EDITORDEN

Durkheim Uzerine Dort Tip Entelektiiel Uretim Bicimi ve Tiirkiye’deki
Durkheim Yansimalari

Durkheim 6mriinlin sonlarinda uzunca bir siire, belirtileri depresyon, kayitsizlik ve halsizlik
olan -0 zamanki tibbi adlandirmasiyla- nevrasteni hastaligindan muzdarip olarak yasadi. Oglu
André’nin I. Diinya Savasi’nda cephede dliimiiyle birlikte tiim direncini kaybeden Durkheim 1917
yilinda 61di.

Fakat tam olarak hangi anlamda kesinlikle “61dii”? Ger¢ek anlamda 6ncii bir entelektiielin cena-
ze toreni asla bir son degildir. Daha dogru bir kavrayis, oncii entelektiiellerin cenaze torenlerini ha-
yatlarinin ilk boliimiiniin kapanis sahnesi olarak diisiinmek olacaktir. Konuyu bu sekilde ele almak,
Durkheim hakkinda kesinlikle daha verimli bir diisiinme bigimidir. Bedenli bir varlik olarak degil
aktor-ag iliskisi ¢ergevesinde ele alarak onun tedaviildeki metin ve fikirlerin kopmaz bir parcasi ol-
dugu kabul edilmeli ve kiiltiirel sosyoloji yoluyla bir sekilde hem hayranlart hem de muarizlari igin
kesintisiz bir ilgi sembolii ve totemik bir odak olarak hayatina devam ettigi diistiniilmelidir. Okur-
lar1, takipgileri ve elestirmenleri sayesinde “Durkheim” ge¢cmisin sira dis1 isimlerinden biri olmanin
otesine gecerek entelektiiel agidan hala iiretken ve yenilikgi olmaya devam ediyor. Oliimiinii takip
eden ylizy1l i¢cinde mirasi, onun hayattayken asla dngéremeyecegi bigimde, yeni fikirlerin, yeni
aragtirma alanlarinin ve yeni ampirik uygulamalarin tiiremesine sebep oldu. Durkheim’in, diisiin-
celerini kagida doken herhangi bir 19. yiizy1l sonu (fin-de-siécle) entelektiielinden ¢ok daha girift
ve daha ¢agdas bir diisiiniir haline geldigi kesindir. O, faal bir kuvvet olarak hala bizimle yasiyor.

Oliimiinden sonraki bu alakanin ve iiretkenligin yonlendirici sebebi nedir? Bizler, bilim ve tekno-
loji alaninda ¢alisan meslektaslarimizin kullandiklari teknik bir tabiri 6diing alarak, “Durkheim”in
1917°den beri dort tip bilimsel arastirma i¢in “elverisli” (affordance) zemin saglayan esnek bir odak
oldugunun artik ispatlandig1 kanaatindeyiz.

Tip I: Durkheim, diigiincesinin olaganiistii entelektiiel ve felsefi derinligi ve 6zglinliigi ile
stirekli bir ilgi odagi olmustur. Ayrica metinlerinin soyut, yogun ve kapsayict olmast ve yine an-
lasilmast zor ve geliskili olma nitelikleri de onun mirasina duyulan ilgiyi siirekli kilmaktadir. Bu
ti¢ 6zellik, teorik akil yiiriitme ve kavramsallastirmalarda sorunsali ortaya koyma, tasnif etme ve
tanimlama igin bol malzeme saglar. Durkheim yorumlarinin dzerk bir alan haline gelmesi dl¢ii-
siinde, kesintisiz bir hareket vasfi da varlik bulabilir. Ilgili ¢abalarin gogu, bizim “Tip Ia” olarak
adlandirdigimiz, Durkheim diisiincesinin miimkiin olan en kesin tasvirini sunmak veya onu “dog-
ru kavramak” cercevesinde sekillenmektedir. Bu tiir makaleler, genel olarak, onun kiilliyatinda
oldukga belirgin olan ana temalara yogunlagmaktadirlar. Sz konusu ana temalar anomi, ahlak,
dayanigma, biitiinlesme, ritiiel, meslekler, hukuk, egitim, toplumsal evrim, toplumsal olgu ve din
gibi konulart icermektedir. Bu temalar1 esas alan ¢alismalar siklikla Durkheim diistincesindeki
hemen goéze carpmayan ince degisimlere ayna tutuyor ya da metinleri arasindaki veya iginde-
ki gerilimler tizerine yogunlastyorlar. Bu baslik altinda degerlendirebilecegimiz ¢aligmalarin bir
kismimnin kaliteli entelektiiel biyografisinin yani sira Durkheim’in kavramlarinin ve kuraminin
etraflica tanimlanmas ile de ilgili taraflar1 vardir. Bu son tarz, Durkheim incelemelerini (études
Durkheimiennes) gergeklestiren bilim adamlarinin Durkheim’in hayati, zamani ve fikirleri hak-
kinda inanilmaz derecede ayrintili bilgi sahibi olmalart ile yakindan alakalidir. Bu dogrultuda daha
az rastlanan bir tema (Tip Ib), Durkheim’in ¢aligmalarinin alimlanma ve yorumlanma bigimleriyle
ilgilidir. Bilgi sosyolojisi veya toplumsal diisiince tarihi ile ilgili ¢alismalardan olusan bu arastirma
6begi, Durkheim’in belli fikirlerinin nasil alimlandigini, kullanildigini ve ona ait belli temalarin
nasil vurgulandigini veya ihmal edildigini incelemektedir.
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Tip II: Tip I ¢aligmalar1 ne kadar merkezcil ve icedoniik ise Tip II sayabilecegimiz ¢alisma-
lar o kadar merkezkag¢ ve disa agiktir. Durkheim’in diisiinceleri, genel sosyoloji ve sosyal teori
alanlarindaki gelismelerden kaynaklanan ya da bunlardan ilham alan fikir ayriliklarina ve elverisli
olma durumlarma oldukga agiktir ve baglanti olanaklar1 bizim hayal edebilecegimizden ¢ok daha
fazla genistir. Bu boyutta, Durkheim genellikle yeni bir mercekle okunmaktadir. Bazen bu mercek,
(Tip I arastirma ¢esidinde olageldigi gibi) alistigimiz inceleme bigimlerinden daha fazla biiyiitme
giicline sahiptir; gene de sosyolojinin ilgi alanlarindaki degisimler sayesinde ¢cogu zaman yeni ve
beklenmedik bir bakis agis1 gelistirir. Bu tipte, daha dnce goriinlir hdle gelmemelerinden otiiri
fark etmedigimiz temalar ve ikinci dereceden dnemli kavramlar ¢cok daha 6nemli hale gelmektedir.
Durkheim metinlerinin baz1 kisa boliimleri veya ¢ok sayida nispeten kisa yazisi, s6z konusu yeni
sosyolojik tema hakkinda neler sdyleyebilecekleri bakimindan irdelenir. Bu metinler bazen bir bi-
lim adam tarafindan derlenir ve biz Durkheim’in belli bir konuda ne kadar da ¢ok yazdigini ilk defa
gormiis oluruz. Bunlar1 daha 6nce fark etmeyisimizin nedeni, belki belli bir boliim baghig1 altinda
olmayislarindan, belki de bagliklarin daginik oluslarindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Boylelikle Durkhe-
im, ya entelektiiel nirengi noktas1 belirleme siirecinde, genel olarak daha az 6nemli ve orta seviye
kuramcilarla yan yana yerlestirilen bir isim olarak kavranir ya da 6nemli fikirler gelistirmesine rag-
men bunlar1 kusurlu ve egreti bir bigimde ifade eden ileri goriislii bir diisiiniir olarak ele alinir. Bu
tip ¢alismalarda karsimiza ¢ikan Durkheim, Tip I bilimsel incelemelere gére nispeten daha ¢agdas
bir diigiiniirdiir. Kendi ¢agina daha az hapsolmus bir goriintiiye sahip bu yeni Durkheim portresi,
“sistemli ve tutarl1” bir bilim adamindan ziyade Simmel gibi entelektiiel bir lafebesi gibi goriiniir.
Bu figiir siklikla, bir¢ok alanda konuyu ilk ele alan olmanin avantajiyla avant la lettre kiiltiirel sos-
yolog veya kiiltiirel siyaset kuramcisidir. Beden, maddi kiiltiir ve sembolik/ikonik gii¢, kadercilik,
etkilesim ritiielleri, cinsellik, insan haklar1 ve ceza gibi arastirma konular1 etrafinda gergeklestirilen
incelemeler bu baglamda verilebilecek drneklerden sadece bazilaridir.

