educational debate
after analytical philosophers analysed it (Snook, 1972a). (1) Liberalism and freedom,
(2) enlightenment and criticality towards authorities, (3) the development of
individualism and autonomy, (4) the fact that the adoption of these ideologies by
young people and the masses became the main function of formal-informal education
in states where communism and fascism were the official ideologies between the two
world wars led liberal-leaning Anglo-Saxon philosophers of education to distinguish
between indoctrination and education. Thus, indoctrination has taken on a pejorative,
denigrating meaning and has come to denote a parasitic educational practice (McLean,
1984).

Today, indoctrination refers to the aim of manipulation (Green, 1972; Momanu,
2012; Tan, 2014), an endeavour in which the contents of one's own mind are
determined not by oneself but by others, and the individual is prevented from
becoming an autonomous subject. Indoctrination is a social process that requires a
community that embraces a common tradition, reinforces dominant beliefs (Tan,
2014), and is a means of political socialisation, which imparts core beliefs that are
psychologically strong structures - core beliefs that are acquired in early childhood
and constitute the solid part of identity (Ontas, 2017). It enslaves the mind by
sacrificing the individual to the society and the societies to the ruling powers because
one of the ways for states and various groups to adopt their ideologies to people and
to establish beliefs in an -almost- unshakable way is through totalitarian mind control
through indoctrination, that is, using unethical and totalitarian methods to determine
the minds of the masses. This is where the problem of freedom arises. Since the person
puts his mind at the disposal of others, the indoctrinator is the master of his mind. The
problem with indoctrination in terms of liberal values is that it contradicts the goals
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of (1) open minds and (2) rationality (Macmillan, 1983). Whereas in pluralistic
democratic societies, the educated person should have recourse to rational enquiry and
be open to changing his or her beliefs for good reasons (Macmillan, 1983),
indoctrination closes these avenues.

In addition to (1) liberals, (2) multiculturalists, (3) feminists and (4)
postmodernists also criticise indoctrination on various grounds. These include that it
closes the individual to new experiences and views, privileges certain cultures,
reduces the importance and economic power of women, values grand narratives over
objectivity, exacerbates national and international conflicts (ideological, religious,
etc.) by creating intolerant closed societies and fanatics, and reinforces dictatorship
through censorship and monopolised media accompanying public education.

The proponents of indoctrination as a means of weeding out dissent, preventing
opposition, electoral control, or crowd control are (1) Conservatives, (2)
Authoritarians and (3) Behaviourists. Indoctrinators resort to socialisation,
deliberately keeping the population ignorant and naive, creating a distorted cultural
consciousness, using religion and ideology for the realisation of a political project,
alleviating psychological deficiencies, promoting psychological distance and
narcissism, promising illusions, deconstructing identity and creating identity
ambiguity.

Indoctrination is intended to keep students as children (Hare, 1972) and is
associated with authoritarianism (Moore, 1972). This view originated from the
opposition of American progressive educators (Kilpatrick, Bode, Childs, Dewey) to
German authoritarianism (Gatchel, 1972, Huttunen, 2009; Kazepides, 1982). The
view that indoctrination is indispensable for authoritarian and absolutist systems is
justified. However, since the development of democracy, democracy advocates who
have questioned partisan indoctrination have also advocated the indoctrination of the
core ideas of democracy (Moore, 1972). Modern democracies have not been able to
avoid the indoctrination role of education. Although mental freedom is a right
implicitly assumed especially in liberal democracies and regulates the relationship
between the state and the individual (Boire, 2001; Bublitz, 2013), it is also violated in
liberal democracies. If we consider mental freedom in the context of criticality, the
majority is not inclined to be critical of authorities (Passmore, 1991). Even a democrat
who believes in critical thinking may be critical on one issue but not on another. A
teacher who is critical of himself/herself may not want criticism to be directed towards
him/her. Because criticality jeopardises authority. Since innovations are thought to
endanger the state structure, states also see risk in criticism (Passmore, 1991) and
gravitate to indoctrination.

When we think of places where indoctrination is practised, we think of total
institutions where totalitarian regimes want to be strengthened: camps, dormitories
and boarding schools. This is because total institutions are meant to realise the aims
of others. Catholic or Anglican schools, which are examples of boarding schools, put
students under pressure and forced them to behave in a certain manner (Russell, 2017).
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The Catholic school indoctrinated to raise Catholics who adhere to the doctrines of
Catholicism, which is a doctrinal belief system based on a set of assumptions and
propositions whose truths are not rationally demonstrated; it desired the relevant
beliefs and ideas to be reflected in the worldview and life of the believer (Barrow &
Woods, 2006). However, indoctrination is present even in the rural education
proposed by Platon (2016). Even Platon, who called the person who realises the goals
of others a slave, thinking that the person who realises the goals of others has no self-
determination and self-control, suggested that the child should be separated from his
parents at an early stage, taken to the countryside and raised there as a protector of the
state and the constitution, and showed the way to shape a human being with his
imagined citizen. A similar process ensured that a certain mentality (the eighteenth-
century aristocracy) prevailed in the boarding schools of the British oligarchy and
restricted mental freedom (Russell, 2017). In industrial societies, education was
focused on raising citizens, not individuals. Nation states emphasised an education
that glorified war and promoted disharmony between nations. Teachers, who were
concerned about the reflection of social changes on curricula, did not complain about
the existing system (Russell, 2017).

Today, even though we have evolved from the industrial society, we have not
moved away from the picture described. There are still doctrines to be instilled
through education and teachers who see no problem in doing so. Militarist values such
as love of homeland, love of the flag and other doctrinal beliefs are being instilled all
over the world, including in countries that do not want to compromise liberal values.
Individuals are allowed to be independent agents only to a limited extent. It is
therefore difficult to see education as emancipatory. Schools are political institutions
and research on the implicit curriculum has reinforced this fact (Giroux, 2014).
Schools; (1) cannot be analysed independently of the socio-economic context in which
they exist, (2) are political spaces where discourse, meaning and subjective views are
produced and controlled, and (3) the common sense values and beliefs that guide and
structure classroom practice are not a priori universal principles but social
constructions based on specific normative and political implications (Giroux, 2014).
Schools in pluralistic democratic systems are also centres of indoctrination that fulfil
the function of social control. Indoctrination centres where beliefs are instilled in
children's minds, group identity is formed in children and their minds are tried to be
controlled are not specific to totalitarian systems. Examples of such organisations
include private institutions such as sectarian dormitories, as well as the public school,
which is a public institution under the Ministry of Education and an instrument of the
political goals of governments. As long as education is a political instrument, it is
impossible to be completely free from indoctrination. Children will continue to be
indoctrinated with certain doctrines or beliefs whose object is unclear and whose truth
or falsity cannot be rationally tested. Since myths are a necessity for power (Paktin &
Karaca, 2018), those in power will at least continue to instil myths.

In contrast to this inevitability of indoctrination, the right to mental freedom (1)
protects the right of adult individuals to self-determination, to rationally determine
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their own values and beliefs by making it more difficult to restrict freedom, and (2)
protects the autonomy of individuals both against despots and the state and against the
tyranny of the majority (Bublitz, 2013). The protection of mental freedom is, in
principle, preventive of the threat of indoctrination. The aim of this article is to show
how the student’s mind, subjected to an indoctrination attempt, can be freed.

Method

This article is a review and its main purpose is to compare and synthesise the
sources related to the research topic and to illuminate the subject (Giilpinar & Giiglii,
2013). The place of the article among the review categories is a systematic review.
Systematic reviews focus on the question and try to examine the best sources that will
answer the question. A wide and detailed literature review is conducted on the subject.
It is also important that the author's bias is not reflected in the study (Glilpmar &
Giiglii, 2013).

The research questions at the centre of this paper are as follows:

1) How can one preserve the potential for mental freedom in the face of an
indoctrination attempt?

2) How the risk of indoctrination threatening mental freedom can be eliminated?

In line with the questions, information sources were screened for the keywords
of indoctrination, determinism, autonomy, autonomous subject and mental freedom.
While selecting the publications to be included in the review, philosophically and
theoretically important studies were prioritised. Since the main concept of
indoctrination as a concept began to be philosophically addressed in the 1970s, the
studies published in that period formed the basis of the review.

Study Material, Data and Data Collection

The data of the study were obtained through document analysis, which is one of
the traditional forms of information collection (Merriam, 2013) and qualitative data
collection tools (Creswell, 2013). Written documents were referred to; data were
collected from academic works in the literature and newspaper reports. Social
movements could be followed by using public records instead of personal records
(Merriam, 2013). Goal-oriented sampling technique was used as a data collection
technique. By using this technique, it was aimed not to generalise but to deepen the
meaning (Creswell, 2013; Neuman, 2016; Patton, 2014).

Data Analysis

This is a qualitative systematic review and the data were not statistically
analysed. Limitations of review articles include the risk of bias, an incomplete
reflection of the review, bias in reporting, and judgement in selecting research
(Giilpmar & Giiglii, 2013). To minimise bias as much as possible, cross-references
were made between opposing claims. In order to assess the risk of bias and to
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eliminate limitations in study selection and reporting as much as possible, we also
carried out checks guided by the items in the PRISMA Statement (Moher et al., 2009).

Detection of Pedagogical Indoctrination

According to White (1972a), indoctrination is an educational process that allows
the person to be indoctrinated to accept the assumed belief by depriving them of
counter-evidence and to believe that what the indoctrinator says is true. The person to
be indoctrinated is prevented from changing the assumed belief or even criticising this
belief (White, 1972a). Although there are many rival evidences, the indoctrinator
conceals them. For this purpose, in some cases, the indoctrinator teaches the student
not to trust sources such as books, atlases, etc. (White, 1972b, while in other cases
he/she may resort to social isolation (White, 1972a). Indoctrination is a systematic
process and an unethical way for the indoctrinator to instil the targeted beliefs.
However, according to Lopez (2013), in isolated conditions where the student is
deprived of counter-evidence and has no access to counter-evidence, it is not
indoctrination but outright lying (Lopez, 2013). For this reason, the definition of
indoctrination should be revised as follows: indoctrination is the production of
reluctance to abandon or revise the beliefs that the indoctrinator has irrationally
instilled, even in the presence of counter-evidence, and the attempt to establish the
default belief almost unshakably. For this purpose, rather than hiding the counter-
evidence, it would be more effective and permanent to bring the counter-evidence into
the classroom environment, but to distort it, to devalue it, to make students believe
that it is false in a biased and non-rational way, to prevent students from making
critical evaluations, to prepare students against possible objections, for example, to
make them memorise the answers they can give or to make them practice what they
will answer. In the sectarian version of indoctrination, this strict indoctrination is quite
evident and therefore it is more difficult to overcome sectarian indoctrination.

Sectarian indoctrination can be analysed through the madrassas that spread in
Pakistan under General Zia ul-Hag. Aiming to contain Shia activism and consolidate
Sunni identity in the public sphere, the Pakistani government increased the weight of
madrassas in national education (Mishra, 2019). Madrassas, which spread to small
towns, enrolled more students than public schools, and sent radical Sunni scholars
who rationalised their own beliefs and propagated hatred against others, preaching
that Shias were not "true Muslims" and should be hated. These madrasas, which
provided theological and military education, trained militants ready to fight against
rival sects and provided manpower for their own sectarian organisations. Apart from
these madrassas, funded by political-religious parties and donors from the Middle
East, Sunni organisations funded by the United States are also examples of sectarian
indoctrination. These organisations fuelled the Afghan Jihad, tried to marginalise
Afghanistan after the Soviet occupation, and formed radical Islamist brigades to fight
against the Soviets (Mishra, 2019). Apart from madrassas, places of worship have also
functioned as places of cultist indoctrination. Organisations such as ISIS and the
Taliban created trust and loyalty through Qur'an classes in mosques, social support,
money and gifts, and exposed children to propaganda videos, jihadist songs and
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speeches, and then executed some of them (Almohammad, 2018). The cultist version
of indoctrination is more rigidly systematic, does not hesitate to resort to visible
physical and psychological violence, and at the same time generates violence and
achieves its goals in a shorter period of time. The people selected for this
indoctrination are usually poor and deprived of family protection and are manipulated
with the promise of a paradise that is the opposite of the reality they live in. Apart
from the aforementioned religion-centred cultist indoctrination, there is also ideology-
centred cultist indoctrination. The youth organisations of the Nazis can be given as an
example. The paradise promised here is to make National Socialism dominant.
Sectarian indoctrination is highly functional in anti-peace movements dominated by
fundamentalism and racism.

Pedagogical indoctrination is softer, more invisible, even if violence is present,
and takes longer to achieve the goal. Its methods are not necessarily authoritarian. The
indoctrinator indoctrinates by appealing to his charisma, by using friendly relations, a
sense of trust and a desire to please (Bailey, 2019), by making the student identify
with him (White, 1972a). Indoctrination is often done by manufacturing consent and
thus no reaction develops. Authoritarian education should suggest indoctrination, but
in order to clearly articulate indoctrination, it is also necessary to examine whether
educational authority exploits students' trust and loyalty. Epistemic authority needs to
be analysed to see whether it uses people's trust and loyalty to manipulate them toward
certain beliefs and doctrines. The possibility is strong where, as at the beginning of
the Protestant Revival, there is a competition between the parties to implant their
doctrines in the minds and hearts of the young (Kilpatrick, 1972). Belief-building
through education should suggest indoctrination, but it is not indoctrination if the
teacher's claim is that there is an energy crisis in the world and his methods are not
indoctrinating (Barrow & Woods, 2006). When the teacher's claim is not related to
obvious facts, for example, when he/she claims that the Fiihrer is an extraordinary
leader, the possibility of indoctrination is strengthened because the claim is part of a
belief system (Lopez, 2013). If the methods suppress reasoning, it becomes possible
to talk about indoctrination. Nevertheless, it is necessary to question whether the
teacher intends to instil a doctrinal belief with a method that eliminates rational assent
and whether this belief is intended to be unshakeable.

The criteria for what is typically referred to in the literature as pedagogical
indoctrination are (1) goal or intention, (2) content, (3) teaching method, and (4)
outcome of the didactic process (Bailey, 2014; Huttunen, 2009; Momanu, 2012;
Snook, 1972a; Tan, 2014; Taylor, 2017; Thiessen, 1982; White, 1972a). According to
Crittenden (1972), firstly, the indoctrinator must intend to indoctrinate. If the teacher
does not have such an intention, but as a result of the teaching activity, the student
believes that the Fiihrer is an extraordinary leader, this is not indoctrination. Secondly,
the content must be a doctrine. The indoctrinated person thinks, feels and reacts within
the framework of this doctrinal belief that limits him or her. Therefore, what is referred
to as a belief here is not a singular belief, but a set of beliefs, and this set of beliefs
provides the individual with a worldview. The indoctrinator's intention is that the
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indoctrinated person will not be willing to abandon this doctrinal belief even in the
face of reasonable counter-evidence or rational evidence. Third, the methods of
indoctrination require (1) violation of the principles of rational enquiry in the
presentation of content (presenting unsubstantiated claims, suppressing critical
evaluation of reasons and evidence), and (2) the teacher's using a pedagogical method
that is incompatible with the nature of enquiry and moral principles, i.e. violate the
principles of pedagogical ethics. It is because of these violations that indoctrination is
seen as miseducative (Crittenden, 1972). It should be noted, however, that not all
forms of miseducation or all directive educational activities are indoctrination.
Finally, in order to say that indoctrination has taken place, it is necessary to observe
the characteristics of the indoctrinated person, which will be given later.

Snook's analysis is also instructive for the identification of indoctrination.
According to Snook (1972b), situations that are clearly indoctrination are (i) teaching
an ideology as if it were the only possible thing, with any claim of rationality, (ii)
teaching propositions that he knows are doubtful as if they are certain, and (iii)
teaching propositions that he knows are false. Snook did not consider situations that
are inevitable to be taught (memorisation of multiplication tables, teaching correct
behaviour in early childhood) as indoctrination.

The Difference Between Pedagogical Indoctrination and Education and
Educational Processes Creating Similar Mental Characteristics

Indoctrination, which was used synonymously with teaching in the past, is
counted among processes such as behavioural conditioning, psychotherapy,
preaching, propaganda and agitation, which are classified as educational today
(Brezinka, 1978). These processes are considered educational since they aim to
provide a permanent development in the structure of a person's psychic tendencies, to
preserve the positive ones and to destroy the negative ones. In order for a process to
be considered educational, the intended result must be in accordance with the value
systems of those who want to realise it and these people must be convinced of the
value of the personality they want to bring out. The fact that primitive peoples inflicted
pain on their warriors in order to strengthen them is educational, even though it is not
acceptable from humanist and pacifist perspectives. Indoctrination is also an
educational act, although it is not accepted by the liberal point of view (Brezinka,
1978).

Although indoctrination is an inversion of education (Barrow & Woods, 2006)
or a form of miseducation (Crittenden, 1972), it carries some qualities inherent in the
teaching activity. The conditions that teaching is a goal-orientated activity guided by
specific outcomes, include a variety of activities, provides specific competencies and
requires a teaching interval are also valid for indoctrination. Teaching is not an
instantaneous event; it is realised in teaching intervals. As Scheffler (1978) states, it
is absurd to say "l taught John yesterday at exactly 15.15". Indoctrination is also
planned and spread over a period of time. It is not accidental but systematic. However,
indoctrination has distinct differences from non-indoctrinative educational activity:
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1. The main epistemic aim of education is the promotion of knowledge, i.e. truth
is important. Propositional knowledge is included in education and the truth/reality is
adhered to in the presentation of knowledge. The student knows. In indoctrination, on
the other hand, the default doctrine is adhered to. The indoctrinator has chosen
doctrinal education, not teaching the truth/reality. The student believes. In
indoctrination, doctrines that are similar in form to propositional knowledge are
introduced, but in addition, unshakeable belief in these propositions is tried to be
formed (Note: Doctrines are also in the form of propositions).

2. One of the ideals of education is rational thinking. The autonomy expected of
the rational person is the freedom of judgement independent of external constraints
on the basis of his/her own reasoned evaluation. Teaching is a rational process in
which evidence, reason and proof are presented. In indoctrination, the value of
rationality is denied. The doctrine to be instilled is taken beyond the limits of criticism
and glorified, and the student is removed from discovery so that his/her belief in the
doctrine is not shaken. In the transmission of doctrine, there is no room for critical
questioning, on the contrary, "faith" in the doctrine is aimed for.

3. The methods of education are morally acceptable. The rationality of the
learner is respected. The intention to bring about changes in the way the subject
(learner/student) thinks or behaves is also present in teaching. However, teaching
requires the subject to use actions (e.g. practising, exemplifying, guiding) consistent
with the conditions necessary for the subject to consciously adapt to the influence of
the agent, and the teacher to employ content and procedures appropriate to the learning
objectives (Crittenden, 1972). Therefore, it is recognised as a rational and ethical
process (Atkinson, 1972). The methods of indoctrination are manipulative. Students'
feelings of trust in epistemic authority and their desire to please are abused. Students'
mental freedom is not respected.

4. Education endeavours to make the student a member of the community of
equals and to mature him/her into the adult community. Although there is an
asymmetry between the student and the teacher, the student is seen as a potential
equal. It accepts criticism. Education is associated with democracy. Indoctrination, on
the other hand, denies the student the status of a person of equal value. It tries to leave
him/her a child. Indoctrination is associated with authoritarianism.

Indoctrination should also not be confused with pedagogical processes that
create similar mental characteristics. One of these is brainwashing. Brainwashing
involves intensive indoctrination and the existing dominant beliefs of the individual
are replaced by the beliefs transplanted by the brainwasher (Tan, 2014). In
indoctrination, on the other hand, the old belief is not replaced by a new one, but a
new set of beliefs is directly instilled into the mind. To make an analogy,
indoctrination is like installing a new operating programme on a hew computer, while
brainwashing is like formatting and installing a new programme on a previously
installed computer. The victim of indoctrination is usually younger and less
experienced than the victim of brainwashing, and his or her mind is more empty of
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the doctrine being indoctrinated. However, while the brainwashed person is more
resistant to change, the indoctrinated person is not completely closed to change. The
brainwashed person is more difficult to change than the indoctrinated person, even
though the indoctrinated person's mind appears to be more vulnerable to the externally
injected belief. The fact that the indoctrination effort is successful and results in
closed-mindedness does not mean that this state will be permanent. Indoctrination
creates intellectual rigidity in the process of its success, but the indoctrinated person
can later overcome closed-mindedness (Callan & Arena, 2009).

Another concept similar to indoctrination is conditioning. The fact that
indoctrination makes the mind passive brings it closer to Skinner's behaviourist
theory, but it also prepares the ground for confusion with conditioning. The learner of
the behaviourist theory is active in interacting with the stimulus and receiving
reinforcement, not in controlling attention, selecting stimuli, and making sense of and
encoding stimuli (Bayrakli, n.d.). Indoctrination is similar in controlling attention,
selectively encoding stimuli into the mind, opening a space of mental freedom and
using reward-punishment as a teaching practice. Another common point is that
indoctrination and conditioning are illiberal practices (Wilson, 1972). However,
conditioning is about producing behaviour, whereas indoctrination is about planting
beliefs (Green as cited in Snook, 1972a). The distinction between behaviour and belief
should be noted. Planting beliefs is more suitable for influencing the child's rationality
than producing behaviour (Snook, 1972a). This is because belief systems are not
always organised logically. Belief is also a psychological commitment rather than a
logical choice. Thus, the conditioned person may believe rationally, but the
indoctrinated person has not believed rationally.

Characteristics of the Free-Minded and the Indoctrinated Person

The term "free-minded person” refers to the rational individual. Despite the
assumption that "human beings are potentially rational beings", which is at the heart
of liberal or progressive educators' criticisms of indoctrination, human beings are
currently not fully rational beings. The conditions for being an actually rational being
are as follows:

1) He/she accepts to question the proposition/belief. He/she does not accept a
proposition because it comes from people with whom he/she is close or whom he/she
regards as an authority, nor does he/she reject a proposition because he/she does not
recognise it. He/she is willing to analyse the subject within himself/herself with the
prerequisite of having a certain level of knowledge.

2) The permanence of the decisions reached on a subject is related to the degree
of soundness of the data, evidence and information on that subject. If the data are
sound, the decisions are more permanent, if not, they are more temporary and open to
revision.

3) Can distinguish between good or relevant reasons and bad or irrelevant
reasons (Barrow & Woods, 2006).
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An indoctrinated person is a person whose intellectual horizon is limited and
whose cognitive structure is altered. As a result, an indoctrinated mind shows the
following symptoms (Barrow & Woods, 2006; Callan & Arena, 2009; Momanu,
2012; Tan, 2014; Taylor, 2017; Siegel, 2009; White, 2017).

1) Belief without evidence

2) Interpreting facts according to the viewpoint of the assumed doctrine
3) Seeing the world from an "us against you" perspective

4) Resistance to change of belief or closed mindedness

5) Inability to reflect or failure to think critically about one's own beliefs

Most of these characteristics are obvious, but it will be useful to explain closed
mindedness. Closed mindedness means closing one's mind to the possibility that one's
point of view may be wrong (Barrow & Woods, 2006). The reason why the
indoctrinated person does not respect the evidence sufficiently and shows excessive
resistance to belief revision is that he/she has an excessive emotional attachment to
the belief that his/her belief is true (Callan & Arena, 2009). Nevertheless, closed-
mindedness and the inability to think critically are not immutable. This changeability
also makes a difference between brainwashing and indoctrination.

The reluctance to change beliefs is not unique to the indoctrinated person.
However, the difference between the rational person and the indoctrinated person is
that the indoctrinated person refuses to change even in the face of convincing
evidence. Siegel also opposed closed-mindedness as an indicator of indoctrination.
According to Siegel (2009), critical thinking is more fundamental because being open-
minded does not necessarily imply the ability to evaluate reasons competently. It is as
important to be able to evaluate them competently in terms of epistemology as it is to
give due value to justifications. Because it is possible for someone who is open-
minded, willing to revise his/her beliefs and inclined towards objectivity to believe
despite insufficient evidence; to put forward an irrational argument and adopt this
logically flawed argument. Therefore, the quality of belief revision should also be
taken into account. Siegel called it indoctrination when the teacher implants a belief
and makes the learner believe it without evidence, provided that the teacher takes
away the learner's criticality.

The Relationship between Indoctrination and Mental Freedom in the Axis of
Indoctrination Criteria

Four criteria of indoctrination were mentioned: intention, content, method and
outcome. Starting with the intention criterion, the intention of indoctrination is not to
rationalise but to spread a totalistic ideology and the beliefs that support it (Tan, 2014).
The aim is not to liberate the mind but to equip it with controlling beliefs.
Indoctrination is a process that forces the preservation of the ideology it recommends,
imposes that it is the absolute truth and devalues other ideologies, beliefs and
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worldviews. With these intentions, the indoctrinator prevents the creation of social
conditions that may cause the people he is trying to indoctrinate to develop feelings,
thoughts and actions other than the imposed ideology. He renders his target group
incapable of establishing strong rationality and strong autonomy. Thus, it will prevent
them from producing counter-justifications, questioning and criticising (Tan, 2014).
Rationalising education, on the other hand, is an educational process in which
sufficient support is provided by using solid evidence, proofs, reasons, clues and
proofs (Atkinson, 1972). In a rationalising education, justified opinion and rational
approval are given importance instead of opinion on its own. The educated person is
a subject who not only knows the rules, but also knows how to adapt the reasons
themselves and the reasons to other situations, and is aware of what they are doing
(Atkinson, 1972). In the process of creating a permanent change in someone's thought
or behaviour, this activity cannot be called teaching-learning if the student's mental
effort is not aroused and if the subject does not make a conscious effort regarding the
change (Crittenden, 1972). Just as the fact that machines make mathematical
calculations does not mean that they learn, the changes that people experience without
consciousness are not learning (Crittenden, 1972). Indoctrination is not mind-
liberating because it aims to create a subject who believes, not a subject who makes a
conscious effort, i.e. a subject who learns.

Along with the intention criterion, the method criterion also comes into play.
The methods used in indoctrination are those that do not respect mental freedom and
do not give the individual the opportunity to develop. Of course, presenting a young
child with rigorous theoretical arguments that are not suitable for his/her
developmental period is not meaningful in teaching. But what is imperative in
indoctrination, even without the necessity of a specific method, is the violation of
respect for rationality (Gregory & Woods, 1972). If one wants to develop an
unwavering commitment to the propositions of a doctrinal system that cannot be
rationally shown to be true, this will not be done by rational methods (Barrow &
Woods, 2006). Any procedure that can fit the purpose is applied to the indoctrinated
person without ethical concerns, and the indoctrinated person learns to apply the rules
mechanically. Authoritarian and restrictive methods of freedom of expression
(Momanu, 2012) are used to instil beliefs (Bailey, 2019). Therefore, it is more
appropriate to say that the person subjected to indoctrination methods "believes"
rather than "knows" (Atkinson, 1972).

Another point to be noted is that an allegedly irrational education will not always
be indoctrination. For example, it is useful to look at the intention and outcome in
order to understand whether early moral education, in which a process without
evidence and understanding can be operated, is indoctrination (White, 1972a). If the
teacher does not aim to destroy children's capacity to ask their own questions about
morality, and if the student is able to examine his/her irrational beliefs in a reasoned
manner later on, it would not be correct to call this process indoctrination. The
immaturity or incompetence of the student may necessitate resorting to non-rational
methods (White, 1972a).
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Another indoctrination criterion to be addressed in the tension between
indoctrination and mental freedom is content. Wilson (1972) even argued that the
method alone cannot be indoctrinatory; the content must also be indoctrinatory, that
is, it must be doctrinal. Doctrines are sets of beliefs that cannot be falsified or
corrected, contain forms of knowledge that are not based on evidence, first-order
principles and far-reaching assumptions, but lack public consensus (Thiessen, 1982).
Accordingly, if the belief planted by illegitimate means is a doctrine, the process is
indoctrination. For example, since science does not allow holding on to a hypothesis,
that is, claiming that a hypothesis is true even when it is shown otherwise, and since
hypotheses are testable and changeable, scientific activity makes the possibility of
indoctrination impossible (Barrow & Woods, 2006). Quackery can be done in science,
but according to the canons of scientific research, these activities carried out by a
quack cannot be called science. Accordingly, it becomes difficult to indoctrinate in
science teaching. A similar situation applies to mathematics teaching. When a
mathematics teacher teaches that God is a great mathematician instead of teaching
mathematics, that is, when he tries to implant dubious doctrines into the minds of his
students, he is indoctrinating. But in this case, they are not teaching mathematics
(Barrow & Woods, 2006). Therefore, if the content is factual truths and if it consists
of contingent propositions, it will be difficult to handle it rationally.

When the educational contents that allow for indoctrination are analysed on a
field basis, the first fields that come to mind are religion, ethics and political history
(White, 1972a). The unobservability of the objects of these fields and the difficulty of
testing their claims make indoctrination favourable. It cannot be denied that the
transmission of cultural heritage is an important function of education. However, the
necessity to connect with the past becomes problematic within a scholastic system of
thought that objectivises the past. The education system'’s training of individuals to
obey the political regime is indoctrination. Such systems construct an axiological
order and indoctrinate individuals to fight against the new. It has already been
mentioned above that the teaching of science or the teaching of factual truths
(Thiessen, 1984) is also counted among the contents suitable for indoctrination, but
this is not indoctrination. On the other hand, the idea that content such as religious
education is always indoctrination has been challenged. According to Snook (1972b),
if we are to characterise dealing with dubious content as indoctrination, we must argue
that the philosopher of religion also indoctrinates. However, what the philosopher of
religion does is not indoctrination. The philosopher of religion tries to prove a
religious belief rationally. He gives reasons for this. When someone believes what the
philosopher of religion says because he finds his reasons reasonable, this is not faith;
it is rational belief. Therefore, dealing with dubious content is not an indication of
indoctrination. However, teaching dubious content should be handled separately from
this. Barrow & Woods' (2006) Catholic school example also suggests that religious
education is a work of indoctrination. However, while there is rational questioning in
the example of the philosopher of religion, in the example of the Catholic school, there
is the use of non-rational tools such as appealing to emotions, fear of hell, and hiding
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counter-evidence. The task of the Catholic school is to try to adopt Catholicism and
what it tries to do is to establish the set of beliefs and lifestyle required by Catholicism.
The doctrines of Catholicism are presented as truths and students are expected to be
unshakably committed to these truths (Barrow & Woods, 2006). Just as law faculties
train lawyers and armies train soldiers, Catholic schools will train Catholics.
Moreover, religious education aims to train a believer everywhere, not only in
Catholic schools. Many religious teachers explicitly demand that implicit propositions
such as "God exists" be accepted and believed (White, 1972a). They question what
would be their intention if they denied this intention. When the teacher teaches the
life of Jesus Christ to his students, he is not only teaching history (White, 1972a). In
areas such as religious education, where controversial metaphysical propositions are
taught, the possibility of indoctrination is strengthened while the possibility of mental
emancipation is weakened. This is because instead of rationally examining the
arguments, narratives are believed and a certain way of thinking, believing and
socialising is given importance. The individual is taught how to feel, how to react and
how to behave. When such a process is carried out, liberating the mind does not seem
to be a goal of education.

Finally, if the indoctrination-freedom tension is evaluated in terms of the
outcome criterion; the indicator of the indoctrinated person was that he/she did not
change his/her mind despite convincing counter-evidence, that is, he/she was a closed-
minded individual. In cases where the person was later able to overcome his/her closed
mind, it is seen that he/she took the evidence into consideration (Callan & Arena,
2009). What is expected from a rationalising education is to produce open-minded
and critical individuals (Siegel, 2009). In this context, individuals who give due
importance to reasonable justifications and can evaluate them correctly in terms of
epistemology should be raised. Individuals should not only be willing to revise their
views and be inclined towards objectivity and impartiality, but also be capable of this
revision. In other words, the quality of belief revision is also important. The individual
should not make the mistake of proposing an invalid argument and then endorsing it,
i.e. he/she should be a critical thinker as well as an open-minded one. Open-
mindedness alone is not a remedy for overcoming indoctrination (Siegel, 2009). The
result criterion also shows that the person who is wanted to be indoctrinated is the
person whose mental freedom is tried to be taken away.

There is clearly a tension between mental freedom and indoctrination. One of
the main reasons for this is that indoctrination is a phenomenon in which the value of
rationality is denied. Moreover, it is doubtful that man is a rational being. The world
is full of closed-minded fanatics and ideologues such as Al-Qaeda members and
Western religious fanatics (Barrow & Woods, 2006). This is why progressivists like
Dewey and his colleagues, who are systematically anti-liberal, are naive in their views
on human beings. There are examples that contradict assumptions about human
nature, such as that human beings are rational and can potentially make decisions that
are favourable for themselves. When a person contradicts himself, produces
incoherent arguments (violating the rules of logic) or resorts to justifications that are
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irrelevant to his statements and preferred views, it means that he is acting irrationally
(Barrow & Woods, 2006) and it is not uncommon to find such a lack of coherence in
human beings.

Mental Freedom is Possible Despite Indoctrination

In addition to types of freedom such as freedom of action, freedom of thought,
freedom of will (Akarsu, 1975), there is another type called mental freedom. Mental
freedom is mental self-determination, that is, the right to control one's own
consciousness and determine what is in one's mind (Boire, 2001; Bublitz, 2013). It
allows the individual to use his/her mental abilities, includes the freedom to change
his/her mind and allows him/her to reach or abandon a mental state (Bublitz, 2013).

Mental freedom is also an element of autonomy. Autonomy is the self-
determination or self-governing capacity of the individual (Dryden, 2010). The ideas
of individual autonomy, whose origins date back to Platon and Aristotle, mean self-
determination and self-mastery (Dryden, 2010). In fact, according to Horkheimer, the
autonomy ideal of German idealism is the following: "The self-intuition of reason is
an act of freedom, and through this ideal of autonomy the will determines itself in
accordance with rational principles™ (cited in Benhabib, 2005, p. 13). The person on
whom the ideal of autonomy in German idealism is based is Kant (Benhabib, 2005).
Autonomy is the central concept of Kant's philosophy of freedom (Demenchonok,
2019). Kant (2006, p. 52) spoke of the existence of a special kind of causality and
asked the rhetorical question "...what, then, can freedom of the will be other than
autonomy, that is, the will's property of being a law to itself?”

The concept of freedom brings with it the concept of agency. A free agent is a
person responsible for his or her actions (Strawson, 2010). Only the person capable
of free choice and action deserves praise and blame. Hard determinists do not hold a
person morally responsible for his/her actions on the grounds that he/she has no
control over his/her own behaviour (A. Dogan, 2004). However, it should be noted
that there is a view that even if a person is determined to do something bad, he or she
can be held responsible for that bad act if he or she did it voluntarily. Libertarians do
not hold the person morally responsible or significantly reduce his/her responsibility
since they argue that how and in what form the action will be realised is uncertain
until the moment of its realisation and depends on chance. Compatibilists, on the other
hand, define freedom as the ability or power to do otherwise despite deterministic
conditions, and therefore hold the individual morally responsible for his or her actions
(A. Dogan, 2004). The perspective in this article reflects the compatibilist position.
The target of indoctrination is thought to have the power to believe otherwise despite
the determinism of indoctrination, and the person is held responsible for allowing this
to happen if he or she is indoctrinated. It is necessary, then, to address the determinism
thesis and to clarify our conception of freedom.

The determinism thesis argues that human beings, who belong to the natural
world, are a product of the chain of events that preceded them, that is, they are
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governed by deterministic laws (Holton, 2004). Those who argue that determinism
and free will are incompatible put forward the following argument;

P1. If determinism is true, every human action is causally necessary.

P2. If every action is determined by the reasons that precede it, no one can
behave otherwise than the way he behaves.

P3. A person has free will only if he/she can behave otherwise than he/she
behaves.

P4. Determinism is true.
C. No one has free will (Holton, 2004).

Hard determinists accept that this argument is sound and therefore its conclusion
is true; no one has freedom of will (Holton, 2004). According to hard determinists,
the thesis of determinism is true and we are not free. Freedom (F) and determinism
(D) are incompatible. The existence of one requires the absence of the other, that is,
the two are not possible together (Strawson, 2010). Libertarians also argue that
determinism and freedom of will are incompatible, but in this argument, premise P4
is false, so freedom of will exists. Compatibilists, on the other hand, accept that
premise P4 is true, but argue that one or both of premises P2 or P3 are false. Thus they
reject the conclusion. According to compatibilists, the thesis of determinism is true
but at the same time we are free; that is, both determinism and freedom are possible
at the same time (Holton, 2004; Strawson, 2010).

Obijections to the Possibility of Mental Freedom in the Face of Indoctrination
and Responses to Possible Objections

While justifying the claim that the mind can be free in the face of indoctrination,
the incompatibilist objections to this claim were also taken into consideration and the
objections were tried to be refuted.

Answers to Incompatibilist Objections

When it comes to human agency, it is often thought that free actions and
processes should be different from natural processes (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). In the
Middle Ages, the debate on free will extended to the question of God's nature, with
the proposition that human actions are not governed by God's providence (God is
absolutely capable of doing whatever he wants). The problems of contingency with
reference to the sphere of being and necessity with reference to the sphere of action
were discussed. According to the principle of contingency, will or self-determination
constitutes freedom. According to the principle of necessity, nature is the application
of modalities to action. Duns Scotus, a Franciscan monk who lived in this period and
did not deny the existence of an all-powerful God, held that the will itself is a cause
or active force and that necessity is compatible with freedom. The act of the will
(libertas) can control its own action. It is self-determining, not determined by its
object. The will can choose otherwise at will (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). Scotus
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believed that man is free and argued that morality is impossible without freedom
(Williams, 2019). It follows that a free agent is free despite the will of God. When the
inference is adapted to the issue of mental freedom, it will be claimed that mental
freedom is also possible despite the will of the indoctrinator.

Rationale 1. Natural action will be prevented when some necessary conditions
are not fulfilled (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). In these cases, then, these actions are also
contingent, even if they are not contingently caused. To act contingently is the ability
to act otherwise at the same time when the same principle is at work, and this course
of action is in accordance with the will (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). In other words, the
will is the ability to make choices in a world of reasons. Strawson (2010) even cites
Hume's account of freedom and says that freedom is the freedom to do only what one
chooses to do, even if that thing is completely determined. But if the thesis of
determinism is correct, then the entire past and future of the world are in principle
predictable. It is enough to have a description of the world at any given moment and
a full knowledge of the laws of nature (Strawson, 2010). For this reason, a conception
of freedom such as that advanced by Hume is not plausible for hard determinists and
other incompatibilists. Because the principle of alternative possibilities makes it
difficult to include free will within the scope of determinism (M. Dogan, 2021). Since
there cannot be alternative possibilities in a deterministic world, it can be said that
there is no choice, that is, no free will.

However, the fact that human actions have causal links with emotions arising
from previous events does not necessarily ensure that a person performs a certain
action while this cause is present in the environment (A. Dogan, 2004). The reasons
that will ensure the occurrence of an event may be as strong as the reasons that will
ensure the occurrence of its alternative. These reasons may have different weights in
the realisation of the event (A. Dogan, 2004). It is possible for people to behave
differently under the same principles, that is, to make choices. It is also possible for
the indoctrinated person to choose not to believe in the doctrine in the face of
indoctrination determinism. However, not believing in the doctrine that is being
indoctrinated may also be an indication that the indoctrination attempt has failed or
that gaps have been left that prevent the establishment of belief. The information that
young people who are students in religious education institutions in Turkey are
moving away from religious conservatism (Aktan, 2019; Caligkan, 2021;
Harmankaya, 2020; Yeryiizii Egitimciler Hareketi, 2018) can be interpreted as the
failure of the indoctrination attempt or that the indoctrinated doctrine can be
abandoned after a successful indoctrination (Callan & Arena, 2009). Therefore, the
claim "Mental freedom is possible despite indoctrination™ can be understood in two
ways. Based on Scheffler's (1978) distinction between (i) teaching as an attempt (or
intention) and (ii) teaching as a success, it can be said that "Not every indoctrination
attempt is successful, so mental freedom cannot be eliminated despite the
indoctrination attempt." Secondly, "Despite successful indoctrination, mental
freedom is possible. Because an indoctrinated person can regain mental freedom."
This study focuses on the first claim.
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"Success" is more than doing something, it is the production of the appropriate
output of this action (Scheffler, 1978). A hunter is successful when he claims to catch
a lion and does not return empty-handed, i.e. success is an appropriate outcome of the
action. The fact that an action has a favourable outcome also creates the possibility of
failure. Even if the rules that show the way to success help to avoid failure, in some
cases following these rules does not lead to success. Scheffler tried to explain the issue
through examples. In the first example, he stated that a young child is spelt a word,
told how to write its letters one by one, in other words, the correct guidance is given
and if the child follows the rules, he will achieve success by writing the word
correctly. In the other example, a very knowledgeable and skilful lion hunter will fail
when the lion escapes at the last moment, even if the range is appropriate, the gun is
loaded and held correctly. This means that following a set of rules to the letter does
not always result in success (Scheffler, 1978). This is also the case with indoctrination.
The existence of the indoctrination effort and the fulfilment of its requirements do not
guarantee the success of the indoctrination, i.e. the achievement of the expected
outcomes - the unshakability of irrationally acquired beliefs. This is also a problem
for the hard determinist.

On the other hand, young people's move away from religious conservatism also
requires looking at how the belief is abandoned. If a belief is abandoned reactively or
its opposite is believed, it can be said that such a change is not rational, and therefore
the mind that believes in this way is not free. However, it is unlikely to believe in
something because one wants to, and to maintain this belief without absurdity - or
vice versa. According to William James (2009), the will to believe does not bring
belief into existence. Beliefs of the type of Pascal's gambler's argument are insincere.
The situation is different, however, if a theist, successfully indoctrinated in a religious
educational institution, has become a deist with an evidentialist attitude of belief.
Although this individual would face penalties such as loss of social networks and
ostracism if he/she abandoned his/her indoctrinated belief, if he/she abandoned his/her
belief in accordance with the principles of rationality, it can be said that his/her mind
is free. It has been stated that individuals who overcome their indoctrination especially
take evidence into account, that is, evidence is used in the acquisition of belief (Callan
& Arena, 2009). In examples where belief is acquired without considering evidence,
such as in unshakeable beliefs, it is seen that evidence is not taken into account
afterwards and thus belief is maintained (Callan & Arena, 2009). Open-mindedness,
which is the opposite of closed-mindedness, is a characteristic that the indoctrinator
does not want because it threatens belief. However, closed-mindedness, which is an
important indicator of indoctrination, can disappear later. This strengthens the claim
that the indoctrinated mind can be liberated and again puts the hard determinist in
difficulty.

Rationale 2. Incompatibilist views can be challenged on the basis of the
principle of alternative possibilities. It can be said that, contrary to what
incompatibilists argue, when a person behaves in a certain way because he/she does
not have the possibility of behaving differently, this does not mean that he/she is not



The Tension Between Pedagogical Indoctrination and Mental Freedom 831

free (M. Dogan, 2021). If there were alternative or multiple possibilities, that is, if
there was a chance to behave differently, the person would still do the action he or she
wanted to do. To understand whether there is such a thing as free will, it is not the
existence of alternative possibilities, but whether the person has the ability to do what
he or she wants. The fact that the causes of action are determined does not eliminate
free will. In order to claim the existence of a free will, it may be suggested to focus
on our power of control over our actions, not on the causes (M. Dogan, 2021).
However, free will is related to options as well as the ability to make choices.

This is why it is correct to say that the subject to be indoctrinated cannot be a
free agent unless he or she resists the indoctrination of his or her mind, or unless the
indoctrinated subject overcomes his or her determination arising from indoctrination.
Because a free agent is expected to be able to make a choice. For this, it must first be
aware of the alternatives from among which it will choose. Afterwards, he must
rationally evaluate them and prefer one of them. In indoctrination, however, neither
of these is allowed. It is also necessary to consciously compare the alternatives, but
the indoctrinator prevents the person to be indoctrinated from being conscious of this.
It is important to emphasise that indoctrination is a systematic process. Indoctrination
should be planned and carried out in organised settings in order to control both the
causes and the power of choice. In fact, the indoctrinator makes "decision-making" as
easy as possible by presenting a single mandatory "option™. It does not seem logical,
then, to say that an indoctrinated person is free when the indoctrinator prevents access
to other alternatives and an informed comparison. The only real option in
indoctrination is the doctrinal belief that is intended to be planted in the mind of the
indoctrinated. The indoctrinated person is not allowed to consider competing
doctrines and counter-evidence. In the meantime, it is also desirable to create the
illusion of freedom, as if multiple alternatives were presented and given the chance to
choose among them, to make the indoctrinated person think that he or she has
voluntarily chosen the belief to be indoctrinated, and thus to protect his or her belief
as unshakably as possible by removing criticism. Therefore, the mind of the
indoctrinated person is not free. Because it does not have mental self-determination.
He is prevented from using his mental abilities, for example, from thinking critically.
He is not given access to mental states that are different from the default. His freedom
to change his mind is taken away from him. Meanwhile, the hard determinist absolved
the indoctrinator from responsibility as it made moral responsibility impossible (A.
Dogan, 2004). Nevertheless, the fact that the indoctrinated mind is not currently free
does not mean that it cannot be liberated. There are individuals who have been
indoctrinated and can transform themselves afterwards (Callan & Arena, 2009).