Tip III: Parsons’a uzanan gelenek daha genis 6lgekli bir yaklasim izlemektedir. Bu gelenek,
Durkheim’i biitiinciil olarak, sosyoloji kurami kapsamindaki 6zel bir genel yaklagimin ya da ana-
litik tercihin temsilcisi olarak gérme egilimindedir. Bu bakis agisina gore o, toplumsal eylem, dii-
zen, sistem entegrasyonu, modernite veya sosyal agiklama gibi konularda bir dizi temel ¢6ziim
sunmaktadir. Sosyal teoride genelde Marx ve Weber gibi bazen de Mead ve Goffman gibi biiyiik
diistintirlerle yan yana gelebilecek temel bir yonelimi temsil ettigi sdylenir. Bu tiir bir okuma, 6zgiin
bir sekilde “biiyiik resim” ¢izer. Bu “biiyiik resim”, entelektiiel cabanin merkezinde yer alan yeni
sentetik ve analitik gergeve ile bakis agisi otekilerden ayrilan 6zelliklere sahiptir. Durkheim, bu
cergevede, sosyal teori spektrumunda felsefi kanatta yer alan bir isim olarak tasvir edilir. O, soyut
gondermelerini kanitlamak i¢in nadiren ampirik drneklere bagvuran derin bir diigiiniirdiir. Parsons
(1937), Habermas (1984) ve Alexander (2014) gibi isimlerin monografi ¢alismalari bu yaklagimin
ornekleri olarak diistiniilebilir. Ayn1 sekilde, Durkheim’in siklikla olgular1 yanlis yorumladigini ve
kotii teorik secimler yaptigini iddia eden Lockwood (1992) ve Tilly (1981) gibi elestirmenlerin
caligmalar1 da bu ¢ergevede ele alinabilir. Aleyhte olanlar i¢in Durkheim, yapisal islevselcilik, kiil-
tiirel sosyoloji veya sistemler diizeyindeki agiklamalar agisindan fena olan tiim hususlarin kullanish
bir 6rnegi haline gelir.

Tip IV: Dordiincii tip bilimsel incelemeler 6begini, “gercek diinyada” ortaya ¢ikan ve agiklan-
masi gereken olgular, olaylar, toplumsal gergeklikler ve egilimler iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar olug-
turmaktadir. Siklikla vuku bulan pek cok sasirtict olay, sosyologlara meydan okur. Baska bazi za-
manlarda, toplumda ortaya ¢ikan yeni egilimler, disiplin eyleminin gegici bir odag: haline gelirler.
Kurumsal yasamin tekrarlanan ve sabit 6zellikleri de hesaba katilmalidir. Durkheim’in kavramsal
arag seti ve uyarlanabilir teorik techizatt bu tiir durumlari diizenlemek ve agiklamak icin genel ge-
cer aletler temin eder. Buradaki ana motivasyon, genellikle, Durkheim’in héla cazibesini muhafaza
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ettigini, mevcut diinyayla alakali oldugunu veya olan bitenleri kavrama noktasinda bir¢ok farkli
acilima imkan saglayan bir potansiyele sahip oldugunu goéstermektir. Durkheim kendi iginde bir
amag olmaktan ziyade bilimsel faaliyet i¢in bir aragtir. Bu tipolojinin nerede kullanish olduguna
bakacak olursak; tarihsel olarak tag giyme torenlerini ve cenazeleri, medya gosterilerini, savaslari,
terdr saldirilarini, ahlaki panik anlarini, se¢imleri, anitlar, ihtilaflar1 ve skandallar1 agiklama nokta-
sinda faydali bir ¢ergeve sagladigimi goriirtiz. Standart agiklama seti; en azindan gliniimiizde, ritiiel,
dayanisma, kutsal ve profanin dahil oldugu kiiltiirel olana daha yakindir. Bununla birlikte, glindelik
“gercek diinyada” daha az dikkat ¢eken olaylar silsilesinin de, oldugu ve alisilageldigi tizere, teorik
egilimi daha az bilimsel faaliyetlerin hissesine diistiigii genelde unutulur. Bu noktada, Intihar ve
Sosyolojik Metodun Kurallari’nda karsimiza ¢ikan pozitivist Durkheim’in nicel kriminoloji ve halk
saglig1 gibi alanlarda hiikiim stirmekte olan diisiik ve goriinmeyen etkisi kayda degerdir. Halbuki bu
tiir bir ¢abanin igince olan bilim adamlari, Durkheim’in toplumsal olgulari ve bunlarin yasa-benzeri
ozelliklerini incelemek icin yaptig1 metodolojik ¢agrisina kulak vermekten ziyade, sosyal baglar ve
bunlarin yogunlugunu, demografik 6zellikleri, ahlaki inanglar ve din gibi daha 6zel Durkheimci
degiskenlerin etkisini 6l¢meye caligacaklardir.

Yukarida belirtilen tipolojiler uygulanabilir, faydali ve eksiksiz mi? Burada derlenen makaleler
s6z konusu olasiliklart diizensiz bir sekilde 6rnekledikleri igin kesin bir cevap saglamamaktadir.
Editorler olarak biz, yaptigimiz tasnife uygunluk aramaktan ziyade bagvuru kosullarma ve hakem-
lik stireglerine sadik kaldik. Durkheim’in giiniimiizdeki etkisini ve canliligimni degerlendirmeyi
amaglayan bu sayida, sasirtict bir bicimde, pozitivist yontemi uygulayan veya en makro yonelimli
karsilastirmali biiyiik resim teorisine odaklanan makaleler bulunmadigi gibi ¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyo-
loji yontemine uygun makaleler de eksik. Diger bir sagkinligi, Durkheim’in Tiirk sosyolojisi, Tiirk
sosyal diisiincesi ve devlet ile akademi arasindaki iliskilerin ulus insasi siirecine olan etkisiyle ilgili
gliclii makale bagvurulari olmamasinda yasadik. Bundan dolay1 eksik olan bu bilgileri kendimiz
birkag paragrafla da olsa asagida vermeyi uygun bulduk. Burada yayinlanan makaleler bir¢ok agi-
dan melez bir nitelik gosteriyor ve Durkheim’in farkli diisiince tarzlarini ve kullanimlarini bir araya
getiriyorlar. Bu say1y1 olusturan makalelerde, siniflandirict bir okuma ile desteklenen tipolojilendir-
meyle ortaya ¢ikabilecek baskin ya da tali egilimlerle karsilasacaksiniz. Bu yiizden tipolojilerimizi
ideal tipler olarak onerirken okuma stratejileri gelistirmenin ve dolayisiyla “yazar burada ne yapi-
yor”, “kime konusuyor” sorularini cevaplamanin yeni kesiflere kapi aralayacagini ileri siiriiyoruz.