Rationale 3. Approaching the issue of free agency in a Scotus-like rather than
an incompatibilist way, taking the will as a cause or active force, we argue that man
has control over his mental freedom. Man is not an automaton that responds to certain
inputs with certain outputs. If it were, its reactions would be predictable. Unlike
animals such as chickens, horses, sheep, etc., which they have tamed, human
behaviour is not predictable (Vassaf, 2018). Human beings do not act purely



832 Tutku Yalcinkaya

instinctively and do not follow predictable behavioural patterns. He also uses his
intellect, and in the end, with the advantage provided to him by the cortex of his brain,
he has domesticated other animals, not other animals. Whereas a chicken does not
decide to fast, man can decide to do so when he deems it necessary for himself. In
addition, man finds the power of creation in himself and makes art (Vassaf, 2018).
Therefore, human beings are not content with what nature gives them, that is, they use
their will as a reason and produce options. Otherwise, a man, like the chicken, would
lead a life unaware of fasting. Since he invented abstinence, we can say that he objects
to what nature offers and expands his options. Hard determinists fail to explain this
complexity of human behaviour (A. Dogan, 2004). Moreover, the libertarian view of
the will as a cause is also problematic. Even libertarian philosophers such as Robert
Kane and Laura Ekstrom are sceptical about appealing to agent causality because it is
difficult to distinguish a free choice that is not influenced by any event from chance
(Talbott, 2009). Moreover, without natural laws or causality, free will would be
nonsense, as Kant (2006) says. If education did not also have an indoctrinative
character, the proposal of an education that would liberate the mind would be
meaningless. The will is an active force and can be used to counteract indoctrination.

Rationale 4. As far as the determinism of moral laws and not of natural laws is
concerned, Kant (2006) explained the freedom of the will in terms of the categorical
imperative. He saw freedom of the will (also autonomy in Kant) as the ability to set
laws (moral laws) for oneself, that is, as a kind of causality. According to this, man is
a being of thought that belongs not only to the world of the senses but also to the world
of thought (Kant, 2002). He can be liberated from the determinism of the world of the
senses through the faculty of reason. This is because man, despite being stimulated by
nature, can manage his will, and this management, autonomy, law-making or freedom
is thanks to the rational will. There is no freedom to be understood as randomness,
non-causality, or a state of idleness. There is a conception of freedom in which
objectively necessary actions are determined by compulsion, that is, by the commands
of reason (being subject to the necessity of the laws of reason). Reason liberates the
individual as the governor of his will (the ability to derive actions from laws, to act
according to principles) and the determinant of its limits (Kant, 2002). For Kant,
"volition" is a causality, and this causality is effective when the rational creature
becomes independent of the foreign thing that determines it. Although there seems to
be a contradiction between freedom of will and the necessity of nature (Kant, 2002;
Robert & Cureton, 2022), according to this understanding of freedom within
necessity, man is still free and it is free to determine his own goals (Demenchonok,
2019). Moreover, there is no real contradiction between freedom of will and the
necessity of nature (Kant, 2002). Because man is also the subject, i.e. the creator, of
these laws (Kant, 2002) and is bound to these laws not by necessity but by freedom
(Hangerlioglu, 1978). This self-legislation corresponds to the self-regulating rational
will (Cauchi, 2013). The non-contradiction put forward by the Enlightenment
philosopher Kant brings to mind the idea that God is also subject to the laws He has
set. It cannot be claimed that God is not free, but even God acts within the framework
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of laws. It is not possible for someone going through the process of compulsory
education to get rid of determinism (indoctrination determinism), but it is possible to
get rid of determinism by putting the rational will to work.

Rationale 5. When we leave metaphysical claims aside and turn to Wittgenstein
(Biletzki & Matar, 2021), to whom the members of the Vienna Circle owe their
understanding of logical empiricism, we encounter a similar claim. In the Tractatus,
Wittgenstein (2018) treats the world as the sum of phenomena. When we try to
understand the world in the context of facts like Wittgenstein, the will of God is
replaced by the laws of logic. As can be seen, it was not possible to escape from
necessity again. Wittgenstein (2018) argued that we can only think spatial objects in
space, temporal objects in time, and all objects in their connections with other objects.
Kant, on the other hand, explained freedom with a reason using a priori principles and
excluded experience. It should be noted that the reason that Kant positions as rational
will while explaining free will is not practical reason (Cauchi, 2013). Practical reason
is culturally conditioned. It is not free from affections and passions (Cauchi, 2013).
However, humans do not live in the noumenal realm that Kant claims.

Wittgenstein seems to be right about determinism. The human mind, like the
objects of the phenomenal world, is subject to deterministic laws. Whether we
consider the laws of pure reason as legislators or the laws of logic, in reality, none of
them are abstracted. Even if we assume reason as a legislator, that is, as an
autonomous faculty, it is difficult to say that the moral laws produced by this reason,
which derive actions from principles, do not contain experience and are analytical
propositions. People grow and develop under the influence of the traditions,
institutions, family, formal and informal education in which they are born and raised.
Thus, they acquire a picture of the world (weltbild) (Wittgenstein, 1969) and a way of
seeing and thinking. People are members and sometimes speaking subjects of
"discourse communities™ in which religious, legal and political discourses play a role
(Foucault, 1987). In some of these discourse communities, information is memorised
in an almost ritualistic way, protected within the community and there are
unchangeable roles between the speaker and the listener. Repressive discourse
communities exclude those who do not participate in the discourse from the game; at
least they do not give them the chance to access certain parts of the discourse or to
become speaking subjects Foucault, 1987). In indoctrination, there is a knowledge
(doctrine) equivalent to the discourse in discourse communities, an indoctrinator who
holds this knowledge, determines, circulates and protects it, and the indoctrinated who
are intended to become members of the community. Just as in a discourse community,
indoctrination will be organised around one and the same doctrine, and mutual
dependence will be established.

Determinism is true and applies to the human mind. The control of behaviour
through the brain is an indication of this. One of the ways of such behavioural control
is to influence the chemical and electrical activities of the brain through the
environment, and communication, i.e. the activation of emotions, is very effective in
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this context (Beecher et al., 1973). Moreover, a human being is not a tabula rasa when
he/she comes into the world. He has an innate capacity and develops it with the
contribution of the environment (unfold). This causality has also been used
professionally by psychosurgeons and therapists. The planned and deliberate
structuring of human behaviour by someone else rather than self-determination, as in
indoctrination, is incompatible with the ideal of freedom. To argue that brain-
mediated intervention in behaviour does not undermine the ideal of freedom, one can
reinterpret the definition of freedom, as Delgado does. Delgado states that the human
brain is already limited and shaped by external building blocks; that human beings
can use their intelligence limited by certain references - symbols and cultural values -
and that freedom is to use intelligence within these limits (Beecher et al., 1973).
Delgado's views can be justified, but it is dangerous to distort the definition of freedom
and narrow the boundaries of freedom by relying on the thesis of determinism.

Even when we understand freedom as self-determination, we cannot deny the
reality of deterministic laws. Approaches that promote autonomy in schools are based
on a meta-theory of self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2016). The starting assumption
of this theory is that human nature tends to take in knowledge and values, and to
regulate and integrate behaviour in supportive and nurturing social conditions (Deci
& Ryan, 2016). Self-Determination Theory (SDT), a psychological theory, is an
empirically based, organismic theory of human behaviour and personality
development (Ryan & Deci, 2017). This theory is concerned with the social conditions
that facilitate or hinder human development; it examines how social and cultural
conditions and innate capacities develop and weaken (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Even self-
determination theory, which favours education to build autonomous subjects, is
contextualised. It does not ignore the role of extrinsic motivation and external control
of behaviour, although it asserts that human beings tend to evolve to develop and learn
and prioritises intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2016). As in this case, there is no
non-contextual stance, no reference point, and no stance free from life relations. So
much so that, according to Gadamer (2009), even if we want to overthrow this
reference point, our consciousness of being conditioned will not be able to overcome
our conditionedness. For this reason, even after accepting the Copernican explanation,
humanity has continued to say that the sun sets, that is, to perpetuate in language the
view that the sun is moving and man is immobile (Gadamer, 2009).

So, can the human being, the creation of various determinants, transcend its
determinism and become a Kantian autonomous subject, an individual with a free
mind? Can a schoolchild construct his/her mental freedom by getting rid of the
determinism of indoctrination? In other words, is the prediction that the mind can be
free realistic for the empirical world? The connection between mental freedom and
autonomy was explained above. The incompatibilist view, which gives a negative
answer to these questions, was given as an umbrella term. Let us now examine the
views that challenge the thesis that mental freedom is possible under three sub-
headings.
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Answers to Marxist Objections

i) According to Marx (cited in Benhabib, 2005), the capitalist system promotes
the ideal of autonomy but does not allow it to be realised. Because the existence of
the capitalist system depends on the fact that it takes away people's collective control
over their existence. Autonomisation can only be realised when this contradiction
becomes conscious of the individual (Benhabib, 2005). What is at stake here is not
the autonomy of individuals, but the autonomy of a collective community or super-
organism. In other words, we are talking about the prevention of an autonomy that
autonomous individuals would create by consensus. Marx is right; systems do not
really want people to become autonomous, but controllable. Therefore, indoctrination
(at least to some extent) is inevitable. The fact that not everyone within the same
system is subject to the same doctrine, that they are not recipients of this doctrine or
that they abandon it over time shows that mental freedom is possible, but where
autonomy is blocked at the systemic level, where collective autonomy is not allowed
to develop, solutions to realise individual autonomy are not meaningful. Therefore,
the way in which political authority organises individual relations must be changed.
Members of civil society must ensure that the rights spoken of by contract theorists
(participation of all subjects in fair exchange relations or equality, freedom,
legislation, etc.) are secured, the legitimacy of political authority must be questioned
and political domination must be delegitimised from the grassroots level.

ii) Horkheimer (cited in Benhabib, 2005), on the other hand, speaks of the need
to change social conditions, and social conditions are systemic obstacles, as a
precondition for autonomisation. Otherwise, the social imperatives of a proprietary
and competitive society will not allow the individual's decision-making power and
moral reflection to develop (Benhabib, 2005). This is a similar objection and, for the
same reasons, suggests that mental freedom in existing systems is more possible at
the level of the individual. As Marx and Horkheimer argued, changes are needed so
that the system or social conditions do not threaten the mental freedom of individuals.

iii) Another objection is that reason itself is an authority figure that prevents
mental freedom. According to this, not the authority of the system or society, but one's
own reason is an instrument of domination and suppresses itself (Benhabib, 2005).
According to critical theorists, reason does not completely determine the conditions.
Indeed, absolute control of one's own consciousness is impossible (Boire, 2001).
Consciousness is in constant interaction. The constant feeding of data to the brain by
the senses and the interaction with the "other" create a continuous feedback loop.
Failure to reflect on the fact that reason is determined by circumstances leads to the
misconception that reason is self-created.

The view that reason is an instrument of domination is, in Kant's sense, the
suppression of the subject's self (natural inclinations, etc.) and the other for the sake
of the kingdom of ends, i.e. the attempt to overcome the dualism created by the
conflict between self-interest and public interest. In Hobbes' sense, it is the restraint
of human nature by theories of self-preservation (e.g. organisation in groups or civil
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society) (Benhabib, 2005). Viewed in this way, reason is that which proposes to
maximise the utility of the agent and associates rational behaviour or the rational
person with utility maximisation. For a better understanding of the connection with
Kant's moral philosophy, behaviour is rational if it is related to principles or
motivations that are characteristic of the person (Darwall, 1986). However, it is not
always rational for the agent to maximise his/her utility and the theory advocating this
should be revised. A theory that incorporates the notion of mutual benefit would be
better (Darwall, 1986). The pragmatic rational reason understood in this objection is
not the same as the rational reason we mean. Rational reason includes the faculties of
self-efficacy and self-determination. It should be understood as a reason that both
observes the principle of mutual benefit and does not sacrifice the individual. This
reason is neither dominated nor dominating.

Answers to Behaviourist Objections

It has already been mentioned that indoctrination is the acquisition of beliefs and
conditioning is the acquisition of behaviour and that these are different processes.
Behaviourism is the physicalist view that mind cannot be observed, but behaviour can
be observed (Warburton, 2000). According to the behaviourist, the mind or states of
mind can only be descriptions of potential behaviour or behaviour. What is called
experience can also be explained by behavioural patterns (Warburton, 2000). Skinner,
a representative of the behaviourist school and a hard determinist at the same time,
even eliminated the necessity of a mental apparatus in explaining behaviour, excluded
the inner world of the human being from the causes of behaviour, that is, internal
factors such as intention, belief, desire and expectation, and associated behaviour with
external stimuli (A. Dogan, 2004). Behaviourism, which reduces mental processes to
behaviour, does not see belief as an explanation of behaviour. It does not allow for the
possibility that beliefs can cause behaviour. In this case, there is no indoctrination,
which means implanting beliefs, and therefore indoctrination is not a problem for the
behaviourist. In addition, behaviourism ignores the possibility of autonomy and
mental freedom. Since it explains human behaviour in terms of action-reaction, for
the behaviourist people are not beings with will, they are no different from objects,
and since objects cannot be liberated, there is no question of human liberation. But
behaviourism, which denies the fact that belief turns into behaviour, is wrong.

Skinner argued that human will is not free (A. Dogan, 2004). However, from this
point of view, the reason for behaviours that are not biological or not aimed at
satisfying primitive needs, such as the choice between listening to a concerto and
reading a poem, cannot be explained. Two people with different beliefs and
expectations may not react in the same way to the same stimulus, although the same
desire is present in the other (A. Dogan, 2004). Even if there is a causal link between
desires and wishes and behaviour, hard determinism and thus Skinner's behaviourism
cannot explain all human behaviour. The human will exists as an active force, a cause,
capable of producing choices. In this case, it is possible for the existence of
deterministic conditions such as genetic structure, environment, past, etc. to coexist
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with the existence of freedom. It is possible for a man to be a mentally free and
autonomous being even in the presence of an external effort of indoctrination.

Answers to Authoritarian And Conservative Objections

According to the authoritarian point of view, human beings are bad and most of
them remain children (Moore, 1972). Therefore, it is necessary to prevent them from
doing wrong, to manage them and to apply restrictive guidance. Otherwise, it will be
a miracle if they do not turn to wrong or sin. Therefore, students should not be
introduced to alternatives, some facts should be kept in the dark through censorship
and propaganda, and students should be kept away from any opposition (Moore,
1972). Therefore, it is unlikely that the authoritarian authorises autonomy and mental
freedom. Authoritarians' distrustful view of human beings is parallel to that of
conservatives. However, the accuracy and validity of the assumption that human
nature is evil is questionable. The authoritarian point of view keeps people under
control because of the fear of the new axiological order and loss of power.

George Counts, as a representative of the conservative objection, thought that
the anti-indoctrination progressive mind was mistaken for two reasons: i) the paradox
of freedom and ii) progressive indoctrination (a second paradox) (Garrison, 1986).
Accordingly, i) forcing a choice on someone who has not reached a sufficiently mature
belief system leads to unpredictability and chaos, i.e. progressives implicitly advocate
anarchy. And ii) liberals are also endeavouring to inculcate their own ideals. Dewey's
objection to this is that what they are doing, if it can be called indoctrination, is at
least a self-correcting indoctrination (cited in Garrison, 1986).

Counts and even fundamentalist conservatives may be correct that liberals also
indoctrinate. To illustrate, in Mozert v. Hawkins County Board of Education case,
fundamentalist Christians complained against public schools for violating their
traditions. They argued that liberalism is paradoxical, does not promote tolerance
towards fundamentalists, and is subjectivist and assimilationist (Stolzenberg, 1993).
Indeed, liberal values may be instilled and the children of fundamentalists may be
alienated from their own values. This is the paradox of liberal indoctrination. On the
other hand, it must be remembered that indoctrination is inevitable, and it must be
recognised that there will be some indoctrination as long as it is not partisan and does
not undermine rationality. It is true that fundamentalists may claim that the values of
liberalism are instilled, but others may also claim that criticality, autonomy, rationality
or intellectual freedom are instilled. They might even argue that this is a kind of
indoctrination against indoctrination. These claims are false.

These qualities are not desirable for everyone. However, one should be cautious
about calling all efforts to instil beliefs in students indoctrination. The cultivation of
the qualities of criticality, autonomy, rationality and ultimately mental freedom do not
fit the definition and criteria of indoctrination. It is unreasonable to say that the
intention of someone who wants to plant beliefs in minds to acquire these qualities is
to instil beliefs that are insensitive to evidence. Moreover, in order to talk about a
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indoctrination effort, the existence of the intention to indoctrinate, the teaching of
content suitable for indoctrination, and the use of indoctrinative methods must all be
fulfilled (The result criterion is not counted here. The rationale can be found in the
distinction between indoctrination as an attempt and indoctrination as a success).
However, in order for criticality, autonomy and intellectual freedom to be established,
the contents must be handled in a way that is conducive to refutation and scepticism.
Rational enquiry is clearly not within the scope of indoctrination methods. Therefore,
an examination of the criterion of method alone shows that the acquisition of these
qualities is not indoctrinatory. On the contrary, a rationalising education encourages
mental freedom. Conservatives are wrong when they claim that rationalising
education is also indoctrinative.

Counts' objection to the possibility of autonomy and the liberation of the mind
is that education is inherently imposed and society depends on it. However, contrary
to Counts' conservative position, democratic societies should be planning societies,
not planning societies. People should not be seen as beings to be brought into line
under pressure and control.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

Since education is a procedural process that aims to create some changes in
human beings, it is expected to create desirable changes in children, and this
"desirability” varies according to individuals. What is desirable for the power or the
majority may not be desirable for everyone. Despite the difficulty of determining what
is desirable for everyone, there is a need to build a consensus among those who make
up society. Otherwise, since school education includes controversial issues such as
values education, it will be a vehicle for doctrinaire practices that do not coincide with
the values of families or communities. Certain worldviews and ways of life will be
imposed on children. People may be made to see the world in binaries (us versus
others, e.g. Muslim X non-Muslim, saved X unsaved, etc., depending on the doctrines
instilled), the psychological distance between people may be increased and social
problems may deepen. In order to direct students towards a certain goal, their self-
perception can be shaped, a constructed self-perception can be structured and students
can be directed towards a life that is determined for them, and the potential of the
individual and his/her power to determine his/her own life can be taken away.
Morant's design of the British education system, which prevents working class
children from adopting a critical attitude and places them in their "social place", is a
concrete example of the latter judgement (White, 1972b). But what should an
education that liberates the mind look like?

Let us now try to answer the question in terms of compulsory public education.
States force children, who by nature are beings whose capacity to exercise freedom of
thought is below a certain threshold, into formal education. This compulsion can be
defended on various grounds. For example, the development of abstract thinking skills
and the memorisation of multiplication tables are difficult to acquire without coercion
and are among the requirements of the modern world. Universal moral education at
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an early age can also be supported because children need to be taught virtues such as
not stealing and punctuality. It is also important for the child to be included in a world
picture in order to live in cultural coherence and to acquire a primitive culture in order
to make sense of the world. For this, he needs a "cognitive map". The problem starts
here; will the child then be able to weigh the evidence, that is, will he/she be able to
approach evidence contrary to his/her cognitive map impartially and be open to
changing his/her beliefs in the face of good reasons? Will they be able to reflect on
the picture of the world (Macmillan, 1983), which is not a hypothetical set of beliefs,
i.e. to evaluate it rationally and revise it in the light of better reasons? Can a school
education be guaranteed that does not destroy and manipulate children's mental
freedom and original personality?

Such education cannot be guaranteed. Because education is always political and
the educated are not left to their own devices; efforts are made for their formation. As
Marx and Horkheimer say, systemic and social changes are necessary for
emancipation. However, even in the event of emancipatory changes, there will still be
those who hold the power and those who remain on the other side of sovereignty, and
the new sovereigns will still have a vision of human beings they want to realise.
Changes or transformations may bring more emancipation, but they do not lead to an
education system free of indoctrination. This is confirmed by the fact that even in
Nordic systems, which are said to carefully avoid authoritarianism and pure
doctrinarianism, education is indoctrinational and prevents reflection on some issues
(Huttunen, 2009). At the systemic level, an education that is anti-indoctrination or
exempt from indoctrination is unthinkable. If this is the case, how can the child, who
has not yet had sufficient access to knowledge about himself and his feelings, be freed
from the enslavement of his mind?

One suggestion is freedom in the negative sense (freedom from interference)
(Bublitz, 2013). In order for the child to retain his or her mental self-determination,
his or her mental integrity must be protected from interference. This solution can be
challenged by the question of the common good or common good (Bublitz, 2013).
Nevertheless, the common good does not make mental intervention defensible. At this
point, Bublitz referred to Huxley's Brave New World. In Brave New World, people
are anaesthetised with a substance called Soma. They become sceptical, uncritical and
unwilling to see contradictions, but the mental freedom of society is also eliminated.
Therefore, an education that values mental freedom must respect the individual while
aiming for the common good, and must value originality and autonomy at least as
much as the common good.

The main solution to reinforce mental freedom in the context of formal education
is to provide a rationalising education. In this way, the child will not be a willing
recipient when exposed to any attempt at indoctrination. On the other hand, the idea
that human beings need to undergo an education in order to be rationalised can be
opposed with the objection that they are already rational beings. One can bring to the
agenda human abilities such as thinking, calculating, making judgements, reacting
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consciously to the environment, planning, controlling the environment, and
hypothesising (Barrow & Woods, 2006). The impression that it is rational may be
reinforced because it has the capacity to learn. However, while Thorndike's
experiments showed that other animal species are active beings with the capacity to
produce answers (Salgirli Demirbasg, n.d.), they did not prove that they are rational. If
it is argued that even the learning ability of Homo habilis is doubtful, and in this case
it is not meaningful to talk about the learning of other animal species (Bellah, 2017),
it will be understood that giving relational responses or having the capacity to learn is
not a sufficient condition for being a rational being. In fact, when humans are
compared with other advanced animal species, it can even be said that humans are
disadvantaged by having a more comprehensive cultural baggage. This is because
human beings' ability to think of wider possibilities prevents them from "seeing"
directly (Bellah, 2017), and their perception of the world through certain paradigms
may cause them to distort reality. For this reason, an education that enables reflection,
suspension of judgement and rationalisation is necessary.

In addition, it cannot be said that every person has the capacity to think and is
equally good at it (Barrow & Woods, 2006). Good thinking implies rationality and
bad thinking implies irrationality, and the development of rationality becomes an
educational goal (Barrow & Woods, 2006). Even Kant, who treats man as a rational
being and believes that he will enlighten himself, stipulates as a prerequisite to get rid
of the animal state and become an autonomous subject (Gonzalez, 2011). For this,
man must free his will from the despotism of desires through discipline. He should
not be ruled by his fears and interests but should learn to act with principles, that is,
by thinking. Man's ability to control his motives, impulses, interests and fears with the
love of freedom, in other words, his emancipation, depends on his upbringing as an
autonomous subject (Gonzalez, 2011) that is, on the education of a free being.
Indoctrinators use the fears and weaknesses of the people they are going to
indoctrinate. They appeal to their desire to please, to their existential anxieties.
Therefore, freeing students from the determination of fears and desires will make the
indoctrinator’s work more difficult.

The reason for proposing a rationalising education as a pedagogical antidote to
indoctrination is that a rational individual is an individual who bases his/her belief on
good argument and whose quality of thinking is relatively high. A good argument is
a valid, sound and rigorous argument (Bandman, 1967). A rational individual is an
individual who respects good reasons (Barrow & Woods, 2006), forms his/her own
point of view and is willing to examine arguments against it, fulfils the prerequisite
of having certain knowledge while examining propositions, and can change his/her
judgement when necessary (Barrow & Woods, 2006). In this way, the minds of
individuals who receive an education that encourages rationality will not be
vulnerable to indoctrination and will therefore be free.

Finally, critical thinking should also be emphasised when describing how
rationalising education should be. Criticality, which is a condition of rationality, is a
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mental attitude. This attitude cannot be acquired by providing information on how to
be critical or by teaching techniques (Passmore, 1991). Teachers and schools should
awaken critical attitudes in order to develop criticality. They should encourage pupils
to ask questions in addition to receiving information or instruction. They should
involve the child in the practice of discussion from an early stage. It should use skill
rather than memorisation, develop intelligence rather than habit, and replace practice
with problem. For an education that enables reflection and develops a rational-critical
point of view, it is possible to raise controversial issues, to teach the style of discussion
so that the discussion does not turn into bickering, to show what kind of evidence is
relevant to the solution of problems, and to enable students to put forward their claims
with their justifications (Passmore, 1991). In conclusion, although human beings live
in an empirical, deterministic world and are subject to the determinism of
indoctrination, mental freedom seems to be theoretically possible.
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Analitik egitim felsefecileri 20. yiizyilin ortalarindan itibaren, tipik ornekleri
kilise okullarinda ve her seyin resmi ideolojiye gore diizenlendigi ideokrasilerde (Nazi
Almanyasi ya da SSCB gibi) goriilen egitimi, ¢ogulcu demokrasilerdeki egitimden
ayirmuslardir. Birincisine asilama (endoktrinasyon) digerine ise egitim demislerdir.
Fakat pedagojik agilama (asilamanin uyumcu versiyonu) sadece kilise okullarinda ya
da totaliter rejimlerin okullarinda degil, ¢ogulcu demokratik toplumlarin okullarinda
da vardir.

Astlamanin zihni kolelestirdigi iddia edilir ancak 6zgiirliik fikirlerinin Sanayi
Devrimi’ne kadar olgunlagsmadigi géz oniinde bulundurulursa, agilamanin o doneme
kadar sorunlasmamasi1 sasirtict degildir. Mesela antik Roma Imparatorlugu
okullarindan biri olan Iskenderiye tipi okulda dgretim otoriterdi, kitap veya dersler
dogmatik olarak diizenlenmisti ve insanlar bunun disinda bir 6gretim yolu aramamisti
(Kilpatrick, 1972). Bu okullarda akademik yasamdan beklenen; dgrenciyi, egitimli
insanin ortak kiiltiiriine erginlemesi yani klasik diinyanin sozciikleri, fikirleri ve
metinleri konusundaki donanimlartyla ve sosyal agidan kabul géren davranislariyla
bu kiiltiir “adam”larini ortalama insandan ayirmasiydi (paideia) (Watts, 2008). Diger
antik okullarda ve hatta 20. yiizyilin okullarinda dahi agilama, egitim giindemi
acisindan bir sorun degilken (Bailey, 2014) analitik filozoflarin irdelemelerinden
sonra egitim tartigmalar1 arasindaki yerini almistir (Snook, 1972a). (1) Liberalizm ve
Ozgiirliikk, (2) aydinlanma ve otoritelere karsi elestirellik, (3) bireycilik ve 6zerklik
anlayiglarinin gelismesi, (4) iki diinya savasi arasinda komiinizmin ve fagizmin resmi
ideoloji oldugu devletlerde bu ideolojilerin genclere ve kitlelere benimsetilmesinin
formel-informel egitimin baslica islevi haline gelmesi liberal egilimli Anglo-Sakson
egitim filozoflarini asilama ile egitim-6gretim arasinda ayrim yapmaya sevk etmistir.
Boylece asilama asagilayici, kotiileyici bir anlama biiriiniip parazitik bir egitim
uygulamasini belirtir hale gelmistir (McLean, 1984).

Gilinlimiizde agilama manipiilasyon amacini (Green, 1972, Momanu, 2012; Tan,
2014) kisinin kendi zihninin igindekileri kendisinin degil baskasinin belirledigi,
bireyin 6zerk bir 6zne olmasinin engellendigi bir cabayi ifade etmektedir. Asilama;
ortak gelenegi sahiplenen bir toplulugu gerektiren, egemen inanglari perginleyen
sosyal bir iglem (Tan, 2014) ve psikolojik anlamda gii¢lii yapilar olan ¢ekirdek
inanglart -erken ¢ocuklukta edinilen ve kimligin katt kismini olusturan temel
inanclari- edindiren bir politik sosyalizasyon aracidir (Ontas, 2017). Bireyi topluma,
toplumlar1 da yonetici giiglere feda ederek zihni kdlelestirir ¢linkii devletlerin ve
cesitli gruplarin, ideolojilerini insanlara benimsetmelerinin, inanci -neredeyse-
sarsilmaz bir bicimde yerlestirmelerinin bir yolu da agilama ile totaliter zihin kontrolii
yapmaktan yani kitlelerin zihinlerini belirlemek i¢in etik dig1 ve totaliter yontemler
kullanmaktan gegmektedir. Ozgiirliik problemi de buradan kaynaklanmaktadir. Kisi
zihnini bagkalarimin emrine verdiginden asilamaci onun zihninin efendisidir.
Asilamanin liberal degerler agisindan sorun olmasi (1) acik zihinli ve (2) rasyonel
olma hedefleri ile ¢elismesinden ileri gelmektedir (Macmillan, 1983). Cogulcu
demokratik toplumlarda egitimli insan, rasyonel bilmeye basvurmali ve iyi sebepler



844 Tutku Yalcinkaya

kargisinda inanglarini degistirmeye acgik olmaliyken (Macmillan, 1983) agilama bu
yollar1 kapatmaktadir.

(1) Liberallerin yani sira (2) Cokkiiltiirciiler, (3) Feministler ve (4)
Postmodernler de asilamay1 cesitli gerekcelerle elestirirler. Bireyi yeni deneyimlere
ve goriislere kapatmasi, belirli kiiltlirlere ayricalik tanimasi, kadinin 6nemini ve
ekonomik giiciinii azaltmasi, nesnellik yerine biiyiik anlatilara deger vermesi,
hosgoriisiz  kapali toplumlar ve fanatikler yaratarak ulusal ve uluslararasi
anlagmazliklar1 (ideolojik, dini vb.) siddetlendirmesi, kamusal egitime eslik eden
sansiir ve tekellestirilmis medyanin da katkisiyla diktatorligi gliglendirmesi gibi
gerekgeler sayilabilir.

Muhaliflerin ayiklanmasini, muhalefetin 6nlenmesini, se¢im kontroliinii ya da
kitle kontroliinii saglayan asilamanin taraftarlar1 ise (1) Muhafazakarlar, (2)
Otoritaryenler ve (3) Davranis¢ilardir. Asilamacilar, asilama yapmak igin;
sosyalizasyon, halkin bilingli olarak cahil ve naif birakilmasi, ¢arpitilmis kiiltiirel
biling olusturma, siyasi bir projenin yagsama gecirilmesi i¢in dini ve ideolojiyi
kullanma, psikolojik yetersizlikleri hafifletme, psikolojik mesafenin ve narsisizmin
tegviki, hayal vaat etme, kimligin yap1 bozumuna ugratilmasi ve kimlik belirsizligi
yaratma gibi yollara basvurur.

Asilama, ogrencileri hep ¢ocuk tutmaya yoneliktir (Hare, 1972) ve
otoritaryenizmle iliskilendirilir (Moore 1972). Bu goriis, ozellikle de Amerikali
ilerlemeci egitimcilerin (Kilpatrick, Bode, Childs, Dewey) Alman otoritaryenizmine
karst ¢ikmalarindan kaynaklanmistir (Gatchel, 1972; Huttunen, 2009; Kazepides,
1982). Asilamanin, otoriter ve mutlakiyetgi sistemler i¢in vazgecilmez oldugu goriisii
haklidir. Ancak demokrasinin gelismesinden itibaren partizan asilamayi sorgulayan
demokrasi savunuculari da demokrasinin 6z fikirlerinin asilanmasini savunmaktan
geri kalmamistir (Moore, 1972). Modern demokrasiler de egitimin asilamact roliinden
kaginamamustir. Zihinsel 6zgiirliik, 6zellikle liberal demokrasilerde ortiik olarak
varsayilan ve devlet ile birey arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyen bir hak (Boire, 2001;
Bublitz, 2013) olmasina ragmen liberal demokrasilerde de ihlal edilmektedir. Zihinsel
Ozgiirligii elestirellik baglamiyla ele alirsak; ¢ogunluk, otoritelere karsi elestirel
olmaya meyilli degildir (Passmore, 1991). Elestirel diisiinmeye inanan demokrat bile
bir konuda elestirellik gosterirken digerinde gostermeyebilir. Kendisi elestirel olan
Ogretmen, elestirinin kendisine yonelmesini istemeyebilir. Ciinkii elestirellik otoriteyi
tehlikeye sokar. Yeniliklerin devlet yapisini tehlikeye sokacagi diisiiniildiigii i¢in
devletler de elestiride risk goriir (Passmore, 1991) ve asilamaya yonelir.

Asilamaya bagvurulan yerler denilince totaliter rejimlerin giiglendirilmek
istendigi total kurumlar; kamplar, yurtlar ve yatili okullar akla gelmektedir. Cilinkii
total kurumlar, baskalarinin amaglarini gergeklestirmek igindir. Yatili okullarin birer
ornegi olan Katolik ya da Anglikan okullari, 6grencileri baski altina almis ve
davraniga zorlamistir (Russell, 2017). Katolik okulu, dogruluklar1 rasyonel olarak
gosterilmeyen birtakim varsayim ve dnermelere dayanan doktrinel bir inang sistemi
olan Katolikligin doktrinlerine bagli Katolikler yetistirmek {izere agilama yapmus;
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ilgili inan¢ ve fikirlerin, inananin diinya goriisiine ve yagamina yansimasini
arzulamistir (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). Oysa asilamacilik Platon’un (2016, 541a)
onerdigi kirda egitimde bile vardir. Bagkalarinin amaclarini gergeklestiren kisinin
Ozbelirleniminin ve 6zdenetiminin olmadigi diisiinerek ona kdle diyen Platon bile
¢ocugun erken donemde ebeveyninden ayrilip kira gotiiriilmesini ve orada devletin ve
anayasanin bir koruyucusu olarak yetistirilmesini Onermis, hayalindeki yurttas
tasavvuruyla insan bicimlendirmenin yolunu gdstermisti. Benzer isleyis, Ingiliz
oligarsisinin yatil1 okullarinda belirli bir zihniyetin (on sekizinci yiizy1l aristokrasisi)
hiikiim stirmesini saglamig ve zihinsel 6zgiirliige ket vurmustu (Russell, 2017). Sanayi
toplumlarinda egitim birey degil yurttas yetistirmeye odakliydi. Ulus devletler, savasi
yiicelten ve uluslar arasindaki uyumsuzlugu destekleyen bir egitime agirlik vermisti.
Toplumsal degisimlerin ders programlarina yansimasindan endise duyan 6gretmenler
de mevcut sistemden sikayetci degildi (Russell, 2017).

Bugiin sanayi toplumundan evrilmis olsak da tasvir edilen tablodan
uzaklagilmamigtir. Egitimle asilanmak istenen doktrinlerin ve asilama yapmakta
sorun gormeyen Ogretmenlerin varligi devam etmektedir. Vatan sevgisi, bayrak
sevgisi gibi militarist degerler ve baska doktrinsel inanglar, liberal degerlerden taviz
vermek istemeyen ilkeler de dahil olmak {izere tiim diinyada asilanmaya
calisilmaktadir. Bireylerin bagimsiz birer fail olmalarina ise sinirli bigimde izin
verilmektedir. Dolayisiyla egitimin 6zgiirlestirici oldugunu diisiinmek zordur. Okullar
politik kurumlardir ve ortiik programla ilgili yapilmis arastirmalar da bu gercegi
pekistirmistir (Giroux, 2014). Okullar; (1) iginde bulunduklari sosyo-ekonomik
baglamdan bagimsiz olarak analiz edilemezler, (2) sdylem, anlam ve &znel goriislerin
iiretildigi ve kontrol edildigi politik alanlardir ve (3) derslik pratigini yonlendiren ve
yapilandiran sagduyuya dayali deger ve inanglar, a priori evrensel esaslar degil,
spesifik normatif ve politik ¢ikarimlara dayali sosyal yapilandirmalardir (Giroux,
2014). Cogulcu demokratik sistemlerin okullar1 da sosyal kontrol islevini yerine
getiren agilama merkezleridir. Cocuklarin zihinlerine inanglarin ekildigi, ¢gocuklarda
grup kimliginin olusturuldugu ve zihinlerinin kontrol edilmeye ¢aligildigi asilama
merkezleri totaliter sistemlere 6zgii degildir. Bu organizasyonlara tarikat yurtlar: gibi
6zel kurumlarin yani sira egitim bakanliklarina bagli olan ve hiikiimetlerin siyasi
hedeflerinin araci bir kamu kurumu olan devlet okulu da 6rnektir. Egitim politik bir
ara¢ oldugu siirece de agilamadan biitiiniiyle arinmasi olanaksizdir. Cocuklara bazi
doktrinlerin ya da nesnesi belirsiz, dogrulugu yanhsligi rasyonel olarak test
edilemeyen inanglarin asilanmasina devam edilecektir. Mitler, iktidar igin bir
gereklilik (Paktin ve Karaca, 2018) oldugundan iktidar sahipleri en azindan mitlerin
asilanmasini siirdiireceklerdir.

Asilamanin bu kaginilmazligina karsin zihinsel 6zgiirliik hakki ise (1) 6zgiirligii
kisitlamay1 zorlastirarak yetiskin bireylerin kendi zihinlerini tayin etme, rasyonel
cercevede kendi deger ve inanglarini belirleme haklarin1 korumaktadir ve (2)
bireylerin 6zerkligini hem despotlara ve devlete kars1t hem de ¢gogunlugun tiranligina
karsi korumaktadir (Bublitz, 2013). Zihinsel o06zgiirliigiin korunmasi, agilanma
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tehdidini ilkece engelleyicidir. Bu makalenin amaci; bir agilama girisimine maruz
kalan 6grenci zihninin, 6zgiirliigiinii nasil saglayabilecegini gostermektir.

Yontem

Bu makale derleme tiirlindedir ve temel amaci arastirma konusuna iligkin
kaynaklarin karsilastirilmasi, sentezlenmesi ve konunun aydinlatilmasidir (Giilpinar
ve Giiglii, 2013). Makalenin derleme kategorileri arasindaki yeri ise sistematik
derlemedir. Sistematik derlemelerde soruya odaklanilir ve sorunun cevaplanmasini
saglayacak en iyi kaynaklar incelenmeye ¢alisilir. Konuyla ilgili genis ve detayl bir
literatiir taramasi yapilir. Yazarm onyargisinin ¢alismaya yansimamast da onemlidir
(Giilpinar ve Giiglii, 2013).

Bu makalenin odagindaki arastirma sorulari sunlardir;
1) Bir asilama girigimi karsisinda zihinsel 6zgiirliik potansiyeli nasil korunabilir?
2) Asilamanin zihinsel 6zgiirliigii tehdit etme riski nasil ortadan kaldirilabilir?

Sorular dogrultusunda bilgi kaynaklarinin taranmasi; asilama, determinizm,
Ozerklik, ozerk ozne ve zihinsel Ozgiirlik anahtar sozciikleriyle yapilmistir.
Derlemeye dahil edilecek yayimlarin seciminde felsefi ve kuramsal olarak dnem
tagityan c¢aligmalara oncelik verilmistir. Ana kavram olan agilama kavraminin, bir
kavram olarak felsefi bir bigimde ele alinigt 1970’lerde basladigt i¢in de o donemde
yayimlanmis ¢alismalar, derlemeye temel olusturmustur.

Calisma Materyali, Veriler ve Toplanmasi

Aragtirmanin verileri geleneksel bilgi toplama bi¢imlerinden (Merriam, 2013)
ve nitel veri toplama araclarindan (Creswell, 2013) biri olan dokiiman incelemeyle
saglanmustir. Yazili dokiimanlara bagvurulmus; alanyazindaki akademik eserlerden ve
gazete haberlerinden veri toplanmistir. Kisisel kayitlar yerine kamu kayitlart
kullanilarak toplumsal hareketler takip edilebilmistir (Merriam, 2013). Veri toplama
teknigi olarak ise amaca yonelik ornekleme teknigi kullanilmigtir. Bu teknik
kullanilarak genelleme degil, anlam derinlestirme hedeflenmigtir (Creswell, 2013;
Neuman, 2016; Patton, 2014).

Verilerin Analizi

Bu derleme, bir kalitatif sistematik derleme olup veriler, istatistiksel olarak
analiz edilmemistir. Derleme makalelerin sinirliklart arasinda dnyargi riski, taramanin
tam olarak yansitilmamasi, raporlamada Onyargi ve arastirmayr segerken yargil
davranma sinirliliklart mevceuttur (Giilpinar ve Giigld, 2013). Yanliligin olabildigince
azaltilmasi igin karsit iddialar arasinda gapraz okumalar yapilmistir. Onyargi riskini
degerlendirmek, arastirma se¢imindeki ve raporlamadaki sinirliliklart olabildigince
ortadan kaldirmak icin ayrica PRISMA Bildirgesi’ndeki (Moher ve dig., 2009)
maddelerin rehberliginde kontroller yapilmustir.
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Pedagojik Asillamanin Saptanmasi

White’a gore (1972a) asilama, asilanmaya ¢alisilan kisinin karsi kanitlardan
mahrum birakilarak varsayilan inanci kabul etmesine olanak taniyan ve agilamacinin
sOylediklerinin dogru olduguna inanilmasini saglayan bir egitsel iglemdir. Asilanmast
istenen kisinin, varsayilan inanci degistirmesi hatta bu inanci elestirmesi bile
engellenmeye c¢alisilmaktadir (White, 1972a). Asilamaci, ¢ok sayida rakip kanit olsa
da bunlar1 gizlemektedir. Bunun i¢in kimi durumlarda 6grenciye kitap, atlas vb.
kaynaklara giivenmemesini 6gretirken (White, 1972b) kimi durumlarda ise sosyal
izolasyona basvurabilmektedir (White, 1972a). Asilama, asilamacinin hedefledigi
inanglara sahip olunmasi icin bagvurdugu sistematik bir siire¢ ve etik olmayan bir
yoldur. Fakat Lopez’e gore (2013), 6grencinin karsi kanittan mahrum birakildigi ve
kars1 kanita erisiminin olanakli olmadigi izole kosullarda asilama degil salt yalan s6z
konusudur (Lopez, 2013). Bu nedenle asilamanin tanimi sdyle diizenlenmelidir;
agilama, karsi kanitin varliginda bile asilamacinin rasyonel olmayan bigimde
edindirdigi inanglarin terk edilmesine ya da revize edilmesine karsi isteksizlik
iiretilmesi, varsayilan inancin neredeyse sarsilmaz bir bicimde yerlestirilmeye
calistlmasidir. Bunun igin karst kanitin gizlenmesinden ¢ok karsi kanitin ders
ortamina getirilmesi fakat carpitilmasi, degersizlestirilmesi, yanlis oldugunun
Onyargili ve non-rasyonel bir bi¢cimde inandirilmasi, O6grencilerin elestirel
degerlendirme yapmalarinin Oniine gegilmesi, 6grencilerin olasi itirazlara karsi
hazirlanmasi Ornegin verebilecekleri cevaplarin ezberletilmesi ya da ne cevap
vereceklerinin egzersizinin yaptirtlmasi daha etkili ve kalici olacaktir. Asilamanin
tarikat¢1 versiyonunda bu siki asilama oldukga belirgindir ve bu nedenle tarikatci
agtlamanin {istesinden gelmek daha giigtiir.

Tarikat¢1 asilama, General Ziya il Hak zamaninda Pakistan’da yayilan
medreseler iizerinden incelenebilir. Sii aktivizmini kontrol altina almayr ve Siinni
kimligini kamusal alanda saglamlastirmayr hedefleyen Pakistan hiikiimeti,
medreselerin ulusal egitimdeki agirligini artirmustir (Mishra, 2019). Kiiciik kasabalara
kadar yayilan medreseler devlet okullarindan daha fazla 6grenci almis, medreselere
radikal Siinni ulemalar gonderilmis, bu ulemalar kendi inanglarmni rasyonalize
ederken digerlerine nefret propagandast yapmis; Siiler’in “ger¢ek Miisliiman”
olmadiklarim ve onlardan nefret duyulmasini vaaz etmistir. ilahiyat egitiminin ve
askeri egitimin verildigi bu medreseler, rakip mezheplere karsi savasmaya hazir
militanlar yetistirmis ve kendi mezhepgi orgiitlerine insan giicli saglamistir. Siyasi-
dini partiler ve Orta Dogu’dan bagiscilar tarafindan fonlanan bu medreselerden bagka
ABD tarafindan fonlanan Siinni 6rgiitler de tarikat¢i agilamaya 6rnektir. Bu orgiitler
ise Afgan Cihadi’'mt  koriiklemis, Sovyet isgali sonrasi Afganistan’
marjinallestirmeye, radikal Islamc1 tugaylar kurarak Sovyetler’e karsi savastirmaya
calismistir (Mishra, 2019). Medreselerden baska ibadethaneler de birer tarikatgi
asilama mekani olarak is gormiistiir. ISID, Taliban gibi orgiitler camilerdeki Kur’an
dersleri araciligiyla, sosyal destek, para ve hediyelerle giiven ve baglilik yaratmus;
cocuklar1 propaganda videolarina, cihat¢i sarki ve konusmalara maruz birakmig daha
sonra ise onlara infazlar yaptirmistir (Almohammad, 2018). Asilamanin tarikatci
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versiyonu daha kati bir sistematiklik iginde yiiriitiilen, goriiniir bir fiziksel ve
psikolojik siddete bagvurmaktan g¢ekinmeyen ve ayni zamanda siddet {ireten,
hedeflerine daha kisa siirede ulasabilen tiiriidiir. Bu asilama i¢in segilen kisiler ise
genellikle aile korumasindan mahrum ve yoksul kisiler olup yasadiklari gergekligin
zitt1 olan bir cennet vaadiyle manipiile edilirler. Bahsi gegen din merkezli tarikatci
agilamadan baska ideoloji merkezli tarikat¢i asilama da vardir. Naziler’in genglik
orgiitleri de buna ornek gosterilebilir. Burada vaat edilen cennet ise nasyonal
sosyalizmi egemen kilmaktir. Tarikat¢1 asilama koktendincilik ve irk¢iligin hakim
oldugu baris karsiti hareketlerde oldukea islevseldir.