Bu sayida yer alan yazilar arasinda, Tip IV kategorisinde degerlendirdigimiz ¢aligma tiiriine
en fazla uyan inceleme, cagdas toplumsal gergeklikleri agiklama yoniindeki g¢abasiyla Charles
Lemert’in katkisidir. Bu katki, yazarin kendi 6zgiin entelektiiel tarzin1 ve utkunu sergilemesi ba-
kimindan daha yaygin olan vaka caligmasi tiirinden ayrismaktadir. Lemert, Durkheim’i bin yillik
kliselerden arindirmakta, 20. yiizyllda Durkheim’in hayaletleri ile ilgili gortsleri tartismakta ve
Fransiz yapisalcilig1 (dolayisiyla, ¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyolojiyi de mutlaka eklememiz gereken hat)
boyunca uzanan mirasina igaret etmektedir. Bu tiir bir okumanin arkasinda birbiriyle karsilikli 6r-
tiisme veya birbirini yansitma oldugu disiincesi vardir. Lemert’e goére Durkheim, modern diinyanin
nasil isledigini gormemize yardime1 olmaktadir. Durkheim ayrica iyi ve kotii tercihlerini yargilaya-
bilecegimiz ahlaki beklentileri de ortaya koymaktadir. Esasen, Lemert i¢in Durkheim, dayanigmaci
icerme ve isbirligi olasiligina inanan evrenselci bir isimdir. Bu yazida Lemert ayrica, diinyadaki
olaylarin hem teori tizerine tekrar diisiinme imkani sundugunu hem de teorinin kesintisiz analitik ve
ahlaki cekim merkezi olmaya devam ettigini gozler dniine seriyor. Ozel saymmzin konusu gerceve-
sinde bakildiginda, Lemert’in, Durkheim’in 20. ylizy1l Tirkiye’sini nasil anlayabilecegi konusun-
daki diistinceleri o6zellikle ilgi ¢ekicidir. O, dinin toplumsal dayanigsma yaratmadaki roliiniin altin1
cizmektedir. Meseleye damgasint vuracagini hissettigimiz sorun alanina dair agiklamayi ise maa-
lesef biiyiik oranda baska calismalara birakmak zorundayiz: Durkheim’in sistematik laicité yakla-
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siminin, devlet ve sivillik-sekiilerlik-meslek-ahlak yaklagimlarinin Tiirkiye nin Kemalist yeniden-
inga siirecinde etkin olma diizeylerinin kargilagtirmasi. Giinlimiizde daha sekiiler ve daha dini olan
siyasi yonelim bi¢imleri arasinda boliinmiis durumda olsa da Tiirkiye, bir bakima, Durkheim’in
modern Cumhuriyet vizyonunun uygulanabilirli§ine dair bir tecriibe sunmaktadir.

Durkheim diistincesinin Tiirkiye’deki bilinirligi ve etkisi 19. yiizyilin sonuna kadar gotiiriile-
bilir. O dénemde Osmanlt Padisahi II. Abdiilhamit’e kars1 anayasact muhalif hareketin orgiitle-
yicileri Durkheim’in goriislerine basvurarak modernlesme politikalarina yon vermeye calistilar.
Durkheim, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti kurulduktan sonra da ulus-devletlesme siirecinin ilham kaynagi
olmaya devam etti.

Emile Durkheim’in ismini Tiirkiye entelektiiel diinyas: ilk kez Ahmed Suayb’in yazilarinda
okudu. Servet-i Fiinun dergisindeki yazilarmi 1901 yilinda Hayat ve Kitaplar basligryla kitaplas-
tiran Ahmed Suayb, Durkheim ile birlikte onun rakibi Gabriel Tarde’1 da tanitmisti. Ancak bu yil-
larda Durkheim’e ilgi entelektiie]l merakin 6tesine gegmiyordu. Daha sonra yine Ahmed Suayb’in
yayincilari arasinda bulundugu Ulum-u iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi’nda bu entelektiiel ilgi,
Auguste Comte ve Herbert Spencer ¢izgisinde devam etti. 1912 yilinda baslayan Balkan savaslari
ve ardindan Birinci Diinya Savas1 ve Kurtulus Savasi’nin yasandigr donemde bireyci sosyoloji
yerini toplumcu Durkheim sosyolojisine birakti. Bu baglamda Durkheim diisiincesini Osmanli ve
Tiirkiye kosullarinda yorumlayan Ziya Gokalp oldu. Gokalp’in Durkheim agilimi, siyaset diinyasi-
na yonelik 6neriler igeriyordu.

Durkheim’in politik diisiincesi, Fransa’nin kirilgan Ugiincii Cumhuriyetini giiclendirme gere-
ginden ¢ok etkilenmisti. Gokalp bu temay: ele aldi ve Durkheim’in diisiincesinin dayanigmaci,
ahlak ve devlet merkezli 6zelliklerini vurguladi. Komiinizm ya da liberalizm gibi segeneklere karsi
solidarist korporatist modeli daha insancil ve Tiirk toplumuna daha uygun buluyordu (Parla, 1989).
Bu cergevede Tiirkiye'nin modernleserek ulus-devletlesme siirecine “Islamlasmak, Tiirklesmek,
Muasirlagsmak™ {i¢lii formiiliinii 6nerdi. Modernlesmesinin en 6nemli meselelerinden biri Miislii-
man bir toplumun Hristiyan Bati Medeniyetinin ne sekilde bir parcasi olacagi ve bu medeniyetin
maddi ve manevi sonuglarini nasil kendisine eklemleyecegi idi. Bu sebeple Gékalp Alman roman-
tiklerinin kiltiir-medeniyet karsitligini kuramsal agiliminda kullandi ve ulus-devletlesmenin kiil-
tiirel boyutunu olusturacak olan Tiirk¢iiligiin insasi i¢in Tiirklerin eski tarihlerini, geleneklerini,
orf ve adetlerini arastirdi. Diger taraftan muasirlasmanin yolunun Bat1 medeniyetine dahil olmak
oldugunun altin1 ¢izdi. Fakat bu noktada Alman romantiklerinin bu iki kavrama yiikledigi karsitlik
anlamindan uzaklasarak Durkheim’in kiiltiir ve medeniyete yiikledigi anlami benimsedi (Kabaket,
2011). Buna gore uluslar din, dil, hukuk, estetik, ahlak gibi unsurlari i¢ine alan kiiltiirlerini muhafa-
za ederken bilimsel ve teknolojik gelisme anlamna gelen ve uluslarin miisterek sosyal hayatlarin-
dan olusan uluslararasit medeniyetin pargasi olabilirler.

Bu kuramsal ¢ergeve, Gokalp’e gore, Tiirk ve Miisliiman kalirken Bati medeniyetine dahil olma
imkanini saglamaktadir. Bu sebeple milliyet¢i ideoloji ¢ergevesinde Tiirkgiiliigiin ingasini kiiltiirel
bir unsur olarak kabul etmistir. Buna gore Tiirkler, eski ¢caglardan beri sahip olduklar kiiltiirleriy-
le daha énce Islam medeniyetine dahil olmuslardir, simdi ise Bat: medeniyetinin bir parcas: ola-
caklardir. Bu yeni durumda Misliimanlik Tarkliigin kiltiirel 6gesi haline gelmekte ve dayanisma
ahlakinin stirdiiriilmesi, bireyciligin degil toplumculugun gii¢lendirilmesi noktasinda islev yiiklen-
mektedir. Dolayistyla Tiirklitk ve Miisliimanlik bu yeni iglevleri bakimindan yeniden yorumlanmali
ve insa edilmelidir.

Gokalp’in Durkheim’i yorumlayarak ulastigi bu kavramsal g¢ergeve, Osmanli Devleti’nin y1-
kilmasin1 6nlemek i¢in 6nce gesitli dini ve etnik gruplarin temsiliyetinin saglandig1 korporatist
yonetime ve yine ayrilik¢r gruplara karst Tiirk milliyetgiliginin tahkimi seklinde ortaya ¢ikan siyasi
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gelismelere payanda oldu. Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulmasiyla da yine Tiirk milliyetgiliginin
kiiltiirel gergevesinin olusturulmasinda ve Islam’m hiikiimlerinin ihmal edilip ahlaki boyutunun
islevsellestirildigi laiklik anlayisinin uygulanmasinda Gokalp’in diisiinceleri etkisini stirdiirmiistiir.
Cumhuriyet tarihi boyunca laikligin ve milliyet¢iligin ¢esitli yorumlarinin etkin oldugu Tiirk dii-
stince ve siyasi hayatinda ¢esitli diisiinsel ve siyasi ekollerin arasinda Gokalp’in Durkheim yorumu
zaman zaman etkili olmustur.

Gokalp’in yaptig1 Durkheim’in goriislerini birebir aktarmak degil, onun diigiincesini Tiirkiye
kosullarina uyarlamaktir. Bu, “kiiresel” bilgi diizeninin iginde bir diisiince sisteminin “yerel” ola-
na aktarilmasindan ve uyarlanmasidan ibaret bir ¢abaydi. Ornegin Durkheim’in diizen ve ahlak
kavramlarini ulus ve terakki ile kolektif biling kavramini ise millet suuru ile karsilamaktadir. Zira
Durkheim’in iginden konustugu Fransa toplumunun aksine Tiirkiye’de toplumsal diizen degil siyasi
istikrar alaninda yeni ¢6ziimlere ihtiya¢ duyulmaktaydi. Ciinkii her ne kadar Cumhuriyet idaresi ve
yeni aydinlar sicak bakmiyor olsalar da Islam hala toplumsal diizeni saglayan birlestirici olma 6zel-
ligini siirdiirmekteydi. Bu sebeple Durkheim laikligi savunurken Gokalp icin Islam millet suurunun
ve birliginin 6nemli bir bilesenidir (Bulut, 2015).

Gokalp’in Durkheim’in kavramlarini ve diislincesini Tiirkiye kosullarinda yeniden iiretmesinin
genel olarak Tiirk sosyolojisinin Bati diigiincesiyle girdigi iliskinin ana 6zelliklerinden biri oldugu-
nu sOylemek abarti olmayacaktir. Bundan dolay1 da Durkheim’in etkisinin nerede baslayip nerede
bittiginin tespiti de miimkiin olmakla birlikte olduk¢a zordur. Bazi1 Tiirk siyasetgileri ve aydinlari
tarafindan 6zellikle Durkheim’in dayanigsma ve ahlak merkezli ulus-devlet yaklagimi, Tiirkiye giin-
demine uyarlanabilirligi agisindan elverisli bir ¢er¢ceve sundugu i¢in Durkheim Tiirk siyasi ve dii-
stince tarihinde 6nemli bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu 6neme ragmen Tiirkiye’deki Durkheim yorumlariyla
ilgili akademik ¢aligmalarin azlig1 ise s6z konusu ilginin diisiinsel olmaktan ziyade siyasi oldugunu
diisiinmemize neden oluyor. Ozel sayimiza gonderilen yazilar arasinda Tiirkiye’deki Durkheim yo-
rumlarina dair baglamin eksikliginin bir sebebi de bu durum olabilir. Diger taraftan Durkheim ¢alis-
malarinin bu baglaminin yukarida agikladigimiz tipolojilerde yer almadigina da dikkat ¢ekmeliyiz.
Durkheim’i toplumsal mithendislikle ilgili normatif projeler ¢er¢evesinde yorumlayan caligmalar
icin Tip V kategorisi eklemek zorundayiz. Bu tipoloji Durkheim’in toplumsal istikrar, kolektif ah-
lak ve ulusal kimlik arzusuna dayanir. Beklentilerimiz arasinda olmasina ragmen 6zel sayimiza
Durkheim’in bu tipolojiyle ele almabilecek diisiinsel mirasiyla ilgili bir katki gelmedigi i¢in bu
sayida yer alan ¢aligmalar1 degerlendirmeye geri doniiyoruz.

Cagdas kuramcilara sik sik atifta bulunmakla birlikte ¢abalarini belli 6lgiide gbzden kagan
fedakarlik kavrami etrafinda yogunlastiran Ronjon Paul Datta, Tip I ve Tip II arasinda melez bir
yorum bi¢imi sunmaktadir. Hizli bir sekilde okuyup gecebilecegimiz fedakarlik kavraminin Durk-
heim diigiincesine ciddi bigimde niifuz ettigini ve yeni bir gorme bi¢imiyle bu kavramdan faydala-
nabilecegimizi géstererek bu kavrami merkeze yerlestirmektedir. Bununla birlikte onun ¢alismasi
biraz daha karmasiktir. Iyi niyetli okuyucular, bu yazmin her seyden biraz bahsettigini dolayistyla
tipolojimizin “ideal tip” olma 6zelligini 6rnekledigini sdyleyeceklerdir. Digerleri ise tipolojimize
tam olarak uymadigini ve dolayistyla onu gegersiz kilip kilmadigini soracaktir. Datta’ya gore, ne-
oliberal yonetimin gerg¢ek diinyasinin digerkdmliga karsi olan baskilayici tutumu, basarisizliklari,
israf1 ve nihayet (kendi ilkelerini feda etme pahasina) finansal kurtarma politikalariyla Durkheim’in
isabetli bir bigimde kaynak olma durumunu (Tip IV) aydinlatan bir tarafi vardir. Durkheim, bu ba-
kis acisina gore, taze, Ongoriilii ve ¢agdas goriinmesine ragmen elestiriye de tabi tutulmalidir. Datta,
oldukca zeki bir bicimde, Durkheim’in Foucault gibi iktidarla daha fazla ilgilenen kuramcilarin
diizeltmesine ihtiya¢ duyulan (Tip I, elestirel pozisyon) idealist kiiltiirel kuramn bir tiiriinii temsil
ettigini tartigmaktadir.
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Datta’nin tasnif edilmesi zor da olsa Graciella Inda’nin tamamen Tip I’e ait oldugundan eminiz.
Inda, Durkheim’in entelektiiel yagsaminin ¢ok siki tanimlanmus, iki yillik bir donemini merkeze ala-
rak 1yi tanimlanmis ana bir tema olan Devlet ile ilgili ayrintili bir agiklama sunmaktadir. Datta’nin
bu sayidaki makalesinde oldugu gibi, bu yazi da, Durkheim’in metinlerinin ayrintili bir bi¢im-
de yeniden okunmasinin ne kadar degerli oldugunu gosteren bir katki sunmaktadir. Inda, devletin
Durkheim’in tahayyiiliinde nasil olumlu bir rol oynadigini, biiyiiyen devlet otoritesinin bireysel
haklar ve hiirriyetlerle neden ¢elismeyecegini ve toplumsal dayanigmanin devletin Stesinde veya
oncesinde nasil var oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu tahayytil bicimi organik dayanismanin ortaya ¢ik-
mis olmasi sartiyla bir bakima kolaylastirict devlet diisiincesini yansitmaktadir. Bu tahayytil bigimi
ile hem tarihsel bir donem hem de siyasal bir orgiitlenme kurami olarak Kemalizm arasinda iligki
kurulmasi gerektigine isaret etmesi bakimindan Inda’nin ¢aligmasi 6nemlidir.

Eric Malczewski’nin ¢alismasi agikca Tip I tiirindeki bilimsel incelemeler 6begine uygun 6zel-
likler géstermektedir. Millet ve milliyetcilik alanindaki son tartismalardan esinlenmekte ve bundan
dolay1 Durkheim’in caligmalarinda pek merkezi olmayan bu temalara yonelmektedir. Metinlerini
derinlemesine inceledikten sonra, Durkheim’in keskin bir dngérii ve vukufiyetle ele aldigr kolektif
vicdan ve hayali cemaatler konusunda giiniimiiz bilim insanlarinin ondan bazi seyler 6grenebile-
cegini vurgulamaktadir. Metodolojik ve epistemolojik bir adim atmasina ragmen, Malczewski’nin
makalesi ayrica gliniimiiz kiiltiirel sosyolojisine ilhamint Durkheim’den alan bir ilgi gostermekte
ve ¢agdas diinyada milliyet¢iligin isleyisine yonelik agiklamalara katkida bulunmaktadir. Bu bir
Tip IV calismasi 6zelligidir. Bir anlamda, Lemert gibi, Durkheimci gelenek ile agiklama amacl
kiiltiirel sosyoloji arasinda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde meydana gelen liretken kaynagsmaya
isaret etmektedir (Smith, yayinlanacak).