Pedagojik asilama ise daha yumusaktir, siddet var olsa bile daha gériinmezdir ve
bu agilamada hedefe daha uzun siirede ulagilir. Yontemlerinin mutlaka otoriter olmast
da gerekmez. Asilamaci karizmasina bagvurarak, dostca iliskileri, giiven duygusunu
ve hosa gitme arzusunu kullanarak (Bailey, 2019), 6grencinin kendisiyle 6zdesim
kurmasini saglayarak (White, 1972a) asilama yapmaktadir. Asilama ¢ogu zaman riza
iireterek yapilir ve boylece tepki de gelistirilmemis olur. Otoriter egitim asilamayi
distindiirmelidir fakat asilamay1 net olarak dillendirmek i¢in egitim otoritesinin,
ogrencilerin giiven ve bagliliklarmi istismar edip etmediginin de ayrica incelenmesi
lazimdir. Epistemik otoritenin, insanlarin giiven ve baglliklarii kullanarak onlari
belirli inanglara ve doktrinlere yonlendirip yonlendirmedigine bakilmalidir. Protestan
Ayaklanmasi’nin baslangicinda oldugu gibi, taraflarin kendi doktrinlerini genglerin
zihinlerine ve kalplerine yerlestirme yarisinin oldugu durumlarda (Kilpatrick, 1972)
olasilik giicliidiir. Egitim araciligiyla inang edindirme asilamayi diisiindiirmelidir ama
Ogretmenin iddias1 diinyada bir enerji krizinin oldugu ise ve yontemleri asilamaci
degilse yaptig1 inang aktarma, asilama degildir (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). Ogretmenin
iddiast apagik gerceklere iliskin olmadiginda, 6rnegin Fiihrer’in olaganiistii bir lider
oldugunu iddia ettiginde, ise iddia, bir inang sisteminin pargasi oldugundan agilama
yapma ihtimali kuvvetlenir (Lopez, 2013). Yontemleri de akil yiiriitmeyi baskiliyorsa
asilamadan s6z etmek olanakli hale gelir. Yine de sunu sorgulamak gerekir; 6gretmen
doktrinsel bir inanci rasyonel onamayi ortadan kaldiran bir yontemle edindirmeye ve
bu inancin sarsilmaz olmasina niyet etmis midir?

Alanyazinda tipik olarak pedagojik asilama diye adlandirilan kavramin dlgiitleri;
(1) hedefya da niyet, (2) igerik, (3) 6gretim yontemi ve (4) didaktik siirecin sonucudur
(Bailey, 2014; Huttunen, 2009; Momanu, 2012; Snook, 1972a; Tan, 2014; Taylor,
2017; Thiessen, 1982; White, 1972a). Crittenden’a gore (1972), ilk olarak;
asilamacinin, asilama yapmaya niyet etmesi sarttir. Ogretmenin dyle bir niyeti
olmadigi halde 6gretim faaliyetinin sonucunda 6grenci, Fiithrer’in olaganiistii bir lider
olduguna inanmigsa bu asilama degildir. Ikinci olarak; icerigin bir doktrin olmasi
lazimdir. Asilanmis kisi, kendisini sinirlayan bu doktrinsel inang cercevesinde
diigiiniir, duygulanir ve tepki verir. Dolayisiyla burada inang olarak bahsi edilen tekil
bir inan¢ degil bir inanglar setidir ve bu inang seti bireye bir diinya goriisii
edindirmektedir. Asilamacinin niyeti; asilanmis kisinin makul kars1 kanitlar ya da
rasyonel kanitlar kargisinda bile bu doktrinsel inancini terk etmeye yanagmamasidir.
Ucgiincii olarak; agtlamanin yontemleri: (1) icerigin sunumunda rasyonel sorgulama
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ilkelerinin ihlal edilmesini (as1lsiz iddialar sunulmasi, sebeplerin ve kanitlarin elestirel
degerlendirmesinin bastirilmasi) ve (2) 6gretmenin, sorgulamanin dogasiyla ve ahlaki
ilkelerle uyusmayan bir pedagojik yontem kullanmasimi yani pedagojik ahlak
ilkelerinin ihlal edilmesini gerektirir. Asilamanin, yanlis egitici (miseducative) olarak
goriilmesi de bu ihlallerden kaynaklanmaktadir (Crittenden, 1972). Buna karsin her
yanlis egitim (mis-education) formunun ya da ydnetici, yOnlendirici egitim
faaliyetlerinin tiimiiniin asilama olmadig1 da belirtilmelidir. Son olarak; agilamanin
gerceklesmis oldugunu soylemek i¢in daha sonra verilecek olan asilanmis kisi
ozelliklerinin gozlenmesi gerekmektedir.

Asilamanin saptanmasi i¢in Snook’un analizi de yol gostericidir. Snook’a gore
(1972b) agik¢a asillama olan durumlar; (i) bir ideolojiyi, herhangi bir rasyonellik
iddiastyla, olanakli olan tek seymis gibi dgretmek, (ii) kuskulu oldugunu bildigi
onermeleri kesinmis gibi 6gretmek ve (iii) yanlis oldugunu bildigi Onermeleri
ogretmektir. Snook, Ogretilmesi kacinilmaz olan durumlari (¢arpim tablosunun
ezberletilmesi, erken ¢ocuklukta dogru davranigin Ggretimi) asilama olarak
degerlendirmemistir.

Pedagojik Asilamanin Egitimden ve Benzer Zihinsel Ozellikler Yaratan Egitici
Siireclerden Farki

Onceleri dgretimle es anlamli kullamlan asilama, bugiin de egitici olarak
smiflanan davranigsal kosullandirma, psikoterapi, vaaz, propaganda, ajitasyon gibi
stirecler arasinda sayilmaktadir (Brezinka, 1978). Bu siiregler bir insanin psigik
egilimlerinin yapisinda kalic1 bir gelisim saglamayi, pozitif gordiiklerini korumayi,
negatif gordiiklerini ise yok etmeyi hedeflediklerinden egitici kabul edilmektedir. Bir
stirecin egitsel kabul edilmesi i¢in hedeflenen sonucun, onu gerceklestirmek
isteyenlerin deger sistemlerine uygun olmasi ve bu kisilerin, ortaya ¢ikarmak
istedikleri kisiligin degerine ikna olmalar1 gerekir. Ilkel halklarin savascilarini
giiclendirmek i¢in onlara aci1 ¢ektirmeleri hiimanist ve pasifist bakis agilarina gore
kabul edilebilir olmasa da egiticidir. Asilama da liberal bakis agis1 tarafindan kabul
gormese de egitici bir eylemdir (Brezinka, 1978).

Asilama, egitimin tersyiiz edilmisi (Barrow ve Woods, 2006) ya da bir yanlis
egitim formu (Crittenden, 1972) olsa da dgretim etkinliginin dogasinda bulunan baz1
nitelikleri tasir. Ogretimin belirli sonuglara gore yonlendirilen hedefe yonelik bir
etkinlik olma, ¢esitli aktiviteleri igerme, belirli yeterlikler kazandirma ve bir 6gretim
araligim gerektirme kosullar1 asilama icin de gegerlidir. Ogretmek anlik bir olay
degildir, 6gretim araliklariyla gerceklestirilir. Scheffler’in (1978) belirttigi gibi
“John’a diin tam 15.15’te 6grettim.” demek sagmadir. Asilama da planlanmis ve
stirece yayilmistir. Tesadiifi degil sistematiktir. Bununla birlikte asilamanin, asilamact
olmayan egitim etkinliginden belirgin farklar1 vardir:

1. Egitimin temel epistemik amaci, bilginin tanitimidir yani dogruluk
onemlidir. Egitimde Onermesel bilgiye yer verilir ve bilginin tanitiminda da
dogruya/gercege sadik kalinir. Ogrenci bilir. Asilamada ise varsayilan doktrine sadik
kalinir. Asilamac1 dogruyu/gergegi ogretmeyi degil doktrinsel egitimi se¢mistir.
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Ogrenci inanir. Asilamada form bakimindan 6nermesel bilgiye benzeyen doktrinler
tanitilir, fakat ek olarak bu dnermelere sarsilmaz inang olusturulmaya caligilir (Not:
Doktrinler de 6nerme formundadir).

2. Egitimin ideallerinden biri rasyonel diisiinmedir. Rasyonel kisiden beklenen
ozerklik; kendi gerekgeli degerlendirmesi temelinde digsal kisitlamalardan bagimsiz
yargilama ozgiirliigiidiir. Ogretim; kanit, neden, delil gibi desteklerin sunuldugu
rasyonel bir siirectir. Asilamada ise rasyonalitenin degeri inkar edilir. Asilanacak
doktrin elestiri sinirlarin disina ¢ikarilip yiiceltilir ve dgrenci, doktrine inancinin
sarsilmamasi igin kesiften uzaklagtirilir. Doktrinin aktariminda elestirel sorgulamaya
yer birakilmaz, aksine doktrine “iman” edilmesi hedeflenir.

3. Egitimin yontemleri ahlaki olarak kabul edilebilirdir. Ogrencinin
rasyonalitesine sayg1 duyulmaktadir. Oznenin (6grenicinin/dgrencinin) diisiinme veya
davranma bi¢iminde degisiklik yaratma niyeti 6gretimde de vardir. Ancak dgretim;
Oznenin (subject), Ogreticinin (agent) etkisine bilingli bir bigimde adaptasyon
saglamasi i¢in gerekli olan kosullarla tutarli eylemleri (aligtirma, 6rnekleme, rehberlik
etme gibi) kullanmasini ve 6gretmenin de 6grenme hedeflerine uygun igerik ve
prosediirleri ise kogsmasini gerektirir (Crittenden, 1972). Dolayisiyla rasyonel olmakla
birlikte etik bir siire¢ olarak kabul goriir (Atkinson, 1972). Asilamanin yontemleri ise
manipiilatiftir. Ogrencilerin epistemik otoriteye olan giiven duygular1 ve hosa gitme
arzular1 kétiiye kullanilir. Ogrencinin zihinsel dzgiirliigiine saygi duyulmaz.

4. Egitim, Ogrenciyi esitler toplulugunun bir iiyesi yapmaya ve yetiskin
topluluguna erginlemeye calisir. Ogrenci ile 6gretmen arasinda bir asimetri olsa da
Ogrenci potansiyel esit olarak goriiliir. Elestiriyi kabul eder. Egitim demokrasiyle
iligkilidir. Asilama ise dgrencinin esit degerde kisi statiisiinii reddeder. Onu ¢ocuk
birakmaya caligir. Asilama otoritaryenizmle iligkilidir.

Ayrica asilama benzer zihinsel o6zellikler yaratan pedagojik siireclerle de
karigtirtlmamalidir. Bunlardan biri beyin yikamadir. Beyin yikama yogun bir agilama
icermekte ve bireyin var olan egemen inanglari, beyin yikayicinin sonradan naklettigi
inanglarla degistirilmektedir (Tan, 2014). Asilamada ise eski inang yenisiyle yer
degistirmez, dogrudan yeni bir inang seti zihne yerlestirilir. Benzetme yapmak
gerekirse, asilama yeni bir bilgisayara yeni bir isletim programi yiiklemek, beyin
yikama ise daha once program yiiklenmis bilgisayara format atip yeni bir program
yiiklemek gibidir. Asilama kurbani genellikle beyin yikama kurbanindan daha geng,
tecriibesiz ve zihni de agilanmaya ¢aligilan doktrinle ilgili daha bostur. Ne var ki beyni
yikanmis kisi degisime daha direncli iken asilanmig kisi degisime tamamen kapali
degildir. Asilananin zihni, disaridan enjekte edilen inang karsisinda daha savunmasiz
goriindiigii halde beyni yikanmis kisinin degismesi, asilanmis kisinin degismesinden
daha zordur. Asilama ¢abasinin basarilt olmasi ve kapali zihinlilikle sonuglanmas: bu
halin siirecegi anlamina gelmez. Asilama, basarili oldugu siireg icerisinde entelektiiel
bir katilik olusturur ama agilanmis kisi sonradan kapali zihinliligini yenebilir (Callan
ve Arena, 2009).
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Agsilamaya benzeyen bir diger kavram da kosullamadir. Asilamanin zihni edilgen
kilmasi1 onu Skinner’in davranis¢i kuramina yaklastirirken kosullama ile karismasina
da zemin hazirlamaktadir. Davranig¢r kuramin 6greneni; dikkatini kontrol etmede,
uyaricilart segcmede ve uyarilar1 anlamli hale getirip kodlamada degil, uyarici ile
etkilesmede ve pekistire¢ almada aktiftir (Bayrakls, t.y.). Asilama da dikkat kontroli,
uyaricilarin se¢imli bir sekilde zihne kodlanmasi, zihinsel 6zgiirliik alan1 agmada ve
Odiil-cezay1r bir Ogretim pratigi olarak kullanmada benzerdir. Asilama ve
kosullamanin illiberal uygulamalar olmalar1 (Wilson, 1972) da bir diger ortak
noktalaridir. Buna karsin kosullama davranis iiretmekle, asilama ise inang ekmekle
ilgilidir (Green’den aktaran Snook, 1972a). Davranis ve inang arasindaki ayrima
dikkat edilmelidir. inang ekmek, davrams iiretmeye kiyasla cocugun rasyonelligini
etkilemeye daha elveriglidir (Snook, 1972a). Ciinkii inang sistemleri daima mantiksal
bi¢imde orgiitlenmezler. inanma da mantiksal bir segimden ziyade psikolojik bir
bagliliktir. O halde kosullanmis kisi rasyonel bi¢cimde inanabilir fakat agilanmus kisi,
rasyonel bir bicimde inanmamuistir.

Ozgiir Zihinli Kisinin ve Asilanms Kisinin Ozellikleri

Ozgiir zihinli kisi ifadesiyle rasyonel birey kastedilmektedir. Liberallerin ya da
ilerlemeci egitimcilerin asilama konusundaki elestirilerinin zeminindeki “insanin
potansiyel olarak rasyonel bir varlik oldugu” varsayimina karsin insan halihazirda
tamamen rasyonel bir varlik degildir. Fiilen rasyonel varlik olmanin kosullari
sunlardir:

1. Onermeyi/inancimi sorgulamayi kabul eder. Yakinlik duydugu veya otorite
olarak gordiigii kisiler tarafindan geldigi i¢in bir 6nermeyi kabul etmez,
tanidik gelmedigi i¢in de bir 6nermeyi reddetmez. Belli bir bilgi birikimine
sahip olma 6n kosulu ile konuyu kendi iginde incelemeye isteklidir.

2. Bir konuyla ilgili varilan kararlarinin kaliciligi, o konuyla ilgili verilerin,
kanitlarin ve bilgilerin saglamlik derecesiyle iliskilidir. Veriler saglamsa
kararlar daha kalic1, degilse daha gegici ve revizyona agiktir.

3. lyi veya ilgili neden ile kotii veya ilgisiz neden arasinda ayrim yapabilir
(Barrow ve Woods, 2006).

Asilanmus kisi ise entelektiiel ufku sinirlandirilmig ve bilissel yapist degistirilmis
kisidir. Bunun sonucunda asitlanmis bir zihin su semptomlar1 goéstermektedir (Barrow
ve Woods, 2006; Callan ve Arena, 2009; Momanu, 2012; Tan, 2014; Taylor, 2017;
Siegel, 2009; White, 2017):

1. Kanita dayanmayan inanma

2.  Gergekleri varsayilan doktrinin goriis a¢isina gére yorumlama
3. Diinyayi “size kars1 biz” penceresinden gorme
4

Inang degistirmeye kars1 direng gdsterme ya da kapali zihinlilik
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5. Refleksiyon yapamama ya da kendi inanci hakkinda elestirel diisiinme
basarisizlig1

Bu ozelliklerden digerleri agiktir ancak kapali zihinliligi agiklamak faydali
olacaktir. Kapali zihinlilik; kisinin sahip oldugu bakis acisinin yanlis olabilecegine
iliskin ihtimale zihnini kapatmasi demektir (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). Asilanmis
kisinin kanita yeterince saygl gostermemesi ve inang revizyonuna karsi asir1 direng
gostermesinin sebebi ise inancinin dogru oldugu konusunda asirt bir duygusal
bagliliga sahip olmasidir (Callan ve Arena, 2009). Buna ragmen kapali zihinlilik ve
elestirel diisinememe halleri degismez degildir. Bu degisebilirlik, beyin yikama ile
agtlama arasinda da fark olusturur.

Inang degistirmeye kars1 isteksizlik, asilanmis insana 6zgii de degildir. Ancak
rasyonel insan ile asilanmis insan arasindaki fark; asilanmus kisinin ikna edici
kanitlarin varligr karsisinda bile degisimi reddetmesidir. Ayrica Siegel, kapali
zihinliligin bir agilanmislik gostergesi olmasina karsi ¢ikmustir. Siegel’e gore (2009)
elestirel diisiinme daha temeldir ¢iinkii agik fikirli olmakla gerekgeleri yetkin bir
sekilde degerlendirme 6zelligine sahip olunmamaktadir. Gerekgelere gereken degeri
vermek kadar onlar1 epistemik agidan yetkin bir sekilde degerlendirebilmek de
onemlidir. Ciinkii acik fikirli; inancini revize etmeye istekli ve nesnellige meyilli
birinin de yetersiz kanita ragmen inanmasi; irrasyonel bir argiiman ortaya atarak
mantiksal olarak kusurlu bu argiiman: benimsemesi miimkiindiir. Bu nedenle inang
revizyonunun niteligi de Onemsenmelidir. Siegel O6gretmenin, 6grencinin
elestirelligini elinden almak kosuluyla inang yerlestirmesini ve bu inanca kanitsiz
inandirmasini asilama olarak adlandirmistir.

Asilama Olgiitleri Ekseninde Asilama ile Zihinsel Ozgiirliik iliskisi

Asilamanin; niyet, igerik, yontem ve sonu¢ olmak iizere dort Ol¢iitiinden
(kriterinden)  sozedilmisti. Niyet Olgiitiiyle baslanirsa; asilamadaki niyet
rasyonellestirmek degil totalistik bir ideolojiyi ve onu destekleyen inanglar1 yaymaktir
(Tan, 2014). Zihni o6zgiirlestirmek degil, kontrol edici inanglarla donatmak
hedeflenmektedir. Asilama, tavsiye ettigi ideolojinin muhafaza edilmesini zorlayan,
onun mutlak gercek oldugunu dayatan ve oteki ideolojileri, inanglari, diinya
goriislerini degersizlestiren bir siirectir. Asilamaci, bu niyetlerle agilamaya ¢abaladigi
kisilerin dayatilan ideoloji haricinde duygu, diisiince ve eylem gelistirmelerine neden
olabilecek sosyal kosullarin olugmasina engel olur. Hedef kitlesini gii¢lii akilcilik ve
giiclii 6zerklik kurmaktan aciz hale getirir. Boylece karsi gerekge tiretmelerinin,
sorgulamalarinin ve elestirmelerinin oniine gececektir (Tan, 2014). Rasyonellestirici
egitim ise saglam kanitlarin, ispatlarm, nedenlerin, ipuglarinin ve delillerin
kullanilarak yeterli destegin saglandigi egitim siirecidir (Atkinson, 1972).
Rasyonellestiren bir egitimde kendi bagina kaninin yerine gerek¢elendirilmis kan1 ve
rasyonel onama 6nemsenmektedir. Egitilen kisi, sadece kurallar1 bilmekle kalmayan,
nedenlerin kendisini ve nedenleri baska durumlara uyarlamasini da bilen, ne
yaptiginin bilincindeki 6znedir (Atkinson, 1972). Birinin diisiince ya da davranisinda
kalic1 degisiklik yaratilmas siirecinde 6grencinin zihinsel ¢abasi uyandirilmamissa ve
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0zne, degisiklikle ilgili bilingli bir caba gdstermemisse bu faaliyete 6gretme-6grenme
denilemeyecektir (Crittenden, 1972). Makinelerin matematiksel hesaplar yapmasinin
onlarin 6grendigi anlamina gelmemesi gibi insanlarin da bilingli olmadan yasadiklari
degisiklikler 6grenme degildir (Crittenden, 1972). Asilama, bilingli ¢aba gosteren bir
Ozneyi yani 6grenen bir 6zne yaratmayi degil, inanan bir 6zne yaratmay1 hedefledigi
i¢in zihni 6zgiirlestirici nitelikte degildir.

Niyet olgiitiiyle birlikte yontem olgiitiiniin de devreye girdigi goriilmektedir.
Asilamada kullanilan yontemler, zihinsel 6zgiirliige saygi gostermeyen ve bireye
gelisim firsat1 vermeyen yontemlerdir. Elbette kiiciik bir cocuga gelisimsel donemine
uygun olmayan titiz teorik argiimanlar sunmak 6gretimde de anlamli degildir. Fakat
belli bir yontem zorunlulugu olmasa da asilamada zorunlu olan sey; rasyonaliteye
sayginin ihlalidir (Gregory ve Woods, 1972). Bir doktrinsel sistemin, dogru olduklar1
rasyonel bir bicimde gosterilemeyen dnermelerine sarsilmaz bir baglilik gelistirilmek
isteniyorsa, bu rasyonel yontemlerle olmayacaktir (Barrow ve Woods, 20006).
Asilanan kisiye, amaca uyabilecek herhangi bir prosediir etik kaygi gozetilmeksizin
uygulanir ve agilanan, kurallart mekanik olarak uygulamay1 6grenir. Otoriter ve ifade
Ozgiirligiini kisitlayict yontemlerle (Momanu, 2012) inang telkin etme yollarina
(Bailey, 2019) bagvurulur. O yiizden, asilama yontemlerine maruz birakilmis kisinin
“bildigini” soylemektense “inandigini” sdylemek daha uygundur (Atkinson, 1972).

Dikkat edilmesi gereken bir bagka nokta da rasyonel olmadigi iddia edilen bir
egitimin her zaman agilama olmayacagidir. Ornegin kanitsiz ve kavrayissiz bir siirecin
isletilebildigi erken donem ahlak egitiminin asilama olup olmadigini anlamak i¢in
niyete ve sonuca bakmakta fayda vardir (White, 1972a). Ogretmen, cocuklarin kendi
ahlakla ilgili sorularim1 sorma kapasitelerini yok etmeyi amaglamiyorsa, dgrenci
rasyonel olmayan bir bi¢gimde benimsedigi inanglarii daha sonra gerekgeli bir
bigimde irdeleyebiliyorsa bu siirece asilama demek dogru olmayacaktir. Ogrencinin
olgunlasmamishigi veya yetersizligi, rasyonel olmayan yodntemlere basvurmayi
gerektirebilir (White, 1972a).