Bjern Schiermer’m Durkheim’in toplumsal eylem yaklasimryla ilgili arastirmasi, Tip I mode-
linin incelikli ve yaratici bir uygulamasidir. Bununla birlikte, Schiermer, tek bir kavrami takip et-
memekte ve Durkheim’in diigiincesindeki genel egilimi izlemektedir; yani, digsal ve kisitlayici bir
bicimde tahayyiil edilen toplumsal olgulardan daha iradi olan yaratict eylem nosyonuna ve ortak,
iiretken sosyallige dogru bir izlegi takip ediyor. Dini Hayatin ilksel Bigimleri’ndeki ¢okga bilinen
bir dipnotta Durkheim, degistigini reddetmektedir. Fakat onun soziine neden inanalim ki? Birey-
lerin miikemmel bir 6z-kavrayisa sahip olup olmadiklarin1 sorgulamak i¢in birgok neden bulun-
maktadir. Ayrica benligin sunumu ile ilgili temel bir sorun bulunmaktadir: Entelektiieller genellikle
diistincelerinin tutarsiz oldugunu kabul etme konusunda isteksizdirler. Schiermer, Durkheim’in,
bireylerin toplumsal giiglere tabi oldugu hususunu didaktik olarak fazlasiyla vurgulamasina rag-
men, moda ve kitle davranisi gibi toplumsal akimlarin daha olumlu ve sosyodinamik bir kavrayisin
gerekliligini ima ettiginin farkinda oldugunu ustalikla ispatlamaktadir. Entegrasyonla ilgili temalar
ve kolektiviteye olumlu bir bicimde baglanma bu iki u¢ arasinda gegici bir ¢dziim sunmaktadir.
Nihai ¢dzlim, Durkheim’in kolektif eylemin ve ortak katilimin kendilerinin kitlelere bir kutsallik
duygusu bahsederek dayanigma ve bigimlendirilmis davraniglar iirettigini savundugu Dini Haya-
tin flksel Bicimleri’nde ortaya cikmaktadir. Schiermer sadece birkac tane anlamli ampirik 6rnek
sunmaktadir. Onun temel katkisi, degisen diisiince diizeninin analitik olarak yeniden-yapilandiril-
masinda yatmaktadir. Bunun yaninda bir¢ok okuyucu, bu makalenin nihai yaklasiminin Randall
Collins (2004) ve onun etkilesim ritlieli kuramiyla uyumlu belli yonleri oldugunu fark edecektir.

Schiermer’in yaklagimina benzer bir sekilde, Abdulkerim S6nmez de Durkheim’in erken donem
diistincesinin bazi 6zelliklerini vurgulamaktadir. Tonnies ve Marx ile kiyaslamalar igerdigi i¢in Tip
III izlenimi vermesine ragmen Durkheim’in derinlemesine incelenmesine odaklanan bu g¢alisma
daha ziyade Tip I 6zelligi gostermektedir. Bu makalenin ana motifini, etkin aktor olarak toplum
ve toplumsal olgular tarafindan kisitlanan bireyler ile toplumun hayatta kalmasmin destekleyicisi
olmasi agisindan iglevsel sistem arasindaki iligkiler olusturmaktadir. Sonmez, Durkheim’in sosyo-
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lojiyi bagimsiz bir akademik disiplin héline getirme ¢abasi baglaminda toplumsal olana yaptig1 vur-
gunun 6zneyi pasif bir konuma itmedigini gostermeye ¢aligmaktadir. Durkheim’in, toplumun bi-
reylerin toplami olmaktan 6te kendisine bagimsiz bir varlik atfedebilecegimiz bir sentez oldugunu
sOylese de, bireyin bir 6zne-fail olarak toplum i¢indeki bekasini 6nemsedigine dikkat cekmektedir.

Cagri Eryilmaz’in ¢aligmasi Durkheim’in kavramlarinin ¢evre sosyolojisinin ingasina sunacagi
imkani ve Durkheim’in, ¢cagdas toplumun sosyolojisini yapiyor olsaydi eger, toplum-cevre etkile-
simini daha fazla 6nemseyebilecegini gostermeye ¢alisiyor. Eryilmaz’a gére, Durkheim sosyolo-
jik metodolojisinde toplumsal bir analize ulasabilmek i¢in bir toplumsal olgunun ancak bir bagka
toplumsal olgu ile agiklanabilecegini 6ne siirdiigii icin toplumsal olgular tizerindeki etkisini inkar
edemeyecegimiz gevre etkenini disarida birakmistir. Ancak Durkheim metinlerinin gevre ile ilgili
kavramlara sahip olmasi ve modernlesme siirecinde ¢evresel etkenleri hesaba katmasi onun gevreye
tamamen kayitsiz olmadiginin bir isareti olarak da degerlendirilebilir. Ayrica igbolimi ve dayanig-
ma kavramlari bugiin insanligin kars1 karstya kaldig: iklim degisikligi gibi kiiresel ¢cevre sorunlari
baglaminda yeniden yorumlanarak bir ¢evre sosyolojisi inga edilebilir. Bu noktada Eryilmaz’in
¢aligmasi, Durkheim’in metinlerinde ikincil derecede dneme sahip bazi géndermeleri yeniden yo-
rumlayarak yeni bir teorik agilimi amagladigi i¢in Tip II kategorisi iginde degerlendirilebilir.

Pickering, Watts Miller ve Besnard’in ¢aligmalarina yapilan yogun atiflardan dolay1 Alexander
Goffman’in makalesi Tip I siniflamasina girme sinyalleri vermektedir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci daha
fazla agimlamak yerine Durkheim’in hakkaniyetli bir yorumunu yapmaktir. Datta gibi o da, ikincil
bir kavrami derinlemesine okuyarak sorusturmanin Durkheim diisiincesini netlestirmek ve yeni
yollar deneyerek elestirel teorik bir sorgulama gelistirmek i¢in yararli olabilecegini gostermektedir.
Bu durumda Goftfman, gelenegin normatif entegrasyonun bir unsuru oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu-
nunla birlikte, Durkheim’e gore, yeni varolus kosullarinin ortaya ¢iktig1 yogun kolektif yaraticilik
donemleri ile gelenek degisime ugramistir. Bu yeni kosullar sirayla kendi geleneklerini yaratmig-
lardir. Goftfman ayrica, metninde, Tip II ve Tip IV diisiinsel tarzlarinin alt unsurlarin sergilemekte-
dir. Ona gore, Durkheim, 20. yiizyilda Sovyet siyasal kiiltiiriiniin unsurlarini agiklamaya yardimei
oldugu gibi (Tip IV’e has bir iliskilendirme) ¢oklu modernite diisiincesindeki gelismeleri ve bunun
geleneksizlestirmeyle olan iligkisini de (Tip II temas1) ongérmiistiir. Belirtmemiz gereken bir di-
ger husus, Goffman’a gore Durkheim’in Anne Swidler’in (1986) “Culture in Action” baglikl1 “alet
cantas1” niteligindeki 6nemli bir kaynak olan makalesinde ayrintili olarak tartistig1 istikrarli ve
istikrarsiz donemlerin sirayla birbirini takip etme durumunu da 6ngdérmiis olmasidir. Goffman’in,
Durkheim’in 1911°deki meshur Bologna sunumundaki yaklasimini yeniden insa etmek suretiyle,
Swidler’in yaklagimini ¢ok fazla bireyci ve pragmatik bulanlar i¢in daha tatmin edici bir model
teklif ettigi goriilmektedir.

Sonu¢

Daha 6nce belirttigimiz gibi, beklentilerimizin aksine, buradaki makaleler Tiirkiye ya da diinya-
daki cagdas Durkheim g¢alismalarinin gesitliligini tam olarak yakalayamamaktadirlar. Birkag say-
falik yazinin disinda, elinizdeki 6zel say1 ¢cagdas ampirik uygulamalarin temsilcisi ve toplumsal
olani agiklamay1 dnceleyen bakis agisinin uzantisi ¢alismalardan yoksundur. Halbuki bu tiir ¢alig-
malar Durkheim’den yararlanan c¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyolojinin tam merkezinde yer almaktadirlar.
Durkheim’in normatif eylem kurami, sistem yaklasim1 ve benzeri konulardaki 6ncii rolii de pek ele
almmamistir. Yine de bu derleme, Durkheim’in yiiksek diizeyli sosyal teoriye ilham verme veya
bunu iiretme yeteneginin gegmiste oldugu gibi hala “igeriden” hayatiyetini slirdiirdiigiinii gdsteren
bolca metin ihtiva etmektedir. Burada sunulan makaleler, bu diisiincenin ayrintili metinsel yeniden
ingasinin hali hazirda sadece biraz daha kesin bildigimiz seyi ifade edemedigini gosteriyor. Bunun
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yerine, makaleler, bizleri yeni diisiinme yollarina sevk eden yaratici yeniden-okumalar sunabilme-
nin imkan1 olarak analitik diislinceyi tahrik etmektedirler. Yazarlarin bazilar1 daha ¢cagdas kuramci-
larla hesaplagsmakta ve onlarla baglantilar kurmaktadirlar. Makaleleri inceledikten sonra devletin,
ulusun ve ¢evrenin rolii, fedakarligin yaygin dogasi, toplumsal eylemin ve toplumsal dayanigmanin
kokenleri ve bireyin kolektiviteyle olan iliskisi hakkinda yeni diisiincelere sahip olacagiz. Aynm za-
manda, Durkheim’in entelektiiel kapasitesini ve dehasini bir kez daha takdir edecegiz. Bu muhteva
da, biz hedeflerimize ulasamasak da, bir derginin bir sayis1 i¢in muhtemelen fazlasiyla yeterlidir.

Ozel Say1 Editorleri
Philip Smith
Aynur Erdogan Coskun
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EDITORIAL

Four Kinds of Intellectual Production in Durkheim with Reflections on
Durkheim in Turkey

Emile Durkheim died in 1917. For a long time, he had been suffering from neurasthenia —a me-
dical condition recognized at the time—the symptoms of which included depression and listlessness.
His spirit was broken by the loss of his son André¢ in the trenches.

But in what sense exactly did he really “die”? The funeral of a truly leading intellectual is never
really the end. It can perhaps better be thought of as the closing of an initial chapter. This is cer-
tainly a productive way to think about Durkheim. Considered not as flesh and blood but in actor-
network way as a tight-knit bundle of circulating texts and ideas, and in a cultural sociological way
as a symbol and totemic focus of attention for admirers and detractors, he has lived on. With the
assistance of readers, followers and critics “Durkheim” has continued to be not only remarkably
important but also intellectually productive and innovative. Over the past one hundred years, new
ideas, new lines of inquiry and new empirical applications have proliferated in ways that the living
Durkheim could never have envisioned. Certainly, he has become a more complex and modern
thinker than the fin-de-si¢cle intellectual who put pen to paper. He is still with us as an active force.

What has driven this remarkable posthumous relevance and productivity? We argue, borrowing
some language from our friends in science and technology studies, that ‘Durkheim’ since 1917 has
been proven to be a remarkably flexible assemblage that has offered affordances to four broad types
of scholarship.

Type I: Durkheim stands out for the remarkable intellectual and philosophical depth and ori-
ginality of his thought; the abstraction, density and size of his texts; and their often elusive and
inconsistent qualities. In combination these three factors provide plenty of raw material for mining,
aligning, clarifying and problematizing concepts or theoretical logics. There can be a perpetual
motion quality here to the extent that Durkheim interpretation becomes an autonomous field. Many
efforts, what we could designate “Type Ia” often center around “getting it right” or arriving at the
most accurate possible representation of Durkheim’s thought. Such papers generally address core
themes that are highly visible in his oeuvre. These include anomie, morality, solidarity, integration,
ritual, professions, law, education, societal evolution, social facts or religion. Scholars frequently
highlight subtle shifts in thinking or observe tensions within or between various texts. A subset of
work here has something of the quality of intellectual biography as well as dealing with concept and
theory specification. This mode is most strongly associated with the scholars behind Durkheimian
Studies/études Durkheimiennes with their incredibly detailed knowledge of Durkheim’s life, times
and ideas. A variation on this theme (Type Ib) that is less commonly found involves studying the re-
ception and interpretation of Durkheim’s texts. This is an exercise in the sociology of knowledge or
the history of social thought. It explores how particular ideas get taken up and used, or how certain
themes are given emphasis or are neglected.

Type II: If Type I scholarship tends to be centripetal and inward looking, Type II is centrifugal
and reaches out. Durkheim’s thoughts are unusually open to collisions and affordances arising from
or inspired by developments in wider sociology and social theory. The connection possibilities
are far more extensive than we might imagine. Here Durkheim is generally read with a new lens.
Sometimes this lens is one with a greater power of magnification than we are used to (the usual
tool of Type I research), but often it just has a new, unexpected angle of perspective thanks to shifts
in sociological interest. Themes and second rank concepts we had not much noticed before, move
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into visibility. Small sections of text or the myriad comparatively minor essays are scrutinized for
what they say to have about this novel theme. Sometimes they are collected by a scholar and we
see for the first time that Durkheim actually wrote quite a lot on a topic. Maybe we have missed
this as there is no chapter heading and the entries were scattered. This Durkheim is often placed in
juxtaposition to other generally less important and more middle range theorists in an operation of
intellectual triangulation; or is seen as a prescient thinker who formulated significant ideas, but per-
haps in an incomplete or provisional way. Our Durkheim here is often a little more contemporary in
feel than the Durkheim we find in Type I scholarship. He seems less chained to his epoch and appe-
ars to be an intellectual magpie rather like Simmel rather than a scholar with ‘joined up thinking’.
This figure is frequently a cultural sociologist or cultural political theorist who was, to our surprise
“first to market” or “avant la lettre” in multiple areas. Topics written about here might include —and
these are just examples— the body, material culture and iconic power, fatalism, interaction ritual,
sexuality, human rights, and punishment.

Type III: A tradition going back to Parsons takes a more macroscopic approach. It tends to look
at Durkheim in toto as representing a particular general vision or analytic option in sociological
theory. He offers a set of foundational solutions/stances with regard to issues such as social action,
order, system integration, modernity or social explanation. He is said to articulate a fundamental
orientation that can be juxtaposed to other major thinkers, typically Marx and Weber but sometimes
also Meade or Goffman. The act of reading typically sketches out a ‘big picture’. It has lines of
perspective that are demarcated by the novel synthetic and analytic frame at the center of the intel-
lectual effort. Here Durkheim is generally depicted towards the philosophical end of social theory
continuum. He is a deep thinker who engages in occasional empirical illustrations to demonstrate
his abstract points. Monograph efforts by Parsons (1937), Habermas (1984), and Alexander (2014)
might be thought of as representative. So might the work of critics such as Lockwood (1992) or
Tilly (1981) who want to assert that Durkheim often got things wrong and made poor theoretical
choices. For such detractors, Durkheim tends to stand in for what is bad about structural functiona-
lism, cultural sociology or systems level explanations as a whole. If there are fish to fry, why not
fry the biggest fish?