Asilama-zihinsel 6zgiirliikk geriliminde ele alinacak bagka bir agilama 6lgiitii de
iceriktir. Hatta Wilson (1972), yontemin tek basina asilamaci olamayacagini, igerigin
de asilamaci olmasi yani doktrin niteliginde olmasi gerektigini savunmustur.
Doktrinler; yanliglanamayan veya diizeltilemeyen, kanita dayanmayan bilgi
formlarini, birinci dereceden ilkeleri ve genis kapsamli varsayimlari iceren fakat
kamusal uzlasidan yoksun inang setleridir (Thiessen, 1982). Buna gére gayrimesru
yontemlerle ekilen inang bir doktrinse yapilan islem asilamadir. Ornegin bilim,
hipoteze tutunmaya yani aksi gosterildigi halde o hipotezin dogru oldugunu iddia
etmeye olanak vermediginden, hipotezler test edilebilir ve degisebilir olduklarindan
bilimsel faaliyet, asilama ihtimalini olanaksizlastirmaktadir (Barrow ve Woods,
2006). Bilimde sarlatanliklar yapilabilmektedir fakat bilimsel arastirma kanonlari
geregince sarlatan tarafindan yapilan bu etkinliklere bilim denemeyecektir. Buna
bagl olarak bilim 6gretiminde agilama yapilmasi da zorlagmaktadir. Benzer durum
matematik 6gretimi i¢in de gecerlidir. Bir matematik 6gretmeni matematik 6gretmek
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yerine Tanri’nin yiice bir matematikc¢i oldugunu 6grettiginde yani kugkulu doktrinleri
ogrencilerin zihinlerine yerlestirmeye calistiginda asilama yapiyordur. Fakat bu sefer
de matematik 6gretimi yapmiyordur (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). O halde igerigin
olgusal gercekler olmasi, olumsal 6nermelerden olusmasi durumunda ise rasyonel
bicimde ele alinmasi asilamay1 giiglestirecektir.

Asilamaya olanak tantyan egitim igerikleri, alan temelinde incelendiginde ilk
akla gelenler din, ahlak ve siyasi tarih alanlaridir (White, 1972a). Bu alanlarin
nesnelerinin gozlenemez olusu ve iddialarinin test edilmesinin zorlugu asilamay1
elverigli hale getirir. Kiiltiirel mirasin aktariminin egitimin énemli bir islevi oldugu
inkar edilemez. Ancak gegmisle bag kurma gerekliligi, gegmisi amaglastiran skolastik
bir diigiince sistemi i¢inde sorunlu hale gelir. Egitim sisteminin, bireyleri politik
rejime itaat etmeleri dogrultusunda yetistirmesi asilamadir. Boylesi sistemler, bir
aksiyolojik diizen insa ederler ve bireylere, yeniye karsi savagmay1 telkin ederler.
Asilamaya elverisli icerikler arasinda bilim 6gretiminin ya da olgusal gerceklerin
ogretiminin (Thiessen, 1984) de sayildig1 ve fakat bunun neden asilama olmadig:
yukarida ifade edilmisti. Diger yandan din egitimi gibi igeriklerin ise daima agilamaci
oldugu fikrine itiraz gelmistir. Snook’a gore (1972b), kuskulu (dogru olup olmadigina
karar verilemeyen) icerikle ugrasmayi asilama olarak niteleyeceksek din filozofunun
da agilama yaptigini ileri siirmeliyizdir. Oysa din filozofunun yaptig1 asilama degildir.
Din filozofu, bir dinsel inanci, rasyonel olarak kamtlamaya caligir. Bunun igin
gerekgeler getirir. Birisi din filozofunun gerekgelerini makul buldugu i¢in onun
sOyledigine inandiginda bu iman degil; rasyonel inanctir. Dolayisiyla kuskulu
iceriklerle ugrasmak, asilama yapildiginin gostergesi degildir. Fakat kuskulu icerigi
ogretmek bundan ayri ele alinmalidir. Barrow ve Woods’un (2006) Katolik okulu
ornegi de din egitiminin bir asilama isi oldugunu diisiindiiriir. Ancak din filozofu
orneginde rasyonel sorgulama varken Katolik Okulu 6rneginde duygulara hitap
ederek cehennemle korkutma, karsi kanitlar1 saklama gibi rasyonel olmayan araglarin
kullanimi1 vardir. Katolik okulunun gorevi, Katolikligi benimsetmeye ¢aligmaktir ve
yapmaya c¢alistigi sey Katolikligin gerektirdigi inanglar dizisini ve yasam tarzini
yerlestirmektir. Katolikligin doktrinleri birer hakikat olarak sunulmakta ve
ogrencilerin, bu hakikatlere sarsilmaz bigimde baglanmalari istenmektedir (Barrow
ve Woods, 2006). Hukuk fakiiltelerinin hukukgu, ordularin asker yetistirmeleri gibi
Katolik okullar1 da Katolik yetistirecektir. Ustelik din &gretimi yalmzca Katolik
okullarinda degil, her yerde bir inanan yetistirmeyi hedefler. Pek ¢ok din dgretmenti,
“Tanr1 vardir.” gibi ortiik 6nermelerin kabul edilmesini ve iman edilmesini agikca
isterler (White, 1972a). Bu niyetlerini inkar etmeleri durumunda ne gibi bir niyetleri
olacagini sorgularlar. Ogretmen, 6grencilerine isa peygamberin yasamini &gretirken
yalnizca tarih 6gretmiyordur (White, 1972a). Din egitimi gibi tartismali metafizik
onermelerin 6gretildigi alanlarda, asilama ihtimali gii¢lenirken zihinsel 6zgiirlesme
ihtimali zayiflar. Ciinkii arglimanlarin rasyonel bir bigcimde irdelenmesi yerine
anlatilara inanilmas1 esas alinir ve belli bir diisiinme, inanma ve sosyallesme bi¢imi
onemsenir. Bireye nasil hissedecegi, nasil tepki verecegi, nasil davranacagi
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benimsetilir. Boyle bir siireg igletildiginde zihni 6zgiirlestirmek egitimin bir hedefi
gibi goriinmemektedir.

Son olarak sonug dlciitii acisindan asilama-6zgiirlikk gerilimi degerlendirilirse;
astlanmis kisinin gostergesi, ikna edici kars1 kanita ragmen zihnini degistirmemesi
yani kapali zihinli bir birey olmasiydi. Kisinin daha sonra kapali zihinliligini
asabildigi drneklerde ise kanit1 dikkate aldig1 goriilmektedir (Callan ve Arena, 2009).
Rasyonellestirici bir egitimden beklenen de agik zihinli ve elestirel bireylerin
iiretilmesidir (Siegel, 2009). Bu kapsamda makul gerekg¢elere gereken 6nemi veren ve
bunlar1 epistemik agidan dogru degerlendirebilen bireyler yetistirilmelidir. Bireyler,
yalnizca goriislerini gozden gecirmeye istekli, nesnellige ve tarafsizliga egilimli degil
ayni zamanda bu revizyona muktedir olmalidir. Diger bir deyisle inang revizyonunun
niteligi de onemlidir. Birey, gecersiz bir argiiman Onerip bu dnermeyi onaylama
yanilgisina da diigmemeli yani acik fikirli oldugu kadar elestirel bir diigiiniir de
olmalidir. Tek basina agik fikirlilik asilanmaktan kurtulmanin ¢aresi degildir (Siegel,
2009). Sonug dlciitii de gosterir ki asilanmasi istenen kisi, zihinsel 6zgiirliigii elinden
alinmaya ¢aligilan kisidir.

Zihinsel 6zgiirliik ile agilama arasinda bir gerilim oldugu ortadadir. Asilamanin,
rasyonalitenin degerinin inkar edildigi bir fenomen olmasi bunun temel
sebeplerindendir. Ustelik insanin rasyonel bir varlik oldugu da kuskuludur. Diinya,
El-Kaide tiyeleri ve Batili dini fanatikler gibi kapali zihinli fanatiklerle ve ideologlarla
doludur (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). Bu yiizden Dewey ve arkadaslar1 gibi sistematik
liberalizm karsit1 olan ilerlemecilerin insanla ilgili goriislerinde de naiflik vardir.
Insanin rasyonel oldugu, potansiyel olarak kendisi icin elverisli kararlar alabildigi gibi
insan dogasina iligkin varsayimlarin aksini diisiindiiren &rnekler mevcuttur. Bir
insanin kendisiyle c¢elismesi, tutarsiz argliimanlar {iretmesi (mantik kurallarin
cignemesi) ya da ifadeleriyle, tercih ettigi goriislerle ilgisi olmayan gerekgelere
bagvurmasi onun usdist davrandigi anlamina gelir (Barrow ve Woods, 2006) ve
insanlarda bdylesi bir bagdasim yoksunluguna rastlamak nadir goriilen bir durum
degildir.

Asllamaya Ragmen Zihinsel Ozgiirliik Olanakhidir

Ozgiirliigiin; eylem ozgiirliigii, diisinme ozgiirliigii, isteng Ozgiirliigi gibi
tiirlerinin (Akarsu, 1975) yam sira zihinsel 6zgiirlik adinda bir tiirii daha vardir.
Zihinsel 6zgiirliik; zihinsel self-determinasyon yani kiginin kendi bilincini kontrol
etme, zihninde ne oldugunu belirleme hakkidir (Boire, 2001; Bublitz, 2013). Bireyin
zihinsel yeteneklerini kullanmasina olanak tanir, fikir degistirme dzgiirliigiinii kapsar

ve bir zihinsel duruma erigsmesine ya da o zihinsel durumdan vazge¢mesine izin verir
(Bublitz, 2013).

Zihinsel 6zgiirliik, aym zamanda &zerkligin bir 6gesidir. Ozerklik de bireyin
kendi kaderini tayin etmesi veya kendini yonetme kapasitesidir (Dryden, 2010).
Kokeni Platon ve Aristoteles’e kadar uzanan bireysel ozerklik fikirleri; kendini
belirleme ve kendine hakim olma (self-mastery) anlamlarina gelmektedir (Dryden,
2010). Hatta Horkheimer’e gore Alman idealizminin 6zerklik ideali sudur: “Aklin
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kendini sezisi bir 6zgiirliik edimidir ve bu 6zerklik ideali sayesinde irade kendini
akilsal ilkelere uygun olarak belirler.” (akt. Benhabib, 2005, s. 13). Alman
idealizmindeki 6zerklik idealinin dayandirildig: kisi ise Kant’tir (Benhabib, 2005).
Ozerklik, Kant’in 6zgiirliik felsefesinin merkezi kavranudir (Demenchonok, 2019).
Kant (2006, s. 52), 6zel tirden bir nedenselligin varligindan séz etmis, “...irade
Ozgiirligli 6zerklikten, yani kendi kendine yasa koyma o&zelliginden baska ne
olabilir?” retorik sorusunu sormustur.

Ozgiirlik kavrami, beraberinde bir de faillik kavramim getirir. Ozgiir fail
eylemlerinden sorumlu kisidir (Strawson, 2010). Yalnizca 6zgiir segme ve eyleme
yetenegine sahip kisi 6vgiiyii ve su¢lamayr hak edebilir. Siki deterministler, kendi
davranisi ilizerinde bir kontrolii olmadig1 gerekgesiyle kisiyi eyleminden otiirii ahlaki
olarak sorumlu tutmazlar (A. Dogan, 2004). Ancak kisi kotii bir sey yapmaya
belirlenmis olsa bile, eger o kotli seyi kendisi isteyerek yapmissa, o eyleminden
sorumlu tutulabilecegine iligkin bir goriisiin oldugu da belirtilmelidir. Liberteryenler,
eylemin nasil, ne bicimde gergekleseceginin gerceklestigi ana kadar belirsiz oldugunu
ve tesadiife bagli oldugunu ileri siirdiikleri igin kisiyi ahlaki olarak sorumlu tutmazlar
ya da sorumlulugunu énemli dl¢iide azaltirlar. Bagdasircilar ise 6zgiirliigii; belirleyici
kosullara ragmen bagka tiirlii yapabilme yetenegi ya da giicii olarak tanimladiklari i¢in
kisiyi, eylemlerinden ahlaki olarak sorumlu tutarlar (A. Dogan, 2004). Bu makaledeki
bakis agis1 bagdasircinin pozisyonunu yansitmaktadir. Asilamanin hedefindeki
kisinin, agilamanin belirleyiciligine ragmen bagka tiirlii inanabilme giiciiniin oldugu
diigiiniilmekte ve kisi, agilanmis olmasi durumunda buna izin vermesinden sorumlu
tutulmaktadir. O halde determinizm tezine deginmek ve oOzgirliikk kavrayisimizi
belirginlestirmek lazimdir.

Determinizm tezi, dogal diinyaya ait olan insanin da kendinden dnce gelen
olaylar zincirinin bir iriinii oldugunu yani deterministik yasalarca yonetildigini
savunur (Holton, 2004). Determinizmle 6zgiir iradenin bagdasmadigini savunanlar su
arglimani ileri siirmektedir:

P1. Eger determinizm dogruysa, her insan eylemi nedensel olarak zorunludur.

P2. Her eylem kendinden 6nce gelen nedenler tarafindan belirleniyorsa, hig
kimse davrandigindan bagka tiirlii davranamaz.

P3. Kisi ancak davrandigindan bagka tiirlii davranabilirse 6zgiir iradeye sahiptir.
P4. Determinizm dogrudur.
C. Hig¢ kimsenin 6zgiir iradesi yoktur (Holton, 2004).

Sik1 deterministler, bu argiimanin saglam oldugunu ve dolayisiyla sonucunun da
dogru oldugunu; hi¢ kimsenin irade 6zgiirliigiiniin olmadigini kabul ederler (Holton,
2004). Siki deterministlere gére determinizm tezi dogrudur ve Ozgiir degilizdir.
Ozgiirliik (O) ile determinizm (D) birbirleriyle bagdasmaz. Birinin varligi, digerinin
yoklugunu gerektirir yani ikisi birlikte miimkiin degildir (Strawson, 2010).
Liberteryenler de determinizm ile irade 6zgiirliigiiniin bagdasmaz oldugunu, fakat bu
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arglimanda oOnciillerden P4’iin yanlis oldugunu, dolayisiyla irade 6zgiirliigiiniin var
oldugunu ileri siirerler. Bagdasircilar ise, dnciillerden P4’iin dogru oldugunu kabul
ederken P2 ya da P3 onciillerinden birinin veya ikisinin birden yanlis oldugunu
savunurlar. Bdylece sonucu reddederler. Bagdasircilara gdre determinizm tezi
dogrudur fakat ayn1 zamanda 6zgiiriizdiir; yani hem determinizm hem de &zgiirlik
ayni anda olanaklidir (Holton, 2004; Strawson, 2010).

Asilama Karsisinda Zihinsel Ozgiirliigiin Olanakh Olduguna iliskin itirazlara
ve Olasi Itirazlara Yamtlar

Asilama karsisinda zihnin 6zgiir olabilecegi iddias1 temellendirilirken bu iddiaya
yoneltilen bagdagmazcr itirazlar da gbéz Oniinde bulundurulmug ve itirazlar
clirlitiilmeye ¢alisilmistir.

Bagdasmazci itirazlara Yamtlar

Insan failligi sdz konusu oldugunda ¢ogu zaman dzgiir eylem ve siireglerin,
dogal siireglerden farkli olmas1 gerektigi diisiiniiliir (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). Orta
Cag’da oOzgir irade tartismasi, insan eylemlerinin Tanri’nin takdiri tarafindan
yonetilmedigi Onermesiyle birlikte Tanri’nin dogast meselesine kadar uzanmistir
(Tanr, her istedigini yapmaya mutlak olarak muktedirdir.). Varlik alanina atifla
olumsallik, eylem alanma atifla da zorunluluk sorunlari ele alinmistir. Olumsallik
ilkesine gore; irade ya da kendi kaderini tayin etmek 6zgiirliigii olusturur. Zorunluluk
ilkesine gore ise; doga, modalitelerin eyleme uygulanmasidir. Bu dénemde yasamis
ve mutlak gii¢ sahibi bir Tanri’nin varligini reddetmeyen bir Fransisken rahibi olan
Duns Scotus’un bu konudaki goriisii; iradenin kendisinin, bir neden veya etkin gii¢
oldugu ve zorunlulugun o6zgiirliikle bagdastigidir. irade eylemi (libertas) kendi
eylemini kontrol edebilir. Oz belirlenime sahiptir, nesnesi tarafindan belirlenmez.
Irade, istedigi anda bagka tiirlii tercihte bulunabilir (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). Scotus,
insanin 6zgiir olduguna inanmis ve ahlakin da 6zgiirliik olmadan olanaksiz oldugunu
savunmustur (Williams, 2019). Buradan 6zgiir bir failin, Tanr1 iradesine ragmen 6zgiir
oldugu ¢ikmaktadir. Cikarim zihinsel 6zgiirliik meselesine uyarlandiginda zihinsel
Ozgiirligiin de asilayicinin iradesine ragmen miimkiin oldugu iddia edilecektir.

Gerekce 1. Bazi gerekli kosullar yerine gelmediginde dogal eylem
engellenecektir (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). Oyleyse bu durumlarda -olumsal olarak
neden olunmamus olsalar bile- bu eylemler de olumsaldir. Olumsal olarak davranmak;
ayni ilke islerken ayni anda baska tiirlii davranma yetenegidir ve bu hareket tarzi
iradeye uygundur (Gonzalez-Ayesta, 2019). Demek ki irade, nedenlerin oldugu bir
diinyada se¢im yapabilme yetisidir. Hatta Strawson (2010), Hume’un ozgiirlik
aciklamasini aktarir ve der ki 6zgiirliik; o sey tamamen belirlenmis olsa bile kiginin
sadece yapmay1 sectigi seyi yapma Ozgirligiidir. Fakat eger determinizm tezi
dogruysa diinyanin tiim ge¢misi ve gelecegi ilkece tahmin edilebilirdir. Diinyanin
herhangi bir anindaki tasvirine ve doga yasalarinin tam bilgisine sahip olmak bunun
icin yeterlidir (Strawson, 2010). Bu nedenle Hume un ileri slirdiigii gibi bir 6zgiirliik
kavrayisi siki deterministler ve diger bagdasmazcilar i¢in akla yatkin degildir. Ciinkii
alternatif olasiliklar prensibi, 6zgiir iradenin determinizm kapsamina alinmasim
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giiclestirmektedir (M. Dogan, 2021). Determinist bir diinyada alternatif olasiliklar
olamayacagina gore secim yani 6zgiir irade de yoktur denebilir.

Ancak insan eylemlerinin dnceki olaylardan kaynaklanan duygularla nedensel
baglarinin olmasi, bu neden ortamda bulunurken kiginin belirli bir eylemi yapmasin
mutlak olarak saglamaz (A. Dogan, 2004). Bir olayin meydana gelmesini saglayacak
nedenler kadar alternatifinin meydana gelmesini saglayacak nedenler de giiclii
olabilir. Bu nedenlerin, olayin ger¢eklesmesindeki agirliklart farkli olabilir (A.
Dogan, 2004). Insanlarin aym ilkeler altinda farkli tiirlii davranmalar1 yani segim
yapmalari olanaklidir. Asilanmis kisinin de agilama determinizmi karsisinda doktrine
inanmamayi tercih etmesi olanaklidir. Bununla birlikte agilanmaya calisilan doktrine
inanilmamasi, asitlama girisiminin basarisiz oldugunun veya inancin yerlesmesine
engel olan bosluklarin birakildigimin gostergesi de olabilir. Tiirkiye’deki dini egitim
kurumlarinda 6grenci olan genclerin dindar muhafazakarliktan uzaklastigi (Aktan,
2019; Caliskan, 2021; Harmankaya, 2020; Yerylizii Egitimciler Hareketi, 2018)
bilgisi agilama girisiminin basarisiz oldugu seklinde de yorumlanabilir, basarili bir
astlamadan sonra asilanan doktrinin terk edilebildigi (Callan ve Arena, 2009) seklinde
de yorumlanabilir. O halde "Asilamaya karsin zihinsel 6zgiirlik olanaklidir" iddiast
iki bigimde anlasilabilir. Scheffler'in (1978) 6gretim igin yaptigt (i) girisim (ya da
niyet) olarak dgretim ve (ii) basar1 olarak 6gretim ayrimindan hareketle “Her asilama
girisimi basarili degildir, dolayisiyla asilama girisimine ragmen zihinsel 6zgiirliik
ortadan kaldirilamaz.” denebilir. Ikincisi; “Basarili asilamaya ragmen, zihinsel
Ozgiirlik olanaklidir. Ciinkii asilanmig bir kisi tekrar zihinsel O&zgiirliigiinii elde
edebilir.” denebilir. Bu ¢aligmada birinci iddia tizerinde durulmaktadir.

“Basar1” bir seyi yapmaktan Gte, bu eylemin uygun ¢iktisinin iiretilmesidir
(Scheffler, 1978). Bir avci, aslani yakalayacagini iddia ettiginde eli bos donmedigi
zaman basarilt olur yani basari, eylemin uygun bir sonucudur. Bir eylemin uygun bir
sonucunun olmasi, basarisizlik ihtimalini de dogurur. Basarinin yolunu gosteren
kurallar, basarisizliktan kaginmaya yardimci olsa bile bazi durumlarda bu kurallarin
takip edilmesi de basariya gotiirmez. Scheffler, konuyu Ornekler {izerinden
aciklamaya calismistir. Ilkinde kiiciik bir cocuga bir kelime hecelenir, tek tek
harflerini nasil yazacagi s6ylenir yani dogru yonlendirme yapilir ve ¢ocuk da kurallari
takip ederse kelimeyi dogru yazarak basariya ulasacagini belirtmistir. Diger 6rnekte
ise ¢ok bilgili ve becerikli bir aslan avcist menzili uygun, silahi dolu ve dogru tutulmus
oldugunda bile aslanin son anda ka¢masiyla basarisiz olacaktir. Demek ki kurallar
setine harfiyen uymak her zaman basariyla sonu¢lanmaz (Scheffler, 1978). Asilama
icin de durum bdyledir. Asilama ¢abasinin varligt ve gereklerinin yerine getirilmesi,
astlamanin bagartya ulagsmasini yani beklenen ¢iktilara -irrasyonel bi¢cimde edinilmis
inanglarin sarsilmazligi- ulagilmasint garanti etmez. Bu da siki determinist igin bir
problemdir.