Type IV: Finally, we have events, happenings, social facts and trends in the ‘real world’ that
are to be explained. Often surprising events throw down the gauntlet to the sociologist. At other
times emergent trends in society become a temporary focus for disciplinary activity. Recurrent
and robust features of institutional life also need accounting. Durkheim’s toolkit of concepts
and his adaptable theoretical armature provides an off the peg set of resources for ordering and
explaining. The impetus here is often to show that Durkheim has traction, is still relevant or that
he mops up a lot of the variance when it comes to getting a grip on what is going on. He is a me-
ans to an end, not an end in himself for scholarship. When it comes to events, grist for this mill
has historically included coronations and funerals, media spectacles, wars, terror attacks, moral
panics, elections, memorials, controversies and scandals. The standard toolkit for explanation,
at least today, tends to be the cultural one involving ritual, solidarity and the sacred and profa-
ne. It is easy to forget, however, that a less spectacular strand of everyday “real world” events
also exists that are the stock in trade for a more routinized, less theoretically inclined body of
scholarship. Notable here is the positivist Durkheim of “Suicide” and the “Rules of Sociological
Method” and his continuing low-key, un-cited impacts on fields such as quantitative criminology
and public health. Aside from drawing down on Durkheim’s general methodological call to study
social facts and their law-like properties, scholars engaged in this kind of work will seek to mea-
sure the impact of more specifically Durkheimian variables such as social ties and their density,
demographics, moral beliefs and religion.
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Is this typology viable, useful or complete? The essays collected here do not provide a defini-
tive answer as they illustrate the possibilities in an uneven way. As editors we have been faithful
to the pattern of submissions and the blind peer review process rather than box checking with an
eye to validating our classification. Papers in the contemporary cultural sociology mode are very
surprisingly missing, as are those that are positivist applications, and those which focus on the
most macro levels of big picture theory comparison. We were also very surprised that there were
no strong papers sent in looking at the impact of Durkheim on Turkish sociology, Turkish social
thought or the interface between the state and the academy in the nation building process. For this
reason, we have provided this information ourselves a paragraph or so down. In many cases the
papers published here illustrate hybrid forms and bring together different thought styles and uses
of Durkheim. There will be dominant and subordinated tendencies that can be uncovered by a
typologically informed taxonomical reading. So, we suggest our typology is of ideal types —that it
is a heuristic with which to develop reading strategies and so to answer the questions: What is the
author doing here? To whom are they speaking?

Charles Lemert’s contribution fits most closely with our Type IV cell in its concern with explaining
contemporary social realities. It differs from the more common forms of case study orientation in that
it displays Lemert’s signature intellectual style and scope. He rubs Durkheim up against a thousand
years of history, speculates on his ghost’s views of the 20th century and indicates a legacy that extends
through French structuralism (and thence, we would add, too much contemporary cultural sociology).
The idea behind this kind of reading is one of mutual imbrication or mirroring. For Lemert, Durkheim
helps us see how the modern world works. Durkheim also sets up moral expectations with which we
can judge good and bad choices. Essentially, Durkheim for Lemert was a universalist who believed
in the possibility of solidaristic inclusion and cooperation. In this essay we also see Lemert showing
how world events in their turn offer a way to reflect back on the theory and to highlight its continuing
relevance as an analytic and moral lodestone. From the perspective of our special edition, Lemert’s
thoughts on how Durkheim would have understood 20th century Turkey are particularly interesting.
He notes the role of religion in generating solidarity. Unfortunately, it is largely left to others to reflect
on what we feel is a signature issue here: a comparison of Durkheim’s programmatic views of laicité,
the state and civic-secular-professional-moral integration with the Kemalist reconstruction of Turkey.
In a sense Turkey - today torn between more secular and more religious modes of political orientation
- provides a test for the viability of Durkheim’s vision of a modern Republic.

In the case of Turkey, the deep relevance of Durkheim’s thinking on such matters was recog-
nized early. At the very end of the 19th century the organizers of the constitutionalist movement
opposed to the Ottoman Sultan Abdul Hamid II attempted to steer modernization policies by dra-
wing down a little on Durkheim’s views. Durkheim was to remain a source of inspiration in the
nation-state formation process after the establishment of the Republic of Turkey.

The intellectual world of Turkey read the name of Emile Durkheim for the first time in the wri-
tings of Ahmad Shuaib whose writings were published in the journal Servet-i Fiinun [The Wealth
of Sciences] with the title Hayat ve Kitaplar [Life and Books] in 1899. These introduced Durkheim
together with his rival Gabriel Tarde, yet levels of attention did not pass beyond those attending
to intellectual curiosity at first. This interest also embraced Auguste Comte and Herbert Spencer
in Ulum-u Iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi [The Discipline of Economics and the Social Cor-
pus], again under the influence of Ahmed Shuaib. The anti-individualist and socialist sociology of
Durkheim became more visible at the time of the Balkan Wars, which began in 1912, and which
were followed by World War I and the Turkish War of Independence. In this context, Ziya Gokalp
stepped forward as a central figure, applying and adapting the ideas of Durkheim to the conditions
of the Ottoman Empire and Turkey.

19



Durkheim’s political thought had been much influenced by the need to strengthen France’s fra-
gile Third Republic. Gokalp picked up this theme and emphasized the solidaristic, moralistic and
state-centric qualities of Durkheim’s thought. He found Durkheim’s solidarist-corporatist model to
be more humanistic compared to options like communism or liberalism and to be more appropriate
than these to Turkish society (Parla, 1989). He proposed the triple formula of “Becoming Islamic,
Turkish, and Contemporary” in the process of Turkey becoming modern nation-state. Among the
most important issues in Turkey’s modernization were the questions of how a Muslim society could
be a part of the Christian and Western international system and how Turkey could manage material
and spiritual tensions. For this reason, Gokalp used the culture-civilization contrast of German ro-
manticism in his theoretical expansion. He researched the ancient histories, traditions, customs, and
practices of Turks for the construction of a Turkism that would form the cultural dimension of the
nation-state. Moreover, he also underlined a path of modernization as essential for Turkey. Gokalp
adopted the meaning that Durkheim had imposed on these two concepts (culture, civilization) at
this point (Kabakeci, 2011). According to this, nations can be a part of the international “civilization”
of scientific and technological development and global exchange while maintaining cultures that
included unique elements of religion, language, law, aesthetics, and morality.

According to Gokalp, his theoretical framework provided an opportunity to be part of Western
civilization while remaining Turk and Muslim. Turkism was proposed as a pivotal cultural element
in the context of the new nationalist ideology. Mohammedanism would become a cultural element
of this Turkishness, and the function of maintaining solidarity would be imposed not on a streng-
thened individualism but on a strengthened socialism or collectivism. This conceptual framework,
which Gokalp had reached by interpreting Durkheim, was to be a pillar for the promotion of a
corporatist management approach that provided for the representation of various religious and
ethnic groups with the aim of preventing the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. These were linked
to political developments for the arbitration of Turkish nationalism viz-a-viz separatist groups.
With the creation of the Republic of Turkey Gokalp’s ideas became more influential and somewhat
institutionalized. Yet it is of interest to reflect that Gokalp’s work was not a one-to-one transfer of
Durkheim’s ideas but an adaptation of his views to the conditions of Turkey. It was an act invol-
ving the translation and adaption of an idea-set to the ‘local’ within a ‘global” knowledge order.
For example, Gokalp counterbalances Durkheim’s concepts of order and morality with nation and
progress and his concept of collective consciousness with national consciousness. In contrast to
the French society as discussed by Durkheim, in Turkey new solutions were felt especially neces-
sary in the area of political stability not in the area of everyday social order. This was because,
although the Republican administration and the new intellectual orderings were fragile, Islam
already provided foundations for routine solidarity and individual purpose. So, while Durkheim
advocated laicité Gokalp saw a role for religion as an important component of a shared national
consciousness and unity (Bulut, 2015).

Gokalp’s application and adaptation of Durkheim’s concepts and ideas to the case of Turkey was
one of the most significant paths through which Turkish sociology engaged with Western thought.
Because of this, determining where Durkheim’s impact begins and where it ends is quite difficult.
For many Turkish politicians and intellectuals in prior decades, Durkheim’s nation-state-solidarity-
morality approach was fundamental. Indeed, it might have become a kind of second nature and so
account for the lack of any article about interpretations of Durkheim in Turkey among the submis-
sions to our special edition. We also reflect that the case of Gokalp indicates the presence of a kind
of Durkheim scholarship not indicated in our typology above. There is a Type V that uses Durkheim
for normative projects with associated social engineering. This feeds off Durkheim’s desire for
social stability, collective morality and national identification. Having considered a legacy where
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we might have expected but did not receive contributions, we are in a position to return to the items
we are publishing here.