Ote yandan genglerin dindar muhafazakarliktan uzaklagmalari, inancin nasil terk
edildigine bakmay1 da gerektirir. Bir inang tepkisel olarak terk ediliyorsa ya da onun
zittina inaniliyorsa, boyle bir degisimin rasyonel olmadigi, dolayisiyla bu bigimde
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inanan zihnin de 6zgiir olmadig1 sdylenebilir. Ancak bir seye istedigi igin inanmak ve
bu inanmay1 sagmalamaksizin siirdiirmek -ya da aksi- pek olasi degildir. William
James’e gore (2009) inanma istenci, inanmayi var etmez. Pascal’in kumarbaz
arglimani tlirinden inanmalar samimiyetsizdir. Fakat eger dini egitim kurumunda
basarili bir bicimde asilanmig bir teist, kanitg1 bir inanma tutumuyla deist olduysa
durum farklidir. Bu birey, asilanmis inancini terk etmesi halinde sosyal aglarim
kaybetme, diglanma gibi cezalarla karsilasacagi halde rasyonalite ilkelerine uygun bir
bi¢imde inancini terk ettiyse zihninin 6zgiir oldugu sdylenebilir. Asilanmisligini
yenen bireylerde 6zellikle kanitin dikkate alindig1 yani inancin edinilmesinde kanita
basvuruldugu belirtilmistir (Callan ve Arena, 2009). Inancin -sarsilmaz inanglarda
oldugu gibi- kanita bakilmadan edinildigi drneklerde ise kanitin sonradan da hesaba
katilmadig1 ve boylece inancin siirdiiriildiigii goriilmektedir (Callan ve Arena, 2009).
Kapali zihinliligin zitt1 olan acik fikirlilik inanci tehdit ettigi i¢in asilamacinin
istemedigi bir ozelliktir. Ancak asilanmislhigin onemli bir gostergesi olan kapali
zihinlilik sonradan ortadan kalkabilmektedir. Bu da asilanmig zihnin
Ozgiirlesebilecegi iddiasini giiglendirmekte ve yine siki deterministi zora sokmaktadir.

Gerekee 2. Bagdagmazci goriislere alternatif olasiliklar prensibi {izerinden itiraz
edilebilir. Denebilir ki bagdasmazcilarin ileri siirdiigiiniin aksine, bir kisi farkli
davranma olasiligina sahip olmadig: i¢in belli bir sekilde davrandiginda bu onun
Ozgiir olmadig1 anlamina gelmez (M. Dogan, 2021). Alternatif ya da g¢oklu olasiliklar
olsaydi yani farkli bigimde davranma sans1 olsaydi da kisi, istedigi eylemi yapacakti.
Ozgiir irade diye bir seyin olup olmadigimi anlamak icin bakilacak sey alternatif
olasiliklarin varlig1 degil, kisinin istedigini yapma yetisine sahip olup olmadigidir.
Eylemin nedenlerinin belirlenmis olmasi, 6zgiir iradeyi ortadan kaldirmayacaktir.
Ozgiir iradenin varligin1 iddia etmek igin nedenlere degil, eylemlerimiz {izerindeki
kontrol giiciimiize odaklanilmas1 dnerilebilir (M. Dogan, 2021). Ancak 6zgiir irade
secim yapabilme yetisinin yani sira se¢eneklerle de ilgilidir.

Asilanmak istenen Oznenin, zihninin asilanmasina karst koymadik¢a ya da
astlanmis 6znenin, asilanmadan kaynakli belirlenmisligini yenmedikge bir 6zgiir fail
olamayacagini sdylemek de bu nedenle dogrudur. Cinkii 6zgiir failin segim
yapabilmesi beklenir. Bunun i¢in de Oncelikle aralarindan se¢im yapacagi
alternatiflerin farkinda olmasi lazimdir. Sonrasinda ise bunlar1 rasyonel olarak
degerlendirmesi ve aralarindan birini tercih etmesi lazimdir. Agilamada ise ikisine de
izin verilmemektedir. Ayrica segeneklerin bilingli bigimde kiyaslanmasi lazimdir ama
astlamaci, asilayacagi kiginin bu bilingte olmasinin da Oniine gecer. Asilamanin
sistematik bir siire¢ oldugunun altinin ¢izilmesi burada 6nemlidir. Astlamanin bir plan
dahilinde olmasi ve diizenlenmis ortamlarda yapilmasi hem nedenleri hem de segme
giiclinii kontrol altinda tutmak i¢indir. Aslinda asilamaci tek bir zorunlu “segenek”
ortaya koyarak “karar vermeyi” olabildigince kolaylastirir. O halde agilamaci, diger
alternatiflere erigsilmesini ve bilingli bir kiyas yapilmasini engellerken asilanan birinin
Ozgiir oldugunu séylemek mantikli gérinmemektedir. Asilamada tek gergek secenek
asilananin zihnine ekilmek istenen doktrinsel inangtir. Agilananin rakip doktrinlere ve
karst kanitlara itibar etmesine izin verilmez. Bu sirada, birden fazla alternatif



860 Tutku Yalcinkaya

sunulmug da aralarindan se¢gme sansi verilmiscesine oOzgiirlik yanilsamasi
yaratilmasi, asilananin asitlanmak istenen inanct goniilli olarak sectigini
diistinmesinin saglanmas1 ve boylece elestirellikten uzaklastirilarak inancim
olabildigince sarsilmaz bir bicimde korumasi da arzu edilir. O yiizden agilanmis
kiginin zihni 6zgir degildir. Ciinkii zihinsel self-determinasyona sahip degildir.
Zihinsel yeteneklerini kullanmast mesela elestirel diisiinmesi engellenmistir.
Varsayilandan farkli olan zihinsel durumlara erismesine olanak verilmemistir. Fikir
degistirme 6zgiirliigl elinden alinmaya caligilmistir. Bu sirada siki determinist ise
ahlaki sorumlulugu olanaksiz kildig1 (A. Dogan, 2004) i¢in agilamaciy1 sorumluluktan
kurtarmistir. Bunlara ragmen asilanmis zihnin halihazirda 6zglir olmamasi,
Ozgiirlesemeyecegi anlamima gelmez. Asilanmis olup da sonradan kendini
doniistiirebilen bireyler vardir (Callan ve Arena, 2009).

Gerekee 3. Ozgiir faillik meselesine bagdasmazci gibi degil de Scotus gibi
yaklasarak iradeyi bir neden ya da etkin bir gii¢ olarak aldigimizda insanin, zihinsel
ozgiirliigii iizerinde kontrol giiciiniin oldugunu ileri siireriz. insan, belirli girdilere
belirli ¢iktilarla karsilik veren bir otomat degildir. Oyle olsa tepkileri dngériilebilirdi.
Insanin davramslar ise ehlilestirdigi tavuk, at, koyun gibi hayvanlardan farkli olarak
ongoriilebilir degildir (Vassaf, 2018). Insan salt icgiidiisel olarak hareket etmez,
onceden tahmin edilebilir davramig kaliplarini izlemez. Aklim da kullanir ve
nihayetinde beyninin korteksinin de kendisine sagladigi avantajla diger hayvanlar onu
degil, o diger hayvanlar evcillestirmistir. Bir tavuk perhiz yapmaya karar vermezken
insan, kendisi i¢in gerekli gordiigiinde buna karar verebilir. Ayrica insan kendinde
yaratma giiciinii bulur ve sanat yapar (Vassaf, 2018). O halde insan, doganin kendisine
verdigiyle yetinmez yani iradesini bir neden olarak kullanip segenekler iiretir. Aksi
halde insan da tavuk gibi perhizden habersiz bir yasam siirerdi. Perhizi icat ettigine
gore doganin sunduguna itiraz ettigini ve segeneklerini genislettigini sdyleyebiliriz.
Siki deterministler, insan davraniglarinin bu karmasikligini agiklamakta yetersiz kalir
(A. Dogan, 2004). Ayrica iradenin bir neden olmasi konusunda liberteryenin goriisii
de problemlidir. Robert Kane ve Laura Ekstrom gibi liberter filozoflar bile fail
nedenselligine bagvurma konusunda siiphecilerdir ¢iinkii herhangi bir olaydan
etkilenmeyen bir dzgiir secimi tesadiiften ayirt etmek zordur (Talbott, 2009). Ustelik
doga yasalar1 ya da nedensellik olmasaydi 6zgiir irade Kant’in (2006) da dedigi gibi
bir sagmalik olurdu. Egitim de asilamaci bir nitelik tagimasayd: zihni 6zgiirlestirecek
bir egitim dnerisi anlamsiz olurdu. Irade bir etkin giigtiir ve agilanmaya kars1 koymak
yoniinde kullanilabilir.

Gerekee 4. Doga yasalarinin degil de ahlak yasalarinin belirleyiciligi s6z konusu
oldugunda Kant (2006), irade ozgiirliigiinii kategorik buyrukla aciklamisti. irade
Ozgiirligiinii (Kant’ta ayn1 zamanda 6zerklik), kendine yasalar (ahlak yasalart) koyma
Ozelligi yani bir tiir nedensellik olarak gérmiistii. Buna gore insan sadece duyular
diinyasina degil diisiince diinyasina da ait olan bir diisiince varligidir (Kant, 2002).
Duyular diinyasinin belirleyiciliginden akil yetisi sayesinde bagimsizlasarak
Ozgiirlesebilir. Cilinkii insan, doga tarafindan uyarilmasina ragmen, istemesini
yonetebilir ve bu yoneticiligi, 6zerkligi, yasa koyuculugu ya da 6zgiirliigii rasyonel
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irade sayesindedir. Rastgelelik, nedene bagli olmamak ya da basibosluk hali olarak
anlasilacak bir 6zgiirliik yoktur. Nesnel bakimdan zorunlu eylemlerin zorlanma ile
yani aklin emirleri ile (akil yasalarinin zorunluluguna tabi olma) belirlendigi bir
Ozgiirlik kavrayis1 vardir. Akli, istemesinin (yasalardan eylemleri tiiretme, ilkelere
gore eylemde bulunma yetisinin) yoneticisi ve sinirlarinin belirleyicisi olarak bireyi
Ozgiirlestirmektedir. Kant igin “isteme” bir nedenselliktir ve bu nedensellik akil sahibi
canlinin, kendisini belirleyen yabanci seyden bagimsizlasmasi halinde etkindir (Kant,
2002). Isteme 6zgiirliigii ile doga zorunlulugu arasinda bir geliski var gibi goriinse de
(Kant, 2002; Robert ve Cureton, 2022), bu zorunluluk i¢inde 6zgiirliik anlayisina gore
ise insan hala 6zgiirdiir ve kendi hedeflerini belirlemesi 6zgiircedir (Demenchonok,
2019). Ayrica isteme Ozgiirliigii ile doga zorunlulugu arasinda hakiki bir ¢eliski de
yoktur (Kant, 2002). Ciinkii insan bu yasalarin ayn1 zamanda 6znesi yani yaraticisidir
(Kant, 2002) ve bu yasalara zorunlulukla degil 6zgiirliikle baglhdir (Hangerlioglu,
1978). Bu kendi kendine yasama; kendini diizenleyen rasyonel iradeye karsilik gelir
(Cauchi, 2013). Aydinlanma filozofu Kant’in ileri siirdiigii ¢celismezlik, Tanri’nin da
kendi koydugu yasalara tabi oldugu diisiincesini akla getirir. Tanr1’nin 6zgiir olmadigi
iddia edilemez ancak Tanri bile yasalar ¢ergevesinde eyler. Belirleyicilikten (asilama
determinizminden) kurtulmak zorunlu egitim siirecinden gecen biri i¢in olanakl
degildir ama rasyonel iradeyi ise kosup belirlenmekten kurtulmak miimkiindiir.

Gerekce 5. Metafizik iddialar1 bir kenara birakip Viyana Cevresi iiyelerinin
mantiksal ampirizm anlayislarini borglu olduklar1 Wittgenstein’a (Biletzki ve Matar,
2021) dondigiimiizde de benzer bir iddiayla karsilasiriz. Wittgenstein (2018),
Tractatus’ta diinyay1 olgularin toplami olarak ele almistir. Diinyay1 Wittgenstein gibi
olgular baglaminda anlamaya ¢aligtigimizda bu sefer de Tanr1 iradesinin yerini mantik
yasalart alir. Goriildiigii gibi yine zorunluluktan kagmak olanakli olmamustir.
Wittgenstein (2018) uzamsal nesneleri ancak ve ancak uzam iginde, zamansal
nesneleri de zaman iginde; tim nesneleri diger nesnelerle baglantilart iginde
diislinebilecegimizi ileri siirmiistiir. Kant ise 6zgiirliigii a priori ilkeler kullanan bir
akilla agiklamis ve tecriibeyi saf dist birakmisti. Kant’in 6zgiir iradeyi agiklarken
rasyonel irade olarak konumlandirdigi aklin pratik akil olmadigi da belirtilmelidir
(Cauchi, 2013). Pratik akil kiiltiirel olarak kosullanmigtir. Duygulanimlardan ve
tutkulardan kurtulmus degildir (Cauchi, 2013). Ancak insanlar, Kant’in iddia ettigi
numenal dlemde yasamazlar.

Determinizm konusunda Wittsgenstein hakli goriinmektedir. insan akli da
olgusal diinyadaki nesneler gibi deterministik yasalara tabidir. Ister yasa koyucu olan
saf aklin yasalarini ister mantik yasalarini ele alalim, gercekte higbiri soyutlanmig
degildir. Akl1 yasa koyucu yani 6zerk bir yeti olarak varsaydigimizda bile ilkelerden
eylemler tiireten bu aklin {irettigi ahlak yasalarinin deneyim igermedigini, analitik
onermeler oldugunu sdylemek zordur. insanlar, icinde dogup yetistikleri geleneklerin,
kurumlarin, ailenin, formel ve informel egitimin etkileri altinda biiyiir ve gelisirler.
Boylelikle bir diinya resmine (weltbild ) sahip olurlar (Wittgenstein, 1969) ve bir
gdrme, diisiinme big¢imi edinirler. Insanlar dini, hukuki, politik nitelikli sdylemlerin
rol aldigr “sOylem cemaatleri”nin iiyeleri ve bazen de konusan oOzneleridirler
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(Foucault, 1987). Bu sdylem cemaatlerinden bazilarinda da bilgiler neredeyse ayinsel
bir bicimde ezberlenmekte, topluluk icinde korunmakta ve sdyleyici ile dinleyici
arasinda degistirilemez roller bulunmaktadir. Baskici sdylem cemaatleri, sdyleme
eslik etmeyenleri ise oyunun disinda birakmakta; en azindan sdylemin belirli
kisimlarina erisme ya da konusan 6zne olma gansini vermemektedir (Foucault, 1987).
Asilamada da s6ylem cemaatlerindeki sdylemle esdeger bir bilgi (doktrin), bu bilgiyi
elinde tutan; onu belirleyen, dolagima sokan ve koruyan bir agilamaci ve cemaatin
iiyesi olmasi hedeflenen asilanacaklar vardir. Ayni ve tek sdylem altinda toplanilmasi
gibi asilamada da ayni ve tek doktrin etrafinda toplanilacak ve karsilikli baglilik
kurulacaktir.

Determinizm dogrudur ve insan zihni i¢in de gegerlidir. Beyin iizerinden
davranis kontroliiniin yapilmast da bunun gostergesidir. Boylesi bir davranig
kontroliiniin yollarindan biri de ¢evre araciligryla beynin kimyasal ve elektriksel
aktivitelerinin etkilenmesidir ve iletisim, yani duygularin harekete gegirilmesi, bu
baglamda oldukga etkilidir (Beecher ve dig., 1973). Ustelik insan, diinyaya geldiginde
bir tabula rasa degildir. Dogustan bir kapasiteye sahip olup bunu ¢evrenin katkisiyla
gelistirmektedir (unfold). Bahsedilen nedensellik de psikocerrahlar ve terapistler
tarafindan profesyonel bigimde kullanilagelmektedir. Asilamada oldugu iizere insanin
kendini Dbelirlemesi yerine bagkasi tarafindan planli ve kasith bigimde
yapilandirilmasi ise 6zgiirliik idealiyle uyusmamaktadir. Beyin araciligiyla davranisa
miidahalenin 6zgiirlik idealine zarar vermedigini iddia etmek i¢in Delgado’nun
yaptig1 gibi 6zgiirliik tanimi yeniden yorumlanabilir. Delgado, insanin beyninin zaten
disaridan gelen yapi taslart ile simirlandirildigint ve sekillendirildigini; insanin
birtakim referanslarla -sembol ve kiiltiirel deger yiginlari- smirlandirilmig olarak
zekdsini kullanabildigini ve 0zgiirliiglin de bu sinirlar i¢inde zekdyr kullanmak
oldugunu belirtmistir (Beecher ve dig., 1973). Delgado’nun goriislerine hak verilebilir
ama determinizm tezine yaslanarak ozgiirliik tanimini ¢arpitmak ve Ozgiirligiin
siirlarin daraltmak tehlikelidir.

Ozgiirliigii, 6z-belirlenim (self-determination) olarak anladigimizda bile
deterministik yasalarin gergekligini inkar edemeyiz. Okullarda 6zerkligi tesvik eden
yaklagimlar, bir meta-teori olan 6z-belirlenim teorisine dayanmaktadir (Deci ve Ryan,
2016). Bu teorinin baslangi¢ varsayimi ise insan dogasinin destekleyici ve besleyici
sosyal kosullarda bilgi ve degerleri almaya, davranislari diizenleyip biitiinlestirmeye
meyilli oldugudur (Deci ve Ryan, 2016). Bir psikoloji teorisi olan 6z belirlenim teorisi
(SDT: Self-Determination Theory), insan davraniginin ve kisilik gelisiminin ampirik
temelli, organizmaci bir teorisidir (Ryan ve Deci, 2017). Bu teori, insanin gelismesini
kolaylastiran veya engelleyen sosyal kosullarla ilgilenmekte; sosyal, kiiltiirel
kosullarin ve dogustan gelen kapasitelerin nasil gelistigini ve zayifladigini
incelemektedir (Ryan ve Deci, 2017). Egitimin 6zerk Ozneler insa etmesini
destekleyen &zbelirlenim teorisi bile baglamsaldir. insanin gelismek ve dgrenmek
iizere evrimlesmeye egilimli oldugunu ileri siirdiigii ve i¢sel motivasyonu 6n planda
tuttugu halde digsal motivasyonun ve davranisin dis denetiminin roliinii yok saymaz
(Deci ve Ryan, 2016). Burada da oldugu gibi baglamsal olmayan, referans noktasi



Pedagojik Asilama ile Zihinsel Ozgiirliik Arasindaki Gerilim 863

bulunmayan, yasam iliskilerinden arinik bir durus yoktur. Oyle ki Gadamer’e gére
(2009) bu referans noktasini alasagi etmek istesek bile kosullanmig olma bilincimiz
kosullanmisligimizi asamayacaktir. Bu nedenle insanlik Kopernikgi agiklamayi kabul
ettikten sonra bile Giines’in batti§in1 sdylemeyi yani Giines’in hareketli insanin
hareketsiz oldugu goriisiinii dilde yasatmayi devam ettirmistir (Gadamer, 2009).

Oyleyse ¢esitli belirleyicilerin yaratimi olan insan, belirlenmisligini asip bir
Kantiyan 6zerk 6zne, 6zgiir zihinli bir birey olabilir mi? Bir okul ¢ocugu, asilamanin
belirleyiciliginden kurtularak zihinsel 6zgiirliigiinii yapilandirabilir mi? Diger bir
deyisle zihnin 6zgiir olabilecegi Ongoriisii ampirik diinya i¢in ger¢ek¢i midir?
Yukarida zihinsel 6zgiirliigiin 6zerklik ile baglantisi aktarilmisti. Bu sorulara olumsuz
yanit veren bagdasmazci goriis ise bir semsiye terim olarak verilmisti. Simdi de
zihinsel Ozgiirliigiin olanakli oldugu tezini zora sokan goriisleri ii¢c alt baslikta
irdeleyelim.

Marksist itirazlara Yamtlar

i) Marks’a gore (akt. Benhabib, 2005) kapitalist sistem 6zerklik idealini 6ne
¢ikarir ancak bunun gergeklesmesine izin vermez. Ciinkii kapitalist sistemin var olusu,
insanlarin varoluslart {izerindeki kolektif denetimlerini onlarin elinden almasina
baghdir. Ozerklesme ancak bu celiskinin bireyin bilincine ¢ikmastyla
gerceklesebilecektir (Benhabib, 2005). Burada s6z konusu olan tek tek bireylerin
ozerkligi degil, kolektif olarak bir toplulugun ya da siiper organizmanin 6zerkligidir.
Diger deyisle ozerk bireylerin konsensiis ile olusturacaklart bir &zerkligin
engellenisinden s6z edilmektedir. Marks haklidir; sistemler, gergekte insanlarin
Ozerklesmesini degil kontrol edilebilir olmalarini arzu eder. Bu nedenle agilama (en
azindan bir dl¢lide) kaginilmazdir. Ayni sisteme dahil olan herkesin ayni doktrine tabi
olmamasi, bu doktrinin birer alicisi olmamasi veya zamanla doktrini terk etmesi
zihinsel 6zgiirliigiin olanakli olabilecegini gosterir fakat 6zerkligin sistemsel diizeyde
engellendigi, kolektif 6zerkligin gelismesine izin verilmedigi yerde bireysel 6zerkligi
gerceklestirmeye yonelik ¢ozliimler anlamli degildir. Bu nedenle siyasi otoritenin
birey iliskilerini diizenleme bigimi degistirilmelidir. Sivil toplum tiyeleri, s6zlesme
teorisyenlerinin s6zlinii ettigi haklarin (tiim O6znelerin adil miibadele iligkilerine
katilimi ya da esitlik, ozgiirlik, yasama vs) temin edilmesini saglamali, siyasi
otoritenin mesrulugunu sorgulamali ve siyasi tahakkiim tabandan mesru kilinmalidir.

ii) Horkheimer ise (akt. Benhabib, 2005) 6zerklesmenin Onkosulu olarak
toplumsal kogullarin ki toplumsal kosullar da sistemik engeldir, degismesi gereginden
bahseder. Aksi halde miilkiyetci ve rekabet¢i toplumun toplumsal zorunluluklari,
bireyin karar alma giiciiniin ve ahlaki refleksiyonunun gelisebilmesine izin
vermeyecektir (Benhabib, 2005). Bu da benzer bir itirazdir ve aym gerekgelerle
mevcut sistemlerde zihinsel 6zgiirliigiin daha ¢ok birey diizeyinde olanakli oldugunu
diistindiiriir. Marks’1n ve Horkheimer’in da savundugu gibi sistemin ya da toplumsal
kosullarin bireylerin zihinsel 6zgiirliigiinii tehdit etmemesi i¢in degisimlere gerek
vardir.
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iii) Bir bagka kars1 ¢ikis da bizzat aklin, zihinsel 6zgiirliigii engelleyici bir otorite
figilirii olmasidir. Buna gore sistemin ya da toplumun otoritesi degil insanin kendi akli
bir tahakkiim araci olup kendini bastirmaktadir (Benhabib, 2005). Elestirel
teorisyenlerce akil, kosullar1 biitiiniiyle belirlemez. Gergekten de kisinin kendi
bilincini mutlak kontrolii olanaksizdir (Boire, 2001). Biling siirekli etkilesim
halindedir. Duyularin siirekli beyne veri beslemesi ve “oteki” ile etkilesim, kesintisiz
bir geri bildirim dongiisii yaratir. Aklin kosullar tarafindan belirlendigi konusunda
refleksiyon yapmamak ise aklin kendi kendini yarattig1 yanilgisini dogurur.