By centering his effort around the somewhat overlooked concept of sacrifice, but with frequent
reference to more contemporary theorists, Ronjon Paul Datta offers something of a hybrid between
a Type I and Type II paper. He shows that something we might quickly read past is actually quite
pervasive in Durkheim and that we can profit by a new way of seeing - one that moves sacrifice
to center stage. But his study is a little more complex than this. Charitable readers will say that it
nicely illustrates the ‘ideal type’ quality of our typology, insofar as this paper seems to do a little
of everything. Others might ask if it does not invalidate our apparatus given that the fit is so bad.
For Datta the real world of neoliberal governance with its associated push against altruism, its
failures, waste and finally fiscal bailouts (which sacrificed its own principles), is something that
can be usefully illuminated with this Durkheimain resource (Type IV paper). And Durkheim, alt-
hough he appears here as fresh, prescient and contemporary, is also subject to critique. Brilliant as
he may be, Datta argues he represents the kind of idealistic cultural theory that needs a corrective
from theorists whose theoretical logics are more concerned with power such as Foucault (Type I1I,
critical position).

If Datta is hard to classify we are confident that Graciella Inda belongs squarely in Type I. She
offers a really detailed account of a well-established core theme —the State— in a very tightly defined,
two-year period of Durkheim’s intellectual life. As with Datta’s paper here we have a contribution
that perfectly illustrates the ways in which Durkheim’s texts continue to reward close reading and
re-reading. Inda shows how the state had a broadly positive role in Durkheim’s vision, how growing
state authority was not incompatible with individual rights and liberties, and how social solidarity
existed beyond or was prior to the state. In a sense, this vision is of the state as a facilitator under
the condition of organic solidarity. Again, we are struck by the need for an engagement between this
vision and Turkey’s Kemalism, both as a historical period and as a theory of political organization.

Eric Malczewski’s contribution would seem to be clearly identifiable as a Type II paper. He
is inspired by recent developments in the field of nations and nationalism and so turns to this
somewhat subordinate theme in Durkheim’s work. After some excavation, Durkheim is shown to
have had prescient insights about the collective conscience and imagined community from which
we scholars can still learn today. Although making a methodological and epistemological pitch,
Malczewski’s paper also demonstrates an interest in contemporary cultural sociology that has been
inspired by Durkheim and that has made progress in explaining the operation of nationalism in the
world today. This is a Type IV paper characteristic. In a sense, like Lemert, he indicates the produc-
tive fusion that has taken place in the Unites States between the Durkheimian tradition and cultural
sociological aimed at explanation (Smith, in press).

Bjoern Schiermer’s exploration of Durkheim’s orientation towards social action is a subtle and
creative application of the Type I pattern. However in this case he does not track a single concept
but rather traces a general movement or tendency in Durkheim’s thought —namely from a vision
of social facts as external and constraining towards a more voluntaristic understanding of creative
action and shared, generative sociality. In a famous footnote in Elementary Forms Durkheim de-
nied he had shifted. But why should we take him at his word? There are many reasons to question
whether individuals have perfect self-understanding. Besides, there is the matter of presentation of
self: Intellectuals are generally reluctant to flag that their thinking is inconsistent. Schiermer nicely
demonstrates that even as Durkheim didactically belabored the point that individuals were subordi-
nated to social forces, he was somewhat aware all along that social currents relating to things like
fashion and crowd behavior hinted that a more positive and socio-dynamic understanding was requ-
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ired. Themes relating to integration and positive attachment to the collectivity offered a temporary
solution. The ultimate resolution came in Elementary Forms where Durkheim argued that collective
action and shared participation themselves generated solidarity and shaped behavior by conferring
a sense of sacrality. Schiermer offers just a few suggestive empirical illustrations and his main cont-
ribution lies in the analytic reconstruction of a changing pattern of thought. However, many readers
will be aware of the ways in which Randall Collins (2004) and his theory of interaction ritual has
already demonstrated the plausibility of the approach with which this paper terminates.

According to Schiermer’s logic, Abdulkerim Sonmez highlights aspects of Durkheim’s early
thinking. The focus in this Type I paper is on a close reading of Durkheim, although comparisons
with Tonnies and Marx also offer a Type III feel. The thrust here is to focus on society as the ac-
tive agent, on functional system relations as supporting the survival of society, and of individuals
as constrained by social facts. Sonmez tries to show that Durkheim did not push the subject to a
passive position even as he emphasized the power of social facts in the context of his effort to have
sociology become an independent academic discipline. Even though Durkheim said society is a
synthesis where we can attribute an independent being to the self of society beyond the sum of
individuals, he drew attention to the fact that the individual attaches importance to survival within
society as a subject-actor.

Cagr1 Eryilmaz’s study attempts to show what Durkheim’s concepts can provide for the cons-
truction of an environmental sociology. Likewise, the claim is made that Durkheim might have
been able to give more importance to community-environment interactions if he had been engaged
in a foundational sociology of contemporary society rather than the one of his time. According to
Eryilmaz, Durkheim left out those environmental impacts whose effects on social phenomena are
often significant. This is because Durkheim argued that social facts could only be explained via
other social facts. However, concepts related to the environment can still be found in Durkheim’s
texts and environmental factors are somewhat acknowledged to play a role in the process of mo-
dernization. Environmental sociology in turn can benefit from reinterpreting concepts of solidarity
and division of labor in the context of global environmental issues such as climate change, which
humanity continues to face today. Generally speaking, Eryilmaz’s study can be seen to belong in
the Type Il category because he makes theoretical expansion by reinterpreting themes of secondary
importance in Durkheim’s texts in light of present theoretical concerns.

With a pattern of heavy citation to Pickering, Watts Miller and Besnard, Alexander Goffman’s
paper signals that it belongs in our Type I classification. His mission is to get the interpretation right
rather than to open things up. Like Datta he shows that interrogating a second-tier concept through
close reading can be a useful way to clarify Durkheim’s thought and propel critical theoretical
inquiry in new directions. In this case Goffman shows that tradition was an element of normative
integration. However, for Durkheim it alternated with periods of intense collective creativity whe-
rein new conditions of existence were established. These would generate their own traditions in
turn. Goffman also shows here subordinated elements of the Type II and Type IV intellectual style.
Durkheim helps explain elements of Soviet political culture in the 20th century (a Type IV characte-
ristic) and he anticipates developments in thinking about multiple modernities and their relationship
to de-traditionalization (a Type II theme). We might add that by Goffman’s telling Durkheim also
anticipates the alternation between stable and unsettled periods that is elaborated in Anne Swidler’s
(1986) highly cited ‘toolkit paper’ entitled Culture in Action. From Goffman’s reconstruction of
the logic of Durkheim’s famous 1911 presentation it would seem that he offers a model that will
be perhaps more satisfying to those who see too much individualism and pragmatism in Swidler’s
approach.
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Conclusion

As we noted earlier, contrary to our expectations, the presentation here does not fully capture the
range of contemporary Durkheimian scholarship in Turkey or elsewhere. A few pages notwithstan-
ding, we lack a representative body of empirical applications and extensions with an eye towards
social outcome explanation. Such work lies at the core of the contemporary cultural sociology
that has made use of Durkheim, especially in the United States. Durkheim’s situation as the flag
bearer for normative action theory, systems logics and so forth is also not much addressed. Still our
collection amply documents Durkheim’s continuing ability to inspire or generate high-level social
theory “from within”, as it were. The papers presented here show how detailed textual reconstruc-
tions of this thought do not just recapitulate what we already know a little more accurately. Rather
they stimulate the analytic thinking that can offer creative re-readings that will send us off in new
thought directions. So do the collisions and connections with more contemporary theorists made by
some of the authors. After looking over the papers we will have new thoughts about the role of the
state and of the nation and the environment, the widespread nature of sacrifice, the origins of social
action and social solidarity, and the relationship of the individual to the collectivity. We will also
appreciate yet again the intellectual scope and genius of Durkheim. Although we did not hit all our
intended targets this is probably more than enough for one volume of one journal.

Guest Editors
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Aynur Erdogan Coskun
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