Aklin bir tahakkiim araci oldugu goriisii; Kant’in ifade ettigi anlamda amaglar
krallig1 ugruna 6znenin kendisini (dogal egilimlerini vb.) ve 6tekiyi bastirmasidir yani
Ozg¢ikarla kamusal c¢ikar arasindaki catigmanin yarattigi diializmin {istesinden
gelinmeye calisilmasidir. Hobbes’un ifade ettigi anlamda ise kendini koruma
teorilerinin (6rn. gruplar halinde drgiitlenmenin veya sivil toplumun), insan dogasini
dizginlemesidir (Benhabib, 2005). Boyle bakildiginda akil; failin faydasini maksimize
etmeyi dneren ve rasyonel davranisi ya da rasyonel insan1 fayda maksimizasyonu ile
iliskilendiren akildir. Kant’in ahlak felsefesiyle baglantisinin daha iyi anlasilmasi igin;
davranis, kisinin karakteristigi olan ilkelerle veya motivlerle iligkiliyse rasyoneldir
(Darwall, 1986). Ancak failin, faydasim1 maksimize etmesi her zaman rasyonel
degildir ve bunu savunan teori revize edilmelidir. Karsilikli yarar anlayigini igeren bir
teori daha iyisini saglayacaktir (Darwall, 1986). Bu itirazda anlasilan pragmatik
rasyonel akil ile bizim kastettigimiz rasyonel akil aynmi degildir. Rasyonel akil 6z
yeterlik ve 6z-belirlenim yetilerini icerir. Hem kargilikli yarar ilkesini gdzeten hem de
bireyi feda etmeyen bir akil anlagilmalidir. Bu akil, tahakkiime ugrayan da tahakkiim
kuran da degildir.

Davramisq itirazlara Yamtlar

Asilamanin inan¢ edindirmek, kosullamanin ise davranis edindirmek
oldugundan ve ikisinin farkl: stireler oldugundan s6z edilmisti. Davranig¢ilik; zihnin
gozlenemeyecegini, ancak davranisin gozlenebilir oldugunu o6ne siiren fizikalist
goristiir (Warburton, 2000). Davranisgiya gore zihin ya da zihin halleri olsa olsa
potansiyel davranigin ya da davranigin tasviri olabilirler. Deneyim denen sey de
davrang kaliplari ile agiklanabilir (Warburton, 2000). Davranis¢i ekoliin bir temsilcisi
ve ayni zamanda bir siki determinist olan Skinner, davranisi agiklamada zihinsel bir
aygitin gerekliligini bile ortadan kaldirmis, davranisin nedenlerinden insanin ig
diinyasini yani niyet, inang, arzu, beklenti gibi i¢ etkenleri diglamis ve davraniglar: dis
uyaricilarla iligkilendirmistir (A. Dogan, 2004). Zihinsel siiregleri davranisa
indirgeyen davramscilik, inanc1 davranisin bir agiklamasi olarak gérmez. inanglarin
davranisa neden olabileceklerine ihtimal vermez. Bu durumda inang yerlestirmek
anlamina gelen asilama da yoktur ve bu nedenle davranis¢i i¢in asilama bir sorun
degildir. Ek olarak, davramiggilik 6zerkligin ve zihinsel Ozgiirliigiin olabilme
ihtimalini de yok sayar. Insan davranislarim etki-tepki iliskisiyle agikladigina gore
davranisei icin insanlar irade sahibi birer varlik degillerdir, nesnelerden farklar1 yoktur
ve nesneler Ozgiirlesemeyecegine gore insanlarin Ozgilirlesmesi de séz konusu
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degildir. Fakat inancin davranisa doniistii§ii gergegini yadsiyan davranisgilik
yanilmaktadir.

Skinner, insanin iradesinin 6zgilir olmadigini1 savunmustur (A. Dogan, 2004).
Oysa bu bakis acistyla biyolojik olmayan veya ilkel gereksinimlerin giderilmesine
yonelik olmayan davranislarin, 6rnegin bir kongerto dinlemek ile bir siir okumak
arasindaki se¢imin nedeni agiklanamaz. Ayni arzu 6tekinde de olmasina ragmen inang
ve beklentileri farkli olan iki kisi ayn1 uyarictya ayni1 tepkiyi vermeyebilir (A. Dogan,
2004). Arzu ve istekler ile davranislar arasinda da bir nedensellik bagi olsa bile siki
determinizm ve dolayisiyla Skinner’in davranis¢ilik anlayisi tiim insan davraniglarini
aciklayamaz. Insanm iradesi, secenckler iiretebilen bir etkin gii¢, bir neden olarak
vardir. Bu durumda genetik yapi, cevre, gegmis gibi belirleyici kosullarin varligr ile
ozgiirliigiin varligmin bir arada olmasi miimkiindiir. insanm, dissal bir asilama
cabasinin varliginda bile zihinsel olarak 6zgiir ve 6zerk bir varlik olmasi miimkiindiir.

Otoritaryen ve Muhafazakar itirazlara Yamtlar

Otoriter bakig agisina gore insan kotiidiir ve insanlarin ¢ogu hep ¢ocuk kalir
(Moore, 1972). Bu nedenle onlar1 yanlistan alikoymak, yonetmek ve kisitlayici bir
rehberlige bagvurmak lazimdir. Yoksa yanlisa veya giinaha yonelmemeleri mucize
olacaktir. Bu yiizden 6grenciler de alternatiflerle tanigtirllmamali, bazi gergekler
sansiir ve propaganda ile karanlikta birakilmali ve &grenciler herhangi bir
mubhalefetten uzak tutulmalidirlar (Moore, 1972). Dolayisiyla otoritaryenin 6zerklige
ve zihinsel Ozgiirliige onay vermesi olasi degildir. Otoritaryenlerin insana
giivenmeyen bakis agilari ile muhafazakarlarinki paralellik gosterir. Bununla birlikte
insan dogasinin kot olduguna iliskin varsayimin dogrulugu ve gegerligi ise
kugkuludur. Otoritaryen bakis agisinin insanlari kontrol altinda tutma sebebi yeni
aksiyolojik diizenden ve iktidar kaybindan korkmasidir.

George Counts ise muhafazakar itirazin bir temsilcisi olarak agilama karsiti olan
ilerlemeci zihnin iki sebepten; i) 6zgiirlik paradoksu ve ii) ilerlemeci agilamadan
(ikinci bir paradoks) dolay1 yanildigint diisiinmiistiir (Garrison, 1986). Buna gore i)
yeterli olgunluga ulagmamis bir inang¢ sistemine erigmeyen birisini se¢ime zorlamak
Ongorillemezlige ve kaosa neden olur yani ilerlemeciler, ortiik bi¢cimde anarsiyi
savunmaktadir. Ayrica ii) liberaller de kendi ideallerinin asilanmasina ugrasiyordur.
Dewey’in buna itirazi ise kendilerinin yaptiginin agilama olarak adlandirilacaksa bile
en azindan kendi kendini diizelten bir asilama oldugudur (akt. Garrison, 1986).

Liberallerin de asilama yaptigi konusunda Counts’a ve hatta koktenci
muhafazakarlara hak verilebilir. Ornekle somutlastirmak gerekirse; koktenci
Hristiyanlar, Mozert v. Hawkins County Board of Education vakasinda, geleneklerini
bozduklar1 gerekgesiyle, kamu okullarindan sikayet¢i olmuglardir. Liberalligin
paradoksal oldugunu, koktencilere karsi hosgoriili olmayr benimsetmedigini,
siibjektivist ve asimilasyonist oldugunu savunmuglardir (Stolzenberg, 1993).
Gergekten de liberal degerler agilanmis ve koktencilerin cocuklar: kendi degerlerinden
uzaklagtirllmig olabilir. Bu da liberal asilamanin paradoksudur. Diger yandan
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astlamanin kacinilmaz oldugu hatirlanmali, partizan bir asilama olmadigi ve
rasyonaliteyi zayiflatmadig siirece bir miktar asilamanin olacag: da kabul edilmelidir.
Koktencilerin liberalizmin degerlerinin asilandig1 konusundaki saptamalart dogrudur
fakat bagkalar1 da elestirelligin, 6zerkligin, rasyonalitenin ya da zihinsel 6zgiirligiin
agtlandigini iddia edebilir. Hatta bunun asilamaya kars1 bir tiir agilama oldugunu ileri
stirebilir. Bu iddialar ise yanlistir.

Sozii edilen nitelikler de herkes i¢in istendik degildir. Fakat 6grencilerde inang
yerlestirmeye yonelik cabalarin tiimiine agilama demek konusunda dikkatli olmak
gerekir. Elestirellik, 06zerklik, rasyonellik ve nihayetinde zihinsel &zgiirlik
niteliklerinin edindirilmesi, asilamanin tanimiyla ve 6lgiitleriyle uyusmamaktadir.
Zihinlere bu nitelikleri edindirmeye doniik inan¢ ekmek isteyen birinin niyetinin
kamta duyarsiz inang edindirme oldugunu sdylemek mantiksizdir. Ustelik asilama
cabasindan bahsetmek icin asilama kastinin varlifi, asilamaya uygun iceriklerin
Ogretimi ve agilamaci yontemlerin ise kosulmasi 6lgiitlerinin tiimiiniin birden yerine
gelmesi sarttir (Burada sonug Olgiitii sayilmamustir. Gerekgesi de girisim olarak
asilama ve bagar1 olarak asilama ayriminda mevcuttur). Oysa elestirelligin, 6zerkligin
ve zihinsel 6zgiirliigiin yerlesebilmesi i¢in, igeriklerin ¢iiriitmeye ve siipheye elverisli
bicimde ele alinmasi gerekmektedir. Rasyonel sorgulamanin, asilamaci yontemlerin
kapsaminda olmadig1 agiktir. O halde sadece yontem 6lgiitiiniin incelenmesi bile bu
niteliklerin edindirilmesinin agilamaci olmadigin1 gosterir. Aksine rasyonellestirici bir
egitim, zihinsel 6zgiirligii tesvik edicidir. Muhafazakarlar, rasyonellestiren egitimin
de agilamaci nitelikte oldugunu iddia ettiklerinde yanilirlar.

Counts’un, 6zerkligin olanakli olduguna ve zihnin 6zgiirlesebilecegine karsi
itiraz1 ise egitimin dogasinda dayatmanin oldugu ve toplumun buna bagli oldugu
seklindedir. Ancak Counts’un muhafazakar pozisyonunun aksine demokratik
toplumlar planlanan degil planlayan toplumlar olmalidir. insanlar, baski ve kontrol
altinda yola getirilen varliklar olarak gdriillmemelidir.

Tartisma, Sonu¢ ve Oneriler

Egitim, insan {izerinde baz1 degisiklikler yaratmay1 hedefleyen islemsel bir siireg
oldugundan c¢ocukta istendik degisimler yaratmasi beklenen bir seydir ve bu
“istendik”lik kisilere gore degisir. Giiciin veya ¢ogunlugun istendik olani, herkes i¢in
istendik olmayabilir. Herkes icin gegerli istendikleri belirlemenin zorluguna ragmen
toplumu olusturanlar arasinda bir konsensiisiin insasina gereksinim vardir. Aksi halde
okul egitimi, degerler egitimi gibi tartismali konular1 da kapsadigindan bu durum,
ailelerin veya topluluklarin degerleriyle ortiismeyen doktriner uygulamalarin araci
olacaktir. Cocuklara belirli diinya goriisleri ve yasam bigimleri empoze edilecektir.
Insanlarin diinyay ikili (bize kars1 &tekiler, drnegin Miisliman X gayrimiislim,
kurtulmus X kurtulmamis gibi ikililer asilanan doktrinlere goére degisecektir)
gormeleri saglanabilecek, insanlar arasinda psikolojik mesafe artirilabilecek ve
toplumsal sorunlar derinlesebilecektir. Ogrencilerin belli bir amaca yoneltilmesi igin
benlik algilar1 bigimlendirilebilecek, kurgulanmis bir benlik algis1 yapilandirilarak
ogrenciler kendileri icin belirlenmis olan bir yasama yonlendirilebilecek, bireyin
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potansiyeli ve kendi yasamim belirleme giicii elinden alinabilecektir. Morant’in isgi
smift cocuklarinin elestirel bir tavir sergilemesinin dniine gegen ve onlar1 “toplumsal
yerlerine” yerlestiren Ingiliz egitim sistemi tasarimi, sonuncu yarginin somut bir
ornegidir (White, 1972b). Peki ya zihni 6zgiirlestiren bir egitim nasil olmalidir?

Simdi soruyu zorunlu kamusal egitim iizerinden cevaplamaya calisalim.
Devletler, dogalar1 geregi diigiince 6zgiirliigiinii kullanma kapasiteleri heniiz belirli
bir esigin altindaki varliklar olan ¢ocuklari 6rgiin egitime zorlar. Bu zorlama da ¢esitli
gerekgcelerle savunulabilir. Ornegin soyut diisiinme becerilerinin gelismesi ve carpim
tablosunun ezberlenmesi gibi pek ¢ok kazanimin zorlama olmadan edindirilmesi
giictiir ve bunlar modern diinyanin gereksinimleri arasindadir. Cocugun erken
donemde evrensel ahlak egitimi almast da desteklenebilir ¢iinkii cocuga hirsizlik
yapmama, dakiklik gibi erdemlerin kazandirilmasi lazimdir. Ayrica gocugun kiiltiirel
tutarlilik igcinde yasayabilmek icin bir diinya resmine dahil olmasi, diinyay1
anlamlandirmak i¢in bir ilksel kiiltiir edinmesi énemlidir. Bunun i¢in de bir “biligsel
harita”ya ihtiyaci vardir. Sorun ise surada baglamaktadir; cocuk daha sonra kanitlari
tartabilecek yani biligsel haritasina aykirt kanitlara tarafsiz bigimde yaklagabilecek ve
iyi gerekgeler karsisinda inanglarimi degistirmeye agik olabilecek midir? Hipotetik bir
inang seti olmayan diinya resmi (Macmillan, 1983) iizerinde refleksiyon yapabilecek
yani onu rasyonel olarak degerlendirebilecek, daha iyi gerekceler 1s1g8inda revize
edebilecek midir? Cocuklarin zihinsel 6zgiirliiklerini ve 6zgiin kisiliklerini tahrip
etmeyen, manipiilasyonlarla bozmayan bir okul egitimi garanti edilebilir mi?

Boyle bir egitim, garanti edilemez. Ciinkii egitim her zaman politiktir ve
egitilenler kendi haline birakilmaz, formasyonlar1 i¢in ¢aba harcanir. Marks’in ve
Horkheimer’in dedigi gibi ozgiirlesmek igin sistemsel ve toplumsal degisimler
gereklidir. Ancak 6zgiirlestirici degisimlerin gergeklesmesi halinde bile giicii elinde
bulunduranlar ve egemenligin 6teki tarafinda kalanlar olacaktir ve yeni egemenlerin
yine yasama geg¢irmek istedikleri insan tasavvurlari olacaktir. Degisim veya
doniistimler daha gok 6zgiirlesme getirebilse de asilamanin hi¢ olmadigr bir egitim
sistemi saglamazlar. Otoriterlikten ve saf doktrinerlikten 6zenle kagindiklari belirtilen
Nordik sistemlerde bile egitimin asilamaci olmast ve bazi konularda refleksiyonu
engellemesi (Huttunen, 2009) bunu dogrulamaktadir. Sistemsel diizeyde asilama
karsit1 ya da asilamadan muaf bir egitim diisiiniilemez. Oyle ise heniiz kendisiyle ve
duygulanislartyla ilgili bilgiye yeterince erisememis ¢ocuk, zihninin kdlelesmesinden
nasil kurtulabilir?

Sunulabilecek 6nerilerden biri olumsuz anlamda 6zgiirliiktiir (miidahalelerden
Ozgiirliik) (Bublitz, 2013). Cocugun, zihinsel self-determinasyonunu elinde
bulundurmasi i¢in zihinsel biitiinliigliniin miidahalelerden korunmasi lazimdir. Bu
¢ozlim Snerisine, ortak iyi veya ortak fayda sorunu ile itiraz edilebilir (Bublitz, 2013).
Yine de ortak iyi, zihinsel miidahaleyi savunulur kilmaz. Bublitz bu noktada
Huxley’nin Cesur Yeni Diinya kitabina bagvurmustur. Cesur Yeni Diinya’da insanlar
Soma adl1 bir madde verilerek uyusturulmaktadir. Siiphe etmez, elestirmez, ¢eliskileri
godrmek istemez bir hale gelmektedirler fakat toplumun zihinsel 6zgiirligii de ortadan
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kalkmaktadir. Dolayistyla zihinsel 6zgiirliigi 6nemseyen bir egitim, ortak iyiyi
hedeflerken bireye saygiy1 elden birakmamali ve en az ortak iyi kadar dzgiinliige ve
ozerklige de deger vermelidir.

Orgiin egitim kapsaminda zihinsel o6zgiirliigii pekistirme konusunda
Onerilebilecek esas ¢oziim ise; rasyonellestiren bir egitimin sunulmasidir. Boylelikle
cocuk, herhangi bir agilama girisimine maruz kaldiginda istekli bir alic1 olmayacaktir.
Ote yandan, insanin rasyonellestirilmesi icin bir egitimden gegirilmesi gerektigi
fikrine, zaten rasyonel bir varlik oldugu itiraziyla karst ¢ikilabilir. Insanin diisiinme,
hesaplama, muhakeme yapma, ¢evresine bilingli tepkiler verme, planlama, ¢evresini
kontrol edebilme, hipotez kurabilme gibi yetileri (Barrow ve Woods, 2006) giindeme
getirilebilir. Ogrenme kapasitesine sahip olmasi nedeniyle rasyonel oldugu izlenimi
pekisebilir. Ancak Thorndike’in deneyleri diger hayvan tiirlerinin de cevap iiretme
kapasitesi olan aktif varliklar (Salgirli Demirbas, t.y.) oldugunu gosterirken onlarin
rasyonel olduklarin1 kanitlamamistir. Homo habilisin bile dgrenme yeteneginin
kugkulu oldugu, bu durumda diger hayvan tiirlerinin 6grenmesinden bahsetmenin pek
anlamli olmadig1 (Bellah, 2017) ileri siiriiliirse iligkisel tepkiler vermenin ya da
6grenme kapasitesine sahip olmanin, rasyonel varlik olmanin yeter kosulu olmadigi
anlasilacaktir. Hatta insan ile diger gelismis hayvan tiirleri karsilastirildiginda insanin,
daha kapsamli bir kiiltlir bagajina sahip olmakla dezavantajli konuma gegtigi bile
sOylenebilir. Cilinkii insanin daha genis olanaklari diisiinebilmesi onun dolaysiz
“gbrme”’sinin Oniine gegmekte (Bellah, 2017) ve diinyay: belirli paradigmalarla
algilamasi, gercegi carpitmasina sebep olabilmektedir. Bu sebeple de refleksiyon
yapabilmesine, yargisini askiya almasina olanak taniyan ve rasyonellestiren bir egitim
gereklidir.

Ayrica her insanin diiginme kapasitesine sahip oldugu ve bu konuda esit
derecede iyi oldugu da sdylenemez (Barrow ve Woods, 2006). lyi diisiinme
rasyonaliteyi, kotii distinme de irrasyonaliteyi ifade etmektedir ve rasyonalitenin
gelistirilmesi, egitimsel bir ama¢ konumuna gelmektedir (Barrow ve Woods, 2006).
Insan1 rasyonel bir varlik olarak ele alan ve kendisini aydinlatacagina inanan Kant bile
6n kosul olarak hayvan durumundan kurtulup 6zerk 6zne olunmasini sart kogmustur
(Gonzalez, 2011). Bunun i¢in de insan disiplin araciligiyla iradesini arzularin
despotizminden kurtarmalidir. Korku ve ilgilerince yonetilmemeli, ilkelerle yani
diisiinerek hareket etmesini 6grenmelidir. insanin 6zgiirliik sevgisi ile giidii, diirtii,
ilgi ve korkularimi kontrol etmesi yani dzgiirlesebilmesi de 6zerk bir 6zne olmak {izere
yetistirilmesine (Gonzalez, 2011) yani 0zgilir bir varligin egitimine baghdir.
Asilamacilar, asilayacaklart kigilerin korku ve zaaflarini kullanirlar. Onlarin hosa
gitme arzularina, varolussal endiselerine hitap ederler. Bu nedenle 6grencileri korku
ve arzularin belirleyiciliginden kurtarmak, asilamacinin isini zorlastiracaktir.

Asilamanin pedagojik panzehiri olarak rasyonellestiren bir egitim onerilmesinin
sebebi; rasyonel bireyin, inanmasini iyi argiimana dayandiran ve diislinme niteligi
gorece yiiksek birey olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Tyi argiiman; gecerli, saglam ve
titiz arglimandir (Bandman, 1967). Rasyonel birey ise iyi gerekcelere saygi duyan
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(Barrow ve Woods, 2006), kendi bakis agisini olusturan ve bunun karsiti olan
arglimanlar1 inceleme isteginde olan, dnermeleri incelerken belirli bilgilere sahip
olma Onkosulunu yerine getiren ve gerektiginde yargisini degistirebilen bireydir
(Barrow ve Woods, 2006). Boylelikle rasyonaliteyi 6zendiren bir egitim alan
bireylerin zihinleri asilamaya karsi savunmasiz olmayacak, dolayisiyla 6zgiir
olabilecektir.

Son olarak, rasyonellestiren egitimin nasil olmasi gerektigini aktarirken elestirel
diistinme tizerinde de ayrica durulmalidir. Rasyonelligin bir kosulu olan elestirellik,
zihinsel bir tutumdur. Bu tutum ise nasil elestirel olunacagi konusunda bilgi
saglamakla ya da teknik 6gretmekle edindirilemez (Passmore, 1991). Ogretmen ve
okul, elestirellik edindirmek icin elestirel tutumu uyandirmalidir. Ogrencilere,
malumat ya da talimat almanin disinda soru sorma cesareti vermelidir. Cocugu erken
donemden itibaren tartigma pratiginin igine sokmalidir. Ezberden ¢ok beceriyi
kullandirmali, aliskanliktan cok zekayi gelistirmeli, alistirmanin yerine problemi
koymalidir. Refleksiyon kazandiran, rasyonel-elestirel bakis agis1 gelistiren bir egitim
i¢in; tartigmali meseleler ortaya atmak, tartismanin agiz kavgasina donmemesi igin
tartisma tarzini 6gretmek, ne tiir kanitlarin sorunlarin ¢éziimiiyle ilgili oldugunu
gostermek, 6grencilerin ortaya attiklar1 iddialar gerekgeleriyle ortaya koyabilmelerini
saglamak yapilabilecekler arasindadir (Passmore, 1991). Sonug olarak; insan ampirik,
deterministik bir diinyada yasiyor ve agilama determinizmine maruz kaliyor olsa da
zihinsel 6zgiirliik teorik olarak olanakli goériinmektedir.
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